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Chapter 32: Response to Comments 

This chapter contains the responses to comments, both oral and written, 
that were received on the State Route (S.R.) 210 Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) from members of the public, government 
agencies, and nongovernmental organizations during the 70-day public 
comment period from June 11, 2020, to September 3, 2021. Individuals 
and agencies who commented on the Draft EIS are listed alphabetically in 
Appendix 32A, Commenter and Response Matrix, along with their 
associated comment number. Appendix 32A is divided into Section 32A.1, 
Commenter Matrix for Comments on the Draft EIS, and Section 32A.2, 
Commenter Matrix for Comments to the Revised Draft Chapter 26, 
Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation. To find the response to your 
comment, first find your name in Appendix 32A, then find your comment, which shows the associated 
response codes. These response codes indicate the sections of this chapter that address your comment. 

Appendix 32B, Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS, presents 
reproductions of written comments and transcriptions of comments that 
were submitted orally. Each comment document is identified in 
Appendix 32B by its comment number, and each statement or question 
regarding a separate environmental issue is labeled with an associated 
response section in this chapter. Comments received during the comment 
period for the Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
Evaluation, from December 10, 2021, to January 10, 2022, are provided 
in Appendix 32C, Reproductions of Comments on the Revised Draft 
Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation. 

The sections below present the responses to comments that were received on the Draft EIS. The section 
numbers in this chapter correspond to the chapters and sections in the Draft EIS (for example, 
Section 32.12 in this chapter corresponds to Chapter 12 in the Draft EIS). 

Summary of Comments 
About 13,443 comment submissions were received on the Draft EIS from individuals, organizations, and 
government agencies, which resulted in about 72,000 specific comments. The comment submissions took 
the form of letters, emails, phone messages, website submissions, and public hearing testimonies. The 
number of comments shows a strong interest by the public in the S.R. 210 Project. 

It is important to note that the process established by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is not 
based on vote-counting. The public involvement efforts of NEPA are intended to gather information and 
ideas from the public on the proposed action and alternatives, and on the impact assessment and other 
information in the Draft EIS, in order to ensure that the Final EIS is as accurate, informative, and useful as 
possible. Analysis of public comments and, as appropriate, modification of the EIS results in a better 

How do I find the responses to 
my comment? 

In Appendix 32A, first find your 
name, then find your comment, 
which shows the associated 
response codes. These 
response codes indicate the 
sections of this chapter that 
address your comment. 

How do I search for specific 
words in this PDF? 

In Adobe Acrobat, press Ctrl-
Shift-F (in Windows) or 
Command-Shift-F (on a Mac) to 
open the Advanced Search 
dialog.  
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document and helps the decision-maker make better decisions, not simply count up pros and cons or yes or 
no votes on a particular alternative or issue. 

It is tempting for a proponent or opponent of a particular alternative to “stuff the ballot box” in support of their 
view. However, even though the decision-maker gathers quantitative information that is important in 
assessing attitudes and concerns about particular issues, this is only part of the information that the 
decision-maker analyzes. The reasons for people’s concerns, preferences, and criticisms are also sought in 
this process. Therefore, this chapter does not mention the total number of comments on a particular issue 
but instead focuses on more qualitative information that can include trends in public opinion. 

The following sections summarize the main comments on the Draft EIS by topic. 

• Purpose and Need (Sections 32.1.1–32.1.5). The majority of comments on this topic 
included: 

○ The EIS transportation need assessment study area was too narrowly focused and should 
have included all of the central Wasatch Mountains including Big Cottonwood Canyon, Mill 
Creek Canyon, and Parley’s Canyon. 

○ The EIS should have evaluated Big Cottonwood Canyon. 

○ The project purpose was too narrowly focused and thus limited the range of potential 
alternatives. 

○ The EIS project purpose should have included summer use in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

○ The project purpose should have addressed all users on S.R. 210, not just those going to 
the ski resorts. 

○ The project purpose should have included reducing the number of vehicles in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. 

○ The project purpose will only increase the number of vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

○ Environmental protection should have been included in the project purpose. 

○ The need for the project is only for a limited number of days in the winter. 

○ The project is the first phase of a gondola interconnect system with Big Cottonwood 
Canyon and Park City. 

• Alternatives Development and Screening Process (Section 32.2.2). A number of 
comments questioned the results of the alternatives-screening process. Common questions 
included: 

○ Why didn’t the reasonable alternatives include a bus-only shuttle system similar to the one 
in Zion National Park? 

○ Why didn’t the reasonable alternatives include a reversible lane on S.R. 210 in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon? 

○ The alternatives process should have included how climate change will affect the number 
of skiing days in the future. 
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○ Why didn’t the reasonable alternatives include a regional bus system with mobility hubs 
dispersed throughout the Salt Lake Valley? 

○ Why didn’t the reasonable alternatives include a connection to TRAX? 

○ Why didn’t the reasonable alternatives include removal of the IKON Pass, limited ski ticket 
sales at the resorts, the resorts charging for parking, a parking reservation system, or just 
limiting the number of skiers? 

○ Why didn’t the reasonable alternatives include stricter enforcement of vehicle traction laws 
or allowing only vehicles with appropriate winter equipment in Little Cottonwood Canyon? 

○ Why didn’t the reasonable alternatives include a bus-only alternative instead of making 
improvements to Wasatch Boulevard? 

○ Why didn’t the reasonable alternatives include only a toll or forced carpooling? 

○ Why didn’t the reasonable alternatives consider less impactful options first? 

• Alternatives Refinement Process (Section 32.2.3). The main comment was that, to make 
the primary transit alternatives attractive to users, more lockers are required at the ski resorts. 

• Travel Demand Management Strategies Considered as Part of the Action Alternatives 
(Section 32.2.4). The majority of comments on this topic included: 

○ Why doesn’t the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) implement a toll? 

○ How much would a toll cost, and what would be the purpose of the toll? 

○ How much would it cost to ride one of the primary alternatives, and would the cost be 
subsidized? 

○ How much would it cost to park at one of the mobility hubs? 

○ When and where would a toll be applied? 

○ Would a toll apply to all of Little Cottonwood Canyon? 

○ Could the cost of a toll be included in a ski pass? 

○ Would a toll be collected electronically or at a toll both? 

○ Instead of a toll, could higher vehicle occupancies be enforced? 

○ Could a toll be applied only to tourists? 

○ Instead of a toll, could UDOT implement reserved parking at the ski resorts? 
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• Alternatives Considered for Detailed Study (Section 32.2.6). The majority of comments on 
this topic included: 

○ Why didn’t the reasonable alternatives consider dispersed recreation and include stops at 
trailheads and dispersed recreation sites? 

○ Commenters asked for more detail about how the alternatives would operate. 

○ The number of transfers for some of the primary alternatives would make them less 
attractive to use. 

○ Commenters had concerns about traffic around the mobility hubs, with most concerns 
related to traffic around the gondola base station at La Caille with Gondola Alternative B. 

○ Reduce the speed limit on Wasatch Boulevard and implement the Cottonwood Heights 
Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan. 

○ Commenters had concerns about safety and community impacts related to widening 
Wasatch Boulevard. 

○ The enhanced bus service alternatives would provide greater future flexibility if conditions 
change. 

○ Commenters had concerns about the length of the wait to ride the gondola with the 
gondola alternatives. 

○ Commenters had concerns about the safety and reliability of a gondola system during 
extreme weather, and whether the system would operate during interlodge events. 

○ Commenters had concerns about the length of time to ride the bus or gondola with the 
transit alternatives, and whether it would make the alternatives less attractive to use. 

• Preliminary Cost Estimates and Construction Implementation (Section 32.2.7). The 
majority of comments on this topic included: 

○ Utah taxpayers should not pay for a project that benefits only the ski resorts. 

○ The ski resorts should pay for the project. 

○ Who will pay for the primary alternatives? 
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• Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives (Section 32.2.9). The majority of comments 
on this topic included: 

○ UDOT should consider a phased implementation starting with the least-impactful 
alternative and determine its success before moving on to more impactful alternatives. 

○ The Enhanced Bus Service Alternative would be the least impactful alternative. 

○ The enhanced bus service alternatives would still be affected by snow and icy conditions 
on S.R. 210. 

○ The gondola alternatives would support tourism and would be more reliable in bad 
weather. 

○ Snow sheds are needed to improve road reliability and safety. 

○ Commenters expressed a preference for or opposition to an alternative. 

○ None of the alternatives would improve mobility and reduce traffic congestion. 

• Community and Property Impacts (Section 32.4). The majority of comments on this topic 
included: 

○ Impacts to climbing resources would be substantial. 

○ Recreation access in Little Cottonwood Canyon would be reduced. 

○ Quality of life would be reduced for residents in Cottonwood Heights from the Wasatch 
Boulevard improvements. 

○ The preferred alternatives would ruin the quality of the recreation experience in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. 

○ The gondola alternatives would cause a loss of privacy. 

○ Quality of life would be reduced for residents around the gondola base station at La Caille. 

○ The trailhead improvement alternatives would reduce dispersed recreation access. 

• Environmental Justice (Section 32.5). The majority of comments on this topic included: 

○ A toll would affect low-income communities. 

○ The preferred alternatives would marginalize vulnerable communities. 

• Traffic and Transportation (Section 32.7). The majority of comments on this topic included: 

○ The primary alternatives would not meet the goal of reducing congestion. 

○ Commenters had concerns about traffic around the parking structures needed for the 
primary alternatives. 
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• Air Quality (Section 32.10). The majority of comments on this topic included: 

○ UDOT should use electric buses to minimize air quality impacts. 

○ Commenters had concerns about greenhouse gas emissions and the impact with regard to 
climate change. 

○ Commenters had concerns about the health impacts from air pollutant emissions. 

• Noise (Section 32.11). The majority of comments on this topic included: 

○ Commenters had concerns about noise impacts from the gondola alternatives. 

○ Commenters had concerns about the location and number of noise walls on Wasatch 
Boulevard and 9400 South. 

○ Commenters had concerns about noise impacts to Wasatch Boulevard. 

• Water Resources (Section 32.12). The majority of comments on this topic included: 

○ Commenters had concerns about impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon watershed and 
the water quality of Little Cottonwood Creek. 

○ Commenters had concerns about impacts to water quality water treatment facilities. 

• Ecosystem Resources (Section 32.13). The majority of comments on this topic included: 

○ Commenters had concerns about impacts from the preferred alternatives on the fragile 
ecosystem. 

○ Commenters had concerns about impacts to wildlife from loss of habitat and habitat 
fragmentation. 

○ Commenters had concerns about impacts to raptors and other bird species from the 
gondola alternatives. 

○ Commenters had concerns about impacts from construction and operation of the primary 
alternatives to riparian and aquatic resources. 

• Visual Resources (Section 32.17). The majority of comments on this topic included: 

○ Commenters had concerns about visual impacts from the preferred alternatives, with most 
concerns associated with the gondola alternatives. 

○ More key observation points should have been included in the analysis. 
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• Indirect Effects (Section 32.20). The majority of comments on this topic included: 

○ A visitor capacity analysis should be conducted to better understand the user capacity of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon before alternatives are implemented. 

○ The primary alternatives would increase winter use at the ski resorts, which are already 
overcrowded. 

○ The gondola and cog rail alternatives would increase summer use at the ski resorts and 
associated trails. 

○ The primary alternatives would cause the ski resorts to expand their facilities and terrain, 
which will impact the environment and watershed. 

• Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation (Section 32.26). The majority of comments on this 
topic included: 

○ The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service should have considered the 
Grit Mill area as an important recreation area, and UDOT should have considered the area 
as a Section 4(f) property. 

○ The gondola alignment under the gondola cables should have been considered for 
Section 4(f) uses. 

• USDA Forest Service Forest Plan Amendments (Section 32.28). The majority of comments 
on this topic included: 

○ Lands transferred from National Forest System management to UDOT due to the project 
alternatives should stay under the Forest Service management prescriptions. 

○ The USDA Forest Service fails to meet its obligations under NEPA by seeking to make 
decisions based on a forest plan that is 20 years old. 
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32.1 Purpose and Need 

32.1.1 Introduction 
A. Commenters stated that UDOT should also be looking at infrastructure improvements in Big 

Cottonwood Canyon. Others commented that the project study area should be larger to include the 
Salt Lake Valley or other areas surrounding the Wasatch Mountains. 

See Section 1.1.1, Description of the Transportation Needs Assessment Study Area, of the Draft 
EIS for more information about the study area developed to consider transportation solutions for 
S.R. 210. The transportation needs assessment study area, or study area, used for the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon EIS extends along S.R. 210 from its intersection with S.R. 190/Fort Union 
Boulevard in Cottonwood Heights, Utah, to its terminus in the town of Alta, Utah, and includes the 
Alta Bypass Road (Figure 1.1-1, Transportation Needs Assessment Study Area). UDOT 
developed the study area to include an area that is influenced by the transportation operations on 
S.R. 210 and to provide logical termini (endpoints) for the project. 

Potential transportation solutions in the study area would have 
independent utility because they would be usable and would be 
a reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation 
improvements in the area are made. In addition, alternative 
solutions on S.R. 210 would not restrict UDOT from considering 
alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation 
improvements currently included in the regional transportation 
plan or being considered by local municipalities. The study area from Fort Union Boulevard to the 
town of Alta is also long enough to address environmental matters on a broad scope along 
Wasatch Boulevard and along S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Transportation 
improvements in Big Cottonwood Canyon or other areas are outside the transportation needs 
assessment study area for the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS and would require a separate 
environmental document. 

Although many commenters stated that UDOT should have included Big Cottonwood Canyon, 
improvements in that canyon are not necessary to address the transportation issues on S.R. 210. 
The EIS does recognize that transportation solutions on S.R. 210 could have indirect effects on 
S.R. 209 in Big Cottonwood Canyon, which are discussed in Chapter 20, Indirect Effects, of 
the EIS. 

B. Commenters asked who will make the final decision regarding which alternative is selected. 

UDOT will decide which alternatives are selected for construction. However, UDOT’s decision will 
rely heavily on both technical information and agency and community input. The final decision will 
be documented in the Record of Decision supported by information in the Final EIS. 

C. Commenters stated that the transportation study area used in the EIS was too small and should 
have focused on regional transportation solutions. Others commented that the transportation 

What is Wasatch Boulevard? 

Wasatch Boulevard is a segment 
of S.R. 210 from Fort Union 
Boulevard to North Little 
Cottonwood Road. 
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improvements should be part of a comprehensive planning effort that considers all access 
involving the central Wasatch Mountains. 

S.R. 210 Transportation Needs Assessment Study Area. UDOT developed this study area to 
include an area that is influenced by the transportation operations on Wasatch Boulevard and in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon, and to provide logical termini (endpoints) for the project. The 
intersection of S.R. 190/Fort Union Boulevard was selected as the western terminus because it is 
the point where traffic splits between Big Cottonwood Canyon and Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
Traffic south of this intersection is mostly related to trips in and out of Little Cottonwood Canyon 
and commuter traffic on Wasatch Boulevard. The end of the paved road in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon was selected as the eastern terminus because this is where S.R. 210 terminates in the 
town of Alta at Albion Basin Road. The S.R. 210 Project does not include Albion Basin Road. 

Potential transportation solutions in the study area would have independent utility because they 
would be usable and a reasonable expenditure even if no additional transportation improvements 
in the area are made. The study area from Fort Union Boulevard is also long enough to address 
environmental matters on a broad scope along Wasatch Boulevard and in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. 

The needs assessment study area used in the EIS did not restrict UDOT from considering 
alternatives outside this area. The needs assessment study area only helped define the problem, 
and alternatives or actions that could contribute to addressing this problem could start at points 
outside the needs assessment study area. For example, UDOT evaluated a regional transit 
system across the Salt Lake Valley, light rail from the University of Utah and Murray, and mobility 
hubs in Sandy. All of these alternatives were outside the needs assessment study area. 

Comprehensive Regional Planning. The Wasatch Front Regional Council is the agency 
responsible for integrated regional planning. UDOT used the 2019–2050 Wasatch Front Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) (WFRC 2019) as a guide in developing and considering the project 
purpose and the alternatives evaluated during the EIS process. The RTP is an integrated 
regionwide plan that identifies a list of projects that should be implemented by phase. Four 
projects in the 2019–2050 RTP identify the need to make improvements to S.R. 210 (Projects 
R-S-53, R-S-163, R-S-216, and T-S-75). One of the purposes of the RTP is to demonstrate how 
projects affect other projects so that a regional approach can be considered to avoid a fragmented 
approach to planning. UDOT used all of the projects in the RTP as a baseline in developing 
alternatives. Once a project is listed in the RTP, and based on the need and the phase of the 
project, a more specific study is conducted for each project, such as the Little Cottonwood Canyon 
EIS for the S.R. 210 Project. 

In developing the project purpose, alternatives, and the environmental analysis, UDOT considered 
planning documents from the Mountain Accord, the Wasatch Canyons General Plan, watershed 
plans, Forest Service plans, and other local and regional city, county, and state transportation, 
land use, and environmental plans. In considering these plans as part of the EIS process, UDOT is 
not ignoring how the project alternatives could affect these plans or the natural and human 
environment. 
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UDOT started a corridor planning process for Big Cottonwood Canyon, but that process was 
independent of the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS. UDOT put the process on hold to focus on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS. 

D. Commenters asked whether the Utah Transit Authority (UTA) was consulted during the EIS 
process to help develop transit alternatives. Save Our Canyons stated that the Federal Transit 
Administration should have been involved in the EIS. 

UTA was a cooperating agency and was consulted throughout the EIS process in developing the 
enhanced bus service, busing to the gondola and cog rail base stations, and cog rail alternatives. 
In addition, UTA assisted in reviewing preliminary drafts of the environmental analysis. The all bus 
service and cog rail alternatives operations and requirements were developed based on input from 
UTA, and the cost estimates were provided by UTA for both capital and operational expenditures. 
Since UDOT is not seeking federal transit funds, there is not a need to include the Federal Transit 
Administration in the process. 

E. A commenter stated that Salt Lake County was not asked to be a cooperating agency and that 
UDOT is analyzing a proposal that the County is against. The commenter also questioned why the 
Salt Lake County Municipal Service District was not included in the process. 

UDOT asked Salt Lake County to be a participating agency in the EIS process, and the County 
accepted. UDOT worked extensively with the County during the EIS process, including the review 
of the County’s land use and resource plans. A cooperating or participating agency provides input 
throughout the EIS process but does not have the authority to eliminate alternatives it does 
not like. 

The Municipal Service District was included with the Salt Lake County participation. The Service 
District also had an equal opportunity to be involved in the public process. In addition, UDOT met 
with all of the affected communities that are part of the Municipal Service District area throughout 
the EIS process to seek input, including on the scope of the project and on alternatives. 

F. Save Our Canyons commented during the scoping period that UDOT should have prepared a 
programmatic EIS, which would have looked at the broader region, not just S.R. 210. They also 
commented that the limited scope of the EIS would preclude alternatives outside the S.R. 210 
corridor. 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) does not require 
that a programmatic EIS be conducted before undertaking a 
more site-specific EIS. Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the EIS 
explains why UDOT is moving forward with an EIS on S.R. 210 
(see response 32.1.2B). As UDOT manages S.R. 210, it has the 
authority to implement NEPA on any improvements including 
the alternatives that might affect land outside UDOT’s authority. 
UDOT included both the USDA Forest Service and the Salt 
Lake City Department of Public Utilities as cooperating agencies 
to assist in the development and review of the EIS. 

What is scoping? 

Scoping is an early and open 
process for determining the 
scope of issues to be addressed 
and for identifying the substantial 
issues related to a proposed 
action. 
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The Wasatch Front Regional Council is the agency responsible for integrated regional planning. 
UDOT used the 2019–2050 Wasatch Front Regional Transportation Plan as a guide in developing 
and considering the project purpose and the alternatives included in the EIS. The RTP is an 
integrated regionwide plan that identifies a list of projects that should be implemented by phase. 
Four projects in the 2019–2050 RTP identify the need to make improvements to S.R. 210 (Projects 
R-S-53, R-S-163, R-S-216, and T-S-75). One of the purposes of the RTP is to demonstrate how 
projects affect other projects so that a regional approach can be considered to avoid a fragmented 
approach to planning. UDOT uses the RTP to identify projects to move forward into the planning 
and NEPA processes. There is no requirement under NEPA to start with a programmatic EIS, and 
the RTP provides a list of interrelated projects. 

G. Save Our Canyons commented during the EIS scoping period that the Little Cottonwood Canyon 
EIS was focused on accommodating more traffic. 

This comment was provided during the EIS scoping period before any action alternatives were 
developed, and it was too early to assume that the alternatives were designed to accommodate 
more traffic. The project purpose was not developed to increase traffic but to improve mobility, 
safety, and reliability on S.R. 210. Based on the purpose, UDOT evaluated five transit-based 
primary action alternatives that, along with implementing tolling, would reduce the amount of 
personal vehicle traffic on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon during peak travel periods. Thus, 
the project purpose was not developed to accommodate more traffic. 

32.1.2 Summary of Purpose and Need 
A. A commenter stated that any solution must address avalanches that close the canyon. 

The project purpose is to improve reliability, mobility, and safety 
on S.R. 210 from Fort Union to the town of Alta. For an 
alternative to pass the screening process, it must be able to 
improve reliability, which is why all of the primary action 
alternatives include snow sheds (an avalanche mitigation sub-
alternative) to reduce the amount of time when the canyon is 
closed due to avalanche mitigation, which will improve the 
mobility, reliability, and safety of S.R. 210. 

B. Commenters asked: What is the goal or purpose of the project? 
Other commenters stated that the goal of the project should not 
be to get more people into Little Cottonwood Canyon to recreate. Other commenters stated that 
the traffic was bad only few days each winter. Commenters also stated that the need for the 
project does not justify the expenditures when other projects in the Salt Lake Valley are more 
pressing. 

The purpose of the S.R. 210 Project is to substantially improve roadway safety, reliability, and 
mobility on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard to the town of Alta for all users on S.R. 210. The 
goal of the project is not to increase visitation or promote ski resort expansion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon but to improve the operation of S.R. 210. All of the reasonable alternatives identified in the 

What are reliability and 
mobility? 

Reliability refers to the degree of 
certainty and predictability in 
travel times on the transportation 
system. Mobility refers to the 
ability and level of ease to travel 
on a transportation-related 
facility. 
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Draft and Final EISs meet the project purpose and reduce personal vehicle use in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon since each alternative is based on transit and tolling. 

Based on the analysis in the EIS, UDOT found that, in 2050, S.R. 210 is projected to experience 
congestion conditions for about 50 days per winter season. The needs assessment found the 
following existing issues that need to be addressed. 

• Decreased mobility in winter during the morning (AM) and 
afternoon (PM) peak travel periods related to trips to ski 
areas, with the greatest traffic volumes occurring on 
weekends and holidays and during and after snowstorms 
(see response 32.1.4D regarding the expected number of 
days of wintertime congestion in 2050). The congestion 
affects residents who live at the entrance of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and cannot exit or return to their homes 
on busy ski days. 

• Decreased mobility on Wasatch Boulevard resulting from 
weekday commuter traffic. 

• Safety concerns associated with avalanche hazards and 
traffic delays caused by the current avalanche-mitigation program in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Periodic road closures for avalanche mitigation can cause 2-to-4-hour travel delays, 
or longer, which can cause traffic to back up in the neighborhoods at the entrance of the 
canyon. 

• Limited parking at the trailheads and the ski areas that leads to roadside parking on narrow 
shoulders. The consequences of roadside parking include: 

○ Reduced mobility on S.R. 210 near trailheads and at ski areas 

○ Loss of shoulder area for cyclists and pedestrians, which forces them into the roadway 
travel lane and creates a safety concern 

○ Creation of undesignated trailheads and paths that contribute to erosion, mineral soil loss, 
the spread of invasive weeds, degradation of the watershed, and loss of native vegetation 
in the canyon 

○ Damage to the pavement along the roadway edge, which causes increased soil erosion, 
runoff into nearby streams, and degradation of the watershed 

The purpose of the project is not to increase use of dispersed recreation sites or at trailheads by 
promoting transit stops. S.R. 210 does not have a mobility concern that would be solved by 
increasing recreation use at the trailheads. If the USDA Forest Service wants to have transit 
service at the trailheads or increased dispersed recreation, it can work with UTA or another transit 
provider. 

The EIS process does not determine the importance of one project over another, whether the 
expense of the project justifies solving the problem, or how best to use state funds between 
projects or to pay for state projects. That responsibility is up to the state legislature. 

What are peak periods? 

Peak periods are the periods of 
the day with the greatest 
amounts of traffic. For Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, the winter 
daily peak periods are tied to the 
ski areas opening and closing, 
whereas peak summer traffic 
occurs in the early afternoon. 
Peak periods are looked at by 
transportation analysts when 
examining the need for a project.  
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C. Commenters stated that UDOT should address year-round use in Little Cottonwood Canyon, not 
just in winter. Other commenters suggested that there should be year-round user fees. 

The main concern with mobility is traffic congestion during the winter when skiers arrive during the 
same peak travel period during the morning and leave at the same time at the end of the ski day. 
During the summer, traffic is dispersed throughout the day, so there is not a peak mobility concern 
that would warrant summer improvements to S.R. 210 including implementing transit service to 
trailheads or to dispersed recreation sites. UDOT’s purpose does not include the need to increase 
visitation to dispersed or designated recreation sites in Little Cottonwood Canyon. In the future, if 
the USDA Forest Service identifies a need to increase service to the trailheads, it can work with 
UDOT, UTA, and/or others to evaluate transit service independent of the UDOT Little Cottonwood 
Canyon EIS process. 

Tolling during the winter would be implemented to encourage ski resort users to shift to a transit 
mode. Since mobility is not a concern in the summer, the EIS alternatives do not include a non-
winter user fee for S.R. 210 operations. 

D. Commenters stated that the project purpose says that the project should address all users on 
S.R. 210, but the project only focuses on those going to the ski resorts. Save Our Canyons 
commented that the purpose ignored the full range of users. 

UDOT is seeking to improve mobility, reliability, and safety for all users of S.R. 210, regardless of 
destination. The purpose is not to improve or diminish access for a specific user group but to 
improve mobility, safety, and reliability. The majority of winter users (over 90%) on S.R. 210 in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon travel above the White Pine Trailhead. Currently and in the future, ski 
resort user traffic causes vehicle backups and congestion-related issues for residents in 
Cottonwood Heights, those residents at the canyon entrance, and other recreation users in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. By focusing the transportation solutions on the main users (those going to 
the ski resorts), the transportation mobility and reliability would improve for other users (lower-
canyon recreationists) who want to access the canyon outside the ski resorts, as well as residents 
who live along S.R. 209 or S.R. 210. 

UDOT’s goal is to reduce ski resort–related private vehicle traffic during the peak travel times by 
30% by implementing a toll to incentivize ski resort users to shift to transit. Thus, all of the primary 
alternatives intend to reduce personal vehicle use in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The exact amount 
of the toll has yet to be determined, but the toll could range from $20 to $30 for most vehicles 
during peak traffic periods, with possible variations based on the time of day and the day of the 
week. If UDOT does not see a shift from personal vehicles to transit, the amount of the toll could 
be adjusted to accomplish the goal of reducing the number of personal vehicles in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. The toll would be applied just below Snowbird Entry 1 and would apply 
mostly to ski resort users and the ski resort customers; therefore, they would pay the greatest 
amount of the fee that would be used to support transit in the winter. There would be no toll or limit 
on access below Snowbird Entry 1. A reduction in the number of personal vehicles used by skiers 
to access the resorts would benefit mobility, reliability, and safety for all users of S.R. 210. 

None of the alternatives consider transit stops at trailheads or at backcountry locations, since they 
are not needed to meet the project purpose of improving mobility. Although many commenters 
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requested transit stops at dispersed recreation and trailhead areas, this would likely increase 
visitation at these locations. In addition, UDOT is not responsible for increasing recreation use at 
trailheads and backcountry locations by providing transit service. The USDA Forest Service is the 
agency that determines the infrastructure that should be in place to allow increased use at 
trailheads and dispersed backcountry areas. 

Some commenters stated that, based on informal surveys, only 17% of the users in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon go to the resorts, while 32% of the users go to dispersed recreation sites. 
A commenter also suggested that 70% of the visitors to the central Wasatch Mountains went to 
dispersed recreation sites. Although the commenter said that some information was based on 
UDOT traffic counts, it should be noted that traffic counts do not determine where users are 
headed. Based on actual Bluetooth vehicle data collected in 2021, UDOT found that, during the 
winter, about 90% of the users go to upper Little Cottonwood Canyon, showing that the majority of 
winter users are headed to the ski resort areas. The EIS was focused on S.R. 210 in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, whereas the commenter visitation numbers were for the entire central 
Wasatch Mountains. 

E. Commenters stated that the EIS purpose does not align with the Central Wasatch Commission 
Pillars or recommended Mountain Transportation System recommendations. 

The Central Wasatch Commission (CWC) is trying to solve transportation-related issues for the 
central Wasatch Mountains with goals and objectives that were different than those in the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon EIS (see response 32.1.2B). For this reason, their proposed Mountain 
Transportation System recommendations were trying to solve different transportation problems. 
The Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS was focused on S.R. 210. Although the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon EIS does evaluate impacts to the environmental resources mentioned in the CWC Pillars, 
UDOT is not required to meet the goals and objectives of the CWC. 

F. Commenters including Save Our Canyons and the Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities 
stated that the project purpose should consider or “prioritize” protection of the environment, 
including watershed protection. Others commented that visual quality should have been 
considered. 

UDOT has a mission and jurisdiction focused on transportation; therefore, UDOT projects are 
primarily focused on transportation. This project is funded through Senate Bill 277—the Utah 
legislature approved funding for transportation improvements in areas with recreation and tourism 
activity that currently experience significant congestion. 

The objective of the purpose and need chapter in an EIS is to identify the “need” for a specific 
project. For UDOT projects, those needs are transportation needs. The purpose and need chapter 
for the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS focuses on the transportation needs on S.R. 210. The 
Council on Environmental Quality recognizes that, as the agency with legal responsibility for 
surface transportation projects and with transportation expertise, UDOT should be given 
“substantial deference” when identifying the transportation purposes and needs that are at issue. 

Environmental protection or conservation is not part of the need that UDOT is trying to solve with 
the reasonable alternatives and therefore is not included as part of the primary purpose of the 
S.R. 210 Project. Including environmental protection as part of the purpose would require UDOT to 
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also consider project elements that protect the environment, such as revegetating the forest, which 
is outside the transportation need faced on S.R. 210. If UDOT were to eliminate alternatives in 
Level 1 screening based on specific types of environmental impacts, this could eliminate many 
alternatives that would otherwise be reasonable to solve the transportation need. 

UDOT does note the importance of drinking water sources in Little Cottonwood Canyon in the 
purpose and need chapter. Minimizing impacts to the watershed and water quality is listed as a 
secondary objective in Section 1.2.1, Purpose of the Project, of the EIS. As required by NEPA, 
UDOT considered in detail the environment as part of the EIS analysis and also developed 
mitigation measures to protect those resources. The analysis included how alternatives would 
affect the watershed, regulations such as the Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act, and 
potential impacts to existing water quality infrastructure. UDOT had an interdisciplinary team 
conduct the environmental impact analysis assisted by resource experts from the USDA Forest 
Service, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Utah 
Transit Authority, and the Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities. All of these agencies 
reviewed preliminary drafts of the EIS prior to public release. The environmental analysis 
considered the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of each reasonable alternative in 
accordance with NEPA. 

G. Commenters stated that they support the goals in the Mountain Accord. 

As noted in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the Final EIS, UDOT considered the Mountain 
Accord recommendations as it developed the purpose of and need for the S.R. 210 Project. 

H. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance and the Access Fund commented that the purpose and need is 
too narrowly focused, and therefore the EIS does not consider a reasonable range of alternatives. 
They also stated that, because of the narrow focus, the EIS does not give adequate consideration 
to less-impactful alternatives. They suggested that UDOT should have considered the Enhanced 
Bus Service Alternative first to determine whether the alternative could solve the problem before 
more impactful alternatives are implemented. They also commented that the purpose should 
consider the need for improvements to S.R. 210 based on problems faced 365 days a year and 
that the alternatives are narrowly focused on skiers at the expense of other user groups. 

The purpose and need is sufficiently broad to address the project needs identified in Chapter 1, 
Purpose and Need, of the EIS and to develop a reasonable range of alternatives. Based on the 
existing traffic analysis, the current need for improving mobility is during peak winter days when 
skiers access the ski resorts. During the winter, skiers represent about 90% of the traffic entering 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. The data show that, outside these peak winter days, substantial 
mobility-related issues were not identified. Some safety issues with roadside parking on non-winter 
day were identified, which are addressed with the trailhead parking alternatives. 

The commenters suggested that UDOT should consider alternatives that do not affect climbing 
resources in the canyon. UDOT did include an Enhanced Bus Service Alternative as a reasonable 
alternative that would have no impacts to climbing resources. UDOT is not sure what additional 
alternatives that UDOT should have considered, since no additional less-impactful alternatives 
were suggested by the commenters (see response 32.2.2PP). 
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UDOT has evaluated a reasonable range of alternatives including an increased bus service 
alternative (Enhanced Bus Service Alternative), and the purpose does not preclude implementing 
such an alternative. As stated in the analysis, the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative does meet 
the project purpose, so UDOT does not need to test the alternative first before implementing other 
reasonable alternatives. The inclusion of the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative in the EIS does 
not require UDOT to first select and test such an alternative before another alternative is selected. 
Finally, NEPA does not require that the least impactful alternative be selected. NEPA only requires 
that the decision-maker make an informed decision based on the EIS, public input, and the project 
record. 

Although there would be impacts from the reasonable alternatives, including to climbers, those 
impacts were evaluated in the EIS and will be considered in the final decision process. UDOT 
does not need to balance a transportation solution on 365 days of use if the problem exists only 
during a certain period. UDOT also disagrees that climbers would be disproportionately affected by 
the transportation solution. By focusing the transportation solutions on the main cause of the 
transportation need (personal vehicles going to the ski resorts), the transportation mobility would 
improve for other users (lower-canyon recreationists) who want to access the canyon outside the 
ski resorts, as well as residents who live along S.R. 209 or S.R. 210. The potential 
disproportionate impact to climbers claimed by the commenter is evaluated in the EIS and will be 
considered as part of the evaluation process in selecting the final alternative. 

I. Save Our Canyons and others commented that the purpose and need mischaracterizes the need 
and objective of the S.R. 210 Project. They commented that the criterion used is only for the 
movement of vehicles in the 30th-busiest design hour. 

UDOT did not use the movement of vehicles for the mobility 
analysis but rather the number of persons. The entire analysis 
was based on moving about 3,200 people on S.R. 210 in the 
peak hour, not getting a certain number of vehicles up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT used persons or users as the 
metric to ensure that all of the reasonable alternatives 
considered transit (buses, gondola, or rail) and to set a 
person-capacity criterion that the transit alternatives need to 
achieve. All of UDOT’s alternatives seek to reduce the 
number of personal vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon and get those users to shift to transit, 
including bus service. If UDOT focused only on vehicle capacity, an alternative could have been to 
add additional personal vehicle capacity to S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon, which was not 
one of the alternatives considered. 

UDOT did use the 30th-busiest hour as the design hour. Typically, in rural settings similar to 
S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon, the hour that is selected is the 30th-busiest hour over the 
entire year. By using the 30th-busiest hour, UDOT avoids designing roads for extremely busy days 
that are outliers from the more common traffic volumes. Although UDOT used the 30th-busiest 
hour to determine when S.R. 210 is congested, that was converted into the number of persons 
traveling, so that alternatives that met the person-demand and not the vehicle-demand could be 
considered. 

What are the AM and PM peak 
hours? 

The AM or PM peak hour is the 
1-hour period of the morning (AM) 
or afternoon (PM) during which 
there is the greatest number of 
vehicles on the roadway system. 
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J. Save Our Canyons stated that the project purpose and need was not substantiated nor did it allow 
including alternatives outside the S.R. 210 corridor such as a regional bus system alternative. 
They stated that the visitation and thus congestion on S.R. 210 originates well outside the 
S.R. 210 corridor. 

The project purpose is based on the needs identified on S.R. 210, which are substantiated in 
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the EIS. The transportation need identified in the chapter is 
based on conditions on S.R. 210, since that is the problem UDOT is trying to solve. However, the 
purpose of solving problems on S.R. 210 did not preclude alternatives or actions that would occur 
outside the needs assessment study area. UDOT evaluated numerous alternatives to solve the 
transportation problem on S.R. 210 that would occur outside the roadway corridor. These 
alternatives included gondola systems and tunnels to Park City; mobility hubs in Sandy; a light rail 
alignment connecting to the existing light rail (TRAX) line in Sandy, in Murray, and at the University 
of Utah; and a regional bus system alternative. 

For example, the Regional Shuttle Bus System Alternative was evaluated in the June 2020 Draft 
Alternatives Screening Report but was eliminated from detailed consideration because it would 
have a higher capital and operating cost, would have longer travel times, and would not provide 
any additional benefit to meeting the purpose and need compared to the enhanced bus service 
alternatives evaluated in detail in the EIS. However, because numerous comments were received 
about a regional bus system alternative, UDOT worked with UTA and conducted an additional 
evaluation of a regional bus system alternative and included the information in the Final EIS (see 
response 32.2.2I). Based on the evaluation, UDOT eliminated the alternative from detailed 
consideration. It should be noted that the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative that UDOT is 
considering in the EIS provides the same benefit to mobility on S.R. 210 as would a regional bus 
system alternative, has less capital and operational cost, does not require construction in the 
municipal watershed or in the National Forest, and would involve fewer buses traveling into Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. 

K. Save Our Canyons commented during the alternatives-development process that UDOT is 
focusing the project on economic development of the ski resorts, which ignores other economic 
factors such as quality of life and water quality. 

The UDOT purpose for the EIS does not include economic development. The EIS does address 
impacts to water quality and impacts associated with potential increased visitation caused by the 
primary alternatives. 

L. Save Our Canyons commented during the scoping period that the S.R. 210 project purpose 
predetermines the selection of adding roadway capacity and was highway-based. They also 
commented that UDOT used level of service (LOS) as a screening criterion, which is a highway-
based criterion. 

The project purpose did not predetermine outcome to a highway-based solution. The project 
purpose was to improve mobility, safety, and reliability on S.R. 210 and was not focused on any 
specific alternative or transportation mode. Based on the project purpose, UDOT evaluated about 
124 alternatives during the EIS process, including transit options that required no roadway 
improvements. The alternatives-screening process did not lead to any alternatives that consider 
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adding additional lanes for personal vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon. All of the primary 
alternatives recommend transit-based solutions that reduce personal vehicle use, as the 
commenter suggested should be the recommended solution. 

The commenter appears to misunderstand how level of service 
was used in the screening process. The level of service criterion 
was used only for the Wasatch Boulevard segment of S.R. 210, 
not the segment from North Little Cottonwood Road to the town 
of Alta. The Wasatch Boulevard need is a different problem 
since it is primarily related to weekday southbound commuter 
traffic and not peak winter ski traffic. The criterion for S.R. 210 in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is to improve winter peak-hour travel 
time for users independent of travel mode. The Level 1 
screening criteria include per-person travel time. 

UDOT calculated the travel time per person for each alternative. 
This calculation showed the benefit for all users independent of whether a user is traveling in a 
personal car, bus, or gondola. For example, if a dedicated bus lane were implemented with a 
faster travel time for a bus than for a personal vehicle, the maximum 42 people in the bus would 
have a faster per-person travel time than the 2 people in the personal vehicle. This outcome 
shows a greater benefit to alternatives that efficiently carry large numbers of passengers. Because 
a transit mode can carry more passengers than a personal vehicle, a transit mode by default 
would perform better than personal vehicle solutions. With the travel time and vehicle backup 
criteria, the alternatives that performed well were alternatives that reduce personal vehicle use and 
incentivize transit use. 

M. Save Our Canyons commented that the project purpose has no clear relationship to congestion 
and at best represents partial measures to address congestion. 

The comment was based on an earlier purpose statement, not the purpose statement of the Draft 
EIS, which was revised based on a different Notice of Intent. The purpose developed based on the 
identified needs in the Draft EIS have a clear connection between mobility and traffic congestion. 

N. Save Our Canyons commented that project purpose did not consider the word transit and that 
transit and buses need to be included in the project purpose. 

UDOT did not include the word transit since that would have narrowly focused the alternatives to 
only transit solutions. Instead, UDOT used the term mobility, which includes all forms of 
transportation and does not lead to a predetermined solution. The five reasonable primary 
alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS are all transit-based alternatives to solve the S.R. 210 
needs in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

What is level of service? 

Level of service is a measure of 
the operating conditions on a 
road or at an intersection. Level 
of service is represented by a 
letter “grade” ranging from A 
(free-flowing traffic and little 
delay) to F (extremely 
congested, stop-and-go traffic 
and excessive delay). 
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O. Save Our Canyons commented that the UDOT EIS should consider the goals from the Mountain 
Accord process including protection of the environment and mitigation measures, and supporting 
year-round dispersed recreation. Save Our Canyons also commented that the project purpose 
should include “while maintaining or improving the integrity of the current viewshed, airshed, 
watershed, and ecosystem functions.” 

UDOT did consider the Mountain Accord process in developing the S.R. 210 Project. The 
environmental analysis included the impacts to and required mitigation for watershed health, water 
supply, and water quality. UDOT included extensive mitigation measures to minimize impacts to 
the watershed. The analysis also included how each alternative would cause direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts to the natural and scenic environment and included mitigation to minimize 
those impacts. 

All of the alternatives considered reducing avalanche-related risk and delays, reducing personal 
vehicle use and congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon, and providing a comprehensive transit 
network from different mobility hubs. UDOT did not identify a need to provide increased year-round 
access to all recreation sites in Little Cottonwood Canyon. As stated in the EIS, the majority of 
winter users (more than 90%) are going to the ski resorts, and solving the transportation need for 
the majority of users improves access for all users in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Supporting year-
round dispersed recreation and trailhead use is the responsibility of the USDA Forest Service and 
is not one of the identified needs that supports UDOT’s purpose. 

32.1.3 Regional Transportation Planning 
See Section 32.1.1, Introduction, of this chapter for comments related to regional transportation planning. 

32.1.4 Need for the Project 
A. Commenters expressed support for the project’s purpose and need (safety, reliability, and mobility) 

in the canyon. 

Comment noted. See Section 1.2, Summary of Purpose and Need, of the EIS. 

B. Commenters asked whether UDOT considered population growth projections or increases in 
recreation use during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

UDOT used a socioeconomic forecast for 2050 from the University of Utah Kem C. Gardner Policy 
Institute to develop the project need. Changes in recreation use because of the pandemic are not 
possible to forecast since they might be temporary and recreation use might return to 
pre-pandemic levels and projections once the pandemic is over. Therefore, UDOT used a long-
range forecast to evaluate alternatives instead of short-term changes. 

UDOT reviewed the information on the current Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute website for 2015–
2065 population projections in November 2021 and found the data in the EIS to be accurate. 



 

 July 2022 
32-20 Utah Department of Transportation 

C. A commenter did not believe that it would take 80 minutes or more to travel to the ski resorts on a 
busy day. 

The 2050 No-Action travel time is based on a busy ski day 
taking into account future population growth. Currently, on a 
busy ski day, it takes about 45 minutes to travel to the ski 
resorts. Traffic modeling indicates that, by 2050, that time is 
projected to increase to more than 80 minutes. The commenter 
provided no information demonstrating that the modeling is 
flawed. 

D. Commenters questioned the number of days when S.R. 210 in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is congested. Many felt that it was only on a limited number of days. 
Others commented that the issue is only related to cars without appropriate snow tires or four-
wheel drive. 

Typically, busy ski days when congestion occurs can be the result of many factors such as driving 
conditions, avalanche mitigation, and the volume of traffic. As shown in Table 1.4-4, Days of High 
Traffic Volumes in Little Cottonwood Canyon by Year, of the EIS, the number of busy ski days is 
projected to increase between now and 2050. An average busy ski day today has about 12,000 
vehicles using S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon, which occurs on about 22 days per year. 
However, as stated in Section 1.4, Need for the Project, of the EIS, on average there are currently 
over 30 days per year when there is a roadway congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. By 2050, 
this traffic volume is expected to occur on more than 50 days as a result of population growth 
along the Wasatch Front. 

Although snow conditions are a factor in mobility, the main contributor to traffic congestion is that 
traffic on S.R. 210 exceeds capacity. The roadway capacity of S.R. 210 is about 1,000 vehicles 
per hour. On busy ski days, the number of vehicles wanting to enter Little Cottonwood Canyon 
during the peak hour can exceed 1,000 vehicles per hour. By 2050, on the 30th-busiest day, 
UDOT expects about that 1,500 vehicles will try to enter Little Cottonwood Canyon during the peak 
hours, causing substantial reduction in mobility and traffic backups. 

E. Commenters stated that much of the traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyons is not going to the 
ski resorts. 

The purpose of the project is to improve reliability, mobility, and safety on S.R. 210. The main 
concern with mobility in Little Cottonwood Canyon is during the winter when skiers arrive during 
the same peak travel period in the morning and leave at the same time at the end of the ski day. 
During the summer, traffic is dispersed throughout the day, so there is not a peak mobility concern 
that would warrant summer improvements to S.R. 210 including the implementation of transit 
service. Based on traffic data, more than 90% of the vehicles in winter are traveling to the upper 
canyon above the White Pine Trailhead. 

F. Alta Ski Resort commented that the busiest morning travel time is between 8 AM and 9 AM with 
about 1,012 vehicles per hour on average. They also stated that the busiest afternoon travel time 
is between 4 PM and 5 PM with about 1,005 vehicles per hour. They stated that the road can 

What are the 2050 no-action 
conditions? 

The no-action conditions are the 
conditions that would be present 
in the study area in 2050 if the 
S.R. 210 Project were not 
implemented. 
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effectively move about 1,000 people per hour during dry conditions. They also commented that the 
vast majority of congestion occurs during snow events. 

See Section 1.4, Need for the Project, of the EIS regarding existing and future traffic conditions. As 
shown in the EIS, UDOT agrees with the assessment regarding the busiest times of day and the 
current average of about 1,000 vehicles per hour traveling up or down the canyon during the peak 
travel hours. UDOT also agrees that the road can effectively manage about 1,000 vehicles per 
hour in dry conditions and that snow is a major factor in causing congestion. However, by 2050, 
UDOT expects that, on about 50 days per year, traffic will exceed 1,000 vehicles and will result in 
congestion independent of snow on the road. 

G. A commenter stated that Table 1.4-6 of the EIS does not include the units for the crash rates. 

Units are in million miles traveled, and the table has been updated. 

H. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance commented that the EIS says that visitation will increase from 
2.3 million visitors per year in 2013 to 3.1 million in 2050 and that the Forest Service is legally 
required to analyze whether such an increase in visitation is sustainable. 

The EIS does predict an increase in users from current conditions to 2050. Those numbers are 
based on the No-Action condition, so they would occur with or without the action alternatives (also 
see responses 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C regarding increased visitation in and capacity analysis 
for Little Cottonwood Canyon). UDOT defers to the USDA Forest Service as to any requirements 
to assess the effects of future increased visitation. 

I. A commenter stated that traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon is likely to decrease in the future 
because of changes in the demographics of skiing and that skier traffic is not related to population 
growth. The commenter stated that traffic cannot grow because there is a limited amount of 
parking. 

UDOT used historical traffic data to determine future traffic growth in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
The data show a steady increase in traffic, and UDOT expects that trend to continue. Over the 
20 years of data used to project future traffic growth, the population along the Wasatch Front has 
also grown with a similar level of skier demographic. Although skiers might make up a smaller 
percentage of this population growth in the future, the number of skiers will still grow as population 
increases. It should be noted that, even if one were to expect no growth in the number of skiers, 
S.R. 210 currently has about 30 days per year when the road exceeds capacity. UDOT expects 
that number to increase to 50 days per year as skiers shift to skiing mid-week to avoid weekend 
congestion. Finally, even if fewer skiers were assumed, the skiers would still show up during the 
peak hour, which would result in congestion on S.R. 210 (Fehr & Peers 2022). 

The commenter provided information that skier visits in the Rocky Mountain region decreased by 
1.3% from 2009 to 2019. However, during the same period, location-specific information indicates 
that skier visits in Little Cottonwood Canyon increased by 2.9%. 

As stated in Section 1.4.3.2, Little Cottonwood Canyon Road – North Little Cottonwood Road 
to Alta, of the EIS, the average annual daily traffic on Little Cottonwood Canyon Road is expected 
to increase from 6,600 vehicles (existing conditions in 2015) to about 8,500 vehicles (in 2050). The 
traffic growth is based on a historical growth rate from 2003 to 2017 of 1.2% extrapolated 
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assuming a linear growth in traffic each year to 2050. The greatest growth in traffic is likely to 
occur during off-peak days (mid-week), assuming that visitors will shift away from congested 
weekends and holidays to take advantage of less-busy days during the middle of the week. This 
shift to what historically have been less-busy days will result in a greater number of days during 
which drivers will experience delays due to traffic. 

Table 1.4-4, Days of High Traffic Volumes in Little Cottonwood Canyon by Year, of the Draft EIS 
shows the expected growth in high-traffic days through 2050. On the busiest day in 2017, about 
14,300 vehicles were counted by UDOT’s automated traffic counters, meaning that Little 
Cottonwood Canyon has had many days when traffic exceeds the available parking. Based on 
historic growth, that number of days in which traffic is at or above 14,000 vehicles could increase 
to about 42, the number of days in which traffic is at or above 12,000 vehicles could increase to 
more than 50. This suggests that the number of days with congestion will increase. Also, this traffic 
congestion would begin to spread out and occur during the mid-week as skiers seek what have 
historically been less-crowded times. 

Examining changes in traffic volumes over the 10-year period from 2007 to 2017, faster rates of 
growth occurred in the traffic data on sub-peak days relative to the highest-peak days. This trend 
held when comparing the top 5 days, the 6th-to-15th-highest days, and 16th-to-25th-highest days 
against the 26th-through-50th-highest days. This trend aligns with the expectation that peak days 
will see limited additional growth, as parking availability in the canyon dampens further growth on 
the busiest days of the year. However, the higher rates of growth in traffic volumes on off-peak 
days suggests that more days each year will have traffic at or above current peak levels in the 
future. 

The commenter provided data from the Mountain Accord showing that, between 2003 and 2013, 
traffic on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon had a median traffic decrease of 2.5% and an 
average increase of 0.2%. However, the data from the Mountain Accord were collected during the 
economic recession from 2007 to 2011 which nationally showed a decrease in traffic volumes. As 
shown in the Mountain Accord data, at the end of the economic recession, traffic began to 
increase in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Traffic count data taken on S.R. 210 from 2010 to 2016 
showed a growth in average daily traffic from 5,600 to 6,600 vehicles, an increase of 17% 
(Fehr & Peers 2022). 

J. A commenter asked where more detail about the traffic analysis can be found and how UDOT 
determined travel times. 

Appendix I, Draft Vehicle Mobility Analysis, in Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and 
Screening Report June 8, 2020, of the EIS provides all of the assumptions and models UDOT 
used to determine travel times for the No-Action and action alternatives. The assumption used is 
that, in the 30th-busiest hour in 2050, about 1,550 vehicles would enter Little Cottonwood Canyon 
on S.R. 210. This number of vehicles exceeds the capacity of S.R. 210, causing congestion and a 
travel time of 80 to 85 minutes. If UDOT were able to remove about 30% of these vehicles through 
tolling and/or transit, the number of vehicles would be reduced and would be closer to the roadway 
capacity of about 1,000 vehicles per hour, thus achieving less congestion. 
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K. A commenter stated that the 30% reduction in 2050 traffic on peak weekends would not reduce 
traffic enough to reduce congestion. Would the 30% reduction meet the design goals? 

UDOT agrees that the proposed primary action alternatives would not meet the project need on 
busiest of days with a 30% reduction in traffic in 2050. Roads are designed to accommodate a 
specific number of vehicles per hour. This traffic volume, called the design-hour traffic volume, is 
typically less traffic than what is expected during the single busiest, or peak, hour on that road 
during the entire year. Designing for the yearly peak hour is usually not economical or feasible 
because it would mean building the infrastructure to accommodate more vehicles than what will be 
on the road most days. Typically, in rural settings similar to S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
the hour that is selected is the 30th-busiest hour over the entire year. By using the 30th-busiest 
hour, UDOT avoids designing roads for extremely busy days that are outliers from the more 
common traffic volumes. 

The commenter also misrepresented the traffic data. The vehicle data in the comment is average 
daily traffic, which is both up and down the canyon. For example, 12,000 average vehicles per day 
equates to 6,000 vehicles up the canyon and 6,000 vehicles down the canyon. 

L. A commenter stated that the need in 2050 is overestimated. The commenter stated that the limited 
parking sets the vehicle capacity, and conditions in 2050 would be similar to conditions in 2020. 

UDOT agrees that the available parking limits the number of users at the ski resorts. However, 
UDOT is trying to solve a problem during the 30th-busiest hour, which typically occurs between 
8 AM and 9 AM when parking is still available. UDOT expects to see a growth in that peak-hour 
traffic as more skiers attempt to arrive during the busiest hours while they can still park 
their vehicle. 

M. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance and others commented that UDOT overstates the need. Without 
justification, UDOT states that travel is compromised at around 900–1000 vehicles per hour. If 
justified, using a value of about 950 vehicles per hour requires reducing about 200 vehicles per 
hour from the peak hours as shown in Figure 1.4-8 in the Draft EIS, which can be considered to be 
representative of the current peak-hour traffic flow. A reduction of 200 vehicles per hour is 17% of 
the traffic for the current peak, whereas UDOT arbitrarily proposes a 30% reduction. 

The data in Figure 1.4-8, Traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon in February 2017, of the Draft EIS 
are existing conditions. As stated in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the EIS, UDOT’s purpose is 
to solve the problem in 2050 when about 1,550 vehicles in the 30th-busiest hour are expected to 
enter Little Cottonwood Canyon while parking is still available at the ski resorts. To reduce 
congestion levels to around the 1,000 vehicles per hour shown in Figure 1.4-8, Traffic in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon in February, of the Final EIS, about 30% of the vehicles would need to be 
removed. Although parking capacity might not increase, during the peak hour (typically between 
8 AM and 9 AM), parking is available at the resorts, so UDOT expects that the number of skiers 
wanting to access the available parking will increase between now and 2050. Parking generally 
reaches capacity around 10 AM. 

According to design guidelines, the capacity of a rural highway travel lane is about 1,000 vehicles 
per hour. Beyond 1,000 vehicles per hour, congestion starts to increase. Travel times on narrow 
and steep canyon roads are very sensitive to the number of vehicles on the road. On S.R. 210 
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from the intersection with S.R. 209 (the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon) to the Alta ski 
resort, if there are about between 900 and 1,000 vehicles on the road per hour, the road is 
operating under free-flow conditions (freely flowing traffic with little congestion or delay). Under 
these conditions, the travel time is about 23 minutes. However, once the number of vehicles 
exceeds the road’s capacity, the additional vehicles dramatically increase the travel time. 

Following are the modeled travel times per person in 2050 if no improvements are made S.R. 210 
from the intersection with S.R. 209 to the Alta ski resort. These modeled travel times demonstrate 
how a small increase in vehicles substantially increases travel time. 

• 900 vehicles per hour = 23 minutes per person 
• 1,200 vehicles per hour = 36 minutes per person 
• 1,350 vehicles per hour = 46 minutes per person 
• 1,550 vehicles per hour = 58 minutes per person 

In 2050, during the 30th-busiest hour, about 1,555 vehicles would enter the canyon. This equates 
to about 2,230 people (average vehicle occupancy is about 1.90 during the peak hour). When one 
includes the current UTA bus service (capacity of 336 people), the total number of people entering 
the canyon is about 3,250. Therefore, the goal of the transportation solution is to provide capacity 
for these 3,250 users. Using the 5-minute headways and 24 buses per hour, this equals 1,008 
users, which brings the total people to about 2,250 people who need to be accommodated in their 
personal vehicles, or about 1,190 vehicles. Although this exceeds the roadway capacity, it still is at 
a level that provides adequate travel times. The same analysis and result applies for the gondola 
and cog rail alternatives. 

N. Save Our Canyons stated that the majority of crashes occur during clear weather and on dry 
pavement and that only 22% occur during winter driving conditions. Based on these data, safety 
should be considered during all seasons, not just winter. 

UDOT agrees that safety is important during the entire year. In the EIS, UDOT notes that crash 
rate and severity are above statewide averages for similar roads, but that does not mean that 
UDOT has to consider this need in the project purpose. Most of the crashes are related to the 
steep grade and sharp curves on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon, both of which are a 
condition of the nature of the canyon and would be difficult to solve. 

Therefore, safety in the purpose and need is not related to crashes as suggested by the comment 
but rather to avalanches and roadside summer and winter parking conflicts, as described in 
Section 1.2.2, Need for the Project, of the EIS. Therefore, the safety problem UDOT is trying to 
solve is related to (1) avalanche mitigation and (2) roadside parking at trailheads during the 
summer and along S.R. 210 during the winter adjacent to the ski resorts. 

O. Save Our Canyons commented during the scoping period that the project purpose is to reduce 
congestion, even though it might not be necessary and some elements of the project need such as 
trailhead improvements are not connected to traffic congestion. 

There is more than one need to solve on S.R. 210. Avalanche mitigation and a high level of peak-
hour winter traffic causes congestion not only on S.R. 210 but also in the neighborhoods 
surrounding the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon. The trailhead need is not related to traffic 
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congestion or restrooms but to the safety conflicts caused by roadside parking as stated in 
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the EIS. 

P. A commenter asked on how many days is the 30th-busiest hour exceeded. It seems less than 10. 

The Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS uses the 30th-highest hour as the design hourly volume based 
on standard practice as documented in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 
(AASHTO 2018). In this reference, the guidance for rural areas includes recommendations for an 
alternate design hourly volume on roads with large seasonal fluctuations, which describes traffic 
conditions on S.R. 210. However, the alternate approach is recommended only when the expected 
maximum hourly traffic volume does not exceed the road’s capacity. As documented in the EIS, 
roadway capacity is regularly exceeded on S.R. 210 during peak conditions. Based on current 
traffic data, the 30th-busiest hour is exceeded on about 22 days per year, but by 2050 this number 
is projected to increase to over 50 days per year. 

32.1.5 Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement 
A. A commenter stated that UDOT should consider improving trails in Little Cottonwood Canyon as 

part of the EIS. 

Improving trails on National Forest System lands is outside the scope of the EIS and is the 
responsibility of the USDA Forest Service. Improving trails is not needed to meet the purpose of 
the project of improving mobility, reliability, and safety on S.R. 210. 

B. Commenters stated that the gondola alternatives would be the first phase of a gondola 
interconnect system with Park City and Big Cottonwood Canyon, or asked whether an interconnect 
could be considered. 

The purpose of the S.R. 210 Project is only solving mobility, reliability, and safety issues on 
S.R. 210, and none of the primary action alternatives propose or are designed to consider an 
interconnected system with other canyons or locations. If a gondola alternative is selected for 
implementation, UDOT has no plans to build a gondola system that connects Big Cottonwood 
Canyon and Park City, nor does it believe that such a project is reasonably foreseeable or 
amenable to meaningfully assess at this time. 

C. Commenters stated that the EIS does not address environmental impacts outside the resorts that 
would occur as a result of proposed alternatives and that the study area was limited to a 60-foot 
corridor surrounding S.R. 210. Other commenters stated that the EIS should consider 
environmental protection of the resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Commenters also stated 
that an in-depth analysis needs to be conducted. 

The EIS evaluates impacts to 20 resources from the action alternatives and suggests potential 
mitigation measures. The analysis includes the entirety of the S.R. 210 corridor and surrounding 
areas. A study area was developed and included in the EIS for each resource evaluated. The 
resource-specific study areas were based on where expected impacts would occur. For example, 
the water quality analysis included the entire Little Cottonwood Canyon watershed. 



 

 July 2022 
32-26 Utah Department of Transportation 

The purpose of an EIS is to document the expected impacts to the human and natural 
environment so that an informed decision can be made. The EIS process does not require 
standalone alternatives whose purpose is to protect the environment. The in-depth analysis was 
performed by a multidisciplinary team of resource experts in coordination with the cooperating 
agencies that manage or oversee the resources, and the analysis considers the direct and indirect 
environmental impacts of the alternatives. 

D. A commenter stated that UDOT did not identify the “partners” in preparing the EIS and did not use 
a multidisciplinary team. 

The partners in developing the EIS included the cooperating agencies listed in Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need, of the EIS. These included the USDA Forest Service, the Utah Transit Authority, the 
Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. UDOT met with these agencies throughout the development of the 
EIS to address their concerns, develop alternatives, and assist with the analysis. Additional 
coordination and input was obtained from several additional participating agencies, as 
documented in Chapter 27, Public and Agency Consultation and Coordination, of the EIS. 

In terms of the National Environmental Policy Act, a multidisciplinary team refers to professionals 
and experts conducting the analysis. UDOT used the resource expertise of the cooperating 
agencies as well as professionals in biology, air quality, wetlands, noise, water quality, and visual 
analysis (to name a few) to prepare the EIS. This includes the specialists identified in Chapter 29, 
List of Preparers, of the EIS. 

E. A commenter asked whether impacts to the resources evaluated in the EIS were considered at an 
equal level. 

All of the impacts in the EIS are considered in the decision process. However, not all impacts to 
resources are the same. For example, some resources such as wetlands have regulatory 
requirements that must be considered. UDOT takes into account the context and intensity of each 
impact, along with other factors such as the degree to which purpose and need is met, in making a 
final decision. 

F. The Central Wasatch Commission and others commented that the selected alternative should not 
allow a future Olympic Games venue in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Others commented that the 
primary alternatives are being implemented to help with a future Olympic bid or would allow larger 
events in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

The purpose of the project is to improve mobility, reliability, and safety, not to allow larger events in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT knows of no plans to have larger events in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon as a result of the primary alternatives. Future Olympic Games are not part of the need for 
the project and are not included in the project purpose. The decision regarding future Olympic bids 
is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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G. The Wasatch Mountain Club commented that there is no information regarding the capacity of 
trails, off-trail backcountry use, or roadside and creekside use. These uses are all legitimate uses 
of our public land and should be better understood before they are reduced. 

See response 32.20B regarding a Visitor Capacity Study. UDOT’s purpose is to substantially 
improve roadway safety, reliability, and mobility on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard through 
the town of Alta for all users on S.R. 210. The purpose does not include improving or limiting 
recreation access, trails, or roadside/creekside use. UDOT’s alternatives would improve the safety 
of the recreation users by reducing conflicts among pedestrians, cyclists, and personal vehicles 
and making accessing trailheads more safe by improving access. UDOT has developed 
alternatives that reduce the amount of available roadside access (see response 32.4P). The 
changes in access are intended to improve the safety of both recreationists and drivers. UDOT 
worked with the USDA Forest Service in the development of the alternatives since they are the 
experts regarding recreation access in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The USDA Forest Service 
thought that all the trailhead improvement alternatives were reasonable when considering the use 
of the forest. 

H. A commenter stated that the Draft EIS uses various sources of key data from private companies, 
which are not independently verified as accurate or nonbiased by data science standards. This 
undermines many if not most of the conclusions in the Draft EIS, rendering them invalid. 

The commenter does not identify the data that should be verified, so it is not possible to know what 
data are at issue. Data used in the EIS, including that supplied by private sources, were reviewed 
by UDOT. In addition, as cooperating agencies, the USDA Forest Service, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the Salt Lake City Department of 
Public Utilities were involved in an independent review of the preliminary Draft EIS. 

I. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance commented that UDOT’s and the USDA Forest Service’s 
independent decisions are required in order to implement a proposed action, such as the 
alternatives under consideration in the Draft EIS. The agencies are to coordinate to ensure that the 
NEPA [National Environmental Policy Act] document analyzes the requisite impacts so that both 
agencies can meet their statutory requirements to render a decision. 

UDOT has worked closely with the USDA Forest Service regarding the expected impacts from all 
reasonable alternatives. Based on the analysis, the USDA Forest Service believes that all of the 
alternatives are reasonable for NEPA purposes. In addition, UDOT and the USDA Forest Service 
have coordinated extensively throughout the EIS process to ensure that both agencies can meet 
their statutory requirements to render a decision from the EIS, as necessary. 

J. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance commented that NEPA [National Environmental Policy Act] 
requires that an agency take a hard look at the proposed action and how it would impact certain 
resources under its purview. The Multiple Use Sustainable Yield Act requires the Forest Service to 
assess impacts to recreation resources associated with the proposed actions if implemented. The 
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Forest Service fails to undertake an analysis that meets its NEPA obligations regarding how 
climbing resources would be impacted by the two preferred alternatives. 

The Preface to the Record of Decision for the Revised Forest Plan: Wasatch-Cache National 
Forest (USDA Forest Service 2003) states: 

Recognizing that conditions on the National Forests do not remain static, that public desires 
change, and that new information is constantly being developed, the Revised Plan 
embraces an adaptive management approach. This means that as conditions change, so 
will the management plan. That is why there will be Forest Plan amendments that will, if you 
wish, involve you. Through both scientific research and talking to the people who use the 
Forests, I intend to keep the Revised Plan current in respect to the needs of people as well 
as nature’s processes. 

The EIS does take a “hard look” at how all of the reasonable alternatives would impact climbing 
resources and other resources under the USDA Forest Service’s purview. The EIS describes how 
dispersed recreation parking might be limited, climbing boulders might be removed, trails might be 
relocated, and noise levels, visual resources, and the quality of the recreation experience might be 
affected. 

K. Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT should review the visitor use study for the Wasatch 
Mountains as part of the EIS process. 

UDOT did review the reports in preparation of the EIS (Lamborn and others 2015). Note that the 
visitor use study found that, during the winter, the main reason stated by the majority of users 
(81%) for visiting the central Wasatch Mountains was to ski at the resorts. 

L. The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities commented that the EIS does not incorporate 
summer impacts, including cumulative impacts to the watershed, since summer use is outside the 
scope of the EIS. 

The analysis for all resources includes the expected impacts from the action alternatives during 
the entire year. See response 32.20A regarding which alternatives will operate during the summer 
and the expected impacts. In addition, the analysis of all resources addresses how each primary 
alternative would affect summer recreation as well as water quality, ecosystems, noise, and visual 
resources, to name a few. For each resource, summer use is analyzed, as necessary, for potential 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 

M. The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities commented that the economic value of natural 
systems in the study area should be considered in the EIS. 

UDOT conducted an extensive analysis of the resources evaluated in the EIS. This analysis 
included how impacts to recreation and the natural environment could deter or enhance use of the 
resources. The EIS also included an evaluation of how changes caused by the primary 
alternatives could affect the watershed and related water infrastructure. The EIS process does not 
require an economic benefit analysis of the primary alternatives. 
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32.2 Alternatives 

32.2.1 Introduction 
A. The Central Wasatch Commission asked: if a greater reduction in traffic were achieved through 

optimizing alternative transportation solutions, what would be the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts? 

All of the alternatives evaluated in detail in the EIS meet the S.R. 210 Project purpose and need. 
UDOT does not need to achieve a greater traffic reduction to meet the project purpose. To 
consider a greater reduction in traffic, UDOT would need to have identified a different need and 
associated purpose. There is no requirement to analyze impacts from alternatives that UDOT was 
not required to develop because they would address a different purpose and need than the one 
guiding the EIS preparation. 

B. Save Our Canyons asked whether the project was a transportation project or a transit project and 
whether UDOT’s goal is vehicle reduction or roadway optimization. They also stated that a transit 
agency such as the Federal Transit Administration, not a highway agency, should have led the EIS 
process. Save Our Canyons also stated that the metric used to evaluate the alternatives was level 
of service, which is typically used to evaluate roads. 

All of UDOT’s primary alternatives considered a transit mode (bus, gondola, or cog rail) as part of 
the alternative. The goal of the project is to improve mobility, reliability, and safety on S.R. 210. 
Transportation includes both personal vehicles and transit, and UDOT used the number of people, 
not vehicles, as a metric to evaluate the transit systems. UDOT is trying to reduce personal vehicle 
use in Little Cottonwood Canyon in part by using a transit system to move those users. The goal of 
any urban transit system is to reduce personal vehicle use. 

UDOT worked extensively with UTA as a cooperating agency (the local transit authority and 
experts on transit in Little Cottonwood Canyon) on developing the transit alternatives. UTA 
assisted in developing the enhanced bus service and cog rail alternatives, including scheduling, 
frequency of service, route design, capital cost, and operating cost. It should also be noted that the 
consulting team assisting UDOT has an entire division of transit experts who worked along with 
UTA. Since UDOT is not seeking federal transit funds or Federal Transit Administration approvals, 
there is not a need to include the Federal Transit Administration in the process. 

Finally, UDOT did not use level of service to evaluate mobility on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Instead, the mobility criterion use for travel in the canyon was to substantially reduce the 
travel time of individual users. Reducing travel time was achieved by developing robust transit 
alternatives that would reduce the need for personal vehicle use. 

Level of service was used as the screening criterion for the Wasatch Boulevard alternatives since 
the traffic congestion on Wasatch Boulevard occurs throughout the year. 
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C. Save Our Canyons commented during the scoping period that UDOT should consider regional and 
local plans in developing alternatives, including plans that state that there should be a reduction in 
private vehicles, an increase in transit, and protection of the environment. 

UDOT used the 2019–2050 Wasatch Front Regional Transportation Plan in developing the project 
alternatives, since it is a regionwide and integrated transportation plan. Therefore, as part of the 
baseline in developing the EIS, UDOT considered the other projects being looked at in the region 
under the regional transportation plan. UDOT also considered regional plans that included a 
reduction in personal vehicles and protection of the environment. UDOT’s five primary alternatives 
considered in detail in the EIS are consistent with the regional plans that suggest that the goals for 
Little Cottonwood Canyon should be to reduce personal vehicle use and increase transit services. 
All of the five primary alternatives would reduce personal vehicle use from projected levels by 30% 
and are primarily transit-based alternatives. UDOT conducted an analysis of how each 
alternative’s improvements would affect wildlife populations and change natural landscapes so that 
the decision-maker can see the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative. 

D. Save Our Canyons commented during the scoping period that UDOT should consider what brings 
people to Little Cottonwood Canyon in developing transportation alternatives and that UDOT 
should consider this public input. 

The purpose of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is to disclose the impacts of a 
reasonable range of alternatives on the resources in the area. The EIS described how each 
alternative would change the use of the canyon and the natural environment. NEPA also requires 
extensive public input. UDOT has received more than 15,000 comments during the entire EIS 
process, thereby allowing the public to weigh in on the experience they want in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and to comment on how they feel each alternative would change that experience. In 
addition, UDOT had two scoping periods, which allowed the public to provide input on the 
alternatives that UDOT should consider to improve transportation. 

E. Save Our Canyons commented during the scoping period that UDOT should consider transit 
alternatives. They also commented that UDOT should not consider adding a third travel lane. 

All of the five reasonable alternatives evaluated in detail in the EIS were transit-based (buses, 
gondola, and cog rail), as suggested by the commenter. Although many commenters thought that 
a gondola system is not a transit option, they are used throughout the world and in the United 
States (in Portland, Oregon) as a viable transit solution. 

Although the 2019–2050 Wasatch Front Regional Transportation Plan includes a project to add a 
third travel lane on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon to solve the congestion need, none of 
the reasonable alternatives evaluated in the EIS consider adding a general-purpose, private 
vehicle lane. 

The regional plan also included snow sheds and a transit center to help solve the mobility issues in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon, both of which were included in the EIS as reasonable alternatives. 
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F. Save Our Canyons commented that the EIS should look into the future and how projects could 
impact future conditions and how alternatives could foreclose future transportation solutions. 

NEPA requires the development of a purpose of the project and alternatives that meet that need. 
The EIS did look to a solution that met the problems UDOT anticipates on S.R. 210 in 2050. NEPA 
does not require the scope of the alternatives to meet goals outside the project purpose but rather 
to consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the action alternatives. 

G. Save Our Canyons commented that the transit alternatives should not increase visitation to 
dispersed recreation sites, thereby potentially increasing environmental impacts. 

Increasing transit use at trailheads or dispersed recreation sites is not part of the project purpose. 
None of UDOT’s primary alternatives are designed to increase use at dispersed recreation or 
trailhead sites. In fact, all of the alternatives would reduce the amount of available parking, thus 
likely reducing the total number of users. The alternatives also consider improving restrooms and 
water quality protection at trailheads. 

UDOT is not sure what Save Our Canyons’ preferences are with regard to transit. In previous 
comments, Save Our Canyons has stated that transit should service a range of recreation 
destinations, which would likely increase use at those sites. UDOT’s primary alternatives would 
likely increase use at the ski resorts, which have the necessary facilities and environmental 
protection in place to manage the use. 

H. Save Our Canyons commented during the scoping period that there was not yet an identified 
project purpose but alternatives had already been developed, including parking locations as shown 
on materials including scroll plots. The commenter also stated that transit was not considered. 

UDOT’s May 2018 Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS, which is the basis of the comment, 
states the reason why UDOT is undertaking the S.R. 210 Project, which is to improve congestion, 
improve safety for all users, and enhance the availability of public transportation options. The NOI 
also lists potential alternatives that UDOT was considering to address the reason it is preparing an 
EIS. The reason to start the National Environmental Policy Act process is typically because an 
agency has an action it wants to undertake, which could include one or more alternatives. 
A primary purpose of the scoping process is to seek public and agency input regarding other 
potential alternatives that the agency should consider. The scroll plots mentioned in the comment 
were just suggested alternatives to help the public provide better input. It should be noted that the 
scroll plots showed multiple park-and-ride lots that could be served by transit, so UDOT is not sure 
how transit options were falling by the wayside. 

32.2.2 Alternatives Development and Screening Process 
A. Commenters wanted to know why the Dual-mode Advanced Vehicular Endeavor (D.A.V.E.) was 

eliminated as a reasonable alternative. Others asked whether the dual-mode system or TriTrak 
was considered. 

UDOT evaluated the D.A.V.E. and TriTrak concepts as part of the Draft EIS, as described in 
Section 2.2.2.2, Improve Mobility on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard to Alta, and 
Section 2.2.3.1.1, New Alternatives Evaluation, of the Draft EIS. As stated in the Draft EIS, a 
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commercial dual-mode or TriTrak system is not currently available. Designing these alternative for 
the S.R. 210 Project would require an extensive and costly research and development process. 
For these reasons, these concepts do not meet the logistical, technological, or economic 
requirements for a reasonable or practicable alternative. 

B. Commenters suggested a bus-only alternative with no private vehicles allowed in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Commenters suggested that this alternative could operate like the bus/tram 
service in some National Parks where the only access is by a shuttle bus. Other commenters 
asked whether a shuttle system could be developed. 

As stated in Section 2.2.2.2, Improve Mobility on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard to Alta, and 
described in Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report June 8, 2020, of 
the EIS, UDOT evaluated a bus-only option. Based on the evaluation, UDOT determined that a 
bus-only option was not reasonable because the option would require a 1.6-minute headway, or 
about 75 buses per hour traveling into Little Cottonwood Canyon to meet the peak-hour demand 
on a busy ski day. In consultation with UTA, UDOT determined that headways less than 5 minutes 
would not be feasible since it would not be possible to load and unload passengers with all of their 
ski or snowboard gear quickly enough to maintain the bus schedule. In addition, maintaining 
headways less than 5 minutes would require barrier-separated bus lanes similar to the bus rapid 
transit system on University Street in Provo. A barrier-separated lane in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
would disrupt removing snow to the road edge and would not allow vehicles to move out of the 
travel lane to the roadway shoulders in an emergency. 

Some commenters suggested that, to meet the demand without cars, the buses could be waiting 
to pick up users to maintain 1.6-minute departures. However, this option would still require a 
7,000-parking-space structure, which currently does not exist, and no locations near the entrance 
to Little Cottonwood Canyon could support a structure of this size since it would need to 
accommodate traffic from both the north and south parts of the Salt Lake Valley. In addition, 
parking structures of this size are not efficient for users because they require longer walking 
distances (with ski or snowboard equipment) to reach the bus pickup location. As noted, it would 
still take about 5 minutes to load and unload the bus, thereby delaying the round trip time and 
requiring more buses than necessary to maintain headways (see response 32.2.2I for a regional 
bus system alternative with dispersed mobility hubs). 

Shuttle buses similar to those operated in the National Parks (Zion National Park, for example) 
would not be able to operate on the steep grades, on the snow-covered roads, or in the cold 
conditions in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The shuttle system would also have the same constraint 
as the bus system in that it would not be possible to load and unload the passengers with all of 
their ski or snowboard gear fast enough to maintain the schedule given the number of users in the 
peak hour in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Finally, to meet the project purpose, UDOT does not need 
to implement a bus system that eliminates all private vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

One commenter claimed that the shuttle service at Zion National Park handled 675,000 people per 
day in June 2021. UDOT’s review of the data showed that these numbers were for the entire 
month of June and included all entrances to the park including those not served by the shuttle 
system. In July 2021, about 407,000 people visited the park’s south lot where the shuttle system is 



 

July 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32-33 

operated. This equates to about 13,129 people per day using the shuttle system, which is similar 
to the ski resort user numbers in Little Cottonwood Canyon on a busy ski day. 

To meet the project purpose, the alternatives evaluated in the 
EIS needed to accommodate about 3,200 people per hour—
about 1,000 people accommodated in transit and the remainder 
in personal vehicles. In discussions with representatives from 
Zion National Park, UDOT learned that their shuttle system 
accommodates 1,020 people per hour. The shuttle system picks 
up passengers every 4 minutes using tandem (articulated) 
buses that carry 68 people total. The park representatives 
stated that the shuttle system is operating at maximum capacity. 

It is important to note that UDOT cannot run tandem buses in Little Cottonwood Canyon because 
there is not enough room to maneuver the large buses, and tandem buses cannot operate on ice 
or snow because the buses would jackknife. If parking structures could be built to accommodate 
all of the skiers’ vehicles and if a bus system similar to Zion National Park’s operated from the 
gravel pit and the 9400 South and Highland Drive mobility hubs, it would still carry only 2,040 
people per hour, which is less than the 3,200 needed to meet the project purpose. The park 
representatives also stated that, during peak travel periods, visitors often wait more than an hour 
to access the shuttle system. Because a Little Cottonwood Canyon alternative that does not allow 
private vehicles and uses only buses cannot meet the project purpose of accommodating 3,200 
passengers per hour, such an alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 

A shuttle system with smaller vans would provide less capacity to meet the demand than the 
enhanced bus service alternatives currently being evaluated in the EIS. A rail-only alternative 
would still require parking structures of about 7,000 vehicles, and there is not enough space to 
locate such large structures (also see response 32.2.2I). 

Finally, per 23 United States Code Section 101(a)(23), S.R. 210 is a public road and thus must be 
open to public travel. The definition at 23 Code of Federal Regulations Section 460.2(c) defines 
open to public travel as meaning that the road is available to the general public except during 
scheduled periods, extreme weather, or emergency conditions; is passable by four-wheel standard 
passenger cars; and is open to the general public for use without restrictive gates, prohibitive 
signs, or regulation except during extreme weather or emergency conditions. Toll roads are not 
considered restrictive gates. Because S.R. 210 is a public road, UDOT does not have the ability to 
close the road to public travel. 

C. Commenters asked whether The Boring Company’s tunnel system was considered. Other 
commenters asked why the tunnel concept was eliminated. Other commenters asked about a 
subway. The Boring Company commented that, given the existence of an operational tunnel 
system in Las Vegas, UDOT should re-evaluate the tunnel concept. 

As stated in Section 2.2.3.1, Alternatives Considered and Screening Process – November 2020, of 
the Draft EIS, UDOT evaluated a tunnel alternative including the use of autonomous vehicles 
(similar to a subway concept but with a smaller and less-expensive tunnel). At the time the Draft 
EIS was developed, UDOT determined that, without a fully operational tunnel system at the scale 

What is the gravel pit? 

The gravel pit is an existing 
aggregate (gravel) mine located 
on the east side of Wasatch 
Boulevard between 6200 South 
and Fort Union Boulevard. 
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or vehicle type needed for the S.R. 210 Project and given the unique conditions presented by the 
project location, it was not possible for UDOT to verify the cost, buildability, and operational 
characteristics of a tunnel alternative and compare the tunnel alternative against other alternatives 
being considered in the EIS. Therefore, such an alternative was eliminated from detailed 
consideration in the Draft EIS. 

After the Draft EIS was released, an 0.8-mile tunnel with semi-autonomous vehicles was 
operational in Las Vegas. Because there was now an operational tunnel system, UDOT 
re-evaluated, in this Final EIS, the tunnel system that had been considered in the Draft EIS. UDOT 
took a tour of the operational system and gathered additional operational and cost information. 
UDOT noted during the tour that the system was operated by drivers (not autonomously), was not 
constructed using the technology proposed by The Boring Company to be used on the S.R. 210 
Project, and took longer to construct than proposed by The Boring Company. Because the system 
in Las Vegas is only 0.8 mile long, UDOT was still not able to evaluate the ability to construct and 
operate an over 20-mile tunnel system autonomously for the S.R. 210 Project. Additionally, UDOT 
was unable to verify the cost to construct and time to construct a long tunnel system, since one of 
similar length using the technology proposed by The Boring Company had not been constructed. 
There is also some concern regarding the ability to load and unload the vehicles with ski gear in 
the time requirements to meet the demand of about 400 to 500 vehicles per hour. 

Therefore, UDOT determined that, without a fully operational tunnel system at the scale or vehicle 
type needed for the S.R. 210 Project, it is not possible for UDOT to verify the cost and operational 
characteristics of the tunnel alternative and compare the alternative against other alternatives 
being considered in the EIS. In addition, because The Boring Company has not drilled tunnels at 
the length required for Little Cottonwood Canyon in similar mountain environment and at a cost 
proposed by The Boring Company, UDOT concluded that there is still technical uncertainty 
regarding the boring technology that would be used. For these reasons, UDOT has determined 
that the tunnel alternative as proposed is not fully developed at a scale to be considered a 
reasonable alternative at this time and has eliminated the alternative from further consideration. 

D. Commenters asked whether reversible lanes (with and without lane barriers) for buses or personal 
vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon were considered or why they were eliminated. 

As stated in Section 2.2.2.2, Improve Mobility on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard to Alta, and 
Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report June 8, 2020, of the EIS, 
UDOT evaluated reversible-lane alternatives including one with removable barriers. Based on the 
evaluation, UDOT determined that the lane transitions, where the buses or vehicles have to 
maneuver back into one lane from the reversible lane at the destination, cause unsafe conditions 
and increasing congestion due to those vehicle movements. There would also be high visual 
impacts in the canyon because up to 62 overhead lane-control signs would be needed to indicate 
the lane travel direction. The amount of additional pavement required for the reversible-lane 
concept would also be greater than with a peak-period shoulder lane (52 feet vs. 50 feet), which 
would not require unsafe transition areas and overhead signs (for more details, see Appendix C, 
Draft Evaluation of Managed Lane Concepts, in Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and 
Screening Report June 8, 2020, of the EIS). 
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In addition, UDOT found that the use of moveable lane barriers would be impacted by avalanches 
and would cause safety issues with reduced sight distances at roadway access points. Finally, 
reversible lanes for personal vehicles would only increase the number of vehicles traveling in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and move the traffic congestion to the ski resorts. Based on these reasons 
and the fact the peak-period shoulder lanes would have a smaller footprint and less traffic and 
visual impacts, UDOT advanced the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane 
Alternative and eliminated a reversible-lane alternative for detailed consideration in the EIS. 

E. Commenters stated that climate change will reduce the snowpack in the canyon, thereby 
diminishing the need for transportation solutions in the future because fewer people will visit the 
ski resorts. 

See Section 2.2.1, Range of Alternatives to be Considered – June 2020, and Appendix 2A, Draft 
Alternatives Development and Screening Report June 8, 2020, of the EIS for UDOT’s 
consideration of climate change in developing the alternatives for the Draft EIS. UDOT considered 
whether the existence of climate change would affect the alternatives-development process. 
Based on a review of literature and traffic data, UDOT determined that climate change would not 
change the need for the project. As part of the Final EIS process, UDOT updated the climate 
change memorandum on January 7, 2022, to include a review of findings in recent publications 
describing climate and snowpack forecasts. The newer references do not change the general 
findings that climate change effects should not materially affect the alternatives (HDR 2022a). 

Commenters stated that climate change would cause more frequent or less frequent storms that 
could affect how an alternative operates. For the Wasatch Range specifically, it is likely that there 
will be increased variability due to movement of the jet stream north, and that, although annual 
precipitation amounts will remain unchanged or could increase slightly (depending on the model 
and future scenario examined), the proportion of rain to snow will increase (Scalzitti and others 
2016; Strong 2013). This reduction in snowpack will be driven by increasing air temperatures and, 
on average, will result in decreased snowpack depths by the middle and end of the 21st century. 
Overall, it would not be possible to predict the frequency of storms (and avalanches), but some 
studies suggest that storms might be more frequent and warmer. 

Regarding comments that there will be fewer days with snow with future climate change: according 
to the studies, there might be a reduction of snow at the beginning or end of the ski seasons. This 
was stated in a study for the Park City ski resorts, which are at a lower elevation and receive less 
snow than the Little Cottonwood Canyon resorts. The periods at the beginning and end of the ski 
seasons are not typically the times when S.R. 210 has congested periods. Congested periods 
typically start at the Christmas holiday and end after spring break at the end of March or early 
April, outside the time when the climate change studies stated that there might be enough 
reduction in snow to shorten the ski season. 

UDOT also considered climate change in how the alternatives were developed. A climate change 
analysis was considered in the development of the snow sheds. The analysis showed that there 
would still be the need for snow sheds and that avalanches could be more frequent with larger 
storm events and potentially heavier, wet snow. 
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F. Commenters stated that the ski resorts should implement a high-cost parking pass to encourage 
people to take transit, with the proceeds for the parking pass going to operate the transit. Others 
suggested that the resorts should build more parking. 

UDOT evaluated parking fees. UDOT does not have the ability to require private businesses to 
charge fees and have those fees be applied to public transit. Instead of a parking fee, UDOT 
would implement a toll on S.R. 210, which would encourage users of personal vehicles to take a 
transit alternative. With a toll, UDOT can better control traffic on S.R. 210 and how toll fees are 
used. UDOT does not have the ability to require ski resorts to build more parking, and adding more 
parking would only increase congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon and thus would not meet the 
project purpose. 

G. A commenter stated that, instead of building snow sheds, UDOT should realign the road away 
from the avalanche paths. 

UDOT evaluated realigning the road (see Section 2.2.2.4, Improve Reliability and Safety through 
Avalanche Mitigation, of the EIS) as part of the process of developing the avalanche mitigation 
alternatives. To avoid the most critical or higher-frequency avalanche paths, the road would need 
to be placed either over Little Cottonwood Creek, requiring a stream realignment or culverting, or 
in wilderness areas, which is prohibited. 

H. A commenter suggested that a series of tunnels be built between Alta and Brighton, from Kimball 
Junction to Solitude and Brighton, and from Park City to the Cottonwood Canyons. Other 
commenters suggested that Guardsman Pass should be opened during the winter. 

See Section 2.2.3, Alternatives Screening Addendum – November 2020, of the EIS for an 
evaluation of tunnel options and consideration of connections to Kimball Junction. The tunnel 
option was eliminated because of high cost or, in the case of new tunnel technology (as promoted 
by The Boring Company), there was not enough information to determine whether the system 
would work for the S.R. 210 Project. Opening Guardsman Pass during the winter would improve 
access to Big Cottonwood Canyon but would not alleviate traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

I. Commenters asked whether a light rail or monorail was considered and whether the gondola or 
cog rail base stations could be connected to the greater existing light rail network. Other 
commenters suggested that UTA buses could be connected to the mobility hubs or base stations, 
or that a regional bus system should be considered. Other commenters suggested a regional 
gondola system. 

As stated in Section 2.2.2.2, Improve Mobility on S.R. 210 from 
Fort Union Boulevard to Alta, and Appendix 2A, Draft 
Alternatives Development and Screening Report June 8, 2020, 
of the EIS, UDOT evaluated a monorail alternative, a light rail 
alternative, and an alternative that connected to the existing light 
rail (TRAX) network. Neither monorail nor light rail can operate 
on grades steeper than about 6%. The average road grade in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is about 8% with sections of road at 11% grade. To overcome the steep 

What is a mobility hub? 

A mobility hub is a location 
where users can transfer from 
their personal vehicles to a bus.  
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grades, UDOT considered cog rail (or rack rail) technology, which can operate in the unique study 
area environment. 

UDOT evaluated an alternative that would connect to the existing light rail network. This alternative 
was eliminated because of the high cost and impacts to homes and businesses along 9400 South 
or Fort Union Boulevard (7200 South). 

UDOT also evaluated a regional bus system to expand bus service into Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
A regional bus system sized to accommodate the peak-hour demands would require a substantial 
bus fleet and would need various routes to service the ski resorts. This type of regional system can 
be implemented independent of this EIS as part of a mobility hub concept. The buses could 
provide service to the mobility hubs or gondola/cog rail base stations from anywhere in the Salt 
Lake Valley. Once at the mobility hubs or at the base stations, riders could select the appropriate 
express bus to their resort destination or access the gondola or cog rail. 

Although UDOT eliminated a regional bus service concept during the alternatives-screening 
process, it decided to gather further information about the concept after the release of the Draft 
EIS (see Section 2.2.6, Alternatives Suggested during the Draft EIS Comment Period, of the EIS 
for more detail). The analysis was based on data provided by UTA regarding a regional bus 
service concept that UTA developed to better understand the operations of a regional transit 
system with service to the ski resorts. This service consisted of eight regional hubs (Salt Lake City, 
University of Utah, Millcreek, Holladay, West Valley, Murray, Midvale, and Sandy) with direct 
service (express bus service) from each pickup location to each ski resort in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. 

In order to be convenient and provide similar service as a private vehicle, the regional bus service 
would have no intermediate stops. To meet the project purpose as described in the Draft EIS, the 
regional bus service would need to provide a peak-period capacity of at least 1,008 people. The 
regional bus service considered by UTA provided a peak-period capacity of 2,688 people. To 
make the regional bus service attractive, UTA assumed 15-minute headways during the peak 
period for each route and 30-minute headways during off-peak times. The regional bus service 
would have a winter operation and maintenance (O&M) cost of $42,751,234 and an initial capital 
cost of $118,770,000. 

In the EIS, UDOT evaluated the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative and the Enhanced Bus Service 
in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative. The Enhanced Bus Service Alternative has a peak-
period capacity of 1,008 people, a winter O&M cost of $14,000,000, and a total bus cost of 
$36,075,000. The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative has a peak-
period capacity of 1,008 people, a winter O&M cost of $11,000,000, and a total bus cost of 
$24,975,000. 

Regional bus service that provides a similar frequency of service as the enhanced bus service 
alternatives would cost $28,751,234 to $31,751,234 more per winter to operate than the enhanced 
bus service alternatives. In addition, the bus cost would be about $82,695,000 to $93,975,000 
more than with the enhanced bus service alternatives. These increases are a result of the 
additional buses, longer travel times, and drivers required to provide 15-minute service with the 
regional bus service versus the 5-minute service considered in the EIS. 



 

 July 2022 
32-38 Utah Department of Transportation 

If the convenience of regional bus service were reduced by having peak-period headways of 
30 minutes, thereby providing peak-period capacity closer to that of the Enhanced Bus Service 
Alternative (1,344 versus 1,008 people per hour), the winter operation cost and bus capital cost of 
regional bus service would still be greater. Regional bus service with 30-minute headways during 
the peak period and 1-hour headways during off-peak times would cost $7,375,617 to $10,375,617 
more per winter to operate than the enhanced bus service alternatives. In addition, the bus cost 
would be about $23,310,000 to $34,410,000 more than with the enhanced bus service 
alternatives. 

With regional bus service, enough parking would need to be included at each pickup location. 
Although places such as downtown Salt Lake City and the University of Utah have large parking 
areas that might be available on weekends and holidays, parking would also need to be available 
during the week and holiday periods such as weeks surrounding Christmas, Martin Luther King Jr. 
Day, and President’s Day, which are all busy ski weeks when the parking areas might be used for 
business or events. Thus, it is likely that additional parking facilities at a cost similar to the mobility 
hubs would be required. In-road transit infrastructure such as exclusive lanes and transit signal 
priority would still be necessary to support the regional bus service. With a bus fleet that is 4 times 
larger than the fleet required with the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane 
Alternative, a significant capital investment would also be required to build bus maintenance and 
storage facilities. 

Overall, as shown by the analysis, regional bus service would provide a similar benefit in meeting 
the project purpose of improving reliability, mobility, and safety on S.R. 210 as the enhanced bus 
service alternatives evaluated in the EIS but at a substantially greater cost to operate during the 
winter and with greater bus expenditures. In addition, such an alternative would have the same 
impacts to S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon as would the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative 
(no road construction). For these reasons, UDOT eliminated regional bus service from detailed 
consideration in the EIS. 

A regional gondola system would result in substantial overflight of residential areas and result in 
privacy concerns. 

J. A commenter stated that UDOT should consider a gondola or road from American Fork Canyon to 
Snowbird to reduce congestion on Interstate 15 (I-15) and on S.R. 210. 

A gondola or road from American Fork Canyon would require a new paved road, utilities, parking 
structure, and other infrastructure improvements in American Fork Canyon. According to UDOT’s 
traffic counts in 2018, 40% of the traffic entering Little Cottonwood Canyon uses 9400 South, but 
only 3% of these users are coming from Utah County. Therefore, the number of skiers coming 
from Utah County that would use the gondola system would not substantially affect congestion on 
S.R. 210 (or on I-15). Therefore, building a gondola or road from American Fork County would not 
substantially reduce the number of vehicles entering Little Cottonwood Canyon and thus would not 
meet the project purpose. In addition, the gondola towers would be placed in areas that would be 
difficult to access, require construction of new roads to access the base station, and place towers 
and facilities on the ridgeline at 10,000 feet where there is the potential for higher winds gust than 
what would occur in the valley of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Therefore, UDOT has determined that 
this alternative is not reasonable. 
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K. Commenters suggested that the IKON pass should be eliminated to reduce congestion, the resorts 
should charge more for lift ticketers or parking to reduce demand, tourists should be charged more 
for lift tickets, a ski permit system should be implemented, the number of skiers should be limited 
at the resorts, a parking reservation system should be implemented by the resorts, resorts should 
use odd/even–day access based on license plates, the resort hour of operations should be 
changed, or that the road should be closed to vehicles when a limit is met or parking is full. 

As stated in Section 2.2.3.1, Alternatives Considered and Screening Process – November 2020, of 
the EIS, limiting the total number of skiers, having a reservation system, or limiting a certain ski 
pass would not solve traffic congestion because most skiers arrive during the peak morning period 
of 7 AM to 9 AM when parking at the resorts is available and leave at the same time at the end of 
the day. Thus peak-period congestion before the parking lots are full would still exist, and therefore 
limiting the number of skiers would not improve overall mobility. Under current conditions, which 
result in congestion, the reduced mobility on S.R. 210 occurs when there is still parking available. 
In addition, UDOT does not have the authority to ban certain ski passes, charge more for lift tickets 
or parking, add more or reduce parking at the ski resorts, or limit the number of visitors at private 
businesses. Although ski resorts have the ability to implement a reservation system, UDOT would 
have no control of the system, so the ski resorts could change the use of the reservation system, 
thereby altering the benefit of the system. Additionally, Alta Ski Resort did implement a parking 
reservation system for day pass users for the 2021–2022 ski season. The reservation system did 
not substantially reduce peak-period morning traffic and did not reduce afternoon congestion since 
congestion still occurred. 

Closing the road when the parking lots are full or when a cap on the number of vehicles is reached 
would not reduce peak-hour traffic in the morning when parking is available or before the cap is 
reached and so would not improve mobility. Additionally, because S.R. 210 is a public road, UDOT 
does not have the ability to close the road to all public travel except as a result of accidents, 
emergencies, or extreme weather conditions (see response 32.2.2B for more details). 

UDOT does not have the authority to change a private business’s operating hours. However, 
changing the time of lift operations would not reduce the congestion in the peak hour since skiers 
would still want to reach the lifts during the time of operation in the morning. In addition, the resort 
opening time is based on getting the mountain ready for skiers, and it is difficult to open the resorts 
earlier because of the lack of morning light during the winter. Finally, skiers would still leave the 
resort at the same time at the end of the day. 

Some commenters said that an entry permit system similar to those used at National Parks should 
be implemented. Such a system would still not reduce peak-hour congestion unless it was based 
on entry at a specific time. This would require stopping each vehicle to check for its assigned entry 
time, which would cause backups and congestion and would not solve the morning mobility issue. 
In addition, there is no way to prevent people without a pass or those arriving before their entry 
time from coming to the check station, which would also cause congestion to turn them around. 
This would also force ski resorts to have multiple types of ski passes since they could not charge 
for a full lift ticket price for someone with an entry time later in the day, which could affect how they 
operate their business. National Parks can implement permit systems because they control all 
aspects of the land and commercial operation within their boundaries. UDOT does not control the 
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federal and private land nor the commercial businesses in Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT does 
not have the authority to direct how a commercial business operates. 

Some commenters suggested that the ski resorts raise the ticket prices to reduce the number of 
skiers and thus road users. UDOT does not have the authority to raise ticket prices but can 
implement a toll, which has a similar effect. Thus, all of the alternatives include a toll. 

Some commenters suggested the use of ride-share apps to help with carpooling to reduce vehicle 
use. There is no incentive for skiers to use a ride-share app and carpool with unknown people. 
The toll proposed by UDOT would likely incentivize carpooling to share the cost of the toll. 

Commenters stated that UDOT removing parking along S.R. 210 would alleviate the congestion 
problem. The peak-hour congestion occurs between 7 AM to 9 AM when parking at the resorts is 
available and between 3 PM and 5 PM when skiers leave at the same time at the end of the day. 
Thus peak-period congestion before the parking lots are full would still exist, and therefore 
removing roadside winter parking would not improve overall mobility. Under current conditions, 
which result in congestion, the reduced mobility on S.R. 210 occurs when there is still parking 
available. 

L. Commenters suggested that all personal vehicles be banned from the canyon during the winter 
and that canyon users be required to take transit (bus, gondola, or cog rail). 

Per 23 United States Code Section 101(a)(22), S.R. 210 is a public road and thus must be open to 
public travel. This means that S.R. 210 must be available to the general public for use without 
restrictive gates, prohibitive signs, or regulation except during extreme weather or emergency 
conditions. Toll roads are not considered restrictive gates. Because S.R. 210 is a public road, 
UDOT does not have the ability to close the road to public travel. 

To meet the project purpose of improving mobility, UDOT does not need to ban all personal 
vehicles from using the canyon or ban the majority of vehicles. Based on traffic modeling and 
analysis, only about 30% of the vehicles need to be eliminated in 2050 to achieve mobility goals. 
UDOT expects that, on busy ski days during the peak hour in 2050, about 1,550 vehicles would 
enter Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT needs to reduce the number of inbound vehicles to around 
1,100 per hour in the peak hour. 

Commenters also suggested a time-based reservation system as an alternative. The toll achieves 
the goal of reducing the number of peak-hour vehicles without a reservation system. The 
reservation system would be hard to enforce and would not prevent vehicles from trying to enter 
the canyon if they did not have a reservation or from showing up outside the reservation time. This 
approach would require inspectors at the entrance of the canyon to verify reservation times, which 
would cause congestion. 

In addition, preventing more vehicles from traveling into Little Cottonwood Canyon would require 
large parking structures and a bus fleet to meet the demand. UDOT estimates that about 7,500 
parking spaces would need to be constructed if all personal vehicles were eliminated. Also see 
response 32.2.2B. 
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M. Commenters suggested that better enforcement of winter snow tires or four-wheel drive should be 
considered to reduce congestion. Alta Ski Resort felt that enforcement of traction devices should 
be evaluated in the EIS because a lack of enforcement is a major contributor to congestion. Other 
commenters suggested that UDOT have more emergency equipment available to assist with 
canyon incidents. Other commenters suggested that UDOT enforce no roadside parking along 
S.R. 210 and that delivery trucks and other large vehicles should be restricted to off peak-times. 
Some commenters suggested that better enforcement of the speed limit should be considered. 

Winter tire enforcement is part of the No-Action Alternative as it is currently in place. Many 
enforcement issues occur when vehicles enter Little Cottonwood Canyon in the morning under dry 
conditions and then a winter storm arrives in the afternoon, causing poor driving conditions. UDOT 
is currently working with law enforcement to address this issue outside the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon EIS process. Additional enforcement actions can be handled outside the EIS process in 
coordination with local law enforcement. 

Although strict enforcement of the speed limit, winter tires, and drive systems could improve 
driving under winter conditions, overall, it would not meet the purpose of the project without 
implementation of one of the primary alternatives. Enforcement is still difficult because tire wear 
would need to be inspected, and good tires and appropriate drive systems still do not help less-
experienced drivers. In addition, tire enforcement can increase traffic congestion on S.R. 210 in 
Cottonwood Heights and the community at the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon as vehicles 
have to stop for inspection in the travel lane or leave the travel lane to be inspected and then 
merge back into traffic. 

UDOT, the ski resorts, and local law enforcement continue to work on ways to improve the 
enforcement policy under the No-Action Alternative and outside the EIS process. For example, at 
the start of the 2020–2021 ski season, UDOT implemented a sticker program in which vehicles 
could be inspected prior to the ski season and receive a sticker indicating that the vehicle is 
equipped for winter driving conditions which allows inspectors to verify access to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon during traction enforcement periods. UDOT also sends out social media alerts about road 
conditions. UDOT is also currently working with rental car companies to get certain vehicles 
approved for use in the Cottonwood Canyons. Finally, enforcement does not meet the mobility 
needs of the canyon because that is primarily the result of too many vehicles entering Little 
Cottonwood Canyon during the peak hours which UDOT expects to happen on about 50 days per 
year by 2050 independent of road conditions. 

Having a canyon operation center with more equipment would not solve the need to reduce the 
number of vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon to improve mobility. Although it could resolve 
incidents more quickly, traffic would still back up until the incident is cleared. 

Enforcement of no-parking zones is the responsibility of law enforcement. 

UDOT does not have the authority to restrict when commercial vehicles or other types of trucks 
use a state road that receives federal-aid funds. Even if UDOT could restrict large vehicles to off-
peak periods, this would be less than 1% of the overall vehicle traffic and thus would not reduce 
peak-hour traffic enough to meet the project purpose of improving mobility. 
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N. Commenters suggested that a gondola, light rail, or road from Park City or Midway should be 
considered. 

As stated in Section 2.2.3.1, Alternatives Considered and Screening Process – November 2020, of 
the EIS, a gondola and light rail system from Park City to the ski resorts in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon was considered. The Summit County gondola and rail alternatives with parking would add 
additional cost and environmental impacts, would duplicate the gondola alternatives that passed 
the screening process, did not result in enough traffic reduction on S.R. 210, and would have no 
advantage with regard to satisfying the project’s purpose and need; therefore, this alternative was 
eliminated from detailed consideration. A new road would be similar in that it would not reduce 
enough congestion of S.R. 210, the majority of which comes from the Salt Lake Valley. 

O. A commenter suggested building a hyperloop. 

The hyperloop technology at a scale to operate for the S.R. 210 Project does not exist; therefore, 
the hyperloop alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 

P. Commenters suggested that additional lanes be added for personal vehicles. Other commenters 
suggested that shoulder lanes would add roadway capacity for more vehicles. 

UDOT considered additional personal vehicle capacity (additional general-purpose and carpool 
lanes) to S.R. 210. There are a limited number of parking spaces in the canyon and additional new 
parking is inconsistent with the 2003 Revised Forest Plan: Wasatch-Cache National Forest. 
Increasing roadway capacity for personal vehicles would not increase the amount of parking 
available to resort users and would only push the congestion into the upper segments of the 
canyon around the resort parking, which would not improve mobility. This alternative would also 
increase the safety risk from avalanches because more personal vehicle congestion would occur 
in the upper canyon in areas of avalanche slide paths; therefore, this alternative was eliminated 
from further consideration. 

Q. A commenter suggested a tunnel or gondola from Little Cottonwood Canyon to Big Cottonwood 
Canyon. 

A tunnel or gondola between the two canyons would not improve mobility on S.R. 210 or S.R. 190, 
and improvements on S.R. 190 are outside the scope of this EIS. Therefore, this alternative was 
eliminated from further consideration. 

R. A commenter suggested that the gondola alignment start at the gravel pit or at 9400 South and 
Highland Drive where there is more room for parking. 

As stated in Section 2.2.2.2, Improve Mobility on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard to Alta, and 
Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report June 8, 2020, of the EIS, 
UDOT evaluated a gondola system starting at the gravel pit and at 9400 South and Highland 
Drive. The alternative was eliminated because it would need to travel over private homes, would 
require more angle stations which slow travel speeds and increase travel times, or would require 
the gondola alignment to cross a wilderness area, which is prohibited. This alternative would also 
be substantially more expensive because of the longer length and more angle stations. 
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S. A commenter suggested that the ski resorts should implement their own bus system and require 
resort users to take the shuttles. Other commenters stated that a shuttle bus system should be run 
between the resorts. 

UDOT does not have the authority to require a private business operate a bus or shuttle system. In 
order to meet the project purpose, the shuttle bus system would need to be the same as the 
Enhanced Bus Service Alternative evaluated in the EIS. A shuttle bus system between the resorts 
would be the responsibility of the ski resorts because it would not help in meeting the project 
purpose of improving peak-hour mobility on S.R. 210. The resorts currently encourage hotel 
guests to use shuttle services to the resorts. Since resort guests are staying in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, they typically do not contribute to peak-hour travel conditions. 

T. A commenter suggested that, instead of investing in Little Cottonwood Canyon, from an economic 
standpoint it makes senses to invest in Park City. 

Investing in transportation infrastructure in Park City would not solve the transportation issues on 
S.R. 210 and, therefore, would not meet the project purpose. 

U. A commenter asked whether a funicular system had been considered. 

A funicular is a system in which a rail car is pulled along the track with a cable, similar to a cable 
car. With funiculars, the rail car is permanently fixed to the cable and would shuttle back and forth 
on tracks. The hourly capacity is therefore limited. Instead of a funicular, UDOT considered a cog 
rail system, which is more flexible with regard to adjusting headways and can more easily be 
modified for changes in demand. 

V. A commenter suggested that, to reduce congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon, UDOT should 
build new ski resorts. 

UDOT considered the option of building new ski resorts to reduce congestion (see Section 2.2.3.1, 
Alternatives Considered and Screening Process – November 2020, of the EIS). UDOT does not 
have the authority to require private companies to build new ski resorts or expand existing ski 
resorts. In addition, if new ski resort capacity becomes economically viable, a private developer 
would likely seek to build a new resort or expand an existing one, which might or might not be 
permittable under applicable zoning laws, land use plans, or other regulatory restrictions. 

W. A commenter asked whether existing bus service in the canyon could continue to supplement the 
gondola alternatives. 

The gondola alternatives assume that buses are removed from the canyon, which creates an 
alternative that does not rely on the road but that provides direct service to the ski resorts. UTA 
could change the existing bus routes to stop at the mobility hubs (Gondola Alternative A) or base 
station (Gondola Alternative B), but no buses would continue up the canyon with the gondola or 
cog rail alternatives as part of this project. 
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X. Commenters asked whether the selection of the La Caille base station for Gondola Alternative B 
and the Cog Rail Alternative was to support a developer. 

UDOT evaluated numerous locations for a base station and parking including the gravel pit, 9400 
South and Highland Drive, the Little Cottonwood park-and-ride lot, and locations that were about 
1 mile from the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. None of the other locations were 
determined reasonable because of overflight of homes (by gondola cabins) except locations within 
about 1 mile of the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. The three locations were the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot, La Caille, and an empty lot just south of the intersection of 
North Little Cottonwood Road and Wasatch Boulevard. The lot south of the intersection of North 
Little Cottonwood Road and Wasatch Boulevard was the best option from a traffic perspective 
because traffic could enter the site from two roads; however, the site was eliminated because it 
was located on a known earthquake fault with a high rupture potential. The La Caille and the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot sites were the only areas that did not have existing homes 
on the proposed site location and provided enough available land to locate a base station. None of 
the proposed site selection was based on future development potential. 

Regarding the La Caille base station proposal, a commenter (the property owner) provided an 
alternative for UDOT to consider. As part of the EIS process, UDOT must consider all alternatives 
received, even if the commenter owns the property, and, if the alternative is reasonable, it must be 
carried forward for detailed evaluation. 

UDOT does not have any other plans for the La Caille base station parcel, and property 
development outside the area proposed for the base station and any internal circulation for the 
development is the responsibility of the property owner. 

Y. Commenters asked whether UDOT could just charge a toll or require people to carpool. Others 
asked whether UDOT could add a toll now to reduce congestion. 

Charging a substantial toll or enforcing carpooling would reduce personal vehicle use in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. However, implementing tolling only would be an impact to low-income 
populations without an alternate subsidized way to access upper Little Cottonwood Canyon at a 
user capacity that can handle the toll diversion. The current bus system is not capable of handling 
the toll diversion. UDOT would not implement a toll without offering an alternate travel mode at a 
reduced fare that can handle the expected 30% toll diversion needed to reduce congestion. With 
tolling only, it would be an impact to low-income populations and would not meet the intent of 
Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice. In addition, it would not be possible for UDOT to 
enforce carpooling since there are no reliable methods to determine the number of occupants 
without stopping traffic which would just increase congestion. Again, UDOT would need an 
alternate mode of transportation if carpooling was enforced. 

UDOT cannot implement a toll today without also providing a lower-cost alternative for people to 
access Little Cottonwood Canyon (that is, one of the primary alternatives). 



 

July 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32-45 

Z. A commenter suggested that the gondola alignment start at 7 turns in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
with a parking structure on the north side of S.R. 210. 

Starting a gondola or adding a parking structure in Little Cottonwood Canyon would not reduce 
congestion because all of the vehicles going to the gondola base station and those going on to the 
ski resorts would need to enter the canyon. To reduce congestion, traffic must be reduced before it 
enters Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

AA. Commenters asked about bus alternatives to alleviate the need to expand Wasatch Boulevard or a 
mobility hub at 9400 South and Highland Drive with bus service to the University of Utah area as 
an alternative to widening Wasatch Boulevard. 

UDOT considered a transit-only alternative on Wasatch Boulevard. The traffic modeling conducted 
for Wasatch Boulevard under the no-action conditions included express bus service (to be 
implemented between 2040 and 2050) on Wasatch Boulevard (as shown in the 2019–2050 
Wasatch Front Regional Transportation Plan) running between the Little Cottonwood Canyon 
park-and-ride lot at the intersection of S.R. 209/S.R. 210 and a lot at I-215/3900 South, where the 
express bus route would connect to another express bus route between there and the University of 
Utah. The Wasatch Front Regional Council, along with UTA, develops regional transit plans for the 
Salt Lake Valley. In addition, the no-action conditions include UTA light rail transit from Draper to 
downtown Salt Lake City and existing bus service from Draper and Sandy to the main employment 
centers of Salt Lake City. Even with these planned transit projects to serve Cottonwood Heights 
and Draper residents, the traffic analysis still showed congested traffic conditions on Wasatch 
Boulevard if no roadway capacity improvements are made. 

UDOT evaluated a nonstop express bus running between the existing UTA park-and-ride lot at 
9400 South and Highland Drive and the University of Utah area. UTA currently operates 
Route 220 from this location to the University of Utah down Highland Drive at 30-minute intervals. 
In addition, the UTA light rail line runs from Draper to the University of Utah and has the Historic 
Sandy Station less than 4 miles from the 9400 South and Highland Drive park-and-ride lot. Since 
this route provides congestion-free service to the University of Utah, it would be a more attractive 
route compared with an express bus that could be delayed in congestion. 

UTA operated an express bus route (Route 354) from 9400 South and Highland Drive to the 
University of Utah from 2017 to 2019. The route had three morning departures from 9400 South 
and Highland Drive and three afternoon departures from the University of Utah. Between August 
and December (typically the period with the highest ridership numbers), the route had a low 
number of average boardings at 9400 South and Highland Drive start point—an average of 11.7 in 
2017, 10.9 in 2018, and 8.1 in 2019. The low ridership showed that there was not much demand 
for this express bus route. 

UDOT’s review of origin and destination data from the Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan showed 
that, of the traffic using Wasatch Boulevard, only 20% was heading to or from the University of 
Utah area. Thus, even if a bus route between 9400 South and Highland Drive and the University of 
Utah area were developed, it would address only a small number of Wasatch Boulevard users. 
The one-lane roadway vehicle capacity on Wasatch Boulevard is 1,000 vehicles per hour (at more 
than 1,000 vehicles per hour, the road reaches unacceptable levels of congestion). Under the No-
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Action Alternative in 2050, the segment of Wasatch Boulevard between Bengal Boulevard and 
3500 South is forecasted to have 1,500 vehicles per hour in the PM peak hour. Assuming that all 
20% of Wasatch Boulevard users heading to the University of Utah area used the express bus, 
that would be about 300 vehicles eliminated, which would still result in 1,200 vehicles per hour, 
which is over the roadway capacity. However, it is unlikely that all 20% of the users would be 
willing to shift to the express bus. 

Because of the low ridership numbers from a similar express bus service and given that only 20% 
of the users of Wasatch Boulevard are heading the University of Utah area, an express bus 
service would not reduce traffic congestion enough to meet the UDOT screening goal of level of 
service D or better. 

BB. Commenters asked: Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal 
says that the gondola won’t reach that mark.(The comment specifically states that Table 2.2-5 
shows that the mobility hub near the mouth of the canyon would not reduce mobility.) 

All of the primary alternatives would reduce private vehicle use on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon through the implementation of tolling. Page 2-16 of the Draft EIS is Table 2.2-5, Improve 
Mobility on S.R. 210 – Mobility Hubs Screening Results. This table shows the screening results for 
the locations of the mobility hubs, not the screening results to improve mobility with the gondola 
alternatives or other primary alternatives. The three mobility hubs that would not improve mobility 
on S.R. 210 in the table were screened out as not meeting the project purpose because without 
any adjacent roadway improvements those mobility hubs would not reduce congestion on 
S.R. 210. UDOT selected two mobility hubs (gravel pit and 9400 South and Highland Drive) that 
would not increase congestion or reduce mobility on S.R. 210. 

Subsequent to the mobility hub alternatives screening process, UDOT considered a parking 
structure at La Caille, which was one of the locations that initially did not pass screening. The 
alternative was provided to UDOT along with a traffic study showing that, with improvements to 
S.R. 210, there would not be substantial congestion around the La Caille base station if either a 
1,500-space or 2,500-space parking structure was considered. The EIS process requires UDOT to 
evaluate alternatives provided by the public. UDOT conducted an independent traffic evaluation 
and conducted travel modeling and found that traffic would not become congested on S.R. 210 at 
the parking structure if an additional travel lane were added for a short distance on S.R. 210. The 
additional travel lane was not considered as part of the initial mobility hub screening analysis 
because UDOT wanted to consider all potential parking locations without the need for adjacent 
roadway improvements. 
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CC. Commenters requested that UDOT consider the widening of Highland Drive across Dimple Dell 
Park into Draper. 

UDOT considered improvements to Highland Drive during the 
evaluation process. UDOT modeled the expected traffic 
volumes in the project area in 2050 using the Wasatch Front 
Regional Council’s travel demand model. The travel demand 
modeling for the project included Highland Drive being built as a 
five-lane road and connecting from 9800 South to the Draper 
city limits. Even with Highland Drive being expanded to five 
lanes (four travel lanes and a center turn lane), the results of the 
travel demand model showed a need to expand the traffic capacity on Wasatch Boulevard to meet 
future regional growth. 

Improvements to Highland Drive are planned to be implemented between 2030 and 2040. 

DD. Commenters asked UDOT to evaluate a tunnel under Wasatch Boulevard to alleviate the need to 
expand Wasatch Boulevard. 

In the June 2020 Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report (EIS Appendix 2A, page 
A-1), UDOT evaluated a tunnel under Wasatch Boulevard to accommodate the through traffic. The 
cost of 3-mile tunnel would be about $2.5 billion. In addition, it would require extensively reworking 
of the existing road network to accommodate entrance and exit points; therefore, this alternative 
was eliminated from detailed consideration. 

EE. Commenters asked whether the two travel lanes could be used for uphill traffic in the morning and 
downhill traffic in the afternoon (called double stacking). 

See page 2-9 of the Draft EIS. This alternative consists of closing the downhill lane on S.R. 210 in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon in the morning and the uphill lane in the afternoon to provide one-way 
vehicle flow during peak periods to reduce congestion. This alternative was eliminated because 
the alternative was modeled as causing backups on S.R. 210 and could slow access by 
emergency response vehicles. In addition, even if such an alternative would reduce congestion at 
and below the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon, it would substantially increase congestion at 
the entrances to the ski resorts because twice the amount of traffic would arrive at the resorts at 
the same time. 

FF. Commenters stated that mobility hubs at old shopping centers or at areas with large, unused 
parking such as schools should have been considered. 

As shown in Table 2.2-5, Improve Mobility on S.R. 210 – Mobility Hubs Screening Results, of the 
EIS, UDOT evaluated 14 potential locations for a mobility hub to serve Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
The mobility hub locations included existing mall and business parking lots. The mobility hub 
locations could be used for bus service directly to the ski resorts or for bus service to a gondola or 
cog rail station located at the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. Based on the alternatives 
screening summarized above in Table 2.2-5 of the Draft EIS, UDOT determined that the best 
locations for mobility hubs were the gravel pit on the east side of Wasatch Boulevard between 
6200 South and Fort Union Boulevard and the UTA park-and-ride lot at 9400 South and Highland 

What is a travel demand model? 

A travel demand model predicts 
future travel demand based on 
projections of land use, socio-
economic patterns, and trans-
portation system characteristics. 
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Drive (across from the Shopko). Both locations meet the lot size and availability requirements and 
would provide convenient access for users and transit to Little Cottonwood Canyon. These 
locations were used with each bus, gondola, and cog rail alternative to help evaluate each transit 
alternative. 

The mobility hubs would need to be available on busy ski days, which might occur when mall and 
school parking are being used (outside weekends). The parking would need to be consistently 
available during the winter. 

GG. Commenters asked where vehicles were coming from that use S.R. 210 for accessing the ski 
resorts. 

UDOT collected data and found about 60% of the traffic comes from north of S.R. 210 and about 
40% from the south. Of the 60% of traffic from the north, less than 6% is from Park City. 

HH. Commenters stated that just adding a center barrier on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
could reduce traffic congestion caused by slideoffs. 

A center barrier would not substantially reduce congestion because it would not reduce the 
amount of vehicles entering Little Cottonwood Canyon. A barrier would also make snow removal 
difficult and could be displaced by an avalanche, requiring greater closures of the roadway. 

II. Commenters suggested using law enforcement to manage traffic and increasing plowing to reduce 
congestion on S.R. 210. Other commenters suggested that avalanche mitigation should occur 
earlier in the morning so that plowing could be finished before the peak-hour traffic. Another 
commenter suggested putting heating strips in the road to melt snow in steep sections. 

Having law enforcement manage traffic at key intersections would not reduce the number of 
vehicles trying to enter the canyon and thus would not alleviate congestion. Although more 
snowplows would help with road conditions during snow events, it would not reduce the number of 
vehicles entering Little Cottonwood Canyon and thus would not reduce congestion. 

It is not practical for UDOT to start avalanche mitigation earlier than current practice. The UDOT 
avalanche mitigation team needs time for gun crews to arrive at the gun (howitzer) and needs 
daylight to verify that the fire control on the gun is accurate and that the gun produced the 
appropriate avalanche mitigation results (also see responses 32.2.2TT and 32.2.2VV). 

Heating strips would not reduce peak-hour vehicle traffic and associated congestion and thus 
would not meet the project purpose. 

JJ. Commenters asked whether other gondola systems besides the 3S (three cables) were 
considered. 

UDOT evaluated six types of gondola/tram systems including systems similar to those in operation 
at Snowbird Resort and Telluride in Colorado. Because it would have the greatest maximum 
passenger capacity, the fastest travel times, the greatest operational benefits (most stability in high 
winds), and the most opportunity to avoid environmental resources, the 3S-type gondola is 
considered the appropriate gondola system for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
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KK. Commenters suggested that UDOT build carpool and casual pickup spots where users can get 
into a carpool. This alternative would include parking at the base of the canyon and pedestrian 
overpasses. Other commenters suggested the development of a carpool app. 

UDOT cannot require people to carpool with unknown individuals and would need to monitor 
vehicles for carpool restrictions, which would require vehicles to be inspected, which would 
increase traffic congestion. In addition, UDOT is proposing a toll on S.R. 210, which is a 
manageable solution to control canyon traffic and could incentivize carpooling without trying to 
establish and enforce specific areas. With the implementation of the mobility hubs and tolling, 
UDOT’s analysis shows that the goal of 30% reduction can be achieved without building specific 
carpool areas. 

LL. Commenters suggested that parking lots and pullouts be plowed in the winter and open year-
round. 

Many of the pullout and parking areas are used for snow storage in the winter and would be 
difficult for UDOT to maintain. In addition, some of the pullouts and parking areas are in avalanche 
zones where parking is not allowed in the winter. Finally, plowing pullouts and parking areas is an 
operational issue that can be implemented outside the EIS process. 

MM. A commenter wanted to know whether a JPods alternative was considered. 

See Section 2.2.4.1, JPods Concept, of the Draft EIS. The JPods concept is similar to the dual-
mode concept evaluated in the November 2020 addendum report, since it would consist of 
gondola-type cabins suspended from a fixed rail similar to a monorail. A commercial JPods system 
is not available. Designing the JPods as an alternative for the S.R. 210 Project would require an 
extensive and costly research and development process. In addition, the JPods would place the 
required infrastructure in avalanche paths, potentially putting the system at risk for damage. For 
these reasons, the JPods concept does not meet the logistical, technological, or economic 
requirements for a reasonable or practicable alternative. 

NN. Commenters asked whether adding more passing lanes on S.R. 210 would reduce congestion. 

There are a limited number of parking spaces in the canyon. Adding passing lanes for personal 
vehicles would not increase the amount of parking available to resort users and would only push 
the congestion into the upper segments of the canyon around and below the resort parking, which 
would not improve mobility. This alternative would also increase the safety risk from avalanches 
since more personal vehicle congestion would occur in the upper canyon in areas of avalanche 
slide paths; therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 

OO. Commenters asked whether a large car wait lot could be built at La Caille or at the Shopko where 
cars could be held until traffic starts to free flow. Other commenters suggested a traffic metering 
system or loading lanes. 

With the implementation of snow sheds (see response 32.7A), there should be fewer days when 
S.R. 210 is closed and traffic is stopped. UDOT evaluated a ramp metering system that would 
store vehicles and then release them. Even with a 10-lane metering lot, traffic would back up past 
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the intersection of Wasatch Boulevard and North Little Cottonwood Road, which would impede 
access to residential neighborhoods. 

Depending on the duration of the road closure for avalanche mitigation, in 1 hour more than 1,500 
vehicles might need to find a wait area. There is not enough parking at the Shopko to meet this 
demand. 

UDOT is unsure what a commenter meant by lane loading. UDOT assumes a lane where vehicles 
could be stored during avalanche closures. With the implementation of snow sheds, the need for 
lane loading would be minimized. See responses 32.7A and 32.7B. 

PP. Commenters were concerned about the impact of alternatives and suggested that all options be 
exhausted first or other solutions be considered. 

UDOT evaluated about 124 potential transportation solutions as part of the screening process. 
These included alternatives that resulted in no new construction and others that had substantial 
new construction. Based on the screening process, five primary alternatives were determined 
reasonable and were evaluated in the EIS. The 124 potential solutions included those suggested 
by the public and agencies. UDOT believes that it evaluated all alternatives suggested during the 
EIS process. 

QQ. Commenters suggested that the ski resorts should build more parking lots and improve traffic 
movement in the parking lots. 

Adding more parking at the ski resorts would simply increase the amount of peak-hour traffic on 
S.R. 210 and would not improve mobility and thus was eliminated from consideration. UDOT does 
not have ability to manage ski resort parking. The ski resorts manage their parking lots and 
associated congestion based on their operations plans. 

RR. Commenters suggested that the bus lane be elevated over the existing S.R. 210 on a bridge since 
that would result in few expansion impacts. 

The bridge structure would need support, which would require expanding the roadway under the 
bridge. The bridge would also be prone to failure due to seismic activity. The bridge would also 
have a greater tendency to ice up than would the road, thereby creating greater safety risk and the 
application of more salt in the watershed. Finally, the cost of the bridge would be substantially 
greater than would widening the road. 

SS. A commenter stated that transit should carry 4,000 to 5,000 people per hour. 

It is not feasible or prudent to develop a system with a capacity of 4,000 to 5,000 people per hour. 
The parking area required to support such a system would be substantially larger than UDOT’s 
plan of 2,500 parking spaces. In addition, to meet the project purpose, UDOT only needs to have 
the transit system carry about 1,000 people per hour. Building a larger-capacity transit system 
would cost more and is not necessary to meet the project purpose. 

TT. Alta Ski Resort and others stated that traffic flows are reduced when the S.R. 210 mainline is 
closed between Snowbird and Alta for avalanche control and vehicles need to use the Bypass 
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Road. Alta Ski Resort stated that this issue should be addressed in the EIS. They recommended 
installing additional remote avalanche-control devices to help keep the S.R. 210 mainline open. 

UDOT currently has a program in place to install more remote-control devices in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon based on funding availability and land designation. Implementing additional avalanche 
mitigation using an active program can be done outside the EIS process. Because active 
avalanche mitigation requires S.R. 210 road closure and therefore does not substantially improve 
roadway reliability or reduce the number of hours or days when S.R. 210 would be closed, this 
was not considered in the EIS. 

UDOT considered snow sheds over the S.R. 210 mainline to minimize use of the Bypass Road but 
determined that the avalanche path would require long and expensive snow sheds without 
substantially improving mobility for the majority of users. 

UU. Alta Ski Resort, the Sierra Club, and Alta Lodge stated that the EIS should address the number of 
merge points at Snowbird Resort onto S.R. 210 to address its impact on traffic congestion and that 
it should be considered in the EIS. 

In 2020, UDOT made improvements to the merge points to better manage congestion on 
S.R. 210. During the process, UDOT looked at a separate downhill lane but determined that there 
was insufficient room to include the lane. The primary alternatives being considered in the EIS will 
improve overall mobility on S.R. 210 without the need for additional improvements to the merge 
points onto S.R. 210. UDOT’s goal is to reduce personal vehicle use by incentivizing personal 
vehicle users to transfer to transit. 

VV. Alta Ski Resort and the Sierra Club stated that the EIS does not address how an earlier start to 
avalanche mitigation work could reduce congestion in the neighborhoods and roads at the 
entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon nor suggest alternatives to complete mitigation work earlier 
to reduce congestion. They also stated that the current artillery program is going to be 
discontinued and asked how this will change future avalanche-control work. 

The implementation of additional avalanche mitigation using an active program can be done 
outside the EIS process. Because active avalanche mitigation requires S.R. 210 road closure, it 
does not substantially improve roadway reliability or reduce the number of hours or days that 
S.R. 210 would be closed and thus was not considered in detail in the EIS. In the EIS, UDOT 
considered snow sheds, which would substantially improve the reliability and safety of S.R. 210 
and reduce the amount of active mitigation. With the snow sheds in place, the need for earlier 
active mitigation start times would be reduced. UDOT is aware of the potential for discontinuation 
of the artillery program and is currently working on solutions with the USDA Forest Service since 
eliminating the artillery program would require analyzing alternative avalanche-control methods in 
a wilderness area. 

It is not feasible for UDOT to start avalanche mitigation earlier than current practice. The UDOT 
avalanche mitigation team needs time for gun crews to arrive at the gun (howitzer) and needs 
daylight to verify that the fire control on the gun is accurate and that the gun produced the 
appropriate avalanche mitigation results. The verification process would also be needed for 
remote devices. 
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WW. Alta Ski Resort stated that, with the elimination of roadside parking, UDOT should allow the ski 
resorts to expand their current parking. 

The primary alternatives being considered all include the addition of 2,500 parking spaces in the 
Salt Lake Valley. This parking more than accommodates the 230 parking spaces UDOT is 
proposing to eliminate with the No Winter Parking Alternative. UDOT’s goal is not to get more 
vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon but to incentivize the use of transit. If the ski resorts want 
more parking at the resorts, they can work with the USDA Forest Service regarding the feasibility 
of and best approach for adding parking capacity on National Forest System lands. 

XX. A commenter suggested that UDOT look at ramp metering at the resort parking lots to reduce 
downhill congestion. 

Even with ramp metering at the resorts, the primary alternatives would still be required to improve 
mobility. UDOT evaluated ramp metering, and the metering caused congestion and egress issues 
within the parking lots because there was not enough space to store vehicles. In addition, this 
further impacted the use of the bus systems because the buses would also be caught in the same 
congestion. 

YY. A commenter suggested that the 9400 South and Highland Drive mobility hub be located at the 
light rail station parking area. 

The commenter was not specific about which light rail station the mobility hub should be located 
at, but UDOT assumed the Historic Sandy Light Rail (TRAX) Station. That park-and-ride lot needs 
to be available for light rail use. In addition, the existing parking is only 2 acres (9400 South and 
Highland Drive is a little over 4 acres) and could not accommodate the number of spaces 
necessary for the mobility hub plus parking for the light rail station. In addition, there is no left-turn 
access into the parking area, which would be the main direction for skier traffic in the morning off I-
15. Users would need to travel 0.5 mile out of direction through residential neighborhood to access 
the light rail parking area. For these reasons, the mobility hub at the Historic Sandy Light Rail 
Station was eliminated from further consideration. 

ZZ. A commenter suggested that, instead of building a mobility hub at 9400 South and Highland Drive, 
UDOT should use the existing parking at the South Towne Mall in Sandy. The commenter 
provided a subsequent list of other locations that could include a mobility hub instead of 9400 
South and Highland Drive. 

As evaluated, about 1,000 parking spaces would be required at the existing UTA parking area at 
9400 South and Highland Drive. This park-and-ride lot is already used for current ski bus service. 
UDOT did consider using existing parking lots at businesses. The parking spaces for the ski bus 
service must be available during the week, on weekends, and during holiday periods. Typically, 
these times conflict with when the businesses need to operate and have parking spaces available 
for business patrons. The South Towne Mall’s busiest season (Christmas) is also a peak skiing 
period when 1,000 parking spaces would need to be available in a defined single location where 
the ski buses could arrive and pick up passengers. This is about 14% of the 6,872 parking spaces 
at the mall. 
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The existing parking at the South Towne Mall is a surface lot. A thousand spaces would require 
about 8 acres of parking assuming 330 square feet needed for a parking space (includes access 
roads and other amenities needed for parking). This would require buses to have an internal route 
to pick up skiers because walking to a central space with ski gear and boots would be difficult. An 
internal route would slow bus service. Also, the largest single parking area at the mall contains 
about 960 parking spaces, and removing those parking spaces to provide parking for skiers would 
require eliminating a large portion of the most convenient parking for the mall businesses. Thus a 
parking structure would still be needed to minimize the removal of existing parking spaces used by 
mall patrons and to avoid an internal bus route. 

A lot at South Towne Mall would also require out-of-direction travel in order to be fully utilized. 
Users south of 9400 South but north of the mall would need to drive back (south) to the mall to use 
the service, making it less attractive for those residents since that would be out-of-direction travel 
from Little Cottonwood Canyon. The bus service would also take about 15 minutes in additional 
travel time compared to buses leaving from the 9400 South and Highland Drive lot. The additional 
travel time would require about 8 more buses and about $1,000,000 in additional operation cost 
per ski season. 

UDOT contacted representatives with South Towne Mall to discuss the potential for using their 
existing parking. The mall representatives said that it was not feasible to allocate 1,000 parking 
spaces during potentially prime holiday season, and they have a requirement to maintain a certain 
number of parking spaces per square foot of shopping space, which would not be meet if they 
allocated 1,000 spaces to UDOT. UDOT could build a parking structure, but UDOT would need to 
replace the existing impacted spaces which could increase the cost of the parking structure by 
2 times that of the proposed mobility hub at 9400 South and Highland Drive. The representatives 
said that they would not sell the land for a parking structure and UDOT would need to own the land 
if UDOT was going to make a large investment in a structure to maintain operational capabilities. 

Because using the South Towne Mall parking would not improve the mobility of the enhanced bus 
service compared to the 9400 South and Highland Drive mobility hub, would reduce parking during 
peak shopping seasons at a commercial business, is located in a less convenient location for the 
primary ski resort user to access, and costs more in operational cost, it was eliminated from further 
consideration. 
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The commenter also provided other potential locations for a mobility hub including the South 
Towne Mall Promenade, a lot between the Hilton Garden Inn and Del Sol on Monroe Street In 
Sandy, the lot behind the Sandy Post Office on 10000 South, the Mountain America Exposition 
Center, the Mountain America Soccer Field and adjacent Biograss Sod Farm on 10000 South, and 
the empty lot on the northeast corner or southeast corner of Sego Lily Drive and State Street. 
Below is a summary of the evaluation of these alternatives. To pass screening, the lots must be at 
least 4 acres, provide convenient freeway access, and provide convenient access to Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. 

• South Towne Mall Promenade. This location is designated as a park by Sandy City and thus 
cannot be used for parking. In addition, the promenade is narrow, about 250 feet wide, and it 
would not be possible to build a structure at this narrow location. 

• Lot between the Hilton Garden Inn and Del Sol. At 3.30 acres, this lot is not large enough to 
build the necessary parking structure. Also, on the west side of the vacant lot is a public trail, 
which needs to be avoided because it is a Section 4(f) resource. In addition, the location does 
not have convenient access to I-15 or Little Cottonwood Canyon, requiring out-of-direction 
travel and longer transit travel time. 

• Sandy Post Office. There is an existing parking structure used by the post office. The parking 
spaces for the ski bus service must be available during the week, on weekends, and during 
holiday periods. This would conflict with the operation of the post office parking. 

• Mountain America Exposition Center. Parking at the exposition center must be available for 
events, which would conflict with use for ski bus parking, which needs to be available on 
weekdays, weekends, and holidays. 

• Mountain America Soccer Field and Adjacent Biograss Sod Farm. This is an existing 
soccer field and business. In addition, travel to this location does not provide convenient 
access to I-15 or Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT would not condemn the business or soccer 
field given that 9400 South and Highland Drive is an existing and available park-and-ride lot 
that provides convenient access to I-15 and Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

• Sego Lily Lots. The southeast lot is only 1.97 acres and does not meet the size requirement. 
The northeast lot has the Jordan River and the Salt Lake Canal, which would require 
relocation to build the parking structure. In addition, travel to this location does not provide 
convenient access to I-15 or Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT would not relocate the canal 
given that 9400 South and Highland Drive is an existing and available park-and-ride lot that 
provides convenient access to I-15 and Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

AAA. A commenter suggested that UDOT use parking at 7150 Wasatch Boulevard, the Canyon Centre, 
to reduce the need for parking spaces at the gravel pit mobility hub. 

The purpose of the mobility hubs is to provide convenient access to transit and reduce travel 
times. Adding additional bus stops would only slow the transit service, making it less attractive to 
users. In addition, buses leaving the mobility hub would be full, so it would not be possible to pick 
up passengers at other stops, resulting in little use of the stop. 
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BBB. A commenter suggested that UDOT enforce Cottonwood Heights’ anti-idling law and divert 
vehicles to Sandy’s Quarry Bend skier waiting area when the road is closed. 

The Quarry Bend area is a commercial business area, and there is not enough parking to store all 
of the vehicles that would need to be diverted. In addition, using this parking area would force 
vehicles down 9400 South and create traffic congestion for other residents. 

CCC. Commenters suggested reducing the price of the gondola or cog rail fare, placing the ski resort 
gondola or cog rail station between Snowbird and Alta, and running shuttle buses between the 
resorts. Other commenters asked whether a cog rail alignment on the old quarry trail was 
considered. 

UDOT evaluated all cog rail concepts that were suggested, including the quarry trail alignment 
mentioned in the comment. UDOT evaluated this concept, and the results are documented in 
Section 2.2.4.3, Cog Rail Refinements, of the EIS. The cog rail to Snowbird and shuttle bus to Alta 
alignment would follow the same north-side rail alignment as the Cog Rail Alternative evaluated in 
the EIS. However, the cog rail tracks would stop at Snowbird to avoid the need for snow sheds 
past the Superior and Hellgate avalanche zone. Skiers going on to Alta would need to transfer 
from the cog rail system to a shuttle bus for the ride to Alta. The purpose of this refinement is to 
reduce the cost of the cog rail alignment to Alta, which requires snow sheds in some segments 
between Snowbird and Alta. Removing the upper-canyon snow sheds ($116 million), track 
($30 million), and Alta cog rail station ($5 million) would lower the cost by about $151 million. 
Adding shuttle bus service ($4 million) between Snowbird and Alta, the total cost of this alternative 
would be lowered by about $147 million. This would reduce the overall cost of the Cog Rail 
Alternative from about $1.090 billion to $944 million, which is still higher than the enhanced bus 
service or gondola alternatives. 

Users going to Alta might view the shuttle bus system as a negative, and the bus system might 
discourage some Alta users from using the cog rail or gondola system since it would require 
another transfer (cog rail or gondola to shuttle bus) or two mode shifts, assuming that Alta-bound 
passengers use the parking garage at La Caille (car to train to shuttle bus). In addition, the shuttle 
buses could be delayed by snow or traffic congestion, whereas the cog rail service to Alta would 
not be delayed by traffic congestion and would be less affected by snow. One of the primary 
benefits of a cog rail or gondola system is that it is less likely to be delayed by snow on the road, 
and adding a bus system for part of the service is contrary to one of the reasons why cog rail or 
gondola is being considered. Therefore, UDOT eliminated the refinement that would add bus 
service between Snowbird and Alta because it is similar to the gondola and cog rail alternatives 
being evaluated in the EIS but would reduce the overall reliability of the alternative, which is its 
primary benefit. 

A cog rail station between the two ski resorts would also not be possible to construct because 
there is no available land outside avalanche paths for the station. 

UDOT considered a cog rail alignment on the canyon floor (on the Quarry Trail). The alignment 
was eliminated from detailed consideration because it would impact the trail, was placed adjacent 
to Little Cottonwood Creek, and would directly impact the Tanner Flats Campground. 
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DDD. A commenter said that Appendix 2A stated that “a 1.2% growth rate was applied based on 
historical growth rates for a 22-year period starting in 2018 and ending in 2050.” This sentence 
should be corrected; the length of the period is 32 years. 

A projected 1.2% annual growth rate was derived from the historical growth rate measured over a 
22-year period, and then applied to the period starting in 2018 and ending in 2050. It is not 
possible to predict how future variables in traffic, such as a decrease in travel, could change the 
average growth rate; however, 22 years of historical data are a good indication of future growth 
rates. For example, during that 22 years, some years might have had substantial increases 
because of better snow, while other years might have had a reduced growth rate or decline. 
Overall, the historical average provides a good indication of the future, taking into account both 
winter and summer use. 

EEE. A commenter stated that Appendix 2A notes that a 1.2% growth rate was applied in addition to 
population growth, but the number of total vehicle growth only reflects the 1.2%. 

UDOT used the 1.2% growth rate for traffic projections. As stated in the section, the population 
continues to grow, thereby supporting the 1.2%-growth-rate projections. 

FFF. Commenters stated that watershed protection and visual resources should have been part of the 
alternatives screening process. 

UDOT’s purpose is reflected in one primary objective for S.R. 210: to substantially improve 
roadway safety, reliability, and mobility on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard through the town of 
Alta for all users on S.R. 210. The primary screening criteria used to screen out alternatives were 
based on this purpose to identify reasonable transportation solutions. The secondary criteria did 
consider environmental resources but were used only to eliminate similar alternatives (such as 
different bus alternatives) that had only slight differences in impacts. The purpose of the EIS 
process is to evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives, including the environmental impacts of 
those alternatives. The decision-maker then reviews the impacts to make an informed decision. 
The importance of potential watershed and visual impacts is recognized in the EIS, and those 
impacts will be considered by UDOT as part of the decision-making process and documented in 
the Record of Decision. 

GGG. A commenter asked what percentage of ski resort users are from out of state and commented that 
preventing them from accessing Little Cottonwood Canyon could reduce congestion. 

There is no way to know with accuracy how many out-of-state visitors access the ski resorts on 
busy days without asking each person using the resort. In addition, the percentage of out-of-state 
skiers would vary from day to day. Many informal surveys have been conducted by looking at 
license plates, but they are not statistical surveys that have any level of accuracy. Also, it would 
not be consistent with the project’s purpose and need to restrict only out-of-state users, since this 
would require each vehicle to be stopped before entering Little Cottonwood Canyon to verify 
residency, which would cause traffic congestion. Finally, it is questionable whether UDOT has the 
legal authority to prohibit road use based on state of residency. 
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HHH. A commenter suggested that participants in ski schools and ski teams for children should be 
required to take buses, and that would solve the traffic problem. 

Just placing ski school and ski team participants on buses would not meet the project purpose of 
improving mobility, since it would not achieve a 30% reduction in peak-hour traffic. In addition, ski 
school and ski team buses would not always arrive during peak periods, meaning there would not 
necessarily be a reduction in peak-period traffic. 

III. Save Not Pave requested that Wasatch Boulevard be no more than three lanes including one 
flex/reversible peak-only bus lane which should be used to accommodate rapid mass transit 
options that serve recreation traffic flowing south in the mornings and north in the evenings. 

As part of the screening process, UDOT evaluated a reversible-lane (flex-lane) alternative. UDOT 
considered the flex lane as a general-purpose lane instead of a transit-only lane. The general-
purpose lane would provide greater vehicle capacity than a transit-only lane, and thus would result 
in less congestion than a bus-only lane. The evaluation showed that the alternative would still 
result in a level of service of LOS F on the segment of Wasatch Boulevard from 3500 East to North 
Little Cottonwood Road and LOS F at the intersection of North Little Cottonwood Road and 
Wasatch Boulevard. Level of service LOS F does not meet UDOT’s goal of LOS D or better for 
Wasatch Boulevard. 

JJJ. A commenter suggested a Better Bus Alternative. The alternative would consist of the Enhanced 
Bus Service Alternative, tolling, a reservation system, and summer and winter trailhead service. 

UDOT’s Enhanced Bus Service Alternative is similar to the suggested Better Bus Alternative. It 
provides frequent 5-minute service directly to both resorts and includes a substantial toll to 
incentivize use. UDOT does not need to operate summer transit service since there is not a peak 
demand similar to that in winter (see response 32.1.2C). In addition, UDOT does not need to 
provide bus service to the trailheads since such service would slow bus service to the resorts, 
making bus service less attractive for the majority of users (during the winter, upper-canyon users 
are 90% of users). To solve mobility issues at the trailheads, UDOT has alternatives that eliminate 
roadside parking and expand the parking areas by the number of parking spaces removed along 
the road (see response 32.2.6.2.4A). Providing bus service directly to the trailheads would 
substantially increase use and cause overcrowding at the trailheads, which is not part of UDOT’s 
project purpose. Finally, with a toll, UDOT does not need to also implement a parking reservation 
system, which UDOT does not have the authority to require of a private business. In addition, a 
reservation system would not reduce peak-hour traffic (similar to the reservation system 
implemented by Alta Ski Resort for the 2021–2022 ski season) because those with a reservation 
would still want to show up during the peak morning period to get a full ski day. A time-based 
reservation system would not allow those who pay for a full-day ticket to utilize the entire cost of 
the ticket. 

In summary, UDOT’s Enhanced Bus System Alternative provides the same mobility benefits as the 
suggested Better Bus Alternative without the need for additional enforcement requirements. 

KKK. A commenter suggested an alternative that would include pickup locations across the valley using 
an app that would allow riders to be picked up and taken to a mobility hub near the base of Little 
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Cottonwood Canyon. From there, riders would board buses directly to the ski resorts or smaller 
shuttles to trailheads or other recreation locations. 

This alternative is similar to the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative that UDOT evaluated, except it 
would provide shuttles from around the valley to deliver users to the mobility hubs instead of 
requiring users to drive there in their private vehicles. Because the suggested alternative would 
substantially increase operation cost by having a valley-wide shuttle system without improving 
mobility on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon with no change in environmental impacts, UDOT 
did not carry it forward for detailed consideration (see response 32.2.2I for more detail). In 
addition, the alternative suggested summer shuttles and shuttle dropoffs at trailheads and 
dispersed recreation sites, which is not necessary to meet the project purpose (see responses 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, and 32.1.2D). 

Finally, if the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative were selected and the mobility hubs constructed, 
UTA or private vendors could provide service to the mobility hubs as necessary outside the EIS 
process. 

LLL. A commenter suggested a new shuttle alternative from locations across the Salt Lake Valley. The 
alternative would include $50 million to buy 500 16-passenger 4×4 vans to shuttle skiers to and 
from the resorts, ready for the 2022 ski season. The shuttle vans would have all the passengers 
comfortably seated and picked up from dispersed areas in the Salt Lake Valley. The shuttle buses 
would be flexible to increase service when needed on weekends, holidays, and powder days. 
Tolling would be required for this alternative to incentivize shuttle use. Later, the commenter 
suggested the same system with 200 buses. 

The purpose of the EIS process is to develop a long-term solution that meets the project purpose 
through the planning horizon of 2050. A short-term solution would expend public funds without 
meeting the long-term need. UDOT evaluated the comment regarding the 500 passenger vans 
shuttle alternative at the cost of $50 million. In the evaluation, UDOT assumed that the shuttle 
service was reasonable by providing the same mobility improvement to S.R. 210 in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon as the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative without the need to widen the road. 
The bus cost for the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative would be about $40 million, or $10 million 
less than that proposed with the region shuttle bus service alternative in the comment. In addition, 
the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative would require about 65 buses and associated drivers, 
whereas the suggested shuttle alternative would require up to 500 drivers. The largest annual cost 
in operating bus service is driver labor. With over 400 more drivers, the annual operating cost for 
the shuttle alternatives would be substantially more without providing any additional mobility 
improvements on S.R. 210 or any less environmental impacts in Little Cottonwood Canyon since 
neither alternative would require widening the roadway. Both alternatives would be required to go 
through a procurement process to purchase the shuttles or buses which would likely take more 
than 12 months and so could not be implemented for this winter (2021–2022) and potentially next 
winter (2022–2023). Finally, the alternative assumes that 500 shuttle drivers could be identified 
who meet the necessary qualifications. 

Because the shuttle alternative would have a substantially higher annual operating cost without 
providing any less environmental impact in Little Cottonwood Canyon or additional mobility 
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improvements on S.R. 210 compared to the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative, it was eliminated 
from detailed consideration. 

Later, the commenter suggested the same system but with only 200 buses. Using the 
commenter’s numbers, the cost of the shuttle buses would be less than with the Enhanced Bus 
Service Alternative ($20 million vs. $40 million), but the number of drivers would still be 
substantially greater, making the yearly operation cost for labor double that of the Enhanced Bus 
Service Alternative without providing better mobility on S.R. 210. The commenter added that 
UDOT should consider additional bus-only passing lanes in their second comment. However, short 
passing lanes on S.R. 210 already exist and would not substantially improve travel time more than 
two to three minutes and would require buses to weave back into slow traffic. 

MMM. A commenter asked why UDOT didn’t consider the Gondola Alternative B and Cog Rail 
Alternative station on the open space on the east side of North Little Cottonwood Road. 

The land on the east side of North Little Cottonwood Road is in a conservation easement set aside 
to preserve the natural setting and recreation and therefore was not available to use. 

NNN. A commenter suggested a grade-separated interchange at the S.R. 209/S.R. 210 intersection. 

The only mobility need at the S.R. 209/S.R. 210 intersection is during the morning peak period 
when S.R. 209 traffic merges into S.R. 210 traffic. A grade-separated interchange would not 
eliminate that merge and so would not improve mobility. 

OOO. A commenter asked why UDOT didn’t consider a bus mobility hub at La Caille. 

UDOT initially considered a mobility hub at the entrance of Little Cottonwood Canyon but decided 
that, given the size of the mobility hub and to reduce vehicle traffic through Cottonwood Heights, it 
made more sense to locate the mobility hubs at the gravel pit and at 9400 South and Highland 
Drive. At these locations, the mobility hubs could be used for other transportation needs because 
of the close access to major interstates. A mobility hub at La Caille would not be able to serve in 
this capacity. 

PPP. A commenter suggested using a personal rapid transit system similar to the one operated at West 
Virginia University. 

This system is similar to a monorail concept that UDOT evaluated and eliminated from further 
consideration (see response 32.2.2I). The personal rapid transit system is still a rubber-tired 
system that is not proven on steep grades similar to those in Little Cottonwood Canyon nor in 
heavy snow environments. Based on the system design, it would be difficult to remove snow from 
the tracks. In addition, the system would be susceptible to avalanches that could damage the 
system since it would not be elevated to go over the avalanche paths. Basically, the system would 
operate similar to the cog rail alternative that UDOT has already evaluated in the EIS. 

QQQ. A commenter suggested running the cog rail under the roadway with the roadway on a bridge over 
the cog rail. 

This suggestion would be a variation of a cog rail alternative evaluated by UDOT. Although such 
an option might reduce the cog rail footprint, it would cost substantially more to elevate the road (at 
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least an order of magnitude, or twice as much), the road would ice more often because it would be 
technically a bridge, the bridge would be more prone to damage from seismic events, and the 
option would make snow removal more difficult. Because UDOT’s cog rail alternative costs less 
and provides the same mobility improvements, the suggested alternative was not considered 
further. 

RRR. Save Our Canyons stated that the banning of roadside parking and enforcement would aid in 
meeting the project purpose and help manage trailhead and resort capacity by reducing the 
availability of parking. They also commented that there should be better enforcement of no parking 
areas. 

The EIS is evaluating tolling, trailhead parking alternatives, and winter parking alternatives that 
reduce or eliminate roadside parking for large segments of Little Cottonwood Canyon during the 
summer and winter. These options would reduce roadside parking. One of the alternatives for 
trailhead parking included in the EIS was suggested by Save Our Canyons, which is to eliminate 
all summer roadside parking from the S.R. 210/S.R. 209 intersection to Snowbird Entry 1 and to 
not improve trailhead parking. This alternative would reduce the number of available parking 
spaces from 528 to 99, which would limit capacity at the trailheads. UDOT will continue to work 
with local law enforcement regarding enforcing the no parking restriction. 

SSS. Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT revived Gondola Alternative B that failed to pass 
screening in the June 2020 screening report because of political pressure. They stated that the 
alternative failed because of mobility concerns around the parking of the base station. 

UDOT eliminated parking areas near 3662 North Little Cottonwood Road because of traffic 
concerns. This alternative did not consider any improvements to S.R. 210 to mitigate the traffic 
impacts. During the NEPA process, a stakeholder can suggest an alternative, and UDOT must 
consider that alternative. A gondola alternative was suggested to UDOT at La Caille that also 
included traffic-mitigation measures on North Little Cottonwood Road. NEPA requires UDOT to 
evaluate that alternative. 

UDOT reviewed the alternative and conducted an independent analysis of the traffic mitigation. 
UDOT found that, with improvements to North Little Cottonwood Road, such an alternative would 
not cause substantial traffic congestion around the gondola base station. UDOT also went back 
and looked at the alternative at 3662 North Little Cottonwood Road and how it would perform with 
traffic mitigation. UDOT found that 3662 North Little Cottonwood Road would perform slightly 
better to reduce traffic congestion than an alternative at La Caille; however, UDOT also 
investigated geotechnical issues at the site and found that the area had a high potential for an 
earthquake rupture fault at the site and thus eliminated the alternative from further consideration. 
All of the information is included in the Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report 
Addendum, which demonstrates that the process regarding why this alternative was brought back 
into consideration was available for public review and comment. 
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TTT. Save Our Canyons commented that one of UDOTs alternatives should include a bus alternative 
that does not have any roadway widening including the approaches to the canyon and also no 
snow sheds. 

The Enhanced Bus Service Alternative does not include any lane or shoulder widening for the 
alternative but does include snow sheds. Without snow sheds, the alternative would not meet the 
project purpose of improving safety and reliability and would have been eliminated from detailed 
consideration. Road widening of Wasatch Boulevard as part of the Enhanced Bus Service 
Alternative is not the result of the bus service but rather of weekday commuter traffic. 

UUU. Save Our Canyons. the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy, and the Salt Lake City 
Department of Public Utilities commented that the screening criteria should include criteria for the 
Clean Water Act, Safe Water Drinking Act, water quality, water infrastructure, water rights, and air 
quality. Others commented that source water protection and drinking water should have been 
included as screening criteria. 

The purpose of screening is to eliminate alternatives that do not meet the project purpose (Level 1 
screening) and to eliminate alternatives that provide the same transportation performance but 
would cause a substantial environmental impact (Level 2 screening). Level 1 screening criteria are 
used to determine alternatives that meet the purpose of the project, which in this case is to 
improve the safety, reliability, and mobility of the transportation system. Level 2 screening criteria 
include impacts to wetlands, streams, and floodplains. If two alternatives meet the purpose 
equally, but one would have greater impacts to these water resources, the alternative with greater 
impacts would be eliminated. 

For Level 2 screening, alternatives are not developed in enough detail to determine compliance 
with the federal and state Safe Drinking Water Act or other criteria suggested by the commenters. 
Once reasonable alternatives are determined, they are evaluated in detail to determine 
compliance with these acts and resources. Decision-makers will consider all of the alternatives’ 
impacts to drinking water and other resources in connection with identifying a preferred alternative 
and selecting the alternative that will be implemented through the Record of Decision. 

The purpose of screening is not to conduct extensive environmental analysis on each alternative 
being considered in screening, since that would be time-consuming and costly and might eliminate 
otherwise reasonable alternatives. Instead, that detailed environmental analysis is conducted on 
the reasonable alternatives that are considered in detail in the EIS. 

VVV. A commenter suggested that UDOT consider a mobility hub on the west side of Wasatch 
Boulevard instead of the proposed mobility hub at the gravel pit. 

An alternative was suggested for UDOT to consider a mobility hub on the west side of Wasatch 
Boulevard instead of the gravel pit location, which is on the east side of Wasatch Boulevard in an 
operational gravel pit. The mobility hub alternative suggested by the commenter was not sized 
appropriately to meet the parking demand required by UDOT to meet the project purpose. The 
commenter suggested that having a mobility hub on the west side of Wasatch Boulevard would 
reduce the potential for traffic congestion and would not limit potential future development of the 
gravel pit. 
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As part of the Final EIS process, UDOT evaluated the proposed Westside Mobility Hub Alternative 
in Section 2.2.6, Alternatives Suggested during the Draft EIS Comment Period, of the Final EIS. 
Based on the land available on the west side of Wasatch Boulevard, UDOT developed a west-side 
mobility hub alternative that would meet the 1,500-space parking structure and traffic requirements 
while avoiding the existing aqueduct that crosses the property. The mobility hub would be about 
six stories high with a separate bus maintenance facility and would have direct access to Wasatch 
Boulevard and Big Cottonwood Canyon Road. The mobility hub would be located adjacent to an 
existing residential area and would not be in character with the residential nature of the area. 

The proposed west-side mobility hub would be located on the property that contains the historic 
Granite Paper Mill, which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. UDOT determined, 
and the State Historic Preservation Office agreed, that the west-side mobility hub alternative would 
have an adverse effect on the Granite Paper Mill and thus this effect would be considered a 
Section 4(f) use of the property. Section 4(f) applies to historic sites of national, state, or local 
significance in public or private ownership. 

Since the Granite Paper Mill is a Section 4(f) property and there would be an adverse effect from 
the west-side mobility hub alternative, UDOT must conclude that there is no feasible and prudent 
alternative that completely avoids the use of the Section 4(f) property. Because a mobility hub 
alternative on the gravel pit property is a prudent alternative that would completely avoid the use of 
a Section 4(f) property, UDOT has determined that the west-side mobility hub alternative, which 
would have a Section 4(f) use of the Granite Paper Mill, is not available to be selected, and thus 
has eliminated the west-side mobility hub alternative from further consideration. 

32.2.3 Alternatives Refinement Process 
A. Commenters requested that the transit alternatives include lockers and storage areas for skiers or 

stated that there are not enough lockers to support the alternatives. Other commenters asked 
whether there would be amenities at the resorts for transit users. 

Once a final alternative is selected, UDOT will begin to finalize plans including the potential for 
storage lockers. Resorts would be responsible for including additional amenities to support transit 
users beyond the lockers. 

B. Commenters asked UDOT to consider electric trains. 

See Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the EIS. UDOT considered using electric-powered trains with 
power coming from either an electrified third rail or an overhead contact system (OCS). A third rail 
was eliminated from consideration due to safety concerns and the requirement to have an 
exclusive right or way. UDOT decided to consider diesel-electric trains, which would not require an 
OCS or power substations. These elements could be damaged by avalanches, thereby affecting 
reliability, or would require longer snow sheds to protect the OCS. 
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32.2.4 Travel Demand Management Strategies Considered as Part of the 
Action Alternatives 

A. There were numerous comments regarding tolling, how tolling would be implemented, where 
tolling would be implemented, the cost of the toll, the cost of the transit fare, vehicle occupancy 
restrictions, limiting vehicles instead of implementing a toll, using reservation system instead of 
tolling, and the type of tolling system. The comments were focused on the following questions. 

What is the purpose of tolling, and how much would it 
cost? As described in Section 2.4.1, Tolling, of the EIS, toll 
implementation along with a subsidized transit fee are 
necessary to reduce congestion on S.R. 210. UDOT would 
implement a toll to encourage users to use transit (bus, gondola, 
or cog rail) or carpool. UDOT understands that its goal is to get 
users to shift from their vehicle to a transit system that could 
require additional transfers, and that there must be a system in 
place to incentivize the shift in transportation mode or carpooling 
to split the toll fare. The goal of the toll would be to reduce the number of vehicles entering Little 
Cottonwood Canyon by about 30% during the peak morning hours. 

Prior to considering the cost of the toll, UDOT conducted a user survey to determine a toll cost that 
would get users to switch to transit. Based on this survey, the toll could range from $20 to $30, 
which would be the initial level of the toll for most vehicles during peak periods, with possible 
variations based on the time of day and the day of the week. However, the amount would be 
varied as needed to achieve the necessary level of traffic reduction. Over time, the level could vary 
substantially from this range. If UDOT does not observe a shift from personal vehicles to transit, 
the amount of the toll could be adjusted to accomplish the goal of reducing the number of personal 
vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

When would the toll be applied? The toll would be applied only on busy winter days to the upper 
portions of Little Cottonwood Canyon (the toll would be charged just prior to Snowbird Entry 1). On 
a busy day, the toll might be applied only during the peak morning hours. On non-busy winter 
days, there might be no toll. There would be no toll to access lower Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
Recreation in the lower canyon would not be restricted by the primary alternatives. 

Where would the toll be applied? The toll would be applied to upper Little Cottonwood Canyon 
just prior to Snowbird Entry 1. There would be no toll charge to users below Snowbird Entry 1. 

Would the toll be applied to residents, service vehicles, resort guests, and resort 
employees? The toll might not apply to residents who live in, or to service vehicles that drive up 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT would coordinate with the ski resorts regarding resort 
employees, but it is likely that the toll would apply since they can take transit to the resorts during 
the day. 

How would users know the price of a toll before entering Little Cottonwood Canyon? UDOT 
would have messaging through signs and social media that states the price before the main 
entrance to the transit alternative (mobility hubs or the gondola or cog rail base stations). 

What is travel demand? 

Travel demand is the expected 
number of transportation trips in 
an area. Travel demand can be 
met by various modes of travel, 
such as automobile, bus, rail, 
carpooling, walking, and cycling.  
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How much would the transit (bus, gondola, or cog rail) fare cost, could the fare be included 
in a yearly pass or in the cost of a ski ticket or pass, and would it raise the cost of a ski 
ticket? The cost of the transit will be determined after an alternative is selected and more detailed 
information is available, and adjustments might be made based on experience and otherwise as 
appropriate. The cost of transit fare would be substantially below the cost of the toll to encourage 
the shift from personal vehicles to transit. In developing the cost of the fare, UDOT would 
coordinate with the ski resorts to determine the feasibility of including the price of the transit fare in 
the price of a season pass, as is currently the process. UDOT would also consider having a 
season transit pass for winter use of the transit system. The cost impact to season passes if the 
transit fare were included in the price would be the decision of the ski resorts to determine and 
implement. 

Could the toll be used to subsidize the cost of the transit fare, potentially providing for free 
transit? Any tolling would need to follow applicable Federal Highway Administration and State of 
Utah requirements. Tolling revenue generated from a toll on a federal-aid state highway must be 
deposited into the Tollway Special Revenue Fund and be used for acquiring right of way and 
designing, constructing, reconstructing, operating, maintaining, and enforcing state transportation 
systems and facilities, including making operating improvements to the tollway and other facilities 
used exclusively for the operation of a tollway facility within the corridor served by the tollway. 

What method of tolling would be used? Would UDOT implement toll booths or an electronic 
form of payment? As described in Section 2.4.1, Tolling, of the EIS, the exact type of tolling 
system has yet to be decided. The method to collect the toll would likely be an electronic pass 
system and/or a license plate recognition system. Toll booths where vehicles need to stop would 
not be used. Many tolling systems use license plate readers. For rental cars, the amount of the toll 
is provided to the rental car company, which bills the user of the rental vehicle. 

Would UDOT implement a vehicle occupancy restriction system, such as no single-
occupant vehicles being allowed in the canyon, or would that just encourage carpooling? 
UDOT is considering the option of eliminating single-occupant (which represents about 30% of the 
traffic depending on the day), and potentially double-occupant, vehicles in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon during busy ski days. However, the current sensing technology used to determine the 
number of occupants is still in the early stages of development; therefore, it would not be possible 
to determine the number of vehicle occupants without stopping vehicles for verification. Stopping 
vehicles and requiring single-occupant vehicles to turn around would cause additional congestion. 
If solo travelers would carpool, this would substantially reduce congestion. Instead of limiting 
single-occupant vehicles, UDOT could implement a toll to achieve the same 30% reduction in 
traffic. It is likely that, to reduce the individual cost of the toll, solo travelers would use the mobility 
hubs to carpool and share the cost of the toll. 

Would ski resort users bear the financial responsibility of the improvements? With the toll 
being applied only to the upper portion of the canyon, winter resort users would primarily pay the 
toll and the fees generated used to operate the tolling system and potentially the operation cost of 
the transit system. See response 32.2.7A regarding how the project would be funded. 

Could the toll be applied only to tourists and not to locals? The technology does not exist to 
determine who is riding in personal vehicles or to detect the number of people in a vehicle with any 
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reliability. The only reasonable way to determine vehicle user residence and number of vehicle 
occupants would be to stop each vehicle, which would cause substantial congestion. In addition, it 
is questionable whether UDOT would have the legal authority to base the amount of a toll on the 
place of residency. 

Could vehicles with more occupants avoid paying the toll or be subject to a reduced toll? 
The technology does not exist to reliably detect the number of people in a vehicle. In addition, 
falling snow could further hamper any remote occupancy detection system. Therefore, it would not 
be possible to implement a reduced toll based on vehicle occupancy. 

Would or can all personal vehicles be eliminated from Little Cottonwood Canyon? When the 
primary alternatives are in operation, or during peak demand periods, would personal 
vehicles be allowed in the canyon? Personal vehicles would still be allowed into Little 
Cottonwood Canyon at all times (except during temporary closures for avalanches or accidents) to 
access recreation activities, the ski resorts, and personal residences. During busy winter days, 
users might need to pay a toll to go to the ski resorts, depending on the time of day. The toll gantry 
would be located just below Snowbird Entry 1. This would allow users of Little Cottonwood Canyon 
below Snowbird Entry 1 to avoid having to pay a toll. To meet the project purpose, UDOT does not 
need to eliminate all personal vehicles from Little Cottonwood Canyon. In addition, meeting the 
recreation demand at both the ski resorts and other recreation locations in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon with transit alone would likely require massive parking structures that can accommodate 
at least 7,500 vehicles (also see responses 32.2.2B and 32.2.2K). 

Can two-wheel-drive vehicles be banned from entering Little Cottonwood Canyon to reduce 
congestion instead of paying a toll? It would not be possible to ban two-wheel-drive vehicles 
since the only method of verification would be to stop vehicles for inspection, which creates 
additional traffic congestion. 

Instead of a toll, why doesn’t UDOT limit the number of parking spaces in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, limit the number of skiers who use Little Cottonwood Canyon, or implement a 
parking reservation system instead of a toll? UDOT does not have the authority to reduce 
parking, restrict users, or implement a parking reservation/permit system at commercial 
businesses. Additionally, these options would not reduce peak-hour traffic in the morning when 
travel demands are highest, since all permit users would still want to arrive during the morning to 
get full use of their ski pass or ticket, and thus such an option would not improve mobility. UDOT 
does not have the authority to require a person to arrive at a specific time to reduce congestion if 
the person has paid for a full-day ski pass or ticket. UDOT does plan to implement a toll, which 
would be more effective in managing traffic on S.R. 210 than would the ski resorts implementing a 
reservation system, which they could change, thus reducing the ability for UDOT to manage traffic. 

Would access still be provided for backcountry skiers and other recreationists outside the 
ski resorts? Below Snowbird Entry 1, there would be no toll, and backcountry skiers and other 
recreationists would need to use their personal vehicles to access the backcountry or recreation 
areas during the winter. There would be no winter restrictions to use in the lower canyon and no 
summer restrictions for the entire canyon. During the winter on busy days, backcountry skiers who 
want to recreate past Snowbird Entry 1 and to arrive during peak hours when tolls are in place 
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would need to either pay the toll to access a skiing location or take one of the transit alternatives 
and walk to the access point. 

Why doesn’t UDOT close the road when the parking lots are full or after a designated 
number of vehicles have entered the canyon? Closing the road when the parking lots are full or 
when a cap on the number of vehicles is reached would not reduce peak-hour traffic in the 
morning when parking is available or before the cap is reached and so would not improve mobility. 

Can UDOT enforce no-parking restrictions on S.R. 210 to reduce winter congestion? No-
parking areas are enforced during the winter. In addition, better parking enforcement would not 
reduce peak-hour traffic in the morning when parking is still available and so would not improve 
peak-hour mobility. 

Why haven’t the ski resorts charged more for lift tickets (or season passes) to reduce use 
in the canyon and thus vehicle congestion? UDOT does not have the authority to regulate a 
commercial business’s cost of services. A toll, which UDOT does have the authority to implement, 
would basically increase the cost to ski, the same as increasing the price of lift tickets. 

Can employees at the resorts have a free pass to use transit and have access to the front of 
the line for the transit service? UDOT would need to work with the resorts regarding employee 
transit pass fees. UDOT has not determined whether employees would have priority access. 

Can money generated from the toll and the cost of tickets be used to fund other projects? 
Tolling revenue generated from a toll on a state highway must be deposited into the Tollway 
Special Revenue Fund and used for acquiring right of way and designing, constructing, 
reconstructing, operating, maintaining, and enforcing state transportation systems and facilities, 
including making operating improvements to the tollway and other facilities used exclusively for the 
operation of a tollway facility within the corridor served by the tollway. With tolling being 
implemented during peak winter hours, UDOT expects that all of the money generated would go 
into operating the tolling system. All of the primary alternatives have an operation and 
maintenance cost. Since the cost of a ticket would be subsidized, there would not be extra funds to 
support other projects in the Salt Lake Valley. 

Can separate ski passes be issued for backcountry skiers, and should backcountry skiers 
have to pay a fee similar to a ski resort ticket? UDOT does not have the authority to charge for 
a backcountry ski pass to access public lands. In addition, it would not be possible to determine 
who has specific passes without stopping vehicles, which would increase congestion. Finally, such 
a system would not reduce the peak morning demand to arrive at the resorts when they open and 
so would not reduce congestion. 

Would the primary alternatives increase or induce traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon? 
UDOT would implement a toll to reduce the number of vehicles during the peak hour by 30%. In 
addition, the number of parking spaces in the canyon is limited, so the number of vehicles that can 
park would not change, thereby eliminating the potential to induce traffic (also see response 
32.20E). 

Did UDOT consider how changes in travel patterns as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic 
would change future travel and use of personal vehicles? It is not possible to predict how the 
pandemic will reduce or increase vehicle-miles travelled (VMT) in the long term. Some 
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commenters said that workers would continue to work at home after the pandemic, resulting in 
fewer vehicles on the road. Although currently some roads are experiencing a decrease in traffic, 
others are experiencing an increase. Not enough data currently exist to accurately model how the 
pandemic will affect traffic in the long term. 

Similar comments were provided to UDOT for transportation improvement projects during the 
2008–2011 economic slowdown. Commenters said more people would shift to telecommuting or 
use transit. The U.S. economic slowdown that started in late 2007, along with higher gas prices, 
had resulted in a leveling off of VMT. The prior peak VMT in Utah occurred in 2007 at 26.82 billion 
VMT. Since the low of 25.88 billion VMT in Utah in 2008, VMT increased past pre-recession levels 
to 32.20 billion VMT in 2018. 

In addition, many factors influence travel demand—for example, population growth, employment 
growth, and differences in the availability and cost of housing in different parts of a metropolitan 
area. Therefore, although the COVID-19 pandemic has reduced the growth in VMT in the short 
term, it is likely that VMT will continue to increase, especially in rapidly growing regions such as 
the Wasatch Front. 

Can UDOT implement travel-management strategies such as a toll, occupancy restriction, 
or paid parking first before implementing a bus, gondola, or cog rail system? UDOT would 
not limit vehicles from Little Cottonwood Canyon without providing a low-cost transit alternative for 
users. 

Could reserved parking be used at the trailheads? A trailhead reservation system is outside 
the authority of UDOT. 

If the resorts charge for parking, would UDOT still charge a toll? The tolling system is the best 
way to get users to shift to transit during the peak hours since the rate of the toll would be higher 
during those times. Resort parking would not reduce travel during peak periods since people with 
a reserved spot or a season parking pass would still drive up the canyon during peak travel 
periods. 

Could a raffle or lottery system be implemented to reward carpooling, thus creating an 
incentive? The purpose of a raffle or lottery system would be to incentivize carpooling by giving 
carpoolers a raffle ticket for carpooling and putting them in a weekly cash prize drawing. Such a 
system would be complicated to implement since UDOT would be required to identify vehicles to 
give them a raffle ticket. In addition, such a system does not incentivize non-carpool vehicles if the 
driver is not interested in a raffle ticket. Implementing a toll is easier to implement and incentivizes 
all drivers to use transit. 

B. A commenter stated that 21,000 or more people per day are trying to get up Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and the gondola can manage only 3,000 people in 3 hours, leaving 18,000 people trying 
to get up the canyon. Other commenters stated that the gondola can manage only 900 people 
per hour. 

The commenters are using average daily traffic numbers, which include both up-canyon and 
down-canyon traffic, not just up-canyon traffic. During the 30th-busiest hour in 2050, about 1,550 
vehicles are trying to enter Little Cottonwood Canyon, which equates to about 3,200 people (at an 
average of about 2 people per car). If UDOT removes between 400 and 450 vehicles per hour 
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(about 1,000 people per hour), S.R. 210 should operate in less-congested conditions (see 
responses 32.7B and 32.7C). It should also be noted that the numbers mentioned in the 
comments are both up-canyon and down-canyon traffic, not just traffic going up the canyon. For 
2050, UDOT has designed the transit system, including the gondola system, to handle the 
30th-busiest hour, which consists of about 1,000 people per hour. Thus, over a 5-hour period 
when people typically head to the ski resorts, the system can carry about 5,000 people. However, 
traffic data show that, after 9:00 AM, vehicle traffic begins to drop off and that the total 5-hour 
capacity would not be needed. 

C. Alta Ski Resort stated that tolling would not effectively manage the limited number of parking 
spaces in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

UDOT disagrees that tolling along with one of the primary alternatives would not effectively 
manage parking in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The goal of the EIS is to reduce personal vehicle 
use in Little Cottonwood Canyon by providing a transit alternative with supporting parking in the 
Salt Lake Valley at mobility hubs or a base stations. Thus, UDOT is addressing the parking issue 
by providing a transit alternative. UDOT also believes that tolling, along with one of the transit 
alternatives, is an effective tool for discouraging people from driving personal vehicles. Finally, 
unless it is for a given period, reserved parking does not preclude users from entering Little 
Cottonwood Canyon during the peak period. 

D. Alta Ski Resort stated that they will implement a paid parking reservation system and that this 
system is much better than a tolling system. 

The main time of peak traffic congestion is during the morning travel period. Although a 
reservation system might allow some users to adjust their drive times, the majority still travel 
during the peak period, thereby reducing overall mobility. Alta Ski Resort’s reservation system, like 
the one at Solitude Resort, did not reserve a slot at a specific time, so users could show up during 
the peak period. This occurred with the implementation of the Solitude Resort and Alta Ski Resort 
paid parking programs in 2020 and 2021, respectively, which did not reduce traffic in Little or Big 
Cottonwood Canyons during the peak morning or afternoon travel periods. In addition, Solitude 
Resort’s program caused more vehicles to park along S.R. 190, further reducing mobility. UDOT 
believes that a toll system along with supporting subsidized transit is the most effective way to 
improve mobility and reduce the number of vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

E. Commenters suggested that UDOT implement a smart-phone app to alert drivers of road 
conditions, parking conditions, alternate modes besides private vehicles to travel into Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, and potential carpooling apps. 

UDOT currently operates a communication system that provides road conditions, parking 
conditions, and other travel mode options in Little Cottonwood Canyon. This application is also 
linked with communications from the ski resorts that promote use of available transit. The system 
provides information useful to drivers but would not reduce the number of canyon users. To reduce 
the number of personal vehicles, during the peak hour, UDOT would need to implement a toll and 
provide a transit option. 
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F. A commenter asked whether traffic data on Wasatch Boulevard from March 15, 2018, was 
considered a typical winter day. 

This date was prior to the COVID-19 pandemic and represents a typical workday which is the 
basis for the Wasatch Boulevard Alternatives analysis. These data were used to determine the 
level of service analysis used in the traffic study and the basis for the EIS traffic analysis. 

G. Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT did not consider tolling for the alternatives and that, if 
tolling were considered, its role including how tolling is linked to transit ridership should be 
included in the EIS. 

As stated in the EIS, all of UDOT’s primary alternatives would include a toll. To meet the project 
purpose of improving mobility, UDOT needs about 30% of vehicles of S.R. 210 (about 1,000 
people in the peak hour) to shift to transit. All of the primary alternatives, which are transit 
alternatives, were designed to meet this ridership goal. The tolls stated in the EIS of $20 to $30 
were based on shifting about 30% of the vehicles to transit. As stated, the toll would be adjusted to 
meet this transfer rate. The Final EIS has been updated with the ridership goal the toll will be 
intended to achieve. 

H. Save Our Canyons stated that increasing vehicle occupancy could reduce the number of vehicles 
entering Little Cottonwood Canyon on S.R. 210. 

The toll would likely increase vehicle occupancy because more people per vehicle could share the 
toll. Increasing occupancy alone without a toll would not be possible. Although UDOT is 
considering this option of eliminating single- or even double-occupant vehicles from the canyon on 
busy ski days, the technology to enforce such an action does not exist without stopping each 
vehicle for inspection which will create long lines of traffic on S.R. 210 and S.R. 209. Tolling with 
an electronic system does not require vehicles to stop and would have the same effect of reducing 
the number of vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT will continue to look at occupancy-
detection systems as technology improves. 

32.2.5 Land Appropriation, Easements, and/or Special-use Permits 
There are no comment responses for this section. 

32.2.6 Alternatives Considered for Detailed Study 
A. A commenter was concerned about construction of the primary alternatives near Wasatch 

Boulevard and Bells Canyon Road. 

None of the primary alternatives include construction or expansion of the existing roadways at 
Bells Canyon Road and Wasatch Boulevard. 

B. Commenters asked whether the parking for the primary alternatives has a fee and whether there 
could be a reservation system. 

To incentivize transit use, UDOT would ensure that the fee to use the primary alternatives, 
including parking, would be lower than the toll charged to personal vehicles using S.R. 210 in the 
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canyon. UDOT will consider free parking or a fee for premium parking spaces. UDOT has not 
determined whether there would be a reservations system for parking. The proposed mobility hubs 
would be built and owned by UDOT. 

C. A commenter asked whether, if another pandemic occurs, one alternative be better than another, 
while others asked whether the COVID-19 pandemic would change how riders use transit. 

Changes in recreation use because of the COVID-19 pandemic are not possible to forecast 
because they might be temporary and recreation use might return to pre-pandemic levels once the 
pandemic is over. All transit alternatives require people to use public transportation. The 
alternatives would perform in a similar fashion during a pandemic. UDOT is not developing a plan 
at this time regarding how to operate the transit alternatives during a pandemic. The operation 
plan, if needed, would be generated at the time of operation taking into consideration then-current 
state health protocols. 

D. A commenter stated that roadway parking should be allowed with any primary alternative. 

Depending on the final selection of the trailhead parking alternative, only the Enhanced Bus 
Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would eliminate all roadside parking from 
Wasatch Boulevard to the Alta Bypass Road. Among the trailhead parking alternatives, the 
Trailhead Improvements and No S.R. 210 Roadside Parking within ¼ Mile of Trailheads 
Alternative would eliminate roadside parking within a ¼ mile of either side of the trailhead. The 
other two alternatives being considered, Trailhead Improvements and No Roadside Parking from 
S.R. 209/S.R. 210 Intersection to Snowbird Entry 1 Alternative and the No Trailhead 
Improvements and No Roadside Parking from S.R. 209/S.R. 210 Intersection to Snowbird Entry 1 
Alternative, would eliminate roadside parking below Snowbird Entry 1. UDOT is also considering a 
No Winter Parking Alternative, which would eliminate roadside parking adjacent to the ski areas. 

E. A commenter stated that there was more detail for the gondola alternatives than for the enhanced 
bus service alternatives. Other commenters stated that some promotional information by 
organizations outside UDOT were misrepresenting information. Commenters stated that the 
slogan of Save Little Cottonwood Canyon is misleading. 

UDOT provided an equal level of detail for all alternatives considered in the EIS. The marketing 
proposals for the gondola alternatives were developed by private individuals and are outside 
UDOT’s control. 

F. Commenters asked about security at the parking structures, on the buses, and in the gondola 
cabins. 

UDOT has not determined the final operating plans for security. UDOT will consider security 
similar to current UTA operations which includes oversight of parking areas and in the transit 
vehicles. Transportation Security Administration personnel would not be required for the operation 
of any of the primary alternatives. Operators of the system would be from the local community, and 
the operating locations would provide for appropriate facilities for the employees to conduct their 
operations. This would include break areas and restrooms. 
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G. Commenters asked whether lift tickets could be purchased at the mobility hubs or base stations. 

Purchase of daily ski passes at the mobility hubs and base stations would be determined as part of 
the final operation plan. 

H. Commenters asked what year was used to evaluate the travel times for the primary alternatives. 
Commenters also asked how travel times were developed. Other commenters stated that the 
alternatives are not long-term solutions, and others thought that the solutions would soon not meet 
the demand. Other commenters stated that future transportation technology will change, thereby 
reducing traffic congestion or cost. 

The travel times were based on a design year of 2050. The planning process requires UDOT to 
use the planning horizon identified in the Wasatch Front Regional Transportation Plan, which is 
2019 to 2050. UDOT does not need to study beyond this period. 

The design year takes into account population, household, and employment growth that is 
expected to occur between the present and 2050. The analysis was based on the 30th-busiest 
winter traffic day in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Future traffic conditions are based on more than 
15 years of traffic data on S.R. 210 to predict future traffic growth. This is the most accurate way to 
determine traffic in 2050. 

All travel times started from Fort Union Boulevard and not the entrance to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Travel times included the time to park a vehicle at a mobility hub or a base station, 
transfer to the transit alternative, and arrive at Alta. Travel times were based on dry road 
conditions. It is not possible to determine travel times during winter conditions since there are too 
many variables that could affect the travel time. 

UDOT used the same 12-minute travel time to park a vehicle and board the transit mode at a 
mobility hub to provide an equal comparison among alternatives. UDOT assumed that a bus would 
be leaving every 5 minutes, so that 12 minutes to park a vehicle and board a bus was considered 
reasonable. In addition, UDOT modeled the length of wait at the gondola base station and found 
that the wait would be between 4 to 8 minutes at peak times. Thus, 12 minutes to make the 
transfer from a personal vehicle to the gondola cabin also was considered reasonable. Also see 
response 32.2.6.5C. 

Some commenters asked whether the travel time should consider people leaving from their 
homes. It would not be possible to determine that travel time since skiers’ places of residents vary 
all over the Wasatch Front, and, whether using a bus or driving their personal vehicles to the 
mobility hubs, the distance of travel would likely be the same. 

Because the analysis was based on forecasted 2050 data, UDOT believes that the primary 
alternatives are long-term solutions. It is not possible to predict what future transportation 
technology will be available and will help reduce congestion. Traffic is a problem today, and the 
solutions need to focus on solving the reliability, mobility, and safety needs based on known 
technology. If UDOT waits for technology to change, any improvements would be delayed and 
would be difficult to implement since technology is always evolving. 

Many commenters suggested that use of autonomous vehicles be considered as an alternative. 
The autonomous-vehicle technology has not been proven to operate in the winter environments of 
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Little Cottonwood Canyon. One of the key components of autonomous vehicles is to read lane 
striping. It is not possible to read lane striping when the road is covered with snow. 

I. Commenters asked who would operate the primary alternatives. 

UDOT has not decided how the primary alternatives would be operated. It could be UDOT, UTA, 
or a private company. Even if another entity operates the primary alternative, UDOT would 
manage the contract to ensure that the alternative meets the conditions stated in the EIS. 

J. Commenters asked where they can view maps of the primary alternatives. 

Maps showing road alignments, gondola tower placements, and cog rail alignments are available 
on the project website (https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov). Construction plans are also 
included on the website in Appendices 2B through 2F. 

K. A commenter asked whether the funds provided by the primary alternatives would help streamline 
other UTA operations outside Little Cottonwood Canyon 

The operation and maintenance cost for any of the primary alternatives would support only the bus 
service to operate the alternative. 

L. A commenter asked what other options might be included with the action alternatives, such as bus 
service to the trailheads with the gondola alternatives or local bus service to the trailheads. 

Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the EIS clearly describes each alternative. If bus service to trailheads or 
local bus service is not mentioned as part of an alternative, then it is not included with that 
alternative. The alternative descriptions provide what is included. 

M. A commenter asked whether the primary alternatives would be designed to accommodate users 
with disabilities. 

All alternative designs will comply with the American with Disabilities Act and would accommodate 
all potential users. With all of the alternatives, road access to the canyon would still be allowed, 
which would also accommodate those users with special equipment. 

N. The Salt Lake Department of Public Utilities commented that UDOT should provide funding with all 
of the primary alternatives to provide long-term maintenance at the trailheads. 

UDOT is willing to work with the Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities and the USDA Forest 
Service regarding funding of maintenance. 

O. The Central Wasatch Commission was concerned that both preferred alternatives presented in the 
Draft EIS will ultimately be used for year-round service for developed and dispersed recreation 
once they are constructed. This is likely a connected action. The Draft EIS did not fully analyze the 
environmental impacts of year-round use. The Commission requests that these impacts be 
analyzed as part of the NEPA process. 

With the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative, the action does not include summer use, and none of 
the primary alternatives include service to trailheads or dispersed recreation sites. Since it is not 
included in the action or reasonably anticipated, UDOT does not need to conduct an analysis. 

https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/


 

July 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32-73 

P. The Town of Alta commented that UDOT should work with local entities to ensure that the bus or 
gondola service is integrated with local infrastructure and mobility networks. They also commented 
that the analysis of the selected alternatives should evaluate the capability to facilitate emergency 
egress from and access to Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

Once a primary alternative is selected, UDOT will continue to work with UTA and other agencies 
with regard to connecting the selected alternative to the greater transportation network. This can 
be done outside the EIS process. 

The project purpose does not include emergency egress and so it is not part of the evaluation 
criteria for selecting the alternatives. Once a primary alternative is selected, UDOT can work with 
the Town of Alta to discuss how the alternative could assist in emergency egress. This can be 
done outside the EIS process. 

Q. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance commented that the EIS should have evaluated less impactful 
alternatives and that alternatives that had adverse impacts to Section 4(f) climbing resources 
should have been eliminated. 

UDOT evaluated about 124 potential transportation solutions as part of the screening process. 
These included alternatives that resulted in no new construction and others that had substantial 
new construction. Based on the screening process, five primary alternatives were determined to 
be reasonable and were evaluated further in the Draft EIS. The 124 potential solutions included 
those suggested by the public and agencies. UDOT believes that it evaluated all alternatives 
suggested during the EIS process. 

All of the reasonable alternatives would have various impacts to the resources evaluated in the 
EIS. In working with the USDA Forest Service, UDOT evaluated the Alpenbock Climbing 
Opportunities area (from the Little Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot to the Grit Mill Trailhead) 
as a Section 4(f) property and determined that the impacts from the gondola alternatives and the 
Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would have a use with a 
de minimis impact. Of the five reasonable primary alternatives, the Enhanced Bus Service 
Alternative would have no impact to climbing resources. Having greater impacts to one resource is 
not necessarily a reason to eliminate an alternative but rather is a factor that will be considered in 
UDOT’s decision process for selecting the final primary alternative in the Record of Decision. 

R. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance commented that the Forest Service further fails to meet its NEPA 
obligations by not analyzing reasonable forms of mitigating impacts to climbing resources by 
examining less impactful alternatives to the two preferred alternatives. 

The EIS evaluates in detail the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative, which would have no impacts to 
climbing resources and meets the intent of less impactful alternatives. The presence of the 
Enhanced Bus Service Alternative in the EIS does not require UDOT or the USDA Forest Service 
to first select and test such an alternative before another alternative is selected. Finally, NEPA 
does not require that the least impactful alternative be selected. 

S. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance commented that both UDOT and the Forest Service are both 
legally obligated to take an approach that adheres to principles of adaptive management; whereby, 
both agencies take careful steps to begin addressing the transport problems on S.R. 210, learn 
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from those initial steps, and carefully reassess before moving forward. UDOT is required by law to 
select a less impactful alternative as UDOT has not established that an alternative utilizing the 
above aspects identified by the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance will not adequately address the 
S.R. 210 transportation problem. 

NEPA does not require UDOT or the USDA Forest Service to take an approach of adaptive 
management or select the least impactful alternative. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance stated that 
UDOT should have evaluated an alternative with enhanced bus service, enforcement of traction 
laws, tolling, and snow shed construction. The Enhanced Bus Service Alternative, which was a 
reasonable alternative evaluated in detail, has all of the elements requested by the commenter; it 
was just not selected as a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS. That does not mean that it could 
not be a preferred alternative in the Final EIS or the selected alternative in the Record of Decision. 

The alternatives being evaluated are based on a 2050 planning horizon. All of the components 
identified with the primary alternatives are necessary to meet the project purpose in 2050. 
Implementing part of an alternative would not meet the project purpose. It is possible that the 
enhanced bus service alternatives could be phased and start with the implementation of less 
impactful options to determine the success before moving forward with construction in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. The gondola and cog rail alternatives would require immediate construction 
in order for the alternative to operate. The decision regarding how alternatives would be 
implemented would be made by UDOT. For the EIS, UDOT will select one of the primary 
alternatives and build and/or phase that alternative based on available funding and other 
considerations. 

T. A commenter asked whether the primary alternatives account for people using the transit mode to 
the ski resorts but have other destinations. They also asked whether the bus service would take 
people to their ultimate destination in the Salt Lake Valley. 

The primary alternatives stop at the ski resorts. There is no way to know whether a small fraction 
of the users might go to other businesses in Little Cottonwood Canyon near the resorts. If users do 
use transit to frequent businesses near the resorts, this would reduce traffic on S.R. 210. Any 
person, no matter their ultimate destination in the upper canyon, can use the primary alternatives. 

All of the primary alternatives would travel only between the mobility hubs and parking structures 
in the Salt Lake Valley directly to the ski resorts. There would be no intermediate stops or travel to 
other locations. 

U. Save Our Canyons asked why summer operation of the gondola was considered but not summer 
operation of bus service. They commented that the only reason for summer operation of the 
gondola or cog rail was the tourist attraction. 

UDOT has stated in the EIS and on the project website that there is no need to address summer 
mobility (see response 3.1.2C) and thus UDOT would not need to operate any alternative during 
the summer. However, UDOT stated that such infrastructure might provide a tourist value and so 
might operate the alternatives during the summer. The tourist factor was not considered in 
screening the alternatives, nor will it be a factor in the decision regarding the selected alternative. 
Summer service, if implemented, would not be subsidized since it is not part of the project 
purpose. Buses do not provide a summer tourist attraction when travel time and convenience 
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would not be as good as personal vehicles making utilization very low. In addition, UDOT is not 
proposing to provide summer trailhead service since it is not needed to meet the project purpose, 
and increasing summer visitor use at USDA Forest Service trailheads is not under the authority of 
UDOT. 

Bicycles would not be allowed in the gondola cabins or cog rail vehicles. Currently, no designated 
National Forest System (NFS) trails directly connect the ski areas to the entrance to the canyon. 
For this reason, to minimize the potential for cyclists to develop and use unauthorized trails, 
bicycles would be prohibited from being brought into the gondola cabins or cog rail vehicles until 
the USDA Forest Service makes an administrative decision regarding the construction of NFS 
trails below the ski areas for bicycle use. 

V. Save Our Canyons commented that uncertainty in the transit alternatives would dissuade users. 
This includes not knowing whether parking would be available at the mobility hubs, time to walk to 
the transit mode, and then the potential of missing the mode and having to wait for the next bus or 
gondola. 

UDOT believes that the toll would be the factor considered by users when making a choice. 
Except with the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, it would always 
be faster to use personal vehicles. However, a high toll would incentivize users to shift to transit. 
As part of the final design of the alternatives, UDOT would consider signage to inform users about 
parking availability and where parking spaces are available. 

UDOT understands that the key to any system is convenience. The frequency of the bus service at 
each mobility hub would result in no more than a 10-minute wait for a bus, and at the gondola 
base station less than 4 to 8 minutes, so this would not be a factor in why a user would not want to 
use the service. In developing the travel times considered in the EIS for the primary alternatives, 
UDOT estimated the time to park a vehicle, unload, and get on the transit service. This time was 
assumed at about 12 minutes for the mobility hubs and 5 minutes for subsequent transfers. With 
the high frequency of transit service, the longest wait for a bus to the gondola base station would 
be about 5 minutes. The transit times and the number of transfers will be a consideration in 
selecting the final primary alternative for implementation. 

W. The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities stated that the EIS doesn’t analyze whether the 
preferred alternatives might be impossible to implement and that the EIS doesn’t analyze whether 
the preferred alternatives are consistent with the 2003 Wasatch-Cache Forest Plan and with the 
1934 and 1914 federal legislation directing the USDA Forest Service to manage federal lands with 
the City’s watershed. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), with the input of the USDA Forest Service, will 
determine whether appropriation would be consistent with applicable laws in the context of the 
Section 317 appropriation process. 

The EIS does not specifically analyze whether the preferred alternatives are consistent with the 
1914 and 1934 federal laws mentioned in the comment. The 1914 law (38 Stat. 714) does not 
apply in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The 1934 law (48 Stat. 808) has to do with mining claims and a 
reservoir site in Big Cottonwood Canyon, and is not applicable to the project or either of the 
preferred alternatives. In addition, neither of these two laws nor any other federal legislation UDOT 
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is aware of would prohibit the appropriation of NFS lands under 23 United States Code 
Section 317 for either of the preferred alternatives, as long as the applicable criteria under 
Section 317 are met for the subject lands. 

The EIS recognizes the emphasis on watershed protection in the 2003 Forest Plan and Salt Lake 
City’s authority and role with respect to watershed and water quality protection. It assesses the 
expected impacts on the watershed and water quality from each of the alternatives, as well as 
measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate such impacts. This analysis is provided in Chapter 12, 
Water Resources, of the EIS, and it includes the results of a water quality model showing that 
there would be de minimis impacts. Based on that and other analysis in the EIS, UDOT believes 
that any of the action alternatives can be implemented in compliance with federal law and with 
applicable water quality and watershed protection standards. 

UDOT also notes that, as explained in the EIS, the appropriation of National Forest System lands 
by the Federal Highway Administration and the transfer of an interest in these lands to UDOT 
would be in the form of a nonexclusive right of way for highway purposes. The Forest Service 
would still administer the appropriated lands, but UDOT would have an easement on these lands 
for highway purposes. 

32.2.6.1 No-Action Alternative 

A. A commenter stated that the case of doing nothing, or the No-Action Alternative, should be 
included in more detail. 

The EIS describes the No-Action Alternative, and the impacts of the No-Action are included in 
each resource chapter of the EIS along with maps showing resources. In addition, Section 2.6.9, 
Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternative(s), of the Draft and Final EISs provides a detailed 
summary of the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative, including the No-Action 
Alternative, and why UDOT preferred one alternative over another. 

32.2.6.2 Enhanced Bus Service Alternative 
Note to reader: UDOT’s responses to some of the general comments regarding bus types, bus 
operating times, seasons, routes, bus service to trailheads, phased implementation, and other 
factors that apply to both the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative and the Enhanced Bus Service in 
Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative are provided in Section 32.2.6.3, Enhanced Bus Service in 
Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, of this chapter. Responses to comments regarding tolling, 
subsidizing transit fares, the method and timing of tolling, and other access-control options (limit 
parking, road closures, and vehicle occupancy restrictions), which are common among the primary 
alternatives, are provided in Section 32.2.4, Travel Demand Management Strategies Considered 
as Part of the Action Alternatives, of this chapter. 

A. A commenter asked why doesn’t UDOT use Canyon Transportation. 

UDOT has not determined the final operator of the bus system, if an enhanced bus service 
alternative is selected. It could be UTA or a private vendor. 
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32.2.6.2.1 Mobility Hubs Alternative 

A. Commenters stated that they did not want a 1,500-vehicle parking structure at the entrance of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. Other users stated that users should take the bus to a transit terminal 
at the base of the canyon. 

UDOT is not considering a 1,500-vehicle parking structure at the entrance to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon (intersection of S.R. 209 and S.R. 210). With Gondola Alternative B and the Cog Rail 
Alternative, there would be a 2,500-vehicle parking structure at the base station, which is about 
0.75 mile from the Little Cottonwood Canyon entrance with access from North Little Cottonwood 
Road. Based on travel demand modeling, unacceptable levels of congestion would not occur on 
North Little Cottonwood Road or Wasatch Boulevard as a result constructing a parking structure in 
this location. Some buses coming from the mobility hubs would also access the base station. 

B. A commentor wanted the mobility hubs to be located away from Wasatch Boulevard. 

See Section 2.6.2.2, Mobility Hubs Alternative, of the EIS for more information regarding the 
mobility hubs. UDOT is proposing two mobility hubs: one at the gravel pit with access from 
Wasatch Boulevard, and the second at 9400 South and Highland Drive. Although the gravel pit 
mobility hub would be located on Wasatch Boulevard, it would be located north of the main 
residential area in Cottonwood Heights, which would reduce winter traffic in the neighborhoods 
along Wasatch Boulevard south of Fort Union Boulevard. 

C. Commenters asked where UDOT would park the vehicles for the primary alternatives and whether 
the parking structures would include covered parking, shops, and amenities. Other comments 
asked whether there would be enough parking spaces to support the primary alternatives. 

See Section 2.6.2.2, Mobility Hubs Alternative, of the EIS for more information regarding the 
mobility hubs. UDOT designed the mobility hubs to have adequate parking to support each 
primary alternative and would include a structure with some covered parking. UDOT is proposing 
two mobility hubs: one at the gravel pit with access from Wasatch Boulevard, and the second at 
9400 South and Highland Drive. For the enhanced bus service alternatives and Gondola 
Alternative A, there would be 1,500 parking spaces at the gravel pit mobility hub and 1,000 at the 
9400 South and Highland Drive mobility hub. For Gondola Alternative B and the Cog Rail 
Alternative, there would 2,500 at the base station at La Caille and no mobility hubs at the gravel pit 
and 9400 South and Highland. With the enhanced bus service alternatives, the buses would go 
directly from the mobility hubs to the ski resorts. With Gondola Alternative A, the buses would go 
directly to the gondola. No bus service is proposed for Gondola Alternative B or the Cog Rail 
Alternative. 

The number of parking spaces was determined by the need to remove 30% of the vehicles from 
the road and switch the occupants to transit. For the analysis, UDOT assumed that each vehicle 
would carry 2.17 occupants. Therefore, given 2,500 parking spaces, about 5,425 people could use 
the transit system per day. 

As part of the final design of the alternatives, UDOT will consider signs and social media to inform 
users of parking availability and where parking spaces are available. 
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UDOT has not determined whether the parking will be 100% covered parking spaces, whether 
electric charging stations would be provided, or whether shops and other amenities would be 
included in the parking structures. Development around the mobility hub would be based on the 
private property owners’ development plans and city zoning. 

D. Commenters stated that people using personal vehicles to drive to the mobility hubs would only 
increase traffic and congestion in the surrounding areas. 

UDOT designed the mobility hubs’ entrances and exits to accommodate the expected traffic 
demand. Based on the design and travel modeling, the traffic using the mobility hubs would not 
cause unacceptable levels of congestion on the adjacent roads. It should be noted that, on 
weekends, ski traffic would be using the mobility hubs during the morning and late afternoons 
when there is no weekday commuter traffic and so not causing additional congestion. 

In addition, on weekdays, ski traffic is traveling in the opposite direction of commuter traffic, which 
should substantially reduce the potential for increased congestion around the mobility hubs. 

E. Commenters asked for refinements to the 9400 South and Highland Drive parking structure that 
would move it farther from the homes that surround the area. Commenters also mentioned that the 
bus entrance on 9510 South is a residential street. Other commenters were worried the structure 
would reach capacity and users would park in the residential neighborhood. 

The proposed mobility hub at 9400 South and Highland Drive is an existing UTA bus park-and-ride 
lot used for ski buses during the winter and commuter service during the year. UDOT will consider 
the suggestions of moving the structure and the structure height during the final design process for 
the mobility hub and will look at opportunities to move the structure farther from residences. UDOT 
notes that 9510 South is the current bus entrance to the existing park-and-ride lot, and the portion 
used by the buses is not in a residential area or a residential road. The bus entrance on 9510 
South would be used for buses only, not for personal vehicles entering the parking structure. The 
mobility hub would include security measures to minimize vandalism. 

The mobility hub parking was designed to accommodate the anticipated number of transit users. 
UDOT does not expect that users would park in adjacent neighborhoods. 

F. Commenters stated that the mobility hubs would be used only during the winter and would be 
empty during the summer. 

The gravel pit mobility hub could be part of a larger development, and parking could be shared 
with users of that development. In addition, the mobility hub would be used during the summer as 
a place for hikers to meet to carpool into Big or Little Cottonwood Canyons, similar to the existing 
park-and-ride lots at the entrances to those canyons. UTA has also stated that the mobility hubs 
could become transit hubs for commuter transit use throughout the year. 

The 9400 South and Highland Drive location is currently used throughout the year for bus service 
and is part of an existing bus route. UTA could further look into opportunities to use the parking 
structure. 



 

July 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32-79 

G. Save Our Canyons and other commenters stated that UDOT did an inadequate analysis of the 
demand at the mobility hubs and should have considered Big Cottonwood Canyon. 

UDOT’s purpose in developing the EIS is to address mobility, safety, and reliability on S.R. 210, 
which does not include the need for alternatives in Big Cottonwood Canyon. Therefore, the 
alternatives were designed to meet the demand in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The bus service 
from the mobility hubs would serve only Little Cottonwood Canyon, so there would be no reason 
for Big Cottonwood Canyon users to use the mobility hubs since no buses would be heading to Big 
Cottonwood Canyon. Big Cottonwood Canyon users could still use the existing park-and-ride lots 
that provide service to Big Cottonwood Canyon. In addition, the primary need for improving 
mobility on S.R. 210 is during the winter use when hiking and cyclist use is low. UDOT does state 
in Chapter 20, Indirect Effects, of the EIS that more parking might need to be considered for Big 
Cottonwood Canyon and that separate environmental documentation would need to be conducted 
to address this need (see response 32.20D for more details). 

H. A commenter stated that there should be no mobility hubs east of Wasatch Boulevard since the 
intent of the land (the commenter mentioned the Whitemore property) is to preserve the area in a 
natural state. 

None of the proposed parking structures are planned for east of S.R. 210 near the entrance to 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. The proposed gondola and cog rail base stations would be on private 
land that is west of Wasatch Boulevard and had no known preservation requirements. 

I. The Wasatch Front Regional Council and UTA commented that regional connectivity to the 
mobility hubs should be considered to reduce personal vehicle use. 

As stated in the EIS, once the mobility hubs are established, UTA can evaluate regional 
connectivity to the mobility hubs outside the EIS process. 

J. Cottonwood Heights City commented that the gravel pit mobility hub is likely to be underutilized, 
which conflicts with the Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan, which recommends structured public 
parking integrated into a high-density, mixed-use development. A creative and collaborative 
approach to a large transit hub, through public-private partnership with future site developers, 
would ensure a sustainable long-term development that provides a public benefit. A smaller 
surface lot would not have the same potential. 

UDOT has been working with Cottonwood Heights City throughout the EIS process regarding the 
parking structure at the gravel pit mobility hub and how to integrate the structure with future site 
development. UDOT will continue to work with the City with regard to the parking structure to 
promote year-round use. 
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K. Cottonwood Heights City commented that the isolated and residential location of the gondola 
station parking structure is more likely to result in underutilization of the public parking at non-peak 
hours and during the spring and summer than would a major mobility hub at the gravel pit 
surrounded by high-density, mixed-use development. 

UDOT realizes that, if Gondola Alternative B is selected and if development occurs at the gravel 
pit, a parking structure off North Little Cottonwood Road might not be utilized as much as a parking 
structure at the gravel pit. 

L. A commenter stated that the mobility hub at the gravel pit was a flawed concept and that the 
concept ignores Big Cottonwood Canyon traffic. 

The mobility hub at the gravel pit could be used for both Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons (see 
response to 32.20D regarding Big Cottonwood Canyon). The mobility hub and the associated 
roadway infrastructure was designed to minimize traffic congestion and was based on travel 
demand modeling that showed no heavy traffic congestion or vehicle backups. The proposed 
concept includes a grade-separated interchange to eliminate left turns across Wasatch Boulevard. 
The analysis of the traffic included the potential for future commercial development and its 
associated traffic demand. 

UDOT has been working extensively with Cottonwood Heights City regarding a potential mobility 
hub at the gravel pit. The City believes that the concept would fit in well with potential future 
development and that the parking structure could support potential future commercial uses. 

M. A commenter suggested that UDOT consider building a mobility hub on the public golf course at 
6200 South and Interstate 215. 

The Old Mill Golf Course is a public recreation site owned by Salt Lake County. The requirements 
of Section 4(f) do not allow UDOT to use a public recreation facility if other sites that are not 
protected by Section 4(f) are available. In this case, the gravel pit area is available and is not a 
Section 4(f) site. 

N. Save Our Canyons commented that the mobility hubs used for the enhanced bus service 
alternatives should be located away from the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. Personal 
vehicles should get to the mobility hubs prior to coming to Wasatch Boulevard and Fort Union 
Boulevard (mile 0). Save Our Canyons also commented that alternatives should increase transit 
use beyond the current system. 

The bus alternatives and Gondola Alternative A evaluated in the EIS include two mobility hubs, 
both of which are outside the project study area (gravel pit and 9400 South and Highland Drive). 
The mobility hubs would get people to transit before “mile 0,” as suggested by the comment. 
Additionally, two of the primary alternatives include increasing the frequency of bus service beyond 
that of the current transit system. 
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32.2.6.2.2 Wasatch Boulevard Alternatives 

A. There were numerous comments regarding Wasatch Boulevard, including that UDOT should lower 
the speed limit, UDOT should consider the Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan, UDOT should include 
landscaping with any improvements, that Wasatch Boulevard is being expanded to accommodate 
only 15 busy ski days, and that expansion would only increase traffic in neighborhoods. The 
comments were focused on the questions below: 

Why is UDOT expanding Wasatch Boulevard, or is UDOT expanding Wasatch Boulevard for 
weekend ski traffic? Wasatch Boulevard is being expanded to address weekday southbound 
PM peak-period traffic that occurs during the week throughout the year. By 2050, traffic on 
Wasatch Boulevard is projected to be severely congested. Travel times for the 2.2-mile segment in 
the weekday PM peak-period are projected to increase from 4 minutes and 40 seconds today to 
10 minutes and 15 seconds in 2050. The level of service on Wasatch Boulevard is also projected 
to decrease—from one of the four segments operating at failing conditions (LOS E or F) today to 
three of the four segments by 2050. Wasatch Boulevard is not being expanded to address winter 
ski traffic, which typically occurs on weekends and in the opposite direction of commuter traffic 
during the week. Widening Wasatch Boulevard is required with all of the primary alternatives. 

The analysis for the need to expand Wasatch Boulevard is based on projected population and 
employment growth in 2050 provided by the University of Utah. The projections show growth in 
population and employment not only along Wasatch Boulevard but to the south in Sandy and 
Draper. UDOT used a travel demand model developed by the Wasatch Front Regional Council 
that includes the growth projections in 2050. More information regarding the travel demand 
modeling assumptions is provided in Section 2.1.2.2.2, Level 1 Screening Criteria, of Appendix 2A, 
Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report June 8, 2020, of the EIS. 

Why doesn’t UDOT reduce the speed limit on Wasatch Boulevard, since more lanes would 
only increase vehicle speeds? UDOT is not proposing to increase the speed limit beyond the 
currently posted speed limit. The evaluation of speed limits is done outside the EIS process. To 
determine speeds on state roads, UDOT conducts a speed study. The posted speed limit is based 
on the 85th-percentile speed while giving consideration to the road surface, shoulders, sight 
distance, development, pedestrian activity, and crash data. Using these criteria, the posted speed 
limit for Wasatch Boulevard is 50 miles per hour (mph). To ensure mobility on state roads and 
equity between cities, UDOT must apply the speed study policy equally on state roads within each 
city. Wasatch Boulevard south of 9400 South is posted at 35 mph. That portion of Wasatch 
Boulevard is a city road, so the local government can post the speed limit. 

UDOT would not increase the speed limit on Wasatch Boulevard. UDOT will consider center 
medians other traffic-calming measures. 

Changing the design speed would not have substantially changed the footprint of the Wasatch 
Boulevard alternatives and thus impacts to adjacent property. The cross-section of the road would 
still require the same width for the travel lanes, median, roadway shoulder, and trail. Because 
Wasatch Boulevard is mostly straight other than one corner south of Kings Hill Drive, the sight 
distance criteria would not have changed with a lower speed limit other than traffic heading north 
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just south of Kings Hill Drive. This change would not have prevented the need to acquire the one 
home in this area. 

Would planted medians and a more-scenic Wasatch Boulevard be developed similar to the 
plans in the Cottonwood Heights Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan? As stated in 
Section 2.6.2.3, Wasatch Boulevard Alternatives, of the EIS, UDOT in coordination with 
Cottonwood Heights City would develop an aesthetics plan to implement as part of proposed 
improvements to Wasatch Boulevard. To develop the plan, UDOT and Cottonwood Heights City 
would use the goals identified in the Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan and the general concepts in 
the Wasatch Boulevard Aesthetic Design Plan for preserving and enhancing scenic and natural 
qualities along Wasatch Boulevard. Planted medians and trails have the added benefit of providing 
traffic calming. 

What impacts would widening Wasatch Boulevard have on key intersections including the 
intersection of Wasatch Boulevard and North Little Cottonwood Road? With the Wasatch 
Boulevard alternatives, the level of service (LOS) at key intersections would improve compared to 
the No-Action Alternative. With the No-Action Alternative, four of the five intersections would 
operate under failing conditions (LOS E or F) by 2050. With the Wasatch Boulevard alternatives, 
all intersections would operate at an acceptable level of service in 2050. 

Commenters stated that, with two southbound travel lanes and only one dedicated right turn lane 
with the Wasatch Boulevard alternatives at the Wasatch Boulevard and North Little Cottonwood 
Road intersection, there would be severe congestion. UDOT conducted a detailed analysis of this 
intersection. The level of service at the intersection of North Little Cottonwood Road and Wasatch 
Boulevard (“high-T”) would be less in the PM peak period with the Wasatch Boulevard alternatives 
(LOS D compared to LOS C for the No Action). However, LOS D is acceptable and meets UDOT’s 
stated goal for the project. For more information, see Chapter 7, Traffic and Transportation, of 
the EIS. 

Would expanding Wasatch Boulevard increase traffic into local neighborhoods in 
Cottonwood Heights? By making travel less congested on Wasatch Boulevard traffic in local 
neighborhoods would be reduced. 

Would expanding Wasatch Boulevard increase accidents, make left turns difficult, and 
make for an unsafe road for pedestrians and cyclists? UDOT would design Wasatch 
Boulevard using current safety standards that take into account pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicle 
safety. This would include providing appropriate sight distances, clear zones, and shoulders. 
UDOT would also provide a 10-foot-wide pedestrian trail away from the travel lane to improve 
pedestrian safety. The new roadway would also include appropriate crosswalks. Finally, UDOT 
would not substantially straighten the road but would provide for better sight distances by clearing 
vegetation. This would allow drivers better see into intersections, which would reduce the potential 
for accidents. 

UDOT is not planning to increase the speed limit on Wasatch Boulevard or reduce safety. It should 
be noted that the current accident rate on Wasatch Boulevard is below the statewide average for 
similar roads. With the current road configuration and limited sight distance, the accident rate on 
Wasatch Boulevard ranges from 1.46 to 2.43 per million vehicle-miles traveled compared to the 
state average for similar roads of 2.89 per million-vehicle miles traveled. 



 

July 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32-83 

Would new traffic signals be placed at key intersections such as Kings Hill Drive? As part of 
the alternatives screening process, UDOT evaluated a traffic signal at Kings Hill Drive as part of 
any of the roadway action alternatives on Wasatch Boulevard. As part of the screening, UDOT 
conducted a traffic signal warrant study (to determine whether a traffic signal is warranted) at that 
intersection based on the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), Chapter 4C, 
Traffic Control Signal Need Studies. The MUTCD is the law governing all traffic-control devices. It 
is a federal standard used by highway officials nationwide to guide installation and maintenance of 
traffic-control devices on all streets and highways open to public travel. The MUTCD is published 
by the Federal Highway Administration under 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 655, Subpart F. 

UDOT’s review of the Kings Hill Drive intersection showed that the intersection meets the 
requirements for a traffic signal. However, 96% of the turning movements on Kings Hill Drive 
during the morning peak period are right-turning vehicles. If a dedicated right-turn lane were added 
on Kings Hill Drive, the signal warrant would no longer be met. There is enough room on Kings Hill 
Drive to stripe the road for dedicated right- and left-turn lanes without acquiring any additional right 
of way. UDOT determined that adding a traffic signal would create an offset intersection that would 
not meet sight distance standards at this location, and that meeting the sight distance standards 
would require purchasing two homes. Therefore, UDOT decided that all of the roadway 
alternatives on Wasatch Boulevard would include dedicated right- and left-turn lanes at Kings Hill 
Drive. Therefore, a traffic signal would not meet MUTCD warrants and was not carried forward as 
part of any roadway alternatives. 

Other intersections that do not have an existing traffic signal would not meet traffic warrants to 
meet the criteria for installing a traffic signal. 

Would the Wasatch Boulevard alternatives have bicycle shoulders and a pedestrian trail? 
Both Wasatch Boulevard alternatives would include a shoulder that can be used by cyclists and a 
multi-use 10-foot-wide path on the east side of the road. A multi-use path was not included on the 
west side since it would have resulted in home relocations and substantial property impacts. The 
bicycle lane would be within the shoulder and would not be protected since the shoulder would 
also need to be used for vehicles that break down, for bus priority at intersections, and for snow 
storage. A protected bicycle lane would eliminate the primary purpose of the shoulder. Adding a 
separate bicycle lane in addition to the shoulder would expand the roadway footprint which would 
result in more private property impacts. 

Why doesn’t UDOT just expand Highland Drive to reduce traffic on Wasatch Boulevard? 
UDOT considered improvements to Highland Drive during the evaluation process. UDOT modeled 
the expected traffic volumes in the project area in 2050 using the Wasatch Front Regional 
Council’s travel demand model. The travel demand modeling for the project included Highland 
Drive being built as a five-lane road and connecting from 9800 South to the Draper city limits. 
Even with Highland Drive being expanded to five lanes (four travel lanes and a center turn lane), 
the results of the travel demand model showed a need to expand the traffic capacity on Wasatch 
Boulevard to meet future regional growth. 

Did UDOT consider reversible lanes on Wasatch Boulevard instead of widening? UDOT 
evaluated a reversible-lane alternative. The alternative was eliminated because it did not meet the 
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project purpose of improving mobility on all segments of Wasatch Boulevard because it still 
resulted in roadway congestion in excess of the acceptable level of service. 

Would homes be acquired as a result of widening Wasatch Boulevard? There would be one 
home acquisition as a result of widening Wasatch Boulevard and one potential acquisition. The 
one home that would need to be acquired has already been purchased by UDOT. 

Would Wasatch Boulevard become congested south of the intersection of North Little 
Cottonwood Road with the roadway expansion? With either Wasatch Boulevard alternative, 
there would be a no-stop right turn at the Wasatch Boulevard and North Little Cottonwood Road 
intersection in the southbound direction. The number of vehicles heading southbound would 
basically be the same with or without the Wasatch Boulevard alternatives. With a no-stop right 
turn, traffic would not need to stop, which is similar to current conditions, and no substantial 
congestion is anticipated at the intersection or on Wasatch Boulevard south of the intersection. 
Traffic modeling shows that the intersection would operate at an acceptable level of service of 
LOS D. 

Would the primary alternatives just cause congestion on Wasatch Boulevard? The Five-lane 
and Imbalanced-lane Alternatives would improve mobility on Wasatch Boulevard. Based on travel 
demand modeling, UDOT expects traffic to operate at an acceptable level of congestion. 

Commenters stated that UDOT did not consider all of the environmental impacts to 
Wasatch Boulevard residents. The EIS includes a detailed analysis of the Wasatch Boulevard 
alternatives’ impacts to both the human and natural environment. The analysis states that the road 
widening could reduce the quality of life of residents, impact property, increase noise levels, and 
change the character of the neighborhood. 

Commenters stated that adding additional lanes on Wasatch Boulevard would induce travel 
demand and vehicle-miles traveled. For the Wasatch Boulevard alternatives (Five-lane 
Alternative and Imbalanced-lane Alternative), travel demanding modeling showed that there would 
be about a 4% increase in average daily traffic on the 2.2-mile segment compared to the No-
Action Alternative in 2050 during an average weekday. The 4% increase in average daily traffic 
would be considered induced demand. Even with the induced demand, the proposed Wasatch 
Boulevard alternatives would operate at an acceptable level of congestion. 

Commenters stated that the 2050 traffic analysis was based on an outdated 2015 survey. 
Commenters were not specific regarding which 2015 data were outdated. UDOT used the latest 
version of the regional travel demand model developed for the 2019–2050 Wasatch Front 
Regional Transportation Plan. The model is the best available tool and has been approved by the 
Federal Highway Administration for use in both forecasting traffic and in determining regional air 
quality conformity. The model’s base year is 2015. UDOT took the baseline data from the model 
and used a VISSIM model to predict traffic on Wasatch Boulevard. The VISSIM model is a better 
tool to focus on specific roadway segments and intersections. UDOT updated the baseline data 
from the regional travel demand model with traffic counts taken in 2018. 

Commenters stated that Wasatch Boulevard would be seven travel lanes. UDOT is not 
proposing seven travel lanes. The Five-lane Alternative would include four travel lanes, a center 
median, and appropriate shoulders for cyclist use, snow storage, and vehicles that break down 
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[see Figure 2.6-6, Wasatch Boulevard Alternatives – Five-lane Cross-section (Fort Union 
Boulevard to North Little Cottonwood Road), of the Draft EIS]. The proposed Five-lane Alternative 
does not include seven travel lanes plus shoulders. UDOT is not proposing shoulder-running 
buses on Wasatch Boulevard as part of the EIS alternatives. However, UDOT is integrating transit 
into the Wasatch Boulevard alternatives by including priority signals for buses to reduce their travel 
time. 

Commenters asked whether Wasatch Boulevard would be straightened, which would 
increase vehicle speeds. Wasatch Boulevard would remain in its current alignment. Some trees 
would be removed to improve sight distances and thereby improve safety at intersections. 

Commenters wanted pedestrian over- or underpasses as part of the Wasatch Boulevard 
alternatives. In working with Cottonwood Heights City, UDOT is considering two pedestrian 
overpasses to facilitate community connectivity. The overpass on the south end is proposed at 
Russell Park Road and on the north end at the new Canyon Center Development just south of Fort 
Union Boulevard. The final design could be an underpass depending on the location and the 
impacts associated with an underpass. 

Who enforces vehicle noise ordinances? Enforcement of noise ordinances is the responsibility 
of law enforcement. 

Why don’t the Wasatch Boulevard alternatives include dedicated bus lanes for buses going 
to the ski resorts? The Wasatch Boulevard alternatives include signal priority at signalized 
intersections. Dedicated bus lanes are not necessary because widening Wasatch Boulevard would 
reduce congestion to acceptable levels. 

Why doesn’t UDOT consider design guidelines from the National Association of City 
Transportation Officials? UDOT has design guidelines which use the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials standards. These standards take into account safety 
standards for all users including pedestrians and cyclists. As stated in Section 2.6.2.3, Wasatch 
Boulevard Alternatives, of the EIS, UDOT in coordination with Cottonwood Heights City would 
develop an aesthetics plan to implement as part of proposed improvements to Wasatch Boulevard. 
To develop the plan, UDOT and Cottonwood Heights City would use the goals identified in the 
Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan and the general concepts shown in the Wasatch Boulevard 
Aesthetic Design Plan for preserving and enhancing scenic and natural qualities along Wasatch 
Boulevard. Planted medians and trails have the added benefit of providing traffic calming. 

B. A commenter stated that they opposed the Cottonwood Heights 2019 Wasatch Boulevard 
Master Plan. 

The master plan was considered in the development of the EIS at the request of Cottonwood 
Heights City. However, the plan was prepared and approved by Cottonwood Heights City, 
not UDOT. 
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C. A commenter provided an article titled “Can Removing Highways Fix American Cities?” The article 
states that, in some communities, older freeways and highways are being repurposed as gathering 
and recreation places to provide a complete street network. 

UDOT’s review of the article found examples of communities where older freeways and highways 
are being turned into boulevards to reconnect communities. The areas being repurposed are being 
considered for mixed-use developments to reduce the need for driving where people can walk 
from their residence to work or shopping. 

Wasatch Boulevard is not a freeway or a highway, and the proposed alternatives being considered 
are not freeway or highways. The repurposed roads in the article are still multi-lane but with mixed-
use developments to support revitalization. The examples would be hard to apply to Wasatch 
Boulevard without the inclusion of commercial developments. Given the project purpose, UDOT 
determined that Wasatch Boulevard needs to be expanded to an arterial street, not into a freeway 
or highway. 

D. Save Not Pave requested that UDOT, as the administrator of S.R. 210, develop a project that 
meets their goals for local safety, health, and mobility in UDOT’s design and implementation of 
improvements through the “urban segment” of Wasatch Boulevard located between the 
intersection with Fort Union Boulevard and the “high-T” intersection. Save Not Pave believes that 
those goals are consistent with UDOT’s strategic goals of Zero Fatalities, Preserve Infrastructure, 
and Optimize Mobility. 

UDOT believes that it is meeting both the commenter’s and UDOT’s strategic goals. The design of 
Wasatch Boulevard would improve safety by improving sight distances, providing appropriate turn 
lanes and shoulders, and bringing the road up to current design safety standards. The design 
would include a separate pedestrian path which would benefit the health and connection of 
community members and provide appropriate shoulders for cyclists. UDOT in working with 
Cottonwood Heights City is also considering either under- or overpasses to improve safety and 
better connect the community. 

E. Save Not Pave commented that UDOT should limit the expansion of the “urban segment” of 
Wasatch Boulevard through land use planning aimed to prevent further sprawl. 

Local planning is the responsibility of the municipalities. Each City has a planning process that 
involves the local citizens regarding how they believe a city should develop. The planning process 
of the local municipalities is used by the Wasatch Front Regional Council in determining population 
and employment trends and the origin and destination of traffic along the Wasatch Front. UDOT 
uses this information in evaluating alternative solutions to solve the need of projects being 
considered during the environmental process. 

F. Cottonwood Heights City requested that UDOT reaffirm its position that UDOT will implement the 
goals of the Wasatch Boulevard Corridor Aesthetics Plan. 

UDOT provided a letter to Cottonwood Heights City on September 29, 2021, reaffirming its 
position regarding implementing the aesthetics plan. The EIS documents this commitment in 
Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the EIS, noting that UDOT is committed to following the aesthetics plan. 



 

July 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32-87 

G. Cottonwood Heights City asked that that the “Aesthetics” section heading on page 2-53 of the 
Draft EIS be amended to “Aesthetics and Design.” 

The heading has been revised according to the comment. 

H. Cottonwood Heights City asked that UDOT include enhanced language that provides a 
commitment to view Wasatch Boulevard as a special-character gateway and recommends a 
specific reference in the EIS that any future sound walls or other corridor improvements be 
reviewed under this same procedure to ensure cohesive design and aesthetics. 

UDOT has committed to following the intent set forth in the Wasatch Boulevard Corridor Aesthetics 
Plan in the design of Wasatch Boulevard. Noise walls and treatments will be discussed with the 
City if residents approve walls for their locations. 

I. Cottonwood Heights City commented that the Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan and Wasatch 
Boulevard Corridor Aesthetics Plan should be included as appendices to the EIS. This will ensure 
that UDOT and the City are committed to collaborating on roadway design and aesthetics 
regardless of the staff or officials involved. 

The EIS references numerous planning documents, and including them all as appendices would 
not be possible. The aesthetics plan is mentioned and referenced numerous times in the EIS. 
Referencing the plan in the EIS by name is the same as including the document in an appendix 
without adding more pages to the EIS. 

J. Cottonwood Heights City commented that the City strongly encourages that the clear zone 
reduction be implemented. Although the overall right-of-way width remains the same, the amount 
of asphalt used would be reduced, representing a more balanced implementation of roadway 
elements that are not vehicle lanes (on-street bicycle lanes, separated trails, medians, and 
landscaping). 

The clear zone is not all asphalt; it is an area free of obstruction 
for errant vehicles. Asphalt applies only to the necessary area 
for lanes, shoulders, and walkways, not for the entire clear zone. 

K. Cottonwood Heights City commented that a reference be added 
to this section (2.3.1, Roadway Design) that UDOT has formally 
recognized the Wasatch Boulevard corridor as a special-
character corridor, which as the City understands will make its 
design process more unique and flexible than UDOT’s standard roadway design policy. This 
should be clearly acknowledged in the EIS. 

Section 2.3.1, Roadway Design, of the EIS is focused on all roadway design conducted for the EIS 
process. As stated in that section, UDOT follows the design standards as part of the EIS process. 
As stated in response 32.2.6.2.2F, UDOT is committed to working with Cottonwood Heights City 
regarding the standards in the Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan; however, UDOT design standards 
are the underlying guidance since they establish safety standards that might not be included in the 
Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan. Also see response 32.2.6.2.2G regarding changing the title of 
the “Aesthetics” section heading in the EIS. 

What is a clear zone? 

A clear zone is an unobstructed, 
traversable roadside area that 
allows a motorist to stop safely 
or regain control of a vehicle that 
has left the roadway. 
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L. Cottonwood Heights City commented that definitive language should be included in the EIS 
regarding the future widening of Wasatch Boulevard from imbalanced lanes to five lanes. The 
current EIS states that five-lane widening is triggered at LOS E or F in the corridor. The City 
requests that trigger requirement be revised strictly to LOS F, which should be determined over a 
prolonged period prior to implementation of any widening. The City also requests jurisdictional 
collaboration prior to any widening to ensure that the corridor design and aesthetics are not 
negatively impacted by future work. 

Section 2.6.9.2.1, S.R. 210 – Wasatch Boulevard Alternatives, of the Draft EIS states that future 
widening from the Imbalanced-lane Alternative to the Five-lane Alternative would occur at reaching 
a level of service of LOS E. UDOT’s goal for urban corridors is LOS D or better, so UDOT’s goal is 
not met at LOS E, and is the trigger point to expand Wasatch Boulevard. It should be noted that 
UDOT does not expect to reach LOS E with the Imbalanced-lane Alternative during the 2050 
planning horizon. If LOS E is reached, UDOT will collaborate with the City prior to widening 
Wasatch Boulevard from four to five lanes and regarding related changes to aesthetics. 

M. Cottonwood Heights City requests that UDOT revise the terminology addressing Wasatch 
Boulevard widening. It should be labeled as “five-lane phased approach” to further clarify UDOT’s 
stated intent. 

The Five-lane Alternative is the current descriptor used in the EIS. Assuming that the Five-lane 
Alternative is selected, UDOT will explain in the Record of Decision the phased approach to be 
implemented with the Five-lane Alternative. The Record of Decision is the final commitment on any 
project implementation and associated phasing. 

N. Cottonwood Heights City commented that, while it is understood that previously proposed traffic 
speed mitigation measures, such as roundabouts, roadway chicanes, or similar traffic-calming 
measures were eliminated from consideration, the City requests that these design elements be 
reconsidered and analyzed further, especially when Wasatch Boulevard undergoes roadway 
design. These mitigation techniques are specifically referenced in the Preferred Scenario of the 
Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan and should not be eliminated before detailed roadway design has 
taken place. 

UDOT evaluated roundabouts, and they were eliminated from further consideration because they 
did not improve the level of service enough to meet the project purpose and therefore will not be 
reconsidered. As stated Section 2.6.2.3, Wasatch Boulevard Alternatives, of the Final EIS, UDOT 
will work with Cottonwood Heights City during the final design process with regard to implementing 
the Wasatch Boulevard Corridor Aesthetics Plan, which includes traffic-calming measures. These 
measures include planted and raised medians, planted park strips, and extended pedestrian curbs 
as traffic-calming measures. 

O. Cottonwood Heights City commented that, in accordance with the Preferred Scenario of the 
Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan, the additional southbound lane should continue to be considered 
as a flexible lane, or a transit-only lane. Similar to the proposed widening in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, further consideration should be given to utilizing this added roadway capacity for transit 
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and/or HOV (high-occupancy vehicle) purposes during peak-period times but for recreation and 
active transportation purposes during non-peak times. 

The additional southbound lane is needed as a general-purpose lane to meet the project purpose. 
Implementing the lane as a flex lane for the 2-mile segment of Wasatch Boulevard would create 
safety issues for motorists and cyclists using Wasatch Boulevard. For example, users making right 
turns onto southbound Wasatch Boulevard would typically move into the right lane during peak 
periods but the left lane during non-peak periods. This would be confusing to drivers and 
potentially lead to an increase in accidents. This could also present a safety risk to cyclists if 
drivers are confused about the lane assignment. The same issue could occur for drivers making 
left turns onto northbound Wasatch Boulevard and not knowing whether the lane of oncoming 
vehicles is in use or not. 

P. Cottonwood Heights City commented that UDOT has previously stated that the shared-use 
pathway is cut off at the “high-T” intersection due to city property south of that location containing a 
preservation easement. This is not a legitimate reason to stop the trail, and the City recommends 
that the shared-use path continue as far south as possible. 

Chapter 9, Considerations Related to Pedestrians and Bicyclists, of the EIS has mitigation stating 
that UDOT will work with Cottonwood Heights City and Salt Lake County regarding the design of 
the bicycle path from Wasatch Boulevard to the Little Cottonwood park-and-ride lot on the east 
side of North Little Cottonwood Road. The multi-use path could provide access for Cottonwood 
Heights residents to the open space and could connect to the existing Little Cottonwood Canyon 
park-and-ride lot at the intersection of S.R. 209 and S.R. 210. The potential extension of the trail 
within UDOT right-of-way can be considered during the final design process. UDOT recommends 
that Cottonwood Heights City works with Utah Open Lands regarding a path across the land and 
provide to UDOT a commitment that such a trail is allowed under the land transfer documents and 
that Utah Open Lands agrees to such a trail. 

Q. Cottonwood Heights City commented that UDOT should revise reference of “pedestrian bridges” to 
“grade-separated crossings,” which allows future flexibility for other options for safely crossing 
Wasatch Boulevard, such as below-grade crossings, depending on the exact location identified for 
such features. 

Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Final EIS has been revised to refer to overpasses or underpasses. 

R. Cottonwood Heights City commented that, in addition to grade-separated pedestrian crossings, 
UDOT’s design must also implement measures that make at-grade pedestrian crossings at 
signalized locations much safer. Features such as enhanced crosswalks, pedestrian crossing 
signals that are more visible to vehicles, pedestrian refuge locations in medians, and other safety 
measures should all be implemented to provide safety for and increase driver awareness of 
pedestrians. 

UDOT will implement its current design standards, which include providing safety measures for 
pedestrians and cyclists. 

S. Cottonwood Heights City commented that the proposed shared-use path should be designed to 
connect to other pedestrian amenities in the area, including neighborhood sidewalks, surrounding 
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trail systems (that is, Big Cottonwood Canyon Trail), private developments (that is, the gravel pit 
site), and transit stops. UDOT should also consider in its design process a wayfinding signage 
system, so that the shared-use path becomes both a recreation amenity and also a substantial 
piece of active transportation infrastructure. 

During the final design process, UDOT will work with Cottonwood Heights City regarding other trail 
connections and amenities. The requested trail connections are not required to meet the project 
purpose and would add additional cost to the alternatives. These trail connections and amenities 
should be considered outside the EIS process collaboratively with UTA, local municipalities, and 
private developers to identify the necessary funding. 

T. Cottonwood Heights City commented that the traffic studies that serve as the baseline analysis for 
the EIS are not current. The City requests that UDOT complete a current traffic analysis of the 
project area. An updated analysis will ensure that the most accurate and updated data are used as 
a basis for decision-making. Acknowledgement of the short-term and long-term impacts of the 
COVID-19 pandemic on traffic patterns should also be included. 

The EIS traffic studies are current and use the latest version of the Wasatch Front Regional 
Council’s travel demand model and associated traffic counts (also see response 32.2.6.2.2A). See 
response 32.2.4A regarding pandemic-related travel demand. 

32.2.6.2.3 Avalanche Mitigation Alternatives 

A. A commenter stated that the bicycle lane with the snow shed would be only 4 feet wide, which is 
not enough. 

Uphill bicycle travel would be accommodated by a 4-foot-wide bicycle path on the outside the 
sheds (cyclists would also be allowed to travel in the snow sheds). During the winter, if cyclists are 
riding uphill on S.R. 210, they would need to ride inside the snow shed between the roadside 
barrier and the snow shed wall. Downhill cyclists would continue in the downhill, westbound 
shoulder during the entire year and would ride inside the snow shed (the lanes will be marked for 
shared use). The snow sheds would have interior lighting for safety; this lighting would keep 
cyclists and vehicles visible as they travel through the snow shed. 

B. A commenter stated that the snow sheds would create heat. 

The snow sheds are not large enough to change the heat environment of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. In addition, the snow sheds will be open on the downhill side which allows air to flow 
through the sheds thus reducing heating potential. 

C. Commenters suggested that UDOT consider the implementation of remote avalanche-control 
systems to control avalanches. 

Remote avalanche-control systems are considered active mitigation. They are currently in place in 
some parts of Little Cottonwood Canyon. The use of these devices would not reduce the number 
of hours or days of closure since their use still requires S.R. 210 to be closed; therefore, they 
would not meet the project purpose of improving reliability. 
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D. Save Our Canyons commented that the vast number of closure days included in UDOT’s analysis 
occur at hours and days with little demand and that the number of closure days without snow 
sheds is 10 and with snow sheds is only a marginal reduction (to 4 and 6). 

The commenter stated that the benefit would be a reduction from 10 days to 4 to 6 days. The EIS 
states that it could be as high as 21 days in 2050, not just 10 days, which equals a reduction of at 
least 14 days. The commenter fails to note that the worst congestion in residential neighborhoods 
on and adjacent to S.R. 210 occurs during these closure days, with many residents stating that 
they cannot leave or return to their homes due to the traffic waiting for the road to open. Also, the 
congestion hampers emergency response. UDOT typically closes S.R. 210 until 8 AM, by which 
time the traffic backup at the bottom of Little Cottonwood Canyon has already begun. Once the 
backup has occurred, it creates additional congestion, even if the road is opened, since it takes 
time for the traffic to clear. The snow sheds would also substantially improve safety by dropping 
the avalanche hazard index in 2050 from 96 to 56. 

E. Save Our Canyons commented that the design of the snow sheds would allow snow to fill the 
entrances and that the design does not consider the unique conditions in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. 

UDOT hired avalanche experts from Canada and the University of Montana to help develop the 
snow shed locations and the design included in the EIS. The designs were based on the 
conditions in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The EIS team worked with UDOT avalanche forecasters 
to minimize the potential of snow entering the entrance portals. 

F. Save Our Canyons commented that reducing vehicle use and increase transit can improve the 
avalanche risk. 

All of the primary alternatives would reduce wintertime personal vehicle use by 30% and increase 
transit use. The avalanche risk analysis in 2050 for the primary alternatives takes into account the 
change in personal vehicle use. Even with the reduction in personal vehicle use, the avalanche 
risk would still be high. UDOT believes that the best way to further lower the risk is to implement 
snow sheds. 

32.2.6.2.4 Trailhead Parking Alternatives 

A. A commenter asked whether UDOT was addressing trailhead parking and safety-related issues to 
pedestrians and cyclists. Other commenters asked whether parking would be reduced at the 
trailheads or along the road. 

See Section 2.6.2.5, Trailhead Parking Alternatives, of the EIS for more information regarding 
trailhead parking. With any of the primary alternatives, UDOT would not eliminate existing trailhead 
parking. UDOT has three alternatives that would help with trailhead parking issues. Two of the 
trailhead parking alternatives would improve trailhead-related safety issues (safety related to 
entering and exiting the areas and roadside parking conflicts), including improved access to the 
trailheads. 

The trailhead parking alternatives were developed with the USDA Forest Service taking into 
account undesignated and designated parking areas and including dispersed recreation use and 
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the need to better manage forest access. All three trailhead alternatives include eliminating 
roadside parking to improve safety conflicts between roadside parked vehicles and cyclists and 
pedestrians. The Trailhead Improvements and No Roadside Parking within ¼ Mile of Trailheads 
Alternative would eliminate roadside parking within ¼ mile of either side of the trailheads. The 
Trailhead Improvements and No Roadside Parking from S.R. 209/S.R. 210 Intersection to 
Snowbird Entry 1 Alternative and the No Trailhead Improvements and No Roadside Parking from 
S.R. 209/S.R. 210 Intersection to Snowbird Entry 1 Alternative would eliminate all roadside 
parking, which would improve safety for cyclists and pedestrians. 

With the current trailhead and roadside parking, there are about 528 parking spaces. With the 
Trailhead Improvements and No Roadside Parking within ¼ Mile of Trailheads Alternative would 
reduce parking from 528 parking spaces to 511, the Trailhead Improvements and No Roadside 
Parking from S.R. 209/S.R. 210 Intersection to Snowbird Entry 1 Alternative would reduce parking 
from 528 to 221 parking spaces, and the No Trailhead Improvements and No Roadside Parking 
from S.R. 209/S.R. 210 Intersection to Snowbird Entry 1 Alternative would reduce parking from 
528 parking spaces to 99. 

In working with the USDA Forest Service regarding trailhead improvements, UDOT realized the 
need to establish a designated trailhead at the Bridge Trailhead since the area has heavy roadside 
parking. This trailhead would provide access to Little Cottonwood Creek and the Great White Icicle 
during the winter. 

UDOT would not implement a summer trailhead reservation system because traffic congestion is 
not a substantial issue in the summer and a trailhead reservation system is outside the authority of 
UDOT. Also see response 32.20B. 

B. A commenter asked why is the elimination of roadside parking a goal in the lower canyon. 
Shouldn’t UDOT just expand parking and improve roadside parking with better signage? 

The goal of reducing or eliminating roadside parking is to improve mobility on S.R. 210 near 
trailheads and at ski areas. The goals include preventing cyclists and pedestrians from being 
forced into the roadway travel lane, which is a safety concern; reducing the number of informal 
trailheads that contribute to erosion, mineral soil loss, the spread of invasive weeds, degradation 
of the watershed, and loss of native vegetation in the canyon; and reducing damage to the 
pavement along the roadway edge, which causes increased soil erosion, runoff into nearby 
streams, and degradation of the watershed. 

As discussed in response 32.2.6.2.4A of this section, UDOT has proposed several alternatives 
that would eliminate or reduce the amount of roadside parking. The USDA Forest Service 
manages parking according to desired future conditions stated in its 2003 Revised Forest Plan: 
Wasatch-Cache National Forest, so it is not under consideration to expand both parking lots and 
fix existing roadside parking by adding more pavement. In addition, adding more pavement to 
provide a larger parking area along the road would reduce some of the conflict, but recreationists 
would still need to park along the road and potentially walk in a travel lane or cross the road, which 
is a safety risk. For safety, the best option is to eliminate roadside parking and require people to 
park in designated and managed parking areas. 
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C. A commenter stated that the proposed water quality buffer on the south side of the proposed Gate 
Buttress parking area is useless and should be used for more parking. 

The water quality buffer would capture runoff from the parking area and allow the water to run 
under S.R. 210. During the final design process, UDOT might adjust the water quality buffer. 

D. A commenter asked why the White Pine Trailhead was redesigned with two separate entrances 
and said that UDOT should consider grade-separated entrances. 

The proposed design is based on safety standards to avoid poor sight distances on S.R. 210 in the 
vicinity of the trailhead. Building a flyover ramp for an exit would result in extensive environmental 
impacts and is not warranted for the limited amount of traffic. 

E. A commenter asked how the trailhead parking numbers were determined. 

The USDA Forest Service has been using the 2012 Cottonwood Canyons Parking Study – 
Existing Conditions (Avenue Consultants 2012) as the baseline for parking in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. None of the alternatives developed by UDOT for this analysis would increase parking 
levels in Little Cottonwood Canyon beyond those estimated in the Cottonwood Canyons Parking 
Study – Existing Conditions. The study included both designated and undesignated (shoulder) 
parking in the capacity analysis. Although some commenters stated that more than 30 cars can 
park in the Gate Buttress area, UDOT considered the numbers in the study as the baseline. The 
roadside parking adjacent to the trailheads was included in the parking data as roadside parking. 
See Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report June 8, 2020, of the EIS 
for more information regarding parking numbers. 

F. A commenter suggested that the dirt lot across from the proposed paved lot at the Lisa Falls 
trailhead be maintained and a pedestrian signal be included between the lots. 

UDOT included the number of parking spaces in the dirt lot in the proposed paved lot at Lisa Falls. 
Thus, there would not be a reduction in parking spaces. The USDA Forest Service’s 2003 Revised 
Forest Plan: Wasatch-Cache National Forest has an objective of not increasing the number of 
parking spaces in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The design of the Lisa Falls Trailhead also includes a 
pedestrian signal for those hikers wanting to cross S.R. 210 toward the Little Cottonwood Canyon 
Trail. One of the purposes of the improved trailheads is to minimize dirt parking areas which cause 
soil erosion and increase sediment into Little Cottonwood Creek. 

G. The Town of Alta commented that, if a pedestrian signal is installed at the Lisa Falls Trailhead, 
UDOT should consider ways to mitigate the impact that such a traffic signal could have on 
afternoon downhill ski traffic. 

If the Lisa Falls Trailhead is improved, UDOT will consider options to avoid downhill traffic delays 
when the signal is activated. It should be noted that the Lisa Falls Trailhead is not a popular winter 
destination and so activation of the signal in winter should be limited. 

H. A commented asked how trailhead improvements would interact with watershed provisions. 

As described in Section 12.4.3.5, Trailhead Parking Alternatives, of the EIS, UDOT would include 
appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to minimize pollutants from the improved trailhead 
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areas. Given the small amount of impervious area that would be added, the modeled in-stream 
water quality of Little Cottonwood Creek with this increased pavement at the proposed trailheads 
is the same as with the No-Action Alternative. With the exception of phosphorus concentrations, 
which would be the same as with the No-Action Alternative and which currently exceed standards, 
no numeric water quality standards associated with Little Cottonwood Creek’s beneficial uses 
would be exceeded. With paved trailheads, BMPs, and restricted roadside parking, there would be 
some water quality benefits with the trailhead improvements compared to the No-Action 
Alternative. 

Trailhead design including restrooms would be conducted in coordination with the USDA Forest 
Service and the Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities. Trailhead designs were developed to 
include buffer areas and stormwater BMPs. 

I. Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT’s trailhead parking improvements would expand the 
number of parking spaces beyond the levels in 2000 and that roadside parking should not be 
included in those levels. In addition, they commented that UDOT does not have the authority to 
conduct NEPA on Forest System lands. 

UDOT has worked extensively throughout the NEPA process with the USDA Forest Service on 
development of the alternatives including trailhead parking. During this process, the USDA Forest 
Service stated that moving legal roadside parking into designated trailhead parking lots would 
result in no change in overall parking capacity. Therefore, the alternatives developed by UDOT in 
conjunction with the USDA Forest Service do not increase parking levels beyond the levels in 
2000. UDOT expects that the elimination of roadside parking and improved designated parking 
with water quality best management practices (BMPs), restrooms, and focused used at developed 
sites would improve water quality. The improved trailheads would reduce “spider trails,” use of the 
forest as a bathroom, and erosion from roadside damage. 

UDOT does have the authority to prepare a NEPA document for its actions on and affecting Forest 
Service–managed lands. For the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS, the USDA Forest Service was a 
cooperating agency and will make decisions related to actions that occur on its lands. 

32.2.6.2.5 No Winter Parking Alternative 

A. Commenters asked whether winter parking would be limited and how such a limitation would affect 
backcountry access. 

The No Winter Parking Alternative would eliminate about 230 roadside parking spaces adjacent to 
the ski resorts in the UDOT right of way which would improve mobility on S.R. 210. Users can use 
transit to access the ski resorts and backcountry ski areas. UDOT would not construct additional 
parking above Snowbird Entry 1. Enforcement of no winter roadside parking would be the 
responsibility of local law enforcement. The location of the proposed no-winter-parking areas are 
shown in Figure 2.6-18, No Winter Parking Alternative – Eliminated Parking Areas, of the EIS. 

UDOT would not eliminate or manage parking on private property or federal lands that are not 
within the UDOT right-of-way. 
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B. A commenter asked why the ski resort area parking numbers of about 3,500 resort parking and 
900 adjacent roadside parking does not match the parking shown in Table 2.6-2 of the EIS. 

Based on a parking study conducted by Salt Lake County in 2012, there are about 3,500 parking 
spaces at the resorts and about 900 adjacent roadside parking spaces. Table 2.6-2, Trailhead 
Parking Alternatives – Total Parking Spaces from S.R. 209/S.R. 210 to Snowbird Entry 1 by 
Trailhead Alternative, of the EIS shows parking below Snowbird Entry 1 only and does not include 
the resort areas. The 2050 parking numbers used in the analysis assume that there is no increase 
in future parking. The USDA Forest Service manages in-canyon parking in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon per the Revised Forest Plan: Wasatch-Cache National Forest. For the purpose of 
watershed protection, the plan states that a desired future condition in the Tri-Canyon Area (Big 
Cottonwood, Little Cottonwood, and Mill Creek Canyons) is to maintain the parking capacities of 
canyon parking areas (ski-area lots, summer-use homes, and developed and dispersed recreation 
sites) so that parking capacity does not exceed that in year 2000 unless modification is needed for 
watershed protection or to facilitate mass transit. 

32.2.6.3 Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative 
Note to reader: UDOT’s responses to comments regarding the sub-alternatives (Mobility Hubs 
Alternative, Wasatch Boulevard alternatives, avalanche mitigation alternatives, trailhead parking 
alternatives, and the No Winter Parking Alternative), which are all part of the primary alternatives, 
are provided in Section 32.2.6.2, Enhanced Bus Service Alternative, of this chapter. Responses to 
comments regarding tolling, subsidizing transit fares, the method and timing of tolling, and other 
access-control options (limit parking, road closures, and vehicle occupancy restrictions), which are 
common among the primary alternatives, are provided in Section 32.2.4, Travel Demand 
Management Strategies Considered as Part of the Action Alternatives, of this chapter. 

A. Commenters said that buses would get stuck in the traffic in the ski resort parking lots, which 
would increase travel times. Other commenters said that the buses should provide direct service to 
the resorts. 

There would only be one bus stop at the Snowbird resort and one stop at the Alta resort. The bus 
stop at Snowbird would be located at Snowbird Entry 1 near the existing Creekside bus stop. The 
bus stop at Alta would be located in the town of Alta between the Alta Lodge and the Alta Rustler 
Lodge on the south side of S.R. 210. In addition, with the enhanced bus service alternatives, there 
would be a 30% reduction in personal vehicle use in the canyon, which in general would reduce 
congestion making traffic including buses operate in less congestion compared to today. Buses 
would not stop at the trailheads. Additional stops in the canyon would also add travel time to all 
travelers on the bus, making transit a less-attractive option. This is one reason why the bus service 
is direct to the ski resorts—so that Alta riders would not need to stop at Snowbird or vice versa. 

B. Commenters had questions about the peak-period shoulder lanes. Some commenters stated that 
people would drive in the bus-only peak-period shoulder lanes without enforcement. Other 
commenters asked whether personal vehicles, or only electric vehicles, could be allowed to drive 
in the peak-period shoulder lanes. Other commenters believed that the peak-period shoulder lanes 
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would be a highway of four lanes. Other commenters said that the road should be widened to the 
south side of S.R. 210 to avoid impacts to climbers. 

Enforcement. Enforcement is outside the scope of the EIS. The peak-period shoulder lanes would 
be marked for buses only, and a ticket would be issued and fine charged for violators. The bus 
lane would be for the enhanced bus service only. UDOT would not allow personal vehicles, private 
shuttles, or electric vehicles to use the peak-period shoulder lanes. Use of the lanes by electric 
vehicles might confuse other drivers, resulting in an enforcement issue. UDOT would not increase 
the speed limit of S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon as part of the alternative. UDOT does not 
anticipate additional vehicle collisions as a result of adding the peak-period shoulder lanes. 
Collisions currently occur, and the shoulder lanes would provide an option for vehicles to move 
around the collision. In fact, with a 30% reduction in vehicle traffic in the canyon, UDOT expects 
there to be fewer collisions, since they are influenced by the total number of miles traveled, which 
would be reduced. 

Roadway Width and Construction. The peak-period should lanes would be in use during peak 
winter times only and for buses only. The shoulders would be similar to any roadway shoulder and 
would not be a four-lane highway or freeway as suggested by some commenters. The shoulder 
lanes would be for buses only when needed, and for the reminder of the year they would be 
available to cyclists and pedestrians. As a result, the lanes would not add personal vehicle 
capacity to Little Cottonwood Canyon. The total pavement width including shoulders would be 
about 52 feet. Widening the road to accommodate the shoulder lanes would use standard 
engineering construction and safety practices and would require the use of retaining walls in 
certain locations. UDOT would conduct studies prior to construction to ensure that hillsides are 
retained. 

Some commenters said that the road should be widened to the south to avoid recreation impacts 
to boulders. However, widening to the south would directly impact Little Cottonwood Creek, so it 
was eliminated from consideration. 

C. Some commenters asked why the buses would not serve all the recreation trailheads in the 
canyon in both winter and summer. Other commenters requested that the buses serve the 
trailheads and other recreation areas. 

Bus service to the trailheads is not needed to meet the project purpose of improving mobility, since 
the majority of the vehicles that enter the canyon in the winter are going to the ski resorts (about 
90%). The main concern with mobility is during the winter when skiers arrive during the same peak 
travel period in the morning. By reducing use of vehicles by the main users (resort skiers), the 
recreation users who want to travel to the trailheads should have improved mobility on S.R. 210. 
Additional bus stops in the canyon would also add travel time for all travelers on the bus, making 
transit a less-attractive option for the majority of users. This is why the bus service is direct to the 
ski resorts–so that Alta riders would not need to stop at Snowbird or vice versa. 

During the summer, traffic is better dispersed throughout the day, so there is not a peak mobility 
concern that would warrant summer bus service in Little Cottonwood Canyon including at 
trailheads. In addition, having dispersed recreation and bus trailhead stops would allow more 
people to access the forest and substantially increase use at the trailheads. UDOT is not 
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responsible for increasing use at the trailheads or at dispersed recreation sites but for improving 
mobility on S.R. 210. In the future, if the USDA Forest Service identifies a need to increase transit 
service and thus increase the number of recreationists at the trailheads, it can work with UTA 
and/or others to evaluate transit service independent of the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
process. In addition, the USDA Forest Service outside the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS process 
can potentially implement a parking permit system at trailheads under their current authorities. 

D. Commenters stated that the bus alternatives’ capital cost and operations could be phased, making 
the alternative more flexible as future transportation conditions change. 

As stated in Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternative(s), of the Draft and Final 
EISs, UDOT has said that one of the benefits of the enhanced bus service alternatives is that they 
could be implemented in a phased manner accounting for changes in future conditions. In addition, 
the enhanced bus service alternatives are also scalable and can be modified based on future 
demand and changes in conditions. This allows the alternatives to have greater flexibility as 
conditions change without a large up-front capital cost. 

E. Commenters asked whether the buses used in Little Cottonwood Canyon during the winter would 
be shared with the National Parks in the summer, saving the cost of buying the buses. Other 
commenters asked whether the steep grades and snowfall in Little Cottonwood Canyon require 
the use of special buses or whether four-wheel drive buses could be used. Other commenters 
asked for the buses to have bathrooms and wifi. 

The ski buses would be similar to the existing 35-foot-long ski buses in operation today. These 
buses have a capacity of about 42 people and are designed specifically for operation in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon to handle the steep grades, snow, and limited turning space in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. The buses have special transmissions, automatically deploying snow chains, 
and a smaller size than normal transit buses. Given the special configurations of the buses, they 
might not meet the need of the National Parks. The buses could be used to serve other transit 
routes in the off season. 

UDOT is not aware of four-wheel-drive buses that provide the bus person-capacity needed to meet 
the demand in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The current buses have deployable chain systems, 
which assist with traction during winter driving conditions. 

The type of amenities on the bus would be determined by UDOT during the time of purchase while 
considering the cost of the bus. 

UDOT evaluated articulated (tandem) buses. Articulated bus do not work on snow and ice 
because they jackknife. 

F. Commenters asked that UDOT consider electric buses. Other commenters stated that the electric 
buses might be more expensive for initial purchase but would save money in yearly operational 
costs. 

The bus size and technology could change in the future, but the assumption for the EIS is that the 
buses would be similar to the existing 35-foot-long diesel ski buses in operation today (for more 
details, see Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report June 8, 2020, of 
the Draft EIS). Analyzing diesel buses in the EIS is a “worst-case” analysis allowing UDOT to use 
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diesel buses until electric buses can be evaluated. If UDOT analyzed only electric buses in the 
EIS, it would not be possible to use diesel buses in the interim. If an enhanced bus service 
alternative is selected, UDOT would evaluate electric or hybrid bus technology at the time of bus 
purchase to determine the feasibility of using it in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

G. Commenters asked how many buses would be required for the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-
period Shoulder Lane Alternative. 

See Section 2.6.2.1, Bus Service, of the EIS for more details regarding bus operations. About 
45 buses total would be required. The bus service would be every 5 minutes from two mobility 
hubs for a total of 24 buses per hour. 

H. Commenters asked whether the peak-period shoulder lanes would be available to cyclists and 
pedestrians when not in use by buses and how the system would operate. 

Yes, when not in use during busy winter ski days, the peak-period shoulder lanes would be 
available to cyclists and pedestrians. There would be signs stating when the lanes are in use by 
buses so that cyclists and pedestrians can avoid use. The shoulder lanes would be in operation 
mostly during the winter during the morning and evening peak travel periods. Personal vehicles 
would not be allowed to drive or park in the lanes at any time. The lanes would not be barrier-
protected since this would impede snow removal from the roadway. 

I. A commenter stated that the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative is only a short-term solution and 
would not solve the long-term problem. 

All of the primary alternatives, including the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane 
Alternative, were designed to solve the transportation problem to the design year of 2050. 

J. A commenter stated that the peak-period shoulder lanes should include a barrier between the bus-
only lane and the general-purpose lane to improve pedestrian and cyclist safety and keep vehicles 
from using the bus-only lane. 

The use of a permanent barrier or even removable delineators would obstruct snow removal 
operations in the winter. In addition, removable delineators, if used, would require continual 
maintenance in the summer since they would be damaged by vehicles and would not provide 
enough of a barrier from stopping vehicles from entering the bus-only lane. 

K. Commenters asked when the bus service would operate. 

The bus service would operate during the winter from late November to mid-April, similar to the 
existing ski bus service. The hours of operation would likely be from 7 AM to 7 PM. 

L. A commenter wanted UDOT to consider side-loading buses and no seats (standing only). 

UDOT is not sure what is meant by side-loading buses. Given the curves in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and the time it takes to get to the ski resorts, UDOT believes that having seats is the best 
option. 
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M. A commenter stated that better-located bus stops with improved turning radius could allow for 
larger buses in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

UDOT would provide only one bus stop at each resort. The stop would accommodate appropriate 
bus turning movements. However, in addition to the bus stops, the turning access onto and off of 
S.R. 210 is tight for longer buses. 

N. Commenters asked how often would the bus run and stated that frequent service is needed to 
each resort to make the option attractive. Others asked what is the capacity of the bus service. 

The enhanced bus service consists of high-frequency bus service from two mobility hubs directly 
to the ski resorts (no intermediate stops) and directly to each resort where there would be a public 
bus station at each resort. Although the exact hours of operation have not been determined, it is 
likely that the enhanced ski bus service would operate 7 days per week between 7 AM and 7 PM 
with peak service in the morning (7 AM to 10 AM) and afternoon (3 PM to 6 PM). Although 
employees to the resorts might arrive earlier than 7 AM or stay later than 7 PM, the demand for 
bus service at these times would be low. It would not be cost-efficient to operate the buses when 
demand is low during the winter, and operation during this time is off peak when traffic on S.R. 210 
is low. However, once the service is operational UDOT, would consider running less-frequent bus 
service to accommodate resort employees. 

The service would run during the winter only and would operate from late November through mid-
April, the same as the current ski bus service. The total person-capacity of the enhanced bus 
service during the peak period would be about 1,008 persons per hour assuming a 42-person bus 
capacity (assuming both seated and standing passengers based on data provided by UTA). UDOT 
determined that 1,008 persons during the peak hour is the capacity necessary to meet the 2050 
expected peak-hour demand. There is no need to scale the bus to a greater capacity by the 2050 
planning horizon; thus the bus system meets the capacity requirements to meet the project 
purpose. 

The bus service assumes 5-minute departures during the peak service periods. UTA has stated 
that bus departures more frequent than 5 minutes would not be possible because of bus loading 
and unloading. The bus service is based on buses leaving every 10 minutes from each mobility 
hub to each ski resort for a total of 24 buses per hour. The system would provide a timely, reliable 
service. 

The hourly bus capacity assumes 42 people per bus, which includes both seated and standing 
passengers. With seated and standing passengers, the hourly bus capacity would be about 1,008 
people per hour. The current and proposed ski bus can seat about 25 people, so the seated 
capacity would be about 600 passengers per hour. 

O. Commenters asked whether the buses would include specialized ski racks and jacket hooks. 
Other commenters asked for front-facing seats. 

The final configuration of the enhanced buses has not been determined. UDOT would design the 
buses to facilitate easy passenger loading and unloading. 
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P. Commenters stated that the enhanced bus service would still be subject to bad weather and 
roadway incidents. 

The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would have the best transit 
travel time at 24 minutes and the best transit travel time with transfers at 36 minutes. These travel 
times are 10 minutes and 18 minutes faster, respectively, than the next-best alternatives. By 
driving in a separate travel lane, buses could operate around most vehicle slideoffs and accidents. 
UDOT would plow the lanes during snow events. However, UDOT understands that this alternative 
would be less reliable in snow conditions and if incidents occur in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

It is not possible to predict how snow would change the travel time of the bus service since each 
snow event is different. 

Commenters stated that the potential for weather delays should be included in the travel time 
analysis. However, there are too many variables to accurately predict how travel time would be 
delayed and on how many days. Since they all include bus service, all of the primary alternatives 
could occasionally be delayed by weather. 

Q. A commenter asked whether residents at the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon would need to 
drive out of direction to access the mobility hubs to use transit. 

Yes, the only way to use the transit options would be to use the mobility hub or La Caille base 
station parking. If more stops are included, this would reduce the bus travel time for the majority of 
users, making the bus service less appealing. 

R. A commenter stated that the travel times for the bus should include potential delays due to ice or 
snow on the road. 

All travel times presented in the EIS for all primary alternatives are for dry weather conditions, 
which is the majority of the time. It is not possible to predict travel times based on ice and snow on 
the road because conditions vary between each snow event and the impact it has on travel. UDOT 
states in the analysis that snow on S.R. 210 would reduce the bus reliability, and UDOT would 
factor that condition into the final decision. 

S. The Town of Alta commented that the peak-period shoulder lanes could increase the speed in 
which personal vehicles drive because of the wider nature of S.R. 210. 

The peak-period shoulders lanes would not be implemented in the town of Alta. For the remainder 
of S.R. 210, it is not possible to predict whether vehicles would increase speeds on S.R. 210 
because of a wider road. UDOT would not increase the speed limit, and local law enforcement 
would continue to be responsible for enforcement. 

T. Cottonwood Heights City commented that the enhanced bus service alternatives should be looked 
at for possible public-private partnerships. 

UDOT will consider any public-private partnerships brought forward for any of the selected 
alternatives. 
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U. UTA commented that the Final EIS should include bus station designs at the ski resorts that 
minimize interaction with resort parking and pedestrians. 

UDOT is working with UTA and the ski resorts regarding plans for bus stations at the resorts if one 
of the enhanced bus service alternatives is selected. UDOT has included design plans in the Final 
EIS and has coordinated with UTA on those plans. 

V. UTA commented that the peak-period shoulder lanes should be 12 feet wide, should be kept clear 
of snow, and should include guardrails on the uphill lane to prevent buses from sliding off the road. 

UDOT is committed to working with UTA regarding the final design of the peak-period shoulder 
lanes if the alternative is selected. UDOT is proposing to include more guardrails in key high-
accident locations. However, guardrails along the entire route in the canyon would make snow 
removal operations and avalanche mitigation difficult since snow is often pushed off the road. 
UDOT would move snow from the shoulder lanes during snow events. 

32.2.6.4 Gondola Alternative A (Starting at Canyon Entrance) 

Note to reader: Responses to some of the general comments 
regarding gondola types, gondola operating times, operating 
seasons, operational weather conditions, frequency of service, 
service to trailheads, phased implementation, and other factors 
that apply to both Gondola Alternative A (Starting at Canyon 
Entrance) and Gondola Alternative B (Starting at La Caille) are 
provided in Section 32.2.6.5, Gondola Alternative B (Starting at 
La Caille), of this chapter. 

Some comments referred to, or supported, a “tram” up the 
canyon. A tram or tramway is a specific type of aerial transit that 
was not considered as a feasible alternative because it would 
have limited capacity over longer distances, as described in 
Section 2.2, Alternatives Development and Screening Process, 
of the EIS. However, comments referencing a tram were taken 
to mean a gondola alternative. 

UDOT’s responses to comments on the sub-alternatives 
(Mobility Hubs Alternative, Wasatch Boulevard alternatives, 
avalanche mitigation alternatives, trailhead parking alternatives, 
and the No Winter Parking Alternative), which are all part of the 
primary alternatives, are provided in Section 32.2.6.2, Enhanced 
Bus Service Alternative, of this chapter. 

Responses to comments on tolling, subsidizing transit fares, the method and timing of tolling, and 
other access-control options (limit parking, road closures, and vehicle occupancy restrictions), 
which would be common among the primary alternatives, are provided in Section 32.2.4, Travel 
Demand Management Strategies Considered as Part of the Action Alternatives, of this chapter. 

What are terminal, base, and 
angle stations and towers? 

As used in the discussions of the 
gondola alternatives, the term 
terminal station refers to the first 
and last stations on a passen-
ger’s gondola trip. Passengers 
board and disembark the 
gondola cabins at the terminal 
stations. 

The base station is the terminal 
station at the bottom of the 
canyon, and a destination station 
is a terminal station at a ski 
resort. 

The gondola alternatives also 
include angle stations, which are 
needed to adjust the horizontal 
direction of the gondola cabins. 

Towers support the gondola 
cable. 
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A. A commenter asked how riders would access the Gondola Alternative A base station without 
parking at the base station. 

With Gondola Alternative A, gondola riders would park at mobility hubs at the gravel pit (about 
1,500 parking spaces) and at 9400 South and Highland Drive (about 1,000 parking spaces). Buses 
would be used to transport passengers from the mobility hubs to the gondola base station. See 
Section 2.6.4, Gondola Alternative A (Starting at Canyon Entrance), of the EIS for more 
information regarding Gondola Alternative A. 

B. Commenters expressed concerns about adequate ridership because of the inconvenience of two 
transfers (personal vehicle to bus to gondola) with Gondola Alternative A. 

Comment noted. As described in Section 2.2.4, Preferred Alternative Selection, of Appendix 2G, 
Preferred Alternative Selection Memorandum, of the EIS, because of the parking at the base 
station which results in better transit mode travel time (in part due to the need for one fewer 
transfer) and lower operating cost, Gondola Alternative B was selected over Gondola Alternative A 
as a more attractive option. 

C. A commenter stated that the gondola would eliminate the potential for emergency response 
helicopters to access Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

Helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft could still access Little Cottonwood Canyon with the gondola 
system. The gondola alignment would be mostly on the north side of S.R. 210, leaving other areas 
for aircraft to operate. Appropriate safety measures would be in place to warn aircraft of the 
gondola system. Gondola systems of this size operate in other locations that take into account 
aircraft flight. 

D. A commenter asked whether the gondola could be used to deliver supplies to the ski resorts. 

Yes, if needed, the gondola could be used to deliver supplies to the ski resorts. 

32.2.6.5 Gondola Alternative B (Starting at La Caille) 
Note to reader: Responses to comments on tolling, subsidizing transit fares, the method and 
timing of tolling, and other access-control options (limit parking, road closures, and vehicle 
occupancy restrictions), which would be common among the primary alternatives, are provided in 
Section 32.2.4, Travel Demand Management Strategies Considered as Part of the Action 
Alternatives, of this chapter. 

UDOT’s responses to comments on the sub-alternatives (Mobility Hubs Alternative, Wasatch 
Boulevard alternatives, avalanche mitigation alternatives, trailhead parking alternatives, and the 
No Winter Parking Alternative), which are all part of the primary alternatives, are provided in 
Section 32.2.6.2, Enhanced Bus Service Alternative, of this chapter. 
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A. Commenters stated that the gondola would be a large fixed capital expenditure that would be 
difficult to modify in the future if conditions change or if the planning assumptions that were made 
prove invalid. 

As stated in Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternative(s), of the Draft and Final 
EISs, UDOT acknowledges that one of the disadvantages of the gondola alternatives is that the 
construction of the main gondola could not be phased and would be a one-time capital investment 
that reduces future flexibility. However, the number of cabins can be scaled to reduce or add 
capacity depending on future demands within the limits of the evaluation conducted in the EIS. 
The energy cost to operate the system is the same when the gondola is operating, but labor cost 
can potentially be reduced depending on the level of demand. 

B. Commenters asked whether all of the vegetation under the gondola alignment would need to be 
cleared. 

No vegetation removal is required beneath most of the gondola alignment. Vegetation would need 
to be removed at the tower footprints plus about 2 to 3 acres of tall trees at the angle station just 
west of Tanners Flat campground in Little Cottonwood Canyon where cabins must descend to the 
angle station. Given the height of the towers, the gondola cabins would be well above tree height 
except at the approach to the angle station. 

C. A commenter stated that the line of people waiting to use the gondola would be so long that the 
gondola would not get used. Others wanted to know how many cabins the system would include. 
Others asked whether the cabins would have ventilation. Commenters stated that the capacity of a 
cabin is less than then 35 people noted in the EIS. Others asked how many seats would a 
cabin have. 

The final design of the gondola operation has not been determined. However, the gondola service 
could be adjusted to minimize wait times during peak and non-peak use periods. Although the 
exact number of cabins has not been determined, a gondola cabin would arrive about every 
2 minutes and carry 35 people per cabin. The cabins would include windows at the top of the cabin 
to provide ventilation, and cabins do have some areas to place skis along the interior walls. Based 
on UDOT’s analysis, the average wait time for the gondola would be between 4 and 8 minutes 
depending on cabin occupancy. The gondola ride time would be about 27 minutes to the Snowbird 
resort and 37 minutes to the Alta resort, with the travel time being the same up or down the 
canyon. 

The manufacturers of the gondola systems state that a standing and seated capacity of up to 
35 people per cabin is possible. UDOT could use the seated capacity of 24 to 28 people 
depending on cabin design and increase the number of cabins to achieve the same goal of 1,000 
people per hour. UDOT could also have two waiting lines for the gondola—one line for those who 
want a seat and a second line for those who are willing to stand. A gondola cabin would leave the 
base station about every 1 minute 30 seconds. 

The gondola would run at capacity only during peak winter periods. 
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D. Commenters asked whether the gondola would remove 100% of cars in the canyon. Commenters 
also asked whether, when the gondola stops running, cars would be allowed in the canyon. 

The goal of the gondola alternatives is to reduce personal vehicle use on busy winter ski days in 
the peak hour by about 30%. Personal vehicles would still be allowed in the canyon at all times but 
might need to pay a toll in upper Little Cottonwood Canyon. There would still be parking at the ski 
resorts. 

E. Commenters asked UDOT to consider the traffic congestion that could be created with a parking 
structure at the gondola base station at La Caille. How will people know when the lot is full? 

UDOT conducted an independent traffic evaluation of the proposed gondola base station off North 
Little Cottonwood Road to develop traffic-mitigation strategies. As stated in Section 7.4.5.2, 
S.R. 210 – North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta, of the EIS, with Gondola Alternative B, UDOT 
would improve North Little Cottonwood Road and build a new access from Wasatch Boulevard to 
alleviate any unacceptable traffic congestion. The improvements would include road widening and 
improved access points to the parking structure. UDOT’s analysis was based on a total of 1,550 
vehicles wanting to enter Little Cottonwood Canyon on the 30th-busiest hour in 2050. Of those 
vehicles, UDOT would divert about 400 to 450 vehicles to transit through tolling. To enhance entry 
into the parking structure, there would be a direct-access ramp from North Little Cottonwood Road 
and a separate access off of Wasatch Boulevard, and vehicles would not need to stop at a ticket 
kiosk before entering the parking garage. As part of the Final EIS process, UDOT updated the 
La Caille parking structure from 1,500 parking spaces to 2,500 parking spaces and conducted a 
new traffic analysis and still found that North Little Cottonwood Road and Wasatch Boulevard 
would operate at acceptable levels of congestion. The 2,500-parking space structure would 
eliminate the need for the mobility hubs and bus service. 

F. A commenter asked whether the gondola would operate all year and at what times of day the 
gondola would operate. Other commenters wanted to know whether the gondola would operate in 
the summer. Other commenters asked whether the base station would include shops and bars. 

The gondola would operate during winter and might operate during the summer and would likely 
operate each day of the week. The gondola would likely operate from 7 AM to 7 PM during the 
winter and from 8 AM to 8 PM during the summer. Once the system becomes operational, UDOT 
might adjust the time of operations, but during the summer UDOT would not operate the gondola 
during the Tanners Flat Campground quiet hours of 10 PM to 7 AM. The winter times would 
coincide with peak demands for resort users. Although ski resort employees might arrive earlier 
than 7 AM or stay later than 7 PM, the demand for gondola use at these times would be low. It 
might not be cost-effective to operate the gondola when demand is low during the winter, and 
operation during this time is off peak when traffic on S.R. 210 is low. 

The gondola might be closed during off-peak seasons for routine maintenance and potentially low 
use. To meet the project purpose of improving winter mobility, the gondola does not need to 
operate outside the winter ski season; however, UDOT believes that some people would want to 
ride the gondola in the summer. Because there is not a mobility need to have summer operations, 
the cost to ride the gondola during the summer would not be subsidized, and thus would likely limit 
usage since personal vehicles would be a less-expensive and faster mode of transportation. 
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UDOT has not determined what amenities would be included at the gondola base station. 

G. Commenters asked why the gondola would not stop at the trailheads. Other commenters asked 
where the gondola would stop. 

The gondola would stop only at the two ski resorts. Gondola service to the trailheads is not needed 
to meet the project purpose of improving mobility, since the majority of vehicles that enter the 
canyon during the winter are going to the ski resorts. The main concern with mobility is during the 
winter when skiers arrive during the same peak travel period in the morning. By addressing the 
main users (resort skiers), the recreation users who want to travel to the trailheads should have 
improved mobility on S.R. 210. Additional stops within the canyon would also add travel time to all 
travelers, making transit a less-attractive option. Additionally, gondola stops at the White Pine 
Trailhead would require the gondola stop to be located in an avalanche zone, making the system 
have more avalanche delays and reducing the overall reliability. Backcountry skiers and hikers 
who want to access the trailheads can still use their personal vehicles. 

H. Commenters stated that the gondola system could be operated during interlodge events to allow 
skiers to leave the resorts. Other commenters asked whether the gondola would operate during 
avalanche mitigation. 

Most interlodge events require everyone to be inside a building, and this would include gondola 
staff and users. Therefore, the system would not be in operation during an interlodge event. During 
an interlodge event, skiers would be required to stay at the resort, similar to existing interlodge 
events. If the interlodge event ends but S.R. 210 is still closed for snow removal, people could use 
the gondola to leave the canyon. In an emergency evacuation situation (a heart attack, for 
example), if a helicopter could not be used, the gondola could operate to get a person out of the 
canyon. Outside the gondola’s operating hours, normal emergency evacuation procedures 
would apply. 

The gondola would not operate when artillery is in use. 
However, the gondola would begin operation after the 
avalanche mitigation has stopped, the system is inspected, and 
oftentimes while the road is still being cleared of avalanche 
debris. The gondola system would need to be inspected quickly 
after artillery use to maintain reliability, and, once a detailed 
safety plan is developed, UDOT would determine how 
inspections would occur. This safety plan would take into 
account a revised avalanche-mitigation operation that would be 
needed with the addition of snow sheds and the substantial 
reduction in the number of artillery shells used in the avalanche 
paths with the snow sheds. Immediately prior to artillery use, the gondola alignment in the 
segment of the artillery use would be quickly cleared of cabins. If the gondola is not operating for a 
mid-day avalanche mitigation (depending on the time of day and location of avalanche control), 
there could be longer wait times to use the gondola. The EIS analysis did not evaluate all 
scenarios; however, UDOT believes that the occasionally needed gondola inspection and repairs 
would represent a minor period in comparison to the overall gondola operating time. 

What is an interlodge event? 

An interlodge event occurs when 
snow levels are so great and the 
avalanche danger is so extreme 
that patrons and employees of 
the Alta and Snowbird resorts 
are confined to resort buildings 
during avalanche-mitigation 
operations. 
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Numerous commenters said that UDOT has overstated the reliability of the gondola since during 
avalanche mitigation the system would not operate and the inspection of the system following the 
use of artillery might take as long as opening the road to vehicles. The exact time of getting the 
gondola system operating after avalanche mitigation would be determined once an operation plan 
is developed. The cables could be inspected quickly by use of video cameras and would not 
require operations personnel to climb the towers. In addition, cabins would be removed only in a 
small section of the gondola alignment with the cabins being placed at a station (base, angle, or 
terminal station) close to the closure. Cabins can quickly be added back onto the system. The 
operation plan for avalanche mitigation would be prepared if a gondola alternative is selected. 

Overall, the reliability of the gondola system would still be better than vehicles on S.R. 210. First, 
when the road is open and it is snowing, S.R. 210 traffic moves slowly and typically has numerous 
incidents, which reduce the road’s reliability. The gondola system operation would not be impacted 
under these conditions and thus would be more reliable. S.R. 210’s main reliability issue is when 
the road is open and snow is falling. Because the amount of snow and the number of days of snow 
vary, it is not possible to predict the number of days or hours when reliability would be improved. 

Finally, if the avalanche mitigation is occurring, the cabins would be held at one of the gondola 
stations. Once the system begins to operate, cabins would be waiting to load at a greater rate than 
under normal operating conditions. This would be similar to numerous buses waiting to pick up 
passengers. 

I. Commenters asked whether bicycles would be accommodated on the gondola cabins. 

With regard to accommodations for cyclists, there are currently no designated NFS trails directly 
connecting the ski areas to the entrance to the canyon. For this reason, to minimize the potential 
for cyclists to use and develop unauthorized trails, bicycles would be prohibited from being brought 
into the gondola cabins until the USDA Forest Service makes an administrative decision regarding 
the construction of NFS trails below the ski areas for bicycle use. 

J. Commenters suggested that the parking structure at the gondola base station should be greater 
than the 1,500 spaces suggested by UDOT. Residents near the Little Cottonwood Canyon 
entrance said that they would need to travel out of direction to access the base station. 

After the release of the Draft EIS, UDOT revised the parking at the gondola base station at 
La Caille from 1,500 to the maximum needed for the alternative of 2,500 to reduce the need for a 
transfer from a mobility hub and associated bus. To meet the 2050 demand of 30% of the vehicles 
switching to transit, UDOT needs to have a total of about 2,500 parking spaces, not the 7,000 
suggested by some commenters. With the 2,500 parking spaces at La Caille, UDOT would be able 
to accommodate all expected users without the need for additional parking spaces to become 
available. 

The base station would not impact use of the existing restaurant at La Caille. 

Residents near the S.R. 210 and S.R. 209 intersection would need to drive out of direction to the 
gondola base station, but the distance would be less than 1 mile. 

K. Commenters stated that the gondola could be stopped during extreme weather such as high winds 
and heavy snow. Other commenters asked whether the gondola would be designed to take into 
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account high winds, heavy snow, lightning, and avalanches. Other commenters were concerned 
about the system reliability and emergency evacuation. Other commenters asked how wildfires 
would impact the system. 

The gondola could operate in snow and in wind speeds up to 68 miles per hour. The gondola 
would likely be able to continue to operate in weather events that would require the road to close 
or become congested because of the bad weather. It should also be noted that the gondola 
alignment would be located at the bottom of Little Cottonwood Canyon, which is less prone to the 
strong winds that stop the Snowbird Tram near the ridgeline of the mountains. 

The gondola system, including the terminal stations, would be designed to account for the winds, 
snow loads, rock stability, flooding, and canyon avalanches. The gondola alignment and stations 
evaluated in the Draft EIS were designed considering avalanche paths in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. UDOT expects the gondola to have over 95% reliability and would evaluate the benefits 
of adding redundancies to the gondola operational system. The system would include emergency 
backup power. The gondola would not operate if there is lightning occurring near the system. 
Based on National Ocean and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) data from November through 
April from 2001 to 2021, on average about three lighting strikes per winter season occurred in the 
area of the proposed gondola alignment. About 60% of lighting events occurred during spring 
storms in March and April. The data do not provide the time of day, so some of the lighting strikes 
could occur outside the gondola operation hours. 

Ground-based evacuation of three-cable (3S) gondolas is uncommon. The lifts are equipped with 
a variety of integrated rescue systems that essentially pull the gondola cabins to the nearest 
station or tower where passengers can descend to the ground. Cabins would also be outfitted with 
emergency essentials (water, sanitary bags, and other emergency needs). 

The gondola can operate when the road is closed to vehicle traffic because of the built-in safety 
systems and the ability to pull cabins to the nearest tower in an emergency. 3S gondolas can 
operate without convenient tower access. Safety standards for lift operation do require that tower 
access be provided for ready access from the ground to all the tower tops. Towers are required to 
have ladders. Most towers are accessed by snowmobile, skiing, or walking. The gondola system 
would not operate while active avalanche mitigation is occurring but could operate once mitigation 
is over and while S.R. 210 is closed to remove snow since access can be provided to the towers 
by snowmobiles or other emergency equipment. In the rare event that the gondola system is 
damaged during avalanche mitigation, it would need to be repaired. It would not be possible to 
predict the time need to repair the gondola without knowing how the system was damaged. 

The gondola system could be impacted by wildfires. The towers would be made of metal, which 
provides some protection against the effects of wildfires. If a wildfire did occur in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, the gondola system would be inspected to determine whether any damage had occurred. 
Since wildfires typically do not occur during the winter, a wildfire would not affect winter operations. 
The gondola system would also not increase the potential for wildfires since smoking would not be 
allowed in the gondola cabins. 
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L. Commenters asked whether access roads would be required to the gondola towers. Others asked 
how many towers would be required and what the height would be. 

Table 2.6-4, Gondola Alternative A – Tower Height and Construction Method, and Table 2.6-6, 
Gondola Alternative B – Tower Height and Construction Method, of the EIS presents the number 
of towers and the preliminary construction approach. Towers immediately adjacent to the road 
might require some access. Towers farther from the road could be constructed by helicopter and 
not require access roads. The vegetation around the towers would be restored after construction. 
A total of about 22 towers would be required and would be between 131 feet and 262 feet high. 
The height of the towers is based on the need to avoid avalanche powder blasts. Finally, most 
towers would be located next to or close to S.R. 210, making easy ground access to the towers if 
needed for repair work. 

M. A commenter asked whether bicycle lanes would be provided to the gondola base station. 

There would be bicycle lanes on Wasatch Boulevard and on North Little Cottonwood Road to the 
gondola base station. 

N. Commenters suggested that the capacity of the gondola system be increased beyond the 1,000 
people per hour identified in the Draft EIS. Other commenters stated that the capacity of the 
system would not meet the demand. 

A 3S (three-cable) gondola system has an hourly operating capacity of between 4,000 to 5,000 
people per hour, and the capacity can be increased by simply adding more cabins to the initial 
system. However, to meet the project purpose of improving mobility on S.R. 210 in 2050, UDOT 
only needs to reduce the number of vehicles that enter Little Cottonwood Canyon in the peak hour 
by about 30%. Reducing the number of vehicles by 30% would require the gondola system to 
carry about 1,000 people per hour. Designing a system to carry more users is possible but not 
warranted to meet the project purpose. The gondola system is based on the number of parking 
spaces that supports the system, which is 2,500 vehicles. Once the parking is full, the gondola 
system has reached its capacity. So capacity cannot be increased beyond the design of parking 
unless more parking is added. To increase the amount of parking or the capacity of the system, 
UDOT would need to conduct additional evaluation of the system if the capacity is reached 
before 2050. 

During non-peak times, the number of gondola cabins in use can be adjusted. 

O. A commenter asked how long it would take to ride the gondola. 

The proposed gondola system would be a 3S (three-cable) system, which is one of the fastest 
gondola systems available. The gondola ride time would be about 27 minutes to the Snowbird 
resort and 37 minutes to the Alta resort, with the travel time being the same up or down the 
canyon. Taking into account parking a vehicle at the base station and boarding the gondola cabin, 
the total time would be about 45 minutes to Snowbird and 55 minutes to Alta. This compares to a 
driving time of about 40 minutes under busy conditions. 
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P. A commenter asked whether the gondola could be supported by 100% renewable energy and how 
the gondola would be powered. 

The gondola would be powered by the available electric system in place at the time of operation. 
UDOT can explore the potential to obtain all or a substantial portion of the power from renewable 
energy. 

Q. A commenter asked who would operate the gondola. 

UDOT has not determined the operator of the gondola system. It could be a public entity or a 
private vendor. 

R. A commenter asked whether a gondola rider destined for Alta would have to stop at Snowbird. 
Other commenters asked whether, at the end of the ski day, all of the gondola cabins arriving at 
Snowbird would be full with Alta users. 

Depending on the final design, gondola riders destined for Alta might need to disembark at the 
Snowbird station and transition to a separate gondola segment that runs between Snowbird and 
Alta. If a transfer is required, the gondola segments would share the same station, and the transfer 
would occur a short distance apart. Gondola users would not be required to change cabins at the 
angle stations at the Little Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot or just west of Tanners Flat 
Campground. 

At the end of the ski day, the gondola system would be managed to ensure that both Alta users 
and Snowbird users are accommodated. Users at Snowbird or Alta could use the gondola to 
transfer to either ski resort. 

Because each ski resort would have only one gondola stop, it would be the responsibility of the 
resorts to shuttle patrons to other parts of the resorts as necessary. 

S. A commenter stated that the gondola station at Alta would disrupt ski resort operations. 

The location of the gondola station was coordinated with Alta ski resort. If Gondola Alternative B is 
selected, UDOT will continue to work with Alta on any final location adjustments. 

T. A commenter asked whether the gondola could include solar panels or wind turbines. 

The currently existing gondola cabins do not include solar panels, and the infrastructure would not 
support wind turbines. 

U. Commenters asked whether the gondola cabins are climate-controlled, whether they include 
charging ports, and where skis would be stored. 

UDOT has not determined the final configuration of the gondola cabins. The cabins would include 
ventilation and could also contain heated seats and charging ports. Similar gondola systems allow 
skiers to bring the skis with them into the cabin. 
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V. A commenter stated that the bus travel time from the mobility hubs to the La Caille base station 
doesn’t seem long enough. Others commented that with, the longer travel time, no one would take 
the bus from the mobility hubs to the base station. 

For the Draft EIS analysis, all travel times start at Fort Union Boulevard whether one takes the bus 
or drives a personal vehicle, so the travel time would be the same. The bus from the mobility hub 
would add 4 minutes to the travel time. The 4 minutes is the time to exit the bus and walk to the 
La Caille base station. As part of the Final EIS process, UDOT updated the La Caille parking 
structure from 1,500 parking spaces to 2,500 parking spaces. The 2,500 parking space structure 
would eliminate the need for the mobility hubs and bus service. 

W. Commenters asked how the gondola system would be protected from vandalism. 

The gondola system would have security systems in place, and towers would have security 
fences. The fences would not obstruct wildlife or create any water quality erosion concerns. 

X. Commenters asked whether the gondola base station could include shops and restaurants. 

The final configuration of the gondola base station, including commercial businesses, has not been 
determined. 

Y. A commenter asked whether the personal time of riding the gondola has been factored into the 
yearly operational cost. 

The cost of time is usually factored into work trips or truck trips. Recreation time is a discretionary 
trip and is not factored into a cost of a trip. Therefore, personal travel time cost was not included in 
the analysis. 

Z. Commenters asked whether snow sheds would still be required with the gondola alternatives. 

Yes, since the gondola alternatives would reduce vehicle traffic by about 30% on S.R. 210, there is 
still a need for snow sheds to improve the reliability and safety of S.R. 210 for the remaining 70% 
of vehicles. Without the snow sheds, the reliability and safety of S.R. 210 would not be 
substantially improved. 

AA. A commenter asked whether there would be a shuttle bus from the Snowbird gondola station to 
the White Pine Trailhead. 

There would be no shuttle service to the White Pine Trailhead or any trailheads as part of the 
alternatives. UDOT’s goal is not to increase use at the trailheads. 

BB. Commenters stated that the gondola would be the longest in the world and would be difficult to 
design and operate. 

The proposed gondola system would use existing technology that is in use throughout the world. 
The system would have at least three separate segments which are within the same length as 
other systems in operation. Existing gondola manufacturers have designed and built similar 
systems. The final operator of the system has not been determined; however, UDOT could 
contract the operation with firms experienced in running gondola systems. 
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CC. A commenter asked whether the La Caille base station would impact existing buildings. 

No, the base station would be located east of the La Caille restaurant on vacant land. 

DD. Commenters asked whether the gondola alignment could be moved to avoid impacts to homes or 
recreation resources. 

Many factors were used to develop the gondola alignment including minimizing home impacts, 
avoiding avalanche paths, avoiding wilderness areas and Little Cottonwood Creek, and avoiding 
impacts to commercial businesses. UDOT was able to directly avoid overflight of wilderness and 
private homes. It should also be noted that gondola alignments need to run in straight lines unless 
an angle station is introduced which requires the gondola cables to come near the ground. UDOT 
would not place an angle station in an avalanche path since it would impact the operation of the 
gondola. Based on all of these criteria, UDOT optimized the gondola alignment and believes that 
the alignment in the EIS is the best alignment possible considering all of the factors. If the Gondola 
Alternative B is selected, the final structural design of towers and stations would consider 
avalanche runout zones and forces. 

EE. A commenter asked how power would be supplied for the gondola. 

Power would be supplied using existing infrastructure. If additional power is needed, the existing 
electric transmission routes would be used but upgraded. 

FF. A commenter stated that UDOT should get a larger easement for the gondola alignment to help 
preserve the land. 

The gondola easement is for operation of the gondola and not land preservation. UDOT expects 
that the easement or special-use authorization would provide for continued management by the 
USDA Forest Service for recreation and other multiple-use activities on the land under the 
gondola. 

GG. A commenter stated that, with the parking structure users plus those arriving by bus, the capacity 
of the gondola system would be substantially exceeded. 

The commenter assumes that there is an unlimited number of passengers arriving during the peak 
hour. UDOT’s analysis is based on information showing that, on busy ski days, a certain number of 
vehicles travel on S.R. 210 into Little Cottonwood Canyon during the peak hour. In 2050, this 
would be about 1,550 vehicles. UDOT would likely implement a toll to remove about 30% of those 
vehicles from the travel lane for a total of about 460 vehicles. Based on occupancy data of about 2 
people per car, the gondola system would need a capacity of about 1,000 people per hour. After 
the Draft EIS was released, UDOT eliminated the bus service to the base station and increased 
the size of the parking structure at the base station to 2,500 spaces. 

The parking at the gondola base station was sized and designed to handle the expected capacity 
and arrival times at the mobility hubs in 2050. There would be no need to expand the service 
further. 

HH. Cottonwood Heights City commented that the City has seen preliminary designs for the gondola 
station that require encroachment on the city’s 26-acre open space preservation property for the 



 

 July 2022 
32-112 Utah Department of Transportation 

use of bus stops/bus pull-out areas. This type of encroachment is problematic and conflicts with 
the recreation purpose of the perpetual open space easement recorded against the property. 

Working with Cottonwood Heights City, UDOT revised the gondola base station design to avoid 
any direct impacts to the 26-acre open space. The bus stops on the east side of North Little 
Cottonwood Road were removed from the project design prior to the release of the Draft EIS. 

II. Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT did not consider whether people would actually use a 
primary alternative, mainly Gondola Alternative B, which has multiple transfers. 

UDOT would implement a toll to incentivize personal vehicle users to switch to transit. If the initial 
toll does not achieve the goal, UDOT would increase the price. The enhanced bus service 
alternatives require only one mode transfer, at the mobility hub, since the buses go directly to each 
ski resort. 

Gondola Alternative B would have 2,500 parking spaces at the gondola base station. For people 
parking at the base station, there could be two transfers (and potentially only one depending on 
the final design of the Snowbird-to-Alta transfer): one at the base station and potentially one at 
Snowbird if the users are going to Alta. This second transfer would be needed only if a separate 
gondola system is used; if the same system is used, there would be no second transfer. Any 
transfer would be at the same unloading platform. 

32.2.6.6 Cog Rail Alternative (Starting at La Caille) 

Note to reader: UDOT’s responses to comments on the sub-
alternatives (Wasatch Boulevard alternatives, avalanche 
mitigation alternatives, trailhead parking alternatives, and the No 
Winter Parking Alternative), which are all part of the primary 
alternatives, are provided in Section 32.2.6.2, Enhanced Bus 
Service Alternative, of this chapter. Responses to comments on 
tolling, subsidizing transit fares, the method and timing of tolling, 
and other access-control options (limit parking, road closures, 
and vehicle occupancy restrictions), which would be common 
among the primary alternatives, are provided in Section 32.2.4, 
Travel Demand Management Strategies Considered as Part of 
the Action Alternatives, of this chapter. 

A. A commenter asked whether the Cog Rail Alternative would 
have frequent stops in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

The cog rail would stop at the two ski resorts only. Cog rail 
service to the trailheads is not needed to meet the project purpose of improving mobility, since the 
majority of vehicles that enter the canyon during the winter are going to the ski resorts. The main 
concern with mobility is during the winter when skiers arrive during the same peak travel period in 
the morning. By addressing the main users (resort skiers), the recreation users who want to travel 
to the trailheads should have improved mobility on S.R. 210. Additional stops in the canyon would 
also add travel time to all travelers, making transit a less-attractive option. Additionally, cog rail 

What are terminal and base 
stations? 

As used in the discussions of the 
Cog Rail Alternative, the term 
terminal station refers to the first 
and last stations on a passen-
ger’s cog rail trip. Passengers 
board and disembark the cog rail 
cars at the terminal stations. 

The base station is the terminal 
station at the bottom of the 
canyon, and a destination station 
is a terminal station at the top of 
the canyon. 
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stops at the White Pine Trailhead and other trailheads would be within avalanche zones where 
stopping vehicles is prohibited. 

B. Commenters stated that UDOT misrepresented the cost estimate of the Cog Rail Alternative. 

In the Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report Addendum, UDOT provides a 
detailed cost estimate of the Cog Rail Alternative considered. Although lower cost estimates were 
provided by others, their estimates did not include all of the supporting elements that are included 
with all of the primary alternatives, such as widening Wasatch Boulevard, parking structures, 
improvements to North Little Cottonwood Road, buses, snow sheds over the S.R. 210 roadway, 
and snow sheds over the cog rail alignment in the upper portion of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
Without these additional common elements, the cost of just the cog rail system was comparable 
between the UDOT estimate and those provided by others. 

C. A commenter asked whether the cog rail would require expansion of S.R. 210. 

Yes, in a sense, because the cog rail alignment would be build adjacent to S.R. 210 since the road 
would still need to operate. The Cog Rail Alternative would require the greatest amount of 
disturbance in Little Cottonwood Canyon of any of the primary alternatives being evaluated. 

D. A commenter suggested that the cog rail be built on existing S.R. 210 and no vehicles be allowed 
in the canyon. 

It would not be possible to allow no vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Service vehicle 
deliveries, equipment, residents, and emergency vehicles would still need road access. In addition, 
per 23 United States Code Section 101(a)(22), S.R. 210 is a public road and thus must be open to 
public travel. Therefore, the cog rail alignment could not be constructed on S.R. 210 to minimize 
construction impacts. 

E. A commenter stated that UDOT failed to consider a public-private partnership (PPP) validating a 
lower capital cost for a proposed Cog Rail Alternative. 

The public-private partnership process is separate from the EIS process. UDOT rejected the 
public-private partnership submitted for a rail project based on authority in the legislation 
establishing that process. The group that submitted the public-private partnership also submitted 
cog rail alternatives and cost estimates throughout the EIS process. In the Draft Alternatives 
Development and Screening Report Addendum, UDOT provided a detailed cost estimate of the 
cog rail alternative considered. Although lower cost estimates were provided by others, their 
estimates did not include all of the supporting elements that are included with all of the primary 
alternatives, such as widening Wasatch Boulevard, parking structures, improvements to North 
Little Cottonwood Road, buses, snow sheds over the S.R. 210 roadway, and snow sheds over the 
cog rail alignment in the upper portion of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Without the common 
elements, the cost of just the cog rail system was comparable between the UDOT estimate and 
those provided by others. 
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32.2.7 Preliminary Cost Estimates and Construction Implementation 
A. Commenters asked who would pay for the cost of the selected alternative and stated that the 

resorts should pay for the project since they are getting all of the benefit. 

If the project uses State of Utah funds, the Utah legislature would determine how the State-funded 
portion of the project would be funded, including yearly operation and maintenance costs. Federal 
funds could also be used if available. UDOT would work with the ski resorts on potential cost-
sharing of the capital and operation costs of the selected alternative. UDOT anticipates that the ski 
resorts would continue to subsidize transit fare for season passes similar to existing conditions. 

The majority of winter users (over 90%) on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon travel above the 
White Pine Trailhead. Currently and in the future, ski resort user traffic causes vehicle backups 
and congestion-related issues for residents in Cottonwood Heights, those residents at the canyon 
entrance, and other recreation users in Little Cottonwood Canyon. By focusing the transportation 
solutions on the main users (those going to the ski resorts), the transportation mobility would 
improve for other users (lower-canyon recreationists) who want to access the canyon outside the 
ski resorts, as well as residents who live along S.R. 209 and S.R. 210. 

UDOT’s goal is to reduce ski resort traffic during the peak travel times by 30% by implementing a 
toll to incentivize ski resort users to shift to transit. The exact amount of the toll has yet to be 
determined, but the toll could range from $20 to $30 for most vehicles during peak traffic periods, 
with possible variations based on the time of day and the day of the week. If UDOT does not see a 
shift from personal vehicles to transit, the amount of the toll could be adjusted to accomplish the 
goal of reducing the number of personal vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The toll would be 
applied just below Snowbird Entry 1 and would apply mostly to ski resort users and the ski resort 
customers; therefore, they would provide the majority of the toll revenue. There would be no toll or 
limits to access below Snowbird Entry 1. 

Because the fare to use the ultimate transit solution would be subsidized to cost less than the toll, 
all of the alternatives would likely need a dedicated yearly revenue stream to operate. 

B. A commenter said that the cost of the tolling infrastructure seems excessive for just a tolling 
gantry. 

The cost of the tolling infrastructure includes the gantry, the overall tolling system, the tolling 
identification technology, and the administrative system to operate the toll. 

C. Commenters asked how much the alternatives would cost, what would be the yearly operating 
cost, how long would construction take, and when would the project be completed. 

Section 2.6.7, Preliminary Cost Estimates and Construction Implementation, of the EIS provides a 
preliminary construction cost, preliminary operations and maintenance costs for the alternatives 
considered for detailed study, and the construction timeframes. The cost estimates were 
developed using the same methodology. However, there is some uncertainty with each estimate 
since pricing changes rapidly based on supply and demand. All of the cost estimates included a 
20% contingency for potential issues that might arise during construction. 
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The primary alternatives would take about 2 to 3 years to construct. The start of construction 
would be identified once enough funding has been allocated by the Utah legislature. The start of 
construction and completion date depend on when funding is identified. 

All of the primary alternatives would take a similar time to construct. Parking structures and other 
infrastructure improvements that are part of all of the primary alternatives would have similar 
construction timelines. Many commenters thought that increased bus service could start 
immediately. However, adding more buses could still take up to 18 to 24 months and would require 
the construction of parking structures. Buses are not immediately available and would need to be 
procured, ordered, and built. 

D. A commenter asked how much yearly revenue would be generated from the primary alternatives. 

The amount of a toll and the price of a ticket to use the primary alternatives has not been 
established; therefore, no yearly revenue estimates are available (see response 32.2.4A). 

E. Commenters asked what are the life cycle costs of the alternatives. 

The EIS is not required to evaluate life cycle costs of the alternatives. In addition, UDOT does not 
track maintenance cost for each separate segment of the roads that it maintains, so a comparison 
among the No-Action and action alternatives is not possible. However, UDOT published a 
separate report with the estimated 30-year life cycle cost of the alternatives. The life cycle cost 
analysis included the initial capital cost and the cumulative cost of estimated annual operation and 
maintenance (O&M) costs. O&M costs include periodic system refurbishments (new bus 
transmissions, cog rail motor replacement, and gondola cabin repairs and cable replacements), 
new bus purchases, and labor costs. The estimated 30-year life cycle costs of the Enhanced Bus 
Service Alternative is $720 million, the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane 
Alternative is $780 million, Gondola Alternative A is $757 million, and Gondola Alternative B is 
$569 million. The Cog Rail Alternative, because of its higher initial capital costs, has a 30-year life 
cycle cost of about $1,079 million. 

F. Commenters stated that the costs of the primary alternatives have increased during the EIS 
process and asked whether they would continue to increase. 

As UDOT has refined the alternatives over the course of the EIS process, the costs of the primary 
alternatives have changed. Refinements including providing appropriate road access to base 
stations and parking garages and a better understanding of how each alternative would function 
have caused UDOT to adjust the cost. Once an alternative is selected, the final design could result 
in additional changes to the cost of a project. 

G. A commenter stated that UDOT does not have a winter cost for the bus service and that the cost 
does not consider a commitment by the ski resorts to contribute to the operation of the gondola. 
The commenter also stated that they felt the gondola operations would be paid for by the ski 
resorts and through tolls and would be less of a tax burden to Utah residents. 

As shown in Section 2.6.7, Preliminary Cost Estimates and Construction Implementation, of the 
EIS, UDOT included the winter operation and maintenance cost for the enhanced bus service 
alternatives. Management of the bus system is included in the operating cost. 
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To provide an equal comparison among the alternatives, UDOT provided the cost to construct and 
operate each primary alternative independent of a commitment by a private business contributing 
to the capital cost or yearly operation. For example, the operating cost for the bus system does not 
take into account the current ski resort subsidy to the bus service through free rides for season 
pass holders and employees. UDOT expects that, with any alternative, the ski resorts would 
continue with a current system of payment for pass holders and employees. The fare for the transit 
alternatives would be the same since they would have to provide a low-cost option to the toll for 
low-income communities. Thus, the fare for the gondola would be similar to that for the bus. 

Although the tolls would generate some revenue, it is likely, given the limited operation of the toll 
during peak periods on busy days and the amount of people paying the toll, that most of the 
revenue would go into the operation of the toll system and would not provide a substantial way to 
pay for the operation cost of an alternative, so a public subsidy would be required. Any revenue 
provided by toll to operate a primary alternative would be the same. Finally, the ski resorts have 
not provided any information to UDOT regarding a potential contribution to the capital or operation 
cost of any of the alternatives. There is no indication at this time that one alternative would be 
subsidized more than another, thus reducing the tax contribution from Utah residents. 

H. A commenter wanted more information regarding how cost estimates were developed for the 
gondola alternatives and whether just one data point (the construction costs for the Whistler-
Blackcomb Peak-to-Peak Gondola) was used. 

Several references, which are mentioned in footnote 11 in Appendix E, Draft Aerial Transit Initial 
Feasibility Study, of Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report June 8, 
2020), of the EIS were used to check the assumed unit costs applied in the budgetary cost 
estimate, not just the Whistler-Blackcomb Peak-to-Peak Gondola. The construction cost of the 
Whistler-Blackcomb Peak-to-Peak Gondola was used to help allocate costs to the different 
gondola components (cabins, cables, towers, and mechanical equipment) and for stations and 
their associated civil work and utilities. 

These costs were compared to cost estimates for a Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola provided by 
a gondola manufacturer, Leitner-Poma, and feedback from another manufacturer, Doppelmayr, 
which confirmed that the planning range for the gondola equipment was reasonable. Budgetary 
costs were also reviewed by another consulting firm with experience in aerial transit systems, and 
the budgetary costs were found to be reasonable based on their experience. A 20% contingency 
was also added to the unit costs to account for uncertainties. Note that UDOT did not commission 
engineering work or cost estimates from the gondola manufacturers directly. Information was 
provided by them voluntarily based on their work for other entities. 

If a gondola alternative is selected, UDOT would put the alternative out for competitive bid. UDOT 
knows of at least two firms capable of building the system. 

I. A commenter wanted to know who would pay for removal of the gondola when it is no longer 
needed. 

If a gondola alternative is selected, UDOT expects it to be a long-term investment. If the gondola 
system would need to be removed, the removal would be likely funded by the State of Utah. 
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J. A commenter asked whether UDOT considered the cost of a legal challenge in the cost of the 
alternatives. 

Legal challenges are not part of the proposed action and thus not included in the cost. 

K. A commenter stated that the cost of paving maintenance on S.R. 210 should be included in the 
operational and maintenance cost of the enhanced bus service alternatives. 

S.R. 210 would need to maintained with all of the primary action alternatives, and therefore the 
cost of maintenance was not included in the life cycle cost. However, UDOT did include the cost of 
the additional plowing and cost to repave the peak-period shoulder lane every 8 years. 

L. The Town of Alta commented that the preferred alternatives are too expensive, with a per-day 
skier cost of $111. They stated that the amount is too high for the expected return to the public in 
terms of sales tax and other revenue. 

The purpose of the project is to improve the mobility, safety, and reliability of S.R. 210, not to 
provide a return on investment, economic gain, or a certain per-day cost for skiers. The project 
would reduce congestion for the residents near the canyon entrance and improve mobility, 
reliability, and safety for all users of S.R. 210, not just skiers. UDOT is not using gains in revenue 
at the ski resorts as a selection criterion, and thus it is not considered as part of the evaluation 
process. Also note that the cost per skier developed by the Town of Alta includes improvements to 
Wasatch Boulevard which are not required to improve mobility on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. 

M. UTA commented that a revenue source independent of the existing UTA capital and operating 
budgets would be required for the incremental cost for the ski bus service plans proposed with the 
alternatives if UTA were to operate the service rather than a private vendor. 

As discussed with UTA, a separate funding source would be provided for operation of any of the 
primary alternatives. 

N. A commenter stated that the gondola system would be subsidized by the resorts, but the 
enhanced bus service alternatives would not. The commenter also claimed that a public-private 
partnership could be formed with the gondola alternatives but not with the enhanced bus service 
alternatives. 

UDOT is not aware of any resort subsidies for the gondola or enhanced bus service alternatives. 
In addition, UDOT is not aware of any public-private partnerships for any primary alternative. 

32.2.8 Comparison of Alternatives 
There are no comment responses for this section. 
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32.2.9 Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives 
A. Commenters favored the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative because there would be no 

construction in Little Cottonwood Canyon, it would have the least impact to the environment, there 
would be no impacts to climbing boulders, it would minimize impacts to recreation, and it is a 
sensible alternative that can be phased before bigger options can be considered. 

As part of the EIS’s reasonable range of alternatives, UDOT considered in detail a primary 
alternative (the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative) that would not require construction in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, thus having few impacts to recreation and natural resources. In the Draft 
EIS, UDOT did not select the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative as one of its preferred 
alternatives. In identifying the preferred alternatives, UDOT did consider impacts to the 
environment and recreation in addition to how well the alternative would meet the project purpose. 
See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft EIS for more details 
regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. See responses 32.2.9B and 32.2.9D in 
this section regarding why UDOT selected the two preferred primary alternatives. UDOT did 
consider that the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative would have the least impacts to Little 
Cottonwood Canyon since the alternative would not make any improvements on S.R. 210 in 
the canyon. 

B. Commenters favored the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative 
because the lanes could be used for cyclists and hikers, would be the fastest of the alternatives, 
would help alleviate congestion, and could be implemented in phases. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIS for more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. UDOT selected the 
Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative primarily for the following 
reasons: 

Overall Per-person Peak-hour Travel Time. The alternative would have the best overall travel 
time at 35 to 40 minutes in 2050, which is 10 minutes faster than the next-best alternative. 

Transit Mode Travel Time. The alternative would have the best transit travel time at 24 minutes 
and the best transit travel time with transfers at 36 minutes. These travel times are 10 minutes and 
18 minutes faster, respectively, than the next-best alternatives. 

Low Mechanical Complexity. The alternative has a low mechanical complexity. If a bus is pulled 
from service, a spare bus can replace it without stopping the entire bus system. 

Scalable Service Capability. The alternative could initially start with a smaller bus fleet and fewer 
mobility hub parking spaces. This would allow UDOT to build on the bus service as demand grows 
and adjust the service in the future based on its operational characteristics. 

Travel Reliability. Because a separate travel lane would be available, buses could operate 
around most vehicle slideoffs and accidents. UDOT understands that this alternative would be less 
reliable in snow conditions. 

Support for Active Transportation. The peak-period shoulder lanes would become pedestrian 
and cyclist lanes on S.R. 210 during the summer and when not in use during the winter. 
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Environment. Of the five primary alternatives, the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder 
Lane Alternative would have the second-highest impacts to wildlife habitat, but most of the area 
with impacts would be immediately adjacent to the existing road. In addition, the additional road 
cuts required for the shoulder lanes would cause a visual impact, but UDOT believes that these 
impacts would be less than with either the gondola alternatives or the Cog Rail Alternative. 

Cost. The alternative has the second-lowest construction cost. 

C. Commenters were not in favor of the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane 
Alternative because resort users would still drive their personal vehicles, there would be traffic 
delays during construction, the extra lane would create visual impacts, buses are not reliable in 
snow, people would not use the buses, and the extra lane would not improve emergency vehicle 
access. 

Comment noted. In identifying the preferred alternatives, UDOT considered impacts to the natural 
and human environment and how well the alternative would meet the project purpose. See 
Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft EIS for more details 
regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. See responses 32.2.9B and 32.2.9D in 
this section regarding why UDOT selected the two preferred primary alternatives. 

D. Commenters preferred the gondola alternatives because they would become a tourist attraction, 
would be a pleasant ride, would operate year-round, would operate in any weather, would be safe, 
would have more frequent departures, would have less noise and air pollution, would have less 
impact on the watershed, would overall have less environmental impacts, would provide a scenic 
ride, would be less susceptible to avalanches, and would be used more compared to buses. Other 
commenters asked why Gondola Alternative B was selected as a preferred alternative. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternative(s), of the Draft 
and Final EISs for more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. UDOT 
selected Gondola Alternative B primarily for the following reasons. 

Travel Reliability. The alternative would have a high travel reliability because it would be on a 
separate alignment from the road. Snow, vehicle slideoffs and crashes, and snow removal 
operations would not affect the gondola service. If S.R. 210 were closed because of avalanche 
debris or vehicular crash, the gondola could still operate and be used as an alternate to personal 
vehicle use. With the Cog Rail Alternative, the cog rail service could be delayed if an avalanche 
flow covers the rail alignment, similar to that of the road being covered by an avalanche flow. 

Transit Mode Travel Time. The alternative would have a better transit mode travel time with 
transfers than Gondola Alternative A (4 to 8 minutes) and the same travel time as the Cog Rail 
Alternative. The advantage of Gondola Alternative B over Gondola Alternative A is that the 2,500 
parking spaces at the gondola base station at La Caille would reduce the need for an additional 
bus transfer and reduce the need for bus service to the base station, and thus lower the 
operational and maintenance cost of this alternative by $5.5 million per during the winter. With the 
exception of the Enhanced Bus in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative all travel times are very 
similar. 
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Delay Due to Snow Removal Operations. The alternative would not delay or be delayed by 
UDOT’s snow-removal operations. Both enhanced bus service alternatives could be delayed by 
snow-removal operations. For the Cog Rail Alternative, snow removed from the cog rail tracks 
would need to be blown onto S.R. 210, which would require UDOT to spend additional time for 
snow removal. In addition, when snow is blown off the tracks, this would temporarily close 
S.R. 210. The snow-blowing operation could occur during the early morning before peak travel 
periods. If an avalanche flow covers the rail tracks, cog rail operations would be delayed until the 
avalanche flow is cleared. 

Environment. Of the five primary alternatives, Gondola Alternative B would have lower impacts to 
wildlife habitat compared to the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative 
and the Cog Rail Alternative. The alternative would have the second-fewest impacts to climbing 
resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon and would have low impacts to the watershed because the 
amount of impervious surfaces in Little Cottonwood Canyon would not increase. The alternative 
would also have the lowest impact to Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas. 

Cost. The alternative has the third-highest construction cost but the second-lowest winter 
operational cost. The overall life cycle cost to 2053 would be the lowest of any of the alternatives. 

E. Commenters were not in favor of Gondola Alternative B because of visual impacts, it would only 
serve the resorts, it would have a longer travel time than the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period 
Shoulder Lane Alternative, it would have smaller mobility hubs, the cost is too high, and there are 
other lower-cost and less-impactful alternatives. 

Comment noted. In identifying the preferred alternatives, UDOT considered impacts to the natural 
and human environment and how well the alternatives would meet the project purpose. See 
Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternative(s), of the Draft and Final EISs for 
more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. See responses 32.2.9B and 
32.2.9D in this section regarding why UDOT selected the two preferred primary alternatives. 

F. Commenters preferred the Cog Rail Alternative because it would operate better in winter, would be 
reliable and safe, and would reduce air pollutant emissions. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIS for more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. See responses 
32.2.9B and 32.2.9D in this section regarding why UDOT selected the two preferred primary 
alternatives. UDOT identified the preferred primary alternatives based on their transportation 
performance, cost, and impacts to the natural and human environment. 

G. Commenters preferred the No-Action Alternative because it would have less impacts to the natural 
and human environment, would not require the use of taxpayer money, and would not ruin Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. 

Comment noted. In identifying the preferred alternatives, UDOT considered impacts to the natural 
and human environment and how well the alternatives would meet the project purpose. See 
Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft EIS for more details 
regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. See responses 32.2.9B and 32.2.9D in 
this section regarding why UDOT selected the two preferred primary alternatives. 
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H. A commenter stated that parking should not be eliminated in winter by the Snowbird resort as 
proposed with the No Winter Parking Alternative. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIS for more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. Based on the 
evaluation, UDOT selected the No Winter Parking Alternative as part of the preferred alternatives. 
UDOT based its decision on the fact that removing winter roadside parking would reduce friction 
between parked vehicles and vehicles in the travel lanes and therefore improve overall mobility. In 
addition, removing roadside parked vehicles would allow UDOT to improve winter snow-removal 
operations since snow plows would not need to navigate around parked vehicles, and it would also 
provide more areas for storing snow. 

I. A commenter stated that the environment should be an important, or the most important, factor in 
making the decision. 

UDOT considers all factors in making the final decision, including impacts to the human and 
natural environment, an alternative’s ability meet the project purpose, and cost. By considering all 
of the factors UDOT, will make the best all-around decision for both the environment and 
improving mobility, reliability, and safety. 

J. Commenters stated that they don’t want snow sheds. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternative(s), of the Draft 
and Final EISs for more details regarding why the snow sheds were selected. See response 
32.2.9K in this section regarding why UDOT selected snow sheds as part of the preferred 
alternatives. 

K. Commenters stated that they prefer building the snow sheds to reduce congestion and to improve 
safety. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternative(s), of the Draft 
and Final EISs for more details regarding why the snow sheds were selected. Snow sheds would 
reduce the risk of avalanches and reduce the number of hours of road closure from 56 to 
108 hours per season with the No-Action Alternative to 2 to 11 hours per season with the action 
alternatives. 

L. Commenters stated that they are not in favor of widening Wasatch Boulevard because it would 
increase speeds, induce traffic demand, and reduce the quality of life of Cottonwood Heights 
residents. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternative(s), of the Draft 
and Final EISs for more details regarding why UDOT selected the Wasatch Boulevard Five-lane 
Alternative. See response 32.2.9Q in this section regarding why UDOT selected the Five-lane 
Alternative. 

M. Commenters didn’t support the Cog Rail Alternative. 

Comment noted. In identifying the preferred alternatives, UDOT considered impacts to the natural 
and human environment and how well the alternatives would meet the project purpose. See 



 

 July 2022 
32-122 Utah Department of Transportation 

Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft EIS for more details 
regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. See responses 32.2.9B and 32.2.9D in 
this section regarding why UDOT selected the two preferred primary alternatives. 

N. Commenters stated that the decisions should be a vote and that only locals should be able to vote. 
Other commenters asked who would make the final decision, how did UDOT make the decision, 
and how were alternatives evaluated. 

Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft EIS provides the 
rationale for why UDOT selected the preferred alternatives (also see Appendix 2G, Preferred 
Alternative Selection Memorandum, of the Draft EIS). Section 2.2, Alternatives Development and 
Screening Process, of the Draft EIS provides the rationale for how UDOT screened the 
alternatives. 

The final decision is not a vote but a decision based on the information contained in the EIS and 
the supporting record. UDOT will focus on comments that suggest new alternatives, refinements to 
existing alternatives, and the environmental analysis in the EIS. As the lead agency for the EIS, 
UDOT will be selecting a final alternative for implementation which will be identified in a Record of 
Decision. UDOT will seek input from the cooperating agencies (USDA Forest Service, Salt Lake 
City Department of Public Utilities, UTA, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency) in determining the selected alternative. UDOT will also work with the USDA 
Forest Service regarding how their NEPA decisions might impact National Forest System–
managed lands. The selection of the final approved alternative will be made using an objective, 
data-driven approach and analysis that is informed by the public input received during the various 
comment periods throughout the NEPA process. 

O. Commenters stated that they prefer implementation of trailhead improvements. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIS for more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. Based on the 
evaluation, UDOT has identified the Trailhead Improvements and No Roadside Parking within 
¼ mile of Trailheads Alternative as its preferred trailhead parking alternative. UDOT made this 
decision primarily because UDOT did not want to substantially reduce recreation access in areas 
that are currently used by recreationists and that do not have designated parking areas. With the 
trailhead improvements, UDOT would add parking at the Bridge, Lisa Falls, and White Pine 
Trailheads equivalent to the number of spaces eliminated in the proposed no-parking areas ¼ mile 
on either side of the trailheads and would maintain the existing roadside parking outside the 
¼ mile. Overall, this alternative would reduce parking in Little Cottonwood Canyon by 17 spaces, 
from 528 to 511. 

P. Commenters stated support for the No Winter Parking Alternative. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIS for more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. UDOT selected the 
No Winter Parking Alternative as a preferred alternative since it would improve mobility on 
S.R. 210. 
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Q. Commenters stated that they were in favor of widening Wasatch Boulevard. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIS for more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. Based on the 
evaluation, UDOT identified the Five-lane Alternative as its preferred Wasatch Boulevard 
alternative. The Five-lane Alternative would provide better transportation performance, with all 
segments of Wasatch Boulevard operating at a level of service of LOS B or better compared to the 
Imbalanced-lane Alternative providing LOS C or better. In addition, the Five-lane Alternative would 
have only one intersection operating at LOS D, whereas the Imbalanced-lane Alternative would 
have three. Also, the travel times for the Five-lane Alternative in the northbound direction in the 
morning peak hour would be 13% shorter with the Five-lane Alternative. Therefore, the Five-lane 
Alternative would have a higher degree of meeting the project purpose of improving mobility on 
Wasatch Boulevard. 

Some residents of Cottonwood Heights wanted UDOT to minimize the footprint of any Wasatch 
Boulevard alternative being considered. Residents felt that a wider road would harm the rural 
nature of the community, cause greater safety concerns with pedestrians wanting to cross the 
road, and further increase vehicle speeds. In making its decision, UDOT considered the concerns 
of the residents and therefore would implement a phased approach for the Five-lane Alternative. 

With the phased approach, UDOT would first construct the Imbalanced-lane Alternative but would 
purchase the right of way to accommodate the Five-lane Alternative in the future. The extra right of 
way would be maintained as open space on the east side of the road between the travel lane and 
multi-use trail until the additional northbound lane is needed. UDOT would base the need for the 
additional northbound lane on when the level of service on the roadway and/or intersections 
reaches LOS E or greater. According to the current traffic analysis, this might not occur until after 
2050. 

R. Commenters said they were against a mobility hub and associated parking structure at 9400 South 
and Highland Drive. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIS for more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. Based on the 
evaluation, UDOT identified a mobility hub at 9400 South and Highland Drive primarily because it 
is an existing UTA park-and-ride lot used for providing bus service to the ski resorts. 

S. A commenter suggested that UDOT start with building the sub-alternatives first before 
implementing the primary alternatives. 

Implementing only the sub-alternatives (Wasatch Boulevard widening, mobility hubs, avalanche 
mitigation, trailhead parking, and no winter parking) would not meet the project purpose of 
improving mobility, reliability, and safety on S.R. 210. To meet the project purpose, one of the 
primary alternatives would need to be implemented. 

T. Commenters preferred Gondola Alternative A because access to the base station would be 
provided by bus only, thus reducing personal vehicle use on Wasatch Boulevard. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIS for more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. Based on the 
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evaluation, UDOT identified Gondola Alternative B because of the benefit of having a parking 
structure at the base station. 

U. Commenters stated that they were in favor of Gondola Alternative A. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIS for more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. See responses 
32.2.9B and 32.2.9D in this section regarding why UDOT selected the two preferred primary 
alternatives. 

V. A commenter stated that UDOT should have an official comment period after the release of the 
Final EIS and before the Record of Decision is released. 

UDOT has issued this Final EIS followed by a minimum 30-day period to allow comment on the 
preferred alternative before it issues a Record of Decision. UDOT is accepting comments during 
the 30-day period. Any new substantive comments received on the EIS that were not addressed in 
the Final EIS will be reviewed, and responses to those comments when appropriate will be 
provided in the Record of Decision. 

W. Commenters stated that UDOT considered only transportation benefits in making a decision and 
did not consider a holistic approach that also considered the environment. 

UDOT did not make a decision in the Draft EIS, although it did identify two preferred alternatives, 
which might or might not be the alternative that is ultimately selected in the Record of Decision. 
The final selected alternative will consider the environmental analysis identified in the EIS along 
with the transportation performance of the alternative. UDOT will provide detailed reasons why it 
selected the alternative in the Record of Decision. In making a final decision, UDOT does not need 
to select the lowest-cost alternative or the alternative with the fewest environmental impacts. In 
making a decision, UDOT must weigh all factors including transportation benefits, environmental 
impacts, and cost. In selecting the preferred alternatives in the Draft EIS, UDOT did consider 
reliability and mobility benefits along with the expected impacts to the environment listed in the 
impact summary table. In considering the impact summary table, UDOT made a preferred 
alternative selection. 

X. A commenter stated that the Level 2 resources used in screening the alternatives were not 
defined. 

The commenter mentioned a specific section and paragraph, but UDOT could not find this 
reference. However, Table 2.2-2, Level 2 Screening Criteria (Impacts), of the Draft EIS lists the 
resources considered in the screening process. 

Y. Commenters stated that they were against the trailhead parking alternatives that reduce parking in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

Comment noted. See Section 2.6.9, Basis for Identifying the Preferred Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIS for more details regarding how the preferred alternatives were selected. See response 
32.2.9O in this section regarding why UDOT decided to improve trailhead parking. 
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Z. A commenter stated that it is not common for a Draft EIS to include two preferred alternatives and 
that UDOT should go back and select a single preferred alternative. 

NEPA does not require the selection of a preferred alternative or the selection of a single preferred 
alternative at the release of the Draft EIS. Based on the evaluation of the alternatives, UDOT 
found that the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane met the mobility goal the best 
and that Gondola Alternative B met the reliability goal the best. UDOT decided that it would seek 
public input on the two alternatives to help identify a single preferred alternative in the Final EIS. 

At the release of the Draft EIS, UDOT did not have a preference between the two identified 
preferred alternatives. 

AA. Sandy City Engineering commented that there was discussion of the Cog Rail Alternative on 
page 20 in Appendix G, Preferred Alternative Selection Memorandum, when the discussion was 
about selecting Gondola Alternative B. 

The purpose of this page is for UDOT to describe why it selected Gondola Alternative B as one of 
the preferred alternatives. The evaluation also included discussion of the other primary alternatives 
to contrast the advantages and disadvantages of Gondola Alternative B. 

BB. Sandy City Engineering commented that page 21 of Appendix 2G, Preferred Alternative Selection 
Memorandum, notes 9 sub-alternatives, but they counted only 5 sub-alternatives. 

Although there are five main sub-alternatives, there are a total of nine alternatives since some sub-
alternatives include multiple options. 

CC. The Central Wasatch Commission commented that the selected alternative should be flexible 
enough to incorporate the findings of a visitor use study being prepared by the University of Utah 
and expected to be completed at the end of 2022. 

In the Record of Decision, UDOT will select a final alternative for implementation. The selection of 
the final approved alternative will be made using an objective, data-driven approach and analysis 
considering the project purpose, the environmental analysis in the EIS, and input provided by the 
public during the process. It would not be possible to consider a future study in the selection 
process since UDOT would not know the outcome. 

DD. Save Our Canyons commented that the preferred alternative was predetermined and was based 
on political pressure to select Gondola Alternative B. They claim that UDOT prioritized economic 
development over drinking water. They also claim that UDOT can’t conduct an impartial NEPA 
process since their budget is set by the state legislature and the governor selects the director of 
UDOT. Save Our Canyons stated that, for the enhanced bus service alternatives, diesel buses 
were used in the analysis instead of electric to make the gondola alternatives look better. They 
also commented that all primary alternatives would result in harming the natural and human 
environment in Little Cottonwood Canyon, which is against the purpose of NEPA. 

Gondola alternatives have been part of many previous studies for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
including the Mountain Accord. UDOT used those previous studies to develop a list of potential 
alternatives. All of the potential alternatives were put through the screening process to determine 
the reasonable alternatives evaluated in the EIS. A gondola system, along with buses and a rail 
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system, were determined to be reasonable. UDOT’s screening process and the reasons for 
identifying two preferred alternatives are documented in the EIS, as is the primary reason for 
identifying Gondola Alternative B as one of those alternatives, which is that it would best meet the 
reliability criteria and had no substantial regulatory environmental impacts. None of the criteria or 
the identification of the preferred alternatives was based on the preference of elected officials. The 
reason that alternatives were determined reasonable, and why alternatives were identified as 
preferred, is well-documented in the Draft EIS. The commenter did not provide any comments on 
the content in the EIS regarding why the preferred alternatives were identified or regarding how 
Gondola Alternative B did not meet the screening criteria. 

UDOT’s decision to locate the Gondola Alternative B base station at La Caille was not based on 
land ownership. UDOT evaluated numerous locations for a base station and parking including the 
gravel pit, 9400 South and Highland Drive, the Little Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot, and 
locations that were about 1 mile from the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. None of the other 
locations were determined reasonable because of overflight of homes except locations within 
about 1 mile of the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. The three locations were the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot, La Caille, and an empty lot just south of the intersection of 
North Little Cottonwood Road and Wasatch Boulevard. The lot south of the intersection of North 
Little Cottonwood Road and Wasatch Boulevard was the best option from a traffic perspective 
because traffic could enter the site from two roads; however, the site was eliminated because it 
was located on a known earthquake fault with a high rupture potential. The La Caille and Little 
Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot sites were the only areas that did not have existing homes 
on the proposed site location and provided enough available land to locate a base station without 
direct overflight of private residences. None of the proposed site selection was based on future 
development potential. 

UDOT did use diesel buses for the NEPA analysis. The reason electric buses were not included in 
the analysis was not to make one alternative look better but rather to give UDOT the option to use 
diesel buses if necessary. If UDOT evaluated electric buses only, then there would be no option to 
use diesel buses. UDOT is not sure that electric buses would work in the steep and cold 
environments of Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT has documented in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of 
the Draft EIS that, if an enhanced bus service alternative is selected at the time of bus 
procurement, UDOT would evaluate hybrid and electric buses to determine their suitability for 
operation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Even if UDOT selects electric buses, diesel buses might 
need to be used occasionally. If diesel buses were not evaluated in the EIS, they could not be 
used. UDOT has updated the greenhouse gas analysis in Chapter 10, Air Quality, of the Final EIS 
to state the benefits of electric buses. 

Regarding electrical trains, the main reason why electric trains were not considered was the high 
cost of the overhead contact system (OCS) and the need to protect the OCS with avalanche sheds 
for a good portion of Little Cottonwood Canyon. The proponent of the Cog Rail Alternative stated 
that UDOT should reduce the cost of the alternative by eliminating the snow sheds that protect the 
OCS. Therefore, to reduce the cost of the alternative, UDOT used diesel locomotives. Although 
hybrid battery and electric technology was considered, the available information was not sufficient 
to demonstrate at the time of the analysis that such a technology would work effectively. 
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Finally, UDOT evaluated a range of alternatives under the NEPA process that considered different 
transit types (bus, gondola, and rail) and much different construction needs. In addition, the range 
of alternatives consider alternatives that have no new construction in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
(Enhanced Bus Service alternative) and others that do require construction. Thus some 
alternatives would have limited impact to Little Cottonwood Canyon, while others would have 
larger impacts to the natural and human environment. 

32.3 Land Use 
A. A commenter stated that the gondola alternatives might impact wilderness areas or that 

construction should not be allowed next to wilderness areas. 

The proposed gondola alignments would not directly impact any designated wilderness areas. 

Avoidance of impacts to the Twin Peaks and Lone Peak Wilderness Areas from activities adjacent 
to the wilderness areas are not required. In accordance with Section 303 of the Utah Wilderness 
Act of 1984 (Public Law 98-428), these wilderness areas were not intended to create buffers to 
preclude non-wilderness activities beyond their boundaries. 

B. Salt Lake County commented that the potential loss of zoning authority with UDOT building a 
gondola base station at La Caille heightens the risk of residents losing their voice regarding future 
development. 

UDOT as a state agency is not required to adhere to local zoning; however, UDOT does consider 
local zoning when making a decision and included the potential conflicts with local zoning in 
Chapter 3, Land Use, of the EIS. UDOT does not believe that residents lose their voice since the 
EIS process allows local residents to submit comments on the primary alternatives’ potential 
conflicts with local zoning. Note that UDOT control of the land would apply only to the base station 
parking, building, and related roadway infrastructure, and UDOT would consult with local planning 
authorities during the design process. Local zoning would still apply to adjacent private land. 

C. Salt Lake County commented that the goals of the Wasatch Canyons General Plan and the Salt 
Lake County Resource Management Plan support the selection of the Enhanced Bus Service in 
Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative. 

Chapter 3, Land Use, of the EIS documents the consistency of the primary alternatives with the 
plans mentioned in the comment. The evaluation concluded that the alternatives would generally 
be consistent with the goals in the plans. 

D. A commenter stated that UDOT did not consider the Wasatch Canyons Tomorrow study by 
Envision Utah prepared in 2010. 

Numerous planning studies have been conducted on the central Wasatch Mountains over the past 
30 years. The studies have been updated and referenced by more recent studies. The Wasatch 
Canyons Tomorrow study was prepared in 2010, with many of the elements of the study included 
in the alternatives developed in the EIS. In addition, the more relevant study was the approved and 
more recent Wasatch Canyons General Plan Update prepared by Salt Lake County in 2020, which 
was considered in the EIS. 
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E. Cottonwood Heights City commented that the Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan recommends 
limiting major development projects along the Wasatch Boulevard corridor and envisions land use 
along the corridor to remain residential and recreational. A major commercial gondola center 
conflicts with this. 

Section 3.4.6.2, S.R. 210 – North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta, of the EIS states that the base 
station for Gondola Alternative B would be inconsistent with Cottonwood Heights City’s residential 
zoning designation for the area. 

F. Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT should have considered in detail the local, state, and 
regional plans that promote the protection of resources. They also commented that UDOT ignored 
the plans in the development of alternatives and in the EIS analysis. 

Chapter 3, Land Use, Chapter 12, Water Resources, and Chapter 17, Visual Resources, of the 
EIS describe the federal, state, regional, and local designated plans mentioned in the comment. All 
of the plans and the goals and objectives were considered and evaluated as part of the EIS 
process and in the development of alternatives. Not meeting a goal or objective in a plan does not 
make an alternative not reasonable. 

All of UDOT’s primary alternatives are transit-based alternatives that promote a reduction in the 
number of personal vehicles and consider all canyon users including recreation users who are not 
resort skiers. The Final EIS has been updated to include more information in the plans mentioned 
by Save Our Canyons in their comments and to provide additional analysis regarding how the 
alternatives would meet the goals of the plans. UDOT also updated the Final EIS to include the 
Utah Outdoor Recreation Vision. The desired future conditions in the Salt Lake County Resources 
Management Plan are considered in the EIS process, and the goals of the plan to protect human 
and environmental resources are evaluated under each resource in the EIS. That evaluation under 
each resource describes the expected impacts to the resources so that the decision-maker can 
determine how each resource would be affected by the project alternatives. 

The Mountain Accord process was considered in the development of the EIS and the alternatives 
considered in the EIS. Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, of the EIS describes how the Mountain 
Accord was considered. The Mountain Accord’s and Central Wasatch Commission’s goals are not 
adopted plans by a local, regional, or state agency. 
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32.4 Community and Property Impacts 
A. Commenters stated that the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative 

would have a substantial impact on climbing resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon and would 
impact other recreation users including their access to the forest. Some commenters felt that the 
elimination of roadside parking would increase congestion in the lower canyon. The Salt Lake 
Climbers Alliance commented that proximity impacts could make some boulder routes (called 
“problems”) or descents more dangerous without specific mitigations. Objective hazards, such as 
piles of construction debris and fill, might partially bury boulder problems and block landing areas. 
And new retaining walls or steep cuts above the roadway could make landings unsafe or 
impractical. 

Impacts to Climbing Boulders, Trails, and Other Resources. See Section 4.4.3.2.3, Recreation 
Resources, of the EIS for specific details regarding impacts to climbing resources from the 
Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative. The boulder location information 
in the Draft EIS was provided by the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance, which works with the USDA 
Forest Service and private landowners to manage climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon. After 
release of the Draft EIS, the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance provided new locations of climbing 
boulders along S.R. 210. The new data showed a total of about 477 boulders on either side of 
S.R. 210. In addition, UDOT conducted an additional field survey of boulders, including fieldwork, 
with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance to more accurately identify the locations. 

Based on the new data, the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative 
would result in direct impacts to 41 boulders (13 unnamed boulders and 28 name boulders: Scrub, 
Far Bulge, Somebody Please Love Me, Parking Lot, Shorty, Concrete, Tiger Snake, Holy, Syringe, 
Razor Burn, Split, Rock-on, Red Dot, Between the Boulders, Red Patina, Obelisk, Stick, 
Hitchhiker, The Challenge, Matt’s Roof, Fat Lady, Hidden Bulge, Short Face, Mono Direct, Sean 
Jean, Moss Edges, Glen Livet, and Roadside). Also, 22 boulders would not be directly impacted 
but would be within 15 feet of the improved road. Named boulders in this area include Brake, Call 
of the Wild, Copperhead, Do the Dishes, Dragon Egg, Jack’s Boulder, Parking Slab, Restroom, 
Shot Hole Arete, Tetracell White, The Wall, Tiny, Triple Threat, and Trout. Each boulder might 
have multiple problems or routes. 

If the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative is selected, during the final 
design process UDOT will consider the potential to move impacted boulders to new locations or 
placing retaining walls to avoid boulders where possible. This alternative would also impact 
segments of five existing and future planned trails used to access climbing areas. UDOT would 
work with the Forest Service to realign the existing trails to maintain the trail function. UDOT 
looked at shifting the road widening away from the boulders, but this would have impacted 
residential areas and Little Cottonwood Creek. 

Proximity Impact to Boulders. Many of the existing boulders (Stick Rock, for example) are within 
15 feet of the roadway and are promoted and used as a climbing resource. UDOT believes that, if 
existing boulders within 15 feet of the roadway are promoted and used for climbing, the additional 
boulders that would be within 15 feet of the roadway after the road is widened would also continue 
to be promoted and used for climbing with negligible impact. 
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UDOT has committed to minimize impacts to boulders where possible including the establishment 
of costly retaining walls. UDOT has also agreed to potentially move boulders that would be directly 
impacted and to work with the Forest Service to find places to relocate the boulders and provide 
additional access to existing boulders. 

If the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative is selected, UDOT will 
coordinate with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance during the final design phase to minimize impacts 
to remaining boulders within 15 feet of the cut-and-fill line in order to consider the safety of the 
climbers who might use the boulders. 

Visual and Noise Impacts. The evaluation stated that the visual impacts of additional roadway 
cuts and fills with the peak-period shoulder lanes and snow sheds would detract from 
recreationists’ views of the scenic Little Cottonwood Canyon. The negative impact to the viewshed 
could be considered by some recreationists as a negative impact to the outdoor recreation 
experience. Noise generated from winter bus use of the peak-period shoulder lanes would be 
similar to existing conditions. There would be no change to the noise environment when the bus 
lanes are not in use outside the winter season. 

Access Impacts. With the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, 
about 15 roadside parking areas and pullouts used by recreationists would be eliminated. Access 
to Gate Buttress would not be eliminated. Some nearby access would be provided by the 
improved and expanded trailheads at the Grit Mill, Gate Buttress, Bridge, Lisa Falls, and White 
Pine parking areas by connecting trails or by allowing recreationists to use the peak-period 
shoulder lanes to walk to their destination. When the peak-period shoulder lanes are not in use 
(during the summer and portions of the winter), people could park at the improved trailheads and 
walk in the peak-period shoulder lanes, which would be free of vehicles. The additional parking at 
the trailheads would make up for some of the lost roadside parking spaces, which would minimize 
access impacts. With the trailhead improvements, including the addition of restrooms and the 
elimination of roadside parking, human use would be focused in areas with adequate resource 
protection, reducing potential environmental impacts. Also see response 32.4P. 

As a result of adding the peak-period shoulder lanes, portions of some existing and planned 
climbing trails would be affected. Any impacted existing trail would be relocated to maintain trail 
connectivity. 

The designation of parking areas and elimination of roadside parking would reduce roadside 
conflicts with cyclists and pedestrians and with vehicles in the travel lane. In addition, this would 
focus recreation use at trailheads with appropriate facilities to minimize impacts caused by 
unauthorized forest access points. The Grit Mill Environmental Assessment (EA) issued by the 
USDA Forest Service recommends no parking being established between the Grit Mill parking 
area and the Little Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot. One of the purposes of that EA was to 
minimize roadside parking and build an interconnected trail network between designated 
trailheads. UDOT disagrees that the elimination of roadside parking would put pressure and 
congestion in the lower canyon. It would improve congestion by eliminating roadside parking 
conflicts and requiring users to use designated parking area and the designated trail network. 
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Other Recreation Users. The peak-period shoulder lanes would not require any recreation areas 
to be closed; they would not be constructed on any designated USDA Forest Service trailheads or 
otherwise limit recreation access from designated access points. 

Construction Impacts. As stated in Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of the Draft 
EIS, UDOT notes that construction on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon could result in traffic 
delays and/or access restrictions during the summer construction seasons, which could delay 
those who want to recreate in the canyon. There would also be increased noise levels and dust 
from the construction equipment. The traffic delays and increased construction noise would be 
temporary during the 2-to-3-year construction period. 

B. Commenters stated the gondola alternatives would have substantial impacts to climbing and other 
recreation resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon, including access to the forest. 

Impacts to Climbing Boulders, Trails, and Other Resources. See Section 4.4.4.2.2, Recreation 
Resources, of the EIS for specific details regarding impacts to climbing resources from the 
gondola alternatives. The boulder location information in the Draft EIS was provided by the Salt 
Lake Climbers Alliance, which works with the USDA Forest Service and private landowners to 
manage climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon. After release of the Draft EIS, the Salt Lake 
Climbers Alliance provided new locations of climbing boulders along S.R. 210. The new data 
showed a total of about 477 boulders on either side of S.R. 210. In addition, UDOT conducted an 
additional field survey of boulders, including fieldwork, with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance to 
more accurately identify the locations. 

Based on the new data, Gondola Alternative A would result in direct impacts to four boulders 
(Honk My Horn, No Parking, Holy Hell, and Rays) located within the proposed gondola base 
station at or adjacent to the existing Little Cottonwood Canyon existing park-and-ride lot and not 
along S.R. 210 past the canyon entrance. UDOT was able to refine the design to avoid the 
Roadside, Bathroom, and three unnamed (1, 116, and 117) boulders. Gondola Alternative B would 
impact only one boulder (Rays) at the park-and-ride lot. 

If a gondola alternative is selected, during the final design process UDOT will continue to refine the 
parking lot configuration at the Little Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot to avoid impacts to the 
four boulders (Gondola Alternative A) and one boulder for Gondola Alternative B. In addition, with 
both gondola alternatives, gondola tower 5 would impact the Lens Flare boulder. During the final 
design process, UDOT might be able to shift tower 5 to avoid this boulder. In all, five boulders 
could be directly impacted. The gondola would operate about 200 feet above and adjacent to 
popular climbing areas in the lower canyon. Boulders under the aerial cables would still be allowed 
to be used. Some climbers have stated that a gondola cabin overhead might cause a visual 
intrusion, noise impacts, and a potential startle effect that would reduce the climbing experience. 
About 94 boulders would be under the aerial cables easement, with another 31 within 15 feet of 
the cables easement. Again, access to these boulders would not be restricted by the gondola 
alternatives. 

The first tower at the bottom of Little Cottonwood Canyon would be placed on a trail developed by 
the USDA Forest Service and the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance (Alpenbock Loop Trail, West Leg). 
To maintain the function of the trail, it would be relocated around the gondola tower. 
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Visual and Noise Impacts. The visual intrusion and potential startle effect of a gondola cabin to 
climbers might reduce their climbing experience. UDOT determined that noise levels with the 
gondola operation would be similar to existing conditions, with the main noise source being 
dominated by vehicles on S.R. 210. Noise generated by the gondola system would be less than 
the noise generated by vehicles on S.R. 210, including at the climbing areas and Tanners Flat 
Campground. 

Access Impacts. The gondola system would not require any recreation areas to be closed; it 
would not be constructed on trailheads or otherwise limit recreation access or reduce or eliminate 
roadside parking. The area immediately around each gondola tower base would be fenced to 
preclude unauthorized access of the tower. The proposed base station (Gondola Alternative A) or 
angle station (Gondola Alternatives B) at the existing Little Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot 
would be designed to maintain 95 parking spaces, some of which would be designated for the 
Alpenbock Loop Trail. Also see response 32.4P. 

Construction Impacts. As stated in Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of the Draft 
EIS, UDOT notes that construction on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon could result in traffic 
delays and/or access restrictions during the summer construction seasons, which could delay 
those who want to recreate in the canyon. There would also be increased noise levels and dust 
from the construction equipment. The traffic delays and increased construction noise would be 
temporary during the 2-to-3-year construction period. 

C. Commenters were concerned that the primary alternatives would cause substantial construction 
delays and access issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

See Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of the EIS for more information regarding 
construction delays. All of the primary alternatives except the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative 
would require construction in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Construction on S.R. 210 in the canyon 
could result in traffic delays and access constraints during the summer construction seasons, 
which could delay or restrict access to those who want to recreate in the canyon. There would also 
be increased noise levels from the construction equipment. The traffic delays and increased 
construction noise would be temporary during the 2-to-3-year construction period. Any 
construction would be temporary. 

D. Commenters stated that the Cog Rail Alternative would have substantial impacts to climbing 
resources and other recreation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

Impacts to Boulders and Trails. See Section 4.4.6.2.3, Recreation Resources, of the EIS for 
specific details regarding impacts to climbing resources from the Cog Rail Alternative. The boulder 
location information in the Draft EIS was provided by the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance, which works 
with the USDA Forest Service and private landowners to manage climbing in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. After release of the Draft EIS, the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance provided new locations of 
climbing boulders along S.R. 210. The new data showed a total of about 477 boulders on either 
side of S.R. 210. In addition, UDOT conducted an additional field survey of boulders, including 
fieldwork, with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance to more accurately identify the locations. 

Based on the new data, the Cog Rail Alternative would result in direct impacts to 116 boulders. 
There would be 18 boulders that would not be directly impacted but would be within 15 feet of the 
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rail improvements. Each boulder might have multiple problems or routes. The alternative would 
also impact segments of eight existing and future planned trails used to access climbing areas. 
UDOT would work with the Forest Service to realign the existing trails to maintain the trail function. 
Due to the large number of impacted boulders and logistical issues, only a relatively small number 
could potentially be relocated. 

Visual and Noise Impacts. The evaluation stated that the visual impacts of additional cog rail cuts 
and fills would detract from recreationists’ views of the scenic Little Cottonwood Canyon. The 
negative impact to the viewshed could be considered by some recreationists as a negative impact 
to the outdoor recreation experience. Noise generated by the cog rail would be similar to that from 
light rail vehicles and would be less than the noise generated by vehicles on S.R. 210. 

Access Impacts. The cog rail alignment on the north side of S.R. 210 would be seen as a barrier 
to those who want to access National Forest System lands on the north side of the road. Crossing 
the rail alignment would be allowed only at specific recreation areas such as the Alpenbock (Little 
Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot), Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and Lisa Falls Trailheads. As part 
of the cog rail design, these trailheads and parking areas would be reconstructed to include 
restroom facilities and designated parking areas. The overall access to the Gate Buttress and Lisa 
Falls Trailheads would be improved compared to existing conditions, and the Grit Mill and 
Alpenbock Trailheads would provide the same benefits as under the current conditions. 

Regarding cyclists who use the road and want to access trailhead locations, the rail crossings 
would be on the north side of the road and would impact only cyclists entering the few trailheads 
on the north side of the road. The crossings would be similar to any light rail crossing in Salt Lake 
City that cyclists cross today and thus would not limit cyclist access. 

The cog rail alignment would not cross any road corridor and thereby disrupt traffic since there are 
no roads on the north side of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

E. Commenters were concerned about the loss of privacy from the gondola overflight of homes near 
the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

UDOT evaluated the potential privacy and visual impacts from the gondola system to residents at 
the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. As stated in Section 4.4.5.2, North Little Cottonwood 
Road to Alta, of the Draft EIS, the Gondola Alternative B base station and alignment would be 
adjacent to several residential developments. The gondola alternatives would not pass directly 
over any homes. The natural views that residents have would be disrupted by the gondola 
infrastructure. With the gondola cabins passing overhead near their houses, residents would feel 
an intrusion and loss of privacy from gondola riders looking down onto their yards and homes. For 
many residents, the impact would be in direct conflict with their reason for living near the entrance 
to Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT would not compensate homeowners for implementation of a 
gondola system near their homes. 

F. Commenters stated that widening Wasatch Boulevard would ruin the feel of the road and the 
quality of life of the residents. 

Quality of Life Impacts. The Five-lane Alternative would benefit many of the quality of life 
elements (safe access, pedestrian amenities, and a well-maintained community) that residents 
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have stated as being important reasons for living in Cottonwood Heights but would diminish the 
rural aesthetic that some residents consider important to their quality of life. Some residents have 
commented that any improvement to Wasatch Boulevard would substantially diminish their quality 
of life. However, UDOT in coordination with Cottonwood Heights City would develop an aesthetics 
plan to implement as part of proposed improvements to Wasatch Boulevard. To develop the plan, 
UDOT and Cottonwood Heights City would use the goals identified in the Wasatch Boulevard 
Master Plan and the general concepts in the Wasatch Boulevard Aesthetic Design Plan for 
preserving and enhancing scenic and natural qualities along Wasatch Boulevard/ 

Community Cohesion. Overall, the Wasatch Boulevard alternatives would have no substantial 
direct or indirect effects on neighborhood and community cohesion. Although Wasatch Boulevard 
would be widened, the improvements would not change community interactions and attendance at 
local shopping areas, schools, parks, and churches, or the overall cohesiveness of Cottonwood 
Heights. It is unlikely that the proposed roadway improvements would affect other aspects of 
neighborhood and community cohesion such as the length of residency, the presence of families, 
or community leadership and activism. As part of the widening alternatives, a trail is proposed on 
the east side of Wasatch Boulevard, and the improved pedestrian access with the trail should 
reduce perceived effects on cohesion that residents might 
associate with an expanded roadway. The trail improvements 
could lead to increased neighborhood and community 
interaction and, therefore, improved cohesiveness. In addition, 
in working with Cottonwood Heights City, UDOT is considering 
two pedestrian overpasses or underpasses to facilitate 
community cohesion. 

Recreation. The Wasatch Boulevard alternatives would affect 
two recreation facilities along Wasatch Boulevard: Golden Hills 
Park and a parking area for the Timberline Trailhead off 
Prospector Drive. The alternatives would result in minor property 
strip takes and would not impact any of the amenities that make 
the areas important to the community. The proposed trail on the 
east side of Wasatch Boulevard would connect to the trails in Golden Hills Park, thereby providing 
a benefit to residents who walk to this park. 

Public Safety. The Wasatch Boulevard alternatives would reduce congestion and improve safety 
by bringing Wasatch Boulevard up to current safety design standards and improving overall 
mobility, which would benefit response times for fire protection, ambulance services, and law 
enforcement. The addition of through-traffic lanes and dedicated turn lanes would benefit these 
services’ overall access to emergencies. Increased shoulder widths could also accommodate 
emergency response vehicles. 

The Wasatch Boulevard alternatives incorporate many safety updates that benefit cyclists and 
pedestrians, including improved sight distances, increased shoulder widths, and a 10-foot-wide 
continuous multi-use path on the east side of the road. The existing bicycle lane on each side of 
Wasatch Boulevard would be improved from its current state. The existing bicycle lane has a 
variable width and is not uniformly striped along Wasatch Boulevard. With the Wasatch Boulevard 

What is a strip take? 

A strip take is a land-only impact 
that occurs when a portion of a 
property is located within the 
proposed right of way but the 
right of way is more than 15 feet 
from an existing structure. This 
type of impact is referred to as a 
strip take because only a strip of 
land on the edge of the parcel 
would need to be acquired. 
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alternatives, a consistent 6-foot-wide striped bicycle lane would be constructed within the 10-foot 
roadway shoulder. 

G. Commenters stated that the gondola alternatives would reduce backcountry skiing or trailhead 
access. Other commenters asked whether any of the primary alternatives would reduce access. 

None of the primary alternatives would change current designated backcountry skiing access or 
USDA Forest Service trailhead access. None of the alternatives prohibit access to S.R. 210 in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. Roadside parking access for dispersed recreation in the lower canyon 
below Snowbird Entry 1 would be reduced by the elimination of roadside parking with the 
Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative and with the trailhead parking 
alternatives (see response 32.4P). With all of the alternatives, there would still be parking at the 
Grit Mill, Gate Buttress, Bridge, Lisa Falls, and White Pine areas. Access on busy ski days might 
require users above Snowbird Entry 1 to pay a toll or take transit. Section 4.4, Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation Measures, of the EIS provides specific details regarding the 
expected impacts to recreation access. 

H. Commenters stated that the No Winter Parking Alternative would eliminate access to backcountry 
skiers and reduce parking for ski resort users. 

See Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of the EIS for more information regarding winter 
backcountry access. With the No Winter Parking Alternative, about 230 roadside parking spots 
near the ski resorts would be eliminated during winter. Roadside parking is used by backcountry 
skiers and ski resort visitors during winter peak days when the main ski area parking lots are at 
capacity. Removing the roadside parking could reduce the quality of life for some skiers since they 
would need to rely on spaces in the parking lots or use the proposed enhanced bus service, 
gondola, or cog rail, if selected, instead of their personal vehicles to access the ski resorts. With 
the primary alternatives, there would be sufficient valley parking to accommodate users. For 
backcountry skiers who rely on these parking spots, the removal of these parking spots would 
have a negative effect on their access to trails outside the ski resorts. Backcountry skiers could 
use the primary alternatives to get to the ski resorts and then walk to the trails from Snowbird 
or Alta. 

I. Commenters stated that the gondola alternatives would ruin the natural and environmental quality 
of Little Cottonwood Canyon and the nature of the ski resorts. Others commented that the 
Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would ruin the recreation 
experience. 

Gondola Alternatives. UDOT analyzed the impact to the quality of the experience of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon users [see Section 4.4.4, Gondola Alternative A (Starting at Canyon 
Entrance), of the EIS]. The gondola system might operate during the summer. Gondola towers, 
cables, and cabins would be visible throughout Little Cottonwood Canyon. Some recreation users 
might feel that these elements reduce the quality of the natural environment or the environment in 
general that they would expect in Little Cottonwood Canyon while on trails and at trailheads and at 
the ski resorts. In their comments on the EIS, some users thought that there would be minimal 
impacts to visual resources, while others thought that visual impacts would be substantial or likely 
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and would ruin their recreation experience and the overall environment. The noise of the gondola 
would be less than that of vehicles on the existing road. 

Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative. An additional benefit of 
using enhanced bus service with the peak-period shoulder lanes is that, when the peak-period 
shoulder lanes are not in use during the summer and portions of the winter, they would be 
available to pedestrians and cyclists. Personal vehicles would not be allowed to use or park in the 
peak-period shoulder lanes. Cyclists who use the canyon would likely see the peak-period 
shoulder lanes as an improvement to the quality and safety of their riding experience because they 
would have a dedicated travel lane for cycling outside the vehicle travel lanes. 

However, adding peak-period shoulder lanes on S.R. 210 from North Little Cottonwood Road to 
the Alta Bypass Road would eliminate the 429 roadside parking spots (no parking would be 
allowed in the peak-period shoulder lanes) and existing pullouts along S.R. 210. Eliminating 
roadside parking with the peak-period shoulder lanes could be perceived as a reduction in access 
for recreationists who use many of the access points in the canyon that are not designated by the 
USDA Forest Service. The greatest potential impact could be to climbers who use the pullouts or 
park along the road in the lower portion of Little Cottonwood Canyon to access climbing areas and 
other areas such as Little Cottonwood Creek. In addition, the elimination of boulders with this 
alternative could impact or eliminate important climbing boulders for recreationists. Some 
commenters felt that the alternative would ruin the quality of the recreation experience in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and the overall environment. 

J. Commenters asked whether there would be parking for the Great White Icicle area. 

With the primary alternatives, access to the Great White Icicle would be provided by the Bridge 
Trailhead. 

K. Commenters wanted to know whether the snow sheds would impact climbing resources. 

Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of the EIS states that the avalanche mitigation (snow 
shed) alternatives would eliminate the China Wall roadside pullout, which is used during the 
summer to access the undesignated White Pine bouldering area (not a designated USDA Forest 
Service recreation area) and the climbing boulders the Wall, Ping Pong, and Fortune Cookie. 
Construction of the snow sheds would remove the Wall boulder. The snow shed design was 
tailored to the predicted requirements for the avalanche conditions in that area. 

L. Commenters stated that the primary alternatives would create more traffic at the entrance of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, impacting the quality of life of residents and degrading property values. 

With the primary alternatives, during the winter there would be a reduction in vehicle traffic during 
the peak hour of about 365 personal vehicles per hour and about a 30% reduction in personal 
vehicles during the entire day. The reduction in personal vehicle use would reduce vehicle 
backups in residential communities and improve the quality of life of residents who live near the 
entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. (See responses 32.7B and 32.7C.) 
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M. Commenters stated that construction of the La Caille base station with either Gondola 
Alternative B or the Cog Rail Alternative would reduce the quality of life for surrounding residents. 

The Gondola Alternative B base station and alignment would be adjacent to several residential 
developments. The natural views that residents and recreationists have would be disrupted by the 
gondola infrastructure. With the gondola cabins passing overhead near their houses, residents 
would feel an intrusion and loss of privacy from gondola riders looking down onto their yards and 
homes. For many residents, the impact would be in direct conflict with their reason for living near 
the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. For people who walk or hike in the area, the gondola 
infrastructure would impact their views of the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

The Gondola Alternative B base station would be adjacent to existing residential developments. 
The increased traffic to the base station as well the operation (noise and view) of the gondola 
system could reduce the quality of life of some residents since it would disrupt the natural setting 
of the area and its rural nature. However, some residents who recreate in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon might see the location as a benefit because they would be within walking distance of the 
base station. The impacts from the cog rail base station would be similar. 

N. Commenters stated that improvements to the Gate Buttress Trailhead would reduce the number of 
parking spaces, limit access, and impact climbing resources. 

The Gate Buttress is currently a dirt pullout and does not have a specific vehicle capacity since 
vehicles can park differently each time. In working with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance and the 
property owner, UDOT developed a concept that would pave the lot and add restrooms. UDOT 
would need to design the lot according to parking and access standards, which would likely reduce 
the number of parking spaces. Initially, in coordination with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance, UDOT 
did not propose any improvements to the Gate Buttress parking area since there would be less 
parking. However, the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance requested that UDOT consider the 
improvements so that they can be evaluated in the EIS. As discussed with the Salt Lake Climbers 
Alliance, UDOT will coordinate with them and the property owners to determine whether 
improvements are wanted by the users and the property owner. Depending on the outcome of the 
coordination, UDOT might not implement the improvements. This commitment has been added to 
the Final EIS (see Section 4.4.7.1, Recreation, of the Final EIS). The proposed improvements to 
the Gate Buttress parking area would not impact any climbing boulders. 

If selected, the peak-period shoulder lanes would reduce the parking capacity at the Gate Buttress 
dirt pullout. UDOT would work with the property owner and the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance to 
grade the parking area to maintain the approximate number of existing parking spaces in the dirt 
pullout. 

O. Commenters stated that UDOT did not fully evaluate impacts to the residents in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, including those in the town of Alta. 

Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of the EIS evaluated the expected impacts to the 
town of Alta. Section 4.3.1.2, S.R. 210 – North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta, of the EIS 
describes the community and states that the community is cohesive and enjoys a rural mountain 
lifestyle. The chapter also describes the community services provided in the town that the 
residents use. 
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None of the enhanced bus service alternatives would result in any improvements to S.R. 210 in 
the town of Alta except for the bus stop at Alta ski resort. The current plan is to have a bus facility 
located on the south side of S.R. 210 between the Alta Lodge and Alta’s Rustler Lodge in an area 
of an existing uphill bus stop. The analysis in the Final EIS has been updated to include the 
proposed bus stop. The gondola alternatives would have two gondola towers south of S.R. 210 
and a base station at the Alta ski resort immediately adjacent to the Albion parking lot. At the bus 
stop and gondola station, lockers and bathrooms would likely be added, but no other amenities 
would be included by UDOT. The gondola alignment would be south of the lodges and residences 
in the town of Alta. None of the primary alternatives would relocate any lodges and residences or 
businesses along S.R. 210 from North Little Cottonwood Road to the town of Alta, and there would 
be no changes to community cohesion, recreation resources, or utilities compared to current 
conditions. 

The primary alternatives could increase visitation at the Alta ski resort. The gondola would operate 
near residences at the Wasatch Resort at the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon and in the 
town of Alta, and the alternative would not overfly the Alta Town Park. The natural views that 
residents and lodge guests have would be disrupted by the gondola infrastructure. With the 
gondola passing near their houses, residents would feel an intrusion and loss of privacy from 
gondola riders looking down on their yards and homes. This would be a negative impact to their 
quality of life. For many residents, the impact would be in direct conflict with their reason for living 
in the canyon. The gondola alternatives would also indirectly impact the views from the Alta Town 
Park, which might diminish the experience of park users. 

P. Commenters were concerned how the alternatives would limit access to dispersed recreation, 
including climbing and hiking, and how trailheads would be expanded. Others commented that 
expanding trailhead parking would increase visitation. 

The trailhead improvement alternatives would reduce roadside parking and expand existing 
trailhead parking in Little Cottonwood Canyon, as shown in Table 32.4-1 below. The purposes of 
eliminating roadside parking are for both safety (conflicts with road cyclists and pedestrians 
walking on the road) and to reduce environmental impacts caused by roadside parking. 

Two of the trailhead Improvement alternatives would eliminate all roadside parking, as would the 
Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative. Eliminating roadside and pullout 
parking could have a negative impact to recreationists who rely on unauthorized access points for 
their experience in the canyon, including visiting Little Cottonwood Creek. The largest impact could 
be to climbers who use the roadside parking and pullouts in the lower portion of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon to access climbing areas. About 15 roadside pullouts used by recreationists would be 
eliminated by the Enhanced Bus Alternative in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative and two of 
the trailhead improvement alternatives (see Table 32.4-1 below). Improved trailhead parking at the 
Grit Mill, Gate Buttress, Bridge, Lisa Falls, and White Pine Trailheads could be used to gain 
access to some areas but would require walking along S.R. 210, which would introduce safety 
conflicts with vehicles traveling on the road. With the trailhead improvements, including the 
addition of restrooms and the elimination of roadside parking, human use would be focused in 
areas with adequate resource protection, thereby reducing potential environmental impacts. The 
number of restroom stalls proposed at each trailhead is based on USDA Forest Service guidelines. 
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Table 32.4-1. Total Parking Spaces from S.R. 209/S.R. 210 to Snowbird Entry 1 by 
Trailhead Alternative 

Parking Area 

Number of Parking Spacesa 

Existing Parking/ 
No-Action Alternative 

Trailhead Improvement  
Alternatives 

No Trailhead 
Improvement 
Alternative 

No Roadside 
Parking ¼ Mile 
from Trailhead 

No Roadside 
Parking to 

Snowbird Entry 1 

No Roadside 
Parking to 

Snowbird Entry 1 

Roadside parking 429 290 0 0 

Gate Buttress Trailhead 30 (in designated dirt lot) 21 21  30 (in designated 
dirt lot) 

Bridge Trailhead Not applicable (roadside parking only) 15 15 0 

Lisa Falls Trailhead 17 (north and south dirt pullouts) 41 41 17 (north and south 
dirt pullouts) 

White Pine Trailhead 52 144 144 52 

Total parking spacesa 528 511 221 99 
a The total number of parking spaces did not capture all of the smaller available pullouts along S.R. 210, so the total number of existing 

parking would be higher. 

Q. Commenters stated that the proposed mobility hub at 9400 South and Highland Drive would 
impact the quality of life of local residents and would be out of character in the area. 

As a mobility hub, the existing park-and-ride lot at 9400 South and Highland Drive would be 
transformed from the existing lot with 275 surface parking spaces to a multilevel parking structure 
with about 1,000 parking spaces. The additional traffic coming to the parking structure from 
Highland Drive or 9400 South on busy ski days could reduce the quality of life for residents of the 
subdivision on the southeast corner of the lot; however, traffic through the subdivision would not 
increase (for more information, see Chapter 7, Traffic and Transportation, of the EIS). The 
structure would add a visual intrusion, increase noise levels on busy days, and reduce the overall 
quality of life for those residents who live immediately adjacent to the structure. 

The area of the proposed structure is on an existing UTA park-and-ride lot. The parking structure 
would be compatible with the existing commercial buildings across 9400 South and Highland Drive 
and would not be out of character for the area. The structure and use would be designed to meet 
safety standards. In summary, the mobility hub would be within the existing park-and-ride lot, and 
therefore there would be no property impacts and no changes to community cohesion, recreation 
resources, public safety, or utilities compared to current conditions. Although some commenters 
stated that adjacent property values would decrease, UDOT does not compensate for proximity 
impacts. 
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R. A commenter stated that adding infrastructure to Little Cottonwood Canyon would reduce the 
quality of the recreation experience and shift recreation users to Big Cottonwood Canyon. 

There is no way to know how recreation users would react to a widened S.R. 210, gondola towers, 
or a cog rail alignment in Little cottonwood Canyon. Although the peak-period shoulder lanes and 
cog rail alignment would widen S.R. 210, they would not change access to the main trailheads or 
alter the use of the trailheads and associated backcountry. Therefore, they are unlikely to increase 
use in Big Cottonwood Canyon. The gondola alternatives would also not change trailhead access 
or trailhead use; however, because the gondola towers would be visible, the towers could deter 
some people wanting to recreate in a more natural experience. The small number of recreationists 
who would shift to Big Cottonwood Canyon would be a small percentage of the summertime use. 

S. Commenters asked whether UDOT would compensate for direct and indirect impacts on 
residential properties, impacts such as a decrease in property value. 

Information about property impacts is included in Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of 
the Final EIS, and the actual properties affected are listed in Appendix 4A, Property Impacts. In 
addition, an online map on the project website (https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov) shows the 
locations of the alternatives in relation to private property. When property acquisitions are 
necessary, UDOT must comply with the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 United States Code Section 4601 and subsequent sections, 
amended 1989) and the State of Utah Relocation Program (part of the Utah Relocation Assistance 
Act, Section 57-12 of the Utah Administrative Code). To ensure just compensation for any property 
acquisition, these laws provide for uniform and equitable treatment of all persons without 
discrimination on any basis. 

UDOT does not compensate for any decrease in property values as a result of a project if no 
property is acquired. Per the UDOT right-of-way process, UDOT can generally acquire only 
property that it needs for a project. Therefore, UDOT generally does not purchase properties not 
directly affected by a project unless the project causes the property to have no value or not be 
usable (for example, the project eliminates access to the property). 

T. A commenter stated that not all backcountry ski areas have been identified in the EIS and that, 
without a proper identification, an impact analysis can’t be done. 

The EIS states that the primary alternatives would degrade the recreation experience and that the 
visual and access impacts to all recreation areas including backcountry access would reduce the 
recreation experience. The analysis would not change if each dispersed recreation area were 
mapped. UDOT does state, in the EIS, specific backcountry access points such as near Tanners 
Flat Campground and near the town of Alta that could be altered. 

U. A commenter thought that the primary alternatives would impact Quail Hollow Park. 

Quail Hollow Park is west of the project area and would not be impacted directly or indirectly by 
any of the primary alternatives. 

https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/
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V. Sandy City commented that they were concerned how the implementation of the selected 
transportation mode might impact the city. 

Impacts to Sandy were fully addressed in the EIS. For the resources evaluated, an analysis was 
conducted for the expected impacts from implementing a mobility hub at 9400 South and Highland 
Drive and increased noise levels along 9400 South from traffic (see Chapter 11, Noise, of the EIS). 
The EIS analysis states that the additional traffic coming to the parking structure from Highland 
Drive or 9400 South on busy ski days could reduce the quality of life for residents of the 
subdivision on the southeast corner of the lot; however, traffic through the subdivision would not 
increase (for more information, see Chapter 7, Traffic and Transportation, of the EIS). The parking 
structure would be compatible with the existing commercial buildings across 9400 South and 
Highland Drive and would not be out of character for the area. In summary, the mobility hub would 
be within the existing park-and-ride lot, and therefore there would be no property impacts and no 
changes to community cohesion, recreation resources, public safety, or utilities compared to 
current conditions, but there would be impacts to nearby residents. 

W. The Wasatch Backcountry Alliance commented that the miles of backcountry access are listed as 
not available. They stated that the entire S.R. 210 corridor should be listed as access. They stated 
that access does exist from S.R. 210. 

Table 4.3-1, Recreation Resources in the Community Impact Analysis Area, of the Draft EIS is 
meant to list the acreage or miles of trails. Because there are no known reliable sources for the 
amount of informal backcountry trails, the number was not included in the EIS. The table does 
note that access is provided along S.R. 210 in different locations in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
Since there are no parking areas designated on S.R. 210, not all of S.R. 210 can be designated as 
access. Table 4.3-1 has been revised in the Final EIS to clarify backcountry use. 

X. The Wasatch Backcountry Alliance commented that the EIS should note that there are trailheads 
in the upper canyon since the EIS lists the Albion Meadows Trail and the Alta-Brighton Trail. 

The EIS does list and show both of these trailheads as well as other designated trailheads. UDOT 
and the USDA Forest Service acknowledge that designated trailheads exist, and they are 
discussed in the EIS. None of the designated trailheads at the end of the canyon would be 
impacted by the primary alternatives. Because the trails are located at the end of S.R. 210 where 
traffic is less and there are fewer safety and mobility concerns that need to be addressed, 
improvements were not included for the trailheads associated with the upper-canyon trails. 
Undesignated trailheads or dispersed-use areas are not considered a substantial resource by the 
USDA Forest Service to be evaluated in the EIS since use is discouraged because of the 
associated environmental impacts. 

Y. The Wasatch Backcountry Alliance commented that backcountry skiers in the upper canyon would 
be impacted by the proposed alternatives since skiers would need to walk farther if using transit to 
access backcountry trails. 

The EIS states that backcountry skiers might feel that the toll would negatively impact morning 
(7 AM to 10 AM) access to the upper part of Little Cottonwood Canyon since the transit 
alternatives would serve the resorts only, causing backcountry skiers who use the transit service to 
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potentially walk greater distances to access trails. The proposed bus stop for the Alta Ski Resort 
would be located in the town of Alta near backcountry access points. Tolling might be in effect only 
during peak periods (7 AM to 10 AM), so backcountry skiers who are skiing during off-peak times 
could park near trails if parking is available. Since backcountry skiers represent a small 
percentage of S.R. 210 users, UDOT does not identify specific mitigation for these users. 

Z. The Wasatch Backcountry Alliance commented that, to show further evidence of the intrusion of 
the gondola alternatives on dispersed users, one of their backcountry enthusiasts prepared a draft 
map showing the proximity of the proposed tower locations to wilderness areas and existing trails 
used by human-powered recreationists. Based on this map, the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance 
conservatively estimates that more than 30 backcountry ski runs in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
would be negatively impacted if a gondola solution is implemented. 

The figure provided by the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance did not provide enough information to 
verify the impact to the dispersed undesignated trails. The gondola towers would be located near 
S.R. 210 and generally would be outside of slide paths that are used for backcountry skiing in 
winter. The towers would be in the runout zones of the backcountry skiing terrain and would not 
impact use of ski trails. In addition, the towers would not restrict access to dispersed human-
powered recreation. Therefore, UDOT believes that the dispersed recreation areas would still be 
available for use. The visual and recreation analyses in the EIS both state that the gondola towers 
would be a visual intrusion (see responses 32.4I and 32.17A). 

AA. A commenter stated that the EIS does not address the impacts to a newly acquired open space 
across from S.R. 210. The gondola base station could impact the views and wildlife on this 
open space. 

More information was added to Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of the EIS to 
specifically address the open space. The gondola base station would also be adjacent to a newly 
acquired (in 2020) open-space area set aside to preserve the natural landscape of the area and to 
protect wildlife. This open space, which is located in Cottonwood Heights, includes views of the 
residential developments in the area and is adjacent to S.R. 210 on the west side. Although this 
area would not be directly impacted, the gondola base station would disrupt views by the users of 
the area and would reduce the quality of the open space. Since the open space is adjacent to 
S.R. 210, noise levels would be similar to those from the existing roadway. See response 32.13A 
regarding impacts to wildlife. 

BB. The Town of Alta requested that UDOT partner with other agencies in installing roadway 
maintenance assets in upper Little Cottonwood Canyon to help maintain better winter driving 
conditions. 

Storing road maintenance equipment is outside the project purpose and can be done outside the 
EIS process. UDOT is open to working with the Town of Alta to discuss how having assets 
available would improve road conditions and any other potential solutions. 



 

July 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32-143 

CC. The Town of Alta commented that the EIS does not state that the Town provides culinary and 
sewer to Alta and that UDOT must coordinate with the Town regarding these services once an 
alternative is selected. 

The Final EIS has been updated to state that the Town of Alta provides culinary water and sewer 
services. UDOT has updated Chapter 20, Indirect Effects, of the Final EIS regarding impacts to the 
Town of Alta culinary water and sewer and now states that UDOT will coordinate with the Town 
regarding these services. 

DD. The Town of Alta commented that gondola tower 20 is close to Alta Town Park and a sewer line 
between the Alta Lodge and Rustler Lodge. The Town also stated that any bus stop location 
proposed within the town limits be coordinated with the Town of Alta. 

Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, and Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
Evaluation, of the Final EIS have been updated to include the Alta Town Park and impacts to that 
park. The proposed gondola tower 20 would not directly impact the park but would result in a 
visual obstruction and a potential increase in noise from gondola operations to park users. A noise 
evaluation conducted by UDOT showed that noise levels are projected to increase from 53 
A-weighted decibels (dBA) under existing conditions to 55 dBA with the gondola in operation. 
Noise increases of 1 to 2 dBA or not detectable to human hearing. If a gondola or enhanced bus 
service alternative is selected, UDOT will ensure that any sewer line impacts are mitigated. UDOT 
will coordinate with the Town of Alta regarding any infrastructure placed within the Alta town limits. 

EE. The Town of Alta commented that the EIS should include the Alta Medical Clinic located in the 
Goldminer’s Daughter Lodge and Our Lady of the Snows Catholic Chapel located at 10189 East 
S.R. 210. 

Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of the Final EIS has been updated to include the 
Alta Medical Clinic and Our Lady of the Snows Catholic Chapel. None of the primary alternatives 
would directly impact the services provided by these community providers. Chapter 20, Indirect 
Effects, of the Final EIS has been updated to state that the medical clinics at the ski resorts could 
experience an increased number of patients, which would require additional staff. 

FF. A commenter questioned the data regarding Forest Service trails near the community of Alta. 

All of the information including trail lengths was provided by the USDA Forest Service. The EIS 
addresses only designated trails. None of the trails near the town of Alta would be directly 
impacted by the primary alternatives. Visual impacts from the primary alternatives are addressed 
in Chapter 17, Visual Resources, of the EIS. 

GG. Save Our Canyons commented that there was no analysis of impacts to summer users of Tanners 
Flat Campground. 

UDOT evaluated impacts to Tanners Flat Campground from both noise and visual intrusion in 
Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of the EIS. The analysis stated that gondola cabins 
would pass over Tanners Flat Campground, and there would be cables over the campground. 
Campground users might feel that these elements reduce the quality of the natural environment 
that they would expect in a camping experience and might have privacy concerns about gondola 
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cabins passing overhead. The analysis also stated that noise levels from the gondola system 
would be below the existing S.R. 210 vehicle noise. To mitigate impacts, the gondola would 
operate outside designated quiet hours when the campground is in use. UDOT also evaluated 
Tanners Flat Campground as a Section 4(f) property in Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
Evaluation, of the EIS. Note that UDOT would pursue only an aerial easement over the 
campground, and no ground easements are anticipated. 

HH. Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT should have done a more extensive review of the 
many recreation guides to have a better understanding of how the primary alternatives would 
impact recreation resources. 

UDOT worked extensively with the USDA Forest Service on identifying and evaluating the 
resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon that could be impacted by the project alternatives. UDOT 
believes that the analysis is comprehensive and captures the importance of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon as a recreation destination, watershed, and ecosystem resource. 

II. The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities commented that they believe that Little 
Cottonwood Creek and its tributaries could reasonably be considered to meet the definition of a 
quality of life resource in Section 4.3.2, Quality of Life. 

UDOT has added the following in Section 4.3.2, Quality of Life, of the Final EIS: 

Little Cottonwood Creek is a primary water supply for more than 360,000 people in Salt 
Lake City’s water service area as well as almost 100,000 people in Sandy City’s water 
service area. It also is a source of water for the Town of Alta, Snowbird, and Salt Lake 
County Service Area #3. The water provided by Little Cottonwood Creek is an important 
economic and public health benefit to the residents and businesses it serves. This source of 
drinking water is essential to the region’s quality of life and economic prosperity. 

Based on the analysis in Chapter 12, Water Resources, of the EIS, UDOT does not believe that 
any of the project alternatives would change the water quality or delivery in a way that would affect 
the quality of life of users. 

32.5 Environmental Justice 
A. Commenters suggested that UDOT consider impacts to low-income populations as a result of the 

primary alternatives. Other commenters stated that tolls would impact low-income populations. 
Save Our Canyons commented that the environmental justice analysis did not consider users 
outside the S.R. 210 area. 

See Chapter 5, Environmental Justice, of the EIS for an analysis of impacts to low-income and 
minority populations. The analysis for S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon included all low-
income users including local, regional, and out-of-state users. It was not based on ZIP Codes 
within ¼ mile of S.R. 210. 

Similar to existing conditions, the cost of using one of the primary alternatives would need to be 
substantially less than a toll in order to make the transit service an attractive alternative to personal 
vehicle use. The proposed toll rate during the peak travel times could range between $20 and $30, 
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which many skiers might see as a financial burden. However, because the primary alternatives 
would include a low-cost, convenient alternative to paying the toll and would provide the same or 
better travel time as a personal vehicle under the no-action conditions, it would not have an 
adverse impact to any populations. 

During the winter, the lower portion of Little Cottonwood Canyon (below Snowbird Entry 1 and 
outside the ski resorts) is used by recreationists to snowshoe, backcountry ski, ice climb, hike, and 
rock climb. With all of the primary alternatives, there would be no transit stops in the lower canyon 
(below the ski resorts) at trailheads for members of environmental justice populations as an 
alternative to driving and paying a toll. Increasing the number of bus stops to address the small 
percentage of wintertime lower-canyon users would slow the bus service for the vast majority of 
users, thereby making the service less attractive as an alternative to paying a toll. Thus lower-
canyon users would have no option to access recreation without using their personal vehicle and 
paying a toll, which would be an adverse impact to low-income populations. Practicable measures 
to avoid or reduce the potential adverse effects on lower-canyon users would include: 

• Place the toll gantry immediately prior to Snowbird Entry 1. This would allow low-income 
populations wanting to recreate outside the ski resorts in the lower portions of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon to avoid having to pay the toll. 

• Have the toll in effect only during the morning peak period (7 AM to 10 AM), which would allow 
low-income populations to avoid paying the toll by recreating after 10 AM. 

With the implementation of either of these mitigation measures, UDOT would reduce the adverse 
effects of the toll on low-income populations for those wanting to recreate in the lower portions of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. Therefore, with the proposed mitigation measures, tolling would not 
cause disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations in 
accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 12898 and Federal Highway Administration 
Order 6640.23a. 

B. The Wasatch Backcountry Alliance and the Sierra Club commented that the environmental justice 
and public outreach used in the EIS was not adequate and the environmental justice analysis did 
not include outreach to individuals who do not live near Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

The environmental justice analysis included the potential for impacts to low-income and minority 
populations who use Little Cottonwood Canyon, no matter their place of origin. As stated in 
Section 5.1, Introduction, of the EIS, the study for the environmental justice analysis evaluates 
how tolling could affect all users (local, regional, and national) of S.R. 210. Section 5.4.1, 
Methodology, of the EIS also states that the USDA Forest Service manages the Uinta-Wasatch-
Cache National Forest for multiple uses including natural resource protection and providing 
recreation opportunities for the public. For this reason, this analysis also considers impacts to 
people in the impact analysis area as well as the public in general. The resources for which 
changes would most likely affect the general population are the social environment (community 
character and community cohesion), recreation, property acquisitions and relocations, economics, 
transportation access, pedestrian and cyclist resources, air quality, and noise. 

UDOT conducted extensive general public outreach for the S.R. 210 Project starting in March 
2018. This is confirmed by over 15,000 comments being received during the EIS process from 
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across the Wasatch Front, Utah, and other areas in the United States and internationally. The 
public outreach process was structured and implemented to ensure that all relevant factors were 
considered, factors including the affected community’s concerns and issues related to the project’s 
purpose and need, alignment and engineering solutions, social impacts, environmental impacts, 
economic effects, and other topics of concern to the community. 

Several methods for engagement were used to provide multiple avenues for receiving public 
guidance. Specific activities included meetings with key stakeholder groups, public open-house 
meetings, community and city council presentations, press releases and informational flyers, and 
other web and online engagement. These efforts were focused on the overall environmental 
justice impact analysis area and allowed UDOT to better understand the concerns of local 
residents as well as the demographics of the area. Also see response 32.5A. See Chapter 27, 
Public and Agency Consultation and Coordination, of the EIS for more detail regarding the 
outreach effort during the EIS process. 

C. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance commented that UDOT failed to adequately respond to the 
manners in which its transportation proposals perpetuate environmental marginalization of already 
vulnerable Wasatch Front residents. In short, UDOT’s proposals impose additional barriers to 
accessing the upper Little Cottonwood Canyon during the winter in the form of a public transit fare 
and private vehicle tolling. Such costs disproportionately burden lower-income communities, 
making it harder for them to access popular and valuable environmental amenities. Furthermore, 
the proposals will negatively impact the types of outdoor recreation most available to lower-income 
and minority community members. 

UDOT disagrees that the environmental justice analysis fails to adequately evaluate environmental 
justice communities that access Little Cottonwood Canyon. As stated in Chapter 5, Environmental 
Justice, of the EIS, low-income individuals not wishing to pay a toll for personal vehicle use during 
the winter peak morning travel periods can use a subsidized transit fare to access the upper 
canyon. In addition, the toll would apply only during the morning peak travel period, allowing those 
low-income populations wishing to access the upper canyon with their personal vehicles without a 
fee to do so after the morning traffic clears. It should also be noted that the toll would apply only 
during busy periods in the winter, so there would be times during the week or even on non-busy 
weekends when there is no toll. Finally, there would be no toll for the lower-canyon recreation 
destinations or outside the winter seasons (December through mid-April). 

UDOT believes that low-income populations that want to access the upper canyon during peak 
winter travel periods are being given more-convenient transportation options compared to existing 
conditions. Today, there is limited parking in the upper canyon at the ski resorts and on S.R. 210 
for backcountry use, and there is limiting parking to use the bus service. By providing a transit 
service that is more reliable and providing frequent service with sufficient parking, the project 
would provide greater opportunities for all users including low-income populations. 

As for lower-canyon recreation access, there would be no change to the type of transportation 
mode that can be used to access recreation sites (that is, personal vehicles). Although some of the 
alternatives might limit some dispersed recreation roadside parking and impact some climbing 
resources, this would equally impact all populations and would not be a disproportionate impact to 
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low-income or minority populations. To meet the project purpose, UDOT does not need to improve 
access for dispersed recreation users. 

D. Save Our Canyons and the Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities commented that impacts 
to water quality from the primary alternatives might require improvements to water treatment 
facilities, and the cost of those improvements would be passed on to rate payers and would be a 
burden to low-income populations. 

UDOT evaluated potential increase in water user rates to low-income populations if additional 
water treatment was necessary as a result of one of the primary alternatives. The analysis 
concluded that the additional impervious surfaces from the primary alternatives would have 
de minimis impacts to Little Cottonwood Creek and the overall watershed as a primary drinking 
water source and thus would not impact drinking water quality for low-income or minority 
populations or the overall population. In addition, UDOT does not expect that the water 
infrastructure would need to be improved based on the de minimis impacts. Therefore, none of the 
primary alternatives are expected to require capital or operational improvements to the drinking 
water supply system that could then increase water user rates and thereby affect low-income 
populations. See Chapter 12, Water Resources, of the EIS for more information regarding the 
expected impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon watershed including Little Cottonwood Creek 
as a drinking water source. 

E. The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities commented that, with the toll, more people might 
decide to recreate in lower Little Cottonwood Canyon, including low-income populations. 

UDOT does not expect an increase in winter use in the lower canyon at times when the toll is in 
effect since many areas have restricted access because of avalanche restrictions or limited 
parking. None of the primary alternatives would restrict access to the lower canyon, and 
backcountry skiers would still have access to the upper canyon (using transit or during off-peak 
periods). Those conditions would not change as a result of the EIS alternatives, and thus use of 
those sites would not change from current conditions. Finally, UDOT still expects that similar to 
current conditions, parking at the resorts would still reach capacity the same as under current 
conditions. 

32.6 Economics 
A. A commenter asked who would profit from the transit alternatives (bus, gondola, and cog rail), and 

other commenters asked about the economic benefit of the primary alternatives. 

The primary alternatives would provide improved access to the ski resorts and would reduce the 
number of vehicles on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The primary alternatives would 
provide an economic benefit to the ski resorts by allowing more users to access the resorts than 
what can be provided by the current parking lot capacities and existing bus service. In addition, the 
State of Utah would benefit in increased taxes that would be generated from the increase in 
expenditures. Over an entire ski season, the primary alternatives are expected to bring in an 
additional $34.1 million (or 11.1%) in net economic benefit to Utah compared to the No-Action 



 

 July 2022 
32-148 Utah Department of Transportation 

Alternative. This would benefit not only the ski resorts but also businesses in the Salt Lake Valley 
such as hotels, restaurants, and ski-related businesses. 

B. A commenter asked UDOT to analyze the economic effects of impacting recreation resources in 
the canyon. Save Our Canyons commented that displacement of non–ski resort recreation 
activities and related gear-based spending could also have an impact to the economy. 

See Chapter 6, Economics, of the EIS, which contains an analysis of the economic impacts of the 
alternatives. The average in-state and out-of-state per-skier expenditures were estimated to be 
$293 per person per day (University of Utah Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute 2018). The estimate 
assumed that the resorts would operate at maximum capacity only on weekends and holidays 
(2 weeks for Christmas through January 1, Martin Luther King Jr. Day, Presidents’ Day, and 1 
week for Easter), or about 49 days total. The net economic benefit to Utah of the primary 
alternatives over an entire ski season is predicted to be about $34.1 million (or 11.1%) compared 
to the No-Action Alternative. 

The gondola and cog rail alternatives would also operate during the summer. UDOT anticipates 
that the additional visitors per weekend day would increase revenues at Snowbird, Alta, and the 
surrounding businesses, assuming that the additional visitors spend money on summer activities, 
lodging, food, or shopping during their trip. 

None of the primary alternatives or sub-alternatives would substantially change recreation use 
outside the ski resorts in Little Cottonwood Canyon thereby substantially affecting the regional 
economy. 

UDOT is not sure what is included in the “gear-based spending” mentioned in the comment or 
whether it includes ski gear. None of the project alternatives would eliminate or substantially 
reduce access to dispersed recreation, so UDOT would not expect that alternatives affecting only 
Little Cottonwood Canyon would substantially reduce local spending on outdoor gear. In addition, 
UDOT assumes that outdoor gear spending applies to all recreation in all parts of the state, which 
has a substantial amount of recreation opportunities beyond that of just Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

C. A commenter stated that the developer that owns the property of the proposed Gondola 
Alternative B base station would benefit from the station being built on the property. 

See Chapter 6, Economics, of the EIS for more discussion of the economic impacts of the primary 
alternatives. As stated in that chapter, the analysis concludes that there would be an economic 
benefit to the development proposed at La Caille if the gondola base station is located on the 
property. 

D. Commenters stated that the loss of climbing boulders with the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-
period Shoulder Lane Alternative, the gondola alternatives, and the Cog Rail Alternative would 
impact the local economy since the alternatives would reduce the number of tourists who come to 
rock climb in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative and the gondola alternatives 
would result in fewer than 41 boulders being impacted out of the approximately 477 boulders on 
either side of S.R. 210. UDOT does not expect that the loss of these boulders adjacent to the 
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roadway would reduce rock climbing tourism and the associated tax base since there would still be 
numerous boulders available and none of the climbing vertical routes would be impacted. 

E. Commenters suggested that one primary alternative would provide more jobs than another. 

The enhanced bus service alternatives would provide the greatest amount of job opportunities 
because of the additional bus drivers and fleet maintenance requirements. The gondola and cog 
rail alternatives would have similar employment levels to each other and would require fewer 
employees to operate than would the enhanced bus service alternatives. 

F. Prior to the release of the Draft EIS, the Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities commented 
that the economics chapter of the EIS should state that providing drinking water to the arid valley 
below is a primary purpose of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

UDOT added the requested information to Chapter 6, Economics, of the EIS. 

32.7 Traffic and Transportation 
A. Commenters felt that the primary alternatives did not deal with avalanche mitigation and roadside 

parking issues. Other commenters felt that S.R. 210 would still be frequently closed as a result of 
avalanches. Other commenters felt that the snow sheds wouldn’t provide enough benefit. 

As stated in Section 7.4.2.4, Avalanche Mitigation Alternatives, of 
the EIS, all of the primary alternatives would include snow sheds, 
which would substantially improve safety, improve reliability, and 
reduce the numbers of hours of closure in 2050 from between 56 to 
108 hours per season with the No-Action Alternative to about 2 to 
11 hours with the snow sheds implemented. Overall, the snow 
sheds would substantially reduce the amount of time that S.R. 210 
is closed for avalanche mitigation, which would improve the reliability of the road. The snow sheds 
would be placed to handle the most active avalanche paths in Little Cottonwood Canyon. It would 
not be cost-effective to build snow sheds in less frequent avalanche paths. Snow sheds would also 
substantially improve safety. In 2050 with the No-Action Alternative, the avalanche hazard index 
(AHI) in Little Cottonwood Canyon, with the current type of active avalanche mitigation program, 
would be 96, or high risk. With the introduction of the snow sheds, the AHI would be reduced to 43 
in 2050. Although an AHI of 43 is still considered a high risk, it is a risk reduction of 55% to the 
traveling public, thereby providing a beneficial impact to the safety risk of S.R. 210 during the 
winter. 

With the implementation of the snow sheds, a toll, and subsidized transit, the travel times would 
improve in 2050 from up to 85 minutes with the No-Action Alternative to about 35 to 50 minutes 
depending on the primary alternative selected. 

All of the primary alternatives would eliminate winter roadside parking along S.R. 210 adjacent to 
the ski resorts. 

What is a snow shed? 

A snow shed is a structure 
that shields a road from an 
avalanche flow.  
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B. A commenter stated they were not able to get back to their home because of the congestion 
caused by ski traffic. Other commenters stated that the primary alternatives would not reduce 
traffic at the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. Other commenters wanted to know whether 
the primary alternatives would benefit only the ski resorts. 

As shown in Figure 7.4-1, Vehicle Backup Lengths by Alternative, of the EIS, all of the primary 
alternatives would substantially reduce congestion and vehicle backups at the entrance to Little 
Cottonwood Canyon on S.R. 210 and S.R. 209. The decrease in traffic backup lengths would 
improve access to the residential neighborhoods along S.R. 209 and S.R. 210 on busy ski days. In 
addition, with the implementation of snow sheds, the numbers of hours of closure in 2050 would 
be reduced from between 56 to 108 hours per season with the No-Action Alternative to about 2 to 
11 hours with the snow sheds implemented. The reduction in the hours of closure would improve 
the reliability of S.R. 210 and reduce morning road closures which block access to neighborhoods 
in Cottonwood Heights, in Sandy, and at the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. Overall, the 
primary alternatives would benefit the residents along S.R. 209 and S.R. 210 by reducing the 
amount of traffic in their neighborhoods and times when access is blocked by skier traffic. 

C. Commenters stated that UDOT should reduce vehicle traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon, make 
access easier, and reduce congestion. Other commenters asked how would the primary 
alternatives reduce congestion or stated that the alternatives would not reduce congestion. 
Commenters felt that the primary alternatives would benefit only the ski resorts. 

UDOT would implement a toll with all of the primary alternatives with the goal to reduce the vehicle 
traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon by 30% during the peak hours on a busy ski day. None of the 
primary alternatives would add personal vehicles to S.R. 210 above No-Action conditions, and all 
of the primary alternatives would result in a similar level of traffic reduction in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. All of the transit alternatives have been designed to accommodate 30% of the vehicle 
users in 2050 by shifting them from personal vehicles to transit. The majority of winter users (over 
90%) on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon travel above the White Pine Trailhead. By 
removing 30% of the skier vehicle traffic travel during the winter, all S.R. 210 users’ travel would 
be substantially improved. Thus, those wanting to access recreation activities below the ski resorts 
would see an improvement in traffic conditions by removing 30% of the skier traffic. All of the 
alternatives are designed to handle proposed traffic conditions in 2050 so that the amount of 
congestion on a busy ski day would improve over the No-Action Alternative. With the transit mode, 
those taking transit would have a better mobility in the morning and leaving in the evening from the 
ski resorts. 

In 2050, the average per-person travel time with the No-Action Alternative is projected to be 80 to 
85 minutes from Fort Union Boulevard to Alta. All of the primary alternatives would reduce the 
average per-person travel time (includes those in transit and in vehicles) to a combined average of 
less than 46 minutes. 

Reduced congestion would not induce travel on S.R. 210 since UDOT would vary the price of the 
toll to minimize personal vehicle use (also see response 32.20E). 
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D. Commenters stated that adding lanes to Wasatch Boulevard would induce traffic demand. 

With the additional capacity, UDOT expects that there would be about a 4% increase in traffic on 
Wasatch Boulevard compared to the No-Action Alternative. 

E. Commenters including Sandy City asked whether a traffic study and EIS for S.R. 209 is planned. 
The traffic on that road is as congested as Wasatch Boulevard. 

A separate EIS for S.R. 209 is not currently planned. As stated in Section 7.4.2.2, S.R. 210 – 
North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta, of the EIS, all of the primary alternatives would substantially 
reduce congestion on S.R. 209. On S.R. 209, traffic backups would decrease from 6,700 feet, or 
past the intersection of 9400 South and Wasatch Boulevard, with the No-Action Alternative to 
1,275 feet with the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative and 350 feet with the Enhanced Bus Service 
in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, the gondola alternatives, and the Cog Rail Alternative. 
The decrease in traffic backup lengths would improve access to the residential neighborhoods 
along S.R. 209 and S.R. 210 on busy ski days. 

With the proposed alternatives and the reduction in vehicle use, S.R. 209 does not need roadway 
improvements. 

F. A commenter suggested that improving peak-hour travel times ignores everything we know about 
what happens when we widen roads or add more roads. The commenter suggested that widening 
roads leads to induced demand and increased vehicle-miles traveled (VMT). Two articles were 
provided with the comment: “The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from U.S. 
Cities” and “Roadblocks Ahead.” The articles link the number of miles of road to congestion and 
state that building new roads increases congestion. The commenter also suggested that requiring 
people to pay a variable fee would reduce congestion. 

UDOT is not sure whether the commenter is saying that increasing the number of lanes on 
Wasatch Boulevard would induce travel and increase congestion or that adding lanes to S.R. 210 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon would induce travel. 

For the Wasatch Boulevard alternatives (Five-lane Alternative and Imbalanced-lane Alternative), 
the potential for induced travel on the widened and improved roadway was considered in the traffic 
model. The model indicated that there would be about a 4% increase in VMT on the 2.2-mile 
segment compared to the No-Action Alternative in 2050 during an average weekday. In the peak 
hour, about 160 additional vehicles would use Wasatch Boulevard as a result of adding capacity. 
The total vehicle volume in the peak hour with the added capacity would be about 850 vehicles per 
lane. Based on the traffic analysis, with the roadway capacity improvements Wasatch Boulevard 
would operate at an acceptable level of service. 

Regarding S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon, none of the primary alternatives would add 
personal vehicle lane capacity. In addition, UDOT would implement a toll or fee, as suggested by 
the commenter, to reduce vehicle traffic by 30% and encourage users to take transit. Thus, UDOT 
does not expect any of the primary alternatives to induce travel or increase congestion. UDOT 
would implement a variable toll that would increase to achieve the level of vehicle reduction to 
maintain acceptable per-person travel times. Also see response 32.20E. 
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G. A commenter stated that Section 7.4.2.2, paragraph 4, of the Draft EIS had an incorrect statement 
about direct service to the ski resorts since it refers to a stop at a gondola station. 

The sentence has been revised to remove the reference to a gondola station. 

H. Sandy City Engineering asked why S.R. 209 was not included as a road of importance when it 
feeds into Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

Chapter 7, Traffic and Transportation, of the Final EIS has been revised to include S.R. 209 as a 
road of importance. 

I. Sandy City Engineering commented that the current observed vehicle backup lengths on busy day 
are greater than the 50 feet listed in the EIS. They also commented that they assume that the 
backup lengths do not include S.R. 210 closure for avalanche mitigation. 

The existing conditions analysis is based on the 30th-busiest hour, not the busiest hours, which do 
result in longer backups as stated by the commenter. During the 30th-busiest hour in 2018, traffic 
volumes entering Little Cottonwood Canyon on S.R. 210 were about 1,000 vehicles per hour, 
which did not result in substantial backup lengths as that is generally an acceptable number of 
vehicles for the roadway capacity of S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon. In 2050, traffic during 
the 30th-busiest hour is projected to result in traffic backups on S.R. 209 that would extend past 
Wasatch Boulevard (6,700 feet) since UDOT expects that about 1,500 vehicles would try to enter 
the canyon during the 30th-busiest hour. 

The 30th-busiest hour does not include avalanche closures. The 30th-busiest hour in 2018 did not 
result in substantial traffic backups; however, by 2050 the 30th-busiest-hour traffic volumes would 
substantially increase traffic backups on both S.R. 209 and S.R. 210. 

J. Sandy City Engineering commented that Section 7.4.2.2 of the Draft EIS should clarify that 
decreases in vehicle backup lengths are based on the year 2050. They also mentioned that the 
section discusses the gondola alternatives although its analysis is based on the Enhanced Bus 
Service Alternative. They finally commented that the placement of Table 7.4-7 and Figure 7.4-1 
should be at the end of the chapter, not under the discussion of the Enhanced Bus Service 
Alternative. 

The text has been revised as stated regarding the decrease in vehicle backup lengths in 2050. 

The analysis is for the mobility hubs that service the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative. The 
gondola is not mentioned on this page. 

Comment noted. The table and figure show the analysis of the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative, 
which is the heading of this section. The other alternatives were also included in this section so 
that the reader could compare the other alternatives to the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative. 

K. Sandy City Engineering commented that the analysis states that there would be no substantial 
traffic congestion at the 9400 South and Highland Drive mobility hub. They wondered whether 
UDOT would be preparing a separate traffic report for review. 

As part of the EIS process, a traffic analysis was conducted for the 9400 South and Highland Drive 
mobility hub (see Section 7.4.2.3.2, 9400 South and Highland Drive, of the Final EIS). Based on 
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the analysis, about 430 vehicles would enter the parking structure during the peak morning period. 
As stated in the Chapter 7, Traffic and Transportation, of the Draft EIS, the traffic in the morning 
and in the evening would be in the opposite direction of typical weekday traffic, and no congestion 
is anticipated from the mobility hub. In addition, on weekends and holidays, traffic is generally low 
on 9400 South, and thus UDOT does not expect traffic congestion. 

L. A commenter asked for copies of the traffic studies and mobility analysis assumptions. 

The studies are provided in Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report 
June 8, 2020, of the Draft and Final EISs. 

M. A commenter asked whether the Gondola Base Station Traffic Analysis and the vehicle backup 
analysis were available to the public. 

Yes, the document is available through a state records request and is referenced in the EIS. 
References included in the EIS are available. 

N. A commenter stated that Wasatch Blvd between S.R. 210 and S.R. 209 should have been 
included in the EIS. 

UDOT used the 2019–2050 Wasatch Front Regional Transportation Plan planned projects as the 
basis for the 2050 No-Action Alternative and developing the project need. As is typical for 
transportation projects, UDOT uses the planned projects in the regional transportation plan minus 
the planned projects on the corridor requiring improvement, which for the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon EIS would be roadway improvements on S.R. 210. The regional transportation plan 
includes widening Wasatch Boulevard from S.R. 210 to S.R. 209 to five lanes, which UDOT 
therefore considered as part of the baseline conditions. 

O. A commenter stated that the traffic analysis using the 30th-highest hour is flawed. If UDOT used 
typical weekday traffic, the results would have been different. 

This comment argues that the 30th-highest hour should not be used for design purposes because 
the volume does not represent typical weekday peak-hour conditions. 

The Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS uses the 30th-highest hour as the design hourly volume based 
on standard practice as documented in A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets 
(AASHTO 2018). In this reference, the guidance for rural areas includes recommendations for an 
alternate design hourly volume on roads with large seasonal fluctuations, which describes traffic 
conditions on S.R. 210. However, the alternate approach is recommended only when the expected 
maximum hourly traffic volume does not exceed capacity. As documented in the EIS, capacity is 
regularly exceeded on S.R. 210 during peak conditions. 

Additionally, using the weekday peak-hour volume for design purposes would not fit with the 
purpose of the project. As mentioned in the project purpose statement, the project is intended to 
address decreased mobility during the greatest traffic volumes on weekends and holidays. 
Therefore, the high-volume conditions need to be considered in the project design. 
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32.8 Joint Development 
No comments were received regarding joint development. 

32.9 Considerations Related to Pedestrians and 
Bicyclists 

A. Commenters asked whether the benefits to cyclists and pedestrians of the peak-period shoulder 
lanes were evaluated in the EIS. 

See Section 9.4.4.2, S.R. 210 – North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta, of the EIS for more details 
regarding the cyclist and pedestrian benefits from the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period 
Shoulder Lane Alternative. The dedicated bus shoulder lanes would be available for use by 
cyclists and pedestrians when not in use by buses during the winter, thereby increasing mobility 
and safety in the canyon. The shoulder lanes would be wide enough to accommodate both 
pedestrians and cyclists and allow room for cyclists to make emergency repairs on their bicycles if 
needed. No vehicle parking would be allowed in the shoulder lane. The Enhanced Bus Service in 
Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would substantially improve safety for cyclists and 
pedestrians over the current conditions. UDOT would not include a protected bicycle barrier since 
it would impede snow removal from the roadway. 

B. Commenters stated that one primary alternative was safer for cyclists than another, and other 
commenters requested dedicated bicycle lanes on S.R. 210. 

Of the primary alternatives, the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative 
would provide a separate bicycle lane during the summer and when not in use during the winter; 
therefore, this alternative would provide the greatest benefit to cyclists. With the Enhanced Bus 
Service Alternative, gondola alternatives, and Cog Rail Alternative, the bicycle lane configuration 
would be similar to existing conditions and would provide a similar benefit to cyclists. 

32.10 Air Quality 
A. Commenters were concerned about air pollution from the primary alternatives or didn’t want 

emissions in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Other commenters suggested that one primary alternative 
would have lower emissions than another. 

Air Quality Regulations. See Chapter 10, Air Quality, of the EIS for more detailed information 
regarding the air quality analysis conducted for the action alternatives. UDOT coordinated with the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regarding developing the air quality protocol used in 
the EIS. UDOT conducted air quality modeling to evaluate the impacts from each alternative 
including the use of buses at the mobility hubs and the gondola and cog rail base stations. The 
analysis determined that all of the action alternatives would comply with air quality regulations. The 
analysis also demonstrated that the S.R. 210 Project would not contribute to any new local 
violations, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation, or delay timely attainment of 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). All of the 



 

July 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32-155 

alternatives would reduce personal vehicle emissions in a similar manner compared to the No-
Action Alternative, with most personal vehicle emission reductions occurring in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. See Section 10.4.9, Comparison of Greenhouse Gas Emissions by 
Alternative, of the EIS for more detailed information. From a quantitative perspective, greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions can contribute to global climate change as the cumulative result of 
numerous and varied emissions sources (in terms of both absolute numbers and types), each of 
which makes a relatively small addition to global atmospheric GHG concentrations. Although the 
location of the emission sources might differ, all sources, no matter their location, contribute to 
GHGs and contribute to climate change. 

As shown in Table 10.4-6, Estimated CO2 Equivalent (CO2e) Emissions from Winter Operations 
with the No-Action and Action Alternatives in 2050, of the EIS, carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) 
emissions are expected to be marginally lower for bus service compared to gondola service, and 
CO2e emissions with both the bus service and gondola service are expected to be lower than with 
the cog rail service. CO2e emissions in tons per year were calculated and show 17,810 for the No-
Action Alternative, 13,135 for the enhanced bus service alternatives, 13,473 for the gondola 
alternatives, and 14270 for the Cog Rail Alternative. For context, the CO2e emissions estimated for 
the primary alternatives are far below EPA’s mandatory reporting threshold for stationary sources. 
All of the primary alternatives would have lower CO2e emissions than the No-Action Alternative 
because of the anticipated 30% reduction in personal vehicle use during the winter, resulting in a 
reduction in GHG emissions. 

The gondola and cog rail alternatives might operate during the summer on a similar number of 
days as during the winter. UDOT expects that the CO2e emissions would be similar to winter 
operations. The enhanced bus service alternatives would not operate during the summer and thus 
would have no emissions. The Final EIS has been updated to better address summer use of the 
gondola and cog rail alternatives. 

Emission Sources. All of the primary alternatives would result in emissions since they require bus 
service, use fuel, or require electricity created by fuel. In addition, all of the primary alternatives 
would still allow vehicles to drive into Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

B. A commenter asked whether the mobility hubs and more pavement would create a heat island. 

The mobility hubs would be similar to other development that has occurred along the Wasatch 
Front. The urban development has caused local temperatures to rise, and the mobility hubs could 
further contribute to heat island effects. 

C. Commenters were concerned about effects of the air pollution generated from the 9400 South and 
Highland Drive mobility hub on nearby residents. 

UDOT modeled the air quality emissions from the gravel pit mobility hub, which would have a 
1,500-vehicle parking garage. That analysis showed that the mobility hub would not contribute to 
any new local violations, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation, or delay 
timely attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for particulate matter (PM10 and 
PM2.5). Vehicle emissions at the 9400 South and Highland Drive mobility hub would be less than 
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those at the gravel pit mobility hub. The 9400 South and Highland Drive mobility hub would have a 
smaller parking garage and less traffic than near the gravel pit mobility hub. 

D. A commenter stated that the gondola GHG emissions should have used an EPA greenhouse 
calculator. 

The estimate for GHG calculations was based on kilowatt-hours (kWh) and not gallons of fuel 
burned. Chapter 18, Energy, of the EIS converted the kWh into gallons of fuel to help the reader 
compare the energy usage. Gondolas are estimated to operate 140 days during the winter and 
12 hours per day. Gondola Alternative A is estimated to use 2,940 kilowatts of power per trip, and 
Gondola Alternative B is estimated to use 3,390 kilowatts of power per trip. Note that the up-to-5% 
loss of energy in the power grid is not included in the calculations. Emission calculation factors 
were based on U.S. Environmental Protection Agency factors found at 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 98, Tables C-1 and C2, Default CO2 Emission Factors and Default CH4 and N2O 
Emission Factors. 

Electrical power in the project area is provided by Rocky Mountain Power, a division of PacifiCorp. 
Gondola emissions were estimated based on PacifiCorp’s 2019 Integrated Resource Plan and the 
estimated gondola facility power consumption and operating schedule. According to PacifiCorp’s 
plan, for calendar year 2038 (the approximate midpoint for the project forecast from 2025 to 2050), 
the gondola system would be powered by electricity generated from a combination of coal (6%), 
natural gas (20%), and other non-GHG-emitting sources (74%). 

E. A commenter stated that hazardous air pollutants should be evaluated against a standard. 

As stated in Chapter 10, Air Quality, of the EIS, there are no standards for hazardous air 
pollutants, so it would not be possible to compare any results. In addition, as stated in the analysis, 
the S.R. 210 Project is considered a Tier 2 project. The types of projects included in the Tier 2 
category are those that serve to improve operations of highway, transit, or freight without adding 
substantial new capacity or without creating a facility that is likely to meaningfully increase mobile 
source air toxics (MSAT) emissions. Tier 2 projects require only a qualitative (not quantitative) 
analysis because of the low potential for MSAT effects. 

EPA is the lead federal agency for administering the Clean Air 
Act and has specific responsibilities for determining the health 
effects of MSATs. A discussion of health-related impacts from 
vehicle emissions is included in Chapter 10, Air Quality, of the 
EIS. As stated in the chapter, all of the alternatives meet EPA’s 
air quality regulations and all regional and project-level air 
quality conformity requirements. The S.R. 210 Project was 
included in a conforming plan (the 2019–2050 Wasatch Front 
Regional Transportation Plan) and the state Transportation 
Improvement Program, and the carbon monoxide, PM10 
(particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less), and PM2.5 (particulate matter 2.5 microns in 
diameter or less) hot-spot analyses performed for the EIS did not show any exceedance of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard for any of these pollutants, and EPA reviewed and agreed 
with the results. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards are health-based standards. 

What is transportation 
conformity? 

Transportation conformity is a 
process required by Clean Air 
Act Section 176(c), which 
establishes the framework for 
improving air quality to protect 
public health and the environment. 
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F. Commenters asked whether the air quality models used are appropriate for areas with winter 
inversions and in consideration of MSAT emissions. 

UDOT worked extensively with EPA on the air quality analysis including which models would be 
used. EPA approved the air quality methodology used by UDOT. The air quality models take into 
account temperature, wind, and other factors that are common with winter inversions. In addition, 
UDOT used stagnant winter air conditions as the baseline condition for modeling. Since winter is 
expected to have the greatest traffic levels in the air quality impact analysis area, the analysis was 
performed for January. Air quality modeling is not conducted for a month but for one day using the 
time with the greatest emissions along with winter inversion conditions. Whether that day occurs in 
December, January, or February is not relevant to the analysis. 

G. Save Our Canyons and Salt Lake County stated that the air quality analysis did not include the use 
of electric buses. In addition, Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT purposely used diesel 
buses in the air quality analysis to favor the gondola alternatives. 

UDOT used diesel buses for the air quality analysis in the EIS. The reason electric buses were not 
included in the analysis was not to make one alternative look better but rather to give UDOT the 
flexibility to use diesel buses if necessary. If UDOT evaluated only electric buses, then there would 
be no option to use diesel buses if needed. UDOT is not sure that electric buses would work in the 
steep and cold environments of Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT has stated numerous times and 
documented in Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the EIS that, if an enhanced bus service alternative is 
selected, at the time of bus procurement, UDOT would evaluate electric and hybrid buses to 
determine their suitability for operation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Even if UDOT selects electric 
buses, diesel buses might need to be used occasionally. If diesel buses were not evaluated in the 
EIS, they could not be used. UDOT updated the GHG analysis in Chapter 10, Air Quality, of the 
Final EIS to state the benefits of electric buses. 

H. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requested that the ozone status in Salt Lake County be 
clarified to note that the ozone conformity finding is based on an interim emission test with project 
emissions compared to a 2017 base year, in the context of the 2015 ozone 8-hour standard. 

The Final EIS has been revised to reflect the suggested clarification. 

I. A commenter stated that UDOT unjustly cites CO2 emissions of the gondola vs. bus in 
Table 10.4-6. The title is winter emissions, but then in the actual table you say annual. 

Table 10.4-6, Estimated CO2 Equivalent (CO2e) Emissions from Winter Operations with the 
No-Action and Action Alternatives in 2050, of the Final EIS has been revised to clarify winter 
emissions only. The text in the Final EIS has also been updated to note the contribution of the 
gondola and cog rail emissions from summer use. UDOT expects that these alternatives would 
operate a similar number of days during the summer as during the winter, and thus emissions 
would be similar. 

The gondola energy emissions are based on the 2038 energy grid since that was the best 
available information (no information was available for the 2050 energy grid). Vehicle emissions 
were determined based on a U.S Environmental Protection Agency MOVES model, which does 
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account for future improvements in vehicle emissions including green vehicles. UDOT added 
additional text in the Final EIS about the possible use of electric buses. 

Finally, there was no bias in the analysis. As the analysis shows, the enhanced bus service 
alternatives, not the gondola alternative, would have the lowest overall emissions. 

J. A commenter stated that UDOT should have considered the document “Climate Change 
Considerations in Project-Level NEPA Analysis” published on January 13, 2009. 

At the time of the start of the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS process in 2018, the referenced 
document had been rescinded. In 2017, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) rescinded its 
2016 GHG guidance and then proposed new draft guidance in 2019. That draft guidance was then 
rescinded in January 2021 having never been finalized, and CEQ is currently reviewing the 2016 
guidance for revisions and updates. In the absence of official agency guidance regarding climate 
change during preparation of the EIS, UDOT conducted a GHG analysis that it believes meets the 
intent of past GHG guidance and satisfies the requirements of NEPA. 

K. A commenter stated that the GHG emissions should consider the construction activities of the 
primary alternatives. 

As stated in the above response 32.10J, the document referenced in the comment, “CEQ Final 
Guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies on Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
and the Effects of Climate Change in National Environmental Policy Act Reviews,” was adopted in 
2016 and rescinded in 2017, and was only guidance. In 2021, the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) issued a notice that it will update the 2016 guidance and, in the interim, agencies 
should consider all available tools. This EIS does not include a GHG estimate for construction 
since it would not be possible for UDOT to know the specifics of emissions without final design 
plans and selection of a construction contractor. In addition, any emissions would be temporary 
and would not be useful in the National Environmental Policy Act analysis. The EIS does include a 
GHG analysis for operation of the primary alternatives. Finally, as stated in the comment, the 
emission estimate for GHG emissions should be done for extraction projects, which is not part of 
the S.R. 210 Project. 

L. A commenter stated that UDOT should have considered the United Nations Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change. If UDOT used this report, would some alternatives have been rejected? 
The commenter also suggested that climate change would result in greater rainfall events that, 
combined with more summer trail use, would increase debris flows affecting S.R. 210. 

UDOT did conduct a GHG analysis, which showed that the No-Action Alternative would result in 
more GHG emissions than the primary alternatives (see response 32.10A). The EIS does analyze 
the impacts to ecosystem resources. It would not be possible to determine how such a small 
change in ecosystem resources as a result of the S.R. 210 Project would globally affect the 
climate. 

UDOT is not sure how more people using summer trails (see response 32.20A) would result in 
greater debris flows affecting S.R. 210. As stated in the EIS, UDOT would not increase summer 
use except with the gondola alternatives and then only at the existing ski resorts which have the 
infrastructure to manage the visitation. It would not be possible to link a small increase in summer 
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use along with a heavy rainfall that would result in an impact to S.R. 210. Finally, if such an impact 
were to occur, UDOT would repair the road. 

M. Save Our Canyons stated the climate change analysis is inadequate, and there is no consideration 
of the emissions from the fabrication of the alternatives. They also state that the analysis does not 
include air travel to the state for users of the primary alternatives. Save Our Canyons also 
commented that UDOT should consider more science in the GHG analysis. 

It is not possible to estimate with any accuracy the GHG emissions from fabrication of the 
alternatives or the number of tourists who might travel by aircraft to use one of the primary 
alternatives. Each tourist would come from a different location and might use different modes to 
travel to Utah to ski. Plus it is not possible to know exactly how many people who use Little 
Cottonwood Canyon are tourists versus local residents. In addition, since the main draw being 
served by any alternative including the No-Action Alternative is to ski, all alternatives would likely 
accommodate the same number of visitors, and thus considering user origins would not provide a 
meaningful analysis. It should also be noted that any GHG emissions from fabrication would be 
temporary and that all of the alternatives would include fabrication whether it be building new 
buses or gondola cabins or rail cars. The EIS does provide a meaningful GHG analysis of the 
long-term operation of the primary alternatives which provides the most useful analysis in 
comparing the alternatives. The commenter fails to recognize that all of the primary alternatives 
would produce less GHG emissions than the No-Action Alternative. 

UDOT is not sure what more science the commenter is suggesting. As stated, the analysis notes 
that the primary alternatives would generate less GHGs than the No-Action Alternative and so 
would improve the climate change effects related to GHGs. 

N. Save Our Comments commented that UDOT should consider how climate change impacts our 
forest, causes fires and drought, impacts the watershed, and changes the overall ecosystem. They 
stated that UDOT should look at alternatives that don’t add convenience for cars and look at 
climate data. 

All of UDOT’s alternatives are transit-based and would reduce the use of personal vehicles by 
about 30%. The analysis shows that all of the primary alternatives would have lower GHG 
emissions compared to the No-Action Alternative. It should also be noted that the primary 
alternatives would all cause a similar level of GHG emissions. UDOT will also consider the use of 
electric buses, which might further reduce local emissions and GHG emissions, but even electric 
buses produce GHG emissions since electricity, some of which is produced using fossil fuels, is 
required as a source of the battery power. Also see response 32.10L. 

It would not be possible for UDOT to determine the relationship between the GHG impacts of the 
primary alternatives and changes in climate that cause droughts, fires, and changes in overall 
ecosystems. The contribution, if any, of the primary alternatives to the overall changes in the 
climate would be extremely small. 
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32.11 Noise 
A. Commenters stated that the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative 

would increase noise levels in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

See Section 11.4.4, Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, of the EIS 
for more information about noise impacts from this alternative. Noise levels with the Enhanced Bus 
Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative in Little Cottonwood Canyon would average of 
54 A-weighted decibels (dBA) or similar to light vehicle traffic and the same average as the No-
Action Alternative. The change in noise levels at individual receptors with the Enhanced Bus 
Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative in this area would range from –2 dBA to +8 dBA, 
with an average increase of 2.3 dBA compared to the No-Action Alternative. People generally 
cannot detect differences of 1 to 2 dBA between noise sources. Under ideal listening conditions, 
differences of 2 or 3 dBA can be detected by some people. A 5-dBA change would probably be 
perceived by most people under normal listening conditions. 

B. The following are comments on the noise impacts from expanding Wasatch Boulevard. 

Would widening Wasatch Boulevard with the Five-lane Alternative increase noise levels for 
Cottonwood Heights residents? With the No-Action Alternative, 99 residential receptors would 
have noise impacts that exceed UDOT’s noise-abatement criteria. With the Five-lane Alternative, 
there would be an increase of 52 additional residential receptor and 1 park receptor that exceed 
the noise-abatement criteria. No receptors would substantially exceed (≥ 10-dBA [A-weighted 
decibels] increase over) the No-Action Alternative noise levels. With the Five-lane Alternative, the 
maximum increase for any receptor would be an increase of 9 dBA compared to the No-Action 
Alternative. A total of 492 receptors would have a noticeable increase of 3 to 9 dBA compared to 
the No-Action Alternative. The maximum decrease for any receptor would be a decrease of 
12 dBA compared to the No-Action Alternative. A total of 28 receptors would have a noticeable 
decrease of 3 to 12 dBA compared to the No-Action Alternative. For more details, see Chapter 11, 
Noise, of the Final EIS. 

How would UDOT mitigate noise levels on Wasatch Boulevard? UDOT conducted a noise 
evaluation to determine where noise walls would be considered. UDOT evaluated 18 noise walls 
at locations where noise impacts would occur with the primary alternatives. Of the 18 modeled 
noise barriers, 14 met UDOT’s feasibility and reasonableness acoustic and cost criteria for the 
Imbalanced-lane Alternative on Wasatch Boulevard, and 13 met UDOT’s feasibility and 
reasonableness acoustic and cost criteria for all five primary alternatives with the Five-lane 
Alternative on Wasatch Boulevard. Maps showing the locations of the noise walls evaluated for the 
primary alternatives and more-detailed information is available for each barrier in Appendix 11A, 
Noise Technical Report, of the EIS. 

The final decision to build a noise barrier will be made on completion of the project design, 
completion of the public involvement process, and concurrence with UDOT’s noise-abatement 
policy. A barrier identified as recommended for balloting by the impacted residents is a barrier that 
has been shown to be both feasible and reasonable. However, that finding is not a commitment to 
build a barrier. 
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C. A commenter stated that UDOT should enforce noise pollution ordinances with regard to loud 
motorcycles and vehicles. 

Enforcement of noise pollution ordinances is conducted by local law enforcement and is outside 
the scope of the EIS. 

D. Commenters asked how much noise would the gondola create or stated that the gondola would 
have minimal noise. 

Operation Noise. The noise levels associated with the operation of the gondola system after a 
gondola cabin leaves the base station would be minor because there would be no drive motors or 
loading and unloading activities at the towers and angle stations. The existing noise levels around 
S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon range from 38 to 63 dBA, with an average of 54 dBA. To 
better estimate gondola noise levels, UDOT conducted noise monitoring at the Whistler Ski Resort 
3S gondola. The monitoring showed that the average noise level below the tower was about 
54 dBA. Therefore, UDOT expects that the gondola noise would average about 52 dBA, or within 
the existing noise conditions created by the S.R. 210 roadway, and thus would not cause an 
adverse noise impact to recreation users. 

Base Station Noise. Gondola Alternative B would include a modified parking lot for buses and 
other vehicles at the gondola base station, to be located about 0.75 mile from the intersection of 
S.R. 210 and S.R. 209. Six noise-sensitive (residential) receptors are located within the 225-foot 
screening radius around the proposed gondola base station with Gondola Alternative B. The noise 
level at a 225-foot distance for the gondola base station during operations is predicted to be 
57 dBA. At each of the six receptors evaluated for combined noise impacts, the predicted 
combined noise levels are below the 66-dBA residential noise-abatement criterion per UDOT’s 
noise-abatement policy (for more information about this analysis, see Section 6.3.2, Gondola 
Alternatives A and B Base Stations, in Appendix 11A, Noise Technical Report, of the EIS). Thus, 
no noise impacts from the combined noise of the proposed gondola base station with Gondola 
Alternative B and traffic noise are predicted, and no mitigation is required per UDOT’s noise-
abatement policy. 

UDOT also monitored noise levels at a noise receptor located on the newly acquired open space 
across from the Gondola Alternative B base station. The monitoring results showed about a 2-dBA 
increase in noise on the property. Generally, noise level increases below 3 dBA are not noticeable 
to human hearing. 

E. Commenters were concerned about the noise generated at the proposed 9400 South and 
Highland Drive mobility hub. 

Five noise-sensitive (residential) receptors are located within the 225-foot screening radius around 
the proposed mobility hub at 9400 South and Highland Drive. At this location, five receptors were 
evaluated for combined noise impacts. The predicted combined noise levels are below the 66-dBA 
(A-weighted decibels) residential noise-abatement criterion per UDOT’s noise-abatement policy 
(for more information about this analysis, see Section 6.3.1, Mobility Hub Noise Impacts, in 
Appendix 11A, Noise Technical Report, of the EIS). Thus, no noise impacts from the combined 
noise of the proposed mobility hub and traffic noise are predicted, and no mitigation is required per 
UDOT’s noise-abatement policy. 
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F. A commenter wanted a noise wall just east of noise wall 15 on S.R. 209 and just west of the bridge 
over Little Cottonwood Creek. 

Noise levels at the sensitive receptors (residences) in this area did not exceed UDOT’s noise-
abatement policy and thus do not qualify for a noise wall. 

G. A commenter wanted to know whether a noise wall would be installed at 9400 South and 
1560 East. 

UDOT is not proposing any road improvements in the area of 9400 South and 1560 East; 
therefore, no noise walls were considered in this location. 

H. A commenter wanted to know whether a noise wall would be installed on 9400 South between 
2300 East and Mount Jordan Road. 

The noise analysis shows that a noise wall meets UDOT’s criteria in this area, and therefore 
UDOT is recommending a noise wall in this location. 

I. A commenter suggested that increased noise levels can increase dementia risk or health 
concerns. 

The commenter provided an article (“Neighborhood Noise May Increase Dementia Risk”) that 
suggested that increased noise levels can increase dementia. The article states that older adults 
living in areas with 10 dBA (A-weighted decibels) more noise near their residence during the 
daytime had 36% higher odds of developing mild cognitive impairment and 29% higher odds of 
having Alzheimer’s disease. The abstract to the article mentioned that noise levels were estimated 
using a spatial prediction model but did not specify the model or methodologies used to determine 
the predicted noise levels. Additionally, the article did not confirm whether actual noise levels were 
taken, the absolute measured or predicted noise levels, the types of exposure (interior or exterior), 
length of time exposure assumed in the study, or other relevant variables that were used in the 
study. Given the lack of details about the model and methodologies used in this study, it is unclear 
what, if any, applicability this study would have on the noise analysis in Chapter 11, Noise, of the EIS. 

The noise analysis in the EIS, which followed Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit 
Administration, and UDOT policies and regulations, showed that noise levels with the primary 
alternatives would range from 38 to 74 dBA, with an average of 54 dBA compared to the existing 
conditions of 38 to 73 dBA and an average of 54 dBA. The primary alternatives would cause a net 
increase of 40 to 60 impacted noise receptors compared to the existing conditions, resulting in a 
total of 173 receptors that exceed UDOT’s noise-abatement criteria. With any of the primary 
alternatives, only one receptor would substantially exceed (≥ 10-dBA increase over) the No-Action 
Alternative noise levels (with the Imbalanced-lane Alternative). 

A total of 349 to 505 receptors (depending on the alternative) would have a noticeable increase of 
3 to 9 dBA compared to the No-Action Alternative. The maximum decrease for any receptor would 
be a decrease of 12 dBA compared to the No-Action Alternative, and a total of 28 to 37 receptors 
(depending on the alternative) would have a noticeable decrease of 3 to 12 dBA compared to the 
No-Action Alternative. In addition, UDOT is recommending 13 or 14 noise walls (depending on the 
alternative) to provide noise mitigation to further reduce noise levels for locations with noise impacts. 
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J. A commenter stated that the EIS did not evaluate noise levels for cyclists and pedestrians. 

A cyclist using a roadway or a pedestrian using a trail constructed as part of the project is not 
consider a noise-sensitive receptor per UDOT policy. They are using a transportation facility where 
vehicle noise is expected. The purpose of bicycle lane or adjacent roadway trail is not to provide a 
quiet natural experience but to help with transportation or connect people. The EIS provides the 
noise levels that would occur adjacent to the roadway. 

K. The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities commented that the cumulative impacts from 
noise should be considered on both humans and wildlife. 

The noise analysis is a cumulative analysis. The noise modeling process takes into account the 
existing noise levels and adds the project noise levels to calculate a total cumulative noise level. 
The results of the analysis in the EIS, including all noise levels shown, are the existing noise levels 
plus the noise levels added by the project alternatives. The noise levels used to estimate impacts 
to wildlife in Chapter 13, Ecosystem Resources, of the Final EIS are the cumulative expected 
noise levels. 

L. Commenters stated that the cog rail would have noise levels at 65 dBA at 105 feet from the rail 
line, which would impact wildlife and recreationists in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

The analysis for the Cog Rail Alternative included all of Little Cottonwood Canyon. The 65-dBA 
noise levels included both the road traffic and the cog rail alignment. In Little Cottonwood Canyon 
above the canyon entrance, the cog rail system would increase noise levels above the existing 
roadway levels by 2 dBA, This increase would occur near the cog rail station at Snowbird and 
would be at a distance of 61 feet from the roadway, where the noise level of the cog rail system 
would be 63 dBA and the noise from the roadway would be at 61 dBA. All other locations along the 
cog rail alignment would be have noise increases less than 1 dBA. Noise level changes of less 
than 3 dBA are not detectible to human hearing and would not be a substantial increase that would 
change wildlife behavior. The greatest noise level increase would be at the operations and maint-
enance facility at the entrance of Little Cottonwood Canyon, where noise levels would increase 
about 10 dBA at a distance of 15 feet. Noise levels would still be at a level that would allow for 
communication among nearby recreationists and below UDOT’s noise-abatement criteria. In areas 
outside Little Cottonwood Canyon, noise levels would be similar to existing roadway noise. 

M. Sandy City Engineering commented that a level of service of LOS C represents worst-case 
conditions for the noise analysis. They suggest that the EIS be updated to note that LOS C is more 
conservative than the traffic analysis, which uses LOS D as a goal. 

The first sentence in the paragraph states that LOS C represents the worst-case conditions 
because traffic is operating at uncongested free-flow speeds. 

N. The Town of Alta commented that the gondola alternatives could increase noise levels in areas 
that are not dominated by S.R. 210 vehicle noise or when there are few vehicles on S.R. 210. 

This noise level for the gondola alternatives mentioned in the EIS is conservative (high) and 
assumes that there would be a drive motor at both the Snowbird and Alta destination stations even 
though drive motors are currently proposed only at the base station for either Gondola 
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Alternative A or B. The highest predicted traffic noise level is 62 dBA at Snowbird and 63 dBA at 
Alta. The highest combined noise level of the gondola destination station and traffic would be 
63 dBA at Snowbird and 64 dBA at Alta, which would be influenced primarily by traffic noise. The 
noise from the gondola destination stations at Snowbird or Alta is predicted to add no more than 
1 dBA of noise to any receptors. The combined noise level for all receptors near the gondola 
destination stations at Snowbird and Alta would be below UDOT’s noise-abatement criterion of 
66 dBA for activity categories B and C. 

At gondola tower locations when there is little traffic on S.R. 210 or for residents or recreationists 
away from S.R. 210 traffic, it might be possible to hear the gondola cabins as they go over a tower. 
Background noise levels away from S.R. 210 can be between 40 and 45 dBA, and the noise at 
tower locations could be up to 52 dBA. Thus, when in operation, the noise from the gondola could 
be noticed when there is light vehicle activity. However, most towers are located near S.R. 210 or 
within the ski resorts, which typically have higher noise levels. It should be noted that the gondola 
would not operate before 7 AM or after 7 PM and thus would not change the nighttime noise 
environment when most resorts users are at their lodges expecting quiet. 

32.12 Water Resources 
A. Commenters stated that the gondola alternatives would have the least impact to the watershed, 

while other commenters felt that the gondola alternatives would impact the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon Creek watershed. 

Impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Watershed. See Chapter 12, Water Resources, of 
the EIS for a more detailed discussion of impacts to the watershed and water quality. Also see 
response 32.12K for more information regarding the analysis methodology. 

UDOT conducted water quality modeling for the gondola 
alternatives. See Section 12.4.5, Gondola Alternative A (Starting 
at Canyon Entrance), and Section 12.4.6, Gondola Alternative B 
(Starting at La Caille), of the EIS. UDOT met with watershed 
stakeholders, including the Salt Lake City Department of Public 
Utilities (SLCDPU, the main water rights holder and watershed 
steward) and the water treatment plant operator (Metropolitan 
Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy), throughout 2020 to 
review the model inputs and results. 

There would be a minor addition of impervious areas associated 
with the gondola alternatives. The gondola base station area, including the parking structure and 
roadways, which is where most of the additional pavement would be added, would include 
stormwater best management practices (such as detention basins) to capture stormwater before it 
is released into the storm drainage system in compliance with UDOT policies. The results of the 
analysis showed that the gondola alternatives would not contribute contaminants of concern at 
concentrations that would change water quality over the No-Action Alternative, impair Little 
Cottonwood Creek’s beneficial uses, or impair Metropolitan Water’s ability to deliver safe drinking 

What is a stormwater 
detention facility? 

A stormwater detention facility is 
a pond that holds stormwater 
runoff temporarily before 
releasing it into a surface water 
body, or below ground, at an 
allowable release rate. 
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water. Also, at the request of SLCDPU, UDOT has included a mitigation measure of adding 
guardrails in key locations to reduce the potential for vehicles to enter Little Cottonwood Creek. 

The amount of impervious surface analyzed for the gondola alternatives was based on additional 
parking and facilities required for the alternatives. Because the areas under the towers would 
remain vegetated, they are not included as impervious surfaces. Most towers would not have 
access roads as stated in the EIS. They would be constructed either from S.R. 210 using a crane 
or by helicopter. Any temporary access areas would be restored. Under the gondola cables, there 
would be no change to vegetation. 

Impacts to Groundwater. With gondola alternatives, the gondola stations, towers, and cabins 
would not discharge pollutants in quantities that would impact groundwater. Stormwater quality 
controls that infiltrate stormwater from any new pavement around the gondola alternatives’ base 
station are permitted by rule, meaning that the Utah Division of Water Quality has determined that, 
with the controls in place, the risks to groundwater quality impacts would be minimal. 

Compliance with Watershed Management Plans. The watershed management plans identify 
fuel storage as a source of pollution if not properly managed. See Section 12.4.1.1.3, Compliance 
with Watershed Management Plans and Forest Plan, of the EIS. The gondola alternatives include 
pollution-prevention measures including dual-walled tanks for the fuel needed to run the 
emergency generators at the base, angle, and terminal stations. With a reduction in personal 
vehicles compared to the No-Action Alternative, the gondola alternatives would reduce the risk of 
any accidents and vehicles entering the creek. In addition, to address the risk of vehicles entering 
the creek and spilling fluids directly to the creek, UDOT will include a barrier where there is a 
higher roadway departure frequency and where the road is close to the creek as long as the 
barrier does not impede snow removal. See Section 12.4.9, Mitigation Measures, of the EIS. The 
gondola alternatives are in general compliance with watershed management plans. 

Impacts around the Base Station. In the area around the Gondola Alternative B base station, 
there is more opportunity to incorporate a drainage collection system and add larger, more-robust 
post-construction best management practices such as detention basins that can contain spills from 
accidents. The modeling for Gondola Alternative B included detention best management practices 
to treat 108% of the new impervious area. Developments adjacent to the creek will occur with or 
without mobility improvements. The base station parking structure could also be equipped with 
spill-containment supplies to facilitate rapid response to a vehicle accident that results in a spill. 

B. Commenters stated that the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative 
would widen the pavement and cause additional runoff and impacts to the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon Creek watershed. The Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy commented 
that impacts from chloride should have been considered. 

Impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Watershed. See Section 12.4.4.2, S.R. 210 North 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Road to Alta, of the EIS for information regarding the watershed impacts 
of the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative. Also see response 32.12K 
for additional information regarding the water quality analysis methodology. 

The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would add about 22 acres of 
additional roadway pavement. UDOT estimates that runoff from about 64% of the additional 
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pavement could be passed through post-construction best management practices (BMPs) prior to 
discharge, and the water quality modeling conducted for this alternative includes this value. The 
model results show no major change (de minimis differences) in Little Cottonwood Creek water 
quality between the model results for the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane 
Alternative and the No-Action Alternative (existing conditions) for the 17 constituents modeled for 
the majority of storm events in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Also, at the request of SLCDPU, UDOT 
has included a mitigation measure of adding guardrails in key locations to reduce the potential for 
vehicles entering Little Cottonwood Creek. The analysis also included impacts to surface water 
protection zones including showing the locations of the zones in relation to the alternatives. 

UDOT also evaluated potential impacts from chloride levels from salting operations. For the water 
quality analysis, UDOT obtained ambient water quality data for Little Cottonwood Creek from the 
Utah Division of Water Quality database for the period between 1998 to 2019. The record includes 
131 samples with a mean chloride concentration of about 27 milligrams per liter (mg/L). UDOT 
modeled highway stormwater runoff from S.R. 210 with a mean chloride concentration of 
29.2 mg/L. Metropolitan Water provided some monthly average chloride concentration values with 
a maximum concentration of about 85 mg/L, which occur in April. The SELDM modeled in-stream 
concentration of 85 mg/L occurs during about 10% of storms, on average. The model captures the 
range of chloride concentrations in Little Cottonwood Creek observed by Metropolitan Water. The 
modeled difference between the existing conditions and the alternatives at the 10% of storms 
event level is an increase of 5 to 10 mg/L, or about a 12% increase. These modeled chloride 
concentrations in Little Cottonwood Creek are well below the secondary drinking water standard of 
250 mg/L. These model results were summarized in a memorandum dated August 4, 2020, and 
presented to Metropolitan Water on October 8, 2020. UDOT believes that the modeling efforts for 
chloride are sufficient to demonstrate that impacts would be negligible. 

UDOT’s municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permit requires an evaluation of post-
construction BMPs for new impervious area and implementing those BMPs where feasible. For the 
preliminary design prepared for the EIS, UDOT looked for areas where BMPs were likely to be 
feasible. These most feasible areas for BMPs are relatively flat areas adjacent to the roadway. In 
other areas, the steep side slopes adjacent to the road limit BMPs’ feasibility. There could be other 
BMPs areas immediately adjacent to the creek; however, implementing BMPs in these areas 
would encroach into the protected riparian area or stream. The water quality analysis captured the 
water quality treatment efficiencies of the BMPs and determined that water quality would not be 
materially changed, and would actually be improved for some constituents, compared to the No-
Action Alternative. If the Enhanced Bus Service with Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative is 
selected, the final design will take a closer look at BMPs and determine and document their 
implementation feasibility throughout the corridor pursuant to UDOT’s Stormwater Quality 
Design Manual. 

The majority of construction would occur on the north side of the road, but there are some small 
areas of fill on the south side of the road. The primary alternatives have been designed to capture 
stormwater runoff from the road and uphill slopes. To address concerns from SLCDPU, road or rail 
widening would occur mostly on the uphill slope away from the creek. UDOT has proposed 
mitigation in the form of BMPs that would protect water quality and minimize impacts to wildlife. 
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Impacts to Groundwater. The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative 
includes stormwater controls (post-construction BMPs) that infiltrate a portion of the highway 
stormwater runoff. Stormwater quality controls that infiltrate stormwater from any new pavement 
are permitted by rule, meaning that the Utah Division of Water Quality has determined that the 
risks to groundwater quality impacts with implementation of the controls would be minimal. 

Compliance with Watershed Management Plans. The water quality modeling conducted for the 
Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative determined that an expanded 
roadway would not impair Little Cottonwood Creek’s beneficial uses or impair Metropolitan Water’s 
ability to deliver safe drinking water. The peak-period shoulder lanes would include stormwater 
BMPs to capture stormwater before it is released into the storm drainage system in compliance 
with UDOT policies. In addition, to address the risk of vehicles entering the creek and spilling fluids 
directly into the creek, UDOT will include a barrier where there is a higher accident frequency and 
where the road is close to the creek as long as the barrier does not impede snow removal. See 
Section 12.4.9, Mitigation Measures, of the EIS. The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period 
Shoulder Lane Alternative is in general compliance with watershed management plans. 

C. Commenters stated that the Cog Rail Alternative would cause additional impacts to the Little 
Cottonwood Creek watershed. 

Impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Watershed. See Chapter 12, Water Resources, of 
the EIS for a more-detailed discussion of impacts to the watershed and water quality. UDOT 
conducted water quality modeling for the Cog Rail Alternative. See Section 12.4.7, Cog Rail 
Alternative (Starting at La Caille), of the EIS. The analysis showed that the Cog Rail Alternative 
would not contribute contaminants of concern at concentrations that would materially change 
water quality conditions over the No-Action Alternative, impair Little Cottonwood Creek’s beneficial 
uses, or impair Metropolitan Water’s ability to deliver safe drinking water. The area around the cog 
rail base station, including the parking structure and roads, would include stormwater BMPs (such 
as detention basins) to capture stormwater before it is released into the storm drainage system in 
compliance with UDOT policies. 

BMPs (detention basins and vegetated filter strips) would be used to treat stormwater runoff from 
the roadway improvements along North Little Cottonwood Road, the area around the parking 
structure at La Caille, and the cog rail operations and maintenance facility. This area consists of 
20 acres (of 43 acres total for the alternative) where there is more room to implement BMPs. 

No BMPs were initially proposed for the track segments because of the porous nature of ballasted 
track and the need for an underdrain system to protect the stability of the track, per UTA light rail 
design criteria. Section 12.4.7.2, S.R. 210 – North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta, of the EIS 
explains that, despite the assumed lack of BMPs, the conservative water quality modeling 
concluded that there would be de minimis changes to water quality from the Cog Rail Alternative. 
Some inline water quality treatment BMPs, such as hydrodynamic separators, might be feasible. If 
this alternative is selected, UDOT will evaluate and document post-construction BMP feasibility per 
its Storm Water Quality Design Manual. 
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UDOT could not find references for the typical runoff contaminants nor contaminant concentrations 
from similar light rail systems. UDOT believes that the assumption that the runoff contaminants 
would be similar to highway runoff contaminants is a reasonable and conservative assumption. 

Impacts to Groundwater. The Cog Rail Alternative would include stormwater controls (post-
construction BMPs) that infiltrate a portion of stormwater runoff. Stormwater quality controls that 
infiltrate stormwater from new impervious areas are permitted by rule, meaning that the Utah 
Division of Water Quality has determined that the risks to groundwater quality impacts with 
implementation of the controls would be minimal. 

Compliance with Watershed Management Plans. The water quality modeling conducted for the 
Cog Rail Alternative determined that a light rail–like transportation option would not be a major 
source of pollution to Little Cottonwood Creek. In addition, to address the risk of vehicles entering 
the creek and spilling fluids directly into the creek, with this alternative UDOT will include a barrier 
to the existing road where there is a higher accident frequency and where the road is close to the 
creek, as long as the barrier does not impede snow removal. Because the Cog Rail Alternative 
would reduce personal vehicle use in the canyon by about 30% during the winter months, there 
would be fewer accidents and less risk of spills or vehicles entering the creek compared to the No-
Action Alternative. 

The cog rail operations and maintenance facility would include fuel storage tanks as well as oil and 
gear lubrication storage facilities, which the watershed management plans identify as sources of 
contamination if not properly managed. As described in Section 12.4.7.2, S.R. 210 – North Little 
Cottonwood Road to Alta, of the EIS, the storage tanks would be dual walled with secondary 
containment to quickly identify and control leaks. The Cog Rail Alternative is in general compliance 
with watershed management plans. 

D. Commenters were concerned about water quality impacts from widening Wasatch Boulevard. 

UDOT would construct about 14.4 acres of new impervious area and add curb and gutter for the 
full extent of the Wasatch Boulevard segment of S.R. 210. UDOT would meet its stormwater 
quality obligations by using detention basins (at the Swamp Lot, near Russell Park Road, and near 
the intersection of Wasatch Boulevard and North Little Cottonwood Road) or including other inline 
water quality treatment features (for example, hydrodynamic separators). In total, runoff from 
about 24.6 acres of the total pavement area would be passed through detention basins. With the 
addition of stormwater BMPs, the water quality conditions in the area of the Wasatch Boulevard 
segment of S.R. 210 would be improved compared to the conditions with the No-Action 
Alternative, which has few water quality BMPs. 

E. Commenters were concerned about water quality impacts from water runoff from the snow sheds 
and the availability of water for fire suppression. 

Impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Watershed. As described in Section 12.4.3.4, 
Avalanche Mitigation Alternatives, of the EIS, the roof of the snow shed would be revegetated and 
avalanche debris would accumulate on the roof. Therefore, the overall stormwater runoff 
properties of the areas around the snow sheds would not change, and runoff (and avalanches) 
would not accelerate across the roof. The snow shed design presented in the EIS is preliminary. 
The final structure design would define the required drainage and runoff control features and the 
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methods to retain soil and vegetation. The 4-foot roof overhang could be extended in the final 
design to completely cover the bicycle path in areas with a potential substantial discharge of runoff 
directly from the roof onto the bicycle path. 

In addition, energy-dissipation features (rip rap) would be used to reduce erosive forces of falling 
water and minimize sediment in runoff before it discharges to Little Cottonwood Creek, per UDOT 
drainage and water quality design manuals. See Appendix 13B, Riparian Habitat Conservation 
Areas Assessment Memorandum, of the EIS regarding riparian habitats and seasonal streams. 
There are no streams and little riparian vegetation within the riparian habitat conservation area 
buffers (300 feet from a perennial water) near the existing roadway and proposed snow shed 
locations. Therefore, water-seeking wildlife would tend stay near Little Cottonwood Creek and 
would not be funneled to the ends of the snow sheds. 

The roadway would be three lanes through the mid-canyon snow shed segments to match the 
existing roadway; therefore, stormwater discharges from the road corridor with snow sheds would 
be essentially the same as existing conditions because snow sheds would not add a substantial 
amount of new impervious area. The area behind the snow sheds (mountain side) would be 
backfilled with soil; the area including the guiding berms, if selected, would be revegetated; and/or 
gravel mulch could be used to stabilize the backfill area. Therefore, runoff conditions with the snow 
sheds and from the area upgradient of the snow sheds would be similar to existing conditions. 

Fire Suppression. Snow sheds might be categorized as road tunnels. If snow sheds are 
considered road tunnels, then a fire-suppression system, supplemental ventilation, and tunnel 
drainage system would be required per National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 502, Standard 
for Road Tunnels, Bridges, and Other Limited-access Highways. The impacts of these systems 
were considered in the EIS. Conversations with representatives from Salt Lake County Service 
Area #3 indicate that there is adequate water storage and piping to connect to and provide fire-
suppression flows to the snow sheds. UDOT would work with the Service Area and SLCDPU to 
obtain the necessary water and permits. 

Fire-suppression runoff flows are exempt from water quality permitting. UDOT does not expect an 
increase in accidents within the snow sheds. Moreover, compared to the No-Action Alternative, 
safety would be improved with the reduction in traffic and less travel on icy road segments within 
the snow sheds. Nonetheless, UDOT modified the snow shed design to include containment of 
suppression runoff flows within the snow sheds’ internal drainage system after coordinating with 
SLCDPU. UDOT will work with SLCDPU (as an “authority having jurisdiction” per NFPA 502) 
during the final design of the snow sheds to address the specific requirements for spill containment 
and fire suppression. This coordination can include the development of an emergency response 
procedure in the event of an accident within the snow shed. Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the Draft 
EIS states: 

The tunnel drainage system would be designed to capture spills of hazardous or flammable 
liquids so that they cannot spread or cause flame propagation. The tunnel drainage system 
would be provided with an oil and fuel separator and a storage capacity sufficient for the 
design spill rate for hazardous liquids, the size of which is a function of the size of 
hazardous or flammable transport vehicles. A tunnel drainage storage system would be 
considered given the proximity of Little Cottonwood Creek. 
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Impacts to Riparian Habitat and Water Quality Buffer Zones. The proposed snow sheds would 
not directly narrow or impact riparian corridors. Also see response 32.12P for more information 
regarding buffer zones. The snow sheds would not increase slope angles. 

Avalanche Runout Zones. The snow sheds are designed to hold substantial snow depth and are 
not designed to accelerate avalanches and make the snow run over and past the snow shed to the 
downslope areas. The existing avalanche runout zone encompasses Little Cottonwood Creek, and 
the creek is in a natural avalanche debris deposition zone; snow sheds would not materially 
change the avalanche runout distances. The approximately 12% slope of the snow shed roof was 
recommended and is intended to generally match the grades within the runout zone on the north 
side of the road. A flatter roof would create a slope “deviation point” where there would be higher 
impact forces on the snow shed, and a steeper roof would require extending backfill slopes higher 
up the mountain side. 

With snow sheds, much of the avalanche snow and debris would stay on the roof of the snow 
shed. Snow would cover that detritus, and avalanches would flow over the snow and not push that 
detritus into the creek. UDOT’s current practice is to clear snow and debris from the road, which 
would not need to occur for segments of the road with snow sheds. UDOT will coordinate with 
SLCDPU regarding the final design of the snow sheds. 

F. A commenter wanted to know the thoughts of SLCDPU on the proposed alternatives. 

Throughout the EIS process, UDOT consulted with SLCDPU regarding the analysis conducted for 
the Draft EIS. They were a cooperating agency in preparation of the Draft EIS. The Department of 
Public Utilities provided comments on the Draft EIS, which have been included in the Final EIS 
and are available for public review. 

G. The U.S. Geological Survey commented that UDOT should add a reference for the Stochastic 
Empirical Loading and Dilution Model. 

The reference has been added in Chapter 12, Water Resources, of the Final EIS. 

H. A commenter asked whether the EIS evaluated how the change in snowpack in the future will 
decrease water supply. 

Decreasing snowpack and an associated decrease in water supply is not part of the UDOT action. 
The reduction in snowpack and the related impact to water supply is an occurrence that would not 
change as result of the primary alternatives. The increased use of snowmaking equipment to offset 
a potential reduction in snowpack is not part of or the result of the primary alternatives, and the 
primary alternatives would not cause an increase in snowmaking operations. The increased use of 
water for snowmaking operations is guided by the resorts and by SLCDPU. The climate change 
analysis conducted by UDOT (see response 32.2.2E) states the potential for fewer ski days in the 
future. The evaluation of the primary alternatives does consider the expected impacts to water 
quality and supply from the action alternatives. 
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I. A commenter stated that the EIS says that dogs are not allowed in Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
which is not correct. Some dogs for residents are permitted. 

Chapter 12, Water Resources, of the Draft EIS does not say that no dogs are allowed in the 
canyon. The chapter notes that there is a permit application procedure for certain activities in the 
canyons, activities including sewage handling, waste disposal, and dog ownership. Therefore, the 
chapter recognizes that dogs are allowed with a permit. 

J. The Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy commented that they are concerned that 
short-term impacts to water quality, such as significant increases in turbidity, could result in the 
need to interrupt treatment and the delivery of water. Metropolitan Water is also concerned that a 
long-term increase in pollutants and pathogens could require expensive changes or upgrades to 
the water treatment process to accommodate the increase in pollution. 

See responses 32.12A and 32.12B. Also see Section 12.2.5, Stormwater Discharges, of the EIS. 
UDOT has an MS4 permit that requires a construction stormwater pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP), implementation of BMPs, and monitoring requirements during construction. 

UDOT’s MS4 permit also authorizes operational stormwater discharges to surface waters with the 
evaluation and implementation, where feasible, of post-construction or permanent stormwater 
control BMPs. For the EIS, UDOT modeled the expected long-term water quality impact of 
highway stormwater runoff, which considered the use of permanent BMPs to treat highway runoff. 
As described in Section 12.4.1, Methodology, of the EIS, UDOT worked with SLCDPU, 
Metropolitan Water, and Sandy City to develop a list of pollutants or “contaminants of concern” 
(COCs). These COCs were defined as those pollutants that are commonly found in highway 
stormwater runoff, those pollutants for which substantial changes could affect treatment processes 
and the ability to supply safe drinking water, and those pollutants exceeding numeric standards. 
Modeling showed de minimis changes in pollutant concentrations in Little Cottonwood Creek due 
to stormwater runoff from the primary alternatives compared to the No-Action Alternative. Sources 
of pathogenic pollution are identified in watershed management plans as dispersed recreation. 
Compared to the No-Action Alternative, with no restroom facilities at the Gate Buttress or Lisa 
Falls Trailheads, the trailhead parking components of the primary alternatives, which add 
restrooms, would reduce the potential for pathogenic pollution from dispersed recreation near 
these locations. 

K. The Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy commented that, although the statements 
in the Draft EIS that the selected alternatives could have de minimis impacts might be true 
regarding Clean Water Act standards, these standards are far less comprehensive than the Safe 
Drinking Water Act standards that Metropolitan Water is required to meet. Making this statement 
suggests that Metropolitan Water’s ability to reliably and safely provide water would not be 
impacted; however, impacts to drinking water cannot be adequately assessed by only considering 
Clean Water Act standards. 

UDOT’s analysis of impacts to Little Cottonwood Creek from project-related activities included a 
quantitative analysis of impacts from stormwater runoff to surface waters from pollutants normally 
found in transportation facilities’ stormwater. UDOT focused on Clean Water Act standards 
according to its MS4 permit (UTS000003), which allows stormwater discharges pursuant to 
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Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act and the permitting program described in Utah 
Administrative Code R317-8, Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES). Clean Water 
Act standards apply because surface waters in Utah are protected to meet specific beneficial uses, 
including drinking water, aquatic wildlife, and recreation. Little Cottonwood Creek’s drinking water 
beneficial uses are protected under Class 1C numeric water quality criteria, narrative standards, 
and antidegradation rules. 

Chapter 12, Water Resources, of the EIS also addresses Safe 
Drinking Water Act standards by comparing model results to 
maximum contaminant levels for some constituents found in 
Safe Drinking Water Act standards that are applicable to 
highway stormwater runoff. The analysis for stakeholder-
identified Safe Drinking Water Act constituents found de minimis 
differences between the No-Action Alternative and the five 
primary action alternatives. Therefore, any alternative should not 
affect treatment processes or Metropolitan Water’s ability to deliver safe drinking water. Additional 
details, including identification of the COCs and analysis results, is provided below. 

The EIS addresses how the S.R. 210 Project is in general conformance with water supply 
stakeholders’ Drinking Water Source Protection Plan requirements as described in their watershed 
management plans, prepared pursuant to Safe Drinking Water Act requirements. For this project, 
these drinking water stakeholders are SLCDPU, Metropolitan Water, and Sandy City. Together 
with the USDA Forest Service, these entities are referred to in the EIS as the watershed 
managers. 

As described in Section 12.4.1.1, Surface Water Quality, of the EIS, UDOT worked with SLCDPU, 
Metropolitan Water, and Sandy City to develop the list of COCs for analysis. The 17 identified 
COCs included constituents commonly found in highway stormwater runoff and identified in the 
Safe Drinking Water Act. At the request of watershed managers, UDOT compared model results 
for several COCs (10 of the 17 total) to the Safe Drinking Water Act primary and secondary 
maximum contaminant levels listed in Utah drinking water standards (found in Utah Administrative 
Code R309-200). The COCs with a Safe Water Drinking Act standard are cadmium, chloride, 
chromium, copper, lead, nitrogen, pH, total dissolved solids (TDS), sulfate, and zinc. 

The water quality model results for the action alternatives show de minimis changes in the in-
stream concentrations of these COCs compared to the No-Action Alternative. In addition, the 
resulting in-stream concentrations after mixing highway stormwater runoff with Little Cottonwood 
Creek water would be well below the maximum contaminant levels for drinking water. The model 
also assumed that all stormwater would enter Little Cottonwood Creek as a concentrated flow 
immediately above the water treatment plant inlet, thereby providing a worst-case scenario for the 
model rather than numerous discharge locations over the entire approximately 8-mile length of 
Little Cottonwood Creek. 

What is a de minimis impact? 

As used in Section 32.12 of this 
chapter, a de minimis impact is a 
minor impact that does not pose 
a substantial risk to water 
quality.  



 

July 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32-173 

The numeric criteria for contaminants in Utah’s surface waters 
(Clean Water Act and state water quality standards) include 
many of the same constituents found in drinking water 
standards (Safe Drinking Water Act and Utah drinking water 
standards). The Utah Division of Water Quality compiles water 
quality monitoring data and conducts an analysis to determine 
whether surface water quality is sufficient to meet a water’s 
beneficial uses. Those constituents that do not meet beneficial 
use standards are placed on the State’s 303(d) list and 
prioritized for developing a total maximum daily load (TMDL) 
analysis. 

Some additional primary inorganic chemicals listed in Safe 
Drinking Water Act standards (antimony, arsenic, barium, 
beryllium, cyanide, fluoride, mercury, nickel, and thallium) are 
also monitored by the Division of Water Quality to assess beneficial uses. Little Cottonwood Creek 
is not impaired for any of these primary inorganic constituents, and these constituents are not 
common pollutants found in roadway stormwater runoff (NCHRP 2019; SWCA 2020; UDOT 2021). 
Therefore, UDOT does not consider them COCs that need to be analyzed because stormwater 
runoff from the project will not impact them. 

The list of COCs analyzed include some constituents (alkalinity, calcium, hardness, and 
magnesium) that are not listed in Utah water quality standards and are not typically found in, or 
affected by, roadway runoff but were included as COCs at SLCDPU’s and Metropolitan Water’s 
request. Changes to these constituents, along with other constituents (pH, temperature, and TDS), 
could affect the corrosivity of drinking water. Corrosivity is a secondary drinking water standard. 
Secondary standards are recommended limits because, if drinking water significantly exceeds 
these secondary standards, the water could have an unpleasant taste. No meaningful differences 
between the No-Action and action alternatives were found in the model results for these secondary 
drinking water COCs. 

Other contaminants listed in both Utah drinking water standards and in the water quality standards 
for Little Cottonwood Creek’s beneficial uses are organic chemicals, pesticides, herbicides, 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), volatile organic contaminants, and radiologic contaminants, 
which are not commonly found in roadway stormwater runoff. These same contaminants are 
included in numeric criteria for beneficial-use Classes 1C (drinking water) and 3A (aquatic wildlife) 
which contain a long list of human health criteria (refer to Table 2.14.5 in Utah Administrative Code 
R317-2). Little Cottonwood Creek is not listed as impaired for any of these pollutants, nor were 
they mentioned by the watershed stakeholders during early project coordination as potential 
COCs. These contaminants are not causing the creek’s beneficial uses to be impaired. In addition, 
transportation facilities are not identified as potential source(s) of these contaminants in Drinking 
Water Source Protection Plans. Disinfection residuals and disinfection byproducts, which also 
have drinking water standards, are not applicable to highway stormwater runoff. 

Historically, UDOT only selectively sprays herbicides to control noxious weeds. Herbicides are not 
used for corridor-wide vegetation control. UDOT also does not use fertilizers when establishing or 
maintaining roadside vegetation. Instead, a vegetative growth medium, which is a thin layer of 

What is a 303(d) list? 

When a lake, river, or stream 
fails to meet the water quality 
standards for its designated 
beneficial use, Section 303(d) of 
the Clean Water Act requires 
that the State place the water 
body on a list of “impaired” 
waters, which is also known as a 
303(d) list, and develop a plan to 
reduce pollution from various 
sources so that beneficial uses 
are met. 
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organic material, is used where existing topsoil is not available to support revegetation of disturbed 
areas. As described in Section 25.2.7, Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Ecosystem Resources, 
of the EIS, UDOT will coordinate with the USDA Forest Service and follow Salt Lake County 
watershed protection ordinances regarding the use of herbicides in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

Pathogens from illicit discharges, animal waste, transported livestock, illegal dumping, homeless 
camps, and garbage trucks can be found in a highway’s stormwater drainage network. However, a 
transportation facility itself is unlikely to be the primary contributor of pathogenic pollution 
(NCHRP 2019). The action alternatives would not change the watershed protection ordinances 
and regulations that are in place to address these pollutants. Adding restrooms at the improved 
trailheads as proposed with the action alternatives would reduce the risk of pathogenic 
contamination entering Little Cottonwood Creek compared to the No-Action Alternative. 

The proposed action alternatives were analyzed for stormwater runoff impacts to Little Cottonwood 
Creek. In addition to analyzing pollutants typically found in highway stormwater runoff, the EIS 
addresses several Safe Drinking Water Act COCs which were identified by stakeholders for 
analysis. The water quality model analysis found de minimis changes in analyzed COC 
concentrations between the No-Action and action alternatives. Therefore, the stormwater runoff 
from action alternatives to Little Cottonwood Creek should not affect treatment processes or 
Metropolitan Water’s ability to deliver safe drinking water. 

L. SLCDPU commented that the SELDM model is a road-based model and is not an adequate tool to 
analyze water quality impacts from the gondola alternatives. 

UDOT disagrees that the SELDM model is not appropriate. It is not strictly a road-based model 
and can be used to quantify resulting water quality impacts from a wide variety of land uses and 
land use changes that contribute pollutants. UDOT used the model to analyze the impacts from 
the increased impervious area within the watershed from the construction of parking structures, 
base stations, and roadways at the gondola alternatives base station and terminal stations. The 
Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy acknowledges, in its watershed management 
plan, that impervious surfaces are a concern that should be addressed. The gondola systems are 
not anticipated to generate pollutants. Mechanical equipment is enclosed and, in working to 
address SLCDPU’s concerns, UDOT included secondary containment with leak-detection monitors 
for fuel storage needed for the gondolas backup power generators. UDOT does not anticipate 
spills, and the system would be designed to capture any accidental releases. 

M. SLCDPU commented that providing water to the avalanche sheds requires reviewing the water’s 
source, water rights, water quality, and potential impacts downstream and on the surrounding 
environment. Little Cottonwood Creek’s classification pursuant to the Clean Water Act might also 
affect the way water is managed for this purpose. They also commented that the snow sheds 
would be a point discharge. 

See responses 32.12E and 32.12K. As mentioned in Section 12.4.3.4.1, Snow Sheds with Berms 
Alternative, of the EIS, discharges from firefighting are not point-source discharges that are subject 
to Utah Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) permitting. However, the EIS states that 
UDOT would contain water from a fire-suppression release and spills within the snow sheds. 
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The potential for a vehicle fire does not increase with the snow sheds, and the potential for an 
accident and fire is very low. UDOT does not believe that the probability of an accident with a fire 
would be different in the snow sheds versus other areas of the roadway. Fire-suppression flows in 
other areas of the roadway corridor would have no containment; therefore, snow sheds are better 
than the No-Action Alternative from this perspective. 

UDOT will work with SLCDPU (as an “authority having jurisdiction” per National Fire Protection 
Association [NFPA] 502, Standard for Road Tunnels, Bridges, and Other Limited-access 
Highways) and the fire department during the final design of the snow sheds to address the 
specific requirements for spill and fire-suppression containment. 

N. SLCDPU proposes collaborating with UDOT stormwater monitoring programs to analyze roadway 
impacts on stormwater runoff and water quality. 

See response 32.12K for a summary of the collaboration efforts. The proposed post-construction 
BMPs in the canyon would likely be vegetated filter strips that maintain sheet flow off the road. 
There would be few direct discharges where UDOT could collect a highway stormwater runoff 
sample. 

UDOT water quality modeling showed de minimis changes in water quality for the action 
alternatives, and those small changes would occur only during infrequent storm events. It would 
not be possible to design a monitoring program to isolate the contributions of the road and 
compare it to the contributions of the natural watershed, which contains many highly erodible 
areas. 

O. SLCDPU commented that they support UDOT’s efforts to mitigate impacts to water resources by 
providing buffer areas around trailheads and parking areas. The City requests that BMPs be 
applied in these areas to minimize the effects of runoff. The City further supports stormwater 
drainage designs to reduce water quality impacts of runoff from alternative improvement areas to 
Little Cottonwood Creek. Additionally, SLCDPU requests double-walled fuel tanks, full secondary 
containment, and appropriate safety measures for the backup diesel generators required for the 
Cog Rail Alternative and in other alternatives requiring diesel fuel storage. Further, SLCDPU 
requests containment of the associated pipes and filling area to mitigate against spills and leaking. 

All of the measures requested in the comment are included in the EIS as part of the alternatives. 

P. SLCDPU commented that the impacts of fill slopes, cut slopes, and decreased buffer zones on 
water quality and riparian corridors are not addressed in the EIS. UDOT should produce a robust 
analysis of these impacts on the riparian corridor, water quality, and ecosystem functions. 

A very detailed, complex analysis would be needed to determine the water quality treatment 
function of the existing buffer zone in different segments of the corridor. For example, the existing 
buffer zone is very steep and unvegetated in some areas and, therefore, the existing buffering 
capacity would be low in those area. Minor encroachments would not materially change the 
buffering capacity in those areas. Therefore, UDOT’s modeling did not consider the existing buffer 
zone because UDOT believes that the water quality modeling is a worst-case scenario because it 
assumes a direct discharge of 100% of highway stormwater runoff to Little Cottonwood Creek 



 

 July 2022 
32-176 Utah Department of Transportation 

directly above the water treatment plan intake. The modeling using this assumption showed 
de minimis changes. 

With the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, UDOT is also committing 
to repair existing problem areas such as culvert outlets that lack energy dissipation and to install 
slope drains to minimize side-slope erosion within segments with a steep roadway side slope. 

Also see response 32.13B regarding riparian habitats. 

Q. SLCDPU requests that the Grit Mill parking be included in the water quality analysis. Further, 
SLCDPU and others asked whether there is existing research showing the benefits of asphalt over 
the current dirt parking areas. 

The new impervious area of the Grit Mill was included in the cumulative impact analysis in 
Section 21.3.2, Cumulative Impacts to Water Resources, of the EIS. 

The USDA Forest Service has already prepared a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
document for the Grit Mill, which concluded that there would not be water quality impacts, and the 
project has been mostly constructed. As stated in the EIS, all trailhead improvements proposed by 
UDOT would include stormwater buffers and BMPs. UDOT will work with the USDA Forest Service 
regarding surfacing requirement given the snow and other conditions that occur in the canyon. 

A compacted dirt and/or gravel parking area might not be any different than paved lots in terms of 
the volume of stormwater runoff. The amount of discharged runoff would depend on the material, 
subsurface conditions, and parking area grades, and whether the parking area is directly 
connected to a waterway via permitter stormwater collection and conveyance ditches or pipes or 
whether runoff is directed to upland areas which might retain most stormwater runoff. UDOT 
believes that a stable, paved lot with stormwater BMPs would generally have less erosion and 
generate less sediment pollution than the existing compacted soil parking areas. Additional BMPs, 
such as porous gravel or porous pavement, would be evaluated pursuant to UDOT’s MS4 permit. 

R. SLCDPU commented prior to the release of the Draft EIS that the figure depicting water rights and 
points of diversions is incomplete. SLCDPU can help update this figure. 

Prior to the release of the Draft EIS, UDOT worked with SLCDPU to modify Figure 12.2-1, Water 
Rights and Points of Diversion. 

S. SLCDPU commented that the water resources chapter does not adequately address whether any 
of the alternatives have the potential to impair surface water rights through impacts to water 
diversions or water delivery infrastructure. It might be helpful to UDOT to meet with Salt Lake City, 
the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake and Sandy, and Sandy City to better understand the 
water rights and delivery infrastructure in the study area. 

UDOT reviewed the alternatives for their direct impacts to water right points of diversion including 
the water treatment plant intakes, which would not be directly impacted. If an alternative does 
impact an intake, and this impact was not captured in the EIS, UDOT would replace its function 
after coordination with SLCDPU. UDOT would also replace any raw water collection pipes and 
delivery pipes as well as sewer collection pipes that are impacted by the construction of the 
alternatives. 
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T. SLCDPU requested that guardrail be included in high accident areas along S.R. 210 to prevent 
vehicles from entering Little Cottonwood Creek. 

UDOT conducted an analysis of high accident areas adjacent to Little Cottonwood Creek and 
included mitigation in the Draft EIS to include guardrail. 

U. SLCDPU commented that the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS addresses existing contaminants of 
concern but does not address the potential for emerging contaminants. 

Emerging contaminants are a broad category of contaminants that are currently not subject to any 
proposed or promulgated national primary drinking water (“contaminant candidate list”) or surface 
water quality (“contaminants of emerging concern”) regulations. Instead, they are being evaluated 
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for their impacts to human health and aquatic 
organisms and whether (and, if so, how) to regulate them in the future. UDOT cannot speculate on 
which contaminants might end up being regulated and the potential effects of the S.R. 210 Project 
on those contaminants. However, if additional numeric criteria or drinking water standards are 
established for emerging contaminants, and if Little Cottonwood Creek (or other waterbodies that 
receive stormwater runoff from the action alternatives) is found to be impaired for these 
contaminants, UDOT is required by its MS4 permit (No. UTS000003) to determine whether 
highway stormwater contributes to the impairments. Furthermore, if the stormwater discharges are 
later determined to contribute to the impairment, UDOT would evaluate actions to prevent and 
mitigate the discharge of the contaminant causing the impairment. 

V. SLCDPU commented that the modeling demonstrates that UDOT’s projection with the Enhanced 
Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would result in 10 days per year, or 3%, of 
annual streamflow time with elevated phosphorous levels. We recognize that, according to the 
model, this does not exceed the numeric standards for headwater criteria. However, SLCDPU City 
feels that it is important to demonstrate the downstream impact to the lower watershed, including 
the Jordan River. 

It is beyond the scope of EIS analysis to prepare a nutrient load allocation for Little Cottonwood 
Creek or downstream waters. If highway stormwater runoff is identified as a significant source of 
nutrients and UDOT is allocated a waste load through a TMDL analysis, UDOT, pursuant to its 
MS4 permit, will comply with the requirements of the TMDL analysis and address its contributions 
accordingly. 
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32.13 Ecosystem Resources 
A. Commenters stated that the gondola alternatives would have less impact on wildlife in Little 

Cottonwood Canyon. Others commented that the gondola alternatives would have a negative 
impact on wildlife. 

The Enhanced Bus Service Alternative would have the least impact to wildlife habitat in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon since there would be no roadway improvements. The gondola alternatives 
would impact less wildlife habitat than would the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder 
Lane Alternative and the Cog Rail Alternative, both of which require widening S.R. 210. Because 
none of the primary alternatives would increase roadway traffic and the road would operate with 
the same level of summer traffic, the impacts to wildlife crossing the road would be similar among 
the primary alternatives. 

In Little Cottonwood Canyon, the gondola alternatives would convert about 12 acres of 
forest/woodland, shrubland, and developed and/or disturbed habitat to transportation use, or less 
than 0.5% of the habitat in the ecosystem resources impact analysis area. The loss of 12 acres of 
habitat would reduce habitat availability for terrestrial wildlife. Little Cottonwood Canyon is not 
considered a wildlife migration corridor; however, the presence of gondola towers and the increase 
in activity from gondola cabins moving overhead could slightly increase the barrier effect for 
terrestrial mammals that use the canyon. Terrestrial mammals would eventually acclimate to the 
presence of the gondola. No federally threatened, endangered, or candidate species or habitat 
was identified in the impact analysis area; therefore, no impacts to threatened and endangered 
species would occur as a result of construction of the gondola system. 

Suitable habitat for USDA Forest Service sensitive wildlife would be affected by removal of 
vegetation and disturbance from the operation of the gondola. The loss of 12 acres of habitat 
would reduce habitat availability for sensitive wildlife species. If suitable habitat is present, 
sensitive species could be temporarily displaced during construction, but no long-term impacts to 
populations would occur. 

Birds might strike the gondola cables or towers. No data are available regarding the frequency of 
bird deaths due to striking gondola cables. A study of electrical transmission lines (many including 
red aircraft warning lights) found between 0 and 20 dead birds per kilometer (0.6 mile) of 
transmission line per year (Avian Conservation and Ecology 2013). Because there are many 
variables such as habitat type, bird type, and bird density, it is not possible to apply other studies 
to the specifics of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Nonetheless, it is likely that some birds would be 
killed by striking the gondola cables. 

The studies also found that red aircraft warning lights that are permanently on (always red) could 
attract birds and contribute to birds striking the towers or cables. The gondola towers might require 
aircraft obstruction lighting. The light system would be either flashing red lights or short-duration 
flashing red lighting that is activated only when an aircraft enters the canyon (this is infrequent and 
typically associated with emergency response helicopters). The flashing red lights have been 
shown to reduce bird fatalities by between 50% and 70% (Audubon, no date). 
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UDOT would use helicopters to place some of the gondola towers, and this construction technique 
might displace, and temporarily disrupt the foraging behavior of, wildlife in the area, including 
special-status species. Helicopter flights during construction of the gondola system could disturb 
by noise and visual cues cliff-nesting raptors that fly within the flight path. UDOT expects that the 
gondola towers would be constructed spring through fall (as weather conditions allow). Although 
birds would be temporarily disturbed by helicopter noise and activity, the effect would be short-
term and temporary. UDOT would coordinate with the USDA Forest Service before helicopter 
flights to determine whether there are any known raptor nests in the flight path. These nests would 
be avoided. 

Noise monitoring was conducted at the Whistler Ski Resort 3S gondola to document baseline 
noise levels before and during the operation of the tram. The monitored noise conditions ranged 
from 49 to 55 dBA, with an average reading of 54 dBA. Based on the noise monitoring, the 
operational noise of the gondola is expected to average 54 dBA, which is within the range that 
affects bird behavior but is not at a level likely to affect terrestrial mammals. 

Chapter 13, Ecosystem Resources, of the EIS includes extensive mitigation measures to avoid, 
rectify, and minimize impacts to ecosystem resources. 

B. Commenters asked whether the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative 
would have a negative impact on wildlife and plant species. 

The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would convert about 
33 acres of shrubland and forest/woodland habitat to transportation use for the peak-period 
shoulder lanes. The habitat that would be converted is primarily disturbed habitat immediately 
adjacent to the roadway that is degraded from roadside parking and other disturbance. It provides 
slight habitat value to wildlife. UDOT does not expect that any impacts to sensitive plant species 
would occur from the peak-period shoulder lanes. However, because individuals of these species 
might have been missed during the field surveys or might be present adjacent to disturbed areas, 
undetected plants could be removed during construction. If plants are present, the impacts would 
be local and not intense or large enough to cause a substantial effect or loss of species viability. 

The additional lanes could increase the number of vehicle collisions with large mammals. Seven 
wildlife-vehicle collisions occurred in Little Cottonwood Canyon over the 2-year period from 2017 
to 2018, and the USDA Forest Service did not identify Little Cottonwood Canyon as a high-wildlife-
strike area or a major wildlife migration corridor. As part of this alternative, UDOT would install 
lighted signs to indicate when the peak-period shoulder lane is open, and these signs might further 
increase the barrier effect as wildlife seeks to avoid these lighted areas. The peak-period shoulder 
lanes would be intended for buses only, not personal vehicles, and would operate from late 
November to mid-April. The lanes would not increase vehicle traffic during the winter. UDOT 
expects that the noise levels adjacent to the roadway would be similar to existing conditions 
(59.4 A-weighted decibels [dBA] at Tanners Flat Campground) and would have similar impacts to 
wildlife as the existing noise conditions along S.R. 210. During the summer, the peak-period 
shoulder lanes would not be used by vehicles, so the noise and wildlife strike impacts from 
vehicles would be similar to the existing summer conditions. 
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No federally threatened, endangered, or candidate species or habitat was identified in the 
ecosystem resources impact analysis area; therefore, no impacts to threatened and endangered 
species would occur as a result of the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane 
Alternative. 

Impacts to migratory birds and raptors would include a loss of 33 acres of shrubland and 
forested/woodland habitat, which would reduce habitat and prey availability. However, the habitat 
that would be converted is disturbed roadside habitat that is already degraded and is heavily 
affected by human disturbance. 

C. Commenters asked what mitigation UDOT considered to mitigate impacts to plant and wildlife 
species. 

Section 13.4.7, Mitigation Measures, of the EIS details how UDOT would mitigate impacts to plant 
and wildlife species. These measures include timing construction to avoid peak bird nesting 
seasons, ways to minimize the potential for invasive plant species during construction, mitigation 
for aquatic species and sensitive plant species, and mitigation for riparian habitat conservation 
areas. For impacts to riparian habitat conservation areas and other disturbed areas, UDOT would 
restore habitat in coordination with the USDA Forest Service. UDOT will follow U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service guidelines regarding raptors. 

D. Commenters stated that widening Wasatch Boulevard would result in an environmental impact to 
the natural environment. 

The Wasatch Boulevard alternatives would convert about 35 acres of mostly developed and/or 
disturbed and agricultural land to transportation use. Vegetation would be converted as a result of 
clearing, excavating, and grading to widen Wasatch Boulevard. The habitat that would be 
converted is primarily disturbed roadside habitat that has already been degraded and provides 
little habitat value to wildlife. 

The wider road would slightly increase noise and visual disturbance to wildlife near the road. The 
wider road would also increase the barrier to wildlife crossing Wasatch Boulevard and increase 
their avoidance of the highway. The Utah Wildlife-Vehicle Collision Reporter documents seven 
wildlife-vehicle collisions on Wasatch Boulevard during a 2-year period. The wider roadway could 
increase the number of wildlife-vehicle collisions in this segment of S.R. 210. No federally 
threatened, endangered, or candidate species or habitat was identified in the ecosystem resources 
impact analysis area; therefore, no impacts to threatened and endangered species would occur as 
a result of the Five-lane Alternative. UDOT has determined that there would be no effect on 
threatened and endangered species from the action alternatives due to the lack of suitable habitat. 

Impacts to migratory birds and raptors would include a minor loss of disturbed roadside habitat 
and increased noise and visual disturbance. Impacts to aquatic species from constructing the 
Wasatch Boulevard alternative would be minor because there would be few aquatic impacts 
(0.02 acre), the habitat impacts would be mostly in existing channelized areas next to the 
existing road. 
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E. Commenters stated the snow sheds would impact the ecology of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

The avalanche mitigation alternatives would convert between 15 to 18 acres of mostly disturbed 
habitat to transportation use for the construction of the snow sheds. The areas where the snow 
sheds are proposed are regularly disturbed by avalanches and avalanche mitigation measures, 
which has removed much of the vegetation along these steep slopes. Snow sheds can create 
barriers to wildlife movements if they are located along a wildlife movement corridor. Movement 
corridors for big game and other wildlife are typically located along riparian corridors and stream 
crossings. There are no stream crossings or riparian areas immediately adjacent to the proposed 
snow sheds, and the sheds would be located along steep avalanche paths with cut banks leading 
to the road. These areas already present a barrier to most wildlife movement. Therefore, the 
addition of snow sheds would only slightly increase the barrier effect of an area that is likely 
already avoided by most wildlife. The snow sheds would impact one USDA Forest Service 
sensitive species. 

Under UDOT’s current avalanche-mitigation program, from 2004 to 2017, an average of 153 
artillery shells per ski season were fired into the avalanche paths where the snow sheds would be 
placed. UDOT anticipates that, with snow sheds, artillery use in the avalanche paths protected by 
the snow sheds could be reduced by 80% to about 31 artillery shells per season. Although wildlife 
in the area is likely acclimated to the artillery noise and disturbance, reducing the use of artillery 
would benefit wildlife in the area. 

F. Commenters stated that the Cog Rail Alternative would have substantial impacts to vegetation and 
wildlife in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

The Cog Rail Alternative would convert about 122 acres of forest/woodland, shrubland, and 
developed and/or disturbed habitat to transportation use for the cog rail base station and rail 
alignment. The habitat that would be converted is primarily disturbed habitat immediately adjacent 
to the roadway that is degraded from roadside parking and other disturbance. It provides slight 
habitat value to wildlife. UDOT does not expect that any impacts to sensitive plant species would 
occur. However, because individuals of these species might have been missed during the field 
surveys or might be present adjacent to disturbed areas, undetected plants could be removed 
during construction. If plants are present, the impacts would be local and not intense or large 
enough to cause a substantial effect or loss of species viability. 

The rail alignment would be constructed immediately adjacent to S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and would require constructing a 3-foot-high, cast-in-place concrete barrier between 
S.R. 210 and the cog rail tracks for the entire length of the rail alignment in the canyon. This 
concrete barrier along with proposed snow sheds would increase the barrier effect of the road for 
wildlife crossing S.R. 210. The concrete barrier and rail line would generally be located along 
steep slopes on the north side of S.R. 210. Traffic volumes in the canyon are already high during 
the peak winter season, and therefore the addition of a rail service immediately adjacent to 
S.R. 210 would have little effect on mammals, which are already limited from moving across the 
road at these times. Due to the slow speed of the cog rail in the canyon (slower than personal 
vehicles), it is unlikely that the number of wildlife-vehicle collisions would increase with operation of 
the cog rail. 
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Noise from the rail operation could have a detrimental effect on the behavior of some sensitive 
wildlife species. The noise modeling for the Cog Rail Alternative concluded that, at a distance of 
105 feet from the rail line, cog rail noise levels would be 65 dBA. The measured background noise 
levels along S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon ranged from about 48 to 59 dBA. The rail 
alignment would be immediately adjacent to the existing roadway where the maximum noise level 
was 59 dBA; therefore, background noise levels would increase when the cog rail is in operation. 

Minor increases in noise could cause birds to abandon nests or roosts that are otherwise suitable; 
noise can be stressful and interfere with foraging, sleeping, and other activities; intense noise can 
cause permanent damage to an animal’s auditory system; and noise can interfere with acoustic 
communication by masking important sounds or sound components. Multiple bird studies have 
documented changes in song characteristics, reproduction, abundance, stress hormone levels, 
and species richness at levels at or over 45 dBA. Terrestrial mammals exhibited increased stress 
levels and decreased reproductive efficiency at noise levels between 52 and 68 dBA. Most of the 
wildlife that currently occupies the ecosystem resources impact analysis area is likely habituated to 
noise due to the presence of S.R. 210, and therefore the noise impacts associated with operation 
of the cog rail would be minor. 

Some raptors in Little Cottonwood Canyon start nesting in February and March and could be 
affected by rail operation noise and visual disturbance if they are nesting or foraging near the rail 
alignment. Migratory songbirds might initially avoid the habitat near the rail alignment area due to 
the increased noise and visual disturbance, but most birds are expected to acclimate to the 
presence of the rail line quickly due to its proximity to the busy roadway corridor. Most of the 
wildlife that currently occupies the impact analysis area is likely habituated to noise and human 
disturbance due to the disturbed nature of the area and high recreation use, and therefore the 
impacts associated with operation of the rail year-round would be minor. Impacts to migratory birds 
and raptors would include a loss of about 66 acres of shrubland and forested/woodland habitat, 
which would reduce habitat and prey availability. However, the habitat that would be converted is 
disturbed roadside habitat that is already degraded and is heavily affected by human disturbance. 

No federally threatened, endangered, or candidate species or habitat was identified in the 
ecosystem resources impact analysis area; therefore, no impacts to threatened and endangered 
species would occur as a result of the Cog Rail Alternative. 

G. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) commented that additional information 
regarding the direct and indirect effects associated with converting aquatic features to culverts 
should be included in the Final EIS. They stated that several alternatives that are discussed in the 
Draft EIS would result in the substantial loss of stream resources when considered on a 
cumulative basis. For example, one of UDOT’s preferred action alternatives—the Enhanced Bus 
Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative—would convert 0.19 acre (2,120 linear feet [LF]) 
of intermittent stream, 0.02 acre (100 LF) of perennial stream, and 0.08 acre (1,220 LF) of 
ephemeral stream habitat to transportation use. EPA also commented that the Draft EIS includes 
the title “waters of the United States,” however, it (appropriately) describes all aquatic resources in 
the project area. EPA recommends renaming this section “Aquatic Resources.” EPA also 
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suggested that additional mitigation be considered for stream impacts. EPA also recommended 
that impacts to surface water should be considered for cumulative impacts. 

UDOT added additional information to Chapter 13, Ecosystem Resources, of the Final EIS 
regarding the impacted aquatic features from the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder 
Lane Alternative and the Cog Rail Alternative since these are the only two alternatives that would 
impact aquatic features along S.R. 210. The affected environment section of the chapter has been 
updated to state that ongoing roadway maintenance, erosion, and vegetation removal around 
existing stream crossings in the survey area have reduced the ecological and hydrological 
functions of some of the stream crossings. For example, intermittent streams I-4 and I-5 are 
alongside S.R. 210 in a roadside ditch and provide no vegetation cover or wildlife habitat. Many of 
the ephemeral streams adjacent to S.R. 210 have been channelized and placed in culverts under 
the roadway. The stream crossings are part of the original S.R. 210 design which causes 
increased sedimentation downstream of the culverts. 

More information regarding the direct and indirect impacts has also been included in Chapter 13, 
Ecosystem Resources, of the Final EIS. Habitat at impacted intermittent and ephemeral stream 
crossings is degraded due to proximity to a transportation corridor and ongoing maintenance 
activities and provides negligible ecological function beyond water flow. Of the 2,691 feet of 
intermittent stream impacts, about 1,661 feet (intermittent streams I-4 and I-5) are a ditch along 
S.R. 210 that have no vegetative cover or associated wildlife habitat. Of the ephemeral stream 
impacts, most would be immediately adjacent to the road in channelized areas that have minor 
vegetative cover. UDOT has added additional information regarding mitigation measures and best 
management practices (BMPs) to minimize any impacts to aquatic features. These mitigation 
measures include properly sized culverts that would result in a net benefit to stream flow and 
sediment transport at impacted stream crossings. The use of properly sized and engineered 
culverts for stream crossings would minimize indirect effects on aquatic resources and provide 
unobstructed, continuous flow for fish and macroinvertebrates. Most of the existing culverts on 
S.R. 210 were part of the original roadway design and do not meet this function. 

UDOT does not agree that the loss of the intermittent, perennial, and ephemeral streams from the 
Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative or the Cog Rail Alternative would 
result in a substantial cumulative impact to these resources. These resources have been altered 
through channelization and stabilization measures, and channels of several segments were 
eroded at culvert discharges. For the peak-period shoulder lanes, for example, of the 2,691 feet of 
intermittent stream impacts, about 1,661 feet (intermittent streams I-4 and I-5) are a ditch along 
S.R. 210 that have no vegetative cover or associated wildlife habitat. Of the ephemeral stream 
impacts, most would be immediately adjacent to the road in channelized areas that have minor 
vegetative cover. Based on the character of the impacted aquatic resources along S.R. 210, 
UDOT does not believe that the impacts would result in a significant cumulative impact. With the 
implementation of BMPs added to the Final EIS, many of the crossings would be improved 
compared to the existing conditions. 

EPA also requested that the term waters of the United States in the ecosystem resources chapter 
be changed to aquatic resources. The change has been made in the Final EIS as requested. 
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UDOT also updated the discussion in Chapter 13, Ecosystem Resources, of the Final EIS to 
update the jurisdictional status of aquatic resources. 

H. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) commented that only the Corps of Engineers has the 
authority to determine the jurisdictional status of waters through the jurisdictional determination 
process. Therefore the EIS should be revised to exclude language regarding jurisdictional status. 

The Final EIS has been revised to state that USACE will make the final jurisdictional determination 
regarding aquatic resources. Once UDOT selects an alternative in the Record of Decision, UDOT 
will submit a delineation report prepared in accordance with USACE Minimum Standards. 

I. USACE would like to reiterate concerns with the potential for indirect effects on waters. Indirect 
effects are defined as impairments or losses of aquatic resources that occur at a different time or 
location than the placement of the fill. Indirect effects could be reduced or eliminated through the 
mitigation measures, including implementation of BMPs. Although BMPs have been demonstrated 
to be effective means of reducing impacts, such BMPs are not 100% effective, and adverse 
construction effects are well-established. 

Once an alternative is selected in the Record of Decision and UDOT applies for a permit with 
USACE, if necessary, further details regarding BMPs will be provided. 

J. Save Our Canyons commented that the proposed alternatives could increase visitation and thus 
increase the fire risk in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

All of the primary alternatives could increase winter visitation to the ski resorts (see response 
32.20C). However, the increased visitation would occur during the winter months and at the ski 
resorts when any fire risk is very low because of the snow on the ground. Of the five primary 
alternatives, only the gondola and cog rail alternatives propose to increase summertime use and 
only at the ski resorts. The increased use would be from users of the alternatives and not from 
increased vehicle use, thus reducing the potential for roadside fires. In addition, as the increased 
summer users would be at the ski resorts with amenities and emergency response, the risk of a 
fire would be lower. 
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32.14 Floodplains 
A. A commenter stated that 2 acres of floodplains would be impacted in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

The floodplain impact number summary in the EIS shows up to 2 acres of floodplains being 
impacted. However, about 1.2 acres of the impacts would be along Wasatch Boulevard and not in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. The changes to the floodplain would be in areas where S.R. 210 
currently crosses a stream. If improvements are made in these areas, they would be implemented 
in accordance with the current regulatory requirements The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period 
Shoulder Lane Alternative would have the greatest impact in Little Cottonwood Canyon at 
0.88 acre followed by the Cog Rail Alternative at 0.35 acre. The gondola alternatives would have 
about 0.32 acre of floodplain impacts. All of the floodplain impacts would be outside the primary 
floodway. For the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative and the Cog 
Rail Alternative, many of the floodplain impacts would be to existing culverts that cross S.R. 210. 
As part of the project, the replacement culverts would be designed to better accommodate the 
floodplain. 

UDOT and/or its construction contractor will take measures to reduce floodplain impacts and to 
ensure that the project complies with all applicable regulations. As part of the final design process 
for the project alternatives, UDOT will obtain any necessary local floodplain permit and conduct the 
appropriate coordination requirements as stated in the EIS. 

The action alternatives would require a number of stream and floodplain crossings in the same 
locations where they presently exist. Where new or rehabilitated bridges and culverts are included 
in the design of an alternative, the design will follow Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) requirements and the requirements of UDOT’s Drainage Manual of Instruction, where 
applicable. Where no regulatory floodplain is defined, culverts and bridges will be designed to 
accommodate a 50-year (2%-annual-chance) or greater magnitude flood. Where regulatory 
floodplains are defined, hydraulic structures will be designed to accommodate a 100-year 
(1%-annual-chance) flood. Energy-dissipation measures will be included in the alternative’s design 
as applicable. 

Chapter 13, Ecosystem Resources, of the EIS analyzes the impact to streams and the expected 
negative impacts caused by changes from the project alternatives. 
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32.15 Cultural Resources 
A. Commenters stated that UDOT did not reach out to Native American tribes as part of the EIS 

process to seek their input. 

Section 27.6.7, Tribal Coordination, of the EIS details the outreach effort UDOT made to Native 
American tribes during the development of the EIS. This included five specific contacts made with 
the tribes during the development of the EIS. 

UDOT, in coordination with the USDA Forest Service, conducted an extensive review of cultural 
resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon including Native American resources. The information is 
contained in the Class III Archaeological Inventory of Little Cottonwood Canyon Environmental 
Impact Statement, Salt Lake County, Utah, January 2021. This report provides the cultural context 
of Little Cottonwood Canyon including the prehistory and history. The cultural resource 
investigation included a review of past survey reports and new survey in areas potentially 
impacted by the project. The archaeological report was made available for review to Native 
American tribes and other consulting parities. Because the report contains sensitive archaeological 
site information, it is not made available to the general public. 

B. Commenters stated that the gondola alternatives could impact cultural resources. Other 
commenters asked whether the EIS considers historic and archaeological resources. 

Chapter 15, Cultural Resources, of the EIS details the impacts to cultural resources including 
archaeologic and historic resources. The avalanche mitigation (snow shed) alternatives would 
result in one adverse effect, the gondola alternatives in one adverse effect, and the Cog Rail 
Alternative in one adverse effect. 

All action alternatives presented in this EIS could cause impacts to cultural resources from ground-
disturbing activities during construction. Additional impacts include changes to the setting or 
viewshed of new facilities. The viewshed impacts were coordinated with the USDA Forest Service 
and the Utah State Historic Preservation Office. 

C. A commenter asked whether UDOT considered the Thomas Moore structure. 

The Thomas Moore structure was evaluated. The structure would not be directly impacted by any 
of the primary alternatives. 

D. Save Our Canyons commented that the cultural resource analysis did not include visual impacts to 
archaeological resources that might occur from the primary alternative. 

UDOT, in working with the USDA Forest Service, considered cultural resources in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and evaluated visual impacts to these resources outside the 100-foot buffer. 
The study area for the cultural visual analysis was defined to include the environment 
encompassed within the extents of Little Cottonwood Canyon bound by bold, distinctive landforms 
to the north and south that create a focused and enclosed visual setting. Due to the existing 
density of development, the viewshed analysis area excludes the visual environment of the urban 
area surrounding S.R. 210 northwest of the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
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E. Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT was more concerned about the visual impacts to the 
historic buildings at Snowbird Resort than to other resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

UDOT evaluated different towers when the towers were adjacent to historic structures as defined 
by cultural resource regulations. Some buildings at Snowbird Resort are considered historic 
structures under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. UDOT consulted 
extensively with the State Historic Preservation Office regarding impacts to the historic structures 
as Snowbird. To mitigate adverse impacts under Section 106, UDOT was required to include a 
different tower design by the historic structures. It should be noted that UDOT consulted with the 
State Historic Preservation Office with regard to all impacted resources in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, and the State Historic Preservation Office agreed with UDOT’s findings and suggested 
mitigation measures for cultural resources. 

32.16 Hazardous Materials and Waste Sites 
A. Commenters were concerned about impacts to old mining sites from construction of the primary 

alternatives. 

The enhanced bus service alternatives would not impact any hazardous waste sites in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon as a result of the proposed bus stations. The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-
period Shoulder Lane Alternative, the gondola alternatives, and the Cog Rail Alternative would 
require construction near Tanner’s Flat (about mileposts 7.9 to 8.2) and would be adjacent to a site 
with a high probability of contamination: the Jones and Pardee Smelter Superfund 
(Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, or CERCLA) site that 
is located on the north side of S.R. 210 in this area. Prior to construction, UDOT would conduct an 
environmental site investigation to determine the extent of contamination, if any. If contamination is 
found, an avoidance or a remediation plan would be developed. If remediation of the Jones and 
Pardee Smelter site is required, it is possible that remediation could delay the project at the 
location of the remediation and increase construction cost. 

If a mining site is impacted, UDOT will coordinate with the Salt Lake City Department of Public 
Utilities, the USDA Forest Service, and the Utah Department of Environmental Quality to discuss 
remedial actions. 

B. The Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ) Division of Environmental Response and 
Remediation (DERR) commented that sites deleted from the National Priority List (NPL) or listed 
as no further remedial action planned (NFRAP) might contain contaminated material, and future 
construction might encounter hazardous materials. 

Text has been added to Section 16.3.2.3, Superfund (CERCLA) Sites, Voluntary Cleanup Program 
Sites, and Historic Mining Sites, of the Final EIS at the end of Flagstaff Smelter section to state, 
“Although this site was deleted from the NPL, it might contain contaminated materials or 
hazardous substances.” The requested coordination for potential impacts to known and unknown 
sites is included in Section 16.4.8, Mitigation Measures, of the Final EIS. 

C. UDEQ commented that Section 16.3.2.3, Superfund (CERCLA) Sites and Voluntary Cleanup 
Programs, states that the Jones and Pardee Smelter and North Star Smelter are not NPL sites 
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under CERCLA (Superfund). These smelter sites were investigated under CERCLA authority in 
coordination with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Preliminary Assessments were 
conducted at both smelter sites, and it was determined at that time that the threat to human health 
and/or the environment was not sufficient for further CERCLA consideration such as conducting a 
CERCLA Site Investigation or proposal for inclusion on EPA’s National Priorities List. Despite this 
determination, there might still be mining wastes at these sites that, if disturbed, would need to be 
managed in a protective manner. 

Text has been added to Section 16.3.2.3, Superfund (CERCLA) Sites, Voluntary Cleanup Program 
Sites, and Historic Mining Sites, of the Final EIS to the Jones and Pardee Smelter and North Star 
Smelter sections to clarify that they are not CERCLA or NPL sites. Text was also added to clarify 
the work done on the sites and the potential for mining wastes to still be present at the sites. 

D. UDEQ commented that the Davenport and Flagstaff Smelters are considered a single site under 
EPA’s NPL designation. A portion of the CERCLA-designated Davenport and Flagstaff Smelters 
NPL site, prior to EPA’s NPL listing, had been in the state’s Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP). 
That portion of the combined NPL-listed site was terminated from the VCP once the collective 
smelter sites were placed on the NPL in 2003. The main driver for NPL listing was lead and 
arsenic contamination. 

Section 16.3.2.3, Superfund (CERCLA) Sites, Voluntary Cleanup Program Sites, and Historic 
Mining Sites, of the Final EIS has been updated to combine the Davenport and Flagstaff Smelters 
into one section and the text revised to clarify the sites’ VCP and NPL statuses per the comment. 

E. UDEQ commented that the land on the La Caille restaurant property is part of the Davenport and 
Flagstaff Smelters NPL Superfund site and that proceeding with Gondola Alternative B would 
therefore involve a high probability of encountering contamination. Please include coordinating 
with DERR and EPA in the alternative if construction is planned on the Davenport and Flagstaff 
Smelter Site footprint. 

Section 16.4.6, Gondola Alternative B (Starting at La Caille), of the Final EIS has been updated to 
state that the Gondola Alternative B base station would be “located on” the Flagstaff and 
Davenport Smelter site and that coordination with DERR and EPA would be required. The Final 
EIS describes the expected impacts to the site and mitigation to avoid impacts to public health 
and safety. 
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32.17 Visual Resources 
Some commenters on the Draft EIS felt that UDOT should have provided 
additional visual simulations and key observation points (KOPs) as part of 
the visual resource analysis for the gondola alternatives. As part of 
developing the Draft EIS, UDOT worked with the USDA Forest Service to 
determine important KOPs throughout the canyon. 

Given the level of interest in the visual impacts from the gondola 
alternatives, UDOT has prepared and added visual simulations to some of 
the KOPs where the gondola impacts were rated as high but had no 
simulation (KOP 6 and KOP 20). These additional simulations are 
provided in Appendix 17A, Key Observation Points for the Enhanced Bus Service and Gondola Alternatives, 
of the Final EIS. UDOT also prepared six simulations from areas that were not designated as KOPs but that 
provide additional vantage points from which the gondola facilities would be conspicuous. The new 
simulations are provided in Appendix 32E, Gondola Towers Visual Simulations, of the Final EIS. The 
provided simulations are at the Snowbird Ski Resort and in the town of Alta and provide a general 
representation of the gondola towers. 

These simulations were prepared in response to comments and to further help decision-makers and public 
visualize the gondola impacts. They do not change the KOP analysis or its results, or the conclusion that the 
gondola elements would be visually dominant from many viewpoints in the study area and would have the 
highest visual impact among the alternatives, as described in Chapter 17, Visual Resources, of the EIS and 
in Section 32.17, Visual Resources, of this chapter. 

A. Commenters stated that the gondola alternatives would have the greatest impact to the visual 
resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The gondola would impact the views from many of the 
hikes on the south side of the canyon, would ruin the views of climbers in the lower canyon, would 
impact the night sky with tower lights, and would ruin the scenic byway designation. Other 
commenters stated that the gondola system would not create visual impacts. 

General Visual Impacts. Chapter 17, Visual Resources, of the EIS provides an analysis of the 
visual impacts of the gondola alternatives in Little Cottonwood Canyon including visual simulations 
for key observation points including from trails where the gondola infrastructure could be viewed. 
The KOPs were selected in coordination with the USDA Forest Service. 

The analysis states that, of all of the primary action alternatives, the gondola alternatives would 
have the greatest impact on views from recreation areas. Project elements, such as the gondola 
towers, would introduce elements and/or patterns that would be visually dominant and would 
create strong contrast compared with other features in the landscape. Movement associated with 
the large, elevated gondola cabins would further dominate the visual setting and attract attention. 
This movement would be most apparent closest to the gondola alignment where the gondola 
cabins would demand attention as they move through the landscape.  

What are key observation 
points (KOPs)? 

Key observation points represent 
viewing locations from which the 
sensitive viewer types would 
typically view the project 
elements from either stationary 
or linear locations. 
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Additionally, depending on local lighting conditions, the gondola 
cabins would introduce moving shadows, thereby generating 
increased motion in the visual setting near the alignment. In 
some areas, hikers might see the gondola infrastructure for 
longer periods, including views of multiple moving gondola 
cabins; however, this does not change the analysis that the 
gondola infrastructure would be visually dominant and out of 
character with the surrounding environment. In some areas, 
views toward the gondola infrastructure would be partially 
screened by vegetation and topography. 

Views from the Twin Peaks and Lone Peak Wilderness Areas 
were not specifically assessed in this analysis in accordance with Section 303 of the Utah 
Wilderness Act of 1984 (Public Law 98-428). This section clarifies that the creation of these 
wilderness areas was not intended to create buffers to preclude non-wilderness activities beyond 
their boundaries. The KOP selection process did include a review of KOP locations along trails 
traversing these wilderness areas, including from the Red Pine Trail (KOP 15) located in the Lone 
Peak Wilderness Area, to assess the impacts of the project alternatives on views from USDA 
Forest Service–managed trails. 

Impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Scenic Byway. Impacts to the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon State Scenic Byway visitor experience would include views of the gondola infrastructure 
(gondola base station, towers, and moving gondola cabins) along most of the 7-mile-long scenic 
byway. Due to tall vegetation adjacent to the scenic byway, views of the gondola infrastructure 
would be intermittently screened in some locations. However, where the gondola infrastructure is 
visible, it would be visually dominant and would demand the attention of visitors, especially where 
the gondola alignment crosses over the scenic byway. Since views along the scenic byway would 
be dominated by gondola infrastructure, the visitor experience would be degraded and would, 
therefore, limit the USDA Forest Service’s ability to manage the scenic byway to protect scenic 
vistas and intrinsic scenic qualities. 

Impacts from Tower Lighting. UDOT would coordinate with the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) regarding the feasibility of implementing an aircraft detection lighting system (ADLS) to 
reduce the impacts of nighttime lighting. An ADLS (or a similar system) would remain off until it 
detects nearby aircraft. It would then turn on and would turn off again after the aircraft leaves the 
area. If an ADLS is approved during the FAA permit process, the short-duration synchronized 
flashing of the ADLS would have substantially fewer visual impacts at night than the standard 
continuous, medium-intensity, red-strobe FAA warning system, so it would help to reduce the 
impacts of nighttime lighting. Because there is little air traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon at night, 
and such air traffic is generally limited to emergency evacuations or heli-skiing flights, the ADLS 
would activate infrequently, further reducing the intensity of visual impacts compared to the 
standard FAA warning system. Each gondola cabin would not need to have separate warning 
lights, nor would the gondola cables. The tower lighting system would make no audible noise in 
the surrounding area. 

Mitigation Measures. As described in Section 17.4.8, Mitigation Measures, of the EIS, UDOT will 
consider a series of mitigation measures to minimize visual impacts. 

What is project contrast? 

Project contrast is a measure of 
the overall visual change to 
existing features of the 
landscape (including landscape 
character, landform/slope, and 
vegetation) resulting from the 
construction and operation of a 
given project. 
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B. Commenters stated that widening S.R. 210 with the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period 
Shoulder Lane Alternative would result in substantial visual impacts from the additional cuts, fills, 
and walls required for the road widening. 

General Visual Impacts. Chapter 17, Visual Resources, of the EIS provides an analysis of the 
visual impacts of the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative. With this 
alternative, the natural landscape would appear noticeably altered in some areas where cut-and-fill 
slopes are not currently prevalent, and landform modifications would attract attention within the 
immediate foreground area. Project elements would introduce form, line, color, texture, or scale 
common in the landscape; would be visually subordinate (weak contrast); and would be similar to 
existing roadway landform modifications in Little Cottonwood Canyon. West of the Lisa Falls 
Trailhead, cut-and-fill slopes up to 70 feet wide would introduce form, line, color, texture, or scale 
not common in the landscape and would be visually prominent in the landscape. 

Impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Scenic Byway. Impacts to the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon State Scenic Byway visitor experience would include views of road improvements. These 
improvements would be visually subordinate to the existing landscape as visitors drive the 7-mile-
long scenic byway. In a few areas, the proposed cut-and-fill slopes would be visually prominent in 
the landscape and would attract the attention of visitors driving the scenic byway. Since the road 
improvements including associated earthwork would be visually subordinate along most of the 
scenic byway, except for views of areas where more-extensive earthwork would be required, the 
proposed improvements would not diminish or limit the management of the scenic byway by the 
USDA Forest Service to protect scenic vistas and intrinsic scenic qualities. 

Mitigation Measures. As described in Section 17.4.8, Mitigation Measures, of the EIS, UDOT will 
consider a series of mitigation measures to minimize visual impacts. 

C. Commenters were concerned about the visual impacts from the snow sheds. 

As stated in Chapter 17, Visual Resources, of the EIS, the snow sheds would result in high visual 
impacts in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The landscape would appear severely altered, and the snow 
shed infrastructure with the realigned road would dominate the visual setting in the immediate 
foreground and foreground areas. Project elements would introduce form, line, color, texture, or 
scale not common in the landscape and would be visually dominant in the landscape (strong 
contrast). 

Impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon State Scenic Byway visitor experience would include 
views of three snow sheds in the upper portion of Little Cottonwood Canyon between Tanner’s Flat 
and the Snowbird resort. These elements would be visually dominant compared to the existing 
landscape as visitors drive this approximately 1.5-mile section of the overall 7-mile-long scenic 
byway. As stated in the Cottonwood Canyons Corridor Management Plan, the vision for the scenic 
byway is to “offer outstanding scenery, access to year-round developed and undeveloped 
recreation, and visitor education and information, creating an enjoyable and satisfying experience 
for visitors to the byways and their destinations.” Specifically, the plan identifies a strategy to 
protect scenic vistas under the goal of protecting the canyon’s watershed and natural resources. 
The snow sheds would be focused in one area where avalanches limit year-round access along 
the scenic byway due to occasional road closures. 
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D. Commenters stated that the Cog Rail Alternative would have less or greater visual impacts than 
other primary alternatives. 

General Visual Impacts. Chapter 17, Visual Resources, of the EIS provides an analysis of the 
visual impacts from the Cog Rail Alternative. With the Cog Rail Alternative, the natural landscape 
would appear severely altered, and the cog rail infrastructure would dominate the visual setting. 
Project elements would introduce form, line, color, texture, or scale not common in the landscape 
and would be visually dominant in the landscape (strong contrast). Movement associated with the 
cog rail vehicles would further dominate the visual setting and attract attention. The movement 
would be most apparent adjacent to the cog rail alignment where, because of the relative scale of 
the trains compared to vehicles traveling along S.R. 210, the cog rail system would demand 
attention as the trains move through the landscape. Unlike the gondola system proposed with the 
gondola alternatives, the cog rail system would not be elevated and therefore would not cast 
moving shadows down on adjacent areas. Project elements would introduce form, line, color, 
texture, or scale common in the landscape; would be visually subordinate (weak contrast); and 
would be similar to existing roadway landform modifications in Little Cottonwood Canyon. West of 
the Lisa Falls Trailhead, cut-and-fill slopes up to 70 feet wide would introduce form, line, color, 
texture, or scale not common in the landscape and would be visually prominent in the landscape. 

Impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Scenic Byway. Impacts to the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon State Scenic Byway visitor experience would include views of the cog rail infrastructure 
(cog rail alignment and moving trains) along the entire 7-mile-long scenic byway. Because of the 
proximity of the cog rail alignment to the scenic byway, with no vegetation to remain between the 
two, the cog rail infrastructure would be visually dominant and would demand attention of visitors 
for the entire length of the scenic byway. Additionally, at the entrance to the canyon, the new 
parking structure, new operations and maintenance facility, and reconfiguration of the park-and-
ride lot would further dominate the setting and demand attention of visitors. For these reasons, the 
visitor experience would be degraded, and, because of the level of visual change proposed, the 
ability to manage the scenic byway to protect scenic vistas and intrinsic scenic qualities would be 
inhibited. 

Mitigation Measures. As described in Section 17.4.8, Mitigation Measures, of the EIS, UDOT will 
consider a series of mitigation measures to minimize visual impacts. 

E. A commenter stated that UDOT should have engaged stakeholders in defining the visual quality to 
be evaluated. Commenters also stated that UDOT did not follow FHWA or USDA Forest Service 
guidelines and plans in the visual analysis. If UDOT had followed the guidelines, they would not 
have selected Gondola Alternative B as a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS. 

UDOT had an extensive outreach process. This included four public comment periods during 
which stakeholders could provide input regarding how resources, including visual resources, 
should be evaluated. This outreach included several public open houses at which people could 
interact with team members about the project impacts. 
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The visual analysis in the EIS followed FHWA and USDA Forest 
Service guidelines. Throughout the analysis, UDOT worked 
extensively with the USDA Forest Service to ensure that the 
analysis met their guidelines. The analysis also analyzed the 
gondola alternatives against the Forest Plan Scenic Integrity 
Objectives. The analysis states that the gondola alternatives 
would not be in conformance with the objectives in specific 
areas. Not being in conformance with an objectives does not 
mean that an alternative cannot be selected, but the nonconformance should be considered in the 
decision process. 

F. Commenters stated that the visual analysis should have included more key observation points in 
order to analyze potential visual impacts and that a geographic information systems (GIS) analysis 
should have been conducted with the gondola towers. 

UDOT worked with the USDA Forest Service to determine important KOPs throughout the canyon. 
Adding more KOPs or using a GIS analysis would not have changed the results of the analysis, 
which concluded that project elements, such as the gondola towers, would introduce elements 
and/or patterns that would be visually dominant and would create strong contrast compared with 
other features in the landscape. In some areas, hikers might see the gondola infrastructure for 
longer periods; however, this does not change the analysis that the gondola infrastructure would 
be visually dominant and out of character with the surrounding environment. 

Given the level of interest in the visual impacts from the gondola alternatives, UDOT has prepared 
and added visual simulations to some of the KOPs where the gondola impacts were rated as high 
but had no simulation (KOP 6 and KOP 20). These additional simulations are provided in 
Appendix 17A, Key Observation Points for the Enhanced Bus Service and Gondola Alternatives, of 
the Final EIS. UDOT also prepared six simulations from areas that were not designated as KOPs 
but that provide additional vantage points from which the gondola facilities would be conspicuous. 
The new simulations are provided in Appendix 32E, Gondola Towers Visual Simulations, of the 
Final EIS. The provided simulations are at the Snowbird Ski Resort and in the town of Alta and 
provide a general representation of the gondola towers. 

These simulations were prepared in response to comments and to further help decision-makers 
and the public visualize the gondola impacts. They do not change the KOP analysis or its results, 
or the conclusion that the gondola elements would be visually dominant from many viewpoints in 
the study area and would have the highest visual impact among the alternatives, as described in 
Chapter 17, Visual Resources, of the EIS and in Section 32.17, Visual Resources, of this chapter. 

G. Commenters stated that gondola cabin lighting should be evaluated for visual impacts. 

UDOT has added this analysis to the Final EIS. During the winter, the gondola system would 
operate from 7 AM to 7 PM and would operate at times when lighting would be required (before 
sunrise and after sunset). During the summer, the gondola system would likely operate from 8 AM 
to 8 PM, which is mostly during daylight hours and so the gondola cabin lights would not be on. 

What are Scenic Integrity 
Objectives? 

Scenic Integrity Objectives are 
goals set in the Forest Plan for 
maintaining the scenic integrity 
of the forest landscape. 
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H. A commenter stated that the visual analysis was incorrectly performed, and that if the visual 
impacts were evaluated differently, the evaluation would have shown that more areas would not be 
in conformance with guidelines. 

UDOT used specialists in visual analysis and believes that the evaluation was done correctly. In 
addition, although a few locations in the canyon were identified as being in conformance with the 
Scenic Integrity Objectives, the majority (13 of the 19 KOPs) were not. Thus the analysis would 
still be the same—that the gondola alternatives and the avalanche mitigation (snow shed) 
alternatives are overall not in conformance with the Scenic Integrity Objectives. 

I. The Wasatch Backcountry Alliance commented that the visual analysis concludes that the visual 
impacts from the gondola alternatives, the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane 
Alternative, and the snow sheds would be equal. They stated that the gondola alternatives would 
have the greatest visual impacts. 

The visual analysis provides an evaluation of each alternative’s impacts to the visual environment. 
Based on the conformance with the Scenic Integrity Objectives described in Chapter 17, Visual 
Resources, of the EIS, the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would 
result in three high impacts, the gondola alternatives in eight high impacts, and the snow sheds in 
one high impact. In addition, the analysis concludes that, to viewers from the KOPs, the Enhanced 
Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would have no high impacts and the 
gondola alternatives would have five. Therefore, the analysis does not conclude that the impacts 
would be equal. Based on the analysis in the EIS, the decision-maker will consider how visual 
impacts weigh in the decision process. 

J. The Wasatch Backcountry Alliance commented that the EIS says that FHWA can affect a land 
transfer from the USDA Forest Service, which would make the visual analysis moot. 

The visual analysis states the impacts from the reasonable alternatives. It does not suggest that 
the analysis is not important if FHWA seeks a land transfer. 

K. The Wasatch Backcountry Alliance commented that the visual analysis doesn’t adequately 
address the visual impact of ground to air, and none of the KOPs use an aerial perspective from 
air to ground. 

UDOT believes that the analysis from the KOPs is adequate to address ground-to-air (gondola 
towers) visual impacts. Because the majority of users are on the ground, the analysis focuses on 
that perspective. UDOT is not aware of many users who are viewing Little Cottonwood Canyon 
from the air. Such an analysis would not change the results of the analysis, namely that the 
gondola alternatives would introduce elements and/or patterns that would be visually dominant 
and would create strong contrast compared with other features in the landscape. 

L. A commenter asked whether Bureau of Land Management (BLM) contrast rating forms were used. 
They also commented that some visual impact rating forms state that mitigation will be developed 
further based on final design information. 

UDOT coordinated with the USDA Forest Service on the visual impact analysis. BLM rating forms 
were used since they provide the best level of detail to conduct the analysis. Although the forms 
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state that mitigation will be developed, Chapter 17, Visual Resources, of the EIS provides an 
extensive list of proposed mitigation measures. 

M. A commenter stated that FAA obstruction lighting might disrupt the dark sky in the town of Alta. 

Chapter 17, Visual Resources, of the EIS states that red FAA warning lights, similar to warning 
lights on wind turbine generators, would simultaneously flash about 20 to 40 times per minute, 
introducing a string of flashing lights up Little Cottonwood Canyon that would disrupt the landscape 
and nighttime views. Night skies in much of the canyon are relatively dark, especially mid-canyon 
between the light dome of Salt Lake City and local nighttime lighting near the Snowbird and Alta 
resorts. The EIS has been updated to provide information regarding the visual impacts from FAA 
obstruction lighting. 

N. A commenter asked whether KOPs were selected to choose areas with contrast ratings that were 
merely high versus unacceptable. How many other sites along the gondola route would result in 
the same analysis? 

Goals 59 and 60 in the 2003 Revised Forest Plan: Wasatch-Cache National Forest are both 
considered guidelines that should be met by a project, but, if they are not met, the USDA Forest 
Service decision document will provide justification for not meeting these guidelines. Additionally, 
the Forest Plan identifies one standard (S22) for scenery management that must be met: 
“Management actions that would result in a scenic integrity level of Unacceptably Low are 
prohibited in all landscape character themes.” For each alternative, there is a Conformance with 
USDA Forest Service Scenic Integrity Objectives section in Chapter 17, Visual Resources, of the 
EIS that describes this tiered management approach and where the alternative would or would not 
meet Forest Service guidelines and standards as well as the scenic integrity level that the 
alternative would meet. 

High impacts are the maximum impact level typically used for visual analyses, and its definition is 
provided in Table 17.4-1, Criteria for Assessing Level of Impacts to Visual Resources, of the EIS. 
These are locations where an alternative would dominate views and would severely alter the 
landscape. High impacts were identified throughout the canyon and are based on site visits to 
each KOP location and analysis completed on the KOP worksheets in Appendices 17A and 17B. 
The selection of KOP locations focused on depicting locations that represent typical views of the 
alternatives, critical viewpoints, and locations where special project features would be visible. In 
addition to the assessment impacts for views, impacts to landscape character were assessed 
throughout the canyon regardless of viewing location. These locations were reviewed and 
approved by a USDA Forest Service landscape architect within the Forest Service regional office 
design team. 

O. A commenter stated that the Forest Service visual guidelines have six criteria, but UDOT used 
only four criteria to evaluate visual impacts from the project alternatives. What effect did using only 
four criteria have on the analysis, and does this mischaracterize visual impacts as artificially low? 

The comment implies that a visual impact analysis methodology was used that does not conform 
with the Forest Service Scenery Management System (SMS) and inappropriately mixes 
terminology used in the analysis of project impacts with conformance with Scenic Integrity 
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Objectives (SIOs) and compliance with the Forest Plan. As described in Section 17.4.1, 
Methodology, of the EIS, although the Bureau of Land Management’s Visual Resource 
Management worksheets were used, the visual analysis was conducted using methods consistent 
with the Forest Service SMS as outlined in USDA Agriculture Handbook Number 701, Landscape 
Aesthetics: A Handbook for Scenery Management. This includes the analysis of impacts on 
landscape character and on views from travel ways and use areas. Since the SMS does not 
contain a worksheet or template to describe impacts from travel ways or use areas (key 
observation points), the analysis used BLM Worksheet 8400-4 and its concept of project contrast 
to analyze impacts from these viewpoints. These worksheets show the analysis process by 
providing a description of the existing landscape, a description of the proposed activity, and the 
level of visual change proposed as a result of the project. The four levels of impacts described in 
Table 17.4-1, Criteria for Assessing Levels of Impacts to Visual Resources, of the Draft EIS are 
associated with project impacts on views and landscape character which relate to but are not 
directly associated with compliance with Forest Plan SIOs. 

As described in Section 17.3.4, Determining Conformance with Scenic Integrity Objectives and 
Forest Plan, of the EIS, SIOs are visual management objectives the USDA Forest Service uses to 
identify the allowable level of change a management activity should make to the characteristic 
landscape. These are not impact levels but instead set a threshold for change related to Forest 
management. The assessment of compliance with SIOs was focused on the proposed level of 
change to the characteristic landscape (including as viewed from travel ways and use areas) 
consistent with the SMS. The impact levels used in the EIS and SIO levels are presented in 
Table 17.4-1 for reference. Additionally, for each KOP by alternative, the EIS contains tables 
describing the impact level from each KOP, the scenic integrity level the alternative would meet, 
the Plan SIO level being viewed, and whether the alternative would be in conformance with the 
area’s SIO definition (Tables 17.4-12, 17.4-15, 17.4-18, 17.4-21, and 17.4-28 of the Draft EIS). 

P. A commenter stated that Gondola Alternative B received an evaluation of unacceptably low. No 
mitigation was proposed; rather, the management option selected is a suggestion to exempt the 
project. Would future visual impacts be evaluated based on the then-current landscape with the 
gondola system? 

Gondola B Alternative did not receive an evaluation of unacceptably low; rather, the alternative 
would highly impact scenery and views from KOPs where a high SIO could not be met by the 
alternative, as described in Sections 17.4.5.2, 17.4.5.7, and 17.4.6.2 of the Draft EIS. This 
alternative would not require a plan amendment for scenery management. The USDA Forest 
Service decision document would provide justification for not meeting any scenery management 
guidelines including Plan SIO levels. A series of visual mitigation measures is described in Section 
17.4.8, Mitigation Measures, of the EIS, which will be applied based on coordination with the 
USDA Forest Service landscape architect to modify final design to reduce visual impacts. 

UDOT typically evaluates aesthetic treatments during the final design phase of a project after an 
alternative is selected in the project’s Record of Decision and funding has been allocated for the 
project. The visual impacts of future projects unrelated to this EIS would be analyzed using the 
USDA Forest Service’s Scenery Management System, similar to the alternatives evaluated in this 
EIS, which sets thresholds for changes to the characteristic landscape including effects on 
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landscape character. As described in USDA Agriculture Handbook Number 701, Landscape 
Aesthetics: A Handbook for Scenery Management, in natural or natural-appearing character areas, 
direct human alternations may be included as part of the existing character only if they have 
become accepted over time as positive landscape character attributes. Therefore, each future 
project will be analyzed compared to the characteristic landscape’s natural (or natural-appearing) 
vegetative patterns and features, water, rock, and landforms. 

32.18 Energy 
A. Commenters asked which alternatives would use less fossil fuel. Other commenters stated that the 

gondola alternatives would not use fossil fuels. 

See Chapter 18, Energy, of the EIS for more detail about energy use. All of the primary 
alternatives would require the use of fossil fuels because all of the primary alternatives require 
buses, a train, or electricity to operate. The gondola alternatives would use fossil fuel at the 
converted equivalent of between 4,404 and 4,719 gallons per day. The enhanced bus service 
alternatives would use about 4,420 gallons per day, and the Cog Rail Alternative would use about 
4,771 gallons per day. 

B. A commenter stated that the energy analysis did not include the energy to maintain equipment. 

All of the primary alternatives would require energy to repair and maintain equipment. This would 
be a very small fraction of the alternatives’ overall energy usage. In addition, it would not be 
possible to know how much repair and maintenance would be required for each alternative. 

C. A commenter stated that the No-Action Alternative would have lower fuel consumption, that no 
mitigation measures to reduce fossil fuel consumption were investigated, and that technology 
enhancements to reduce fuel consumption should have been considered. 

The amount of fuel consumed would be lower with the No-Action Alternative; however, the energy 
consumption analysis does not take into account the substantial congestion (and resulting fuel 
use) that would occur with the No-Action Alternative since it is not possible to predict with any 
certainty the average level of congestion. 

The energy consumption analysis did take into account future reductions in the use of fossil fuels. 
For example, the electrical consumption analysis considered that energy providers are moving 
toward non-fossil-fuel power generation. The miles per gallon used in the EIS was based on 
federal government predictions including the increase in use of electric vehicles. Finally, UDOT will 
consider the use of electric or hybrid buses at the time of purchase to determine whether they can 
operate in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
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32.19 Construction Impacts 
A. Commenters stated that the EIS did not sufficiently address construction impacts from the primary 

alternatives or asked about their construction impacts. 

Chapter 19, Construction Impacts, of the EIS describes the construction impacts of the action 
alternatives. Construction of any of the action alternatives would cause temporary construction-
related impacts from ground disturbance and the operation of construction equipment. 
Construction could also cause impacts to the public, air quality, water quality, wetlands, streams, 
wildlife, noise levels, visual resources, cultural resources, hazardous materials, utility service, 
traffic flow, businesses, noxious and invasive species, and construction staging and material 
borrow areas. 

B. A commenter asked where construction workers would park during construction of the primary 
alternatives. 

The final details of construction and the process of construction would be developed by UDOT and 
the selected construction contractor. UDOT will work with the contractor to minimize traffic, 
environmental, and parking impacts to surrounding areas. 

C. A commenter stated that construction would cause spills and poor air quality that would harm the 
environment. 

Chapter 19, Construction Impacts, of the EIS describes the construction impacts of the action 
alternatives. Air quality impacts during construction of any of the action alternatives would be 
limited to short-term increases in fugitive dust, particulates, and local air pollutant emissions from 
construction equipment. Because construction would be local and short-term, any impacts to 
individual air quality receptors would also be short-term. The most common air pollutant caused by 
construction would be particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less (PM10). The contractor will 
follow the appropriate best management practices (BMPs) included in UDOT’s plans and 
specifications for roadway and bridge construction. This includes items such as fugitive-dust 
control and street sweeping (UDOT Standard Specification 01355, Environmental Compliance). 

Excavation, grading, blasting, and other construction activities could increase the levels of 
sediment and pollution (oil, gasoline, lubricants, cement, pollutants from temporary restrooms, and 
so on) in stormwater runoff, and these pollutants could enter nearby waterways used for public 
drinking water. The potential for sediment and pollution levels to increase would exist until the 
project construction is completed and permanent soil stabilization measures are fully functional. To 
reduce the potential for construction adjacent to or near Little Cottonwood Creek to impact water 
quality, UDOT would coordinate as appropriate with the Salt Lake City Department of Public 
Utilities and the USDA Forest Service with respect to BMPs and other measures to minimize runoff 
and sediment. BMPs specified in the stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) would be 
used during construction to reduce impacts to surface water. For construction on National Forest 
System lands, UDOT would obtain approval from the USDA Forest Service regarding BMPs and 
would develop an SWPPP prior to construction. 
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D. A commenter suggested that a detailed analysis of air pollutant emissions from construction be 
provided. 

At this stage of design, it is not possible to accurately determine air pollutant emissions from 
construction. All of the primary alternatives would produce air pollutant emissions; however, the 
emissions would be temporary and intermittent for the 2 to 3 years of construction. Any 
subsequent maintenance of the primary alternatives might also generate air pollutant emissions. 
All such repairs would be short-term. Of the primary alternatives, the Enhanced Bus Service in 
Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative and the Cog Rail Alternative would have the greatest 
construction-related emissions and the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative the least. 

E. The Town of Alta commented that, once an alternative is selected, UDOT should coordinate with 
the Town regarding impacts to municipal services. 

UDOT will coordinate with the Town of Alta regarding municipal services once an alternative is 
selected and funded. 

F. The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities (SLCDPU) asked whether UDOT would 
remediate construction access easements and acquisition areas following construction, or whether 
access would be maintained. 

Any easements not needed for transportation purposes would be restored. 

G. SLCDPU commented prior to the release of the Draft EIS that the city ordinances restrict herbicide 
use in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

UDOT will follow its invasive species BMPs as described in Chapter 19, Construction Impacts, of 
the Draft EIS, which include many of the recommendations in the comment. UDOT also added in 
Section 13.4.7, Mitigation Measures, of the ecosystem resources chapter in the EIS that any 
herbicides would be applied in accordance with Salt Lake City watershed protection ordinances. It 
is also stated in that chapter that UDOT will monitor revegetation efforts until vegetation becomes 
re-established and that brought-in soil will be weed-free per UDOT standard specifications. 

H. SLCDPU commented during the EIS scoping period that UDOT should consider BMPs, invasive 
weed control and fire risk, use of green infrastructure, long-term monitoring of BMPs, and 
coordination with SLCDPU to ensure compliance with water ordinances and health regulations. 

During the EIS process, UDOT met regularly with SLCDPU to address the above concerns. UDOT 
included in the Draft EIS mitigation regarding the use of stormwater BMPs, invasive weed control, 
and long-term monitoring of the effectiveness of BMPs. UDOT has also included in the Final EIS 
the requirement to follow watershed ordinances and health regulations (see responses 32.12A, 
32.12B, 32.12E, and 32.12K). 
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32.20 Indirect Effects 
A. A commenter stated that the gondola alternatives would increase summer visitation and have a 

positive effect on the economy. Others commented that the increase in use would have a negative 
impact on the environment in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

See Chapter 20, Indirect Effects, of the EIS for an evaluation of 
summer gondola use on the ski resorts and the surrounding 
environment. 

Summer Use Estimates and Economic Benefits. During the 
summer, the price of a ticket to ride the gondola would not be 
subsidized, which could discourage use since taking a personal 
vehicle would be often be faster and probably less costly. 
However, the summer operation of the gondola could increase 
summer visitation by about 198 people per day. Even with an 
increase in summer users, the resorts would still operate well 
below their wintertime usage. The additional summer users 
could increase crowds at both resorts including at restaurants, 
shops, and other resort attractions. This would provide an 
indirect economic benefit to the resorts. 

Recreation Impacts. The additional summer gondola users 
might also decide to hike on trails at the resorts. UDOT does not anticipate that all 198 additional 
users per day would go to one resort, but that the additional users would be divided between Alta 
and Snowbird, with Snowbird receiving the majority of users because it would be the first gondola 
stop and has more amenities during the summer. Also, not all additional users would go hiking; 
some would stay within the developed resort area. Assuming that the 198 users per day would be 
spread throughout the day, trail use would spread throughout the day and would not increase to a 
point that would detract from users’ outdoor recreation experience around the resorts. 

Environmental Impacts. The most likely indirect effects on to ecosystem resources would be 
from summer hikers. Given the additional 198 summer users per day as described in 
Section 20.4.1.2.2, Summer Visitation, of the EIS, the increased trail use with the gondola 
alternatives could increase soil erosion and sediment delivery to local streams; water quality 
impacts to the watershed; loss of vegetation and impacts to sensitive plant species; spread of 
invasive plants; and disturbance of wildlife. Because not all 198 additional users per day would go 
hiking and because any hiking would be spread among the numerous existing trails surrounding 
the resorts, UDOT does not anticipate substantial indirect effects from the summer use of the 
gondola on water quality, vegetation, soil, or wildlife. 

B. Commenters requested that UDOT conduct a visitor capacity analysis or limit the number of 
people in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Other commenters asked whether the carrying capacity of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is known and how UDOT weighed the carrying capacity information in 
the EIS. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance stated that the Forest Service’s decision will be arbitrary 

What are indirect effects? 

Indirect effects are effects that 
are caused by the proposed 
action and are later in time or 
farther removed in distance, but 
are still reasonably foreseeable. 
Indirect effects may include 
growth-inducing effects and 
other effects related to the 
induced changes in the pattern 
of land use, population density, 
or growth rate, and related 
effects on air and water and 
other natural systems, including 
ecosystems. 
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and capricious and a failure of its National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) obligation if the 
agency doesn’t take a hard look at the alternatives’ impacts on visitation. 

UDOT has worked closely with the USDA Forest Service regarding the expected impacts from all 
reasonable alternatives. Based on the analysis, the USDA Forest Service believes that all of the 
primary and sub-alternatives are reasonable for implementation. In addition, UDOT and the USDA 
Forest Service have coordinated extensively throughout the EIS process to ensure that both 
agencies can meet their statutory requirements to render a decision from the EIS. 

See Section 20.4.1.5, Visitor Capacity Analysis, of the EIS for more information regarding UDOT’s 
and the USDA Forest Service’s consideration of a visitor capacity analysis. During the EIS 
process, UDOT and the USDA Forest Service (a cooperating agency in preparing the EIS) 
considered the visitor carrying capacity of Little Cottonwood Canyon. The USDA Forest Service 
advised UDOT on the expected impacts to National Forest System (NFS) lands and forest 
resources in accordance with the 2003 Revised Forest Plan: Wasatch-Cache National Forest. 
Responses 32.20A and 32.20C address how UDOT considered the potential for increased 
visitation during both the winter and summer caused by the primary alternatives. 

For this EIS, a visitor capacity analysis was not performed. Through its implementation and 
monitoring of the management protocols and objectives in the Forest Plan, the USDA Forest 
Service determined that many areas on the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest can handle 
increased use, without substantial resource impacts, and while maintaining quality recreation 
experiences for visitors, with the construction and sustained operations and maintenance of 
infrastructure designed to accommodate current and future visitor demands. The construction and 
sustained operations and maintenance of infrastructure could greatly reduce visitor impacts to 
natural resources in some areas through controlled access, improved trails, proper toilet facilities, 
and safe parking. Throughout the EIS process, the USDA Forest Service collaboratively worked 
with UDOT and the other cooperating and participating agencies to develop mitigation measures, 
as necessary, for the alternatives evaluated in the EIS to protect NFS lands and forest resources. 

C. Commenters stated that, if the primary alternatives are implemented, the ski resorts would become 
overcrowded, causing long lift lines. The increase in visitation would also cause the need for more 
facilities at the ski resorts, causing impacts to the environment. 

Ski Resort Capacity. See Section 20.4.2.2.2, Recreation, of the EIS regarding the indirect effects 
of increased visitation at the ski resorts from the primary alternatives. UDOT evaluated how the 
alternatives would increase winter use at the ski resorts and the impact of that use on the 
recreation experience. Changes in daily skier use with the primary alternatives could increase by 
2,283 skiers divided between the Snowbird and Alta resorts on a busy ski day, or about 
1,141 skiers per resort. This increase in use would occur on about 49 busy ski days per year 
(weekends and holiday periods). Recreation users’ perception of the additional skiers at each 
resort would vary. Most ski resort users expect some level of crowds and lift wait times. Not all 
recreationists perceive the environment in the same way; what is a quality ski experience to one 
person might be entirely undesirable to another. It is not possible to predict each user’s recreation 
experience, but increased use of recreation areas and longer lift lines would tend to lower the 
quality of the recreation experience for most users. 
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The resorts would be responsible for managing the increased visitation. Representatives with the 
resorts were uncertain how additional skiers would change resort operations. With the potential for 
about 1,141 additional skiers at each resort, the resorts might want to change their operations 
such as limiting ticket sales or increasing the price of a ski ticket, increase ski lift capacity to 
maintain the skier experience and reduce lift lines, or add other infrastructure at larger base 
facilities. Increasing lift capacity could include replacing existing ski lifts with higher-capacity ski 
lifts or adding new ski lifts. It is not possible at this time to identify specific improvements, if any, 
the locations of the improvements, or the timing of improvement at the resorts. 

Indirect Effects from Increased Visitation and Potential Resort Expansion. Representatives 
with the resorts were uncertain how additional skiers would change resort operations. With the 
potential for about 1,141 additional skiers at each resort, the resorts might want to change how 
they operate (limit lift tickets or increase price), increase ski lift capacity to maintain the skier 
experience and reduce lift lines, or add other infrastructure at larger base facilities. Increasing lift 
capacity could include replacing existing ski lifts with higher-capacity ski lifts or new ski lifts. It is 
not possible at this time to identify specific improvements, the locations of the improvements, if 
any, or the timing. Any improvements at the resorts have the potential to cause the following 
impacts: 

• Temporary loss of soil productivity from construction compaction 
• Soil erosion and sediment delivery to local streams 
• Water quality impacts to the watershed 
• Fill placed in wetlands 
• Loss of vegetation and impacts to sensitive plant species 
• Spread of invasive plants 
• Loss of wildlife habitat 
• Loss of cultural resources 
• Change in the visual landscape character 
• Improved access for skiers 

If a resort were to propose to expand lift capacity or add other infrastructure on National Forest 
System lands to address an increased number of skiers, the USDA Forest Service would prepare 
an environmental document under NEPA. The environmental document would assess the impacts 
from and mitigation for the proposed improvements for consideration by the USDA Forest Service 
in its decision regarding whether to issue an approval. The resort would also need to obtain other 
environmental permits. The resorts work with the USDA Forest Service on master development 
planning and specific projects in accordance with their ski area special-use permits. 

The resorts would also need to work within the limits of existing culinary water allotments (provided 
by Salt Lake City) and sanitary sewer capacity. According to discussions with a representative with 
Salt Lake County Service Area #3, which manages drinking water and sewer use in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, contracted water use is 34% of the total available amount, and sewer use is 
about 6%. Overall, the representative with Service Area #3 believes that there is enough water 
and sewer capacity to accommodate the increased use generated by the primary alternatives. 
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D. Commenters stated that putting infrastructure or a toll in Little Cottonwood Canyon would increase 
the number of visitors in Big Cottonwood Canyon, cause environmental justice issues for low-
income populations, and require additional infrastructure. 

NEPA requires the evaluation of indirect effects, and one potential indirect action if an alternative 
is implemented in Little Cottonwood Canyon is tolling and bus service in Big Cottonwood Canyon. 
See Section 20.4.7, Tolling or Vehicle Occupancy Restrictions on S.R. 190 in Big Cottonwood 
Canyon, of the EIS for more information regarding tolling in this canyon. 

UDOT realizes that implementing a toll in Little Cottonwood Canyon could move traffic into Big 
Cottonwood Canyon. If tolling or a ban on single-occupant vehicles were implemented on S.R. 210 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon, UDOT would likely implement similar congestion-management 
strategies for S.R. 190 in Big Cottonwood Canyon. Similar to S.R. 210, UDOT would also likely 
implement an improved bus service on S.R. 190 for those users who do not want to pay a toll or 
carpool. The potential indirect effects of the S.R. 210 Project on S.R. 190 could be to 
environmental justice populations from a toll and to all users from the construction and operational 
impacts from implementing an improved bus service. 

Environmental Justice Impacts. Along with any toll, UDOT would likely implement improved bus 
service. The improved bus service along with tolling would likely improve travel times to the ski 
resorts in Big Cottonwood Canyon. The reduction in travel time would benefit all populations 
including minority and low-income populations that recreate in Big Cottonwood Canyon during the 
winter. Because the improved bus service would provide convenient access to all populations and 
would provide a low-cost alternative to paying a toll, tolling would not cause disproportionately high 
and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations wishing to access the ski resorts. 

The lower portion of Big Cottonwood Canyon (below the Solitude resort and outside both the 
Solitude and Brighton resorts) is used by recreationists to snowshoe, backcountry ski, ice climb, 
hike, and rock climb. With the improved bus service, there would be no bus stops in the lower 
canyon at trailheads. Increasing the number of bus stops to address the wintertime lower-canyon 
users would slow the bus service for the vast majority of users, thereby making the service less 
attractive as an alternative to paying a toll. Not having an alternative to paying a toll to use the 
lower canyon to recreate would be an adverse impact to low-income populations. Practicable 
measures to avoid or reduce these potential adverse effects could include the following: 

• Place the toll gantry immediately prior to the Solitude resort. This would allow low-income 
populations wanting to recreate outside the resorts in the lower portions of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon to avoid having to pay a toll. 

With the implementation of either of these mitigation measures, UDOT would reduce the adverse 
effects of the toll on low-income populations for those wanting to recreate in Big Cottonwood 
Canyon. Before a toll is considered in Big Cottonwood Canyon, separate environmental 
documentation, including an assessment of potential environmental justice impacts, would be 
prepared. 
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E. Commenters asked whether the primary alternatives would induce travel in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. 

See Section 20.4.1.3, Latent (or Induced) Demand, of the EIS for more information regarding 
induced travel in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Latent demand (sometimes called induced demand) is 
the concept that increasing a road’s capacity, and thereby reducing congestion and travel time, 
encourages more people to drive on the road. However, the purpose of all of the action 
alternatives is to improve mobility on S.R. 210 and achieve this goal by reducing personal vehicle 
use in Little Cottonwood Canyon during the winter by implementing a toll or a ban on single-
occupant vehicles. The goal of the project is to reduce the use of personal vehicles in the canyon 
by 30% through tolling, thus counteracting the latent demand caused by less-congested roads. If 
S.R. 210 becomes more congested, the toll or vehicle occupancy restriction would be changed to 
continue to reduce the use of personal vehicles. In addition, none of the action alternatives would 
increase winter parking, thus eliminating the potential for more vehicles accessing the resorts 
since parking as it is today is the limiting factor. The increase in visitation at the resorts would 
result from the increases in transit capacity provided by the enhanced bus service, gondola, and 
cog rail alternatives. With the extra capacity provided by buses, gondola, and cog rail, it is possible 
that more people would have the opportunity to visit the resorts. 

During the summer, traffic on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon operates under mostly free-
flow conditions because travel is spread throughout the day. Since there is usually little 
congestion, latent demand is unlikely to occur. In addition, the action alternatives would not 
increase the roadway capacity of S.R. 210 during the summer. Therefore, with the action 
alternatives, S.R. 210 would essentially operate the same as under existing conditions during the 
summer, with little or any induced travel. 

F. Commenters stated that the primary alternatives would result in more development in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon or would further commercialize the resort areas to bring in more tourists. 

As discussed in Section 20.4.1.2.1, Winter Visitation, of the EIS, the primary alternatives could 
result in about 1,141 more skiers per resort on each of about 49 busy ski days per year. With the 
increase in skiers, the resorts might want to improve some infrastructure to handle the increased 
demand. See Section 20.4.2.2.2, Recreation, of the EIS for more information regarding adding lift 
capacity at the resorts. Beyond lift improvements, the resorts might also want to add other facilities 
such as more restrooms and additional lodge capacity. These infrastructure improvements that 
would result from the increased visitation would not change the existing resort-based land uses 
and so would not result in an indirect effect on land use. Any changes to the resorts would require 
an update to each resort’s master development plan and any necessary NEPA documentation. 

G. A commenter said that the indirect effects chapter stated that there would be a lack of parking at 
the trailheads. 

With the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, there would be no 
roadside parking allowed in the peak-period shoulder lanes. This would reduce roadside parking at 
the trailheads which currently presents a safety risk to cyclists by forcing them into the travel lane. 
However, UDOT is proposing to expand trailhead parking to accommodate the number of vehicles 
that could have parked within ¼ mile of either side of the trailheads to minimize the access impacts. 
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H. Commenters asked whether the gondola base station would induce development, creating more 
hotels at the entrance to Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

As discussed in Section 20.4.4, Gondola Alternative B (Starting at La Caille), of the EIS, because 
the La Caille Center and Villages development would be built with or without Gondola 
Alternative B, the proposed gondola base station at this location would not induce development, 
and no indirect effects on land development and associated environmental resources would occur. 
However, the location of the gondola base station adjacent to the La Caille Center and Villages 
development could provide an economic benefit to the proposed hotels, shops, and restaurants. 

I. A commenter stated that an indirect effect of the additional infrastructure could make Little 
Cottonwood Canyon users decide to go to other places to recreate. The commenter also stated 
that the lack of parking with the trailhead parking alternatives could increase use in other locations. 

An indirect effect of infrastructure improvements could be users no longer wanting to visit Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and going to other recreation areas. It is not possible to predict the number of 
users who would no longer visit Little Cottonwood Canyon and where they would choose to 
recreate instead. UDOT is improving trailhead parking to improve safety. Currently the parking 
areas are full as well as the adjacent roadside parking. It is likely that the improvements would 
further deter users from Little Cottonwood Canyon. The analysis in Chapter 20, Indirect Effects, of 
the Final EIS has been revised to clarify. 

J. Sandy City Engineering commented that, according to the first paragraph on page 20-19, with 
Gondola Alternative B there is the potential for induced development at La Caille, but later the 
chapter says that this alternative would not induce development. 

The potential to induce development was removed from the first paragraph on page 20-19. 

K. Save Not Pave commented that expanding Wasatch Boulevard would induce growth and create 
urban sprawl. 

As stated in Section 20.4.2.1, S.R. 210 – Wasatch Boulevard, of the Draft and Final EISs, UDOT 
does not expect that improvements to Wasatch Boulevard would induce growth or create “urban 
sprawl.” Wasatch Boulevard is part of a mature, regional transportation system that already 
provides a high degree of accessibility to the surrounding developed areas. Research has shown 
that the extent of indirect effects is influenced by the maturity of the regional transportation system, 
and greater effects are associated with new roads compared with existing roads that are 
expanded. No new roads are proposed with the S.R. 210 Project, and the existing access to the 
regional transportation network would not change except to improve safety and reduce congestion. 
Therefore, no new access to undeveloped areas would be provided. 

Traffic analyses have estimated the travel‐time savings in 2050 on the 2.2-mile segment of 
Wasatch Boulevard to be about 5 minutes on average per vehicle during the PM peak period 
(3 PM to 6 PM). Practitioners who study transportation‐related indirect effects believe that at least 
10 minutes of travel‐time savings are needed before intraregional land use patterns are 
substantially affected. In addition, adding new travel lanes would not shorten the distances among 
destinations, nor would it serve land that does not already have access to Wasatch Boulevard. 
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The new travel lanes also would not affect travel times during nonpeak periods when traffic is 
currently typically free‐flowing. 

Land use patterns and development have already established themselves along Wasatch 
Boulevard and in communities in southern Salt Lake County such as Draper. Because so much 
development has occurred, it is not possible to distinguish the role of Wasatch Boulevard from 
other factors that influence development, especially because the region already has a high level of 
transportation accessibility, and employment centers already are distributed throughout Salt Lake 
County. Therefore, it is not likely that improvements to Wasatch Boulevard would further change 
land uses. 

Based on the above factors, the proposed improvements to Wasatch Boulevard are not expected 
to induce development or population growth in Salt Lake County and thereby cause indirect 
effects. 

L. The Central Wasatch Commission commented that the Draft EIS does not include an analysis of 
the negative environmental, watershed, and water resource impacts that might result from the 
preferred alternatives. They stated that the limitation of the analysis results in a lack of attention to 
the direct, indirect, and cumulative consequences and does not fully meet the requirements of NEPA. 

The Draft EIS includes an analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from the potential 
increased visitation caused by the preferred alternatives (see responses 32.20A and 32.20C). The 
analysis estimated the potential in increased visitation and the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts of the increased use to water quality and the watershed. The preferred alternatives would 
primarily increase visitation at the resorts, which have the amenities to manage users with 
appropriate water and wastewater facilities. 

The Central Wasatch Commission’s comment does not provide specifics regarding what part of 
the analysis it believes is inadequate and what additional analysis should be conducted. Without 
that information, it is not possible for UDOT to respond or to assess specific areas of alleged 
inadequacy. 

M. The Wasatch Backcountry Alliance commented that UDOT’s analysis underreports usage since it 
does not account for backcountry and dispersed users. These users are growing in number and 
should be considered since the alternatives might not be able to meet the future demand. 

UDOT’s analysis accounts for all canyon users since it is based on traffic counts and all available 
roadside parking (both resort and dispersed) in the upper canyon. Therefore, the analysis includes 
backcountry users. The growth in both backcountry use and skier use in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
is limited by the road capacity and available parking. The analysis in the EIS takes this into 
account when considering the increase in visitation. Although backcountry use might be increasing, 
the majority of the mobility problem is caused by the largest number of users, which are resort 
skiers. By addressing the greatest use, the overall mobility of S.R. 210 would be improved. 
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N. The Town of Alta stated that the EIS addresses only increased ski resort use at the Alta resort and 
not in the town of Alta. They stated that the Alta resort is within the town limits. 

The EIS has been updated to state that the Alta resort is within the town limits. In addition, the 
analysis states or has been updated to state which community services are provided by the 
Town of Alta. 

O. A commenter asked why the 2017–2018 skier visit numbers were used since that was a low-
snowpack year and might not represent the actual number of skiers. 

The Final EIS has been revised to state that, during the 2001 to 2017 winter seasons, the Alta and 
Snowbird resorts had an average of about 888,000 skier visits, with one year having about 
955,000 skier visits. 

P. A commenter stated that the total yearly visitation number of 2.1 million should have been 
1.7 million based on the number of skiers. 

The Final EIS has been revised to state that vehicle trips, not visitation, is about equally distributed 
between summer and winter. The number of people varies depending on vehicle occupancy. It 
should be noted that 2016 is a reference to the year when the report was written, not the year of 
the data, so it does not correlate to the skier data. 

Q. A commenter asked whether the total skier numbers in Table 20.4-1 would be different if UDOT 
used low- or high-visitation years. 

The information in Table 20.4-1, Change in Daily Skier Capacity with the Action Alternatives, of the 
EIS is based on the worst case; that is, if all the parking spaces were occupied and the transit 
operated at maximum capacity. The number represents the highest number of users that could be 
served. The 13% increase in visitors was based on the 2017–2018 ski season, which, as stated in 
response 32.20O, was a below-average season. If UDOT used the average, the percentage 
increase would be less. 

R. A commenter asked whether the La Caille development would really occur without the gondola or 
cog rail base station being placed at that location. 

There is no way for UDOT to know the financial commitment of the property owners. They have 
submitted plans for the development and have said that they plan to move forward with or without 
the gondola base station, as stated in the EIS. 

S. A commenter asked whether there would be an open bid process for a concessionaire to operate 
the potential future fee collection and operation of amenities at future fee sites proposed by the 
Forest Service. 

How fees are paid, and the use of a concessionaire is outside the scope of this EIS. UDOT and 
the USDA Forest Service do not want users to have to pay both a toll and a user fee in upper Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Paying the USDA Forest Service fee in addition to the toll would occur only 
during the winter above Snowbird Entry 1. Winter backcountry skiers who park at the end of 
S.R. 210 to ski might need to pay a toll or subsidized transit fare plus a parking fee to access 
winter backcountry skiing. If a recreation site fee is implemented, UDOT would work with the 
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USDA Forest Service to develop a system to prevent users from having to pay two fees. This 
system could include UDOT paying a yearly fee for winter operation and maintenance of amenities 
at the recreation site or potentially constructing the amenities for the USDA Forest Service. 

The UDOT toll would apply only to busy winter periods and would not apply to non-busy winter 
days or days outside the ski season. UDOT would not implement fees for trailhead use since that 
is the responsibility of the USDA Forest Service. 

T. Save Our Canyons stated that the EIS did not evaluate the indirect effects of the primary 
alternatives to the watershed or consider other reasonably foreseeable cumulative actions such as 
SkiLink. They also commented that the indirect and cumulative impacts analysis did not consider 
the goals of federal, state, and local plans regarding protection of the natural environment in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. 

UDOT conducted an extensive direct, indirect, and cumulative impact analysis. This analysis 
included evaluating the natural resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon including watershed and 
wildlife. This analysis was conducted with the assistance of the USDA Forest Service, the Salt 
Lake City Department of Public Utilities, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers. The analysis of impacts included review and evaluation of Forest 
Service, state, county, and city plans and how each alternative would meet the goals of these 
plans. Not meeting a goal of a plan is not a reason to eliminate an alternative. 

The Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS purpose is only for solving mobility, reliability, and safety on 
S.R. 210, and none of the alternatives propose an interconnected system with other canyons or 
locations. Also, in working with the USDA Forest Service to determine reasonably foreseeable 
projects, UDOT did not identify any current or future known planning proposals to interconnect or 
link ski resorts. No such proposals are on Forest Service plans or have completed NEPA 
documents. A past consideration of a ski link does not make such a project reasonably 
foreseeable, and UDOT is not aware of any definite plans or proposals at the present time. 

U. The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities (SLCDPU) commented that the EIS does not 
address water resources, including water rights, water quality, and infrastructure from the 
additional users caused by the primary alternatives. 

Chapter 20, Indirect Effects, of the EIS addresses the increase in both winter and summer 
visitation caused by the primary alternatives. The increased number of visitors to the resorts during 
the summer would be below the number of visitors during the winter, so the resorts have the 
infrastructure to support the use and would likely open the necessary facilities to accommodate the 
use. The additional 198 people per day during the summer caused by the gondola and cog rail 
alternatives might stay around the immediate resort area or hike on the trails surrounding the 
resorts. Because not all 198 additional users per day would go hiking and because any hiking 
would be spread among the numerous existing trails surrounding the resorts, UDOT does not 
anticipate substantial indirect effects from summer use of the gondola on water quality, vegetation, 
soil, or wildlife. 

For winter use, UDOT analyzed the potential for increased visitation to impact water resources. 
The analyzes states that the increase would be at the resorts, which have the facilities to 
accommodate users. The EIS states that the resorts would also need to work within the limits of 
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existing culinary water allotments (provided by Salt Lake City) and sanitary sewer capacity. 
According to discussions with a representative with Salt Lake County Service Area #3, which 
manages drinking water and sewer use in Little Cottonwood Canyon, contracted water use is 34% 
of the total available amount, and sewer use is about 6%. Overall, the representative with Service 
Area #3 believes that there is enough water and sewer capacity to accommodate the increased 
use generated by the primary alternatives. 

UDOT is committed to working with SLCDPU regarding water requirements for the proposed 
transit facilities in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

V. SLCDPU commented that, with the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane 
Alternative, the shoulder lane would be used by cyclists during the summer, which could increase 
impacts to water quality. 

Chapter 20, Indirect Effects, of the EIS provides the requested analysis. UDOT concluded that the 
alternative would not substantially increase cyclist use during the summer given the steep uphill 
and downhill grades in the canyon and the lack of barrier separation between cyclists and 
vehicles. 

32.21 Cumulative Impacts 
A. Commenters stated that the cumulative impacts analysis study area was too small and should 

have included Big Cottonwood Canyon, Wasatch Boulevard, the entirety of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, and all of the Wasatch Mountains. 

Chapter 21, Cumulative Impacts, of the EIS describes the study 
area used for each resource evaluated for cumulative impacts. 
The geographic scope of the cumulative impacts analysis was 
determined by establishing the area of project impacts and 
determining the geographic areas occupied by the affected 
resource. The scope of analysis for the resources did include all 
of Little Cottonwood Canyon and Wasatch Boulevard. The 
ecosystem resources geographic scope of the analysis is Little 
Cottonwood Canyon but includes a discussion of the greater 
central Wasatch Mountains because past changes in the central 
Wasatch Mountains influence Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

B. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance commented that, because the Forest Service is considering the 
disturbance and elimination of climbing resources associated with the preferred alternatives, a 
cumulative effects analysis should be conducted to understand what reasonably foreseeable 
impacts are likely to result from implementing the preferred alternatives. For example, the Forest 
Service should determine whether climbers would become more reliant on other climbing 
resources, leading to increased impacts to those resources. 

Chapter 21, Cumulative Impacts, of the Final EIS was revised to address the commenter’s 
concerns as follows. Some commenters stated that, with the reduction in roadside climbing 
boulders and reduced roadside pullouts for dispersed recreation parking, climbers and other 

What are cumulative impacts? 

Cumulative impacts are the 
impact to the environment 
resulting from the incremental 
impact of a proposed action 
when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions. 
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recreationists might choose to use other nearby canyons (Big Cottonwood, Mill Creek, and 
Parley’s Canyons). Of the selectable alternatives, the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period 
Shoulder Lane Alternative would have the most boulder impacts and thus would be the worst case 
for cumulative impacts. With the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, 
about 41 boulders of the about 477 boulders on either side of S.R. 210 would be directly impacted. 
Even if none of the impacted boulders were relocated, the majority of boulders would still be 
available to climb and access would still be provided by trailhead parking and connecting trails, so 
climbers would still have the majority of climbing boulders available to climb through convenient 
access. If some climbers decided to use other locations, it would not be possible to predict the 
number of recreationists who might no longer visit Little Cottonwood Canyon because of the peak-
period shoulder lanes and associated impacts. However, it is possible that users might go to other 
areas along the Wasatch Front, thereby increasing use of those areas and causing additional 
degradation of the areas from the additional use and causing cumulative impacts to the natural 
environment and overall user recreation experience in other locations. 

The USDA Forest Service believes that the revised analysis captures the potential cumulative 
impacts and that the Final EIS meets their NEPA obligations. 

C. A commenter asked what are the cumulative impacts to the ecosystem from increased visitation in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

As stated in Chapter 21, Cumulative Impacts, of the EIS, continued population growth along the 
Wasatch Front is also anticipated to increase the number of people visiting the central Wasatch 
Mountains for recreation purposes. Overall visitation in Little Cottonwood Canyon could increase 
from 2.1 million to 3.4 million over an entire year by 2050. Aquatic ecosystems (for example, lakes, 
waterfalls, and streams) and adjacent terrestrial ecosystems are popular recreation destinations 
for hikers and other visitors to the mountains. High levels of use, especially when not appropriately 
managed, can damage and reduce the functionality of aquatic ecosystems. Increased visitation 
will strain the limited existing staff, budget, and other agency resources for law enforcement and 
visitor management. If visitation exceeds the ability of agencies to manage recreation users, the 
function of these ecosystems could further decline in the future. 

It is unlikely that actions taken in Little Cottonwood Canyon would affect the watersheds in Parley’s 
Canyon or City Creek Canyon. The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities, which manages 
the Little Cottonwood Canyon watershed along with the USDA Forest Service, made no such 
connection. 

D. Save Our Canyons commented during the scoping period that the EIS should consider direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts to the watershed and ecosystems, induced development, 
recreation uses, and Forest Service amendments. The commenter stated that UDOT should 
consider other watersheds outside Little Cottonwood Canyon in the cumulative impact analysis. 

This comment was provided during the scoping period. UDOT considered this comment during the 
development of the Draft EIS. As part of the EIS process, UDOT considered the alternatives’ 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the watershed, ecosystem, and other related resources 
including those mentioned in the comment. The analysis found that the action alternatives would 
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have de minimis impacts to the watershed and impacts to the ecosystem and recreation. It is up to 
the decision-maker to consider these impacts when determining the selected alternative. 

E. During the EIS scoping period, Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT needs to consider 
connected actions as part of the cumulative impacts analysis. This should include other planned 
projects in the Wasatch Mountains. 

The EIS includes the cumulative impacts (see Chapter 21, Cumulative Impacts, of the EIS) of 
other reasonably foreseeable actions that have the potential along with the S.R. 210 action 
alternatives to cause cumulative impacts. 

F. A commenter said that UDOT’s analysis does not review the cumulative impacts of property 
acquisition outside the right of way of S.R. 210, stating that land uses do not change, and there is 
no need for analysis. 

Property acquisition in itself is not a resource to evaluate for cumulative impacts. 

G. SLCDPU commented that the EIS does not include a cumulative assessment of ecosystem 
resources including mitigation measures. 

See Section 21.3.3, Cumulative Impacts to Ecosystem Resources, of the EIS. UDOT believes that 
the analysis addresses cumulative and indirect effects on wildlife and does provide a conclusion. 
The analysis also notes the decline in native wildlife and plant species. UDOT provided mitigation 
measures in the EIS to avoid, minimize, and rectify impacts to wildlife resources. UDOT has been 
working with the appropriate USDA Forest Service experts to address impacts to wildlife in the 
canyon. Mitigation measures for ecosystem resources are identified in Chapter 13, Ecosystem 
Resources, of the EIS. 

32.22 Short-term Uses versus Long-term Productivity 
No comments were received regarding short-term uses versus long-term productivity. 

32.23 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of 
Resources 

A. The Wasatch Backcountry Alliance commented that the alternatives focus on peak usage during 
weather-compromised days and not general daily usage, and that the alternatives would result in 
the loss of fiscal resources to address other regionally critical growth challenges. 

The mobility analysis in the EIS is based on the 30th-busiest day independent of weather. The 
safety portion of the analysis considers weather since it is a critical component of traffic on 
S.R. 210. 

The use of financial resources to implement the alternatives is outside the scope of the EIS. The 
Utah legislature is responsible for determining the allocation of funding and project priority. 
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B. A commenter stated that is it possible to reclaim the land back to natural state if the primary 
alternatives were ever removed. 

The land could be reclaimed if necessary; however, as stated in the EIS, there is no reason to 
believe that such a conversion would be necessary or desirable. UDOT assumes that the 
infrastructure would be a long-term commitment and therefore would not be necessary to remove. 

The EIS states that implementing an action alternative would involve a commitment of a range of 
natural, physical, human, and fiscal resources. Land used for constructing the selected 
alternatives would be considered an irreversible commitment of these resources during the time 
that the land is used for the alternative. (See Chapter 3, Land Use, of the EIS for a description of 
the land that would be converted to project use by each action alternative, and Chapter 13, 
Ecosystem Resources, of the EIS for a description of the effects of the action alternatives on 
natural resources.) 

32.24 Permits, Reviews, Clearances, and Approvals 
A. The Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ) commented that Gondola Alternative B 

would involve construction on the Davenport and Flagstaff Smelters National Priorities List (NPL) 
site, and this construction would fall under the Salt Lake County municipal code (Chapter 9.50, 
Institutional Controls). This is an institutional control (IC) applied to the completed remedial action 
at the Davenport and Flagstaff Smelters NPL site. In addition to Salt Lake County, please include 
coordinating with the Utah Division of Environmental Response and Remediation (DERR) and the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) so we can ensure that the requirements of the IC are 
appropriately considered and incorporated into the preparation of this alternative. 

The Final EIS has been updated to state that impacts to the Flagstaff and Davenport Smelters site 
would require coordination with Salt Lake County, DERR, and EPA to ensure that the institutional 
control is appropriately considered and incorporated with the project. 

B. Save Our Canyons commented that the EIS should include a list of permits, licenses, and 
approvals. 

Chapter 24, Permits, Reviews, Clearances, and Approvals, of the EIS includes a list of all city, 
county, state, and federal permits and approvals required by UDOT for implementing the primary 
alternatives. 
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32.25 Mitigation Summary 
A. Commenters asked how the visual impacts of the gondola towers could be mitigated and 

presented some possible options. 

See Section 17.4.8, Mitigation Measures, of the EIS. UDOT will coordinate with the USDA Forest 
Service in the design of the mitigation measures for visual resources of the selected alternative. 

B. Save Our Canyons commented during the scoping period that UDOT should consider mitigation 
measures to avoid and minimize impacts, including improving trails and land use regulations. 

UDOT, in conjunction with the EIS cooperating agencies, developed appropriate mitigation 
measures when required for the resources evaluated in the EIS. The mitigation measures are 
detailed in Chapter 25, Mitigation Summary, of the Final EIS. UDOT is not required to develop 
mitigation measures that are not related to the impacts considered in the EIS. 

32.26 Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation 
A. The National Park Service concurred with the Section 4(f) and 

Section 6(f) evaluation in the Draft EIS and in the Revised 
Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation. 

Comment noted. 

B. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance (SLCA) commented that the 
Gate Buttress climbing area is a Section 4(f) resource, and 
additional Section 4(f) analysis is required in the Draft EIS. 
Other commenters stated that it should be a Section 4(f) 
property because of its historical and cultural significance 
(because it has been climbed since the 1930s). Another 
commenter stated that the Gate Buttress parking area 
provides access to public lands and thus should be considered 
a Section 4(f) resource. 

Gate Buttress as a Section 4(f) Resource. UDOT has 
reviewed a copy of the May 23, 2017, lease between the Corporation of the Presiding Bishop of 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (LDS Church) and the SLCA for the Gate Buttress 
climbing area and has determined that the area is not subject to protection under Section 4(f). For 
a recreation area to be a Section 4(f) property, the land occupied by the area must, among other 
things, be publicly owned—that is, owned by a governmental body on behalf of the public. The 
Section 4(f) statute itself states that its protections apply to “the use of any publicly owned land 
from a public park [or] recreation area,” and the Section 4(f) regulations define “Section 4(f) 
property” as “publicly owned land of a … recreation area …” See 23 United States Code Section 
138(a) and 23 Code of Federal Regulations Section 774.17. 

Section 3.1 of FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper (FHWA 2012) says, “Section 4(f) requires 
consideration of … [p]arks and recreation areas of national, state or local significance that are both 

What is Section 4(f)? 

Section 4(f) is an element of law 
and FHWA regulations that 
requires a project to avoid the use 
of protected historic properties and 
park and recreation areas unless 
there is no feasible and prudent 
alternative to such use or unless 
the lead agency determines that 
the impacts would be de minimis. 
If the project would use protected 
properties, all possible planning 
must be undertaken to minimize 
harm to these properties. 
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publicly owned and open to the public” and “When private institutions, organizations, or individuals 
own … recreational areas … Section 4(f) does not apply, even if such areas are open to the 
public.” (Also see Section 1.3 of the Policy Paper.) The Section 4(f) Policy Paper does recognize 
that, under certain circumstances, a recreation area that is open to the public might be entitled to 
Section 4(f) protection where a governmental body owns less than a fee interest in the property—
that is, “if a governmental body has a permanent proprietary interest in the land (such as a 
permanent easement, or in some circumstances, a long-term lease)”. But where no governmental 
agency or entity owns any interest in the property, Section 4(f) by definition does not apply. 

The commenter includes a citation to the answer to Question 1B in the Policy Paper, which 
mentions “non-profit groups or other advocacy organizations” and “non-public groups” in a 
discussion of whether an easement or encumbrance on private property can result in Section 4(f) 
protection. This discussion first simply recognizes that such groups or organizations might hold 
conservation easements or other interests in land that can be encountered by transportation 
agencies during project development, and then notes that there might be instances in which the 
identity of the party that obtained a conservation easement (public agency or private organization) 
might be a factor (which could, of course, be a disqualifying factor) in determining whether there 
was a sufficient public ownership interest to make the land a Section 4(f) property. Nowhere does 
the guidance say that a property in which no public agency or entity owns any interest can be a 
Section 4(f) property, nor could it say that without being contrary to the express language of the 
statute and the regulations. 

In sum, because the Gate Buttress climbing area is owned in fee by the LDS Church and leased to 
the SLCA, a nonprofit corporation, neither of which is a public agency or entity, the area is not 
publicly owned and thus is not a property that is subject to Section 4(f) protection. 

Gate Buttress as a Historic Climbing Resource. After the Draft EIS was released, UDOT 
received comments that climbing routes in Little Cottonwood Canyon are historic resources. To 
evaluate these comments, UDOT conducted an evaluation of the climbing resources in 
consultation with the USDA Forest Service and the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO). The findings of the evaluation are described in the Third Addendum for the Class III 
Archaeological Inventory for Little Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Impact Statement, Salt Lake 
County, Utah (Mark and others 2022). Based on this evaluation, UDOT identified 25 climbing 
areas and 79 routes associated with a significant period of development spanning from 1960 to 
1974. The climbing areas and routes have been documented as contributing resources to a newly 
defined historic district, the Little Cottonwood Canyon Climbing Area Historic District (site 42SL968). 

None of the primary alternatives would not result in a use of any land within the historic district; 
therefore, there would be no Section 4(f) direct use. FHWA has determined that a 
constructive use does not occur when compliance with the requirements of 36 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Part 800.5 for proximity impacts of the proposed action, on a site listed on or 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, results in an agreement of no historic 
properties affected or no adverse effect [see 23 CFR Section 774.15(f)(1)]. UDOT determined 
that the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative would have no effect and the Enhanced Bus Service in 
Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, gondola alternatives, and Cog Rail Alternative would have 
no adverse effect on the historic district. The SHPO concurred with those findings on May 13, 
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2022 (see Appendix 15B, Determinations of Eligibility and Findings of Effect, of the Final EIS). 
Therefore, there would be no constructive use pursuant to 23 CFR Section 775.15(f)(1). 

C. A commenter asked how the Land and Water Conservation Fund was considered in the EIS. 

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act includes protection provisions and 
applies to properties that are purchased with funds from the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
State Assistance Program. No properties were identified in the project area that were purchased 
with those funds. 

A commenter stated that Table 26.8-1 does not list the Alta Lodge as a historic property and 
disagrees that placing a gondola tower near the lodge is not an impact. Another commenter stated 
that the gondola tower would have an impact to the Snowbird resort’s historic resources. 

Table 26.8-1, Measures to Minimize Harm to Section 4(f) Historic Properties, of the EIS identifies 
the Alta Lodge and the Snowbird Lodge as historic properties. This is indicated by the column 
heading for the left column. UDOT coordinated with the official with jurisdiction (the State Historic 
Preservation Office, or SHPO) regarding the impact of the gondola towers. The SHPO agreed with 
UDOT’s determination that there would be no adverse effects to the Alta Lodge or Snowbird resort 
historic buildings from the gondola towers or the base stations. 

D. Save Our Canyons commented that study area analyzed for Section 4(f) resources was too 
narrow and did not include the area under the gondola alignment. Other commenters stated that 
the study area was too narrow and did not address the problems of environmental, historical, 
recreation, or transportation concerns. 

The study area for Section 4(f) resources includes all areas where there is a potential for the 
action alternatives to use Section 4(f) resources and thus is not too narrowly focused. The study 
area for the Section 4(f) evaluation does include the gondola alignment. As described in 
Section 26.2.1.3, Determination of Use, of the EIS, use in the context of Section 4(f) is based on 
impacts to land associated with a Section 4(f) property. The Section 4(f) study area is shown in 
Section 26.4, Affected Environment, of the EIS and includes land that that could be affected 
through right-of-way acquisition, easement, or permit for any alternative. Potential gondola stations 
and towers located within the Section 4(f) study area shown in Section 26.4. 

As described in Section 26.5.4.2, S.R. 210 – North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta, of the EIS, 
UDOT does not currently know whether an easement for the gondola alignment would include 
property rights for the land beneath the cables or aerial rights only, or a combination of both. 
Therefore, UDOT does not know whether land associated with a Section 4(f) property under the 
cables would be permanently incorporated into a transportation facility, thereby resulting in a direct 
use of Section 4(f) properties. For the EIS, UDOT assumed that the gondola easement would 
result in a direct use of land under the cables; however, public access to that land would be 
maintained. 

E. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance, Save Our Canyons, and others commented that UDOT and the 
USDA Forest Service should have considered the Grit Mill and Alpenbock trails area as a 
significant recreation resource and thus a Section 4(f) property. They commented that UDOT 
should eliminate the two preferred alternatives because they would result in a use of this 
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Section 4(f) property. Commenters stated that construction would close access to climbing 
resources, the land under the gondola easement would not be available for public access, and 
general forest lands that provide any recreation opportunities should be considered Section 4(f) 
properties. Commenters stated that UDOT should evaluate the constructive use of the Section 4(f) 
climbing resources and prudent and feasible alternatives. A commenter stated that UDOT must 
determine whether land would be permanently incorporated before stating a de minimis impact. 
Commenters also stated that UDOT should have extended the public comment period for the 
Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, longer than the 30 days 
provided by UDOT. A commenter stated that the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder 
Lane Alternative would have less overall harm compared to the gondola alternatives. A commenter 
stated that individual boulders should be a Section 4(f) resource instead of just the area. 
A commenter stated that the Alpenbock and Grit Mill areas should be evaluated as separate 
Section 4(f) resources.  

After reviewing comments on the Draft EIS and further 
considering the resource, UDOT in coordination with the USDA 
Forest Service has determined that the Grit Mill area is a 
Section 4(f) property in combination with the Alpenbock Trail. 
For this reason, between the releases of the Draft and Final 
EISs, UDOT released a revised Section 4(f) chapter for public 
and agency review. The determination of the analysis was that 
the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane 
Alternative and the gondola alternatives would have a use with 
de minimis impact, the Cog Rail Alternative a use, and the 
Enhanced Bus Service Alternative no use. 

UDOT also evaluated the impacts to all climbing resources 
including those identified as Section 4(f). These impacts are 
considered in the EIS assessment of impacts to recreation 
resources (see Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of 
the EIS). 

• Basis for the de minimis impact determinations. For a 
recreation resource, a de minimis impact is one that would constitute a use of the resource but 
would not adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities of a property that qualify the 
resource for protection under Section 4(f). De minimis impact determinations are based on the 
degree of impact after the inclusion of any measure(s) to minimize harm (such as any 
avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or enhancement measures) to address the Section 4(f) 
use (that is, the net impact). The Alpenbock and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities area was 
determined to be a significant recreation resource as defined under 23 CFR Section 774.11(d) 
due to the quality, relative proximity, and ease of access to climbing, bouldering, and other 
recreation opportunities. Although multiple recreation uses exist in this area, climbing and 
bouldering are the predominant uses. The de minimis determination was based on the 
evaluation on the climbing and bouldering and the use of those resources by the climbing 
community. Although some commenters stated that the visual and noise change to the general 
public and access to the area for dispersed use would result in impacts, the primary evaluation 

What is a de minimis impact? 

The following are definitions of 
de minimis impact as used in 
Section 32.26 of this chapter. 

For historic sites, a de minimis 
impact means that the historic 
property would not be affected 
by the project or that the project 
would have “no adverse effect” 
on the historic property. 

For parks, recreation areas, and 
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, 
a de minimis impact is one that 
would not adversely affect the 
activities, features, or attributes 
of a property that is eligible for 
protection under Section 4(f). 
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is based on the attributes that make the area a Section 4(f) resource, which are predominantly 
climbing and bouldering. The de minimis determination was based on the following 
considerations. 

○ Enhanced Bus Service Alternative in Peak-period Shoulder Lane. Based on the 
Section 4(f) evaluation, UDOT concluded that, with applicable mitigation, the Enhanced 
Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would not adversely affect the 
climbing opportunities that make this area significant and thus made a de minimis impact 
determination. That determination was made based on the following considerations: only a 
small portion of the land would be incorporated into a transportation facility (0.2% 
permanently, 2.8% temporarily); less than 5% of the climbing boulders (7 of 143) in the 
area, which are not individually significant or essential, would be impacted, and, if feasible, 
impacts would be mitigated through relocation; none of the vertical climbing routes would 
be impacted; there would be no increase in noise during the late spring, summer, and fall 
seasons when most of the climbing occurs, and there would be only a minor noise 
increase in winter; less than 5% of the trails would be impacted, and connectivity would be 
maintained; and there would be no impact to trailhead parking. Realigning trails to maintain 
connectivity and function would not change the primary attribute of the trail system to 
access boulders. UDOT would maintain access to recreation resources during 
construction, but detour access might be required, resulting in additional walking distance. 
Noise modeling showed that, during bus operations during the winter (late November 
through April), the area near S.R. 210 would have an average increase of 2.3 dBA 
compared to the No-Action Alternative. Generally, noise increases of 3 dBA or less are not 
detectable to human hearing. There would be no increase in noise levels from May through 
mid-November when bus service is not in operation. 

Some commenters stated that boulders would be placed closer to S.R. 210, causing 
greater impacts. There is an existing boulder within about 15 feet of the road that is 
currently used for climbing despite the potential for being viewed from the road and 
roadway noise. After widening, there would be about nine climbing boulders within 15 feet 
of the road. Although some climbers might seek out different opportunities farther from the 
road, these areas would continue to be available for climbing. UDOT will look at including 
retaining walls to minimize impacts to boulders by providing a larger buffer between the cut 
slope and the boulder. However, the implementation of retaining walls did not factor into 
the de minimis determination. 

Other commenters stated that each boulder impacted could contain multiple routes, and 
therefore UODT is underestimating the climbing that would actually be impacted. The 
commenters stated that the seven boulders removed could be greater than 5% of the 
climbing boulder routes. Based on the evaluation, UDOT noted 143 boulders in the 
Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities area. It is likely that each of the 
143 boulders contains multiple routes, so the percentage of lost routes would be similar to 
the loss of the number of boulders. 

During construction, UDOT in working with the USDA Forest Service will evaluate whether 
any of the impacted boulders could be relocated in the area and, if feasible, will relocate 
them. UDOT will determine the feasibility of moving boulders once a final alternative is 
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selected and a construction contractor is hired that can assess the feasibility. If the 
boulders could be relocated, it is likely that specific climbing routes, or “problems,” would 
be changed; however, there would be opportunities for new problems to be developed. 
None of the vertical routes would be impacted. In addition, UDOT commits to work with the 
USDA Forest Service to design and develop new trails, including obtaining any required 
environmental clearances, to provide new sustainable access to boulders that currently do 
not have ready trail access. UDOT commits to ensure no net loss of accessible climbing 
boulder opportunities. 

Gondola Alternatives. Based on the Section 4(f) evaluation, UDOT concluded that the 
gondola alternatives, with applicable mitigation, would not adversely affect the climbing 
opportunities that make this area significant and thus made a de minimis impact 
determination. That determination was based on the following considerations: only a small 
portion of the land would be incorporated into a transportation facility (4.9% to 5.5% for the 
station and one tower, and 7.9% to 8% within the 80-foot-wide easement beneath the 
gondola cables; between 0.7% and 2.8% (1 to 4 boulders) of the climbing boulders in the 
area, which are not individually significant or essential, would be impacted, and, if feasible, 
impacts would be mitigated through relocation; none of the vertical climbing routes would 
be impacted; there would be no increase in noise levels; between 2.4% and 2.6% of the 
trails would be impacted by realignment, and connectivity and function would be 
maintained; and between 7.9% and 8.1% of the trails would be located within the 80-foot-
wide easement beneath the gondola cables but would not be directly impacted. Relocating 
trails to maintain access would not change the primary attribute of the trail system to 
access boulders. The public would still be allowed to access the land under the gondola 
easement. UDOT would maintain access to recreation resources during construction. 
UDOT expects that the noise levels from the gondola system would be about 54 dBA as 
cabins pass over towers (similar to a quiet office environment) or similar to the noise 
generated by vehicles on S.R. 210 (50 to 60 dBA). Tower noise levels when combined with 
background noise are predicted to increase by 1 to 2 dBA, which is not detectable to 
human hearing. The area of the highest noise levels would be adjacent to the gondola 
base or angle station at the Little Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot. Under the no-
action conditions, noise levels would be 62 dBA, and with the gondola base or angle 
station combined with existing S.R. 210 roadway traffic, noise levels would be 63 dBA. 
A noise level increase of 1 dBA is not detectable to human hearing. The gondola system 
would be visible from some climbing boulders and vertical routes. Climbers could be visible 
to passengers as gondola cabins pass overhead; however, many of the bouldering areas 
are shielded by vegetation. Some climbers might feel that the gondola system detracts 
from their scenic views of the canyon or might feel uncomfortable that they could be 
viewed by gondola passengers. However, serenity and privacy are not attributes that can 
be expected while climbing because the area is adjacent to the road and is occupied by 
trails used by other climbers and hikers. 

UDOT notes that there would be a reduction in parking capacity at the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon park-and--ride lot from the gondola alternatives. However, not all of the parking 
capacity was used for climbing (HDR 2022b). UDOT in working with the USDA Forest 
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Service determined that the reduction in parking capacity would not change the attributes 
and features of the area. 

During construction, UDOT in working with the USDA Forest Service will evaluate whether 
any of the impacted boulders could be relocated in the area and, if feasible, will relocate 
them. UDOT will determine the feasibility of moving boulders once a final alternative is 
selected and a construction contractor is hired that can assess the feasibility. In addition, 
UDOT commits to work with the USDA Forest Service to design and develop new trails, 
including obtaining any required environmental clearances, to provide new sustainable 
access to boulders that currently do not have ready trail access. UDOT commits to ensure 
no net loss of accessible climbing boulder opportunities. 

• Assumption on Aerial Easement in the Section 4(f) Analysis. The Section 4(f) analysis 
assumes that the gondola easement would result in a direct use of land under the cables. The 
easement is an 80-foot-wide area centered on the gondola cables and would encompass the 
area of gondola cabin overflight and the footprint of the gondola towers. If the right-of-way 
instrument ultimately used for the gondola system would not result in a direct use of the land 
under the cables (that is, aerial rights only), a constructive-use evaluation would be 
appropriate to determine whether proximity impacts from the gondola cabins passing overhead 
would result in a constructive use of Section 4(f) properties that do not have a direct use for 
towers or stations, but are entirely spanned by the gondola. Constructive use occurs when a 
transportation project does not incorporate land from a Section 4(f) property, but the project’s 
proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify 
the property for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. Use with de minimis 
impact occurs when land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility but the 
project would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that make these 
resources eligible for Section 4(f) protection. When a de minimis impact finding has been made 
based on the assumption that the easement beneath the gondola alignment would result in a 
use, it necessarily means that there could not be a constructive use with an aerial easement. 

Finally, since the gondola base or angle stations and towers would result in a direct use, there 
would be a permanent incorporation of property from the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill 
Climbing Opportunities area into the transportation facility. Therefore, the de minimis impact 
finding would not change whether the aerial easement is incorporated into the transportation 
facility or not. 

• Dispersed Recreation Areas. Some commenters stated that the entirety of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon or specific undesignated areas used for recreation should be considered a Section 4(f) 
resource because the land is used for recreation. Section 4(f)’s applicability for multiple-use 
public land holdings such as the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest is defined in 23 CFR 
Section 774.11(d). Section 4(f) applies only to those portions of lands that function for or are 
designated in USDA Forest Service plans as being for significant park, recreation, or wildlife 
and waterfowl refuge purposes (such as designated trailheads and trails). Figures 26.4-1 
through 26.4-11, Section 4(f) Resources, of the EIS show the Section 4(f) resources 
considered in the evaluation as meeting the significant park and recreation designation. These 
areas are either included in the 2003 Revised Forest Plan: Wasatch-Cache National Forest as 
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designated recreation areas or provide a unique and significant recreational opportunity 
supported by Forest Service–approved facilities as was determined to be the case for the 
Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities area. The determination regarding which 
lands so function or are so designated, and the significance of those lands, is made by the 
USDA Forest Service as the official(s) with jurisdiction. Unofficial paths or trails or general 
forest lands used for recreation that are not designated or maintained by a public agency are 
not considered Section 4(f) resources. Section 4(f) does not apply to land under private 
ownership. 

• Constructive Use. Some commenters stated that UDOT should consider the constructive use 
of the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative and the gondola 
alternatives on the climbing resources. All three alternatives would result in a direct use of the 
Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities area. A constructive use involves no 
actual physical use of the Section 4(f) property via permanent incorporation of land or a 
temporary occupancy of land into a transportation facility. Because there would be a direct use 
of the land, a constructive use does not apply. 

• Prudent and Feasible Alternatives to Avoid a Direct Use. Some commenters stated that 
UDOT should consider alternatives to the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder 
Lane Alternative and the gondola alternatives that do not result in use of the climbing 
resources. A de minimis finding results in the determination that the transportation program or 
project would not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes of the park, recreation 
area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge eligible for protection. With a de minimis finding, UDOT 
does not need to consider prudent and feasible alternatives to the de minimis impact. Feasible 
and prudent avoidance alternatives apply only to a use with greater–than–de minimis impact 
(see 23 CFR Section 774.3). 

• Least Overall Harm Analysis. A commenter stated that UDOT should do a least overall harm 
analysis comparing the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative and 
Gondola Alternative B. The least overall harm analysis does not apply to de minimis impacts. 
A least overall harm analysis is required when there is a use with greater–than–de minimis 
impact. 

• Individual Boulders as Section 4(f) Resources. Commenters stated that each individual 
boulder should be considered a Section 4(f) resource. 

The USDA Forest Service is the official with jurisdiction over the climbing resources. The 
Forest Service determined that individual boulders and groups of boulders in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon are not significant resources as defined under 23 CFR Section 774.11(d). The Forest 
Service does not consider individual boulders or individual groups of boulders as significant 
resources or essential features. See correspondence dated September 15, 2020, November 19, 
2021, and February 17, 2022, in Appendix 26A, USDA Forest Service Letter Regarding 
Section 4(f) Determination for Climbing Boulders, of the EIS. Note that the gondola alternatives 
would not remove any popular roadside boulders. 

• Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities Area as a Single Section 4(f) 
Resource. The Alpenbock Loop Trail, the Grit Mill Trailhead, and the area between the two 
are evaluated as a single Section 4(f) property and recreation resource referred to as 



 

July 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32-221 

Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities. Because the trail network and activities 
are interconnected, the USDA Forest Service determined that they make up single Section 4(f) 
recreational resource. In addition, analyzing the areas separately would not have changed the 
de minimis determination since the type of impacts would be the same. Finally, the USDA 
Forest Service considered the area as a single recreation area in the Environmental 
Assessment prepared for the Grit Mill trailhead. 

• Public Comment Period. Commenters requested an extension to the comment period and 
stated that UDOT should have provided summary information about the revised chapter. 
UDOT released the Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, for a 
30-day public comment period from December 10, 2021, to January 10, 2022. Because there 
was only one important change to the chapter and there are no minimum required number of 
days for public comment, UDOT determined that a 30-day public comment period on the new 
de minimis finding was appropriate. However, some commenters requested that the comment 
period be extended to January 31, 2022. UDOT considered the request but, given the few 
changes made by UDOT to the revised chapter, determined that the 30-day comment period 
was sufficient for the public to provide meaningful comments. To help the public understand 
the information in the revised Chapter 26, UDOT provided a summary of the changes to the 
chapter on the project website and in email notifications sent to the public. UDOT considered 
the comments provided during the public comment period and has taken those comments into 
account in the Section 4(f) evaluation in this Final EIS. 

F. A commenter stated that Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) should be considered 
Section 4(f) resources. 

Publicly owned land is considered to be a wildlife and waterfowl refuge when the land has been 
officially designated as such by a federal, state, or local agency, and the officials with jurisdiction 
over the land determine that its primary purpose is as a wildlife and waterfowl refuge. 

The official with jurisdiction over the RHCAs in Little Cottonwood Canyon is the USDA Forest 
Service. The Revised Forest Plan: Wasatch-Cache National Forest defines Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Areas as follows: 

Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas include traditional riparian corridors, wetlands, 
intermittent streams, and other areas that help maintain the integrity of aquatic ecosystems 
by (1) influencing the delivery of coarse sediment, organic matter, and woody debris to 
streams, (2) providing root strength for channel stability, (3) shading the stream, and 
(4) protecting water quality. This designation still allows for a full range of activities but it 
emphasis the achievement of riparian management objectives that are identified on a site-
by-site basis. These objectives should include riparian vegetation and instream habitat 
condition. 

Although RHCAs are important for maintaining wildlife and waterfowl habitat, they are not officially 
designated by the USDA Forest Service as a wildlife or waterfowl refuge, nor is their primary 
purpose as a refuge. For this reason, RHCAs do not meet the requirements to be Section 4(f) 
resources. 
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G. A commenter did not believe that noise and visual impacts to Tanners Flat Campground from the 
gondola alternatives could be mitigated. 

Noise. To better estimate gondola noise levels, UDOT conducted noise monitoring at the 3S (tri-
cable) gondola system at Whistler Blackcomb Resort in British Columbia, Canada. The monitoring 
showed that the average noise level below the gondola tower was about 54 A-weighted decibels 
(dBA). Based on the distance of the proposed tower from Tanner Flats Campground, the noise 
level would be 44 dBA. UDOT combined the gondola noise level with the existing No-Action 
Alternative noise level (59 dBA) and determined that the noise level from the gondola in 
combination with the background noise would be 59.2 dBA (HDR 2021). An increase of 0.2 dBA is 
not detectable by human hearing. 

With the gondola alternatives, an angle station would be located about 1,000 feet from Tanners 
Flat Campground. The noise level at a 225-foot distance for the gondola angle station during 
operations is predicted to be 57 dBA. For every doubling of distance, the sound level reduces by 
6 decibels (dB); therefore, UDOT expects that the noise from the angle station would be less than 
50 dBA at Tanners Flat Campground, which is below the noise level of the existing S.R. 210 or 
Little Cottonwood Creek. If gondola operation noise is combined with the roadway noise, noise 
levels at Tanners Flat Campground could increase by 1 to 2 dBA, which is not audible to human 
hearing. Furthermore, the gondola system would not operate during the campground quiet hours 
of 10 PM to 7 AM. 

Visual. UDOT conducted a visual impacts analysis for the gondola alternatives. A key observation 
point (KOP) represents a viewing location from which sensitive viewers would typically view the 
project elements. The term sensitive viewers has been used to refer to what the USDA Forest 
Service Scenery Management System terms “constituents.” KOP 9 is Tanners Flat Campground 
Group Site C, which was identified during a site visit with the USDA Forest Service as a 
representative site for the campground. Tourists and recreation users are considered to have 
moderate viewer sensitivity (a moderate degree of concern for changes to the landscape or 
viewshed). The gondola alternatives would result in a low level of visual impact. Project elements, 
such as overhead gondola cables, would be visually subordinate. Views toward the gondola 
infrastructure would be heavily screened by vegetation and topography at this location. 

Mitigation for impacts to Tanners Flat Campground from the gondola alternatives was identified in 
cooperation with the USDA Forest Service and is described in Section 26.8.2, Section 4(f) 
Recreation Resources, of the EIS. If a gondola alternative is selected, a landscape architect would 
evaluate impacts at each site during final design. Potential mitigation could include reconfiguring 
sites to visually shield tables and fire pits from the gondola cabins overhead, relocating the group 
area to a location with less visual impact, redesigning sites to accommodate different user groups, 
adding shade structures or pavilions to screen sites from visual impacts, and planting trees to 
create a visual screen over time. 

To avoid collisions between aircraft and the gondola towers and cables, the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) requires structures greater than 200 feet above ground level to have 
obstruction lighting. Given the enclosed nature of Little Cottonwood Canyon, and for analysis 
purposes, obstruction lighting might be required for all gondola towers for safe operation of aircraft 
in the area. Although the gondola alternatives would follow FAA’s obstruction marking and lighting 
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requirements as defined by Advisory Circular No. 70/7460-1L, UDOT would coordinate with FAA 
regarding implementing an aircraft detection lighting system (ADLS) to reduce the impacts of 
nighttime lighting. An ADLS (or a similar system) would remain off until it detects nearby aircraft. It 
would then turn on and would turn off again after the aircraft leaves the area. The synchronized 
flashing of the ADLS, if implemented, would cause strong, shorter-duration night sky impacts to 
the surrounding landscape. Because there is little air traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon at night, 
and such air traffic is generally limited to emergency evacuations or heli-skiing flights, the ADLS 
would activate infrequently, further reducing the intensity of visual impacts compared to the 
standard FAA warning system. In addition, when Tanner Flats Campground is in operation, there 
would be no heli-skiing flights, so most flights would be associated with infrequent emergencies. 

In addition to the obstruction lighting requirements for structures greater than 200 feet above 
ground level, the gondola cabins would be illuminated during the winter from 7 AM to sunrise and 
from sunset to 7 PM. During winter twilight hours, the movement of the lighted gondola would 
attract more attention from viewer groups recreating, including backcountry skiers in the early 
morning hours. With regard to the effect on night skies, these effects would be minimal since the 
cabins would not typically be illuminated during the prime astronomical viewing window 
(astronomical dusk to dawn). During the summer, the gondola would likely run from 8 AM to 8 PM 
and, because there would be enough ambient light, the gondola cabins would not need to be 
illuminated. 

H. A commenter stated that the USDA Forest Service should have drafted the Section 4(f) 
[de minimis impact] concurrence letters instead of UDOT. 

Coordination required prior to making a Section 4(f) de minimis impact determination is provided in 
23 CFR Section 774.5(b). For parks and recreation areas, the official(s) with jurisdiction over the 
property must be informed of the intent to make a de minimis impact determination, after which an 
opportunity for public review and comment must be provided. After considering any comments 
received from the public, if the official(s) with jurisdiction concur in writing that the project would not 
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes that make the property eligible for Section 4(f) 
protection, then UDOT may finalize the de minimis impact determination. 

For the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS, UDOT coordinated with the USDA Forest Service 
regarding the recreation resources under their jurisdiction to understand the activities, features, 
and attributes that make the property eligible for Section 4(f) protection. During the impact 
analysis, UDOT worked with the USDA Forest Service to evaluate whether and how impacts could 
be mitigated. Based on this coordination, UDOT made preliminary de minimis impact 
determinations for several Section 4(f) resources and notified the USDA Forest Service of their 
intent to make these determinations. This is standard practice and is consistent with 23 CFR 
Section 774.5(b) and the Section 4(f) guidance issued by FHWA. 
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I. Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT had initially excluded the Cog Rail Alternative because 
of Section 4(f) impacts but then carried the alternative forward because of political pressure. Save 
Our Canyons commented that UDOT did not address the indirect effects from the Cog Rail 
Alternative to Tanners Flat Campground and that the Forest Service agreed. 

UDOT’s initial design of the Cog Rail Alternative included a double track for the entire length of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon and would have resulted in substantial use of Section 4(f) resources. 
However, after the initial design and analysis, comments were provided that the cog rail could be 
implemented as a single track in portions of Little Cottonwood Canyon. As required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), UDOT evaluated the comment and found that a single track 
could be implemented, which would minimize impacts to Section 4(f) resources and reduce cost. 
With the single-track design, UDOT determined that the impacts to Section 4(f) resources would 
be de minimis. The single-track design allowed the Grit Mill, Gate Buttress, and Lisa Falls 
Trailheads to continue to be utilized. Following the release of the Draft EIS, UDOT, in coordination 
with the USDA Forest Service, revisited and revised the Section 4(f) evaluation and concluded that 
the Cog Rail Alternative would cause a greater–than–de minimis use of the combined Grit Mill and 
Alpenbock Loop climbing area. The Cog Rail Alternative is retained in the Final EIS to ensure 
evaluation of a reasonable range of alternatives, but it is not identified as the preferred alternative. 

The comment regarding the impacts to Tanners Flat Campground is referring to a cog rail 
alternative that was eliminated from further consideration because of its impacts to Tanners Flat 
Campground. This alternative was a valley floor alignment that would have directly impacted the 
campground and would have put the campground between S.R. 210 and the rail alignment. 
Because this alternative was not carried forward for detailed consideration, an indirect effects 
analysis was not required. 

J. A commenter asked UDOT and the USDA Forest Service to expand the Section 4(f) analysis area 
beyond the existing study area boundaries and conduct a Section 4(f) analysis of areas in the 
canyon detailing which resources might qualify for this protection. 

The Section 4(f) evaluation study area includes land that could be affected through right-of-way 
acquisition, easement, or permit. This is an appropriate study area for Section 4(f) because use (or 
impact) is generally land-based. There are three types of use as described in Section 26.2.1.3, 
Determination of Use, of the Draft EIS. 

• The most common form of use occurs when land is permanently incorporated into a 
transportation facility. 

• A second type of use, temporary occupancy, occurs when land is temporarily used for 
construction-related activities. 

• The third type of use, constructive use, occurs when the proximity impacts of a proposed 
project adjacent to, or nearby, a Section 4(f) property result in substantial impairment to the 
property’s activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under 
Section 4(f). As a general matter, this means that the value of the resource, in terms of its 
Section 4(f) purpose and significance, would be meaningfully reduced or lost. A project’s 
proximity to a Section 4(f) property is not in itself an impact that results in constructive use. 
A finding of constructive-use by FHWA or a state department of transportation is rare. It is 
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unusual for proximity impacts to be so great that the purpose of the property that qualifies the 
resource for protection would be substantially diminished. UDOT considered constructive use 
and determined that there would be no constructive use of Section 4(f) resources from the 
project alternatives. 

K. A commenter stated that there might be an “actual use” of Tanners Flat Campground because the 
gondola alternatives might require placing towers within the Tanners Flat boundaries. 

With the gondola alternatives, no gondola stations or towers would be located in the campground; 
there would be no physical impacts to the campground or its features. UDOT does not currently 
know what type of right-of-way instrument (appropriation, easement, or special-use authorization) 
would be used where the gondola alignment crosses over USDA Forest Service land, or whether 
an easement for the gondola alignment would include property rights for the land beneath the 
cables or aerial rights only. Therefore, UDOT does not know whether land associated with 
Tanners Flat Campground under the cables would be permanently incorporated into a 
transportation facility, thereby resulting in a direct use. The Section 4(f) analysis in the EIS 
assumes that the gondola easement would result in a direct use of land under the cables. UDOT, 
with the USDA Forest Service’s concurrence, has made a preliminary determination of use with 
de minimis impact for Tanners Flat Campground from the gondola alternatives, under the 
assumption of direct use. 

L. A commenter stated that UDOT did not assess the constructive use of Tanners Flat Campground 
from the gondola alternatives. 

If the right-of-way instrument ultimately used for the gondola system would not result in a direct 
use of the land under the cables (that is, if it grants aerial rights only), a constructive-use 
evaluation would be appropriate to determine whether proximity impacts from the gondola cabins 
passing overhead would result in a constructive use. 

Per FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper, the analysis of proximity impacts and potential constructive 
use should be documented in the project file. 

The analysis of proximity impacts and potential constructive use should be documented in 
the project file. Documentation of a finding of no constructive use should apply the legal 
standards and terminology used in 23 CFR 774.15, Constructive Use Determinations. The 
use of the term “constructive use” is not required in such documentation, but should be 
used when appropriate—for example, when responding to comments in NEPA documents 
that specifically address constructive use, or where it is useful in demonstrating that FHWA 
has specifically considered the potential for a constructive use. (FHWA 2012) 

UDOT evaluated potential constructive use for Tanners Flat Campground with the gondola 
alternatives (if the gondola system is granted an aerial-only easement by the USDA Forest 
Service) and documented the conclusions in a memorandum, Section 4(f) – No Constructive Use 
Determination Memorandum (see Appendix 32D, Section 4(f) – No Constructive Use 
Determination, of the Final EIS). UDOT evaluated constructive use under this scenario and 
determined that the gondola alternatives would not result in a constructive use. If the gondola 
easement is aerial rights only, there would be no use of Tanners Flat Campground. 
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M. A commenter requested that UDOT and the USDA Forest Service re-evaluate the de minimis 
impact determination for Tanners Flat Campground under the gondola alternatives because 
constructive use was not evaluated and because noise and aesthetic impacts cannot be mitigated. 

UDOT evaluated constructive use and determined that the gondola alternatives would not result in 
a constructive use under the gondola alternatives. See response 32.26L. 

UDOT evaluated noise and visual impacts to Tanners Flat Campground. The gondola alternatives 
would result in projected noise levels at the campground that are within the existing noise 
conditions created by the S.R. 210 roadway (see Chapter 11, Noise, of the EIS). Regardless, the 
gondola system would not operate during campground quiet hours of 10 PM to 7 AM. Mitigation for 
impacts to Tanners Flat Campground from the gondola alternatives was identified in cooperation 
with the USDA Forest Service. See response 32.26G. 

Based on the Section 4(f) evaluation including avoidance, minimization, and mitigation, UDOT 
made a preliminary de minimis impact determination for Tanners Flat Campground under the 
gondola alternatives. The USDA Forest Service concurred with this determination (see 
Appendix 26B, De Minimis Correspondence, of the EIS). 

N. A commenter stated that UDOT did not assess the constructive use of Tanners Flat Campground 
from the Cog Rail Alternative. 

The Cog Rail Alternative would not result in a direct use of the land. A constructive-use evaluation 
would be appropriate to determine whether proximity impacts from cog rail noise would result in a 
constructive use. 

Per FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper, the analysis of proximity impacts and potential constructive 
use should be documented in the project file. 

The analysis of proximity impacts and potential constructive use should be documented in 
the project file. Documentation of a finding of no constructive use should apply the legal 
standards and terminology used in 23 CFR 774.15, Constructive Use Determinations. The 
use of the term “constructive use” is not required in such documentation, but should be 
used when appropriate—for example, when responding to comments in NEPA documents 
that specifically address constructive use, or where it is useful in demonstrating that FHWA 
has specifically considered the potential for a constructive use. (FHWA 2012) 

UDOT evaluated constructive use under this scenario and determined that the Cog Rail Alternative 
would not result in a constructive use (see Appendix 32D, Section 4(f) – No Constructive Use 
Determination, of the Final EIS). 

O. A commenter stated that UDOT used the wrong boundary for Tanners Flat Campground in the 
Section 4(f) evaluation. 

It is unclear what boundary the commenter is suggesting should be used. The boundary for 
Tanners Flat Campground was provided by the USDA Forest Service, the official with jurisdiction 
over the campground. 

P. SLCDPU commented that UDOT states in Section 26.1 (Introduction) that “the study area shifts or 
widens in some locations to accommodate the topography of Little Cottonwood Canyon and the 
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project alternatives.” The City asks UDOT to include a map specific to each project alternative and 
how and where the 100-foot-wide Section 4(f) study area shifted according to each alternative. 
Other commenters questioned what resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon are considered 
Section 4(f) resources. 

Figures 26.4-1 through 26.4-11, Section 4(f) Resources, of the EIS show the Section 4(f) 
resources and study area boundary used for analysis. The study area includes land that could be 
affected through right-of-way acquisition, easement, or permit. 

Q. The Town of Alta commented that the Alta Town Park should be considered a Section 4(f) 
property. 

UDOT revised Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, of the Final EIS to include the 
Alta Town Park as a Section 4(f) property. UDOT’s evaluation of the park determined that there 
would be no direct or constructive use of the park. 

R. A commenter stated that the Bridge Trailhead should be considered a Section 4(f) resource. 

There is currently no USDA Forest Service designated Bridge Trailhead in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon to assess for Section 4(f) use. UDOT is proposing to create a designated Bridge Trailhead 
under all primary alternatives to improve current roadside parking in that area. Section 4(f) applies 
to planned recreation resources when the land is publicly owned and the public agency that owns 
the property has designated and determined it to be significant for park, recreation area, or wildlife 
and waterfowl refuge purposes. The proposed Bridge Trailhead is on National Forest System 
lands, but the USDA Forest Service has not designated it as a planned trailhead in any plans other 
than this EIS. 

S. A commenter asked how can historic property NV3 have a de minimis impact from the gondola 
when it is not considered a Section 4(f) property as stated in footnote b of Table 26.5-10. 

The table footnote has been revised to say that the property was evaluated. As the table states, a 
de minimis finding for the property was evaluated as a Section 4(f) resource. 

T. A commenter stated that it should be clarified how 51% of the boulders would be removed with the 
cog rail but “most of the boulders are more than 105 feet from the cog rail tracks” (Table 26.5-12). 

The table lists resources in the USDA Forest Service decision document, which includes only 
certain climbing resources, not every boulder in the climbing area (these are two different data 
sets). Most of the boulders in the USDA Forest Service decision document would be greater than 
105 feet from the cog rail tracks. 

U. A commenter stated that UDOT did not communicate with the Town of Alta regarding uses of the 
Alta Town Park and did not consider all uses and purposes of the park (for example, Tracy Aviary 
raptor programs, resting, scenic viewing, and nature photography). The commenter further stated 
that UDOT’s determination that there would be no substantial impact to the use of the park with 
the gondola alternatives is premature or incorrect without considering these other activities. 

The Town of Alta (Chris Cawley, Assistant Town Administrator) provided UDOT a link to the 
website describing the Alta Town Park (https://townofalta.com/town-services/parks-recreation) and 

https://townofalta.com/town-services/parks-recreation/
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a copy of the special-use permit for the park. According to the website, the park “features a 
volleyball court and bench seating, and barbecue grills and covered picnic tables.” The website 
shows an image of the volleyball court, barbecue pavilion, and a swing set. The special-use 
permit—issued by the USDA Forest Service to the Town of Alta—authorizes “operating and 
maintaining a park, playground, and volleyball court.” Based on this information, UDOT determined 
that the park’s activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under 
Section 4(f) include a volleyball court with bench seating, a barbeque or picnic area, and a 
playground area. 

With the gondola alternatives, there would be no physical impacts to the volleyball court or bench 
seating, picnic area, or playground area. No land from the Alta Town Park would be needed for the 
gondola alternatives; there would be no direct use. A constructive use occurs when the proximity 
impacts of a project would substantially impair the property’s activities, features, or attributes that 
qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f). A noise analysis was conducted, and UDOT 
concluded that the gondola alternatives would result in a noise increase of about 3 dBA (the 
existing noise level is 53 dBA, and with the gondola alternatives the noise level would be 56 dBA). 
An increase of 3 dBA or less is not detectable to human hearing. 

UDOT evaluated potential constructive use for the Alta Town Park with the gondola alternatives 
and determined that they would not result in a constructive use. The evaluation and conclusions 
are documented in a memorandum (see Appendix 32D, Section 4(f) – No Constructive Use 
Determination, of the Final EIS). 

V. Commenters stated that the S.R. 210 Scenic Byway should be considered a Section 4(f) resource. 

As stated in Section 26.4.1.2.2, Properties Evaluated but Determined Not To Be Section 4(f) 
Properties, of the Draft EIS and Question 22 of FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper, the designation 
of a road as a scenic byway is not intended to create a park or recreation area within the meaning 
of Section 4(f). In order for recreation areas to qualify for Section 4(f), they must be officially 
designated as a park or recreation area, and the officials with jurisdiction of the land must 
determine that their primary purpose is as a park or recreation area. UDOT is the official with 
jurisdiction over S.R. 210 and has determined that the primary purpose is for transportation, not 
recreation. For this reason, S.R. 210 does not qualify as a Section 4(f) resource. 

W. A commenter stated that there is a subtle contradiction that parking areas are included in 
Section 4(f) elements for Snowbird and Alta “which are needed to support recreation use” (Section 
26.4.1.2.3) yet are excluded from consideration as impacts in Section 26.5.3.5, Trailhead Parking 
Alternatives. 

Section 4(f) applies only to portions of the resort that are on National Forest System lands and are 
identified on the resort’s USDA Forest Service special-use permit as being used primarily for 
public parks or recreation. The designated parking areas at the resorts support the recreation use. 
For trailheads, the designated parking areas are considered part of the Section 4(f) resource 
similar to the parking at the resorts. However, roadside parking is not designated parking and is 
not part of the trailhead amenity, and thus is not considered a Section 4(f) resource. Roadside 
parking at the ski resorts is also not considered a Section 4(f) resource. 
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X. A commenter stated that the EIS fails to recognize the historic significance of numerous historic 
elements of Little Cottonwood Canyon, particularly the history, location, and significance of the 
Temple Quarry. 

The EIS went through an extensive analysis of historic resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
(see Chapter 15, Cultural Resources, of the EIS for more details). The State Historic Preservation 
Office concurred with UDOT’s identification and determination of eligibility of cultural resources in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT did identify the Temple Quarry (42SL109 – Little Cottonwood 
Grit Mill Property) as an National Register–eligible archaeological resource as part of the 
evaluation. However, the site does not warrant preservation in place due to extensive modern 
impacts and continual, heavy recreational public use. The integrity of feeling, design, and setting 
are not retained. Therefore, site qualifies for the exception under 23 CFR Section 774.13 [see 
Table 26.4-1, Section 4(f) Applicability for NRHP-eligible Archaeological Sites, of the EIS]. 

Y. A commenter stated that the public open space adjacent (east side of S.R. 210) to the Gondola 
Alternative B base station, including the Bonneville Shoreline Trail, should be considered a 
Section 4(f) resource. 

None of the primary alternatives would result in a use of the open space; therefore, it is not 
included as a Section 4(f) resource. Only resources with potential uses are identified. The planned 
Bonneville Shoreline Trail is included in the Section 4(f) analysis, and the USDA Forest Service 
determined that the gondola alternatives would have a use with de minimis impact on the trail. 
Because the planned Bonneville Shoreline Trail is adjacent to S.R. 210, noise levels would be 
dominated by roadway traffic. UDOT modeled noise levels at the Bonneville Shoreline Trail where 
it crosses the open space (receptor 4-242 shown on page 21 in Attachment D, Existing Conditions 
and Alternatives Noise Levels, of Appendix 11A, Noise Technical Report, of the EIS). The analysis 
showed that the existing noise level was 59 dBA, and the Gondola Alternative B noise level with 
the combined existing noise level and base station noise would still be 59 dBA. Finally, the area 
along S.R. 210 is a residential area with already urban views of the surrounding area. The gondola 
towers would not substantially impair the use of the trail or block the majority of the view. The open 
space has existing electrical lines along with the adjacent properties. The expected impacts to the 
open space as a recreation resource are described in Chapter 4, Community and Property 
Impacts, of the EIS. 

Z. A commenter stated that the gondola alternatives would have a substantial (greater–than–
de minimis) impact on the Temple Quarry and Little Cottonwood Creek trails and that these trails 
were not considered as Section 4(f) resources. 

As shown in Table 26.4-2, Section 4(f) Parks and Recreation Resources in the Study Area, of the 
Final EIS, both the Temple Quarry and Little Cottonwood Creek trails were considered Section 4(f) 
resources. Neither of the trails would be directly impacted by the gondola alignment (requiring trail 
relocation), so there would be no direct Section 4(f) use. However, because the gondola alignment 
with Gondola Alternative A would cross the Little Cottonwood Creek Trail, UDOT evaluated the 
alternative as shown in Table 26.5-9, Use of Section 4(f) Recreation Resources from North Little 
Cottonwood Road to Alta with Gondola Alternative A. The analysis states that the gondola system 
would require an easement or special-use permit from the USDA Forest Service where the 
gondola cables would pass over about 100 feet of the Little Cottonwood Creek Trail. The location 



 

 July 2022 
32-230 Utah Department of Transportation 

of the crossing would be near the east end of the trail near the Lisa Falls Trailhead. There would 
be no physical impact to the trail. Therefore, UDOT made a determination of a de minimis impact. 
Because there would be a direct use of the trail, there could not be a constructive use. 

A proximity impact would be a constructive use (see response 32.26K). Noise levels associated 
with the gondola system would be primarily at tower locations when a cabin goes over the tower. 
Based on noise monitoring conducted for a similar 3S (tri-cable) system at Whistler Blackcomb 
Resort, the noise level is projected to be 54 dBA (HDR 2021). This noise level would be similar to 
the existing S.R. 210 or that of Little Cottonwood Creek. Regarding visual impacts, recreation 
users are considered to have moderate viewer sensitivity (a moderate degree of concern for 
changes to the landscape or viewshed). Project elements, such as overhead gondola cables, 
would be visually subordinate. Views toward the gondola infrastructure would be screened by 
vegetation and topography along most of the Temple Quarry and Little Cottonwood Creek trails. 

See Chapter 4, Community and Property Impacts, of the EIS for more details regarding the 
gondola alternatives’ impacts to recreation users. 

AA. A commenter stated that the gondola alternatives would have a greater–than–de minimis impact to 
the Lisa Falls and White Pine Trailheads. 

The gondola alternatives would not result in a direct use of either trailhead (see response 32.26K 
for definitions of uses), so the only potential use would be a constructive use. The noise levels with 
the gondola alternatives would be less than those at the Tanner Flats Campground (see response 
32.26G) at 59.2 dBA because of the greater distance of the trailheads from the gondola towers 
compared to Tanner Flats Campground and that the trailheads are adjacent to S.R. 210, which 
would dominate the noise environment. Regarding visual impacts, recreation users are considered 
to have moderate viewer sensitivity (a moderate degree of concern for changes to the landscape 
or viewshed). In addition. trailhead users would have a lower visual sensitivity in a parking lot with 
restrooms adjacent to S.R. 210. Project elements, such as overhead gondola cables, would be 
visually subordinate. Views toward the gondola infrastructure would be screened by vegetation 
and topography. 

BB. A commenter stated that UDOT should evaluate alternatives that would not impact Section 4(f) 
resources. 

UDOT evaluated more than 100 alternatives suggested by the public and agencies. Based on that 
evaluation, UDOT found five primary alternatives to meet the project purpose. All of the primary 
alternatives would result in Section 4(f) uses. There were no primary alternatives that would not 
result in a Section 4(f) use. See the responses in Section 32.2.2, Alternatives Development and 
Screening Process, of this chapter for the alternatives UDOT evaluated through the EIS process. 

CC. A commenter stated that new alternatives, such as the cog rail, that were not included in the EIS 
were added to the revised Chapter 26 and thus other new alternatives should also be added. 

The Cog Rail Alternative was included and evaluated in the Draft EIS, including a full analysis and 
cost estimate. UDOT did not add any new alternatives to the revised Chapter 26. The Draft EIS 
included the full range of alternatives that were evaluated. The revised Chapter 26 noted only 
changes to how certain resources were identified as Section 4(f) resources. 
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DD. SLCA commented that each boulder should be protected individually, just as each historic home is 
protected individually. 

A Section 4(f) property is defined in 23 CFR Section 774.17 as “publicly owned land of a public 
park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance, or 
land of an historic site of national, state, or local significance.” The key is that Section 4(f) 
resources are based on an area of land. For historic sites, Section 4(f) applies only to sites that are 
listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (23 CFR Section 
774.11). Historic sites can include any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or 
object. Because buildings are listed (or eligible for listing) individually on the NRHP, they are 
evaluated individually under Section 4(f). 

EE. SLCA commented that the Forest Service’s determination that individual boulders are not 
significant enough for Section 4(f) protections when assessed individually is unfounded and 
illogical because it ignores the significance of referenced climbing resources. 

Section 4(f)’s applicability for multiple-use public land holdings such as the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache 
National Forest is defined in 23 CFR Section 774.11(d). Section 4(f) applies only to those portions 
of lands that function for, or are designated on USDA Forest Service plans as being for, significant 
park, recreation, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge purposes. The determination regarding which 
lands so function or are so designated, and the significance of those lands, is made by the USDA 
Forest Service as the official(s) with jurisdiction. As stated in correspondence dated November 19, 
2021, the Forest Service made a determination that the Alpenbock Loop Grit Mill area is a 
significant resource based on considerations including: (1) a trail system was developed and 
approved under the 2014 Grit Mill and Climbing Master Plan Environmental Assessment and 
associated Finding of No Significant Impact, and (2) the Forest Service’s decision to provide 
improved access, and the associated Forest Plan amendment to allow parking to support climbing 
use in the area demonstrate actions taken by the Forest Service to specifically manage 
sustainable access to the climbing resources in this area. The documents and decisions to focus 
on access management predominantly for climbing use in this area make this area unique and 
differentiates it from general forest area access to climbing and bouldering opportunities elsewhere 
on National Forest System land. SLCA references reports prepared internally or articles in The 
Salt Lake Tribune to support their claim that individual boulders are significant. However, there are 
no USDA Forest Service plans, documents, or decisions for access or management of individual 
climbing routes, climbing boulders, or bouldering problems, and the USDA Forest Service 
reasonably determined that individual boulders or groups of boulders were not Section 4(f) 
resources. 

FF. SLCA commented that 5-mile Boulder is located on the privately owned Gate Buttress property, so 
the USDA Forest Service should not be making a determination for this boulder. 

The Draft EIS and USDA Forest Service correspondence dated September 15, 2020, incorrectly 
identify 5-mile boulder as being located on USDA Forest Service land. It is located north of 
S.R. 210 at about milepost 5 on private land. The Final EIS corrects this error. 
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GG. UDOT should conduct a cumulative impact analysis of Section 4(f) climbing resources at the 
Alpenbock Loop, Grit Mill, and the Gate Buttress. 

Note that the Gate Buttress is not a Section 4(f) property. However, Chapter 21, Cumulative 
Impacts, of the Final EIS was revised to address concerns regarding cumulative impacts to 
climbing resources. See response 32.21.B. 

HH. SLCA commented that impacts to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities from 
the Enhanced Bus Service in-Peak Period Shoulder Lane Alternative are understated and that 
UDOT’s de minimis impact determination is in error because of the following five reasons. 

UDOT did not design alternatives in enough detail to evaluate impacts. Preliminary design 
takes place during the NEPA process as necessary to identify impacts and complete the 
environmental review process. Final design, including detailed design drawings for construction, 
are not prepared until after a Record of Decision is issued for the selected alternative (23 CFR 
Section 771.13A). Preliminary design defines the general project location and design concepts. 
The locations of retaining walls used to minimize impacts to climbing boulders are shown in 
Appendix 2D, Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative Plans, of the EIS 
as well as on the interactive alternative maps on the project website. Project designers made 
conservative assumptions for preliminary design of the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS alternatives 
which generally overestimate impacts but reduce the potential that a re-evaluation would be 
required. The goal is to allow flexibility during final design while keeping impacts at or below the 
levels disclosed in the EIS. A re-evaluation would be required if impacts are greater than those 
disclosed in the EIS and is undesirable because of schedule delays, costs, and legal risk. 

Design engineers tried to avoid or minimize impacts to climbing boulders during alternatives 
development based on boulder locations provided by SLCA. First, the road was shifted away from 
boulders where possible. It was not possible to avoid all climbing boulders because in some 
locations shifting it away from one boulder would impact another boulder or Little Cottonwood 
Creek. Where it was not possible to avoid boulders, designers evaluated whether boulders located 
in potential cut slopes could be protected by constructing new retaining walls or extending existing 
walls. Soil nail walls were assumed for preliminary design to reduce the amount of excavation 
needed for construction. Further geotechnical investigation would be necessary if the Enhanced 
Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative is the selected alternative. Most of the walls 
also have a 12-foot concrete gutter above them to help keep runoff from the hillsides from flowing 
over the wall and onto the roadway. Retaining walls are generally located outside the roadway 
clear zone for safety (to reduce the risk of cars striking them), to maintain the proposed shoulder 
width, and to help with snow storage. In some locations where the road is tightly pinched between 
boulders or other obstacles and relocating the roadway centerline is difficult, the retaining walls are 
moved against the peak-period shoulder lane, with a 2-foot-wide shoulder plus a 2-foot-wide buffer 
in front of a concrete barrier to protect the wall. 

UDOT did not disclose retaining wall locations or quantify the number of boulders with 
retaining walls constructed around them. The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder 
Lane Alternative includes two retaining walls to protect climbing boulders in the Alpenbock Loop 
and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities area. These walls are shown in Appendix 2D, Enhanced Bus 
Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative Plans, of the EIS as well as on the interactive 



 

July 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32-233 

alternative maps on the project website. The westernmost wall would protect the boulders in the 
Secret Garden bouldering area, identified on the interactive map as a single point (boulder data 
shown in the interactive map were provided by SLCA prior to publication of the Draft EIS). The 
easternmost wall is just west of the Cabbage Patch bouldering area. SLCA provided a second 
data set of boulder locations after publication of the Draft EIS with more boulders—a total of 143 
boulders in the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities area. Based on the second 
data set, which is used to quantify impacts in the Section 4(f) evaluation, the retaining walls would 
protect a total of 9 climbing boulders, or about 6% of the total boulders in the area. The western 
wall would protect 5 boulders (Shorty, Shot Hole Arete, Copperhead, Unknown – No Climbing 1, 
and Unknown – No Climbing 2). The eastern wall would protect 4 boulders (Concrete, Tiger 
Snake, Unnamed_312, and Unnamed_313). 

UDOT did not provide mitigation for impacts to seven boulders that would be removed. As 
stated in Table 26.5-7, Use of Section 4(f) Recreation Resources from North Little Cottonwood 
Road to Alta with the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, of the Draft 
EIS, impacts to climbing opportunities would be minimized by constructing retaining walls where 
possible to protect some bouldering areas adjacent to S.R. 210; however, about seven climbing 
boulders (4.9% of the total climbing boulders in the area) would be removed. During construction, 
UDOT will evaluate whether any of these boulders could be relocated within the area. If the 
boulders could be relocated, it is likely that specific climbing routes, or “problems,” would be 
changed by the relocation; however, there would be opportunities for new problems to be 
developed. 

UDOT commits to working with the USDA Forest Service and SLCA to ensure no net loss of 
climbing boulder opportunities. If possible, removed boulders would be relocated near the Grit Mill 
parking lot. If it is not possible to relocate boulders, new trails would be constructed to provide 
sustainable access to boulders that do not currently have trail access within the Alpenbock Loop 
and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities area. 

UDOT did not demonstrate how trails would be rerouted and whether connectivity would be 
maintained, and, if necessary, propose and commit to mitigation. Impacted trail segments, 
shown in Figure 26.5-3, Use of the Alpenbock and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities and the Temple 
Quarry Nature Trail with the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, of 
the EIS, are generally north of and parallel to S.R. 210—located in the temporary construction 
easement where earthwork (cut and/or fill) would take place. The trail segment could be relocated 
slightly to the north, beyond the limits of the earthwork. The final alignment will be determined 
during final design. As stated in Table 26.5-7, Use of Section 4(f) Recreation Resources from 
North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta with the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder 
Lane Alternative, of the EIS, “the removed trail segment would be relocated to maintain 
connectivity,” and as stated in Table 26.8-2, Measures to Minimize Harm to Section 4(f) 
Recreation Properties, of the EIS, under Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation, “Impacts to 
USDA Forest Service trails would be mitigated through trail realignment so that connectivity would 
be maintained.” 

UDOT inaccurately underestimated noise impacts because it did not recognize the additive 
effect of “noise loads” when additional vehicles are added to an existing road. Traffic noise 
impacts were evaluated using the noise model and methodologies approved by FHWA, the 
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Federal Transit Administration, and UDOT. Also see response 32.11.A in this chapter and 
Section 11.4.4, Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, of the EIS. The 
noise model’s noise predictions are additive. The noise model considers future (2050) No-Action 
noise conditions (traffic noise along S.R. 210 in 2050) and then considers the cumulative results of 
adding the gondola or buses to the 2050 No-Action conditions. 

II. SLCA commented that impacts to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities from 
the gondola alternatives are understated. UDOT’s de minimis impact determination is in error and 
needs to be reconsidered because of the following four reasons. 

UDOT approached the entire use case for the gondola from a faulty premise when it stated 
that, if an impact is determined to be de minimis, then there cannot be a constructive use of 
a Section 4(f) resource by being located in the easement for the gondola. Constructive use 
occurs when a proposed project’s proximity effects would substantially impair the protected 
features, activities, or attributes of a Section 4(f) property. It can occur only in the absence of 
permanent incorporation of land into a transportation facility. A de minimis impact finding can be 
made only where the transportation use (when land is permanently incorporated into a 
transportation facility) would not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify 
a property for protection under Section 4(f). FHWA determined that a constructive use can never 
be a de minimis impact because a constructive use—by definition—involves a “substantial 
impairment” of the protected activities, features, or attributes of a Section 4(f) property, and as 
such cannot be considered de minimis (FHWA 2012, page 34). 

The gondola alternatives would permanently incorporate land from the Alpenbock Loop and Grit 
Mill Climbing Opportunities into a transportation facility, as described in Table 26.5-9, Use of 
Section 4(f) Recreation Resources from North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta with Gondola 
Alternative A, and Section 26.5.5.1.2, Section 4(f) Recreation Resources, and shown in Figures 
26.5-6 and 26.5-7, Use of Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities, of the EIS. Land 
would be needed to construct a base station and one tower within the area. Accordingly, 
constructive use cannot occur, and “substantial impairment” is not the appropriate test. The 
question is whether the gondola alternatives would “adversely affect” the activities, features, and 
attributes that qualify the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities for protection under 
Section 4(f). If so, there would be a use with greater–than–de minimis impact. If not, there would 
be a use with de minimis impact. 

SLCA is concerned that accessibility to the Alpenbock Loop Trail and climbing access 
would be negatively impacted due to reduced parking and that a de minimis impact is not 
appropriate. Parking for the Alpenbock Loop Trail is currently provided at the existing park-and-
ride lot. The park-and-ride lot was designed to accommodate multiple users including people using 
the Alpenbock Loop Trail, people carpooling up the canyon, and people taking the bus up the 
canyon (although UTA buses no longer stop there). The total number of parking spaces at the 
park-and-ride lot would be reduced from about 160 to 95. Although the total number of parking 
spaces would be reduced, with the discontinuation of the bus service park-and-ride lot, UDOT 
expects that there would be enough parking for those users wanting to access the Alpenbock Loop 
and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities area. The existing restroom at the park-and-ride lot would be 
removed, but a new one would be provided. 
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UDOT did not provide mitigation for impacts to four boulders that would be removed, so a 
de minimis impact is not appropriate. As stated in Table 26.5-9, Use of Section 4(f) Recreation 
Resources from North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta with Gondola Alternative A, of the EIS, about 
four climbing boulders (2.8% of the total boulders in the area) would be removed with Gondola 
Alternative A. Gondola Alternative B would require the removal of one climbing boulder (less than 
1% of the total boulders in the area). During construction, UDOT will evaluate whether any of 
these boulders could be relocated within the area. If the boulders could be relocated, it is likely that 
specific climbing routes, or “problems,” would be changed by the relocation; however, there would 
be opportunities for new problems to be developed. 

Gondola Alternative A would result in direct impacts to four boulders (Honk My Horn, No Parking, 
Holy Hell, and Rays), which is less than 3% of the total boulders in the area based on data 
provided by SLCA after release of the Draft EIS. These boulders are within the proposed gondola 
base station at or adjacent to the existing Little Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot. UDOT was 
able to refine the design to avoid the Roadside, Bathroom, and three unnamed (1, 116, and 117) 
boulders. Gondola Alternative B would impact only one boulder (Rays), which is less than 1% of 
the total boulders in the area. If a gondola alternative is selected, UDOT will continue to refine the 
gondola design at the existing Little Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot to avoid impacts to 
boulders. In addition, UDOT might be able to shift tower 5 to avoid Rays boulder. 

UDOT commits to working with the USDA Forest Service and SLCA to ensure no net loss of 
climbing boulder opportunities. If possible, removed boulders would be relocated near the Grit Mill 
parking lot. If it is not possible to relocate boulders, new trails would be constructed to provide 
sustainable access to boulders that do not currently have trail access within the Alpenbock Loop 
and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities area. 

SLCA commented that the climbing or hiking experience would be negatively impacted by a 
gondola overhead due to noise and viewshed impacts, so a de minimis impact is not 
appropriate. UDOT’s claim that the gondola would impose no additional noise impacts is 
inaccurate and unsupported by evidence. The activities, features, and attributes that qualify the 
Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities for protection under Section 4(f) include 
climbing routes and bouldering areas, as well as the trail system and parking which provide 
sustainable access to the climbing opportunities. As stated in USDA Forest Service 
correspondence dated November 19, 2021, the area is a significant recreation resource due to the 
quality, relative proximity, and ease of access to climbing, bouldering, and other recreation 
opportunities in the finite area. Although there are multiple recreation uses in the area, climbing 
and bouldering are the predominant uses. UDOT, in consultation with the USDA Forest Service, 
determined that the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities do not derive their value 
in substantial part due to setting, visual qualities, or aesthetic features. These are secondary or 
tangential qualities of the area but are not the primary features that qualify the area for protection 
under Section 4(f). 
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UDOT will work with the USDA Forest Service to determine appropriate mitigation for visual 
impacts if a gondola alternative is the selected alternative. Potential mitigation could include the 
following: 

• Select materials and surface treatments for structures, gondola elements, and roads that 
repeat and/or blend with the existing form, line, color, and texture of the surrounding 
landscape. 

• Use nonreflective gondola cable infrastructure to reduce glare and reflectiveness. 

• Minimize vegetation clearing to the extent practicable; feather the edges where vegetation 
clearing is necessary to reduce the creation of geometric clearings incongruent with the 
existing landscape character. 

The noise level of a gondola system is greatest at the stations and towers due to the movement of 
the cable and hangars through the shiv wheels. Virtually no noise is produced by the cable and 
cars as they move between the towers or stations. UDOT conducted a noise analysis and 
determined that the predicted noise levels at the base station for Gondola Alternative A or angle 
station for Gondola Alternative B (at the existing park-and-ride lot) would be 62 dBA with the No-
Action Alternative and 63 dBA with the gondola alternatives. An increase of 1 dBA is not 
detectable to human hearing. 

To better estimate gondola noise levels along the alignment (away from the base and angle 
stations), UDOT conducted noise monitoring at the Peak 2 Peak 3S (tri-cable) gondola system at 
Whistler Blackcomb Resort, which is expected to be similar to noise from the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon gondola alternatives due to the similarity of the two facility types. The monitoring showed 
that the noise level below the tower was about 54.4 dBA (HDR 2021). Therefore, the predicted 
noise level generated by the gondola cabin passing the tower is about 54.4 dBA, which falls within 
the range of the background noise created by S.R. 210 traffic. 

Based on the Section 4(f) evaluation, UDOT concluded that the gondola alternatives, with 
applicable mitigation, would not adversely affect the climbing opportunities that make this area 
significant and thus made a de minimis impact determination. 

JJ. Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT identified only two recreation sites as Section 4(f) 
resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon (being treated as one), giving short shrift to recreation in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

It is unclear why Save Our Canyons believes that UDOT identified only two Section 4(f) properties 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon. At least 11 Section 4(f) recreation properties in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon are described in Table 26.4-2, Section 4(f) Recreation Resources in the Study Area, of the 
Draft EIS. Recreation resources that do not qualify for protection under Section 4(f) are addressed 
in Section 4.3.3, Recreation Resources, of the EIS. 
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KK. Save Our Canyons commented that UDOT is disregarding existing protections (for example, 
Roadless Area Conservation Rule, Scenic Byways designation). Save Our Canyons further 
commented that S.R. 210 and inventoried roadless areas should be protected under Section 4(f). 

The 2001 Roadless Rule refers to inventoried roadless areas on National Forest System lands. 
The intent of the rule is to provide lasting protection for inventoried roadless areas within the 
National Forest System in the context of multiple-use management. As described in Section 26.2.1 
of the Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation: 

Section 4(f) applicability for multiple-use public land holdings such as the Uinta-Wasatch-
Cache National Forest is defined in 23 CFR Section 774.11(d). Section 4(f) applies only to 
those portions of lands that function for or are designated in USDA Forest Service plans as 
being for significant park, recreation, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge purposes. The 
determination regarding which lands so function or are so designated, and the significance 
of those lands, is made by the USDA Forest Service as the official(s) with jurisdiction. 

UDOT worked with the USDA Forest Service to determine which portions of multiple-use public 
lands should be protected by Section 4(f). Section 4(f) recreation resources are identified in 
Table 26.4-2, Section 4(f) Parks and Recreation Resources in the Study Area, of the Final EIS. 

As described in Section 26.4.1.2.2, Properties Evaluated but Determined Not To Be Section 4(f) 
Properties, of the EIS, two scenic byways were evaluated but determined not to be Section 4(f) 
properties. In accordance with Question 22 of FHWA’s Section 4(f) Policy Paper, designating a 
road as a scenic byway does not create a park or recreation area as defined under Section 4(f); 
therefore, neither scenic byway is considered a Section 4(f) property. In order for a recreation area 
to qualify for Section 4(f), it must be officially designated as a park or recreation area, and the 
officials with jurisdiction of the land must determine that its primary purpose is as a park or 
recreation area. UDOT is the official with jurisdiction over S.R. 210 and has determined that its 
primary purpose is for transportation, not recreation. For this reason, S.R. 210 does not qualify as 
a Section 4(f) resource. 

LL. In Appendix A of their comment, Save Our Canyons provided a list of sites they believe should 
qualify for protection under Section 4(f). 

UDOT evaluated each site listed in Appendix A of the comment to determine whether the site: 

• is located in the study area, 

• qualifies for protection under Section 4(f), 

• would be used by the action alternatives, and 

• is addressed in the Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, 
published in December 2021. 

The findings are provided in Table 32.26-1 below. The table and page numbers listed in 
Table 32.26-1 below refer to those in the Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
Evaluation, dated December 2021.  
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Table 32.26-1. Section 4(f) Applicability for and Use of Sites Listed in Appendix A of Comment from 
Save Our Canyons 

Site 

In Study 
Area 

Qualifies for 
Section 4(f) 

Used by 
Project (One 

or More 
Alternatives) 

Addressed 
in 

Section 4(f) 
Evaluation 

Notesa 

Albion Meadows Trail 
(Trail No. 1006) 

Yes Yes No Yes Included with (shares trailhead with) Alta 
Brighton Trail #1007. See Table 26.4-2 
(listed on p. 26-35). 

Albion Parking Lot 
(U.S. Forest System 
Road 80195) 

Yes Yesb No Yes Some recreation facilities at Alta Ski Area 
qualify as Section 4(f) resources. See 
discussion in Section 26.4.1.2.2 and 
Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-35). 

Alpenbock Loop (Trail 
No. 1020) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Included with Alpenbock Loop and Grit 
Mill Climbing Opportunities. 
See Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-34). 
For use, see Tables 26.5-7, 26.5-9, and 
26.5-12 and Section 26.5.5.1.2. 

Alta-Brighton trail (Trail 
No. 1007) 

Yes Yes No Yes See Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-35). 

Alta Loop 4×4 (U.S. 
Forest System Road 
80239-Admin) 

No NA NA NA Road is outside the study area.  

Alta Ski Area/Alta Ski 
Lift Company (Area 
type: Recreation Area) 

Yes Yesc Yes Yes Some recreation facilities at Alta Ski Area 
qualify as Section 4(f) resources. See 
discussion in Section 26.4.1.2.2 and 
Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-35). 
For use, see Table 26.5-9. 

Baby Thunder Road/
Trail (U.S. Forest 
System Road 80289-
Admin) 

No NA NA NA Site is outside the study area. Roads 
generally do not qualify as Section 4(f) 
resources because their primary purpose 
is transportation, not recreation. 

Grit Mill Connector 
(Trail No. 1020B) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Included with Alpenbock Loop and Grit 
Mill Climbing Opportunities. 
See Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-34). 
For use, see Tables 26.5-7, 26.5-9, and 
26.5-12 and Section 26.5.5.1.2.  

Lisa Falls (Trail No. 
1012)  

Yes Yes Yes Yes See Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-34). 
For use, see Tables 26.5-5, 26.5-7, and 
26.5-12. 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 32.26-1. Section 4(f) Applicability for and Use of Sites Listed in Appendix A of Comment from 
Save Our Canyons 

Site 

In Study 
Area 

Qualifies for 
Section 4(f) 

Used by 
Project (One 

or More 
Alternatives) 

Addressed 
in 

Section 4(f) 
Evaluation 

Notesa 

Lisa Falls Trailhead 
(USFS Road 80271) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Lisa Falls Trailhead is included with Lisa 
Falls Trail. 
See Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-34). 
For use, see Tables 26.5-5, 26.5-7, and 
26.5-12 

Little Cottonwood 
Canyon Scenic Byway 

Yes No NA Yes See Section 26.4.1.2.2.  

Little Cottonwood 
Creek (Trail No. 1001) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes See Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-34). 
For use, see Tables 26.5-7 (shares 
trailhead with Temple Quarry Nature Trail 
#1000), 26.5-9, and 26.5-12. 

Lone Peak Contiguous 
Roadless Area 
(Roadless Area 
Conservation Rule) 

Yes No NA Yes See Section 26.2.1.2 for a description of 
how Section 4(f) is applied to multiple-use 
public land holdings.  

Main Alta Entry (U.S. 
Forest System Road 
80439) 

Yes Yesd No Yes Some recreation facilities at Alta Ski Area 
qualify as Section 4(f) resources. See 
discussion in Section 26.4.1.2.2 and 
Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-35). 
For use, see Table 26.5-9. 

Peruvian Gulch-2 
(U.S. Forest System 
Road 80197-Admin) 

Yes No NA Yes Some recreation facilities at Snowbird 
Resort qualify as Section 4(f) resources. 
See discussion in Section 26.4.1.2.2 and 
Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-35). Roads 
generally do not qualify as Section 4(f) 
resources because their primary purpose 
is transportation, not recreation. 

Rail Road Grade (U.S. 
Forest System Road 
80238-Admin) 

Yes No NA Yes A portion of this road (Powder Ridge 
Drive) is located within Alta Ski Area’s 
special-use permit. Some recreation 
facilities at Alta Ski Area qualify as 
Section 4(f) resources. See discussion in 
Section 26.4.1.2.2 and Table 26.4-2 
(listed on p. 26-35). Roads generally do 
not qualify as Section 4(f) resources 
because their primary purpose is 
transportation, not recreation.  

(continued on next page) 
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Table 32.26-1. Section 4(f) Applicability for and Use of Sites Listed in Appendix A of Comment from 
Save Our Canyons 

Site 

In Study 
Area 

Qualifies for 
Section 4(f) 

Used by 
Project (One 

or More 
Alternatives) 

Addressed 
in 

Section 4(f) 
Evaluation 

Notesa 

Snakepit Trail (Trail 
No. 1015) 

Yes Yes No Yes Included with (shares trailhead with) Alta 
Brighton Trail #1007. See Table 26.4-2 
(listed on p. 26-35). 

Snowbird Ltd./
Snowbird Ski Resort 
(Area Type: 
Recreation Area) 

Yes Yese Yes Yes Some recreation facilities at Snowbird 
Resort qualify as Section 4(f) resources. 
See discussion in Section 26.4.1.2.2 and 
Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-35). 
For use, see Table 26.5-9. 

Snowbird Entry #1 
(U.S. Forest System 
Road 80287) 

Yes Yesd Yes Yes Some recreation facilities at Snowbird 
Resort qualify as Section 4(f) resources. 
See discussion in Section 26.4.1.2.2 and 
Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-35). 
For use, see Table 26.5-9. 

Snowbird Entry #2 
(U.S. Forest System 
Road 80235) 

Yes Yesd Yes Yes Some recreation facilities at Snowbird 
Resort qualify as Section 4(f) resources. 
See discussion in Section 26.4.1.2.2 and 
Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-35). 
For use, see Table 26.5-9. 

Snowbird Access 2 
(U.S. Forest System 
Road 80283) 

Yes Yesd Yes Yes Some recreation facilities at Snowbird 
Resort qualify as Section 4(f) resources. 
See discussion in Section 26.4.1.2.2 and 
Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-35). 
For use, see Table 26.5-9. 

Base Road (U.S. 
Forest System Road 
80287-A) 

No NA NA NA Road is outside the study area. 

Snowbird Nature trail 
(Trail No. 1016) 

No NA NA NA Trail is outside the study area. 

Tanners Flat 
Campground (Note 
“RECAREANAME”) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes See Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-33). 
For use, see Tables 26.5-7, 26.5-9, and 
26.5-12. 

Transverse lift road 
(U.S. Forest System 
Road 80045-Admin) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Some recreation facilities at Alta Ski Area, 
including the transfer tow that runs along 
this road, qualify as Section 4(f) 
resources. See discussion in Section 
26.4.1.2.2 and Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 
26-35). 
For use, see Table 26.5-9. 

(continued on next page) 
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Table 32.26-1. Section 4(f) Applicability for and Use of Sites Listed in Appendix A of Comment from 
Save Our Canyons 

Site 

In Study 
Area 

Qualifies for 
Section 4(f) 

Used by 
Project (One 

or More 
Alternatives) 

Addressed 
in 

Section 4(f) 
Evaluation 

Notesa 

Twin Peaks Roadless 
Area (Roadless Area 
Conservation Rule) 

Yes No NA Yes See Section 26.2.1.2 for a description of 
how Section 4(f) is applied to multiple-use 
public land holdings.  

U.S. Forest System 
Roads: 80220, 
80220A, 80220B, 
80220C, 80220D 

Yes Yes Yes Yes These roads are all part of and included 
with Tanners Flat Campground. See 
Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-33). 
For use, see Tables 26.5-7, 26.5-9, and 
26.5-12. 

Temple Quarry 
Interpretive Trail (Trail 
No. 1000) 

Yes Yes No Yes See Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-34). 
For use, see Tables 26.5-7, 26.5-9, and 
26.5-12. 

Upper Alta Guard 
Station (U.S. Forest 
System Road 80040-
Admin) 

Yes No NA No Road is used primarily for transportation 
and does not qualify for Section 4(f). 

White Pine Roadless 
Area (Roadless Area 
Conservation Rule) 

Yes No NA Yes See Section 26.2.1.2 for a description of 
how Section 4(f) is applied to multiple-use 
public land holdings.  

White Pine Snowbird 
Link Trail (Trail No. 
1014) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Included with (shares trailhead with) 
White Pine Trail #1002. See Table 26.4-2 
(listed on p. 26-34). 
For use, see Tables 26.5-5, 26.5-7, 26.5-
9, and 26.5-12. 

White Pine Trail (Trail 
No. 1002) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes See Table 26.4-2 (listed on p. 26-34). 
For use, see Tables 26.5-5, 26.5-7, 26.5-
9, and 26.5-12. 

White Pine Trailhead 
(U.S. Forest System 
Road 80219 

Yes Yes Yes Yes White Pine Trailhead is included with 
White Pine Trail. See Table 26.4-2 (listed 
on p. 26-34). 
For use, see Tables 26.5-5, 26.5-7, 26.5-
9, and 26.5-12. 

NA = not applicable 
a Table and page numbers refer to the Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, December 2021. 
b (1) Ski resort parking within the special-use permit area (needed to support other recreation facilities) qualifies for Section 4(f). 
c (2) Recreation facilities at Alta Ski Area and Snowbird Resort on USDA Forest Service land and identified in special-use permit that 

are used primarily for recreation qualify for Section 4(f). 
d Ski resort parking within the special-use permit area (needed to support other recreation facilities) qualifies for Section 4(f). 
e Recreation facilities at Alta Ski Area and Snowbird Resort on USDA Forest Service land and identified in special-use permit that are 

used primarily for recreation qualify for Section 4(f). 
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MM. In Appendix B of their comment, Save Our Canyons provided a list of plans containing references 
to recreation facilities that they believe should qualify for protection under Section 4(f). 

UDOT reviewed the plans listed in Appendix B during development of the EIS. Many of the 
recreation resources identified in these plans are included in the Revised Draft Chapter 26, 
Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation. Not all recreation resources qualify for protection under 
Section 4(f). Section 4(f) laws, regulations, and guidance help define specific discrete areas that 
qualify for protection under Section 4(f). Resources that do not qualify for protection under 
Section 4(f) are addressed in Section 4.3.3, Recreation Resources, of the EIS. 

32.27 Public and Agency Consultation and Coordination 
A. A commenter asked why UDOT is working so closely with Snowbird and Alta when it is not 

working with Save Our Canyons or other organizations. 

UDOT allowed all stakeholders to have input into the EIS process. Throughout the process, UDOT 
met with nongovernmental organizations to seek input on the EIS process and alternatives. For 
example, the climbing data used in the analysis came from the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance. UDOT 
also worked with the resorts because the alternatives would directly impact their operations, and 
UDOT needed to better understand how best to include transit into their resorts. 

B. Save Our Canyons commented that new information and changing information was showing up on 
the project website during comment periods, making providing comments difficult. They also 
commented that some people were unable to provide comments to the website because the 
comments were rejected. 

UDOT has conducted an extensive outreach effort and was not aware of any extensive rejection of 
comments on the website. Like with any EIS process, and especially during the scoping and 
alternatives development periods, data are constantly evolving as UDOT revises alternatives 
based on new information and public input. The UDOT EIS process through the EIS has 
generated over 15,000 comments, showing that UDOT has not hindered the public involvement 
process. 

C. The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities (SLCDPU) made comments to the UDOT Draft 
Coordination Plan dated May 31, 2020. 

UDOT incorporated the comments from SLCDPU into a revised Coordination Plan. 
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32.28 U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service 
Forest Plan Amendments 

A. A commenter stated that the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) determination regarding 
whether they would appropriate lands under 23 United States Code (USC) Section 317 must be 
made and included in the EIS in order to determine the feasibility of the primary alternatives. 

To ensure that the analysis in the EIS is adequate to support USDA Forest Service decision-
making, the analysis assumes that FHWA might not appropriate lands for the project and that 
USDA Forest Service actions and approvals might be needed. Any of the primary and sub-
alternatives can be implemented with or without FHWA appropriations, so all of the alternatives 
are reasonable and can be implemented in regard to FHWA actions. FHWA stated that it will 
provide a decision regarding land appropriation once a final alternative is selected, and that it did 
not want to influence or predetermine an outcome, and ensure that a fair comparison of the 
alternatives could be made. 

B. The Wasatch Backcountry Alliance commented that, while conventional takings, easements, and 
exchanges are normal and common along roadway rights of way, they are curious whether the 
code anticipates and was intended for such a broad interpretation as to accommodate a 
resort/tourist amenity such as the gondola. If such a transaction is complex, the document and 
analysis should analyze the impacts of that more substantively for cost, policy implications, and 
schedule impacts. 

FHWA’s decision regarding whether to approve an appropriation, and the appropriation process 
itself, are not particularly complex and are guided by statute and FWHA regulations and guidance. 
The Forest Plan amendment process does take into account transportation rights of way. The 
gondola system is a transportation system, not a resort amenity, since it would improve the 
mobility of S.R. 210. The gondola system’s capacity is similar to that of a travel lane. The plan 
amendment process does not need to consider cost and schedule impacts since that is factored in 
the overall decision process of selecting an alternative. The plan amendment process does 
consider policy as it relates to the Forest Plan. 

C. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance and Access Fund commented that the USDA Forest Service fails 
to meet its obligations under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by seeking to make 
decisions based on a Forest Plan that is 20 years old. They also stated that the Forest Service 
proposes undertaking several Forest Plan amendments in order to implement the preferred 
alternatives; such an approach fails to meet its obligations under the Planning Rule. Specifically, 
the Forest Service has not adequately assessed the current conditions within the Forest to be able 
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to make an informed decision regarding how the preferred alternatives would impact climbing 
resources. 

The Preface to the Record of Decision for the Revised Forest Plan: Wasatch-Cache National 
Forest states: 

Recognizing that conditions on the National Forests do not remain static, that public desires 
change, and that new information is constantly being developed, the Revised Plan 
embraces an adaptive management approach. This means that as conditions change, so 
will the management plan. That is why there will be Forest Plan amendments that will, if you 
wish, involve you. Through both scientific research and talking to the people who use the 
Forests, I intend to keep the Revised Plan current in respect to the needs of people as well 
as nature’s processes. 

As a cooperating agency, the USDA Forest Service believes that the EIS provides the analysis to 
the resources on Forest System lands to make an informed decision on any plan amendments and 
any special-use authorizations. 

UDOT has worked closely with the USDA Forest Service regarding the expected impacts from all 
reasonable alternatives. Based on the analysis, the USDA Forest Service believes that the 
alternatives considered in the EIS are reasonable for implementation. In addition, UDOT and the 
USDA Forest Service have coordinated extensively throughout the EIS process to ensure that 
both agencies can meet their statutory requirements to render a decision from the EIS, as 
necessary. 

D. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance commented that the existing Forest Plan is inadequate under the 
Planning Rule and that the Draft EIS fails to remedy any of the existing Forest Plan’s deficiencies. 

The USDA Forest Service believes that the EIS provides the analysis of the resources on National 
Forest System lands to make an informed decision about potential plan amendments. The EIS 
details the impacts to climbing resources, including how dispersed recreation parking might be 
limited, potential removal of climbing boulders, relocation of trails, noise impacts, visual impacts, 
and impacts to the quality of the recreation experience. 

The EIS discloses the number of trails that could be impacted and states that the function of all 
trails would be retained and the trails would be available for use so as not to restrict the local 
climbing community. The function of the Alpenbock Loop Trail would be retained and trailhead 
parking maintained so that no substantial impacts would occur to access. The Gate Buttress trails 
and access would also be maintained. With the peak-period shoulder lanes, there would be a 
reduction in the number of boulders adjacent to the road, but the majority of boulders would still be 
available for use. The USDA Forest Service does not believe that monitoring the use would 
change the analysis in the EIS regarding how climbing resources would be impacted. When 
making a final decision, the use of the area and the impacts to climbing resources will be 
considered. 

Monitoring and evaluation requirements have been established through the National Forest 
Management Act at 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 219. Additional direction is 
provided by the Forest Service in Chapter 30, Monitoring, of the Land Management Handbook 
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(FSH 1909.12). The Wasatch-Cache National Forest monitoring program was updated on 
November 20, 2015 (see Amendment 14, https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/
fseprd578954.pdf) for consistency with the 2012 planning regulations [36 CFR Section 219.12 
(c)(1)]. 

Current Forest Plan monitoring reports are located at https://www.fs.usda.gov/detailfull/uwcnf/
landmanagement/planning/?cid=stelprdb5076923&width=full. 

E. The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance commented that the Forest Service failed to analyze how the 
preferred alternatives might impact multiple-use requirements pursuant to 36 CFR Section 219.10. 

The regulation at 36 CFR Part 219 provides direction on Forest Plan development and meeting 
multiple-use objectives across the planning area. Project-specific direction is then provided in the 
Forest Plan as amended. 

The USDA Forest Service has been involved in the EIS process as a cooperating agency. The EIS 
discloses the expected impacts to recreation use but does not need to balance the impacts among 
the alternatives. The EIS must disclose the impacts, and it will be up to the decision-maker in 
determining the selected alternative to consider the impacts along with the ability of each 
alternative to meet the project purpose. 

F. A commenter stated that the plan amendment process was not applied correctly regarding visual 
resources. They stated that the only way the gondola alternatives could be implemented is to 
ignore Standard S22 for Scenery Management or simply write an exemption. Does that suggest 
that the alternative is no longer acceptable? 

Both gondola alternatives were determined to be in conformance with USDA Standard S22 as 
referenced since they would not result in an unacceptably low scenic integrity level (see 
Sections 17.4.5.7 and 17.4.6.5 of the EIS). Therefore, the proposed Forest Plan amendment 
would not be required for conformance to Standard S22 if either gondola alternative were selected 
since the alternative would not result in an unacceptably low level of scenic integrity. The proposed 
Forest Plan amendment is based on the analyses and impacts identified in the EIS. The Forest 
Plan amendment is therefore specific to the scope, impacts, and analyses described in these 
documents and does not “grandfather in” any future activities not included as part of the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon EIS/Record of Decision without additional analyses and approval. 

G. SLCDPU commented that UDOT and the USDA Forest Service did not analyze the connected 
action of amending the 2003 Forest Plan. 

Chapter 28, U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service Forest Plan Amendments, of the EIS 
analyzes how the project alternatives would require potential amendments to the 2003 Forest Plan. 

H. SLCDPU commented that, regarding the transfer of lands under 23 United States Code 
Section 317, the City requests that any lands transferred from National Forest System 
management to UDOT due to this project be maintained for watershed and water quality purposes. 

The appropriation of lands by FHWA is in the form of an easement but not a complete transfer of 
property ownership. The underlying Forest Plan’s watershed-related objectives, prescriptions, 
standards, and guidelines (or “management objectives” as described in Section 12.4.8, Forest 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd578954.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd578954.pdf
https://www.fs.usda.gov/detailfull/uwcnf/landmanagement/planning/?cid=stelprdb5076923&width=full
https://www.fs.usda.gov/detailfull/uwcnf/landmanagement/planning/?cid=stelprdb5076923&width=full
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Plan–related Management Objectives, of the EIS) would still apply to those lands within the 
transfer easement not being directly used for transportation, such as a roadway travel lanes. The 
area under the gondola alignment, for example, would remain under USDA Forest Service 
management, and all watershed management objectives would still apply. Therefore, UDOT 
believes that, if FHWA appropriates an easement, the transportation facilities would be consistent 
with the Forest Plan. Also see response 32.2.6W. 

UDOT conducted an extensive analysis of each of the reasonable alternatives and believes that 
the alternatives would be in general conformance with the 2003 Revised Forest Plan: Wasatch-
Cache National Forest regarding its watershed management objectives. The alternatives would 
not cause water quality impacts since the quantitative modeling analysis shows de minimis 
changes to the water quality of Little Cottonwood Creek. In addition, the alternatives would not 
conflict with drinking water Source Water Protection Plans. Therefore, the alternatives would not 
affect the City’s culinary water supply. 

Chapter 3, Land Use, of the EIS states the amount of Forest Service lands that might be 
necessary for the alternatives and the types of management prescriptions that would be changed 
(see Table 3.4-1, Summary of Acres of Land Required in USDA Forest Service Management 
Prescriptions and Total Acres of Land Required from Project Component, of the EIS). 

If a special-use permit or other special authorization is required, UDOT will work with the Forest 
Service regarding the conditions of the permits or authorizations. At this time, it has not been 
determined which lands would be appropriated and which would require a special-use permit or 
other special-use authorization. The type of land transfer would be determined once an alternative 
is selected. 

UDOT in working with the USDA Forest Service believes that all of the reasonable alternatives in 
the EIS can be implemented since they are consistent with the watershed-related objectives, 
prescriptions, standards, and guidelines identified in the USDA Forest Service’s 2003 Revised 
Forest Plan: Wasatch-Cache National Forest, which guides all management activities and which 
was written with watershed health as a primary objective. 

I. SLCDPU commented, with regard to each alternative: how much of a buffer of watershed priority 
lands would remain between transportation sources and Little Cottonwood Creek if UDOT 
successfully acquires the land? 

The underlying Forest Plan’s watershed-related objectives, prescriptions, standards, and 
guidelines (or “management objectives” as described in Section 12.4.8, Forest Plan–related 
Management Objectives, of the EIS) would still apply to those lands within the transfer easement 
not being directly used for transportation, such as a roadway travel lanes. The area under the 
gondola alignment, for example, would remain under USDA Forest Service management, and all 
watershed management objectives would still apply. Therefore, UDOT believes that, if FHWA 
appropriates an easement, the transportation facilities would be consistent with the Forest Plan. 
Also see response 32.2.6W. 
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J. A commenter asked: If the USDA Forest Service does not conduct a visitor management study, is 
the permittee required to perform the analysis as part of a master plan development? Is the 
permittee on National Forest System lands exempt from local zoning? Is the permittee required to 
address the public safety and health of its customers rather than rely on municipal services? Is the 
permittee operating on National Forest System lands considered exempt from municipal zoning 
which requires provision for adequate on-site parking spaces for all new residential units? What 
metrics must the permittee follow to ensure “high-quality services” to its patrons; when and how is 
this monitored? 

UDOT is assuming the commenter is referring to ski resorts when discussing “the permittee.” Ski 
area permittees are required, as part of the special-use permit, to establish a comfortable carrying 
capacity (CCC) for master development planning purposes. The CCC is a formula that assists 
planning for a balance of facilities and services including skiable terrain, lifts, base and mountain 
facilities, restrooms, operations, and parking and transportation facilities. The CCC represents a 
design day and recognizes that use will exceed the design day on a number of days each season, 
generally on holiday and peak weekend days. This is a common planning practice for a wide range 
of facility and infrastructure planning, including transportation. 

The CCC is not intended to be a cap or limit on use, and the Forest Service does not impose it as 
that, but rather uses the required planning process to address changes in use and proposed 
development. The ski area has a range of management options to address capacity including 
proposals for operational and business plan changes as well as changes and upgrades to their 
infrastructure and facilities to address changes in use. The CCC, as part of the master planning 
process, is the foundation and starting point for projects that the ski area proposes for its short- 
and long-term goals and needs, and all proposed projects are subject to environmental review and 
consistency with forest plans (see response 32.20C). 

Section C of ski area term permits states that the holder, in exercising the privileges granted by 
this term, shall comply with all present and future regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture and 
federal laws, and all present and future state, county, and municipal laws, ordinances, or 
regulations which are applicable to the area or operations covered by this permit to the extent that 
they are not in conflict with federal law, policy, or regulation. The Forest Service assumes no 
responsibility for enforcing laws, regulations, ordinances, and the like which are under the 
jurisdiction of other government bodies. There are no residential units proposed in any of the 
preferred alternatives evaluated in the EIS. There are no requirements for the permittee to contract 
for public safety and health for its customers, and they can rely on local municipal services. There 
are no metrics to ensure “high-quality services.” 

Local zoning does not apply to National Forest System land. 
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32.29 Other 
A. Commenters requested an extension of the Draft EIS 45-day comment period to either 60 days or 

90 days. 

UDOT extended the Draft EIS comment period on July 12, 2021, from 45 days to 70 days. The 
comment period ran from June 25 to September 3, 2021. 

B. A commenter asked for UDOT to eliminate the billboard at the entrance to Big Cottonwood 
Canyon. 

Removal of billboards is outside the scope of the EIS. 

C. A commenter stated that they would not ride the gondola because they are afraid of heights. 

Comment noted. 

D. The comment provided was unclear, was vague, was about projects unrelated to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, or the commenter just wanted to be contacted for information, so a response was not 
possible. 

Commented noted. No specific response is provided. 

E. A commenter suggested the use of snow banks to address roadway avalanches. 

UDOT is not aware of any examples of using snowbanks to effectively control avalanches. All of 
the proposed alternatives, developed in consultation with avalanche-control experts, recommend 
snow sheds to mitigate the effects of avalanches closing the road. 

F. Commenters supported the gondola alternatives because Snowbird resort would implement a 
conservation easement on Mount Superior. Other commenters wanted more wilderness or 
conservation area designations or implementation of federal legislation that protects areas in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. 

The Mount Superior Conservation Easement or establishing new wilderness or new protection 
areas is outside the scope of the UDOT EIS since it would not improve the mobility, reliability, and 
safety of S.R. 210. The conservation of land and associated federal legislation is not necessary to 
meet the project purpose or to mitigate for environmental impacts from the project alternatives. 

G. Commenters asked that UDOT consider impacts to the natural and human environment and to 
preserve Little Cottonwood Canyon. Other commenters asked UDOT to evaluate the alternatives 
in a more thorough manner and consider the impacts to the communities and the environment. 

The EIS evaluates impacts to both the natural and human environment. The impact to these 
resources is considered throughout the EIS process in accordance with regulations and guidelines 
established under the National Environmental Policy Act. In making the final decision UDOT will 
consider the impacts to the natural and human environment along with the benefits of the primary 
alternatives. 
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H. A commenter suggested that UDOT build an alternative that has redundancy and limits human 
impacts. 

UDOT has analyzed five primary action alternatives, each with benefits to the traveling public and 
different negative impacts to the environment. UDOT believes that it has evaluated a reasonable 
range of alternatives and considered all alternatives suggested by the public. 

I. A commenter asked UDOT to force the Alta resort to eliminate their no-snowboard policy if the 
project gets funded with taxpayer dollars. Other commenters asked for the resorts to change the 
way they operate the mountains. 

UDOT does not have the authority to remove the policies of a private commercial business. 

J. A commenter asked whether better signage to improve safety could be added to the canyon to 
reduce congestion. 

The signage on S.R. 210 meets current UDOT standards, as would any signage installed in 
connection with the selected alternative. UDOT would continue to evaluate signage during 
implementation of the selected alternative to ensure that it is up to date and effective. 

K. A commenter suggested that there should be more chain-up areas in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

UDOT has a chain-up area prior to entering Little Cottonwood Canyon and has signs identifying 
when chains are required. There is limited space in Little Cottonwood Canyon to provide additional 
chain-up areas. 

L. A commenter asked whether the future of transportation technology was considered in selecting 
an alternative. 

It is not possible to know where transportation technology will be in 20 to 30 years, and it would 
not be possible to make decision based on unknowns. UDOT selected the preferred alternatives 
based on what is known, proven transit technology that is operating today. 

M. A commenter asked about reconfiguring the Alta and Snowbird resorts. 

Changes to the resorts are outside the scope of the EIS. 

N. A commenter did not want a community center built at the bottom of Emma’s backcountry access. 

Building a community center in the town of Alta is not part of any UDOT primary alternative. The 
community center is being considered by the Town of Alta independent of the EIS. 

O. A commenter stated that UDOT did not send representatives to a Save Not Pave rally. 

UDOT has been working with representatives of the Cottonwood Heights City government 
throughout the EIS process to get a better understanding of the needs of the greater community. 
Throughout the EIS process, UDOT has met or communicated with members of Save Not Pave. 
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P. Commenters requested that UDOT require ZIP Codes when submitting comments to determine 
where comments are coming from. 

Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which set the guidelines for the EIS process, 
all comments must be considered equally. To consider some comments more important than 
others based on their ZIP Code would not meet the intent of NEPA and implementing regulations. 

Q. A commenter asked that the state route designations be changed. 

Changing route designations is outside the scope of the EIS. 

R. Commenters suggested that a temporary transit system be implemented while waiting for the 
selected transit alternative to be constructed. Others commenters asked for a phased plan that 
can start with immediate short-term solutions including adding more buses, increased parking at 
the mobility hubs, tolling, reducing vehicle occupancy, implementing more remote avalanche 
systems, better winter tire enforcement, and improving access to S.R. 210 from the ski resorts. 
The commenters stated that the project should be phased with less impactful options first to 
determine whether they are successful before implementing more impactful alternatives. 

Operating a temporary system or short-term solutions is outside the scope of the EIS. Many 
commenters suggested implementing just portions of the primary alternatives to determine how 
they work before implementing the next phase. The alternatives being evaluated are based on a 
2050 planning horizon. All of the components identified with each of the primary alternatives are 
necessary to meet the project purpose in 2050. Implementing part of an alternative would not meet 
the project purpose. 

Tolling would be implemented as part of any alternative. It is possible that the enhanced bus 
service alternatives could be phased and start with implementation of fewer buses and less 
parking to determine the success of the service before moving forward with more construction in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. The gondola and cog rail alternatives would require immediate 
construction in order for the alternative to operate. It is possible for UDOT to start with bus service 
alternatives to determine success before moving into a gondola or cog rail alternative. The 
decision regarding how alternatives would be implemented would be made by UDOT. For the 
S.R. 210 Project, UDOT will select one of the primary alternatives and build and/or phase that 
alternative based on available funding and other considerations. If UDOT decides to phase an 
alternative, the phasing plan will be included in the Record of Decision. 

UDOT and UTA will continue to work together on making short-term improvements to bus service, 
enforcement programs, and avalanche mitigation programs as allowed by funding. Adding more 
buses and installing remote avalanche equipment can still take up to 18 months. Buses are not 
immediately available and would need to be ordered and built, and remote avalanche devices 
need to be designed, purchased, and installed. There currently are programs in place such as tire 
inspection and enforcement, vehicle type inspections, and bus service. 

S. A commenter stated that there was not enough space on the website comment form to provide 
meaningful comments. 

The comment form did not restrict the size of the comment. Comments could also be emailed 
and mailed. 
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T. Commenters asked whether there will be more comment periods or whether there will be a 
comment period after release of the Final EIS before the Record of Decision is signed. 

After the Draft EIS comment period, the comments that were received were reviewed, evaluated, 
responded to, and included in the Final EIS. After the release of this Final EIS and the 
announcement in the Federal Register, there will be a minimum 30-day public review period in 
which UDOT will accept public comments on the preferred alternative. After this public review 
period, UDOT will consider all comments received on this Final EIS, the analysis in this Final EIS, 
and the project file in preparing the Record of Decision for the S.R. 210 Project. 

U. A commenter stated that two lanes to the Grit Mill would solve the congestion problem and give 
traffic enough time to merge. 

The merge lane project to the Grit Mill was completed in 2020. 

V. A commenter wanted to know where they can get answers to their questions. 

The comments on the Draft EIS and the EIS process have been responded to in the Final EIS. 

W. A commenter stated that they were not provided the opportunity to speak at the July 13, 2021, 
public hearing. 

In order to speak at the public hearing, a comment request card needed to be filled out. At the 
public hearing, all speakers who submitted a comment request card were called on to speak. The 
hearing ended after all people who wanted to make a verbal comment had the opportunity. If a 
person left before their name was called, that was not within the control of UDOT. 

X. A commenter requested specific geographic information systems (GIS) information for a primary 
alternative. 

GIS data were provided on the project website with the requested URL to link to the GIS data. 

Y. A commenter suggested improvements to the merge lane at the Snowbird resort entrance to 
S.R. 210. 

UDOT recently improved the merge lane (in 2020). No further improvements are planned. 

Z. Commenters suggested that the State of Utah implement legislation to place additional taxes on 
ski passes or rental properties to fund any improvements. 

Changing the tax structure would not meet the project purpose and is not within UDOT’s authority 
and thus was not considered further. 

AA. A commenter suggested heating slick spots on the road to improve traction. 

Although different road treatments could improve traction, they would not reduce the number of 
vehicles that use the canyon during the peak periods and thus would not meet the project purpose. 
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BB. A commenter stated that UDOT should determine the number of out-of-state users that use rental 
cars go to the ski resorts. 

It would not be possible to determine what percentage of out-of-state users with rental cars go to a 
specific ski resort on any given day. Most rental cars have a Utah license plate. UDOT would need 
to stop each vehicle and asked whether the occupants are from out of state and do the survey on 
various days during the winter to get an accurate percentage. 

CC. A commenter requested that comments to the EIS should be posted when they are received so 
others can consider those comments in making their own comments. 

UDOT is not required to post comments on the Draft EIS until release of the Final EIS. In addition, 
UDOT received a substantial of comments through websites, email, and mail each day during the 
comment period, and therefore it would be difficult to get comments posted during the comment 
period. Finally, the purpose of the Draft EIS is to solicit comments on the content of the EIS, not on 
comments provided by others. 

DD. A commenter asked which state representative would benefit from the gondola project. 

UDOT is conducting an independent evaluation of all of the primary alternatives. UDOT is not 
aware if any state representative would benefit. 

EE. A commenter stated that footnote d in Table 6 of Appendix 2G did not make sense. 

That same footnote is used for the same table in Chapter S, Executive Summary, and in 
Chapter 2, Alternatives, of the EIS. The footnote now reads, “Visual change includes landscape 
character change at key observation points. The visual change is for the primary alternative and 
supporting elements such as snow sheds.” 

FF. A commenter stated that, if the gondola is required to be used by resort employees, it will take 
longer for them to travel to and from work. Will the resorts pay for this additional travel time? 

How resort employees are compensated is outside the scope of the EIS. 

GG. A commenter suggested that the ski resort Forest Service permits be revoked or the size of the 
resorts reduced. 

Alta’s and Snowbird’s special-use permit boundaries consist of a mix of National Forest System 
(NFS) and private lands; hence, ski area infrastructure exists on both NFS and private lands. The 
mixed ownership within these two resort permit boundaries makes it infeasible for the ski areas to 
operate solely on private property. The Forest Service’s position is that Alta’s and Snowbird’s 
special-use permits are in the public interest. Downhill skiing is the second-most-popular primary 
activity on NFS lands nationally. As of 2017, permitted ski areas on NFS lands provided roughly 
60% of the total capacity for downhill skiing in the United States. 

HH. A commenter asked UDOT to install signs warning drivers of the steep downhill grades. 

Additional signage for drivers about steep grades is outside the scope of this EIS and can be 
implemented outside the EIS process. 
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II. A commenter requested that all politicians with financial interest in an alternative be disclosed. 

The NEPA process is an open public process, and the way that all decisions are made is 
documented in the EIS and Record of Decision. A politician’s financial gain is not considered in the 
decision. 

JJ. A commenter suggested a messaging campaign to road users regarding the impacts of using 
personal vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 

A message campaign regarding the use of personal vehicles would not meet the project purpose 
since it would not incentivize users from driving their personal vehicles. 

KK. A commenter asked that UDOT work with the USDA Forest Service to improve hiking and biking 
trails. 

Improvements to hiking and biking trails is not necessary to meet the project purpose and 
therefore is outside the scope of the EIS. 

LL. A commenter asked whether, if a bus alternative is selected, could UDOT preserve the land for the 
gondola for future use. 

If UDOT selects one of the enhanced bus service alternatives, there would be no need to preserve 
land for a gondola alternative. However, UDOT could preserve land for potential future 
transportation projects using the corridor preservation program. 

MM. Commenters asked why UDOT left the Central Wasatch Commission during the EIS process. 

The Central Wasatch Commission was looking at issues of the broader central Wasatch 
Mountains, which was outside the scope of the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS. 

NN. A commenter suggested that UDOT should have use cloud sourcing to develop the alternatives. 

UDOT had two scoping periods and alternative development open houses requesting input on 
what alternatives should be considered. This is similar to cloud sourcing. The public input resulted 
in UDOT evaluating over 120 ideas. 

OO. A commenter asked whether the EIS team has analyzed and published skier use data for Alta and 
Snowbird. 

The skier use data is proprietary information held by the ski resorts. 

PP. Save Our Canyons (SOC) commented that UDOT did not respond to a Government Records 
Access and Management Act (GRAMA) request in the required time. 

UDOT made an effort to comply with all GRAMA requests made during the NEPA process. Some 
requests were requesting large amounts of records and thus took more time to respond to. With a 
large data request, the requestor cannot expect that the information is readily available and can be 
turned over immediately. 

By the end of May 2021, UDOT had fully complied with the public records requests to which SOC 
refers by providing it access to every public record that UDOT possesses that responds to the 
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requests. UDOT’s response totaled more than 5,000 pages of public records. However, during the 
first week in June 2021, SOC informed UDOT it was not satisfied with what UDOT provided and 
requested that UDOT provide copies of all responsive emails in native format to make it easier for 
SOC to associate emails with original attachments. 

UDOT agreed and asked all record custodians to re-search their inboxes for responsive emails 
and transfer them to legal counsel in the native format. Unfortunately, emails in native format are 
not secure documents. SOC would be able to make changes to the unsecured emails and the 
attachments if it wanted to. 

UDOT is not willing to provide SOC with access to unsecured documents. However, UDOT used a 
vendor at its expense to process all responsive emails with the original attachments. The result 
totals more than 2,000 secure documents. UDOT’s legal counsel had to re-review the responsive 
emails and attachments for privacy and privilege issues. UDOT provided SOC access to the 
emails with the attachments as soon as the UDOT’s lawyers received answers to their final 
questions. 

QQ. As an appendix to their comments on the Draft EIS, Save Our Canyons provided comments that 
they made to the Central Wasatch Commission (CWC) Transportation Draft Alternative. Below is a 
summary of these comments. 

• Save Our Canyon stated that they approved of the regional scope of the CWC transportation 
alternative process. 

• Save Our Canyons commented that, without any legal jurisdiction of the roads and the 
National Forest, how can the CWC transportation alternatives be considered more than just a 
study. 

• Save Our Canyons commented that CWC should look at more than the impact of the footprint 
of alternatives including the impacts of increased visitation. 

• Save Our Canyons commented that CWC should have considered climate change in 
development of the alternatives. 

• Save Our Canyons commented on the CWC bus alternative, gondola alternative, and rail 
alternatives. CWC preferred the bus alternative because of the limited environmental impacts 
and regional service. 

Central Wasatch Commission Transportation Draft Alternative Comments. The Central 
Wasatch Commission Transportation Draft Alternatives are a separate process done by a 
separate group than the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS. Comments related to the CWC are 
not relevant to the scope of the EIS. 

Regional Scope of CWC Transportation Alternative Process. The CWC study had a different 
purpose than the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS, which focuses on S.R. 210 (also see responses 
32.1.1C and 32.1.2B). Therefore, it is not possible to link the goals of the CWC process with the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS. 
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Jurisdiction of Roads and National Forest. The Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS is being 
conducted by UDOT in cooperation with the USDA Forest Service. These agencies have 
jurisdiction of the transportation infrastructure and the National Forest System lands, making them 
the appropriate agencies to conduct the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS. 

Increased Visitation. The Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS did evaluate the potential for impacts 
from increased visitation. See responses 32.20A and 32.20C. 

Climate Change. See response 32.2.2E. 

CWC Transportation Alternatives. The UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS also evaluated bus, 
gondola, and rail alternatives focused on S.R. 210. The CWC alternatives evaluated a different 
purpose and looked at regional connections, which is a different goal than that of the UDOT Little 
Cottonwood Canyon EIS; therefore, it is not possible to compare the alternatives. However, the 
S.R. 210 analysis also included an evaluation of a regional bus service alternative similar to that 
requested by Save Our Canyons. Many of the concerns raised in the comments to the CWC were 
also presented by Save Our Canyons in their comments on the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS. 

RR. Save Our Canyons commented during the EIS scoping period that UDOT was considering only 
road-widening improvements and not transit and preliminarily excluded many operational 
improvements from consideration that would have negated the need for roadway widening. 

The March 2019 Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS did not focus 
on road widening but did reflect that the 2019–2050 Wasatch Front Regional Transportation Plan 
included a project for a third general-purpose lane in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Therefore, UDOT 
released a revised NOI stating that this was a possible alternative along with other alternatives 
including transit. The primary alternatives considered in the EIS are all transit-based alternatives, 
and adding a third general-purpose lane was not one of the primary alternatives. 

During the EIS scoping periods in 2018 and 2019, UDOT received more than 1,500 comments, 
about 124 of which suggested concepts and alternatives for UDOT to evaluate in the EIS. As 
stated in the screening report, Table A-1 was the first part of screening, and the alternatives were 
evaluated against whether they would meet project objectives, would meet NEPA requirements, 
are within the project study area, are technically feasible, and whether they are state operational 
improvements that are in process and are considered independent safety improvements or are 
improvements considered within a larger alternative. Therefore, UDOT did not exclude operational 
improvements but determined whether they were ongoing, would not meet the project purpose, or 
were included within a larger alternative. 

SS. Save Our Canyons commented during the scoping period that, because UDOT might receive only 
Federal-Aid Highway Program funds, transit alternatives would not be considered. 

None of the alternatives considered in the EIS depend on UDOT receiving Federal-Aid Highway 
Program funds. The NEPA process for the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS was not based on where 
funding originates but on the alternatives suggested during the NEPA process, including transit 
alternatives. UDOT is not legally constrained from considering transit alternatives in its NEPA 
documents, and the failure to do so could result in an inadequate NEPA document. 
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TT. Save Our Canyons commented that the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS process and related 
processes (that is, the Cottonwood Canyons Transportation Action Plan [CCTAP] EIS) have also 
been extremely confusing. 

UDOT did consider a Cottonwood Canyons Transportation Action Plan but decided not to proceed 
since many of the elements were being considered in the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS and the 
two processes overlapped. Because of the confusion between the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
and the CCTAP EIS, the CCTAP project was stopped. 

UU. During the public comment period for the Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
Evaluation, from December 10, 2021, to January 10, 2022, commenters provided comments not 
related to the Section 4(f) evaluation. The comments were related to the Draft EIS and potential 
alternatives. 

During the public comment period for the Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
Evaluation, UDOT was accepting comments only specifically related to the Section 4(f) evaluation 
in Chapter 26. The public had the opportunity to provide comments to the content in the Draft EIS 
during the 70-day public comment period from June 25 to September 3, 2021. In general, 
comments provided during the Chapter 26 comment period that are related to specific alternatives 
in the Draft EIS are included and responded to in this chapter. 
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Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Anderson Brittany 2275 

Anderson Brock 356 

Anderson Bryan 6614 

Anderson Cameron 1754 

Anderson Cannon 1304 

Anderson Carol 11508 

Anderson Chandler 8757 

Anderson Davis 12178 

Anderson Doug 11096 

Anderson Gail 13431 

Anderson George 6585 

Anderson Heather 4108 

Anderson Ileana 10461 

Anderson Isabella 4598 

Anderson Jeffrey 7609 

Anderson Jeremy 10467 

Anderson Jesse 1260 

Anderson John 990, 5266 

Anderson Jordan 12713 

Anderson Joseph 8954 

Anderson Kacey 1381 

Anderson Katherine 11682 

Anderson Kathryn 
Kathy  

1585 

Anderson Kelli 8051, 8085 

Anderson Klay 2418 

Anderson Kristin 2229, 7624 

Anderson Lance 7236 

Anderson Larisa 8260 

Anderson Lindsay 11882 

Anderson Lyndsey 12742 

Anderson Marilyn 6511 

Anderson Michael 2118, 3804 

Anderson Michelle  9233 

Anderson Morgan 6993 

Anderson Perrine 2956 

Anderson Phyllis 4073, 4140 

Anderson Preston 4375 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Anderson Robert 623, 690, 
9117, 9219, 

9427 

Anderson Ron 5590 

Anderson Sarah 1830 

Anderson Shayne 3777 

Anderson Skyler 4750 

Anderson Stacy 1663 

Anderson Taylor 43, 6319, 9022 

Anderson Tony 5909 

Anderson Travis 9085 

Anderson Tyson 11397 

Anderson Zach 12731 

Anderson-Ayers Susan 7065 

Anderson-
Dawson 

Tracy 2685 

Andra Stephanie 3737 

Andre Adair 3079 

Andre James 1985 

Andre Robert 3033 

Andrenyak David  10350 

Andrew Caitlin 8283 

Andrews Chris 8253 

Andrews Katy 12762 

Andrews Mike 12617 

Andrews Robert 12365 

Andrues Claire 13076 

Andrus Angie 12692 

Andurus Annie 2347 

Ang Trish 11196 

Angell Heather 10651 

Angerbauer George 8976 

Angle Max 1269 

Angus Douglas 5424 

Anjewierden Rachel 10018 

Anklan Benjamin 2184 

Ann Shelly 4516 

Ann Homer Brian  2431 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-5 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Annis Katharine 9209 

Annoni Pat 2975, 3397, 
4160 

Annunziata John 5552 

Anon Anonymous 7940 

Ansbergs Naomi 3305 

Anselmo Morgan 10038 

Anson James 2022 

Antelope Orlando 3509 

Anthony Robert 843 

Anthony Tyler 1247 

Antinori Amanda 10896 

Antonetti Barbara 654 

Antonini Amy 4356 

Anzelmo Julie 4391 

Anzelmo Julie 11340 

Aoki Paula 9671 

Apostle Stefanos 9001 

Apple Colin 13220 

Applebaum Edward 8984 

Applegarth Lia 4803 

Applehans Ashley 7626 

Applehans Kenneth 7625 

Applehans Stacey 7771 

Apter Bill 1210 

Aramala Derek 11555 

Arambulo Freddie 3525 

Arave Cam 3114 

Aravena Alisha 2576 

Araya Carolina 5970 

Arce Lisa 6975 

Arcilesi Brenda 8923 

Arcilesi David 8922 

Arcilesi David 10794 

Arena Nick 12765 

Arens Hilary 752 

Arens Seth 3867 

Arensman Diana 12153 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Aretz Nick 6992 

Areyouldsalso Lds 10 

Argenta Ryan 12183 

Argoitia Jonathan 11751 

Argus Grant 1529 

Arhart Jane 3617 

Armenta Yajaira 4205 

Armero Will 4883 

Armero William 3494 

Armitage Jessica 7337 

Armour Liam 3298 

Armphie Noah 7802 

Armstrong Ally 2521 

Armstrong Ayden 897 

Armstrong Daniel 2292 

Armstrong Fred 5855 

Armstrong Mike 3137 

Armstrong Ryan 3879 

Armstrong Samuel 7627 

Armstrong Scott 2034 

Armstrong Shelli 2646 

Arndt Caitlin 10194 

Arney Taylor 10709 

Arnold Aaron 7094 

Arnold Alex 1448 

Arnold Courtney 3276 

Arnold Eugene 8081 

Arnold Makalu 10689 

Aronstein Spencer 9500 

Arquero Dan 11200 

Arriaga Gloria 3758 

Arrieta Ismael 2869 

Arrington Casey 12710 

Arrington Connor 12578 

Arrowood Becky 4863, 6447 

Arrowood Hailey 1043 

Arseneau Morgan 5957 



 

 September 2022 
32A-6 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Arthur Bill 6201, 6227, 
10816 

Arthur Cory 6082 

Artigas Jordan 403 

Arvanites Margherita 4988 

Arvidson Christina 12768 

Arvidson Jackson 13091 

Asams Mara 5865 

Asao Sean 6003 

Asay Robert 7524 

Asay Stephanie 1284 

Aseltine Rob 4812 

Asghari Tony 5314 

Ash Fred 2278, 2718 

Ashby Chris 6845 

Ashby Christopher 5620 

Ashby Kenneth 11704 

Ashcraft Amy 8978 

Ashcroft Colby 12673 

Ashcroft Peter 4609 

Ashley Amanda 2606 

Ashton Michelle 4151 

Ashworth Sarah-Kate 8684 

Askew Ally 9899 

Askew Wayne 5536 

Askins Maren 6017 

Askins Samuel 12325 

Asmus Veronica 8192 

Aspinwall Riley 7026 

Astill Bryce 8165 

Astill Dennis 13311 

Astill Todd 2064 

Astle Collette 7391 

Astle Travis 1553 

Aston Alisha 10886 

Aswad Stephanie 3728, 6766 

Atcheson Sara 11876 

Atkin Tammie 10532 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Atkins David 2121 

Atkins Penny 10768 

Atkins Tristan 7628 

Atkinson Aaron 12166 

Atkinson David 6955 

Audia Francesca 11132 

Auer Chris 2015, 5676 

Auerbach Britnea 4985 

Augason Emily 11746 

Augason P. Robert  7817 

Augustine Oscar 11535 

Austad Justin  6911 

Austin Brayden 529 

Austin Cassie 2872 

Austin Sara 9841 

Austin Tess 10668 

Authement Katrina 3107 

Averett Amie 2256 

Averett Scott 4298 

Averett Tomey 1479 

Averill Zach 1816, 4827, 
8563 

Avila Danka 12202 

Avila Erick 10679 

Avila Gisselle 5236 

Awalegaonkar Tania 10772 

Awsumb Heather 10423 

Ayala Marcos 5235 

Aychman Dale 6390 

Ayers Bill 6605 

Ayers Charles 4341, 7068 

Aykanat Aydin 1013 

Aylor Jeanie 3057 

Ayre Michael 1515 

Azar Mitchell 5254 

B J 12030 

B Rebecca 12755 

Babb Tyler 9972 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-7 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Babbel Bella 7629 

Babbel Cooper 7630 

Babbel Dani 7440 

Babbitt Aaron 6837 

Babbitt Ashley 7631 

Babcock Tucker 12933 

Babicz Rebecca 5431, 6749 

Babka Sadie 10698 

Babushkin Tyler 5856 

Baca Irma 5228 

Bach Amy 3108 

Bache Tyler 7542 

Bachman Clara 73 

Bachman David  8498 

Bachman Dayna  8497 

Bachofen Carmen 10642 

Bachorowski Chris 11043 

Backes Clara 230 

Backman Bret 1000, 11212 

Backman Brett 206 

Backman Richard 4077 

Backman Sylvie 4076 

Backus Nicholas 8302 

Bacon Allison 2025 

Bacon Thomas 9957 

Badger Erik 3691, 4176 

Badger Jennifer 2543, 13175 

Badger Jonni 8238 

Badger Jordan  6942 

Badila John 4292 

Baer Alex 8041 

Baer Mark 1485 

Baer Stefan 10966 

Baggett Becca 2994 

Bagley Caroline 12922 

Bagley Donovan  8342 

Bagley Ella 11053 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bagley Julie 13440 

Bagshaw Kayla 3943 

Bahna Emery 11438 

Bahr Karl 11093 

Bahrke Scotty 13274 

Baig Attaullah 6422 

Bailey Angela 633 

Bailey Brian 12779 

Bailey Gavin 8899 

Bailey Ryker 1576 

Bailey Shannon 13226 

Baillie Marshall 2661, 8858 

Baillie Rusty 5793 

Bain David 4701 

Bain Rob 4485, 4514 

Bair Kaydee 2883 

Bair Ned 6310 

Bair Timothy 5479 

Baird Dave 2577, 8756, 
11137 

Baird Shirlynn 11636 

Baity Ann 871 

Baka Abby 11725 

Baker Amber 177 

Baker Dan 6694 

Baker Jackie 2468 

Baker Jennifer 4333 

Baker Jim 84 

Baker John 13379 

Baker Jon 2199 

Baker Karen 5969, 7987 

Baker Karson 10750 

Baker Keith 933 

Baker Kim 4860 

Baker Kristina 9691 

Baker Matt 2516 

Baker Michael 2938 

Baker Mindy 2762 



 

 September 2022 
32A-8 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Baker Nathan 677 

Baker Nicholas 4403 

Baker Veronica 10275 

Bakhanovich Alesia 4743 

Balbera Mason 2009 

Baldassari Nicolina 12448 

Baldwin John 4871 

Baldwin Parley 1978 

Baldwin Robert 8067 

Baldwin Sam 5457 

Baldwin Sara 9046 

Baldwin Vicki 3005 

Baley Kylie 11660 

Balic Denis 10351 

Balitskiy Leo 3423, 13392 

Balk Jonathan 1934 

Balken Eric 12616 

Ball Kirsten 661 

Ball Mike 910 

Ball Whitney 8704 

Ballantine 
Sekaran 

Jami  9006 

Ballard John  8378 

Ballard Ryan 4795, 12150 

Ballarin Daniel 5791 

Ballash Jack 1658, 3681 

Balle Brett 1241 

Ballinger Mark 11787 

Ballingham Richard 9882 

Balls Darren 3360 

Baltzell Brandon 12350 

Balun Christopher 38, 366 

Balynas Anthony 3543 

Balzano Mario 12918 

Ban 
Ban Law Office 

Joel 13066, 13285 

Banco Leann 9606 

Bangerter Deborah 425 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bangerter Jason 1857 

Bangerter Johnathan 9319 

Bangerter Leslie 5972 

Bangerter Mike 9614 

Banick Kevin 2111, 3319 

Bankhead John 13125 

Bankhead Kara 13123 

Banks Amber 2682 

Banks Micah 1916, 8908 

Bankston Emmett 10272 

Banner Mallory 9166 

Baradaran Hediyeh 7551 

Barbaro Nicole 5426 

Barber Anjee 8695 

Barber Craig 10419 

Barber Tom 7003 

Barbera Ducky 11556 

Barbier Frederic 7344 

Barbier Lucette 6077 

Barbour Justin 417 

Barcikowski Elliott 9670 

Bardon Dawn 2735, 7208 

Bare Stacy 2716, 11934 

Bareiss Daman 2405 

Baribeau Chuck 554 

Barker Bryce 5644 

Barker Christopher 8951 

Barker Desmond 7984 

Barker Joe 2194 

Barkhorn Daniel 12545 

Barlage Brad 7589 

Barlow Afton 3652 

Barlow Jake 10568 

Barlow Jason 176 

Barlow Jeffery 6091 

Barlow Jenny 2897 

Barlow Robert 5128 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-9 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Barlow Sandy 9212 

Barltrop Greg 11909 

Barn Miriam 11548 

Barnardt Clara 3396 

Barnes Brittlyn 2332 

Barnes Bryson 2333 

Barness Ronald 11100 

Barnett Barbara 1009 

Barnett Brian 3693 

Barnett Doug 6542 

Barnett Spencer 1155 

Barney Brenda 9065 

Barney Coleman 329 

Barney Connie 2172 

Barney Eric 5104 

Barney Jared 2915 

Barney Kelty 2077 

Barney Kristian 8627 

Barnhill Mason 5887 

Baron Clark 13243 

Baron Joyce 13241 

Baron Kelsey 7632 

Baron Rudolph 804 

Baron-Sebesta Carol 11509 

Barone Mark 3593 

Barone Mary 9843 

Baros Hannah 11323 

Barr Bob 1682, 4315 

Barral 
Utah Sierra 
Club 

France 13328 

Barrell Arleen 12116 

Barrell Dan 3647, 12138, 
13405 

Barrett Cliff 9554 

Barrett Jack 4724 

Barrett Jayden 1246 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Barrett Malina 2807, 3506, 
7352, 7453, 
7541, 7969 

Barrett Mark 3616 

Barrett Megan 13094 

Barrett Myles 11445 

Barrett Wyatt 12719 

Barrett-Caston Elise 4018, 13085 

Barron Charlie 2432, 9582 

Barron Daniel 1230, 7573 

Barrus Delane 3823 

Barry Dave 11375 

Barry Kevin 1027 

Barry Patrick 8090 

Barta Charlie 7853, 11280 

Barth David 9171 

Barth Kurtis 9829, 9833, 
9837 

Barth Molly 6247 

Bartholomew Derek 388 

Bartholomew Stephanie 11041 

Bartilson Evan 2700 

Bartke Erin 9679 

Bartkoske Joshua 12241 

Bartlit Lisa 1192 

Bartlit Sam 570 

Bartlit Sophia 3268, 6934 

Barton Brad 104 

Barton Brandon 7213 

Barton Josh 8183 

Barton Tyler 8608 

Bartz Benjamin 6420 

Bartz Philip 6125 

Barus Jeanne 9714 

Bashford Cynthia 3973 

Bashor Aubrianna 473 

Bass Brian  8172 

Bass Jim 702 



 

 September 2022 
32A-10 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bass Laura 2400 

Bastian Bruce 9328 

Bastian Veronica 9345 

Bateman Brian 11538 

Bateman Chaz 3294 

Bateman Mallory 10606 

Bates Adam 1843, 10684 

Bates Erika 12525 

Bates Hank 918, 8960 

Bates Kristine 5570 

Bates Oskar 7973 

Batey Thomas 10437 

Batishchev Ellis 11017 

Batt Sara 6823 

Battad Liz 10286 

Battaglia Jenna 10278 

Battaglia Mark 8202, 8210 

Battaglia Nick 4681 

Battista Francis 516 

Baucom Katelyn 10259 

Bauer Barbara 2108 

Bauer Barbara 
Anne 

4288 

Bauer Brenda 1221 

Bauer Jordan 947 

Bauer Travis 3852, 12937 

Baughman Zach 11436 

Baum Patrick 919 

Baum Randall 7255 

Bauman Matt 7231 

Baumann Diana 5310 

Bautista Gabriel 6401 

Baveda Igor 6132 

Bawden Beverly 3670, 4886 

Baxter Jenifer 2628 

Bayer Kenneth 1274 

Bayne Ryan 2095 

Bea Barry 837 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Beacco Mary 6980 

Beagley Wendy 1223 

Beaird Emma 11274 

Beal Grant 10845 

Beall Charles 729, 7205 

Beals Rory 9513 

Bean Cecilia 9541 

Bean David 4300 

Bean Erin 2902 

Bean-Winter Adrienne 6366 

Beardmore Tim 6126 

Beardsall Ben 520, 4822 

Beardsley Margaret 8003 

Beasley Addison 13264 

Beasley Ben 5487 

Beasley Benjamin 5503 

Beasley Beverly 7633 

Beasley Robin 4293, 4374 

Beasley Suzannah 12873 

Beaufort Alex 3545 

Beaufort John 8103 

Beck Allison 12296 

Beck Cassidy 1145 

Beck Cayrn 7634 

Beck Chris 658 

Beck Conrad 12219 

Beck Mark 303 

Beck Megan 9096 

Beck Michael 13230 

Beck Mike 13402 

Beck Pamela 10434 

Beck Robert 10490 

Beck Samantha 4687 

Beckcom Warren 59 

Becker David 4539 

Becker Elliott 7493 

Becker Jack 7262 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-11 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Becker Lynne 2794 

Becker Margo  8377 

Becker Will 11381 

Becker 
Central 
Wasatch 
Commission 

Ralph 2137 

Beckett Rob 5989 

Beckstrand Haley 3900 

Beckstrand Katrina 12816 

Beckstrand Reilly 6986 

Beckstrom Dylan 9380 

Beckwith Teresa 5131 

Beddome Larry 8885 

Bedell Taylor 1635 

Bedolla Gabe 1530 

Bedon Bob 11539 

Bedont Robert 11516 

Beecher Lori 13132 

Beecher Lyle 13208 

Beelen Andrew 5452 

Beeman Travis 2343 

Beers Heather 9852 

Beers Rob 9026 

Beesemyer Relinda 3054 

Beesley Benjamin 524, 7584 

Beesley Brian 6468 

Beesley Bryce 11159 

Beesley Sarah 10474 

Beeson Asher 4722 

Behle Brian 2997, 11063 

Behle Sarah 11791 

Behle Zoe 9530 

Behling Andrea 11015 

Beitzel Skip 6656 

Belanger Eric 13206 

Belcher Lorrie 5433 

Belcik Caitlin 3947 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Beld Alex 4535 

Belfiore Chris 5900 

Bell Alex 5627 

Bell Cameron 11379 

Bell Daniel  8836 

Bell Debbie 1714 

Bell Greg 6756 

Bell Joel 5554 

Bell John 909 

Bell Kevin 10678 

Bell Kyle 1422 

Bell Lauren 11257 

Bell Leila 4564 

Bell Lisa 4551 

Bell Mark 4563 

Bell Michael 1059 

Bell Miriam 5140 

Bell Peter 565 

Bell Quinn 2104 

Bellaimey Jackson 6423 

Bellante Gabriel 8389 

Bellantino Travis 8277 

Bellessa Greg 7635 

Bellis Toby 5874 

Bellomy Adam 13019 

Bellomy Lindsey 13028 

Belman Sophie 1610 

Belnap Emilee 11562 

Belnap-Gunn Hannah 265 

Belongie Cornel 2557 

Belt Michael 7408 

Belton Ryan 10031 

Beltran Erin 6469 

Bender Mike 12460 

Benedict Kai 3604 

Bengtson Vivian  7882 

Benhoff Shane 4472, 11929 



 

 September 2022 
32A-12 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bennee Kelly 8573 

Bennett Amanda 9509 

Bennett Andrea 5566 

Bennett Bob 7967 

Bennett Dan 9811 

Bennett David 8921 

Bennett Jeff 8710 

Bennett John 8918 

Bennett Josh 11581 

Bennett Katherine 6649, 11684 

Bennett Peter 10432 

Benning Alex  9231 

Benning Alexandra 13439 

Benning Louise 5334 

Bennink Luke 855, 8804 

Bennion Anna 811 

Bennion Gay Lynn 4371, 13315, 
13354 

Bennion James 12158 

Bennion Jill 5579 

Bennion 
Rasmussen 

Lisa  8294 

Benoit Nick 3310, 10589 

Benshoff Henry 11403 

Benson Brent 9960 

Benson Dana 3001, 10677 

Benson Gabby 4619 

Benson Joan 8761 

Benson Whitney 413 

Bentley Logan 1885 

Bentrude Brian 3833 

Berardino Alexander 974 

Bercaw John 3638 

Berenblum Mark 9276 

Beretvas Robert 6439 

Berg Brandon 11540 

Berg Bridget  7881 

Berg Carl 9917 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Berg Cody 8645 

Berg Erik 10888 

Berg Jenn 5550 

Berg Jordan 9932 

Berg Lindsay 5585 

Berg Matthew 402 

Berg Ryan 3920 

Berger Bryan 213 

Berger Daniel 3066, 4411 

Berger Whitney 7190 

Bergeson Chloe 3243 

Bergeson Dane 9804 

Bergeson Michael 10055 

Bergman Matthew 10773 

Bergman Michele 10757 

Bergstrom Jason 10042 

Berjikian Jennifer 12376 

Berkel Heather 
Missy 

11342 

Berman Jeff 8514 

Bermant Mary 5626 

Bernard Matt 8690 

Berner James 8136 

Bernesser Elijah  10838 

Bernhard Rory 11335 

Bernini Chris 11971 

Bernini Christine 4071, 11967 

Bernstein Jessica 331 

Bernstein Judy 3109 

Berntsen Runar 3575 

Berrett Gerald 11576 

Berriman Nicole 6281 

Berry Alli 7244 

Berry Jack 7341 

Berry Lea 5924 

Berry Sean 6299 

Berry Therese 11835 

Berry Wyatt 8308 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-13 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bertran Chris 1115 

Beserjs Mathew 4664 

Besner Lee 12229 

Best Julianne 7636 

Betebenner Jesse 3402 

Bettinson Delese 5723, 12175 

Betz Anna 9235 

Beurskens Nick 10654 

Bevan-Pritchard Ben 4446 

Beyer Jonathan 1544 

Biack Jonas 7484 

Bianco Annalise 5398 

Bice Jacob 4508 

Biddle McCall 9579 

Bielaga Lora 11147 

Bielen Garrison E.  3022 

Bienenfeld Larry 2302 

Bier Evan 11368 

Biesinger Brenda 12689 

Bigatti Martin 10992 

Bigelow Jonny  10821 

Bigelow Paige 2466 

Bigler Brighton 1364 

Bigler Kayla 11604 

Bigner Caroline 6267 

Bigwood Noah 3592 

Biittner Libby 8994 

Bikman Benjamin 12389 

Bikman Cheryl 12381 

Bilenduke Graeme 5990 

Billetdeaux Erick 327 

Bills Joleen 11521 

Bills Kevin L  737 

Bills Mike 9525 

Bills Robert 6457 

Bindrup Cassady 6255 

Bingaman Sasha 3306 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bingham Ashley 12426 

Bingham Coulson 3907 

Bingham Tyler 12863 

Bini Jeremy 3289 

Birch Ian 2947 

Birch Maryann 1423 

Bird Andrew 10321 

Bird Cortnie 4730 

Bird David 10848 

Bird Greg 8388 

Bird Jared 12612 

Bird Joe 2361 

Bird John 2276 

Bird Joseph 8797 

Bird Ryan 13002 

Bird Victoria 10905 

Bird Walter 5400 

Birioukov Igor 754 

Birkley Leslie 8533 

Birns Matt 1050 

Birrell John 951 

Birrell 
Save Not Pave 

Ellen 13329, 13371 

Birth Melinda 9113 

Birth Oliver 9091 

Bisaga Maria 12971 

Bisbee Chris 5003 

Bischoff Dennis 2148 

Bischoff Hayes 4898 

Bischoff Jon 12387 

Biskupski Jackie 9877 

Bisson Cole 11437 

BIthell Candice 8731 

Bitloft Christopher 2248 

Bitter AnneMarie 7637 

Bitters Zoe 7154 

Bittner Christopher 8244, 8244 

Bitton Jeff 304 



 

 September 2022 
32A-14 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bizier Brandon 1226 

Bizzaro Adrian 12197 

Bjorkman Kai 11013 

Bjuveus Dexter 8300 

Black Adam 2993 

Black Briton 9753 

Black Britton 2599 

Black Brooke 13139 

Black Cary 11510 

Black Doug 3, 13424 

Black Emma 4128 

Black Kay 4948 

Black Kordell 1945 

Black Mark 7638 

Black Stephanie 10153 

Black Will 8398 

Blackburn Beth 12152 

Blackburn Shanna 3694 

Blackburn Vallen 8546 

Blackhurst Shawna 4891 

Blackley Kennedy 9177 

Blackman Taylor 7393 

Blackstone Levi 750 

Blackstone Mimi 6610 

Blackwell Scott 14 

Blaes Chris 10361 

Blair Cynthia 12630 

Blair David 8862 

Blair Kim 6012 

Blair Sarah 11095, 11679 

Blair Trevor 4709 

Blake Alyssa 9284 

Blakeslee Robert 1421 

Blalock Kevin 8539 

Blanchard Elizabeth 6001 

Blanchard Kristin 13191 

Blanchard Seth 9417 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Blanco Robert 649 

Blaney Megan 866 

Blanford Evan 9631 

Blank Matthew 2838 

Blanton Jake 4637 

Blattenberger Beth 2962 

Blatter Carolyn 9270 

Blauvelt Pieter  8346 

Blaydes Rachel 9995 

Bleil Richard 314 

Blenkhorn Sarah  7833 

Blessing Janelle 7079 

Blevins Jill 4141 

Blevins Woodrow L  4815 

Bliss William 813 

Block Melissa 1206, 1541 

Blodgett Sonja 5169 

Bloebaum Drake 9840 

Bloom Arnold 6151 

Bloom Sam 2391, 3424, 
6927, 9587, 

12440,  

Bloom Samue 2966 

Bloom Samuel 2687, 2967, 
6144, 8101, 
9569, 9635, 

12151, 12434, 
12445 

Bloomer Abby 9896, 10436 

Bloomer Alan 9886 

Bloomfield Phoenix 7347 

Blot Dimitri 9196 

Blouin Nate 12822 

Bloxom Brett 12561 

Bluher Matt 11293 

Blume Samantha 11727, 11731 

Boardman Kelly 12864, 12870 

Bobbe Cathy  10819 

Bobetich Greg 1819, 5986 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-15 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bobzien Kayla  8494 

Boccagno Steve 2447 

Boccalandro Bea 1980 

Boccia Romina 3794 

Bock Olivier 8396 

Bockelie Josette 10373 

Bockelie Nanci  10553 

Bockino Kaiya 9238 

Bockstein Lindsay 10998 

Bocock Alex 2474, 8798 

Bocoli Nancy 13380 

Bodell Brandon 574 

Bodhaine Michael 5284 

Bodnar Noah 4015 

Boehnke Stephanie 6978 

Boettger Daniel 3365 

Bogart Matt 6637 

Bogart Nash 11292 

Bogert Connor 10077 

Boggs Russell 12846 

Bogin Eric 2742 

Bogoev Lia 9568 

Boguess Brian 5732 

Boguess Tom 5733 

Bohlender Charly 872 

Bohn Brooke 7243 

Bohn Louis 8570 

Bohnet David 1725 

Bois Neah 12477 

Bokelman John 1787 

Bolan Jeff 3173 

Bold Kevin 7126 

Boldon Geoffrey 1112 

Bolduc Tyson 247 

Bolic Mayt 182 

Bolin John 3961 

Bolin Morgan 767 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bolingbroke Paige 6104 

Boll Cayden 13047 

Bollinger Mike 2249 

Bollschweilr David  7253, 7284 

Bolton Michael  8350 

Boman Emily 4125 

Boman Timothy 3631 

Bon Angela 11497 

Bona Shauna 8140 

Bonar Bob 4349, 13369 

Bonar Evan 1267 

Bonar Marian 293 

Bond Christine 10029 

Bond Christopher 821, 6176 

Bond Georgene 11128 

Bondaruk Dale 12671 

Bondurant Carter 4517 

Boner Thomas 2188 

Bongard Matt 11862 

Bonham Effie  9701 

Bonin Eric 3351 

Bonner Kristen 11883 

Boogaard Craig 12457 

Boogaard Rod 145 

Boone Bobby 1652 

Boone Jim 4478 

Boos Mason 8176 

Booth Jenacee 7414, 7599 

Booth Rob 362 

Booth Robert 12288 

Bor Kristen 12504 

Borba Mark 1691 

Borba Nickolai 5493 

Borchardt Lisa 10135 

Borchardt Roger 10243 

Borden Conall 9059 

Boren Heather 10764 



 

 September 2022 
32A-16 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Boren Rosie 12085 

Borgenicht 
Utahns for 
Better 
Transportation 

Roger 13334 

Borghetti William 2265 

Borisevich Igor 640 

Borisevich Maria 392 

Borno Miriam 7639 

Bornstein Andrew 9031 

Boror Tammy 12193 

Borro Jason 11199 

Borzea Ryan 3344 

Bos Troy 5166 

Bosch Taylor 7640 

Boschen Tor 446, 8993 

Boschert Tim 3646 

Bosen Lizzie 7982 

Bosgraaf Jeff 10174, 10755 

Bosley Gene 9743, 9749 

Bossard Jeff 4839 

Bossart Philip 10995 

Bosshard John 2722 

Bossung Blane 13249 

Bostrup Ryan 1298 

Botelho London 2313 

Bothwell Michael 4611 

Botshon Eric  7873 

Bott Tyler 66 

Bouchard Frank 4126 

Boue Katherine 9391 

Bouis Matthew 12902 

Boulay Steve 2408 

Bounous Steve 2656 

Bounous Suzanne 2655 

Bounous Tyndall 1287, 9071 

Bourgeois Brent 8138 

Bourke Anthony 5681 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bourke Margaret 13319 

Bourke Mary 5695 

Bourke Roger 8286, 11393 

Bouwhuis Brenn 323 

Bovard John 12769 

Bowen Alex 306 

Bowen Brent 1156 

Bowen Charles H  5112 

Bowen Jonathan 931, 6342 

Bower Gia 6597 

Bowers Dell 3050 

Bowers Erin 6540, 7988, 
8327 

Bowler Kelsie 201 

Bowles Patricia 3626 

Bowles Patty 7641 

Bowling Justin 6770 

Bowman Beth 11392 

Bowman Jane 3414 

Bowman John 12805 

Bowman Kate  9087 

Bown Joel 2520, 6932 

Boyack Ryan 4037 

Boyadzhiev Alexandra 9186 

Boyce Aaron 850 

Boyce Kristi 1151 

Boyce Richard 2548 

Boyczuk Jeff 7611, 10906 

Boyd Ian 9570 

Boyd Jackson 9224 

Boyden Jon 11749 

Boye Nick 13166 

Boyer Justin 4633, 11845 

Boyer Robert 406 

Boylan Jill 11203 

Boyle Ann 12654 

Boyle Bill 1842 

Boynton Mitchell 7288 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-17 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Boynton Rodney 6957, 6959 

Bozack Mary 8740 

Bozoo Jaden 12454 

Braathen Christian 9191 

Brach David 5843 

Bracher Denise 4302 

Bracken Justin 5376 

Bradburn Malia 2944 

Bradford Chad 9388 

Bradford Daniel 5378 

Bradford Zach 12992 

Bradley James 5497, 9088 

Bradley Kyle 2590, 9612 

Bradley Maureen 3115 

Bradley Megan 8603 

Bradley Paul 8591 

Bradley Rowan 12033 

Bradley RyLee 8787 

Bradley Seth 8587 

Bradley Todd 2358 

Bradshaw Beckie 10097 

Bradshaw Jared 7129 

Bradshaw John 9140 

Bradshaw Jonathan 3048 

Bradshaw M Redd  10223 

Brady Ann 9283 

Brady Emma  6945 

Brady Jenikka 9713 

Brady Lauren 5488 

Brady Richard 4101, 10862 

Brady Whitney 9374 

Braeden Barbara 12652 

Braeden Derek 1054 

Braig Lindstrom Amy  4216, 6195 

Braithwaite Makaelee 10858 

Bramble John 3025 

Bramwell Jeff 12000 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Branca Joseph 2856 

Branch Anna 9712 

Branch Tanner 5269 

Branchini Rick 3009 

Brand Jason 12199 

Brandi James 11209 

Brandt Christina 3130 

Brandt Leanne 8930 

Brannan Laura 12523 

Brannon Louisa 3698, 4942 

Brannon Thea 3131 

Branson Dale 1111 

Brant-Zawadzki Graham  8256 

Brashear Susan 10206 

Brass Bill 4 

Brassart Anita 3807 

Brassey Jennifer 430 

Bratsman Scott 190, 8088 

Braun Christina 8928 

Braun Dakota 1636 

Braun Josephine 10713 

Braun Justin 756 

Braun Michael 586, 2456 

Braun Robert 342 

Braun Tracie 11877 

Braun Freck Aidan  9158 

Bravmann Carter 1974 

Brawley Tyler 6078, 10510, 
11810 

Brayman Katy 10463, 10464 

Braymen Elizabeth 2919 

Brazzini Simone 3702 

Breau Leo 5859 

Breckenridge Amy 3803 

Breeden Adele 3487 

Breen Paula 7527 

Breeze Gerald 8606 

Breidenbach Lynn 1166 



 

 September 2022 
32A-18 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Breindel Jason 1251 

Brelle Brittany 2952 

Brendecke Jordann 6112 

Brengosz Anthony 9485 

Brenkmann Haley 8148 

Brenner Tali 4422 

Brennwald Tim 1854 

Brett Chet 6700 

Brett J 6177 

Bretz Jacob 7258 

Brew La 1343 

Brewer Jan  7530 

Brewer Jefferson 4674 

Brewer John-David 11573 

Brewster Liz 3132 

Brian Ren 2575 

Brice Austin 9658 

Brickey Andrea 7990 

Brickman John 9654 

Bridan Amy 4960 

Brideau Ray 13137 

Bridge John 12122 

Bridge Robert 6963 

Bridges John 5699, 6358 

Briefer Andrew  6933 

Briefer 
Salt Lake 
Department of 
Public Utilities 

Laura 13339 

Brien Cait 8265 

Briggs Jimmy 824 

Brightwell Taylor 4673 

Brignone Andrew 5529 

Brill John 1063, 5655 

Brill Linda 4698, 12297 

Brim Becky 8610 

Brimley Paige 11378 

Brimley Peri 12702 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bringhurst Kaylee 9649 

Brink Alissa 1279 

Brinkerhoff Bailee 7390 

Brinton Eric 5925 

Brinton Ryan 321 

Brinton Wade 4901 

Brisbay Alesha 10630 

Brisbay Ben  8337 

Brito Jeffrey 9791 

Britton Devin 597 

Brixner Diana 1277, 1685, 
7926 

Broadaway 
Solitude 
Mountain 
Resort 

Amber  5931 

Broadbent John 5077 

Broadbent Phil 4973 

Broadbent Thomas 4975 

Broadwater Paul 9030 

Brocker Betty 10940 

Brockhoff Erik 1399 

Brockman JB 4588 

Brockmeyer Douglas 6236 

Brocoff Brian 960 

Brodey Sam 8259 

Brodhead Andrew 9966 

Brody Taylor 3888 

Brom Alden 7044 

Bromley Lee 8022 

Bromley Mark 6309 

Bronnimann Herve 3761 

Brookes-Metcalf Jerome 2090 

Brooks Alexander 9561 

Brooks Brenna 7259 

Brooks Christopher 5481 

Brooks Dane 9394 

Brooks Joe 9269 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-19 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Brooks Melissa 6533, 6534 

Brooks Michele 1925 

Brooks Morgan 6616 

Brooks Tim 6306 

Brooks Tyson 3470 

Brossard Amy 122 

Brothers Seth 11730 

Brotherton Toby 9894 

Brott Benjamin 5307 

Brott Kevin 5044 

Brott Madison 5270 

Brough Dave 1, 56 

Broussard Grace 8944 

Brower Kevin 8231 

Brower Mitchell 4826, 5347, 
7574 

Brown Aaron 243 

Brown Anna 10107 

Brown Asher 10454 

Brown Bob 11816 

Brown Caleb 5838 

Brown Chris 8254, 12305 

Brown Clark 10493 

Brown Courtney 1651 

Brown David 9668 

Brown Dayna 11222 

Brown Dixie 13065 

Brown Douglas 11011 

Brown Douglass 3332 

Brown Elizabeth 7922 

Brown Eric 8567 

Brown Gary 2973 

Brown Grace 10507 

Brown Greg 3590 

Brown Hollie 1957 

Brown Hunter 4559, 12162 

Brown Ian 12648 

Brown Janie 10116 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Brown Jarom 1757 

Brown Jeff 1319, 1941, 
6608 

Brown Jeffrey 976 

Brown Jessica 2764 

Brown Jim 5678 

Brown Joe 2664 

Brown Joshua 5409, 9574 

Brown Justin 9422 

Brown Ken 689 

Brown Kim 5877 

Brown Kimberly 3640 

Brown Kristina 10636 

Brown Levi 12295 

Brown Lorraine 8751 

Brown Lynsie 9291 

Brown Mark 4394 

Brown Marri 2615 

Brown Melissa 1847 

Brown Nate 11081 

Brown Nathan 13048 

Brown Rachel 10149 

Brown Robert 10889 

Brown Ryan 12711 

Brown Sandi 1104, 7498 

Brown Scott 12058 

Brown Shelley 4994 

Brown Stephen 3512, 6904 

Brown Trinceton 5011 

Brown Vanessa 256 

Brown Victoria 7060 

Brown William 2061 

Brown Zak 9280 

Brown 
Schoenhage 

Monique  5597 

Browne Chip 3133 

Browne Melissa 9921 

Browne Nancy 12474 



 

 September 2022 
32A-20 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Browne Stuart 80 

Brownell James 1161 

Browning Celine Carol  9297 

Browning Tyler 10528 

Bruce Cindy 6117 

Bruce George 6284 

Brugger David 2898, 4272 

Brunelle Nora 6043 

Brunelli Jake 5945 

Brunelli Shane 10864 

Bruner Harris Crystal  10976 

Brunhart Lise 2928 

Brunhart Ulrich 13046 

Brunhoeber Alex 11432 

Bruni Emily 11811 

Brunken Benjamin 2288 

Brunner Dannie 3854 

Brunner Matt 11549 

Brunner Victoria 5313 

Bruno Halley 9437 

Bruno Paul 2674, 4177 

Bruns Hannah 7021 

Brunson Justin 8605 

Brunstetter Chris 8595 

Brunt Rob 153 

Brush Eden 12484 

Bruzda Tyler 11055, 11058 

Bryan Sam 8155 

Bryant Donna 9335 

Bryant Johnna 404 

Bryant Todd 2397 

Bryso Canyon 7270 

Bryson Brandon 1548 

Bryson Matthew 9922 

Bryson Nic 5329 

Bsumek Peter 674, 6487 

Buban Marc 1222 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bucciarelli Luke 10133 

Buchanan Alan 8901, 12444 

Buchanan Brad  7852 

Buchanan Buc 2371 

Buchanan Cynthia 8902 

Buchholz Dana 10759 

Buchsbaum Jordan 6568 

Buck Cheyla 12264 

Buckel Marianna 12966, 12985 

Buckingham Kevin 1249 

Buckland Sophie 10320 

Buckley Chelsea 3288 

Buckley Emma 9512 

Buckley Sabrina 10913 

Bucknam Alexis 1416 

Buckner Wendy 5654 

Bucknum Ryan 1818 

Budge Brandon 6093, 6096, 
11032 

Budge Carter 6946 

Budge Jayden 9172 

Budge Megan 11467 

Budge Michael 2473, 7859, 
7999 

Budge Robert 5413 

Budge Tyler 8607 

Budjnoski Mike 2174 

Budny John 11522 

Budny Logan 11623 

Bueche Dylan 6118 

Buechley Adam 9314 

Buege Jeff 10737 

Buehner Dan 6596 

Buehner Don 945 

Bueno Gustavo 901 

Buesser Kim 11014 

Bufford Jackson 7398 

Bufge Carl 12238 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-21 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bugni Austin 3134 

Buhnerkemper Austin 9072 

Bui Trinh 11825 

Buie Robert 325, 995 

Bukowski Camryn  8052 

Bulger Katherine 4547 

Bull Bridget 4689 

Bull Lindsay 7128 

Bullett Garrett 12328 

Bullock Carter 12961 

Bullock Dylan 9034 

Bullock Shelly 1335 

Bullough Linda 10410 

Bulowski Monica 8686 

Bulut B 8601 

Bunce Claire 4419 

Bunderson Yolanda 3135 

Bunker Dalton 6948 

Bunker Grace 2311 

Bunsawat Meredith 11143 

Buntman Noah 11186 

Buonforte Christena 7913 

Buonforte Molly 3927 

Burbach Jeff 938 

Burbank Molly 4590 

Burbidge Ian 11329 

Burch Kaleb 5193 

Burdett Tom 6156 

Burdick Zeb 5025 

Burford Richard 13102 

Burg Joan 1026 

Burg Roger 5190 

Burgett David 9355 

Burgfechtel Brian 2711 

Burgon Spencer 4823 

Burk Neil 6698 

Burkardt Thomas 6486 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Burke Dawson 9370 

Burke Jay 1551 

Burke Jon 4291 

Burkett Ethan 9493 

Burks Robert 2264 

Burleson Dave 6545 

Burley Wolfe Jayla  9557 

Burlison Alex 2801, 8284 

Burman Andrew 12574 

Burmester Beaneyvi 939, 5384 

Burmester Eric 935, 5375 

Burnah Phil 9487 

Burnett Breonna 9906 

Burnett Katie 13087 

Burnett Mark 8362, 8841 

Burnham Jonathan 10143 

Burnham Kelly 6754 

Burnham Kristin 286 

Burningham Wes 6488 

Burns Colleen 13174 

Burns Glenn 3467 

Burns Ian 12949 

Burns Marla 11550 

Burns Nick 4065 

Burns Patrick 7642 

Burns Phil 10331 

Burns Ryan 8942 

Burns Thomas 9883 

Burns-McEvoy Paula 9377 

Burr Nicholas 9601 

Burrage Christopher 11166 

Burraston Rebecca 1813 

Burri Nate 2346, 2540, 
3251 

Burris Jared 410 

Burrows James 2750 

Burrows Marylynn 2109 

Burstedt Ethan 12510 



 

 September 2022 
32A-22 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Burt Andrea 810 

Burt Gina 8 

Burt James 1864 

Burt Marshall 63 

Burt Zach 12998 

Burton Brad 8794 

Burton Grant 2245, 7201 

Burton James 9926 

Burton Jan Ellen  9476 

Burton Jeff 1761 

Burton Jonathan 2062 

Burton Laurence 8903 

Burton Mathis 10939 

Burton Robert 1824 

Burton Sadee 816 

Burton Sean 459 

Burton Tracy 255, 5161, 
6323 

Busath Bromley 1147, 11777 

Busby Jamie 6273 

Busby Kellen 10726 

Buschini Max 13074 

Buse Brian 52 

Buselli Frank 5443 

Bush Jason 1114 

Bush Lorena 4214 

Bush Lucas 3673 

Bushman Richard 12139 

Bushnell Michelle 3582 

Busico Ricky 5565 

Buss Jessi 3126 

Buss Jill 3127 

Bustamante Billy 7215 

Buterbaugh Marc 454 

Butler Andrea 3128 

Butler Carynn 7005 

Butler Dwight 9070, 11098 

Butler Jared 12774 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Butler Jonathan 3069 

Butler Lauren 6291 

Butler Loren 7197 

Butrum Matthew 13022 

Buttars Jordan 12892 

Buttars Kelli 9507 

Butte Christopher 2303 

Butterfield Lynn 10877 

Butterfield Shelly 9933 

Butters Daniel 3519 

Butterworth Andrew 9961 

Buxton Lauren 8151 

Buys Donna 3129 

Buzaki Michael 5795 

Buzilow Benjamin 11264 

Byars Tessa 9920 

Bybee Jessica 10934 

Byers Kenny 7049 

Byington Rannon 9887 

Byrne Dan  8381 

Byrne Jim 10519 

Byrne John 3990, 9543, 
9605 

Byron Kenneth 4387 

Bytendorp Aaron 9993 

C C 11773 

C Charlie 8146 

C Eric 9856 

C Ginny 6752 

C Kevin 4343 

C Mark 6719 

C Ryan 5000 

Caamano Amalia 3880 

Caballero Brian 9865 

Cabe Brian 12467 

Cable Cameron 7608 

Cabrera Lauren 1805 

Caddy Lisa 12307 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-23 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Cage Christopher 890 

Caggiano Ryan 3142 

Cagle Cody 5749 

Cain Brian 760 

Cain Misti 899 

Cairn Amy 11922 

Cairns Kristin 2054 

Calamusa Michael 967 

Calder Patrick 1194, 3546 

Calderon Fernando 6481 

Caldwell Alicia 647 

Caldwell Evan 489 

Caldwell Gavyn 6692 

Caldwell Jackson 10339 

Caldwell Neal  7809 

Calhoun Charles 12106 

Calhoun Chris 1280 

Calhoun Kitty 4842 

Call Angie 7009 

Call Benton 792 

Call Christopher 4335 

Call Dan 7011 

Call Ford  9193 

Call Marquet 768 

Call Michael 12804 

Call Rebecca 7013 

Callahan Mark 10522 

Callahan Mark 3766, 10521 

Callari Kirsten 10867 

Callaway Lauren 6114 

Caller Anonymous 13427 

Callison Michael 531 

Callister Jonah 5073 

Callister Michelle 6450 

Calrson Owen 1779 

Camacho Sophia 1983 

Cambe K. 11605 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Cameron Jim 5088 

Cameron Mark 5162 

Cameron Rosalea 11920 

Cameron 
Big 
Cottonwood 
Community 
Council 

Barbara  7455 

Camerota Renee 12963 

Cammack Griffin 11988 

Cammack Juniper 5257 

Camp Jeff 2209 

Campana Patrick  8318 

Campana Sonya 2933 

Campanelli Joey 12700 

Campanelli Mike 3996 

Campbell Aaron 2814 

Campbell Britt 8847 

Campbell Brooke 12079 

Campbell Daren 10253 

Campbell Derek 12415 

Campbell Jonathan 2817, 2821, 
3687, 12117 

Campbell Kimberly 8768 

Campbell Lori 4800, 4802 

Campbell Philip 5175 

Campbell Spencer  8499 

Campbell Stephen 9223 

Campbell Thomas 3349 

Campbell Tom 6579 

Canakes Joseph 12544 

Canale Patrick 5045 

Canavan Lily 3565 

Candee Thomas 8532 

Candell Peter 9309 

Candilora Chris 1090 

Candland Parker 11231 

Candland Robert 13205 

Candler Deborah 7098 



 

 September 2022 
32A-24 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Canfield Kelly 3586 

Cannizzaro Mark 4720 

Cannon Ginger 1731 

Cannon Kirk 3995 

Cannon Peter 6455, 13198 

Canter Caroline 2731 

Canterbury Sean  6750 

Cantrell Alexandria 7264 

Cantwell Jennifer 8016, 8017, 
8019, 8020, 

8021 

Cantwell Kevin 7304, 7911, 
13217 

Canty Michael 391 

Cap David 4568, 6337 

Capdevila 
Ponce De Leon 

Juan Pablo  224 

Capone Daniel 2096 

Capone Stephen 2081 

Capone Jr. Stephen  3713 

Caputo Mark 4972 

Caraballo Andrew 6863 

Caramelli Kim 9792 

Carbajal Adriana 12651 

Carbonaro Michael 3824 

Cardenas Elicia 3709 

Cardon Morgan 8180 

Cardwell Blake 2433 

Carey Brian 2916 

Carey Bryn 6030 

Carey Dylan 7155 

Carey Kathleen 4225 

Carignan Cody 7310 

Carl Paula 7924 

Carlile Duane 1331 

Carling Jon 4369 

Carlisle James 2461 

Carlson Beau 5518 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Carlson Beau M  8718 

Carlson Chad 9032 

Carlson Grant 8557 

Carlson Holly 10506 

Carlson John 2304 

Carlson Laurel 10963 

Carlson Matthew 5743 

Carlson Ricky 2177 

Carlson Roger 1261 

Carlson Sarah  6943 

Carlson-Gotts Nancy 1667 

Carlston Ron 7478 

Carmen Liz 10448 

Carmichael Amy 10777, 10784, 
11025 

Carmichael Brent 7348 

Carmichael Charles 5453 

Carn Halle 11331 

Carnes Michael 2672 

Carney Benjamin 3071 

Carol Rebecca 3385 

Carolan Keely 3278, 6769 

Carothers Brandi 9317 

Carpenter Adam 3503 

Carpenter Brendan 6251 

Carpenter Joe  8374 

Carpenter Kasey 2831 

Carpenter Lynette 3122 

Carpenter Ralph 3123 

Carpenter Scott 7643 

Carpenter Shelley 11676 

Carr Caitlin 12533 

Carr Daniel 10492 

Carr Elijah 856 

Carr Harold 4129 

Carr Scott 2074, 9470 

Carrere Frank 5350 

Carrier Dave 11557 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-25 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Carrier Scott  8345 

Carrigan Betty 2002 

Carrigan Bill 1450, 7559 

Carrigan Conor 9992 

Carrigan Max 1471 

Carrigan Wendy 1075 

Carroll Amanda 3124 

Carroll Brett  7807 

Carroll David  7620 

Carroll Erin 10707 

Carroll Jeff 8394 

Carroll Owen 11949 

Carroll Virginia 11745 

Carruthers Thomas 1463 

Carter Adante 3896 

Carter Ann 2671, 3620, 
4247 

Carter Bonnie 3607 

Carter Brad 5804 

Carter Cameron 89 

Carter David 12811, 13288 

Carter Ed 10039 

Carter Elizabeth 8964 

Carter Emily 318 

Carter Jade 10527 

Carter Nate 1535 

Carter Paul 619 

Carter Robert 5407 

Carter Samuel  8268 

Carter Sandra 9229 

Carter Simon 1841 

Carter Thomas 3421 

Carter Tyler 5324 

Carter Will 10198 

Carty James 522 

Carty Robbie 6913 

Carvajal Dan 11038 

Carvalho Eduardo 12565 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Casaday Patrick 10690 

Casazza Craig 7644 

Case David 3820 

Case Deborah 12881, 13039 

Case Julia 10283 

Case Quinn 11954 

Casero Jarrid 7269 

Casey Skylar 6015 

Casey Farina Marcel  2059 

Casper Tiffany 6586 

Cassell Sarah 7274 

Cassiano Jared 10409 

Cassidy Colin 10337 

Cassidy Jonathan 1392 

Cassity Kayley 8470 

Castillo Widmer Stephani  135 

Castle Marjorie 9375 

Castle Tucker 6211 

Castleton Cole 4426 

Castro Alejandro 7645 

Castro Brian 7646 

Castro Keith 10384 

Casucci Tallie 2513 

Cates Adam 7222 

Catino Erme  10138 

Catt William 874 

Catton Indigo 10251 

Cauceglia Joseph 13135 

Causton Kristine 663 

Cavallaro Carl 3662 

Cavazos Dennis 12939 

Cavazos Mark 12919 

Cavin-Grace Nikki 4170, 7549, 
12318 

Cawley 
Town of Alta 

Chris 13340 

Cayabyab Jennifer 4280 

Caywood Steven 1570 



 

 September 2022 
32A-26 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Cazier Renee 1414 

Cazo Holly 7647 

Ceasar Scott 10851 

Cecil Robin 10231 

Celski John 12189 

Cencak Brianna 10616 

Cerchiari Rachel 7316 

Cerchiari Sandra 12180 

Cerezo 
Revuelta 

Jacobo  5870 

Cezo Katie 4544 

Chabal Kathryn 12974 

Chabot Eric 11813 

Chachas Nicholas 887 

Chacon Robert 11419, 11420 

Chalebois Catherine 7364 

Chalmers Dale 12904 

Chalmers Diane 12909 

Chalmers Tom 10271 

Chamberlain Cami 4758 

Chamberlain Victoria 1179, 8525 

Chamberland Alex 10933 

Chamberlin John 4007 

Chambers Ashlyn 2581 

Chambers David  6740 

Chambers Jackson 4708 

Chambless Catherine 12580 

Chambless Ross 10229 

Chambless 
Utah House 
Democratic 
Caucus 

Ross 13312 

Chan Cynthia 9128 

Chan Kee 1424 

Chan Michaela 12042 

Chancellor Denise 12885 

Chancellor Thomas 9372 

Chandler Andrew 10645, 10650 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Chandler Ashley 7435 

Chandler Georgina 11104 

Chandler Sandy 6377 

Chandler Scott 3862, 11834 

Chandler Thomas  10817 

Chandler William 3863 

Chanoux Alexandre 8813 

Chao Cooper 3046 

Chapin George 6109 

Chapin Jake 9129 

Chapman Ashley 4136 

Chapman Brian 13056 

Chapman David 7648 

Chapman George 10394 

Chapman Julian 2226 

Chapman Laura 13058 

Chapman Marvin 2112 

Chapman Michelle 8716 

Chapman Richard 5403 

Chappell Carolyn 1376, 3841 

Chapple Nate 11894 

Chapple Parker 11457 

Charat Ann 6272 

Charboneau Sara 11099 

Charbonneau Paul 2355 

Charchafliah Briana 55 

Charen Jeffrey 1067 

Charlebois Shane 3425, 11785 

Charles Bradley 8614 

Charlesworth Bret 3813 

Charlesworth Julianna 4567 

Charlton Teddy 9760 

Chase Andy Joy  4082 

Chase John 5123 

Chasse Cameron  7897 

Chatelain Jeff 3520 

Chatterley Zachariah 5470 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-27 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Chauner Ed 1032,1068 

Chavez Adriana 8959 

Chavez Daniel 7462 

Chavez Jose 1338 

Chavez Joseph 669 

Chavez Kobe 1505 

Chaviere Lucie 7449 

Cheeney Grace 3916 

Cheever Jonathan 6567, 9300 

Chelm Keith 2106 

Chen Amanda 8444 

Chen Brandon 9127 

Chen Ted 532 

Chen Todd 12996 

Chenault David 7941 

Cheney Ian 9401 

Cheng Victoria 12946 

Cherland Jennifer 8010 

Cherna Andrew 5607 

Chernosky Sophie 6984 

Chesley Meg 9498 

Chester Kim 8452 

Cheston Eric 8199 

Cheung Lucy 3265, 6338 

Chevalier Rowan 5794 

Chew Mike 1839 

Chiaravallotti Helena 4700 

Chidlow Abigail 9041 

Chies Vitor 4413 

Chilcutt Mark 12549 

Chilcutt Sienna 9845 

Child Aaron 347 

Child Caleb 11544 

Child Colby 11715 

Child Jacob 5373 

Child Rachel 11517 

Childs Scott 3125 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Childs Vaspin 3120 

Chilton Nicholas 8752 

ChinQuee Shelley 2843 

Chiodo Peter 
Anthony 

12124 

Chipman Elizabeth 13179 

Chipman Matt 1282 

Chipman Scot 2505 

Chisholm Curtis 10706 

Chisolm Miles 3346 

Chittoria Namita 5634 

Chmait Bahaa 10901 

Cho Alexis 8673 

Cho Monique 7432 

Choate Dan 8552 

Chorens Casey 5929 

Chowdhary Raj 8726 

Chris Chris 11478 

Chrisman John 5758 

Christensen Adam 3488 

Christensen Andrew 1492 

Christensen Ben 2145 

Christensen Bridger 11796 

Christensen Bryan 262 

Christensen Charles 7474 

Christensen Hailey 3952 

Christensen Henry 4412 

Christensen Holly 7649 

Christensen Jenny 4610 

Christensen Jill 4323 

Christensen Josh 396, 2420, 
6347 

Christensen Kate 3259 

Christensen Landon 7533 

Christensen Lillie 6672 

Christensen M. 11624 

Christensen Mandi 4832, 4833 

Christensen Melissa 3121 



 

 September 2022 
32A-28 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Christensen Mike 2110, 2368, 
4194 

Christensen Nathan 9821 

Christensen Steph 13422 

Christian Stephanie 13138 

Christiano Nick 12358 

Christiansen Adison 3635 

Christiansen Doug 3859 

Christiansen Jolene 8791 

Christiansen Melissa 1881 

Christiansen Paul 92 

Christiansen Rich 2238 

Christiansen Richard 5048 

Christiansen Robyn 6074 

Christiansen Spencer 12942 

Christianson Nathan 11161 

Christianssn Adison 9406 

Christoffersen Wayne 12952 

Christopherson Michael 585 

Christopherson Nichelle 3704 

Chronis Julie 12926 

Chrysler Andrew 8534 

Chudzick Alyssa 5016 

Church David 6165 

Church Olivia 13189 

Cianelli Michael 5609 

Cianflone Anthony 2131 

Cianfrocca James 7546 

Cichoski Matt 12989 

Ciena Chelsea 12370 

Cimino Thomas 9138 

Cimino Zach 12369 

Cinbis Can 8698 

Cincotta Dylan 8216, 9350 

Cirenza Ally 4922, 11769 

Cirillo Mj 3089 

Cisar Sophie  8420 

Citizen Concerned 9826 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Civello Tony 11087 

Cladouhos Trenton 6826 

Claflin Michael 12861 

Clagett M. Tanner  10854 

Clair Sarah 9064 

Claridge Eddie 7321, 7331 

Claridge Karen 12726 

Clark Adam 6202 

Clark Becky 4024 

Clark Ben 3757 

Clark Benjamin 10414 

Clark C 6233 

Clark Colin 12, 6395 

Clark Dan 10952 

Clark David 11907 

Clark Dwight 11757 

Clark Emily 6168 

Clark Garrett 9382 

Clark Kenneth 4963 

Clark Kipp 9359 

Clark Larry 2903 

Clark Lester 10921 

Clark Madden 7650 

Clark Mary 12750 

Clark Mary Kay 13016 

Clark Michael 6827 

Clark Peggy 4072 

Clark Rachel 468 

Clark Rachel 8360 

Clark Rj 3018 

Clark Robert 2192 

Clark Robert C.  7346 

Clark Sara 10378 

Clark Sofia 11900 

Clark Steven 7919 

Clark Tyler 6801 

Clark Valerie 6430 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-29 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Clarke Cameron 6751 

Clarke Holden 10938 

Clarke Jeffrey 8643 

Clarke Nickolas 11373, 12766 

Clarke Orville 8072 

Clasen Ben 2012 

Claude Arnaud 166 

Clausse Will 11656 

Clawson Matthew 4778 

Clay Jo 10894 

Clay Josh 4936 

Clay Trevor 11278 

Clayton Bill 13227 

Clayton Daniel 10809 

Clayton David 940 

Clayton Mackenzie 11308 

Clayton Thomas 10866 

Cleary James 5150 

Clegg Cameron 11809 

Clegg Lane 12323 

Clemens Alvin 851 

Clement Susan 10807 

Clements Brad 794 

Clements Camden 10812 

Clements Jordy 4475 

Clemmer Amanda 8319 

Clevenger Andrew 3065 

Clevenger Nathan 8808 

Clifford J.C. 5247 

Clifford Kristen  6555 

Clifford-
Salisbury 

Angela 4504 

Cline Meghan 3355, 10225 

Cline S 5392 

Close Alex 13131 

Cloward Julia 1569 

Cluff Connor 3955 

Cluff Joshua 9824 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Cluff Parker 8916 

Cluff Tara 8774 

Clynes Neville 8575 

Coats Michele 1970, 9952 

Coats Peter 4897 

Coats Timothy 12706 

Cobain Chris 11994 

Cobin Elizabeth 5002 

Cobourn Ryan 8519 

Cocanour Larry 5555 

Cochella Chris 5477 

Cocker Martin 1829 

Cockfield Jack 7651 

Cocorinis Dimitri 6732 

Cody Bridgid 13200 

Coe Austin 10416 

Coe Savannah 10849 

Coelho Beatriz 1373 

Coffelt Allison 7506 

Coffer Brice 776 

Coffman Hazel 8411 

Coffman Kyle 6784 

Coffman Robert 6704 

Coggins Kirby 7193 

Cohee John 10345 

Cohen Alexander 219 

Cohen Jonathan 9410 

Cohen Ronna 2623 

Colbert Andrew 1183 

Colby Jen 13130 

Colby Jim 6022 

Colby Rebekah 11377 

Colby Stephen 6301 

Cole Brett 7998 

Cole Chad 9132 

Cole Erin 4339, 8503 

Cole Kyle 4470 



 

 September 2022 
32A-30 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Cole Martin 1109, 1712 

Cole Ronald 1521 

Cole Taggart 10559 

Coleman Erin 9595 

Coleman George 5095 

Coleman Heather 2087 

Coleman Marinda  10390 

Coleman Richard 12487 

Coleman Rosane 11057 

Coleman 
Higbee 

Stacy  2191 

Colemere Matthew 2808, 10671 

Colemere Thomas 12958 

Coles Peter 3415 

Coles-Ritchie Marc 1912, 1914 

Coley Eric 9453 

Collard Mary 100 

Collard Monica 2386 

Collett Branfon 3290 

Collett Jeremy  10823 

Collett Karen 8815 

Collier Chris 4880, 4881 

Colling James 1264 

Collingwood Abigail 2965 

Collins Brian 8062 

Collins Foster 12083 

Collins Gregory 7123 

Collins Lewis 6595, 7652 

Collins Megan 221 

Collins Rhett 10499 

Collins Ryan 7454 

Collins Susan 7071 

Collinson Deborah 12287 

Collinson Jim 4328 

Collinson Jimmy 10561 

Colman Paula 8763 

Colopen B. 11475 

Colt William 12111 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Colton Charlene 10190 

Colton Olivia 10282 

Comber David 6590, 9652 

Combs DJ 11948 

Combs Grant 915 

Combs James 3808 

Combs Sach 8285 

Comerford Ken 144 

Comey Adam 2446, 9435 

Compton Len 3007 

Cone Rhea  7810 

Cones Marisa 2710, 12031 

Congdon Eric 1833 

Congdon Joseph 1798 

Congdon Sydney 1172 

Conk Shannon  6824 

Conklin Hanna 9644 

Conkling Conor 6551 

Conlee Elijah 12599 

Conley Lisa 643, 7653 

Conlon Mark 11940 

Conn Matthew 6859, 11408 

Connell Barbara 3119 

Connell Bill 3118 

Connelly Chris 9472 

Connelly Jessica 6724 

Conner Ethan 9481 

Conners Allen 6036 

Connolly Gail 1873 

Connolly Kelly 5087 

Connors Dave 3464 

Conover Caleb 2314 

Conover Terrence 11239 

Conradi Chris 10956 

Conrod William 9617 

Conroy Maureen 11625 

Consiglio Nicholas  8708 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-31 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Consiglio Nick 2899 

Constants David 3756 

Conti Danelle 920 

Conti Elena 2922 

Contreras Joey 6618 

Conty Kai 7654 

Converse Noelle 1511 

Conway Gabrielle 12188 

Conway Greg 1734 

Conway Thomas 8799 

Coody Troy 1993 

Cook Aaron 8604 

Cook Adam 6713 

Cook Adelinn 12697 

Cook Alexis 9426 

Cook Brian 7340 

Cook Caleb 5341 

Cook Chris 6516 

Cook Collette 11545 

Cook Craig 8662 

Cook Cynthia  9119 

Cook David 3138 

Cook Eddie 7655 

Cook Eli 8949 

Cook Heidi 3139 

Cook Janet 11 

Cook Lauren 6088 

Cook Samuel 6651 

Cook Scott 3110 

Cook Tyson 4241 

Cooke Emorie 4739 

Cooke James 716 

Cooke Jonathan 1845, 3796, 
3891 

Cooke Moray 5686 

Cooley Kyler 9664 

Coombe Jeff 5035 

Coombs John 8181 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Coombs Peter 5595, 7552 

Cooper Andrew 3574 

Cooper Calvin 3924 

Cooper Caroline 11448 

Cooper Carrie 698, 6360, 
9892, 11955 

Cooper DeMarius 7389 

Cooper Jacob 12072 

Cooper Jake 3677 

Cooper Jessi 8927 

Cooper Joel 1417 

Cooper Kelli 1413 

Cooper Mark 11370 

Cooper Nikayla 6062 

Cooper Owen 1418 

Cooper Reed 1420 

Cooper Robert 5318 

Cooper Sarah 3931 

Cooper Stephanie 2129 

Cooper Tim 3930 

Coppinger Josh 12405 

Corbett Beatrice 10565 

Cordova Ricco 4660, 6907 

Cordray Cathryn 7994 

Corey Madelyn 8287 

Corey-Disch Adelaide 7937 

Corkery Reanna 4155 

Corkery Wilma 3426 

Corless Preston 3613 

Corley Copeland 7096 

Cornell Kris 12832 

Correa Laura 6531 

Correa Sandra 6668 

Corroon Peter 11930 

Corsi Jacob 8826 

Corso Matt 7069 

Corte Ronald 4696 

Cortesi Jake 7101 



 

 September 2022 
32A-32 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Cortez Hugo 7656 

Corth Susan 3393 

Cortner Paige 1229 

Cortsen Maggie 3140 

Cosgrove Sam 3291 

Costa Matthew 3797 

Costello Barbara 5204 

Costello James 1747 

Cote Carl 12471 

Cote Kevin 719 

Cote Zachery 3021 

Cotter Gail 11406 

Cottle Bradley 12623 

Cottle Caleb 5205 

Cottle Daren 12208 

Cottle Tanner 12931 

Coughlin Scott 8598 

Coughlin Trish 10200 

Coulam Emily  7806 

Coulam Mark 12301 

Coulter Bruce 956 

Coulthurst Scott 5397 

Counceller Sean 11273 

Couper Torey 3343, 10641 

Couper-Noles Rebekah  8384 

Coury Zach 7052 

Cousineau Ria 5535 

Coveyn Patrick 7657 

Covington Adrien 3983 

Covington Jamie 5601 

Covington Trindl 12187 

Cowan Daniel 3864 

Cowan Michelle 2375, 7618 

Cowan Peter 3725 

Cowley S 2414 

Cowley Steph 10701 

Cox Aybra 11344 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Cox Barrett 11291 

Cox Chris 11998 

Cox Christopher 2788 

Cox Jason 5260 

Cox Josh 4097 

Cox Monica  9005 

Cox Taylor 4900 

Cox Todd 12198 

Cox Wendell 3024 

Coyle Chris  8315 

Coyle Colm 6523 

Coyle Lauren 8129 

Coyne David 13197 

Cozzens Cory 5598 

Cozzens Skyler 3269 

Crace Jeff 4982 

Cracroft Jon 10825 

Cragun Brooklyn 12888 

Craig Bill 4824 

Craig Rachel 5846 

Craig Vince 8543, 9648 

Craigmile Zachary 4428 

Cramer Craig 9173 

Cramer Kyra 7658 

Cramer Nick  7090 

Cramer Sam 10554 

Crandall Josh 134 

Crandall Roy 10142 

Crane Rachel 11088 

Crangle Beverly 13153 

Crangle Richard 13151 

Crawford Alex 6881, 6883 

Crawford Josh 4510 

Crawford Lise 10610 

Cray-Kaden Dylan 1403 

Creek Aniela 1278 

Creel Eric 12767 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-33 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Crehan Megan 1170 

Creighton Jeremy 7353 

Creveling Polly 11818 

Cricthlaw Natalie 11631 

Criddle Stone 13266 

Crigler Jacob 12636 

Crim David 12177 

Crimmel Hal 2638 

Crinch Kelsey 11612 

Crinch Shaun 11675 

Crist Gwen 11714 

Crist Scott 762, 9178 

Critchfield Nancy 5998 

Crittenden Cameron 12825 

Crittendon Jill 957 

Croasmunchrist
ensen 

Fox 12423 

Croce Dan 637 

Crockett Geoffrey 1911 

Crockett Jack 4529 

Crockett Jacob 4864 

Crockett Kris 287 

Crockett Teresa 7290, 7858 

Croft Trent 1838 

Crofts Katie 9680 

Crofts Nelli 10025 

Crognale Jack 5892, 6508, 
10813 

Croitoru Andrew 7457 

Cromar Brent  8747 

Cromar Nick 3203 

Cromar Rachel 3202 

Cromar Rebecca 3537 

Crone Eric 13351 

Cronin Tom 12132 

Crook Jordan 10607 

Crook Sandie 3143 

Crooker Daniel 1469 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Crosby Alyse 3650 

Cross Zoe 10128 

Crossett Chris 3453 

Crossland Colby 8569 

Crossley Bransen 12868 

Croswhite Eric 9816 

Crotty Len 7659 

Crowder Maria 1917 

Crowder Ray 1606 

Crowell George 11754 

Crowhurst Clayton 12815 

Crowley Peter 4244 

Crowne Dona  9556 

Crowther Jeremy 1706 

Crowther Landon 7257 

Cruff William 4308 

Crummett Warren 12013 

Cruz Brandon 1265 

Cruz Jay 7426 

Cruz Oscar 11536 

Cubba Keith 5442, 5538 

Cukier Michal 12628 

Cullen Peter 3427, 6491 

Culligan Garrett 7545, 12809 

Cullimore Kelvyn 3645 

Cullimore Ky 3815, 13201 

Culp Evan 7660 

Cummings Emily 8269 

Cummings Guinevere 7909 

Cummings Jeremy 8871 

Cummisford Kevin 1870 

Cundick Jodie 983 

Cunningham Cody 13064 

Cunningham Dave 3428 

Cunningham Karen 307 

Cunningham Kerri 2844 

Cunningham Nathan 6940 



 

 September 2022 
32A-34 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Cur Bel 2319 

Cur Bell 2326 

Curatolo Lexi 2315 

Curic Alisa 10429 

Curley David 5069 

Curran Marci 11680 

Currier Taylor 5747 

Curry Caitlin 12821 

Curry Cliff 11908 

Curtis Boyd 1380 

Curtis Brent 9024 

Curtis Cabot 5401 

Curtis Caprene 3145 

Curtis John 4952, 5371, 
10818 

Curtis Kimberly 8991 

Curtis Koby 5276 

Curtis Natalie 8421 

Curtis Robert 3144 

Curtis Uni 11454 

Curzon Rachel 10954 

Cusick Newel 1608 

Cutler Aleesha 11298 

Cutler Derek 8685 

Cutler Paul 671 

Cutler Steven 12718 

Cutler Taylor 12840 

Cutter Maile 9307 

Cutting Amy 3317 

Cutting Ellie  7868 

Cwiklo Lauren 6006, 11366 

Cytrynbaum Jacob 10415 

Czajkowski Abby 11123 

Czech Eric 2934 

Czujak Janet 5693 

D David 4764 

D. Stephanie 8251 

D'Arcy John 9872 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

D'Souza Anika 1496 

Da Silva Matisse  11936 

Dabel Gary 9999 

DaBell Paige 3324, 12850 

Dachis Louis 481 

Daems Richard 3168 

Daeschner David 4530 

Daggett Lily 10058 

Dahl Barbara 6240 

Dahlberg Peter 8096, 13026 

Dahle Haley 13161 

Dahle James 2729, 8097 

Dahlen Slade 6797 

Dahlgren Tess 12304 

Dahlkamp Chris 5637 

Dahlquist Jack 6763 

Dailey Chris 1460 

Daily Joseph 832, 2455 

Daily Julie 4174 

Daily Nathan 971 

Daines Morgan 5713 

Dainesi Jonathan 4768, 9141 

Daining Justin 8426 

Dalby Ryan 9017 

Dale Robin 4121, 8465, 
8326 

Dall Amy 1905 

Dall Payton 9431 

Dall Sammie 11775 

Dalla Bona Ornella  91 

Dallimore Melissa 11314 

Dalrymple Mary 12506 

Dalrymple Tom 2357 

Dalton Carol 1803 

Dalton Gary 3169 

Dalton Jessica 11582 

Dalton Renate 3170 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-35 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Daluga Kyle 4940, 8030, 
8031 

Daly Braeden 394 

Daly Jim 7355 

Daly Kyle 7513, 13406 

Damon Barbara 3171 

Dan Dan 10108 

Dan Roxana 10073 

Dance Heather 12725 

Dance Lindsay 5006 

Dance Ryan 12831 

Danforth Merebea 11869 

Dang Laura 12044 

Dangerfield Delaney 6685 

Daniel Brandon 4489 

Daniel Ruth 10299 

Danielle Paterson 10064 

Daniels Palmer 6556 

Daniels Taylor 2893 

Daniels Wilder 7960 

Daniero Susan 4831 

Dankmyer Taylor 4218 

Danninger Mark 3825, 8579 

Dansie Bene 12898 

Dansie Julie 285 

Danyluk Stephan 121 

Darais David 3602 

Darais Olivia 3601 

Darder Michael 1297 

Dargis Margy 3013 

Darling Carson 12935 

Dash Jay 2927 

DaSilva Anthont 3792 

DaSilva Anthony 1218 

DaSilva Pahoran 712, 8790 

Daufenbach Matt 2596 

Daugherty Keith 2067 

Davenport Julie 12629 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Davenport LaNiece 12344 

Davenport Mark 831 

Davenport Michele 1965 

Davey Kelli 2423 

David Gregory 5628 

David Sean 9746 

Davidson Brandon 377 

Davidson Erin  6757 

Davidson Michelle 11226 

Davidson Tymothy 8234 

Davies Abrielle 10917 

Davies Brad 2873 

Davies Ed 1720 

Davies Jeff 2765 

Davies Krista 2858 

Davies Matthew 2852 

Davies Sarah 1120, 1123 

Davies Shelley 2853 

Davila Candace 10340 

Davis Adam 6384, 8311 

Davis Barbara 3989 

Davis Brent 110 

Davis Brett 8779 

Davis Cheryl  8363 

Davis David 11693 

Davis Dawn 9013 

Davis Eli 8773 

Davis Elliot 9638 

Davis Eric 10834 

Davis Erin 10664 

Davis Evan 8688 

Davis Gabby 7661 

Davis Geramy 9381 

Davis Greg 9108 

Davis Harry 10972 

Davis Jack 8742 

Davis Jaren 2825 



 

 September 2022 
32A-36 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Davis Jeff 5447 

Davis Jeffrey 3883 

Davis John 1739, 2298, 
6268, 12339 

Davis Kalle 2008 

Davis Kara 12493 

Davis Kenton 1795 

Davis Kevann 10020 

Davis Kevin 6326 

Davis Kirk 6860 

Davis Leslie 3174 

Davis Lucy 12793 

Davis Marc 11265 

Davis Mark 4836 

Davis Mason 11075 

Davis Matt 156, 179 

Davis Matthew 6218 

Davis Michelle 245 

Davis Sarah 10991 

Davis Scott  8379 

Davis Shane 12126 

Davis Sheridan 11232 

Davis Spencer 3999 

Davis Sydney 1537 

Davis Taylor 13128 

Davita Janine 7370 

Davitz Adam 12003 

Dawson Chris 12644 

Dawson Kevin 629 

Day Heather 12406 

Day Jordan 9157 

Day Lorraine F  8280 

Day Marissa 12480 

Day Nicole 12730 

Day Stefani 3580 

Dayton Adrian 1828 

Dayton Brad 8968 

de Lorenzi Anna  13000 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

de Nevers Klancy  10832 

De Paz Andrea  2072 

De Rose-Porter Karen  2589 

De Vries Blake  3383 

De Vries Kyle 8478 

de Vries Ryan  6901 

Deacon Jeffrey 5285 

Deady Mike 7342 

Deagle Mike 2633 

Deagle Shea 2634 

Dean Courtney 12757 

Dean Daniel 49 

Dean Liz 50 

Deans Jennifer 2862, 13186 

Deans Kyle 2803 

Dearden Daniel 5953 

Dearinger Jennifer 3175 

Deason Nicolette 8391 

DeBlase Fred 621 

DeBlieux Donald 6786 

DeBruine Sean 5551 

Deburlo Robert 12315 

DeBusscher Matt 7245 

DeCampli David 1808 

Dechet Christopher 8981 

Deckard Austin 2134 

Decker Jacqueline 1302 

Decker Mark 2426 

Decker Tim 8305 

Decker Zach 517, 4238, 
8057 

Decola Jake  6424, 6589 

Decola Josh 7084 

DeCorso Kelly 11613 

DeDen Amber 8811 

Deem Kimberly 10899 

Deemer Julie 4801 

DeFrain Laura 10165 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-37 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

DeGan Jason 2050 

DeGemmis Meghan 1036, 7227, 
7281 

Degenaars Bradley 12796 

Degeneffe Ellie 7494 

DeGeorge Rob 8723 

DeGray Evan 6703 

DeGrazio Nyssa 8443 

Deisley Janet 9358 

Dekeyzer Aaron 2457, 4370, 
13357 

Del Valle Rachel  6528 

Delahunty Mollie  6772 

DeLany Will 9808 

Delcorps Mark 9154 

Delea Thomas 9397 

Delemos Nathan 11632 

Delgado Christy 10792 

DelGreco Nick 1835 

Dellinger Dana 3529 

Deloach Dayton 10984 

DeLong Jeffrey 8477 

Delton Mckenna 4454 

Dema Tyler 7380 

DeMarco Matthew 9550 

DeMaria Preston 4499 

DeMay Erin 1045 

deMelo Cibely 11546 

DeMent Michelle 5785 

Demerjian Mauri 5187 

Demerjian Michael 5138 

Demschar Michelle 2921 

Denbin Max 3746 

Dencic Alex 5633 

Dengg Lisa 10672 

Denison Nicole 6072 

Denman Gayle 4074, 5960 

Denning Alex 3942 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Denning Amanda 3941 

Dennis Kevin 11061 

Denny Greg 8409 

Densley Scott 2150 

Densley Taylor 2579 

Densmore Parker 6232 

Dent Alan 8864 

Denton Craig 10669 

Denton Jen 2155 

Denton Layne 4862 

Denys Josh 2958 

Depies Sawyer 9630 

Derderien Paul 7662 

Derezotes Tami 7539 

deRosier Matt 8623 

DeSeelhorst Nic 6905 

DeShazo Bridget 4620 

Desideraggio Gene 7272 

Desmarteau Mandi 6290 

Despain Asia 11935 

Despain Matt 9962 

Despain Susan 2316 

Desplinter Mark 557 

DeTar Carleton 4102 

Detrick Chris 9986 

Detrick Declan 2107 

Detwiler Rachel 10973 

Dever Megan 11626 

DeVette Juliet 664 

Devey Jaren 8889 

DeVico Matt 4378 

DeVries Michael 9930 

DeVries 
Metropolitan 
Water District 
of Salt Lake & 
Sandy 

Michael 13338 

Dew Bruce 3855 



 

 September 2022 
32A-38 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

DeWaal Cici 2878 

DeWaal Cierra 3452 

DeWaal Tanner 2877 

Dewey N 4092 

Dewitt Aiden 7242 

Dexter Tyler 11452 

Deyle Greg 367 

Dhondt Justin 5540 

Di Christina 12575 

Di Iorio Bradley  1286 

Di Rocco Eileen  4029 

Di Vita Maria  695 

Diamandis Skylar 8547 

Diamond Adam 773, 8359 

Diamond Alex 11977 

Diamond Arthur 1939 

Diamond Jordan 6235 

Diamond Julian 1909 

Diamond M K 1961 

Diamond Oliver 1900 

Diamond Sarah 12584 

Diamond Steve 626 

Diaz Cindy 11828 

Diaz Miguel 12057 

Dibb Mark 1119 

Dibble Teri 3750, 10887 

DiBella Ed 3051 

DiBona Chris 9564 

Dicke Caleb 7363 

Dickerson David 5893 

Dickerson Jessie 9610 

Dickinson Chase 11354 

Dickson Stephanie 4884 

Dickter Brad 2824 

Diebolt Kent 741 

Diederich Abigail 3272 

Diedrich Mason 13129 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Diegel Tom 12374 

Diehl Cameron 12084 

Diehl Rachel  8367 

Diehl Rebecca  7885 

Dieker Patrick 1402 

Dier Nicholas 884 

Dietering David 1064 

Dietz Monika 13247 

Diezma Christophe 6013 

Digwood Brett 751, 1057, 
4252 

Diiro Jeff 5872 

Dilato Vicki 11653 

Dillard Denise 11130 

Dillman Elsa 2785 

Dillon Bryce 9020 

Dillon James 6679 

Dillworth Richard 8428 

DiLoreto Brian 4462 

DiMarzio David 5309 

Dimond Brice 1868 

DiNardo Julia 13120 

Dingman Megan 7061 

Dingman Tausha 5040 

DiNoto Jennifer 4916 

Dippo Cassia 8778 

Dirats Spencer 10052 

DiRocco Dave 2996, 4237 

DiRosa Edward 688 

Disarro Dylan 11661 

Dishman Addison 10016 

Disney Alex 11972 

Disney Julia 11722 

Dittmer Margit 3072 

Diuguid Brooke 11349 

Diven Jake 5833 

Dixon Brok  8153 

Dixon Lily 11561 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-39 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Dixon Timothy 7515 

Do Dana 11255 

Dobbelaere Luke 965 

Dobkins Stacey 2190 

Dobson Margaret 10508 

Dobson Venessa 131 

Docherty Madeleine 7334, 10535 

Dockstader Kirsten 3563, 12390 

Dodd Jeff 1430 

Dodd Mark 5265 

Dodd Ray 2569 

Dodge James 1398 

Doe Jon 3513 

Doherty Graham 11310 

Doherty Mark 2924, 8314 

Doherty Michael  8316 

Dolan Cindy 12347 

Dolan Danny 13068 

Dolan John Kevin 7538 

Dolan Tim 3070 

Dolan Tom 2772 

Dolato Ashley 11498 

Dolinar David 1100 

Doll Justin 5478 

Doll Kelly 1848 

Domer Karen 4807 

Dominesey Julia 7169 

Dominesey Matthew 7338 

Domingues Mackenzie 6593 

Domm Cindy 12090 

Domm Greg 12094 

Donaldson Daniel 748 

Donaldson Fred 2917 

Donavin Kirkwood 2183 

Done Anna 4425 

Done Sean  7816 

Done William 2549 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Donegan Josh 6011 

Donis Anna 4158, 12336 

Donle Edward 5575 

Donlon Denise 8127 

Donnachie Scott 10469 

Donnelly Brandon 593 

Donnelly Jim 5410 

Donnelly Keith 1395 

Donner Ben 10509 

Donovan Brent 11117 

Doody Sarah 10497 

Dooley Matt 10060 

Doonigan Jessica 310 

Dorais Jason 11115 

Dorais Stacey 11140 

Doran Heather 5185, 6056 

Dordai Zane 7495 

Doris Brenda 2091 

Dorn Michael 6308 

Dornfeld Paul 10850 

Dorny John  2773, 2775 

Dorsey Eric 3843 

Dorsey Sharon 3176 

Dorst Lindsay 9827 

Dosi Sushil 496 

Doty Erika 12416 

Doty Grant 4587 

Doubek Brian 3628 

DouBrava Lauren 10735 

Douglas Graham 2282 

Douglas Joel 6650 

Douglas Josh 11800 

Douglas Wismer Stephen  4933 

Douglass Mark 1083 



 

 September 2022 
32A-40 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Douglass Robert 12489, 13290, 
13291, 13292, 
13293, 13294, 
13295, 13296, 
13297, 13298, 
13299, 13300, 

13301 

Dove Chris 12059 

Dove Heather 4766 

Dove Katja 12121, 12154 

Dow Doyle 3618 

Dowben Sydney 7267 

Dowdall Lexi 275, 12763 

Dowdle Sean 130 

Dowell Valoree 2247 

Dowling Ned 2848 

Downard Ross 6110 

Downes Steve 3354, 7525 

Downey Kara 9286 

Doxey Ben 11750 

Doxey Jamie  7001 

Doyle Adam 12194 

Doyle Erin 2925 

Doyle Giselle 6108 

Doyle James 9772 

Doyle Michaela 2798 

Doyle Shane 700 

Doyle 
Brighton 
Resort 

Randy 13335 

Drag D 8361 

Drage Daniel 7418 

Drage Taylor 4837 

Draghi John 11107 

Drake Ashely 7663 

Drake Larry 4372 

Dransfield Janelle 8995 

Draper Andrew 10675 

Draper Dale 13375 

Draper David 4098 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Draper Del 6257 

Draper Emily 6298 

Draper Jake  8293 

Draper Jared 3915 

Draper Nichol 513 

Drennan Andrew 1921, 7575, 
12475 

Dressler Christoph 3533 

Dressler Taunya 2301 

Drew Anita 6578 

Drew John 12286 

Drewnowski Kelly 1495 

Dreyfous James 8131 

Dreyfous John 10087 

Dreyfuss David 1919 

Drilling Cody 7186 

Droeger Derek 769 

Drummond Lucas 11945 

Dubia Christopher 4997 

Dubil Ethan 13014 

Dubock John 1688, 8447 

DuBois David 3980 

Dubrow Paige 6297 

Dubya Jeff 1976 

Duchesneau Jeff 6193 

Ducker Gregory 7076 

Dudden Teresa  8504 

Dudik Andrew 11875 

Dudley Ben 1969 

Dudley Levi 12269 

Due Preston 4167 

Duernberger Rj 11079 

Dufel Audrey 9475 

Duffin Blake 12380 

Duffy Meghan 10370 

Dugan Brett 7149 

Dugery Mike 805, 6346 

Dugger Richard 5001 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-41 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Duggineni Chanakya 267 

Duhig Maura  7902 

Dujardin William 9234 

Duke Austin 2480 

Duke Braden 6813 

Duke Carl 12608 

Dumas Heather 451 

DuMond Ash 3851 

Dumont Nolan 4565 

Dunbeck Nathaniel 12507 

Duncan Adam 12377 

Duncan Bradlee 5880 

Duncan Bruce 13261 

Duncan Chad 9909 

Duncan Jill 5038 

Duncan Jonathan 12977 

Duncan Shane 2122, 11668 

Duncan Trent 2547, 12329 

Dunfey Julie 7556 

Dunford Adam 12905 

Dunford Madeline 10732 

Dunford Mary 4915 

Dunlea Barbara 8125 

Dunlea John 8130 

Dunn Cary 157 

Dunn Ireland 2308, 7664 

Dunn Jason 11163 

Dunn Mark 2271 

Dunn Michael 411 

Dunn Thomas 2000 

Dunn William 6495 

Durr Eleasha 860 

Durrant Lon 9604 

Durrant Rachel 2337 

Dursa Jordan 1708 

Durst Kevin 1072 

Dustman Darby 1306 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Duszak Russ 1344 

Duty Andrew 12176 

Dvorak Claire 9931 

Dvorak Joe 9135 

Dwinell Dick 5151 

Dwyer Brendan 1639 

Dwyer Jessica 1550 

Dyer Ash 2866 

Dyer Tony 2403 

Dykman Robert 1022 

Dykstra Joni 588, 1538, 
9803 

Dyrud Scott 2187 

Dyson Michael 8665 

Dziedzina Taylor 6217 

E. Jessica 4804 

Eads Wesley 9416 

Ealy Paul 1178, 10590 

Earl Andrew 9591 

Earle Jaron 7148 

Easterbrook Jed 3736 

Eastman Barbara  6741 

Eastman Claudette 1565 

Eaton Fisher 4843 

Eaves Lance 612 

Eaves Savana  7950 

Eberhardt Jonathan 11208 

Eberle Kathryn 11614 

Ebert Perri 796 

Eble Melissa 9341 

Eby Sarah 6850 

Echenique Ana 5513 

Eckert Dan 5092 

Eckhout Nancy 5698 

Economides Tamar 8792 

Economy Bryan 12874 

Eddington Maxwell 3922 

Eddington Michael 1136 



 

 September 2022 
32A-42 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Eddy Nils 4143 

Edelman Eric 1434, 3865, 
6344 

Edelstein Bailey 6966 

Edelstein Eric 7619 

Eden Jennifer 11866 

Eder Ben 10855 

Edgar Bruce 5950 

Edgcomb Torey 5437 

Edlin Daniel 12981 

Edlund Mark 1715, 13250 

Edman Joseph 9082 

Edmondson Brandon 10250 

Edmondson Scout 8990 

Edsall Arlene 3845 

Edward N. 40 

Edwards Erin 7953 

Edwards Farrah 610 

Edwards Jeff 13407 

Edwards Julia 8810 

Edwards Kristen 9133 

Edwards Sheely 3181 

Edwards Susan 3450 

Edwards Victoria 3762 

Edwards Weston 12164 

Eells Dustin  8492 

Egan Alex 1197 

Egan Annaka 3669 

Egbert Patrick 1940 

Egbert Wilford 13113 

Egelund Dave 2100 

Eggert Don 10884 

Eggertson-Goff Lani Kai  3429 

Eggleston Nathan 6847 

Ehlert Stephen 10168 

Ehninger Shauna 7332 

Ehrhart Jason 2163, 3087 

Ehrhart LeeAnn 10720 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ehrman Deborah 6743 

Eibler Nick 3898 

Eichbauer Jill 9333 

Eichelberger Caroline 5042 

Eichert Anna 4111 

Eighan Cory 7521 

Eigner Benjamin 3551 

Eikevik Keith 2797 

Einhorn Robin 5592 

Eisen Hilary 5911 

Eisenrich Tyler 3914 

Eiting Eric 12289 

Eiting Jacob 10541 

Eixenberger Chris  7867 

Elam Eileen 4727, 11848 

Elam Jimmy 11328 

Elander Chuck 458, 9012 

Elbert Rachelle 7387 

Elberts Mike 10096 

Eldredge Jack 4817 

Eldredge Jerry 5463, 6878 

Eldredge Natasha 8289 

Eldredge Rena 4325 

Eldredge Zachary 11669 

Eldregle Ludd 7665 

Eldridge Tyler 3395, 9315 

Elegante Andrew 7587 

Elem Victoria 7366 

Elggren Matthew 1832, 3341 

Elhaddi Moe 6544 

Eliason Ashley 13158 

Elison Kade 11402 

Elizabeth Jennifer 1128 

Elizer Christopher 452 

Elkaz Alma  8508 

Elkington Robert 7511 

Elkington Wendy 7512 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-43 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ellender Paul 3988 

Eller Dave 10683 

Eller David 745 

Ellias Sarah 7320 

Ellingson Calle 8956 

Elliott Anne 8000 

Elliott Casey 6496, 9780 

Elliott Chris 5542 

Elliott Joe 11689 

Elliott Lindsey 13009 

Elliott Makenzie  9984 

Elliott Michael 1098 

Elliott Taylor 9598 

Ellis Amy 12631 

Ellis Andrea 12736 

Ellis Dean 12733 

Ellis Libby 12606 

Ellis Matthew 6775 

Ellis Raquel 5884, 8267 

Ellison Matt 5875 

Ellison Suzie 3326, 7526 

Ellsworth Ethan 3062 

Elmore Tara 6234 

Elordi Josie 12482 

Else Something 2396 

Elsholz Matt 8542 

Elton Brennan 1224 

Elvidge Lauren 11109 

Ely Christopher 11491 

Emerson Kent 4849 

Emery Berrett 8597 

Emery Chloe 10988 

Emery Jordan 6492 

Emery Katrina 10500 

Emery Lisa 6655 

Emett Paul 8560 

Emm Diane  8511 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Emory Meg 11889 

Empey Michael 894 

Empson Alec 9706 

Emsley Zubin 13225 

Ence Elizabeth 12185 

Enders Zane 1060 

Endicott Emily 1653 

Eng Alex 1353 

Eng Jesse 1882 

England Kathryn 11615 

Englert Anthony 859 

English Kathleen  8352 

English Terica 3875 

English Travis 1901 

Englund Pia 3984 

Engracia Judith  8347 

Engstrom Brian 5186 

Enke Sam 11145 

Enkhtugs Cindy 6725 

Enniss Joseph 10380 

Enos Elizabeth 5031 

Enriquez Megan 1549 

Epperson Julie 8237 

Epperson-
Valum 

Mackenzie 13020 

Epstein Marni 7182 

Erdmann John 1859 

Erekson Andrea 3182 

Erekson Chad 3183 

Erhardt Robert 6835 

Erhardy Robin 8980 

Erickson Aaron 4377 

Erickson Adam 2562, 2566, 
11276, 12364 

Erickson Alyssa 12970 

Erickson Chris 7528 

Erickson Daysen 6063 



 

 September 2022 
32A-44 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Erickson Jason 12309, 12311, 
13364 

Erickson Jon 163 

Erickson Katie 10530 

Erickson Margie 10570 

Erickson Nicholas 10920 

Erickson Steve 12522 

Erickson Wynnette 8820 

Ericsson Alexis 5008 

Erikson Christal 1466 

Ermakova Maia 2506, 3621 

Ermisch Ryan 2115 

Ernst Daniel 12715 

Escobar Breanna 3661 

Escutia Raul 12255 

Esdorn Corinna 12514 

Eskelson JD 595, 8912 

Eskildsen Bergen 1346 

Eskind Amy 4207 

Esperanza Caroline 3184 

Espinoza VaLynn 9651 

Esplin Brittani 11384 

Esplin Claire 3257, 11390, 
11468 

Esplin Davis 11374 

Esplin G.T.  9745 

Esplin Ian 4119 

Esplin Kaye 11380 

Esplin Kyle 2608, 11383 

Esplin Lucy  9751 

Esplin Sadie 11372 

Esplin Spencer 9762 

Esplin Todd 5129 

Esquivel Patricia 4220 

Essaff Logan 9721 

Estabrooke Ivy 4986 

Estrada Stephen 5393 

Ethington Jared 4965 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ethington JD 10212 

Ethington Justin 4892 

Ettinger Michael 9101 

Evanoff Cameron 10778 

Evans Alexander 2105 

Evans Anne 2462 

Evans Ava 11499 

Evans Brandon 1806 

Evans David 10957 

Evans Duncan 4926 

Evans Harlan 202 

Evans Jacob 12661 

Evans Jenny 3188 

Evans John 12848 

Evans Madeline 10908 

Evans Mark 2039 

Evans Michele 12847 

Evans Sarah 2875 

Evans Seth 6762 

Evans Steph 10086 

Evans Trevor 9308 

Evans Zackery 979 

Evensen John 6383 

Evenstad Lindsey 3634 

Everitt Mark 1248 

Everitt Taurean 6635 

Eves Randy 11472, 13287 

Ewell Heidi 8782 

Ewer Bill 2525 

Ewing Paul 742 

Ewing Spencer 9836 

Exeter Erik 12077 

Eyre Aubrey 1638 

Eyre Howard 9853, 7846 

Eyre Mason 6895 

Eyre Miles 6569 

Eyre Serenity 13271 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-45 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ezro Nathan 12220 

F J 7514 

F N 9230 

F Wyatt 2641 

Fabrizio Morgan 4987 

Facciponti Mary 2816 

Fackrell Dre 6504 

Facktor Sheryl 9440 

Factor Davis 8233 

Faddis Melanie 11627 

Fagergren Tyler 9367, 10095 

Fairbanks Derron 9971 

Fairchild Andrew 6889 

Fairchild Heidi 12610 

Fairchild Jim 11870 

Faires Kevin 4002 

Fale Daniel 12744 

Falk Tyler 12114 

Falkenburg Cameron 5337 

Fallon Charles 10951 

Falvo Haley 11412 

Family James 7036 

Fandl Zack 10451 

Fangman Annie 2534 

Fankhauser Seth 12563 

Fannin Kenny 12803 

Fant Erin 10652 

Fara Jeff 5582 

Faraji Ary 1180 

Farkas Janet 1133 

Farley Alex 12956 

Farley Anthony 3388 

Farley Brandon 4068 

Farley Joe 7666 

Farley Robin 7667 

Farr Connie 10872 

Farr Erica 11439 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Farra Lina 6701 

Farrar Ben 579 

Farre Larissa 11606 

Farver Shane 6463 

Fashel Neil 7220 

Fastenberg Nate 1189 

Fatovic Michelle 10129 

Faught Jeff 5366 

Faul Aoife 10760 

Faure Julie 12947 

Faust Andrea 6739 

Fausz Heidi 581 

Fawcett Gay 11910 

Fay Jonathan 4231 

Feagin Nancy 10420 

Featherstone Jake 12425 

Fede Gerald 1729 

Federico Gerard 5255 

Federico Jacob 7135 

Fedorchak Deedee 3293, 9959 

Fedorov Edward 5829 

Feez Corey 3853 

Feher Tiffanie 1333 

Fehlig James 11837 

Fei Kaileen 13079 

Feldkamp Thomas 9255 

Feldman Andrea 7668 

Feldman Dave 11974 

Feldman Mike 8540 

Feliciano Nicole 7139 

Felker Melissa 10048 

Felt Alana 11841 

Felt Deborah 7935 

Felt Faithe 6035 

Felt Katherine 11662 

Felton Robert 10012 

Fendler Jamie 2683 



 

 September 2022 
32A-46 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Fenton Marcus 3752 

Feola Soren 6886 

Feolo Michelle 521 

Ferdon Andrew 6061 

Ferguson Colin 6071 

Ferguson Dylan 2167 

Ferguson Hugh 6206, 10945 

Ferguson Justin 8029 

Ferguson Lily 4636 

Ferguson Mary Ann 
and Robert  

7458 

Ferguson Natalie 10573 

Ferguson Robert 2162, 5606 

Ferguson Russell 8765 

Ferguson Spencer  9675 

Feria-Arias Enrique 7669 

Fernandez Oscar 4017 

Ferrce Madeleine 7670 

Ferrell Shannon 11674 

Ferrell MD Sean  5974 

Ferrer Andrew 11981 

Ferrer Cass 9628 

Ferris Dakota 463 

Ferro Ari 9010 

Ferros Morgan 877 

Ferry Will 4855 

Festin Madeleine 10315 

Fetzer Wallace 1546, 9281 

Feucht Annie 11305, 12500 

Feurer Mckoy 10861 

Fichthorn Caroline 1235 

Fichthorn Jordan 1141 

Fickel Veronica 13118 

Fiddyment Gregg 5716 

Field Eveline 11797 

Field Tony 11151 

Fielding Spencer 9162 

Fields Annie 11494 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Fields David 11970 

Fields Melissa 7171 

Fields 
Snowbird 
Resort 

Dave 13313, 13355 

Figgins Charlotte 9163 

Figgins Joshua  7830 

Figuracion Adam 9884 

Fikar Lisa 868 

Fillerup David 460 

Fillerup Natalie 2584, 7840 

Fillman Jim 436 

Fillmore Bentley 11101 

Fillmore Gabe 7187 

Fillnow Kathleen 12638 

Finch Grady 5776 

Findlay Anne 13063 

Fine Perry 5646 

Finke Alec  7104 

Finke Buffie 13184 

Finlayson Teri 10800 

Finley Glen 12990 

Finley Marc 421 

Finley Todd 4749 

Finlinson Doug 1410 

FInn Eva 12593 

Finn Peter 1614 

Finnegan Sean 1122 

Finnerty Michael 4060, 13378 

Finnie Shelby 7374 

Finsand Carter 10010 

Finstad Sara 2976 

Finstad Trevor 607, 11991 

Fiore Michael 8002 

Firmage Carrol 12814 

Firmage Chris 862, 9400 

Firmage Victoria 9503 

Firmani Nick 12667 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-47 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Fischer Erin 8856 

Fischer Jon 7167 

Fischer Jonathan 2984 

Fischer Paxon 11008 

Fish Glen 1336 

Fisher Adam 11006 

Fisher Bryan 828 

Fisher Jarrett 10211 

Fisher Jay 5594 

Fisher Josh 93 

Fisher Justin 12217 

Fisher Rachael 12483 

Fisher Tim 4480 

Fisher 
Save Our 
Canyons 

Carl 4172, 13322, 
13323 

Fishman Ellie 7372 

Fishman Howard 5007 

Fisk Cooper 5852 

Fisk Jessica 1851 

Fitch Barbara 3433 

Fitzgerald Andrew 3466 

Fitzgerald Dennis 8585 

FitzGerald John 7265 

Fitzgerald Liam 5796 

Fitzwater Steve 2681, 3307, 
13441 

Fix Matt 13143 

Fix Matthew 7671 

Fixsen Rachel 9797 

Flam Jimmy 7672 

Flanagan Paul 2472, 10971 

Flandro Alicia 3906 

Flandro Shirley 3905 

Fleisch Debby 2086 

Fleming Adam 6324 

Fleming Ben 9036 

Fleming Courtney 7614 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Fleming Dave 12324 

Fleming Scott 2720 

Fleming Thomas 9571 

Fleming Todd 552 

Flemming Daniel 7673 

Flesner Leslie 6785 

Fletcher Kai 8840 

Fletcher Kristen 8438 

Fletcher Wayne 2138 

Flick Jeff 4148 

Flinders Auriana 12618 

Flint Kelly 2806 

Flint Wesley 1318 

Flitton Sam 3826 

Flood Caroline 7056 

Floodman Peter 12103 

Florence Andrew 5781 

Florence Nathan 7986 

Flores Gerardo 10176 

Flores Hallie 10187 

Flores Jessica 8919 

Flores Kimberley 4657 

Florin Anna 4761 

Floyd Michelle 3162 

Floyd Sam 6070 

Flux Donna 4705 

Flygare Cami 8712 

Flynn John 3532 

Flynn Melissa 4650 

Flynn Sean 11449 

Foerster Jared 1081 

Fogel David 9793 

Fogelman Michael 7554 

Fogelson Ilana 9589 

Foles Ross 2571 

Foley Greg 3163, 11502 

Foley Jessica 3164 



 

 September 2022 
32A-48 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Folgert Jake  8376 

Folland David 11993 

Follender Hannah  7819 

Follis Kara 11616 

FoMerra Thomas 7675 

Fongeallaz Strike 3165 

Fonseca Mike 2093 

Fontaine Melody 9663 

Fontaine Nick 488 

Food Joe 11767 

Foote Mark 1131 

Foran Sarah  8488 

Forbes Berk  8838 

Forbes Tanner 3872 

Forbes Vanessa 2813 

Forchelli Steve 12572 

Forcier Brianna 9114 

Ford Abby 6815 

Ford Andrew 2726 

Ford Emily 7028 

Ford Merrill 2176 

Ford Richard 7975 

Fordgce James 7674 

Forgie Jordan 6876 

Forgue Kirk 908 

Fornek Paige 7676 

Forney Francine 7420, 7422 

Forrest Rachel 5499 

Forsdick Chris 3014 

Forsgren Joyce 3208 

Forsgren Zach 3209 

Forster-Burke Diane 2519, 8076 

Forsyth Michael 6263 

Fortin Kimber 10268 

Fortney Sam 11136 

Foster Buddy 4584 

Foster Byron 4466 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Foster Carol  8357 

Foster Clinton 7378 

Foster Grant 3530 

Foster Jesse 3150 

Foster Joel 5155 

Foster Kathy 3149 

Foster Melissa 9988 

Foster Michael 4306 

Foster Natalie 1991 

Foster Nicholas 10385 

Foster Seamus 6825 

Foster Green Alison  3535 

Foucher Hugo 9830 

Foulger Bryant 6312 

Foulger Joshua 6181 

Foulger Makenzie 8602 

Fournier Michelle 3215 

Fowers Lindsay 10512 

Fowkes Patrick 6086 

Fowler Bennett 9667 

Fowler Dawn 6438 

Fowler Myles 13254 

Fowler Ute 13080 

Fowler William 1190 

Fowles Jeri 2143 

Fowls Lucas 7471 

Fowls Matt 7466 

Fowls William 7470 

Fox Cathie 10386 

Fox Chloe 2890 

Fox Cole 372, 13399 

Fox Doug 5055 

Fox Gabriel 5755 

Fox Greg 5888 

Fox Jared 1665 

Fox Jason 3386 

Fox Jon 9150 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-49 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Fox Kody 7912 

Fox Nathan 4437 

Fox Nicole 2757 

Fox-Shapiro Ben 10056 

Frahm Walker 7164 

Frame James 12665 

Frame Marianna 5574 

Franchitto Douglas 10566 

Francis Amie 13006 

Francis Justin 7569 

Francis Mathew 5207 

Francis Todd 5964 

Francl Abby 8550 

Francl Jennifer  8351 

Frandsen Gary 10575, 10581 

Frandsen Matt 4935 

Frangello Ligia 4896 

Frank David 863 

Franke Alexander 6898 

Frankel Mitchell 2621 

Franklin Garth 3579, 11937 

Franks Zach 8214 

Franz Michael 5757 

Franz Travis 5390 

Franzen Jan 6472 

Frasol Jadwiga 2658, 11227 

Frauenhofer Chris 1436 

Frawley Becky  8486 

Frazer Leah 10970 

Frazier Hannah 6489 

Frazier Jack 9414 

Frazier Jason 1158 

Frazier Nicholas 1910 

Frazier Robert 412 

Frazier Will 12335 

Frechette Patricia 8463 

Frederick Jason 5164 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Frederick Mark 11820 

Frederick Steven 5737 

Fredrickson Blake 1084 

Freebairn Greg 11261 

Freedlund Jeffrey 11064 

Freedman Dina 3789 

Freeland Isaac 12770 

Freeman Andrew 6075 

Freeman Calvin 6146 

Freeman John 7507 

Freeman Joseph 13177 

Freeman LeeAnn 11607 

Freeman Stan 2048, 7607 

Freeman-Crane Alexa 11495 

Frehner Kurt 6159 

Frei Elliot 9748, 9794 

Frei Greg 1987 

Freking Austin 9879 

French Cameron  7808 

French Jessica 5630 

French Kristen 13160 

French Tara 2812 

Fresard 
U.S. Army 
Corps of 
Engineers 

Nicole 13344 

Frey Ethan 5082 

Frick Austin 746 

Frick Skyler 11897 

Fridal Angelo 9766 

Friedman Alex 861, 8159 

Friedman Andy 8719, 10728, 
12941 

Friedman Collin 11451 

Friedrich Jonathan 4984 

Friend Doug 5688 

Friesen Annie 4557 

Frietz David 9981 



 

 September 2022 
32A-50 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Frioux Jena 3400 

Frisby Cody 7121 

Frisby James 858 

Fritz Greg 8225 

Fritz Thomas 2850 

Froerer Logan  6453 

Frogge Michael 1659 

Frogley Alexandria 9802 

Frohlicch Peter 2004 

Frohman Stephanie 10041 

Frohnapfel Eric 441 

Frommelt Josi 7051 

Frommelt Maddie  7020 

Frommer Lauren 6836 

Frontero John 212 

Froyd Carrie 3112 

Frug Amy 7157 

Fry Kevin 5385 

Fry Sierra 10053 

Fryer Joshua 3674 

Fryland Michael 5782 

Ftaclas Stephen 635 

Fu Dan 7473 

Fu Jenny 10304 

Fucheck Maxwell 4548 

Fuchs Ben 9217 

Fuchs Heiner 1390 

Fudge Van 19 

Fudyma Gary 11416 

Fuegi Hans 2953 

Fuhr Steven 9395, 9488 

Fuhrman David 5448 

Fulenwider Margaret 5878 

Fuller Anne 7576 

Fuller Brad 11016 

Fuller Gene 10312 

Fuller Jaclyn 12745 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Fuller John 5134 

Fuller Kat 11240 

Fuller Mary Gene 5665, 11778 

Fuller Michael 5617 

Fuller Thomas 12684 

Fuller Tonia 6727 

Fullerton Judy 3216 

Fullmer John 645 

Fullmer Mel 4078 

Fulton Amy 3625 

Fulton Joshua 8049 

Fulton Paul 2839 

Fults Robin 83, 9063 

Fultz Matthew 9436 

Funk Jason 6262 

Funk Jim 3948 

Funston Blake 6562 

Furin Virginia 320 

Furman Emma 13171 

Furman Megan 2737 

Furner Annelie 11355 

Furton Sydnie 2645 

Fuys Becky 11443 

G Adam 6733 

G Jason 10131 

G Katie 10100 

Gabaldon Zachery 4414 

Gabbert Lisa 5999 

Gabbert Steve 6549 

Gabel Mark 7531 

Gabel Nicholas 5326 

Gable Susan 7772 

Gabler Jason 3654, 3655 

Gabriel Richard 4969 

Gaertner Katie 8245 

Gaffney Samantha 10045 

Gagat Ressa 747 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-51 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Gagnon Andrew 12690 

Gaia Jennifer 6510 

Gaia Paul 13192 

Gaidzik Rusty 12355 

Gail Peter 1844 

Gaisford Tyler 5803 

Gaitber Andrea 1561 

Gajda Daniel 11947 

Galanes Ben 6570, 9043 

Gale Aaron 8217 

Gale Eric 6175 

Galehdari Nazanin 7491 

Galicia Marled 11198 

Galla Zach 6746 

Gallacher Lara 8887, 11165 

Gallagher Bob 11683 

Gallagher Dotti 2834, 2835 

Gallagher Edward 3263 

Gallagher John 13165 

Gallagher Meagan 6250 

Gallagher Patrice 3157 

Gallagher Sally 6758 

Galland Izzy  10074 

Gallati Patricia 365 

Gallati Peter 353 

Gallie Thom 1646, 13384 

Galliett Kate 3538 

Gallivan Michael 210 

Gallo Sarah 6359 

Galt Spencer 3591 

Gambassi Jack 1686 

Gamble Aubrey 13136 

Gamble R 6357, 7939 

Gamble Skylar 11673 

Gamvroulas Chris 1601 

Gang Lyndsay 8427 

Gangwish Eric 10169 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Gannett Anna 1804 

Gannon Bradley 3738 

Ganz Bryan 12693 

Ganz Julie 10498 

Ganze Julie 7677 

Garber Howie 2941 

Garcia Alvin 12272 

Garcia Andy 7225 

Garcia Eddie 4327 

Garcia Jane 8338 

Garcia Jerry 9445 

Garcia Kylee 3301 

Garcia Patricia 4032 

Garcia Paulina 8938 

Garcia Thornton 12560 

Gard Kellee 12432 

Gardenhire Amy 13089 

Gardiner Mark 5660, 6241 

Gardiner Stephanie 5471 

Gardiner Todd 567 

Gardner Ariel 4676 

Gardner Barbara 10158 

Gardner Becca 3219 

Gardner Ben 3220 

Gardner Jack 978 

Gardner Kamery 11617 

Gardner Katy 4628 

Gardner Ken 5137 

Gardner Kristen 8108 

Gardner Lauren 8324 

Gardner Maureen 10471 

Gardner Will 9288 

Garey Michael 10974 

Garff Rocky 5569 

Garfield John 2119 

Garin Joseph 5102 

Garland Graham 9409 



 

 September 2022 
32A-52 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Garlo Dolly 2971, 13077 

Garner Dallen 5822, 6079, 
6714, 7592 

Garner Mike 818 

Garrard Mia 6302 

Garrett Ian 2935 

Garrett James 7517, 12746 

Garrett Melissa 10604, 10594 

Garrett Parker 7229 

Garrett Stephen 730 

Garrido Sidney 6483 

Garrity Aidan 6333 

Garstang Daniel 12039 

Gartenstein Ben 4135, 12502 

Gartner Chris 6054 

Garver 
Utah Transit 
Authority 

Patti 13346 

Gary Corey 9254 

Garz Mishael 10468 

Garza David 7678 

Garzella Jack 160 

Gasienica Lucas  8484 

Gasser Patrick 2037 

Gasser Pete 10842 

Gassett Anna 6638 

Gastrock Weston 6602 

Gatchel Kait 1709 

Gates Dan 11783 

Gates Garrett 11246 

Gates Kelvin 1730 

Gates Rick 1765 

Gatt Charles 5593 

Gatti Joe 2627 

Gatto James 922 

Gaufin Jeff 1125 

Gaulin Shelley 11928 

Gauthier Sophia 11228 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Gautreau Mindy 652 

Gavin Gregory 11080 

Gavin Kristin 6343, 6561 

Gaydos George 12819 

Gaydosh Landers 9657 

Gayler Lisa 4710 

Gaztambide Danielle 7055, 11361 

Gearhart Sera 2943 

Gearing Dan 7266 

Geary Ryan 7023 

Gebauer Kristine  7246, 7282 

Geddes Porter 1744, 12789 

Geddes Rebekah 2477 

Geddes Victoria 2478 

Gee Chris 300 

Geerts Lucas 1342, 7396 

Geesaman 
Rabke 

Erin  5891 

Gehl Kirsten 2310 

Geisler Emil 6997 

Geisler 
Salt Lake 
Climbers 
Alliance 

Julia 2, 12677, 
13324 

Gelb John 3075 

Gellert John 1124 

Gellner Paula 6406 

Gelman Sheila 290 

Gelman Stephanie 32 

Gemmell Sara  7823 

Gendler Marjorie 10793 

Genes Nicholas 1225 

Genes Nicholas 1214, 1225 

Gensel Liam 9278 

Genther Connor 6681 

George Brenna 8334 

George Jake 263, 3651 

George Kyle 2719 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-53 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Georgescu Vincent 11345 

Georgiou Peter 625, 4416 

Geppert Brian 5543 

Gerard Mark 5736 

Gerber Neal 11844 

Gerbers Kellie  6916 

Gerdes Coleman 6032 

Gerhardt Catherine 11060 

Gerhardt Zak 12855 

Gerlach Brad 3540 

Gerlach Nate 2047 

Germaine Neil 3951 

Germano Livia 1258 

Gero Alexandra 7679 

Gerrits Scott 9998 

Gerstenberger John  7894 

Gertz Jason 1557 

Gessel Mark 7955 

Gesteland Addy 10336 

Gesteland Chase 7153 

Gettinger Brian 4848 

Gettinger 
Boring 
Company 

Brian 13325 

Getts Marissa 2598 

Getz Richard 384, 10739 

Getzloff Alec 11303 

Getzloff Liam 12501 

Geyer Greg 6981 

Geyer Matt 10658 

Ghicadus Christopher 4314 

Giallorenzi Thomas 449 

Giambusso Charles 2237 

Giambusso Jorga 7606 

Gianacopoulos Peter 5076 

Giandeep Raj 8555 

Giandiletti Anthony 6632 

Giandiletti Phillip 6633 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Giaquinta Kyle 10208 

Giarratano Tom 6842 

Gibbon Nate 11843 

Gibbons Dean 3717 

Gibbons Maverick 2495 

Gibbons Michael 5927 

Gibbons Paul 11688 

Gibbs Christopher 8451 

Gibbs Dan 9678 

Gibbs Daniel 8275 

Gibbs Justin 8189 

Gibbs Lori 511, 3004, 
8866 

Gibbs Nancy 8307 

Gibbs Patrick 1938 

Gibbs Sara 2906, 4190 

Gibbs Sarah 12959 

Gibson Bryan 1823 

Gibson Scott 8369 

Gibson Steve 11424, 13015 

Gibson Tim 357 

Giebel Brad 3016 

Giessing Michael 13040 

Giewont Steven 7303 

Gifford Henry 7447 

Gifford William 8905 

Gilbert Karen 11173 

Gilbert Lindsay 6172 

Gilbert Mac 12196 

Gilbert Nathan 3300 

Gilbert-Ouahib Stephon 7918 

Gilchrist John 6399 

Gilchrist Mary 1671 

Gilchrist Vicki 3221 

Giles Alex 8092 

Giles John 4090 

Giles John 9520 

Giles Louisa 5898 



 

 September 2022 
32A-54 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Gilfillan Mark 5817 

Gilfillan Rene 5903 

Gilfillan Terri 5653 

Gill Matthew 4618 

Gill Melissa 10543 

Gillen Logan 12577 

Gillespie Anthon 9875 

Gillespie Lendy 5919 

Gillespie Mike 5689 

Gillespie Ryan 10274 

Gillespie Sean 10643 

Gillette Forrest 7680 

Gillins Sara 11944 

Gillogly Dave 1317 

Gilman Steven 10810 

Gilman Thomas 6779 

Gilmer & Hogan William & 
Jannine  

12550 

Gilmore David 7394 

Gilmore Roland 2377, 4085 

Gilotti Trevor 903 

Gilson Brad  8321 

Gilson Leighann 8659 

Gimbel Jere 7095 

Gimbel Lauren 11924 

Gines Deon 383 

Gines Kristy 10209 

Ginley-Hidinger Nicole 778, 6352 

Ginney Austin 11496 

Girard Jason 6967 

Girten Ali 12402 

Girtman Mary 11481 

Gish Kyle 2411 

Gishen Jeff 5145 

Gishen Jeffrey 4285, 4286 

Gisseman Eva 891 

Giuffria Jonathon 4481 

Giustino Nicholas 225, 10152 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Given Peter 5428 

Givens Eric 4536 

Glad Becky 10774 

Gladson Michael 1637 

Glanzman Robert  550 

Glaser Steven 6293, 6437, 
7943 

Glasheen Brett 9441 

Glass Dennis 3420 

Glasscock Emily 10647 

Glaubitz Martin 13275 

Glauser David 2992, 3641 

Glaze Gary 1135 

Glaze Sally 3929 

Glazer Steve 13381 

Gleason Chris 11979 

Gleason Stuart 10433 

Gleave Emma 2563 

Gleave Franny 6689 

Gledhill Heidi 6476 

Gleich Caroline 12882 

Gleich Elliot 1461, 6660 

Glenn Brandon 1477 

Gleue Mike 3816 

Glick Robert 6365 

Glines MJ 10285 

Glover Kyle 2768 

Gluckman David  8707 

Gnyra Thomas 7233 

Goatson Damren 7681 

Gochnour Gus 10929 

Godbout Christian 2489, 8117 

Godbout Jeremi 2499 

Godfrey Nicholas 9950 

Godfrey Paul 5932 

Godfrey Robin 5861 

Godin James 6204 

Godinez Daniel 5669 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-55 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Godot Paul 11903 

Godshall Daniel 4492 

Godston Nigel 7682 

Goebel Ed 3222 

Goebel Eric 1490 

Goebel Matt 3099 

Goeringer Bryane 1889 

Goeringer Suzie 4877 

Goff Adam 6861, 12186 

Goff Marsha 2181 

Goff Ryan 13034 

Goff Sylvia 3100 

Goings Katelin 7070 

Gold Melvin 8134 

Gold Samantha 6120 

Golden Rebekah 10501 

Goldner Laurie 13193 

Goldstein Andrew 5316 

Goldstein Marvin 4334 

Goldstein Mimi 11097 

Golebiewski Elizabeth 1394 

Golic Mary 8161 

Golightly Brooke 11476 

Golik Daniel 5365 

Golitzin Emily 12383 

Golka George 5167 

Gomberg Drew 12147 

Gombert Peter 12826 

Gomez S.t. 1542 

Gomez Steve 12279 

Gomez Steven 6659 

Gomolka Jeanmarie  9758 

Gongaware Paul 7403 

Gonos Alec 11170 

Gonsalves-
Vorwald 

Meagan 348 

Gonzales Oscar 3101 

Gonzalez Maria 7683 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Gonzalez Rozlyne 9681 

Gonzalez Samantha 12294 

Gooch Judith 3327 

Good Catherine 3003 

Good Forest 208 

Good Heidi 4991 

Good Natalee 9462 

Good Tucker 13223 

Good William 8934 

Goode Michael 2032, 9174 

Goodell Marianne 2496 

Gooden Jason 7214 

Gooden Shonica 6791 

Goodfellow Kathi 1552, 4360 

Goodfellow Mike 7934 

Gooding Judi 7502 

Goodman Aurora 707 

Goodman Daniel 3889 

Goodman Joe 204 

Goodman Kathy 11765 

Goodman Kendall 10674 

Goodrich Keith 3894 

Goodridge Sierra 5731 

Goodwin Dan 7428 

Goodwin Garrett 5510 

Goodwin Peter 12169 

Goodwin Shawn 11637 

Googin Roxane 4137 

Goorman Gabe 9306 

Goralski Hana 4686 

Gord Elle 9653 

Gordon Alex 88 

Gordon Brahm 3708 

Gordon Colton 9225 

Gordon David 3189 

Gordon Kathy 9373 

Gordon Oakley 4064 



 

 September 2022 
32A-56 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Gordon Rebecca 2486 

Gordon Ryan 8442 

Gordon Shannon 1846 

Gordon Trish 6433 

Gordon-Rowe Arielle 1944, 11288 

Gore Christine 12008 

Gorecki Andrew 4468 

Goreham 
Wasatch 
Mountain Club 

Dennis  7133 

Gorfinkle Zev 9016 

Gorham Michael 2407 

Gorley Megan 11482 

Gorman Victoria 4388 

Gorr Elliot 12386 

Gorsch Garrett 1689 

Gorton John 9916 

Gossett Matt 9458 

Goth Tom 11068 

Gotleb Kristopher 5704 

Gotsch David 11953 

Gottfredson Steve 7105 

Gottschalk Jake 12597 

Gottschalk Navar 1056 

Goupil Kyle 2600, 8279 

Gourley Steve 6222 

Gowdy Alex 12858 

Gowie Matt 4471 

Gowski William 10844 

Goyzueta Alex 398, 9851 

Graber Joshua 9517 

Grace Peyton 12496 

Gracey James 12167 

Graf Jacob 12839 

Graf Rachel 7401 

Grag Mitch 1299 

Graham Bobbi 4439 

Graham Galen 6783 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Graham Kristi  10148 

Graham Nate 10244 

Grainger David 12727 

Grainger Holly 3336 

Gramse Donna 8770 

Granados Pedro 7971 

Grant Cindi 7067 

Grant Collin 1791 

Grant McKenna 5837 

Grant Mj 266 

Grant Richard 6370, 7367, 
9923 

Grant Tanner 4712 

Grant Zach 7141 

Granwehr Robert 630 

Grapentine Davin 11728 

Grapentine Regina 9116 

Gravatte Jeff 1427 

Graves Matti  7834 

Graves Quinn 2603, 8613 

Gray Brian 86 

Gray Cody 9094 

Gray Elliott 7920 

Gray Josh 710 

Gray Laura 10412 

Grayson Madison 7997 

Grayson Melanie 9911 

Grayson Tim 10180 

Greco Jared 4031 

Greco Marcelo 12100 

Green Alexander 2179 

Green Ariane 13234 

Green Becky 11477 

Green Brent 1745 

Green Brooke 820 

Green Cassie 3893 

Green Christine 8911 

Green Curtis 3539, 4278 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-57 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Green David 12896 

Green Gary 644 

Green Lawrence 5383 

Green Lisen 4081, 8458 

Green Richard 6507 

Green Stephen 1627 

Green Todd 11911 

Green William 2151 

Greenall Alam 10258 

Greenberg Brad 738 

Greenberg Kyle 8878 

Greene Alexander 5323 

Greene Dayna 2635 

Greene Jamie 5023 

Greene Michael 2013 

Greene Ryan 6631 

Greener Rob 9364 

Greener Sara 11638 

Greenfield Vanessa 1920 

Greenhalgh Brent 4004 

Greenhalgh Cloyd 2620 

Greenhalgh Mitchell 3280 

Greenhalgh Wesley 6699 

Greenhall Agnes 4316 

Greenland Bill 3701, 3743 

Greeno Scot 8881 

Greenwell Debra 5591 

Greenwood Elizabeth 7684 

Greenwood Mark 7685, 9914 

Greenwood Seth 12421 

Greer Edwin 12683 

Greer Erin 7057 

Greer Sylvia 5201 

Gregersen Colin 10421 

Gregersen Ellen 10692 

Gregersen Julie 10112 

Gregersen Richard 9161 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Gregory Chris 7127 

Gregory Elijah 6857 

Gregory John 3747 

Gregory Sadie 11382 

Gregory Tiffany 4348, 4351 

Greminger Luke 6781 

Grenke James 12134 

Grenlie Molly 7256, 7285 

Grenmyr Gustav 11463, 13242 

Gresham 
Poma-Leitner 

Katie 13284, 13304 

Grev Olivia 11181 

Grewe Jim 8249 

Grgich Sidwell Beckie  9849 

Grieb Christoper 12446 

Grieb Kara 12447 

Griesemer Kim 8802 

Griffen Pete 1681, 2968 

Griffin Dick 2007 

Griffin Hailey 13011 

Griffin James 559 

Griffin Spencer 74 

Griffith Aaron 6678 

Griffith Brittany 12653 

Griffith Bryan 8711 

Griffith David A  2030 

Griffith Jay  8393 

Griffith Logan 2602 

Griffith Marty 1021 

Griffith Skyler 8717 

Griffith Thomas 4028 

Griffiths Cameron 5860, 6138 

Griffiths Gary 9847 

Griffiths Krista 8060 

Griffiths Michael 2033 

Griffiths Ryan 3493, 11763 

Griffiths Shirley 9888 

Grimes Andrew 9491 



 

 September 2022 
32A-58 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Grimmett Megan  7856 

Grimmett Rollin 7481 

Griscom Benjamin 12581 

Grisham Justin 6771 

Grober Brian 8163 

Groebs Kerry 5997 

Grogan Marie Celine  1401 

Groll Bryan 4379 

Grolley Dan 8205 

Gronset Madeline 7048 

Groom Carmen 2003 

Gross Jack 6037 

Gross James 5399 

Gross Jamie 8036 

Grossen Richard 174, 3463 

Grost Clifford 12036 

Groth Jeff 5277 

Groth Mike 11923 

Groundland Erin 4405 

Grover Clint 9973 

Grover Nathan 3688 

Groves Maria 703 

Grow Mark 274 

Grow Robert 
Linda 

12005, 12034, 
12050, 12070, 
12091, 12098, 

12876 

Grubaugh Littig Pamela  4262 

Grube Kurt 8523 

Gruber Lukas 6287 

Gruener Joshua 11435 

Grupper Jesse 10027 

Gruter Evelyn 5596 

Gruter Fred 8882 

Grygar George 10486 

Grzybowski Margaret 9881 

Grzymala Christopher 7564 

Gubdersen Spencer 6141 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Gubler Kody 8816 

Guelmes John 10235 

Guggenberger Jennifer 11853 

Guidotti Kevin 1396 

Guidotti Paige 7931 

Guilkey James 10918 

Guinn Pat 8150 

Guinta Nicholad 2063 

Gulbrandsen Troy 5668 

Gulini David 5578, 12306 

Gulini Matt 2243 

Gull Jamie 268 

Gull Noah 572 

Gulla Anthony 11073 

Gumula William 5996 

Gunderson Dale 5808 

Gunderson Jansen 4441 

Gunderson Mckenna 766 

Gunn Gabby 2588 

Gunn Taylor 1713 

Gunter Randy 2832 

Gupta Sanjeev 5946 

Guptill Ryan 4199 

Gurchiek Austin 9719 

Gurick Bryce 12485 

Gussner Chris 4811 

Gussoff Leah 12280 

Gustafson Derek 6231, 10882 

Gustafson Gavin 539, 9342 

Gustafson Ryder 1831 

Gustafson Samantha 5374 

Gustaveson Steve 4089 

Gustaveson Steven 7916 

Gustin Julie  7813 

Guthrie Andrea 5097 

Guthrie Ellen 8897 

Gutierrez Jimmy 7686 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-59 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Gutierrez Marcus 10431 

Gutierrez Roberto 7226 

Gutke Barbara 11760 

Gutmann Marla 13097 

Gutry Philip 1384 

Guymon Luana 9864 

Guzman Allison 10103 

Guzzle Graydon 4096 

Gvozdich Hunter 10605 

Gwilliam Jacob 5039 

H Alex 1863 

H. Mark 5619 

Haack Jackson 9597 

Haak Brad 7235 

Haak David 8098 

Haakenson Bryan 12709 

Haas Ani 7103 

Haas CJ 10220 

Haas Michael 10557 

Haas Walter 9118 

Haas Weston 4021 

Haas William 4774 

Habib Jason 10585 

Hackbarth David 2694, 7818, 
11020 

Hacker Perry 114, 250 

Hacker 
Wasatch Front 
Regional 
Council 

Ned 13349 

Hackett Holly 5559 

Hacon Christopher 2511, 13397 

Haddad Catherine 13001 

Haddox Logan 7966 

Hadfield Becky 5172 

Hadfield Gary 7503 

Hadfield Varden 5992 

Hadley Brent 12043 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hadley Daniel 2514 

Hadley Laura 732 

Hadlock Fae 9477 

Hadziabdic Harris 9506 

Haedt Bob 2642 

Haertel Nila 11738 

Hafele Josh 8152 

Hafen Emily 11195 

Hafets Richard 195 

Hafner Dave 8448 

Hagen-Lillevik Synneva 12089 

Hager Dennis 5599 

Hager Jon 3361, 8832 

Haggard Ethan 11205 

Haggard Lina 12978 

Haggart Abraham 6716 

Haggerty Colleen 1749 

Hague-Smith Libby 12934 

Hahn Harry 12239 

Hahn Hillary 11579 

Hahnenberger Maura 12190 

Hahnenberger William 12664 

Haigh Liz 13417 

Haigis Kevin 731 

Hailston-
Jaworski 

Deborah 5648 

Haines Matt 9514 

Haines Octavia 4156 

Hak Amy 3998 

Hakkarinen Laila 9936, 10066 

Halbeck Timothy 13368 

Halbert Sara 7773 

Halden Nancy 5621 

Hale Arlen 3151 

Hale Colin 4685 

Hales Alta 1621 

Hales Christopher 4655 

Hales Dave 10156 



 

 September 2022 
32A-60 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hales Emily 12798 

Hales Jacob 8271 

Hales Stephen 10806 

Haley Andy  6747 

Haley Megan 3874 

Hall Aldo 3578 

Hall Bailey 8235 

Hall Barbara 8157 

Hall Jason 9918, 11148, 
12828 

Hall Jeff 6271 

Hall John 1837 

Hall Kellie 5395 

Hall Kim 13252 

Hall Maddie 3871 

Hall Marcus 2758 

Hall Marilee 9399 

Hall Perry 782 

Hall Rebecca 6767 

Hall Reg 1531 

Hall Sarah 9953 

Hall Shane 8273 

Hall Tim 6584 

Hall Tyler 3992 

Hall Vicky 7200 

Halladay David 
Darlene  

9247 

Hallbeck Timothy 9752 

Hallbert Morgan 11483 

Haller Sabrina 341 

Hallman Jon 8530 

Hallows Ann 11887 

Halls Dallin 2918 

Halperin Madeline 10449 

Halpin Jake 9344 

Halstrom Nathaniel 1719 

Halversen Ann 9203 

Halversen Justin 11839 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Halverson Ken 1766 

Halvorsen Nathan 5208 

Hamann William 1948 

Hamberlin Nico 6040 

Hambke Gretchen 8848 

Hamblin Amy 6804 

Hamblin Matt 2437 

Hamblin Todd 296 

Hamblin Trevor 6803 

Hamby Lisa 423 

Hamby Melissa 8554 

Hamilton Brianne 2470 

Hamilton Ian  8667 

Hamilton Kristin 4652 

Hamilton Roger 10375 

Hamilton Thomas 12643 

Hamilton Tom 12645 

Hamilton-
Novasio 

Mindi 12901 

Hamlett Nathaniel 6049 

Hamlin Alex 2736 

Hamm Andre 3373, 6029 

Hammer Holly 11346 

Hammett Joshua 743, 4888, 
8518 

Hammock Christopher 6599 

Hammon Kelly  7087 

Hammon Kipp 5531 

Hammond Adam 11505 

Hammond Anneliese 4850, 6929 

Hammond Boone 10032 

Hammond Davis 10034 

Hammond Jayden 10033 

Hammond Soleil 11295 

Hammond Todd 6253 

Hammoud Ahmad 1898 

Hamos Brian 6286 

Hampshire Christian 1489 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-61 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hampshire Eric 154 

Hampshire Justin 11741 

Hampshire Steve 6601 

Hamric Paul 2241, 9689 

Hamula Noah 11304 

Hancock Joe 241 

Hancock Kade 7688 

Hancock Megan 1878 

Hancock Vince 5049 

Handa Judith 3012 

Handly Jeremy 9730 

Handwerker Lara 3600 

Handy Amber 8456 

Handy Kate 2152, 8612 

Handy Kevin 576 

Hane William 4981 

Hanewicz Isabel 8212 

Hanna Ben 4591, 6841 

Hanna Jeff 6248 

Hannah Megan 7689 

Hannah Sophie 3697 

Hannan Travis 5298 

Hanni Clint 10413 

Hanniball Kate 12246 

Hannigan Matthew  7907 

Hannon Devyn  8507 

Hanrahan James 9937 

Hanrahan Terrie 9948 

Hansell Connor 3312 

Hansen Adam 12388 

Hansen Anna 7078 

Hansen Brent 4321 

Hansen Brittanie  7888 

Hansen Carol  6715, 7206, 
7279 

Hansen Cassandra 12290 

Hansen Cheri 12382 

Hansen Elliott 2363 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hansen Eric 3861 

Hansen Hannah 977 

Hansen Jeanne 12724 

Hansen Jonathan 118 

Hansen Kambrylee 4734 

Hansen Kellee 680 

Hansen Mike 9934 

Hansen Nate 1137 

Hansen Nathan 1721 

Hansen Sarah 11855 

Hansen Scott 505 

Hansen Shawn 3316, 4113 

Hansen Stacey 812 

Hansen Timothy 5063 

Hansen Zachary 159 

Hansford Tracy 10199 

Hanson Ariel 6853 

Hanson Arthur 6445 

Hanson Erik 8814 

Hanson Kelsey 10895 

Hanson Matthew 324 

Hanson Nancy 12519 

Hanson Nikki 3381 

Hanson Riley  10826 

Hanson Veronica 4257 

Hanson William 13286 

Happ Erik 1340 

Happel Kenneth 7928 

Haralson Grant 7377 

Harbaugh Brayden 7254 

Harbus Richard 5801 

Hardebeck Larry 264 

Harder Shane 7465 

Hardesty Robb 2035 

Hardies Lynn 8106 

Hardiman Roy 6412 

Harding Craig 5949 



 

 September 2022 
32A-62 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Harding Dylan 8206 

Hardisty Maile 3286 

Hardman Mark 8806 

Hardwick Elizabeth 9740 

Hardy Bradley 1784 

Hardy Jake  8169 

Hardy Nancy 11404, 12872 

Haren Pierre 9320 

Hargrave Caryn 3085 

Hargrove Michael 2675 

Harker Melani 5524 

Harkins Caryn 9799 

Harkins Michael 5680 

Harkins Spencer 4808 

Harkins William 10376 

Harley Robert 8397 

Harlin Catherine 2698 

Harman Reese 799 

Harmer David 10326 

Harmer Kyle 10155 

Harmon Andy 628 

Harmon Jon 577 

Harmon Jonas 12486 

Harmon Sol 11639 

Harmsen Garrett 12308 

Harned Rachel 3152 

Harns Kaylene 11486 

Harnsberger Danielle E  10101 

Harpee Kameron 11268 

Harper Daniel 4417 

Harper James 9402 

Harper John 2010, 10011 

Harper Kameron 2582 

Harrell Conrad 12360 

Harrell Janna 12130 

Harrell Wayne 12849 

Harrigan Devin 3987 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Harrington Alison 8197 

Harrington Casey 2847 

Harrington Dane 3528 

Harrington Erik 1783 

Harrington John 12155 

Harrington Lucy 5744 

Harrington Tim 3884 

Harris Alea 11506 

Harris Alison 4748 

Harris Andrew 5720 

Harris Ballenger 1952 

Harris Brian 616 

Harris Brinley 4707 

Harris Daniel 6493 

Harris David 8441 

Harris Evan  8893 

Harris Jaycee 6807 

Harris Jill 31 

Harris Joel 10438 

Harris John 8883 

Harris Kayla 8126 

Harris Makayla 3287 

Harris Matheson 7572 

Harris McKensee 12412 

Harris Micki 3434, 6192, 
8012, 8143 

Harris Paul 10635 

Harris Russell 8370 

Harris Summer 479 

Harris Terri 12751 

Harrison George 11740 

Harrison John  7951 

Harrison Melynda 4977 

Harrison Spencer 4304 

Harrison Wesley 3028 

Harrison Wyatt 10736 

Harrold Ed 8914 

Harrold Edward 6179 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-63 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Harry Joseph 244 

Harston Maddie 10396 

Hart Asa 10923 

Hart Brad 1076 

Hart Brady 9131 

Hart Caely 9386 

Hart Jake 6798 

Hartey Asher 9980 

Hartley Jeff 9312 

Hartman Alex 8104 

Hartman Colby 2809 

Hartman Glen 6380 

Hartman Jess 9655 

Hartman Kenny 7690 

Hartman Melissa 7395 

Hartman Michael 3954 

Hartman Sydney 3246 

Hartman Taylor 11919 

Hartner Amy 7191 

Hartung Michael 6787 

Harty William 1312 

Hartzler Henry 4115 

Harvath Scott 6459 

Harvey Terry 484 

Harward Brinnlie 2597 

Hase Emily 10542 

Hasebi Kari 3435 

Hashron Austin 7691 

Haskell Allison 943 

Haskell Joshi 7598 

Haskell Wes 7212 

Haslam James 11663 

Haslam Jill 10885 

Haslam Linda 11664 

Hassan Angela 1409 

Hastings Anna 4562 

Hastings Joseph 3049 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hastings Logan 11046 

Hastings Mark 3008 

Hastings Sierra 6744 

Hastings William 497 

Hatch Ammon 4203 

Hatch Dawn 9492 

Hatch Errolyn 12157 

Hatch George 4385 

Hatch Jeffrey 12678 

Hatcher Tom 3037 

Hathaway Chase 4318 

Hathaway Lisa 12945 

Hathaway Peter 11913 

Hattabaugh Colton 3950 

Hatton Craig 453 

Hauer Josh  9069 

Hauser Susi  7500, 7884 

Hausman Casey 9471 

Haverkampf Ella 8965 

Hawe Garett 6647 

Hawe Ruth 9615 

Hawk Tony 7413 

Hawkes Jaxton 10621 

Hawkes Lauren  8490 

Hawkes Talon 1383 

Hawkes 
Utah Division 
of Water 
Quality 

Clanci 13423 

Hawkins Alex 2810 

Hawkins Beverly 12543 

Hawkins Brand 6461 

Hawkins Jason 2060 

Hawkins Trenton 2328 

Hawks Michael 1051 

Haycock Landon 7232 

Hayes Andy 11090 

Hayes Anna 7439 



 

 September 2022 
32A-64 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hayes Emily 236 

Hayes Fiona 13060 

Hayes Ross 1305 

Hayes Ryan  7805 

Hayley Maija 7692 

Haymond Jeff 2130, 8817 

Haynes Angela 9019 

Hays Emily 5896 

Hayward Jake 5868, 6759 

Hayward Mark 927 

Hazam Kacey 8851 

He Casey 7446 

Healey Delacy 214 

Healey Evan 10387 

Healy Chris 12081 

Healy Jon 4805 

Heaney Bobbi 11284 

Heaps David 1789 

Heart Dickie 7241 

Heath Charles 4996 

Heath Chris 7693 

Heath Jeffery 13363 

Heath Karen 11000 

Heath Stephen  6884 

Heaton Andrew 1294 

Hebert Shirley 1134 

Hebl Franz 9412 

Heck Janelle 3510 

Heck Janice 1037, 9947, 
9949 

Hedin Lauren 11608 

Hedquist Jason 3153 

Hedquist Leann 3166 

Heeger David 5725 

Hefley Greg 3236 

Hegewald Andrew 5710 

Hegewald Nicole 6064 

Hegland Dustin 5915 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Heikkila Arashan 2126 

Heilshorn Margaret 11320 

Heim Samantha 12973 

Heiman Michelle 3849 

Heimark Craig 12140 

Heimburger Brett 10252 

Heimburger Matthew 6034 

Hein Derek 10563 

Heininger Lauren 11609 

Heinrich Barbara 238 

Heinrich Gordon 5444 

Heinrich Terry 309, 3764, 
5783, 7811 

Heinrich Theresa 25, 4384, 
8766, 13393 

Heinritz Charlie  8004 

Heiser Erin 3829 

Heiser Robert 2865 

Heisler Shauna 11192 

Heister Daniel 11946 

Heister Rebecca 3308 

Helfrich Christine 2985 

Helm Grace 11182 

Helm Jonah 9214 

Helmer Amber 33 

Helmer Vilma 2222, 6350 

Helms Erin 9081 

Helquist Melissa 11891 

Helsel Luke  6921 

Hemann Stephen 6539 

Hemenway Molly 3299 

Hemigway Richard 4386 

Hemingway Henry 8652 

Hemmert Rachael 7430 

Hen M 5106 

Hendershot Hans 4436 

Hendershot Melissa 4432 

Henderson Alexandra 519 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-65 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Henderson Bryan 8783 

Henderson Dolly 2954 

Henderson Mitch 7963 

Henderson Shantel 1148 

Henderson Truman 8310 

Hendrickson Andrew 7210 

Hendrickson Bill 5474 

Hendrickson Christopher 170, 6362 

Hendrickson Tim 7981 

Hendron Richard 10999, 12776 

Hendry Chris 4695 

Hendry Clark 6822 

Hendry Dawn 7033 

Henglein Timothy 6085 

Henke Steven 11846 

Henley Courtney 3814 

Henning Emily 9991 

Hennington Jon 7910 

Hennum Taylor 9526 

Henrickson Erik 1633 

Henrie Nicole 10930 

Henrie Sete 1023 

Henriksen Dave 7025 

Henriksen David 4718 

Henry Arthur 5560 

Henry Ashlun 5200 

Hepworth Carson 8200 

Heravi Kay 11729 

Herbert Bri 7694 

Herbert Eveann 7695 

Herbstein Ignacio 11724 

Herkimer Brad 418, 8672 

Herman Jordan 7945 

Hermanson Andrew 5180 

Hermanson Flynn 9607 

Hernandez Alexis 8639 

Hernandez Pablo 1276 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hernon Joe 8191 

Herr Gabe 2652 

Herr Josh 5663 

Herrera Jonathan 10358 

Herrin Andrew 9327 

Herrmann Daniel 5462 

Herrmann Marc 1185 

Herron Chip 2380, 11832 

Herron Kristoph 8895 

Herson Connor 12240 

Herzog Christopher 657 

Heslop Knox 10233, 10242 

Hess Todd 705 

Hesslau Mike  10820 

Hesterman Mark 235 

Hettinger Martin 2113 

Hetzel Paul 8828 

Heuple Colton 699 

Heward Gary 9594 

Hewitt-Brown Makena 9665 

Hexor Flip 2139 

Heyburn Henry 5461 

Heyman Evan 7082 

Heyman Jeffery 2402 

Heymann Thomas 2201 

Heymann Tommy 6405 

Heyrend Dusty 11782 

Heyse Jonathan 10824 

Heywood Blake 11541 

Hibdon Dwight 7821 

Hicken Doug 8681 

Hicken Justin 6840 

Hickerson Nathan 6990 

Hickey Joe 10392 

Hickman Richard 4332, 4443 

Hicks Lisa 12092 

Hicks Olivia 11285 



 

 September 2022 
32A-66 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hidalgo Denisse 4013 

Hidalgo Gustavo 4012 

Hiebing Matthew 2929 

Hierlmeier Kyle 3969 

Hiestand David 3436, 10090 

Hiestand Isabel 10332 

Hietpas Kirk 1678 

Higbee Holly 10161 

Higbee Max 3904 

Higbee Shantell  10869 

Higbee Stacy 10160 

Higgins Brian 10362 

Higgins Margaret 9968 

Higgins Parker 9479 

Higgins Pauline 3573 

Higgins Ryan 11236 

Higgins Zach 11270 

Higgins Lopez Avery  6428 

High Kimball 3685 

Higham Adam 193 

Hild K 10015 

Hildebrand Christine 518 

Hilding Jim 9876 

Hileman Madeline  8331 

Hill Avrom 1772 

Hill Brandon 4621 

Hill Brian 8468 

Hill Greg 3480 

Hill Harry 5359 

Hill Hayes 9275 

Hill Ian 1272, 9405 

Hill Jack 10911 

Hill Madison 10526 

Hill Mary 9464 

Hill Morgan 9747 

Hill Rebecca 5683 

Hill Shelli 844 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hill Sophia 10673 

Hill Val 11654 

Hillock Joe 4785 

Hillock Jordan 2940 

Hills Kathy 3167 

Hiltbrand Grant 2978 

Hilterbrand Amelia 5517 

Hilterbrand Bryan 5523 

Hilton Brandon 827 

Hilton Breann 3250 

Hilton Jared 9798 

Hilton Jordan 3248 

Hilton Kristie 4819 

Hilton Melissa 7613 

Hilton Ron 1008 

Hilton Rowan 10068 

Hilz Corey  10593 

Himbert Caroline 9715 

Hincks Emily 5414 

Hindsley Grant 8754 

Hinerman Danton 1116 

Hines Maureen 4197 

Hines Terry 1826 

Hinman Elise 10466 

Hinman Ross 57, 2728, 
3830, 4868 

Hinrichs Steve 1447 

Hintz Sydney 7696 

Hintze Collin 929 

Hinz Luke 10656 

Hipchen Karl 5456 

Hirn Evan 3260 

Hirsch Kevin 5351 

Hirsh Ben 589 

Hirsh Jaime  8481 

Hirst Gregory 7140 

Hirtzel Jason 8061 

Hiskey Sandra 2120 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-67 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hitchcock Robert 3407, 12276 

Hixson Richard 720 

Hizeatt Kimberley 7697 

Ho Ben 613 

Hoag Richard 8544 

Hoban Carol 11431 

Hobbs Mackenzie 12558 

Hobbs Tessera 2331 

Hobby Joseph 6171 

Hobday Eric 7518 

Hobfoll Ari 9974 

Hobfoll Patti 10307 

Hobson Leslie 3897 

Hobson Robert 4255 

Hobush Brandon 6102 

Hochberg Bruce C  5498 

Hochberg David 5075 

Hockin Grant 10529, 10534 

Hodges Braden 3913 

Hodges Natasha 4798, 9050 

Hodgson Kevin 10254 

Hodgson Riley 8785 

Hodgson Zach 13277 

Hodson Noah 11047 

Hoechst Daniel 11713 

Hoefelmeier Chris 991, 2819, 
3077, 8822, 

8373 

Hof Max 10833 

Hoff Joann 1074 

Hoff Olga 1152 

Hoffar Clint 7039 

Hoffman Cameron 12788 

Hoffman Cortney 4423 

Hoffman David 2475 

Hoffman Jacquie 4424 

Hoffman Jane 4066, 4114 

Hoffman Ken 13194 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hoffman Lincoln 2141 

Hoffman Matthew 2436 

Hoffman Sam 4505 

Hoffman Tucker 12054 

Hoffmann Elvis 6313 

Hofmann Erin 12897 

Hofmeister Nathan 3881 

Hofstetter Lorne 10356 

Hogan Brad 4682 

Hogan Jannine 13302 

Hogan Jared 8417 

Hogan Molly 2849 

Hogarty Nancy 6208 

Hogarty Baker Nancy 5983 

Hogden Ralph 10439 

Hoge Linda 12886 

Hoge William 12894 

Hoggan Lexi 3964 

Hoggan Marina 12414 

Hoggan Rick 10567 

Hohman Burton 2727 

Hokanson Andy 9349 

Holbein Charlotte 5818 

Holbrook Benjamin 4406 

Holbrook Cannon 793, 6708 

Holbrook Ryker 11176 

Holbrook Tess 11411 

Holcomb Chad 5722 

Holden Noah 10364 

Holdsworth William 4367 

Holindrake Jared 1728, 6041 

Holland Erica 10811 

Holland John 9187 

Hollberg Brett 4311 

Hollenbeck Annie 5171 

Hollendoner Mary 5879 

Hollin Doug 9531 



 

 September 2022 
32A-68 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hollingshead Nolan 4728 

Hollingsworth Bailey  8666 

Hollingsworth Brenda 5304 

Hollingsworth Giovanni 9979 

Hollingworth Marilyn G  3249 

Holman Nancy 10961 

Holman Tyson 12225 

Holmberg Allison 12078 

Holmberg Jason 5987 

Holmes Bryan 1902 

Holmes Cortney 1368, 10166 

Holmes Justin 4210, 4223 

Holmes Kathy 3156 

Holmes Kylie 2392 

Holmes Pat 13272 

Holmes Spencer 790 

Holmes Stacy 13140 

Holmes Stanley 12778 

Holstein Dieter 2649 

Holt Brock 13003 

Holt Cam 10349 

Holt Jerilyn 10476 

Holt Sarah 11640 

Holt Trevor 7540 

Holz David 13078 

Holzbauer Jess 72 

Homan Tj 2469 

Home Chad 11492 

Homel Kris 3960 

Homel Terry 10460 

Homer Brian 346 

Homer Brian Ann  9967 

Homer Nick 4846 

Hone Letitia 3514 

Hone Mike 601 

Honeysett Chris 8907 

Hong Bo 7536 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hoole Gregory 2227 

Hooper George H  795 

Hooper Paul 2460 

Hoopes Melanie 4978 

Hoopiiaina Penny 5098 

Hoover 
U.S. 
Department of 
the Interior 

Courtney 13336 

Hopkins Lindi 12107 

Hopkins Oren E  9596 

Hopkins Sariah 7381 

Hopkins Stuart 5726 

Hopkinson Cody 706 

Hoppe Chris 9551 

Hopper David 4902 

Hopper Rebekah 3154 

Horehled Paul 12110 

Horehled Paul 12143 

Horgan Jacob 9390 

Horlacher Matt 8674 

Horne Chad 11401 

Horner Glenn 2385, 6400 

Horner Keane 1891, 8173 

Horrocks Steve 8974 

Horsburgh Kevin 12967 

Horstmann Bimini 9123 

Hortin Ariel 3210 

Hortin Brian 3211 

Horvath Susan 16 

Hosenfeld Jen 11761 

Hosenfeld Nanette 5640 

Hosenfeld Ryland 510, 6834 

Hosier Mark 316 

Hoskins Brian 4820, 4905 

Hoskins Fred 12913 

Hoskisson Brian 8297 

Hosterman Adam 2069, 10659 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-69 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hotchkiss David 7932 

Hotmer Lyndsey 10482 

Hottenstein Luke 2541 

Hottinger Karina 12212 

Hou Tiffany 12490 

Houck Josh 11084 

Houdeshel Dasch 2636 

Hoult Kelsey 12046 

House Christian 4009 

Householder J P  7578 

Householder Pat 4083 

Houseman Marci 8278 

Housley Dan  8496 

Houston Lili 10608 

Houston Louree 12317 

Houtz Charles 4448 

Houtz Janet 2909, 3353, 
9890, 9898 

Hovingh Peter 4313 

Howard Courtney 6278 

Howard Derek 1203, 3692 

Howard Grant 3805, 12738 

Howard Jennifer 3247 

Howard Nick 4202 

Howard Shiona 10631 

Howcroft Joshua 270 

Howe Britannia 11542 

Howe Chad 11592 

Howe Douglas 4030 

Howe Gregory 11960 

Howe John 5930 

Howe Scott 11814 

Howelk Joseph 6408 

Howell Denise 1091 

Howell Joey 3773 

Howell Kathy 2438 

Howells Claudia 11933 

Howells Daniel 10633 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Howells Devin 12133 

Howland Julie 3190 

Howland Philip 9629 

Hoxer Dillon 12542 

Hoyt Brian 1887 

Hoyt Sheryl 7698 

Huang Matt 10127 

Huang Verene 10124 

Hubbard Anna 239 

Hubbard James 5386 

Hubbard Sarah  7887 

Hubbard Steven 1486 

Hubbard Tobias 9121 

Hubbell David 3337 

Hubbert Emily 12503 

Huber Adam 7273 

Huber Anton 2792 

Huber Jp 2388 

Huber Paul 1655 

Huber Strom 2434 

Huch Hannes 10353 

Huck John 3228 

Hudac Coby 6658 

Hudgins Cory 10059 

Hudson Andrew 4656, 12813 

Hudson Daniel 8112 

Hudson Denise 1055 

Hudson Jane  7134 

Hudson Paul 6928 

Hudson Todd 10756 

Huebner Martin 1947 

Hueftle Jackie 12245 

Huemmler Philip 5466 

Huff Charles 6340, 8392 

Huff Kenji 5916 

Huff Michael 10110 

Huff Nathan 7030 



 

 September 2022 
32A-70 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Huff Pam 1867 

Huffman Blayke 10246 

Huffman Tanner 10470 

Hughes Annette 12247 

Hughes Cariann 9061 

Hughes Chuck 5099 

Hughes Enid 5752 

Hughes Erik 12235 

Hughes Gary 9964 

Hughes Kevin 2215 

Hughes Lauren 808 

Hughes Merryellen 4604 

Hughes Michael 407 

Hughston Grant 7314 

Hughston Madison 6451 

Hugie Erica 1937 

Hulet Colter  6748 

Hulet Marjanna 5797 

Huling Mark 4959 

Hull Audrey 3497 

Hull Matthew 1497 

Hullinger Elwood  8844 

Hulme Robbie 2318 

Hulme Sadie 2395 

Hult Christine 17 

Hultgren Britt 3556 

Humeniuk Dave 5973 

Humpal Adam 2851 

Humphrey Edwin 5739 

Humphrey Eric 4450 

Humphrey Noah 6854 

Humphrey Paula 2305 

Humphreys Carson 1332 

Humphreys John  9430 

Humphreys Megan 251 

Hunerjager Barbara 9590 

Hungerford Kyle 11759 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hunnewell Hollis 4870 

Hunnewell Horatio 9179 

Hunsaker Jim 1438 

Hunsaker Judy 6688 

Hunsaker Liam 6816 

Hunt Bob 2378 

Hunt Brandon 5294 

Hunt Cale 8469 

Hunt Casey 11002 

Hunt Curtis 6707 

Hunt Erin Cottle 12409 

Hunt George A  2552 

Hunt Karen 5547 

Hunt Leah 12754 

Hunt Lindsay 11459 

Hunt Lisa 4834 

Hunt Patrick 12357 

Hunt Rebecca 9941 

Hunt Rod 291 

Hunt Steve 3978, 6219 

Hunt Tanya  7838 

Hunt William 8056 

Hunter Eddie 11158 

Hunter Jon 8070 

Hunter Josh 1666 

Hunter Melissa 7221 

Hunter Robert 1437 

Hunter Ryan 11849 

Huntsman Virginia 5105 

Hur Anders 4476 

Huras Brett 11444 

Hurley Ethan 4971 

Hurley Ryan 5019 

Hurst Alex 3191 

Hurst Alexandra 11012 

Hurst Drew 2270 

Hurst Ryan 6684 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-71 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Husmann Morgan 6926 

Huston Ashley 5242 

Huston David 5121 

Hutchings Michael 7119 

Hutchins Bob 1370, 7699, 
8758 

Hutchins James  7837 

Hutchinson Brian 11462, 13231 

Hutchinson Bryant 5848 

Hutchinson Eric 9241 

Hutchison Colten 11241 

Huve Stephen 12254 

Hvolka Alex 9248 

Hwang Jonathan 7301 

Hyatt Alex 3061 

Hyatt Chris 7196 

Hyatt Riley 3060 

Hyatt Ron 1415 

Hyatt Tim 3058 

Hyatt Wendy 3059 

Hyde A 6047 

Hyde Michael 3511 

Hyder Joe 7700 

Hydren Jay  8365 

Hyer Casey 9807 

Hyer Denice 1707 

Hyer Eric 5203 

Hygon Christopher 2419 

Hymas Mitchell 10878 

Hypio Rhonda 9011 

Hyzer Jordan 12016 

I Jared 1519 

Iavarone Halie 8892 

Ibarra Lorenzo 1960 

Ickowicz Adam 8340 

Iddison Brett 7199 

Idelkope Alan 2749 

Idstrom Jack 9021 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ihlow Hailey 7043 

Ilam Harini 6872, 8571 

Imbriglio Adam 6389 

Imhoff Robert 132 

Incardine Joe 10017, 11989 

Incardine Linda 8565 

Infanger Rex 3031, 5108 

Ingersoll Nolan 6242 

Ingles Tayla 10232 

Inglesby Shane 12540 

Ingols Kelley 11277 

Ingraham B 3594 

Ingram Emily 11177 

Inman Cory 246 

Ins Cy 5980 

Inwood Sarah 2295 

Ipson Bryce 11193 

Ireland Shellie 2476 

Irving Matthew 2071 

Irwin Matthew 12262 

Isaacs Angela 12708, 13105 

Isaman Von 227, 249 

Isbell Austin 2482 

Iseley Robert 9994 

Isenmann Paul 5482 

Ish Curtis 1643 

Ishimatsu JoAn 6938 

Isom Sharyn 311 

Israel Andrew 2781 

Israel Matt 11961 

Isreeli Jeff 9812 

Ivanov Igor 5394 

Ivers Chaska 9264 

Iverson Emma 7701 

Iverson Hans 5061 

Iverson Michael 7702 

Iverson Patricia 1762, 6386, 
10856 



 

 September 2022 
32A-72 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ix Lucy 1039 

Izatt Parker 4931 

Izumi Taemi 10628 

J A 3780 

J Jim 9159 

J Les 5522 

Jabez Joshua 2515 

Jablonski Jacqueline 924 

Jablonski Laura 5810 

Jablonski Michael 9907 

Jack Shaylor 11281 

Jackman Carina 1615 

Jackman Joy 6150 

Jackson Caroline 12728 

Jackson Easton 5188 

Jackson Gary 10188 

Jackson Heather 5857 

Jackson Julie 5253 

Jackson Sommer 1285 

Jackson Steven 636, 9910 

Jackson-Jordan Chris 3367 

Jacob Andreas 11001 

Jacob Jordan 11337 

Jacobs Aimee 6910 

Jacobs Chester 7915 

Jacobs Chris 12837 

Jacobs Donna 6474 

Jacobs Earth 6385 

Jacobs Robert 13214, 13374 

Jacobs Ryan 11565 

Jacobsen Craig 3413 

Jacobsen Shaun 12333 

Jacobsen Thomas 5549 

Jacobson Gary 4465, 5806 

Jacobson Steven 469, 3599, 
9723 

Jacobson Tyler 11965 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Jacoby A. 
Alexander  

9181 

Jacoby Daniel 9184 

Jacoby Joe 8937 

Jacoby Kendall 3256 

Jacoby Oksana 9185 

Jacoby Rachael 8947 

Jacoby Robert 8961 

Jacques Bruce 571 

Jacques Heather 467 

Jacques Rachel 10099 

Jaffe Michael 18, 2384 

Jagels Crystal 9104 

Jahn Evan 11409 

Jakob Kevin 10982 

Jalali Niki 4721 

James Bill 4109, 4268, 
5264, 13403 

James Denise 11833 

James Garrett 7703 

James Hayden 1592 

James Randy 1502 

James Stephanie 8745 

Jameson John 1660 

Jameson Penny 2673 

Jamison Greg 8750 

Jamison Janet 3387 

Jamison Logan 10576 

Jamison Will 3406 

Janae Tara 6796 

Janata Petr 8891 

Jane Mary 3192 

Janke Heather 7687 

Jankowski Chris 4999, 7991 

Jansen Grace 10582 

Jansen Steve 6356 

Jansen Suzanne 13045 

Jansson Caroline  7892 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-73 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Jaramillo Thor 13062 

Jardine Stuart 2242 

Jarrett Alan 4847 

Jarrett Brittney 1547 

Jarvie Max 1697 

Jarvis Andrew 1322 

Jarvis Danielle 1129 

Jarvis Eon 12082 

Jarvis Nancy 10201 

Jasensky Ron 5505 

Jayne Jeffrey 718 

Jayo Miren 10941 

Jee Steve 3193 

Jefferson Kaiya 7704 

Jeffery Shauna 12450 

Jeffries Barbara 7125 

Jeffs Travis 11395 

Jelmini David 3566 

Jemmett Colleen 12509 

Jenkin Wendy 6048 

Jenkins Bryce 2804 

Jenkins Ethan 12548 

Jenkins Jared 8725, 8845 

Jenkins Jilian 28 

Jenkins Stephen 12473 

Jenkins Teri 6880 

Jenkinson Desiree 8187 

Jenks Tim 3177 

Jenness Amy 1943, 12791 

Jennifer Caller 9978, 13438 

Jennings Lara 7476 

Jennings Pam 9578 

Jennison Karla 9146 

Jensen Adam 2046 

Jensen Alexandra 8996 

Jensen Amy 5685 

Jensen Ann 1755 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Jensen Anna 10265 

Jensen Bill 5152 

Jensen Camille 11831 

Jensen Carol 2040 

Jensen Cutler 6147 

Jensen David 8701, 9978 

Jensen Dennis 11558 

Jensen Douglas 12429 

Jensen Ellie 10455 

Jensen Ema 7286 

Jensen Eric 8001 

Jensen Garner 8997 

Jensen Greg 126, 12516 

Jensen J 12428 

Jensen Jake 11289, 12619 

Jensen James 3088, 7705 

Jensen Jeremy 8753 

Jensen Jessica 9466, 11134 

Jensen Joshua 9773 

Jensen Katrina 289 

Jensen Kelsey 6554 

Jensen Kyle 1005 

Jensen Lee 8629 

Jensen Louise 618 

Jensen Margie 8011 

Jensen Mark 1634, 6225 

Jensen Matthew  7144 

Jensen Micah 6258 

Jensen Nathan 6961 

Jensen Newel 13172 

Jensen Nick 1820 

Jensen Paul 3067 

Jensen Peter 1459 

Jensen Rex 650 

Jensen Rian 12233 

Jensen Scott 476, 1363 

Jensen Taylor 2905, 6894 



 

 September 2022 
32A-74 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Jensen Terri 11647 

Jenson (or 
Jensen) 

Bill 13429 

Jenson Bradley 269 

Jenson Caleb 3876 

Jenson Diana 10782 

Jenson Doug 9857 

Jenson Elizabeth 8464 

Jenson Ellie 4693 

Jenson Joan 966 

Jenson McKenna 7015 

Jenson Michael 9777 

Jepperson Steven 46 

Jeppsen Elise 9107 

Jeppsen Micah 12032 

Jeppson Patricia 993 

Jepsen Jan 1979 

Jepsen Mandy 10790 

Jepsen Rachel 6718 

Jerabek Jeff 800 

Jeraj Lisa 1583 

Jergins Billy and 
Abby 

10297 

Jerman Randall 10377 

Jerome Eric  7812 

Jesperson Jasper 1641 

Jessee Nathaniel 4691 

Jessop Savannah 12015 

Jeter Matthew 10558 

Jette Tyler  7891 

Jewell Jessyka 10462 

Jewkes Bryan 2379 

Jewkes Jacob 6092 

Jewkes Joseph 1029 

Jhamb Rowan 10724 

Jim Tim 11648 

Jimenez Shane 10134 

Jinerson Jeffrey 5032 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Jirik Richard 12413, 12420 

Johansen Kaesi 10744 

Johansen Kevin 3660 

Johansen Susie 8590 

Johanson Laure 260 

Johansson Troy 11051 

John Kara 3615 

Johncock Alex 1080 

Johns Keelan 9661 

Johnsen Bart 5340 

Johnson Aaron 3484 

Johnson Abigail 592 

Johnson Adam 8167 

Johnson Alexis 10788 

Johnson Allison 6318, 7622 

Johnson Aspen 5214 

Johnson Ben 2338, 8780 

Johnson Bill 20 

Johnson Brad 1349 

Johnson Brett 2125 

Johnson Brian 8842 

Johnson Brock 6187 

Johnson Bryce 5451, 9090, 
11052 

Johnson Catherine 7194 

Johnson Chase 7707 

Johnson Chelsie 5899 

Johnson Christian 2128 

Johnson Christianna 12527 

Johnson Christopher 7621 

Johnson Connor 9545, 9549, 
12530 

Johnson Dan 9707 

Johnson Daniel 6558 

Johnson Dave 12282 

Johnson David  8195, 11665 

Johnson Derek 8772 

Johnson Eli 9546 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-75 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Johnson Ellie 4631 

Johnson Eric 2684, 7360, 
10962, 11263 

Johnson Erik 3760, 9521 

Johnson Erin 6283, 11238 

Johnson Evan 5217 

Johnson Frank 4566 

Johnson Fred 11737 

Johnson Gary 1741 

Johnson Glenn 12675 

Johnson Gleuda 11670 

Johnson Hannah 6525 

Johnson Jack 8788 

Johnson James 9818 

Johnson Janet 11721 

Johnson Jeff 12867 

Johnson Jeffrey 6200 

Johnson Jeremiah 1048, 5651, 
9200 

Johnson Jett 10292 

Johnson Jocelyn 2251 

Johnson Jonah 6322 

Johnson Joseph 12887 

Johnson Karen 9318 

Johnson Kari 5863 

Johnson Kassi 8261 

Johnson Kate 8793, 12910 

Johnson Katie 1484 

Johnson Kelsey 11927 

Johnson Kent 11407 

Johnson Kim  7890, 8781 

Johnson Kimberly 9239 

Johnson Kristi 3178 

Johnson Ky 11618 

Johnson Lily 6081, 6183 

Johnson Madelein 8027 

Johnson Madeleine 11094, 11678 

Johnson MaryEllen 5268, 10584 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Johnson Matthew 2200 

Johnson Max 4342, 8784 

Johnson Meg 11156, 12859 

Johnson Megan 8168, 8322 

Johnson Meredith 12052 

Johnson Michael 4962, 10327 

Johnson Mitchell 10787 

Johnson Natalie 4643 

Johnson Patrick 5850 

Johnson Philup 6879 

Johnson Randall 10184 

Johnson Rebecca 12833 

Johnson Roth 1208 

Johnson Royce 2982 

Johnson Rozalyn 11394 

Johnson Russell 5331 

Johnson Rusty 3490 

Johnson Ryan 1924 

Johnson Sam 4474 

Johnson Sarah 5494 

Johnson Sawyer 7152 

Johnson Sid 5605 

Johnson Sierra 7774 

Johnson Steve 952 

Johnson Suzette 6604 

Johnson Tanner 1002, 8574 

Johnson Tyler 4490 

Johnson Val 2665 

Johnson Wayne 2837 

Johnson Wilma 12267, 12277 

Johnson Zach 998 

Johnson 
Cottonwood 
Heights City 

Mike 13343 

Johnston Cyrus 9302 

Johnston Hannah 1600 

Johnston Jordan 10947 

Johnston Nina 2783, 3403 



 

 September 2022 
32A-76 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Joi Oyoyo 7219 

Jolley Ellyx 9324 

Jolly James 12494 

Jolly Lauren 5036 

Jones Aaron 8589 

Jones Alan 5642 

Jones Alexis 13270 

Jones Andrew 12136 

Jones Andy 2551, 10572 

Jones Annie 11507 

Jones Ashley 10693 

Jones Atticus 9869 

Jones Cheristy 603 

Jones Christopher 10523 

Jones Clay 107 

Jones David 2667 

Jones Dustin 10925 

Jones Frederick 6124 

Jones Gary 7092 

Jones Ian 4020 

Jones Jacob 5812 

Jones Jerrell 9761 

Jones Jessica 10857 

Jones John 3035, 4331 

Jones Julie 10044 

Jones Justin 4418 

Jones Kam 10122 

Jones Kelly 10873 

Jones Kenneth R.  8872 

Jones Kirk 2545 

Jones Kjerstin 11242 

Jones Lindsay 788 

Jones Lisa 11803 

Jones Mackenzie 11307 

Jones Max 6742, 10092 

Jones Michelle 6503 

Jones Mimi 10348 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Jones Nathan 2690, 7007 

Jones Paige  9677 

Jones Rick 12430 

Jones Robert 4613 

Jones Scott  7855 

Jones Sean 7010 

Jones Steph 6862 

Jones Stephanie 443 

Jones Sue Ann 13181 

Jones Susan 1566 

Jones Timothy  10382 

Jones Trahern 4675 

Jones Ty 744 

Jones Wes 10513 

Jones Will 9378 

Jones Zach 7008 

Jones Sicard Wendy  543, 1827 

Jonesy Jonesy 10266 

Jonswold Rochelle 7083 

Jooste Danford 11938 

Jopling Joe 10023 

Jordahl Jonas 
Dunham  

4759 

Jordan Adam 10638 

Jordan Austin 8721 

Jordan Barbara 2654 

Jordan Benjamin 3382 

Jordan Carolyn 117 

Jordan Dave 12312 

Jordan Lukas 12950 

Jordan Scuncio Gianna  757, 765 

Jorgensen Abby 4104 

Jorgensen Andrew 5117, 13057 

Jorgensen Andy 3857 

Jorgensen Chelsey 8824 

Jorgensen Darrel 7343 

Jorgensen Kelly  8506 

Jorgensen Steve 1865 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-77 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Jorgensen Steven 495, 12338 

Joseph Mark 2340 

Josey Tanner 6892 

Jost Luke 7553 

Jow Tom 6677 

Joy Nick 11067 

Joyce Steven 7417 

Juarez Olivia 3283 

Judd Benji 7706 

Judd Sarah 5090 

Judd William 
Roger 

5430 

Judeikis James 1369 

Judeikis Tara 1988 

Juhl Blake 997, 12442 

Juhlin Kathleen 771 

Julian Logan 2450 

Junger Charles 457 

Jupina Brian 183 

Juran Joe 8989 

Juraschka Mark 7333 

Jurgens Karen 3179 

Jurges Brooke 1182 

Jurges Trevor 10247 

Jurney Patrick 10577 

Justice Britney 6617 

Justice Jeff 220 

Justis Grant 5213 

K Ann 12161 

K Hailey 12207 

K Mike 9562 

K Pete 5779 

Kaapro Erik 1035 

Kabili Albert 2704, 5897 

Kach Jeffrey 9738 

Kachurin Andrei 11823 

Kaczmarek Aimee 11131 

Kaczmarek Craig 10170 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Kadlec Mark 4746 

Kagan Micah 8776 

Kagen Stephanie 11711 

Kahn Anthony 4967 

Kahn Benjamin 11766 

Kahne Emanuel 12787 

Kaili Lexi  6912 

Kakatsakis Thomas 9535 

Kale Travis 11921 

Kalm Benjamin 2622 

Kaltenback Rebecca 8048 

Kambic David 2023 

Kaminski Madeline 6475, 11484 

Kammer Levi  7815 

Kammeyer Tim 3666 

Kan Lorraine 3658 

Kane Michael 1640 

Kanner Richard 4139 

Kano Shandi 954, 3340 

Kantor Adam 2647 

Kantor Kayla 7072 

Kapaloski Kory 12354 

Kapes Ryan 2366, 8156 

Kaplan Glen 6559 

Kaplan Mimi 5544 

Kaplan Rochelle 13043 

Kaplin Peter 6135 

Karasik Ed 2244 

Karaus Brett 3040 

Karg Michele 328 

Karg Miki 8023 

Karis Megan 6674 

Karl Adam 986 

Karlas Jon 9977 

Karlsven George 2790 

Karner Kevin 5766 

Karney Brian 642 



 

 September 2022 
32A-78 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Karosas Rasa 1928 

Karpinski Kelly 1355 

Karr Craig 5219 

Karren Clint 6657 

Karren Duane 1127 

Kartub Sam 11234 

Kasemir Heidi 6020 

Kaserman Mike 7163 

Kasner Matthew 1506, 7508 

Kasson Peggy 5356 

Kasteler Elaine 3180 

Kastellec Matthew 4431 

Katnik Kenny 10301 

Katsohirakis Andrew 13182, 13265 

Katz Ethan 2351 

Katz Joel 9633 

Katz Linda 1959 

Katz Michael 1782 

Katz Richard 5639 

Katz Trevor 1904 

Katzman Phillip 10368 

Kauchak Don 2840 

Kauffman Kyle 1212 

Kauffman Steve 7424 

Kaufman Rosie 5991 

Kaufman Angell Julie  5060 

Kaufmann Adam 4264 

Kaufmann Sarah 8118 

Kaushovik Yaraslau 7122 

Kawamura Shigeo 6157, 8558 

Kay Camdon 8925 

Kay Dagan 10687 

Kay James 2133 

Kay JoRae 4319 

Kaye Anthony 5454 

Kazemzadeh Christina 8018 

Kazi Erika 6197 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Keach Callie 2327 

Kean Nicholas 7115 

Keane Matt 12259, 12260 

Kearl Garrison 9056 

Kearns Imoli 7708 

Kearsley Beth 12148 

Keating Wesley 753 

Keegan Lindsay 5422 

Keeler Stephanie 1465 

Keeley Karen 6615 

Keeling Anna 6245, 9669, 
11110 

Keen Eleisha 11563 

Keen Janet 11583 

Keen Lindsay 7359 

Keen Nathan 3946 

Keenan Denise 6196 

Keenan Lydia 12773 

Keenan Patrick 1231, 13038 

Keene Sherry 987 

Keeton Terry 3755 

Keeve Drew 11878 

Kehl Asia  9076 

Kehl Kaylee 7710 

Kehl Kerinne 7709 

Kehr Roger 2369 

Keiffer Margaret 9323 

Keigley Carolyn 7198 

Keinz Randy 10622 

Keirstead Daniel 9379 

Keisker Randy 8517 

Keith Dasha 2169 

Keith 
American 
Mountain 
Guides 
Association 

Jason 13321 

Keller Carolyn 3933 

Keller Denise 5496 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-79 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Keller Jack 11421 

Keller Jackson 9643 

Keller Kevin 6964 

Keller Max 6090 

Keller Scott 12907 

Keller Shauna 11641 

Kelley Karen 9459 

Kelley Stan 9352 

Kellie Simmons 2741 

Kelliher Meaghan  7851 

Kellogg Anastasia 12764 

Kelly David 12061 

Kelly Johanna 11859 

Kelly Michelle 165 

Kelso Jeff 537 

Kemker Emily 675 

Kemling Gabriel  7086 

Kemp Alison 9245 

Kemp Dan 1602, 4389 

Kemp Sam 1268 

Kemp Shane 5418 

Kemper Garrett 6237 

Kemper Kelsey 10475 

Kendell Connor 7029 

Kendrick Ryan 12674 

Kenley Gavin 7711 

Kenn Kelly 8007 

Kennedy Ryan 5696 

Kennedy William 6753 

Kenney Allen 9499 

Kenney Chelsey 12991 

Kenney Deb 10754 

Kenney James 540 

Kenney Jeff 12341 

Kenney Sara 9078 

Kennington Jan 2739, 4284, 
10483 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Kennington John 2224, 3811, 
11202, 12691 

Kenny Mia 12214 

Kenny Rowen 2512 

Kensler Elijah 8224 

Kent Eric 1237 

Kent Jamie 13141, 13145 

Kenworthy John 8553 

Kenyon Jesse 6411 

Kerch Ryan 5111 

Kerdolff Karyn 5727 

Kereszti Alex 4644 

Kerig Bill 379 

Kern John 5769 

Kern John 
Michael 

11112 

Kern Krista 4573 

Kern Martin 4575 

Kerns Kyle 11418 

Kerr Adam 5941 

Kerr Eli 5283 

Kerstin Coltin 6755 

Kertesz Rob 11758, 13385 

Kerzhner Mike 5631 

Keskey Todd 10054 

Kessi Merilynn 2387 

Kessler Michael 9666 

Kestle John 11317 

Kestle Mat 11301 

Keyes Brian 12038 

Keyes Philomena 3557 

Khalsa Meherban 6760 

Khan Amna 10317 

Khan Farjad 1612 

Khial Arash 4408 

Khodadad Lori 779 

Kidder Cheryl 2321 

Kiddy Justin 5912 



 

 September 2022 
32A-80 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Kider David 4791 

Kiffney Joe 7204, 7278 

Kigin Davis 5209 

Kilbourn Patrick 6223 

Kilgore Anne 8786 

Killion Lacie 1217 

Killion Sandra 5858 

Kilmer Maile 6526 

Kilpack Kylee 2381 

Kim Abraham 12586 

Kimball Allyson 7532 

Kimball Briant 6130 

Kimball Elizabeth 7330 

Kimball Mike 6371 

Kimball Patricia 4091 

Kimbell Jeff 5993 

Kimmel Luke 6419 

Kimsey Thomas 10181 

Kindred Alex 6149 

Kindred Karen 1501 

King Amy 3499 

King Bryson 9213 

King David 2268 

King Elizabeth 29, 2452, 
2453, 2479, 
3362, 4124, 

7925 

King Elizabeth 
Eve 

1792, 2529, 
3437, 4171, 
6019, 6023, 

13401 

King Jake 8920 

King James 2904, 4380 

King Jeremy 7350 

King Kaleb 4825 

King Kevan 3363, 3438, 
7927 

King Kimberly 994 

King Margaret 5958 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

King Paige 5889 

King Peyton 364 

King Ryan 615, 13425 

King Sabrina 3331 

King Thomas 10748 

King William 12266 

Kingery Gaby 5005 

Kinghorn Calvin 5460 

Kingsbury John 4788 

Kingsbury Tricia 10004 

Kinkead Brian 1020 

Kinne Elizabeth 11719 

Kinney Bob 1775 

Kinney Cameron 867 

Kinney Molly 11458 

Kinnison Christian 9990 

Kinosian Sylvia 10727 

Kinser Ashley 8714 

Kinzer Sandra 3583 

Kippen Nicole 8513 

Kirchner Jason 3019 

Kirchner Matt 4393 

Kirk Chris 6467 

Kirk Jeffrey 2011 

Kirk Kraig 2663 

Kirkey Brendan 1106 

Kirkey Terry 440 

Kirkman Keith 2038, 13007 

Kirlin Hailey 5705 

Kirschner Leslie 299 

Kirschner Robert 1082, 12957 

Kirschner Scott 734 

Kirton Austen 11511 

Kirton Rachee 11566 

Kish-Trier Erik 11023 

Kiss Kenneth 4192 

Kissell James 1736 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-81 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Kissell Sarah  7866 

Kissmer Brian 3417, 3648, 
13246, 13395 

Kitchen Rebecca 12838 

Kitchens Megan 11916 

Kittrell Katherine 13049 

Kizer David 1704 

Kjar Jeff 9848 

Kkukoske Ray 4363 

Kleberg Chris 1211 

Klein Ben 1742 

Klein David 12841 

Kleinman Jennifer 7326 

Kleinschmit Kristi 12104 

Kleitman Joseph 7519 

Klemme Alex 9688 

Klepper Scott 12830, 13413 

Kliger David 2695 

Klimaj Alex 10640, 10644 

Klingensmith Hunter 6697, 10422 

Klinger Judith 749 

Klinges David 2219 

Kloeppel S.Max  9095 

Klopfenstein Jacob 12466 

Klopfer George 5656 

Klotz Hailey 1860 

Kluft Brian 162 

Klug Teri 228, 4889 

Kluger Milo  8491 

Klugherz Paige 9060 

Klukoske Ray 3776, 3779, 
4361, 4362, 
4395, 4397, 
4399, 7325, 

11784, 11786, 
12890 

Klukoske Raymond 6968, 6969, 
6971, 6972, 
6973, 6974, 
6976, 6977 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Kmetzsch Mark 10154 

Knapp Chris 3081 

Knecht Cassi 8700 

Kneedler William 11229 

Knezek Darren 11747 

Knezic Russ 6169 

Knickerbocker Knick 10967 

Knight A 9731 

Knight Alisha 10835 

Knight Annette 3793, 9729 

Knight Bonnie 5712 

Knight Chip 2296 

Knight Curtis 2678 

Knight Natalie 7959 

Knight Sara 656 

Knighton Devin 1543 

Knights Owen 472 

Knob Emily 9976 

Knoblock Andy 2415 

Knoblock John 3255, 4179, 
6917, 11162 

Knoeck Erin 7113 

Knoll Aaron 4123 

Knorr Garrett 9222 

Knorr Susan 2239 

Knowlton Jay 8888 

Knox Georgiana 2558, 2618 

Knox Richard 12300 

Knudsen Dana 6680 

Knudson Elle Rose 12243 

Knudson Savannah 6452 

Knuths Kristian  7829 

Knutson Adam 7581 

Knutson Kas 6925 

Knutson Kerwin 2740 

Ko Yong-chu 2001 

Kobe-Rundio Maya 6721 

Kobel Brendan 12794 



 

 September 2022 
32A-82 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Kobernick Aaron 2713 

Kobett-Peterson Deanna 11559 

Koch Nicholas 4594 

Koch Patrick 13211 

Kocherhans Lance 9733 

Kochevar Sam 4019 

Koehn Juergen 2168 

Koehn Katherine 582 

Koenen Kirk 1234 

Koenig Erin 1030 

Koenig Jon 10770 

Koerth Chris 12192 

Koester Tom 12535 

Koffel Christopher 1696 

Kofford Bonnie 904 

Kofoed Stephani 10588 

Kogan Nathaniel 659 

Kohl Tim 8089 

Kohler Grady 62 

Kohler Rich 3712 

Koi Bailee 6996 

Koken Oliver 8656 

Kokernak Theodore 9348 

Kolaczwaski Michal 7230 

Kolan Doug 1049 

Kolbay Patrick 6464 

Kolbenschlag George 205 

Kolter Kirsten 12215 

Kolupanowich Travis 11386 

Komlos Lori 9771 

Komlos Tim 10257, 10264 

Koncar Joni 4095 

Koniecki Kim 11619 

Koniecki Shawn 11642 

Konkel Lisa 1810 

Konkol Alek 2751 

Konkol Christie 12105 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Konopa Chuck 4690 

Konrad Denise 3158 

Koo Alexander 7046 

Koonce Valerie 10424 

Koralewski Brian  6529 

Korbanka Lucas 989 

Koren Sivan 9583 

Koren Tally  8194 

Kornyei Norbert 6194 

Korpi Colton 8182 

Kosinski Robbie 2372, 11990 

Kosmicki E P 11347 

Kosowsky Howard 9362 

Koss Stephen 10293 

Kosyjana Jonathan 1472 

Koszinowski Max 10765 

Kotnik Emily 11254 

Kotok Joanne 8876 

Kotok Michael 8078 

Kotok Mike 8874 

Kovacevic Del 5675 

Kovach Daniel 279, 8970, 
13370 

Kovach Leslie 2161, 10780, 
13373 

Kovel 
USDA Forest 
Service 

Lance 13337 

Kowalski Edward 4555 

Koziarski Wojciech 8692 

Kozisek Chelsea 2135 

Kraan Eric 12002 

Kraan Kimberly 12011 

Krafft Don 5080 

Kraft Karl 5059 

Kraft Robert 5342 

Kramer Edward 8453 

Kramer Peg 5084 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-83 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Kramer Sherry 10030 

Krantz Mark 4232 

Kraszewski Mike 87, 3606 

Kraucunas Dan 397 

Kraus Kristin 3339 

Kraus Lynne 4887 

Krause Doug 3350, 4116 

Krause Erik 444, 10904 

Krause Michael 167 

Krausmann Caleb 10685 

Krauss Dan 8102 

Kravitz Sarah 6068 

Krejci Jim 124 

Kremer Stephan 4968 

Kretvix Lucas 7460 

Kretzschmar Diana 6266 

Kreutzberg Curtis 959 

Kreutzer Eric 12027 

Krichbaum Henry 9369 

Krick Ben 3564, 10598, 
10595 

Krieg John 6189 

Krieg Nicholas 5904 

Kriekerd Paul 3159 

Kristal Derek  7839 

Kristensen Pat 7712 

Kroetch Bridget 11333 

Kroff Paul  10717 

Krokhmal Lioudmila 3835 

Kroll Tyler 2485 

Krong Andrea 9573 

Kronthaler Thomas 9305 

Krueger Adrienne 4185, 6374 

Krueger Alexander 876 

Krueger Larry 3819 

Kruger Ava 13176 

Krumel Greg 8660 

Krumwiede Rob 5261 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Krupka Luke 1482 

Kruse Kevin 9002 

Krusko Cheryl 10484, 12626 

Ksok Jennifer 437 

Kuentzel William 727 

Kuhl Donna 12917 

Kuipers Rich 1138 

Kummer Brandon 681 

Kumpfer Karol  8364 

Kunkel Alice 11218 

Kunst Piper 12820 

Kuntz Jerome 1927, 8405 

Kuntz Sarah 1918 

Kunz Tiera 138 

Kupczyk Brandon 9208 

Kupec Stephen 4992 

Kupferman Seth 5700 

Kuprianowicz Martin 2182, 4752 

Kurek William 1936 

Kurke Alissa 10623 

Kurth Nazz 13235 

Kurtzweil Melissa 3570 

Kurz Julie 9710 

Kushner Jake 8516 

Kushner Mara 1087 

Kushner Thomas 11187 

Kuttner Rob 2871 

Kutz Kain 8077 

Kuzmiski Donna 5450, 10177 

Kwon Susan 10062 

L Bridget 12987 

L Jeff 13163 

L Matthew 8648 

La Fleur Rene 5043 

La Motte Isabelle  12579 

La Roche Annie  6530 

LaBella Matt 10334 



 

 September 2022 
32A-84 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Labinger Jonathan 11978 

Labrie John 2272 

Labrum Trenton 10239 

Lach David 3217 

Lackey Bryce 2341 

Lacombe Chris 12319 

Lacroix Danielle 8962 

Lacroix Elliot 4256 

Ladas Jim 4953 

Ladig Kathryn 9411 

Lado Kamal 6652 

Ladouceur Brian 9045, 9077 

Lafleur Josh 4879 

Lafontaine Dyaln 1509 

LaFortune Adam 8869 

LaFountain Jennifer 4364, 6106 

Lagana Jordan 9647 

Laguette Olivier 5988, 7612 

Lahee Marci 7713 

Laing Jackson 4742 

Laird-Doner Jody  8355 

Lake Brandon 5211 

Lake Cheryl 1328 

Lake Frank 1329 

Lake Rachel 9662 

Laker Paul 8886 

Lakewood Jeorge 7397 

Lakey Janaye 8028 

LaLonde Randall 7319 

Lam Andrew 6122 

LaMar Joshua 4498 

Lamb Craig 9228 

Lamb Kimberly 1855 

Lamb Martha 8697 

Lambert Amanda 2974 

Lambert Caroline 3934 

Lambert Hilary 13326 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Lambert Justin 1908 

Lambert Michelle 723 

Lambert Reuben 10094 

Lambert Ryan 2911 

Lambert Scott 10785 

Lambertsen Phil 9891 

Lambson Carli 12097 

Lambson Don 5116 

Lamont Breanna 11807 

Lamont Brooke 1597 

Lamont Kenastasha 1880 

LaMontagne John 4532 

Lamoreaux Andy 1196 

Lamphier Susan 6140 

Lamping Jake 10927 

Lance Natalee 1062 

Land Jodi 401 

Landau Stewart 36 

Landecker David 3017 

Landgraf Joe 7933 

Landis Daji 3722, 3727, 
4181 

Landis Miroslave 7715 

Landsman Peter 4228 

Lane Adam 523 

Lang Otto 2594 

Langdon Brennan 9338 

Lange Brent 1558 

Lange Connor 3471 

Lange Laura 2504 

Langer Brian 1951 

Langer Janine 6667, 11995 

Langlands Robert 315 

Langston Todd 6170 

Lanning Tom 4273 

Lapinski John 5632 

LaPoint Ashley 12568 

Lapointe Antony 6717 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-85 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Lapointe Christine 815 

Lapointe Tim 9722 

Laporte Will 9102 

Lapsley Sean 2537 

LaRiviere Benjamin 5218 

Larkin Daniel 6480 

Larkin James 10536 

Larkin Rebecca 6067 

LaRose Matthew 284 

Larrabee Corey  7835 

Larry Jason 10447 

Larsen Amy 9908 

Larsen Conner 7138 

Larsen Derek 9420 

Larsen Emmalee 2860 

Larsen Greg 2876 

Larsen Ian 1595, 12780 

Larsen Jeremy 6305 

Larsen John 3671 

Larsen Jordan 3552 

Larsen Kelden 2570 

Larsen Matt 3938 

Larsen Megan 2859 

Larsen Michelle 4337, 8141 

Larsen Misty 9686 

Larsen Robert 6465 

Larsen Sam 4608 

Larsen Tom 12441 

Larsen Whitney 3277 

Larson Clara 9801 

Larson Grace 9124 

Larson Greg 
 

Larson Josh 3939 

Larson Kacee 7714 

Larson Matt 2697 

Larson Nell 10751 

Larson Sean 7289 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Larson Tobias 12622 

LaRue Ryan 8933 

Laska Kevin 450 

Laskey Abby 11434 

Lasko Colleen 12156 

Lasko Peter 6381 

Laskowski Sebastian 8433 

Lassen Chrissy 11283 

Lassere Richard 
John  

1085, 3754 

Last Jon 1163 

Last Jon 3735 

Latoni Lisa 12924 

Latta Molly 5851 

Lattin Paul 5985 

Lattin Remy 9097 

Lau Justin 10667 

Lau Matthew 1252 

Lau Sey 12230 

Lau Tony  7832 

Laufer Ed 12518 

Laufer Jillana 3309 

Laugeman Alex 7947 

Laughbon Ryan 9176 

Laughlin James 12534 

Laun Maggie  7594 

Laurenzo Adam 9741 

Laurich Carol 3239 

Laurich Johm 7716 

Laurish Johnny 7718 

Laurish Lisa 7717 

Laursen Nancy 3160 

Lautman Mike 8291 

Laver Graham 9383 

Law Tanner 11649 

Lawhon Ben 5724 

Lawlor Anne 4173 

Lawlor Kevin 7097 



 

 September 2022 
32A-86 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Lawlor Rebekah 3622 

Lawrence Benjamin 4330 

Lawrence Cole 4630 

Lawrence Melanie 277 

Lawson Garit 1997 

Lawson Jayden 2309 

Lawson Spencer 7385 

Lay Geoff 1510 

Layco Gambrelli 11414 

Laycock Whitney 3481 

Layne Elizabeth 12109 

Layton Bridger 1968 

Layton Chris 3212 

Layton Val 3111 

Lazarev Ivan 5616 

Lazarev Tamara 6145, 6154 

Lazarewicz Alex 10580 

Lazaris Lea 7059 

Lazechko Nick 9120 

Lazenby Ben  7089 

Lazo Adrian 10262 

Lazzara Anthony A.  5113 

Lazzara Cynthia 5289, 5290 

Le Antonio 562 

Le Katrina 4651 

Leader Adam 9398 

Leal Celestino 1130 

Leal Dana 12349 

Leash Ed 7217 

Leatham Matt 1577 

Leavell Jennings 12602 

Leaver Jim 2822 

Leaver Lucy 4183 

Leavitt Olivia 2572 

Leavitt Rick 13112 

LeBaron Brock 784 

LeBaron Dakota 1875 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

LeBohec Tugdual 5110 

Lebovitz Ezra 4186 

Lebrija Eugenio 526 

Lebrija Juan 408 

Lebsack Noah 2585, 9676 

LeCourt Danielle 6918 

Ledbetter Jack 955 

Ledezma Iri 13107 

Lee Alex 1702 

Lee Alexis 8390 

Lee Barrett 335 

Lee Cody 8703 

Lee Cooper 5153 

Lee Corey 4456 

Lee Frank 8471 

Lee Grace 10981 

Lee Greg 548 

Lee James 11113 

Lee John 5198 

Lee Jonathan 5475 

Lee Justin 216, 8521 

Lee Korban 3508 

Lee Kristen 10520 

Lee Kristina 10829 

Lee Luke 8006 

Lee Madelyn 2619 

Lee Margaret 1053 

Lee Mark 4771 

Lee May 9912 

Lee Mike 8545 

Lee Nathan 7016 

Lee Paula 8854 

Lee Philip 12835 

Lee Randy 1508 

Lee Ying 8945 

Leech Bryant 11880 

Leeds Alan 13209 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-87 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Leeflang Elisabeth 278 

Leeflang Pieter 8303 

Lefave Sarah 4442 

Lefebvre Mike  8480 

LeFevre Liz 3155 

Lefors Glenn 11503 

Leh Elizabeth 12603 

Lehman Mitch 9929 

Lehtinen Kerry 1771 

Leick Ryan 340 

Leifson Daniel 6184 

Leinius Ethan 9351 

Leishman Laurie 3895 

Leitner Jack 10037 

Lemieux Alex 6282 

Lemley Daniel 6628 

Lemnotis John 2936 

Lemon Forest 9249 

Lemons Allene 8819 

Lengel Maegan 4553 

Lenhart Christian 3516 

Lenkevich Bradly 667 

Lenkowski Adam 12893 

Lenkowski William 3644 

Lennon Harley 1562 

Lenssen Kieran 5495 

Lentz Davis  7896 

Lentz Mark 6065 

Lenx Peter 8670 

Lenz Danielle 4592 

Lenz Meredith 6849 

Leo Rob 11120 

Leon Andrew 6051 

Leon Edder 7719 

Leonard Andy 8663 

Leonard Gloria 8038 

Leonard Sara 10145 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Leonard Sean 3457, 3457 

Leone Jean 2285 

Lepre Anthony 10022 

LePrey Lucas 12060 

Lequient Magali 96, 3569 

Lesage Olivier 8849 

Lesburg Lee 10914 

Leskar Michael 969 

Less Everett 7562 

Lesser Raymond 1994 

Lessinger Carol 4146 

Lester Roger 4753 

Leu Adrian 12112 

Leung Felix 5577 

Lev Diana 8973 

LeValley Kyle 2283 

Leven Brody 9452 

Lever Alexsis 3315, 6269 

Levert Sophie 2583 

Levin Calliway 9645 

Levin Sebastien  7862 

Levine Jacob 693, 4254 

Levinthal Cynthia 7565 

LeVitre Jann 222 

Levitt Mimi 11009 

Levitt Sara 8865 

Levy Jeff 4787 

Levy Norman 3010, 4274, 
4276, 8535 

Lewand Nate 8242 

Lewis Alison 3639 

Lewis Blake 10666 

Lewis Brian 5468, 6210 

Lewis Carolyn 508 

Lewis Corrinne 336 

Lewis David 2524 

Lewis Elliot 1061 

Lewis Hannah 4497 



 

 September 2022 
32A-88 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Lewis James 3653, 11584 

Lewis Jason 3045 

Lewis Jonathan 807, 7307 

Lewis Kari 12348 

Lewis Kasey 12761 

Lewis Katelyn 11586 

Lewis Katherine 6303 

Lewis Lisa 726 

Lewis Lorin 6008 

Lewis Madison 11485 

Lewis Marianne 11806 

Lewis Michael 1876 

Lewis Paul 1088, 9303 

Lewis Rodney 352 

Lewis Serina 8058 

Lewis Suzanne 3678 

Lewis Taylor 5041 

Lewis Verlan 6289 

Ley Juliana 4080 

Li Anna 4187 

Li Xing 4263 

Li Zihao 2401 

Liapis Matt 3832 

Libby Krysti 4841 

Libecki Lilliana 9873 

Libre Kenneth 1457, 8292 

Libre Ulla-Britt 6361 

Librett Jeremy 3759 

Librett Sophie 1705 

Librizzi Tom 2097 

Liddiard Mark 10288 

Liddle Jon 1314 

Lieb Giles 10106 

Liebow Michael 791 

Liebson Brian 6641 

Liechty Hailey 13258 

Liechty Tyler 8461 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Lienhard W 5975 

Lieuwen Andrew 5168 

Lightbody Sam 6594 

Lignugaris Kraft Benjamin 8354 

Liimatta Karin 3439, 3440 

Liles Greg 3869 

Liljenquist Ben 2879 

Liljenquist Brooke 2880 

Liljenquist Eric 95 

Liljenquist Grace 3918 

Liljenquist Nate 3917 

Liljenquist Scott 1360 

Lim China 9608 

Lim Jooyoung 11319 

Lin Jun 1722 

Linam Jacey 11585 

Lincoln Christopher 12265 

Lincoln David 4794 

Lincoln Laura 6449 

Lindberg Robert 9211 

Lindell David 4706 

Lindeman Collin 11493 

Lindetrom Isaac 2643 

Lindley Alaina 10480 

Lindley Andrew 1253 

Lindley Kasey 6930 

Lindner Emily 10323 

Lindon Matthew 684 

Lindsay Dave 8775 

Lindsay Kyle 4719, 10189 

Lindsay Lewis 1922 

Lindsey Craig 578 

Lindsley Robert 9913 

Lindstrom Anna 5507 

Lindstrom John 6191 

Lines Leo 8727 

Ling Baichuan 864 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-89 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Lingle Amanda 12200 

Lingstuyl Cara 11739 

Lingstuyl Robert 5890 

Link Cindy 3957 

Link Darcy 6623 

Link Daryl 6497 

Link Johnny 2854 

Linton Cory 10406 

Linton Curtis 10379 

Linville Colton 12452 

Linz Sara 10975 

Lipani Melissa 12096 

Lipson Arthur 12960 

Lipuma Joe 5611 

Lisko Matthew 11446 

Lisonbee Elise 4010, 8657 

Lisonbee Rhea 13152 

Lisonbee Richard 1814 

Lister Sarah 1254 

Liston Jackson 8462 

Liston Oliver  7814 

Liston Sam 2171 

Littig Pam 3404 

Littig William 8323 

Little Bethany 4585 

Little Ryan 13024 

Littlefield Darcy 8631 

Littlewood Amber 7 

Litwin Taylor 9935, 10417 

Litz James 12363 

Liu Cheryl 11003 

Liu Lia 7720 

Lium Brent 694 

Livermore John 5436 

Llewellyn John 9547, 13156 

Llewelyn Tallya 685 

Llorente Roberto 5767 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Lloud Tanner 5867 

Lloyd Dallas 2874 

Lloyd David 6466 

Lloyd James 7566 

Lloyd Jim 1656 

Lloyd Libby 2868 

Lloyd Tara 11650 

Lloyd Thomas 10408 

Lloyd Warren 3828 

Lloyd Will 7161 

Loach Will 3273, 9742 

Local Skier 1365 

Locante Craig  7860 

Locey Beck 12748 

Locey Jessa 12772 

Locke Isaac 3496 

Locke Katie 11054 

Lockwood Kevin 2920, 3675 

Lockwood Shawn 1763 

Lodge Sean 3763 

Lodmell Ashley 7192 

Loeber Ken 5357 

Loeffelbein Mark 4622 

Loeloff Justin 4874 

Loertscher Caitlin 9810 

Loertscher Devin 3333, 3724, 
8694, 6900 

Lofland Jessica 6897 

Logan Devin 6774 

Logan James 9867 

Logan Ryan 1536 

Loh Gee Woon 11702 

Lohr Sundev 6160 

Lojacono Chris 10040 

Loken Sally 11351 

Loken Thomas 12168 

Lombardo Nancy 2344, 5126 



 

 September 2022 
32A-90 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

London Aaron 8880, 8932, 
11036 

Long Adam 1809 

Long Jaclyn 4410, 6683 

Long M 10306 

Long Randy 4763, 13372 

Longar Matthew 5821 

Longe Dash 10144 

Longe Jamie 13162 

Longhurst Liz 6603 

Longnecker Elise 4093 

Longoria Sarah 8825 

Longson Kris 10767 

Longson Michael 1949 

Loomis Adam 3562, 3577 

Loomis Morgan 9620 

Loos Dallas 11560 

Loots Natalie 6123 

Lopez Angel 2493 

Lopez Bethany 6887 

Lopez Eva 11718 

Lopez Fabian 3023 

Lopez Flavia 11710 

Lopez Kathleen 2394 

Lopez Leticia 2360 

Lopez Mark 10743 

Lopez Melissa 1929 

Lopinto Michael 5659 

Lora Victor 10267 

Lorcia Marvin 13412 

Lords Anna-stacy 1358 

Lorentzen Katie 4353 

Lorenz Johannes 11781 

Lorenzon Chris 9048 

Loring Maggie 2626 

Loritz Kathy 1727 

Lorna Brower Mark  13119 

Lortsher Emery 4779 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Lotzer Jemma 7979 

Louis Michael 5271 

Louise Clara 8677 

Louisot Alex  9343 

Loutensock Jake 655 

Love Kylee 4513, 6564 

Lovejoy Matt 1118 

Lovell Garth 2931 

Loverin Amy 9822 

Lovitz Nate 11154 

Low Christopher 10084 

Low Ryker 1444, 2730 

Lowder Chelsea 10000 

Lowder Clark 5480 

Lowder Copper 
Onion 

4329 

Lowder Steve 9468 

Lowe Dave 4219 

Lowe David 6044 

Lowe Eleise 2354 

Lowe Emma  7843 

Lowe Emmy 10224 

Lowenstein Gary 5702 

Lower Brodie 6426 

Lowes Michael 6935, 9079 

Lowry Ben 9263 

Lowther Caitlin 8445 

Lowther Clayton 7570 

Loyd Scott 8298 

Loyola Nick 9763 

Lozano Luke 4583 

Lozinger Charlie 5545 

Lu Amos 5512 

Lu Claire  7893 

Lu Li 5427 

Lucas Robbi 6014 

Lucy Landon 4289 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-91 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ludema Michelle 4063, 10344, 
12244, 12570 

Ludlam Edie 13146 

Ludlow Alana 11512 

Luebe Sydne 1308, 9768 

Lufkin Bee 9262 

Lukas Stephen 7373 

Luke Kathryn 1458 

Luke Richard 1429 

Lumley Craig 1890, 9809 

Lummis Jarrod 4943 

Lund Chandler 5017 

Lund Jeff 9204 

Lund Jeramy 5199 

Lund MayLech 11551 

Lund Tucker 8733 

Lundberg Amanda 6998 

Lundell Tanner 10146 

Lundgren Dan 9007 

Lundquist Kasandra 7923 

Lundy Brian 10021 

Lundy Chester 5288 

Lundy Rhett 9192 

Luneau 
American 
Alpine Club 

Taylor 13330 

Lunstord Erin 11564 

Lunt Daniel 5650 

Luo Sandra 12418 

Luther Jason 4927 

Luttmer Grant 11888 

Lutz Chris 1856 

Lutz Cody 3629 

Lutz Joe 2370 

Ly Vanrenen Maria  2488 

Lycholaj William 5028 

Lykins Jon 12854 

Lyle Nicholas 8178 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Lyman Eric 758, 3848 

Lyman Garrett 2989 

Lyman J 11771 

Lyman Jason 5215 

Lyman Joseph 10343 

Lyman Sarah 387 

Lyman Shannon 9112 

Lyman Taylor 3846 

Lynch Donovan  7849 

Lynch Sophie 1488 

Lynch 
Perpetual 
Storage 

Patrick 13437 

Lyne Conor 4482 

Lynes Erica 4509 

Lyng Hunter 678, 9326 

Lynsky Cheyenne 9788 

Lynsky Diane 2335 

Lynsky Rick 2236 

Lyon Andrea 8024 

Lyon Marcus 6865 

Lyon Myron 8025 

Lyon Nathan 7189 

Lyons Emily 2888 

Lyons Jay 6573 

Lyons Mike 3536 

Lyons Torrey 9038 

Lytle Denise 3412, 10680 

M Alex 6027 

M M 9423 

M V 11865 

Maahs Willie 6864, 8678 

Mabry Patrick 7543 

Mac Erin 9251 

Macareo Austin 1348 

MacCarthy Greg 2235 

MacDonald Gregg 3083, 4094 

MacDonald Ian Cody  10552 



 

 September 2022 
32A-92 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

MacDonald Kevin 1587 

MacDonald Randy 4008 

MacDonald Robert 5249 

MacDonald Seth 8910 

MacDougall Jamie 1975 

Macfarlane Jake 763 

Macfarlane R. 3371 

Macfarlane Robert 7183 

Macfarlane Samantha 4928 

Macfarlane Tom 2153 

Machen Corey 9125 

Machol Kennard 2677 

Mack Bob 1356 

Mack Harper  8748 

Mack Leslie 1591 

MacKay Abigail 8941 

MacKay Brendon 10214 

Mackay Donald 1797, 5286 

MacKay Ethan 12585 

Mackelprang Alexandria 12555 

Mackey Brendan 2028 

Mackin Renee 7410 

Mackin Tom 7411 

Mackins Juice 6502 

Mackintosh Lindsay 7022 

Macklin Lauren 6164 

MacLane Patrick 9376 

MacLean Barry 9257 

MacLean Duncan 10401 

MacLeod Rob 5093 

MacNaughton Heidi 11450 

MacSparran Erick 3296 

Macvicar Laura 13262 

Madden Christopher 7077 

Madden Travis 2099 

Mader Annie 10197 

Madigan Chase 7218 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Madigan Matthew 1513 

Madow Yoko 12865 

Madsen Anna  10592 

Madsen Carter 10318 

Madsen Kerri 9756 

Madsen Mackenzie 12594 

Madsen Samantha 1432 

Madsen Samson 382 

Madsen Stacee 1007 

Madsen 
Sandy City 

Lindsey 13316 

Mae Alicia 12717 

Maeder Paul 5684 

Magana Lucia Leon 12889 

Magara Robert 5143 

Magaro Dennis 8158 

Mager Alex 2561, 8111 

Mager Jake 8890 

Magerl Chris 9182 

Maggard Patrick 1892 

Magidson Leah 4221 

Magiske Mike 3993 

Magleby Traci 149 

Magnotto Anna 12856 

Magnotto Mia 9834 

Maguire Cassie 12224 

Maguire Colin 370 

Maguire Taylor 13133 

Mahi Salam 8576 

Mahlberg Lauren 10831 

Mahler Annette 7534 

Mahns Isabell 9609 

Mahoney Brennan 3213 

Mahoney Dan 5588 

Mahoney Michael 2793 

Mahre Suzanne 580, 4844 

Mai Kelly 2383 

Maier Cameron 12047 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-93 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Maier Kristin 6038 

Main Bob 10404 

Maires Mike 10639 

Maisch Steve 4067 

Maisey Andrew 5740 

Maisto Miranda 12292 

Majer Adam 1168 

Major Cherie 829 

Major John 1619 

Major John 5441 

Makarewicz Barry 11442 

Makhinson Alan 1188 

Makin Dallas 1375 

Malavolta Ryan 3064 

Malboef Tim 3902 

Malczyk Jason 1028 

Maldonado Daniel 3901 

Malkin Jacob 4782 

Malko Heather 3214 

Mallamo Dominic 4578 

Mallender Zach 4453 

Mallon M 12912 

Malloy Elysia 9100 

Malm Karen 985 

Malone James 2029 

Malone Molly 1559 

Malotky Rylee 5703 

Malouf Linda 3719 

Malstrom Coleman 1320 

Malyn Sarah 13420 

Mancuso Max 12554 

Mandahl Richard 12786, 12800 

Mandala Adero 10627 

Mandel Mitchell 1811 

Mandel Phyllis 6686 

Mandell Juliet 4789 

Mandeltort Paul 5348 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Manderfeld Katie 11155 

Manes Brenton 1556 

Manes Kaydee 1103 

Manfull Matt 5072 

Mangelson Bryan 5389 

Mangelson Connor 4036 

Mangelson Nick 6446 

Mangum Danny 740 

Mangum David 10028 

Mangum Gary 8137 

Manios Andew 5918 

Manley Earl 2156 

Mann Emerson 10515 

Mann Jared 1452 

Mann John 8402 

Mann Ryan 8755 

Mann Steven 3770 

Manning Brent 4487 

Manning Jason 542 

Manning Joy 11590 

Manning Lance 11005, 11026 

Manning Lyssa 11244 

Manning Michael 1018 

Manning Ron 606 

Manon Leonardo 6252 

Manos Jim 3729 

Mansell Jeff 2705 

Mansell Michael 1019 

Manson Justin 12827 

Mantlik Sara 2714, 9474 

Manubay Bryce 7263, 12345 

Manukyan Yesayi 3810 

Manwaring Emily 2692 

Manzella Vito 5119 

Mapes Danielle 4946 

Mapes Kiel 363 

Maples Nathan 12637 



 

 September 2022 
32A-94 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Maravillas L Maddie  3398 

Marchal Alex  9246 

Marchand Bertrand 7431 

Marchant Lindsey 10234 

Marcroft Jordan 9137 

Marcy Michael  9110 

Marder Joyce 7302 

Marek Katherine 6153 

Marelius Suzanne 2427 

Mareth Dustin  9757 

Margetts Brandon 8548 

Margolies Asher 2068, 3976 

Margolies Michael 8706 

Margulies Janet 3229 

Marie Taylor 7786 

Marier Melanie 4133 

Marin Brian 6100 

Marin Charlie 6099 

Marin Dennice 6097, 9782 

Marinari Christie 11139 

Marincic Nathan 10019 

Marino AJ 13008 

Mariott Daniele 3430, 3720 

Maripuu Erkki 11699 

Maritz Sam 4340, 9532, 
9536 

Marjerison Sam 13219 

Marken Erica 69 

Marker Mike 13216, 13222, 
13228, 13232, 
13239, 13244 

Marker Susan 12113 

Markham Loretta 9393 

Markham Shannon 8664 

Markkel Minnie 7721 

Markosian Nick 112 

Markovsky Cameron 7027 

Marks Ari 6634 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Marks Chelsea 6499 

Marks Evan 6498 

Marks Monique 5652 

Marks Sam 13256 

Marler Mona 8371 

Marlowe Denise 7336 

Marmar Michael 8940 

Marmer Zack 9384 

Maroon Aj 1534 

Marquardt Shawn 13229 

Marr Andy 8087 

Marrinan Patrick 4523, 12368 

Marringa Ally  7842 

Marriott Jp 355 

Marriott Rachel 900 

Marriott Richard 5216 

Marrocco Marc 6018 

Marron Michael 3055 

Marsden Derek 6795 

Marsden K 5516 

Marsden Rachel 6814 

Marsh Barbara 5525 

Marsh Carrie 13073 

Marsh Jason 5476 

Marsh Olivia 6066 

Marsh Sandra 8248 

Marshall Alex 7188 

Marshall Audrey 2223 

Marshall Bri 7722 

Marshall Constance 2261 

Marshall Emma 12583 

Marshall Jessie 1275 

Marshall Kaelei 7723 

Marshall Nicole 1578 

Marshall Susan 9963 

Martain Brian 6440 

Martens Callie 11365 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-95 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Martens Thomas 13267, 13269 

Marti Alaina 10985 

Martin Alexander 8759 

Martin Bethann 2536 

Martin Blake 12195 

Martin Brenden 12927 

Martin Brian 10151 

Martin Caroline 12668 

Martin Christopher 5717 

Martin Darin 10539 

Martin Deven 12930 

Martin Ellie 3774 

Martin Hannah 6939 

Martin John  6988 

Martin Justin 185, 8466, 
8473, 10524 

Martin Karen 3788 

Martin Kristy 4582 

Martin Lace 3252 

Martin Matt 8232 

Martin Michael 3431, 13388 

Martin Ron 9831 

Martin Rusty 1586 

Martin Scott 7108 

Martin Shannon 12080 

Martin Therese 4159 

Martin Tosh 64 

Martin William 10136 

Martines Lucas 1259 

Martines Zac 9180 

Martinez Anthony 5691, 7583 

Martinez David 3253 

Martinez Renee 11376 

Martino Adrian 10987 

Martins Gareth 4000 

Martinson Amber 5682 

Martire R 5127 

Martz James 3320 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Martz Vo 6432 

Marvin Matthew 3937 

Marx Lindsay 3230 

Mascardo Renato 9703 

Masi Zachary 11762 

Masic Leo 2987 

Mason Ari 3531, 12055 

Mason Ben 7725 

Mason Carrie 1406 

Mason Christopher 839 

Mason David 4605 

Mason Edie 7954 

Mason Hollie  9428 

Mason Ilda 2887 

Mason John 2701, 12410 

Mason Julie 10946 

Mason Ron 7956 

Mason Samuel 666, 7724 

Masover Aaron 13213 

Massaro Phil 5959 

Masse Karen 5939 

Massey Owen 10715 

Mast Aaron 11201 

Mastanduno Mike 6896 

Masters John 5562 

Masters Stuart Ellen  5526 

Masters Tamara 996 

Masterson Matthew 12911 

Mastroianni David 5144 

Materi Sandra 3405, 10456 

Matern Gary 8622 

Matheson Heather 12191 

Matheson Will 7137 

Mathews Paul 5827 

Matina Tess 5305 

Matson Jacob 9861 

Matson Laura 984 



 

 September 2022 
32A-96 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Matt Rudi 2802 

Mattfeldt Mike 544 

Matthews Alisha 6004 

Matthews Bob 12401 

Matthews Natalie 3302, 4157 

Matthews Nolan 9008 

Matthews Robert 5661, 6332 

Matthews William 5429 

Matthewson Romney 7014 

Mattila Jyrki 3786 

Mattison Lindsey 10371 

Mattox Marcus 12451 

Mattson Stuart 1397 

Matuszynski's Nicole 10560 

Matyjasik Michal 4533 

Maughan 
Alta Ski Lifts 

Mike 13320 

Maull Walter 5083 

Maurycy Marcia 12379 

Maus Jane 7142 

Mautz Chris 1998 

MaWhinnney Brian 9259 

Maxfield Richard 67 

Maxwell Tracy 15 

May Amanda 9294 

May Anthony 10210 

May Aubrey 3117 

May Carie 108 

May Chelsea 2252 

May Emily 7727 

May Lisa 7726 

May Madeline 4704 

May Mike 2435 

May Peter 11698 

May William 7795 

May-West Eileen  8846 

Mayer Edward 3994, 5327 

Mayer Pamela 13041, 13050 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Mayer Stanton 5584 

Mayer Steve 889 

Mayers Ryanne 8957 

Mayfield Stacie 5094 

Mayfield Tristan  7825 

Mayhew Eric 2717 

Maynard Kyle  8226 

Maynard Olivia 6612 

Maynes Karli 6260, 11716 

Maynez Hyrum 1618 

Mayo Chasity 12871 

Mazanec Keren 7419 

Mazelli Ryan 8615 

Mazurkewycz Lisa 7438 

McAlearney Joshua 9955 

McAndrews Maggie 10202 

McAvoy Ryan 13169 

McBeain Josh 6560 

McBeain Kelly 4793 

McBeth Juie 11591 

McBrayer Hannah 4941 

McBrayer Landon 4903 

McBride Jake 11316 

McBride Mackenzie 9885 

McBride Mike 7042 

McBrier Frederick 10503 

McBroom Ann 8594 

McBurney Matthew 12023 

McCabe Emily 7728 

McCabe Mike 94, 4110, 6518 

McCabe Tyler 1256 

McCadams Rachel 7758 

McCaffrey Keegan 11706 

McCain Brianna 9736 

McCall Cam 1143 

McCall John 10114 

McCall Savannah 4924, 4925 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-97 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

McCallum Mitch 9265 

McCallum Shannon 2175 

McCandless Meagan 8241 

McCandless Michael 1758 

McCandless Susan 8262 

McCandless 
CW 
Management 
Corp. 

Chris 4777, 5610, 
5832, 7019, 

13310, 13314, 
13333, 13352 

Mccann Dan 1445, 2734, 
9593 

McCann Margaret 5012 

McCann Shannon  7898 

McCarrel Owen 12173 

McCartan Mike 9637 

McCarthy Aidan 564 

McCarthy Chris 5381 

McCarthy Jeffrey 12775 

McCarthy Matt 2778 

McCauley Andrew 4607 

McCauley Savannah 10629 

Mcclain Megan 10458 

Mcclain V John  11732 

McClane Ian 7404 

McClary Blake 12857 

McClellan Casey 2532 

McClellan Kristy 12067 

McCloskey Andrew 6311 

McCloskey Hisayo 8123 

McCloskey James 6792 

McCloskey Pat 5066 

McCloskey Sarah 6304 

McCloy Marjorie 1746, 5786, 
11433 

McClung Matt 9361 

McClure Tim 2914 

McCoard Samantha 6280 

McConkie James 155 

McConnell Jonathan 8637 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

McConnon Tom 840 

McCormack Brian 7731 

McCormack Connie 7730 

McCormack Mickey 7732 

McCormick Adam 5158 

McCormick Nancy 1726 

McCorvey Judy 8128 

McCowan Robert 5358 

McCown Suzanne 1884 

McCoy Alex  7143 

Mccoy Bella 11230 

McCoy Jeffrey 2565 

Mccoy Mark 12906 

Mccracken Reagan 7031 

McCroy Sarah 3348 

McDaniel Hannah 4212 

McDaniel Sam 10495 

McDaniels Melanie 8113 

McDermott Alex 3892 

McDermott Clara 11359 

McDermott Mitch  7445, 7869 

McDermott Ryan 12869 

McDonagh Thomas 9846 

McDonald Chris 11982 

McDonald Finola 7497 

McDonald Ian 9360 

Mcdonald Lori 11160 

McDonald Peter 5432 

McDonald Torin 4233 

McDougal Ashley 8230 

McDow Paul 1785 

McDowell Cyrus 7322 

McDowell Joseph 6873 

McDowell Landon 9839 

McEachern Nicholas 11788 

McElligott Liam 5107 

McEntire David 3790 



 

 September 2022 
32A-98 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

McEntire John 1780 

McEwan Kelli 12582 

McEwan Tyler 1316 

McFadden Molly 2416 

McFadzean Richard 12928 

McFarland Adam 4910 

McFarland Kathy 10125 

McFarland Paula 12781 

McFarland Robbie 4038 

McFarland Robert 7972 

McFarland Tom 13044 

McFarland Valere 9454 

McFarlane Barbara 9000 

McFarlane Marian 980 

McFarley Kyle 7479 

McGarry Michael 4998 

McGarry Neil 926 

McGarry Tara 5355 

McGee Conor 180 

McGee Gary 11398, 12756 

McGee Kyler 6960 

McGibbon Melissa 12590 

McGill Mark 9764 

McGinnis Molly 9769 

McGirk Ashleen 7145, 7275 

McGirk Heather 5604 

McGonegal Steele 6039 

McGowan Jason 9292 

McGowan Shayna 9392 

McGowan William 2454, 8341 

McGraw Lucas 11610 

McGregor Martin 4461 

McGuckin James 2005 

McGuire Lindsey 6580 

McHenry Andrea 5332 

McIlhenny Dudley 2213 

McIntosh Benjamin 2459 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

McIntosh Cy 7252 

Mcintyre Barbara 5902 

McIntyre David 6010 

McIntyre Madi  8831 

McJames Scott 1094 

McKain Maile 2367 

McKain Mark 7729 

McKay Ronald 13108 

Mckay Trapper 7733 

McKay Will 1956, 8147 

Mckean Mike 9042 

McKean Nick 10591 

McKean Rose 9613 

Mckell Dex 1244 

McKellar Angela 12101 

Mckenna Mandy 12411 

McKenzie Caleb 3461 

McKenzie Donald 30 

Mckenzie Jefferson 8527 

McKenzie Tyler 6620 

McKeough Coco 199 

McKeown Monica 7555 

McKerrow Andy 3636, 6418 

McKinney Emily 10779 

McKinney Kayla 5707 

McKinney Matt 8588 

McKinnie Mazzy  9674 

McKinnie Robert 1010, 2425, 
6328 

McKinnon Madi 4913 

McKinnon Toni 6663 

McLain Katherine 6069 

McLaughlin Josh 8609 

McLaughlin Pattilyn 8211 

McLaughlin Ryan 4281 

McLean Andrew 2441 

McLean Sean 9089 

McLelland Carl 1777 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-99 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

McLelland Scott 10611 

McLeod Whitney 4488 

McLeran Rebecca 12019 

McMahon Bill 5438 

McMahon Mike 9469 

McManus Zoe  1431 

McMaster Thomas 1266 

McMasters Mary 464 

McMath Sarah 5379 

McMillan Allison 12115 

McMillan Sylvia 7586 

McMullin Paul 5882 

McMurray Colin 12844 

McMurray Mary Grae 3204 

McMurray Spring 12600 

McMurtry Thomas 3610 

McNabb Keith 12251 

McNally Kevin 10646 

McNatt Jennifer 7617 

McNeally Phoebe 1590 

McNeer Laura 6152 

McNeil John 4134 

McNeill Mallory 12174 

McNinch Kelly 1193 

Mcnulty Austen 4086 

McNulty Tj 456 

McNurlin Sarah 11736 

McOmie Mark 1767 

McPhetres George 5292 

McPhie Jason 1245, 7585 

McPhie Vanessa 12552 

McQueen Sierra 12165 

McQuiggan Caroline 11440 

McReynolds Whitney 12564 

Mcroberts Katie 3254 

McVey Aimee 12435 

McWilliams Brett 1228 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Mead Brodie 12679 

Meade Keith 9261 

Meader Scott 5301 

Meador Karoline 13013 

Meadows Emily 12696 

Meadows Taylor 3656, 12703 

Meagher Kwyn 12468 

Meahl Sara 6790 

Mealy Laramie 5210 

Mease Jesse 12669 

Mecham Ryan 2211 

Mecham Steve 4381 

Mede Audrey 13111, 13114 

Mede Maurice 13126 

Medina Patricia 4310 

Medler Robert 590 

Medlin Zach  6922 

Meecham Alessandra 6046 

Meegan Sean 722, 1539 

Mehl Brian  9672 

Mehr Iuri 3834 

Mehregan Robert 2535 

Meidell David 4003 

Meier Kamen 6057 

Meier Landon 2117, 8853 

Meier Rebecca 1950 

Meillon Laurent 6987 

Meinhold Bridgette 6261 

Mekic Amar 8646 

Melby Yvette 11082 

Melcher Arthur  10006 

Melchior Shannon 7547 

Meldrum Alexander 1195 

Meldrum Dan 2624, 9413 

Mele Salvatore 2640 

Meleca 
Fredrickson 

Karen  8929, 8935, 
10525 

Meleski Mark 13263 



 

 September 2022 
32A-100 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Meleta Ken 12829 

Mellor Suzanne 8850 

Mellus Kristin 1001 

Melo Ralpha 3136 

Melo Rosana 7759 

Meltzer Karl 2154 

Melvin Tyrone 1545 

Memmott Dana 797, 10354 

Memmott Nathan 7006 

Menacho Mike 8823 

Menasco Linda 7968 

Mendel Katelyn 4729, 4818, 
9897 

Mendel Richard 13430 

Mendelson Michael 5033 

Mendiola Heather 3335 

Mendoza Christian 4457 

Mendoza Elizabeth 188 

Menge Caleb 10488 

Menk Sean 2708, 6731 

Menlove Chloe 3384, 6906 

Menssen David 11214 

Menzel Hannah 12327 

Merchant Tom 99 

Meredith Anthony 2016 

Meredith Chase 1752 

Meredith Gary 2052 

Meredith Karen 2404, 6673 

Meredith Shannon 7111 

Merkin Max 2951 

Merlin Brett 10479 

Mermelstein Kate 11247 

Merrell Rick 1962 

Merrill Jonathan 1174 

Merrill Kathleen  8317 

Merrill Madison 6675 

Merrill Melissa  9750 

Merrill Thorn 7062 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Merrill Wendy 5623 

Merriner Ryan 1387 

Mershon Scott 6709 

Merten C. William 5368 

Mertlich Jessica 12511 

Meru Michael 10196 

Meserve Alyce 10248 

Meservy Andrew 4797, 10130 

Messick Cody 10722 

Messina Jon 6626 

Metcalf Doug 11681 

Metcalf Martin 4404 

Metcalf Michael 9567 

Metcalf Steve 6848 

Metcalf Trina 9855 

Metherall Nicholas 9387 

Method Victor 9240 

Metke Linda 10847, 10922, 
10853 

Metos George 2197 

Metzger Kevin 7240 

Metzger Michael 5320 

Metzger Ryan 4153 

Metzler Nicolas 3882 

Meyer Calvin 12986 

Meyer Emit 8611 

Meyer Eric 119 

Meyer Hailey 6143 

Meyer Jill 1764 

Meyer Joachim 8229 

Meyer Keith 7160 

Meyer Melissa 3657 

Meyers Eric 339 

Meyers Paul 946 

Meyerson Jeffrey 948 

Meza Daniel 4079 

Miamidian Madelyn 9866 

Miamidian Ray 9785 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-101 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Michael John 9725 

Michael Kate 7734 

Michael Tom 6005 

Michaels George 11968 

Michaels Trevor 7361 

Michalak Ryley 9588 

Michalik Andrew 2458 

Michas Philip 1205 

Michener Tate 6517 

Mickel Alex 5455 

Mickelson David 11332 

Mickelson Kristen 5802, 11336 

Middlemiss Christine 2539 

Middlemiss Stewart 12777 

Middleton James 3233 

Middleton Richard 9099 

Middleton Shelley 3197 

Midgley Stevie 13083 

Midura Lawrence 5735 

Mifflin Jenika 1379 

Mifflin Jenna 3527 

Migliaccio Larry 11339 

Migliaccio Vincent 4521 

Migliore Brian  7827 

Mikaelian Jeff 10549 

Mikell Jeff 6314, 6316, 
6662, 7828 

Mikhalev Mikhael 273 

Milano Michael 7175 

Milarmsi Jessica 7058 

Milde Alex 10730 

Mildner Jordan 736 

Miles Daniel 11318 

Milette Kirk 487 

Milford Meghan 12954 

Milgrim Harris 6648 

Milkanin Michael 2881 

Millar Morgan 6421 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Millar Tom 4875 

Millard Emily 7735 

Millard Ethan 7736, 12099 

Miller Alex 8900 

Miller Ari 2398 

Miller Bailey 9092 

Miller Brady 3932 

Miller Carrie 3847 

Miller Catherine 2424 

Miller Charity 1589 

Miller Charlotte 2799 

Miller Chris 944 

Miller Christine 5272 

Miller Collin 12812 

Miller Cory 3474 

Miller Curtis 11311 

Miller Dallas 7597 

Miller Desi 2349, 2356 

Miller Greg 6300 

Miller Gregory 12291 

Miller Jacob 3047 

Miller Jacqueline 7921 

Miller Jeff 13257 

Miller Jim 9860 

Miller Joshua 5984 

Miller Judith 5508 

Miller Judy 10799 

Miller Julia 9250 

Miller Kaitlyn 10316 

Miller Karen  8368 

Miller Lindsay 12213 

Miller Margaret 2657 

Miller Nate 9767 

Miller Oakley 6888 

Miller Pam 3223 

Miller Ricaren 371 

Miller Ross 8122 



 

 September 2022 
32A-102 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Miller Rudy 1834 

Miller Ryan 345 

Miller Samantha 6186 

Miller Shannon 1573 

Miller Steven 11874 

Miller Whitney 12980 

Miller Zacharias 12391 

Miller 
Salt Lake 
Chamber 

Derek 13308 

Miller-Imperiale Michael 9268 

Millerberg Spencer 3683 

Millican Summer 12895 

Milliner Brendan  6575 

Millington Mallory 11973 

Mills Bradford 7520 

Mills Christian 12326 

Mills Dan 13359 

Mills Dennis 7936 

Mills Dex 5362 

Mills Gene 10949 

Mills Julia 4152 

Mills Kyle 11709 

Mills Stephanie 6244 

Mills Susie 11028 

Millward Chelsea 7170 

Milne Patrick 5618 

Miloscia Molly 9062 

Milton Graeme 6729 

Milton Scott 5845 

Min Helene 7433 

Minard Debra 455, 1963 

Minck Lindsay 11723 

Mindnich Nils 4711 

Mindnich Wynter 6552 

Mineau Ed  7872 

Miner Celeste 6134 

Miner Keri 1896 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Miner Lori 8736 

Minette Brian 600 

Minic Marija 4537 

Minka Adam 10324 

Minnick Kyle 11044 

Minor Karyn 1888 

Minoughan Max 1967 

Mishow Michael 7605 

Misiak Erik 3548, 8630 

Mitc Edward 12170 

Mitchell Alisha 3281 

Mitchell Alison 9497 

Mitchell Brent 4911 

Mitchell Cate Dolan  10742 

Mitchell Chris 483, 13400 

Mitchell Ellie 11570 

Mitchell Jeffrey 1288 

Mitchell Jonathan 4525 

Mitchell Kylie 6838, 7850 

Mitchell Logan 12860 

Mitchell Porter 1171 

Mitchell Samantha 4451 

Mitchell Tanya 1774, 12712 

Mitchell Wade 5435 

Miterko Noah  8366 

Miterko Warren 1611, 8412 

Mitkus Julian 10057 

Mitrovich Dan 6207 

Mittelman Ronald 1405 

Mix Adam 4688 

Mize Rachel 9823 

Mletschnig John 2246, 13414 

Mmore Eric 11168 

Mo Rob 10249 

Mockli Cherie 9331 

Moeller Andrew 21 

Moench Brian  10067 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-103 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Moench Malin 12879 

Moench Niclas  10389 

Moersch Peter 5221 

Moezzi Markus 6060 

Moffat Colin 8729 

Moffat Gayland 465 

Moffat Rich 11114 

Moffatt Kevin 12962 

Moffitt Layne 12378 

Mohammad Sameer 11018 

Mohr Andrew 8276 

Mohr Michael 6000, 8073 

Moirroiw Carolyn 3416 

Molby Nick 881 

Molina Sergio 8437 

Molinero Joe 5275 

Molyneux Dan 151 

Molyneux Linda 150 

Mom Vera 8549 

Monaco Ashleigh 4702 

Monaco Paula 3029 

Monahan Colin  7836 

Monasmith Mark 11072 

Monatanaro Mariano 9858 

Moncur Dean 5486 

Mondragon Jon 1620 

Monell Justin 1307 

Monney Taylor 2595 

Monosson Matthew 7482 

Monroe Jordan 288 

Monroy Diego  7820 

Monsen Ginger 12969 

Monsen Mikel 1440 

Monson Jenna 12346 

Monson Matthew 7616 

Monson Richard 1971 

Monson Traci 3325, 3389 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Monson Travis 7442 

Montalette Philippe 8429 

Montanez Natalie 8174 

Monteleone Lauren 3936 

Montella Nick 9068 

Montero Michael 917 

Montes Pablo 8998 

Montgomery Andrew 4188, 4930, 
12392 

Montgomery Coral  10840 

Montgomery David 2668 

Montgomery Stephen 3821 

Montgomery Summer 5065 

Montgomery Suzanne 896, 9732 

Montmorency Mike 1926, 3676 

Moodie Nathan 1016 

Moody Audrey 9682 

Moody Brenna 6855 

Moody Lexi 12203 

Moody Mark 280 

Moody McCall 7738 

Moody Michael 834 

Moody Tori 12449 

Moon Macall 3553 

Moon Michael 7488 

Moore Bill 8699 

Moore Chad 7100 

Moore Charles 301 

Moore Chelsea 11703 

Moore David 6565 

Moore Demie 6695 

Moore Gary 3224 

Moore Jeff 6778 

Moore Jeremy 5772, 10002 

Moore Jess 8281 

Moore Karen 1999 

Moore Kathy 5589 

Moore Liz 3225 



 

 September 2022 
32A-104 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Moore Mitchell 4447 

Moore Peter 6376 

Moore Reese 1149 

Moore Robert 5798 

Moorman Josh 9052 

Moorr Jay 2221 

Moos Jerry 803 

Morales Adan 8094 

Morales Marcelo 11233 

Moran Aaron 8771 

Moran Andrew 5046 

Moran Kyle 1874, 8213 

Moran Tofer 12236 

Morandi Shelley 4737 

Morano Cain 4023 

Morante Mario 9434 

Mordecai Steve 11643 

Moreau Tyler 10014 

Morehouse Richard 8440 

Moren Kyle 7737 

Moreno Jacob 10083 

Moreton Jennifer 3410 

Morgan Chris 8650 

Morgan David 3731, 12951 

Morgan Eric 10533 

Morgan Hillary 10444 

Morgan Jonathan 13095 

Morgan Justin 5071 

Morgan Kiley 2501, 2502 

Morgan Olivia 2382 

Morgan Whitaker 10330 

Morillas Eddie 4235 

Morin Wes 2593 

Morley Steve 3432 

Morlock William 8431 

Morlock Wolfgang 11840 

Morra Bruce 6402 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Morrell Steve 8795 

Morrey Elisabeth 3975, 7848 

Morrey Richard 2753 

Morris Benjamin 568 

Morris Braden 2410 

Morris Brady 12997 

Morris Covey 2923 

Morris Holland 9540 

Morris Maureen 8769 

Morris Merry 1378 

Morris Rob 305 

Morris William 11083 

Morrison Audrey 6962 

Morrison Stephen 502 

Morrison SueAnn 13147 

Morrison Travis  8501 

Morriss Candace 6295 

Morriss Matthew 12714 

Morrissey Candice 233 

Morrissey Patrick 6026 

Morrow Ellen 8724 

Morse Jesse 13144 

Morse Rachel 12965 

Mortensen Dave 11532 

Mortensen Emily 5396 

Mortensen Gordon 6693, 7602 

Morton Kim 5553 

Morton Sophie 6985 

Mosdell Mike 5765 

Moses Adam 4790 

Moses Michelle 11552 

Mosher Scott 8387 

Mosher Stella 7305 

Mosley Drew 1015 

Moss Aileen 1031 

Moss Blaine 9632 

Moss Gilbert 3547 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-105 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Moss Joni 823 

Moss Kevin 12915 

Moss Leslie 53 

Mott Justin 6869 

Mougey Nick 8221 

Moulton Brad 932 

Moulton Dallas 218 

Moulton Stephen 8476 

Moulton Taylor 4616 

Mounier Catherine 12790 

Mounier Thibaut 1732, 4773 

Moursal Holly 2948 

Moutimer Jake 7739 

Mower Michael 9806 

Mower Russell 4382 

Mower Ryan 4732 

Mowry Caitlin 
Grace 

5089 

Moyer Baylee 3044 

Moyer Robert 9004 

Moyer Tate 802, 8986 

Moyes Shaun 9298 

Moyle Madeline 10514 

Moyle Parker 11358 

Moysh Jami 2210 

Mrazik Rich 13196 

Mrotek Mikael 4549 

Mrzlack Robert 5790 

Mudge Karl 5748, 6427 

Mueller Thomas 11299 

Muenzenmeyer Kevin 428 

Mulhern Chris 12680 

Mullaly Cathy 10489 

Mullarkey T 9924 

Mullen Kristin 12899 

Mullen Travis 12639 

Muller Brian 12227 

Muller Colt Emily  2754 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Mulligan David 1391 

Mulligan Kevin 1788 

Mullins Chad 8063 

Mullins Matt 9290 

Munden Scott 3465 

Mundy Paul 10655 

Munford Christeen 6989, 10398, 
7908 

Munger Daniel 8682 

Munger Quinn Allen 3116 

Mungovan Billy 5363 

Munier Joseph 8977 

Munns Sean 5136 

Munoz Michelle 4672 

Munoz Pepe 6621 

Murakami Amy 3267 

Murdock Bryan 1514 

Murdock K 2863 

Murdock Paul 5641 

Murdock 
Access Fund 

Eric 11322, 13318 

Murdy Deirdre 10718 

Muro Sheri 5753 

Murphey Brendan 9074, 10238, 
9086 

Murphy Caitlin 6441 

Murphy Grant 5854 

Murphy Kevin 5842 

Murphy Kristin 12799 

Murphy Liam 3642 

Murphy Logan 7371 

Murphy Mary 3032 

Murphy Mason 8403 

Murphy Matt 6259 

Murphy Mitchell 8861 

Murphy Roy 5883 

Murphy Sean 1345 

Murray Alyssa 12459 



 

 September 2022 
32A-106 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Murray Ellie 7437 

Murray Emmet 9356 

Murray Jim 5947 

Murray Kay 4627 

Murray Lynda 12720 

Murray Matthew 12488 

Murray Scott 1296 

Murrell Brad 1175 

Murrell Kirsty 1199 

Mursener-
Gonzales 

David 420 

Muse Jessica 8789 

Muse Marissa 9098 

Musica Mike 5664 

Musser Dale 2559 

Musson Rose Devon  8457 

Musy-Verdel Stefanie 2216 

Myers Chris  8100 

Myers Emma 4640 

Myers Garrett 4515 

Myers Kevin 7298 

Myers Max 9640 

Myers Shay 1014, 2578, 
9592 

Myers Tom 509 

Myers William 4132 

Myhre Jack 6053 

Mylar Mark 5009 

Mylonakis Deb 9155 

Myshrall Marta 10295 

N Conan 5807 

N Jake 3798, 5563 

Naatz Sam 3985 

Naatz Samuel 641 

Nabors Brian 4469 

Nacey Gabrielle 12093 

Nackos Emily 10263 

Naden Stefanie  6581 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Nadesan Karthik 549, 10076 

Nadkarni Vardhan 8732 

Nadler Savannah 4666 

Nafziger Mia 8966 

Nagahi Omeed 6780 

Nagler Eliot 12102 

Nagorkin Roman 5037 

Nagy Nicholas 3378 

Nalabothu Poorna 975 

Name No 3441 

Nanfito Chad 6676 

Nanfito Jacob 7311 

Napel Gary 1046 

Nappi Brian 504, 9353 

Narvaez Nancy 9033 

Nasella Kaillin 7740 

Nash Candi 12384 

Nash Connor 6982 

Nasioti Maria 10803 

Naslund Eric 1801 

Nason Nick 9028 

Nath Pricilla 13428 

Navarro Olga 4014 

Navarro Roxanna 5225 

Navas Mary Ellen 2451 

Navidomskis Finn 8641 

Navigato Madeline 10236 

Nayden Roger 9168 

Naylor Kent 187 

Naylor Nic 11300 

Naylor Ryan 12953 

Naz Dee 535 

Nazzaro Jennifer 7181 

Neal Kerrie  10822 

Neale James 4569 

Neary Katy 1481 

Nebeker Kinde 7211 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-107 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Nebeker Lismore 13027 

Nebeker Michael 5828 

Nederhand Frank 6052 

Nee Tim 670 

Nee Tim 5047 

Neel Christy 3205 

Neerings Jake 11121 

Neff Ben 9942 

Neff T 9456 

Nehren Bob 10891 

Nehren Chris 3783 

Neibaur Michael 5968 

Neibaur Mike 5967 

Neider Anna Marie 4950, 13150 

Neider Chris 3696 

Neider Darryl 13084 

Neidhart Alyssa 6116 

Neihbarger Ash 11518 

Neil Ben 10596 

Neill John 11387 

Neilsen Calvin 809 

Neilson Ben 2428 

Neilson Benjamin 6535 

Neilson Devin 3899 

Neilson Sandy 3068 

Neiman Jaxon 7379 

Nel Renaldo 617 

Nelsen Jana 6025, 6178 

Nelsen Jeneen 2364, 4245 

Nelsen Jeneen S.  1105 

Nelson Amy B.  3245 

Nelson Andrea 8135 

Nelson Bernadette 4427 

Nelson Britta 2293 

Nelson Bryce 9516 

Nelson Chase 10571 

Nelson Cheryl 2294 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Nelson Conner 8857 

Nelson Doug 5670 

Nelson Eric 1572 

Nelson Fraser 5768 

Nelson J. Tom  1092 

Nelson Jake 9958 

Nelson Jared 12782 

Nelson Karalee 5557 

Nelson Kelli 3303 

Nelson Kyle 2774, 7803 

Nelson Matt 6591 

Nelson Paul 4246 

Nelson Rex 13098 

Nelson Robert 3342 

Nelson Sarah 2345, 7250 

Nelson Scott 2811 

Nelson Stefan 5302, 7313 

Nelson Susan 143 

Nelson Tyler 1419 

Nelson Vikki 912, 8796 

Neoh Jeck 2738 

Ness Tallie 2348 

Nesse Will 10846 

Nester Sophia 10328 

Neth Darlene 11391 

Neu Steve 312 

Neumann Frank 5232 

Neumann Itay 2796, 5202 

Neumann Mike 697 

Neunzert Martin 6592 

Nevares Darian 7741 

Neveadomi Steven 7162 

Neves Michelle 10260 

Neville Elle 12062 

Neville Justin 12141 

Neville Mary  8099 

Nevins Allen  7949 



 

 September 2022 
32A-108 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Nevins Caitlin 5511 

Nevins Polly  7844 

Nevins William  7878 

New Gary 8669 

Newberry Andy 10036 

Newberry Melissa 6705 

Newberry Mike 1684, 6388, 
8184 

Newburn Kathryn 4740 

Newby Brayden 2886 

Newcom Caylie 2894 

Newcomb Joseph 8075 

Newcomer Parker 7492 

Newhall Thomas 9544 

Newhouse Abi 11364 

Newhouse Tom 8524 

Newkirk David 10544 

Newman Anthony 3768 

Newman Ethan 12536 

Newman Paige 12263 

Newmark William D  1661 

Newnam Todd 5490 

Newsom Robert 5372 

Newsom Sussette 6407 

Newsome Taj 10360 

Newton Brady 12921 

Newton Dale 386 

Newton Holland 1895 

Newton Karan 5894 

Newton Larry  8839 

Newtzie Tara 11149 

Ney Ellis 4025 

Ney Zach 8037 

Ng Alexandra 13025 

Ng Annie  9195 

Ngai Victor 8647 

Nguyen L 1716 

Nichol Clark 8807 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Nichol Skyler 7106 

Nicholas Brett 12497 

Nicholas Bruce 2507 

Nicholas Mark 1622 

Nicholas Michelangelo 8190 

Nicholas Paul 8654 

Nicholls Katie 4154 

Nichols Casey 3903 

Nichols Clark 298 

Nichols Gary 8133 

Nichols Jess 10319 

Nichols Jonathon 12576 

Nichols Kirk 2518, 10531, 
12274 

Nichols Nels 1931 

Nichols Sara 7293 

Nichols Tanner 4658 

Nicholson Jake 10383 

Nicholson Morgan 6434 

Nicholson Paul 12659 

Nicholson Rosemary 12476 

Nickel Emily 3837 

Nickle Glen 7075 

Nickle Grant 4626 

Nickolay Dave 6435 

Nicole Ashley 7742 

Niebergall Bryan 1025 

Niedeggen-
McManus 

Hildegard 158 

Niederhauser Casey 5820 

Niederhauser Christian 5788 

Niederhauser Lisa 12021 

Niederhauser Melissa 12228 

Niederhauser Ray 10548 

Niederhauser Sarah 12184 

Niederhauser Wayne 12020 

Niederkorn Tim 10874 

Nielseb Gregg 1701 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-109 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Nielsen Andrew 9548 

Nielsen Delena 9709 

Nielsen Ezra 5926 

Nielsen Jarem 9510 

Nielsen Kam 7216 

Nielsen Keith 653 

Nielsen Michael 950 

Nielsen Ryan 12074 

Nielsen Steve 217, 338 

Nielsen Tanner 12258 

Nielsen Zack 4519 

Nielson Benjamin 5004 

Nielson Blake 2042 

Nielson Blake 11690 

Nielson Bridger 774 

Nielson James 11019 

Nielson Kelly 13017 

Nielson Krista 2258 

Niemann Christina 1164 

Niemeyer Jakob 7112 

Niemeyer Zach 2932, 13067 

Nieves Eliana 4522 

Nilsen Jeff 13236 

Nilson David 13281 

Nilsson Caro 9330 

Nilsson Joy 1012 

Nilsson Ty 11050 

Ninge Joseph 7743 

Nipkow Colleen 11700 

Nipper Connor 5905 

Nisbet Maija 1966 

Nisbet Tanner 8177 

Nischalke Mark 853 

Nistler Justin 7591 

Nitka Benjamin 232 

Niu Jeff 660 

Nix David 10881 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Nix Gavin 4715 

Nix Paola 665 

Nixon Nicki 8082 

Nixon Simone 1467 

NJ Sam 3146 

Noall Steve 6736 

Noble Chris 6882 

Nolan Bridget 10753 

Nolan Kelly 1672 

Nolan Liam 9627 

Nolan Matthew 5509 

Noll Daniel 8979 

Noonan Maggie 1623, 11798 

Noorda Nick 4646 

Norbutt Robert  8383 

Nord Luke 10009 

Nordan Jeff  7329 

Nordberg Brian 4484 

Nordfelt Jeremy 3912 

Nordfelt Samantha 3911 

Normal Pat 6190 

Norman Alisha 2448 

Norman Marc 6924 

Norrandee Greg 662 

North Coy 6009 

North J Douglas 5287 

North Jackson 3295 

North Kylie 905 

North Marian 4816 

North Matt 2828 

North Matthew 3982 

Norton Daniel 7744 

Norton Mason 7745 

Norton Matthew 2250 

Norton Riley 11666 

Norton Scott 7746 

Nosack Kurt 2964 



 

 September 2022 
32A-110 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Noteboom Graham 2073, 4639, 
7831 

Noteboom Kim 10870, 7877 

Novak Peter 9527 

Novak Ruzena 9346 

Novak Teresa 11172 

Novey Samuel  9075 

Novotne Jacob  6696 

Nowack Curtis 11049 

Nowak Dorota 12611 

Nowicki Greg 8705 

Noyce Zachary 2930 

Noyes Shawna 4647, 6734 

Nuar Catherine 13029 

Nuetzel Mark 11427 

Nuetzel Piper 11251, 11429 

Nugent Brian 7496 

Nummerdor Jennifer 4415 

Nunez Jovan 3449 

Nuss Johnathan 5714 

Nutt Chris 5034 

Nuttall April 8655 

Nuttall Erica 7239 

Nuttall Ezra 5741 

Nyberg Jonas  8404 

Nydegger Richy 11258 

Nye Ashley 4191 

Nye Benjamin 10367 

Nye Harrison 9439 

Nye Lauren 11852 

Nyman Nicolle 5908 

O Stinson John 9455 

O'Brien Andy 4635 

O'Brien Sean 4783, 6285 

O'Cain Katherine 547 

O'Connell Ann 3619 

O'Connor Chelsea 3721 

O'Connor Daniel 11069 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

O'Connor Laurie 7560 

O'Connor Luke 12088 

O'Donell Tyler 11651 

O'Gorman Alexa 9871 

O'Grady Max 6059 

O'Hare John 8320 

O'Malley Casey 11962 

O'Meara III Thomas  13218 

O'Neal William 7748 

O'Neil Larry 1425 

O'Neil Maura 6629 

O'Neill Julie 427 

O'Neill Maureen 11313 

O'Neill Patrick 13104 

O'Reilly Ilene 10049 

O'shea John 10179 

O'Shura David 4366 

O'Sullivan Tess 5982 

O'Toole Kayla 1812 

Oakes Alison 12182 

Oakes Art 527 

Oakes Vivian 6393 

Oakey Marilyn 709 

Oarney Guiliana 11504 

Oberhansly Colton 6844 

Oberkircher Paul 65 

Oberweis Jim 197 

OBrien Matt 6979 

OBrien Scott 10435 

OBrien Tim 12685 

OC Hannah 34 

Ocain Don 733 

Oceguera Sandra 5070 

Ochoa Leslie 6101 

Ockene Kate 1735 

Ockene Nancy 9 

Ockene Paul 350 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-111 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ockey Kelbie 8764 

OConnor Hannah 3664 

OConnor Matthew 11179 

Oda Lily 3492 

Odelberg Bruce 5561 

Odell Tyler 12513 

Odencrantz Andoni 10986 

Odenthal Eric 4597 

Odenwal Andy 5 

Odgarrd Fredrick 7362 

Oei Peter 10216 

Oeveraas Melissa 358 

Offerdahl Jim 6479 

Ogden Aaron 9055 

Ogden Nicholas 186 

Ogilvie Susan 3486 

Ogles Sam 7202 

OGrady Shannon 5910 

Ohlwiler Brian 8676 

Ohme Jack 194 

Okada Erica 9115, 9363 

Olafson Eric 10910 

Oland Leah 6706 

Oland Ruby  9023 

Olausson Alex 3910 

Oldfield Brian 12569 

Oldham Alexa 4538 

Olding Matt 416 

Oldroyd Anna 10465 

Olesen Emily 10459 

Olexa Thomas 2178 

Oligschlaeger Mark 921 

Olin Jon 3690 

Olivas Jose 5223 

Oliveira Bruno 907 

Oliver Anthony 7306 

Oliver Carston 13278 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Oliver Karen 11914 

Oliver Kelsey 11985 

Oliver Mark 11912 

Olivera Felicia 9443 

Olivera Macy 13187 

Oliveto Tracy 591, 2365 

Ollivier Aaron 6866, 8274 

Olmo Eddie 3935 

Olmore Kim 12179 

Olsen Carey 1435 

Olsen Carter 846 

Olsen Chris 622 

Olsen Dee 395 

Olsen Erica 10804 

Olsen Hanna 10924 

Olsen Katelyn 5189 

Olsen Laura 2253 

Olsen Lauren 638, 5194 

Olsen Lyle 9523 

Olsen Mark 3663 

Olsen Marla 1995 

Olsen Marsha 683, 10761 

Olsen Melissa 11553 

Olsen Michael 8618 

Olsen Nancy 9789 

Olsen Olivia 1886 

Olsen Stephanie 6956 

Olsen-
Rodriguez 

Suzanna/
Isabel  

7768 

Olsen-Tank Frank 8222 

Olson Aaron 10943 

Olson Krista 2666 

Olson Kurtis 2198, 9482 

Olson Lenora 10426 

Olson Matthew 1642 

Olson Nick 12783 

Olson Scott 148 

Olson Steve 7537 



 

 September 2022 
32A-112 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Olson Tim 11029 

Olson William 3501 

Olszewski Kris 2724, 8446 

Oltman Meagan 6571 

Oltman Travis 8419 

OMalley Rosalie 8059 

Omeara Carol 8924 

Omer Annie 12923 

Omer Nathan 12601 

Omer Sam 13037 

Oneal Shannon 2791 

ONeil Gregory 1412 

ONeill Jan 914 

Onsea Lori 7747 

Ontiveros Katie 7749 

Onwuzuruoha Nkenna 8188 

Openshaw Brin 5645 

Opie Elizabeth 4107, 8035 

Opp Josh 2389 

Oppliger Charles 970, 9581 

Oppliger Emily 13149 

Oppliger Leonie 10932, 10936 

Opt Hof Elisa  10786 

Opt Hof Madalyn  10791 

Orchard Steve 381 

Orchard Tj 1386 

Orde Andrew  10391 

OReilly Liam 12851 

Orgill Emma  9673 

Ormond Nathan 10944 

Ornyas Michael 7558 

Orschel EJ 9206 

Ortega Amelia 3472 

Ortiz Emilio 6448 

Ortiz Jose 11592-A 

Ortiz Madelin 12705 

Ortiz Nancy 10540 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ortiz Nathan 12456 

Orton Andrea 10546 

Orton Cliff 10446 

Orton Dayna 5948 

Orton Taylor 8744 

Orwig Josh 8154 

Orza David 12520 

Osborn Annalyn 7308 

Osborn Bryan 9565 

Osborn David 8050 

Osborn Josie 8270 

Osborn Julie 7260 

Osborn Scott 12571 

Osborne Ashley 7996 

Osborne Erika 11266 

Osborne Kate 7053, 7063 

Osborne Lance 5835 

Osborne Nancy 5103 

Osborne Robert 6831 

Osguthorpe Kenzie 11587 

Oshea Hayden 9705 

Oshea John 9542 

Osigli Luca 8290 

Osikowicz Nate 12128 

Osofsky Jodie 4814 

Osteen Jim 5370 

Osterhout Eric 432 

Osterloh Craig  9700 

Ostermiller Marty 5864 

Ostler Bruce 10583 

Ostler Jacob 4603 

Ostler Jason 1877 

Ostler Leslie 5280 

Ostler Matt 2587 

Ostler Timothy 4117 

Ostrander Abbey  8170, 8353 

Ostrander Lisa 9563 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-113 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ostrowski Hatty 2353 

Oswald Linda 11456 

Ottati Anthony 7459 

Otten Nathan 1325 

Ottesen Nathan  9759 

Otto Robert 7168 

Ottosen Connor 3732 

Oungst John 12508 

Ovard Reva 2592 

Overson Lorri 2277 

Overson Steven 1352 

Overstreet Bryce 7535 

Oveson Ben 5273 

Oveson Samira 5278 

Oveson Val 12515 

Oviatt David 5673 

Ovrom Katie 6264 

Owen David 1426, 9285 

Owen Jake 4713 

Owen Zac  10007 

Owens Donovan 3726 

Owens Janell 257 

Owens Katie  7865 

Owens Lena 6627 

Owens Megan 8160 

Owens Will 10473 

Owens-Baird Alex  8406 

Owens-Baird Bryan 2500 

Oxman Amy 12375 

Ozkan Dogan 3399, 4161, 
9408 

P Dave 5587 

P Emily 4501 

P Steve 5625 

Pabst Ryley 10241 

Pacaro Michael 7309 

Pace Joseph 2531 

Pace Nicolas 817 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Pacheco Dave 4100 

Pacheco Mateo 3380 

Pacitti Danny 968 

Pack Meggi 10989 

Packard Alan 10221 

Packard Michael T 13282 

Packard Ralph and 
Kay  

10150 

Packer Angie 12900 

Packer Greg 12903 

Packer Jake 10003 

Packer Kevin 200, 11027 

Padgett Lloyd 9584 

Padilla Breanna 11343 

Padua Nathalia 7750 

Pagan Dennis 882 

Page Brandon 1243 

Page Caroline 12337 

Page Hunter 4932, 6442 

Page Linsey 4745 

Pagel Martin 1494 

Pagel Max 1604 

Pahnke Jr. Ralph  10204 

Paiement Cole 11942 

Pailes Forrest 8395 

Paine Scott 11119 

Paini Nolan 10289 

Painter M Jeffrey 3455, 4239 

Paisley Denise 3411 

Paiz Cathy 3206 

Palace Joann 3082 

Palacky Tami 3322, 4120 

Paller Craig 962 

Palmer Adam 5600 

Palmer Andrea 1933 

Palmer Breanne 5965 

Palmer Christine 3094 

Palmer Jake 8730 



 

 September 2022 
32A-114 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Palmer Jim 9938 

Palmer Natalie 10005 

Palmer Tracie 4939 

Pamer Jaime 2503 

Pampouktsis Demetrius 3330 

Pancoast Abby 10733 

Pandolfi Lauren 12408 

Panessa Julie 11593 

Pannell Ben 10602 

Pantoia Isabella 7751 

Papenfuss Layne 45 

Papenfuss McKenzie 7571 

Papillon Chantal 3052, 8114, 
8115, 8116, 
8119, 8120 

Pappas Brieona 13442 

Pappas Marissa 11465, 13248 

Paquet Colleen 1132 

Paquet Simon 4854 

Paquette David 7752 

Paradis Andrew 11220 

Paradis Britany 10518 

Paradis Cole 11691 

Paradis Sophia 2612, 12538 

Paramore Margaret 1593 

Pardoe Carli 10443 

Paredes Denise 11066 

Parent Nicholas  10119 

Parent Sean  6833 

Parisi Bob 5353 

Parisi Joe 4269 

Parisi Robert 5354 

Park Abbey 9820 

Park Jay 3198 

Park Jim 5657 

Park Julia 399 

Park Matt 8204 

Park Sarah 11302 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Park William 5439 

Parken Trevor 11672 

Parker Aden 13124 

Parker Ash 7150 

Parker Bauna 721 

Parker Beth 2908 

Parker Casey 1233, 1964 

Parker Daniel 3718 

Parker Emily 5014 

Parker Greg  10841 

Parker Jeff 8033, 8728 

Parker Jim 9815 

Parker Jon 3817, 13093 

Parker Justin 11881 

Parker Kathy 1628 

Parker Kimberly 5746 

Parker Nicole 5124 

Parker Racher 11567 

Parker Randall 3473, 4099 

Parker Robert 2686, 6941 

Parker Simone 10255, 12461 

Parker Trent 1213, 1769 

Parker 
Gammage 

Caitlin  7864 

Parkerson Lindsay 10115 

Parkin Jacob 1773 

Parkin Kimber 1491 

Parkinson Alan 11996 

Parkinson Michelle 12598 

Parkinson Polly 668, 8830 

Parks Christopher 13155 

Parmeter Zoe  8510 

Parral Raymond 2051 

Parriott Jeffrey 129, 5021 

Parrish Avery 9340 

Parrish Hannah 2159 

Parrish Kristen 7130 

Parry Brett 2601 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-115 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Parry Kimberly 2255 

Parry Mark 3485, 4027, 
8760 

Parslow Elisha 4809 

Parsons Claire 11744 

Parsons Matthew 
 

Partridge Thomas 13100 

Pashkowich Matthias 3637 

Paskett Marsha 961 

Pasmann Alexander 8203 

Pass Pass 2702 

Passey Todd  7899 

Pastrana Pascal 7238 

Pastula Adam 4486 

Patano Ryder 6702 

Patel Jay 11902 

Patel Priyam 7261 

Patenaude Victoria 6277 

Paterson Joel  8005 

Paterson Joshua 6830, 6951 

Paterson Mw 2637 

Paterson Shawna 12972 

Patfield Robin 11794 

Path Sid  8709 

Patience Luke 4840 

Patsch Jordan 10192 

Patterson Ashely 11519 

Patterson Brandon 2517, 3359, 
3672, 7550 

Patterson Dana 6443 

Patterson Jacob 9027 

Patterson John 3831 

Patton Carla 6661 

Patton Jennifer 11106 

Patzer Jeff 11250 

Paul Christian 2949 

Paul Erica 3199 

Paul Jonathan 1446 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Paul Joseph 12499 

Paulding Jon 3970 

Pauline Jeff 10440 

Paull James 10222 

Paulsen David 713, 715 

Paulsen Kathryn 7563 

Paulsen Kristin 9277 

Paulsen Melissa 9683 

Paulsen Sean 2158 

Paulsen Steiner 1242 

Paulson Ken  10008 

Pauni Margot 103 

Paustenbaugh Liza 4615 

Pautler Timothy 8583 

Pavlantos Andonis 6394 

Pawlak Jacob 6970 

Paxton Alisha 4890 

Paxton Bob 3442, 10291, 
13353 

Paxton Emily 3334 

Paxton Marypat 11742 

Paxton Thomas 575 

Payette Wesley 4552 

Payne Allan 12614 

Payne Caroline 8566 

Payne Dylan 1480 

Payne Emily 120 

Payne Ike 12302 

Payne Josh 7080 

Payne Nolan 4545 

Peach-Riley Harper 7483 

Peacock Haley 3458 

Peacock Scott 973 

Pearce Mark 1470, 6355 

Pearson Ben 500 

Pearson Brandt 4299 

Pearson Chris 1703 

Pearson James 1871, 3682 



 

 September 2022 
32A-116 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Pearson Jimmy 2146 

Peart Cody 359 

Pease David 13106 

Peaslee Gary 10230 

Peay Jared 2761 

Peck Cole 10879 

Peck Holly 7184 

Peck Josiah 1796, 3667, 
4164 

Peck Milo 3468, 4258 

Peckenpaugh Emma 2573 

Pedersen David 2979, 4828 

Pedersen Jaime 4429 

Pedersen Sharon 5501 

Pederson Nick 13005 

Pedicini Margaret 211, 7753 

Peer Linda 6482 

Peet Kylie 3234 

Peeters John 530 

Pehrson Pamela 1357 

Peifer Gordy 5917, 7970, 
12014 

Peine Mitzi 10445 

Peirce Louis 10132 

Pell Jan 9970 

Pellatt Morton 3422 

Pellerin Adam 13030 

Pellerin Taylor 6080 

Pelletier Chris 7461 

Pelletier Connor 4026 

Pellmann Todd 8879 

Peltier Jessie 3926 

Pelz Leah 13237 

Penner Anna 11249 

Penner Ron 1740 

Penner Sophie 6058 

Penning Nolan 5245, 11826 

Pennington Bridger 4511 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Pennington Joe 6007 

Penrod Bradley  6765 

Penrod Jordan 478 

Penrod Karina 3011 

Penrose Wendy 4904 

Penttila Alec 7117 

Pepp Kyle 8093 

Pepper Eric 5465 

Pereira Laura 563 

Perez Grace 9260 

Perez Jesus 9524 

Perez Maria 283 

Perez Miah 12491 

Perez Mike 11893 

Perez Preston 7375 

Perez Terra 8339 

Perez 
Central 
Wasatch 
Commission 

Blake 13347 

Perkins Brendan 12433 

Perkins Jarrett 4838 

Perkins Jeff 4949 

Perkins Keaton 10141 

Perkins Lincoln 8309 

Perkins Lynda 2257 

Perkins Madelin  7845 

Perkins Megan 1630 

Perkins Robert 5026 

Perkins Zane 11658 

Perlmutt Ainslie 9169 

Perri Francesco 11138 

Perri Shelli 11644 

Perry Collin 5789 

Perry Conley 3751, 7595, 
9954, 10609 

Perry Greg 1778 

Perry Katie 9106 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-117 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Perry Kevin 1996 

Perry Nathan 6871 

Perry Richard 8671 

Perschon Cole 9334 

Person Ashley 3443 

Person Person 2165 

Peshkin Nola  7826 

Peters Alex 11040 

Peters Ben 486 

Peters Hannah 9739 

Peters James 3771 

Peters Jared 786 

Peters Keenan 10612 

Peters Kenton 9066 

Peters Paul 5024 

Peters Sam 4277, 10766 

Peters Thomas 12729 

Peters 
Salt Lake 
County 

Helen 13345 

Petersen Barry 6506 

Petersen Brent 317, 5196 

Petersen Charles 9433 

Petersen Charllot 485 

Petersen Chase 3909 

Petersen Dean 12562 

Petersen Jeanie 12367 

Petersen Jordan 3953, 7004 

Petersen Lynn 12625 

Petersen Matthew 3908 

Petersen Rachel 44 

Petersen Robert 9347 

Petersen Sarah 5728 

Petersen Shane 826 

Petersen Stacy 6274 

Petersen Turner 9425 

Petersen Whit 5934 

Peterson Allison 6155, 12557 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Peterson Amy 12172 

Peterson Andra 2926 

Peterson Andrew 7349 

Peterson Ann 5708 

Peterson Becca 6501 

Peterson Bill 2136, 5100 

Peterson Carolynn 5938 

Peterson Chris 2342, 3686 

Peterson Christine 10937 

Peterson Connor 8762 

Peterson David 5814 

Peterson Eric 558 

Peterson Galen 12591 

Peterson Greg 2826 

Peterson Jeff 12649 

Peterson Jenna 1313 

Peterson Jordan 3522 

Peterson Kamiya 6543 

Peterson Karin 434 

Peterson Kenny 12818 

Peterson Kjersten 8162 

Peterson Kyle 10663 

Peterson Loralee 4767 

Peterson Mark 8386 

Peterson Matthew 
Lars 

6341 

Peterson McKenzie 6773 

Peterson Mike 1942, 4506 

Peterson Nya 4022 

Peterson Peter 1662 

Peterson Spencer 11048 

Peterson Tiffany  8299 

Peterson Timothy 2166 

Peterson Todd and 
Sheila 

11772 

Peterson Tyler 207, 11720 

Peterson Will 6243 

Petit Luke 3200 



 

 September 2022 
32A-118 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Petit 
Utah 
Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 

Maureen 13341 

Petra Shelley 10950 

Petrinitz Matthew 7296 

Petrover Jonathan 332 

Petschek Clark 8875 

Pettee Allen 5615, 5624 

Pettit Daina 3475 

Pettit Gary 361 

Pettit Randall 10958 

Petty Emma 11271 

Pew Meghan 4496 

Pexton Jamison 8559 

Pezzuti Kera 538 

Pfaff Aiden 8220 

Pferdner Kevin 11282 

Pfister Patrick 12883 

Pflueger Tanner 2889 

Pflugh Lisa 10745 

Pflughaupt Linda 1295 

Pflughaupt Randall 1301 

Pfutzner Angelika 3409 

Pham Brian 11315 

Pherson John 4502 

Philbrick Cian 6505 

Philippine Matthias 1389 

Phillippe Chelsea 12281 

Phillips Anita 4572 

Phillips Archie 12404 

Phillips Bill 380 

Phillips Camille 8068 

Phillips Christopher 10741 

Phillips Drew 5306 

Phillips Gabe 7178 

Phillips Jeffrey 5142 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Phillips Jonah 7992 

Phillips Jordan 5195 

Phillips Kerry 10603 

Phillips Patrick 11423, 12975 

Phillips Preston 5719 

Phillips Robert 3596 

Phillips Sandra 10550 

Phillips Trey 1058 

Phillips Tyler 4455 

Phillips William J  3541 

Phinney Keith 10617 

Phipps Dean 10205 

Phonharath Nittaya 1220 

Pianowski Laura 4632 

Picard Elise 5792 

Picard Matt 5711 

Piccoli Darin 1690 

Pickard Sienna 8950, 7857 

Picker Seth 5064 

Pickering Rachel 
Emily 

11074, 9258 

Pickett Sara 5773 

Pickett Scott 1853 

Pickford John 1677 

Pickup Matthew 11210 

Pieper Chris 4776 

Pierce Camille  7174 

Pierce Lacey 10487 

Pierce Vanessa 5382 

Piercy Jed 5819 

Pierson Alicia  10388 

Pierson Bernard 1292 

Pierson Craig 2760 

Pigg Charles 223, 376 

Pike Dylan 1800 

Pike Edie 12063 

Pike Marlynne 1454 

Pikus John 12749 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-119 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Pikus John 13419 

Pilkerton Rebecca 3589, 9502 

Pilling Max 10026 

Pilstl Emily 2267 

Pilstl Ryan 6471, 8335 

Pimentel Richard 7948 

Pinder Kevin 1462 

Pine Stewart 10366 

Pineau John 6606 

Pinegar Mark 2491 

Pines Audrey 2691 

Pingree Rick 11267 

Pinjosovsky Rut 3500 

Pinkston Zachariah 12546 

Pinson Randall 2083 

Piotrowski Cary 1227 

Piotrowski Zosia 7291 

Piper Gretchen 5339 

Piper Travis 2202 

Piperno Jennifer 11253 

Pirouznia Joe 2490 

Pirozzi Cheryl 4265 

Pirozzi Michael 6188 

Pisciotti Joshua 4934 

Pistor David 10405 

Pitcher Nicholas 6711 

Pitcher Stan 9465 

Pitcher Stanford 2617 

Pitsch Emily 27, 2393, 
2820, 3357, 
3444, 3495, 
4215, 5956, 

12737 

Pitstick Nancy 3106 

Pitt Jay 3827 

Pittman Frank 7755 

Pittman Michael 4138 

Pitts Court 12342 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Pitts Paul 8009 

Plaehn Joan 10478 

Plaehn Martin 9800 

Plaehn Mike 1202, 9779 

Plaehn Will 10477 

Plamondon Brian 1077 

Planelles Vicente 10219 

Planger Ernest 11571 

Plant Lynzie 3866 

Platt Annie  6829, 6950 

Platt Nick 8572 

Platz Deborah 12595 

Plautz Ryan 11309 

Plavan Kim 5058 

Player Jordann 6737 

Plenk Bruce 2439, 12028 

Plomin Susan 3196 

Plumb Bob 4670 

Plumb Bronson 6050 

Pockrus Matthew 4130 

Podis Jackson 8358 

Podolinsky Matthew 11886 

Poe Casey 272 

Poelman Scott 6851 

Pogue Mark 1903 

Pohl Audrey 4556 

Pohlman Katie 6630 

Pohlman Stephen 5942 

Poirier Brie 11455 

Poirier Dani 2586 

Poirier Danielle 9457 

Polensky Tristen 4641 

Polhill Nicholas 8898 

Polinsky Anne 3103 

Polk Gerald 5335, 5528 

Pollack John 2648 

Pollack Zach 5871 



 

 September 2022 
32A-120 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Pollard Andrew 12064 

Pollard Tom 12108 

Pollick Austin 4671 

Pollington Devan 11533 

Polson Ivan 10310 

Polster Brandon 9490 

Pompa Nick 9407 

Poncelet Angelique 1794 

Pond Dewayne 4762, 7946 

Ponder Emily 12666 

Poole Sam 11460 

Pooler James 1575 

Poore Tom 4845 

Pope Kathy 3104 

Pope Ruth 9726 

Popek Elizabeth 11141 

Popp Marissa 1142, 10093, 
7870 

Porcher John 6213 

Porter Aaron 7176 

Porter Brad 801 

Porter Emily 10043 

Porter Eric 10719 

Porter Fred 1065 

Porter Jenna 12979 

Porter Lee 4857 

Porter Lucas 2142 

Porter Marcus 6782 

Porter Mason 7756 

Poslusny Duane 13268 

Post Allan 2669 

Post Herman 4810 

Post Zachary 3784 

Postma Stan 378 

Poth Carly 8867 

Poth Danielle 10162 

Potrzeba Josh 10191 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Pottenger Christalyn 168, 1817, 
4667 

Potter Angie 5364 

Potter Julianna  10075 

Potter Mitch 3374 

Potter Thomas 433 

Pouch Cort 1751 

Pouchot Amanda 2339 

Poulsen Bryan 226 

Poulsen Sharon 1468 

Poulson Darin 8425 

Poulson Harleigh 6954 

Poulson Jon 6914 

Poulson Marvin 10395 

Poulson Mckell 9983 

Pouwer Adrianna 4602 

Powell Brian 54 

Powell Ethan 4878 

Powell Jaxon 3971 

Powell Jess 354 

Powell Jessica 6073 

Powell Jt 3972 

Powell Robert 7110 

Powell Shawn 116 

Powers Abby 10578 

Powers Allison 691 

Powers Bonnie 58 

Powers Gary 5839 

Powers Greg 1913 

Powers Taylor 545 

Pozolinski Brett 9519 

Pradhan Ian 1498 

Praetorius Eric 326 

Prasanna Arup 13238 

Praskievicz Steve 2234 

Pratt Ben 10601 

Pratt Charlotte 3730 

Pratt Chris 5248 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-121 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Pratt Gary 3026 

Pratt Ryan 6691 

Pratt William 3965 

Prebus Olivia 11191 

Preece Carmen 295 

Prefer not to say Prefer not to 
say  

147 

Preib Emily 2912 

Preite Bob 6710 

Prescott Christian 3445, 12006 

Prescott Isabella 4087 

Presson Angela 13134 

Preuit Rachel 4477 

Previte Will 9927 

Prey David 5672 

Pribble Thelma 13086 

Price Bo 4217 

Price Brock 10762 

Price Cole 2444 

Price Colleen 5252 

Price Gaylen 1337 

Price Hayden 9684 

Price Jonathan 431 

Price Kyle  7124 

Price Michael 10964 

Price Robert 13303 

Price Tracey 4147 

Price Tracy 12914 

Pride Christina 12427 

Prigmore Ali 128 

Prince John 836 

Prince Matthew 4294 

Pringle David 8873 

Pringle Ethan 10746 

Printy Ethan 4780 

Prior Andrew 4560 

Prior Steve 12144 

Pritchard Adam 4336 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Proctor Josh 3232 

Proffitt David 609 

Pronovost Steve 5115, 11872 

Prosek Tom 11153 

Protacio Butch 5197 

Provolt Gary 5751, 8435 

Proxy Jady 11594 

Pruc Valerie 313 

Pruess Logan 10574 

Pruett Aidan 8982 

Pruitt John 4250 

Pruitt Steve 3643, 13416 

Prus Nick 7388 

Pruserrp Sara 7754 

Pruss Matthew 3967 

Pruyn Stephen 4951 

Pruzan Dennis 4500, 6364 

Pryor Sheila 3039 

Pryor Shirley 9304 

Puchkovsky Dasha 9421 

Puckett Megan 7757 

Puena-Sanches Manuel 11554 

Pueyo Paula 
Clemente 

12160 

Pugh Lizzy 10203 

Pugh Shayna 42 

Pugliese Mark 10716 

Pugmire Brett 3767 

Pugmire Travis 3560 

Pugsley Mark 282, 5317 

Pugsley Stan 4249 

Puleo Frank 175 

Pulsipher Laura 8586 

Pundmann Mike 8252 

Purcell Bradley 5805 

Purcell Kolin 5816 

Purden William 462, 466 

Purdue Jack 4445 



 

 September 2022 
32A-122 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Purjes Dan 3297, 5419 

Pursley Taylor 1044 

Purtle Liam 12634 

Purtschert Daniel 12330 

Pusey Arianne 12257 

Putman Annie 11959 

Putnam Collin 12672 

Pyke Garrett 3700 

Pymm Katie 10381 

Pyper Justin 3555, 12532 

Qian Jiang 6220 

Qiu Yongguang 13167 

Quai Josh 10453 

Quan Jason 12588 

Quant Ryan 12201 

Quapp Kim  10102 

Quarequio Nina 10902 

Quarles Ryan 8863 

Quealy David 10538 

Quesnell Maddy 9755 

Quick Alec 6031 

Quick Christopher 5825 

Quigley Deborah 3460 

Quigley Josh 4558 

Quilter Jennifer 10740 

Quilter Madison 10333 

Quilter Max 10738 

Quilter Paul 6690 

Quince Devin 10505 

Quinlan Dan 2186 

Quinlan Meghan 11272 

Quinlivan Chris 2752 

Quinn Amanda 8418 

Quinn Carter 12641 

Quinn Colin 9560 

Quinn Drew  7903 

Quinn Julia 1781 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Quinn Kyle 1879 

Quinn Rachael 8626 

Quinn Sean 2891 

Quintana Josilene 9694 

Quintero Sara 8917 

Quinton Blake 3659, 13418 

Quirante Nicole 10279 

Quire Kevin 4692 

Quirk Andrew 7050 

Quist Adam 8702 

Quist Marinda 4430 

R Fisher Steven  9316 

R. David 6279 

Rabelo Edson De 
Lima  

1165 

Raber Sam 9188 

Raboutou Brooke 7159 

Rackers Stephen 26, 4914, 8301 

Rade Sam 6404 

Radigan-
Hoffman 

Jacqueline 11185 

Radigan-
Hoffman 

Nancy 12171 

Radin Greg 2829 

Radin Gregory 11356 

Radzinski Pearl 11513 

Radzinski Suzy 11645 

Rae Aaron 528, 9293 

Raether Henry 913 

Rafferty Nathan 1675, 10808 

Raffin Celeste 9835 

Ragon Randy 4561 

Rainisch Gabriel 7118 

Rakozy Gregory 6127 

Rakozy Kurt 11174 

Ralphs Alan 2988, 5674, 
6470 

Ralphs Don 2286 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-123 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ralphs Joann 1973 

Ramazetti Talia 9805 

Ramba Ryan 13367 

Ramey Jacob 4196 

Raming Mark  10139 

Ramirez Jonathan 4016 

Ramirez Robin 2746 

Ramos Gabriel 5763, 10117 

Ramos Campos Andrea 10256 

Rampton Hadley 10837 

Rampton Susan 2312, 8164 

Ramras Zach 11350 

Ramsay Nathan 9599 

Ramsay Patrick 10771 

Ramsey Mike 2413 

Ramsey Mindy 6665 

Ramsey Tom 7760 

Rand Charles 4275 

Randak Kristen 10632 

Randall Bob 9207 

Randall Joyce 2538 

Randle Benjamin 4211 

Randle Jeanene 5823 

Randle Mark 5613 

Rands Luke 2884 

Ransco Mari 1078 

Ransohoff Schuyler 9461 

Ransom Dan 9073 

Rascon Alex 5227 

Rascon Jose 5231 

Rashaw Aaron 3707 

Rasina Brooke 11898 

Rasmuson David 2088, 5831 

Rasmussen Ayla 525 

Rasmussen Cheri 4206 

Rasmussen Ciera 12541 

Rasmussen Clint 5241 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Rasmussen Dave 8581 

Rasmussen Griffin 6856 

Rasmussen Kyle 13240 

Rasmussen Seth 11059 

Rasmussen Tyler 12521 

Rasmussen Vic 5013 

Rasmussen Zane 599 

Rasnick Dustin 4648 

Raspollini Cristina 11776 

Rassiga Anne 248 

Rastogi Komal 1374 

Ratcliffe Genie 5238 

Rathke Thomas 12834 

Ratliff Anna 1907 

Ratnabalasuriar Radhika 7468 

Raue David 2554, 9313 

Raufor Paige 11514 

Rausch Don 9504 

Rausch Paige 5667 

Rausch Ryan 11569 

Rauscher Felix 12045 

Rauterkus Nicole 10207 

Ravenscroft Megan  8348 

Ravitz Leah 9432 

Rawhoof Chey 3266 

Rawlings Joe 6874 

Rawlings Matthew 2715 

Ray Aaron 11520 

Ray Alice 5963 

Ray Andrew 5506 

Raymond Jared 5062 

Raynes Dean 6846 

Razuvayev Andrey 2230, 2273 

Razuvayev Nikolai 2231 

Razzaq Tahir 8939 

Rea Susan 12722 

Read Deborah 2205, 2901, 
8336, 8330 



 

 September 2022 
32A-124 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Reader Anonomous 5067 

Reader Cliff 12237 

Ream David 6867 

Reaven Peter 5813 

Reber Alex 10516 

Reber Lauren 11022, 11039 

Reber Parker 1718 

Redd Drew 7392 

Redd Justus 13121 

Redd Sarah  6949 

Reddy Kate 5319 

Redgrave Chris 1568 

Redington Daniel 2567 

Redman Colin 7762 

Redman Sean 7761 

Redmond Lisa 1101 

Reece Benjamin 4885 

Reece Jessica 4775 

Reece May-Rose 6320 

Reecer Baxter 2836 

Reed Hudson 2320 

Reed Parker 12976 

Reedy Chris 2823 

Reedy George 6999 

Reedy Nick 4699 

Reekc Cory 10802 

Reel Rolly 5056 

Rees Bj 389 

Reese Dan 8258, 10747 

Reese Diana 12553 

Reese Maddie 7763 

Reese Malinda 12068 

Reese Tyler 6 

Reeser Josh 10890 

Reeve Cydney 6089 

Reeve Michael 6392 

Reeves Kyle 10776 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Reeves Nancy 2885 

Reeves William 10290 

Regan Calvin 234 

Regan Kerry 10615 

Regan Michael 1992 

Regueira Eduardo 12526 

Rehkugler Colin 2352, 10024 

Reich Jackson 5251 

Reich Joshua 9227 

Reich Kenneth 5135 

Reichard Lori 1673 

Reichard Scott 551 

Reichardt Shelton 6087 

Reichartinger Kathryn 5369 

Reid Collier 4449 

Reid Craig 7489 

Reid Erik 12646 

Reilly Colleen 5417 

Reilly Ron 503 

Reilly Trevor 13059 

Reimer Chelsea 6094 

Reimers Charles 10091 

Reimers Noelle 1981 

Reinfurt Rob 1648 

Reische Eric 3850, 4716, 
8065 

Reising Gunthar 631 

Reisner Pauline 12842 

Reist Thatcher 9577 

Reitz Nicole 10411 

Reitze Arnold 6832 

Rej Alex 13116 

Rekuc Steven 6329 

Remein Jonathan 12845 

Remigi Dalton 3714 

Remington Allene 2795 

Remington Lois 1200 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-125 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Remington-
Franz 

Lacee 10120 

Remmert Melissa 9552 

Remmick Blake 1840 

Rempel Stuart 12932 

Remson Sandy 3958 

Remund Bruce 261 

Renard Brett 2260 

Renfrew Natalie 10749 

Renfrow Mikayla 6788 

Renier Emilie 3944 

Renna Darcy 3105 

Renstrom Rodger 12983 

Renz Ronald 814 

Repman Joshua 9183 

Repman 
Johnson 

Jessica  11183 

ReRelfancer C- 7764 

Resen Jeff 7765 

Reu Gene 9289 

Reu Laurene 1207 

Reuter Blake 9080 

Revenaugh Richard 2776 

Revene Barbara 8600 

Rewey Mikayla 4859 

Reyna Juan 2744 

Reynolds Ashley 6868 

Reynolds Brian 4757 

Reynolds Dave 8683 

Reynolds Gwendolyn 12505 

Reynolds James 1522 

Reynolds Merikay 1711 

Reynolds Raymond 11124 

Reynolds Robert 9295, 8679 

Reynolds Ryan 10694 

Reynolds Spencer 2467 

Rhatigan William 10657 

Rhea Josh 8658 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Rhinehalt Everett 4600 

Rhoden Courtney 4512 

Rhodes Kaden 7490 

Rhodes Kevin 12278 

Rhodes Kim 13289 

Rhodes Lee 6622 

Rhodes Paul 6885 

Rhodes Reid 10407 

Rhodes III Paul  4677 

Ricart Glenn 8958 

Ricci Jeanette 3096 

Rice A 2147 

Rice Maxwell 9642 

Rice Tyler 1499 

Rice Vita 8079 

Rich Amanda 9919 

Rich Andy 4755, 11076 

Rich Brad 1300, 3711 

Rich Patrick 8852 

Rich Sharon 1303, 3710 

Rich Thayne 11371 

Richards Alison 5815, 8227 

Richards Alyssa  6576 

Richards Brandon 5502 

Richards Brian 5311 

Richards Catherine 11868 

Richards Cathy 5416 

Richards Chrissy 7561 

Richards Christina 9243 

Richards Cori 12741 

Richards Danica 2855 

Richards David 5420 

Richards Elissa 9956 

Richards Holley 12875 

Richards Jaclyn 541 

Richards Jon 5886 

Richards Michael 5297 



 

 September 2022 
32A-126 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Richards Michelle 1862 

Richards Renae 6609 

Richards Robin 1169 

Richardson Alton 9602 

Richardson Anna 4421 

Richardson Bonnie 3408 

Richardson Casey 4464 

Richardson Jack 5940 

Richardson Jacob 9903 

Richardson John 375, 3328, 
10624 

Richardson Joseph 6519 

Richardson Willis 11122 

Richardson 
Mckean 

Leah And 
Dave 

11279 

Richey Daniel 1362 

Richey Duncan 5483, 5489 

Richins Luke 1906, 9720 

Richins Robert 780 

Richlin Bradley 8424 

Richman Ronald 2017 

Richmond Jean 3015 

Richmond Rachael 6821 

Richmond Tiffany 6817 

Richwine Craig 10942 

Rick Reagan 12095 

Rickard James 2815 

Rickards Brad 1698, 3695, 
4253, 4895, 
6336, 11867 

Rickers Joe 1372 

Rickers Joseph 8528 

Ricketts Ben 6671 

Ricketts Sarah 6600, 10883 

Ricks Joyce 11221 

Ricks Stephen 3006 

Rideout Maci 4679 

Rider Steve 5775 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Rider Tyson 8193 

Riebe 
Utah Senate 

Kathleen 13331 

Riehl Jeffrey 608 

Riehl Spencer 12836 

Rielly Megan 9778 

Rigby Amy 682, 5279 

Rigby Jeremy 11595 

Riggin Shay 9813 

Righter Connor  8228 

Rigley Jennifer 11596 

Rigolon Alessandro 12609 

Riker Gregg J  11836 

Riley Brandon 5057 

Riley James 11363 

Riley Katie 1594 

Riley Meredith 10502 

Rimer Christopher 3785, 12439 

Rinaldi Leslie 4872 

Rinehart Charlie 8936 

Ringsen Ken 1011, 12424 

Rio-Anderson Caleb 9600 

Rios Brenda 7066 

Rioseco Carlos 10997 

Rioux Kathy 9946 

Risch Karen 5745, 6321 

Riser Adam 2676 

Riser Barbara 77 

Risman Henry 5677 

Ritchie Mark 605 

Ritter Dave 934 

Ritter Denise 10926 

Ritter Elena 10085 

Rivera Ben 7365 

Rivera Nicho 12361 

Rives Corey 7356 

Rix David 1915 

Rizzo Peter 2233, 7961 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-127 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Rizzo Richard 1184 

Rizzolo Todd 343 

Roa Benjamin 4662 

Roach Amy 2132 

road clears Lee Anne  5729 

Roane Jerry 2430, 4182, 
13404 

Robb Ethan 8413 

Robbings Morgan 4669 

Robbins Emily 4402 

Robbins Jasmine 442, 9272 

Robbins Nick 7766 

Roberds Ron 7965 

Roberte Rebecca 3887, 10795 

Roberts Anna 3000 

Roberts Brian 13361 

Roberts Chaz 3053 

Roberts Daniel 7767 

Roberts Gordon 7354 

Roberts Hank 12073 

Roberts Isabel 584 

Roberts Jeffrey 9695 

Roberts Keith 1291 

Roberts Russell 9505 

Roberts Samantha 11180 

Roberts Taylor 992 

Roberts Tim 4309 

Robertson Anthony 10240 

Robertson Brenda 5936 

Robertson Eddie 620 

Robertson Matthew 1315 

Robertson Melanie  10137 

Robertson Sydney 10325 

Robertson William 4908 

Robins Kendall 4270 

Robins Lisa 5966 

Robins Richard 1327 

Robinson Alexis 3588 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Robinson Austin 9322 

Robinson Caleb 6735 

Robinson Catie 12880 

Robinson David 11726, 12211, 
13004, 13072, 

13127 

Robinson Emily 3454 

Robinson Hannah 9039 

Robinson Jessa 2031 

Robinson Matthew 1066 

Robinson Rachel 9819 

Robinson Trinity 4754 

Robinson Tyler 556 

Robinson 
Central 
Wasatch 
Commission 

Christopher 13389 

Robinson-
Preece 

David 11534 

Robison Anne 3218 

Robison Ben 3098 

Robison Jeff 4769 

Robison Melissa 3097 

Robison Teresa 9940 

Robledo Emanuel 12223 

Robledo Jesus 12285 

Robledo Lily 12216, 12221 

Robling Anna 12743 

Robson Mitch 1038 

Roccanova Nicole 8943 

Rocco Liz 12159 

Rocha Matthew 1579, 1580, 
1581, 1596, 
1598, 1613, 
1687, 1579, 
1580, 1581, 
1596, 1598, 
1613, 1687 

Roche Andrew 7384 

Rock Colleen 7544 

Rockwell John 902 



 

 September 2022 
32A-128 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Rockwood Katie 9256, 9273 

Roderick Michael 1283 

Rodgers Haley 2613 

Rodgers Jeff 11065 

Rodgers Lauren 8145 

Rodosky Matthew 9301 

Rodrigue Zacharie 10063 

Rodrigues Jared 7292 

Rodriguez Andrea 12955 

Rodriguez Daniel 6875 

Rodriguez Diana 10182 

Rodriguez Dione 9902 

Rodriguez Joaquim  7875 

Rodriguez Jose 11194 

Rodriguez JT 5558 

Rodriguez Maria 9915 

Roeber Erich 5054 

Roeseler Trey 12824 

Roessler Jay 5267 

Rogachev Andrey 12320 

Rogatcheva Margarita 12321 

Rogers Chris 6808 

Rogers Gregory 419 

Rogers John 898 

Rogers Karla 8675 

Rogers Kent 2036, 8741 

Rogers Maddi 4150 

Rogers Mimi 583 

Rogers Peter 2782, 9850 

Rogers Taylor 4580, 4581 

Rogers Theresa 8520 

Rogers Tim 12940 

Rogers-Iversen Kristen 3356, 7914 

Rogge Mike 8577 

Roghaar Brad 8987 

Roghaar Sharon 8972 

Rogler Greg 8691 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Roh James 6203 

Rohbock Shauna 258 

Rohde David 22, 5581 

Rohmann Austen 12792 

Roia Mark 10167 

Rojas Valentina 849 

Rokeach Steven 9450 

Rolen Randall 1802, 3611, 
4869, 5778 

Rolf Trent 5534 

Rolfe Ashley 10504 

Rolfe Jessica 10600 

Rolfs Robert 3627 

Rolfson Kat 10485 

Roll Donald 4966 

Roller Seth 10587 

Rollins Craig 1441, 6541 

Rollins Cydney 2173 

Rollins Jacob 6547 

Rollins Jessica 11224 

Rollins Mason 6550 

Rollins Rachel 11568 

Rollins Tyler 6548 

Rolls Eric 470 

Roman Anibal 11873 

Roman Eric 1647 

Romano Devan 5706 

Romano Will  7018 

Romanowski Steve 13433, 13434, 
13435, 13436 

Romauldo Amanda 3102 

Rombough Reed 6413 

Romer Ethan 1443 

Romney Betsy 10287 

Romney Bryce 3925 

Romney Lyndsey 5853 

Romney Maude 9282 

Romualdo Amanda 848 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-129 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Romualdo Mauro 1679 

Romundstad Reidun 
Marie  

9586 

Rondem Christopher  10828 

Rondina Carlo 5018 

Roner Becky 12759 

Ronshagen Leighton  7874 

Roon Wes 1872 

Roosendaal Chass 4162 

Root Brandon 9144 

Root Loren 10442 

Roper Amanda 9650 

Rose Aaron 12270 

Rose Jaxson 11695 

Rose Royal 2981 

Rose Shae 11330 

Rosen Ben 10843 

Rosen Joe 2027 

Rosenberg Adam 8236 

Rosenberg Amie 11932 

Rosenberg Tobias 9690 

Rosenberger Ben 1404 

Rosenfield Lilah 13410 

Rosenfield Micah 5944 

Rosenfield Zev 11801 

Rosenman Craig 692 

Rosenstadt William 2006 

Rosenthal Eric 9199 

Rosenzweig Stan 37, 10775 

Rosines Eran 8578 

Roskelley Janiel 438 

Roskelley Mike 5602 

Roskelly Ashtyn 6809 

Ross Chad 5412 

Ross Emmett 2144, 11071 

Ross Lew 4347 

Ross Rachel 1139 

Ross Richard 5922 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ross Tom 8884 

Ross Trudy 4346 

Rossi John 5408 

Rossignuolo Tony 4995 

Roth Justin 9354 

Roth Kallen 4145 

Roth Nancy 9783 

Roth Terr 9870 

Rothacher Mark 6991 

Rothenbush Nicholas 10335 

Rothman Bonnie 7107 

Rothman Gabe 7769 

Rothwell Howard 240 

Rottinghaus Herman 9025, 10725 

Rounds Bree 6246 

Rouse Lucien 9221 

Roush Kyler 724 

Rousselle Robert 1532 

Routt Amy 12920 

Rovetto Samantha 10555 

Rovira Miguel 106, 2317 

Rowden Rebecca 5243 

Rowe Chelsea 8561 

Rowen Bob 2957 

Rowland Amy 3478 

Rowland Kimberly 5933 

Rowland Michael 1451 

Rowland Ryan 6670 

Rowland Sarah 1400 

Rowles Gary 5701 

Rowley Deborah 1069, 1071 

Roy Avonlea 477 

Roy Kali 7203 

Royal Nathan 10875 

Royal Peyton 6636 

Royalty Malcolm 5120 

Royer Gregg 2123 



 

 September 2022 
32A-130 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Royer William 7248 

Rozier Tanner 2833 

Rubadue Jude 5913 

Rubano Charles 5440 

Rubenstein Benjamin 5491 

Rubin Avi 4527 

Rubin Ben 4606 

Rubin Ellie 4596 

Rubin Erin 13096 

Rubin Jessica 12964 

Ruble Nicholas 9880 

Rucci Anthony 10789 

Ruda James 12551 

Ruda Rebecca 12621 

Rudd Brant 11325 

Rudd Caleb 9156 

Rudd Tom 6812 

Ruder Thomas 5608 

Rudin Jenny 7024, 10898 

Rudnitsky Ilya 596 

Rudow Gillian 1733 

Rudowski Greg 1289 

Rudy Kyle 3078 

Ruebelmann Kate 9339 

Ruesch Stephanie 11405 

Ruhkamp Brent 8564 

Ruiz Angel 7475 

Ruiz Jaycee 10871 

Ruiz Madeline 4638 

Ruiz Mario 8616 

Rum Charlie 7770 

Rumbaugh Ethan 869, 2745 

Rumel Rockwell 6931 

Runolfson Mary 8034 

Rupert Katherine 3231 

Rupp Austin 10245 

Rupp John 2149 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ruse Dakota 4726 

Rush Douglas 2689 

Rushford Nick 9734 

Rushforth Sam  8408 

Rushton Joel 9735 

Rusnak Julieana 8071 

Russell Alastair 9202 

Russell Bonnie 10703 

Russell Douglas 506 

Russell Earlene 2864, 11034 

Russell Emmaline 10723 

Russell Jackie 3524 

Russell Lisa 252, 11697 

Russell Lue 11611 

Russell Maryanne 11635 

Russell Reggie 5308 

Russell Steve 1159 

Russo Selene  7863 

Russon Claire 11830 

Russon Erick 493 

Rutemiller Rudy 4357 

Rutledge Brad 11389, 13362 

Rutledge Richard 3734 

Rutter Michael 97 

Ruzek Mike 9868 

RVC Felix 2995 

Rwoe Kristen 9639 

Ryan Brenda 12573 

Ryan Brendan 1117 

Ryan Casey 8696 

Ryan Daniel 12866 

Ryan Joe 9555 

Ryan John 13031 

Ryan Sean 1616 

Ryan-Angel Morgan 2114 

Ryder Adelaide 1953 

Ryder Liz 3194 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-131 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Ryon Charles 12145 

Ryon Ed 13117 

Ryser David 6509 

Rytting-Shields Robyn 1624 

Rzomp Paula 3518 

S Jacob 12624 

S K 3991 

S Mick 2300 

S Sarah 6820, 12517 

S Todd 4876, 8171 

Saad Alex 4680 

Saad Saad Alex  8015 

Saarela James 10352 

Sabey Scott 1723 

Sabin Matthew 12604 

Sabiston Brodi 8460 

Sabo David 728, 5742 

Saccardi John 4479 

Sacco Dave 196 

Sackett Gary 4287 

Sackler Becky 6315 

Sadler Steven 2412 

Sadlik John 6351 

Sagerman Eric 4961 

Sagerman Jane 5165 

Saget Edouard 6478 

Sahagun Ana 512 

Sahlin Erik 39 

Sahm Brenton 5132 

Sahn Alexander 2732 

Saiki Brad 11717 

Sailer Randy 7406 

Sailor David 7207 

Sailor Laura 7294 

Sailor Tori 7195 

Sakata Theadora 9149 

Salas Meredith  8485 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Salinas Carlos 4460 

Salisbury Cassidy 7777 

Salisbury Jay 2777 

Salisbury Jordan 7776 

Salisbury Kyle 560 

Salisbury Traci 1954, 4531 

Sallee Ryan 8946 

Salmanson Eric 8803 

Salmi Eric 8948 

Salmon Brittany 9939 

Salmon Sara 2102 

Salmond Lydia 627 

Salvas Sandra 8084 

Salzl Hannah  9744 

Salzman Emily 7047 

Samimi Shayan 7775 

Samlowski Suzanne 5636, 6353 

Samokhvalova Marta 10175 

Sampinos Philip 11515 

Sampinos Sam 3237 

Sample Alex 10537 

Sampson Daniel 12862 

Sams Derek 6276 

Sams Mitch 5541 

Samuel Kyle 3940 

Samuels Laurel 3968, 12455 

Samuelson Maria 11628 

Samul Roman 8039 

Sanborn Devon 11237 

Sanchez Christian 9558 

Sandack Emily 10868 

Sandberg David 9236 

Sanders Casey 2990, 7603 

Sanders Jessica 8529 

Sanders Kimberly  8040 

Sanders Scott 2417 

Sanders Talmage 2180, 8207 



 

 September 2022 
32A-132 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Sanderson Allen 13305 

Sanderson Taylor 9467 

Sandhu Ria 4665 

Sandoval Adam  8834 

Sandoval Oscar 5824 

Sanford Courtney 3665 

Sanford Joyce 2632 

Sangster Todd 2767 

SanJuan Jacob 11667 

Santangelo James 759 

Santholzer Robert J.   11863 

Santiago Adam 825 

Santiago Michael 8931 

Santis Megan 1232 

Santistevan Eric 7146 

Santo Mike 2895 

Santora Stephen D 
and Jane  

8833 

Santoro Jennifer 9310 

Santos Claudia 1359 

Sanyer Mathias 11901, 11904 

Sanyer Osman 4175 

Sapulski Amy 11854 

Sargent Andrew 10178 

Sargent Jackson 7116 

Sarmento Deanna 10157 

Sartawi Brooke 1102 

Sasaki Kira 334 

Sasine John 9687 

Saso Greg 3966 

Sasser Sandy 11770 

Satein Hannah 7158, 7277 

Sather Jen 10213 

Saucedo Tara 4570 

Saunders Bryson 1293 

Saunders Erin 11572 

Saunders Ken 5809 

Saurer Richard 11473 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Sautebin Corey  8505 

Savage John 4400 

Savage Johnathan 7357 

Savery Ryan 9969 

Savino Cory 1144 

Savoia Cynthia 7469 

Savoia Michele 7467 

Savoia Nico 7427 

Sawatzke Dan 852, 2421 

Sawdey Ronald 4070, 8044 

Sawyer Sally 3781, 3782 

Sax Deborah 1500 

Sayasith Tom 2983 

Saylor Benett 3974 

Scadron Scott 501 

Scaife C 4786 

Scarcelli James 254 

Scavezze Christina 253 

Schabowsky Jonathan 4209 

Schabowsky Matthew 13090 

Schack Joye 12218 

Schadewald Edwin 1263 

Schadl-
Romeroak 

Camille 11488 

Schaecher Jace 9508 

Schaefer Kevin 5761 

Schaffer Evanny 2611 

Schaffer Jamie 1209 

Scharff Ashley 1664 

Scharlow Tom 4993, 11861 

Schatten Richard 5603 

Schatz Courtney 6139 

Schatzki Ted 5635 

Schaub Bradford 9787 

Schaub Carly 12343 

Schaul Charlie 393, 7582 

Schceible Karen 3195 

Scheer Brenda 4312 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-133 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Scheer David 6363 

Scheetz Jessica 8239 

Schein Allan 4683 

Schelin Brandon 181 

Schenk Jack 11597 

Schenkemeyer Mandy 4352 

Schenkman Jessica 10783 

Scheonmann Landon 3446 

Scherer Ethan 2269 

Scherman Evan 1986, 9210 

Scheuch Charles 9874 

Schiano Erin 11441 

Schiavone Amber 4906 

Schiel Kirsten 5485 

Schild Suzanne 5914 

Schimandle Amy 9201 

Schindler Braxton 6937 

Schindler Hannah 6870 

Schindler Sheryl 4623 

Schirf Tera 6182 

Schirman Stephanie 4266 

Schlaefke Sarah 4105, 11471 

Schlag Garrett 8739 

Schle Anna 11838 

Schleenbaker Bradley 2709 

Schlegel Nycha 4338 

Schley Jim 10121 

Schlosser Gaven 1710 

Schlossnagle Trevor 13010 

Schmaizl Kenneth 12877 

Schmauch Tyler 11984 

Schmele Mark 4297 

Schmenk David 10393 

Schmerse Kevin 8512 

Schmertzler Michael 5404 

Schmid Alexis 9311 

Schmidt Adam 12366 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Schmidt Andreas 12948 

Schmidt Cy 5978 

Schmidt Danny 12547 

Schmidt Gerald 5338 

Schmidt Jefferson 13173 

Schmidt Josh 7957 

Schmidt Kathy 5979 

Schmidt Mike 11461 

Schmidt Rebecca 5546 

Schmidt Spencer 3921 

Schmidt Trevor 3919 

Schmidt Victoria 6720 

Schmitz Katharina 1699 

Schmohl Billy 76 

Schnarr Diane 13, 4345 

Schnarr Paul 1644, 5515 

Schneggen-
burger 

Mark 12129 

Schneider Aaron 9611 

Schnitzler Alec 8175 

Schnitzler Robert 1849 

Schoen Kaelene 90 

Schoenbrunn Fred 8459 

Schoeneck Dave 480 

Schoenfeld Franziska 11118 

Schoenwolf Sarah 482 

Scholdan Rob 2842 

Scholl Lindsay 11062 

Schon Tyler 11701 

Schools Ron 5147 

Schoonover Keaton 8296 

Schor Jackson 2659 

Schorr Kipp 2946 

Schou Nick 4856 

Schow Steve 10734 

Schreck Brad 5571 

Schreiber Charlie 7443 

Schreiber Cole 6162 



 

 September 2022 
32A-134 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Schreiber Jeff 6485 

Schreiber Patricia 7485 

Schroeder Christopher 2020, 10081 

Schroeder Donald 7504 

Schroeder Ron 3347, 4344 

Schuchart Steve 1367 

Schuck Galen 2937 

Schuenemann Dylan 10280 

Schugel Ben 5388 

Schuhmacher John 972, 9473 

Schulte Benjamin 6532 

Schulte Stephen 12252 

Schulthies Samuel 2787 

Schultz Natalie 3418, 11164 

Schulz Patrick 10322 

Schulze Bill 12331 

Schumacher Nicholas 10928 

Schuring Aubrey 3304 

Schutt Nancy 1093 

Schutt Richard 11126 

Schvaneveldt Elisa 2991 

Schwantes Connor 3923 

Schwartz Alaina 10863 

Schwartz Andrew 13070 

Schwartz Charles 1239 

Schwartz Jeremy 5027 

Schwartz John 5738 

Schwartz Lisa 1692 

Schwartz Mark 5345 

Schwartz Megan 963 

Schwartz Ron 10916 

Schwartz Steven 8621 

Schwartz Tiffany 9366 

Schwarz John 9494 

Sciammarella Jonathan 587 

Scmitz Anna 3095 

Scofield Athyn  8407 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Scofield Carly 13035 

Scopelianos George 2078 

Scopes Leslie 12035 

Scopes 
Anderson 

Leslie  2546, 7523 

Scotch Charles 12695 

Scott Chris 1366 

Scott Chuck 8032 

Scott Daniel 12356 

Scott David 5787 

Scott Dylan 11035, 11042 

Scott Eric 895 

Scott Fredrick 6477 

Scott Jeffery 5730 

Scott John 276 

Scott Katy 12127 

Scott Lawrence 12086 

Scott Leah 9951 

Scott Martha 12249 

Scott Matthew 1361 

Scott Rylee 11633 

Scott Tracy 9925 

Scott Warren 161 

Scott William 
Campbell  

11793 

Scowcroft Carolee 8282 

Scrafford Bryant 2207, 2208 

Scrimgeour Max 10269 

Sczesny Oliver 415 

Sczurko Joe 11917 

Sdrales Tim 435 

Sea Wyatt 12398 

Seacord Jacobi 13122 

Sealy Ann 13432 

Seamons Nancy 11735 

Searle Aspen 9622 

Searle Kristin 1003 

Searle Todd 1407 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-135 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Searle Trevor 4919 

Searlr Nancy 1262 

Sears Harold 3699 

Sears Rebecca 11259 

Seastrand Jesse 2440 

Seay Seth 10261 

Sebahar Frances 4899 

Sebouhian Carly 6642 

Sebra Toney 3745 

Secker Phil 6768 

See Brian 5052 

Seeberger Katy 10691 

Seebohm Clarissa 9266 

Seeley Kyle 9553 

Seeley Rocky 4198 

Seeley Tim 8423 

Seely Matthew 5139 

Seewald Aaron 7382 

Segal Chris 9145 

Seguin Mark 4796 

Sehloff Jason 10649 

Seibel Gina 5321 

Seibert Jeanine 3161 

Seider Kordell 11588 

Seipert Scott 2196 

Selander Brian 12163 

Seldin Robyn 911 

Selfaison Ryan 60 

Selimos Elias 13148 

Selin Kelsey 6158 

Selkirk Samantha 8689 

Sell Russell 4937, 11352 

Sellers Keith 12407 

Sellers Vince 6557 

Seltenrich Mark 8870 

Semo Emilie 10047 

Semper Sylvia 8800 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Sendall Lee 41 

Senesac Stephen 5170 

Senft Steven 2574, 12843 

Sennesael Menno 4571 

Senzer Gordon 3858 

Seolas Robert 888 

Sepulveda Rosemary 6098 

Serago Rosie 2604 

Serassio Tony 10545 

Serena Elise 11892 

Sergunina Anna 982 

Serino Robert 4958, 8859 

Serlet Bertrand 2650 

Serlin Marec 8246 

Serr Deven 3002 

Serrano Elario 13426 

Serrano Luis 6185 

Serreth Teague 11652 

Service Chris 936 

Service Rick 1737 

Sessions Shantal 209 

Seth Anil 9765 

Sethuraju Layla 4166 

Seven Rick 3091 

Severini Matt 448 

Sevic Branko 5281 

Sexsmith Jennifer 1958 

Seybold Wesley 9151 

Seymour Kevin 9693 

Shaar Nate 4714 

Shackelford David 4224 

Shade Jess 9944 

Shaffer Spencer 8809 

Shah Mark 3063 

Shaha Stacy 10109 

Shakespear Jon 12268 

Shakya Viplendra 4358 



 

 September 2022 
32A-136 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Shamy Jacob 11598 

Shan Margaret 11629 

Shan Olivia 6224 

Shanbrun Mark 10625 

Shanin Anatoliy 11957 

Shanin Elena 12916 

Shank David 8582 

Shank Janet 12025 

Shanklin Connor 6288 

Shanks Brandon 7436 

Shannon Danny 3742 

Shannon Taylor 6524 

Shannon Trevor 12806 

Shapiro Anneliese 1815 

Shapiro Paul 1388 

Sharich Tony 964 

Sharkey Cyndi 1894 

Sharma Pramod 2185 

Sharp Curtis 2103, 9825 

Sharp Hannah 3244 

Sharp Lisa 1341 

Sharp Trina 4324 

Sharpe Jeffrey 1153, 6403 

Sharpe Kipling 2961 

Sharpsteen Catherine 12041 

Shaskey Cedric 8223 

Shattuck Donna 5885 

Shattuck Lynn 1140 

Shaughnessy Olivia 5811 

Shaul Ed 6214 

Shaver Chase 5361 

Shaw Adam 12785 

Shaw Addie 5718 

Shaw David 414 

Shaw Ernest 1453 

Shaw Flint 12823 

Shaw Kyle 8584 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Shaw Margaret 10113 

Shaw Meghan  6944 

Shaw Michael 12663 

Shaw Oliver 9776, 9781 

Shaw Rich 1377 

Shaw Robert 4929 

Shaw Ryan 11256 

Shaw Tim 3689 

Shawn Evan 11574 

Shay Robert 10050 

Shchur Alexandra 2653 

Shea Liam 7448 

Shea Mason 3748, 5756 

Shea Patrick  1350, 8693, 
13391 

Shea Rose 10193 

Shealy JoBeth 5527 

Sheehan Neal 13051 

Sheer Elena 3092 

Sheer Eric 3093 

Sheets Brian 2225 

Sheff Kevin 2080, 2082, 
9618, 9621 

Sheffield Natalie 5709 

Shehan Bud 3740 

Sheinberg Richard 9142 

Shelburg John 12226 

Sheldon Steve 1052 

Shelley Austin 11896 

Shelley Richard 873 

Shelley Royce 514 

Shelley Gabriel Deborah M.  10903 

Shelton Andrew 561 

Shelton Kathryn 11078 

Shepard Tom 11906 

Shepherd Anna Clare  9321 

Shepherd Norman 3141 

Sheppard Joel 10427 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-137 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Sheppard Lesley 7228 

Sherad Russ 10579 

Sheranian Lori 10781 

Sheranian Trina 9496 

Sherfey Daniel 5078 

Sheridan Matthew 8439 

Sherman Brooks 854 

Sherman Bruce 1700, 3684 

Sherman Emily  9109 

Sherman Rich 1676 

Sherry Greg 624 

Sherwin Tyler 7409 

Sherwood Hardy 13042 

Shick David 133 

Shields Jessica 3842 

Shields John 8988 

Shields Lauren 11089 

Shields Tessa 13081 

Shiembob David 6379 

Shifrar Kenneth 942 

Shilton Ryan 8264 

Shin Paul 4770 

Shinsky Sophie 11964 

Shipley Eric 2334 

Shipp Cory 9817 

Shipp Nate 761 

Shipp Sarah 3185 

Shirley Amanda  8837 

Shirley John 5612, 5715, 
8738 

Shiro Scott 10702 

Shlim Anna Tara 11321 

Shmookler Eric 2972, 8356 

Shoaf Kyle 4184 

Shockey Mark 8414, 12007 

Shon Alvin 11925 

Shon Linda 3073 

Short Greg 12010 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Shosted Kenneth 9828 

Shpetner Thomas 5445 

Shrader Rick 1657 

Shreve Shelby 5096 

Shubin Clay 5377 

Shuler Gayle 4261 

Shuler Mary Harriet 3392 

Shultz Nathaniel 6414 

Shumaker Jason 9529 

Shuman Ellise 2290, 9451 

Shuman Karl 3448 

Shuman Katie 2291 

Shupe Brooke  8385 

Shupe Tim 12878 

Shuster Gabe 4867 

Shut Richard 13360 

Shwayder T 1759 

Sia Jamie 11599 

Sibul Matthew 11827 

Siddoway Mark 1626 

Siddoway Nick 1554 

Siddoway Wade 9534 

Sieber Skye 3186 

Siefert Ben 12271 

Siefert Katherine 3765 

Siefert Roger 1649 

Siegal Nathan 6215 

Siegel Barbara 2217 

Siegel Thomas 7151 

Sieger Beatrix 1493 

Siegrist Marissa 2605 

Siegway Ethan 7778 

Siemer Eric 7335 

Sieverts Dylan 10309 

Sieverts Megan 12056 

Sieverts Melody 3581 

Sieverts Michael 7324 



 

 September 2022 
32A-138 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Signorelli Luca 8777 

Sikonia Justin 11950, 11966, 
11992, 12001, 
12012, 12018 

Silbaugh Lisa 3187 

Silberberg Alexian 8124 

Silberman Hilary 3314, 12231 

Silberman Pamela 10676 

Silder Stephen 349 

Silimon Trinity 11334 

Sill Gregory 4873 

Silon Robert 8455 

Silver Maya 4433 

Silverberg Jill 8042 

Silvers Scott 8722 

Silverstein Scott 4350 

Silverstein Trevor 5826 

Silverstein HCH Scott  3375 

Silvester James 2509 

Silvey B 4069 

Silvia David 10347 

Simek Billy 10164 

Simim Cameron 1326 

Simkins Mitch 2306 

Simko Joseph 2204 

Simmons Ashley 8624 

Simmons August 10126 

Simmons Helen 1564 

Simmons James 12662 

Simmons Mathias 7099 

Simmons Meagan 10441 

Simmons-
Grover 

Savannah 11951 

Simon Marcus 5237 

Simonds Seth 11206 

Simonsen Knut 6436 

Simonsen Robyn 3723 

Simovski Viktor 5472 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Simper Jamie 12587 

Simplot Reid 6909 

Simpson Annie  8380 

Simpson Doug 10308 

Simpson Gareth 5869 

Simpson Nancy 13421 

Simpson Nathan 9442 

Sims Derek 1236 

Sims Jane 12417 

Sims John 8132 

Sims Stephanie 12559 

Sims Susan 4507 

Simson Nancy 405 

Sinat Jeff 2733 

Sindt Jeff 10105 

Single Joshua 3668 

Singleton Hannah 9139 

Singleton Jeannette 3226 

Singleton Mike 3227 

Singley Ben 7185 

Sinner Scott 9147 

Sipes Christopher 203 

Sipfle William 2591 

Sipherd Brandon 141 

Sipple Kyle 11004 

Sishta Chand 1476, 12332 

Sisk Nick  7886 

Sitt Jordan 7415 

Sivo Eric 5391 

Sjoberg David 1955 

Sjogren Karl 2124 

Skabelund Court 13069 

Skeen Rachel 12362 

Skeen Randy 13356 

Skidmore Cameron 12242 

Skier Alta 12735, 12740 

Skilbred Kate 11294 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-139 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Skok Allison 9717 

Skousen Ben 426 

Skousen Laura 949, 11824 

Skowron Camilia 12232 

Skoy Brig 11963 

Skyer Doug 5567 

Skypeck Andrew 4390 

Skyta Keith 9018 

Slack Adelaide 9438 

Slack Garrett 8198 

Slack Sean 2322 

Slate Steve 8179 

Slater Alexander 9996 

Slater Carrie 12784 

Slater Tyler 6131 

Slauenwhite Norm 4835 

Slaugh Kip 6431 

Slawson Matt 6563 

Slayman Marguerite 9009 

Sledge Quinton 7958 

Sleger Clair 13142 

Slemboski James 374 

Slikker Sadie 717 

Slime King 4201 

Slimming Rebecca 3886, 9215 

Slingerland Emily 4852 

Sloan Eden 3338, 6738 

Sloan Kelsey 492 

Sloan Sarah 1408 

Slocum Justin 6460 

Slotboom Giselle 8746 

Small Miranda 1160 

Smalley Ethan 10721 

Smart Colton  6920 

Smart Max 10270 

Smart Michael 10801 

Smart Shane 171 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Smart Tammy 11135 

Smartz Kayla 9539 

Smedley Brock 7405 

Smeltzer Mark 5074 

Smid Marcela 783 

Smiley Thomas 2970 

Smith Adam 4282, 5895 

Smith Adria 1089 

Smith Alex 6577 

Smith Amalia 13276 

Smith Amy 7369 

Smith Andrea 8642 

Smith Andrew 1625 

Smith Audrey 10978 

Smith Austin 9704 

Smith Ben 8536 

Smith Benjamin 1770 

Smith Bonnie 2281 

Smith Brandon 6494 

Smith Bret 9905 

Smith Brian 13251 

Smith Calen 9175 

Smith Carl 10140, 10661 

Smith Catherine 10517 

Smith Chad 4894 

Smith Cheyenne 7037 

Smith Christopher 9122 

Smith Cindy 3370 

Smith Clay 308 

Smith Constance 12492 

Smith Coralyn 739 

Smith Courtney 5943 

Smith Dale 6387 

Smith Dan 12299 

Smith David R. & 
Penelope 

8083 

Smith Deanna 11422, 12988 

Smith Derek 1560 



 

 September 2022 
32A-140 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Smith Donna 3147, 5762 

Smith Doug 2259 

Smith Douglas 4200 

Smith Earl 11734 

Smith Ellie 7368 

Smith Elliot 1631 

Smith Frank 925 

Smith Genevieve 12753 

Smith Genie 5125 

Smith Geoff 3608 

Smith Gerald 5759 

Smith Gregory 1821, 5520 

Smith Jack 2374, 2376, 
4248, 6368 

Smith Jackie 7172 

Smith Jackson 9049 

Smith Jared 9572 

Smith Jarreau 5881 

Smith Jason 12394 

Smith Jenny 11169 

Smith Jesse 7300 

Smith Jessica 6794 

Smith Joanne 3242, 7781 

Smith Jonah 2323 

Smith Jos 1311 

Smith Joseph 3235 

Smith Josh 886 

Smith Judy 651 

Smith K 6583 

Smith Kellie 471 

Smith Kolton 1588 

Smith Korban 1257 

Smith Lee 6994 

Smith Lori 2494, 3715 

Smith Lucy 12313 

Smith Mark 7779, 7780, 
9253, 9336 

Smith Mary 11223 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Smith Michael 8399 

Smith Michele 7383 

Smith Nick 7271 

Smith Nikki 9844 

Smith Pam 10805 

Smith Peter 725 

Smith Remy 12479 

Smith Richard 7600 

Smith Ron 3148, 11010 

Smith Ryan 7209, 10430, 
11871, 7280 

Smith Sarah 2266 

Smith Sean 9585 

Smith Shantel 7017 

Smith Sharyl 10613 

Smith Spencer 13109 

Smith Steve 4540 

Smith Tammy 5666, 8432 

Smith Taylor 2841 

Smith Ty 1768 

Smith Vance 12704 

Smith Wayne 1240 

Smith Wilford 9015 

Smith Zach 7801 

Smith 
U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency 

Julie 13348 

Smith Pratt Elizabeth  4075 

Smith-Clementi Julie 3818 

Smithson Crew 2324 

Smithson Tyler 8415 

Smoger Lowell 2759, 4062, 
4354, 5780, 

5937 

Smokavich Trisha 11290 

Smoland Dain 8080 

Smoot Julianne 10403 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-141 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Smoot Zoe 11659 

Smout B 11348 

Snavely Zach 3572 

Sneddon Jack 9003 

Sneider-Cotter Dan 7156 

Snell Stephen 5258, 5259 

Snow Ali 11523 

Snow Allison 10496 

Snow Brett 5240 

Snow Brittany 4861 

Snow Catherine 2065 

Snow Joe 569 

Snyder Alan 12807 

Snyder Becky 11543 

Snyder Carly 4733 

Snyder Corinne  8502 

Snyder Greg 3612 

Snyder Lyndsie 3207 

Snyder Matt 3201 

Snyder Melanie 13386 

Snyderman Mark 2609 

Snyderman Reed 1281 

Sobol Connor 4550 

Sobrino Yandriel 4317 

Sodano Adam  8349 

Soelberg Kristen 4434 

Sogoyou Wissile 7450 

Sohm Mike 2527 

Sol Alex 2262 

Solace Richard 9160, 9299 

Solberg Otto 12891 

Sollenberger Jordan 11600 

Soloff Eric 1086 

Solt Annette 11524 

Sommerfeld Greta 2362 

Sonntag Jennifer  7901 

Sonntag Kara 6607 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Sonty Karthik 3534 

Soper Sarah 6416 

Sorensen Amy 3489 

Sorensen Brett 11500 

Sorensen Carolyn 7402 

Sorensen Jesseca 11601 

Sorensen Marcus 152 

Sorensen Robert 6136 

Sorensen Thomas 1324 

Sorenson Christopher 10959 

Sorenson Eric 11360 

Sorenson Jeff 2442 

Sorenson Julia 12037 

Sorenson Scott 6033 

Sorokin Jaime 1271 

Sorrentino Kim 7974 

Sorrentino Tony 6537 

Sorweid Stephen 8142 

Soshnik Cheryl 3090 

Sost Stephen 2041 

Sotelo Misael 5226 

Sotkin Steffie 10852 

Soukup Elise 7989 

Soule Conner 11752 

Soule Diane 5160 

Sousa Nicholas 5022 

Souther Brittany 6806 

Souther Chris 6805 

Southey Charles 4006 

Southwick Andrew 11243 

Souvannasap Sunty 2019 

Sowa Karl 1070 

Sowards Kimberly 9901 

Spackman Meredith 6566 

Spadafora Anthony 3241 

Spadafora Brandon 3238 

Spadafora Frank 4057 



 

 September 2022 
32A-142 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Spadafora Martha 3240 

Spahr Jim 7596 

Spalding Shea 10296 

Spang Christine 11774 

Spangler Tom 1474 

Spangler Will 5961 

Spann Lucas 8713 

Sparks Andrea 10994 

Sparks Barry 12470 

Sparks Molly 5109 

Spataro Joe 2846 

Spaunhorst Ben 10400 

Speckmann Wiley 13154 

Spector Chad 676 

Spector Simone 10313 

Spedden Richard 7297 

Speed Christine 11262 

Speed James 12699 

Spehar Anthony 11413 

Speirs Emily 842 

Spence Dylan 12596 

Spence Patrick 11178 

Spencer Alex 1004 

Spencer Andrew 9576 

Spencer Brittany 6923 

Spencer Gabe 7234 

Spencer Ian 7782 

Spencer Jennifer 7109 

Spencer Landon 696 

Spencer Loni 10305 

Spencer Matt 6953 

Spencer Sean 5328 

Spencer Stephen 8827 

Spens Mike 1040 

Spenser Laural 4040 

Sperry Christian 12650 

Sperry Jake 2329 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Sperry John 10948 

Speth Nate 1475 

Spicer Jack 2533 

Spigarelli Tressa 1670 

Spikes Barbara 3038 

Spira Jonathan 12627 

Spira Linda 2625 

Splan Jesse 9447 

Spooner Jeremy 6249 

Spoth Abigail 11976 

Spoth Emily 11952 

Spottiswood Alec 11030 

Spradlin Glenn 5091 

Sprague William 7351 

Sprenger Daniel 5086 

Spriggs Joe 7783 

Spring Charlie 7985 

Springer Marlow 8531 

Springmeyer Liza 8149 

Springmeyer Will 3679 

Springsteen Mike 385, 7579 

Spross Rebecca 8095 

Spruance Victoria 5771 

Spuck Cathy 4586 

Squire Robert 4011 

Squire Sue 3885 

Squire Susan 937, 2630 

Sramek Stephen 12810 

St Denis Natalie  5464 

St John Jim  2706 

St. John Ryan  191 

St.Vaughan Abigail 6256 

Sta Agueda Adriana  11756, 11815 

Stacey Annika 1520 

Stack Finn 10796 

Stacy Michael 5907 

Staes Rosie 12234 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-143 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Stafford Jeromy 594 

Stafsholt Steve 9047 

Staheli Ezri 13204 

Stahler Michael A  8620 

Staker Wayne 5081 

Staller Valentin 1617 

Stamenkovic Ana 13280 

Stamler Darcy 4792 

Stamp Melissa 12149 

Stampfl Dan 10428 

Stan Meghan 12204 

Stanger Taylor 2857 

Stango Christopher 2743 

Stanley John 6076 

Stanley Jonathan 4955 

Stanley Riche 4355 

Stansfield Josh 6891 

Stansfield Nate 4041 

Stanton Cooper 6643 

Staples Dona 1674 

Staples James 3716 

Staples Maureen 2066 

Stapleton Janet 2481 

Stapley Alicia 5299 

Starcher Paul 2098 

Stark Carol 
Kathleen 

2660 

Stark Michael 12615 

Stark VanNoord Kim  1250 

Starks Nancy 4106 

Starley Allie 4760 

Starley Scott 2044 

Starr Ben 12802 

Starr Harmony 1555 

Starr Jon  8047 

Staten Chad 447 

Staten Megan 3285 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Stauss Jack 5754, 5760, 
6115 

Stawski Andrew 198, 351, 
12528 

Steadman Bridget 4042 

Stearns Erin 8829 

Steck Dana 5800 

Steck Jeremy 1932, 5866 

Stecklein Nick 8636 

Steckler Ron 833 

Steee Madison 12556 

Steel Ryan 6789 

Steele Dave 1799 

Steele Greg 10708 

Steele Ronald 51 

Steele Scott 6726 

Steely Tori 12658 

Steen Erin 11215 

Steenblik Brent 11790 

Steenblik Jeffrey 9357 

Steenburgh Erik 3323, 6995 

Stefanescu Catalin 3753 

Stefankowski Tomasz 13260 

Steffen Esty 4392 

Steffensen Cody 9575 

Stegerwald Courtney A  5830 

Stehlik Bruno 9220 

Steimle Ryder 5568 

Stein Aron 10314 

Stein Cassidy 10277 

Stein Chase 1323 

Stein David  6712 

Stein Joad 6819 

Stein Wendy 6024 

Steinberg Peter 5962 

Steinbrecher Harrison 7477 

Steiner Julianne 4976 

Steiner Richard 2861, 4149 



 

 September 2022 
32A-144 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Steinhauff Doug 3706 

Steininger Lorenz 4112 

Steinman Chris 11426 

Steinman Paul 6354 

Steinman Robin 11425 

Stencil Brooke 11031 

Stengel Jessica 9449 

Stensaas Suzanne 9444 

Stephany Gregg 2055 

Stephens Amy 390 

Stephens Boyd 9296 

Stephens Christina 8580 

Stephens Matthew 12396 

Stephens Thomas 8971 

Stephens Timothy 2307 

Stephenson David 8215 

Stephenson Jeff 4326 

Stephenson Lauren 8430 

Stern David 5573 

Stern Kenneth 3479 

Sterret Dave 8843 

Stetson Colby 4234 

Stetson Lori 5159 

Steury Craig 12633 

Stevens Colten 5222 

Stevens Dawn 806 

Stevens Eddie 5473 

Stevens Jessica 12723 

Stevens Leslie 598 

Stevens Robert 3491 

Stevens Spencer 7386 

Stevens Tyler 10088 

Stevenson Chris 632 

Stevenson Colby 12993 

Stevenson Darla 1650 

Stevenson Lori 1836 

Stevenson Natalie 646 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Stevenson Quin 4452 

Stevenson Rebecca 9623 

Stevenson Scott 9528 

Stewart Dana 5662 

Stewart Hunter 12808 

Stewart Isaac 7964, 11296, 
12462, 13394 

Stewart Jackson 6802 

Stewart Kelly 5532, 9501 

Stewart Linda 9832 

Stewart Lolly 11577 

Stewart Tony 9218 

Stewart Tyee 4654 

Steyl Samantha 923 

Stianche Robert 5030 

Stice Emily 10051 

Stier Natalie 10714 

Stierle Aaron 11525 

Stigler Emily 2076 

Stilling Kelly 5295 

Stillings Sandi 507 

Stillman Brian 906, 8537 

Stinsmen Jason 2900 

Stitson Jerry 7784 

Stitt Andrew 9603 

Sto Gess 10217 

Stobaugh Jessica 6828 

Stock Harald 5500 

Stocker Mark 7400 

Stocking Maxwell 11400 

Stoddard Jennifer 1157, 4799 

Stoddard Natalie 13253 

Stoddard Scott 2699 

Stoddart Jeremy 424 

Stoecklein Hill  9697 

Stohlton Brett 7567 

stoker Jeremy 3839 

Stokes Jess 11864 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-145 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Stokes Leah 1290 

Stokes Merili  7879 

Stokes Phoebe 10070 

Stokes Tyson 330 

Stokes-Wylie Cassandra 7938 

Stolfa Chuck 5315 

Stollsteimer Will 10729 

Stolp Bernard 10900 

Stone Ciera 11369 

Stone Connor 8599 

Stone David 12682 

Stone Doug 3836 

Stone Melanie 13023 

Stone Mike 12589 

Stoner Ashley 7785 

Stoner Sydney 11975 

Stones Jon 830 

Story Colton 2580 

Stotesbery Aidan 835 

Stotesbery Aleya 11150 

Stout Bonnie 12250 

Stout Ian 11580 

Stowe Sue 4043 

Stowell Chris 5459 

Stowell Doug 8593 

Strachan Gordon 3632 

Strachan Helen 10711 

Strachan Michael 878 

Strand Gabe 6664 

Strang Bryanna 12146 

Strang Jordon 10369 

Strat Evan 2214 

Stratford Amber 4420 

Stratton Madison 439 

Stratton Riley 8743 

Straub Aaron 2101 

Strauss Gurss Jennifer  10118 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Straw Jasmine 10586 

Strayer Susan 5050 

Street Taylor 4444 

Streff Shirley 6473 

Stribling Richard 3523 

Strickland Samuel 4717, 12797 

Striefel 
Utah League of 
Women Voters 

Jan 2550, 6572 

Stringham Josh 5191 

Stringham Kim 5380 

Stringham Nathan 5349 

Stringham Thomas 10215 

Strobelt David 5182 

Strohacker Eric  8313 

Strohmeyer John 3795 

Stromness Garry 184 

Strong Brian 4866 

Strong Ellie 12681 

Strong Josh 3279 

Strong Joshua 11466 

Strong Joy 12069 

Strong Richard 2218 

Strong Steven 12065 

Strong Susie 4543 

Stroud Alison 11931 

Stroud-Lewis Tia 5177 

Strough William 5246 

Struble Scot 6800 

Struhs Jason 772 

Struve Dane 3507 

Stuart Charles 1977 

Stuart Nathan 1897 

Stubbs Brian 10491 

Stubbs Kevin 2999 

Stubbs Rebecca 10626 

Stucki Maria 1984 

Studach Scott 4723 



 

 September 2022 
32A-146 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Studebaker 
Studebaker 

Joanne  3741 

Studer Annie 2696 

Stueber Denise 3801 

Stukel Cammy 2057 

Stumpos Stephanie 12393 

Sturdevant Ryan 573 

Sturgis Charlie 7929 

Sturm Craig 8263 

Sturm Jessica 928 

Sturtz Aaron 10876 

Sturtz Elan 10452 

Stutz Zanna 6843 

Subschase Dan 10237 

Suel James 8926 

Suen Ryan 13190 

Sugiyama Janice 12017 

Suhr Martin 1567, 6818 

Suite Travis 13183 

Suite-Mangum Sabrena 755 

Suitor Michelle 12747 

Sulliva Mark 13088 

Sullivan Ana 13185 

Sullivan David 9997, 9985 

Sullivan George  10814 

Sullivan Harry 2127 

Sullivan Mark 13101 

Sullivan Richard 9460 

Sullivan Sean 139, 4267 

Summa Mike 2232 

Summa Will 3977 

Summerhays Eliza 2882 

Summers Andy 4033 

Summers Brian 61 

Summers Jason 6161, 6163 

Summers Kimberly 12734 

Summers Laurie 8257 

Summers Steve 7577 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Summers Steven 3561 

Sumner Alyssa 9167 

Sumner Tahnee 8894 

Sun Eddie 1449 

Sun Eddie 4964 

Sun Greg 4495 

Sun Lisa 13306 

Sun Sierra 13178 

Surathu Rohit 422 

Sussman Deb 9737 

Sutcliffe Grenville 5504 

Suter Tara 6799 

Sutherland Alex 11217 

Sutherland Dan 237 

Sutherland Hannah 10300 

Sutherland Mackenzie 11926 

Sutherland Nicole 10302 

Sutterfield Patricia 5330 

Suttman Erin 140 

Sutton Alexander 12322 

Sutton Jennifer 475 

Sutton Steve 9058 

Svatos Scott 13180 

Svoboda Ali 5954 

Swaby Nigel 10046 

Swaim Matt 2445 

Swallow Charles 3498 

Swan David 673, 1347 

Swan Mark 634, 8436 

Swan Sierra 13018 

Swanson Grace 4663 

Swanson Lauren 5367, 12400 

Swanson Scott 11297 

Swanson Trece 10909 

Swanwick Dave 8915 

Swanwick David 4747 

Swapp Tom 360 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-147 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Swartzwelder John 4944 

Swartzwelder Nick 4945 

Sweet Jared 164 

Sweet Joni 6619 

Sweet R Anthony  9698 

Sweet Rachel 409 

Swensen Adrien 11526 

Swenson Carol 2429 

Swenson Devon 2770 

Swenson Eric 2725, 3703, 
4226 

Swenson Rachael 7295 

Swenson Sally 5263 

Swenson Tanya 5300 

Swift Doug 7456, 7871 

Swift Jennifer 2094, 7593 

Swindler Joe 3086, 6653, 
7327 

Swinson Julie 2212 

Swistak Koly 2651 

Swistak Michael 12222 

Swonger Molly 2193 

Sykes Kathleen 11589 

Sykes Mo 6398 

Sylvester Robert 10915 

Sylvester Roxy 6730 

Syme Andrew 12463 

Symons Phillip 10731 

Syroid Noah  8375 

Szabo Sydney 8805 

Szendrei Vail 2945 

Szkola Randy 12670 

T Smart Thomas  2959 

T√©llez Cristian 5233 

Tabak Sarah 7529 

Tabin Jean 3401, 12051 

Tabke Kristin 7412 

Tacy Matt 10228 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Taft Ethan  7822 

Taft Tyre 12040 

Tagge Shelby 3878 

Takasaki Roman  7876 

Talbert Katie 12707 

Talbot John 4684 

Tall Carrie 6367 

Tallackson Conrad 6166 

Tallapragada Sri Harsha 7452 

Tallman Spencer 7787 

Tamasonis Joseph  8651 

Tanana Donald 9774 

Tang-Smith Spenser 4893 

Tangalos I 13212 

Tank Alisa 6095 

Tannahill Tara 3986 

Tannenbaum Logan 7463 

Tanner Bradley 8644 

Tanner Brooke 4283 

Tanner Catherine 1334 

Tanner Curtis 2157 

Tanner Dean 9770 

Tanner Edwin 7789 

Tanner Emilee 1382 

Tanner Greg 1563 

Tanner Jane  8255 

Tanner Joe 12443 

Tanner Payden 8992 

Tanner Sid 2336 

Tanner Spencer 5421 

Tanner Summer 11410 

Tanney Stephen 4039, 4193 

Tao Joshua 13033 

Tapia Aqueel 4044 

Tardif Jay 546 

Tardif Rebecca 9054 

Tasch David 3041 



 

 September 2022 
32A-148 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Tasso Stephanie 12029 

Tataru Claudia 11489 

Tate Janet 6002 

Tate Marty  8410 

Tate Stevie Ray 11646 

Tateyama Trevor 5774, 6042 

Taub Peter 3822 

Tauber Sally 8913 

Taula Lole 2330 

Tawzer Taylor 1121 

Taxwood Richard 10769 

Taylor Casey 9053 

Taylor Christopher 2688 

Taylor Cole 4756 

Taylor Darwin 1571 

Taylor David 6415 

Taylor Elizabeth 3459 

Taylor Emily 4320 

Taylor Grayson 5101 

Taylor Greg 4376 

Taylor Jack 3576 

Taylor Jason 4579, 8821 

Taylor John 999, 2492, 
13053 

Taylor Joseph 4322 

Taylor June 10281 

Taylor Kelly 11620 

Taylor Kyle 5293 

Taylor Laurence 8801 

Taylor Marilyn 8139 

Taylor Martin 6613 

Taylor Matt 3949, 11694 

Taylor Misty 1930 

Taylor Peter 2284, 6317 

Taylor Phoebe 4703 

Taylor Quin 9198 

Taylor Rachael 1760 

Taylor Robert 6296 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Taylor Rose 1024 

Taylor Seth 2867 

Taylor Sherry 13055 

Taylor Shon 12316 

Taysom Maxwell 7978 

Tchida Bryant 5458 

Teaford Jon 4614 

Tedesco William 8877 

Tee Jay 12022 

Teerlink Marianne 5537 

Teerlink Sheldon 2977 

Teigen Brian 5530 

Tekiela Piot 9975 

Telenko Daniel 4005 

Temple Mike 8472 

Templeton Jenna  6553 

Templeton Steven 5572 

Templin Chris 5156 

Tenbroek Jens 9518 

Tenderholt Russell 3483 

Teng Cerra 11326 

Teng Da 9616 

Tennant Robert 6121 

Tenney Corey 2960 

Tenney Jordan 13377 

Ternes Cicada 7942 

Terranova Terry 2465 

Terrazas Carolina 7045 

Terrell Emily 4045 

Terrell Hillary 1330, 2629 

Terrill Wilson Cayce  7604 

Terry Joseph 9368 

Terry Marnel 1694 

Terry Michael 10374 

Terry Trisha 10402 

Terry Wesley 11357 

Terry Zach 9190 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-149 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Tersol Antony 322 

Terziotti Luca 7421 

Tessier Michelle 8625 

Tetzl Matt 7499 

Tew Dallin 4296 

Tew Jakob 10061 

Thackeray Ali 5114 

Thalas Kael 7601 

Thalhamer Matt 136 

Thalhammer Charlotte 10931 

Thaller Andrew 1753 

Thaxton Patricia 5423 

The Front 
Climbing Club 

The Front 
Climbing 
Club 

12053 

The princess Jeans  11327 

Thea Kaz 5977 

Thede CJ 11812 

Theisen Jason 12371 

Thibaudeau Megan 7423 

Thiel Jacquelyn 3549 

Thiemann Paul 9863 

Thieme David 1645, 8638 

Thione Lorenzo 4990 

Thirkill Dan 5920 

Thomas Abigail 10457 

Thomas Beth 2359 

Thomas Chad 5154 

Thomas Colin 1512 

Thomas Daniel 6462 

Thomas Evan 3787 

Thomas Faith 13092 

Thomas Ian 9446 

Thomas Isiah 11986 

Thomas Jason 7251 

Thomas John 2639, 6307 

Thomas Lou Ann  838 

Thomas Matthew 10346 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Thomas Ray 12458 

Thomas Richard 10681 

Thomas Robert 6858 

Thomas Ryan 3376 

Thomas Steffen 9489 

Thomas Terre 9232 

Thomas Thomas 2631 

Thomas Will 7416 

Thomas Zachary 9057 

Thompson Alex 4653 

Thompson Austin 6133 

Thompson Carol 3352, 4122 

Thompson Carter 2910 

Thompson Christen 10069 

Thompson Colleen 11983 

Thompson Doug 4271, 4921 

Thompson Hannah 12137 

Thompson Ian 7064 

Thompson James 2693 

Thompson Jane 1198 

Thompson Jay 5343 

Thompson John 1191 

Thompson Kelsey 841 

Thompson Kristin 8046 

Thompson Lisa 12071 

Thompson Megan 3284 

Thompson Phillip 82, 1204 

Thompson Richard 3274 

Thompson Rob 2763 

Thompson Ross 3945, 5923 

Thompson Stephen 5981 

Thompson Tiffany 8999 

Thoms Chris 4979 

Thomson Brandon 3313, 7147, 
7276 

Thorien Kalen 9396 

Thorn Ben 6111 

Thorn Dave 10311 



 

 September 2022 
32A-150 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Thorn Levi 1850 

Thorne Ryan 11634 

Thorne Thomas 7952 

Thornton Barbara 2610, 9325 

Thornton Eleanor 11260 

Thornton Kurt 9711 

Thorpe A. L. 12351 

Thorpe Deborah 1574 

Thorsin Msrk 3043 

Thueson Theodore 6055 

Thunell Erin 10965 

Thurgood Todd 12340 

Thurman Ariadna 11842 

Thurman Connie 3609 

Thurman Dennis 3775 

Thurson Amy 10551 

Thurston Val 555 

Tibaldeo Victor 5425 

Tibell Martina 4649 

Ticotin Kyle 1411, 6936 

Tidwell Gracie 9928 

Tiernay William 12537 

Tierney James 5873 

Tiller Mark 1047 

Tilley Tomilee 4954 

Tillotson Blake 11127 

Tillotson Chandra 11219 

Tillotson David 3456, 3476, 
4103, 10797, 

11275, 12352, 
13366 

Tillotson Derek 4599, 6270 

Tillotson Matthew 10912 

Tillotson Mckenzie 5583 

Tillotson Nancy 11129 

Tillotson Samantha  10815 

Tillotson Stacie 11184 

Timmins Joseph  8343 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Timoney Ryan 4736 

Timoney Suzanne 4735 

Timpson Heidi 333, 7548 

Tingey Erica 13071 

Tingey Matthew 192 

Tingey Spencer 3379, 4144 

Tingley Madison 1605 

Tino Garth 12403 

Tippetts Amanda 2189 

Titcomb Mandi 11630 

Titka Roger 3074, 3076 

Titus Brian 8896 

Titus Collin 10798 

Tiwnley Bob 5244 

Tobari Roger 2805, 4243 

Tobey Adam 7323 

Tobey Kathleen 12607 

Tobin Evan 3799, 4178, 
12852, 7889 

Tobin Lesa 1858 

Tobin William 1866 

Tobler Laura 9267 

Tockstein Jennilyn 4180 

Todd Hunter 1609, 4260, 
7012, 7002 

Todd Lauren 13061 

Todd Michelle 2498 

Tofa Andy 6646 

Tofa Daryl 6645 

Tollefson Andrew 4165 

Tollenger Chris 5952 

Tolman Aidan 2560 

Tolman David 2616 

Tolman Douglas 11091 

Tolomeo Ben 12049 

Tolton Kevin 5649, 6378 

Toltzien Matt 1339 

Tomasetti Christopher  7804 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-151 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Tomeny Thomas 5521 

Tomer Michael 8649 

Tomlin Jessica 9895 

Tomlinson Jet 10705 

Tomon Craig 2530 

Tomsky Robert 3997 

Ton Adam 2845 

Tonetti 
Seven 
Canyons Trust 

Brian 3597, 6275, 
13309 

Tonielli John 879 

Tonks Jacob 2870 

Tony Zakotnik 4668 

Topham Melanie 2544, 5638 

Torello Kathryn 11077 

Torgersen Kristo 8218 

Torgerson Trey 6174 

Torreano Joe 5176 

Torres Daniel 5053 

Torrey William  7501 

Torriente Kaden 13082 

Torvi Julia 2164 

Tosches Leah 5411 

Toskovich Roxanne 2779 

Toso Willow 8288 

Toss Trudy 7588 

Toulan Dean 1033 

Townsend Dustin 5029 

Trachtenberg Joel 3856 

Trachtenberg Mikako 6369 

Tracy Melissa 11956 

Traechsel Sebastian 11779 

Traeden Ammon 4227 

Tran Kay 2170, 3502 

Tran-Peters Kathy 12801 

Tranter Camille 9403 

Tranter David 271 

Trapp Holly 10653 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Trapp Megan  8500 

Trapp Phil 11152 

Trapp Porter 9037 

Trare Justine 11602 

Traul Howard 3979 

Travis Karen  7328 

Trawick Anna 9084 

Trawick Trey 474 

Traxel Taylor 7790 

Treacy Ann 6294, 6598 

Treacy Billy 6292 

Treadway Jennifer 81 

Treadwell Corynn 3261 

Treadwell Jake 1455 

Treadwell Tracey 11918 

Treat Cameron 1748, 3584 

Treece Brooke 3526, 6129 

Tregaskis Brent 3733 

Treichel Heather 953 

Tremper Bruce 6410 

Trepanier Derek  7590 

Tresco Samuel 9189 

Trettel Joe 9083 

Trettin Carl 7441 

Trettin Kyle 6521 

Trettin Lillian 7444 

Trettin Todd 1310, 13245 

Trettis Lydia 8906 

Trevino Carmen 604 

Trevino Jake 2422 

Trevino 
Salt Lake 
County 

Kara 12995, 13332 

Trevizo Ariana 2021 

Trienekens Marlene 8715 

Trienekens Willi 11712 

Trier Cole 297 

Trific Lauren 11987 



 

 September 2022 
32A-152 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Trimble Jacob 8963 

Trimble Stephen  8372 

Tripe Annalee 11958 

Trmal Gabby 9205 

Trombly Emily 11795 

Tronnes Adam 11324 

Tronstein Beth 2471 

Tronstein Elizabeth 12181 

Tropsa Sean 11733 

Trounce Kelli 2555 

Trouse Nancy 3369, 9559 

Troy William 9945 

Troyer Jeff 5514 

Trueman David 5750 

Truemper Andrew 13202 

Trummer Kellyn 3739 

Trunek Chris  8344 

Trupiano Nicholas 10481 

Truss Thomas 10562 

Tsagalakis Nick 1385 

Tsubaki Noah 1079 

Tsuji Michael 10955 

Tsuyakahane Toyo 11792 

Tucillo Jill 4970 

Tuck Kevin 7791 

Tucker Dave 71 

Tucker Jason 2350 

Tucker Jelissa 883 

Tucker Seth 11367 

Tucker Shelley 142 

Tuckett Steven 4303 

Tuckfield Kylee 672 

Tueller Carson 3873 

Tuerpe Max 8247 

Tuesday-
Heathfield 

Hunter 3959 

Tuft Brooke 123 

Tullis Frances 6520 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Tullis Shaun 13273 

Tully Troy 12884 

Tuori Susan 6180 

Turgeon Tad 4601 

Turley Ken 4642 

Turley-Conway Max 9943 

Turnbull Jacob 1717 

Turner Andrew 9252 

Turner Anna 11705 

Turner Cindy 3649 

Turner Eric 10682 

Turner Ethan 4518 

Turner James 3419 

Turner Jessianne 7792 

Turner John 787 

Turner Joshua 6107 

Turner Rick 8306 

Turner Victoria 9040 

Turville Adam 1935 

Turville Jacob 5405 

Turville Rebecca 11805 

Tuttle Christopher 7180 

Tuttle Cristine 294 

Tuttle Sofia  7841 

Tuura Logan 13157 

Twait Becca 499 

Twidwell Evan 3264 

Twinting Karla 1150, 8904 

Twitchell Carson 3928 

Twitchell Emiline 7102 

Twitchell Paige 6265, 6899, 
7906 

Twitchell Taylor 4058 

Tyler Dave 115 

Tyler Davis 12087 

Tyler Grace 2556, 5484 

Tyon Delaney 1186 

Tyrell Cade 12205 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-153 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

U Hannigan Tom  1073 

Ubelhor Stephanie 6839 

Uberty Julia 602 

Uchida Amiko 1693 

Udall James 6761 

Udani Nimesh 5325 

Uhlig Kyle 785 

Uihlein Philip 4542 

Ulf Brita 11707 

Ullrich David 5312 

Ullrich Jaymes 10907 

Ulmer Scott 5230 

Underlin Peter 4383 

Underwood Clint 5849 

Underwood Greg 2043 

Underwood Nathan 12298 

Underwood Zev 8983 

Unger Amy 5130 

Unger John 5658 

Ungricht Nathan 11939 

Unsicker Greg 8687 

Unterhalter John 2510 

Upshaw Randi  6952 

Uram Sarah 11133 

Urban Dan 12567 

Urban Mike 5976 

Urban Todd 369 

Urbina Mina 7173 

Uribe Carissa 12647 

Urie Spencer 12968 

Urtel Rodney 5434 

Ussery Brandon 3769, 7041, 
9337 

Ussery Susan 9093 

Utahn Concerned 13259 

Utai Brigetta 7073 

Utley Matthew 8653 

VA VA Polesny Anna  5467 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Vagen Alison 5085 

Vahle Michael 3036 

Vaifoou Lose 4694 

Vail Coby 9796 

Valdes Max 11943 

Valencia Israel 5239 

Valenzuela Delfia 10195, 12495 

Vallejo Margaret 4830 

Valovic Monica 10704 

Valovic Tyler 8208 

Valum Lane 10494 

Van Chad 6228 

Van Dincan 6349 

Van Eliza 6226 

Van Jamie 7165 

Van Alfen Craig  10065 

Van Amringe Griffin  4725 

Van Andel Pam  3358, 8043 

Van Arsdale Duncan  5141 

Van Arsdell Hannah  1042 

Van Boerum Drew  13279 

Van Buren Andrew  11248 

Van Dahm Stacey  4001 

Van den Broeke Travis  8295 

Van Drimmelen Stephanie  6908 

Van Dyken Nic  11415 

van Frank Megan  9696 

Van Hatten Michael  3800 

Van Hoang Analise  11269 

Van Horn Patrick  125 

Van Horssen Kendra  12687 

Van Leer LeLand  8661 

Van Maren Steve  13215 

Van Norman Jessica  7880 

Van Orden Chad  1786, 9371 

Van Orden Robert  5580 

Van Pelt Ana  9538 



 

 September 2022 
32A-154 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Van Ryzin Benjamin 8304 

Van Siclen Arthur  4678 

Van Slooten Andrew  4546 

Van Strien Amber  12118 

Van Strien Shanyne  4625 

Van Wagenen Dallin  4236 

Van Wagoner Micah  4458 

Van Wagoner Scott  9728 

VanArsdale Kaleb 11621 

Vance Corin 8400 

Vance David 9878 

Vance Jonathon 215 

Vandecar Colton 5291 

Vandecar Jacob 4772 

Vandel Ben 4595 

Vandel Maddie 11399 

VandenBerge Jeff 13164 

Vandenberge Keely 7995 

Vander Peter 4251 

Vander Heide Kathryn  1533 

Vanderheide Brooke 3559 

Vanderheide Peter 1108, 3542 

Vanderhooft Anne 11527 

Vanderlinden Courtnee 614 

VanDerslice James 11362 

VanderVeur Jon Luke 4061, 5935 

Vanderwekken Lee 2800 

Vannurden Randy 85, 3554 

Vanrenen Gabriel 2228 

Vansteenkiste Brian 105 

VanTil Rochelle 775 

Vanvalkenburg Devon 1255 

Varga Kyle 2483 

Varga Rich 8592 

Vargas George 13358 

Vargas Ivan 10276 

Vargas Maximilian 13188 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Vargo William 6425 

Vargyas Forrest 11353 

Vargyas George 12686 

Vargyas Joseph 6221 

Varley Scott 10341 

Vars Peter 1923, 3318 

Vase Linzy  8493 

Vashisth Caroline 9044 

Vasquez Emanuel 4373 

Vasquez Nick 10284 

Vastardis Alex 10472 

Vaughan Allison  9699 

Vaught Nick 7610 

Vawdrey Christina 12310 

Vazquez Shanlon 5181 

Vea Dottie 4047 

Veals Peter 6335 

Vedejs Brita 10357 

Veeder Katherine 10634 

Veenema Arthur 12943 

Vega Santiago 10418 

Veihl Michael 10450 

Velarde Michaela 1176 

Velasquez Christine 8909 

Velasquez Joshua 2789 

Velazquez Jade 2939 

Velinder Matt 12373 

Vellinga Jake 8091 

Vellinga Lori 12605 

Vellinga Troy 12620 

Velpel Zach 714 

Venable Paul 10860 

Venuto Liz  8495 

Verge Andrew 12334 

Verhaaren Helena 3270 

Verma Samyak 5250 

Vernick Devin 6173 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-155 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Vernon Trent 7793 

Verschoor Josh 4524 

Vestal Jay 704 

Vetter Gretchen 4118 

Vetter Michael 6852 

Vetterlein Nathan 2089 

Vezie Claire 10599 

Vickers Inga 3020 

Vickers Jonathan 4813 

Vickery David 12498 

Vickroy Joseph 1869, 8617 

Vidal Paul 6903 

Viehl Alexis 13103 

Viehl BJ 6776 

Viehl Emily 10226 

Viehl Stephanie 12982 

Vielma Melody 5229 

Villa John 10013 

Villalobes Liam 7794 

Villalobos Melissa 7035 

Villanueva Andrew 2075 

Villanueva Nicole 6915 

Villanueva Waldy 6793 

Vincent Eric 5178 

Vincent Jason 6687 

Vincent Melynda 865 

Vincent Zac 10218 

Vincenti Anne 9126 

Vines Jack 9274 

Violette Victoria  7847 

Visnovsky Bill 6409 

Vitale Nick 2116 

Viveiros Robert 6016 

Vladovich Ericka 11213 

Vlietstra Ryan 10983 

Vo Quang 7299 

Voelker Heidi 1216 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Voelkerding Karl 12529 

Voellinger Logan 2140 

Vogel William 11474 

Vogeler Douglas 13307 

Vogelsang Kay 12135 

Vogler Baylee 4920 

Vogt Su 5173, 5174 

Voisard Brenda 10763 

Voisin Perrine 5647 

Volckmann Eric 9775 

Voliotes Dakota 5206 

Volker Robert 11021 

Vollbrecht Sienna 11341 

Vollbrecht Tom 11216 

Vollbrecht Tucker 11111 

Voloshin Madeline 70, 1167, 
1167, 2449, 
4168, 7038 

von Arnim Rudiger  35 

von Mettenheim Grace  10173 

von Ruexleben Christoph  4534 

Vongphakdy Natalia 10969 

Vongsawad Tyler 1162 

Voorhees Julia 281 

Vorbach Bryan 5844 

Vordenberg Pete 11188 

Vorel Nat 10648 

Voss Brady 11501 

Voss Chelsey 8013 

Voss Tucker 8014 

Vowles Jonathan 4359 

Voye Rob 3605 

Voye Robert 11879, 11884 

Voytac Ken 5415 

Vrebalovich Steve 5687 

Vriens Taylor 7983 

Vukin Matthew 11235 

W A 6137 



 

 September 2022 
32A-156 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

W K 11685 

W Rachel 12123 

W. Stephen 6205 

Waal Robert 885 

Wacklebe Jhon 7796 

Waddell Scott 8955 

Wade Brennan 111, 3311, 
7568 

Wade Ian 2487, 3321 

Wadley Eric 10620 

Wadsworth Darcy 533 

Waetchler Jackson 3870 

Wagner Deborah 7425 

Wagner Ray 10897 

Wagner Ron 2084, 6372 

Wagner Tim 12142 

Wagstaff Jerrin 2220 

Wahlquist Douglas 2240 

Waine Doug 8240 

Wakefield Cameron 988 

Wakeling Tim 2644 

Walczak Cheryl 6546 

Walden India 4661 

Waldo Stephanie 6417 

Waldron Anthony 6216 

Walenza Emily 3282 

Walk Donald 611 

Walkenhorst Angela 5148 

Walker Andrew 930 

Walker Ben 13099 

Walker Blake 6811, 8474 

Walker Clark 6500 

Walker Clay 11817 

Walker Clayton 4947 

Walker Craig 11671 

Walker Creed 2390 

Walker Emily 7464 

Walker Joe 1354 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Walker Joro 13224 

Walker Joyce 13387 

Walker Julia 12512 

Walker Justin 11312 

Walker Katie 10688 

Walker Kristen  8509 

Walker Lee Anne 2756, 3056, 
4938, 5734, 

5928 

Walker Michael 9463 

Walker Michelle 679 

Walker Rebecca 1524 

Walker Ross 1743, 5836, 
7054 

Walker Thomas 8720 

Walker Tiare 6810 

Walker-
Pecoraro 

Dominic 461 

Wall David 9893 

Wall Lawrence 4974 

Wall Malkie 6028 

Wall Vanessa 2712, 6777 

Wallace Jason 10670 

Wallace Lance 4912 

Wallace Peter 11430 

Wallace Rhea 3749 

Wallace Sonja 10696 

Wallace Trey 4048 

Wallentine Craig 5212, 5220 

Wallentine Dallin 7480 

Waller John 4853 

Waller Keegan 9164 

Wallin John 2907 

Wallis Harriet 3366, 3372, 
6536, 8312 

Walls Kevin 1273 

Wally Chuck 4050 

Wally Jan 4049 

Walrath Kimberly 8450 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-157 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Walsh Coby 2986 

Walsh Eamonn 11808 

Walsh Elizabeth 8329, 11890 

Walsh John 10865 

Walsh Kimberly 8632 

Walsh Rob 5862 

Walsh Sean M  9153 

Walsh Vincent 10185 

Walston Jason 491 

Walter Janet 5446 

Walter Lindsay 13115 

Walter Markel 229 

Walters Dan 2497, 8328 

Walters Jeremy 498 

Walters Maxwell 8196 

Walters Steven 8074 

Walterscheid Mary 11385 

Walthius Matt 13409 

Walthius Matthew 3080 

Waltman Glennis 8434 

Walton Charles 8467 

Walton Richard 4131 

Walton Timothy 2969 

Walton Todd 4528, 10859, 
11799 

Walton Walton Kathlene  857 

Wander Marianne 11753 

Wandrie Mike 10159 

Waner Preslee 4059 

Wang Chuan 9987 

Wang Emmeline 6728 

Wang Hubert 11804 

Wang Libo 4230 

Wang Maryann 8086 

Wang Michell  7085 

Wanserski Melissa 8008 

Wanty George 9480 

Wappel Jayme 3868 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Warburton Mark 242 

Warburton Noble 2766 

Warchol Sam 2707 

Ward Abby 8054 

Ward Abigail 4396, 4398 

Ward Alison 9624 

Ward Benjamyn 12676 

Ward Bruce 2195, 3030 

Ward George 5564 

Ward Isabella 3391 

Ward Janie 1110 

Ward John 12372 

Ward Nathaniel 9533 

Ward Nicholas 102 

Ward Peter 4744 

Ward Sierra 6490 

Ward 
Sandy City 
Engineering 

Britney 13342 

Wardell Don 445 

Wardle Berty 8250 

Wardle Ro 7486 

Wardle Wil 8110 

Wardrop Michael 892 

Wardy Vanessa 4142 

Ware J 7287 

Ware Megan 10935 

Warner Abby 4784 

Warner Alyssa 3791 

Warner David 5777 

Warner Joshua 12698 

Warner Mackenzie 10977 

Warner Maximilian 10425 

Warner Ralph 11056 

Warner Spencer 5179 

Warner Stephen 735, 9537 

Warnick Alexis 3275 

Warnick Ryan 5322 



 

 September 2022 
32A-158 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Warnick Sterling 2464 

Warnock David 12284 

Warnock Heather 6429 

Warrell Charles 8628 

Warren Ainsley 7132 

Warren Casey 880 

Warren Geoffrey 8562 

Warren John 5333 

Warren Kalleth 11338 

Warren Melissa 2568 

Warther Christian 4731 

Wartzler Henry 13398 

Warzyn Tess 173 

Washburn William 7093 

Washington Abe 11743 

Washington Bryan 2980 

Washington Lavarne 12009 

Waskevich Kate 9889 

Wasko Cassidy 1006, 10614 

Wasserman Alanna 1669 

Wassom Robert 1107, 9226 

Watabe Jacob 1393, 8749 

Waterfall Nathan 11899 

Waterhouse Lu Lu 11997 

Waterhouse Tyler 2522 

Waters Brandon 172 

Waters Jared 711 

Waters Nick 7797 

Waters Tobin 9216 

Waters Tylee 7788 

Watkins Arleen  7905 

Watkins Chris 10990, 10993 

Watkins John 1177, 1187 

Watkins Joseph 12453 

Watkins Kenny 4365 

Watkins Reuben 9625 

Watkins Taylor 1439 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Watkins William 12209 

Watne Zac 3558 

Watson Clay 6254 

Watson Mark 494 

Watson Peter 10298 

Watson Ron 5533 

Watson Sam 2484, 7000 

Watson Sav 9634 

Watt Andrew 5449 

Watt Jeremiah 3595, 4473, 
6327 

Watt Kammie 981 

Watt Kevin 5118 

Watt Melissa 6330 

Wattleworth Howard 4407 

Watts James 1724 

Watts Reid 5492 

Watts Therese 2274, 13052 

Waugaman Sarah 12524 

Wauson Brook 11677 

Wavle Chris 8107 

Waxman Aaron 9029 

Way Chris 6142 

We must seek Sean  7088 

Weaver Adam 9237 

Weaver Christian 6611 

Weaver Jack 4401 

Weaver Jessica 6458 

Weaver Nicole 8121 

Weaver Sue 11789 

Weaver Vicky  8489 

Webb Bryson 3633 

Webb Emily 4127 

Webb Evan 9838 

Webb Katie  8680 

Webb Kelly 11070 

Webb Kevin 11086 

Webb Koen 3550 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-159 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Webb Parker 9786 

Webb Rachael 1899 

Webb Savannah 12293 

Webb Sue 1540 

Webber Don 10637 

Webber Jonathan 916, 5951 

Weber Jason 6484 

Weber John 5694 

Weber Keithen 5184 

Weber Russell 10996 

Weber Stephanie 8109 

Webster James 4741, 4917 

Webster Jim 1750, 6331, 
6334 

Webster Misti 10699 

Webster Robert 6345 

Webster Sarah 9904 

Webster Shauna 8538 

Webster Tyler 10338 

Weddick Allan  8382 

Wedekind Nikolai 1473 

Wedemeyer Ryan 6167 

Weder Devin 10123 

Wedmore David 2024 

Weed Lyti 4577 

Weed Thomas 8325 

Weeden Nick 819 

Weeks Alec 2092, 11528 

Weeks Benson 9287 

Weeks Claire 11915 

Weeks George 2058 

Weeks Taggart 1351 

Wegrzyn Ben 7345 

Wehner Raya 8219 

Weidner Kurt 1989 

Weigel Jim 12353 

Weiler Caroline 3447 

Weiler Jennifer 4084 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Weiler Kirk  6890 

Weinberg Jeff 10111 

Weinner Katie 12716 

Weintraub Abe 4440 

Weippert Roxanne 4409 

Weir Burke 3568 

Weis Jack 3624 

Weise Jake 10183 

Weiser Kelsey 2297 

Weiss Kari 5068 

Welborn Myranda 9035 

Welch Heather 2279 

Welch Kathy 2721 

Welch Madeline 12936 

Welch Rich 536 

Welck James 4617 

Welding Jennifer 12024 

Weldon Callie 4503 

Welker Kate 10710 

Welker Noah 10712 

Wellborn Diane 9814 

Weller Michael 12303 

Wellik Margaret 7177 

Wells Anita 2963 

Wells Brad 2771 

Wells Daniel 368 

Wells Forrest 3292 

Wells Sharlene 2523 

Wellskopf Sam 4612, 7917 

Welton Alex 9515 

Wen Aaron 5519 

Wendell Dale 6669 

Wendt Anna 12660 

Wenke F 7557 

Werling Kathleen 13221 

Werner Doug 3515 

Werner John  6764 



 

 September 2022 
32A-160 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Werner Luke  8482 

Werner Steve 9636 

Werstak Samuel 4169 

Werts David 292 

Wesley Roy 870 

West Angela 11529 

West Chris 4307 

West Daniel 7472 

West Gary 1822 

West Josh 8185 

West Leanna 6105 

West Lydia 8186 

West Michelle  7883 

West Nina 6119 

West Samuel 8105 

West William 9389 

Westermann Lia 11469 

Western Debra 5847 

Westfall Delaney 2913 

Westfall Heidi L.  8332 

Westfall Morgan 8967 

Westley Austin 8272 

Weston Drew 12999 

Weston Siani 4494 

Westover Jim 9478 

Westover Sean 5183 

Westover Steve 1507 

Westphal Joe 5146 

Westphal Matthew 534 

Wetherell Richard 3477 

Wetherell Steven 687 

Wetmore Alex 1456 

Wettstein Justin 11847 

Wetzel Noah 10919 

Wetzel Sara 6198 

Weuling Andy  8835 

Weyher Robert 7798 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Weyhrauch Derek 12275 

Weymouth Eugene 12694 

Weymouth Gene 12984 

Whalen Christina 5629 

Whalen Pierce 12758 

WhatcottWebb Webb 6745 

Wheatley James 8953 

Wheelan Kevin 5556 

Wheeler Austin 1321 

Wheeler Dan 9842 

Wheeler Jacqueline 12478 

Wheeler Ryan 12925 

Whipp Alex 9854 

Whipperman Scott 12469 

Whipple Bryan 8985 

Whitaker Daniel 11085 

Whitaker Lynden 5015 

Whitaker Mirinda 11157 

Whitaker Shannon 12752 

Whitby Francis 8596, 8633 

Whitby Frank 10071 

Whitchurch Jesse 5586 

Whitcomb James 1883 

White Aaron 1525, 3778, 
11850 

White Abby 10597 

White Abigail 6574 

White Adrienne 12472 

White Andy 47, 5614 

White Ben 2160 

White Brad 2607 

White Caleb 4907 

White Craig 686 

White Danielle 7120 

White David 1861 

White Elise 1972 

White Ethan 11102 

White Jackson 9136 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-161 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

White James 1483 

White Jared 11857 

White Jonathan  7861 

White Josh 1527 

White Joshua 12465 

White Kenneth 6375 

White Laura 1526 

White Losaunne  7114 

White Missy 12419 

White Nathan 1668, 3772 

White Richard 6522 

White Robert 5921, 6373 

White Tim 2786, 10836 

White Vander 11655 

White Whitney 1528 

White Zach 137 

Whitecross Stuart 5784 

Whiteford Emily 7799 

Whitehead Austin 68 

Whitehead Isabelle 1017 

Whitehead Jennifer 1146 

Whitehead Tyler 12640 

Whitelaw Keegan 12066 

Whiteley Herb 2755 

Whiteside Henry 3345, 11417 

Whiting Brandan 11764, 11768 

Whiting Derek 11007 

Whiting Eric 1982 

Whitley Alexander 2085 

Whitley Jennifer 11116 

Whitley Kevin 11146 

Whitley Ollie 11125 

Whitley Sarah 11142 

Whitlock Paula 319 

Whitmer Joel 6582 

Whitmore Brandon 6640 

Whitmore Madyson 11252 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Whitmyer Mats 337 

Whitney Jason 8767 

Whitney Josh 3963 

Whitney Lauren 12994 

Whitney Teri 7977 

Whitson Richard 4290 

Whitson Rick 13032 

Whittaker Chad 4520, 12120 

Whittaker Diane 113, 4240 

Whittaker Jed 12253 

Whittaker Mary Beth 23 

Whittington Katie 4923 

Whitworth Sydney 5303 

Wiadrowski Todd 2079 

Wicks Jack 12657 

Widmer Evangeline 169 

Widmer Jonah 146 

Widmer Walter 6391 

Widner Catherine 7179 

Wiecks Andreas 6128 

Wiecks Thomas 7339 

Wiegand Connor 6045 

Wiegand Richard 2203 

Wiegand Wilfried 5344 

Wiener Eric 1371 

Wieringa Onno 13396 

Wiersdorf Scott 5163 

Wiese Claudia 7032 

Wiesenberg Samuel 3258 

Wiesman Callie 7268 

Wiga Jad 11225 

Wiggins Matthew 1464, 8515 

Wiggins Robert 6512 

Wightman Christina 12760 

Wikstrom Anne Marie 13283 

Wilbert Haily  7247, 7283 

Wilcox Carlton 2784 



 

 September 2022 
32A-162 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Wilcox David 3462 

Wilcox Debi 3482 

Wilcox Kirk 5256 

Wilcox Lauren 3877 

Wilcox Roger 7615, 11447 

Wilcox Taylor 11105 

Wilczynski Dariusz 8735 

Wilde Christopher 3809 

Wilde Kendra 6965 

Wilder John 6722 

Wildes Laurence 3962 

Wile Jerome 11780 

Wilk Dave 3603 

Wilk Peter 3394 

Wilke Jack 10089 

Wilkensen Ashley 11530 

Wilkerson Don 12256 

Wilkerson Spencer 12817 

Wilkes Michael 429 

Wilkey Brandon 4368 

Wilkin Matthew 2206, 12944 

Wilkins Josh 6624 

Wilkinson Anna 10618 

Wilkinson Brad 10172 

Wilkinson Joseph 5841 

Wilkinson Matthew 8737 

Wilkinson Sherry 10365 

Wilkinson Sue Ann 5834 

Wilkinson Whitney 3505 

Wilks Susan 6084 

Willden Caleb 11490 

Willden Daniel 11657 

Willetts Riley 6339 

Willger Heather 3705, 12131 

Williams Andrew 4467, 10662 

Williams Austin 12732 

Williams Ben 109, 12613 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Williams Casey 10372 

Williams Charlie 7376 

Williams Christine 6639 

Williams Clayton 2950 

Williams Dave 400 

Williams David 5770 

Williams Haley 10511 

Williams Iva 101 

Williams Jesse 7249 

Williams Jim 4865 

Williams Johnny 1946 

Williams Josh 10078 

Williams Keith 11622 

Williams Kelton 7131 

Williams Kent 1695 

Williams Maison 2830 

Williams Mark 48 

Williams Matt 7993 

Williams Matthew 10830 

Williams McKay 4204 

Williams Michael 2780 

Williams Mikelle 2747, 2748 

Williams Morgan 4956 

Williams Nathan 9365 

Williams Nathaniel 13255 

Williams Nicole 10968 

Williams Pete 12635 

Williams Shad 13168 

Williams Steve 7962 

Williams Suz 1756 

Williams Taylor 178 

Williams Wendy 822, 8422 

Williamse Kathy 4046 

Williamson Brenton 6538 

Williamson Jasmine  7854 

Williamson John 6199 

Williamson Mark 5402 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-163 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Williamson Mike 6682 

Williamson Rachel 10329 

Willick Stuart 1793, 13411 

Willie Brian 1517 

Willie Chadwick 798 

Willis Karen 1680 

Willis Mikayla 2053, 2056, 
2670, 2827, 

4035 

Willman Amy 9197 

Willmore Andrew 9051 

Wills Norma 11024 

Wilson Aaron 515 

Wilson Abigail 10355 

Wilson Adam 9242 

Wilson Alexander 4659 

Wilson Amelia 1523, 3623 

Wilson Andrew 7224, 11531 

Wilson Anna 9329 

Wilson Brad 5274 

Wilson Chelsey 4493 

Wilson Chris 4052 

Wilson Dan 7136 

Wilson David 12795 

Wilson Elias 10171 

Wilson Emily 2564 

Wilson James 6515 

Wilson Joey 9660 

Wilson Josh 11167 

Wilson Juliet 2299 

Wilson Kailey 11144 

Wilson Ken 4051 

Wilson Marsha 11453 

Wilson Mckay 98 

Wilson Meredith 13075 

Wilson Nancy 24 

Wilson Patrick 7034, 11708 

Wilson Phil 941, 11207 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Wilson Robert 2769 

Wilson Ron 8812 

Wilson Sheena 1442 

Wilson Sterling 2289 

Wilson Ted 958 

Wilson Teresa 1629, 8952 

Wilson Travis 1852 

Wilson Vicki 566 

Wilson 
Salt Lake 
County 

Jenny 2553 

Wimmer Kendall 10839 

Wimmer Morgan 1181 

Wimmer Richard 2049 

Wind Megan 4882 

Winder Carol 9170 

Winder Chase 3890 

Winder Doug 6723 

Winder Newton 
Salt Lake 
County 

Aimee  3981 

Windle Sara 13036 

Wing Lindsey 4305 

Wing-Gaia Stacie 13210 

Wingelaar Nancy 8401 

Winger Brenda 3571 

Wingfield Natalie 8026 

Winigrad Zachary 7451 

Winkel Karisa 5387 

Winkler Heather 639 

Winkler Jenna 4645 

Winkler John 4983 

Wint Egan 10363 

Wintce Rebecca 7800 

Winter Odessa 8969 

Winter Paul 78 

Winterholler Mathew 9619, 9626 

Winthrop Earl 5840 



 

 September 2022 
32A-164 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Winthrop Fernanda 5122 

Wintle Ashley 4483 

Winward Natalie 10399 

Winwood Rich 6325 

Winzeler Randy 9103 

Wirth Ryan 9486, 9511 

Wirts Joni 10697 

Wirtz Francine 11980 

Wise Brinton 1173 

Wise Dustin 10098 

Wise John  7895 

Wise Joshua 13382 

Wise Kevin 9419 

Wise-Steffen Bette 11175 

Wisland Mike 6083 

Wismer Stephen 
Douglas  

1428, 6454 

Wissa Jessica 7315 

Wissa Michael 7317 

Witt Rob 9105 

Witt Stanley 3812 

Witte Herb 3630 

Wittenberg Jennifer 7429 

Wittenberger Sara 4765 

Wnukowski Christie 8860 

Wodinsky Peter 5157 

Woeste John 2280, 4088, 
6238, 7930 

Wohlfeld Bennett 2287 

Woitke Nold 11033 

Wojciechowski Oskar 2409 

Wojtczak Grazyna 4829 

Wojtczak Mike 11687 

Wojtczak Wieslaw 5051 

Wold Gary 4053 

Wold Peggy 4054 

Wolf Betsy  7509 

Wolf Judy 3390 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Wolfe Amy 11396 

Wolfe Matt 6902 

Wolfe Samuel J  13110 

Wolfe Sarah 10186 

Wolfenbarger Holden 7399 

Wolferz Richard 12273 

Wollenzien Mike 9724 

Woller Scott 127, 6348 

Wolpert Todd 8066 

Wong Chrissy 11829 

Wong Ryan 12004 

Wong Zach 8064 

Woo Tracy 5282, 6021 

Wood Austin 1238 

Wood Benjamin 3598, 7522, 
12656 

Wood Chase 3838 

Wood Emma 2373 

Wood Hannah 3840 

Wood Jackie 9484 

Wood Janine 11287 

Wood Jeffrey 11286 

Wood Julie 1097, 4858 

Wood Madison 2679 

Wood Preston 7980 

Wood Scott 2955 

Wood Wyatt 1201 

Woodard Brendan 13159 

Woodbury Cali 9656 

Woodbury Taylor 8144 

Woodruff Thomas 5697 

Woodruff Zeia 10665 

Woods Barry 4957 

Woods Bob 373 

Woods Jody 5296 

Woods Jon 11860 

Woods Kenzie 5406 

Woods Maddie 5799 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-165 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Woods Mary Ann  7510 

Woodward Nick 4781 

Woodward Roseann 4055 

Woodward Steve 13350 

Woodward Steven 4806 

Woolery Jeffrey 12075 

Woolever Bryan 5548 

Woolley Shannon 9271 

Woolley Sydni 3567 

Woolley Tasha 6877 

Woolsey Emily 6113 

Woolsey Sarah 3587 

Woolsey Tonya 9859 

Woolstenhume Myles 2896 

Workman Christopher 13207 

Workman Jennifer 13203 

Worley Katie 11856 

Worlock John 4163 

Worsham Andrew 9424 

Woulfe Ian 9448 

Woulfe Shannon 9404 

Wowk Cat 10758 

Woydziak Luke 648 

Woydziak Whitney 2254 

Wozniak Austin 553 

Wozny Agnieszka 5690 

Wrathall Jonathan 3585 

Wratten Cody 12283 

Wray Jacob 8449 

Wright Anthony 8055 

Wright Cort 2263 

Wright Daisy 6625 

Wright David 2892 

Wright Denna 10001 

Wright Elena 11696 

Wright Eric 9641 

Wright Hunter 8734 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Wright Jaclyn 11686 

Wright Jacob 9790 

Wright James 4195 

Wright Kathryn 4821 

Wright MacLean 10700 

Wright Marlene 5149 

Wright Mary Ann 3368 

Wright Matthew 701 

Wright Shaelene 2526 

Wright Shawn 10892 

Wright Steve 8201 

Wright Tom 5955 

Wright Wallace 12359 

Wright Le 
Winter 

David  1487 

Wroblewski Rick 893 

Wu Benjamin 7312 

Wu Shannon 6893 

Wuergler Leah 11578 

Wussow Tom 9014 

Wuthrich Mark 6444 

Wyatt Charity 11905 

Wyatt Hayden 12721 

Wyatt Rick 5352 

Wybrow Heather 4918, 8209 

Wyer Lexi 11547 

Wylde Doug 3521 

Wylie Julia 777 

Wyman Elizabeth 11821 

Wyman Jane 11388 

Wyman Steve 8634 

Wyner Jeff 5020 

Wynn Eric 10569 

Xiao Tianyao 4222 

Yale Andrew 10752 

Yale Emily 10960 

Yancy Kristin 6654 

Yang Chris 7516 



 

 September 2022 
32A-166 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Yarbrough Jody 9580 

Yarbrough Peter 9982 

Yata Howard 5079 

Yates Alana 6958 

Yau Serena 10072 

Yaylor David 4589 

Yeager Chris 8668 

Yeaple Lewis 9566 

Yedlin Mary 11819 

Yedlin Monte 11858 

Yee Jane 3271 

Yehushua Ran 75, 3329, 7824 

Yeip Carl 12438 

Yeoman Darla 10660 

Yeoman Lila 11103 

Yeoman Renee 4229, 8487 

Yetter Beth 12385, 12395 

Yeung Joanne 10303 

Yocom Wren 1738 

Yoder Valerie 11885 

Yonemura Ken 6212 

Yong Christina 9659 

York Red 4056 

Young Al  8479 

Young Beth 6396, 6397 

Young Brittany 1270 

Young Brooke 11428 

Young Carly 1215 

Young Cayden 10294 

Young Colby 302, 2325 

Young Dallas 7237 

Young Danielle 1825 

Young Daren 11108 

Young Dawn 9483 

Young Ellen 5995, 12261 

Young Emma  9194 

Young John 847 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Young Justin 8416 

Young Katie 8556 

Young Kiyoshi 11306 

Young Maren 4554 

Young Mary 2542 

Young Mel 12206 

Young Nathaniel 9165 

Young Rylan 11895 

Young Sabrina 189 

Young Tolford 2463 

Young Warren 1632 

Youngman Kelli 7223 

Youngren John 7976 

Youngtok Tenzin 8640 

Yu Jae 4435 

Yu Jun 1607 

Yu Kyle 2528 

Yunis Yusuf 3744 

Yurick Hallie 8266 

Yurick Matt 5901 

Zabriskie Louise 11197 

Zaccardi Paul Ben 5876 

Zaccheo Michael 2406 

Zadravecz Frank 3377, 4634 

Zaino Whitney 8526 

Zal Zal Daniel  3042 

Zalac Kelsey 12397 

Zalewski Ad5 9685 

Zamora Julie 4526, 6644 

Zampirri Alex 9900 

Zanazzi Martin 10080 

Zane Michael 8166 

Zanetell Joseph 12642 

Zanetti Anna Lee 12048 

Zangrilli David 7318 

Zaro Christa 9784 

Zastrow Jake 7040 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-167 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Zaugg Brooke 9716 

Zaugg Jared 10082 

Zaugg Jude 9727 

Zaugg Robert 8522 

Zavala Samuel 4208 

Zavell Camron 4034 

Zazzara Joseph 5360 

Zazzara Patrick 5346 

Zeigle Mary 1095 

Zeigler Anne 11470 

Zeigler Wendy 12399 

Zeman Nicholas 8568 

Zenger Eliza  7166 

Zenger Joel 10980 

Zepeda Birdie 9718 

Zerba Jack 6513, 6514 

Zerr Rachael 9111 

Zetting Austin 7091 

Zheng Hua 4851 

Zheng Rebecca 6148 

Zheng Rue 12437 

Zick Byron 4624 

Ziegler Carly 12314 

Zika Jan 9795 

Zimmer Ben 9862 

Zimmer Brianna 5671 

Zimmer Lauren 9495 

Zimmerman Blake 6103 

Zimmerman Jacque  8483 

Zimmerman Tim 10359 

Zimmerman Yancy 12701 

Zimmerman-
Wall 

Sean 5576 

Zinder Susan 3802 

Zitnay Jared 13195 

Zitnay Rebecca 13199 

Zito Michael 8069 

Zito Tim 5994 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Zobell Trevor 5906 

Zobell Trey 79 

Zockle Brett 12938 

Zoellner Jay 5262 

Zollinger Jake 10893 

Zollo Garrett 7505 

Zollo Mary 1603 

Zoltai Alexander 12464 

Zoltanski 
Sandy City 

Monica 2723, 13327 

Zoster Zack 3956 

Zschiesche Eric 6983 

Zubal Shyanne 9692 

Zuckerman Ira 5622 

Zuckerman Paul 8619, 10880 

Zufall Kathryn 2662 

Zug Bennett 7487 

Zuhl Alex 10619 

Zumbrennen John 12431, 12436 

Zumbrennen Stefan 12566 

Zupko Ruth 231 

Zupon Eric 8635 

Zussman Jamie 259 

Zutter Mitch 1599 

Zwemke Hanna 4629 

Zylstra Calvin 1582 

Zyp Kristopher 10547 

Zyp Nikki 4213 



 

 September 2022 
32A-168 Utah Department of Transportation 

32A.2 Commenter Matrix for Comments on the 
Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f) Evaluation 

 

Last Name 
First Name Comment 

Number(s) 

A Rob 184 

A Kristi 560 

Achelis Steve 51 

Adams Gwendolyn 313 

Adams Tom 663 

Adler Jill 225 

Alexander Pierce 826 

Alta F 644 

Amat Simon 364 

Ambrose Chad 314 

Ancilleri Thomas 387 

Anderes Roxan 120 

Anders Susannah 683 

Anderson Ben 92 

Anderson Kelli 248 

Anderson Tyson 605 

Andrews Robert 253 

Arce Austin 797 

Arndt Caitlin 678 

Ashton Michelle 675 

Averill Zach 115 

Badila John 259 

Bagley Caroline 382 

Baird Creighton 861 

Baker Jennifer 207 

Bangerter Mike 478 

Barber Tom 586 

Barber Anjee 836 

Barker Thomas 296 

Barltrop Greg 805 

Barney Kelty 282 

Barney Brenda 362 

Last Name 
First Name Comment 

Number(s) 

Barth Molly 293 

Baveda Igor 791 

Bayus Kerry 241 

Becker Margo B 136 

Beckstrand Malissa 822 

Bedford Drew 151 

Beers Heather 44 

Bell Lisa 470 

Bell Mark 472 

Bellamy Nathan 38 

Benedict Kai 231 

Bennion Natalie 610 

Bennion Gay Lynn 814 

Bercaw John 206 

Berhow Taylor 511 

Berry David 832 

Bickley Brittany 621 

Bigwood Noah 134 

Bingle Rob 95 

Bird Greg 3 

Bird Everett 250 

Bischoff Jon 57 

Bishop David 565 

Bishop Kate 807 

Bithell Candice 88 

Blackburn Fiona 700 

Blair Henry 487 

Blalock Kevin 191 

Blanchard Seth 276 

Blatter Carolyn 421 

Blazek Derek 291 

Bloom Sam 156 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-169 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Bloom Samuel 336 

Boas Charlie 292 

Bocock Alex 45 

Boettger Daniel 674 

Bongard Matt 785 

Bosco Andrew 672 

Boswell Shad 622 

Boule Nathan 574 

Bourke Margaret 175 

Bowers Erin 668 

Boyczuk Jeff 647 

Brach Da 349 

Braden Kyle 563 

Brady Kiernan 311 

Bramel Zach 295 

Brannon Louisa 283 

Brill Patricia 576 

Bringhurst Kaylee 246 

Brooks Matthew 166 

Brown Nate 197 

Brown Hunter 222 

Brown Ian 339 

Brown Eric 595 

Brown Jeffery 844 

Brunhart Lise 609 

Bsumek Peter 373 

Budzinski Eli 232 

Burch Ben 740 

Burciaga Alex 702 

Burlison Alex 131 

Burton Fred 419 

Burton Jan & Ellen 530 

Buttars Kelli 541 

Buttars Jordan 543 

Buttars Nixan 544 

C J 326 

Caballero Brian 620 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Cairn Amy 416 

Calder Patrick 677 

Calhoun Kitty 158 

Campbell Ethan 444 

Campian Michael 632 

Campian Andrea 730 

Canavan Lily 100 

Cangelosi Amanda 522 

Canter Caroline 146 

Canter Ryan 162 

Cantrell Alexandria 649 

Capell Caroline 787 

Capone Stephen 34 

Carroll Brett 154 

Carruth David 334 

Carter Elizabeth 671 

Carter David 754 

Carvajal Dan 114 

Casaday Patrick 432 

Casey Skylar 384 

Cason Blake 288 

Castleton Cole 325 

Casucci Tallie 375 

Ceamanos Maria 431 

Chabal Kathryn 645 

Chandler Willy 502 

Chandler Thomas 631 

Chao Alex 737 

Chapin George 216 

Chapman Brian 47 

Chapman George 169 

Chavez Adriana 153 

Chidambaram Priya 837 

Chies Vitor 666 

Child Aaron 758 

Christensen Ethan 395 

Christiansen Alayna 137 



 

 September 2022 
32A-170 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Cianelli Michael 357 

Claerhout Zac 301 

Clark Georgia 2 

Clark Larry 22 

Clark Kipp 41 

Clark Georgia 84 

Clark Sara 176 

Clark Robert 374 

Clark C 437 

Clark Daniel 752 

Clevenger Andrew 813 

Cofrin Ashley 772 

Coleman Rosane 458 

Colemere Scott 306 

Colemere Matthew 457 

Cones Marisa 833 

Connole Dylan 485 

Constantilos Adam 133 

Cook Caleb 76 

Cook Sam 784 

Cookson Courtney 557 

Cooper Carrie 830 

Cordon Callie 706 

Correia Ralph 488 

Corso Matt 297 

Covington Trindl 827 

Cragun Brooklyn 823 

Crass Cynthia 393 

Cray-Kaden Dylan 521 

Crockett Teresa 214 

Crockett Kristine 718 

Crockett Kristine 
Steinke  

722 

Croft Trent 376 

Currier Taylor 630 

Curtis Ambrose 228 

Cutler Taylor 187 

Cytrynbaum Jacob 257 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Dahlberg Peter 346 

Dahle Haley 335 

Dale Robin 77 

Dall Amy 129 

Daly Kyle 669 

Davenport Keith 113 

Davis Zach 111 

Davis Jeremy 112 

Davis Matthew 143 

Davis Kendra 405 

Davis Ella 526 

Davis Lucy 857 

Dayvie Erik 667 

De Santis Matthew 385 

Deans Jennifer 818 

DeLany Hunter 537 

Dencic Alex 802 

Dervage Michael 855 

Devine Courtney 800 

Di Christina 662 

Diamond Adam 381 

Dietrich Matt 123 

Dietz William 466 

Dillman Oden 524 

Dillon James 739 

Doherty Brandon 715 

Donaldson Fredric 16 

Donnester Lori 75 

Douglass Robert 741 

Dove Katja 534 

Drew John 189 

Droppins Larry 525 

Duffin Blake 63 

Eads Wesley 181 

Earle Jaron 636 

Eckhout Nancy 396 

Edelman Eric 213 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-171 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Edmunds Margaret 792 

Edwards Victoria 540 

Egbert W. Lynn 394 

Ely Christopher 227 

Engberg Zebediah 223 

Epstein Marni 604 

Ermisch Charles 420 

Ethington JD 427 

Evans Zackery 43 

Fallis Brett 52 

Ferro Ari 731 

Field Alex 676 

Figgins Charlotte 638 

Firmage Chris 389 

Firmani Nick 723 

Fischer Jonathan 46 

Fisher 
Save Our 
Canyons 

Carl 777 

Fixsen Rachel 165 

Fleming Adam 564 

Forrest James 164 

Foster Mike 66 

Fox Cole 729 

Frame Marianna 816 

Frame James 824 

French Madeleine 411 

Frickelton Skyler 561 

Friedman Satchel 152 

Frits William 556 

Funk Pam 423 

Gaertner Katie 714 

Gajda Daniel 695 

Galliett Kate 23 

Gambassi Jack 369 

Ganguli Rajie 717 

Garcia Alvin 749 

Gassinger Mark 96 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Gaston Thomas 795 

Gee Jackson 308 

Geers Edward 750 

Geisler 
Salt Lake 
Climbers 
Alliance 

Julia 48, 55, 760 

Gelman Sheila 35 

Georgiou Peter 107 

Gerber Neal 655 

Giaquinta Kyle 681 

Gibson Bryan 140 

Gifford William 600 

Gilbert Babak 441 

Gillen Logan 167 

Gillespie Lendy 733 

Gillogly Dave 746 

Gilmer William 550 

Glaser Steven 810 

Gleason Alexander 383 

Glover Michelle 410 

Goltsov Michael 491 

Gomez Steve 370 

Gordon Richard 486 

Goreham Dennis 251 

Goupil Kyle 160 

Grainger David 589 

Granados Pedro 303 

Green Ben 378 

Gregory Chris 591 

Grenke James 619 

Grieb Kara 380 

Griffiths Cameron 138, 762, 763 

Grimes Andrew 639 

Groebs Kerry 81 

Grow Robert 734 

Grupper Jesse 626 

Guinn Ben 686 



 

 September 2022 
32A-172 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Gulley Arielle 685 

Gunter Randy 183 

Gvozdich Hunter 776 

Hackett Holly 366 

Hacon Christopher 1 

Haglund Brent 745 

Hale Colin 135 

Halvorson Lily 682 

Hamblin Brent 149 

Hamby Lisa 5 

Hammerly Christian 587 

Hanniball Kate 281 

Hanser Jason 693 

Hanson Erik 69 

Hanson Nancy 835 

Hardwick Elizabeth 747 

Hardy Morgan 245 

Harrison Adelynn 713 

Hartley Jeffrey 74 

Hartmann Emily 516 

Hartvigsen Summer 108 

Hartvigsen Robert 698 

Hartvigsen Sam 862 

Hartzler Henry 322 

Hartzler Amanda 712 

Harvey Peter 761 

Hastings William 102 

Haumpo Alex 701 

Helmer Amber 726 

Hemann Stephen 30 

Hemingway Richard 28 

Henley Courtney 198 

Herrin Katy 142 

Heym Elizabeth 328 

Hicks Bailey 640 

Hill Brandon 224 

Hill Sarah 479 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Hinman Elise 567 

Hitchcock Robert 593 

Hoagland Maxwell 242 

Hobday Eric 319 

Hofer Chris 467 

Hoffman Michael 247 

Hoggan Lexi 6 

Hollo Will 780 

Holmberg Jason 653 

Homer Brian & Ann 353 

Hooper Paul 709 

Hoover 
U.S. 
Department of 
the Interior 

Courtney 866 

Hosenfeld Nanette 425 

Howard Derek 65 

Howard Shiona 299 

Howell Shawn 724 

Hubbell David 59 

Huckins Jeremy 277 

Hughes Erik 846 

Irving Matthew 24 

Jackson Nathan 743 

Jacobs Spencer 249 

Jacobs Robert 412 

James Hayden 602 

Jelm Kristian 854 

Jenkins Jared 400 

Jensen Scott 406 

Jensen Jake 536 

Jensen Joshua 786 

Jeppsen Micah 309 

Jepson Terena 13 

Jerome Eric 690 

Johnson Adam 523 

Johnson Janeyartist 582 

Johnson Evan 583 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-173 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Johnson Graham 742 

Jones Jace 144 

Jones Andrew 205 

Jones Paige Tovey  233 

Jones Matt 518 

Judd William Roger 94 

K Mike 801 

Kanaley Jim 15 

Kanner Richard 10 

Kano Shandi 71 

Kaplan Rochelle 579 

Karz Jessica 465 

Kastellec Matthew 204 

Kaushovik Yaraslau 613 

Keigley Carolyn 56 

Keith  
Access Fund 

Jason 54, 779 

Keller Jonathan 799 

Kemper Jessica 104 

Kemple Tim 817 

Kern Ashley 571 

Kerzhner Mike 527 

Ketchel Bob 126 

Kimball Patricia 499, 500 

Kimball Mike 699 

King Elizabeth 433 

King Kevan 434 

King Brenna 615 

Kissell James 413 

Klein Mitchell 445, 449 

Klemme Alex 834 

Klug Teri 174 

Klugherz Paige 578 

Knoblock John 450 

Knoeck Erin 696 

Knutson Kassidy 14 

Kochek Thomas 474 

Korf Darryl 477 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Kosinski Robert 390 

Kramer Edward 90 

Kraszewski Mike 139 

Labrie John 200 

Labrum Trenton 340 

Lagana Jordan 533 

Lagrimas Timothy 691 

Lapidus Colby 642 

Larsen Derek 453 

Lastra Iker 324 

Layne Elizabeth 794 

Lazarev Tamara 430 

Lazzara Cynthia 58, 182, 414 

Lazzara Anthony A. 173 

Le Katrina 317 

Ledbetter Tim 78 

Lee Frank 39 

Lee Corey 596 

Lee Cody 798 

Lefave Sarah 687 

Leira Nicholas 451 

Lemieux Alex 193 

Lemon Laron 145 

Lentz Mark 572 

Lequient Magali 315 

Lewis James 337 

Lewis Stephen 865 

Lindetrom Isaac 358, 186 

Lindstrom Isaac 186 

Link Cameron 117 

Lockwood Kevin 473 

Long Trevor 53 

Lortsher Emery 99 

Lowe Emmy 588 

Lozinger Charlie 172 

Lund David 155 

Lycholaj William 161 



 

 September 2022 
32A-174 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Lyman Jason 367 

Lyons Mike 452 

Machol Kennard 150 

MacLean Duncan 352 

Mager Alex 756 

Mahre Suzanne 531, 606 

Malyuchik Andrey 720 

Manning Brent 130 

Marder Joyce 82 

Marine Ricky 828 

Marino Rick 839 

Marker Mike 858, 859, 860, 
863, 864 

Marler Mona 40 

Martinez Anthony 11 

Martinez Kelsey 286 

Martinez Anthony 614, 617 

Martinez Cynthia 825 

Mason John 379 

Matthews Robert 67 

Maynez Hiram 517 

McBride Mike 68 

McCowan Robert 195 

Mccurdy Devin 178 

McDaniels Melanie 118 

McDowell Landon 708 

McGuire Lindsey 482 

McIntosh Benjamin 318 

McKinstry Scott 407 

Mcnulty Austen 159 

McPhie Jason 403 

McQuay Diane 856 

Mellon Em 307 

Melton Logan 769 

Meltzer Karl 170 

Mendel Katelyn 448, 489 

Menlove Portia 843 

Meredith Karen 179 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Meservy Andrew 106 

Metcalf Steve 770 

Michelkamp Branden 623 

Migliaccio Larry 87 

Mikaelian Jeff 771 

Millard Ethan 707 

Miller Edwin 402 

Misiak Erik 670 

Mockli-Aedo Cherie 212 

Moffatt Kevin 468 

Montgomery Sheri 850 

Moore Thomas 211 

Morillas Eddie 258 

Morris Tom 304 

Morriss Matthew 773 

Morse Michelle 554 

Morton Stephen 121 

Mosher Stella 555 

Moss Gilbert 705 

Mrotek Mikael 302, 471 

Mrotek Raynera 475 

Mrotek Maciej 519 

Mudge Karl 566 

Mudge Jacquelyn 703 

Muir Mac 704 

Murphy Caitlin 688 

Myers William 294 

Navidomskis Finn 569 

Nebeker Kinde 469 

Neborsky Matt 616 

Neidhart Alyssa 558 

Neilson Ben 612 

Nelson Josie 562 

Nelson Nathan 778 

Nelson Henry 790 

Nelson Stefan 840 

Neves Michelle 812 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-175 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Newhouse Thomas 356 

Ng Annie 199 

Nice Jay 757 

Nichol Kevin 141 

Nichols Kirk 21 

Nielsen Delena 476 

Niemeyer Zach 490 

Nischalke Mark 26 

Noble Christopher 438 

Nobles Jim 629 

Nolan Liam 789 

North Matt 36 

North J Douglas 49 

Noyce Zachary 689 

O'Donoghue Bruce 89 

O'Neill Maureen 845 

O'Gara Aiden 680 

OBrien Erik 147 

OConnor Hannah 298 

Oliver Miranda 447 

Oltman Meagan 404 

Onozuka Bryce 124 

Opie Elizabeth 329 

Orme Brandon 163 

Oungst John 219 

Oveson Ben 72 

P Leslye 528 

Packard Ted 853 

Packer Angie 721 

Paiement Cole 481 

Palau Alana 538 

Parker Molly 148 

Parker Laura 462 

Parker Aden 603 

Pascual Situs 415 

Patten Alex 278 

Payne Allan 654 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Peck Milo 29 

Pederson Justin 514 

Penticoff Leslye 820 

Peshkin Nola 343 

Peterson Ellee 553 

Peterson Kjersten 573 

Pfaff John 811 

Phillippe Chelsea 50 

Phillips Archie 27 

Pikus John 803 

Pilstl Ryan 443 

Pirozzi Cheryl 327 

Pitsch  
Students of 
the Wasatch 

Emily 260, 261, 262, 
263, 264, 265, 
266, 267, 268, 
269, 270, 271, 
272, 273, 274, 
275, 508, 545, 

548 

Pitsch Kevin 664 

Pitsch Pat 665 

Pitsch Emily 782 

Pitts Courtney 338 

Plewe Haleigh 240 

Plewe Sarah 256 

Pond Dewayne 98 

Pope Ruth 79 

Poulson Jon 86 

Powell Jess 635, 637 

Powell Jess 637 

Pride Christina 280 

Pringle David 91 

Pruzan Dennis 597 

Pugliese Mark 594 

Pyper Justin 581 

Quick Alec 388 

Rackers Stephen 32 

Radin Greg 217 

Rawlings Matthew 483 



 

 September 2022 
32A-176 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Raynes Dean 658 

Razuvayev Nikolai 371 

Reddish Patrick 185 

Reid Kristen 202 

Remein Jonathan 851 

Rhodes Kim 575 

Rice Vita 132 

Rich Andy 598 

Richards Chrissy 80 

Richlin Bradley 190 

Rickards Brad 17, 368 

Ries Sarah 128 

Riggle Chris 463 

Robbin Matt 634 

Rocco Elizabeth 744 

Rocco Liz 783 

Rogers Taylor 552 

Rogers Chris 765 

Rohde David 501 

Rolen Randall 4, 365 

Rollins Craig 83 

Romano Will 520 

Rossiter William 570 

Rosson Logan 323 

Rothstein David 440 

Rowe Fallon 209 

Rubin Kelsey 829 

Rumel Rockwell 234 

Sabey Scott 377, 611 

Sahlin Erik 759 

Salmi Eric 392 

Salmond Lydia 252 

Santholzer Robert J. 492 

Santora Steve 103 

Sarcona Sadie 408 

Savoia Nico 201 

Scarpulla Mike 321 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Schaefer Melissa 584 

Scherman Evan 398 

Schlossnagle Trevor 796 

Schmitt Ryan 459 

Schneiter Steve 347 

Schreiber Cole 551 

Schroeder Tristan 351 

Schuhmacher John 18 

Segura Lucy 312 

Selin Kelsey 244 

Sennesael Menno 116 

Serrano Luis Bellido 287 

Shannon Daniel 70 

Shaskey Cedric 305 

Shepherd Dawson 109 

Shifrar Ken 442 

Shulz Branson 429, 529 

Shuster Gabe 101 

Siddoway Wade 732 

Silberman Hilary 105 

Simpson Raleigh 236 

Sims Susan 788 

Sinner Scott 580 

Smart Max 289 

Smith Jack 9, 12 

Smith Spencer 230 

Smith David R. & 
Penelope 

656 

Smithens Joseph 439 

Smithson Tyler 168 

Smoland Dain 633 

Smoot Annie 226 

Smoot Brian 727 

Smoot Vickie 728 

Sohm Mike 254 

Spataro Joe 599 

Springmeyer Bob 210 

Staes Rosie 838 



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation 32A-177 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Steck Jeremy 348 

Steck Dana 363 

Stein Wendy 736 

Steiner Richard 424 

Stensaas Suzanne 422 

Stephens Amy 625 

Stephens Sydney 775 

Stephenson Jeff 806 

Stern Tyler 480 

Stevens Geoff 330 

Stewart Kelly 332 

Stillman Brian 285 

Seltzer Stitt Jennifer  716 

Stoddard Scott 399 

Stratford Amber 31 

Strickland Samuel 725 

Stubbings Alex 64 

Stubbs Brian 238 

Suel Lewis 177 

Suen Ryan 657 

Sullivan Marissa 333 

Sullivan Harry 391 

Summers Brian 25 

Summers Steven 618 

Summers Andrew 673 

Sun Greg 237 

Swanicke Michael 436 

Sweeney Michael 590 

Swenson Eric 218 

Symons Phillip 660 

T Ken 194 

Tallman Jake 220 

Tanner Nancy 435 

Tanner Richard 446 

Tessier Michelle 532 

Theobald Amanda 652 

Thieme David 192 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Thompson James 661 

Thompson Emily 755 

Tietjen Jacque 279 

Tillotson Derek 568 

Tobari Roger 331 

Tobey Matthew 397 

Tobin Evan 766 

Tockstein Jennilyn 624 

Tomer Michael 171 

Tranter Camille 20 

Trepanier Derek 608 

Trettin Kyle 774 

Trimble Stephen 694 

Tropsa Sean 196 

Turner Anna 764 

Uchida Amiko 361 

Vander Peter 97, 300, 354 

Vargyas George 643 

Verdejo Ben 127 

Vest Allison 646 

Vickers Jonathan 460, 461 

Viehl Emily 753 

Vlietstra Ryan 110 

Vogeler Douglas 426 

Voloshin Madeline 119 

Walker Blake 19 

Walker Emily 697 

Walker Katie 815 

Wall Vanessa 345 

Wallentine Craig 42 

Wang Emmeline 235 

Ward Duncan 719 

Watt Harry 37 

Watt Jennifer 239 

Watt Jeremiah 316 

Wavle Chris 738 

Weaver Jack 157 



 

 September 2022 
32A-178 Utah Department of Transportation 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Webb Harrison 546, 549 

Webb Judith 767 

Webster Shulamith 513 

Weems Connor 428 

Weir Mike 417 

Wells Fischer 284, 628 

Wertz Jamie 821 

West Sam 559 

West Chris 577 

Weuling Andrew 592 

Whatcott Webb 409 

Wheeler Dan 627 

Wheeler Maya 710 

Whitby Francis 360 

White Andy 73, 648 

Whiting Derek 401 

Whitmore Shanon 93 

Whitmore Anna 512 

Widner Catherine 243 

Wiese Claudia 848 

Wiese Claudia 849 

Wilcox Justin 748 

Wilk Peter 418 

Wilkinson Whitney 542 

Wilkinson Sheralyn 547 

Willett Parker 208 

Williams Jim 7, 8 

Williams Becky 215 

Williams Jesse 641 

Willmes Henry 692 

Wilson Amelia 255 

Wilson George 464 

Wilson Patrick 684 

Winzenried Todd 125, 221 

Wirts Joni 320 

Wismer Douglas 33 

Wo Tracy 122 

Last Name First Name 
Comment 
Number(s) 

Woeste John 386 

Wood Justin 203 

Woolery Jeffrey 61, 355, 359 

Wright Wallace A 372 

Wright James 601 

Wright MaryAnn 651 

Wylie Julia 585 

Wynn Eric 793 

Yedlin Mary 735 

Yedlin Monte 842, 847 

Yeo Cynthia 659 

Young Katie 62 

Zamora Julie 290 

Zanetti Anna 804 

Zaugg Jared 60, 350 

Zeledon John 679 

Zenger Joel 711 

Ziegler Taylor 650 

Zobell Trevor 85 

Zucca Alex 515 

Zundel Michelle 539 



 

 

APPENDIX 32B 

Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comments 00001–03086 



COMMENT #:  1 

DATE:  6/25/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME: Dave Brough 

COMMENT: 

I note that you have now reduced the LC alternatives to two (bus and gondola), both of which, among 
other, are expensive and require substantial parking, when my Dual-Mode Advanced Vehicular 
Endeavor ('DAVE') was cheaper, had higher capacity, was a faster build, was Valley-wide (plus Park 
City), and eliminated parking lots, just for starters. 

Please explain why it was dropped (32.2.2A). 

Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  2 

DATE:   6/25/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Julia Geisler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake Climbers Alliance 
P.O. Box 9157 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 
 
June 25, 2021 
 
Utah Department of Transportation 
Joshua Van Jura 
Project Manager, Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
jvanjura@utah.gov 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200 
Salt Lake City, UT 84121 
 
RE: Salt Lake Climbers Alliance Request for Extension of Environmental Impact Statement Draft 
Formal Comment Period 
 
UDOT Planners: 
 
The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance (SLCA) welcomes the opportunity to provide input to UDOT’s Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Impact Statement Draft Alternatives Development and Screening 
Report. The SLCA is formally requesting an extension of the planned LCC EIS Formal Comment Period 
from 45 days to 60 days (32.28A).  
 
About the SLCA 
 
The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance is the local climbing advocacy 501(c)(3) non-profit in and around Salt 
Lake City, Utah. The mission of the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance is to serve as the unified voice of all 
climbers in the greater Wasatch region, engaging as an advocate to protect outdoor climbing access 
and as a steward to maintain sustainable climbing resources in the Wasatch and surrounding regions. 
SaltLakeClimbers.org  
 
The SLCA has reviewed all of the publicly available materials and resources regarding the EIS and has 
met with stakeholders in an attempt to build partnerships and better understand the problems and 
solutions presented in the study. After the SLCA’s initial review of the Draft Alternatives, it is clear that 
additional review time is necessary to assess these alternatives, coordinate with other interested 
stakeholders, and provide meaningful comments so that UDOT can meet its National Environmental 
Policy Act obligations to be fully informed on the potential impacts of the proposed alternatives. 
Because of the enormous level of detail involved in the EIS, and all of the associated data and 
information (including some not yet available, such as mapping detail and engineering specs for the 
proposed solutions) the SLCA believes that more time is needed for stakeholders of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon to review and understand the impacts of the EIS and proposed alternatives. 
 
The SLCA recognizes the need of the study and proposed alternatives. Safety and efficiency of 
roadway travel are essential for users of Little Cottonwood Canyon and also for UDOT. The EIS is the 
primary method to provide review and stakeholder feedback regarding any changes made to the 
Canyon. The SLCA is heavily invested in preserving the climbing resources and natural beauty and 
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appeal of the canyon and finding the solution that best supports those goals. It is essential that during 
this time period, before decisions are made and funding allocated, that a thorough review and 
understanding of all the potential impacts from a proposed alternative is completed; in order to do that 
effectively, 45 days is not enough time. 
 
Julia Geisler, Executive Director  
CC: Salt Lake Climbers Alliance LCC EIS Sub-committee Members 
Rick Vance, SLCA Board Chair 
David Carter 
Michael Mason, SLCA GIS Specialist 
Mason Baker 
Allen Sanderson 
Jonathan Knight  
Tori Edwards 
Timothy Behuniak 
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COMMENT #:  3 

DATE:   6/25/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Phone Comment 

NAME:  Doug Black 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, my name is Doug black. I live in Draper Utah. My phone number is 801-509-3664. I was watching a 
report on KUTV today about the Little Cottonwood. possibly putting in another Lane for buses my 
comment would be put the other Lane in keep the buses out of the canyon (32.2.9C). And have two 
lanes up in the morning and two lanes down at night. I'm sure you guys have thought about this, but I 
don't know what the logistics would be at the top of the canyon dispensing the two lanes. But anyway 
this my thoughts thought I'd pass it along (32.2.2D or 32.2.2P). My dad used to tell me you can't 
harvest the crop unless you go out and plant the seed. And I think there's a lot of Truth to that. Anyway, 
thanks.
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COMMENT #:  4 

DATE:   6/25/21 4:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bill Brass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My wife and I would strongly advocate for the gondola option. That’s 2 votes for the gondola (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  5 

DATE:   6/25/21 11:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andy Odenwal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I’m writing to weigh in on the final 2 options to improve traffic flow up little cottonwood. I use the canyon 
road at least 50-60 times per year and it’s mostly during the winter. It’s understood that the bus has 
some benefits but the gondola seems to be a much lower impact on the environment and would allow 
more use of the canyon during heavy winter storms. It could minimize risks when avalanches are 
possible. Also, it would likely allow for people to spread out more (32.2.9D).  
 
Andy
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COMMENT #:  6 

DATE:   6/25/21 11:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tyler Reese 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC transit committee, 
 
A BRT system is unfortunately often seen as cheap and will be a turn off for people who don’t regularly 
use public transit, where a gondola will be seen as premium and luxurious. A bus system will look like 
wider, chunkier roads (32.2.9C), but a gondola looks like a well developed European Mountain. Image 
isn’t everything, but it means something. And a smooth gondola ride is way more pleasant than a bus 
ride up a windy canyon (32.2.9D) 
 
Best, 
 
Tyler
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COMMENT #:  7 

DATE:   6/26/21 12:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Amber Littlewood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident just off Wasatch and Bell Canyon Rd, I fear for the expansion near my home (32.2.6A). 
The residents don’t want more cars and traffic, nor does anyone else in Utah who cares about the 
lands. We need better solutions. Not only does a gondola + parking sound far more exciting and 
effective,it could serve to preserve the lands and homes around it (32.2.9D). 
 
Thank you, 
 
Amber Littlewood
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COMMENT #:  8 

DATE:   6/26/21 1:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gina Burt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We see the gondolas as being a very unique and convenient mode of transportation for the canyon. 
Gondolas would be wonderful to have not only during the winter, but also during summertime travel to 
Snowbird and large events such as Oktoberfest and concerts (32.2.9D). 
 
In addition to enjoying a beautiful scenic ride up the canyon, gondolas could be a convenient way to 
transport passengers if road closers were to occur due to roadside avalanches or accidents. 
 
Our skiing family is for Team Gondolas!
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COMMENT #:  9 

DATE:   6/26/21 5:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nancy Ockene 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
We have skied in Europe as well as in Colorado and have experienced the gondola system to the ski 
resorts. It has always been part of the outdoor experience and we have always loved this mode of 
transportation. 
 
I’m relieved and happy that both of these options are being considered but it makes more sense to use 
the gondola option, less impact on the beautiful Little Cottonwood Canyon and what a scenic journey it 
would be. With an ever growing imprint humans are leaving behind, also more development in the area, 
especially along Wasatch Road, it is the better, more thoughtful choice to make. Thank goodness 
someone is taking note. It seems that irresponsible developers have the last say in most of the decision 
making (32.2.9D). 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Nancy Ockene
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COMMENT #:  10 

DATE:   6/26/21 8:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  LDS Areyouldsalso 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The list of people who will NOT use the buses or gondola is very large...so the question is, who WILL 
use it...maybe some skiers during the winter and hikers during the summer (32.2.6.3C). 
 
Who won't use it. 
People going on picnics. 
People camping. 
People living in or visiting Alta (hotels and cabins). 
People living in or visiting Snowbird (hotels and cabins). 
Bicyclist 
Motorcyclist 
Backpackers 
People simply wanting to go for a ride in the canyons 
Skiers who want to snowboard AND ski (can't haul all that stuff on the bus) 
Larger families/groups that make the bus more expensive than driving.. 
 
In order to use the bus, you have to be able to carry ALL your stuff in your hands and find room for it on 
the bus. That is just too much of a hassle for most people. PLUS, the poor quality ond scheduling of 
buses is a well-deserved, notorious flop (32.2.9C). 
 
If you want to reduce traffic, reduce development. 
 
And don't even get me started on charging people to drive the canyon unless you are going to forego 
ALL state and federal highway funds...otherwise we are getting charged twice--through taxes AND tolls 
(32.2.4A).
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COMMENT #:  11 

DATE:   6/26/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Janet Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a 1500 car garage at the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Make it a bus terminal, 
so that people take public transit to the base of the canyon instead of driving their cars (32.2.6.2.1A). 
All you’re doing is increasing the air pollution (32.10A) in the valley by making a big garage there.
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COMMENT #:  12 

DATE:   6/26/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Colin Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola solution because it would become a tourist attraction in and of itself and 
make it such a pleasant ride up the canyon. It would operate year-round regardless of weather, it would 
be safe, have more frequent departures, be more enjoyable, have less noise pollution and impact on 
the water shed, and promote electric transport rather than the gas transport of the buses. The state 
would not regret making the investment in the gondola long-term, it will become something incredible 
for the county and state (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  13 

DATE:   6/26/21 10:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Diane Schnarr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the widening road. It would be so nice for hikers and bikers in the summer, and it recognizes that 
the canyon is not just used in the winter (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  14 

DATE:   6/26/21 10:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scott Blackwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
If the Gondola plan ends up as the outcome, I think that there should be a recreation pass available, 
but one that does not allow for parking at Alta or Snowbird. This would prevent people from taking 
advantage to just go park at the resorts anyway. I think the model of Millcreek canyon is a good one. 
You can pay for a day or buy an annual pass. As a regular backcountry skier, having access to white 
pine and other roadside spots is important (32.2.4A). Ensuring that the price is fair and not prohibitive is 
extremely important so it remains inclusive regardless of whether you have the financial means to ski or 
just want to go enjoy our beautiful natural resources (32.2.4A). 
 
Second, I believe alta and snowbird should offer a premium parking pass (again could be daily and 
annual) that is expensive enough where most people would not use it. The revenue coming from this 
should go towards helping to pay for this project. The resorts will easily make this money up in 
increased skier traffic plus having skiers on days where they normally wouldn't due to the road closure 
(32.2.2F). 
 
Finally, I do think skier and snowboarders should more heavily bear this financial burden (I go to 
snowbird regularly and ski 50+ days per year). Whether that entails the resorts paying for their 
passholders and daily skiers or the passholders and daily skiers pay more for their passes remains to 
be seen (it would probably be both in reality). We are the direct beneficiaries of this plan and should be 
held accountable for our environmental impact (32.2.4A). 
 
Thanks, 
 
Scott Blackwell
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COMMENT #:  15 

DATE:   6/26/21 10:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tracy Maxwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel like the gondola is a great solution. It will take the load off of the road and reduce emissions 
(32.10A). I think it would be great to run the gondola all year long as it would provide beautiful views of 
the canyon and would be something people could do in the summer to get to hiking or other recreation 
in the canyon (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  16 

DATE:   6/26/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Susan Horvath 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the careful and extensive analysis on the best options for SR 210. Our family members 
are avid skiers and are loyal Alta pass holders. We have lived here for 21 years and the issue of 
transportation up LCC is near and dear to us. 
 
Personally I still feel the option of a cog train is the best long term option. We have skied at Zermatt in 
Switzerland, a ski town only accessible by cog train. It works beautifully. Almost immune from natural 
weather issues, reliable and safe (32.2.9F). 
 
But sticking to the 2 options presented to the public: road widening vs gondola I have to say without a 
doubt that the gondola is a much much better long term option. Environmentally a much better with less 
air pollution, less of a ground footprint and less vulnerable to weather conditions (32.2.9D).  
 
Susan Horvath
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COMMENT #:  17 

DATE:   6/26/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christine Hult 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
We think the gondola is the best alternative because it has the least long-term impact on the canyon 
and the environment. We do not need to put more cars or buses on the road, adding more pollution to 
the already polluted air in Utah (32.10A). The gondola is a very good option and we support it 
(32.2.9D). 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Christine and Nathan Hult
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COMMENT #:  18 

DATE:   6/26/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Jaffe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pro gondola. Just putting my 2 cents in (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  19 

DATE:   6/26/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Van Fudge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to voice my support for the proposed gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. This option is 
the best for several reasons - first, it is the least impacful to the watershed, a priority that supercedes 
recreation access. Second, it can operate in any weather, a critical aspect of solving the congestion 
problem. Third, it will be more effective at reducing private transport than offering expanded bus 
service, I suspect many, myself included, would rather pay a till than a take a bus.  
 
I am a resident of Summit County, UT and frequently visit LCC. Please build the gondola and help us 
protect the canyon! (32.2.9D) 
 
Thank you, 
 
Van Fudge
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COMMENT #:  20 

DATE:   6/26/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bill Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus option is clearly the most economic and adaptable year-round (32.2.9B). However, it must 
preserve the ability of cyclists to ride a dedicated bike lane on the uphill side of the road (32.2.6.3H). 
Thank you, Bill
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COMMENT #:  21 

DATE:   6/26/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Moeller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
My name is Andrew Moeller 
I am a Salt Lake resident and part-owner of a home in cottonwood heights. I reviewed the two 
alternatives on the YouTube video, and I have to say both are unsatisfactory. 
 
First the main problem with traffic in the canyon is access restrictions due to avalanche mitigation and 
parking. Neither of the alternatives really address these issue directly (32.7A). 
 
Both don’t take into account that most people would rather spend an extra half hour in the car rather 
than go on a gondola or public transport (32.2.4A). 
 
While I think it is a good idea to increase the frequency of bus service in the canyon, I am strongly 
against widening the road in the canyon for three reasons: 
 
1. The severe environmental impact 
2. Cost to taxpayer 
3. It is totally un-necessary (32.2.9C) 
 
The gondola, likewise is a poorly thought out proposal. Yes while it may be more reliable, people will 
still rather use their car on the road. If the road is closed, the gondola line is going to be ridiculous, no-
one is going to want to wait outside in the freezing snow to get on the gondola. So it literally solves NO 
problem. Did anyone even think this through? (32.2.6.5 C and 32.2.9E) 
 
The snow shelter and berm seems like the most rational low cost short term solution, however if UDOT 
is serious about addressing the long term sustainability of the growth of traffic in the canyons, the best 
alternative is to move the traffic away from the avalanche corridor altogether (32.2.2G). 
 
First build a tunnel between Alta and Brighton. Second maintain Guardsman pass open through the 
winter. Third, build a tunnel from Kimball junction to Solitude/Brighton (32.2.2H). 
 
This would move traffic from the sensitive and constricted Little/big corridors to the much higher 
capacity I-80 corridor and relive most of the congestion as well as providing faster commute times. 
 
This is certainly within technical feasibility, as many places in the world (ie Switzerland, Norway) have 
such infrastructure. 
 
The tunnel construction can be paid for using tolls, easing the burden from the taxpayer to the user. 
(Hell, you could even put trains in there) 
 
Stop with the boondoggles and poorly thought out proposals, and focus on the only long term, 
sustainable solution: tunnels paid for by tolls 
 
Thanks for listening 
Andrew Moeller 

Page 32B-22 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  22 

DATE:   6/26/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Rohde 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea about a bus service going up little cottonwood canyon every 5 minutes (32.2.9A). How 
many buses will do that? (32.2.6.3G) Then you have to factor in the time of operation. You don't want 
someone to get stuck up there when the last bus leaves and they don't have any more room of others. 
Then there's the holiday seasons and times for bus operations then too. 
 
Thanks, 
 
DROHDE
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COMMENT #:  23 

DATE:   6/26/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mary Beth Whittaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
  I support the expanded bus system because it serves a variety of canyon users, including hikers and 
bikers (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3C). Potentially, at some point electric buses could be used to protect the 
airshed (32.2.6.3F). 
I am concerned about harming the watershed with the road construction and I prefer that other 
solutions are considered, such as eliminating private vehicle traffic and using a continuous tram system 
(32.2.2B). 
  Like the national parks, the number of visitors will eventually need to be controlled. A tram system 
could do that. The gondola seems to favor the ski resorts, which may have limited seasons as the snow 
pack diminishes over time (32.2.2E). 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Mary Beth Whittaker
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COMMENT #:  24 

DATE:   6/26/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nancy Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Instead of widening the road in Little Cottonwood or building an extravagant gondola add regulations 
and fees to use roadway, just like a parking garage. The only thing that would be free is transit. That 
way the buses are full, driver user fees help fund, and the canyon is saved (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A).
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COMMENT #:  25 

DATE:   6/26/21 8:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Theresa Heinrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I read the article about the EIS & gondola project in the Tribune today 6-26-21. I have lived at the 
mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon for 23 years. I have watched the traffic in the winter. I am very 
aware of the congestion. When I am in front of my home shoveling snow I can see the cars go by. A lot 
of the time there is 1 person in each car. If I leave my house to go to the hospital where I work as a 
nurse & have I forgotten something & need to turn around to go back there is no way that would work. I 
have to be in the long line waiting to get up the canyon. The point is I can deal with that. It’s only around 
15 days per year on average that the traffic is congested. (32.1.4D) I knew about this when I built my 
home. I am very informed. I have attended many Zoom meetings in the past 6 months. The ones I 
attended were CWC, Save Our Canyons, Save not Pave & Cottonwood Heights City Council. Snowbird 
& Alta are already at maximum capacity for skiers & snowboarders. Spending tax payers money on a 
gondola that costs 592 million to build & then an additional 10.6 million to run each year is not the 
solution (32.2.9E). Where are the ski resorts going to come up with money initially & every year? 
(32.2.7A) Also a gondola eliminates anyone who wants to enjoy LCC while not using the ski resorts 
(32.17A). The gondolas move 1000 people per hour? We don’t want that many people skiing. It doesn't 
make the experience pleasant  
 
Imagine if you will. You are a 40 year old guy (these are the guys I see in cars every day) you leave 
your house in Sugar House, then you get off the freeway & slowly bumper to bumper make your way to 
LaCaille. Then you have to park in an 1800 stall parking garage. You finally get to the gondola & it 
takes 35 minutes to get to Alta. I just do not see this happening. Skiers don’t want to take that much 
time to get up to the resorts. It is selfish but that is the reality. I haven’t even mentioned the fact that 
they will have to pay. There is no way people will be inconvenienced like this. It is too costly & time 
consuming. If they closed LCC to traffic then there would be no other option. That would not be fair to 
hikers & climbers who access the canyon.  
 
I think that a designated bus lane that doesn't have to compete with cars is a great solution (32.2.9B). 
Fast & frequent bus service could happen a lot sooner then a gondola being built. We could implement 
fees for cars that have only 1 driver (32.24C). Decrease the fee if people car pool & make people pay 
for parking. In this way we incentivize use of the canyon without so much impact on resources. Another 
impact a gondola would have is destroying the beauty of LCC. Who wants to look at gondolas with 
huge towers in such a beautiful setting as the mountains (32.17A).
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COMMENT #:  26 

DATE:   6/27/21 4:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stephen Rackers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please, please build a gondola! I believe this option is much better than a bus, which will have 
many of the same problems as cars. I completely agree with the perspective of “having to take a bus, 
versus getting to take a gondola (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  27 

DATE:   6/27/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Pitsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I am a climber, resort skier and trail runner. LCC is my favorite place to go because the views are 
amazing. I see the problems in the winter with the traffic but 1) those are a handful of days out of the 
year (32.1.4D) and 2) during avalanche mitigation when the traffic is at its worst on Wasatch blvd the 
resorts cannot open their lifts anyways. Building a gondola would completely destroy the views in little 
(32.17A). Most of the hikes starting in the canyon have their best views looking back towards the other 
side of the canyon. This includes Mt superior/Monte Cristo, red and white pine, pfeifferhorn, Lisa falls, 
mount baldy, devils castle, the WURL. Additionally LCC is a climbing Mecca that attracts climbers from 
all over the world because of the pristine granite and amazing views. As a climber I know that LCC is a 
favorite among climbers in the area, ranking higher than American fork and BCC because of the 
impeccable climbing. Yesterday I was climbing near the LDS Church vault and admired the beauty of 
the canyon as I was on top of the climb. These views are unmatched and provide appreciation for 
nature and therapeutic relief. Driving up the canyon I see people filming their drive as they ascend the 
beautiful scenery - even people who are not exploring the canyons on foot, enjoy its beauty from their 
cars. None of this would be happening with a 200 ft gondola tainting the canyon (32.4B). I cannot begin 
to express the distress and heartbreak I feel for potentially having a gondola in the canyon. This 
solution would ameliorate a problem for a small fraction of the year and completely destroy the beauty 
of the canyon for 365 days. Please consider the weight of the the gondola. Making this choice to 
prioritize ski tourism to 2/6 SLC-proximal resorts over climbing, trail running/hiking, and simply enjoying 
the canyons is not reasonable. Repercussions for building this infrastructure are enormous. 
Please do not destroy our canyon (32.2.9E).
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COMMENT #:  28 

DATE:   6/27/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jilian Jenkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
As a resident of Utah, living just below the mouth of little cottonwood canyon, we DO NOT want or think 
that a gondola is a logical solution to the congestion issues. It's not economical and definitely does not 
maintain the integrity of the area (32.2.9E). 
 
Jilian Jenkins
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COMMENT #:  29 

DATE:   6/27/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Governor Cox and Carlos Braceras, 
The neighborhoods of Cottonwood Heights and Sandy made many suggestions for the expansion of 
UDOT in the canyon. We proposed tunnels, planted cement or metal archways to mitigate sound and 
pollution (32.2.2C). We designed planted roadways and planted medians. We requested noise 
enforcement and speed reduction (32.2.6.2.2A). 
What are we presented with an expanded road with is an expanded roadway and constant buses. This 
is completely unacceptable. You implemented none of our suggestions and ignored the community 
completely (32.2.6.2.2A). 
When we vote you out - and I will campaign hard - I hope someone builds a freeway in front of your 
house. You will both, Cox and Carlos be remembered as the men who destroyed the canyon and 
ignored the citizens. 
Shame on you both, 
 
 
Dr. E.E. King
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COMMENT #:  30 

DATE:   6/27/21 1:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Donald McKenzie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola Is the best idea for the canyon traffic especially during stormy weather (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  31 

DATE:   6/27/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jill Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am firmly against a gondola (32.2.9E) 
 
More bus service (32.2.9A and 32.2.9B). Limit parking to ticketed skiers. Parking for bus services 
located away from Wasatch blvd (32.2.6.2.1B). 
 
Could you also please eliminate the giant billboard at Big Cottonwood. Unsightly (32.29B)
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COMMENT #:  32 

DATE:   6/27/21 10:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Gelman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
I do not support building a gondola in LCC (32.2.9E). I think it is too expensive and will not solve the 
traffic problem. I think the best solution is to close the canyon to cars and run buses up the canyon, 
modeled after Zion NP. (32.2.2B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Stephanie Gelman
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COMMENT #:  33 

DATE:   6/28/21 8:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amber Helmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am 100% for the gondola (32.2.9D), the enhanced bus with road widening alternative has much more 
of an environmental impact than the gondola and is not a good long term solution (32.2.9C). If we 
currently go with the bus/road widening plan, traffic will still continue as many people will continue to 
drive their personal vehicles, and the gondola idea will eventually be considered again as the number of 
people who want to use the mountains keeps increasing. (32.2.4A)  
 
If the road is widened this will cause significant delays during construction and will severely impact the 
canyon in doing so. Putting gondola towers up does not require any widening of the roads and is a 
considerable amount less of an environmental impact. (32.4C) 
 
I also do not think the gondola will be as much of an "eye sore" as some have said, I'd much rather see 
a gondola and its towers than a snake of cars up and down the canyon, Wasatch Boulevard, and all the 
way onto the I-215. (32.17A) 
 
Next, pollution would be drastically reduced with a gondola- people sit idling in their cars for 2-4 hours 
on powder days and this would change if we had the gondola. (32.10A) Having a gondola up the 
canyon would also make it easy to travel up/down the canyon and possibly even free up snowplows 
and cop assistance in the valley, as they won't be stuck up in the canyon like this year and previous 
years. Less cars and traffic in the canyon also helps with emergency vehicles, I know a lot of accidents 
happened this year that caused up to 4 hour delays on the roads. (32.2.9C) 
 
Lastly, as we move towards the future, gondolas are something that many other countries use and its 
not just for the privileged. This is a great transportation option that can help reduce pollution and 
improve the overall experience of anyone who would like to use or access the mountain or anything in 
the surrounding neighborhoods. Unfortunately, many are resistant to change but this is a change that 
needs to happen. Widening the road is only putting a bandaid on a problem/wound and will only 
contribute to the problem in the long term. (32.2.6.3I)

Page 32B-34 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  34 

DATE:   6/28/21 8:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah OC 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am wondering what will happen to the boulders? Are you breaking them up? Can they be relocated? 
(32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  35 

DATE:   6/28/21 8:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rudiger von Arnim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the bus option. It makes a lot of sense! Thanks. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  36 

DATE:   6/28/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stewart Landau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Need a train system or buses (32.2.9B and 32.2.9F). No towers or gondola please (32.2.9E).
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COMMENT #:  37 

DATE:   6/28/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stan Rosenzweig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have attended numerous meetings and followed development to date. I favor the bus and lane 
expansion alternative. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  38 

DATE:   6/28/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Balun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Sandy by 9400S and Highland and I 100% support the Gondola at the La Caille option. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  39 

DATE:   6/28/21 10:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Sahlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Obviously I agree with La Caille Gondola because it does add some degree of mobility and adding the 
Enhanced Bus Service would only destroy some beauty of the canyon rather than increase mobility. 
(32.2.9D and 32.17B) Mobility from buses is great, but how reliable will it be during snowstorms and 
closure? (32.2.9C) Widening the road would add more harm to the environment while the gondola 
would require none. Since the La Caille proposal, I believed it made that gondola option popular more 
because of the elimination of bus riding and you can just take the car to the parking lot of the gondola. 
The gondola needs to win! Go Gondola!
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COMMENT #:  40 

DATE:   6/28/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  n. edward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the gondola is the best option. you can't put off the future by placing more transportation vehicles on 
the road. the gondola will indeed get use during the summer months if advertised correctly and 
promoted by the resorts as a mode of transportation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  41 

DATE:   6/28/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Sendall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
why does the taxpayer have to pay for this, when the resort's up there will be the ones gaining the 
profit's off this?? (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  42 

DATE:   6/28/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shayna Pugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am want to express my concern over the future of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Having grown up in the 
mouth of the canyon, I have a strong interest in protecting the area. With recent population growth and 
interest in skiing, traffic in the canyon is increasing dramatically during the ski season. There have been 
several occasions on which my family and I were unable to get back to our home without waiting over 
an hour for traffic to clear up. While it is true that this problem is in urgent need of a solution (32.7B), I 
am concerned that several of the recently proposed alternatives will be destructive to the canyon’s 
natural environment.  
 
As you are aware, UDOT has proposed the following solutions to reduce ski traffic problems in the 
canyon: The Enhanced Bus System with roadway widening, the Enhanced Bus System without 
roadway widening, the Gondola, and the Cog Rail. Each of these alternatives will have significant 
environmental impacts on Little Cottonwood Canyon. However, the alternative with the least negative 
impact on the canyon is the Enhanced Bus System without roadway widening. Through the course of 
this letter, I will present major reasons to approve the Enhanced Bus System Alternative with no 
roadway widening. (32.2.9A) 
 
One of the primary reasons that I support the Bus Alternative is its relative lack of permanence. The 
installation of a massive gondola or cog rail is largely irreversible (32.17A). Widening the road for the 
bus system will also cause damage to the canyon (32.17B). The only relatively permanent aspect of the 
Bus System would be the large parking lots that must be constructed outside the canyon (these parking 
lots would have to be constructed for the Gondola Alternative as well). When choosing between several 
potentially destructive solutions, it is best to start with the least permanent solution then adapt to 
improve as needed. (32.2.9A) Approving the Bus Alternative will protect the canyon from the 
permanent installations involved with other alternatives. 
 
UDOT recently constructed an Environmental Impact Statement (2020) which covers the effects of 
each alternative. This statement included several categories of natural environment impacts including 
floodplains, wetlands, streams, and critical habitat. For each of these categories, the Enhanced Bus 
System without roadway widening had either the lowest or equal impact. Additionally, the Enhanced 
Bus System alternatives were the only alternatives consistent with local and USDA Forest Service 
plans for the area. This study makes it clear that the Enhanced Bus System without roadway widening 
is the most environmentally-friendly option.  
 
Supporters of the other alternatives claim that the bus systems would cause excessive carbon 
emissions making it less beneficial to the environment. However, according to a review of UDOT’s 
Environmental Impact Statement done by Friend’s of Alta, “UTA has received a $14 million grant to 
install 20 more electric buses.” Using these electric buses would greatly reduce the carbon emissions 
associated with bus alternatives. (32.2.6.3F) 
 
Another important consideration is that Little Cottonwood Canyon is home to a watershed. Both the cog 
rail and the road widening alternatives will require construction that clears a wide section of the canyon. 
(32.12A, B, and C) The plans for the gondola include 23 towers in the canyon. The build-up of 
sedimentation that often results from intensive construction could be harmful to water quality (32.12A). 
In a time when Utah’s drinking water is decreasing due to less snowmelt, it is risky to start construction 
projects near the Little Cottonwood watershed. The Enhanced Bus System without roadway widening 
will involve the least amount of construction in the canyon. 
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The best course of action to protect Little Cottonwood Canyon is to start with the Enhanced Bus 
System Alternative without widening the road. This alternative is the least permanent, least expensive, 
and most environmentally friendly option. If the Enhanced Bus System Alternative alone is not enough, 
other methods to improve the efficiency of the system can be implemented. For example, tolling cars 
with single riders may incentivize carpooling and using buses over cars. (32.2.9A) 
 
As someone who has enjoyed exploring the canyon's natural beauty my whole life, I hope that you will 
consider approving the Enhanced Bus System Alternative without roadway widening
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COMMENT #:  43 

DATE:   6/28/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses would serve the entire canyon (32.2.6.3C). Gondola serves only the resorts and nearby 
backcountry. Make it truly transit-only (plus people on bikes), not flex lanes that allow people to drive in 
them. (32.2.6.3B)
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COMMENT #:  44 

DATE:   6/28/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a member of the community, I respectfully ask my comments on this matter to be considered. After 
reviewing both proposed options, the Gondola B is the best option to move forward with. With the high 
risk of avalanche danger, a gondola would be the best way to get people in an out of the canyon 
unaffected and avoid the 2+ hour back up we saw in the 2020 avalanche/car accident. (32.2.9D) It 
would allow the beauty of the canyon to be enjoyed and preserved (32.17A), and is something that 
could be operated year round. This could be a great addition to Utah's many attractions. Finally, Salt 
Lake's winter pollution is a very serious matter. Eliminating as many cars and busses in the canyon to 
be replaced by a "green", environment friendly alternative gondola would make a huge, positive impact 
on our city and residents health. (32.10A)  
Thank you.

Page 32B-46 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  45 

DATE:   6/28/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Layne Papenfuss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the bus option, as the faster alternative. The buses could still be used in the canyon or 
other areas around salt lake county, and I believe would help alleviate congestion year round better 
than a gondola (32.2.9B).
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COMMENT #:  46 

DATE:   6/28/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Jepperson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe it would be a serious mistake to put all your capital into one fixed solution as the Tram would 
be. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5A) 
 
Every previous effort to upgrade public transportation has not gone as planned. Projections were off, 
assumptions proved invalid, by the time the solution was up and running conditions had changed. 
 
With the TRAM you are committing to a single\fixed answer that we would be committed to indefinitely.  
While the Bus solution has its weaknesses, we could make adjustments as warranted. (32.2.6.3D)
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COMMENT #:  47 

DATE:   6/28/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
One of the publicized negative points of the bus alternative remains the cost of that many busses. 
SPLIT the cost with National and/orState Parks who are using more and more busses DURING THE 
CANYONS' OFF SEASON. It's a win-win. (32.2.6.3E) 
Though electric busses may be more expensive NOW, Their cost is dropping and electric is the mode 
of the future. Get on board. (32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  48 

DATE:   6/28/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love going up the canyon, and I can agree that there is a problem that needs to be addressed. Out of 
all the options, I urge UDOT to choose the gondola option. The economic impact is low. And instead of 
just jumping on the bus, a gondola could create a high quality experience for the community. A bus has 
no draw. But a gondola would be something that could benefit and become a positive draw for the city 
and even the state. Please don't do the bus route! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-50 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  49 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Dean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like express my support for the Enhanced Bus With Shoulder Widening alternative. (32.2.9B) I 
cannot support the gondola alternative due to the limited capacity of the proposed gondola, the 
significantly longer travel time, the deep cuts that are made to the capacity of the mobility hubs under 
the gondola alternative, and the gondola's impact to the viewshed. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  50 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liz Dean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like express my support for the Enhanced Bus With Shoulder Widening alternative. (32.2.9B) I 
cannot support the gondola alternative due to the limited capacity of the proposed gondola, the 
significantly longer travel time, the deep cuts that are made to the capacity of the mobility hubs under 
the gondola alternative, and the gondola's impact to the viewshed. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  51 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ronald Steele 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the enhanced bus service option, but suggest you consider one reversible direction bus lane in the 
middle, separated by jersey barriers so cars can't poach it, slide off into it, or otherwise impede traffic 
on it. This option should cost less than two shoulder lanes, and have less environmental impact. From 
6:00 AM to 12:00 noon, the bus lane would be open to up-canyon bus traffic, and from 12:30 - 7:00 PM, 
it would be open to down-canyon traffic. Generally speaking, buses should be able to maintain 
schedule when using regular lanes going the opposite direction to the reversible bus lane. One problem 
that could arise with this approach is when a bus breaks down inside the reversible lane, but this should 
not be very common (32.2.2D).
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COMMENT #:  52 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Buse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola 2 project (32.2.9D). After driving in Little Cottonwood for the last 26 years, I 
believe expanding the road isn't a good option (32.2.9C). When it snows the wider road will just end up 
being two lanes, as it does now, or you'll have buses sliding into cars which will likely close the road. 
Buses will still get stuck in the resorts parking lots creating delays. People will "poach" the bus lanes on 
busy days unless the lanes are constantly monitored (32.2.6.3B). Avalanche hazard and plowing will 
remain an issue as well. The gondola will get people off the road and also provide an additional clean, 
year round, tourist attraction separate from the ski resorts. The gondola will remain open even when the 
road is closed for avalanche work and plowing (32.2.9D). A hiking and biking trail could also be 
developed under the lift line. In conclusion, I think the Gondola B project is the long term solution for 
transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  53 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Leslie Moss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is NO on the Gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  54 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Powell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola over widening the road. The environmental impact of the salty roads would hurt 
that area (32.12B). the safety factor for the gondola seems better as well. The gondola would be a cool 
attraction for tourism and as a better method for frequent skiers and snowboards to commute and not 
add to traffic (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  55 

DATE:   6/28/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Briana Charchafliah 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in support of widening the ppsl roadway as it will have the least impact on the climbable 
boulders in the area. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  56 

DATE:   6/28/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Brough 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To me, it's simple: if the Project can expand to include cograil, it can be expanded to include 
cograil+car. Which, in addition to being door-to-door, autonomous, a quicker, cheaper and cleaner 
build, DAVE is. 
Please to this request. (32.2.2A).
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COMMENT #:  57 

DATE:   6/28/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Hinman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a firm believer in the expanded bus service, providing an adaptable solution to the crowded roads 
up Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9B) I am sure no one there remembers the Great Salt 
Lake flooding debacle, we spent millions buying and installing natural gas powered pumps to lower the 
water level in the GSL, however now we have them, they are not required. There is no guarantee we 
will receive a huge snowpack over the next 5, 10, or even 25 years. (32.2.2E) 
 
If you invest in a gondola plan B, and there is a complete draught over the next 20 years, the engineers 
at the DOL, will indeed look like young, inexperienced dreamers with no thought to a budget or 
common sense. (32.2.2E) Scrap the financial commitment to a gondola, if it is not needed in a few 
years, we will not have a huge outlay of state tax dollars for a transportation service which is not 
required. Buses can be sold, a gondola is there forever and cannot provide service to people who are 
not present. 
Seriously, be sensible... Ross Hinman
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COMMENT #:  58 

DATE:   6/28/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Phone Comment 

NAME:  Bonnie Powers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, my name's Bonnie Powers. My comment is this on gondolas. There are people that ski that are 
afraid of heights and it's not it's a real condition. Those skiers can do fine on chairlifts. They can also 
get used $2,000 on the ski hills themselves. But to ride a gondola over an entire Canyon I think would 
be a serious problem for those people because it is real believe me. I I've suffered that condition and 
this guy right at Lagoon even scares me. So I think you need to account for some of that money 
everybody. I don't think would be comfortable with that. So I do not prefer $1. So that's my comment. I 
hope you will take this into consideration ma'am. (32.29C)
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COMMENT #:  59 

DATE:   6/28/21 2:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Warren Beckcom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not implement the tolling infrastructure (32.2.4A). I lived in NYC forty years with jobs and a business 
in NYC and northern NJ - a land of tolls. Tolls always impede traffic flow (32.2.4A). Bus travel will be 
negatively affected. To be effective on big snow days, tolls may have to be $200 to discourage car 
travel (32.2.4A). On ordinary days, Snowbird with its now in place reservation parking fees would be 
competing with tolls. The result will be to discourage skiers from buying season passes for either 
Snowbird or Alta.  
$5 million is an exorbitant amount to pay for a toll structure and the booth will always have to be 
manned. (32.2.7B) Not everyone will have electronic passes.
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COMMENT #:  60 

DATE:   6/28/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Selfaison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please stop trying to build your damn gondola in LCC! (32.2.9E) The impact of trying to cater just to the 
ski resorts fails to take into account the hundreds of thousands of people who flock to Little Cottonwood 
to climb. Beyond this, you will be destroying countless boulders whose history is integral to the climbing 
community. Especially with the increase in popularity due to the Olympics, destroying thousands of 
climbs will be a grave mistake. (32.4B) Please do not cater to just one sport. Take everyone's opinion 
into account. Do not destroy the canyon anymore than it already has been! 
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COMMENT #:  61 

DATE:   6/28/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Summers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What about a boring company tunnel? https://www.boringcompany.com/tunnels (32.2.2C)
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COMMENT #:  62 

DATE:   6/28/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grady Kohler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I highly prefer the Gondola B option. The impacts during construction and use are so much lower. I also 
believe adoption will be greatly increased. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  63 

DATE:   6/28/21 4:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marshall Burt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option regarding the lcc traffic options. There isn't a perfect solution, but the 
gondola provides consistent travel times regardless of weather which is the key factor for me. It's when 
it snows that traffic is the worst. Gondola also provides safe way up and down when there's an 
avalanche. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  64 

DATE:   6/28/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tosh Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a very exciting idea and one that should definitely be implemented. The environmental 
issues surrounding Little Cottonwood are only going to increase, and putting a green solution in place 
NOW is the best way to stop this from happening. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  65 

DATE:   6/28/21 4:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Oberkircher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola would be better solution. (32.2.9D) No pollution and most important no snow day impact that a 
bus would have. I cant imagine being stuck on a bus for hours. (32.2.9C) 
 No additional roads/salt/oil. (32.12B)
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COMMENT #:  66 

DATE:   6/28/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Bott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of the gondolas. It provides a unique and very scenic ride and leaves the road open for 
service and emergency vehicles. Statistically speaking gondola rides are a much safer option over 
buses. Therefore I support the gondola option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  67 

DATE:   6/28/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  richard maxfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Salt Lake City, the road widening is the better option rather than the gondola. (32.2.9B) 
A better still option would be a light rail or mono rail that could eventually transport people to park city. 
With continuous routes down both big and little cottonwood as well as parley's canyon. Think like BART 
- a long term plan for long term solutions. Imagine catching a train at the airport which whisks you to 
your ski resort. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  68 

DATE:   6/28/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Whitehead 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support adding a bus-exclusive lane in Little Cottonwood canyon. It seems this would give us the most 
flexibility in the future, could offer safer bike access in the summer, and makes the most sense 
financially. (32.2.9B) Disincentivizing car travelers (especially solo ones) will be just as important for 
this plan. I would love to see creative solutions that generate revenue equitably - charging rental car 
companies, sliding scale fees, incentives for car-pooling, etc. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  69 

DATE:   6/28/21 6:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erica Marken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm advocating for the road. (32.2.9B) The gondola towers are just too much of an eyesore (32.17A) 
and take a lot longer than the bus to get people to the ski resorts. (32.2.9E) A wider road could 
accommodate bikers during the off season. 
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COMMENT #:  70 

DATE:   6/28/21 7:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeline voloshin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
My name is Madeline Voloshin and I am a local here in SLC. As an avid rock climber, the two proposed 
alternatives stated in the Environmental Impact statement are detrimental to the climbing in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
The canyon is used for many other outdoor activities YEAR ROUND and its use extends beyond the ski 
areas at the top of the canyon. The proposed alternatives could potentially destroy over 110 boulder 
problems, some of which have been historically important to the growth and development of the sport. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
As a member of the community, I am requesting an extension of the formal commenting period from 45 
to 60 days in order to fully address and understand the impacts these transportation alternatives will 
have on the canyon. (32.29A) 
 
Regards, 
 
Madeline Voloshin
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COMMENT #:  71 

DATE:   6/28/21 7:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Tucker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best choice. (32.2.9D) Paint it camouflage. No tolls needed, tourism and tax dollars pay 
for our roads. OK if ski resorts charge for parking. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  72 

DATE:   6/28/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jess Holzbauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the construction of a gondola to reduce emissions, increase reliability when there are big 
storms, reduce the instances of tourists with limited snow driving experience being in the canyon, and 
increasing the enjoyment of traveling up and down the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) The buses are 
hot, cramped and smelly, coupled with the twists and turns of the road, this makes for a very 
unpleasant experience. (32.2.9C) I suggest that the gondolas have seating and ski storage outside the 
carriage.
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COMMENT #:  73 

DATE:   6/28/21 8:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clara Bachman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Put a gondola with a parking garage at the bottom of the canyon. Think about the environment, more 
pollution from cars will not help preserve the area. The UTA busses genuinely did nothing to help traffic 
in previous years, why would it help now that it’s busier than ever? (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  74 

DATE:   6/28/21 8:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Griffin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for the gondola simply because I feel people would be more likely to use them. I would love to 
take a gondolas ride through the mountains and it would itself be a draw for people to visit. It also 
provides redundant methods of getting up to the resorts during snow storms. (32.2.9D) My one concern 
is the cost and I am hesitant if the taxpayer is paying for the entirety of either project. I would hope that 
the resorts would be contributing to either solution. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  75 

DATE:   6/28/21 9:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ran Yehushua 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in strong support of the express bus lane option with frequent busses. This will have a much 
lighter impact on the conservation of untouched backcountry of little cottonwood (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  76 

DATE:   6/28/21 9:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Billy Schmohl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand the benefits and viabilities of both solutions. With the exception of a select few, users of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon will not utilize bus service. (32.2.4A) Cars do not belong in the canyon. An 
incentive structure needs to be created to encourage the use of alternative transportation. A toll system 
would be a good example. (32.2.4A) A gondola as a form of transportation has been remarkably 
successful in Telluride and all over Europe. Users are asking for this resource and will use it. As a 
canyon employee, it would be a privilege to send everyone down the canyon in a gondola, instead of 
having everyone idle for hours waiting for slideoffs to get cleared. (32.2.9D) Buses will continue to sit in 
traffic during storms with or without a private lane. (32.2.9C) Users will likely use the lane to their 
benefit, adding strain to UPD resources. (32.2.6.3B) Let’s remove cars from the canyon by developing 
a gondola system.
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COMMENT #:  77 

DATE:   6/28/21 10:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Barbara Riser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, No expensive Gondola. (32.2.9E) People need to get used to taking the bus. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  78 

DATE:   6/28/21 10:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Winter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I go up Little Cottonwood 100 times a year. I vote gondola for sure! less traffic more peaceful and a 
beautiful way to travel. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  79 

DATE:   6/28/21 11:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trey Zobell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I know there are some environmental concerns about the whole situation with the gondola being a 
tourist attraction and turning the canyon into a amusement park. I think you need to remember that little 
cottonwood is already a major tourist attraction. I think if tourist want to ski Alta or Snowbird they will go 
do it regardless of whether there is a bus or a gondola system. I think the major impact will be in the 
summer operation. I think it is safe to assume there will be increase traffic to snowbird summer resort 
with a gondola which could have a positive affect on the economy if handled well. (32.20A) 
 
I myself like the idea of the gondola system mainly due to the ability to operate during avalanche road 
clearances and storms. I like how the gondola offers a safer option during storms to stay off the roads. 
(32.2.9D) Is what I am worried about is the visual impact a gondola is going to have in LCC. You're 
defiantly going to be able to see the gondola throughout the canyon, and I am worried it might dampen 
the canyon beauty. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  80 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stuart Browne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build for the future, not the current. Bus proposal while cheaper, may not handle skier volume. 
Additionally, buses impacted by weather and other drivers. (32.2.9C) 
 
SLC needs to add light rail to gondola, airport to ski resort by mass transit will increase tourism to SLC 
over option in CA or CO. (32.2.2I)  
 
Tag a small tax onto ski passes that provide access to Snowbird and Alta, to offset costs. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  81 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Treadway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, please! (32.2.9E) Sure, they are sexy but busses are the best, most affordable option. My 
kids ski Alta every winter and I am looking forward for them to be old enough to take the bus. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  82 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:27 AM 

SOURCE:   

NAME:  Phillip Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in support of having a dedicated bus lane for Little Cottonwood Canyon. This method of 
public transportation will be much lower impact on the existing canyon, and will provide better access 
for more people. (32.2.9B) I am strongly against the gondola not only because of the visual blight it will 
create, (32.17A) but because it will continue to cause more traffic buildup at the canyon mouth. 
(32.2.9E and 32.7B) Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  83 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robin Fults 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Little Cottonwood Canyon boulders are extremely important to a large number of Salt Lake county 
residents and beyond. Climbing routes found on these boulders are world class and are visited by and 
important to the climbing community.  
Damaging or removing these boulders to allow tourists to more easily travel up to resorts would be a 
disservice to the local community and should be avoided at all costs. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  84 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Either preferred alternative solutions should offer the relief the immediate future for the current traffic 
congestion and avalanche problems. The cost between the two are appreciable when comparing the 
installation and long term operating costs. 
The enhanced bus service in peak period shoulder lane alternative would allow for future innovations in 
the type, style and power trains of the existing buses. If we can ween ourselves off from fossil fuels the 
opportunities are exciting. (32.2.6.3F) With climate change it could happen soon than we think. 
The gondola alternative B is an exciting approach to the transportation issue. Unfortunately it does not 
allow as much flexibility in the future. (32.2.6.5A) Upgrades will probably become available, but with 
expensive results. The other caveat is standing in lift lines before you even get to the resorts. 
(32.2.6.5C). I prefer the enhanced bus service in peak period shoulder lane alternative. (32.2.9B) That 
being said Alta and Snowbird need to step up to the plate in providing adequate day facilities for 
changing areas and personal gear storage at the resort terminals of either solution.
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COMMENT #:  85 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randy Vannurden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the visual impact of a gondola running through canyon would be far too great. (32.17A) I dont 
think it would be enough to deter people from using the road. it seems like it would only benefit the ski 
areas. Enhanced bussing systems work, and they work for more people than just resort users. 
(32.2.9A) Access to ALL of the canyon (32.2.6.3C), and reducing visual impacts should be top 
priorities.
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COMMENT #:  86 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Gray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For any plan, please take into account the climbing, hiking, and bouldering impacts. According to the 
Salt Lake Climbers Alliance, the gondola option would impact several boulders in the canyon. These 
boulders are gems to the climbing community. I learned how to climb and attained a greater 
appreciation for the nature and geography of Utah on these boulders. (32.4B) 
 
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  87 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Kraszewski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is absurd. There is a lot of history in the canyon they are going to lose, forever. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  88 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Gordon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
If you choose to expand the size of the road to include a bus lane, could you please consider putting a 
barrier between the bus lane and the main traffic lane?  
 
I have seen yellow flexible posts that seem to work well at making a division between traffic. My 
concern is that during the summer people will cut corners and drive into the bus lane. While road biking 
up the canyon, I see people drive far into the shoulder because they get fatigued by all of the turns, and 
this makes it dangerous for road bikers. If there was a bus lane that pedestrians could use in the 
summer, you would make a world class road biking area, that would be a great benefit to the 
community. (32.2.6.3J) Look at how popular sr 65 and mill creak canyon are when the road is closed to 
traffic. Thank you
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COMMENT #:  89 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I greatly prefer the gondala because of it's attractiveness and environmental impacts. Expanding 
roadway and bus routes would be bad for air quality and the canyon landscapes. (32.10A and 32.17B) 
I also believe the gondala would be fun and attractive for not just skiiers. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  90 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaelene Schoen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola PLEASE!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  91 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ornella Dalla Bona 

 
COMMENT: 
 
in favor of the gondola (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-93 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  92 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Christiansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see the costs associated w/ the Gondola option. (32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  93 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Fisher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola, please! It's the most efficient and effective solution for the long term. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  94 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike McCabe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  95 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Liljenquist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola much preferred option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  96 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Magali Lequient 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus system option, it is the option that is the most sustainable for the 
environment and that serves different users. (32.2.9B) The gondola options are too expensive and 
aren't o cater only to resort users. Getting users to its base will cause just as much traffic (as the buses 
parking can be on different locations and farther away. (32.2.6.5E) Please continue to allow parking 
alongside the road above snowbird, it is important for Backcountry users. (32.2.9H) 
Thank you 
Magali
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COMMENT #:  97 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Rutter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  98 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  McKay Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of a gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  99 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Merchant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer LCC mass transportation via a gondola. It would be attractive to visitors and em love less 
road traffic. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  100 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Collard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see the Gondola option approved. (32.2.9D) I am not in favor of adding lanes or more 
buses. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  101 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Iva Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  102 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option augmented by bus service. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  103 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margot Pauni 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola option for reducing traffic up the canyon. It’s a much safer option for winter 
ski travel. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  104 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Barton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family and I have been going up LCC for generations. We would absolutely love to see this 
manifest. It would make the transit so much more efficient and also sometime we don't even go up 
because of the parking nightmare. This would solve these issues as well. We fully support! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  105 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Vansteenkiste 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly AGAINST the Gondola option. (32.2.9E) I am for the bus option. (32.2.9B) 
I wish the cog rail would have replaced the bus option. (32.2.9F) 
I am a Utah transplant having moved here in 2004. I worked at Snowbird for a decade. I am a business 
owner and a home owner. I pay taxes in 2 Salt Lake County municipalities and to 3 school districts. 
The Gondola is a sham and tax dollars should not support a novelty that benefits 2 private businesses. 
Buses make more sense and won't harm the environment PERMANENTLY like a gondola would. 
(32.2.9E) Water quality and environmental protection should supercede ALL other considerations. 
(32.2.9I) 
The Gondola is a private business sham.
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COMMENT #:  106 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Miguel Rovira 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal. We need to reduce the amount of traffic emissions going into our 
canyons. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  107 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clay Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola would be the most efficient and effective way to help relieve congestion in Little Cottonwood 
canyon. Increased bussing is a short term solution to a long term problem. Thanks. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  108 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carie May 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLA WORKS (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  109 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  110 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola solution is much better from an environmental standpoint than running more 
busses up the canyon. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  111 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brennan Wade 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for the LCC transportation issue. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  112 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Markosian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  113 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diane Whittaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Considering cost and maintenance I hope that the bus option is selected for Little Cottonwood canyon. 
(32.2.9B) As public transportation becomes the more common way to travel up the canyon, please 
expand the locker and storage area for skiers. People will have packs and street shoes to store while 
skiing. (32.2.3A)
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COMMENT #:  114 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Perry Hacker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see the gondola option as opposed to expanded bus service. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) We 
need to reduce vehicle traffic up the canyon. (32.7C) Finding ways other than gas power would be 
great.
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COMMENT #:  115 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Tyler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't think a Gondola will cut down traffic. It will be nice for tourists. I think a train would be best option 
to cut down traffic or more parking structures at resort and at mouth of canyons. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  116 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shawn Powell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola must run year round to be effective and it must be free to use. (32.2.6.5F and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  117 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolyn Jordan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please save our canyon and make getting to ski easier, with less traffic. (32.7C).
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COMMENT #:  118 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  119 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Meyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is preferred. (32.2.9D) I have been skiing lcc since the 90’s and traffic is a mess. In 2010’s we 
left the area near the mouth of the canyon due to the traffic mess and reduced the time we spent up the 
lcc canyon. Unpredictable closures in the canyon often left significant traffic issues backing up into the 
neighborhoods. (32.7B). A gondola option should help more that the other option.
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COMMENT #:  120 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Payne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the route of the installing a gondola solution instead of more bus routes. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.9C) It will provide a better long term solution and a lot less emissions in the canyon. (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  121 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephan Danyluk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The LCC gondola solution is a clear win for Utah. The sustainability, convenience, and long-term 
solutioning that would result from such a move are clear no-brainer reasons we should have a gondola 
solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  122 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Brossard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Utah resident and Snowbird family season pass holder, I fully support a Gondola for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon entrance. (32.2.9D) As a Utah county resident, I also support and encourage a 
2nd Gondola to be added to American Fork Canyon with entry through Mineral Basin. I believe this 
addition would help solve traffic problems up Little Cottonwood and around the point of the mountain. 
This would also give many Utah county residents easier and convenient access to the resort. (32.2.2J)
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COMMENT #:  123 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Tuft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of an expanded bus system. (32.2.9B) If a gondola is decided I would like to see it 
mandatory for non-locals to use this system or other transport system with 4+ people and allow locals 
to still drive up the Canyon, but require they have at least 2 people per vehicle, single riders will require 
the use of the bus. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  124 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Krejci 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, I support it. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  125 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Van Horn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do the gondy. Europe does it. They are way ahead of us. (32.2.9D) Another bus lane doesn’t add up 
(32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  126 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is ugly, (32.17A) inefficient, and a giveaway of taxpayer money to the ski resorts. (32.2.9E) I 
think a robust bus system or rail is the only long-term solution that puts canyon users ahead of the 
resorts private interests. (32.2.9B or 32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  127 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Woller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as a sustainable option for canyon access. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  128 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ali Prigmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If traffic is already of such a concern, why would adding buses reduce such traffic? Additionally, if an 
accident occurs in the canyon, buses will still be unable to move. (32.2.9C) A gondola is the obvious 
choice. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  129 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Parriott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I hope this idea comes to fruition, as it seems the most climate friendly option (32.10A), and hope that it 
would be supported by the resorts and still be a free ride with passes. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  130 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Dowdle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a much a better long term option for the sustainability of the canyon and reduction of 
emissions. (32.2.9D) Please no more buses or traffic up out canyon. (32.2.9C) Thanks!

Page 32B-132 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  131 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Venessa Dobson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We vote for a gondola to get up LCC 100%(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  132 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Imhoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The solution to traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon cannot be a reliance on vehicles. Please give the 
Gondola your upmost consideration. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  133 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  DAVID SHICK 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  134 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Crandall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it’s a great option! Let’s prove it’s both safe and affordable for those who want to use it. There 
should be a way to limit the car traffic as a parallel option...like the e-pass on toll roads, count it u and 
charge those who drive. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  135 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephani Castillo Widmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support the gondola option! It’s a much better long term solution with minimal environmental 
impact. Win-win! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  136 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Thalhamer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option instead of the expanded road option (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  137 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only logical solution to minimize cars / traffic. People are more likely to park and take a 
gondola for the experience and ease rather than taking public transportation (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  138 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tiera Kunz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a genius idea! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  139 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Sullivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No additional emission sources in LCC. (32.10A) The solution also must address the 57% of the 
canyon that falls into avalanche zones that can potentially disrupt travel for days or trap visitors. 
(32.1.2A) More buses and more pavement does not meet that requirement. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  140 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Suttman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. The ability to reduce traffic and 
promote safety in the canyon by reducing accidents related to snowy conditions makes the gondola the 
best option for improving transit throughout the canyon. As a transit option that can be accessible year-
round, additional support for hikers and mountain bikers in the off-winter season will also add to the 
utility of the option, particularly for those with limited access to transportation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  141 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Sipherd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support installing a gondola. If not, an expanded bus system. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  142 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelley Tucker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Install the gondola in big and little canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  143 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is too narrow and already overcrowded with vehicles. (32.7C) I vote for the 
gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  144 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Comerford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would be a fantastic opportunity for the Mountains and Utah Tourism. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  145 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rod Boogaard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have busess, the gondola is a much cleaner approach (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  146 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonah Widmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best option! I ski on the alpine Jfast team and would use the gondola a lot! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  147 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Prefer not to say Prefer not to say 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Make the resorts and not the tax payers pay for this. (32.2.7A) If tax payers are paying for it it should be 
year round and stop at popular backcountry locations and trailheads and not just do what snowbird is 
publicity campaigning for. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G)

Page 32B-149 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  148 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Olson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  149 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Traci Magleby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal. Thanks! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  150 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Molyneux 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola would be wonderful to help with parking. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  151 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Molyneux 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola would be wonderful to help with parking. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  152 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcus Sorensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option makes the most sense - with the assumption that it is the most avalanche-
proof and could run at times when the roads might close. In particular this would be good for getting 
people out of the canyon during interlodge, or perhaps emergency responders in. (32.2.6.5H) In 
general it seems like the more reliable option, not being dependent on road conditions. (32.2.9D) 
 
People are perhaps skeptical of the gondola option because it is somewhat newer. Let's ensure the 
data is good and the plan is sound, and make decisions based on that rather than just reacting to 
something that seems unconventional.
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COMMENT #:  153 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Brunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In favor of the gondola option in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  154 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Hampshire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to register my vote for the gondola system. This would be a unique solution to the area, 
operate regardless of weather conditions, have a smaller environmental impact, and since overall cost 
is similar seems like the much better option to me! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  155 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James McConkie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please pursue a gondola option for LCC. It makes sense and is the right move long term for the 
canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  156 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor or the gondola solution. Allows for movement of people regardless of weather. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  157 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cary Dunn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option as it is the lesser of two evils. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  158 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hildegard Niedeggen-McManus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I personally believe after reading all the available information that a gondola system for the LCC is the 
most sense full option - short and longer term. Please avoid more paving and more traffic on the road. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  159 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zachary Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please make this happen and save our canyons (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  160 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Garzella 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Would like to see a MIX of Gondola for 100% sure, self drive (carpool or otherwise) and bus. I would 
NOT be using the bus based on where I live, but the Gondola seems like a good alternative to the bus 
and could probably carry more people (safer even due to accidents and avalanches) than bus. 
(32.2.9D) I would still want the option to drive when I have 5+ relatives in town a few times a year to ski. 
(32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  161 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Warren Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not move forward with the Gondola. It makes no sense. (32.2.9E) What we need is more 
bussing, uphill only lanes at peak uphill times, parking at the base of the canyons with more buses. The 
gondola will ruin LCC. It is not Europe- it is a tiny mountain range. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  162 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Kluft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the proposed gondola in LCC. It is very needed as the traffic and congestion is 
terrible and dangerous. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  163 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the Gondola Option for improved access to Little Cottonwood Canyon. This option will 
allow for rapid transport with limited waiting times to the final destination. This will increase usage while 
reducing the overall impact on the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  164 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Sweet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola concept. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  165 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Kelly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the Gondola option. I've lived at the mouth of Little Cottonwood my entire life and I love 
this option! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  166 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  arnaud claude 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  167 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Krause 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola B alternative. 
Less environmental impact, more consistent access in bad weather, Will attract other users not just 
skiers. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  168 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christalyn Pottenger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider the Gondola as LCC preferred alternative transit. (32.2.9D) Increasing road traffic is 
NOT the solution. It does not address the issue of gridlock in our canyon on snowy days where the UTA 
Busses are often the source of the traffic jam. Busses have been in our canyon for years and they have 
proven themselves NOT to be the solution. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  169 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evangeline Widmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best option! I ski on the alpine Jfast team and would use the gondola a lot! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  170 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Hendrickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'd like to see LCC and BCC go the Zion NP and Yosemite NP route. Charge for car entry. Perhaps 
even by the axle, or passenger. Discounts for more people in your car. (32.2.4A) The problem with a 
tram is that there'd only be 1 entry and 1 exit. The beauty of having a road is that you can pull over 
wherever and hit your special little corner of the canyon. A tram would concentrate people at the top of 
the canyon, and discourage dispersal throughout the entirety of the space. Ban 2WD vehicles entirely 
between Dec. 1 and May 1. Ban single-occupant vehicles on Friday, Saturday and Sunday (only) 
between Dec. 1 and May 1. (32.2.4A) Provide budget resources to ENFORCE the rule changes, 
whatever they are, when the time comes.
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COMMENT #:  171 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Smart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The future of this Wasatch Canyon will be greatly preserved with the addition of a TRAM! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  172 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Waters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  173 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tess Warzyn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is much better, it’s a long term solution (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-175 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  174 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Grossen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The canyon problem went exponential with the IKON pass. Get rid of the pass! (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  175 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frank Puleo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a better idea then increasing bus traffic. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  176 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Barlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option. (32.2.9D) It appears to be less environmentally intrusive, but also 
prevents further carbon emissions that the alternative seems to encourage. (32.10A) Nevertheless, the 
gondola solution on its own seems incomplete given that it would only go to Alta and Snowbird. An 
additional suggestion that I like would require that only overnight guests of Alta, Snowbird, etc. be 
allowed motor vehicle access. All other guests of the resorts should be required to utilize the gondolas. 
(32.2.2L) Parking at trailheads would be available for those who are accessing the canyon in a non-
skiing/non-resort function. (32.2.4A) This seems like it would significantly reduce congestion, 
encourage utilization of the gondola system and provide a solution for non-resort visitors. Bus lines and 
Trax (eventually) should be routed to the gondola base station to allow people to access the canyon 
fully utilizing mass transit. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  177 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amber Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer a gondola as this makes the most sense, and most likely will happen in the future 
anyhow. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  178 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  TAYLOR WILLIAMS 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a terrible idea. Why would you just put in a gondola to the resorts? (32.2.9E) How will that 
lessen traffic for all the other use the canyons get all the time? (32.7C) Close the road to traffic, put in a 
train. (32.2.2.L) Build a big old parking lot.
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COMMENT #:  179 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please take into account capacity of the canyon. (32.20B) I support buses and I hold a seasons at 
Snowbird. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  180 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conor McGee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola plan seems incredible. I support it wholeheartedly! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  181 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Schelin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) I oppose widening the 
road, and affecting more and more of the canyon floor. (32.2.9C) I am pro gondola.
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COMMENT #:  182 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mayt Bolic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would never ride the bus up to ski, (32.2.9C) like many people- a gondola however I would ride 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  183 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Jupina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for the gondola solution. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-185 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  184 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garry Stromness 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would create a clean type of transportation and will be a attraction to all that bride and see our 
beautiful canyon. Pro Gondola, no to buses. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  185 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having a globally relevant experience is important and Gondola is a far better and more competitive 
experience. (32.2.9D) 
 
I've ridden busses in utah since i was a child and they are far less effective, and enjoyable as Gondola.  
 
The experience starts when you board a Gondola, where the bus is more "transportation".  
 
Marketing is far better with Gondola, as is the experience. They are quiet, personal, and the views are 
stellar!  
 
"Airport to gondola in 30 minuts" :-)

Page 32B-187 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  186 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Ogden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems cool as heck and I sure do love the environment. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  187 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kent Naylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option. It will keep canyon traffic down, keep larger vehicles (buses) to a minimum 
and will be less affected by canyon avalanches (Skiers and residents can get out of the canyon) 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  188 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Mendoza 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Vote for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  189 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sabrina Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the option for the gondola. (32.2.9D) Although it is more expensive, it reduces emissions 
(32.10A) and gives an alternate route during an emergency.
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COMMENT #:  190 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Bratsman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support and prefer the gondola option because it is better and more sustainable for our 
environment, a better and safer experience for people, a more advanced and upscale option that is 
already successful in other places with prominent tourism (e.g. Europe, China), and will make Utah an 
even more distinctive destination year-round. Also, please do not require riding a bus between car 
parking / public transportation and the gondola, which will make the option much less attractive to 
people and worse for the environment and logistics. Thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  191 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan St. John 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build a gondola (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-193 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  192 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Tingey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our family visit Snowbird several times a year. As regular users of Little Cottonwood Canton, we feel 
the proposed gondola project would be better for the canyon and environment than the proposed bus 
system. Please vote for the gondola project. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  193 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Higham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support the Gondola options suggested by Snowbird. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-195 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  194 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Ohme 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the best choice for our canyons is the gondola solution (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  195 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Hafets 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola concept. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-197 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  196 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Sacco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  197 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Oberweis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  198 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Stawski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the solution that does less environmental damage to the canyon, gondola seems to be the way, 
expanding roadbed not so much. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  199 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Coco McKeough 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not want to have to pay to park. (32.2.6B)
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COMMENT #:  200 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Packer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option is the best, sustainable, option to save the canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  201 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsie Bowler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I greatly support the building of a gondola system to help preserve our mountains and enable people to 
effectively enjoy them. The increased safety that it can create by reducing vehicles on the canyon 
during showy weather should be enough for it to be constructed (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  202 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harlan Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  203 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Sipes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the IDEAL solution to deal with the high volume of people going to and from the resorts. Glad to 
hear it's the preferred choice. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  204 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Goodman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola proposal. Long term maintenance costs are less and a more 
environmentally friendly option. Consideration of the environmental impact of both proposals is of 
paramount importance, and on that side of the ledger, there is no discussion. Gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  205 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  george kolbenschlag 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
I have used gondola transportation in mountain areas in Europe and have found them to be both 
reliable and efficient. I believe that the gondola option is best transportation for the future of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  206 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Backman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is the most eco friendly and long term sustainable approach. Can be used as skier 
transport and sighting seeing attraction year round. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  207 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Half of the problem is poor driving and lack of snow tire requirements. Also lack of enforcement of the 
existing m+s tire rule. Make people buy snow tires and enforce it. Thank you (32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  208 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Forest Good 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go through with the gondola project. It is a no brainer solution to canyon traffic and 
environmental impact of cars! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  209 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shantal Sessions 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see a gondola through this area, especially this canyon, with only one way up and down. 
I've always believed there needed to be another travel option and this seems an extremely viable 
option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  210 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Gallivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was the first assistant marketing director at Snowbird, starting in 1971. We looked at several 
transportation alternatives for Little Cottonwood Canyon including cog railroad, widening the highway 
when the first sewer line was installed to accommodate increased bus transport, and aerial tramway. 
Clearly then, and even more clearly now, the aerial tramway is far and away the most efficient and least 
intrusive means of saving the canyon from the impact of current demand. I urge UDOT to consider only 
the aerial tramway alternative. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  211 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Pedicini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option- we do not want to increase traffic and pollution up LCC, and we do 
not need to see a widening of any roads- not only does this destroy the landscape, it is a HUGE waste 
of resources and materials that are not friendly and not mindful of climate change. Gondola all the way. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  212 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Frontero 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pass the Gondola option only. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  213 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Berger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option over the extended bus service as it is less invasive to the wildlife and the 
canyon landscape while actually solving the problems presented by vehicle congestion instead of 
delaying it a few years (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  214 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  DeLacy Healey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like it if we minimized the impact on the canyons in any way possible. I don't know that 
increasing the ability for humans to access these mountains is the best idea. I think a better idea is 
limiting the amount of people coming in and out of the canyons. (32.20B) 
 
That being said, I do PREFER the gondola to the expanded bus system. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  215 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathon Vance 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola solution. Thanks (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  216 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is BRILLIANT! I have largely stopped skiing due to the traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon. There is 
NO REASON that private vehicles should be allowed into this canyon during the ski season. (32.2.2L) I 
live right off of Wasatch Blvd & often cannot even get out of my own street due to congestion. The 
gondola will resolve most if not all of these problems. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  217 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this proposal using a gondola is a great idea, it solved many problems including traffic safety. 
The question would be the cost to put it in and what the rider cost would be. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  218 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallas Moulton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Who is going to pay for this? Don't fell that my taxes should pay for something that I don't use, just so 
Snowbird & Alta can make a profit. (32.2.7A) Why don't they limit the amount of people that can ski on 
the mountain. (32.2.2K) Charge people a toll to park, ride, or drive up the canyon to ski. (32.2.2C)
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COMMENT #:  219 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Cohen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of a gondola to Snowbird and Alta from the La Caille station (as well as a gondola to 
Snowbird/Alta over the mountain from Park City/Deer Valley). (32.2.9D and 32.2.2N)

Page 32B-221 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  220 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Justice 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please put in a Gondola System (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  221 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Collins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the long term solution. (32.2.9D) As people don't ride the buses, more buses is 
questionable. I would like to see a gondola stop at White Pine trailhead and for it to run year around. 
White Pine is a popular trailhead year around and believes as backcountry use continues to grow in the 
winter, this will help immensely with congestion. (32.2.6.5F and 32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  222 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jann LeVitre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I personally support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. It is the best way to protect the 
canyon while providing access to the resorts for all who want to visit. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-224 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  223 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Pigg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor reducing car traffic in Little Cottonwood canyon because of inconvenience of parking, needing to 
avoid avalanches, and to keep the air clean (32.10A). A Gondola is a scenic option that will enhance 
the skiing experience! And be popular all year. It is the smartest thing to do! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  224 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Juan Pablo Capdevila Ponce De Leon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a draper resident I would love the idea of being able to take a gondola close to home all the way to 
snowbird. 
 
I think it would also be a great tourist attraction. 
 
I get excited just with the possibility, please make it real! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  225 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Giustino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gonodola option makes the best sense! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  226 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Poulsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of one of the two proposed solutions for the traffic issues in LCC (32.2.9B and 
32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  227 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Von Isaman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Does the gondola accommodate bicycles? (32.2.6.5I)
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COMMENT #:  228 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teri Klug 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola - La Caille solution is the best option to reduce vehicles (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  229 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Markel Walter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the gondola would be a better option, for sure. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  230 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clara Backes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the best decission for the cottonwood canyons is the gondola solution. (32.2.9D) The gondola 
solution will eliminate unnecessary carbon emissions created by hundreds of cars on a daily basis 
in/out of the cottonwood canyons. (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  231 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ruth Zupko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree with all that’s being planned (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  232 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  BENJAMIN NITKA 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of Gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon and a large parking area at La Caille. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  233 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Candice Morrissey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am interested in the Gondola option as part of the solution to the traffic problem in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Thank you for considering! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  234 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  CALVIN REGAN 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola in LCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  235 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Hesterman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the Gondola idea. (32.2.9D) 
Less road traffic and pollution. (32.10A) 
Don’t have to widen the road. Can avoid hazardous driving during winter conditions. (32.2.9C) 
Beautiful views of the Canyon with a small foot print. (32.17A) 
The gondola itself is just flat out “cool” and would be a great enhancement to enjoying the canyon.
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COMMENT #:  236 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Hayes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a recreator in LCC almost every weekend, I fully support the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  237 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Sutherland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option is a great solution to keeping our canyons and air quality pure. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  238 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  BARBARA HEINRICH 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please select the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  239 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Hubbard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I and my family are season tickets holders for Alta/SB for years... We are voting for GONDOLA as 
preferred system. (32.2.9D) Seems comparable to cost effectiveness to other options, NOT affected by 
road closures due to avalanche controls, less pollution ?? I grew up in Europe, where gondola systems 
are very effective and abundant.
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COMMENT #:  240 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Howard Rothwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Outstanding plan. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  241 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Hancock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  242 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Warburton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love this idea and plan. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  243 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  AARON BROWN 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola over increased buses. (32.2.9D) Less pollution and less vehicles using the 
canyon will help preserve it.

Page 32B-245 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  244 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Harry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  245 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for a Gondola as it will be the least destructive to the landscape of the land. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  246 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cory Inman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in full support of the gondola solution. It would also give those that don't ski a unique way to see the 
canyon year round. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  247 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyson Bolduc 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great plan. Reducing emissions and keeps the mountains open during road closures. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  248 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anne Rassiga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  249 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Von Isaman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What will be the cost per person to ride the gondola? (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  250 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Perry Hacker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wanted to add that widening the road and adding the berms seems like a huge impact to the existing 
canyon, one that would be much more unappealing than the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  251 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Humphreys 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the best option. Not only will it help with less traffic, but it’s less invasive to the canyon 
itself. Paving will just cause more headaches and make traffic a nightmare. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  252 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D)We have to reduce our carbon emissions and reliance on 
fossil fuels. (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  253 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Scavezze 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need this! How exciting! Let’s do it! (32.29D)

Page 32B-255 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  254 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Scarcelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the gondola. We should not be adding any more road traffic, including buses Into the canyon. 
The additional paving, plowing, and vehicle traffic needs to be reduced not increased. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  255 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracy Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is the best long term solution to the vehicle issues in the canyon. (32.29D) 
 
Have you looked in to the European model of covers over the hi-way at the slide paths? (32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  256 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vanessa Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not really liking either option - but would prefer a gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  257 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janell Owens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes!!!! This is the best idea ever! Should’ve been this way starting a long time ago. Have skied in 
Europe, this is the best answer there and why not here?? (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  258 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shauna Rohbock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolas are not the answer for locals … way too much $$t to build, maintain and not practical 
(32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  259 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Zussman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that finding a permanent, non-vehicle based solution to the traffic in little cottonwood canyon is 
a necessity to preserve the accessibility and safety within the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  260 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laure Johanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the Gondola option. Less cars/busses in the canyon the better for the environment. 
(32.2.9D)

Page 32B-262 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  261 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Remund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up skiing Snowbird / Alta. The main reason I have reduced my visits in recent years is the traffic 
is insane. Please do the gondola...genius solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  262 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option is the best way to get people up and down the canyon while maintaining the 
beauty of they canyon throughout the year. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  263 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake George 

 
COMMENT: 
 
An emphasis should be placed on establishing snow banks regardless of the gondola or road widening. 
Without snowbanks people working and living in the town of Alta and emergency vehicles will still be 
delayed due to avalanche conditions. Europe uses snowbanks effectively. We should too. My vote is for 
road widening plus snowbank additions. (32.29E)
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COMMENT #:  264 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Larry Hardebeck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that a bus system provides much more flexibility than a gondola. Many people other than 
skiers use the canyon and busses would be much more conducive to service all other areas. (32.2.6.3C 
and 32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  265 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Belnap-Gunn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option as a much better long-term solution with far less environmental 
impact. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  266 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  MJ Grant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  267 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chanakya Duggineni 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tweet at Elon to build a hyper loop for LCC! (32.2.2O)
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COMMENT #:  268 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Gull 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is clearly superior. Traveling through European mountains on gondolas has been 
a beloved and time honored, tried and true method for moving people in sensitive areas. this approach 
is more consistent with the preservation of natural areas and is very attractive to tourists and locals 
alike. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  269 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Jenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola makes the most sense! I vote for a gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  270 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Howcroft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to reduce carbon emissions (32.10A) as well as have access to/from resorts when 
avalanches happen.

Page 32B-272 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  271 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Tranter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola project. I believe it’s the only way that Snowbird and Alta can be preserved 
for us local skiers given the growth (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  272 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Poe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, I support a gondola or more busing. The canyon road is becoming untenable. (32.2.9B and 
32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  273 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikhael Mikhalev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the expanded bus option! This is the only option where public transportation is actually 
FASTER than driving your own vehicle, especially during peak traffic times. Saving time and avoiding 
traffic is the only thing that will encourage people to take public transportation. The bus "fast lane" 
system has worked very well at other ski destinations, such as Aspen. This plan also has the added 
benefit of providing a safer bike lane for road bikers in the summer, which also increases recreation 
opportunities. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  274 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Grow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to the GONDOLA (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-276 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  275 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lexi Dowdall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Played in this canyon my entire life and have been observing its changes for 30+ years now. The 
current situation is untenable.  
 
A bus pass is not included on my ski pass. $8.00 is cost prohibitive to ride the bus when faced with the 
reality of being trapped on it for hours at a time in traffic. Families simply cannot afford to travel by bus 
when faced with the cost and difficulty of managing children and equipment. I cannot imagine that the 
number of out-of-state visitors using the bus system is high, based on the cost and time investment. 
Thus they rent 2WD vehicles and accidents in the canyon on stormy days is inevitable.  
 
I support the gondola option with a base at La Calle as it comes with the offer from Snowbird for a 
conservation easement on Mount Superior. (32.29F) I am comfortable with the longer transit time if it 
can ease congestion and remove reckless drivers from Highway 210. I think the gondola option will 
ultimately cause less environmental damage, avalanche hazard and accidents if we can remove 
thousands of cars from the roadway and eliminate the need for huge swatches of paved area in the 
upper canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  276 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Alternative B is the only reasonable solution - the public always wants reliability when it comes to winter 
access especially.  
 
Gondola all the way without hesitation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  277 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melanie Lawrence 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus option. It runs year round, has multiple options for stops, and can run more often. (32.2.6.3C and 
32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  278 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elisabeth Leeflang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t ruin the haven I call home, build the gondola and make it fee only for vehicles to weed out the the 
taggers and everyone else who doesn’t respect it (32.2.4A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  279 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Kovach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want you all to know that I believe the Gondola solution is a direct giveaway to 3 business entities 
(snowbird/Alta/LaCaille) at the expense of the taxpayers. (3.2.7A) This is not only a horrible giveaway, 
it's not a sustainable solution! Buses will be cleaner, more robust, and will help drive the changes we all 
need to make (more public transport usage = cleaner air and less pollution (32.10A). Perhaps someday 
we may even have winters again !!!
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COMMENT #:  280 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Moody 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola makes the most sense. It will cut down on emissions and dependencies on vehicles. 
(32.10A) Expanding the road or increasing dependencies on busses won’t have a significant impact on 
traffic. (32.7C) The population in SLC will only continue to grow- it’s time to implement a real solution 
and not put a bandaid on the issue.
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COMMENT #:  281 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Voorhees 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola. It will destroy the beauty of the canyon and will have extremely limited 
usage. (32.2.9E) Please consider a cog type railway along the current roadway. (32.2.9F)

Page 32B-283 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  282 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Pugsley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a 55 year old season pass holder and Alta and favor the Gondola option. I'm sorry but I wont take 
the bus, but I would absolutely take the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  283 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maria Perez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola option. Less pavement on the canyon please. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  284 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew LaRose 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great solution (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  285 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Dansie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do the mail at snowbird and drive from The Millrock office to snowbird 5 days a week. I’ve seen car 
wrecks, slides, animals running across the road, etc. the Gondola would be the best option to avoid 
slide offs, animals, and traffic congestion. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  286 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Burnham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. It’s the best choice for the future of the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  287 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kris Crockett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Worst idea ever. Another tourist trap where the resorts benefit and no one else does. (32.29D)

Page 32B-289 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  288 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Monroe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola option! It would be amazing to have less cars on the canyon road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  289 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katrina Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i support the gondola idea for LCC solution (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  290 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sheila Gelman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please use the gondola to reduce traffic. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  291 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rod Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Being a life long resident & skier for all but 10 years of it, I have experienced the canyons growing 
traffic & growth of the ski industry overall, and it has long been evident that we need a master plan for 
Little Cottonwood & Big Cottonwood canyons. After reviewing & studying the options I think that the 
GONDOLA OPTION WOULD BE BEST! Thx, Rod (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  292 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Werts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My 1st choice would be to expand the existing road system with more lanes to accommodate more 
cars.  
 
Second choice would be the Gondola option but this seems very expensive with a large environmental 
and eye sore impact to install the towers and infrastructure necessary. (32.2.9D) 
 
More car capacity with expansion of the roads seems the most cost effective, efficient and best long-
term option. (32.2.2P) 
 
Thanks, David
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COMMENT #:  293 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marian Bonar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is currently overcrowded to the point of dangerous on busy days. I fully support the gondola option 
to take cars off the road in Little Cottonwood Canyon, making the canyon a more safe place to recreate. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  294 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cristine Tuttle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I'm a resident of Utah and I support the proposed gondola for transportation in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I think the gondola option is far superior to the proposed expanded bus service. I also think 
there should be expanded parking at the gondola. there should be parking for about 5000 cars so 
people can conveniently access the gondola. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.9D)  
thank you for listening to my comments.  
Cristine Tuttle
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COMMENT #:  295 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carmen Preece 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a fabulous plan! We're fans! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  296 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Hamblin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having lived in Europe for 3 years, I strongly prefer the rail or tram options being proposed for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Let's be smart and learn from those who have been working to move large 
crowds of people smoothly into and out of their beautiful mountains while maintaining as much of the 
natural ecosystem as possible. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  297 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cole Trier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola option! (32.2.9D) Buses will not be a suitable solution for the huge influx of 
people! (32.2.9C)

Page 32B-299 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  298 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clark Nichols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
manatory for the canyon (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  299 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Kirschner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live near LCC and strongly support the gondola option! Hoping it could also operate (perhaps at 
reduced capacity) in the summer. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  300 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Gee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please make the gondola happen (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  301 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  302 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colby Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus system is not the solution, the gondola would be cleaner and better for LCC long term 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  303 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Beck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-305 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  304 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Bitton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best option for future generations. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-306 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  305 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Morris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of using a gondola solution in little cottonwood canyon to reduce emissions, traffic issues, 
and protect the wildlife and environment of the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)

Page 32B-307 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  306 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Bowen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's help save the environment and limit the amount of emissions polluting our beautiful canyons. We 
have seen how humans can negatively impact wildlife and the water that we drink. The last thing we 
need in our canyons are more paved roads which will redesign river flow and prevent animals from 
being able to freely roam in their natural habitat. We can save the animals and environment by building 
around it, and not through it!!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  307 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  karen Cunningham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
wish when road is closed they keep traffic moving at bottom of canyon not lining up canyon and idle till 
road opens live in canyon 30 years now and this was the procedure years ago air quality matters. 
(32.7A and 32.7B)
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COMMENT #:  308 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clay Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's do the gondola!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  309 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terry Heinrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. (32.2.9E) It is a huge expense where developers & ski resorts profit. Don’t 
want my tax money paying for it. (32.2.7A) It will take too long. The road will still be open. People will 
still drive up LCC everyday. This is not a solution to congestion. It is just a project to help the 
developers at LaCaille make money. Our local population who ski 2 or 3 days a week will not use the 
gondola. It takes too long to get there then park then wait then ride it. They would rather drive. The 
initial cost is very high & 10.6 million to run it every year? Why hasn’t Snowbird & Alta told the public 
how much it will cost to ride the gondola each day. (32.2.4A) Snowbird said employees are free but we 
need to know how much a skier or snowboarder has to pay each day. Can you just see it? Everyone 
will get off the freeway & it will be bumper to bumper stopped traffic all the way to LaCaille (32.2.6.5E)  
Instead of the mouth of LCC.
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COMMENT #:  310 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Doonigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola as it would decrease pollution and the number of car crashes. (32.2.9D) 
Additionally, as a rock climber, the road expansion would destroy some of the most classic boulders in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A)
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COMMENT #:  311 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sharyn Isom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. Wasatch back resident. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  312 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Neu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola option for improving the access to Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  313 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Valerie Pruc 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for transportation improvements to Little Cottonwood Canyon. It is far more 
environmentally friendly and sustainable than expanding the bus program. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  314 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Bleil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am supportive of the gondola over any bus route (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  315 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Langlands 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the Gondola option is the better of the two as it reduces single engine vehicle use in LCC, 
improves reliability of transportation through inclement weather conditions, and is more reliable than 
than the bus alternative. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  316 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Hosier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've been skiing LCC 80-100 days a year for 22 years and I have witnessed the amazing growth in 
traffic. I'm 77, so I'll never see the gondola, but I strongly support it for future generations. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  317 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This seems like the best long term solution...let's not do a short term fossil fuel solution! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  318 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I LOVE the gondola concept for the future of canyon recreation and conservation. I am so hopeful this 
can become a reality!!! More pollution, congestion, and buses is not a good long term solution. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  319 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula Whitlock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having driven up the canyon daily for 10+ years, it’s my opinion that the gondola would be a great 
choice. The canyon is not only congested during the winter but summer as well. I think it’s a better 
choice for the environment and safer for travelers moving in and out of the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  320 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Virginia Furin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  321 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Brinton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea of the gondola! Driving on that road always scares me a little, and I love any option that 
helps me avoid that. And I feel like a gondola is a WAY better investment than buses and more roads. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  322 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Antony Tersol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is the better solution to transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon, and will be 
superior environmentally. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  323 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenn Bouwhuis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola vote. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  324 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Hanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great idea. less environmental impact than widening the road and it will be a fun ride 
as well! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  325 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  robert buie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola concept appears stunningly simple, remarkably reliable and esthetically attractive. It also 
appears to support the environmental ethos of the canyon and its culture. This alternative resolves 
issues relating to avalanche danger and public safety and provides a fun opportunity for a broader base 
of public participation without many of the impacts of an expanding population. Our tribe favors the 
gondola alternative over the others. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  326 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Praetorius 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  327 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erick Billetdeaux 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support a gondola. (32.2.9E) It benefits two resorts at a great taxpayer's expense. (32.2.7A) 
Alta discriminates against snowboards and the gondola discriminates against all other users of the 
canyon because it only serves the resorts and not the other trail heads.
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COMMENT #:  328 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michele Karg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Requesting/supporting the Gondola Alternative B option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  329 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Coleman Barney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer to see the gondola for Little Cottonwood Canyon. It would reduce the need for further 
road construction, buses and snow don't mix, and gondola's will ride above avalanches and slide offs 
on snowy days. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  330 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyson Stokes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would definitely encourage the gondola option. It seems like a no-brainer among all options that are 
considered. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  331 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Bernstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the Gondola option! It should reduce traffic, while preserving the health of the canyon. 
It will also be an added, unique perk to our city! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  332 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Petrover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondy instead of hours of traffic in the ski bus...Fabulous!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  333 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heidi Timpson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah has a major air quality problem, the gondola would cut down on pollution. (32.10A) Not to 
mention, widening the road for a bus destroys so much of the canyon and classic bouldering sites. 
(32.4B) Please don't cut out our mountain!
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COMMENT #:  334 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kira Sasaki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider environmental impacts and the future of our planet when choosing the transit option. 
The only acceptable option is the Gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  335 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barrett Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola is the best option. Use demand in the canyons is not going away - if temperatures 
keep increasing we are going to see a loss of winter use in the other ski areas at lower elevations. The 
Gondola will be larger investment upfront, but seems like the best option over the long term. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  336 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Corrinne Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not increase more dependence on vehicles in the canyon. The gondola makes so much 
more sense for the environment, and for the future enjoyment of the canyon! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  337 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mats Whitmyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  338 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the Gondola B option as it would cause less impact on implementation and construction and 
transportation would not be adversely affected by weather. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  339 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Meyers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family (myself, my wife, children, and grandchildren) own 3 timeshares at Snowbird and have been 
enjoying the winter ski season up Little Cottonwood Canyon for over 25 years. We have seen first hand 
the traffic and congestion and the problems that occur when the highway must be closed down due to 
weather or avalanches (we were there once when the road was closed for 3 days and hundreds of 
people had to make due at the Cliff Lodge). We wholeheartedly support the Gondola proposal because, 
as so many have noted, it solves the very difficult problem of needing to move people up and down the 
mountain when the road must be closed. We would hate to see the canyon torn up and the disruption 
that would occur by adding an additional lane for bus service and we believe that would only be a short 
term solution. Please, please choose the Gondola proposal!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  340 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Leick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal as the most logical and sustainable long term solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  341 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sabrina Haller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Given the issues with air quality already in the Salt Lake valley, I support the gondola as a more 
sustainable and environmentally friendly solution to addressing traffic in the canyon. (32.10A and 
32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  342 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Braun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
in support (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  343 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Rizzolo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola to reduce carbon traffic in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  344 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Alguire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You should be using the appropriate long term solution of a cog railway instead of the short term 
solutions of an expanded bus rout or a gondola. Both of these options are short sighted. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  345 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Close canyon to cars that have 4 or fewer riders. Build a gondola up to the resorts!! (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  346 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Homer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it is rediculous for people to oppose improved transportation options. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  347 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Child 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I implore you guys to scrap this project, as there are multitudes of people who use that side of the 
canyon to find peace and to recreate. It’s one of the many things that makes Salt Lake an amazing 
place to live. Destroying it by adding transportation to the resorts would be a massively negative 
impact. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  348 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meagan Gonsalves-Vorwald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the idea of a gondola going up Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  349 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Silder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will be more environmentally friendly (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  350 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Ockene 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please put in. Gondola ASAP. The road leading up to Alta and snowbird has become I increasingly 
dangerous with dangerous with crazy drivers (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  351 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Stawski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Reduce the number of parking spaces at Snowbird and Alta by 1/2. Provide for parking garage spaces 
to make up for this reduction in spaces that would encourage skiers/boarders to use garage and 
gondola. If there is less parking at resorts, it will encourage use of gondola and buses. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  352 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rodney Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Ted Johnson proposed a similar monorail from Salt Lake Airport, up LLC, over to Park City back down 
to SLC and back to the airport, in 1969. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  353 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  PETER GALLATI 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Access to Little Cottonwood Canyon should be by a gondola not additional vehicular traffic. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  354 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jess Powell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two proposed solutions to the traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon are both terrible options. 
(32.2.9G) They fail to take into account canyon use and access for the 3/4 of the year that folks are not 
skiing. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) Key climbing areas that are core to the salt lake climbing community 
would be totally eliminated, including thousands of dollars worth of time and effort of access trails and 
parking. (32.4A and 32.4B) These propositions are not solutions. They will forever change classic 
areas used in the canyon the majority of the year. Please find an alternative solution.
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COMMENT #:  355 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JP Marriott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option to this project. I think the gondola provides a great resource to the 
community and takes traffic off of the narrow steep canyon road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  356 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brock Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola idea is very smart, scenic and a wonderful idea. That will get more people to use it 
as well. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  357 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  tim gibson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola System Option is best! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  358 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Oeveraas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please. It’s an eyesore that will only serve ski resorts and not other trailheads. Expanded 
bus system ftw. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  359 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  CODY PEART 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DO IT!!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  360 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Swapp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the options are expanded bus service and gondola then i would prefer the gondola. It eliminates more 
road traffic and this maintenance on the road, it would be more scenic, it avoids problems with 
avalanche blocking road access and has a wow factor that bus service does not have. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  361 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Pettit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please pick the Gondola option, but also a tunnel from LCC to BCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  362 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Booth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, I love the Gondola solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  363 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kiel Mapes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having worked as an electrical aerial ropeway engineer for the better part of a decade, I am a 
proponent for the ropeway solution. I live in cottonwood heights and am tired of starting my ski days 3-4 
hours before lifts start turning just to get up the canyon. It's really taken the fun out of an "organic" ski 
day especially with parking pass/reservations required. The canyon's straight line geography is perfect 
for a ropeway. Tower sites can be strategically located out of avalanche paths, car emissions reduced, 
electrical power sustainably sourced. I vote gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  364 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peyton King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This sounds like such a good idea! I’m excited to be able to help the environment and ski the powder 
on days we wouldn’t normally be able to due to traction and road problems. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  365 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  PATRICIA GALLATI 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for accessing LCC. There is too much vehicular traffic up and down this 
Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  366 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Balun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a 15 year local and I 100% support the gondola option. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-368 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  367 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Deyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, no gondola! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  368 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Wells 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would free up the canyon, help clean up the air and be awesome for the resorts. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  369 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Urban 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola system 100%. The bus system is old school. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  370 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin Maguire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I'm in favor of preserving as much land as possible in the the canyons, I'm against both 
proposals. Similar to legacy highway expansion in Davis county, UDOT and other decision makers 
used sketchy backroom deals to take environmentally sensitive habitats and gave it to developers for 
financial gain. So much graft involved it turns my stomach to think about it (something like ~$750 million 
for 16 miles of road). These types of big decisions are fraught with corruption and benefit only those 
who are well connected. For a working class family like mine, 1) bussing options are impractical, 2) we 
will never use a gondola due to its high price tag. Both proposals ultimately prevent my family from 
enjoying the canyon. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  371 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ricaren Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Reduce our reliance on vehicles - I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  372 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cole Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The problem is that we aren’t even addressing the correct issue here. The problem isn’t “too many 
cars”, it’s deeper than that. The root issue is that we have a theoretically infinite number of people trying 
to access a very finite number of parking spots, all at the same time. Installing a gondola at the mouth 
of the canyon only serves to move the issue about 7 miles west. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
Let’s assume for a minute that the 3S gondola has the capacity to move more people up the canyon 
than typical canyon traffic (I’ve seen conflicting numbers on this). Public transit requires 2 of 3 
components for people to actually utilize it: Cheaper, faster, and more convenient that the alternatives. 
Considering that in order to ride the gondola up, you will first have to navigate traffic to park at parking 
garage A (for example, the old Shopko), unload and wait in line for a bus to Base Camp, board the bus, 
unload at base camp (which, according to the plans I’ve seen, will have some hotels/luxury condos and 
retail developments), wait in line for the gondola, board the gondola, THEN get the fun ride up. Even if it 
were free to us, this would be neither faster nor more convenient, so the way to incentivize people to 
ride is to what, charge a ton of money to drive? Price people out of an already outrageously overpriced 
sport?  
 
Not to mention, there is way more to the canyon than ski resorts in the winter. The gondola solves a 
problem present in a small part of the canyon on a limited number of days at a huge taxpayer burden. 
What if I only want to go to Red Pine? Or Lisa Falls? Will the gondola stop at every major attraction? 
(32.2.6.5G) 
 
And finally, the ecosystem factor. I’m sure there is a way to minimize it, but I would hardly trust the 
powers that be to require more expensive construction, especially given the current cost of building 
materials. Even if the effect was minimized, the ecological effect of having giant, steel, vibrating 
structures with occasional maintenance is nontrivial.  
 
Frankly, I think the solution is reserved parking at the resorts. If there isn't any parking left, I know to 
plan ahead to take the bus up. I'm happy to help develop a reservation system that suits the huge set of 
needs here. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  373 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Woods 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option as the safer and more environmentally responsible solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  374 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Slemboski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option 100%(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  375 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Richardson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have conducted much research into this and the tram seems to be the most viable. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  376 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Pigg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My second comment is about the cost to ride the Gondola in that option; I suggest the Gondola cost be 
included in a lift ticket purchase and with a season pass. In other words, cost will be a factor in 
choosing to ride the Gondola and this should not defer people back into their cars! I hope you can 
discuss this in your public meetings. The Gondola option has the benefit of starting the ski trip at the 
bottom of the canyon. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  377 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Davidson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  378 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stan Postma 

 
COMMENT: 
 
An alternate to vehicular transportation should be chosen for Little Cottonwood Canyon. A gondola or 
clogged rail should be added to the existing roadway option.  
Europe has demonstrated that Alternatives to bus and cars works and provides a much more efficient, 
clean and safe option. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  379 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Kerig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We all know we need a better plan for traffic in LCC. This seems to be a sage and well-thought-out 
beginning. Kudos. Let's accelerate the discovery process and move to implementation asap! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  380 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of this. It is a huge building and parking structure that blocks the very view that people 
paid millions for to place their dream homes to look up the canyon. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  381 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Orchard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  382 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  samson madsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of sandy and and avid outdoor user of canyons and road cycling please do not support 
bus expansion. (32.2.9C) I believe the gondola option will keep the canyon pristine from traffic and 
infrastructure, furthermore making the resorts more accessible to tourists and safer for cyclists. 
(32.2.9D)

Page 32B-384 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  383 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deon Gines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola would encourage visits year round including non-skiers. I'd ride a gondola every season while 
I wouldn't think of the bus that way. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  384 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Getz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! Yes! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-386 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  385 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  mike springsteen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. Extend bus service. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  386 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dale Newton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  387 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Lyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
100% support the gondola project (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  388 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Bartholomew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do it! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  389 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  BJ Rees 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long time resident and skier at both Alta and Snowbird, I have certainly noticed the increased 
congestion in the canyon. It would be naive to believe that the current state is sustainable with the 
increased population growth and the increase of out of state visitors due to pass sharing programs. 
However, it is unfortunate that greed and money are dominating this discussion. There seems to be 
more concern over some grand tourist attraction such as ski link and the ludicrous plan to install a 
gondola all the way up LCC vs. considering options to preserve the beauty of the canyon for the local 
community and future generations. The locals do not want to fund the interests of the tourists and local 
greed of a few in our taxes. (32.2.7A) We want to preserve and protect our resources for our future 
generations to enjoy as we have. There are many alternatives to solve the congestion problem that do 
not permanently damage and alter the canyon landscape such as the gondola plan would do. 
Increased bus service and tolls are a solution that could be implemented immediately. This would avoid 
the ludicrous cost of an eyesore that no one wants except the greedy and the out of state tourists 
looking for the next circus attraction. It is alarming that a carnaval attraction is even being seriously 
considered as an option. This makes one wonder about the corruption and ethical breakdowns that are 
happening behind the scenes with local government and special interests. All of these interests need to 
be made public information. Who stands to profit from a gondola going up the canyon. Who stands to 
lose most? If some form of transit going up the canyon becomes necessary, it should be a train, not a 
gondola. Again, this should be a last resort as the cost would fall largely to tax payers. Increased bus 
service, tolls and snow tunnels are the answer. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  390 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Stephens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola!!! Don’t expand the road please!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  391 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Canty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option B. It is better and more forward-thinking than option A. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  392 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maria Borisevich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d prefer the Gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  393 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Schaul 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a better idea is to build a monorail. It would be low impact to the environment and provide a 
faster trip with greater number of people per train car as compared to a gondola. It would be safe in the 
avalanche prone areas as well. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  394 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Braeden Daly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've lived Utah and skied the LCC my whole life except for 2 years where I moved the Colorado. In 2014 
I moved back to Utah because I couldn't stand the traffic on i70 in Colorado to go skiing. 2021 Will be 
the first season since I was in 2nd grade that I won't be getting a ski pass, not because of cost or lack 
of time but because the traffic and congestion has gotten out of control. This problem needs to be 
looked at from a long term perspective, sure you can add more lanes and more buses to make short 
gains, but the persona you attract skiing rarely will agree to take a bus vs paying from parking. (2020 is 
a great example) A gondola is an attraction and a solution. If you're looking for a long term solution that 
has potential to pay for itself, then the gondola is the only one being presented currently. PLEASE go 
for the long term solution and prevent LCC from becoming the next I70. I hope to get back to LCC 
soon! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  395 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dee Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Concerns: 1-Peak times the wait is too long and people drive/bus anyway 2-Taxpayers eventually end 
up paying for the maintenance (32.2.7A) 3-Parking and lockers are still undersized for the amount of 
people during the ski season (32.2.3A) 
Pros: I love the solution and would use it if it would get me to the lift in 30-40 minutes (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  396 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m concerned about the crowding in little cottonwood canyon more than I’m concerned about getting 
more people up there. What are the resorts going to do about 2+ hour long lift lines? (32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  397 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Kraucunas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola will be a great option for the canyons! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  398 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Goyzueta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love this idea! As a sales rep in the industry I want more participation but as a skier/boarder I want 
less canyon traffic. Thank you!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  399 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Park 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm writing first in support of the gondola, and also in support of any multi-modal transportation projects 
to reduce traffic in the canyons. Not only will these projects reduce skier traffic, they'll have a positive 
impact on air quality in and around SLC and contribute to reducing GHG emissions!(32.10A) We should 
avoid any widening projects or proposed solutions that increase vehicle capacity because increased 
capacity only ever leads to increased traffic, emissions etc. The gondola is the perfect solution in 
conjunction with public transport to and from the proposed la caille station. Can't wait to see what 
happens!(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  400 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to comment in favor of additional bus lanes. (32.2.9B) These should be paid for primarily 
from a tax on all ski resorts who have entered into the IKON pass pool. (32.2.7A) This factor, more than 
any other, has led to untenable increased traffic in both Cottonwood canyons. Therefore, the resorts 
should be the primary contributor to the increased cost of widening roads. (32.2.7A) The increase in 
traffic is a natural matter of course, due to the growing population along the Wasatch front. However, 
the sharp increase in the last few seasons, since the resorts entered into IKON participation, is self-
evident. This blatant grasping for more money, by the resorts, and their parent companies cannot be 
overstated. Local taxpayers should not be forced to subsidize greed on the parts of resort ownership. 
(32.2.7A) 
 
Thanks and best regards, 
 
Dave Williams
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COMMENT #:  401 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jodi Land 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is an incredible idea for the transportation issues in the canyon. It would solve so many 
problems. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  402 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Berg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We don’t need more road, please do the option with the least environmental impact and put the 
gondola in (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  403 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Artigas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe we should expand the gondola system. Not only is driving a car up and down the mountain 
unsustainable, it is also dangerous. Please expand the gondola system in little cottonwood canyon 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  404 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Johnna Bryant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi UDOT< thnaks for taking the time to get opinions. I AM STRONGLY IN FAVOR OF THE GONDOLA 
OPTION OVER MORE BUSES! Let's reduce our carbon footprint, and improve our air! Thanks again, 
(32.2.9D) 
 
Johnna Bryant 
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COMMENT #:  405 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Simson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLA!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  406 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Boyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option. Please do not go with the bus option. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  407 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Hughes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've used gondola based systems in Europe. I've personally experienced how they continue to operate 
after road conditions have become degraded in storms, for that reason alone it is a superior option for 
up and down canyon traffic. The gondola option also moves directly to electrified transport which will 
hopefully improve local emissions by removing cars and reducing the number of new diesel busses on 
the road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  408 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Juan Lebrija 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola all the way! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  409 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Sweet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preference is for improved bus service over the gondola, but without the snow bridges. (32.2.9D 
and 32.2.9J) 
 
An extra lane in the highway is also my preference for the canyon to have better bike accessibility. 
(32.2.9B) 
 
I don't understand why snow bridges. If the road is that bad, chances are the resorts aren't open 
anyway due to avalanche control. There are a few days in the spring when the road will close because 
of risk and the resorts are open (wet avalanches) but the two are rather connected. it doesn't make 
much sense to have the road open when the resorts can't be yet. Why incur the costs and the unsightly 
bridges? (32.7B). 
 
I do not like the gondola. (32.2.9E) So many people will continue to drive to access other parts of the 
canyon. White Pine, Top of Alta, etc to tour or hike in the summer. This solution will do nothing to 
mitigate the traffic in the parking lots and along the road. Ending up with different classes of users in the 
canyon. Resort access and back country access. The buses can stop at the other locations and pick 
up/drop off. (32.2.6.3C) Sorry this is rambling. Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  410 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Burris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly prefer the option Gondola B alternative as a previous citizen of Cottonwood Heights and a 
LCC skier. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  411 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Dunn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola. Gondola. Gondola. No more buses. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-413 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  412 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Frazier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great alternative to the unsustainable road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  413 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whitney Benson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s do it!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  414 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus lane makes the most sense and will actually help with traffic. The gondola is terrible idea. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  415 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oliver Sczesny 

 
COMMENT: 
 
a gondola would be a perfect solution to reduce traffic in the little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  416 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Olding 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the way better option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  417 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Barbour 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just wanted to mention my preference for the Gondola option.. more roads and vehicles is not the 
answer. Let's make our canyons have a feature that is world class. Gondola is the way, buses are more 
of the same that are clearly not working. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  418 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Herkimer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need this both for our environment as well as the traffic congestion in the canyons. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  419 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support the gondola solution. The biggest issue will be parking at the gondola and traffic in and out of 
the base station. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5E)
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COMMENT #:  420 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Mursener-Gonzales 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support the gondola! More cars / buses in Little Cottonwood Canyon is not the answer! 
(32.2.9D)

Page 32B-422 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  421 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marc Finley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I already use the canyons sparingly mostly due to slow traffic. Public transportation (such as buses) is 
helpful, and although slow, still helps. We recently visited Machu Picchu and they seem to have an 
answer. These don’t allow personal vehicles in their canyon. (32.2.2L) Only a steady stream of updated 
Mercedes buses. They’re almost always ready to go. So it’s controlled, which I don’t like, but it’s 
working. Very highly organized. You can’t get into Machu Picchu without a confirmed ticket and 
reservation. It’s going to come to this at some point anyway, so why not start early, even now. It could 
be multi-beneficial. Saves the canyons, reduces emissions, controls traffic, and controls parking.  
Good luck, the problem needs a modern day solution. I don’t like the idea of a monorail system, but it’s 
another modern day solution that could be controlled, offer speedy delivery, reduce parking, reduce 
emissions. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  422 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rohit Surathu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly discourage expanding the road option as it takes away the beauty that these canyons has to 
offer. (32.2.9C) The Gondala option makes more sense due to less impact on the natural resources. 
(32.2.9D) More pavement is certainly not the solution and it will create more pollution (air/sound) and 
will hugely impact the beautiful natural resources. (32.10A and 32.11A)
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COMMENT #:  423 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Hamby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the impact the cars, the parking, the pavement has on this beautiful nature. We DO 
NOT WANT MORE!!! The gondolas offer a very safe, beautiful year round solution with less impact on 
the environment. It’s a win/win. My vote is NO ON MORE PAVING. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  424 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Stoddart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  425 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Bangerter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see the gondola system installed. (32.2.9D) Would it run year round? (32.2.6.5F) I love 
that it can function even when there are avalanches or road closures.
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COMMENT #:  426 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Skousen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option to to reduce our reliance on vehicles, avoid more emissions (32.10A), 
paving, and other permanent changes in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  427 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie O'Neill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm for the Gondola. It will also be a tourist attraction - more tourism means more money for the state. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  428 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Muenzenmeyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  429 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Wilkes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  430 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Brassey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be awesome! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  431 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am the owner of six time share weeks at Iron Blosam, and have been a visitor to LCC virtually every 
year for more than 35 years. I strongly support the gondola option to address the access and 
congestion concerns in the Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  432 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Osterhout 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor the gondola plan in order to reduce carbon emissions and increase reliability and access. 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  433 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Potter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  434 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karin Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus service year round would alleviate traffic congestion in the canyon and can implement 
the existing infrastructure with some enhancement. Parking areas near the mouth that are currently not 
used or under utilized such as the old Shopko parking lot and the current UDOT transit center can be 
designated as parking. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.9A) We need to rethink the way we do things. Zion 
National Park went to buses and it has worked very well for them. (32.2.2B) The public may not like it at 
first but can and will adapt and it will become the new normal. Toll booths should have been 
implemented long ago. Our canyons are being loved to DEATH! We don’t need a gondola as it mainly 
benefits the resorts and not all canyon users. (32.2.9E) The cost to ride the gondola would make it 
prohibitive for many canyon users. (32.2.4A) Buses can have designated stops throughout the canyon 
instead of just the resorts. (32.2.6.3C) The canyon has become busier in the summer months if not 
more so than winter months and cars parked along the road for miles near trail heads needs to change 
but people still need access. The gondola seems to benefit and satisfy the resorts and developers 
interests first and not necessarily the public recreational users. (32.2.7A) Anyone that has ridden the 
tram packed full of stinky people with ski gear knows that it is not a very pleasant experience. Please 
Say No to Gondola!
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COMMENT #:  435 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Sdrales 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a life long resident of Utah, I would recommend the Gondola as a most beneficial, superior solution 
for the Little Cottonwood Canyon congestion issue. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  436 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  jim fillman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We have been skiing LCC for 25 years and we support the Gondola approach. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  437 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Ksok 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola and ease traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) Even a train or something. 
Busses are not the solution unless they are completely kitted out to be all wheel drive. The current UTA 
busses are scary (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  438 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janiel Roskelley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola B alternative for the reasons provided in your descriptions above. It will do the 
job and actually provide a scenic ride up the canyon without all the impact on the environment and the 
wildlife. I really like this idea. Really really like this idea (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  439 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madison Stratton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola going up the canyon would be absolutely detrimental to not only the culture of little 
cottonwood (skiing, rock climbing, etc.) but it would certainly destroy a lot of the wildlife habitats in the 
area. (32.2.9E) So many of the problems could be easily solved with a better bus and transport system. 
(32.2.9A) A big flashy gondola is just an ego move on slc's part is not a thing that ANY locals want.
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COMMENT #:  440 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terry Kirkey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  441 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Frohnapfel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build more roads. Use the gondola and preserve as much of the nature as possible. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  442 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jasmine Robbins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Protect our canyon and choose the Gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  443 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola works proposal is a great idea not only for tourists, but for locals, and employees at 
Snowbird. My brother-in-law works at Snowbird and often gets stuck up in the canyon due to bad 
weather, avalanches, and avalanche control. He is deaf and autistic and doesn't quite understand what 
goes on around him and why he is not allowed to drive his car down the mountain. This gondola option 
would be a great benefit to all of Salt Lake City! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  444 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  ERIK KRAUSE 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The fact that this board is seriously considering approving a gondola is clear, convincing evidence of 
the board’s limited, short-sighted view of developing transportation in LCC. DONT DO IT. You can’t 
undo the changes this will cause. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  445 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Wardell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in favor of the gondola option and hope you will move forward with it rather than 
expanding bus service. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  446 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tor Boschen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the most efficient use of $ and would provide the largest improvement to accessing the 
canyon regardless of avalanche hazard etc. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  447 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Staten 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola plan. (32.2.9D) I do not support expanded bus service. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  448 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Severini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a citizen of salt lake city and an extremely dedicated skier. I feel quite strongly that the expanded 
bus option including parking and tolls to drive personal vehicles up the road is the only reasonable 
option. (32.2.9B) The gondola would be a huge waste of taxpayer dollars that limits access to our 
beautiful canyons to only privileged individuals. The gondola will create a huge disruption to our natural 
landscape, and will not fundamentally solve the overruse issues we are facing. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  449 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Giallorenzi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola option. I am a longtime resident and daily user of the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  450 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Laska 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola plan!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  451 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Dumas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola makes the most sense long term. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  452 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Elizer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Sandy resident who would much prefer the gondola option being considered (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  453 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Hatton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola B alternative. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  454 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marc Buterbaugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola proposal is the best idea but it should be done at where people are going to park at the 
gravel pit no bus shuttles!!! plus they could have another gondola going up Big Cottonwood Canyon 
because there is a big parking problem up there as well. (32.2.2R)

Page 32B-456 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  455 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Debra Minard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the UDOT GONDOLA OPTION plus the proposed LA CAILLE BASE STATION. Our family 
spends two weeks a year at Snowbird. Please improve reliability, mobility, access and safety while also 
protecting the natural beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon and our climate! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  456 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  TJ McNulty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
That video makes it a no brainer! Lockers at the bottom, I’d just keep a set of skis, boots, and poles 
there all the time. Adding another lane to the road is like buying a bigger belt because you’re getting fat, 
the gondola is your commitment to get in shape. I will say, if they add the gondola then they need to 
limit parking at the resort. (32.2.4A) The gondola shouldn’t be in addition to the parking or the place will 
be mob packed and no fun for anyone. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  457 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Junger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of conservation where possible. LCC is a precious gem that needs to be treated as so. As 
we look into the future we should be using all available technology to maintain the health of the canyon. 
I am definitely for the gondola or some similar aerial transport. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  458 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chuck Elander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to a gondola, or public transportation, this isnt europe. Snowbird itself has a lot of 
problems since Dick Bass died, but everyone that has lived through the change would know that. 
(32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  459 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  460 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Fillerup 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the gondola is only going to cost 80M more then the gondola is the right choice. I live at the mouth of 
LCC and drive Wasatch BLVD daily. I would love to see gondola VS more stupid buses on the road... 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  461 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dominic Walker-Pecoraro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option is best in terms of access and reliability. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  462 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Purden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please install the gondola. It is needed so very bad to accommodate the growth. This is putting a band 
aid on a big wound, and 5 years late maybe, but never the less, it will help so much and maybe even 
put in two. We are for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  463 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dakota Ferris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola would be a brilliant idea!!! It’s fast safe and will greatly reduce the traffic in the 
canyons (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  464 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary McMasters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see only the gondola added. Because if there is avalanche co trip on the roads, you 
won’t be able to run the buses. But you would be able to run the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  465 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gayland Moffat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As the previous chief operating officer at utah transit authority responsible for many years of ski service 
operations I want to fully endorse the GONDOLA OPTION. I’m happy to talk more about my sense of 
this project if it would be helpful. (32.2.9D) It would also be helpful in time to talk about a light rail 
extension up to the base of both canyons (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  466 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Purden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please install the gondola. It is needed so very bad to accomidate the growth. This is putting a band aid 
on a big wound, and 5 years late maybe, but never the less, it will help so much and maybe even put in 
two. We are for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  467 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Jacques 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long-time Salt Lake resident and frequent traveler of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I’d like to voice my 
support for the gondola option over expanded busing. The gondola option appears to be a better, more 
environmentally friendly, and longer-term solution for the traffic issues that currently disrupt LLC and 
jam up neighboring roads (one of which I have to use to get kids to school in the morning (Wasatch 
Blvd.). Thank you in advance for your consideration. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  468 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the gondola idea. It’ll be a unique experience and preserve the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  469 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Jacobson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola!!!! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  470 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  ERIC ROLLS 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great concept! Let's make it happen! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  471 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  kellie smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the best solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  472 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Owen Knights 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Voicing my full support for the gondola option. This would play a major role in preserving the fragile 
environment of the canyon while reducing the dreaded 2-3 hour traffic jams that have become the norm 
on winter weekends. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  473 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aubrianna Bashor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best option for sustainably and safety of travelers. No worries about slide outs or 
stop and go traffic both going up and coming down SR210 (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  474 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trey Trawick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the only solution that works in any weather condition, and appeals to a wider 
demographic than a bus. Unfortunately, busses are looked down upon and are ignored as a solution by 
upper middle class residents, and increasing bus capacity doesn't not solve their marketability to this 
clientele. 
 
A goldola, especially one with excellent base facilities such as the one proposed, is seen more as a 
luxury option to both locals and tourists. (see: Snowbird Scenic Trams -- people pay simply for the ride 
and views). (32.2.9D) 
 
Enhanced bus routes are just digging deeper into the same hole. A new solution is needed that 
expands the clientele, works in adverse weather conditions, and is more attractive and marketable.
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COMMENT #:  475 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Sutton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am voicing my support of the Gondola option for Snowbird. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  476 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best solution for everyone. Please make this your choice. And let’s get moving on 
it!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  477 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Avonlea Roy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the gondola solution for the long-term health and sustainability of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon! Not only will it be better for our environment, it will also add character and charm to our 
community. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-479 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  478 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Penrod 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer the gondola solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  479 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Summer Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola. This is the clear choice, preserving LCC (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  480 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Schoeneck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Looks awesome. Safe our planet and canyon (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  481 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Louis Dachis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support reducing vehicle traffic in the LCC. A gondola option would be a Huge asset. 
(32.2.9D)

Page 32B-483 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  482 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Schoenwolf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  483 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the dumbest public works proposal in the history of the state of Utah. Just add more buses and 
more parking at the bus stops. (32.2.9A) This is such a bad idea that it really makes me wonder who 
stands to get rich off this project.
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COMMENT #:  484 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terry Harvey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We have a chance to reduce carbon emissions. (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  485 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charllot Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see it run on a limited schedule in the summer for touring (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  486 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the wrong option for LCC. It only appeases paid use of the two ski areas and does not 
address winter backcountry access nor summer for that matter. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  487 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Milette 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have enjoyed Little Cottonwood Canyon for the last 60 years. With the advancement of technology, it 
would be a shame to expand traffic and the carbon footprint with more vehicles, when you can look 
towards the future and come up with a smarter solution to accommodate access up and down the 
Canyon road.  
I would fully support a Gondola system. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  488 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Fontaine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Roadside bouldering in Little Cottonwood Canyon is an essential part of the climbing community in the 
Wasatch. Especially due to the narrowness of the canyon, hundreds of bouldering problems are located 
right next to the road. The proposed transportation "improvements" will significantly harm the 
bouldering community, the climbing history, and naturalness of the canyon.  
 
There are hundreds of people, including me, for which bouldering is an essential part of their lives 
alongside healthy family relationships and a good professional life. Some of my best memories during 
my eight years in Salt Lake City have been made at these roadside boulders. In a way I have 
discovered my ability to persevere and overcome struggles at these boulders, lessons which have a 
huge positive impact on the journey to pursue medicine professionally. 
 
I strongly urge you to consider alternatives that will not destroy these precious natural resources. The 
proposed act sacrifices a significant portion of boulderers livelihoods so just a couple more people may 
be able to ski on the weekends. In my opinion, the ski industry already has their take in the canyon and 
bouldering should not be sacrificed to enlarge it. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4D)
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COMMENT #:  489 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Caldwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as the safest and most sustainable solution. It will be as asset to locals and 
tourists for generations. The gondola is the best option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  490 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Allman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go with the gondola...and figure out a way to make it faster and more cost-effective for families. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  491 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Walston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola up cottonwood canyon would be a great idea as long as the cost to ride is reasonable. 
Or pay heading up, free back... (32.2.4A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  492 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsey Sloan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With increasing population and more demand for the canyons, we should do anything we can to limit 
traffic and support the health of the wild areas we love to enjoy in the canyon. A gondola would be a 
key piece of the overall solution, giving skiers/riders more options for their access and taking strain off 
of the roads. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  493 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erick Russon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in total support of the gondola system up LCC. This looks to be the best and only option UDOT 
should be considering. Less cars and busses in the canyon will only be beneficial to us who use the 
canyon year-round. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  494 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Watson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the Gondola is the best long term solution to the transportation issues in the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  495 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Jorgensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. It should be the first step before even 
considering tearing up the canyon for a wider road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  496 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  sushil dosi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
gondola is good solution (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  497 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Hastings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. Im a climber, skier, and live in Salt Lake City. For the longest time the cottonwoods have been 
my backyard and playground. As a result I know as well as anyone the issues with traffic in LCC. 
however, all current proposals would destroy large numbers of climbing boulders, not to mention plenty 
of habitat in the canyon. As a result, they’d destroy a large amount of what makes little cottonwood 
great. No proposal would be acceptable to me unless it reduced human impact on the canyon. (32.4A 
and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  498 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Walters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best option. This will reduce the reliance on vehicles in the canyon. I am supportive of a 
gondola option to help preserve the LCC gem. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  499 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becca Twait 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola being built as it decreases our reliance on vehicles. As we have all felt 
the shift in the climate here, we can help be a part of the solution by implementing a long-term solution, 
rather than an out-dated, quick-fix. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-501 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  500 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Pearson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no more paving in LLC. Please preserve the beautiful canyon that we have. The gondolas are 
better for the environment and are better for a long-term solution. More buses isn’t going to help in the 
long run. Please. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  501 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Scadron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Create the Gondola, not the Buses! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  502 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Morrison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support any plan that includes the gondola. Thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  503 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Reilly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A great solution! 
I look forward to the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  504 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Nappi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm support the Gondola option. I am a season pass holder at Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  505 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  506 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Douglas D Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We don't need more cars in the canyons, Please use gondola solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  507 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandi Stillings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support no destroying any more of our precious canyon with widening the road ways to allow more 
busses. It doesn't make sense (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  508 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolyn Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the idea of a gondola providing access into LCC. I feel people would be more apt to take a 
gondola ride versus bus ride as well as the increased safety in relation to avalanches and increased 
vehicle accidents. I have never personally taken the bus into LCC. I would definitely consider taking a 
gondola if the option were available. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  509 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Myers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the gondola. It is obviously the best solution and best for the environment. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-511 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  510 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryland Hosenfeld 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in full support of the gondola idea. It solves an issue that has been avoided for way too long. 
(32.2.9D) 
 
What I do want to see is continued access to mid canyon locations (hikes, backcountry skiing areas, 
etc). For these individuals who are not going to Snowbird or Alta, will they be allowed to drive to their 
location? (32.2.4A) 
 
I assume the gondola will be hour restricted, not going 24/7. When it stops running, are cars allowed 
through the canyon? (32.2.4A) 
 
I would also take into consideration traffic headed to the La Caille station. While the gondola will solve 
congestion in the canyon, it would help for congestion around the base station. The construction of the 
station, it’s entrances/exits, and surrounding roads leading to the building should be built to help this. 
When driving Wasatch blvd from the North, where Wasatch and 201 meet, the current right turning lane 
is helpful. (32.2.6.5E)
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COMMENT #:  511 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  512 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ana Sahagun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the Gondola project, it will benefit us all. Thank you! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-514 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  513 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nichol Draper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's increase the options for travel and reduce the reliance on cars. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  514 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Royce Shelley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To all concerned: 
 
I am significantly in favor of the Gondola B option for the following reasons:  
#1 A Gondola system will significantly reduce vehicle emissions in the canyon ecosystem. Beyond what 
a Bus system could. 
#2 The 50 year life-expectancy of the system as stated by "Gondola Works" as opposed to the 14 year 
life-expectancy of busses. 
#3 The Operating and Maintenance costs for the Gondola option are less than the Enhanced Bus.  
#4 The year-round ability to operate the Gondola option I believe will generate revenue with minimal 
impact to the canyon. 
#5 While there will be visual impacts to the canyon, I find them no more offensive that the trams and 
ski-lifts that presently exist in the canyon. Particularly, I find the thought of the view from the Gondola 
absolutely stunning when compared to the view from a UTA Bus. (32.17A) 
#6 Comparing the operation and maintenance costs for winter operation the difference in construction 
costs would be offset within twenty years, and we would be saving money for the next thirty years. 
 
(32.2.9D) 
 
Please feel free to contact me should that be helpful. 
Royce Shelley
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COMMENT #:  515 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option with La Caille base station. I believe both the bus lane and the 
gondola with have environmental impact so that is not a factor in my mind. The gondola will be able to 
provide more consistent reliable transportation and will not be effected by snow or traffic. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  516 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Francis Battista 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the Gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  517 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Decker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola. Helps with tourists and winter weather issues, overall carbon footprint will be less and bus 
driver complications and future connectivity across the resorts. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  518 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Hildebrand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola will have less negative impact on the canyon and surrounding areas (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  519 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexandra Henderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is an excellent option. That I believe will make Utah even more of ski destination and 
reduce the reliance on cars! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  520 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Beardsall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is more sustainable and a longer term solution than the expanded roads and busses 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  521 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Feolo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the Gondola as the better option for transportation in a highly congested area. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  522 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Carty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski in Utah every year. I support the gondola project. It’s the better environmental solution and the 
better long-term financial decision. I will ski in Utah more if it is built. I will ski in Utah less if you opt for 
busses. Busses are a turnoff as a visiting skier. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  523 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Lane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been a life long little cottonwood user. I’m all for making money and snowboarding but I think the 
gondola is an eye sore and should not be passed. The canyon is used by so many more people than 
just Alta and snowbird users. Parking should be first come first serve as it’s always been. Wake up 
earlier if you have to. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  524 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Beesley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Estimated costs to build and time frames (32.2.7C) along with consumer cost breakdown of yearly 
revenue (32.2.7D). Also is this a UDOT transportation resource or shared resource between multiple 
entities?  (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  525 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ayla Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please help Utah reduce our reliance on vehicles. A gondola option Not only will avoid more paving, 
emissions and drastic permanent changes in the canyon required by the expanded bus proposal, but 
the gondola will provide a more reliable long-term solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  526 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eugenio Lebrija 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola would be amazing! (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-528 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  527 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Art Oakes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If you are at all prone to motion sickness you would know that riding a bus up the windy canyon road is 
a non-starter.  
 
I have been skiing Snowbird and Alta for 47 years and have ridden the bus only once. By the time I 
reached the resort I was so nauseous I could not ski. Possibly a different configuration of bus, more 
Greyhound like and going away from the standard city bus design might help this.  
 
I know something has to be done to improve the traffic situation in LCC. for this reason I am a firm 
supporter of the Gondola B option for this reason (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  528 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Rae 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola because of its reduced carbon footprint and environmental impacts 
(32.10A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  529 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brayden Austin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having grown up at the bottom of little cottonwood canyon, I have seen the impact that traffic and 
construction has had on the canyon itself. I remember a time when traffic wasn’t so bad and the road 
hadn’t expanded into the nature on the sides of the road. A gondola would be the best solution 
compared to an expansion of the road. Please for the sake of Utahns, get the gondola up instead of 
expanding the road. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  530 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Peeters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Full support, as long as sufficient parking (for years to come) is provided at the base station (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  531 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Callison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Excellent Idea (32.29D)

Page 32B-533 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  532 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ted Chen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola idea. Great alternative to busses (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  533 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darcy Wadsworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola as the environmental footprint will be less invasive and have longer term 
sustainability. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  534 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Westphal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Gondola! This will provide safe reliable transportation up to excellent resorts via a 
truly unique experience! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  535 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  dee naz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
gondola please or do both! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-537 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  536 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rich Welch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola is much needed and a great initiative that will facilitate a better more sustainable solution 
to the congestion and pollution that the canyon and people are forced to endure currently. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  537 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Kelso 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola over bus. I can’t imagine a 45 min bus where odds are I’m listening to chads Bluetooth 
speaker. Gondola hedges that risk (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  538 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kera Pezzuti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
gondola!! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-540 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  539 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gavin Gustafson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best solution for the long-term (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  540 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  james kenney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski the resorts in LCC approximately 40-50 days per year. I support the idea of a gondola. I also 
support a robust bus system. I think making progress in both these areas will help LCC and the state of 
Utah. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9D) 
Thank you, 
James Kenney
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COMMENT #:  541 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaclyn Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s do this! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  542 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Manning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for the gondola option. (32.2.9D) However, I was hoping to see more details on how parking is 
going to work? (ie I can't imagine there would be sufficient parking at the gondola) (32.2.6.2.1C) How 
would the transport be managed (ie the road would still need to be open to cars/ buses even with a 
gondola). (32.2.4A) Considerations for the backcountry crowd? (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  543 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Jones Sicard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola has always been my thoughts for the best solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  544 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Mattfeldt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will provide a more reliable long-term solution. It will also avoid more paving, emissions 
and drastic permanent changes in the canyon required by the expanded bus proposal. Gondola all the 
way. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  545 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Powers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1. Reduce emissions. 2. Relieve traffic and accidents. 3. Continue to promotor tourism. 4. Provides 
additional access to the mountains for those without vehicles. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  546 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Tardif 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Lets be honest Udot.. this entire wasatch expansion is very little about canyon access the 15 or fewer 
powder days we have a year.. This is about creating an east side belt route delivering traffic along 
wasatch blvd.. Living on Daneborg drive youo've already created an unsafe problem where we;(1) 
cannot enter wasatch from Daneborg dr because of traffic lines created from the new set of lights and 
cars traveling at belt rt speeds of 50-60+ mph.. (2) Traffic is now exiting wasatch onto daneborge 
(25mph residential) at speed to cut thru to Danish and avoid the lights. (32.2.6.2.2A) (3) The new found 
"noise" levels from the increased traffic and speeds. (32.11B). I realize its easy to divert attention to 
snowday traffic and skier visits but maybe be straight forward..fishy smells fishy...
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COMMENT #:  547 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine O'Cain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  548 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the way to go. (32.2.9D) Just make sure you build adequate parking for it. With our growing 
population plan it to be future proof. Just build the parking as large as physically possible. Also build 
into the structure some Commercial space. Lease it to breakfast/coffee/bar/restaurants to recoup some 
cost. (32.2.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  549 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karthik Nadesan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the bus solution over a gondola. (32.2.9B) The gondola does not have way stations so it is not 
useful for hikers, climbers, and other non_ski resort users; (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) it will not be well 
used during the summer; and its construction will impact areas of the canyon that are relatively pristine. 
(32.17A) As a result, I think the gondola is the less preferable alternative (32.2.9E) and additional 
buses with avalanche tunnels and shoulder lanes is a better solution.
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COMMENT #:  550 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Glanzman, MD, FAAN 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option. The environmental impact of constructing a gondola system is 
preferable to expanding ground transportation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  551 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Reichard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To All, 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond. I have been skiing Alta & Snowbird frequently since 1974. I 
also spend about 1/3 of my 70ish days of skiing, in the Little Cottonwood backcountry. Please do not 
degrade the canyon with a gondola that has a much lower Return on Investment (ROI) when adding up 
the multiple components that determine Total ROI. While it is clear the gondola option wins on some 
elements of pros/cons, the road expansion option clearly has the best Total ROI. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9B) 
 
The transportation hubs at the current gravel pit area and 9400 south (and a possible third site) will 
possibly be more important overall than either the gondola or road expansion. Two or three strategic 
staging areas are needed so busses, express shuttles and ride sharing can be efficient at peak times. If 
done well they will greatly reduce time and improve user experience in reaching a wide variety of LC 
and BC destinations year-round. Adding quality retail services at the hubs will help incentivize more 
usage especially when delays inevitably occur under either transportation mode. They would also 
improve the economic return to Utah. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
We also enjoy LC year-round for hiking. Part of the budget must include improving year-round safety 
challenges at the White Pine parking area. (32.2.6.2.4A) The ability for transportation to efficiently drop 
off/pick up passengers and re-enter the LC road is paramount. (32.2.6.3C) 
There needs to be a user analysis or capacity type study completed. Inserting a thousand people an 
hour into the canyon will have a variety of negative effects on user experience and environmentally. 
The study could help determine what limits you want to approach in the effort to balance between 
economic gain, user experience and environmental costs. (32.20B) 
Please feel free to reach out to discuss Total ROI in further detail. 
Thanks again! 
Scott Reichard
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COMMENT #:  552 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Fleming 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to voice my opinion that the Gondola option is a more sustainable and progressive option to 
reduce the number of vehicles on the road, widening the road and reduced carbs n emissions in the 
canyon. (32.10A) It just feels that is a more reliable and sustainable option for generations to come. 
Thank you! (32.2.9D) 
Todd
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COMMENT #:  553 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Wozniak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the better long term option! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  554 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chuck Baribeau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
bus plan is more flexible (32.2.9A) - secondly ENFORCE NOISE POLUTION - prohibit ALL MOTOR 
CYCLES & Vehicles that are louder than HELL, included deisel pickup trucks 24/7/365! (32.11C)
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COMMENT #:  555 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Val Thurston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the Gondola solution and encourage the committee to select this option. Thank you. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  556 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola Option, I think it is the best long term solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  557 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Desplinter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support the project best solution to a difficult problem (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  558 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the gondola option is the best overall option for maintaining the beauty of the canyon, 
health of the environment, and the needs of the people (including me) that would like to recreate in LCC 
but not be held captive by road closures and avalanche dangers. Please consider this as the preferred 
long-term solution to the over crowded road problem. Honestly, when considering egress, environment, 
etc, this seems to me to be the obvious best solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  559 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  james griffin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus lane would be awesome. like the UVX lanes in provo, they've been super effective, stay out of 
traffic, I would totally ride that stuff! (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  560 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Salisbury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Siiiiick! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  561 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Shelton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! I’m a skier from the Northeast; Philadelphia. I had seen the message about the two proposed 
alternatives for transportation in the LCC. I want to voice my support for the 8-mile GONDOLA 
alternative that would be put in place. It is the most environmentally friendly with also the least amount 
of invasion to wildlife, as would be the case with more buses. It would be a beautiful ride for everyone 
and create the least amount of emissions! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  562 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Antonio Le 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would be great !!!! Go for it. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  563 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Pereira 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please please keep on building this. It's dangerous and unsustainable to keep things as they 
are! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  564 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aidan McCarthy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola! It would be an eye sore and does not service my needs as a backcountry skier. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  565 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola option is the most sustainable for the canyon. Let's do that instead of expanding 
the roads for more buses. Thank you! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  566 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vicki Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support the gondola option in Little Cottonwood Canyon! We must reduce the car and bus traffic 
or it will destroy this beautiful place. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  567 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Gardiner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
YES to the Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  568 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Morris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola option is a great idea decrease traffic up the little cottonwood canyon and allow for better uses 
than parking lots adj. to the ski resorts. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  569 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Snow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All for the gondola! Let's make this happen! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  570 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Bartlit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola seems to be the best choice, make a larger investment into the infrastructure now and it won’t 
need another update and new plan in 10 years. Busses seem to a bandaid where as the gondola 
seems to be a real solution to the problem. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  571 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Jacques 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski a fair amount in Europe and they use large trams from parking areas to resorts. It’s a proven 
system! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  572 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Noah Gull 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would be amazing! Especially as a college student trying to save on gas money. It also just adds a 
ton of character to Utah’s reputation as a ski mecca (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  573 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Sturdevant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! Don't waist anymore time, lets get the gondola vibes rolling and slow the flow of emissions. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  574 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Bodell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a 18-year resident of Draper. I am also a long-term Alta season pass holder. I am fully in favor of 
the proposed gondola system. I think this is smart planning for future generations and is clearly the 
correct choice to cut carbon emissions and reduce traffic. I love it. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  575 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Paxton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family and I are 100% in favor of the gondola option for LCC, not only because of the environmental 
impact but because of Snowbird Resort’s willingness to grant an easement on its private property if the 
Gondola option is chosen by UDOT. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  576 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  kevin Handy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The major problem for LCC is traffic flow, flow is dependent upon UDOT for they control the SR210. As 
when to open or close the road. 
When SLC has a major snow storm or a dump up the canyon everyone goes up LCC and when there is 
a problem getting there the flow stops. If the highway is congested with cars waiting to get up the 
canyon then the buses will be log jammed or stack up waiting to get into the line either from the gravel 
pit or from 9400 South and Highland Dr.  
If traffic is tyed up and not moving then nobody is going to get to La Callie parking lot. Traffic backs up 
from 6:30 on SR210 from the High T intersection in the morning waiting to get up the canyon in the 
morning. I live just of SR210 and can see the dog and phony show from my kitchen window.  
SR210 becomes a stand still in any major snow storm holiday and weekends due to UDOT waiting till 
they feel they can open the road. Either option is dependent upon UDOT, until that is solved in opening 
the road sooner than later the flow is stopped. Fix the flow to solved the problem. (32.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
Good Luck, I would just leave it as is and spend $500 million someplace constructive.
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COMMENT #:  577 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Harmon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems like the best long term solution that balances mobility & impact on the valley. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  578 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Lindsey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola, with La Caille base station, is the best option for mitigating Little Cottonwood 
Canyon traffic issues. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  579 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Farrar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a healthier long term option. I’d like to see UDOT elect this measure to preserve 
the canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  580 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Mahre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the increased UTA bus schedule option. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  581 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heidi Fausz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having traveled to Little Cottonwood Canyon multiple times a year, from out of state, I truly believe a 
gondola is the best option for reducing vehicle traffic in the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  582 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine Koehn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Parking is still an issue. (32.2.6.2.1C) Why not use Canyon Transportation? (32.2.6.2A)

Page 32B-584 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  583 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mimi Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no more paving in LCC. I’m a big supporter of the gondola option! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  584 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isabel Roberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Unless the gondola can somehow hold as many people as the expanded bus service and make stops 
for backcountry access as well it seems very clear that the expanded bus service with snow sheds is 
the best way to improve the number of people able to get up the canyon and enjoy the snow while 
helping reliability. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3C) I think expanding the road service makes a lot more sense 
than creating a whole new system with smaller capacity and limited access to areas of the canyon that 
aren’t the resorts.
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COMMENT #:  585 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Christopherson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would provide a greater year round access to the mountain. Tourists would prefer to ride 
the gondola through the canyon, not the bus. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  586 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Braun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Aerial Tram in LCC is a Disneyland wet dream. The future traffic may be increasing, but the cost 
spend of up to $600 million to develop a Disneyland Tram. The tram will void the natural beauty of the 
canyon, wherein a extra shoulder lane for busses will not. (32.17A and 32.17B) I as a Taxpayor have 
no interest or desire to have my taxes increased for out of state visitors to just keep driving up the 
canyon as they will not take the tram. (32.2.7A) I will not take the tram. I live in Granite. Granite has no 
interest in g=having the mouth of LCC commercialized with a parking hub and Tram station. The EIS 
and future work should move slowly. (32.2.9E) Develop Enhanced Bus Service and a wider road. Make 
the systems easy for all. Re-evaluate five to ten years from now. (32.2.6.5D and 32.2.9B) I oppose a 
Aerial Tram in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) I oppose taxpayer hand-outs to two ski resorts; I 
oppose the destruction of the views of LCC by installing a tram. I oppose the commercialization of land 
near the mouth of LCC and the Granite Community. When will we humans stop the degradation of the 
natural beauty of this canyon??? (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  587 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Sciammarella 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola would be amazing (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  588 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joni Dykstra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
From the consumer point of view, I would to know what the cost will be person to ride the bus and park, 
and the cost to ride the gondola and park. This is important to know as it will impact the cost of skiing 
for almost everyone. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6B)
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COMMENT #:  589 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Hirsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All aboard the gondola! Incredible idea to alleviate traffic, help mitigate climate impact, and drive 
investment in the region in a safe manner. Huge fan of the gondola idea. Foolish not to do it imo 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  590 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Medler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  591 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracy Oliveto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Snowbird is our favorite resort so either option would be good for us, that said, there needs to be one or 
both. Thanks (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  592 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abigail Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to advocate for the gondola being built in LCC. Although it may not be the most appealing 
and may take away from LCC natural beauty, the direction of skiing in Utah is getting to a point where it 
is about to burst unless we do something lasting and efficient. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  593 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Donnelly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just do it (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  594 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeromy Stafford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
ski train or tram/ gondola. lcc current situation makes me avoid a skiing there (32.2.9F and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  595 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JD Eskelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go for the Gondola (or Cog train like Europe) NOT more bus service! (32.2.9D and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  596 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ilya rudnitsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  597 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devin britton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please build this traffic and parking are always the biggest problem when visiting (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  598 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Stevens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Brilliant idea! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  599 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zane Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola costs less money to make and maintain, the gondola is weather resistant and can handle 
powder days effectively, private land could be donated for the creation of this project, the idea of a 
gondola that runs from the city to the mountain is something tourists will gravitate toward, 50 year 
solution vs short-sided 14 year "solution" that will only makes things worse.  
 
To purpose that the gondola solution isn't the most viable option means you have an interested party 
other than The People whom have paid massive amounts of money in hopes to get a project that 
benefits a few vs one that benefits all of us. (32.2.9D) 
 
Do your job and create something that is more practical for the city and for our economy.

Page 32B-601 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  600 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  BRIAN MINETTE 

 
COMMENT: 
 
all in favor for gondola. This would make UT and Snowbird truly world class! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  601 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Hone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Busses are the best option; they service the canyon all year around with stops in multiple places. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) 
The gondola only services the ski area, mostly in the winter. It would be wrong to use tax payers money 
to promote only two ski areas. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  602 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Uberty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great idea! An subway would be incredible too if that was an option! (32.2.2C)
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COMMENT #:  603 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheristy Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would provide a fast, reliable way up the canyon that would generate revenue and would 
lessen the impact on the canyon for future generations (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  604 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carmen Trevino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola as the most reliable transportation on snow days and the least environmental 
impact. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  605 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Ritchie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola approach to easing traffic in LLC is the RIGHT way to go and needs to happen asap! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  606 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Manning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola project to lessen our carbon footprint and preserve our canyon for future riders 
and skiers (32.10A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  607 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  TREVOR FINSTAD 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the expanded bus lane and avy sheds. (32.2.9A) the gondola and parking location will jam up 
wasatch blvd like nobodys business even with a wider lane. (32.2.6.5E) Plus there will be very long 
lines, i highly doubt the gondola will be walk on, plus the parking will fill quickly. (32.2.6.5C) buses will 
improve both canyons and be a great success.
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COMMENT #:  608 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Riehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a fantastic idea and solution, far better than a bus, relieving traffic and emissions while offering 
the safest option. Not to mention how amazing the experience could be. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  609 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Proffitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid skier and huge fan of Utah powder, I urge you to pursue the idea of running gondolas (aerial 
trams) up and down BOTH Little Cottonwood and Big Cottonwood canyons. Gondolas would expand 
the capacity of the transportation system while decreasing pollution. This means better access to the 
ski resorts and other recreation areas, safer transportation options during heavy snowfall, and more 
equitable access for people who cannot afford cars that can make it up the steep canyons. The 
gondolas might even become attractions in their own right - it's a win-win-win! (32.2.9D and 32.2.2.Q))
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COMMENT #:  610 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Farrah Edwards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've been skiing LCC for 20 years and watched congestion and frustration over the situation in the 
canyon get worse and worse every year. I LOVE the gondola solution for these reasons: (32.2.9D) 
-low impact (except for installation and maintenance.) 
-fast - especially on powder days 
-I love the idea of lockers - as long as they are secure and affordable. I feel like only people who 
purchased a lift ticket should be able to access the locker rooms. (32.2.3A) 
-will there be enough room in the base lodge? It seems like that is going to be a bottleneck. I would say 
it should be bigger so that there is enough room for people (especially families) to get changed.  
 
Concerns:  
- from the illustration, it still looks like there are a LOT of cars in the canyon. I think that in 
environmental interests, I would expect the canyon to be residents, bus and hotel guests only. Why 
would public cars be allowed up? (32.2.2L) 
 
At this stage, I'd like to see a resident/bus only/hotel guest only mandate in the canyon with a bus 
station off Wasatch at the gravel pit that serves both LCC and BCC.  
- Residents on Little Cottonwood Road and Wasatch are still going to be massively impacted by the 
traffic going to the base of the gondola. (32.2.6.5E)
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COMMENT #:  611 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donald Walk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Seems like a lot of expense to benefit a relatively few number of people.. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  612 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lance Eaves 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All in on the GONDOLA - makes more sense - it was first proposed in 1967 !! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  613 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Ho 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I advocate for more frequent bus service and if you want to cut down traffic change one lane to bus only 
for certain times. Why ruin the natural look of the canyons and I’ve used your bus service for quite a 
few years now when I visit during the ski season (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  614 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Courtnee Vanderlinden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No more road traffic or buses please. We need a gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  615 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Phone Comment 

NAME:  Ryan King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey, my name is Ryan King and I'm a big skier that frequents the Cottonwood canyons and I tried to 
leave a comment on line but usually gives me a receipt saying that it was received and it didn't show I 
thought I would just cover my bases and leave a comment here. I am a big proponent and a big fan of 
the gondola option to alleviate the traffic in the canyons and I think one of the biggest reasons why is 
that? During inclement weather two wheel drive cars seem to frequent the canyon there's slide-offs. 
There are buses that slide off all sorts of vehicles off and as we know a gondola can operate in 
inclement weather. So I feel like this would be the best option to really give people peace of mind that 
they would be able to get up the money and visit a ski resorts and Get down safely. So out of the two 
proposed options. I am strongly on team Gondola. Thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  616 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the current most pressing issue in the canyon is volume. (32.2.9A) This enhanced bus is the 
best option. But please please please consider a full or partial road closure (ie canyon residents and 
essential employees only) along with this. (32.2.2B) And run the buses all year long. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
I like the idea of the gondola for improving reliability in poor weather etc, but a few issues. It needs to 
be useful as a year round thing. Add loading/unloading at Lisa falls, white pine, etc and I think this 
starts to make more sense. (32.2.6.5F and 32.2.6.5G) But the current proposal only benefits the ski 
areas - and as such they need to pay for it. (So make them pay for it and do both honestly). (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  617 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Renaldo Nel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Due to environmental concerns, I strongly support the Gondola option. Salt Lake City and its 
surroundings already suffer from high levels of air pollution and increasing a bussing system would be 
an irresponsible choice (32.10A). I am also opposed to the environmental impact of increasing the road 
surface up the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  618 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Louise Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a great idea and could really help limit traffic in the canyon. My only concern is will there 
be long lines to get on the gondolas? Will there be enough gondolas to keep lines down? (32.2.6.5C 
and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  619 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola proposal. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  620 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eddie Robertson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola since it has lower emissions and subjects the riders to less a avalanche risk. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  621 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fred DeBlase 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build gondola in little cotton wood cayon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  622 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I much prefer the gondola option for (1) cleaner air, (32.10A) (2) an attraction itself, (3) less disruption 
to canyon, (4) nobody rides buses now, (5) preservation, and (6) not dependent upon road / weather 
conditions. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  623 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As some from outside of Utah I think this is a great idea. Last time I went skiing at Snowbird we stayed 
in Bluffdale and drove to the resort one day, took the bus another, and took and uber the third day. A 
gondola would be much more convenient (and safer as our rental struggled going up the canyon). One 
issue with using buses is adhering to a schedule and the gondola would remove that inconvenience 
and encourage people to take public transportation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  624 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Sherry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes for a gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  625 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Georgiou 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola is an investment in infrastructure and sustainability. I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  626 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Diamond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel strongly the gondola project is the best option to relieve traffic up and down Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  627 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lydia Salmond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A rail system would allow for stops at popular trailheads and cut emissions. (32.2.9F) The fact that the 
gondola runs seasonally and only stops at the resorts shows who this is benefiting. (32.2.6.5F) Ski 
resorts and rich people. Don’t spend our taxes on their infrastructure, they can pay for it if they want. 
(32.2.7A) Use our money to pay for something that actually helps congestion in the whole canyon. 
Busses or rail.
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COMMENT #:  628 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Harmon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is my first choice. (32.2.9D) However, the resorts need to be responsible for limiting the 
quantity of day passes sold (specifically snowbird) to help control crowding in the canyon. (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  629 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  KEVIN DAWSON 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reduce our reliance on vehicles by supporting the gondola option. (32.2.9D) The Bus Option 
Requires more paving, emissions and drastic permanent changes in the canyon. the gondola will 
provide a more reliable long-term solution, while reducing the number of vehicles on the road. please 
strongly consider the gondola Option in conjunction with a toll to enter the canyon. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  630 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Granwehr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is reasonable given the traffic at this point. (32.2.9D)This should be well suited for the 
expected growth of the salt lake area though. High capacity is a must. The sooner we get cars off the 
road in LCC the better. Emergency workers will be able to travel more quickly if the public is essentially 
removed from the road. My input is limiting parking on the road. This is a disaster waiting to happen. 
Pedestrians should not be walking on the shoulder and potentially getting hit by a vehicle that is sliding. 
Enforce winter tire checks. No winter tires, no driving up the canyon. (32.2.2M) Please ensure a proper 
parking lot is developed at the mouth of the canyon. Use of the gondola should be incentivized. 
(32.2.4A) Looking forward to the final solution. Thank you!
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COMMENT #:  631 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gunthar Reising 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a much cleaner, greener, and long-term solution for the cottonwoods. Expanded bud 
systems would just be a temporary band aid. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  632 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Stevenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s a no brainer - time for us to start behaving like a world class ski destination and not a back yard 
sledding hill. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  633 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angela Bailey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, NO to the gondola. The cables and poles will constitute a year-round eyesore in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, (32.17A) will not aid in transporting backcountry skiers and the lines will be 
horrific. (32.2.6.5C) 
 
YES to a dedicated bus lane, with more buses and including some buses that are specific to the 
destination resort (i.e., Snowbird only buses, Alta only buses AND buses that go to both resorts). 
(32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  634 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Swan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a frequent user of Little Cottonwood Canyon. This includes having a season ski pass to Snowbird. 
The gondola option should be the only acceptable option. Expanding the road will not necessarily 
handle the traffic if there is bad weather and it will not necessarily handle the traffic problems. The 
gondola option resolves both of those issues. Further, expanding the road will irrevocable damage the 
canyon due to the need to remove portions of the canyon walls to widen the road, move or reuse that 
material on the other side of the road toward the creek will more negatively effect the canyon then the 
gondola option. Thank you. (32.2.9D and 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, and 32.12B)
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COMMENT #:  635 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Ftaclas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Cottonhood Heights, an engineer, and a safety professional. While roadway 
expansion and enhanced bussing may also be necessary at some time in the future, it is a considerably 
weaker solution. Gondola service from La Caille addresses avalanche risk, and avoids slowdowns from 
busses sliding off of the shoulder. The gondola solution also improves economic opportunity both for 
services at Alta/Snowbird, and for goods and services available at La Caille station. The gondola also 
adds to the experience of travelling to LCC creating a memorable adventure for tourists and locals 
alike. I strongly support and will patronize a gondola solution for LCC because of the unparalleled 
advantage it presents for safety and economic opportunity. Finally, please consider additional services 
such as expanded locker rooms, showers, or even a health club at La Caille. You may be surprised at 
the additional revenue potential it may present. (32.2.3A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  636 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Jackson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Put in a gondola. It's better for the environment and it looks cooler. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  637 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Croce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've been a season pass holder, preferred parking permit holder and with a locker at Creekside for 
many years and I am very excited about this project. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  638 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola would be a huge asset for the Utah ski scene. It’s an amazing opportunity to create jobs, 
reduce traffic, and improve the skiing experience for tourists and locals alike. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  639 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Winkler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family has been skiing and coming to Snowbird for 40 years. We have owned timeshares at Iron 
Blossom and now Cliff Lodge. The canyon roads are dangerous and only getting more use as the years 
pass. We support the idea of a Gondola for environmental reasons but also to put our State on par with 
some of the beautiful European resorts we have visited. The gondola would be a much safer option to 
the environment and we feel the investment will be less over the long haul. Busses are an older way of 
thinking and people do not enjoy riding on them. Gondolas are safer, more fun and makes Utah that 
much more interesting to visitors. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-641 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  640 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Igor Borisevich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
support gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  641 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Naatz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  642 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Karney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
gondola solution (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  643 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Conley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the right solution (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  644 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the healthier greener Gondola option : ) (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  645 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Fullmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s go gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  646 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie Stevenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support snowbird (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  647 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alicia Caldwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a gondola to reduce emissions and traffic in the canyon and to protect our watershed and 
wildlife. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  648 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Woydziak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola approach. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  649 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Blanco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola mode of transportation for year-round reliable low emissions travel in and out of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  650 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rex Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Growing up at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon Granite, I developed a love for this Canyon and 
how special it is. Finding ways to Grant access in a way that reduces traffic and congestion and giving 
unprecedented views of the canyon and the valley is such a better alternative that gridlock and buses 
and packed parking lots. I spent the night on the floor of these Peruvian lodge with a couple hundred 
other people when the canyon closed due to Avalanche in the early 90s. I can't imagine how horrible 
that would be today with thousands of people with no food and not enough space.  
 
Create an alternative transportation option that provides done redundancy for worst case scenarios and 
limits the human impact on the canyon while still allowing us to enjoy it's beauty. (32.29H)
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COMMENT #:  651 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Judy Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of the gondola as long as the ticket price is equivalent to that of the bus, which $5 each 
way. A family price would be nice also, otherwise it wouldn’t be worth it to take the gondola with a 
family or group. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  652 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mindy Gautreau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please vote for the gondola. Our cottonwood canyons have far too much traffic already. We don’t need 
more traffic causing more congestion and more pollution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  653 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely! Save what attracts all of us to Utah, tax those heavily that insist on driving. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  654 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Antonetti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Sandy City resident I truly think enhanced bus service is the way to go. (32.2.9A) We are so 
fortunate to have the natural environment that we do, and a ginormous parking structure at LaCaille will 
only enhance the damage to the environment. We do not need more cars heading to the canyon to clog 
traffic for our local residents. I run in the Granite area and am appalled to see the traffic backed up on a 
regular ski day with cars just sitting idle. (32.7B) The gondola seems pretty glitzy and would benefit the 
ski resorts who will not be dealing with the environmental destruction we will see down at the bottom of 
the canyon. Why should my tax dollars go to help the ski resorts do something glitzy at the expense of 
nature? (32.2.7A)

Page 32B-656 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  655 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Loutensock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My comment is fairly lengthy, but I do hope that the team reads it and internalizes it. After living in 
multiple different countries with amazing public transportation options, I've concluded that if we are 
going to get people to use it, there needs to be an incentive. 
 
I've lived in Utah long enough to see how much people just love their 4 wheel drive vehicles; they are 
extremely prideful of them. Even if a Gondola or other form of transport is implemented up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, it will not be used without an incentive.  
 
I think that driving a private vehicle up the canyon needs to be heavily tolled with fees. This will equalize 
the cost between driving my own vehicle versus taking the the gondola. Perhaps even, the canyon 
could be closed to private vehicles, and the bus system could get scaled up to accommodate the traffic 
that the gondola cannot support. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L) 
 
All in all, there needs to be a strong reason for people to prefer taking the gondola in order to solve the 
transit challenge. I don't want to see something of this scale get built, and in the end, do nothing to 
solve the problem.
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COMMENT #:  656 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Knight 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a fabulous idea. I have been enjoying Snowbird for 30 years and live locally. I would totally use 
this option. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  657 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Herzog 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola over enhanced bus. (32.2.9D) This doesn't fix the same problem in BCC. Is it just 
focus on one canyon at a time philosophy? Get LCC done then move to BCC?
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COMMENT #:  658 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Beck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If it reduces emissions I’m all for it! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  659 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathaniel Kogan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems the much better long term option and the one that will have less of a negative 
environmental impact on the canyon. Also, this will allow SB and Alta to avoid interlodge issues during 
major storms. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H)
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COMMENT #:  660 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Niu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I visit SLC for skiing every winter and would love the option of riding a gondola instead of driving up 
little cottonwood canyon! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  661 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirsten Ball 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for LCC. Enough with the cars/bus pollution. Help save the canyon now. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  662 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Norrandee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love this idea but increase capacity of Gondola closer to 3,000 pph. (32.2.6.5N)
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COMMENT #:  663 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristine Causton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reduce emissions and changing the landscape of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Build a gondola 
instead of adding more busses! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  664 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Juliet DeVette 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola go!@ (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  665 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paola Nix 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to register my support for the gondola project as the best solution for the traffic issues in Little 
Cottonwood canyon. It is a worthwhile expense to preserve the beauty of the canyon and limit the 
amount of vehicular traffic going up and down. I also believe it will be a much more pleasant experience 
for locals and tourists visiting our mountain resorts. Increased bus service is NOT a long term solution. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  666 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If you are going to spend money, at least spend it effectively. Gondola for the win (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  667 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradly Lenkevich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any new infrastructure going up little cottonwood canyon is just going to destroy the environment. All a 
gondola is going to do on a busy day is get more people up the canyon. So instead of waiting 1 hour in 
the lift lines, now we are waiting 2 hours. (32.2.6.5C) The wasatch range is a beautiful and small range. 
The solution to the traffic problem is not stuff as many people as possible up their so the resort can 
make as much profit as possible. Or so the state can take in as much tax revenue as possible. We 
need to maintain and regulate the amount of people that are up their. (32.20B) Any new idea has to 
consider all recreational sports for the wasatch range. The ski resorts ARE NOT the most important 
thing.
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COMMENT #:  668 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Polly Parkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan. I object to the environmental impact of widening the road. Gondolas are 
also not hampered by bad road conditions or avalanches. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  669 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JOSEPH CHAVEZ 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should have had a bus system in place 10 year's ago the litigation has been a waste of time and 
money. Why would we have a gondola that only gets used during the ski season. (32.2.6.5F)
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COMMENT #:  670 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Nee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The problem is based in the over development of the valley from 7200 south to Provo,I would say to 
relieve the pressure on the cottonwoods maybe it’s Time to build a couple of resorts to the south of Alta 
and snowbird !(32.2.2V)
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COMMENT #:  671 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Cutler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the Gondola option. I think it should be seriously considered. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  672 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kylee Tuckfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I noticed the growing issues this past season and think this is a great idea. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  673 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Swan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not allow a gondola to be placed on our public land, this will be a significant eye sore and will only 
be used part time. (32.17A) Such a destructive solution should not be an option. we as the public 
should not allow the private interests of the two ski resorts that will surely profit off of the this solution. 
(32.2.7A) they have a biased view on how to handle the traffic situation in the traffic. a bus lane will 
have the same cost but will not have such a destructive impact on views of the canyon and can not be 
used in the summer where buses could be to support events in the canyon. (32.12B and 32.2.6.3C) 
and it would be irresponsible for us as a society and those who live in Utah to allow a gondola to be 
placed in the canyon. we should be preserving the land and the views that we all love so much. this 
should be strictly be placed on locals and citizens of Utah to vote and make this decision. we should not 
allow this to become about profits. you as the people who have been tasked to find have a 
responsibility to listen to the people and think about the over all impact for us and our future. please 
take in account how this will be perceived in the future, people will be impacted by this for much longer 
then 30 years this will be something that will be part of the canyon for a very long time. we shouldn't 
think about this issue in the short term. a gondola make little sense as a solution. (32.2.9N)
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COMMENT #:  674 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Bsumek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Favor a rail system as has been proven to be reliable in Europe (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  675 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Kemker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola proposal for environmental reasons and less impact over busses. I would 
personally use a gondola over driving up the canyon especially on snowy days. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  676 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Spector 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola B Alternative seems like the best option here as it has the least environmental impact. 
(32.2.9D) Busses and widening the road up LCC is just too invasive. Visual impact is a silly gripe as the 
top of the canyon is already littered with lifts. (32.17A) My question is why not extend the gondola into 
BCC and serve all four resorts with one project? The seems like the best option for capturing as many 
riders as possible while alleviating as much traffic from the roads as possible. (32.2.2Q)
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COMMENT #:  677 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m all for it!!(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  678 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Lyng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Canyon safety is at risk with extensive traffic in LCC traveling through avalanche terrain. (32.1.2) 
 
We need a more robust mass transit solution, not just a few buses at peak travel times. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  679 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Prefer the gondola option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  680 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kellee Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Reduce vehicles in the canyon and opt for the gondola option! This is what the people want! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  681 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Kummer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola system would be great! Ease the burden of parking at the mountain and a safer way to enjoy 
the sport. Plus less pollution running busses and cars up and down the canyon all day. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  682 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Rigby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Would the gondola cost to ride? I’m sure it would…how would this add in to the expense of season 
tickets and lift tickets that are so costly. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  683 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marsha Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s time that we listen to the experts- to save our city from further pollution, traffic jams, and irate 
patrons of the hills, let’s do it right and make gondolas the solution to the crowded routes to our ski 
resorts. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  684 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Lindon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  685 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tallya Llewelyn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is preferable to buses ! The buses system will need to be continually expanded. We can use 
what we have with buses in addition to a gondola for the best outcomes for skiers (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-687 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  686 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  CRAIG WHITE 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  687 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Wetherell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree that the popularity of Little Cotton has made getting to the ski resorts dangerous and at times 
very frustrating time wise. The Gondola seems like a good long term solution. Traffic needs to be 
addressed for near term solutions as well. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  688 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edward DiRosa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in 100% support of the gondola solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. There is so much less 
environmental impact, and the reliability on snowy days when private vehicles and busses are sliding 
off the road is unparalleled. In my opinion, this is the only viable long term solution. It is even possible 
to scale a 3S system such as this upwards of 2000-3000pph. This can be done at a later date by 
adding more cabins as long as the system is designed for it as well. Not only is it less environmental 
impact, long term less expensive, and more reliable, but it would also be an attraction on it's own and 
would greatly help Salt Lake City with a future Olympic bid. People HAVE to ride a bus but they GET to 
ride a gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  689 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to the Gondola!!!!!!!!!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  690 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great plan as long as annual passes are available at a reasonable price and vehicular traffic is still an 
option for local residents at the mouth of LCC, at least on non-storm midweek days. How about an 
annual vehicle pass for local residents at some reasonable rate. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  691 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Powers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Clearly a solution to the congestion is in dire need. I support the gondola over any solution which limits 
cars by increased busing and the horrible idea of expanding the Canyon is absurd. (32.2.9B and 
32.2.9D) The number of cars trying to get up and down the canyon daily in the winter, backed up for 
hours and likely spewing massive amounts of carbon into our already polluted region cannot continue. 
(32.10A) A gondola system seems like the most progressive and sustainable option.
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COMMENT #:  692 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Rosenman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola, much better way to travel than bus or car. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  693 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Levine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that better bus infrastructure and a dedicated bus lane is a much better option than a gondola. 
(32.2.9B) Buses don't require one single starting place for access, you can start your commute up the 
canyon at numerous places, so there's more options as capacity demands continue to increase. 
(32.2.2I) I think it's also very important for the solution to offer multiple stops throughout the canyon at 
different trail heads, etc. (32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  694 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Lium 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to take the generational approach. The buses are a bandaid solution. The traffic problem is 
only going to get worse with time. The gondola solution while more expensive initially, wins on every 
other metric. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  695 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maria Di Vita 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is horrible! I'm completely against this. This will destroy the beautiful nature of the canyon, (32.17A 
and 32.17B) 100+ bouldering problems for climbers and more. (32.4A and 32.4B) Why make it so 
complicated, instead of creating more parking at the mouth of the canyon and allowing only the use of 
buses for people to go up the canyon. (32.2.9A) The gondola is a way of destroying the canyon just for 
winter season usage only and for some people to get richer.
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COMMENT #:  696 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Landon Spencer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for the gondola, please take some pressure off the canyon and put in a gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  697 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Neumann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the idea of a gondola to access Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-699 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  698 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carrie Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I chose Salt Lake City because of the proximity of good bouldering to the city. The most iconic 
problems in little cottonwood canyon are located in roadside climbing areas. These are Utah’s natural 
gems. Why are we spending so much money, demolishing our natural playground for the benefit of two 
companies. The alternatives presented here are beyond heart breaking. Where are your priorities? 
(32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  699 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colton Heuple 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As the earth is continuing to wither away by human expansion and development we cannot widen the 
road further causing more damage and harm to our local environment and ecosystem. Having the 
gondola will reduce emissions and also create less traffic going up and down the mountain on a daily 
basis. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  700 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Doyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I refuse to ride the bus. You put in a gondola, I may or may not ride it based on parking at the gondola, 
and time to get from my car to the slopes and a highly reduced fee for locker rental. (32.2.3A) I'm not 
wearing ski boots till I'm ready to ski. Need someplace to secure personal items. (32.2.3A) What I 
would prefer is to keep the parking lot the same size it is now, but first come, first serve, and when the 
lot is full, the resort closes to anyone else for the day. Crowding on the slopes creates a hazard and 
you are way over crowded.
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COMMENT #:  701 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe we should preserve the integrity of the canyon by limiting cars. I support increased busses and 
a gondola (32.2.9A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  702 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Bass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A long term solution to the transportation challenges and impacts created by bus and car vehicles in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon needs to be addressed sooner rather than later. Such solution needs to 
address environmental impact (ie carbon emissions (32.10A)), safety (avalanche danger; icy conditions 
leading to car accidents and (tragically) sliding off the road), parking in the canyon, and convenience 
(LENGTHY car traffic lines and waiting in traffic on Powder days). The Gondola proposal addresses all 
four of these issues extremely well. In addition, the Gondola is visionary and forward-thinking. Gondola 
transport through mountains has been a reliable, tried-and-true means of transport throughout 
European alpine countries for many decades. It is uplifting, as the people transported can, with safety, 
enjoy looking out at spectacular Nature views. Most significantly, disabled people have the opportunity 
to experience Nature in a much more personal and meaningful way. Just imagine what that experience 
can mean for a lifetime for a person for whom the visual experience is unique, rare, and transformative. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  703 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maria Groves 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  704 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Vestal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  705 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Hess 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola, however, I feel 1800 spots at the La Caille location is too small. It should make it 
about double that. I want people to use it, make parking available. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  706 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Hopkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola in LCC (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  707 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aurora Goodman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! Gondola! It's the best option for both short and long term values. I want my grandchildren to 
enjoy Little Cottonwood Canyon as I have. Our outdoor resources *are* what makes Utah so great. We 
are the stewards and guardians of our outdoor greatness. *WE* are responsible for making the gondola 
happen. Other mountain/ski states don't have the proximity to wilderness that the Wasatch Front has. 
[The one percent are moving here for a reason.] Little Cottonwood Canyon is our backyard (not 2-3 
hours drive like Colorado and California). The canyon use will only grow. Now is the time to make the 
right choice. UDOT saw the future with TRAX and we are better for it. The gondola is the only choice. I 
am passionate about this project and have been a life long (40+ years) resident of the Cottonwood 
Heights/Sandy area. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  708 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meredith Ackerson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA. (32.2.9E) the bus system is wildly successful and very used and doesn’t disrupt the 
integrity of the views from all around the Wasatch. The gondola wouldn’t just affect snowbird and traffic, 
but also affect all backcountry users and the wilderness that we get to see and experience here. I 
strongly oppose the gondola.
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COMMENT #:  709 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marilyn Oakey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote for Little/Big Cottonwood Canyon is GONDOLA. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-711 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  710 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Gray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the gondola! Thanks (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  711 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Waters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m all for the gondola! What a smart move! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  712 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pahoran DaSilva 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an 18 year local resident and snowboarder at Snowbird, the traffic in that canyon is unbearable! The 
bus lane is not going to make it better. I haven't take the bus up for over a decade and probably will 
never take it again. The gondola is a more practical and long-term solution to this issue. Please go with 
the gondola option! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  713 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Paulsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  714 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Velpel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate UDOT exploring better options for decreasing the number of vehicles going up the canyon 
during peak times. I want the environmental impact to be minimized besides the number of vehicles. I 
prefer the gondola option as that also could be a safer option during inclement weather that impacts 
traffic. The gondola is also something that may be more attractive for riders enjoying their travel 
compared to the busses that get stuffy and crammed. I assume the gondola view would be a better 
experience for tourism and showcasing Utah's beautiful nature. I do wonder if the gondolas could 
provide transportation when avalanches block traffic or threaten roadways up and down the canyon. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H)
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COMMENT #:  715 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Paulsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  716 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Cooke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola option sounds like the best choice. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  717 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sadie Slikker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood needs a gondola. Not only will it help reduce traffic (which is greatly needed) it can 
also be a huge boost to the economy and is more environmentally friendly. Buses are underutilized 
anyway. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  718 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Jayne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Super expensive waste! Finish adding the middle lane for 2-way traffic up in the mornings and 2-way 
traffic down in the afternoon. (32.2.2D or 32.2.2P)
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COMMENT #:  719 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Cote 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would lean more towards the gondola as the preferred method of transporting skiers and outdoor 
enthusiasts. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  720 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Hixson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is in the long term, a much better solution. (32.2.9D) Our largest environmental 
issue in the Salt Lake Valley is air pollution, especially in winter. (32.10A) More vehicles, even busses, 
just doesn't make sense. Also with the number of avalanches that close the road in season, a gondola 
is a better solution.
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COMMENT #:  721 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  BAUNA PARKER 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a great option! Do it. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  722 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Meegan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please Choi’s gondola. It’s beautiful. And fast. And reliable. And requires no additional pavement. And 
we already know no one uses the busses. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  723 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Lambert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  724 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyler Roush 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I 100% support the gondola. Construction techniques for lift building has a minimal foot print compared 
to the utter destruction adding a 3rd lane and snow shelters would cause and substantial impacts to 
water quality. Gondola all the way (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  725 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I highly recommend the Gondola Alternative B which will reduce traffic & accidents in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and be the most environmental friendly option. The Gondola will be a game changer for 
accessing Snowbird & Alta. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  726 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola best option for road construction and closures. Parking must be adequate! Parking at bus 
stops and bus capacity is not enough currently. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  727 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Kuentzel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola. Gondola. Just be sure there is sufficient parking at the base! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  728 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Sabo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best solution. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-730 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  729 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Beall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I can no longer use bus service because the bus does not stop at the mouth of the canyon. I would 
definitely use this gondola, especially if rides on it are included in my season pass (32.2.9D and 
32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  730 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Garrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Should have been done many many many years ago !!!!!!!!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  731 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  kevin haigis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
100% support This. Have been coming to Utah for years from Maryland and have seen the snow 
conditions first hand from an avalanche as well as the traffic get worse year to year as more people 
discover the amazing snow of Utah. Please build (32.29D) 
This!
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COMMENT #:  732 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Hadley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola option. The big investment makes the most sense in the long run and 
positions us as leader of finding ways to manage wild lands with a rapidly growing population interested 
in accessing a place we all love. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  733 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Ocain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do this, it's the way to go for the future of the canyon (32.29D)

Page 32B-735 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  734 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Kirschner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Full Support of the gondola proposal, it will help alleviate a tremendous amount of traffic, reduce risk of 
driving through the dangerous snowy canyon, reduce pollution and support economic growth both up 
and down canyon. Get it Built as soon as possible! (32.2.9D and 32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  735 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Warner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola solution in Little Cottonwood Canyon. It makes sense given the road is the 
most dangerous of any ski resort in the world as far as avalanches are concerned. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  736 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Mildner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do a gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  737 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin L Bills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please get this plan approved. save our canyons. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  738 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Greenberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Could an avalanche take out the tower ? Not trying to be in one of those bad boys if anything slides 
(32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  739 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Coralyn Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great idea for safety and the canyon environment. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  740 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danny Mangum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a great option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  741 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kent Diebolt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been following the process of determining what to do about traffic on SR 210 for many years. It 
seems to me that the only option available that addresses most of the relevant issues is installation of a 
tram system. Chief among the advantages are the ability to continue operating the tram when ground 
conditions do not permit surface transportation of any sort. My vote is for a gondola solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  742 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Ewing 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please approve the gondola for LCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  743 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Hammett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not need more human created monstrosity’s in the sky line. (32.17A) These project always take 
twice as long and over budget. I do not want to see tax dollars be spent for one dollar of this project. 
(32.2.7A) Snowbird is already too crowded. I foresee this just adding to the over traffic and 
snowbird/Alta asking for more and more resources. Make a parking lot that can sustain visors down the 
canyon with more busses. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  744 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ty Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want this! I don't care what it does for my taxes. I will pay for it! (32.2.7A) This will be incredibly useful 
for the valley and it's ecological impact as it continues to grow. Please add infrastructure to get to the 
gondola that is bike friendly! Dedicated bike paths (not painted lines) would be incredible for allowing 
access to the mountains without owning a car. That's the main reason I still have one! (32.2.6.5M)
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COMMENT #:  745 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Eller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Is snowbird going to pay for this gondola or the UT taxpayer? (32.2.7A) I can’t get behind anything that 
makes their business better on our dime. Since the gondola stops at only Alta and Snowbird, it seems 
like a direct investment in their business and therefore should be paid for by them. Just them. They can 
raise money from their customers. I could get behind a bus project, toll, limiting occupancy at resorts or 
cancellation of the public lands lease to Alta or Solitude to reduce congestion.
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COMMENT #:  746 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Frick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this Gondola is the best option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  747 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ressa Gagat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is for the gondola. This is the only sustainable option that will alleviate traffic congestion for all 
future generations. Salt Lake is on a upward trajectory for growth, traffic will only get worse in the 
future. This is the only option that will be able to withstand this population growth as well as not 
affecting the environment of this special and beautiful canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  748 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Donaldson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please continue out of the box thinking and choose the Gondola B alternative. The benefits of avoiding 
traffic and avalanches lane makes it the best option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  749 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Judith Klinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding more buses or making the road wider does not solve the traffic problem. Its an expensive band-
aid that pushes the problem around but does not alleviate the traffic and the associated pollution.  
For multiple reasons, the viable most viable option is the gondola: (32.2.9D) 
1) Traffic alleviation - less cars on the road 
2) Pollution: less pollution from cars/buses  
3) Avalanche: less chance of gondola closures due to avalanches 
4) More predictable arrivals and departures 
5) Snowbird will be seen as a leader in climate change mitigation and could influence other ski areas to 
adopt innovative traffic solutions.
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COMMENT #:  750 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Levi Blackstone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option because it works even in bad weather or canyon road closures. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  751 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Digwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus lines. My opinion is that the Gondola will only support the resorts. Not the 
greater good of the community. (32.2.9A and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  752 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hilary Arens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola plus La Caile transportation solution. Thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  753 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wesley Keating 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is an amazing idea! Less pollution and a super convenient way to get up the canyon! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  754 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Igor Birioukov 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support The Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  755 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sabrena Suite-Mangum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The best option is the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  756 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Braun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO NEED TO GIVE A DISNEYLAND RIDE TO SNOWBIRD AND ALTA FOR 10 BIG SNOW DAYS 
PER YEAR. SAVE LCC. SAVE GRANITE COMMUNITY. NO COMMERCIALIZATION AT THE MOUTH 
OF THE CANYON. NO TRAM TO BENEFIT MILLIONAIRE OWNERS OF SKI RESOTS. (32.2.9G)

Page 32B-758 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  757 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  GIANNI JORDAN SCUNCIO 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support this fully (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  758 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Lyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very much in favor of the gondola option! I have been skiing at Alta and Snowbird for 55 years so 
my perspective is different than others. I believe the bus option is a short sighted option which may 
alleviate the immediate traffic problem in the canyon but 10 years from now we will be right back to 
where we are now. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  759 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Santangelo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do it! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  760 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Cain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fewer emissions, less disruption to the road, avoiding Avy shutdowns, more businesses at the mouth 
of the canyon, this seems like a win, win, win, win..... (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  761 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  nate shipp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a fantastic idea. I would only add a requirement that the Forest Service and the two resorts work 
together to add 15 more lifts and open up an additional 50,000 acres to lift serviced terrain. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  762 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Crist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola project since additional bus routes will increase our carbon footprint. (32.2.9D 
and 32.10A) Another option could be an underground metro similar to the one in DC. (32.2.2C) 
However, I am not sure of the environmental implications. Both resorts get skied off pretty quickly, but 
at least this will alleviate from the 4 hour drives after a big storm similar to the one I experiences this 
past year which is my eyes was priceless knowing the goods we got to ski. Good luck!
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COMMENT #:  763 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Macfarlane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
YES LET’S MAKE IT HAPPEN! I think with how our future looks with pollution and decreased snowfall 
along with warmer winters this is the only 
option to preserve our ski seasons as long as we can! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  764 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mara Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived in the area since 1979 and seen lots of growing pains. I also have skied all over the west 
and found that bussing seem to work great. I actually take the bus regularly in Park City because it 
comes every 15 minutes or so. Jackson has a system that manages as many skiers as we have, so 
does Park City. I prefer busses for the flexibility and because we could decentralize parking. (32.2.2I) I 
have waited hours in gondola lines (like the one at the Canyons Park City resort). (32.2.6.5C) They 
don't have the ability to ramp up capacity for high demand hours the way buses could. The single point 
makes for more traffic jams with people needing to drvie FROM the gondola. A gondola will create the 
same traffic problems, just relocated to the points where it picks up and drops off. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
Frequent busses make it easy to get around and could easily be adjusted. Buses could also adapt the 
destination. There are several place where people come from and several places where people want to 
go- there are trails from the mouth to the top that cars are always overfilling parking lots. Busing would 
give everyone access. (32.2.2I) The way a gondola gives a boon to one location (like LaCaille, and 
wherever the proposed stop is) will benefit a very few already wealthy people in our community, while 
buses depots could be spread around and be a common solution to Big Cottonwood as well. It seems 
silly to be discussing a solution that only helps 1/2 of SLC's skier traffic. (32.2.2I) 
 
I would love to see buses get priority over cars when the canyon opens. It would be incentive enough to 
ride a bus for most skiers. As long as busses are frequent and don't make the long drive into every 
snowbird location! (When I'm going to Alta, the bus is not an option because the snowbird stops at 30 
minutes to the ride.) (32.2.6.3A) 
 
A drive through Sandy shows that Highland and 9400 is DYING!! Two big box stores empty with more 
closing down the road (on 1300 and 8600). They are becoming neighborhood dumps. We need to 
support our already developed areas instead of just continuing development of already scarce open 
space.  
 
Conclusion: Busing is better because it can be adapted for frequency based on loads and adapt to 
where people want to come from and where they want to go. A gondola just moves the traffic problems 
to its point to point stops. And anyone who has experienced the line while we wait for the canyon to 
open will know that this traffic jam will just build around Wasatch. It's a non solution.
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COMMENT #:  765 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  GIANNI JORDAN SCUNCIO 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support this crazy idea of yours (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  766 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  McKenna Gunderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola option whatsoever. (32.2.9E) The people of Utah do not need to have a 
Gondola to support tourists coming in. There are many safe ways to travel up the canyon and 
especially now with covid being in our rearview. The buses need to run more frequently and run longer 
throughout the season. Also, there needs to be more parking for bus users. (32.2.9A) Or, how about a 
ride share app? Ruining the beautiful canyon with a gondola would be devastating to the community 
and to the landscape. (32.17A) Land over profits people.. clearly the resorts are in it for the latter and 
its not ok.
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COMMENT #:  767 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Bolin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the gondola! This is the BEST option to preserve the beautiful canyon that we love so 
dearly. Let’s keep our environment clean, safe, protect our wildlife, and provide a sustainable solution 
for all. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-769 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  768 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marquet Call 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Option B: Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  769 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Droeger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only sustainable option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  770 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheryl Altman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
People will still take a car up LCC. For me, that is a 20 minute drive, which is much better than 
bothering with the gondola. (32.2.4A) I am opposed to the expense and disruption of a gondola. Put 
ample electric busses on the UTA routes, and it will solve the problem at much less expense! 
(32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  771 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathleen Juhlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola makes the most sense and will keep people moving in a way that impacts our beautiful 
canyon less than road travel. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  772 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Struhs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I absolutely love the idea of having more parking at the base of the mountain and a gondola leading up. 
Would allow easier access more people getting dropped off instead of driving all the way up (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  773 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Diamond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Best option so far! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  774 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bridger Nielson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expanding the LCC road in the already tight watershed is not forward thinking and would be 
environmentally disastrous. (32.12A) Gondola ALL THE WAY (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  775 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rochelle VanTil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Excellent- it’s time to move forward with this gondola. There will always be opposition but I hope this 
will not deter you what really allows accessibility to one of the most beautiful canyons in the world. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  776 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brice Coffer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola option seems like a viable long term solution that decreases the reliance on vehicles of any 
kind (and additional road ways) as well as a 'destination attraction' that just generally looks beautiful 
and gives great views (32.2.9D and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  777 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Wylie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is SAFE & RELIABLE, SUSTAINABLE, LONG-TERM solution, IMPROVED ACCESS, 
COST-EFFECTIVE and not to mention would provide amazing views year round for those otherwise 
unable to see above the existing road. I fully support the Gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  778 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Ginley-Hidinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello- 
 
I am writing in support of the extra bus system and against the idea of a Gondola. (32.2.9A) The 
gondola services only the ski resorts and is solely beneficial to Alta and Snowbird, where as buses can 
service the full canyon and can be more flexible. i.e. dropping off people at popular hiking trails during 
the summer, shuttling people to and from Oktoberfest, and even picking up backcountry skiers who 
need a lift to their cars. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
I truly believe that the funds for this project would best service all of Ski City, and the environmental 
efforts, if they were used to build larger parking areas/structures at the base of each canyon. This 
would allow people to catch the bus easier and carpool easier. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
This may not be feasible, but if tax payer dollars are being used for this project, I believe that the tax 
payers should have priority in the canyon. I.e. along with tire checks, you ask folks to show their Utah 
IDs or season passes. Utahns have the most experience driving this on-of-a-kind canyon road, and 
those staying up at Alta/Snowbird should have no real need for a car, as everything for the perfect ski 
vacation is found within the base area. (32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration in reading my opinion.  
 
Sincerely, 
Nicole
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COMMENT #:  779 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Khodadad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of the gondola option. (32.2.9D) The canyon traffic is out of control. This should help 
the environment. Will it be included in a Snowbird or Alta season pass like the bus is currently? 
(32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  780 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Richins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  781 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adel Abdallah 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support this amazing effort. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  782 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Perry Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
My name is Perry Hall and I am a soon to be 12 year pass holder in Little Cottonwood Canyon. On top 
of this I am the Utah Chapter Chair for Backcountry Hunters and Anglers, a 501c3 public land access 
group dedicated to protecting public lands, waters, and wildlife. I wanted to comment on the proposal 
for the LCC transportation project. I am in support of added bus lane and transit center (Alternate A). I 
believe this will be the biggest benefit to the canyon and have some deep running concerns over the 
gondola project. (32.2.9B) 
My staunch opposition to the Gondola stems from the following. 
a.  This is a publicly funded project that solely benefits private businesses. From the land at the 
base where the La Caille center will be built, to Alta and Snowbird, there is ZERO net positive 
financially to the public sector, and the gondola does not serve to decrease traffic year round nor does 
it allow for stops at public trailheads. I understand that private vehicles will still be allowed to enter the 
canyon. (32.2.7A) 
b. Eyesore. The wasatch is a small range. We struggle with increased population growth and 
tourism (a massive benefit for us) however, a gondola does not have a place running the length of LCC. 
The bus system will be less obtrusive visually. (32.17A) 
c. Capacity/time. 1000 ppl/hr out of a private lot, with, potentially, limited operating hours will 
impact skier days/visitation/overall satisfaction of the lcc experience. I’d much rather drive, sit in my car 
for 2 hours in Alta’s lot (as I did a LOT this past season) than I would to stand in line for the bus, ride 
the bus, stand in line for the gondola, ride a 40 minute gondola to finally be able to get in a lift line. 
(32.2.4A) 
d. Financial burden-the land where the center is built is private, I can only believe that there will be 
paid parking only at the La Caille transit center, pay to ride the gondola, etc. (32.2.6B and 32.2.4A) 
This only adds to the already skyrocketing cost of skiing for the average family.  
Please, prevent this from getting railroaded through by private companies and focus on public 
transportation alternatives that will be a better solution.  
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  783 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcela Smid 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Very supportive of gondola option to limit vehicles in the canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  784 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brock LeBaron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus option because. (32.2.9A) 1 - it’s less expensive and can be built 
incrementally. 2 - serves more than just to draw points. (32.2.6.3C) 3 - doesn’t disrupt the view shed of 
the canyon. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  785 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Uhlig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Boring Tunnel Co tunnels would be better! Bring in Elon Musk. (32.2.2C) That or wider/ bus only lanes 
and avalanche tunnels. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  786 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In favor of the gondola plan. it would be the best option to alleviate traffic and reduce emissions 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  787 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Turner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola is the best idea for the canyon and the people (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  788 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are owners at iron blosam during the month of june. Although we wouldn’t necessarily use this due 
to the amount of supplies we bring, it is a brilliant solution. We often have friends visit to enjoy LCC with 
us, and this would be great. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  789 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Albucher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After over 25 years of being an owner at Snowbird it is obvious that the GONDOLA B solution is the 
way to go. I fully support this, as it is clearly the best option environmentally. GO TEAM GONDOLA!! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  790 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Holmes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why are the taxpayers covering the cost of this? (32.2.7A) Private businesses or tolls should be paying 
the whole bill for this. I don't see the added tax revenue/economic benefit even coming close to the cost 
of this. This benefits wealthy individuals that ski - a small subset of the population. A large part of the 
beneficiaries of this project won't even be native to Utah. Tolls or privatization. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  791 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Liebow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Two thumbs up. Wonderful idea to enable access and reduce carbon. (32.10A) Definitely needed.
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COMMENT #:  792 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benton Call 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the gondola is a far better solution. Unaffected by avalanche danger, avoids serious road 
changes, cleaner in the long run, and would be far more unique and beautiful than adding busses. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  793 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cannon Holbrook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  794 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Clements 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to UDOT's participation in the proposed gondola system for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9E) The gondola would primarily benefit 2 businesses. If these businesses want more customers 
than the road can accommodate, let them pay for their own private gondola system. (32.2.7A) UDOT 
funds should be used for projects that benefit a much broader populations of Utahns.
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COMMENT #:  795 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George H Hooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola project (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  796 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Perri Ebert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the Gondola option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  797 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dana Memmott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for reducing our carbon footprint. (32.10A) Our ski seasons are being shortened drastically 
already (32.2.2E)
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COMMENT #:  798 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chadwick Willie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best option. Busses create congestion, smog (32.10A) and depend on avalanche 
and road conditions. They are also very slow and not as fun as riding a gondola! A gondola will bring 
more tourism and profits all year long (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  799 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reese Harman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is better long term solution. (32.2.9D) Especially helping reduce carbon emissions from 
cars while also allowing many people to get up the canyon. (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  800 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Jerabek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola alternative (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  801 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Porter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am 100% in favor of the Gondola option for Little Cottonwood canyon. It feels like the visual impact is 
less than the other environmental impacts. (32.2.9D and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  802 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tate Moyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for this alternative to cars and busses ! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  803 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jerry Moos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like & support the concept. Not sure how this will be paid for and what the operating cost will be, 
however? (32.2.7A and 32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  804 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rudolph Baron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the GONDOLA option. (32.2.9D) 
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  805 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Dugery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I am in favor of the Gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon as it has the lowest environmental 
impact, will be more reliable in the winter and has a similar total cost of operation over the long term. I 
am please to see Salt Lake City being so forward thinking about quality of life and the environmental 
impact (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  806 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dawn Stevens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, Please, Please, consider the option of a long term resolution to an ever increasing population 
problem. Buses are are short term fix. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  807 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go with the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  808 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Hughes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would provide space for people to safely enjoy the canyon all winter season. It would help 
reduce the impact of the many vehicles on the road, and keep our tireless road workers safe during 
really dangerous weather conditions. The gondola would also provide more access to the canyon, 
providing a better quicker option than the bus which can take up to an hour to wait for sometimes. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  809 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Calvin Neilsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s try something new this time. The gondola provides access in ways that haven’t been available 
before. An expanded busing system is more of the same. Me and my family who have all lived and 
skied in Utah for generations are all in overwhelming support for the proposed gondola option up little 
cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  810 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Burt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please. Most reliable, long live expectancy. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  811 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Bennion 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Voicing support for a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon! Let’s keep the Wasatch front wild and 
beautiful! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  812 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacey Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This past winter I started skiing with my kids and everything went smoothly except for the drive up the 
canyon. We only went to Snowbird 10 times but we got stuck up there for 3 hours one night while they 
did avalanche control. Another afternoon I was scared to death driving down the canyon because of the 
snowy conditions. One of the mornings it took us 2.5 hours to drive up to the resort. If you are a skier 
and you are taking your kids up the canyon it is really challenging. The gondola would ease the stress 
and make the whole experience so much more enjoyable. Not to mention the benefits we all would 
receive from lower carbon admissions. (32.10A) Adding a bus lane will not solve the aforementioned 
problems. In fact it may even make them worse. Please, please, please seriously consider the gondola 
option. Long term it makes so much more sense. Let’s help not only the locals but visitors from around 
the world to SKI UTAH! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  813 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Bliss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Been traveling from the east coast to ski Alta/Snowbird my whole life. This would be a game changer 
for these mountains. Lodging is incredibly limited on the mountains and very expensive. This would 
allow so many more people to access the mountain with ease without having to worry about getting 
locked out of the pass. Not to mention the views would be amazing. Need to make this happen! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  814 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ronald Renz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds like the Gondola is a great idea. (32.2.9D) 
If there enough parking at the La Caille base to accommodate both Snowbird and Alta Skiers? 
I assume the road will still be open for people staying at The lodges. Too much stuff to take up on a 
Gondola (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  815 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Lapointe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola system makes the most sense for LCC (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  816 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sadee Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a life-long LCC and snowbird-goer I would be in favor of the gondola option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  817 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicolas Pace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please make this gondola happen!!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  818 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Garner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed gondola system to transport skiers/boarders up the canyon. Adding another lane 
for bus traffic just puts more dirty diesel exhaust in the canyon air. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  819 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Weeden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola would be great! No more busses! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  820 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-822 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  821 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Bond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, first off, thank you for your hard, neutral evaluation of different options (on a touchy subject). 
Despite the flashy looks of the Gondola option, as a resident of Sandy and long-time user of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, I write to support the bus + expanded lane (and service) option. (32.2.9B) Let's 
create a solution that is FASTER, less intrusive to the canyon (a road is already there), and not a 
publicly funded way for the resorts to advertise and attract more tourists. (32.2.7A) What happens when 
the Gondola is not running? How will the base infrastructure be built while minimizing canyon impact? 
(32.17A) What about backcountry skiers and lower canyon users? (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5C) Why 
should my tax dollars be used to subsidize resort transportation options? (32.2.7A) For all of these, and 
many other reasons, the expanded road is the best solution (pending a review of how invasive the 
snowsheds will be). The gondola sounds sexy, but as a slower and more intrusive option, it needs to be 
shelved. Expand the road, make ACTUALLY useful bus service, and lets move forward into a more 
sustainable future. 
 
-Christopher Bond
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COMMENT #:  822 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  823 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joni Moss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  824 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jimmy Briggs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is my favorite local skiing destination. I commute from Utah County and have made the trip north 
on multiple occasions to only be frustrated by canyon closures and impossible traffic. I whole heartedly 
support this proposal, but I do have a question about the volume it would move up the canyon. Would 
there be long waits, similar to sitting in the car to get up the canyon? (32.29D or 32.2.6.5C)
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COMMENT #:  825 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Santiago 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do the Gondola to reduce damage to the beautiful landscape and to reduce carbon emissions. 
(32.2.9D, 32.17A, and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  826 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola option for LCC (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  827 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Hilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would be my preference. thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  828 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Fisher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed gondola solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  829 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cherie Major 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-831 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  830 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Stones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s go! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  831 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Davenport 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In reviewing the final two proposals, I have three comments: 
1. The gondola would only service canyon users going to Alta or Snowbird resorts. In both winter and 
summer seasons, there is increasing congestion at many trailheads below these resorts (White Pine, 
Lisa Falls, Gate Buttress, etc.), so has UDOT accounted for how well the gondola would or would not 
serve this large group of users? (32.2.6.5G) 
2. To what extent does UDOT estimate that the completed gondola would remove private vehicles from 
the LCC road? Is it plausible that a gondola might ferry visitors with rental cars while not impacting the 
large volume of local drivers on the road itself? (32.7C and 32.2.4A) 
3. Does the faster completion date of the bus option weigh on the final selection? I would suggest that it 
should. (32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  832 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Daily 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is my prefered solution (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  833 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Steckler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds like the monorail or gondola would be the best option please don't destroy any more trees 
xcetera (32.2.2I and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  834 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Moody 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the long term impact of each decision and go with the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  835 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aidan Stotesbery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an employee of Snowbird, I'd love to see the gondola project pursued. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  836 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JOHN PRINCE 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fantastic idea. Between emissions, traffic, safety, etc. this is a fantastic idea. Assuming it's feasible and 
cost-effective. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  837 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barry Bea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Has a funicular system been studied? They use them quite frequently in Europe. 
I'm not sure how this system would compare to a gondola. (32.2.2U)
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COMMENT #:  838 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lou Ann Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option offered by Snowbird. Not only will it avoid more paving, emissions and 
drastic permanent changes in the canyon required by the expanded bus proposal, but the gondola will 
provide a more reliable long-term solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  839 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been visiting and working in LCC for over 30 years. I support the Gondola proposal. I don’t think 
we need more buses or pavement in such a beautiful place. Thank you (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  840 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom McConnon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm strongly in favor of the gondola solution for LCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  841 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsey Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am wholeheartedly in favor of the Gondola ? (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  842 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Speirs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please either build the gondola and/or provide reliable park and ride lots for bussing. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  843 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Anthony 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like and enjoy a gondola too reduce traffic in little cottonwood canyon thanks (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-845 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  844 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelli Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  845 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  M A 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-847 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  846 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carter Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of putting up a gondola to access little cottonwood canyon. In my view the benefits of the 
gondola far outweigh the benefits of increased bussing & road expansion. We’re living in a time of 
unprecedented environmental changes, and the gondola would be a step in the right direction to 
address those concerns. Also, it would obviously help lower congestion in the canyon, and it’s the 
safest option to do so. My hope is that our society will start transitioning away from vehicles that have 
carbon emissions. (32.10A) The gondola will give people the opportunity to access the canyon in a 
more safe, and eco friendly manner. Little cottonwood canyon is a treasure to be guarded - I’ve lived in 
Utah my whole life (I’m 30) and I don’t want to see our amazing, unique, rare, and beautiful wilderness 
squandered. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  847 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support. Should have been done 10 years ago. GREAT PLAN. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  848 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda Romualdo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  849 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Valentina Rojas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the LCC gondola is a great way to ensure the future use of the canyon. Let's be an example to 
other outdoor locations worldwide! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  850 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Boyce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the way to go. It’ll help with emissions, eventually pay for itself, and will attract more interest 
(32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  851 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alvin Clemens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
what time is the proposed opening (32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  852 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Sawatzke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the LCC Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  853 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Nischalke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the proposed Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola project to reduce the traffic in the 
canyon and preserve our natural resources. (32.2.9D) Although public transportation is currently 
available during the season, many people still do not use it. Any project for traffic management for LCC 
must also include incentives to use it, such as a vehicle usage fee during peak periods. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  854 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooks Sherman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola makes more sense. Can still make it up with avalanche danger. Less cars on the road 
polluting. More appeal to ride than a bus. You could make money on scenic trip year-round (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  855 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Bennink 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am fully in support of the gondola project for improved traffic access to LCC (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  856 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elijah Carr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola as the most environmentally friendly option! This will impact for decades to 
come! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  857 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathlene Walton Walton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer the building of a Gondola to transport people up the canyons. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  858 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Frisby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would save time, gas money, and be way safer for people traveling up the canyon and safer 
for the environment (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  859 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Englert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I much prefer and support the gondola option to reduce the environmental impact of additional roads, 
buses and traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon. This is a strategic investment in our future and will help 
preserve and protect Utah's natural beauty. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  860 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eleasha Durr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola to preserve little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  861 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Friedman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the gondola!! Better for the planet and nature and more reliable. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  862 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Firmage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the creation of a gondola would ruin the beauty that is little cottonwood canyon. People 
come here to see our amazing landscapes and building a giant gondola in the middle of the canyon 
what else can we look at besides giant towers and cables. (32.17A) 
 
I am also an avid climber in the canyon and any destruction to the boulders near the road would be a 
terrible cost to the climbers. Climbing may not be money making sport skiing is, but it is growing 
quickly. Look at the new climbing gyms being created and the people moving here for the outdoors. 
Those boulders are precious and one of the reasons the outdoor economy grows. By choosing skiers 
you are alienating the climbers. Listen to us and help us preserve what is in those canyons. That rock is 
beautiful and deserves to be protected. (32.4A and 32.4B) I endorse the bus option if and only if it does 
not destroy our climbing areas. (32.4A)
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COMMENT #:  863 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Frank 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  864 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Baichuan Ling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is more subject to weather. Maybe above ground train or underground metro a better idea? 
(32.2.9F and 32.2.2C)
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COMMENT #:  865 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melynda Vincent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would LOVE to see the gondola option! LCC is already a nightmare, but the best place to ride! 
Gondolas all around! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  866 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Blaney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in support of the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  867 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Kinney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is hands down the best long-term solution I have seen for little cottonwood. It's better for both 
traffic and the environment and will look amazing. These are everywhere in Europe and I believe this 
would hugely help the congestion issues we're seeing. I'm not something that is typically passionate 
about these types of projects, but I'm genuinely excited and hopefully for this new gondola. We don't 
need any more buses or cars going up there, we need this gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  868 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Fikar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola and the future of Little Cottonwood Canyon! It will improve overall traffic and 
emissions in the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  869 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Rumbaugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the gondola idea! Reduce air pollution (32.10A) (much needed in Utah) and traffic, it’s fun, and 
road closures won’t equate to no ski/board days. No more 2-3 hour long drives down the canyon. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  870 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roy Wesley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The plan is admirable for not only reducing the carbon imprint, but canyon car/bus traffic and allowing 
more efficient travel to the resorts. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  871 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann BAITY 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would fully support the Gondola B alternative would construct a base station near the mouth of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon (from La Caille) and offer direct service to each destination. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  872 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charly Bohlender 

 
COMMENT: 
 
YES LETS DO IT!!! Get this show on the road. What a fantastic idea!!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  873 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Shelley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support a cog train or gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) 
 
I may support a electrified bus but have not decided. In the interest of the State of Utah and local 
business as well as future infastrure and tax base, It seems investint in the Park City Ski area is a much 
better use of tax payer funds. The Cottonwood Canyons have a limited use. There is not any housing 
development of business development And there should not be and I would be opposed if there was. 
(32.2.2T) If ski access is the issue find a way that includes the Canyons by access from Parleys 
Canyon or Park City. (32.2.2N) This seems like funds being thrown to a special few that will be 
financially rewarded. Same old Same old story
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COMMENT #:  874 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Catt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola. The only way I would vote for added busses is if they were all electric powered. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  875 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cynthia Alberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In support of gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  876 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Krueger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This should be a no brainer. BUILD THE GOND (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  877 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Ferros 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the gondola to preserve the beautiful and unique LCC while reducing emissions in Salt 
Lake where pollution and smog is a growing concern (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  878 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Strachan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Seems like a good solution to a growing problem. A problem that is getting worse not only just in LCC 
but for all Utah Ski areas. For this canyon in particular, the resistance to Avalanches and the longevity 
are a big plus. Keep cars out, enjoy a scenic gondola ride rather than staring at tail lights and cursing 
the people in front of you. Seems like a no brainer to me. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  879 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Tonielli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We've been coming to Snowbird for over 25 years now and think the Gondola is the best solution 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  880 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Warren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love LCC. I grew up on the slopes of Snowbird as my father started working their in 1971 as an 
assistant ski school director. I have in recent years been reluctant to go to LCC, Snowbird and Alta due 
to the traffic. I would love to see this idea come to pass to give some relief to the canyon not just for 
traffic but also for environmental concerns. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  881 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Molby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support the gondola!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  882 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennis Pagan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel a gondola is the best, and cleanest solution (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  883 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jelissa Tucker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola! It will attract more people, take away from the natural beauty of the canyon, and 
gator to tourists instead of locals who have being using the canyon for decades. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
Don’t do the gondola! It will also push more traffic to BCC because people who don’t have a lot of time 
will choose to drive up that canyon creating the same issue for both canyons. (32.20D)
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COMMENT #:  884 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Dier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only option that makes sense here. I’ve been riding the bus up in recent years to do my 
part in reducing traffic, but many people I know don’t like using busses in general. In order for any bus 
option to work, privately owned vehicles would need to be severely limited. This still doesn’t solve 
congestion issues with avalanches though, or reduce accidents and emissions. Please do the 
responsible thing for years to come and go with the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  885 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Waal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is better than buses, but it is not the optimum solution. This is a cog railway train. Better 
capacity, more versatile, and you have this amazing opportunity to turn Alta and maybe even snowbird 
into car less villages. The long term benefits are the best with the train alternative. Need proof, just see 
the many mountain villages already accessible by train in the Alps. This is why they are so charming, 
and are villages are not. Get rid of the car - Little Cottonwood is screaming for this! Train has the best 
benefits and most versatile by far, and you could expand down into Sandy and Salt Lake City to 
existing transit and neighborhoods. Trains less likely to breakdown. Stop thinking about short term cost 
and start thinking about long term benefits. America needs to start thinking this way. FYI, I have been 
skiing the Alps and Utah for forty years. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  886 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola option to help protect LCC in a sustainable manner. Busses and cars still 
have their place for mountain travel and access, but the gondola should be prioritized and incentivized. 
Incentives for the public to choose it over driving to Alta & Snowbird could increase adoption, especially 
when it first comes online. What about “resort” cars designated for passengers staying multiple days at 
Alta or Snowbird so they can bring their bags w/them? If not enough riders to fill a “resort” car, day use 
riders fill it instead. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  887 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Chachas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to the Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  888 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Seolas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola option please!! No more busses. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  889 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Mayer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dick Bass originally had a mono rail going up, he saw the issues and we are taking steps now to fix the 
traffic. LOVE the Gondola idea. Add's Euro flavor to our canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  890 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Cage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes!!!!!!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  891 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eva Gisseman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is by far the better long-term option. Please seriously consider this. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  892 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Wardrop 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for both the Gondola and the dedicated bus lane. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9B) I also vote Gondola over 
the dedicated bus. -Reasoning as an employee, guest traffic has always been a main component of our 
obstacle of getting to the mountain to serve the guests arriving to the mountain. But I don't know if 
implementing either of these solutions would eliminate or even lower the guest traffic obstacle unless 
we were to say guest only traffic is required to take the gondola over employees getting to work to 
serve. Please consider the scope of this to getting up the mountain and getting down the mountain.
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COMMENT #:  893 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Wroblewski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please put the gondola in! How much would it cost per ride? And do you think there would be a season 
pass unlimited ride option? (With locker and parking included at base station! (32.2.3A) Just general 
questions coming from a long time ski bum of lcc 100 days a year, but im all for it, give me shovel let's 
break ground! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  894 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Empey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If one were to ask any group of individuals, especially those that would use a facility like Snowbird; 
"would you rather take the gondola or the bus if the cost and travel time were the same?"; what do you 
think the majority answer would be? The gondola possesses an inherent cool factor that the bus simply 
cannot. This effects the perception of the region and therefore my property value and quality of life. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  895 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. My name is Eric Scott and I have been an avid recreational user of both Big and Little 
Cottonwood Canyons for over 20 years. I recreate in the canyons in a variety of ways (resort ski, 
backcountry ski, hike, rock climb, bike, etc.) probably 100+ days a year. My main concern regarding a 
gondola solution is that no one is going to ride it if they don't have to. If driving is still an option, the vast 
majority of folks will continue to do that (I know I would). (32.2.4A) Additionally, the gondola would be a 
massive eyesore in the canyon (32.17A) (electric busses perhaps??). I would support expanded bus 
service. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) Ideally the bus service would be free to incentivize people to ride it. 
(32.2.4A) We still need road access to the canyons for the many trailheads, but in order to reduce 
traffic I would also support a toll at the mouth of the canyons (with the caveat that the toll funds only be 
used to A) pay for the free busses and B) go towards conservation of the canyons). (32.2.4A) If there 
were a toll at the mouth of the canyon, I would also suggest that a discounted yearly "locals" pass be 
available for purchase for people that frequently access the many trailheads (32.2.4A) (I understand 
that it is simply not feasible for busses to stop at every single trailhead in the canyon). I would also 
suggest an "EZ pass" type solution for the toll to prevent congestion at the mouth (you could purchase 
a day pass or season pass online). (32.2.4A) As an avid user and someone who loves these canyons 
dearly, these are my thoughts. Thank you for considering them.
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COMMENT #:  896 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Montgomery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To preserve Little Cottonwood Canyon for future generations, I'm in favor of an expanded bus system 
and a gondola. Thank you. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  897 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ayden Armstrong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After working at snowbird this past year and going there my entire life, something needs to be done for 
sure. The gondola is a much better idea than expanding the road. We should also consider closing 
uphill traffic from 3:30 to 5:30 or I that area so that everyone can safely leave the canyon and both 
sides of the roads are utilized. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  898 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There have got to be better solutions than more pavement and more gas guzzling. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  899 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Misti Cain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider a gondola as the best option to preserve our natural beauties within our state’s 
canyons in particularly Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  900 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Marriott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! Let’s limit traffic and emissions in our beautiful canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  901 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gustavo Bueno 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I believe the gondola system would be optimal. (32.2.9D) It will be easier to expand parking in 
the long term in case of increased demand, along with reducing CO2 emissions, (32.10A) and reducing 
congestion on the road for emergency vehicles. This option will provide a low-cost transportation 
alternative for students, guests, and infrequent snow-sport practitioners. It will provide an accessible 
location for drop-off and pick-up from ride share services as well. Logistics aside, gondolas are 
considerably more visually appealing and iconic. A featured new gondola can be a beautiful addition to 
our picturesque landscapes providing us a new source of marketing products such as pins, stickers, 
posters, and postcards that can further draw tourism to Utah. Thank you for your time and 
consideration.
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COMMENT #:  902 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Rockwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola ride to the resort would be awesome. Limited parking at Snowbird and the COV bus schedule 
prevented me from visiting Snowbird last year. Additionally from a tourist perspective, I would love to 
ride the gondola year round (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  903 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Gilotti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi. My family of four is in favor of the gondola option. Very European idea. ‚Wish the idea would have 
been taken seriously 20+ years ago. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  904 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bonnie Kofford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider preserving Little Cottonwood Canyon by putting in a gondola to reduce the amount of 
vehicle traffic in the canyon. This would be a better option for the environment as well. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-906 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  905 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kylie North 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely in SUPPORT of gondola option to save little cottonwood canyon and Utah skiing. 
Transportation solution like a gondola is the safe way into the future. This is the way to sustainably do 
that busses would be keeping us in the same problem zone (and people don’t want to ride busses! ) 
This is 40+ years in the making. Yes to gondola solution and save our canyons! Connections from/to 
park city and big cottonwood are also needed and gondola could be part of the solution. Yes! Yes! 
Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  906 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Stillman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
That's a very strong argument for consideration of the Gondola option. I'm sure that snow depths, piers 
and structure to support the cars and high winds are being engineered into the design. (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  907 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruno Oliveira 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Disregard any negative comments you may see. This gondola, for one reason alone, should be built. 
Avalanche safety should be a key component of canyon safety and this fixes the issue easily. Please 
build this. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  908 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Forgue 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola solution. The bus station proposal can't address this fundamental issue: 
The best days of skiing are on the worst days for the roads. A gondola would create safe passage on 
the worst road days. Additional safety benefits would accrue to the avalanche control folks who would 
have more latitude to do their job without the pressures of having to close the only mode of 
transportation available. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  909 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the option of a gondola for addressing transportation within Little Cottonwood Canyon - 
especially due to its lighter environmental impact compared to expanding roadways. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  910 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Ball 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really hope UDOT approves the gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Not only is it better for the 
environment, it will allow people to access the canyon in bad weather, avalanches, etc. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  911 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robyn Seldin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  912 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vikki Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in walking distance of La Caille and my concern is how will you access from Wasatch Blvd. or 
Little Cottonwood road? (32.2.6.5E) The traffic is and auto pollution is bad. I’ve lived here for 21 years. 
It appears to worsen each year. Let’ s do it right. (32.10A) 
I’m in favor of the train going up the canyon for a long term solution. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  913 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Henry Raether 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No roads! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  914 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jan ONeill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  915 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Combs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family and I visit snowbird every year in the winter to ski. Traffic has always been an issue and 
every year I feel like we are getting up earlier to even have a chance at parking. I think this is a great 
idea and would love to see it happen (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  916 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Webber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Where in the hell are you going to park 5,000 cars for the gondola? Or is the preference for gondola 
over buses limited to LCC, so we will have hundreds of buses on Wasatch instead of cars? And again, 
where will you park the 5,000 cars that feed the buses? (32.2.6.2.1C). 
Is Snowbird underwriting this gondola or will it make a stop at SB and continue on to Alta? (32.2.6.5B)
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COMMENT #:  917 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Montero 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding more lanes of traffic is not an environmentally sustainable solution. Please go with the gondola. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  918 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hank Bates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fuck it connect to big cottonwood and park city while you’re at it. Why not (32.29D). Reviewers note – 
the comment contained in appropriate language.
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COMMENT #:  919 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Baum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support LCC gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  920 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danelle Conti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived in sandy for over 30 years I drive on Wasatch Blvd every day to work. I enjoy little 
cottonwood canyon every weekend. I would utilize the gondola but I would not take a bus up the 
canyon. I think the gondola would best serve our canyon for years to come (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  921 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Oligschlaeger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the gondola solution. It's the least impactful on the environment and the most likely to be 
an effective solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  922 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Gatto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-924 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  923 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Steyl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for LCC! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  924 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacqueline Jablonski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a regular Snowbird and Alta guest, this sounds amazing! My only question is how the lodges would 
get you up to their hotels if you are staying at them? Would you be able to bring luggage? Would a 
gondola be reserved for hotel guests? (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  925 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frank Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a skier, who skis LCC daily, the solution for LCC needs to be flexible. Only increased bus service 
can accomplish that. On more than 100 days each season, the travel time up and down LCC is around 
10 minutes. On powder days, Saturday's, and when the road is closed, travel time increase 
significantly. Having 1500 stalls at La Caille will only increase the burden on SR 210. How will the 
people get to La Caille in order to park and take the gondola, if Wasatch Blvd. is a parking lot from 
Bengal to the Mouth of LCC? (32.2.6.5E) 
How will all those people get down the Mountain at the end of each Saturday with the capacity of a 
gondola (32 people every 2 Minutes)? It will take hours for skiers to get down via the gondola. 
(32.2.6.5C) Will the gondola have to shut down while SR 210 avalanche mitigation is in progress? 
Avalanche mitigation also occurs during the day not only in the morning. (32.2.6.5H) 
The bus option allows flexibility, increased service on weekends and powder days. Busses could also 
stop at White Pine for Backcountry access in the Winter and Summer. (32.2.6.3C) The future of 
motorized travel is electric, and UTA already tested electric busses up BCC two years ago. Hence, in 
the future, the busses will have better torque and less maintenance. (32.2.6.3F) 
Also, expanding Wasatch Blvd. Is not a good solution. Wider roads and increased speed induces 
demand and UDOT will not be able to build their way out of congestion. (32.7D and 32.2.6.2.2A) Using 
Europe as a template, smaller roads with bike lanes, and low speed limits will make Wasatch Blvd. 
Less attractive to commuters. Those will then rather use the Highway instead of a 'residential' Wasatch 
Blvd. 
Thanks for taking my comments into consideration.
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COMMENT #:  926 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Neil McGarry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Get to paving and put in extra lanes both up and down the canyon. (32.2.2P)
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COMMENT #:  927 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Hayward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola represent the most logical solution to the congestion and environmental problems facing little 
cottonwood canyon - and Utah as a whole! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  928 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Sturm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely support the gondola. Make it happen. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  929 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Collin Hintze 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola, and I do not believe it will solve the traffic problems in LCC. (32.2.9E) 
 
I believe road widening with increased bus service, and avalanche sheds over frequent slide paths is 
the most appropriate solution. (32.2.9B) 
 
A gondola in LCC will ruin the natural beauty the canyon possesses and will slowly encroach on 
backcountry usage and access to areas outside of resort boundaries. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  930 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  931 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Bowen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola project for LCC is a great idea and will help preserve the canyon for generations to 
come. Please go with this option! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  932 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Moulton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  933 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do the lower polluting gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  934 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Ritter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola concept (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  935 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Burmester 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  936 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Service 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the summer use of the expanded bus lane gets far too little attention. This would be a great 
benefit to cyclists and runners during the summer in addition to creating a winter solution. If expanded 
bus service is combined with snow sheds (which should have been built decades ago like in Europe) 
we would have a clear winner. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  937 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Squire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am Not in favor of the gondola up LLC canyon (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  938 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Burbach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I approve (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  939 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beaneyvi Burmester 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  940 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Clayton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a avid skier who frequents Alta and Snowbird, I favor the Gondola option as this will reduce the 
environmental impact to the canyon while making the parking at the mouth of the canyon a more 
palatable option rather than taking stinky diesel buses that can be snarled by traffic up and down the 
canyon while also being susceptible to avalanches. Assuming the Gondola towers are placed in good 
spots, it should allow for ingress and egress of passengers despite avalanches. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  941 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phil Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Have skied snowbird 29 trips over 30 yrs. gondola sounds like a great idea up the canyon Rd. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  942 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth Shifrar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for a Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola which will preserve the current canyon much better than 
the expanded bus option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  943 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Haskell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! This seems like a great way to preserve access to some of the best skiing in the 
country. During heavy snowfall is when people want to go to the mountains. If the roads are closed 
during heavy snow the resorts lose out on money. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  944 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a terrible option and I DO NOT ENDORSE IT. (32.2.9E) 
 
Widen the road instead. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  945 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Buehner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Costs and financing were not explained to me, but it looks like a potentially great infrastructure/eco 
investment. (32.2.7A and 32.2.7C) 
 
Don
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COMMENT #:  946 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Meyers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We strongly urge the approval of the Gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  947 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Bauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1) Are their winds limits on the gondola? (32.2.6.5K) 
2) how many gondola cars are there in the system? (32.2.6.5C)
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COMMENT #:  948 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Meyerson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  949 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Skousen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option for the sake of the environment. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  950 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the gondola concept is the best long-term solution for Little Cottonwood. I think it will easily 
become an attraction for whichever organization becomes responsible for it. It will also likely be 
recognized as a forward thinking solution by environmental organizations. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  951 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Birrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really like the idea of the gondola, and adding more buses. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9A) I also believe 
UDOT should build the cement tunnels that cover the road and allow the avalanches to slide over the 
road and protect the cars below. (32.2.9K) These are very common in Europe and South America.
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COMMENT #:  952 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Instead of trying to create a gondola or other transportation methods, start charging more money for lift 
tickets. If the demand is this high for skiing in LCC, then the resorts are not charging enough. (32.2.2K)

Page 32B-954 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  953 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Treichel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is awesome!!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  954 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shandi Kano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is UTTERLY mind blowing to me that this is an option. I am vehemently AGAINST the idea of putting 
in a gondola to take people up Little Cottonwood. Let's face some facts here. (32.2.9E) 
 
* 9-10 months out of the year, traffic up the canyon is not a problem. And during the months it is a 
problem, it is only a problem on a few days out of the week. We can't make "solutions" to benefit this 
TINY fraction of a market. (32.1.4D)  
*Parking at La Caille? Yeah, give me a break. The traffic will be backed up even further down 9400 S 
and Wasatch, making it even harder for people who aren't skiing to leave their neighborhoods or come 
home. Again, I can't believe this is even being considered. (32.2.6.5E) 
*A while back, there was a public document that expanded on the gondola's ability to transport people. 
The gondola takes LESS people in MORE time than sitting in traffic does. Honestly, what does this 
accomplish? Litereally, it accomplishes ruining one of the most beautiful canyons in North America. 
(32.17A) That is a prized possession of living here. Why would you do this to us? And to the animals? 
Where is the all the cable oil going to go? Into our watershed right? Why would you literally shit all over 
the people of this beautiful state and on this beautiful state in general.  
*We already have a road. We need to expand this road simply because it exists already. We DO NOT 
need to create something entirely new that solves zero problems and only creates a massive eyesore 
that ruins one of the most beautiful places in Utah, FOREVER.  
*An added lane gives us the push to create more sustainable, electric busses, to transport more people 
in less time and reducing the carbon footprint and overall canyon congestion. THIS IS THE WAY OF 
THE FUTURE. (32.2.9B) 
 
SUSTAINABILITY IS NOT BUILDING MORE INFRASTRUCTURE. IT IS USING WHAT WE 
HAVE!!!!!!!! 
 
I am begging you, BEGGING you, whomever you are, to listen to the people. If you want to be like 
Europe, then be like them - because THEY ARE SUSTAINABLE!!! In Zermat, electric buses ONLY!! 
(32.2.6.3F) (Electric trains run up the mountain and you have no idea bc they are so quiet. That is the 
future. Not this money hungry, hideous bullshit you're trying to force on the people who love this place, 
who moved here because of that love, and who bolster this economy.  
 
DO NOT build a Gondola. La Caille is a special area, too. Right near a water plant. And all of that will 
be ruined.  
 
Do the right thing. Think about the land, the animals, the vegetation, and the way those resources 
contribute to a sustainable life for people who love it and who want to take care of it. (32.29G) 
 
Do the right thing. Build a bus lane.
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COMMENT #:  955 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Ledbetter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for taking action to help combat the pollution and congestion issues we’re facing in LCC 
during the winters. I get that increased skiing to Alta and Snowbird will bring their own changes but that 
is going to happen regardless of a gondola- this feels like a step in a progressive direction. I just hope 
that you also build up adequate parking for people wanting to ride the gondola and run them regularly. 
It’s hardly going to help if no one can find parking and the gondolas take twice as long as the time to 
drive. Please make it a viable comparative to driving, or take not really going to help as much as it looks 
on paper. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-957 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  956 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Coulter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go Gondola! Sightseeing while commuting... doesn't get much better than that. Save the busses to 
bring people to the gondola loading area. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  957 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jill Crittendon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, I want to help Snowbird Preserve Little Cottonwood Canyon. I am in favor of the gondola. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  958 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ted Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I led the effort years ago to place a gondola from the Canyons ski resort to the Solitude area and then 
on to Alta/Snowbird. So I am not negative to the idea of a gondola in the canyon.  
 
 I do have concerns about some of the cable impacts: 1)The visual impacts of the towers, cable and 
cars. (32.17A) Buses would not add much to the present visual impact. The road will need to stay in 
place so the cable is added visual interference. 2) The cable and towers will require construction 
access as roads will be required to install and service towers continuously. (32.2.6.5L) 3) The ground 
impact of construction and servicing could disturb the clean water run-off and potentially harm water 
quality. (32.12A) 4) Beyond watershed and visual concerns, the lower terrain of the canyon is home to 
a world class rock climbing area in a pristine natural area. (32.4B) The road option would not 
additionally interfere and would provide access for climbers and hikers. With the gondola not servicing 
them the climbers and hikers would have to resort to cars. Buses can serve the entire canyon not just 
the ski resorts. (32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  959 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  curtis kreutzberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want a bigger road and more parking lots and a lot less Karening, and busybodying. Snowbird was 
once a fun place. (32.29D)

Page 32B-961 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  960 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Brocoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a no brained. Build the gondola and build it now. Then make the highway a toll road (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  961 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marsha Paskett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We would like to see the GONDOLA OPTION. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  962 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Paller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola sounds great, but $35 a trip when I live down the street IS NOT happening. Ever. If charging 
that is the only way to cover costs, then it’s a horrible idea. (32.2.4A) Better bus service would be the 
way.
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COMMENT #:  963 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Schwartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  964 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Sharich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  965 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Dobbelaere 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola would be an exemplary piece of transit equipment that would show UDOT as a 
leader in renewable transportation especially within the ski industry. This would alleviate many current 
issues while preserving the natural area. I’m 100% for the gondola especially compared to adding a bus 
lane (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  966 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joan Jenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  967 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Calamusa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola being a more viable and sustainable transportation option for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  968 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danny Pacitti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi,  
 
My family and I are in full support of the proposed gondola solution to sustain the long-term future of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. Not only would this solution be positive for the Health of the LCC ecosystem 
but it would be a fun trip for those destination guests visiting Salt Lake City. We are a family of (5) in 
favor of the Gondola!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  969 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Leskar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon, would not only be an efficient way to get people to 
SnowBird/Alta, but it would also be a wonderful addition to take in the natural beauty of LCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  970 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  CHARLES OPPLIGER 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola solution. (32.2.9E) The cost to construct a 1000 person/hr 
gondola to exclusively provide access to profitable, private businesses is unacceptable. I cannot 
support public tax dollars subsidizing this in any way. I recognize that the current situation is dangerous 
in addition to being inconvenient, and support efforts to prioritize bus traffic and protect the road with 
avalanche sheds. (32.2.9A) I also support daily enforcement of seasonal traction laws, including non 
weather dependent requirements for snow tires on all vehicles. I believe staffing the canyon mouths, 
combined with an expanded precheck system, would alleviate traffic during winter storms. (32.2.2M) 
 
I am concerned the gondola is part of a bid to draw the Winter Olympics to Utah, as it fails to 
meaningfully address current traffic problems.
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COMMENT #:  971 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Daily 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a life long Utah resident, so my opinion is more valuable than someone from California or Texas, I 
am joking. But please do the TRAM, if we make a bus lane it will not solve the issue it will only bring 
more cars up Little Cottonwood. We need fewer cars and less pollution (32.10A) in our canyons and a 
tram would solve those problems. (32.2.9D) Either do that or charge people $15 to go up the canyon. 
(32.2.4A)

Page 32B-973 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  972 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Schuhmacher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a Gigantic mistake this is. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  973 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Peacock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola is a great idea! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  974 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Berardino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as the best option for little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  975 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Poorna Nalabothu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  976 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of the options, gondola and expanded bus, are inadequate to solve the problem, as there’s no 
good way for large numbers of people to access either bus or gondola during the couple of hours 
people want to go up the canyon, and later in the day the couple hours people want to go down the 
canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) If there’s a gondola at La Caille, it will be impossible to get to La Caille. 
(32.2.6.5E) If the solution is to get on a bus to get to the gondola, that makes no sense, as it would be 
easier to just get on the bus and go to the resort. If the solution is to dramatically expand the number of 
lanes and speed on Wasatch, you’re now destroying that neighborhood. What are we talking about 
here? 10 or 15 days a year? (32.1.4D) There are more pressing road/traffic issues in the valley that are 
365 days a year. (32.2.9G). There are way more days a year people can’t park at White Pine. I’ve 
heard nothing to address that issue. (32.2.6.2.4A) My vote would be to do neither option, (32.2.9G) but 
I prefer the bus over the gondola, as an extra lane is needed for bikes/pedestrians, and at least this 
could benefit the public more than a handful of days each year.
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COMMENT #:  977 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been skiing Little cottonwood canyon since I can remember. There’s always been traffic, but more 
recently, with the introduction of multi-resort passes and increased visitors who come unprepared in 2-
wheel-drive vehicles, the traffic has become unbearable. A Gondola is truly the only option to help 
mitigate the issues we’re seeing in our home canyon!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  978 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Gardner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only sensible and long term solution. 20 year employee at Snowbird. The Gondola 
solution is best for recreation and employees. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-980 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  979 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zackery Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would greatly prefer to see the gondola system from an environmental perspective, use perspective, 
and even a tourist perspective. LCC is a gem, and a gondola would help it be used in an 
environmentally safe, and fun way. Thanks (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  980 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marian McFarlane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Regardless, build the parking structure and force carpooling during winter months and summer events. 
(32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  981 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kammie Watt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the environment in which you are adding transportation. Please choose a method that 
would have the least amount of impact on the environment. The most invasive species in the world are 
humans and we could do better. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  982 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Sergunina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fully suppprtive! I hope this gondola will be included in ski lift tickets. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  983 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jodie Cundick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the proposal of a gondola system to service the canyon. I’d like to see something similar for Big 
Cottonwood canyon. My family of 7 uses both canyons and has made efforts to carpool as well as 
travel by bus, but neither solution seems to fully fix the problem. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  984 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Matson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see the gondola project move forward. It will easy traffic congestion and bring increased 
tourism to the areas. As a long time Utah native, this large-scale solution is very needed. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  985 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Malm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  986 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Karl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Canyon traffic worsen the quality of life for everyone in valley. (32.10A) This initiative makes such 
logically sense; gondolas can be public transportation, look at Telluride, CO and the success it’s had on 
that community. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  987 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sherry Keene 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is far superior to the expanded bus route. The bus option is bad for the 
environment. Period. Look to Europe for data on gondola's. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  988 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Wakefield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola! More vehicles on the road is not the way!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  989 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucas Korbanka 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Lets keep LCC a beautiful place with fresh air and limited impact by motor vehicles on our nature and 
watershed! (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  990 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon would be great for safer travel in the canyon, especially on icy 
roads in the winter. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  991 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Hoefelmeier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Concept is 40 years long overdue and should have been addressed, installed and completed over 30 
years ago, remember the train/monorail proposal? Yes ! We must keep automobiles out of Little and 
Big Cottonwood Canyons! Kind of like closing the barn doors after the fact, don’t you agree? (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  992 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Roberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola is the best way to go. It’s will be very beneficial to the environment. It will also be 
one of a kind. I think the gondola is the most efficient (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  993 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Jeppson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  994 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  995 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Buie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola concept appears stunningly simple, remarkably reliable and esthetically attractive. It also 
appears to support the environmental ethos of the canyon and its culture. This alternative resolves 
issues relating to avalanche danger and public safety and provides a fun opportunity for a broader base 
of public participation without many of the impacts of an expanding population. Our tribe favors the 
gondola alternative over the others. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-997 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  996 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tamara Masters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wonder about the cost? What would be the value of buses only using the current road compared to 
the cost of gondola? (32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  997 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Juhl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family and I are 100% in favor of the Gondola option. As a state we need an innovative 
solution...One that lets the world know that Utah is special with special solutions. Bus traffic is a non-
starter. Next to electric air taxis...the gondola is the best option. It is past time to move this forward. If 
you have ever attempted to travel on Wasatch during a Fresh snow...you know this is the most ideal 
solution. No more buses or bus and road maintenance (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  998 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the Gondola. It will enable more people to enjoy the canyon in a responsible and safe 
way. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  999 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola. It’s a better long term solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1000 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bret Backman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident in the mouth of LCC, it makes no sense to me to consider a gondola. It might reduce 
traffic IN the canyon, but would do nothing to reduce the traffic GETTING TO the canyon - where it is 
actually worse. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
 
Expanded lanes and buses, with an HOV approach (i.e., multi-passenger vehicles) makes the most 
sense. On most powder days, 3 out of 4 cars I see lined up are single occupant. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1001 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Mellus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please preserve the canyon by building a gondola and not by increasing auto traffic. Thank you. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1002 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bring the gondola to the bird!!! Make Utah great again!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1003 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Searle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as the best option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. As a part-time canyon resident 
who has been trapped in the canyon by many storms and avalanches, the ability of the gondola to 
provide an egress from the canyon in all weather conditions is especially appealing. In addition, the 
added longevity of the gondola over buses is important to consider. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1004 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Spencer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Little Cottonwood EIS committee, 
Thank you for your consideration of many solutions for increasing quality access to the little cottonwood 
canyon for future generations of Utahns.  
 
Although each proposal comes with trade offs, I would like to voice my support for the proposed 
gandola option. I would ask that you consider the value a round trip gandola ride would provide for not 
just someone who intends on recreating in the canyon at an expensive ski resort, but maybe someone 
who is of lower socioeconomic status and would benefit greatly from the views provided by the gandola.  
 
As we know, skiing is a sport that is practiced in large part by middle or upper middle class folks of 
good health. Imagine opening the beautiful Mountain Views a skier has acccess to on, say, Alta’s 
mount baldy-after paying $170 for a lift ticket- to folks who are at a different place socioeconomicly. Or 
health-wise, consider taking your elderly grandmother up the canyon for a gandola ride to enjoy the 
Mountain Views. (32.2.9D) 
 
As we invest half a billion dollars into this effort that will likely disproportionately benefit those of higher 
income and health in our state, I hope we can find a way to give access to our Mountain scapes to 
those without the benefits some of us have been lucky to be afforded. (32.5A) 
 
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration. 
 
Alex
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COMMENT #:  1005 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for the gondola option. To me, it seems like a more sustainable option than augmenting with 
more bus traffic. I spend a considerable amount of time in both BCC and LCC and I think it's time to try 
something besides adding more vehicles to the canyon. I also feel like people would be more inclined 
to ride a gondola than a bus-the gondola would give you a unique perspective of the canyon, whereas 
the bus is just... well another bus ride. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1006 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cassidy Wasko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT cannot in good conscience consider plans that destroy recreational areas in the canyon. All road 
widening and gondola options are slated to destroy historic climbing areas and boulders permanently, 
which is unacceptable when considering the goal of improvements is to increase access and decrease 
environmental damage to Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  1007 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacee Madsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola option is the best option for handling the traffic issues faced in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1009 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1008 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Hilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1009 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Barnett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I highly support this plan which is even better than I dreamed! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1010 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert McKinnie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola plan. It does not improve access to ski areas for SLC residents and results in 
further degredation of the wilderness areas. (32.2.9E) It is of benefit only to out-of-state skiiers who 
chose to reside at the served resorts.
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COMMENT #:  1011 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Ringsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the ONLY form of public transportation I will take up LCC. Busses are miserable, 
overcrowded, always delayed by avalanche work and prone to accidents. There's a reason why there 
are songs titled "Only losers take the bus". Force me into one and I'll move because LCC is dead, killed 
by UDOT. This isn't the only good skiing in the world you know. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1012 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joy Nilsson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want to see a Gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) There are other ways to help 
reduce traffic such as the ski resorts paying for shuttles and requiring their guests to take the shuttles. 
(32.2.2S) Don't ruin the view of our beautiful canyon with a gondola (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  1013 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aydin Aykanat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For safety and environmental reasons, I support the gondola option. Thanks for consideration. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1014 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shay Myers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a shortsighted solution to the congestion problem that will benefit the private interests of 
Alta and Snowbird to the detriment all other users of the Wasatch. (32.2.9E) It will NOT address the 
problem of congestion in the canyon, as it will not reduce the number of cars on the road. It will only 
allow for more people to access Snowbird and Alta during the ski season. It is not a solution for all 
users and all seasons! (32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  1015 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Drew Mosley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider less impact on the topography, natural water flow, flora, fauna and persons who enjoy 
the canyons unrelated to skiing. In addition, the impact of autos to the environment as a whole should 
be a major consideration. The gondola need further consideration. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  1016 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Moodie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola approach (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1017 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isabelle Whitehead 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The planned gondola for LCC would be a win-win solution for the fragile ecosystems of the canyon, for 
road safety for local residents, and as an incredible world class tourist attraction that would make a 
point of different for the LCC mountains. As a frequent visitor to Alta/Snowbird, I am strongly in support 
of the proposal. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1018 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Manning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please, (32.2.9D) 
This has the least impact on the climbing areas and canyon we love (32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  1019 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Mansell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola in full effect. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1020 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Kinkead 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola concept over the bus. Seems more sustainable in the long run. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1021 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marty Griffith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Busses: no (32.2.9C) 
gondola: yes (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1022 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Dykman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a terrible idea. The gondola would be a eye sore in our canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Get rid of 
the Ikon pass. (32.2.2K) A better bus plan would be better. The gondola will be shut down due to high 
winds and other weather factors that are very common for the canyon. (32.2.6.5K)

Page 32B-1024 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1023 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sete Henrie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really like the idea of the gondola, the fact that it can operate even when there is an avalanche 
covering the road would be life saving for people needing to get home, or incase of an emergency. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1024 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rose Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe a gondola would be the best option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1025 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Niebergall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola option because I am currently a frequent ski bus rider and I think that the gondola is 
more reliable and punctual option. The busses work great when the weather is good, but there have 
been times when I've been stranded at Snowbird when a storm blew in during the day and the busses 
couldn't get up the canyon. I feel like even when there are snow slides that close the road, a gondola 
would be able to get people in and out of the resorts. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1026 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joan Burg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option for the Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation issue. (32.2.9D) 
  
Up to 7,000 vehicles (cars, trucks and buses) go up and down Little Cottonwood Canyon per day. 

 These vehicles produce 70 tons of carbon. (32.10A) 
 SR 210 is the most avalanche prone highway in North America with 64 active avalanche paths. 
 Many of the most significant traffic delays are related to traction due to heavy snowfall. 
 Extended road closures due to significant snowstorms create an unsafe lack of egress from 

Little Cottonwood Canyon. Only the gondola addresses this important safety consideration. 
 
A gondola would allow Little Cottonwood Canyon ingress and egress in all weather conditions, even if 
the highway was temporarily closed to vehicles. 
 
GONDOLA OPTION IS: 
SAFE & RELIABLE 

 Reduces congestion in canyon & neighborhoods 
 Provides secondary route for emergency egress 
 Weather & avalanche resistant 
 36 minutes from La Caille base station to Alta 

SUSTAINABLE 
 Carbon neutral (32.10A) 
 Protects watershed, wildlife habitat & existing trails (32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.4B) 
 Minimal concrete, pavement, & construction impacts 

LONG-TERM 
 50-year life cycle vs. 14 years for buses 
 Completes regional transportation loop 
 Allows for crowd management 

IMPROVED ACCESS 
 Year-round operation 
 Greater access for those with disabilities 
 Expanded parking at base station 

COST-EFFECTIVE 
 Less expensive operation & maintenance 
 Does not require added snowshed cost 
 Increases tourism assets & economic opportunities.
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COMMENT #:  1027 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Barry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Strongly in support of the gondola solution. We need to be less reliant on polluting busses and cars to 
travel in the canyon. The gondola solution also will be safer as it will not be impacted by heavy snow 
and avalanches. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  1028 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Malczyk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of the gondola option. It will just add another attraction that will draw more people. 
(32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1029 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Jewkes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would not like for UDOT to increase busing up little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) If Snowbird wishes 
to build a gondola at their expense to increase revenue for them that is great! No tax dollars to be used 
please. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1030 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Koenig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! Please! It is the only solution that will solve the problem! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1031 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aileen Moss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I+E1036m for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1032 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ed Chauner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am 100% in favor of reducing vehicular traffic in LCC. In my opinion the gondola would be the best 
option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1033 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dean Toulan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1034 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Albrecht 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support this idea. We need to do more to reduce our carbon footprint and alleviate the traffic in our 
beautiful canyons. (32.10A and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  1035 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Kaapro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m all for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1036 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meghan DeGemmis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola and would vote for more buses and wider roads. This would only benefit the 1% 
that own snowbird (32.2.9E, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1037 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janice Heck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of gondola, but would hope that Snowbird can provide reasonably priced lockers upon 
arrival at the resort! (32.2.9D and 32.2.3A) I don't think Utah taxpayers should foot the entire bill 
though. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1038 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitch Robson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola and in addition to that the road should be restricted to bus traffic only. No 
privately owned vehicles. (32.2.2L and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1039 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucy Ix 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be a great alternative to car travel thus preventing inevitable avalanches and 
threats to public safety. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1040  

DATE:   6/29/21 4:05 PM  

SOURCE:  Website  

NAME:  Mike Spens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a long-time resident (~50 years) and avid Snowbird and Alta skier and would encourage 
the Gondola option. Let's work to decrease emissions and damage to LCC! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1041 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:05 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1-Whatever is decided should benefit all users of the canyon, not just Snowbird/Alta. Access to 
trailheads and backcountry should be maintained and improved. I am concerned that the benefits to 
Snowbird/Alta are being prioritized. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) 
2-As this is a UDOT project being funded by tax payers, please consider stipulating that Alta be forced 
to abandon their no snowboarding policy for them to benefit from any improvements. (32.2.7A and 
32.29I)
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COMMENT #:  1042 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:07 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Van Arsdell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1043 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:08 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hailey Arrowood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been to Switzerland, and witnessed the amazing gondolas that are both beautiful and efficient. I 
would fully support a gondola system. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1044 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:08 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Pursley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
this is a beautiful idea. as an employee at snowbird we’ve had nights where we can’t go home because 
of avalanches and the narrow road makes for a very risky drive everyday. i know of two of my fellow 
employees who have wrecked going down the canyon. the gondola seems like a very innovated 
solution to a huge risk everyone faces. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1046 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1045 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:12 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin DeMay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against the gondola and encourage you to evaluate options for bussing in a more 
inclusive and environmentally friendly way. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9A) I'm not interested in having Utah tax 
payer dollars line the pockets of two privately owned businesses for a new gondola that will only 
increase traffic on the roads to get to. No thank you. (32.2.7A and 32.2.6.5E)
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COMMENT #:  1046 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:13 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Napel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very glad that the Gondola has made it to the final two options.I believe it solves all of our existing 
problems ..and future congestion problems...the canyon Traffic as well as accessing the ski areas with 
marginal road and weather conditions..as well as avalanches ... 
I believe it checks off all of the boxes 
Looking forward to riding it in winter and summer... (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1047 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:13 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Tiller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1048 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:13 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremiah Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What about high winds and shutting down the gondola? What are the wind speeds that will shut the 
gondola down? (32.2.6.5K) What’s the additional cost to ride the gondola? (32.2.4A) Who’s funding 
this, tax payers? What’s the tax impact of this project? (32.2.7A) What’s the timing from now until it’s 
usable? (32.2.7C) How will this effect season pass prices and day passes costs? (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1049 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Kolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live near LCC and I am in favor of the gondola solution. (32.2.9D) Do not widen the road or add a bus 
lane. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  1050 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Birns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not live in Utah, but I have visited Little Cottonwood Canyon before and I think the Gondola is an 
incredible idea. I work for Squaw Valley ski resort in California, there is a similar traffic problem with ski 
resorts in the Lake Tahoe area. The proposed gondola could be a model for ski resorts and other 
transportation problems all over the country. With reduced emissions and cars off the road it seems like 
a win-win. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1052 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1051 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:18 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Hawks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is my preferred method of mitigating LCC traffic. (32.2.9D) Parking at the La Caille station 
needs to be a priority with a multi level structure to accommodate those who will use the gondola. 
(32.2.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  1052 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:18 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Sheldon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great solution to the traffic problem. The Swiss already use this type of transportation 
all over the Alps to help with vehicle congestion. They are quiet, comfortable and much more relaxing 
than being in a car. Busses will never adequately address traffic issues and choosing to increase their 
numbers in the interest of not spending as much money will only kick the problem to the future, not 
solve it. We fly to Utah for ski vacations every winter and adding the gondola will only solidify Utah as 
our first choice as our ski destination. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1053 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:21 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon is FAR superior in my opinion and, as a resident who 
visits LCC often, it seems the most aesthetic and has the best long-term viability (32.2.9D and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  1054 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:22 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Braeden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We don’t need bigger vehicles, more paving, and buses in LCC. It’s not going to work, in the same way 
that we’ve learned mass transit throughout the Salt Lake Valley, along the Wasatch Front, and indeed 
in most major metropolitan areas across the country don’t work, as we’ve seen throughout the COVID-
19 pandemic. It’s not what people want anymore, and it’s an unsustainable model. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  1055 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:22 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise Hudson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see the gondola option. Buses cause too much pollution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1056 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Navar Gottschalk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I wanted to voice my opinion in support of the little cottonwood gondola. I was born in Sandy and 
have lived in the area my whole life. I think the gondola if approved is going to be amazing for the area. 
Not only will it attract more visitors, it will help cut down on congestion into the canyon as well as help 
reduce the amount of vehicle accidents and the amount of money the city has to spend on upkeep. I 
also believe to keep the canyon pristine for generations to come, this will be a way to reduce our overall 
carbon footprint. (32.17A) I support the little cottonwood gondola!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1057 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:24 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Digwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is my opinion that the proposed gondola only serve the interest of the resorts and not the greater 
good of the community. (32.2.7A) I feel that the proposed enhanced bus services will serve as a better 
enhancement to LCC. (32.2.9A)

Page 32B-1059 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1058 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:24 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trey Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1059 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:25 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live on Wildcreek Rd east of the proposed site and this gondola will literally strip our privacy away as it 
will go above our house. This is not ok. (32.4E) I am adamantly against it. Start with snow sheds, 
widening road etc before taking this extreme measure. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1060 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:26 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zane Enders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yas ? ? (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1061 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:26 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elliot Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While buses can be made electric and are more efficient than in any other time In history, they create 
congestion. Additionally ski and snowboard gear is difficult to load on and off a bus and the scheduling 
is inefficient. A gondola would be an all around better choice. No congestion, better air quality less 
driving all around by many people. (32.10A) Additionally, I think it creates a unique mode of 
transportation that will be coveted as not only a means of travel but a tourism draw by itself. Especially 
if it had a cool name. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1062 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:26 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalee Lance 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of a gondola because I am a season pass skier and some days it is dangerous to drive. I 
have also been trapped up the canyon waiting for avalanches to be cleared. My only concern is 
overcrowding at the resort and not knowing how crowded the resort is before the gondola arrives. It 
would be nice to have some marquee at the La Caile center to warn skiers. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1063 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:27 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Brill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1064 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:28 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  DAVID DIETERING 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just the Gondola by itself would become a tourist attraction. It would be fun going up Little Cottonwood 
in a gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1065 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:30 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fred Porter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT want to see the gondola or train built. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) 
Bus with dedicated bus lane is my preferred option. And the bus should stop when requested at 
trailhead parking lots, not just Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  1066 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:31 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. It takes traffic off Little Cottonwood Canyon. It is green. It is reliable. It will bring 
more tourism to the area. It can run when road conditions are poor. Please don’t choose the easy, 
boring option. Go with the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1067 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:32 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Charen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
makes sense, only other option is train tunnel from Park City area (32.2.2H)
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COMMENT #:  1068 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:32 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ed Chauner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC and BCC are treasures for Utah and for all of those visiting our state. Just as important, is the road 
that connects those two canyons, Wasatch Blvd. Keep Wasatch pristine by reducing the speed limit to 
35 mph and increasing the width of the bike lanes and adding a multi-use path for walkers, runners and 
all other outdoor enthusiasts. (32.2.6.2.2A) Complete Highland Blvd. to keep the commuter traffic 
where it belongs. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
Build the gondola and get thousands of personal cars off of the road. (32.2.9D) 
Thank you for allowing me to comment.  
Ed
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COMMENT #:  1069 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:33 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Rowley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In the case of another covid-like pandemic, would one means of canyon transportation outperform the 
other option (32.2.6C)
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COMMENT #:  1070 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:35 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karl Sowa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I encourage support for the gondola option for transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon over the 
dedicated bus lanes option. Much more likely to get used (assuming parking at the bottom for either 
option) and less negative impact on the canyon itself. Gondola is the way to go. Thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1071 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:35 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Rowley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Restricting vehicle traffic to and in the canyon is an absolute must for either option. We can't install a 
gondola without restricting vehicle #s (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1072 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:38 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Durst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes please shut down the canyon to cars. (32.2.4A) And please think through the stops to permit All of 
the hiking and other sports in the canyon (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  1073 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:38 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom U Hannigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Strongly support the gondola solution. Let’s do something that provides truly long term value, is 
environmentally beneficial, aesthetically pleasing, and enhances the skiers or visitors experience. 
Thanks. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1074 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:39 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JoAnn Hoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best solution to all the issues of Little Cottonwood access. Please choose the 
gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1075 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:41 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Carrigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola. Thanks for considering (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1076 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:43 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Hart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Draper and ski Snowbird. I'd prefer to ride the Gondola over the bus. Gondola seems like a 
more sensible plan for the long term. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1077 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:45 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Plamondon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option not only addresses the carbon footprint (32.10A) but also allows for continued 
operation despite avalanche and weather conditions. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1078 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:46 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mari Ransco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support this investment in our future! The gondola will ensure safe, environmentally friendly access to 
the natural resources we all love. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1079 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:48 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Noah Tsubaki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I Take the busses every winter and the traffic is terrible, sometimes I have to wait 2-3 hours for a bus 
it’s insane, this would really make things a lot better (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1080 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:49 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Johncock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Cottonwood Heights and a skier myself, I would like to state my support for the gondola 
solution. Logically it makes a lot of sense and addresses many of the issues at hand. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1081 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:49 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Foerster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the better of the two options. Everytime I ski, I worry about getting stuck up the 
canyon due to road closures. The gondola would speed up the transportation down the canyon during 
road closures. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1082 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:50 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Kirschner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option. I live in Cottonwood Heights, in the Giverney neighborhood, close to 
where the La Caille station would be. Let's get this done !! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1083 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:50 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola, please. In addition to easing traffic, it would be a fun way to enjoy traveling up and down the 
canyon during the non-winter months. One could enjoy the canyon beauty. This is another attraction for 
out of town visitors. It attracts visitors without adding to traffic congestion. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1085 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1084 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:54 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Fredrickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the clear choice. Please think of the future and build this now, not in 25 years.  
Thank you, (32.2.9D) 
Blake Fredrickson

Page 32B-1086 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1085 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:55 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard John Lassere 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly recommend the gondola option. Thanks (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1086 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:55 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Soloff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1087 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:57 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mara Kushner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of putting in a Gondola in Little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) Traffic and carbon 
emission are both going up as more and more people are in salt lake or coming to visit and ski in Utah 
and as a result there is always a red snake of traffic to get up the canyon. This would help the resorts 
with parking and allow for people help out our world by not putting more carbon emissions into our 
world. (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  1088 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:57 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola solution. Switzerland has many gondolas. Hong Kong has a very long gondola 
like the one that would be needed in Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1089 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:57 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adria Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1090 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:57 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Candilora 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I encourage UDOT to reduce our reliance on vehicles and voice my support for the gondola option. Not 
only will it avoid more paving, emissions and drastic permanent changes in the canyon required by the 
expanded bus proposal, but the gondola will provide a more reliable long-term solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1091 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:58 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise Howell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The LCC gondola is a great idea, let’s make it happen! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1092 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:59 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  J. Tom Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a seasonal employee at Snowbird, my observations are as follows: 
- I believe that the prudent solution, long-term, is to build the gondola system. It's costly, but the 
benefits to the environment and to the proactive future of the canyon and its recreational venues cannot 
be dismissed.  
-The perception of the gondola moving thousands of people safely up and down the canyon during all 
types of weather signals futuristic thinking which already is existent with Snowbird's new cogeneration 
facility. 
-Finally, neither Alta nor Snowbird necessarily need/want more traffic on their mountains; they simply 
need to move more people safely and efficiently. Addressing resort growth will be another discussion 
for another day, but the gondola gets my vote without question. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1093 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:59 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Schutt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as the best solution to the traffic and congestion in LCC, especially on snow days. 
It is the best way of ensuring a flow of traffic even when avalanche danger causes the road to close. 
But in order for it to work there has to be ample parking both at the hubs and at the base station. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1094 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:59 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott McJames 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't do a gondola, put a gate at the bottom. When Alta and Snowbird are full, close the gate. When a 
skier comes down and passes the gate a skier is allowed up. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1095 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:00 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Zeigle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola concept and would like to see this project implemented. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1096 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:02 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Al Ackerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a season pass holder and now utah resident I believe the gondola is the best solution to traffic in 
LCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1097 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:02 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
7,000 cars a day go up the canyon, yet only 1,800 parking spots at the Station. How is this actually 
going to help traffic up Wasatch and for the local residents? (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.5E) I do not see 
this as a good solution, especially for the visual pollution that the gondola will cause all the way up the 
canyon. (32.17A) Snowbird might love the look of their trams, but to have something similar all the way 
up the canyon is a tragedy. Up the bus system. Make it reliable and frequent with warm and covered 
stops at the top and bottom. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1098 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:03 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Elliott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We want the gondola! Give us the gondola! What a great idea and great attraction. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1099 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:03 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mina Agle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the best solution is a rail link. (32.2.9F) LCC should be closed to private vehicles. (32.2.2L) 
The model for this is Zermatt, Switzerland, where rail is mandatory and successful.
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COMMENT #:  1100 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:04 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Dolinar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go go gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1101 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:05 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Redmond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a great idea to preserve the canyon and I am fully in favour of it. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1102 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:05 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Sartawi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola plan is better than alternatives. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1103 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:07 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaydee Manes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the way to go! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1104 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:08 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandi Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding more busses, running some year round. (32.2.6.3C) People can catch a bus at many locations 
around the valley, (32.2.2I) the gondola will require all cars to congregate at the mouth of the canyon 
increasing congestion there. (32.2.6.5E)
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COMMENT #:  1105 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:08 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeneen S. Nelsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
ABSOLUTELY DO NOT BUILD THIS TAX BURDEN WITH NO PROFIT EXPECTED! I am tired of the 
frugal picking up the bill extravagant! Put it on the ballot! (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  1106 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:11 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Kirkey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1107 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:11 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Wassom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wholeheartedly support a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. We don't need more pavement and 
more vehicle pollution!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1108 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:13 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  peter vanderheide 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus is the preferred method to ease traffic in the lcc. Adding buses is key. Increasing frequency is 
second. (32.2.9A) Not leaving riders at stops is important. Please do not construct a gondola. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1109 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:14 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Cole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I get nauseous riding the bus so gondola is only option for me, plus it alleviates some avalanche 
concerns (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1110 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:14 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janie Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola idea. Thank you for hearing all voices in the community. This is a great option for 
preserving the canyon and still letting people see the beauty. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1111 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:14 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dale Branson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The snow sheds to mitigate the avalanches should have been constructed years ago. (32.2.9K) The 
road needs to be widened to 4 lanes; two up and two down to allow people to drive around the barely 
capable drivers that create the backups. (32.2.2P) 25mph in an AWD snow tire equipped vehicle is 
reasonable for most conditions. 10mph just irritates most drivers. I do not believe you will actually have 
a bus every 5 minutes. The current bus system adds almost an hour to a 2-3 hour ski day. The gondola 
seems the best option providing it takes you to the top and there is adequate parking at the base. I am 
even happy to pay a fee/season pass if the gondola will take me to the top and I have a parking spot. 
(32.2.9D) You could even have my spot expire at 10am or pick an hour. Or, have a reservation system 
for parking pass holders. (32.2.6 B) Whether I can ski or not, once I get to the top doesn't matter. Keep 
it closed to skiing until patrol deems it safe, but get me out of the damned parking lot maze! Open a 
lodge for breakfast at the top of the gondola before skiing opens for the day. I'll be early. I am certain 
skiers will arrive early for breakfast if it is allowed. Movement out of the parking lot maze/line improves 
customer experience. I realize early arrivals prior to skiing at the top of the resort is a decision for the 
resorts. I hope this is a helpful opinion.
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COMMENT #:  1112 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:16 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Geoffrey Boldon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola solution. More cars and buses is not sustainable or responsible. Let's future 
proof the canyon and look toward sustainability, not clutter. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1113 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Adamo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola much better solution that busses! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1114 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:18 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Bush 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see the gondola happen! A great, year-round option to mitigate traffic in LCC! LET'S 
MAKE IT HAPPEN!!! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1116 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1115 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:19 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Bertran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1116 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:20 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danton Hinerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola proposal provides a much better long term solution. I don’t believe an expanded bus 
system would do much to solve the problem. Personally I would still rather drive my own car even with 
an expanded bus service. That said, I would much prefer taking the gondola up rather than driving. 
Given the influx of tourists, I believe the Gondola option will need to be pursued long term even if bus 
routes are expanded (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1118 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1117 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:20 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Ryan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola is long term thinking! Fully support! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1118 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:21 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Lovejoy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This seems to be the best alternative considering safety and the environmental impact. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1119 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Dibb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see a gondola system for little cottonwood canyon. In fact I think it would be so popular 
that we would hopefully get one in big cottonwood canyon too! But baby steps. Please move forward 
with this proposal (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1120 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Davies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider mass transit or gondola options for LCC. The number of vehicles traveling up the 
canyon is not sustainable, even with increased bus options. If we move towards a light rail or gondola 
we are moving more towards the long term solutions that have existed in Europe. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.9F) 
Thank you, Sarah Davies
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COMMENT #:  1121 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Tawzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I work at The Cliff Lodge and know this would be absolutely wonderful. No more days I can't work, 
nights stuck up the canyon, traffic congestion making me need to leave way earlier or possibly making 
me late to work. Build it as soon as possible, please! (32.29C)
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COMMENT #:  1122 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:24 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Finnegan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1123 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:24 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Davies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider mass transit or gondola options for LCC. The number of vehicles traveling up the 
canyon is not sustainable, even with increased bus options. If we move towards a light rail or gondola 
we are moving more towards the long term solutions that have existed in Europe. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.9F) 
Thank you, Sarah Davies
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COMMENT #:  1124 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:24 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Gellert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We prefer the gondola option - less traffic and construction (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1125 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:26 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Gaufin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best way to get LCC users up the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1126 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:27 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Aengst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola B alternative if it will be subsidized and not cost additional funds beyond lift ticket 
cost (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A))
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COMMENT #:  1127 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:30 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Duane Karren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola. May be times when wind holds will shut it down but they will be minimal compared 
to slides, slide offs and other road blockages. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1128 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:31 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Elizabeth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please preserve the canyons. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  1129 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:32 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danielle Jarvis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great idea that is long overdue (32.29D)

Page 32B-1131 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1130 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:32 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Celestino Leal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How about restricting the number of skiers at Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.2K) 
 Traffic and over crowding was not an issue until skiing was over promoted during and after the 2002 
Olympics. Now you want to make it even worse by cramming even more people at the resorts. Have 
you not made enough money that now you want taxpayers to finance your attempt to make more 
money? (32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  1131 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:33 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Foote 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the two options are adequate. The gondola is extremely expensive for the passenger rate per 
hour. The bus lane does little to refuce car traffic. An elevated 2 track monorail would be far more 
efficient in getting skiers to the slopes at a high rate (32.2.2I)

Page 32B-1133 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1132 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:33 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colleen Paquet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1133 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:34 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janet Farkas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola looks like the best solution to me. So much easier and nicer to get on and off and ride in than 
busses. (32.2.9D) 
Does it really need to run year round? (32.2.6.5F)
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COMMENT #:  1134 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:37 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shirley Hebert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although I would like to still drive up the canyon, another lane would be horrible and just add to the 
demise of LCC. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  1135 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:39 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Glaze 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for the Gondola project (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1136 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:39 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Eddington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do support the gondola option-(32.2.9D) I just wonder about the slide areas further up the canyon. 
(32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  1137 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:40 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a better option for everyone don’t be idiots and choose the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1138 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:41 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rich Kuipers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola would be a great solution and would be a benefit in both summer and winter travel 
and be unique and drive unique customers to Utah. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1139 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:43 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Ross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Ive only lived in salt lake for about a year now, and I can honestly say that the cottonwood canyons are 
the reason I stay. A gondola might sound wonderful from a tourism standpoint, but if we’re not looking 
to be the next big societal failure in terms of wealth structure and “locals against tourists”, I would sure 
hope we never begin construction on the gondola. Please. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1140 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:44 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynn Shattuck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1141 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:44 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Fichthorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would definitely prefer the Gobdola. I think it’s a much smarter option in the long run. Most people just 
don’t use buses, so even if it was an expanded bus system, it would be much harder to get widespread 
adoption of the bus system. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1142 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:46 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marissa Popp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do the gondola. More buses on a dangerous road where one mistake can result in blocking traffic for 
hours doesn't seem like the most efficient solution. Do the gondolas and invest now for it to be easier 
later (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1144 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1143 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:47 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cam McCall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This needs to happen. This would not only cut down on carbon emissions, (32.2.9D) saving the wildlife, 
(32.13A) but cut down on accidents and potential fatalities, to the users of the canyons! I love this idea 
and would absolutely love to see it come to fruition. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1144 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:56 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cory Savino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great idea, I hope this happens (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1145 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:00 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cassidy Beck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola B (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1146 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:00 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Whitehead 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love the gondola or funicular option. A giant parking deck at the mouth of the canyon would be 
good too. Thanks. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1148 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1147 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:02 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bromley Busath 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a skier the gondola is a no brainer! (32.2.9D) I would choose that vs driving every time. I currently 
choose to drive up the canyon (often alone) vs riding the bus. The slow crowded windy bus rides are 
miserable tend to leave me frustrated car sick and dreading the return trip.  
As a cabin owner in big cottonwood I would love to see some of the traffic alleviated for those days we 
do need to drive up the canyon. I think it would fair to tax property owner in the canyon in order to help 
pay for the initial build. (32.2.7A) I also think that Snowbird and Alta should help pay for and maintain 
the gondola in a meaningful way (Im not so sure their current offers of are sufficient). They would 
clearly benefit tremendously from its construction and it only seems fair that they help with construction. 
I can only imagine how expensive contraction of the gondola would be but I it is clear to me that it 
would pay divid ends for decades to come. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1148 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:03 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shantel Henderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to vote for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1149 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:04 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reese Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support this (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1150 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:06 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karla Twinting 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A better way to transport people in Little Cottonwood Canyon is an enhanced bus service and get rid of 
cars in the canyon, this would be more cost effective with the least imoact. (2.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  1151 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:07 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristi Boyce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no! This is so short-sighted and will ruin LCC for generations. Don’t do it, please! Keep the 
canyon for my children! This is a disgusting money grab that flies in the face of conservation and 
sustainability from every angle. (32.2.9G, 32.29D, and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  1152 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:08 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olga Hoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola to the Bird is a fantastic, environmentally responsible solution that will benefit this state for 
years to come! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1153 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:09 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Sharpe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola. Long overdue. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1154 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:10 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Alexander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option will provide the most consistent travel times from lot to resorts, especially during 
adverse weather conditions. (32.2.9D) The busses will be affected by canyon closures, avalanche 
mitigation, poor road conditions, and the inevitable accidents. (32.2.9C) A gondola will provide a more 
pleasurable ride to and from the resorts compared to riding a bus up a winding canyon road. As 
someone who often skis before work it would be nice knowing I can take a reliable gondola with 
consistent travel times back down the canyon and not be faced with the uncertainty of having to take a 
bus.
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COMMENT #:  1155 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:11 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Barnett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1156 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:13 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Bowen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola concept because it's less impactful on the canyon than widening the road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1157 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:13 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Stoddard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a frequent visitor during ski season. I support the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1158 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:14 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Frazier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love this idea. There should be another gondola going up big cottonwood, and a third connecting Alta 
to Brighton and Brighton to Park City. (32.2.2A and 32.2.2N)
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COMMENT #:  1159 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:14 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I LOVE the gondola option. I believe this would enhance our State immensely! No one wants to ride a 
bus. You could charge appropriately for the rides. It costs hundreds to ski so I don’t see why $50 or so 
more will matter (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1160 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:15 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Miranda Small 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would allow for greatest access to the canyon, with the least impact to the canyon. Please 
consider choosing to keep Utah beautiful and limiting impact on the reason people go to the canyon. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1161 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:15 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Brownell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No way most people are wearing ski boots on the gondola for 36 mins to get to Alta. Need to plan for at 
last many people carrying boots and skis. (32.2.3A). Also want to know how you line up/queue up for 
the gondola when its very busy, want to avoid standing in line for an hour, hopefully something smarter 
using technology. (32.2.6.5C) Otherwise I think its great to get cars out of the canyon. (32.2.2L)
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COMMENT #:  1162 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:15 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Vongsawad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've read several different times ranging from 28 minutes to 55 minutes to get from La Caille station to 
Snowbird with the Gondola option. That's a pretty large variation... I think 35 minutes or less presents a 
good time in my opinion. (32.2.6.5O) My other question would be as to how long it would take to load 
up into the gondola and how long the line might be. (32.2.6.5C). Also, what's the thought on a gondola 
from American Fork Canyon? (32.2.2J)
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COMMENT #:  1163 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Last 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola proposal. Keeps traffic on the road at a minimum. Avalanches and road 
conditions will result in continual delays, closures, accidents, traffic jams, pollution etc. Let’s get a world 
class option ( gondola) and charge a toll to use the roadway on 210. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1164 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:19 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Niemann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONGOLA 4 LYFE! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1165 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:19 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edson De Lima Rabelo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The idea is perfect! Easy way to get to the ski stations and preserving the environment is the way to go! 
We simply hope that the access to it is affordable for whoever wants to use it, and not only for the rich 
ones. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1166 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:20 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynn Breidenbach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please endorse the gondola option. We need to reduce any type of vehicle traffic in the canyon. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1167 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:20 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeline Voloshin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This EIS fails to take into account the other uses of Little Cottonwood Canyon, many other recreational 
activities take place in the canyon year-round. The proposed alternatives could potentially destroy over 
110 boulder problems, some of which have been historically important to the growth and development 
of the sport. (32.4A and 32.4B) In addition, some of the proposed alternatives will ruin the natural 
beauty of the canyon and create and eyesore. (32.17A and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  1168 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:22 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Majer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an out of state resident that visitors SLC in the winter to ski, this project would make travel even 
more easily and pretty much make a rental car unnecessary. This would lead to visitors spending more 
money on the local economy by finding things other than car rental companies. Fully support this 
project! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1169 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robin Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution. Besides the beautiful ride, we won’t need to widen the road. It’s above 
the traffic and avalanches. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1170 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Crehan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in support of the gondola for LCC transportation. The overall impact will be less than expanding 
lanes or improving bus routes. Gondolas are already a proven mode of transportation across the world. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1171 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:24 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Porter Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondol would be an amazing idea. please highly consider adding it. you won’t regret it 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1172 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:26 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sydney Congdon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support the gondola option in LCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1173 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:30 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brinton Wise 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be amazing! Strongly support. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1174 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:30 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Merrill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am pro-gondola. Please move forward with the gondola plan! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1175 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:31 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Murrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose a gondola being built in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1176 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:31 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michaela Velarde 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Could be nice to have a couple stops to accommodate other sports (fishing, hiking, bouldering) at areas 
like storm mountain etc. could there be a system of gondolas and encourage more outdoor enthusiasts 
to utilize public transit than just ski and snowboard crowd? Just a thought. (32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  1177 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:31 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Watkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1178 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:33 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Ealy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola, less susceptible to weather/avalanches. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1179 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:33 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Chamberlain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of a Gondula! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1180 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:34 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ary Faraji 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best option to preserve our canyons. We fully support this option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1181 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:36 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Wimmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the proposed gondola system. Why I love this plan is that people can still choose to 
ride busses or drive or use the gondola. (32.2.2W) The other proposals don’t offer this many options. 
This increases flexibility, decreases traffic, decreases omissions. It’s the best option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1182 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:39 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Jurges 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the gondola idea! Please do that! I truly think that is the best option for our wonderful Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) I also think it would have minimal impact on the surrounding wildlife! 
(32.13A)
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COMMENT #:  1183 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:39 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Colbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pro gondola source from 100% renewable energy. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5P)
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COMMENT #:  1184 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:39 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Rizzo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need a good alternative, and I believe this will serve its purpose (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1185 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marc Herrmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola would a great addition. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1186 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Delaney Tyon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The current system is inefficient and causes problems. The gondola seems to be a real solution for the 
future. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1187 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Watkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Electric bases would be best. Less carbon. (32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  1188 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Makhinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best solution for long term, high capacity, reliable transportation to the resorts 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1189 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:43 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Fastenberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the obvious option. Busses only consume more resources such a gas, concrete for 
paving and a variety of other things necessary for expanded road construction which would further 
inhibit the wildlife and land in the canyon. (32.13A) The gondola is best for energy and less invasive. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1190 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:46 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Fowler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I know people who come from all over the world to ride their bicycles jn our majestic canyons. Please 
leave us a safe cycling lane in the summer that will be a perfect bus lane in the winter! (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1191 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:46 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski at Snowbird for an annual holiday and I see the gondola option as being much safer and more 
reliable. We always have a plane to catch! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1192 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:47 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Bartlit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option preserves little cottonwood canyon and serves as the only good solution for moving 
people up/down the canyon on avalanche impacted days. The alternative does not guarantee safe 
passage up/down the canyon during heavy snow days. 
I vote for the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1193 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:47 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly McNinch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Busses are not the answer. They are still marginal on snow days and often backed up with long lines 
waiting to get on an already overcrowded often late/inconsistent service. (32.2.9C) The gondola will 
alleviate traffic congestion and be less prone to canyon closures. I have worked the canyon for 30 
years and have seen exponential growth in traffic and skier visits. The congestion has made me 
consider leaving, I know the gondola will be expensive. The long term outlook is my reasoning for 
supporting this. (32.2.9D) Water quality, less carbon emissions from cars. The gondola will help 
preserve what is left of an incredible natural resource that is under currently under heavy use and will 
only get worse as Salt Lake grows. (32.12A and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  1194 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:48 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Calder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is highly intrusive to a national forest aesthetic and still does not solve the problem of 
summer traffic. (32.17A) In addition, from what I see you still have to take a bus to the gondola. 
(32.2.6.2.1C) If this is the case, why not start small and cost efficiently by improving the bus system all 
the way up the canyon first. (32.2.6.5D) Bigger steps can be discussed if this does not mitigate the 
issue
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COMMENT #:  1195 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:49 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Meldrum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it is a terrible idea for the gondola. (32.2.9E) Makes me not want to buy a pass and just tour 
more. Also I’m not sure how it fixes the problem. High winds can have that thing shut down so quick 
and we are back to square one. (32.2.6.5K) WHY ARE WE SO AGAINST WIDENING THE ROAD AND 
HAVING MORE BUS ACCESS. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1196 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:51 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Lamoreaux 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support this enhancement having been a season pass holder for many years I only see this becoming 
more of a problem. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1197 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:51 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Egan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the Little Cottonwood Gondola solution is the best viable option for getting people off of 
the dangerous roads in the canyon and into a safe, sustainable mode of transportation to the resorts. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1198 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:52 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jane Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vacation at Snowbird each winter and am much in favor of the gondola option for it's increased safety 
and reliability. We always need to catch a plane to go home. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1200 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1199 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:53 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirsty Murrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the construction of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1201 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1200 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:53 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lois Remington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
love the idea of a gondola. In full support!! (32.2.9D) Could there be a stop at the gate buttress for 
climbers/hikers? (32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  1201 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:54 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wyatt Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not put in that gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1202 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:55 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Plaehn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not construct a gondola / tram going up LCC. (32.2.9E) The construction of a gondola / tram 
would permanently damage the canyon, wildlife and nature (32.12A) further only to drive up Snowbird 
& Alta’s revenue and cause even more crowding/traffic in an already over crowded area. (32.20A and 
30.20B) 
Snowbird/Alta should also drop IKON pass to reduce traffic on LCC. (32.2.2K) The resorts keep 
pushing for more people to come to the resorts without keeping in mind the impact the traffic has on a 
small area. They should not push for infinite growth in such a small area. 
Maybe more parking could be added for the existing bus system & in more areas of the valley so it is 
more accessible. (32.2.2I) But the roads should be left the same and the resort management should 
adjust their practices to reduce impact on LCC instead of focusing on profitability.
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COMMENT #:  1203 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:56 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Howard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola wins hands down. Similar transit time to bus. Operates in bad weather. Removes traffic from 
Canyon ... big win! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1204 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:57 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phillip Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1205 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:58 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Philip Michas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a fan of the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1206 

DATE:   6/29/21 6:58 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Block 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola. (32.2.9D) Adding more buses would only congest the canyon more and there is 
not need for more carbon going into our air. (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  1207 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:00 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laurene Reu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola up little cottonwood canyon. Please support and fund this project to save our 
canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1208 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:01 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roth Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build a little cottonwood canyon gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1209 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:01 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Schaffer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I highly prefer the gondola option. It is far more environmentally friendly and it will allow for transit in the 
canyon in the event of an avalanche. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1210 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:02 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Apter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a regular user of Snowbird and Alta, I strongly support the plan for a gondola for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. It would be great! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1211 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:02 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Kleberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is an excellent solution to preserving the Canyon and assuring future generations have access to 
an amazing resource. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1212 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:02 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Kauffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How long will the lines and wait be for this gondola down in the canyon ? (32.2.6.5C) What’s going to 
stop traffic piling up behind it for people headed to use it ? (32.2.6.5E)
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COMMENT #:  1213 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:04 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trent Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In for the tram idea as long as it runs frequently, year round, early in the morning to late at night. 
(32.2.6.5F). The bus service should also be increased in the winter AND summer with more stops at 
trailheads up and down the canyon. (32.2.6.3K, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  1214 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:06 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Genes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would provide a more diverse travel to snowbird that allows better flow even in the heavy 
snow. When roads fail or people wreck, the gondola still provides travel. Also vise versa.  
Not including the preservation on land. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1215 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:06 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carly Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Gondola option. It makes the most long term sense for our local population and 
canyon use age. It’s the safest alternative. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1216 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:06 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heidi Voelker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola . My vote is YES (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1217 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:07 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lacie Killion 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in support of the gondola. I feel like it's the best option to reduce environmental impact and improve 
safety on the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1218 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:10 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony DaSilva 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GET RID OF THE IKON. (32.2.2K) No seriously. & what about an underground train/metro rail system? 
(32.2.2C) I have no idea what that project would look like or cost & it’s probably too late now. As for the 
Gondola vs -enhanced bus system- debate: 
More buses and wider roads wont fix anything besides less wait times at bus stops, and the gondola 
will undoubtedly ruin the views, have long wait times, & still be shut down during storms due to high 
winds. (32.17A, 32.2.6.5C, and 32.2.6.5K) GET RID OF THE IKON PASS. Also, have an -In-state 
resident- discount & raised -out-of-state- prices. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1219 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:12 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Badiya Aldujaili 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expand the parking lot at the canyon entrance and around it, during peak hours. And only have buses 
go up the canoyn. (32.2.2B) 
 Gondola only be useful for few months a year and then it will ruin the canyon natural look in the 
summer. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  1220 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:12 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nittaya Phonharath 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah's public transportation system does not compare to other cities in terms of convenience or speed. 
The infrastructure of Utah is currently not meant for more trains or buses. People will continue to use 
their cars out of convenience. I doubt adding more buses to an already insufficient transit infrastructure 
is going to make a difference in the canyon. (32.2.4A) My vote is for the gondola system. I've tired of 
the traffic and terrified of how many cars I've seen slide off into the ravines. The gondolas are the more 
efficient and safer way to get up the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1221 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:13 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenda Bauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Prefer gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1222 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:14 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marc Buban 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola! Increased bus route is the safest option. Also; the resorts should be paying for this, 
not taxpayers! (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1223 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:16 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Beagley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Will it effect the natural water flow? (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1224 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:16 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brennan Elton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think minimal impact on habitat is the best solution. (32.12A) That being said, I think that the gondola 
will offer the best solution overall as well as long term with providing better transportation and less 
habitat damage to our beautiful mountains here in Utah (32.12A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1225 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Genes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As Utah grows we need to do everything we can to protect our land and wildlife. With a 30 year of 
roughly the same price, let’s be different, reliable, and protect our land. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1226 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Bizier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't spend taxpayer money on this to allow resorts to get even more crowded. (32.2.7A and 32.20B) 
Please just drop icon pass. (32.2.2K) That will lower the excess canyon traffic. This op just makes the 
resorts richer at the taxpayers expense.
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COMMENT #:  1227 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cary Piotrowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is really the only viable solution for long term growth and sustainability. Just like those 
found in Stubai region of Austria this is the most reasonable option for consistent access to the canyon. 
Additional stops for BC access should be considered. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1228 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:18 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett McWilliams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expanded bus service. (32.2.9A) Change the way people get up the canyon by incentivizing carpooling 
at resorts and trailheads. (32.2.4A) Bus stops at trailheads for non resort users. (32.2.6.3C) 
Gondola will just be a different kind of bottleneck
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COMMENT #:  1229 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:22 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paige Cortner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola over buses! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1230 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Barron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is better! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1231 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Keenan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please expand the road or bus system. (32.2.9B) The gondola would ruin the scenery. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  1232 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Santis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for a safer more efficient way to the mountain Utah is the greatest (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1233 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:25 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes this is a great idea (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1234 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:25 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Koenen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE select the gondola option. This preserves the natural beauty of the canyon (32.17A) while 
offering a better long term solution without reliance on vehicle travel. This options limits need for 
intense plowing, and allows for freedoms without pavement. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1235 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:28 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Fichthorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d love a gondola to alta and snowbird! Best snow on earth! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1236 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:29 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Sims 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The current traffic situation (and parking!) is not sustainable. This makes more sense and is less 
intrusive than a train. I like the idea of grabbing a coffee and enjoying the ride up. I fully support this 
option! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1237 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:29 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Kent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a great idea. Phase 1. Then expand to Big Cottonwood, then Park City Phase 2 & Phase 3 
(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1238 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:29 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option for the cottonwood canyon is the best option. (32.2.9D) It’ll be great when 
there is traffic and/or wildlife obstructions on the road. It’ll also help with emissions and clearing the 
canyon of hazardous gases. (32.10A) It will be a great option for people flying into SLC to ski. They can 
take train or bus to gondola station and got straight up the mountains. (32.2.2I)

Page 32B-1240 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1239 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:33 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Schwartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I honestly think a gondola that reduces traffic, injury risk from avalanches, and environmentally friendly 
when compared to the volumes of daily motorists will go so far not only in enhancing Utah’s treasured 
canyon, but will also be the leader in creating the paradigm of the future for congested mountain 
regions. Fantastic. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1240 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:34 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wayne Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer gondola. I will stop coming to canyon with the bus option. I have been coming to little 
cottonwood fir over 30 years (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1241 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:36 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Balle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would be so great to benefit us as skiers and the environment. Definitely on board. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1242 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:37 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steiner Paulsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to express my support for the gondola option. The gondola is a better long term solution. 
(32.2.9D) I do not agree with widening the road and more pavement. In my opinion this will only 
encourage more car traffic contributing to the problem. I would not take the bus, but I would ride the 
gondola. (32.2.9C) 
Sincerely,
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COMMENT #:  1243 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:37 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Page 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very much in support of the gondola and would pay to use this. LCC traffic is a disaster and 
something must be done. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1244 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:38 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dex Mckell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for the gondola 100% (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1245 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:38 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason McPhie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems cool and exciting but there will still be traffic from the I215 freeway to the parking 
garage area on all the same days there’s traffic now. (Bluebird days). (32.2.6.5E) It’s 15-25 days per ski 
season. (32.1.4D) High winds are always a reason gondola’s don’t or can’t run due to safely. There a 
major winds in the canyon on many days. (32.2.6.5K) 
Questions:  
What type of wind studies have been done in the mouth of the canyon all the way to both stops? 
(32.2.6.5K) 
What type of wind in MPHs can the gondola’s run safely? (32.2.6.5K) 
Why are these gondola’s only stopping and serving the two ski resorts and not major trail heads? 
(32.2.6.5G) 
Who stands to profit the most on this project? (32.6A) 
How can this be a greener option and more earth friendly option, when everyone will drive the same car 
they drive to the resort to the parking garage? (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  1246 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jayden Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the gondola option for LCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1247 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:44 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Anthony 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLAAAAAAAAAAAAAA. every other solution is lazy and wont even begin to fix the problem. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1248 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:46 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Everitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1250 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1249 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:46 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Buckingham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Backcountry skiier (and summer - climber/hiker) numbers are continuing to grow - if transit could drop 
off at stops other than ski resorts, it would prevent need for expanded parking and provide a year-round 
solution to a year-round problem (parking at trailheads). (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) 
I cannot support anything that only caters to those who pay to ski and does not provide truly public 
transit.
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COMMENT #:  1250 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:47 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Stark VanNoord 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1251 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:49 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Breindel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Unless they plan on loading those up "FULLY" (not COVID FULLY, I mean all 32 seats being used and 
no COVID restrictions), then it's pointless. With the current ignorance of that area and enforcing a lot of 
distance issues and masks requirements still, there's no point. You will be wasting money and time 
waiting in line. (32.2.6A) I feel more buses would be the better option, also, who is funding this? The tax 
payer? or is this going to raise ticket prices astronomically? (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1252 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:54 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Lau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Make the Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1253 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:55 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Lindley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Or you guys could #fucktheikonpass and every other collective pass option but whatever (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  1254 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:55 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Lister 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLA keep cars out of the canyons. (32.2.2L) Help clean up the air pollution problem. (32.10A) 
More buses more pollution. Gondolas will help keep an excess of cars going up LCC, as well as help 
keep cars that aren’t worthy of traveling on snowy roads. Gondolas all the way!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1255 

DATE:   6/29/21 7:58 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devon Vanvalkenburg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need this gondolas system I have been stuck in this traffic for years waisted that could have been 
spent shredding the POW (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1256 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:01 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler McCabe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1257 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:02 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Korban smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1258 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:03 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Livia Germano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is amazing! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1259 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:04 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucas Martines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. I’d like to say that more people in the canyon is not the answer. The resorts need to drop the Ikon 
pass and go back t selling their own season passes. Before the Ikon pass was allowed lines were 
shorter and traffic issues far far less than they are today. Please reconsider if more people in the 
canyons is a safe idea in the first place, don’t just think about how many dollars they bring in (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  1260 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:06 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolas seem like a great idea to cut down on traffic in the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1261 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:08 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Carlson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola ?. I’ve used them in Europe and believe they are worth the investment. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1262 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:09 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Searlr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola as the best opportunity to preserve Little Cottonwood Canyon and provide 
safe transport throughout the season for all visitors. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1264 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1263 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:10 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edwin Schadewald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1264 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:11 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Colling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1265 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:13 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Cruz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1266 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:16 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas McMaster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in support of the Gondola option, but I wonder if it would be smart to add another stop at Brighton 
ski resort (which would also allow access to solitude). This could reduce traffic in Big Cottonwood 
Canyon as well, which is as much of a problem as Little Cottonwood. I suppose this could be a later 
addition but it may be smart to consider it now. (32.2.9D and 32.2.2Q)
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COMMENT #:  1267 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Bonar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More gondola less cars! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1268 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Kemp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the rode and increasing bus’s and bus capacity is much a better solution than the eye sore of 
a gondola. (32.2.9B and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  1269 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Angle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the current gondola proposal for access from the bottom of Big Cottonwood Canyon to 
Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1270 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:19 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brittany Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an employee for a local outdoor shop, an avid outdoorswoman, and an ally of Mother Nature and 
her future, I pray this comes into fruition! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1271 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:22 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaime Sorokin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to encourage udot to build a gondola system to reduce emissions from vehicles (32.2.9D 
and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  1272 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
As an frequent visitor to Snowbird, avalanche awareness is top of mind and given this I would support a 
gondola option as this seems to be much more effective to mitigate weather and avalanche related 
delays than would be a bus. (32.2.9D) 
Thanks, 
Ian
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COMMENT #:  1273 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:24 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Walls 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is for Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1274 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:25 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth Bayer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the dedicated bus lane option. (32.2.9B) Busses can pick up passengers at many locations in 
the valley and drop them at many locations at the resorts and in the canyon. (32.2.2I) I think it is the 
one option that would be even more convenient than driving a car, since a bus could drop a season 
pass holder right in front of the resort buildings where the season lockers are and where all equipment 
could be stowed. Since it would be convenient and faster than a car on busy days, it is the option that 
would get the most people, myself included, to ride the bus instead of driving.
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COMMENT #:  1275 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:26 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessie Marshall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please put up the gondola!! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1277 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1276 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:26 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pablo Hernandez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If it helps me to get to the powder then I’m all for it (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1277 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:28 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diana Brixner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes I support the gondola option, (32.2.9D) although not sure why you can’t just rebuild railroad tracks 
and run a train up the canyon like they do all over Europe (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  1278 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:33 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aniela Creek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it it really important for more sustainable travel options to be more accessible for increased use. 
A gondola would help create that and allow for this environment to be less impacted and stay beautiful 
for generations (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1279 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:36 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alissa Brink 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola, and believe this is the most reliable, sustainable, and effective method of 
transportation that could be made by the USDOT. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1280 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:36 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Calhoun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Kudos for managing this project this far; the options are well presented and the public forum is much 
appreciated. I'm surprised the road widening option remains the "primary" consideration considering 
how it really only solves the LCC traffic problems on normal busy days, and does not address snow 
days. The comment that it is "less reliable" during snowstorms is an understatement, and due to 
avalanche danger means that on virtually every snowy day there will still be delays. Busses get stuck or 
slide off the road at some point most seasons. (32.2.9C) The snow-sheds only address a handful of 
avalanches, and certainly wouldn't have helped during the big snow events the last two years. (32.7A) 
Considering these shortcomings, the bus option really doesn't address the issue; so why even consider 
it? It is also much worse from a carbon emissions standpoint which will be more and more of a problem 
in upcoming years. (32.10A) That makes the gondola the only viable option. (32.2.9D) The increased 
time allotment in the study applies to people coming from SLC, but not from anywhere from Sandy to 
the South, so for many people it would not be a significant time shortcoming. I do hope that whatever 
option is chosen that the trailhead improvements are implemented, because it is problematic during the 
spring/summer/fall. (32.2.9O) Also, if the gondola is chosen it makes sense to at least add provisions to 
install a future station at Tanners Flat to provide trail access during the summer months. (32.2.6.5G) It 
would also be helpful to give people an idea of what the cost impact of the options would be to the user, 
(32.2.4A) and on a rough time frame for each option. It wouldn't surprise me if the highway 
improvements takes longer than the gondola to implement. (32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  1281 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:37 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reed Snyderman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! (32.2.9E) I have lived at the mouth of little cottonwood for 15 years and I do not support a 
gondola. I support road widening, snow sheds, and strict enforcement of traction laws. 2WD cars 
should not be allowed up the canyon in the winter at all. (32.2.9B and 32.2.2M) A gondola will cost 
taxpayers millions and be drastically underutilized. (32.2.7A) Why would I ever take the gondola if it 
takes me more than twice as long to get up the canyon? Thank you!
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COMMENT #:  1282 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Chipman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution in order to still access the canyon during avalanche control related to the 
road. (32.2.9D) I also support a Singletrack mountain bike trails top to bottom with gondola access for 
bikes. (32.2.6.5I) I skied Snowbird for 30 years and have given up fighting the traffic, road closures and 
parking. Please restore access to this recreational opportunity.
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COMMENT #:  1283 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Roderick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is by far the best solution to lessen the vehicle traffic in the canyons. It would be a 
Hugh tourist attraction, a clean way to get up the canyon and a great amenity for the state. i would 
definitely support the gondola option any way possible including some type of special assessment 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1284 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Asay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1285 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:43 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sommer Jackson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see a gondola and bus system as a way to get up the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1286 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:46 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Di Iorio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best way to protect the environment in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) No more 
buses or vehicles. (32.2.2L) Less people is better too but I don't think you can manage that, can you?
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COMMENT #:  1287 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:48 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyndall Bounous 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned about the accessibility for backcountry users trying to ski in places other than Alta and 
snowbird. Will we be able to drive up to the white pine trailhead to backcountry ski with the gondola? 
I’m in favor of increasing the public transportation and charging for parking, and limiting the amount of 
vehicles that come up the canyon. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1288 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:49 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our European counterparts have thrived using gondolas to access mountain spaces, this makes the 
most environmental sense. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1289 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:49 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Rudowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the installation of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The benefits are many 
while the disadvantages are few. This option is best to reduce emissions and vehicle traffic, while 
allowing continued access to the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1290 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:51 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leah Stokes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea of a gondola but at what cost to the public? If it’s pricy, people will still drive their vehicle 
up. (32.2.4A) 
Another option is to add a third lane to the canyon and have two lanes going up in the am and two 
going down in the evening. (32.2.2D and 32.2.2P) 
Widening wasatch is a waste of money/time/resources. It’s also extremely cruel to force ppl out of their 
homes they’ve been in for years. (32.2.6.2.2A) The issue with traffic isn’t wasatch, it’s the canyons. 
Traffic stops on wasatch because everything bottlenecks into the canyons. Widen the canyons before 
you spend the money on wasatch. It’s unethical to widen wasatch. (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  1291 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:54 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Roberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The road based plan is clearly superior in terms of cost and flexibility. (32.2.9B) It allows for the 
possibility of fully electrified travel and provides access to people not going to a resort. (32.2.6.3F and 
32.2.6.3C) It is clear that the gondola plan is a thinly veiled attempt to enrich real estate developers/ 
legislators with ties to the La Cai area and the privately held resorts. (32.2.2X) Backcountry access is 
growing faster than resort ridership and should have priority over privately held concerns . (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1292 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:59 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bernard Pierson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola to ride up Little Cottonwood. This is the best long-term solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1293 

DATE:   6/29/21 8:59 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryson Saunders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola idea!!!!! That’s the best idea by a long shot. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1294 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:00 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Heaton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the gondola idea! So much more environmentally friendly! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1295 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:01 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Pflughaupt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please select the gondola as less impact on watershed and animal life. (32.12A and 32.13A)
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COMMENT #:  1296 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:02 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Murray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wholeheartedly support the Gondola as a solution for Transportation in little cottonwood canyon. It's 
safer and more environmentally friendly than any other solution. This needs to be approved ASAP 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1297 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:02 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Darder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. Makes the most sense. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1298 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:04 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Bostrup 

 
COMMENT: 
 
One of the main factors of canyon congestion is often road conditions/closures. The gondola option 
seems to be the best possible solution put forward that specifically addresses that. Thanks! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1299 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:05 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitch Grag 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola.. Cut down on the traffic on the road and the accidents with wildlife. Much safer for bikers and 
pedestrians. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1300 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:06 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Rich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola transportation system. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1301 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:06 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randall Pflughaupt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is my preferred option, (32.2.9D) however the most important element in either alternative 
will be the requirement of Zero Emission Buses. Hydrogen Fuel cell (LIke the ones that will be used in 
Tokyo Olympics), or Battery Electric. (32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  1302 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:08 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacqueline Decker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1303 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:09 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sharon Rich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to make my vote for the gondola system for less traffic up the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1304 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:15 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cannon Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola option is going reduce reliance on vehicles going up and down the canyon. Gondola is just 
the better option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1305 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Hayes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi UDOT  
As a Utah native (born and raised) that spends 50+ days a year in LCC skiing, I am in favor of the 
gondola solution. I’ve spent time in the Alps and have seen how well solutions like this work. I would 
prefer a monorail/train, but of the two you are considering I would like to see the gondola. Thanks for 
the thoughtful process on this. (32.2.9D) 
-Ross 
p.s. Do you have the power to ban IKON passes at Alta and Snowbird? kidding‚ kind of. (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  1306 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:18 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darby Dustman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although I appreciate all of the thought and energy put into this plan, I still see a few flaws. First, the 
alta station crosses through the current wildcat chairlift and part of the ski area - how does this plan 
minimally impact the ski resort current functionality? (32.2.6.5S) Second, to the point of why this is 
needed - this will only bring more people up a canyon that is already at its peak capacity. The 
mountains have a limit, and this plan doesn't address that, it only worsens it by increasing the load. 
(32.20B and 32.20C) I think the best option is limiting the number of people in the canyon on busy 
days. (32.2.2K) The gondola plan looks beautiful, but has not addressed the impacts that it would have 
to the canyon. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  1307 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:18 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Monell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m absolutely in favor of a gondola. (32.2.9D) I think bus service should still supplement passenger 
transport up and down canyon, as it currently does, in addition to the gondola.  
Thanks! (32.2.2W)
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COMMENT #:  1308 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:19 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sydne Luebe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Iron Blossam Owner of 41 years and every year we return to ski the 5th week of the year. We 
enjoy the family and friend reunion.  
I am excited to have an alternative that removes many vehicles as possible. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1309 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:20 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Acuna 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi I live in SLC and regularly spent multiple hours going up and down LCC due to congestion, 
hazardous conditions, etc, and it's only going to get worse. A bus solution does not solve the issue of 
transportation in hazardous conditions and will do a great deal of environmental harm to the canyon. 
Please please choose the gondola-protect the canyon and choose the right solution the first time 
(32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1311 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1310 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:20 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Trettin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please plan long term - vote gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1311 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:21 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jos Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The easiest way to reduce the number of cars in LCC is to charge higher prices for parking at resorts. 
(32.2.2F) You have to make the bus the best and cheapest option. Even with a gondola, I would still 
drive up the canyon - bc I don’t want to wait. Let spend our tax dollars on something better - more trax 
lines to reduce emissions. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  1312 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:21 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Harty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola over the bus solution. Thankyou. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1313 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenna Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All for it!! Anything to reduce emissions in the winter. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1314 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Liddle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1315 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:25 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Robertson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1317 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1316 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:27 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler McEwan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Reduce the carbon emission with the Gondola, it’s the right thing to do long term. (32.2.9D) Also have 
to reduce the amount of cars that can enter the Canyon each day. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1317 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:27 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Gillogly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to voice my opinion against the gondola option. As a snowbird employee last season, I rode 
the UTA 953 busses daily. They were almost always great (although more frequent stops would have 
been more convenient sometimes). I am strongly opposed to the gondola as there is significant 
ecologic impact in its construction, and I also oppose it on principle, as I anticipate it will be another 
pay-to-the-front-of-the-lift-line ski industry move. Thank you and have a terrific day! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1318 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:30 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wesley Flint 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support the high speed gondola option. It will be the least amount of environmental impact, safe, fast, 
less weather impact, and fun to see the beautiful scenery up and down the canyon. Though the upfront 
cost may be more, it in the long run would likely be less expensive to run and maintain than an army of 
buses and individuals to drive them. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1319 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:30 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need this in both LCC and BCC. Traffic is awful and getting worse. (32.7C and 32.1.2B) A 35 
Gondola ride is on par with a car with light traffic. This seems to be a very rational solution. Get it done 
in both canyons (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1320 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:31 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Coleman Malstrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support little cottonwood gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1321 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:32 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Wheeler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola 100%. This isn't a problem to solve with band aids. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1322 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:33 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Jarvis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola is a great idea to preserve the canyon and reduce traffic! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1323 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:36 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chase Stein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola in LCC would provide better accessibility, reliability, and reduce emissions in the canyon. 
It is the better option for a sustainable future! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1324 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:38 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Sorensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've been a resident of Utah off and on for about 20 years. Many of those years I've been a Snowbird 
rider and backcountry user. I fully support the Gondola up the canyon. Not only is it a bold concept but 
really will relieve congestion by taking a large percentage of cars off the road. I've watched cars with 
one occupant driving both canyons and gondola ridership can prevent that. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1325 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Otten 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that a gondola is the best solution to the problems of congestion in little cottonwood canyon. In 
the winter the visitors are largely going to be riding lifts all day so what’s another lift? Opposed to a bus 
which many of those same winter visitors might not want to use, a gondola is just another lift. (32.2.9D) 
If multiple stops were included the gondola could also easily serve snowshoers, and hikers during the 
warmer months. (32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  1326 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Simim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do the Gondola Please. Just seems to be a much better option overall. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1327 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Robins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely Support A Gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon! It is the right thing to do from a 
conservation standpoint, and from an economical/usage standpoint (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1328 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheryl Lake 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1329 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:43 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frank Lake 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1330 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:45 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hillary Terrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of this but my greatest concern is cost. If this is will be free and easy to access then I 
think it will be utilized more. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1331 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:45 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Duane Carlile 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola option provides the best option. It saves emissions in the canyon and will provide 
the fastest way to the resorts. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1332 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:47 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carson Humphreys 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great idea!! Parking up the canyon is a mess and it would make it way easier for some people 
to make it up the canyon! Especially those without 4-Wheel drive. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1333 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:49 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tiffanie Feher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of a gondola system in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1334 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:50 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please actually listen to the people and do the right thing and choose The Gondola!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1335 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:52 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelly Bullock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1336 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:55 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glen Fish 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Glen I'm for the gondola I think it makes sense in the long run, buses cause pollution, on 
snow days it's still going to cause congestion with buses. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1337 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:56 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gaylen Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m all for the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1338 

DATE:   6/29/21 9:57 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jose Chavez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up in LCC and I love everything about this Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1339 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:01 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Toltzien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the Gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1340 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:02 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Happ 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola!!! The benefits out weigh the costs, it’s simple (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1341 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:04 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Sharp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Looks like an awesome idea (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1342 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:08 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucas Geerts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola project because I think it offers a long term solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1343 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:08 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  La Brew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1344 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:09 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Russ Duszak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds good - build the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1345 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:12 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the selling points of the gondola are clear; I won’t rehash them. I think it’s important to consider 
unintended consequences, and have thoughtful discussion about them. As a Snowbird passholder for 
the past 25 years, I encourage you to consider the following. To be clear, I am in favor of the gondola 
as a solution (32.2.9D) but I feel as though we are being subjected to a sales pitch and not a 
discussion.  
- Will the gondola become a tourist attraction in itself, and cause more people to flock to LCC? There is 
a reason Snowbird is pushing this from a business perspective. I’m worried this will attract more people 
than the current mountain acreage and infrastructure can handle. (32.20A) 
- I haven’t seen any numbers that reflect estimated wait times to board a gondola, based on peak traffic 
rates. If you add a 30min wait time to a 30min gondola ride, have we really solved the problem? 
(32.2.6.5C) 
- How much would this cost to skiers? What is the motivation for a local who drives the canyon in the 
comfort of their car 30+ times per winter? This sounds a lot like an easy way to make skiing more 
expensive for locals. (32.2.4A) 
- How would environmental maintenance issues such as rime, wind, etc impact the normal operation of 
the gondola? The Snowbird Aerial Tram is often not able to operate due to inclement weather. How 
would a system with 10x the capacity and 10x the distance travelled be impacted? What happens to 
resort parking availability when the gondola is down? (32.2.6.5D and 32.2.6.5K) 
- UTA has traditionally not been willing to commit bus resources to make canyon mass transit reliable, 
predictable, and available when we need it. How can we have confidence that a gondola would not be 
subject to the same pitfalls, such as overcrowding at peak times and lack of service at non-peak times? 
(32.2.6.5C) 
- how would bus service supplement the gondola? Would the gondola be operated by UTA? 
(32.2.6.5Q)
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COMMENT #:  1346 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:12 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bergen Eskildsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need the tram. (32.2.9D) Additional buses on top of the existing car traffic on the road will be a 
complete mess and won’t do much to alleviate the gridlock in the canyon during the winter (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  1347 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:19 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Swan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not allow the gondola to move forward, (32.2.9E) the only option for Utah and LCC is a bus 
lane and more buses with incentives to ride the bus. Limiting cars on peak days. (32.2.4A) This option 
is the only one that makes sense do not allow private entities that have a vested interest in making 
money and not taking care of the environment or the public drive this discussion. Snow bird is 
encouraging people to join them in pushing the gondola this should not be allowed unless they are 
going to flip the bill . (32.29N) Why should tax payers pay for them to line their pockets kn gimmicks 
that they can sell to yet more tourists. (32.2.7A) It is clear that they will market and profit from the 
gondola and that is why they are pushing it which will bring even more traffic to the canyon. Think about 
the locals and who will be paying for this is sure won’t be Snowbird and Alta or the tourist they they 
continue to bring to the canyon so that they can make money. (32.7A) The issue come from out of town 
visitors who either rent cars or drive from out of town. If a bus was easier/required it would be used. 
Use a toll and buses. It only makes sense. Do not allow private organizations to undermine our politics 
and impact the tax payers. Listen to the people. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1348 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:21 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Macareo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Cog train is best for all elements including wind and avalanches. As the tram for snowbird is always on 
wind holds, the gondola will be as well. (32.2.9F and 32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  1349 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:22 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening road for 3 total lanes and making directional 2 up in the morning and 2 down in the afternoon 
with extra busses sounds best to me. Then the bikes have extra room for safety in the summer. 
(32.2.2D)
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COMMENT #:  1350 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Shea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola and the half a billion dollars it will take to built and operate the gondola. With the rapid 
development of electrical vehicles, including buses. (32.2.6.3F) Further, the lack of political 
transparency and improper, if not illegal, efforts by the private owners of the property and the proposed 
gondola is repugnant, but in Utah it is acceptable as long as you are developing, regardless of the 
impact on the watershed and ecosystem. (32.2.2X, 32.12A, and 32.13A) Our children and 
grandchildren will mark 2021/22 as a juncture where money drove decisions that damaged our 
watershed ecosystem. (32.12A)
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COMMENT #:  1351 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:23 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taggart Weeks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We don’t need a to continue building the cottonwood canyons into the highway to hell that they’ve 
become. A gondola would be more beneficial than a bus. Ski areas around the world with similar 
geography have proven the efficiency of a gondola to carry skiers to the base of the resort and in my 
and many other Utahns opinion building the canyon out for busses is the wrong idea. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1352 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:24 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Overson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola proposal sounds like a big improvement over widening the Little Cottonwood Canyon and 
adding parking in the canyon, I support this proposal. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1353 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:29 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Eng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It's time for Utah to follow the example of ski resorts in Europe. Even with an improved bus route there 
would be too much traffic. There have been several times where it has taken several hours just to drive 
down the canyon and at Snowbird in particular, there are never enough parking spots. (32.7B and 
32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1354 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:30 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
great idea! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1355 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:31 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Karpinski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will ba an eye sore in the canyon and will add to commute time on the bulk of days. A bus 
lane is the way to go. (32.2.9B) Also, access to the canyons should be free for locals who are 
shouldering the tax burdon of UDOT projects. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1356 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:33 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Mack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gas guzzling busses that create more ground traffic are not the answer. GONDOLA!!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1357 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:44 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pamela Pehrson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want the gondola choice (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1358 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:44 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna-Stacy Lords 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a great idea for LCC. I grew up near this canyon and to help preserve it in this 
way seems like a such a good move. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1359 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:46 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Claudia Santos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree that the gondola is a good and efficient solution for the transportation to the Alta Ski area. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1360 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:47 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Liljenquist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of the gondola system. It seems to make more sense to install a system that’s less 
impacted by weather, road conditions, and avalanches. Plus I think it would quickly become an icon 
and almost an attraction by itself to even further enhance the image and appeal of the canyon and its 
recreation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1361 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:50 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support lower emissions and more reliable transportation methods. Please accept the gondola 
proposal (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1362 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:53 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Richey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed Gondola sounds like a great idea! I would support this 100%. Would be great to cut down 
on canyon traffic. Would be safer than driving in the canyon on snowy days. Love the idea! The faster 
the gondola can move the better! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1363 

DATE:   6/29/21 10:58 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as the primary solution (32.2.9D) however, the sudden significant increase in 
traffic and pressure on the canyon is due to Snowbird and Alta becoming part of and collecting revenue 
from the Ikon pass. In that, by design, the gondola will most benefit these two resorts and that they are 
responsible for and benefiting the most from the gondola they should bear the majority of the cost for it. 
This should not be a publicly paid for project. Those of us living close to the base of the canyon and in 
the Canyons School District have already seen a significant increase in our taxes the past few years. 
(32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1364 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:06 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brighton Bigler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid recreationalist in LCC, I am not in support of a gondola but rather enhanced bus service with 
snowsheds in avalanche zones (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1365 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:07 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Skier Local 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why not put a train system up like in Switzerland. (32.2.9F) Then have trax go right to the bottom of the 
canyon. (32.2.2I) The gondola will only get used half the year and be an eyesore. The train at least will 
be lower out of sight more (32.17A). Then add the avalanche road tunnels where needed. (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  1366 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:09 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build this thing while I'm still spry enough to ski Alta & Snowbird. That road up is a nightmare. I 
hope this isn't a case of the project not happening because it makes too much sense. I would love a 
gondola ride up the canyon. What fun! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1367 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:12 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Schuchart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Have been spending parts of our winter here for 30 years. Keep it going with the gondola and save our 
Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1368 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:13 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cortney Holmes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1369 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Judeikis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the best solution to the traffic problem (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1370 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:17 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Hutchins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the gondola. Europe is model for how these transportation systems work. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1371 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:25 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Wiener 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am 100% in favor of this proposal. It’s a win for everyone including Mother Earth. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1372 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:27 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Rickers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is an amazing idea and I’m all for it (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1373 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:35 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beatriz Coelho 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who has moved to salt lake in the last 5 years, I have already seen an immense amount of 
traffic increase in LCC. This gondola would most definitely be used by myself and I am nearly certain 
many others. AWESOME idea. Let’s do it! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1374 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:39 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Komal Rastogi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola option is the best option. Sustainable and help perserve pollution in the Canyons. It 
is a unique idea and would be a tourist attraction as well. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1375 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:42 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallas Makin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola makes the most sense long term. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1376 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:44 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolyn Chappell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really think something has to go forward along the lines of the gondola to save Little Cottonwood 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1377 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:45 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rich Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
yes to gondola!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1378 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:46 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Merry Morris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed gondola!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1379 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:53 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenika Mifflin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the gondola would be the better of the two options. A wide road with that many lanes would 
ruin the aesthetic of the canyon and make it feel like Provo canyon (with freeway going through it). 
(32.17B) I have lived in Cottonwood Heights my whole life, so I also support the gondola option for 
having lower impacts on the water and life of the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1380 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:54 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Boyd Curtis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as a viable option to reduce congestion and provide access to Little cottonwood 
Canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1381 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:55 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kacey Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As resident (born & raised) in Utah, an avid skier, and mother of 3 girls who ski, I am in FULL support of 
the LCC Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1382 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:58 PM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emilee Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of alternative B-the gondola starting at la caille. I think it is far less intrusive to the wildlife 
surrounding and does not disrupt recreational areas, such as spots used for bouldering. (32.13A and 
32.4A) The gondola will provide a way for people to travel down the canyon in case of closures due to 
avalanche or road conditions. Far less people will be stuck up the mountain in inter lodge with this 
option. (32.2.6.5H) Also, the gondola will likely contribute less to co2 emissions than the bus lane (with 
busses running every 5 minutes), which makes it a better option environmentally. (32.10A) Please take 
this into consideration when making your final decision. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1383 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:05 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Talon Hawkes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having 5 lanes of traffic would make our beautiful canyon look a lot less beautiful and a lot more 
concrete jungle. (32.17B) Terrible look and terrible for the environment in terms of carbon footprint. 
(32.10A) i’m a climber and do not support this option due to the catastrophic impact it would have on all 
the great climbing spots in little cottonwood canyon. (32.4A) The gondola is the lesser of the two evils. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1384 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:12 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Philip Gutry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) I am a park city resident but frequently visit LCC 
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COMMENT #:  1385 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:25 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Tsagalakis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola! Would be Epic and sustainable for LCC and traffic! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1386 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:36 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tj Orchard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand y’all are both businesses. I truly want everyone to ask themselves, what the goal is? Every 
single person who lives here knows that the goal is to attract more people to those resorts with less -car 
traffic. (32.1.2B and 32.6A) Gondola will stop because of avalanches, snowbird has advertised that it 
doesn’t. That is not true and will never be true. Everything stops for avalanches and mitigation work. 
Please stop false advertising that it skips avalanches and road closures, if conditions are not safe, the 
gondola will not be running. (32.2.6.5H) Please, please ask yourselves what the goal is. (32.1.2B) 
There are better ways that don’t leave a giant gondola empty 300+ days of the year. Please don’t 
spend my tiny contribution of lifty taxes to spend on a giant touristy gondola for more rich people to 
treat me, and other employees like shit. Last thing, 56% lower carbon emissions *in the canyon* is a 
terrible advertisement. Carbon emissions from one tiny area in the salt lake valley doesn’t mean 
anything if the rest of salt lake valley does nothing, as it currently is. (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  1387 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:36 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Merriner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t want the gondola. Will be too expensive for us common folk. The last thing I want is LCC 
becoming the next Vail. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1388 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:54 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Shapiro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do the gonjala. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1389 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:58 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthias Philippine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola project! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1390 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:07 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heiner Fuchs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolas combined with a significant toll like $20 for LCC is the way to go. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1391 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:10 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Mulligan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option over the bus option. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-1393 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1392 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:41 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Cassidy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This will ruin the integrity of the mountain. You should not develop more to crowd the resorts even 
more. (32.20C) This is a bad idea that mainly benefits tourists and is meant to pad the wallets of the 
corporate elite. The devlopment in this area should stop. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1393 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:23 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Watabe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Whether a dedicated bus lane or a gondola is chosen, I will likely use the service. However, as 
someone who is concerned about water supply and watersheds in Utah in the coming years, I think the 
gondola would be the better option. (32.12A) To me, the environmental benefits of the gondola system 
are worth the extra upfront cost. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1394 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:02 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Golebiewski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes!! I support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1395 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:40 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Donnelly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Totally support the Gondola idea. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1396 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:11 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Guidotti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go with the gondola - we need to move away from combustion engine driven busses. The gondola is 
far better for the environment. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1397 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:48 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stuart Mattson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for a gondola system in Cottonwood Canyon... (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1398 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:03 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Dodge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love LCC as a visitor from the East Coast. I would love the option of the gondola to minimize our 
carbon footprint and to increase access during avalanches and road closures. Great idea! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1399 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:09 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Brockhoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great idea. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1400 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:29 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Rowland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
100% support this. Better for the environment, better for skiers, better for the mountains’ operations!! 
(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1401 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:31 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marie Celine Grogan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor Gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1402 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:40 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Dieker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please install this gondola system! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1404 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1403 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:44 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Cray-Kaden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider not building a gondola that will impede on other recreational activities in LCC and be 
an eyesore. (32.4B and 32.17A) I am doubtful that a gondola will even do anything to mitigate traffic at 
all. (32.7C). Maybe slightly inside the canyon (although, probably not), but certainly not on Wasatch 
Blvd. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1404 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:47 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Rosenberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a fantastic idea. It would fix so many problems, is great for the environment, and would help so 
many people. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1405 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:57 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ronald Mittelman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've been skiing the canyon since 1974. Been in many traffic jams and road closures. The gondola 
would not only help but it would also be a very good way to attract tourists as a unique feature. Also 
very important is the long term sustainability of such a mode of canyon access. Today's investment will 
provide rewards to future generations. Worth it!!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1406 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:15 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carrie Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1407 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:19 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Searle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon from both a safety and environmental 
impact standpoint. The gondola will allow egress on interlodge days and allow for transit of key 
personnel to keep the mountain safe. (32.2.6.5H) It will reduce cars and traffic in the canyon and 
provide easy access for all users. (32.7C) This is the solution for Little Cottonwood (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1408 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:26 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Sloan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! I’d like to voice my support for the gondola option in Little Cottonwood Canyon. It’s a more 
sustainable option long term than expanding the bus system and road, which will put additional 
unnecessary strain on a canyon already being significantly impacted by traffic. (32.7C and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1409 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:28 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angela Hassan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Long overdue. The Gondola is great idea and should be implemented. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1410 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:29 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Finlinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Couple of questions...in the video it doesn’t show many support posts (I saw one between Snowbird 
and Alta) like you see for most lifts...is that reality? (32.2.6.5L) Also, for those who want to go directly to 
Alta, will they need to stop at Snowbird? (32.2.6.5R) Also, how much will it cost to ride? (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1411 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:38 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Ticotin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In favor of the bus with added shoulder lane. 
This provides users of all types an added benefit, not just those who only use Little Cottonwood for its 
ski resorts.  
- Its visual impact is minimal compared to a gondola. (32.17B) 
- Addresses safety for cyclists and pedestrians on the road 
-benefits those parking at the various trailheads throughout LCC (32.2.6.3C) 
-less destruction of new wildlife habitats. A gondola requires towers to be built in pristine wildlife areas. 
Lets not destroy more of their habitat. (32.13A)
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COMMENT #:  1412 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:41 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory ONeil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola. Both for the ability to run during periods of high avalanche danger as well as 
reducing the number of cars in the canyon. I believe people will be more inclined to take a gondola than 
ride the bus. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1413 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:42 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelli Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO NO NO Gondola!!!!!! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1414 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:42 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Renee Cazier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (3.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1415 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:43 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Hyatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO to the gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1416 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:43 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexis Bucknam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up near the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon in Sandy and now live in Holladay. I ski at Alta 
and Snowbird each winter. I support the gondola solution because it is a more sustainable solution. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1417 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:44 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to the BUS idea (32.2.9A or 32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1418 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:44 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Owen Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1419 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:44 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1420 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:45 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reed Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1421 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:49 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Blakeslee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Some type of mass transit is necessary (32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  1422 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:49 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How will this benefit those who are living right there, at the mouth of little cottonwood? From what it 
seems like, it’s going to create a lot of traffic and more tourism. (32.7B)
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COMMENT #:  1423 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:57 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  MaryAnn Birch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola as an alternate way to travel in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1424 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:58 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kee Chan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is an amazing solution to address the constant traffic congestion. (32.2.9D) Please 
approve the project 
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COMMENT #:  1425 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:00 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Larry O’Neil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having driven that Canyon thousands of times, I fully support the Gondola Plan to reduce traffic and 
save our Canyon! Thanks (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1426 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:01 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Owen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great concept. Good for skiers, the environment and year round tourism. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1427 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:04 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Gravatte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the best solution to the on-going traffic and safety issues in LCC are to build a Gondola. It has 
it's trade-offs but the Gondola is the most environmentally sensitive and scalable solution to the 
problems in LCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1428 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:08 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Douglas Wismer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola will be a wonderful addition to Little Cottonwood Canyon. I am a long-time resident 
of Cottonwood Heights and a skier. The gondola will benefit many by reducing the number of cars in 
the canyon. Elsewhere in the world Gondolas are used successfully as mass transit Example: 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Metrocable_ (Medell%C3%ADn) (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1429 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:09 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Luke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a Utah Resident for over 50 years. I have been stranded once at a Youth Retreat at Alta. 
We were stuck in the canyon for over twelve hours while they cleared a one lane path to allow people 
to exit the canyon. A gondola would have prevented this and is, in my opinion, the best long-term 
solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1430 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:09 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Dodd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is best option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1431 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:13 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zoe McManus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long term resident of Little Cottonwood Canyon I'd like to express my support of the gondola 
concept (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1432 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:14 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Madsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Here are some problems I see with the Gondola. 1. Fee. What are you going to charge people? Skiing 
as a sport continues to grow in cost. This adds another. It should be a no charge transportation. 
(32.2.4A) 2. Capacity of gondola. You going to cram people in there like the snowbird tram for a 31 & 
37 min ride? No thanks. (32.2.6.5C) 3. Lockers. Alta has had a waiting list for years on their lockers. 
Use of lockers always outpaces what's available. Unless there is a plan on how you will expand locker 
space, don't bother. Additionally, people like to have their stuff with them at the resort so lockers at the 
resorts are better. (32.2.3A) 4. Freedom. People enjoy the freedom of being able to leave when they 
want & not have to wait--both inbound to LCC and outbound. That's what's nice about cars. With a 
national push toward electric vehicles, this helps reduce emissions. (32.29D) 5. Lines. Having to wait 
an hour or longer for a gondola. No different than having to wait while driving up the canyon. 
(32.2.6.5C) 6. Capacity. It won't take long for this gondola to reach maximum capacity--meaning longer 
lines to get up or down the canyon. What's the plan for expansion and handling larger and larger 
crowds? If you don't have a plan for that, don't bother. The earth is only going to get more populated, 
not less. (32.2.6.5N)
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COMMENT #:  1433 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:18 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Abbott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great option...except the cost doesn't nearly justify the benefits. The ski resorts are 
already overcrowded on busy days, and the canyons are not a problem on non-busy days. (32.20C) At 
$500MM the cost per trip reduction is enormous. (32.2.9E) We should just charge cars $10/trip on 
weekends and snow days, which would decrease the number of vehicles on those days, and cost very 
little to install. (32.2.4A) The busing lane option, with a one-way bus lane that switches directions 
midday could be added to most or all of the canyon, and the extra room on the road would be a big 
benefit in the summers. (32.2.2D) The carbon benefits aren't a local benefit and this is a very expensive 
way to reduce global carbon emissions. (32.10A) The safety concerns have been managed well 
already. (32.29D) 
- Rich
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COMMENT #:  1434 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:19 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Edelman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the idea of a gondola. (32.2.9E) It is short sighted and would only benefit Alta and 
Snowbird. (32.6A) The canyon only sees peak travel 25 day or so a year. (32.1.4D) The other 340 days 
per year the system would not be used. I would rather see an improved bus system. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1435 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:19 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carey Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote yes (32.29D)

Page 32B-1437 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1436 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:21 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Frauenhofer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola alternative B is not a suitable solution as it only services snowbird and alta ski resort. 
(32.2.9E) Using tax payer money to help these private businesses while leaving out transportation to 
other trail heads and recreation areas through out the canyon. Alternative A, enhanced bus service is 
the beater alternative, as it will improve access for all canyon users throughout the canyon. (32.2.6.3C 
and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1437 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:22 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Hunter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the long term solution that makes the most sense. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1438 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:23 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Hunsaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola concept makes sense and as a user of the LCC I know the problems of getting up the 
canyon, parking and etc. I'm in favor of the gondola system and can see the long term benefits. 
(32.2.9D) I'm in favor of this proposal as it was presented in the video. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1439 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:24 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Watkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Would love a gondola starting at the base of little cottonwood canyon! Very efficient and more 
environmentally friendly. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1440 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:25 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikel Monsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have being skiing LCC for more than 30 years. As a local resident of Cottonwood Heights, I can tell 
you I would never use the Gondola system. Nor do I know a single user willing to spend an hour or 
more to ride each way. (32.2.4A) Please utilize the expanded bus system option. The primary focus of 
the canyons is for Utah residents, not catered to visitors and outside money. I gondola system over that 
kind of distance is horrifying. Thank you for considering. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1441 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:26 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Rollins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We think the gondola concept is a great idea - would minimize impact on the canyon and dramatically 
increase customer flow. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1442 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:29 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sheena Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We want a Gondola for little cotton wood canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1443 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:31 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Romer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the gondola proposal because it would be an eyesore that taints the landscape of LCC 
and does not provide access to trailheads for backcountry skiing. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1444 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:33 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryker Low 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As somebody who uses the canyon both in winter and summer, I think this is a great idea. It seems like 
a long-term solution and will really solve the problems. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1445 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:34 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Mccann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tram up little is not the right answer. (32.2.9E) I dont know what is. Americans are not going to find 
parking then stand in a long line for a 35 min ride to the hill. (32.2.6.5C) I think its a bust man. Again not 
sure what the answer is. And is that 35 min ride on a tram that can do 12 meters a second ? 
(32.2.6.5O)
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COMMENT #:  1446 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:35 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Paul 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the right move for diversified transportation, diversified energy, and the canyon 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1447 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:35 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Hinrichs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1448 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:36 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Arnold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do NOT install a gondola. There are so many other options that will defend the entire community year 
round, this solution only serves the resorts, it will only be useful for 4 months of the year. this is a 
terrible waste of taxpayer money. It is a shame that Utah is selling out like this to just 2 ski resorts. 
(32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1449 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:40 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eddie Sun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a fantastic concept. I hope this becomes reality. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1450 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:41 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Carrigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It appears to be a good idea but Wasatch Blvd should not be expanded. This would ruin the the feeling 
everyone enjoys at the restaurants and other venues between big and little cottonwood canyons. 
(32.2.6.2.2A and 32.4F) The bottleneck is at the canyon entrance and if you eliminate that than there 
would be no need to enlarge Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.9L)
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COMMENT #:  1451 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:43 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Rowland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We have spent many nights with our friends that live at the mouth a little Cottonwood Canyon. Both 
summer and winter. With the amount of traffic in the summer or avalanche closures in the winter, it 
would seem the most efficient an environmentally friendly approach to take would be the gondola. 
Thank you for listening to her input. Michael Rowland (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1452 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:44 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Mann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1453 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:44 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ernest Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola option is far superior to any other solution for this transportation problem. It allows 
many, many people to enjoy a breathtakingly beautiful ride, and reliably get to the ski resorts, and it 
preserves the beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1454 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:45 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marlynne Pike 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are loving our canyons to death and the traffic, parking, and pollution are getting out of hand. The 
Gondola solves these issues and has so much less impact on the canyon than widening the road and 
allowing even more cars. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1455 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:45 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Treadwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the only real solution. The road is hampered by vehicles on the road and the busses 
are not going to help that. It snows in LCC and busses wont work. they slide off the road. Even your 
UDOT employees pull them out all the time. The 3s is practical and moves far more people. (32.2.9D) 
Tell everyone the a full 3s configuration can move 5500 PPH. You are purposely limiting the number of 
cabins to hit a number. (32.2.6.5N) 
The 3s answers the mobility questions and the access question better than the road widening that wont 
work anyway. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1456 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:51 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Wetmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm writing to express my support for the proposed little cottonwood canyon gondola system. This 
proposal would greatly reduce the environmental impact of canyon travelers. Air quality is a primary 
concern for citizens of the Wasatch front and this will reduce the amount of carbon emitting travelers 
within the canyon. (32.10A) Additionally, it will reduce the wait times for travelers heading into the 
canyon as it can continue to run when roads are being cleared. (32.2.9D) 
One question I do have is whether or not the service will be free to season pass holders such as the 
bus service currently is. If this system is to work, it should be free to pass holders at the minimum. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.7D)
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COMMENT #:  1457 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:51 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth Libre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before we carve and scar up LCC with a tourist ride with a surprisingly low uphill capacity, let's improve 
our existing infrastructure. Wheeled vehicles will still need to move up and down the canyon.  
1. Encourage carpooling and bus ridership with a no stopping tolling system for personal use vehicles. 
(32.2.4A) 
2. Add a lane to Hwy 210: a dedicated center of the road bus lane that can be reversed (up in the 
morning and down after 3:00pm). (32.2.2D) 
3. Build snow sheds at the know frequent slide paths. Costly yes, but so is everything else. We could 
get have less reliance on the 105mm howitzers use and newer remotely fired avalanche control 
systems (Wyssen, Obell'x, Gazex). (32.2.9K) 
4. Make parking free at Alta/Snowbird for vehicles with 4 or more passengers. Charge vehicles with 
fewer passengers. (32.2.4A) Ski resorts currently appear to be looking at paid parking as a revenue 
source not a way to encourage carpooling and improve congestion. (32.2.2F)
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COMMENT #:  1458 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:52 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathryn Luke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola would significantly reduce Air pollution and Carbon. (32.10A) It would also provide a 
reliable way to enter/exit the canyon is all weather conditions, including avalanche activity. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1459 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:59 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the issue is reducing traffic in and around the canyon the equally important issue of getting people to 
the base of the canyon must be considered. (32.7B) A train or enhanced bus system that got people to 
the base frequently from many places across the valley would make a huge impact. (32.2.2I) The 
gondola which is an inferior implementation since it won’t scale with need. Will be under utilized if it is 
required to park at the base anyways. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1460 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:03 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Dailey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t see the need to widen Wasatch since the backup occurs trying to go up the canyon. Start with 
the canyon first and then widen Wasatch as needed. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.9L) I like the gondola idea 
better. Better for all in the long run. Keeps people going up when the canyons closed, which keeps the 
slopes open and revenue coming in. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1461 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:04 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elliot Gleich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola will be a better long term opinion to get cars off the road as well as make the resorts 
more accessible during monster storms. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1462 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:04 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Pinder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the bus system for the canyon. (32.2.9C) We have world class skiing and hospitality and 
would like to see the canyon retain it's beauty by installing a tram system. (32.2.9D) Second opinion 
would be the rail. 
Best regards, 
Kevin
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COMMENT #:  1463 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:07 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Carruthers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1464 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:08 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Wiggins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the Gondola. (32.2.9E) I do not feel it is in the best interest of the public. Expanding the 
road to allow for more buses is the best solution. (32.2.9B) Tax payer dollars should not be used to 
fund project primarily for private business benefit. (32.6A)
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COMMENT #:  1465 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:09 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Keeler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not widen the road up Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9B) Please preserve its beauty and 
consider the Gondola option. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1467 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1466 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:10 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christal Erikson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the gondola option is a great idea. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1467 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:10 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Simone Nixon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the concept video. Well thought out design. Would be great to have a gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1468 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:11 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sharon Poulsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Would traffic be allowed up and down for those with timeshares. (32.2.2L)
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COMMENT #:  1469 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:12 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Crooker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This seems like the most viable solution that will both support reducing traffic in the canyon and also 
reducing the carbon footprint. You get my vote! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1470 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:12 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Pearce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola solution should be heavily preferred, it is better all around with environmental 
impacts as well as alleviating traffic in the canyons and bypasses issues due to snow conditions. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1471 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:12 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Carrigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola appears to be a good idea but Wasatch Blvd should not be expanded. This would ruin the 
feeling everyone enjoys at the restaurants and other venues between big and little cottonwood 
canyons. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.4F) The bottleneck is at the canyon entrance and if you eliminate that 
with the gondola than there would be no need to enlarge Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.9L)
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COMMENT #:  1472 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:13 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  jonathan kosyjana 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a visitor from Baltimore, Maryland and I think this is the best solution. I don't think it should come 
out of taxpayers' pockets though. Alta and snowbird should have to pay for it especially beings that Alta 
only pays $500,000 a year on the land it rents. (32.2.7A) Alta also needs to open up slopes to everyone 
not just skiers but snowboarders too if taxpayer dollars are going to it. I think it will keep pollution down 
which is a concern because of inversion in salt lake. (32.10A) It will also cut down on human and 
financial loss by mitigating avalanche dangers, and car accidents. II think the towers should be made to 
blend in as much as possible, maybe paint them like trees, and put some funding into help mitigate the 
environmental impact by planting trees and providing a home for wildlife (32.25A)
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COMMENT #:  1473 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:14 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nikolai Wedekind 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid user and fan of the Cottonwood canyons, Little cottonwood in particular... this solution 
makes the most long term sense in keeping this beautiful canyon accessible and sustainable. 
Panoramic gondola ride > sitting in the cottonwood shuffle. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1474 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:14 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Spangler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the best solution! (32.2.9D) 
Rather than continue in the past with old technology and ways, we need to think of the future and plan 
accordingly. 
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COMMENT #:  1475 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:15 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Speth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola solution is the way to go. It seems less intrusive than widening the whole road and 
less emissions and pollution on an annual basis. I'd also prefer a gondola ride to a bus ride through the 
winding road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1476 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:17 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chand Sishta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as long as there is adequate parking. Without parking, the issue reverts to driving 
up the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1477 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:24 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Glenn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the gondola idea. I just moved from SLC to Lehi. I work in Taylorsville. I want cleaner air and less 
congestion in our canyon. (32.10A and 32.7C) Thanks. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1478 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:27 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reed Abbott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus system makes far more sense. (32.2.9A) 
The cost of the gondola is astronomical for the benefits. 
The busing can be expanded and contracted by predicted capacity needs. (32.2.6.3D) 
The parking for buses can be spread out over several different sites instead of being concentrated in 
one single location. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.2I) 
The bus system should be combined with tolling on heavier ski days to shift more people to the buses. 
(32.2.4A) 
The pricing on the tolls could be adjusted to the level of automobile traffic that the canyon can actually 
support. (32.2.4A) 
It should also be considered devoting a single lane to buses that goes up in the morning and down in 
the evening so that the buses can bypass traffic congestion, also encouraging people to bus. (32.2.2D) 
I realize busing isn't sexy, but it's a more reasonable solution. 
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COMMENT #:  1479 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:30 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tomey Averett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola B option seems to be the most effective solution to issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
regarding safety and loss of business due to road blockage. This Gondola could also calm ski resort 
traffic during busy seasons and be an alternative route for those who drive. It may be the more 
expensive solution but if there is an avalanche, widening the road doesn't stop it from being blocked 
from the avalanche. Therefore a Gondola would be the safest alternative. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1480 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:33 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Payne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option. I oppose further increasing traffic and car reliance within little 
cottonwood canyon when long-term public transit solutions exist that are highly successful in other 
American and European towns. Buses tend to be unpopular among visitors and those with families due 
to the inherent timing complexities. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1481 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:33 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katy Neary 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds great! I would use it :) (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1482 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:33 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Krupka 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola proposal is the safest, cleanest, and most efficient plan to reduce congestion in little 
cottonwood canyon and should be implemented. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1483 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:35 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola project and would also like to see a Gondola for BCC. The traffic in both canyons 
is ridiculous and unsustainable. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1484 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:37 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola project (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1485 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:38 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Baer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While there are some possible benefits to this idea - it's glamor mostly and novelty - it appears to be 
painfully expensive and not particularly practical and further denigrates the canyon by putting up what 
some would consider an eyesore in the sky. But, to the practical points: (1) The road already exists (2) 
putting in a lane for busses only (physically blocked off) would be far quicker and less expensive than a 
full on gondola (3) adding snow sheds (a al Europe) to better protect the vulnerable slide areas would 
enhance both the buses and private vehicles (32.2.9B) (4) a pay station at the bottom of the canyon 
(similar to Millcreek which has been a big success overall) is long, long, long overdue. That would help 
offset costs of expanding the road (and, other improvements, again like Millcreek Canyon) (32.2.4A) (5) 
the extra lane would allow for electric vehicles with all the benefits that entails both for usage and the 
environment (32.2.6.3B) (6) the vehicles/buses used in the extra lane are fungible and thus could be 
used elsewhere when demand is low (obviously not something the gondola can do (32.2.6.3E) (6) 
rescues off the gondola would be insanely difficult and expensive to say nothing of the human and 
financial costs of same (32.2.6.5K)(7) roads are what Utah does best and does all the time. Such a 
project could be started in 5 minutes if the will existed. (32.2.7C) (8) saddling the taxpayers with the 
enormous cost of the gondola is simply not right for a variety of reasons. (32.2.7A) 
Now, please! Let's get going on the much more practical, cost-effective, manageable and adaptable 
business of widening the road for buses (and possibly similar vehicles, such as private limos who, if 
allowed, would have to pay very high fees which would also help offset the costs...and thus releasing- 
at least in greater amount - poor and middle class Utahns from subsidizing a project for individuals of 
greater wealth).
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COMMENT #:  1486 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:39 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Hubbard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would be more in favor of the gondola approach to addressing the transportation challenges going up 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. Buses would just add to the pollution and congestion and issues of ground 
transportation would still exist. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1487 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:40 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Wright Le Winter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My thoughts as the son of a once prominent urban planner are: 
1. A gondola as spectacular as it would be will like all lifts be subject to environmental circumstances 
i.e. weather events of all types. (32.2.9D) 
2. Busing will increase traffic hazards as the road is challenging and still subject to weather events. 
The solution is to build tunnels over the areas of road where the avalanche areas are a consistent 
danger and to increase thorough fare i.e traffic capability via roadway expansion. (32.2.9K and 
32.2.2P) The growth of traffic in Little Cottonwood was overlooked for many years and infrastructure 
was neglected to the point where now we have huge challenges to over come. While the state 
considers this development, do not wait for Big Cottonwood to present massive growing pains before 
taking action there as well. Both Canyons at once, jobs for our people and an end product the will be 
sustainable for many future generations to come. (32.1.1A)
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COMMENT #:  1488 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:42 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophie Lynch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is the most beautiful place in the world and if a gondola will help preserve it I think that’s the way 
to go! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1489 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:43 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Hampshire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I started skiing at Snowbird when I was 3 and now 40 years later I’m still skiing there, however, it has 
changed tremendously. I live at the base of the canyon and only takes me 10-15 minute from door to 
chair unless I miss a 5 minute window then it becomes 2 hours. Something, gondola, needs to be 
implemented to aid with the increased traffic Utah is seeing year over year. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1490 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:45 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Goebel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola option.  
1. It offers the best traffic management by helping to keep cars out of the canyon.  
2. It doesn't scar the side of the canyon with a wider road. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
3. It emits less CO2 than sending buses up the road (32.10A) 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1491 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:46 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimber Parkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think The Gondola B alternative is a great solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1492 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:54 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do the gondola. It would be awesome!!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1493 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:55 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beatrix Sieger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support UDOT to reduce our reliance on vehicles by voicing for the gondola option. Not only will it 
avoid more paving, emissions and drastic permanent changes in the canyon required by the expanded 
bus proposal, but the gondola will provide a more reliable long-term solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1494 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:55 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Pagel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolas are a far superior solution as they require fewer people to operate, are more reliable and 
people can board any time. A gondola connection would be a superior solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1495 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:00 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Drewnowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the LCC gondola option! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1496 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:02 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anika D'Souza 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a great idea, especially after the insane amount of traffic we had last winter. 
(32.2.9D) My only concern is how the gondola will be affected by high winds, potentially trapping people 
at the top of the mountain. (32.2.6.5K) I am also concerned at how it will potentially affect the views 
during hiking season. (32.17A) LCC is one of my favorite places in SLC to hike, mostly because it still 
feels so natural and untouched. I'm concerned that the gondola will increase development in the area 
and ruin the wild feeling that is increasingly hard to find in Salt Lake. (32.20A)
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COMMENT #:  1497 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:03 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Hull 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build this!! It will change the canyon for the better and make access easier, safer, and cleaner. 
LCC is become a leader in transport to and from the mountains in the USA. Legendary resorts will 
continue to be leaders during the winter. Access and safety are reasons enough to build this project. 
(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1498 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:09 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Pradhan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of a gondola option. Not only would this be a good solution that isn't affected by avalanche 
work in the canyon, but it could also double as a tourist attraction during the non-ski seasons. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1499 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:13 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Rice 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option. I feel the experience for my family will be better and we will get a 
'ride' out of it. I skied with three of my children ages 6-11 this year 6 times in LCC and pondered these 
proposals each time I was in the canyon. It will be safer than the bus and much more clean for the 
environment. The road widening will take years to complete at the expense of much noise, (32.11A) 
pollution, (32.10A) and significant alteration of the ecosystem (32.13B). On days of snow and weather, 
the gondola will continue to work without a hiccup. Weather on the LCC road wrecks havoc on speed 
and safety for any motor vehicle. The bus system will not solve the getting out of the canyon problem. 
There are large traffic jams of idling cars leaving the canyon each day - and bus lane system will not 
solve this problem. (32.7C) As we have seen with I-15 and other roads, it seems as if they are in 
constant need of repair and update and maintenance and needing to be widened a few years after 
project completion. That model is not sustainable. The gondola cables and towers will have much less 
visible impact than a widened three lane road with lots of concrete to support that infrastructure and the 
need for orange construction signs every year to keep it maintained. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1500 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:15 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Sax 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Granite, at the mouth of Little Cottonwood canyon I support the Gondola but it cannot 
be paid for exclusively by Utah Taxpayer dollars, and it also cannot create such a cost prohibitive 
experience that locals like me who moved here for skiing 25 years ago. (32.2.9D and 32.2.7A) 
Already skiing has become a sport for the wealthy, and without preserving realistic access and cost for 
the average skier, if it's cost prohibitive then the argument for the climate, and access has very little to 
go on. We as locals don't want to lose access to our canyons and the joy we derive from living near 
them. And yet year round we experience the insane line up of cars, the parking lot congestion and the 
impact on air quality. (32.7C and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  1501 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:15 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Kindred 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola all the way!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1502 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:16 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randy James 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola makes more sense based on carbon footprint and avalanche avoidance. (32.2.9D) The only 
problem might be breakdowns would cause a tremendous rescue hazard and take out the whole line 
for undetermined time. (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  1503 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:18 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Larson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of big cottonwood canyon im begging not to put the gondola up little cottonwood canyon. 
It makes no sense to put the Lacaille station where it is proposed. It is only going to make the side 
streets like wasatch a parking lot. (32.2.9E) 
Please consider this. 
1. make the cottonwood canyons toll roads and charge those who want to drive. Put this cost towards 
the cost of the gondolas. (32.2.4A) 
2. Put the parking structure where the gravel pit is (32.2.6.2.1C). This is closer to the freeways and 
build the cost of the gondola ticket into the resort lift prices. (32.2.4A) 
3. run the gondola up big cottonwood, with a spur over to snowbird, alta. Eventually you could put spurs 
over to the canyons, park city, deer valley, and even midway, heber. This additional places could even 
have parking structures as well. (32.2.2Q) 
4. instead of putting in a tram in put in an actual gondola similar to the red pine gondola at the 
canyons.... this would provide smaller individual cabs but be able to move more people. Also you could 
add stops at the camp grounds, silver fork lodge, and trail heads where the gondola just dips down and 
slows again similar to red pine. (32.2.2Q) 
5. at some point put a tracks spur to the gravel pit.... (32.2.2I) 
obviously this is going to take time and money to build out but this is a far better plan and the big thing 
is it take people off the canyon roads. 
Addtionally it would be a nice adventure and ride during the summer. 
I would welcome the opportunity to discuss my ideas further. 
Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  1504 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:19 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
RE: Revised Wasatch Blvd Fact Sheet: For southbound commuter traffic, 95%+ of the traffic turns right 
at the light at the High-T intersection. If you widen Wasatch Blvd according to your drawings to allow for 
more cars on this 2 mile stretch of Wasatch Blvd. specific for commuter traffic, what kind of backups are 
you creating at the High-T intersection where the traffic chokes down to one lane with a 35 MPH speed 
limit? Why is the impact not articulated in your drawings? What is the plan to mitigate this impact and 
the potential environmental impact of backed-up cars idling at the lights where the choke is that this 
option creates? (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  1505 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:21 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kobe Chavez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the bus route crap is chosen, I’ll be pissed! I hate seeing my tax dollars spent on soo many other 
useless things, that for once I want it to be spent on something we actually want! (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  1506 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:21 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Kasner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus service is a bandaid to the problem of moving people up and down the canyon without clogging the 
road. One UDOT bus or avalanche that shuts down the road then backs up the entire canyon, with cars 
or all the UDOT buses! Build the Gondola!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1507 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:21 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Westover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support and recommend the gondola plan. It’s the best plan environmentally will make the required 
impact of reducing traffic in the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1508 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:23 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randy Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola idea. It is not unsightly. Very European. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1509 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:25 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dyaln Lafontaine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would be the single worst thing to happen to LLC, fix the bus system. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1510 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:26 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Geoff Lay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the bus option, as long as they are electric or CNG. In addition expanded FREE EV charging 
should be installed at the resorts with FREE priority parking to encourage more EV usage in the 
Canyons. (32.2.6.3F) gondola will forever change the look of our canyon. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  1511 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:26 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Noelle Converse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To address the growth, I think the gondola system will be best for the canyon along with a toll for all 
vehicle drivers, and much more restricted parking along the road at all popular destinations (32.2.9D 
and 32.2.9O). The gondola system needs to be inviting with amenities like drink holders, trays and 
space for people to get ready for skiing while on the gondolas or people will avoid using them. 
(32.2.9D) It would be very nice to see a rail system from downtown following Foothill bridged across 
Parley's and following Wasatch up to a park and ride for the Gondola (if we really want to address 
traffic near the canyons). (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  1512 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:26 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Excellent idea we could use immediately in my opinion. Salt Lake is growing larger by the second. 
(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1513 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:27 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Madigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola plan. Traffic is far too much, parking is too scarce. We need creative solutions to 
help reduce the emissions in our area and canyons. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1514 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:28 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Murdock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is long, but I have tried to order it in such a way that the most important points come first, so don't 
give up now. At least read the first 3 paragraphs, please. 
First and foremost I'd like to ask, what problem are we really trying to solve? Roughly 355 days a year 
there are no reliability, mobility, or safety problems on S.R. 210. The weather is good, the roads are 
clean and clear, and traffic flows at or above the speed limit of the road. We all need to understand that 
the problems with reliability, mobility, and safety only happen about 10 days a year, if the skiers are 
lucky and we get that many big snow storms. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) 
 
Mobility 
Congestion on roads is annoying, but we need to seek to understand it before we try to fix it. 
Congestion on a road happens because it leads to a popular place. Lot's of people want to get to that 
place, so they get on that road. The road gets congested and nobody can get to the popular place as 
fast as they could if there was no congestion. This is what bothers us. We have a road that could allow 
travel at a given speed, but because of the over crowding on the road, we all have to go slower than 
that speed. (32.1.2B) 
Solutions to congestion are all temporary. When a road is congested, there are some number of people 
that will simply choose not to go to the popular destination. If you widen the road or add alternative 
means to get to the popular destination, at first the congestion will be alleviated, but before too long the 
people that were avoiding the popular place because of congestion will see that there is no congestion 
and they will start traveling to the popular place again. Before too long you will have congestion again. 
Anyone who has seen the progression of I-15 over the years here in Utah can understand this. There 
will be more people getting to the popular destination than there were before, but there will still be 
congestion. (32.20E) 
Understanding all that, we can better talk about what we are really doing. We are not alleviating 
congestion (increasing mobility) long-term. We are alleviating it short-term only, and we are providing 
the means for more people to reach the popular destination. Is that really what we want in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon? Can the ski resorts, hiking trails, picnic areas, climbing routes, etc. handle more 
people? Or will they become congested too? (32.20E) 
 
Reliability and Safety 
These are essentially the same concern. When it snows, cars and busses are less reliable because 
they might get stuck or slide off the road. In extreme cases they might slide into each other or off the 
road which is a safety issue. This is where I would like to point out how strange it is that UDOT has 
recently stopped talking about these concerns in Big Cottonwood Canyon (S.R. 190) and is now only 
talking about Little Cottonwood Canyon (S.R. 210). I would really like to see data on reliability and 
safety in both canyons because in my following of the two it appears that S.R. 190 has far more 
accidents and slide offs than S.R. 210. S.R. 190 is a much longer, windier road with areas of very steep 
drop-offs down to the creek. I have noticed that S.R. 190 gets closed to deal with accidents (stranding 
skiers on the road or at the resorts for hours on end) far, far more often than S.R. 210. Is any of this 
plan really concerned with reliability and safety? If so, it should consider both canyons. (32.1.1A) 
Bus Lanes vs. Gondola  
Now, all that being said, let's address this specific plan which seems to assume that yes, the canyon 
can and should accommodate more people and is in dire need of more reliability and safety. 
Considering all the above, I believe neither solution is a good idea. Both will be incredibly costly and 
have very real negative impacts on the environment. Neither will make a difference on the 355 good 
traffic days a year, and in the long run, neither will solve the congestion problems on the 10 bad days a 
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year. (32.1.4D) The one thing the gondola plan has going for it is the increased reliability and safety on 
those 10 bad days, but I see no data that justifies the extreme cost for what is likely to be only very 
small increase in reliability in safety in the one canyon that doesn't have that big of a reliability and 
safety problem anyway, while we ignore the other canyon that does have real reliability and safety 
problems (on those 10 days a year). My belief is we should look for more cost effective ways to address 
the reliability and safety issues only, in both canyons (!), and not proceed with either a road widening or 
gondola project. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  1515 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:29 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Ayre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola a great idea - 2 lane road with the continued increased popularity of skiing is no longer a long-
term option. Gondola also would keep skiing going in periods when the canyon normally closes for road 
clearing. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1516 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:31 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amber Alley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I absolutely support the gondola over widening the canyon road. I feel that widening the road would 
have a greater impact to the beauty and environment of the canyon than the towers required for the 
gondola. (32.17A and 32.17B) The gondola also decreases the likelihood of resort employees and 
visitors being stuck at resorts after avalanches, as we experienced last year. I understand that high 
winds could interfere with the operation of the gondola, but it would otherwise be a reliable option 
during road closures for weather conditions, and avalanche control/clean-up. Also, considering our 
extremely poor air quality and the inversions we experience in the winter, I appreciate the reduction in 
emissions that the gondola option would provide. (32.10A) For these and other reasons, I feel the 
gondola is the best option to reduce environmental impact and help us preserve access to the canyon 
and resorts for generations to come. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1517 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:34 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Willie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This really seems like a great solution from a logistical, environmental, economical and efficiency 
standpoint. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1518 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:37 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Alter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although some may express concern about the safety of the gondola vs. vehicular travel, it is important 
to note that gondolas are statistically safer than vehicular travel, particularly when considering the risk 
of avalanches and icy roads. Having both options for travel up the canyon will greatly reduce traffic for 
those who still feel more comfortable traveling by car instead of the new gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1519 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:37 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared I 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The enhanced bus service seems like the stronger option. It provides better overall flexibility and 
appears to be a simpler system for both locals and tourists to use due to the limited amount of transfer 
required compared to the gondola. I would gladly use the bus system more if parking at the hubs was 
easier, which seems to be a core aspect of the enhanced service. (32.2.9A or 32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1520 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:40 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annika Stacey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood has been my favorite place on earth since I was a little kid. I want to preserve its 
beauty and stop the crowds. Only concerns are: cost-will locals have to pay to enter the canyon? Great 
way to reduce visitors but also sort of makes things more difficult for locals. (32.2.4A) 
Access-will the gondola only go to one destination at the top by the resorts? What if I want to go to Lisa 
falls or something lower? Will cars still be allowed to drive to those locations or will the tram have 
multiple stops along the way? (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5G) 
I think this is a great sustainable idea. I would also be sure to paint it colors that would blend with the 
landscape, as to not create an eye sore in the beautiful canyon. (32.25A)
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COMMENT #:  1521 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:40 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ronald Cole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution to Little Cottonwood traffic. As an avid skier I see the congestion 
problems almost every time I go to Alta or Snowbird. I believe the gondola is the obvious solution for 
traffic and for the environment. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1524 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1522 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:40 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Reynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support this proposal. It's a great way to simplify accessing the resorts and eases traffic congestion in 
the canyon. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1523 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:46 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amelia Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These plans do not seem to take into account other uses of the canyon besides skiing. Hiking and rock 
climbing make up a big part of the usage of LCC and have a large economic impact of the area. 
(32.6B) Both options will impact the bouldering and other usages of LCC and will likely cause 
destruction of many of the roadside boulders. SLCA has asked for a longer time frame to analyze the 
impact of both options on the climbing in LCC and I echo this request. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  1524 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:47 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support this project (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1525 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:49 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave roads as is & just start to charge a toll for anyone going up the canyon. (32.2.2Y)
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COMMENT #:  1526 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:49 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave the road as is & just start to charge tolls for anyone going up the canyon. (32.2.2Y)
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COMMENT #:  1527 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:51 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Charge a toll to go up the canyon & leave it as it is (32.2.2Y)
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COMMENT #:  1528 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:53 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whitney White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't like either of the ideas - just start charging a toll to go up the canyon (32.2.2Y)
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COMMENT #:  1529 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:04 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Argus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolas are expensive. (32.2.9E) Unless both ski resorts fund the project and pay for majority annual 
costs, this is ridiculous. (32.2.7A) Buses are much better. 
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COMMENT #:  1530 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:05 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabe Bedolla 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just wanted to voice my opinion in favor of the gondola. Would love to see alternative zero emissions 
systems that are able to go over avalanches, instead of widening a road that will require maintenance 
and can easily be blocked off by an avalanche. (32.10A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1531 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:10 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reg Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option. It obviously provides long term solutions for our growing problems in 
the environment and the economy. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1532 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:11 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Rousselle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm excited for the gondola and see this as a major improvement to the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1533 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:12 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathryn Vander Heide 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would hate to see Gondolas ruining the views and mountain splendor of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.17A) All those wires and posts are unnecessary. We don't need any more building in the canyon. 
Please use buses to move people and reduce the amount of vehicles in LCC. Buses can be more 
frequent and have plenty of room on the existing roads. People like using the bus except for when the 
buses run too full. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1534 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:19 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  AJ Maroon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Best solution ! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1535 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:19 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is an amazing idea for the canyon to ease traffic and emissions. Utah has world renowned ski 
resorts and providing easier access to them should be common sense, while also helping to save the 
environment. Our company just opened the Courtyard Marriott at 7341 Canyon Centre Pkwy and we 
would like to help support this project in any way possible. (32.29D)

Page 32B-1538 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1536 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:25 AM  

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Logan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put a tram and all of the supporting infrastructure inside or around Little Cottonwood 
Canyon! You will ultimately be adding to pollution, environmental degradation and an impact that will 
never be easily corrected and may have lasting damage done to the canyon. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1537 

DATE:   6/29/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sydney Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our family is in support of the gondola option.  
Thank you! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1538 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joni Dykstra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
What will be the estimated cost per person to ride the gondola and park in the parking lot? 
What will be the estimated cost per person to ride the bus? (32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you, 
 
Joni Dykstra 
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COMMENT #:  1539 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sean Meegan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the gondola. It’s beautiful and reduces vehicles and would allow you to prohibit single 
driver vehicles. Busses require more pavement and we already know people don’t use them. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1540 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sue Webb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What are parking plans for all of the people that option to ride the gondola please? (32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
SW 
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COMMENT #:  1541 

DATE:   6/29/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Melissa Block 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the gondola for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
Thanks, 
Melissa Block 
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COMMENT #:  1542 

DATE:   6/29/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  S.T. Gomez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would support Gondola "if" the State and/or local government had major stake or ownership in the 
group that is sponsoring this proposal. That doesn't seem to be the case. (32.2.7A) 
 
I'd hope that the "expanded bus proposal would be based on electric bases. (32.2.6.3F) 
Thx for the oppty to voice my opinion! 
S. T. Gomez 
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COMMENT #:  1543 

DATE:   6/29/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Devin Knighton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah, 
 
I want to express my support for a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon that would help reduce traffic 
and improve access to the beautiful mountains and ski resorts. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1544 

DATE:   6/29/21 4:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jonathan Beyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola Access in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I fully support this proposal (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1545 

DATE:   6/29/21 5:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tyrone Melvin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As frequent skiers at Alta and Snowbird and Alta-Bird season pass holders we strongly support the 
Gondola proposal. Our son Joseph Melvin MD of Millcreek, his wife and our two granddaughters 
deserve a safe lasting solution for Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) 
Ty Melvin MD 
Jane Striegel MD 
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COMMENT #:  1546 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Wallace Fetzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola is a short sighted solution. (32.2.9E) 
 
Why has there been no suggestion of an electric train like is all over Switzerland? (32.2.3B) 
 
May I suggest someone go to Lauterbrunnen and take the train to Grindlewald and down to Interlaken.  
 
A gondola is subject to high wind danger and a eyesore to everyone looking down or up the canyon. 
(32.2.6.5K and 32.17A) 
 
Has anyone considered a tunnel to Brighton and to Park city too? (32.2.2H) 
 
Why can the Swiss and Norwegians have such a great infrastructure and we can’t do a simple train? 
Someone a ride from Bergen to Oslo or from Bergen to Lofoten.  
 
Let’s get wise options on the table please! 
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COMMENT #:  1547 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brittney Jarrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I agree that something must be done about the volume of cars in the canyon for many reasons, 
my fear is that like with most public transportation, many people will still choose their cars over this 
option. (32.2.4A) Therefore, the problem would not really be solved and we will be left with an 
underused novelty that cost millions and caused inconvenience during construction as well as other 
environmental impacts. I think I would rather see the resorts reduce capacity or cap cars in/out daily 
and increase busses. (32.2.4A) It’s a great option for tourists but I just can’t see locals who already 
carpool and tailgate using this option. Also, this will impact summer usage of the canyon as well as the 
wildlife in the canyon. (32.20A and 32.13A)
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COMMENT #:  1548 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Bryson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is genius!! As winters get shorter every year, tackling climate change is important, and 
making the most of every inch of snow becomes more and more necessary. It would keep a lot of 
people safe too as accidents would decrease significantly. The gondola would be a great view and is 
the best solution to deal with ever increasing traffic in LCC. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1549 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Enriquez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly encourage UDOT to toll the cottonwood canyons. Revenue can support busses and the 
infrastructure maintenance needed. Build parking infrastructure and run busses every 5 minutes. It’s 
human behavior and habits that need to change. A way to do that is to charge for usage. Try the 
solutions with the least environmental impact first, before expanding roads and building a gondola in 
the canyon that will be permanent fixtures and have unforeseen impacts. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1550 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Dwyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do the gondola!! It’s a much better idea!! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1551 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Burke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1552 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathi Goodfellow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the gondola. (32.2.9E) Way too much money. The extra bus lane would be more 
appropriate. 
(32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1553 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Astle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of a Gondola as a more reliable and sustainable method of transport. (32.2.9D) How will it 
be paid for and funded? (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1554 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Siddoway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We do not need or want any new paved roads in Little Cottonwood canyon. The gondola option is a 
much better option. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1555 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harmony Starr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola B option. (32.2.9D) 
 
Additionally you should make it so Bus 223 (U of U to Cottonwood Corporate Center) runs on the 
weekends and not just the weekdays during the ski season. This route is important because it connects 
northeast SLC to the ski bus. We've taken this bus to the ski bus during the weekdays and it works 
great. It would be fantastic to have this option during the weekends as well so we don't have to drive at 
all to get to a hub. This could be implemented right away and then, when the gondola goes up, that 
route could serve as a connector to it just like it does now with the ski bus. (32.2.2I) 
 
I am a resident in Millcreek. Our family of four gets a Snowbird season pass every year. I can see how 
the gondola would work very well for our family. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1556 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenton Manes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love this. Year by year I have been considering skipping a ski pass because it's become a 
nightmare. The drive, the parking, the costs. Hard to have an enjoyable day when everything could be 
ruined by one of the following issues. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1557 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Gertz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option. The reduction in cars on the road and emissions is the biggest 
factor for me. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1558 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Lange 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full favor of the gondola as a transportation solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. Please allow 
me to list a few of the reasons: 
Vehicle Congestion - this will take the vehicle lines out of the canyon - they are unbearable now.  
Pollution - this will keep a substantial amount of vehicle pollution out of the canyon (32.10A) 
Safety and Accessibility - the gondola will provide a safety measure that we have not known in Utah 
before - It will be safe during avalanche season, it will provide emergency access for the canyons and 
people will not be stranded there due to avalanche any longer - this last year the resorts almost ran out 
of food trying to feed those stuck at the resorts. If emergencies happen with avalanches, the only 
egress from the resorts was flight and this will help with emergencies. (32.2.6.5H) 
Year-round access - no matter the road conditions patrons will be able to access the resorts 
Small footprint - the gondola will provide a very small footprint on the mountain and have the least 
environmental impact vs the other options - trains, busses. (32.2.9D) 
Noise pollution - the Gondola will run very quiet whereas the other potential solutions will not. 
World-Class - a Gondola of this nature will add a tremendous amount of coolness to Utah and its 
commitment to be world-class, progressive thinking and first-class. 
Classy and Comfortable for generations - the Gondola will be equip with heaters, glass floors, WiFi, 
comfortable seating and speed making it very attractive for all users! 
Flexibility - the Gondola can be flexible and only travel the number of Gondola cars necessary to meet 
demand and can adjust on the fly - add more on powder days, add more on October fest days, cut back 
on shoulder seasons. Bikers, skiers, date nights, travelers, vacationers, hikers, rock climbers, back 
country skiers, and many other segments will enjoy this Gondola. It will accommodate those with 
disabilities very well too. (32.2.9D) 
Promise to preserve land - perhaps the most compelling component of the Gondola is the developers' 
and property owners and other involved to preserve the upper North side of Little Cottonwood canyon 
as permanently underdeveloped real property. What a crown jewel and treasure for everyone this will 
be. (32.29K)
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COMMENT #:  1559 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Molly Malone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a public problem that needs a public solution. This is not a problem that we should let private 
interests come in and 'save' by taking public dollars to benefit them, possibly creating more problems 
for everyone. (32.2.7A) 
I am a backcountry skier who occasionally visits resorts and love both experiences in the the winter. 
Then in the spring and summer I run, bike, and rock climb up the canyon. The gondola solution would 
not benefit me, I would never use it, and it would hurt my recreation experience- I am not alone in this 
feeling. Also, I feel jumping into a new solution, with many unknown problems is a poor decision.  
I support the plan to increase the use of busses, we know the benefits of the busses and know the 
issues. Please focus on fixing those problems. The busses can be used year round and can also stop 
at trail heads (like White Pine, I use that parking lot 20-30 days a year). (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) 
Busses would connect all of SLC to the canyons (with efficient and mindful park and ride placement 
throughout the city, not just at the foot hills). (32.2.2I) The bus solution is the best option for the public. 
The gondola is the best option for private businesses.  
Please consider what makes the canyon great- sure it is the world class skiing managed by Alta and 
Snowbird, but it is the community of people who ski, climb, hike, bird, and play in the mountains.  
 
The bus option is best for everyone. 
(32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  1560 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola Please!! 
More busses will only add more congestion. 
Plus, tourists and locals will enjoy the gondola ride all year long! 
 
Gondola please! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1561 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Gaitber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i do not support the gondola. a dedicated bus service would be a much better option. (32.2.9B) the 
gondola will not service the entire canyon and will take too long to get to the top of the canyon. 
(32.2.6.3C) for public transportation to work it needs to be as convenient as driving, the bus with a 
dedicated lane would be that.a gondola requires unloading a car, onto a bus, and then onto the gondola 
estimating 90+ mins to get up a canyon you can drive up in less than 30. (32.2.6.5O) the bus could also 
service the entire canyon, rather than just a couple dedicated spots making it more accessible for 
backcountry skiers. (32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  1562 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harley Lennon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Using taxpayer's dollars to implement a gondola that only benefits two high-end resorts is fiscally 
irresponsible. The resorts can and should fund a gondola system themselves. That expense should not 
fall on the public. (32.2.7A) 
 
Also, why does this only include one canyon when both canyons contribute the same issues? (32.1.1A) 
 
Of note- taking the bus would be much easier and appealing if resorts made lockers at their resorts 
more accessible and affordable. This easy implementation that resorts won’t budge on further proves 
that resorts aren’t working to improve their carbon footprint, just using that narrative to appease their 
local audience so we’ll fund their transportation projects. (32.2.3A) 
 
I think before big projects are implemented. Small changes should happen first. I.e. toll fees to drive up 
LCC and BCC, then us the funds for a transportation projects. 
(32.2.2Y)
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COMMENT #:  1563 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution for handling increased visitation to Little Cottonwood Canyon. Busing will 
not address many of the problems we face. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1564 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Helen Simmons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will save wear on the road, make it safer for our wildlife, make fewer vehicle accidents." 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1565 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Claudette Eastman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option 
(32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1568 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1566 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly prefer the gondola option for improving access to the Little Cottonwood Canyon resorts. It has 
the advantage of no increased paving, no increased vehicle emissions, (32.10A) and no disruption and 
alteration of the Canyon topography and ecosystem, at least when compared to the increased bus 
service option. Please lets go overhead to increase accessibility and decrease Canyon traffic. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1567 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Martin Suhr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola sounds like a great solution. I hope there is agreement and the project moves forward 
quickly. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1568 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Redgrave 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola Project is the perfect mode of transportation when you take clean air, snow 
slides/avalanches, safety and providing an extraordinary year around experience for tourist and locals. 
It is also environmentally sound verses any other option. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1569 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Cloward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Instead of permanently scarring the canyon, why not utilize and improve upon the infrastructure that is 
already in place? More consistent buses with more stops at popular trailheads and the same ones at 
the resorts will get cars out of the canyons. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) Also, the idea of ski lockers at the 
base was nice, but the gondola will ruin little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1570 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Caywood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to support the bus option. The gondola is certainly the more emotionally attractive option, 
but the bus system would serve ALL users of the canyons in ALL seasons, not just folks who visit 
Alta/Snowbird during the winter. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
A dedicated bus lane would solve the problems of alleviating traffic, moving large numbers of people 
up/down the canyon, and helping with summer traffic. (32.2.6.3C) I realize summer traffic is not a large 
consideration now, but this project should look decades into the future. Summer recreation is only going 
to grow and having a dedicated cycling/pedestrian lane in the canyon will alleviate car traffic and travel 
slowdowns due to cyclists in the climbing lane. (32.2.9B) 
 
Thanks, 
Steve 
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COMMENT #:  1571 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darwin Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the gondola is the best option and that it should be implemented instead of the additional 
bus lane. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1572 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I personally do not ski in the cottonwoods right now, and it is because the roads and traffic are too 
crowded and dangerous for my taste. I do not like riding busses on dangerous public roadways 
because while the driver could be the greatest in the world, outside human factor is way too great to 
mitigate enough risk for me to happily ride along. 
I support the gondola idea, as long as the canyon still remains accessable for those who are on limited 
to no income. (32.5A) The gondola should serve to allow more fluid access for not only skiers, but also 
hikers and sight seeing tourists. If the traffic going to the top of the canyon can primarily ride the 
gondola, the rest of the canyon should open up to those who cannot afford to pay to ride the lift or those 
who are not trying to travel all the way to the top of the canyon. (32.5A and 32.2.4A)  
I am adamantly opposed to adding a new lane in the canyon and I think it would be far more intrusive 
and destructive to the environment than a new lift would be. (32.2.9C) There are already 17 lifts in little 
cottonwood, counting the tram. One more lift is not going to seriously deface the environment more 
than already has been, and certainly not more than an added lane with teams of busses going up and 
down the canyon at a highly increased frequency.  
Finally, I would continue to avoid the canyon at all times during the winter if the bus option was chosen, 
and would not benefit in any way from the added bus lane. I outright refuse to be a patron of public 
transit operated on such a dangerous roadway. If the gondola option were chosen, I would purchase an 
Alta and Snowbird pass and be a frequent user of both resorts. (32.2.9D) 
My support is with the gondola option, under the condition that the canyon remain available and 
accessable to those who can't afford to pay a luxury premium to use the canyon. Please keep access 
open for all. (32.2.4A) 
Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  1573 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood is a priceless resource. Transportation improvements are appreciated as UDOT 
works to accommodate more visitors for the future. A gondola system is efficient, beautiful and low 
impact. (32.2.9D) Let's face it, buses are ugly i more ways than one. Please consider improving the 
view and the air with fewer buses. (32.10A and 32.17B) 

Page 32B-1576 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1574 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Thorpe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I heartily support the gondola option for the preservation of the serenity of the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and overall for the environmental impact that we clearly must take seriously. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1575 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Pooler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
New gondola will attract tourists and will leave the road for the locals. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1576 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryker Bailey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifelong resident to the Salt Lake valley I think the gondola solution is the best for our community 
and environment. This provides a reliable and dependable solution for meeting the transportation needs 
of the canyon users. The minimal environmental impact is also of great benefit to our watershed and 
wildlife. (32.12A and 32.13A)  
 
More roads and buses are not the answer. Buses are still subject to situations that often cause delays 
in the canyons (slide offs, weather, etc.). As I have frequently encountered when trying to use the ski 
buses on busy days they quickly get off schedule, the bus solution (even with additional lanes) will likely 
not resolve this. (32.7C) 
 
Moving forward with a gondola solution is the right step in leading the way for Salt Lake and Utah to 
invest in reliable and regular mass transit more rather than just building more roads. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1577 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Leatham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola is absolutely the most responsible way to access the canyon in the winter months 
as well as year round. I fully support this effort and would be willing to donate funds and or pay more 
taxes to help ideas and efforts like these for our beautiful mountains and environment. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1578 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicole Marshall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello - 
 
I am a resident of Salt Lake City and a regular visitor to Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
I would like to voice my support for the Gondola option for the canyon, as I think it truly resolves for the 
inevitable issues of traffic accidents, avalanches, etc in a better, more long-term way.  
 
Please build this gondola so we can have year-round access to this beautiful canyon, reducing traffic 
flow on the road, reducing emissions, and show this community how stronger infrastructure solutions 
are better for our inevitable growth. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1579 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Rocha 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If we use the extended bus option a route could be created to access trailheads via the bus allowing for 
back country access via public transit. (32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  1580 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Rocha 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Has a vehicle occupancy toll system been considered. Allowing for cars with 3+ people to drive up at a 
reduced toll? (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1581 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Rocha 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed idea of 20-30 dollars a car to go up the canyon seems a bit excessive and would 
disconnect people who may not have the means to pay that kind of a price to recreate in the canyon  
(32.2.4A and 32.5A)
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COMMENT #:  1582 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Calvin Zylstra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The road extension for busses doesn’t solve the problem. There’s still gonna be tons of traffic pre and 
post road closures and when there's a lot of snow falling per hour. All this solution does is create a lane 
for busses. There’s no second option for commuters. The only way to avoid traffic is to take the bus, 
which doesn't work when the road is closed. 
 
The gondola solves the problem. There’s still gonna be traffic on the roads during the aforementioned 
situations but at least there’s a second option for commuters who don’t want to sit in traffic or burn 
emissions (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1583 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Jeraj 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Could you put some solar panels on the gondolas? Could you put any wind turbines within the 
gondolas and/ or the canyon? (32.2.6.5T) Would underground be better? (32.2.6.5P) All the parking at 
the mouth of the canyon should be covered. (32.2.6.2.1C) I am concerned that it will be very expensive 
to ride (32.2.4A), and that the croissants will be $10 each from La Caille station: Rich people only. 
(32.5A) 

Page 32B-1586 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1584 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John W Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option over widening of the road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1585 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathryn Kathy Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I take my 89 yr Mother up the canyon at least once a week. The traffic is always bad. My Mother will be 
dead by the time a solution is found. For me and my grandkids I would prefer the Gondola. I The 
thought of being up off the ground and teaching my grandkids about how beautiful the canyon is is 
better than riding a bus. I vote for the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1586 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rusty Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My support would be 100% for the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1587 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin MacDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola option is a better option for the public. Likely more environmentally friendly and 
more reliable in the event of weather conditions that affect the roads. Would also provide a great 
experience to enjoy the sights of the canyon for a new perspective. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1588 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kolton Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm an employee of Snowbird and I've spent between 5 and 7 days a week every week for the last 3 
years commuting up to Snowbird. I've seen additional dedicated buses added to the routes each year 
and they have very little impact on reducing the traffic in the canyon. (32.7C) 
 
I've spent multiple Interlodge events up at Snowbird and when the road closures for avalanches, it can 
take upwords of 60 hours to get traffic flowing again. Adding more buses will not help with road 
closures and the dozens of times I've seen buses hold up traffic from slick road conditions rather than 
reduce congestion proves to me that more buses will not help this canyon. Even with a dedicated bus 
lane, our town population will continue to grow and out-pace the road widening efforts. (32.2.9B) 
 
The road widening solution is a 1 year solution while the gondola will help reduce congestion and 
ultimately make the canyon a safer place during avalanche danger. 
 
The gondola even provides Little Cottonwood Canyons first major escape alternative in case of a mid-
canyon wildfire. 
 
The value of being able to get people up and down the canyon even during an interlodge event is such 
an improvement to safety that it outways any time saving the bus route would provide over the gondola. 
(32.2.6.5H) 
 
Lastly, the gondola will have such a smaller impact to the environment. The road widening needed for 
the dedicated bus lane will do more harm to the canyon including the destruction of multiple boulder 
routes beloved by the rock climbing community. (32.4B) 
 
I believe above and beyond that the only way to keep people out of 3 hours of car traffic, reducing 
carbon emissions (32.10A) and improving overall canyon safety is through the Gondola project. 
(32.2.9D) 
 
Thanks for all your hard work with this survey process!  
 
Best, 
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COMMENT #:  1589 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charity Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the Gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. It's environmentally friendly, will 
have less impact in the much needed snowpack, and, let's face it, us very touristy. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1590 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phoebe McNeally 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a worthwhile pursuit if it serves the entire canyon. The current gondola design does not 
accommodate non resort users. In order to meet the needs of the entirety of Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
stops needs to be added for the major trail heads in the canyon. To not service the White Pine trail 
head is very short sighted and does not present a solution that remedies the summer traffic congestion 
and parking issues. (32.2.6.5G) UDOT and the US Forest Service need to work together to find a 
solution that resolves not just the winter demands on LCC, but the year your demands. (32.2.6.5F) The 
gondola could be the solution if additional stops are added to service lower and mid canyon areas. This 
should be an investment in the entire canyon and not just the resorts and serve all the tax payers that 
will be contributing to the building of this system. (32.2.6.5G) 
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COMMENT #:  1591 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Mack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan in Little Cottonwood. It will help relieve traffic and save our canyons. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1592 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hayden James 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor for the gondola option given it is the more environmentally friendly choice *IF* the resorts 
fund this. Funding this with taxpayer $ is ridiculous when the gondola is only servicing Alta & Snowbird. 
(32.2.7A) The gondola must be as economical as the bus option as well or no one will use it. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1593 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Paramore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived in Cottonwood Heights for over 30 years and support the Gondola for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1594 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Riley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds like a great way to relieve pressure on the current system (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1595 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A tram is permanent it will be there forever. Forever scaring LCC. (32.17A) Better option is to rid of ikon 
pass in LCC. (32.2.2K) If we need to widen the roads. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1596 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Rocha 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Has the EIS considered creating a canyon capacity number for the winter months? (32.20B)
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COMMENT #:  1597 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Lamont 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I 100% think this is an amazing idea. I love the LCC, and although it may sound cheesy, get so sad 
watching the hundreds of cars day in and day out pollute that canyon. Too much congestion in a place 
that should serve peace and tranquillity to the people that live being in the mountains. Please consider 
this, because it seems like a great solution that will help change our future with this canyon! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1598 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Rocha 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola really only seems to benefit the resorts and dose not seem to help those who are looking to 
recreate differently in the canyon (32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  1599 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitch Zutter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Plan for the future, not the present. Get vehicles off roads. Look at Europe as an example - where 
gondolas and cog-trains are used as everyday transportation. (32.2.2L) 
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COMMENT #:  1600 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Johnston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will allow people to come up and enjoy the canyon, without compromising the environment. I 
think expanding the road will be a nightmare, both in terms of the complex landscape and in the great 
amounts of congestion and traffic that it would cause. (32.7C) The gondola will be a much safer option 
and will get people up to the ski resorts during messy snowstorms and dangerous driving conditions. 
Plus with this new SLC airport and high home demand, so many more people are going to be coming 
up LCC every winter and we need to prepare for that. I WILL RIDE THE GONDOLA if it is there. I live 
on the Wasatch back and have stopped skiing at Alta and Snowbird because they are simple too hard 
and too time consuming to get to, even though they have the best snow. If there was a gondola, I would 
probably start skiing at Alta again. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1603 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1601 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Gamvroulas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the gondola idea. As soon as it's built it will become iconic in Utah just like the tram at Snowbird. 
People hate riding buses. I would much rather know there is a safer alternative to coming down the 
canyon in the winter, and the gondola is that solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1602 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Kemp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT want a gondola solution. The costs for the taxpayers is too high, and I don't want to pay for 
each ride up the canyon. (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) It will not benefit locals. It might make it easier to get 
more tourists up the canyon but I don't want to fund it with taxpayer dollars nor do I want to ride it. 
(32.2.7A) An expanded bus system would be much better. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1603 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Zollo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After careful consideration, I would like to see the gondola option enacted for reducing traffic in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1604 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Pagel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is going to be the greener, more picturesque option. I would say rather sit in a gondola then a 
bus! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1607 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1605 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madison Tingley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola option in Little Cottonwood Canyon. This will help preserve our beloved canyon 
and will be a better option for the future. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1606 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Crowder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No tax payer funded gondola for private benefit! Give the public lands back to the people and stop 
cowtowing to these mega rich resorts! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1607 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jun Yu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola proposal. It will make access to the little cottonwood resorts in the winter time 
more reliable. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1608 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Newel Cusick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1609 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Todd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I Believe the Gondola is far better. 
 
#1 2x4 busses slide off the road all the time, along with causing more traffic due to driving slow  
 
#2 Busses/buss drivers be driving/sliding off the road all the time! 
#3 it is much more damaging to the environment and would remove some trail systems. (32.4A)  
 
#4 tax payer cost of maintenance on more busses and cost of paying more buss drivers and buying 
busses that will only really be needed during half the year, and they add a lot more pollution and long 
term more $ for buss and road maintenance. Also on heavy snow days many times the outer lanes are 
not even plowed so busses and cars would still be using the same lanes. 
 
#5 a gondola would provide transportation in case of emergency or for employees to get to work when 
road is closed due to avalanches (32.2.9D) 
 
I believe adding wins will only incentivize people to want to drive more than carpool. (32.29D) 
 
#-Bonus, providing rentable lockers for people’s ski gear could provide extra income and even further 
incentivize carpooling and taking the gondola. (32.2.3A)
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COMMENT #:  1610 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophie Belman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly encourage UDOT to consider the gondola option as it will mitigate damage to climbing areas 
and other aspects of our beautiful canyon. (32.2.9D, 32.4A, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  1611 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Warren Miterko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tax dollars should not go to a project that will only benefit 2 private companies. (32.2.9E) This is not a 
solution.  
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COMMENT #:  1612 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Farjad Khan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to voice my support for the gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1613 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Rocha 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the bus option wins will the buses used should be specially equiped for the extreme conditions like 
proper tires, AWD/4WD and special training for the drivers to prevent accidents (32.2.6.3E) 
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COMMENT #:  1614 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Finn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Been skiing for 69 years (eastern US, Canada, Rockies)-Snowbird first in 1974. Priority should be to 
preserving lttctwd cyn. Gouging new bus lanes with more frequent buses belching diesel exhaust will 
do more physical harm and visual degradation than 4 or 5 gondola towers. having a toll booth at the 
bottom (Alpine Loop) charging from Dec. 1 to May 30 (with season pass bypass lane) will reduce 
vehicle traffic enough to keep current roadway and preserve the summer fall driving experience up and 
down the canyon. (32.2.4A) Should be post pandemic so we can breathe together. A contract for all 
electric buses would make me reconsider but still sorry to see bulldozing the canyon - not anxious for 
UDOT early retirement gift. (32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  1615 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carina Jackman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a gondola for little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1616 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Ryan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a horrible idea that only serves the ski resorts. It doesn't solve ease of transportation or 
efficiency. (32.2.9E) Enhanced bussing is the only logical option. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  1617 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Valentin Staller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is a visionary solution for growing problem. Utah has been a national leader in public 
transportation solutions, and this would be a green, sustainable addition to existing infrastructure. Little 
Cottonwood Canyon is not equipped for today's traffic conditions, and an expansion of the road will not 
ease those conditions. It has been documented that passengers prefer light rail over buses and BRT; 
presumably, the gondola will achieve higher adoption rates than an expanded bus system; however, 
this should be examined. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1618 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hyrum Maynez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a tax paying citizen and a year round user of the canyons, I will not support a gondola or widening of 
the road up Little Cottonwood Canyon. More sustainable options that do not use taxpayer money to 
benefit ski resorts should be more closely examined. (32.2.7A) Developing undisturbed land to build a 
way to get more people up the canyon should not be an option. (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  1619 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Major 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is an excellent solution - it's hard to imagine a better one! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1620 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Mondragon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Excellent proposal... 110% for this initiative. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1621 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alta Hales 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1622 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Nicholas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tram!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1623 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maggie Noonan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please select the gondola option. It is important to preserve what we have recognizing the huge growth. 
Thank you (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1624 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robyn Rytting-Shields 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Excellent idea (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1625 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s get a gondola ayy (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1626 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Siddoway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of this (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1627 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. (32.2.9E) I think the best solution is for increased parking at the base of the 
canyons with increased, year round bus service and a dedicated bus lane. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  1628 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathy Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option for improving LCC's traffic situation. The less cars on the road, the 
better for people and the environment. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1629 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teresa Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I 100% SUPPORT THIS!!!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1630 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Perkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option in Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1631 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elliot Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
improved bus service appears to be the best option (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  1632 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Warren Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I personally think this is a bad idea, not only will this cost tax payers a ton but it will change LCC 
forever, making it look horrible. I think we should invest in expanding the road. Not for commuters but 
have a lane for buses only! (32.2.9B) This would cost a lot less, also creating a barrier so that no other 
vehicles can travel in this lane except buses and emergency crews. (32.2.6.3J) 
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COMMENT #:  1633 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erik Henrickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi UDOT, 
 
Hope that you're doing well! I wanted to reach out to voice my opinion in regards to the gondola/bus 
service/LCC traffic situation. I'm against the use of a gondola at this time. (32.2.9E) While I recognize 
that it would be very efficient, the eye sore/environmental impact wouldn't be worth it, yet. (32.17A) 
BCC had several days last winter where it was closed due to too many people, so finding a way to get 
more people up there isn't going to make it better. (32.1.2B) I think that the gondola should be the last 
thing done after all potential resources have been exhausted. The gondola turns LCC into a Disney 
World of outdoor activities, but Utah does like to have "the worlds largest gondola" haha. While I'm 
more in favor of the widening of the shoulder, it will only put more cars at a dead stop. (32.2.2P) 
Building a parking lot in the proposed gondola station, and then tolling people driving up the canyon to 
force more bus use should be the next step. Having skied at the resorts, even with the LCC traffic 
bottleneck the ski resorts are past capacity. Widening the road or adding a gondola isn't going to 
eliminate the bottleneck, it's just going to put it at a different location. (32.2.7C) We have to face it that 
with the increasing population here that it's just going to be busy. Having a max capacity, and closing 
the canyon once it is hit will be the future. (32.2.4A) I think that forcing people to ride the bus, and 
increasing buses/ capacity is the best option. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1634 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1635 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Bedell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood absolutely needs this! So much safer and better for our world. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1636 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dakota Braun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an employee at Snowbird ski resort and local that lives near the mouth this would be absolutely life-
changing not just in commute time but also in safety for those who do not know how to drive in the 
snow. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1637 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Gladson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Anything we can do to reduce and minimize traffic, emissions, and wear and tear is the direction we 
should follow. We wholeheartedly support the gondola as an efficient solution. Traffic is not going to go 
away and driving will always be an option, this will minimize and provide a unique experience for all. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1638 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aubrey Eyre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please, please do not put a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) Realistically we shouldn’t be looking for 
ways to increase the capacity of patrons at the ski resorts. We should be looking for ways to protect the 
mountain landscapes that provide the water that sustains our cities. (32.1.2A) Finding or building new 
ways to get more people up the canyons with less congestion isn’t the answer. We should expand the 
bus system for those going to the resorts and put heavier requirements on vehicles and individuals 
using the canyon roads for backcountry access. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) If the only people driving private 
cars up the canyons are those going into the backcountry, the congestion and environmental impact will 
decrease significantly. (32.2.4A) 
If we can improve the bus system to nearly triple their capacity at heavy traffic times and encourage 
resorts to provide better facilities for individuals to store their food, excess gear, etc. then resort patrons 
will feel less need for a car. (32.2.9A and 32.2.3A) 
We should not keep looking at multi million dollar infrastructure that will drastically change our mountain 
landscapes. We should encourage resorts and citizens to better respect the mountains and wilderness 
areas and limit their affect by being more responsible. 

Page 32B-1641 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1639 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Dwyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a terrific idea that limits our harm caused to the environment (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1640 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Kane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Air pollution is an issue in the valley where the smog layer resides during the winter, not in the canyon. 
Both a gondola and bus system require skiers to travel through the valley to arrive at the base station, 
contributing to the air pollution in the valley and not resolving the issue. (32.10A)  
 
With respect to traffic, there isn't enough room on the mountain for more people than can fit in the 
parking lot with cars. The parking reservation system Snowbird had last year worked ok, yet there were 
still far too many people on the mountain (snowbird should have charged $$ for the parking passes). 
First come-first served also works well... wake up early if you want to ski. Unless the resorts build more 
lifts, there is no good reason allow more humans into the canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.20A, and 32.20B)  
 
The best solution is to force drivers and skiers to pay more to access the skiing as this will reduce the 
number of people who choose to ski. The private resorts can increase lift ticket prices and parking fees 
to solve the pollution and traffic issues. (32.2.4A) Forcing the taxpayers to fund a transportation system 
for skiers is inefficient and doesn't address the pollution problem in the valley. (32.2.7A and 32.10A)  
 
Additionally, it gondolas tend to get grounded during wind/storms, which is when skiers want to get up 
the canyon. (32.2.6.5K)  
 
Lastly, nobody likes to ride public transportation. We don't want to wear/pack our ski gear from the base 
of the canyon to the resort in a box filled with a bunch of other strangers. We like to bring gear (like a 
2nd pair of skis/board for different conditions), a case of beer/lunch, and comfortable clothes to wear 
after. This isn't realistic with public transportation.  
 
A covered or partially-covered toll road seems like the most logical, efficient, and effective solution, 
second to doing nothing and letting skiers and resorts figure it out on their own. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  1641 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jasper Jesperson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not force taxpayers in Utah to fund this ski resort enhancement. If there is a problem with ski 
restore access then please let those that will benefit financially pay for the changes. (32.2.7A)  
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COMMENT #:  1642 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Olson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not believe that the environmental footprint of the gondola would be smaller than widening the 
road. There will be many trees cleared in the canyon, access roads to many of the towers will be 
established for maintenance etc., and certainly a myriad of other unforeseen issues and consequences 
(which generally come with new invasive projects like this). (32.13A and 32.13B) In terms of reliability 
and efficient transportation for ski resort guests, I do not think a gondola is a sufficient or lasting 
solution. (32.2.6.5K) While I think the canyon could benefit from a little widening of the already existing 
road in some areas and more parking at many of the major trailheads, overall, I don’t think widening the 
road throughout the entire canyon is also completely necessary. Less infrastructure change and more 
creative regulation on weekends and power days during peak ski season is a better approach. 
(32.2.4A) Dramatic changes in LCC should not be made based on traffic in Feb-March alone! Let's find 
a solution that targets the problematic ski days/weekends without ruining the rest of the canyon for all 
the other months. One of the best things about the canyon is being able to dip in and out midweek (any 
season) for a quick adventure before/after work. 
 
I cannot stress enough how much of an eyesore a gondola would be in our canyon. (32.17A) I've spent 
a good amount of time in Switzerland and would think it a shame if our peaks and canyons ended up 
covered in more lifts and trains. I have asked multiple Europeans about their favorite thing in Utah. 
Their response: Open space and public land! Areas that are wild, pristine and undeveloped! Skiing 
aside, these canyons are beautiful and should be preserved more tactfully than many parts of the Alps 
and Europe. We need to continue to discuss and find better solutions. I don't have one yet, but I'm 
planning to do what I can to preserve all that this canyon is. Building a gondola seems like the quickest 
way to turn this wild (ish) canyon into a resort-backed carnival ride. (32.17A)  
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is used year-round for many activities, not just skiing. I probably rock climb 
as much as I ski and seeing huge towers and cables next to me as I climb in the lower canyon would 
take away from the experience. (32.4B) In my opinion, expanding the existing road would be less 
invasive, but would should be done so minimally. (32.17B) The view I see when entering into the 
canyon gets me every time! I can’t help but stare in awe at the perfectly carved glacier valley and steep 
jagged cliffs. Tainting that view would hurt a lot. If you haven’t been recently, I encourage you to go 
recreate or just drive up the canyon and take it in. Imagine what a large gondola and large metal towers 
strewn throughout the canyon would do to the scenery. (32.17A) Please consider this canyon for 
everything that it is! It is not a road, it is not just a ski resort, it is an iconic landscape that should be 
preserved and responsibly enjoyed rather than exploited. I am confident that in 30 years any 
preservation we do now will be looked back on as a huge accomplishment for this canyon.  
 
Matthew Olson
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COMMENT #:  1643 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Curtis Ish 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wonder if, instead of adding an additional lane up 210 (Little Cottonwood Canyon) , you see if 
AltaCorp would consider swapping the land they control in Grizzly Gulch for ownership of Greeley 
Mountain. With three lanes up to Brighton Ski Area and two lanes over to the end of 210, you could 
have two dedicated lanes of traffic up .from midnight to 12:30 PM and the reverse from 12:30 PM to 
midnight. I don't see how adding a lane to 210 is going to relieve the backup when the plow trucks try to 
clear the roads from 6:30 to 9:00 or 10:00 in the morning. Having more cars into the canyon will 
probably be remedied in 10 years as EV gains momentum (32.1.1A, 32.2.2D, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) 
 
You can remind Alta that they advertise 2,500 acres.but in reality a lot less is available. Owning the 
mountain would allow a much needed additional chair up to the top of Greely, a groomed trail around 
the edge of Greeley Hill and a return trail along the base of Greeley from Albion to Wildcat basin. That 
would allow the rope tow to be removed and create a mega parking space. Also they could smooth out 
a single lane on Sunspot to hook up with Saddle for a nice intermediate run. (32.29R) 
 
Curtis Ish, Alta passholder since 2001 
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COMMENT #:  1644 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Schnarr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's do the buses and the bus lanes. It will get the cars off the road, make the transit time short, and 
enable the canyons to be more easily used in the summer (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  1645 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Thieme 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO Gondola! (32.2.9E)  
Yes more buses! (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1646 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thom Gallie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a superior solution to buses because the gondola will be more sustainable and reliable as 
well as year-round and having a lighter environmental footprint. The last thing LLC needs is a widened 
highway which leads to more of the same that is the source of the problem. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1647 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Roman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've been skiing Snowbird since 1975 and am also an owner of a condo at the Cliff Club. The traffic 
situation is well past the breaking point and I encourage the Gondola option up LCC to help solve it. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1648 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Reinfurt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to comment, but would love more details before making any suggestions. 
 
1. What is the estimated travel time from La Caille to Snowbird and La Caille to Alta? (32.2.6.5O) 
 
2. How many people can it transport per hour? (32.2.6.5N) 
 
3. What are the proposed hours of operation? (32.2.6.5F) 
 
4. Are there any additional stops to accomodate summer and winter recreationaists at climbing 
destinations, popular trailheads, tanners campground, etc? (32.2.6.5G) 
 
Thanks, 
Rob
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COMMENT #:  1649 

DATE:   6/30/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Siefert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this gondola option is fabulous. It should have less of an environmental impact than adding 
buses. Also, road closures due to snow will not prevent skiers from getting to the mountain. It should 
provide additional revenue in the off season as summer visitors will want to take the scenic ride. I 
strongly support this option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1650 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darla Stevenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please approve the gondola option as a way to transport people up the canyon and preserve it for 
future use. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1651 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Courtney Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the gondola is a better long term solution for the canyon. I also think it matters that it doesn’t 
rely on more fuel burning vehicles for transportation. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1652 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bobby Boone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think give the buses I try! Why not try that before diving into a gondola? (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  1653 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Endicott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of this gondola for numerous reasons. It would not only make for an easy and 
sustainable form of transportation, it would also allow for everyone to be able to see the beauty of the 
canyons - nobody has to drive and focus on the road. You can just sit and look out the windows. If the 
gondola was easily accessible and didn't cost too much to ride, I would never drive up the canyon 
again. (32.2.9D)  
 
To make this option more viable, if this is not in the plan already, the project should consider making a 
large parking lot on the outside of the canyon so that people could drive there, park, and then ride the 
gondola. I live too far away to walk or Uber/Lyft there, and taking public transportation with ski gear is a 
nightmare during ski season, so I would have to drive to the canyon in my car before taking the 
gondola. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  1654 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul O. Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a season pass holder at Snowbird for many years, I have seen the traffic problem going up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon first hand. Most days there is not a traffic problem - by most days I mean at least 
90% of the time. (32.1.4D) On the real difficult traffic days it takes over an hour to get up the canyon. 
Otherwise it takes me 10 minutes to drive up the canyon 
I agree that the road should be improved and that avalanche barriers would make a big difference. On 
the bad traffic days it would be helpful to have improved bus service and improved road conditions. 
(32.2.9B)  
 
I think option one is the best and least costly option to improve public assess to Alta and Snowbird. But, 
I don't agree that it will be necessary to require the public to use the bus every day. On days when 
there is not a traffic problem why make everyone use the bus???? (32.2.4A)  
Option two - build a gondola - seems very expensive, would take over an hour to go up the canyon and 
an additional hour to return. That seems like a very bad idea. 
 
Thanks for all the effort you are doing to improve access to Little Canyon Canyon. 
 
Paul Allen 
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COMMENT #:  1655 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Huber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a stigma about riding the bus. It starts when you’re a little kid and you have to ride the bus to 
school and then the day comes when you turn 16 any by your first automobile and use your lunch 
money to put gas in your new car so you don’t have to ride the bus. The gondola Will not Have that 
stigma that the bus is in Little Cottonwood Canyon have some more people ride the gondola than 
buses naturally they don’t feel punished using mass transit. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1656 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Lloyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option because it will not affected by weather conditions and road closures 
(32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  1657 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Shrader 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola up little cottonwood as a long-term winning solution to growing congestion up the 
canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1658 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Ballash 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the widening of the canyon road. (32.2.9B) The gondola is money making scam and not 
a real solution. Bus makes sense has the best user experience and has actual usable mobility hubs 
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COMMENT #:  1659 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Frogge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1660 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Jameson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It makes sense to put in a gondola. (32.2.9D) It makes no sense to increase bus coverage as the 
transportation issues happen when the road is closed in the morning for avalanche control work in the 
canyon. In addition, in times of extreme weather events like the Feb 2021 storm, the gondola would 
provide egress from the canyon when the road is unusable/unsafe. The general road construction is 
fundamentally flawed (should be on the south side of the canyon not the north) and reliance on it is 
short sighted. (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  1661 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William D Newmark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I definitely prefer the enhanced bus service during peak hours. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  1662 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the way to go, get a permanent solution in place! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1663 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacy Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1664 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashley Scharff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local resident, I think this is a great, reliable solution to the growing traffic and parking issues in 
LCC. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1665 

DATE:   6/30/21 3:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local resident, I think the Little Cottonwood Gondola will will be a great solution to help combat the 
increase in population and continued avalanche delays. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1666 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Hunter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No road expansion (32.2.9C) 

Page 32B-1669 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1667 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Carlson-Gotts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While the gondola and busses sound good, somehow people (traffic) still has to get to the mouth of the 
canyon. I am terrified to think I would be stuck up the canyon because of avalanche, fire, traffic wrecks, 
etc. PLEASE consider a route on the back side - like a gondola to get us out of the canyon !! (32.2.2N) 
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COMMENT #:  1668 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Either have a toll booth and/or limit the number of vehicles allowed in the canyon. More enforcement of 
parking regulations. These are by far the most economical from a cost perspective. (32.24A) Absolutely 
NO to a gondola! What a boondoggle and disaster that would be!! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  1669 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alanna Wasserman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola! End fossil fuel dominance and build safer transit (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1670 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tressa Spigarelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola option as I hate driving the canyon. It’s unpredictable in the winter. I hike in the 
summer and even then parking at trailheads is so hard to find during certain times. The idea of riding a 
gondola without having to worry about parking or driving conditions is great. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  1671 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Gilchrist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a less impactful solution in the long run and would promote tourism not only for those who 
love to ski but also those who enjoy breath taking views. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1672 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Nolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose a gondola. (32.2.9E) This also does nothing to relieve the increased congestion in 
BCC. (32.1.1A) 
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COMMENT #:  1673 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Reichard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not psyched about 1,000 people per hour going up the canyon without a capacity study. I’ve seen 
nothing that shows we studied the ramifications of that. Shouldn’t we do that first? (32.20B, 32.20A, 
and 32.20C) 
That having been said, I would prefer just to add toll to LCC. But I know that’s not one of the options so 
I vote for the bus option over the gondola. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1674 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dona Staples 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a great project. It's about time to do something about the traffic in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Anything that will help with emissions and lessen accidents on slick roads is worth doing. 
(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1675 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Rafferty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the GONDOLA solution. Clean, efficient and RELIABLE. Time to stop kicking the can down the 
road on this problem and implement a LONG-TERM solution. Thank you for all your hard work on this 
matter. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1676 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rich Sherman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLA without question. Buses are a backward step (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1677 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Pickford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes for the Gondola. Much better, much cleaner, no closures for avalanches. Yes for the Gondola 
option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1678 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Hietpas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose a gondola up any of the canyons around SLC. (32.2.9E) I believe it would be an eyesore that 
takes away from the beauty of the canyon, and favors ski resort skiers over all other recreational users. 
(32.17A and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  1679 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mauro Romualdo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the best idea. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1680 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Willis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I just wanted to express my opinion that the gondola proposal is the best option. I have traveled to 
Switzerland and they have great transportation that helps keep the environment safe. The buses would 
have to widen the road which would take away from the beauty, we would have to spend more in 
purchasing additional buses, drivers, etc. The constant parade of buses would be very disruptive. 
(32.17B and 32.2.9D) 
Thanks, 
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COMMENT #:  1681 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pete Griffen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no mention of impact to 9400 S., SR209. east of the proposed mobility hub at Highland. The 
current traffic is as bad as Wasatch Blvd. Have you done an EIS on it? (32.7E)
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COMMENT #:  1682 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Barr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the gondola is long term the best answer,both environmentally and use wise. (32.2.9D) 
the lane and bus option I only see as effective if either restrictions on personal cars or heavy financial 
inducements ( sliding scale tolls, more occupants less toll) are enacted along with it. summer and 
winter. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1683 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susannah Anders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi I am a concerned citizen and climber. I read the impact report for little cottonwood canyon and this 
greatly impacts my community. These boulders are unique and not like others found around the 
country. We are lucky to have anything like this in our backyard and to see them get taken away would 
be deviating for climbing access. Last year during the pandemic, little cottonwood was one of the few 
places that felt daft but also allowed me to practice my sport. I hope you will consider the impact that 
these changes will have on our community (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  1684 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Newberry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola. (32.2.9E) Increased bus travel is a better idea. But doing nothing is even better-it’s 
natural crowd control. We don’t need to put more people on the mountain faster- (32.2.9G)

Page 32B-1687 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1685 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Diana Brixner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How about decreaing volume by removing Snowbird from the IKON pass, there is no economic benefit 
of all the additional traffic IKON pass users bring to LC, what? The beer and food they consume, they 
pay nothing for tickets. To spend this kind of money for expansion, when all you need to do is eliminate 
the IKON pass is an utter waste of money. (32.2.2K) 
  
Also what happened to using the rail system that already exists to put in a train? (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  1686 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Gambassi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned about resorts taking advantage of the gondola system and charging extreme prices for 
a ride. (32.2.4A) I strongly prefer the bus alternative handled by UDOT which is more accessible to a 
wider range of people (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1687 

DATE:   6/30/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Rocha 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Regardless of which alternative becomes reality I feel service should continue till later in the evening 
allowing for some people to remain up the canyon to enjoy a meal or drinks while the rush of people at 
peak times head down. (32.2.6.3K and 32.2.6.5F)
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COMMENT #:  1688 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Dubock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've volunteered at Snowbird for 14yrs. Ground zero, greeting guests in then the rush out. Buses were 
fine til UTA lost the battle, 70k cars give skiers total control, hang the cost. Buses are simple, flexible 
and fast. I ride fr the 9400 'church' to Snowbird mid day in 16 mins. I drove this year due to Covid, wow, 
forget that bus! Half the year no one is really at the resorts, so a gondola is a giant waste of money and 
yet another cluster point. Limit skiers, charge a toll, as the season gets shorter each year. (32.2.4A) I've 
wrestled with up to 300 skiers in the Portico at 4-6pm, and the 'new IKON skier" is utterly lost, just 
sampling the resorts, not loyal, will pay for $30 valet parking. 32 in a gondola is a noisy mess. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1689 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Gorsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a good idea! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1690 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darin Piccoli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
this looks promising, what is the comparison to amount of spots up there, 1800 at base, can people still 
drive? (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1691 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Borba 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The issue that's not being addressed by those in favor of a gondola is this. Gondolas don't hang from 
nowhere, they are supported by structures, and those structures are in the 60+ avi paths found in the 
canyon. Just like in ski resorts when there is a inbound avi, before they can reopen lifts the support 
structures need to be inspected for damage. The same will occur with a gondola, once there is a slide 
they will need to shut it down and reinspect for support structure damage before they can turn it back 
on. That means digging a path to the structure so an engineer can get to it to do his visual and look for 
damage. (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  1692 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Schwartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
gondola please - buses cause pollution and have issues in bad weather (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1693 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amiko Uchida 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola if it can be done in a sustainable way with minimal invasion of the cottonwood 
canyon infrastructure. It seems this is more likely than widening the road (32.29D). 
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COMMENT #:  1694 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marnel Terry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello- Thank you for allowing us to submit comments. I understand it is a situation that needs to be 
addressed and it is complicated. I am not in favor of a gondola system. (32.2.9D) I think there needs to 
be an increase in energy efficient buses and an incentive to use it. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  1695 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kent Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposal for a gondola! I think it is a more viable long term solution. (32.29D) 

Page 32B-1698 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1696 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Koffel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a new Utahn who came out here for the skiing, this project seems like the most efficient and safe 
transportation method to the resorts. It will ease car congestion in the canyon, and reduce the 
environmental impact. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1697 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Jarvie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the best alternative is the gondola. It will eliminate tons of cars traveling through little 
cottonwood, wherefore reducing the emissions and pollution in our air. (32.2.9D and 32.210A) I 
completely understand how for some people a giant gondola might not be the first thing they want to 
see when driving up this beautiful canyon, (32.17A) but I do believe the gondola is the best way to help 
with parking, our safety on the roads, and our air quality. 
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COMMENT #:  1698 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Rickards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Choices of top three 
1. Gondola from La Caille, why- because it offers greatest flexibility for handling crowds and it keeps 
the canyon clear of vehicles only if it becomes the choice of skiers. It can’t be a $40 pass but should be 
built into all pass rates. Traffic should be limited to residents of canyon with some day pass use fit 
climbers, bicyclers, etc . This option keeps drivers away from mouth of canyon (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.6.5G) 
2. Gondola from LCPR for same reasons but less preferred because of long lines into mouth of canyon 
3. Expand to three lanes with middle lane as bus only flex up in morning and buss only flex down in 
afternoon- if possible (32.2.2D) 
4. Least preference is cog rail because I can only visualize a long wait for the rail to cycle
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COMMENT #:  1699 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katharina Schmitz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in favor of the gondola solution as it will provide a reliable long-term solution for LCC. The 
gondola will eliminate the need for additional vehicles and pavement and will provide a comfortable and 
safe ride up the mountain. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1700 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Sherman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You gotta make those buses side/loading and no seats to speed things up!!! (32.2.6.3L) 
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COMMENT #:  1701 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregg Nielseb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We strongly are in favor of the gondola concept as opposed to extra lanes of traffic and higher 
frequency of traffic up-and-down the Canyon. This concept also favors year round Access to the resorts 
without having to close the Canyon due to road hazard situations! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1702 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondolas option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1703 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Pearson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option. Thank you! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1704 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Kizer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not feel that the Gondola option services multiple uses of LCC. The Gondola is focused on bringing 
users to the base of ski resorts but does not stop at any of the backcountry access points. I do not feel 
this is a good option. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  1705 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophie Librett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1706 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Crowther 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT needs to scrap the road widening ideas for Little Cottonwood Canyon, and support this gondola 
(32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  1707 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denice Hyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the bus option. (32.2.9A) I love the visual of the gondola but do not think the taxpayers should 
foot the bill for such an expensive option. The ski resorts should be paying for a good portion of it. 
(32.2.7A) I also am concerned at the cost per person to ride the gondola once it is constructed and the 
increased traffic at the mouth of the canyon to park at La Caille. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  1708 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Dursa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola would be awesome!! It is a step in the right direction for efficient mobility and clean 
energy for public transportation. It will be more reliable in avalanches and traffic scenarios. And also a 
nice way to help the tourism economy by showing a new point of view of the LCC. I am in support of the 
gondola project and think that Salt Lake valley can join the large number of urban cities worldwide 
realizing cable transportation as a clean, fast, and efficient mode of transport. Go Gondola!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1709 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kait Gatchel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi! I believe a gondola would be the best option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. The gondola would be 
significantly better for the environment than busses- not to mention, significantly more fun!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1710 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gaven Schlosser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I support the gondola vs bus because of how much more effective flying through the air is than 
ensuring the ground is safe from all 64 avi paths (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1711 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  MeriKay Reynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola would be an incredible asset to LCC. I am 100% behind the idea. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1712 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Cole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
gondola is better option over busses (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1713 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Gunn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yeah, do it. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1714 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Debbie Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
enhanced bus is my choice (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1715 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Edlund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are less than 30 days of bad traffic per year. (32.1.4D) How much will this get used the other 335 
days of the year. Seems like way too much of a project for such a small percentage of days that this 
MAYBE will be used. I’d rather go up at noon or stay home. Those are the best options if you want to 
avoid traffic. (32.1.2B and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1716 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  L Nguyen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
Of the five alternative solutions, two remains ‚Ä Enhanced Bus with roadway widening, and Gondola. 
To have a holistic approach, let’s review why the other three were scrapped. Given that air quality, 
noise impact, water quality standards, and relocation facts are all the same across all options, the 
variables to consider are travel time, backup distance, visual change, capital costs, and ongoing 
maintenance (O&M) costs. 
 
Starting with the Cog Rail option, this was likely scrapped because of the $1.106B capital cost and 
$9.2M ongoing costs, but despite these high ticket items, this alternative does not boast impressive 
facts. The Cog Rail would have only reduced the backup distance between SR 209 and SR 210 by 
3400 feet, caused medium visual changes, and improve the travel time to 43 minutes at best (45 if 
taking the bus to the base station). 
 
The Enhanced Bus with no roadway option provided the longest reduction in back up distance of 5575 
feet for both SR 209 and SR 210, provided low visual changes, and albeit ongoing maintenance costs 
were estimated at $14M, this solution yielded the lowest capital cost overall at $355M. Presumptively, 
this alternative was scrapped because at 46 minutes, the per person travel time improvement was 
unsubstantial. 
 
The Gondola A option was scrapped because it would have provided only 3400 feet reduction in 
vehicle backup distance, cause high visual change effects, incur $592M capital costs, and even higher 
ongoing maintenance costs of $10.6M, with the same unsubstantial mobility duration of 46 minutes. 
So that leaves the remaining two alternatives A Enhanced Bus with road widening, and Gondola B. 
Let’s review Gondola B. The capital cost is $592M, a little more than half of what the Gondola B option 
would have costed, but the ongoing maintenance costs is $10.6M, but at what concessions? A 
grotesque visual change to the natural beauty that is Little Cottonwood, and an insignificant 
improvement to the travel time. (32.17A) In fact, the travel time improved to 43 minutes at best, or 45 
minutes if taking the bus to the base station. Isn’t this the same inconsequential travel time as the 
Gondola A option? This alternative provides, at best, three minutes less than the Enhanced Bus with no 
road widening option, which required even less capital costs. So one must ask, why is this alternative 
solution even being considered when it does not provide a solution to the mobility problem? In other 
words, if the Gondola B option does not improve the average travel time, why is it even on the table for 
discussion? (32.2.9D) 
 
With the Enhance Bus with roadway widening, the mobility duration is reduced to 37 minutes! This 
option provides the most reduction in travel time. It requires $510M in capital costs, second to only the 
Enhanced Bus with no additional roadway option. The O&M cost is $11M, likely to decrease over time 
as technology advances. Moreover, it provides medium visual change, a step up from the Gondola B 
option. (32.2.9B and 32.17B) 
 
One can argue that costs for both of the final options will equalize after thirty years, but where will we 
be in thirty years with our technological advances. If we review the last thirty years and recognize the 
advances in transportation, we can safely assume that our technological growth for transportation thirty 
years from now. Simply put, we didn’t have electric cars, let alone electric busses thirty years ago, so 
where do we see ourselves thirty years from now? Perhaps our transportation advances will improve 
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exponentially, such that we can actually implement permanent structures that can serve all three needs 
of safety, mobility and reliability. At the very least, perhaps our transportation vehicles will be so 
efficient, require less O&M costs, and the low visual change effect of simply widening the road is all we 
ever needed. (32.29L) 
 
The decision made today could very well be the Gondola B option, the option that serves no mobility 
purpose, and thirty years from now, we will have the archaic structure of the gondola as a stark 
reminder of a solution that was anything but, rather, the pinnacle of failures in critical thinking and logic. 
 
Thank you, 
 
L Nguyen 
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COMMENT #:  1717 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Turnbull 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against any gondola. (32.2.9E) Any transportation solution in the cottonwoods should be primarily 
ground based. The enhanced bus is the best option for scalability and use of electric vehicles in the 
future. (32.2.9B) The gondola is heavily supported by the resorts because it benefits them and only 
them. A enhanced bus service will help the entire community and actually provide faster travel times. 
Public transit should not come at great cost in order to assure equatable access to the outdoor spaces 
we all need. The road should never be a toll road. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) It never should be of cost to get 
into the great outdoors. A bus service is obviously the least impactful and most equitable way to 
enhance transportation in the canyons. 
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COMMENT #:  1718 

DATE:   6/30/21 5:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Parker Reber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1719 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathaniel Halstrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am fully in support of the gondola project. We need to preserve nature as much as possible While still 
making forward progress with infrastructure. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1720 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ed Davies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Complete support for the gondola. Less environmental impact (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1721 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the gondola idea for several reasons: 
1. The towers and lines will detract from the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.17A)  
2. Increasing the number of people that can get into the canyon quickly will detract from the experience 
at the resorts and backcountry. Lines will inevitably become monstrously long. (32.20C)  
3. From what has been released, the gondola won’t run during the summer and therefore doesn’t help 
with summertime traffic and congestion at trailheads. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5G) 
4. Multiple applications benefit from an expanded roadway - buses, cyclists in the summer, etc. 
(32.2.9B)  
 
Thank you for taking the time to hear from the public. We have been using the canyon by road for a 
very long time and rushing to install this gondola is the wrong thing to do.
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COMMENT #:  1722 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jun Lin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola proposal will bring convenience and benefits to skiers and to reduce driving hassle 
especially during winter times as well as providing pollution-free environment from less vehicles driving. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1723 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Sabey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the best choice. Let's follow the working and loved models used in the Alps. It will also 
tie in well with Sandy's "Base Camp" and "Cairns" concepts. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1724 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Watts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very much in support of the gondola option. I live in Canyon Cove on Wasatch Boulevard and the 
amount of traffic flows into UTA Park and ride overflows into Wasatch and creates a substantial public 
safety issue. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1725 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Bohnet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Less traffic, less roads, I love our mountains please support less construction. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1726 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy McCormick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola is too invasive and too expensive. Buses only during ski season seems like a better 
solution. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  1727 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathy Loritz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My Husband. and I are all for the Gondola System. A plus for the environment in the long way. Also 
more ski days. Safe transportation, during big snow storms. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1728 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Holindrake 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please builtld the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1729 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gerald Fede 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola alternative is the best option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1730 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelvin Gates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is an easy yes. All other options are a short term solution to a long term problem. This is a 
solution that will last. Not only will it solve the issues with our canyon roads, but turns every trip up the 
canyon into a special experience. No other option addresses and solves avalanche risks anywhere 
near as well as the Gondola plan. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1731 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ginger Cannon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am adamantly opposed against gondolas in the canyon. (32.2.9E). This alternative is not a 
sustainable as BRT and is a ridiculous option for this area. I will out my body in the way of any 
contractor that attempts to destroy the canyon in this ridiculous manner. I will do all in my power to 
marshall every connection i have to make sure this doesn’t happen in our canyons. It’s preposterous 
and a genuine reflection of the idiocy of state legislature leadership. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1732 

DATE:   6/30/21 6:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thibaut Mounier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Only the enhanced bus system provides equity access for all users year round. I am against the 
gondola that only benefits skiers in winter. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  1733 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gillian Rudow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I recently moved to Sandy and live off Little Cottonwood, and support building the Gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1734 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Conway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I enthusiastically support the gondola concept and am happy to help to fight for approval or 
implementation if there is a need for volunteer supporters (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  1735 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kate Ockene 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the gondolas. It will make the trip up the canyon an event to enjoy! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1736 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Kissell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First, thank you for allowing the public to comment on these options. 
 
Second, I’m a frequent skier at Snowbird and Alta and a Utah resident. 
 
Third, I disagree with both of these options. I do not believe UDOT has done enough diligence to spend 
$500M+ on either of these projects.  
 
Before spending $500M, I would like to see a combination of the following, much-less-expensive 
solutions tested first: 
 
Reservations and Tolling - UDOT should limit the number of vehicles in the canyon and create a 
reservation system. UDOT should create the right incentives and rules to prevent hoarding reservations 
and no-shows. While not a popular option for the resorts, fewer cars in the canyon would increase 
safety and decrease congestion. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
 
4x4 Enforcement - Stronger enforcement of 4x4 requirements on snow days should be implemented. 
The flashing lights do not stop people from driving unsafe cars in the canyon. Law enforcement should 
be regulating this. I have never seen law enforcement regulate this and it needs to happen. (32.2.2M) 
 
Signage - Increased signage in the canyon indicating speed, difficult turns, etc. Potentially even speed 
cameras. (32.29J) 
 
Chain Up Areas - Unlike Donner Pass on I-80 in California, LCC has limited safe areas to chain up. 
Drivers do not chain up at the bottom because there is often no snow at the bottom of the canyon and 
drivers don’t want to drive with chains if there is no snow. Chain up areas should be created throughout 
the canyon in common areas where they are needed. Too often, I see cars pulled over in dangerous 
areas in the canyon to chain up. This creates friction, increases traffic congestion, and increases risks 
for more accidents and slide outs. UDOT should make it more convenient to chain up. (32.29K) 
 
Preferred Bus Access Times - On peak days, the canyon should be closed until 11am to private 
vehicles and only open to buses. This creates a strong incentive to use public transportation on powder 
days when there is peak traffic. (32.2.2B) 
 
Express Buses - Create express buses that only go to Alta or Snowbird. Try this before widening the 
road. (32.2.9A) 
 
Free Bus Rides - Make the buses free and more convenient. (32.2.4A)  
 
Paid Parking - Make Snowbird and Alta charge for parking. (32.2.2F) 
 
These are much cheaper solutions with much less impact on the environment. I would be comfortable 
supporting more expensive options once less expensive options like these were first tried, tested, and 
learned from. 
 
My concerns with the gondola and bus options are: 
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Utilization - There are only a handful of days each season where solutions such as the gondola and the 
bus expansion are needed. (32.1.4D) The gondola specifically will have super low utilization throughout 
the year.Discrimination - The gondola only benefits Alta and Snowbird customers. The bus provides 
more canyon access. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Cost - The cost is outrageous. I’m baffled that UDOT is even considering a project of this cost that only 
benefits a few rich people a few times a year. Additionally, neither Alta or Snowbird are paying for this 
and they benefit the most from it. Utah taxpayers should not pay for this project. (32.2.7A) 
 
Short Sighted - The ski season is getting shorter, annual snowfalls are decreasing, and the IKON pass 
and Instagram are fads. It’s foolish to spend $500M to solve a problem that is only going to get smaller 
and smaller over time. (32.1.2B) 
 
Convenience - People want convenience. Unless the gondola and bus are free to ride, the service 
starts early in the morning to allow skiers to get up the canyon early on powder days, the service drops 
skiers off right at the lifts, and the resorts charge for parking, people WILL NOT use either the bus or 
the gondola as intended. Driving will be more convenient and UDOT will have spent $500M 
unnecessarily. (32.2.4A) 
 
Changing Consumer Preferences - It is becoming increasingly popular for skiers to drive up in their 
RVs, cook breakfast in the morning, and tailgate with their friends in the parking lot for lunch and apres. 
This behavior is driven by 1) wanting to avoid traffic in the canyon 2) increasing food costs at the 
resorts and 3) the increasing social nature of skiing. Additionally, IKON and season passes have made 
it more common for skiers to ski fewer hours in the day. Last season, I skied from 9-11a consistently 
because I had other errands I needed to do that day. I needed to go straight to work, the store, etc. For 
these two consumer populations, I don’t think they will be heavy users of either option. This will result in 
less demand for the bus or gondola. (32.2.4A) 
No place to put your stuff at the resorts - People want their car to store there things. And if they ever 
need to change clothes, take a work call, etc...they want to go to their car. The resorts need less 
expensive lockers and more of them. Or free lockers!!! (32.2.3A) 
 
I would feel better with the gondola or bus options if: 
 
The less expensive options above were tested first.  
Alta and Snowbird paid for the project. 
They were free to use and super convenient.  
 
Otherwise, I’m going to keep driving because it’s more convenient. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1737 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Service 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see the Gondola idea (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  1738 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wren Yocom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Stop putting Band-Aids on the problem and do the gondola. It takes cars and busses off the road. Is not 
effected by wrecks, and give redundancy to transport up the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1739 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want the gondola over the other options i think its the best solution long term for the growing 
population and increased usage. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  1740 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Penner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think buses are the best option. (32.2.9A) They can be implemented immediately and are scalable to 
meet demand or lack of (32.2.6.3D). Also, buses can meet the needs of dispersed canyon users like 
me. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
The gondola is not a good fit for LCC. Gondola towers 250 tall will degrade the view shed, (32.17A) the 
process of riding the gondola will involve multiple transit points to get to the mobility hub (gondola base) 
and a gondola is many years from possible implementation which does nothing to relieve congestions 
for the next several upcoming winter seasons. (32.2.7C) I understand why Snowbird and Alta want a 
gondola, since they will not be paying for it and also it will be an off-season attraction. Lastly, a gondola 
could put far too many people in LCC which would ultimately destroy the very appeal of the canyon. 
(32.20A) Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  1741 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Best idea ever! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1742 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Klein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best option as it encompasses everything important to the people who choose to 
recreate in these mountains. It’s environmentally friendly, safe and reliable. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1743 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the way to go! Less impact on the canyons and more sustainable in the long term 
(32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  1744 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Porter Geddes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
do not destroy the boulders in little cottonwood, that would be a crime! if we did this and harmed the 
boulders it would be a horrific atrocity that would never be forgotten. don’t make this grave mistake and 
destroy precious boulders. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4D)
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COMMENT #:  1745 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road is the best option. The road can be utilized year round. The gondola would only be 
utilized in the winter. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1746 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marjorie McCloy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a 30-year resident of Salt Lake City and an equivalent-time skier at Snowbird and Alta, as well as a 
3x-week Wasatch hiker in summer, I choose the bus alternative. I feel the bus will impact the 
environment the least and is most practical as a year-round traffic mitigator. (32.2.9A) The gondola 
does not offer solutions for summer hikers and winter backcountry skiers, who use diverse trailheads. 
(32.2.6.3C) If avalanches close the canyon, so be it-it has been this way as long as the road has 
existed, we are used to it. Bonus for visitors who are staying on the mountain. The proposed hub at the 
gravel pit has long been a dream of mine! I hope buses will also service the Park City resorts from 
there.
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COMMENT #:  1747 

DATE:   6/30/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Costello 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All for a gondola and parking at the base. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1748 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Treat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola option serves only Alta/Snowbird, skier/snowboarders and those who travel to the 
resort in the off season. It severely under-represents other Canyon users such as back country skiers 
and snowboarders, snow shoe-ers, hikers, bikers, climbers, paragliders (who fly across the canyon - 
where a gondala could be a safety concern and national news if a paraglider hits it), and all those that 
want to visit places other than Alta and Snowbird. (32.7C and 32.2.4A) Furthermore. Congestion is 
worst on powder days, which represents only about 10% of the year. A Gondola for 10% of the days 
and a fraction of the total users doesn't make sense. (32.1.2B) The other option, though may not have 
as much special interest support makes more sense to the general population that may or may not 
want to go to Snowbird and Alta. If you can only go to Snowbird and Alta, everyone will still simply drive 
up the canyon and park on the side of the road. (32.2.4A) Nothing solved except Snowbird and Alta get 
to sell more tickets. (32.6A) To put things in perspective, I do have a Snowbird Season pass and had 
an Alta-Bird pass last year, so I'm not anti-resort. I'm also a hiker, climber, biker, and a paraglider pilot. 
Other users should be represented. 
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COMMENT #:  1749 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colleen Haggerty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola because if you don’t do anything about the bus parking lots than there will still be issues. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1750 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Webster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In 1989 my consulting firm prepared the "Inter-Resort Transportation Master Plan" for Mountainlands 
Association of Goveenments" while it's apparent this EIS in a long train of others seems to have 
ignored our findings, the bus alternative, given refinements is preferable. (32.2.9A) I encourage UDOT 
to expand this option to explore sub-catagories as we had. (32.29D) Snow sheds appear to be difficult 
to justify as costly and visual blight. Gondolas respond to a select industry bias. I've lived in Switzerland 
and experienced gondolas at a much larger scale; this is not der Schweiz. For that expense, cog 
railway is less visually obtrusive. (32.17A) 
James Webster, RLA 
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COMMENT #:  1751 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cort Pouch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
given the entire project is within Sandy City, tax-paying residents should get a free pass! (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  1752 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chase Meredith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola for the canyon all day. It just makes sense. The economic ability of moving such a 
capacity of people to the resorts and down is monumental. No one really wants to ride the bus. 
Everyone wants to ride a gondola. Ski lifts are electric. Not fuel based with carbon emissions. (32.10A) 
Low impact foot print of a gondola. It just makes sense. Don’t be stupid UDOT the people want the 
gondola. Futuristic reliable transportation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1753 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Thaller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want my tax dollars to support what will largely support a private business. (32.6A) As well this 
is the most environmentally invasive option. This all to support a ski industry that depends on conditions 
of snow. So in the coming years, if we have a poor snow year we’d be loosing money to an eye sore. 
(32.2.2E) 
 
I am an avid Boulderer in Little Cottonwood and it is horrible to imagine the rich climbing history 
destroyed for the benefit of a ski resort. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Please support the local community by seeking an alternative that doesn’t destroy our land!
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COMMENT #:  1754 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Alta and Snowbird users are not the only people using Little Cottonwood Canyon. Building a gondola 
using public money so that these two businesses can increase the number of tickets that they sell is a 
complete disregard for other users and the public as a whole. (32.6A) Money aside, this gondola will 
also destroy recreation opportunities for other users such as boulderers and climbers in the canyon. 
(32.4B) Snowbird and Alta can cap their lift passes like Powder Mountain is forced to because of limited 
parking. (32.2.2K) Taxpayers and other canyon users should not be asked to foot the bill so that these 
two private businesses can make even more money. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1755 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola. It makes the most sense. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1756 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suz Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
tram all the way! what a great thing for SLC to boast and an excellent, eco and fun way to combat the 
traffic problem. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-1761 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1757 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jarom Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The traffic is a nightmare up this canyon lately EVERY time I try to ride ANY resort in Little Cottonwood. 
(32.7C) Sand Gaia and vote yes!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1758 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael McCandless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the gondola idea. It solves numerous problems. It also makes the canyon accessible with minimal 
damage. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1759 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  T Shwayder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All in favor of this gondola. Great idea. Important for the environment. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-1764 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1760 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachael Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola's are the better option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1761 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea, I think that future upgrades to it would be needed ( higher speed, more capacity) and I still 
think there needs to be some snow barriers or sheds in some places as well as road improvements. But 
its definitely the way to go. As well as capping off canyon occupancy (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1762 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Iverson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The GONDOLA gets my vote! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1763 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shawn lockwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola sounds great! We need this option for the crowd control . It’s ridiculous as it is now with 
crowds thank you (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1764 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jill Meyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please construct a gondola for transportation solution to Little Cottonwood Canyon traffic and pollution 
problems. This would be the most ecologically sensible option on my view. Thank you very much for 
taking citizen input! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1765 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Gates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree with the Gondola opportunity. I do not want to see a large highway going through the Canyon. 
Please preserve our natural beauty and do not turn it into a Freeway or double lane highway. 
Everything I just read regarding preservation of the canyon and being considerate with the Gondola 
system is the only plan that will work long term. i applaud those who are involved in this planning and 
appreciate the opportunity to provide my opinion. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1766 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Halverson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are going to be possibly a lot more skiers in the future due to the high growth in Utah. It may be 
possible that you will need both the Gondola and the added bus line. (32.2.2W) What I like about the 
Gondola not just because it will be cleaner, it will make it more possible to get up to Snowbird and Alta 
on those days when the road is closed. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1767 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark McOmie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PAVE (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1768 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ty Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola it’ll be great (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1769 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trent Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Seriously, if we want the gondolaz we need close to whistler blackcomb-type 4-5 THOUSAND people a 
minute uphill AND downhill year round and at a reasonable rate similar to current bus fare WITH 
busses running at current or better rates simultaneously underneath. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.2W) Also 
think about needing transportation to the bottom gondola station. A foothill/wasatch boulevard trax 
option would be ideal in my opinion. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  1770 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the option Gondola B with widening of the road for extra bus traffic though I am 
particularly concerned that his will not address needs of people who want to use the canyon at 
locations not on the Gondola line or Bus stops. (32.2.2W) Will there be accomodation for parking, 
access to other trailheads not close to existing bus and or gondola stops? (32.2.6.2.4A) There should 
be a clear effort to build infrastructure for free access to public lands for all recreation types 
(backcountry skiing, hiking, snowsoe, sledding, etc.) (32.2.4)
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COMMENT #:  1771 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kerry Lehtinen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why is it necessary to keep putting more and more people up into the canyon? Limit access and let the 
overflow go to Park City resorts. (32.2.2K) At some point, economic development becomes a burden. 
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COMMENT #:  1772 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Avrom Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the Gondola is the best option moving forward. It is desirable to all where as increased bus 
service does not have that impact. I am from Colorado originally and gave a speech in College about 
20 years ago about why the long term investment in a Mono Rail for Mountain access would be the 
best option. The taxpayers did not want to invest in a 20 year plan that would have been nearing 
completion right now. I-70 in Colorado is a nightmare and the options available now are Band-Aids over 
the problem that will not solve the issue. Additionally, the environmental impact is lesser and I think we 
can all get behind that. Thank you for your time. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1773 

DATE:   6/30/21 9:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Parkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the enhanced bus Service. (32.2.9A) Seeing a Gondola in the canyon would be a sad day for a 
lot of folks that have grown up spending time in these mountains.
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COMMENT #:  1774 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanya Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer a gondola system be built in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1775 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Kinney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How many gondolas can be on either side of the line at any one time. Would be concerned about how 
long one would have to wait for a gondola at Snowbird or Alta after a day of skiing. (32.2.6.5C)
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COMMENT #:  1776 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Abrahamson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of a gondola as it seems that it would be more environmentally friendly, easier to build, 
and have a longer life cycle. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1777 

DATE:   6/30/21 10:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carl McLelland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola option, which is by far the best choice for the canyon. Thank you! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1778 

DATE:   6/30/21 11:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Perry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of a gondola, it gives another option but but what is up with that name La Caille station? 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1779 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Owen Calrson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Add the Gondolas, not the buses. It is better for the environment and is a solution that works (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  1780 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John McEntire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family strongly supports the gondola proposal for LCC. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1781 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Quinn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Highly support Gondola option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1782 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Katz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have read each alternative and listened to the podcasts on each. I do believe the enhanced bus 
service is the best and only alternative that should be considered. (32.2.9A) It strikes the right balance 
between needs of riders, needs of the resorts, and impact to the environment. This along with the 
tolling system and better enforcement of proper vehicle equipment for snow days, will greatly impact 
the travel time in the canyon and will encourage riders on the buses. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2M) The 
gondola option has too many unknowns, is too costly, and most importantly too slow - 10 minutes 
makes a difference.
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COMMENT #:  1783 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Harrington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If doing the increased bus plus extra lane then the extra lane needs to only be for the buses. 
(32.2.6.3B) Truthfully, I think we should do both bus/lane AND gondola. (32.2.2W) The gondola has a 
huge advantage in that people can be moved in and out of the canyon during road closures and high 
avalanche danger. The gondola also opens the door to future projects such as connecting LCC, BCC, 
PC, and Midway. (32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q) This is a time to think boldly. I’m tired of hearing about all 
theses incredible bullet trains being build in China! We need to step up our game and look to the future. 
A little road widening/bus plus a gondola is a small step toward improving transitions from city living to 
full on recreation mode. It will massively increase The appeal of traveling to Utah.
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COMMENT #:  1784 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Hardy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the installation of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon! Let's do this! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1785 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul McDow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am excited for the opportunity to have a lift through the canyon. From the beginning of this discussion 
that has seemed to be the most obvious choice to reduce traffic and preserve as much of the natural 
landscape as possible. It will be so much more enjoyable to see the view and relax in a lift rather than 
stop and go traffic; not to mention eliminate the burden of constantly widening the road as traffic 
increases. It's the enjoyable, aesthetic, and conservatory option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1786 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Van Orden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the two choices, I would support the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane. 
(32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1787 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bokelman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Anything that does harm to beauty the Utah mt , should be left alone , due to we don’t have much 
natural beauty left , an it must be preserved thanks (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  1788 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Mulligan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most ecological choice for transportation to the Little Cottonwood ski areas. (32.2.9D) 
Additionally a similar plan should be considered for Big Cottonwood ski areas also. Possibly a 
connecting lift from Little to Big should be considered. (32.2.2Q)
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COMMENT #:  1789 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Heaps 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola proposal. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1790 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Felicia Alvarez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate you all studying the impact, but you will ONLY be reducing traffic at certain spots in the 
canyon, and mainly just for skiing with the Gondola and the Busses unless you add additional stopping 
spots. The ski resorts are no the only crowded places, main trailheads are as well. (32.2.6.3C and 
32.2.6.6G) 
 
What will you do for BCC? That's an even bigger nightmare. Limit SKI passes, locals first, the visitors. 
(32.1.1A)
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COMMENT #:  1791 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Collin Grant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gandola!!!! (32.2.9D) If you don’t people will be Angry due to how you’ll destroy are 
neighborhood and community (32.29D)  
 
Thanks for the hard work
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COMMENT #:  1792 

DATE:   6/30/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth Eve King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I thought you might be interested in the discussion on Next door. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.2.9D, 32.7B, 32.7D, 
32.2.6.5E, 32.2.7A 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5J, 32.2.6.3K, 32.2.6.3N, 32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.6.5K, 32.2.6.5C, 32.2.6.5N, 32.11B, 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  1793 

DATE:   6/30/21 8:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stuart Willick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment on draft EIS: 
  
I thank everyone for their hard work. I am a big fan of the gondola and would love to see a gondola 
come to fruition. (32.2.9D)  
  
Is there any option to increase bus service and build a gondola? I know that implementing both of these 
options is expensive, it would do the most to alleviate traffic and decrease the number of passenger 
vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.2W) 
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COMMENT #:  1794 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angelique Poncelet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1795 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenton Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey!  
What about doing a bus only middle lane with barriers (no cars allowed) that goes uphill in the morning 
and downhill in the afternoon. The bus could come down the regular lane in the morning and go up the 
regular lane in the afternoon when those lanes are not busy. (32.2.2D) Having wires all through the 
canyon would be super not cherry. (32.17A) 
 
Thanks! 
 
-Kenton
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COMMENT #:  1796 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josiah Peck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think we should focus on what gets people outdoors more, not just to the ski resort. The enhanced 
buses (especially if they are electric) would reduce the number of personal cars on the road in the 
winter driving up to the ski resort, but it would also reduce pollution and keep LCC beautiful for decades 
to come. (32.2.9A and 32.10A) It would also enhance travel in the summer, as then people could take 
it to get to the trailhead, and it would reduce the number of cars/congestion around trailhead parking 
areas. (32.2.6.3G)
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COMMENT #:  1797 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donald Mackay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not see alternative 1 as viable. It will be very disruptive to the ecology of the canyon. The gondola 
would have minimal effect on the physical makeup of the canyon road and greatly lessen road use. I 
drive the canyon daily and would use the gondola. I have used the bus and it was awful and tedious. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1798 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joseph Congdon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the improved road and bus service option. (32.2.9B) 
A gondola will be underutilized and the road will remain a problem. (32.7C) 
 
I believe the users and Alta and Snowbird ski areas should bear the cost of this improvement. (32.2.7A) 
How about making it a toll road? (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  1799 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Steele 

 
COMMENT: 
 
great work! i love how both preferred options keep the traffic flowing, while minimizing environmental 
impacts. if it was my decision, i would do with the gondola option as i think this could even become a 
revenue generator year round. What a beautiful way to view the canyon! whatever option is selected, i 
hope UDOT moves quickly. the traffic is unbearable already. (32.2.9.D) 
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COMMENT #:  1800 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Pike 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I am not a skiier, but I do use the canyons in the winter. I frequently park along the road to access ice 
climbs. I know that there are many other canyon users who use the canyon in the winter, but don't go to 
the top, and make use of shoulder parking. I want to make sure that our voices are heard and that 
shoulder parking is still accessible regardless of the solution that is selected for implementation. 
(32.2.6D) 
Thank you, 
Dylan Pike
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COMMENT #:  1801 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Naslund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a local resident that lives right at the High T intersection. While not happy that change is needed, 
the reality is that we are long past the transit capacity of 210. I support the Gondola B alternative for 
these reasons: 1) I believe that people will not want to use the bus. (32.2.4A) The Gondola is a simply a 
more attractive transit option 2) Although more visually impactful, my understanding is that this option 
impacts the watershed and wildlife to a lessor degree. (32.17A, 32.12A, and 32.13A) 3) My 
understanding is that this option can run while avalanche debris is blocking the road and clearing is 
being done 4) Given Snowbird is public with their support of this option I believe there is greater 
opportunity for the resorts to share in the cost of this new infrastructure. In my opinion this is critical, as 
resort skiers are not the only users of this canyon, but the resorts will benefit the most. (32.2.7A) With 
this I have a few questions that I think are important to clarify as there is some very heated debate in 
my local community on the best alternative: 
 
1) The materials say the Gondola will not run during mitigation. Can you please clarify the specifics 
here? Meaning can the Gondola run after the slide paths have been shot (or Gazex used)? Or will the 
Gondola not run at any point until mitigation is completed? (32.2.6.5H) 
 
2) What is the current status of discussions with the resorts on their contribution to this infrastructure? 
(32.2.7A) 
 
3) What is being done to address long term capacity restrictions in LCC? We cannot continue to 
assume that there is limitless capacity at the resorts or even the trailheads. They're already 
overcrowded in many peoples view. (32.20B) 
 
One last comment: there were many times this past season when there was zero enforcement of the 
traction law (and no officer present) when it was snowing. This is not acceptable. The traction law is 
worthless if not enforced. We cannot let cars that do not have proper equipment up the canyon when 
weather is expected later in the day. They have to get down and create a huge risk to everyone else in 
the process. (32.2.2M) 
 
Thank you for your attention in addressing my questions.
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COMMENT #:  1802 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randall Rolen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1803 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carol Dalton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1804 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Gannett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Really great idea to provide a long term traffic solution for the canyons. The gondola seems very 
feasible. The frequency of the gondolas would also determine if they’re easy for us to use. The 
30minutes to get to the mountains is reasonable for us to consider it rather than driving. Perhaps 
there’s a potential in the future to connect through to park city or big cottonwood too? (32.2.9D, 32.2.2N 
and 32.2.2Q) 
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COMMENT #:  1805 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Cabrera 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a frequent traveler up the canyon. I believe the increased bus service will be the most effective 
solution, considering the balance of construction impact, cost, and number of people. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  1806 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an Owner at the Cliff Lodge at Snowbird, I support the Gondola Proposal to reduce traffic and 
environmental impacts to Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1807 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need this. It is sustainable, proactive, and necessary on the part of the state and the private 
businesses that contribute/benefit from the canyon. Snowbird and Alta should both make significant 
monetary contributions as they are the main benefactors and reasons for the congestion. The 
responsibility should not rest solely on the tax payers as this solution will significantly benefit the ski 
resorts. Although the state is looking for a solution to reduce cars, it seems that the state building this 
infrastructure to benefit the ski resorts is a conflict of interest. Build it, make the ski resorts pay. 
(32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  1808 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David DeCampli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My wife and I are strongly in favor of the gondola solution to the travel situation in the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Basis is simply to take all of that traffic and the fuel consumption (be it electric supplied by fuel, 
gas, or diesel) off the road. Also consider the safety of all those drivers taken off the road which in the 
winter can be quite hazardous. We realize that significant parking would need to be established at the 
mouth of the canyon, but a small trade-off for the reduction in vehicle traffic. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1809 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Long 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the new gondola to be built up little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1810 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Konkel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola does little to serve the community and serves the resorts more than anything else. (32.2.7A)  
 
Congestion problems are not limited to winter, people recreate through the whole canyon year-round, 
and with our population seeing exponential growth there needs to be a solution that serves recreational 
users the entire way up and down the canyon. (32.1.2C)  
 
I recreate in LCC throughout the year as a resort skier, backcountry skier, rock/ice climber, and trail 
runner. Even with the introduction of a gondola I’d still be driving most of the time because less than a 
quarter of my canyon recreation is at the resorts. In the past I have not taken the bus because 1.) it 
would be a 1+ hour wait for me to get on a bus to the resort due to time of day/bus schedule and 2.) the 
few times I did take the bus it was almost 1 hour before I could get on a bus due to them being full.  
 
An enhanced bus service would absolutely incentivize me to use public transit, especially if I would be 
dropped closer to the trailheads (something the gondola option does not offer). (32.2.6.3C) I would be 
in support of making LCC a fee area to offset the cost of the bus, further incentivize people to utilize the 
bus option, and reduced automobile congestion in the canyon. (32.2.4A)  
 
Enhanced buses have the benefit of being scalable depending on the seasons and population growth, 
serving wide ranges of users with specific stops, and easily linked to existing bus routes. (32.2.6.3D, 
32.2.6.3 C and 32.2.2I) The LCC solution should serve the entire community and not a limited group 
that only has interest in the resorts.
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COMMENT #:  1811 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitchell Mandel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea, hopefully gets approved! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1812 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kayla O'Toole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE vote for the gondola!!! This makes so much more sense when there are bad snow storms, 
parking issues, and pollution from the cars. This is so much more sensible AND would also help with 
drinking a driving. Overall, it will really help keep people safe. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1818 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1813 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Burraston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for Gondola if there is seating. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1814 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Lisonbee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With the growth of Utah, I support the gondola plan as it is carbon neutral. I’m very glad to see that 
carbon neutrality is a concern for planning for the future (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  1815 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anneliese Shapiro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the GONDOLA proposal! I’m so impressed by the concept and this project’s potential to 
reduce emissions in the canyon. Please please develop this forward looking infrastructure. Plus the 
experience looks so cool and upscale. Love it! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1816 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Averill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi LCC EIS Team - Can you tell me what's being done to address bouldering access and support in 
LCC on either proposal? It appears you intend to bulldoze many classic boulder problems that have 
been used for many years. Is this the case? I really hope not, those boulders are used and accessed by 
people from across the country and house a large amount of historical value for the climbing 
community. It sounds like either option intends to decimate many of this landmarks. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Cordially, 
Zach
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COMMENT #:  1817 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christalyn Pottenger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider the Gondola as LCC preferred alternative transit. It is the best choice for our 
environment and our already overcrowded canyon. More vehicles on the road is not the solution that 
takes care of our future. Expanding the road and increasing canyon vehicle traffic is NOT the solution. It 
does not address the issue of gridlock in our canyon on snowy days where the UTA Busses are often 
the source of the traffic jam. (32.7C) Busses have been in our canyon for years and they have proven 
themselves NOT to be the solution. Let's be proactive for a better FUTURE and move forward with the 
Gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1818 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Bucknum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see a gondola run up lcc , it would ease pollution and congestion in one of my favorite 
canyons (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1819 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Bobetich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Bouldering and climbing access in Little Cottonwood Canyon is not only amazing but historic. We 
will be losing a national treasure for climbers if we move forward with construction projects that destroy 
our world-class roadside boulders that have seen tens of thousands of visitors from all over the world. I 
want to UDOT to take lower canyon access into consideration rather than completely ignoring the 
importance of these significant landmarks. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  1820 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two methods identified in this round of the EIS are my two favorites, as well. Let's do them both! 
But I'd be happy with either. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1821 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We don’t need a gondola! (32.2.9E) 
Our citizens need to stop single person driving to the ski resorts and utilize mass transportation. 
(32.2.2L and 32.2.4A)  
PLEASE DO NOT IMPACT NEGATIVELY THE BEAUTIFUL AREA WE LIVE by building a gondola.

Page 32B-1827 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1822 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary West 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been skiing Little Cottonwood Canyon ski resorts for 45 years. I live near the mouth of LCC. I ski 
1 or 2x times per week. I am in support of the Gondola project to reduce traffic congestion. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1823 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Gibson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for addressing the traffic problems in LCC with these plans. I support the plan calling for a 
gondola starting at La caille. (32.2.9D) I also believe that roadside parking should be banned during 
winter months and that the ski resorts should change a fee for parking ( similar to solitude's fee ) that 
incentivizes carpooling and that all of the proceeds from that fee should subsidizes buses and 
gondolas. (32.2.9P and 32.2.4A) I believe that we must both expand mass transit and disincentivize 
individuals driving if we are going to seriously effect traffic in LCC. the changes in parking and fees 
could take place immediately while the gondola is being built. (32.2.2F) thank you for your 
consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  1824 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option makes much more sense. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1825 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danielle Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in support of this gondola idea. (32.2.9E) I believe that a gondola would inhibit access to 
backcountry areas on the south side of the canyon and as a backcountry skier, that is most important to 
me. I do not like the idea of a "community center" located at the bottom of the Emma's backcountry 
route either. (32.29N) I think there are other ways to solve this problem without building giant structures 
that will disturb nature and cost millions of dollars to resurrect. Please think about alternatives. Please 
consider nature as #1. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  1826 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terry Hines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want what ever Dave Fields wants (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1827 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Jones Sicard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Curious, is there any way to have a road go up from American fork into mineral basin for all the 
southern traffic?? Or is that all US forest land and untouchable for a rod??? (32.2.2J)
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COMMENT #:  1828 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adrian Dayton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live and own property in Cottonwood Heights, and I'm a lifelong skiier. This is so badly needed! I 
would love to have a Gondola option at the resorts, and I think it would create such a unique and 
sophisticated character to our canyon. It would become a year-round attraction, and I love the concept. 
It would also be safer and more economically friendly. Please make this happen!(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1829 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Cocker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the preferred alternatives (Gondola & Enhanced peak shoulder bus service) are needed. I don't 
think they are mutually exclusive. In terms of prioritization the gondola system should probably be 
funded and built first. (32.2.2W) 
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COMMENT #:  1830 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in strong support of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) I also think that unless you 
completely restrict private vehicles up the canyon, with access up the canyon by a free shuttle bus, 
people will continue to drive in the canyon and traffic congestion and pollution will not improve. 
(32.2.4A) In addition, there will need to be a significant amount of ski lockers at the resorts for people to 
rent, both daily and seasonally, for a public transportation option to be successful. (32.2.3A) 
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COMMENT #:  1831 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryder Gustafson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand something needs to be done, but it makes me so sad to think about losing some of the 
very special spots and moments in lcc. My first time rock climbing, my first kiss, and so many other 
special moment at the gate boulders. Lower Lcc is truly special, please dont ruin it. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  1832 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Elggren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy all the amazing boulders! So many people enjoy the canyon for the climbing and 
outdoor experience it has to offer, and this opportunity should not be limited. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  1833 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Congdon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am fully supportive of the Gondola alternative!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1834 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rudy Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I thought the gondola was a joke. Did you consider rescue operations under O&M? What happens 
when the gondola stops working? (32.2.6.5K) What about construction disturbance while installing the 
gondola? It would wreck the area more than road construction. (32.13A)  
 
Wasatch blvd needs to be landscaped with medium to large tree species between the road and shared 
use path. Hire a consulting board certified master arborist with the International Society of Arboriculture 
to pick the species. Do not hire a landscape architect to pick trees. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Limiting parking to only the lots or outside of 1/4 mi in the new "improved" trailheads doesn't make 
sense. These parking lots will be full from day 1 of completion -- this is not forward thinking enough. 
There also needs to be collaboration with the forest service to improve trails; nobody likes stepping 
aside the trail every 2 mins because it's crowded singletrack. Saying that collaborating with trails is 
outside of the scope of this project is an excuse to not deal with the repercussions of this plan. 
(32.1.5A)  
 
Tolling, if implemented, should only be for out of towners. We choose to live close to the canyons for 
access and already pay local and property taxes. Give permits for residents so they do not have to pay 
for usage, like parking permits in cities. (32.2.4A) 
 
I hope you are taking into consideration the recreation boom we've seen since covid with your 2050 
projections. Recreation numbers will only increase. Salt Lake is already becoming Denver. (32.1.4B) 
 
Nobody wants to take public transportation unless it's easy, comfortable, and free. If you can't 
accomplish those objectives people are going to continue to drive no matter what. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  1835 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick DelGreco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a great idea and fully support it! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1836 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Stevenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option is the one that makes the most sense. My only concern is the capacity - every 
2 minutes? (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5C) The gondolas in Telluride and Mammoth work great! Buses are 
subject to the same issues as cars, I don't think they solve the problem.
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COMMENT #:  1837 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is obviously the best solution! (32.2.9D) An expanded road doesn't solve many of the 
problems due to snow and avalanches. (32.7C) A big plus is the tourist attraction the gondola would 
provide Year-round - a little bit of Switzerland right here at home. It would be a big hit even for non-
skiers. 
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COMMENT #:  1838 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trent Croft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola. It makes soo much more sense for the long term. Less paving, less 
emissions, less traffic, a constant flow without all the mess. I see no benefit in expanding the bus 
system, that will not decrease traffic nearly as effectively. (32.7C) Please do the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1839 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Chew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save our canyon! Gondolas and bus only please! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1840 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Remmick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of these two options, the gondola is the obvious choice. (32.2.9D) The enhanced bus system seems to 
be a temporary, band-aid solution. Bus travel is miserable on a ski day, cramped, half the passengers 
standing for the entire duration. Additionally, the widening of SR210 would be highly destructive to the 
canyon. (32.13B and 32.17A) Snow sheds will only aid in avalanche issues, however snow and ice 
conditions will stop and slow these buses top to bottom, just like the passenger vehicles. (32.7C) To 
summarize, the gondola option seems to be the more appropriate choice, with limited impact and travel 
independent of weather activity. The only improvement the gondola could use is an expanded cabin 
size, to fifty passengers or possibly more, reducing the queues for travelers waiting to load. (32.2.6.5C)
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COMMENT #:  1841 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Simon Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long standing employee at Snowbird I fully support the gondola proposition. We need big solutions 
not just tinkering around the edges. It would be interesting to see the operational ideas supporting this 
greatly needed infrasture change. (32.2.9D) 
 
This will not just be great for Snowbird and Alta and their guests, but is clearly fantastic for SLC, further 
cementing Utah's position as forward thinking, progressive, environmentally aware and will be an iconic 
and marketable addition to the states local and tourist economy.
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COMMENT #:  1842 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Boyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The time its commit is now. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1843 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Bates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola should be the only option on the table. It's more environmentally friendly, it can operate when 
the road is closed, offers year round operation, it would be enjoyable, and it offers additional parking at 
the canyon mouth. (32.2.9D) 
 
Bus transit is a horrible choice for the simple reason that it offers none of the above benefits. Plus 
requiring people to park miles away from the canyon and take a bus is a horrible option. People want 
fast and easy, the bus option is not fast or easy. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  1844 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Gail 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a much better idea than busses. Traffic is not a major problem during the summer. There is 
already a bus system that people don't utilize, and, as it has been said. You have to ride a bus, you get 
to ride a gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1845 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Cooke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Whatever choice you make, please take into account concerns of those who are not using the ski 
resorts. (32.2.4A) I've never seen a traffic delay on days when the ski resorts aren't open. The ski 
resorts should be footing the bill if they are both the problem and the benefactor. (32.2.7A) I am a 
backcountry skier, hiker, biker and general mountain person. I used to get season passes to resorts 
annually but it's just too crowded and touristy anymore. Please don't take access away from the 
mountains. (32.2.4A) I moved from over a thousand miles away to be near. Its the only place I can 
climb a mountain in the morning, ski down, and be in my office chair for work by 9am. I invested more 
in this area than any pass holder has. Real estate is expensive here.
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COMMENT #:  1846 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Gordon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Enhanced Bus Service is my preferred option for improving transportation on SR 210. Bus service 
to Alta and not Snowbird and vice versa is the best option in my opinion. (32.2.9A) Please consider this 
bus service after the ski season for spring, summer and fall enjoyment of the canyon. (32.2.6.3C) You 
are going to improve the enjoyment of the canyon and preserve it’s beauty and water quality. Thank 
you for your diligent study and your results.
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COMMENT #:  1847 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to the gondola ? and preserving the future of LCC!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1848 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Doll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a must !!! It will help save human lives and is the only solution to the main problem . (32.29D). 
 
Kelly
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COMMENT #:  1849 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Schnitzler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am commenting in favor of the Enhanced Bus Service Option. Enhancing existing infrastructure is 
more logical and less costly from a capital perspective and O&M costs are similar. A gondola would be 
a clear impact on the natural beauty of the canyon at a greater capital cost. Adding tolling, a dedicated 
bus lane and managing vehicle occupancy is key. (32.2.9B) Upgrading fleet to a more sustainable fuel 
source should be a priority. (32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  1850 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Levi Thorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the Gondola. During large storm events it would make staffing the hotels more 
reliable and consistent. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1851 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Fisk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the best transportation solution for the cottonwood canyons (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1852 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is the best solution. In addition to constructing the gondola system, I believe 
restricted access to SR 210, in order to incentivize people to use the gondola, should be implemented. 
Something like 200 cars per hour during peak times? (32.2.4A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1853 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Pickett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All things considered, the gondola seems like the least invasive and most cost effective (in the long-
term) approach. I strongly encourage implementation of a gondola rather than expanding the canyon 
road. Thanks. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1854 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Brennwald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. Makes the most sense for safety, the environment, enabling people to enjoy the 
canyon and overall cost and effectiveness. Many mountain towns and canyons in Europe have seen 
similar benefits using aerial transportation -gondolas/trams. (32.29D)

Page 32B-1860 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1855 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Lamb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Protect the canyon by installing a gondola rather than more roads. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1856 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Lutz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the La Caille gondola proposal as it will reduce vehicle traffic in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, provide safe access when there are avalanches, and take pressure off of parking and facilities 
at Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1857 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Bangerter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live at the base of little cottonwood canyon and love this idea. It will solve a ton of issues with the 
canyon traffic and have a minimal impact on the canyon. Also will help with cleaner air. Love it (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1858 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lesa Tobin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please DO NOT put in a wider road or make any changes to Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C) I am 
in support of a gondola system up the mountain to Snowbird & Alta. In my opinion a gondola system 
would be the better choice of the two. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1859 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Erdmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the additional bus lane with snow sheds My additional considerations would be: 
 
reduced snow-pack due to global warming. (32.2.2E)  
improved bike-ability of canyon. (32.2.9B) 
adaptability/flexibility of infrastructure. (32.2.9B) 
 Increased bus numbers during peak times of day or  
 month. (32.2.9B) 
 Un-planned down-time (1 bus impact vs. entire lift  
 system impact) (32.2.9B) 
 Upgradeability (different buses could be implemented,  
 nat gas, electric, new technology) (32.2.6.3F) 
 Route flexibility (direct busing from point of the  
 mountian, city center, etc.) (32.2.2I) 
 Easy integration into Big Cottonwood (32.1.1A)  
 
Great work
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COMMENT #:  1860 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hailey Klotz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! Better people mover with less environmental impact over time. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1861 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan. It works great at Breckinridge and provides more reliable, dedicated and 
environmentally friendly service. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1862 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michelle Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE don’t build a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon!! An enhanced bus system would be a 
better option. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
  
Thanks, Michelle Richards
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COMMENT #:  1863 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex H 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola proposal because it's something non skiers could use and something I'd like to take 
family on in both the winter and summer. (32.2.9D)  
 
My concern is the cost. I read that a toll will be established at the base of the canyon. Will this pay for 
the project? How much will the ski resorts pay? (32.2.4A and 32.2.7A) 
 
If the ski resorts won't pay anything/ very much then just put a toll at the bottom of the canyon and don't 
do either of the options. That will encourage carpooling and will start to raise funds for a future option. 
(32.2.2Y)  
 
At least 70% of funding for the project should come from the resorts and the toll. Anything more is a 
waste of taxpayer dollars. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1864 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Burt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go GONDOLA!!!? (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1865 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steve Jorgensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Follow up comment.  
I don’t believe your travel times for regular vehicles. I travel to Alta from Alpine. There is no way it takes 
me 80 + minutes. I can get there in less than an hour, on the average. So you need to provide more 
realistic data. I agree, when the canyon is packed, it could take that long. But more often than not I can 
plane to be there sooner, and that’s not leaving super early. Also how fast will the gondola go. I suggest 
something quick. If the gondola is too slow, those of us that want to break fresh powder will drive our 
cars, thus defeating the purpose of the gondola. (32.1.4C and 32.2.4A) 
Thanks
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COMMENT #:  1866 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Tobin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After review of both options for Little Cottonwood Canyon my opinion is the Gondola would be the best 
choice. I DO NOT want any changes to be made in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1867 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pam Huff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the research you have done on this project. Our family both loves skiing, and values the 
environment. After thought and weighing options, we support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) It provides 
what we could consider to be the safest option. It is also more environmentally friendly as the many 
buses will produce additional emissions and the widened road will impact wildlife. (32.10A and 
32.2.13B) The gondola will also open the road for those who are traveling to non-skiing destinations. I 
imagine those who don't ski may find travel frustrating during the winter months due to the increase of 
traffic congestion. In addition, the gondola option makes visiting this area more of an attraction for 
visitors. Who wants to spend time packed in a bus when they can fly overhead and look at the beautiful 
scenery utah has to offer. I recognize the upfront cost of this is more, but the gondola option shows that 
we place value in preserving both the beauty and the wildlife of our area. Thank you for your 
consideration. Pam Huff
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COMMENT #:  1868 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brice Dimond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This approach would be fairly consistent with those offerings found in Europe and would not only 
provide year round viewing and enjoyment up Little Cottonwood Canyon, it also provides an attractive 
and carbon neutral offering with extended life span. (32.10A and 32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1869 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Vickroy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option. Not only will it avoid more paving, emissions and drastic permanent 
changes in the canyon required by the expanded bus proposal. I believe the gondola will provide a 
better and more reliable long-term solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1870 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Cummisford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the bus proposal. (32.2.9A) The canyon has increase usage in both summer and winter. 
Summer trailheads are crowded and could use expanded bus service as a way for more people to use 
the canyon safely. (32.2.6.3C) The gondola has limited usage, only stops at top and bottom, leaving 
anything in between unchanged.
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COMMENT #:  1871 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Pearson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1872 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wes Roon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Using taxpayer money to fund a gondola that has to be both longer in distance and higher capacity than 
anything previously built is not a prudent financial decision. (32.2.7A) Given that the Gondola is also a 
transparent cash grab by those who own the proposed base station land and want to use taxpayer 
money to increase the value of their holdings there are ethical objections as well. (32.6C and 32.2.2X) 
Will the parking at the base be free or will that turn into just another way for a private company to make 
skiing even more expensive. (32.2.6B) Dedicated bus lanes and snow sheds have a proven track 
record of success and are the only logical choice here. (32.2.9B) A gondola will look great on a visit 
utah brochure but at the end of the day it will cost more money to deliver less utility than a road and bus 
solution. 
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COMMENT #:  1873 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gail Connolly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Agree with the proposed gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1874 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Moran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Im for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1875 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dakota LeBaron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a former employee on snowbird , a resident of cottonwood heights for 15+ years, and a specialist in 
sustainable finishes I think the Gondola is a absolutely necessary addition to the canyon. It is the best 
solution , In my opinion, and I am glad Salt Lake City is moving in a more eco friendly/ sustainable way 
of life (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  1876 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First of all, thank you for providing the public with a voice on this issue. I support using a gondola 
system for the long term transportation option in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I believe it is a much safer 
and cost effective transportation option vs expanded roads, avalanche sheds and buses. I also believe 
it would be a more attractive opportunity for both local citizens as well as out of town tourists who would 
use it. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1877 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Ostler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utahn's do not use the bus, trying to use buses to alleviate the traffic in the canyon will have no impact. 
(32.7C) Additionally all the snow events will still impact travel and create chaos at the mouth of the 
canyon. The snow sheds cannot protect the entire road and if you get one slide you still need to shut 
down the entire road. The gondola is the only viable long term solution, it checks all the boxes in 
alleviating traffic, taking avalanches out of the mix and should help with emissions and pollution. 
(32.10A_ Plus I think it has the added bonus of creating a tourist destination and stimulating the 
tourism economy for the area. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1878 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Hancock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a SLC native and frequent LCC snowboarder and hiker, I 100% fully support the gondola option. Not 
only just to alleviate traffic, which is a nightmare, but also for the environmental impact the increased 
strain of cars in the canyons adds. Adding buses or widening the road are just short term bandaids and 
will not help either issue. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1879 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  KYLE QUINN 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for a gondola. Please don't widen the road. (32.2.9C) I have traveled LCC for almost 30 years 
and I would love the option of a gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1880 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenastasha Lamont 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a wonderful idea! I agree 100% can be reliable, it’s safe considering the weather and very helpful 
to the public! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1881 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Christiansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola option as a means of keeping Wasatch Blvd and the Canyon road less 
crowded with vehicles, noise pollution, (32.11D) and environmental pollution. The gondola option also 
allows those areas to maintain their natural wildlife and habitat and provide long-term sustainability as 
Utah continues to grow. (32.13A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1882 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Eng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid skier, at 100 times per season, who has been skiing LCC for the last 13 years, I have seen 
the exponential growth of Utah skiing population and the canyon cannot sustain this growth, even with 
expanding the canyon road. I believe a canyon gondola plus an expanded park and ride lot, roughly the 
size of the Canyons resort cabriolet lot, would be the best option for those not wanting to pay a fee to 
drive up the canyon during the ski season. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1883 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Whitcomb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My recommendation is to install a gondola. The canyon cannot support increased vehicular traffic. They 
have had tremendous success utilizing gondola style technology, in Europe and whistler. We should do 
the same. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1884 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne McCown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola will be the best option. Ideally we would do but. But seeing as that won't happen, I'm 
voting for the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1885 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Bentley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a local that grew up in South Jordan and have been using the canyons my whole life. I am a 
climber, hiker, and backcountry skier. I am concerned about the Gondola proposal because it will have 
a negative environmental impact and will negatively impact some of the climbing areas in the canyon. 
(32.4B) We already have pretty close to the infrastructure we need for the canyon but the problem is 
that we're not using it efficiently. We need to establish a culture of carpooling and taking buses. I feel 
like if we added a bus specific lane, it would have less of a negative environmental impact and when 
people are stuck in traffic while they watch buses pass them, it will motivate them to take buses. 
(32.2.4A) The Gondola only caters to the ski resorts. Buses could cater to all. I don't want my tax 
dollars to go to a Gondola that only provides true value to the ski resorts. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1886 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivia Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of a gondola. (32.2.9E) A gondola would be an eyesore in one of the most beautiful 
places in Utah. (32.17A) It only serves the traffic in the winter and it wouldn’t increase efficiency for a 
skier to access the mountains. (32.7C) It’s a way to use public tax dollars to benefit two private 
businesses. (32.2.7A and 32.6A)) The gondola would be environmentally degrading from the 
construction. Traffic will be backed up further into the suburbs of sandy. (32.2.6.5E) I would prefer an 
express bus lane which would also decrease the amount of Co2 emitted up the canyon (32.10A). The 
gondola ONLY favors Snowbird and Alta as a BUSINESS. It does not favor the backcountry user. 
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COMMENT #:  1887 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Hoyt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
increasing traffic lanes etc is NOT the answer. gondola lift is preferable, but with increase in capacity. 
charge an extensive fee for driving personal vehicles up the canyon and for parking. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1888 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karyn Minor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please install the gondola. The area is already disturbed from houses, the road, and traffic. This will 
also help to reduce air pollution. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
Thank you
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COMMENT #:  1889 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryane Goeringer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that a gondola is the best option to mitigate traffic, reduce CO2 and conserve Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  1890 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Lumley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of a gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1891 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keane Horner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please! (I am not a robot.) (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1892 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Maggard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly believe that the gondola from La Caille is the best alternative for the environment, people, ski 
resorts, access not obstructed by storms and a myriad of other smaller reasons. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1893 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Henry Allison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option. Let’s make an investment in something we can be proud of, a 
safe way to get people up little cottonwood canyon that does not involve increasing air pollution or 
widening lanes - it is the clean air and sense of natural beauty that we love LCC for in the first place! 
(32.10A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) The gondola option will cut down on traffic amd prevent accidents (see-
save lives). It will also be more egalitarian - owning a four wheel drive vehicle with snow tires is 
expensive, yet another way that outdoor sports (skiing especially) are restricted to wealthier folks. Let’s 
invest in lasting infrastructure, care for our planet, build community, widen access, keep people safe 
and more by choosing the gondola option!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1894 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cyndi Sharkey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you UDOT for narrowing this down to two unbiased and realistic options and providing a lot of 
information for us to digest. 
 
In considering both reliability and mobility, one thing is clear: The greatest problems we have in LCC 
relate to avalanches. This canyon is the most avalanche-prone in America, and third in the world. The 
transportation solution that has the greatest potential to overcome that risk should have the highest 
priority. That's the gondola. (32.2.9D)  
 
The gondola is the most environmentally-friendly (less air and water pollution), its implementation and 
operation are less impactful to the canyon and wildlife, it gets more people out of vehicles, and it adds 
greater safety in terms of ingress and egress in emergencies. (32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.13A)  
 
While the bus option has better flexibility, it requires miles of destructive road widening in a very narrow 
canyon, creates more air and watershed pollution, and poses the same old transit delay problems in 
inclement weather. (32.10A and 32.12B) Can a decades-old transportation problem be best resolved 
by doing more of the same even if avalanche sheds are added? There are 64 slide paths in LCC! Let's 
take a big step toward fixing the transit problem (gondola), not just inching toward some improvement 
(more buses), and let’s prioritize the canyon environment while doing it. 
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COMMENT #:  1895 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Holland Newton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola option seems VERY expensive for something that would be useful, what - 10 days/year? 
(32.1.4D and 32.1.2B) If tourist taxes are going to pay for it, then I guess it's a good solution. But if 
locals are going to pay for it then it's not worth it. (32.2.7A) The scalability of busses seems to make 
more sense - even if some busses sit unused occasionally. (32.2.6.3D) 
Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  1896 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keri Miner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1897 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Stuart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please select alternative B, the gondola. I think anything put in should not be affected by road 
conditions, hence making the gondola my preferred choice. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1898 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ahmad Hammoud 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola route will be the best option from a transportation and reducing the carbon impact in 
Little Cottonwood canyon prospection.  
Having that Gondola also makes the canyon much more accessible no matter what the road conditions 
are. No more waiting in traffic for hours to get to Alta and no more getting stuck on the mountains due 
to avalanches. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  1899 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachael Webb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola 100%! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1900 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oliver Diamond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1901 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis English 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D) As a resident of the area at the base of both canyon, I can 
say traffic is a huge issue to the point where we cannot leave our neighborhoods due to people 
blocking the roads into our neighboorhoods or thinking we are people trying to cut the wait line so they 
dont let us in. This poses an issue for emergency services into our neighborhood and plowing services. 
(32.7B) I also see drivers in little cottonwood speeding in all conditions and not obeying safety laws. 
The reduced vehicle traffic would allow law enforcement to better respond to incidents, patrol areas, 
enforce speed laws and traction laws. We have seen the bus schedule increased these past winters to 
mitigate the growth but the avalanche risk and driving risk is still present, especially with other drivers 
on the road trying to pass the busses. I love the canyons, but as a resident of the area, it makes me not 
want to explore them in the winter with the congestion and safety risk. (32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  1902 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Holmes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola! Extremely irresponsible use of tax dollars. Socialism for the rich. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  1903 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Pogue 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Bus solution is better and the gondola doesn’t service areas for backcountry users like an 
expanded service bus route would. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  1904 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Katz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola not gonna stop anywhere but the resorts? why are the tax dollars going there then if it just 
benefits resorts and resort users. (32.2.7A) How bout if the resort wants a gondola they pay for the 
whole thing themselves. i’m team bus lane, just skrt it around the classic bouldering !!!! (32.2.9B and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  1905 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Dall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wholeheartedly disagree with a gondola going into LCC. (32.2.9E) This is the wrong thing for a pristine 
canyon. It will be an eyesore in a spectacular canyon and will limit use to those fancy folks who can 
afford the time and money it will take to ride a gondola. (32.17A and 32.2.4A) This would increase the 
division that already exists between the haves and have nots. No thank you! (32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  1906 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Richins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think busses are the way to go. A taxpayer-funded gondola will take away from the beauty and 
mystique of the Cottonwoods. (32.17A) Busses (especially if run like Zion NP) could cause much less 
environmental damage, provide better access to lesser-used trailheads, and overall a better 
experience. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.2B)  
 
The gondola will make the ski resorts, politicians, and La Caille richer, and use taxpayer money. The 
buses benefit all! (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1907 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Ratliff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus routes are by far the superior option year round for all users and the environment. (32.2.6.3C) 
The gondola would solely benefit Alta, snowboard and la Caille owners with no benefit for BCC and 
many different canyon users. (32.2.7A) The gondola is short sighted, expensive, and would drastically 
alter the atmosphere in LCC forever. Make bus routes enhanced, more convenient with direct stops to 
trailheads and resort! (32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  1908 

DATE:   7/1/21 1:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Lambert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build this gondola up the mountain, you’re only benefiting big business and not local 
interest or, most importantly, wildlife. (32.2.7A and 32.13A) This would only do more harm than good. 
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COMMENT #:  1909 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julian Diamond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-1915 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1910 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Frazier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola idea for LCC is a bad idea that only benefits Alta and Snowbird ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) An alternative is needed that benefits all Utahns. (32.7C) 
Additionally, the gondola is an eyesore and will cause destruction to the natural beauty of LCC. 
(32.17A) The expanded bus service is a better idea but could also be aided by the idea of a toll or 
permit for using the road to bring additional funding to UDOT and also persuade drivers to carpool 
and/or use the bus. (32.2.4A) Lastly,more restrictions on the types of vehicles going up the canyon 
during winter months will head reduce accidents that back up traffic and/or close the canyon altogether. 
Vehicles without 4-wheel drive and snow tires should not be allowed up regardless of weather 
conditions on a particular day. (32.2.2M and 32.2.4A) Weather and road conditions change quickly in 
LCC and those stuck up the canyon cause accidents and delays. Please be more creative with the bus 
system and toll implementation rather than build a fancy and expensive gondola that only benefits a 
select few (i.e., the ski resorts). (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  1911 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Geoffrey Crockett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola idea. But you need way more parking at the LaCaille station, like 4000 spaces. 
(32.2.6.5J) And I’d like to see the gondola stop a few more places along the way. (32.2.6.5G) Just Alta 
and Snowbird is not fair to the rest of taxpayers funding the project and using the canyon. And it opens 
it to year round use. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1912 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marc Coles-Ritchie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses are the best way to get more people up the mountain quickly. The buses need to be given 
priority over cars. If people seek skiers getting up the mountain faster in buses they will choose that 
option in the future as long as the buses are frequent and there are spaces to sit. Buses need to be the 
priority. We need to provide better alternatives to cars. And we need the buses in the summer too 
because of all the cars that bring up hikers. People are not the problem, cars are the problem. (32.2.9B 
and 32.2.6.3G)
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COMMENT #:  1913 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Powers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My wife and I live in the Willow Creek neighborhood between the Canyons. 
 
We are in the mountains every week in both the winter and summer.  
 
One of our favorite hikes is Red Pine lake. When it opens up to the lookout out the mouth of the canyon 
and out to the valley it's breathtaking. To me it's always been a treasure to have that kind of connection 
to nature so close to us. 
 
I've read the EIS on the options and agree something needs to be done for winter peak ski day traffic. 
The bus choice is obvious for a lot of reasons, commute time, scalability, flexibility, and cost. In addition 
to that I would like to add my believe as a frequent and lifetime user of the canyon that the bus will 
prevent a disruption in the natural beauty of the canyon that is such an amazing asset to have so close 
to a major metropolitan area. (32.2.9A. 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
The beauty already sells the tourism and revenue to the rest of the world in a way that a more 
expensive, irreversible, and unnatural blot on the canyon like the gondola never can. (32.17A) 
 
Please consider the environmentally and financially responsible option. It's less sexy, but if you can 
separate yourselves from the desire to do the biggest and "coolest" project then I think you'll agree it's 
by far and away more prudent.
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COMMENT #:  1914 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marc Coles-Ritchie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses are the best way to get more people up the mountain quickly. The buses need to be given 
priority over cars. If people seek skiers getting up the mountain faster in buses they will choose that 
option in the future as long as the buses are frequent and there are spaces to sit. Buses need to be the 
priority. We need to provide better alternatives to cars. And we need the buses in the summer too 
because of all the cars that bring up hikers. People are not the problem, cars are the problem. (32.2.9B 
and 32.2.6.3G) . 
 
Thanks, 
 
Marc 
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COMMENT #:  1915 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Rix 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the Gondola option, I worked at Snowbird for 2 years and was able to witness the 
best and the worst in traveling up the canyon. Gondola seems to serve all of the positive options, low 
emission, quiet, reliable in all weather conditions and accessible to all. Looking forward to one day 
joining back with my Snowbird family, can't wait. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1916 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Micah Banks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please anything but the gondola, it only serves the 2 ski resorts and no backcountry users. The last 
thing LCC needs is more people up that canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  1917 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maria Crowder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for the Little Cottonwood Canyon project. It is a much better long-term 
solution for our growing state and influx of residents and tourists. We need to reduce carbon emissions 
wherever we can, especially in the winter during inversion season. (32.10A) It's not only a good 
solution to the traffic problem but an amazing engineering feature that would draw people in. Please 
choose the gondola for our canyon! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1918 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Kuntz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If cars are allowed at all, people will not take these methods of transportation. People will probably even 
be willing to pay a toll. People are so use to having the luxury of their car that it’s going to be really hard 
to get them to use other forms of transportation. (32.2.4A) We need to make the canyon buses only like 
they do at Zion national park. (32.2.2B) These buses also need to stop at more places than the resorts 
or they are only benefiting the resorts who should be paying for this fix in the first place. (32.2.6.3G and 
32.2.7A) These solutions just take too long if there is a driving option. We also need to resorts to 
provide free lockers if people are not allowed to park so people have access to a place to store their 
gear. (32.2.3A) If the parking lots aren’t being used by cars they can add outdoor lockers. If we no 
longer allow cars, we don’t even need to make the road wider, how is this not an option on the table? 
Exceptions can be made For residents of Alta.
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COMMENT #:  1919 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Dreyfuss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The additional bus lanes is the more practical proposal. It will provide long range benefit for most 
people on both on a cost/benefit and enviornmental basis. If a bus breaks down it can be moved to 
resume the flow of traffic. If a gondola breaks down there is no alternative for relief. 
(32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1920 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vanessa Greenfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola, (32.2.9E) I do not think it will do anything for the days avalanche danger is 
high in the canyon. Avalanche danger will interfere with running the gondola, and the gondola will likely 
often have to shut down due to wind and other factors. (32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  1921 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Drennan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who likely stands to benefit from the construction of the gondola, I must personally say the 
gondola is not a good option. (32.2.9E) It will leave a permanent scar up an otherwise incredible 
canyon. (32.17A) As this problem is seasonal and at that only really on weekends, it seems as though 
a better option would be to close the road to private vehicles on peak weekends and run a greatly 
expanded bus service instead. (32.2.2B) This option would limit the huge disturbance that both options 
will present to the watershed, to the views, and to the taxpayer. (32.12A, 32.17A, and 32.2.7A) A 
greatly expanded bus service will create additional longer-term jobs for our community as well 
compared to the short-lived jobs a construction problem will create. 
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COMMENT #:  1922 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lewis Lindsay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola would be great. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1923 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Vars 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola. (32.2.9E) It won't help traffic in any significant way. (32.7C) It will just be an 
eyesore in the canyon, enriching private business interests at the public's expense. (32.17A and 
32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  1924 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love this Gondola idea. Now let’s pray for 700 inches of the best snow on earth (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1925 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michele Brooks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Worst idea ever. Ruins visual beauty of canyon with mechanical monstrosity. No guarantee that 
weather will not “ground‚” it (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1926 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Montmorency 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a life long resident of Salt Lake County and user of LCC I would like to express my thoughts 
regarding the proposed alternatives to the traffic congestion in LCC during the winter time. I can 
definitely support the adding of busses at peak times to address the problem and I cannot support a 
gondola in LCC. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
 
LCC was formed by glacial activity over 14,000 years ago, this is a very unique environ that creates 
stunning views as one travels down the canyon. During the winter after a fresh snow and the skies 
have cleared you can see all the way across the Salt Lake Valley to the Oquirrh Mountains. This vista 
creates some of the most fantastic sunsets in Utah. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
 
To install a gondola with towers approaching 250 feet in height, along with the cable system and 
gondola cars, would destroy this treasure of a canyon and its impressive views. (3217A) 
 
I live on the southwest side of Salt Lake County and can see hidden peak and the top tower of the 
Snowbird tram from my home. I do not want to see multiple gondola towers, cables and gondola cars! 
 
LCC is a very unique canyon and it offers recreational opportunities in close proximity to a populated 
urban area. We need to look and preserving the beauty of the canyon and dealing with the number of 
visitors in a way that has the fewest negative impacts. Therefore I urged UDOT to choose the Bus 
Alternative for LCC. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  1927 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jerome Kuntz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If you do not force the resorts to invest in free/affordable lockers no optional public transportation will 
ever be successful. (32.2.3A) Neither of the proposed options feels like it will create a benefit for skiers 
and riders to use it over driving themselves up. (32.2.4A) 
We also aren’t helping anything in the summer.
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COMMENT #:  1928 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rasa Karosas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1929 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Lopez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1930 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Misty Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel strongly that the best available option is the Gondola. This is the only option on the table that will 
drastically help our air and can get people to and from the mouth of the canyon regardless of road 
conditions. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  1931 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nels Nichols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm for the bus. I'm a 2nd generation cabin owner up BCC, and what affects one canyon affects the 
other. I believe the bus will be better short and long term, and serve locals best. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  1932 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Steck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please extend the 45 day public review period for these transportation options to allow adequate time 
for all user groups to fully understand the details and comment. Also, there does not appear to be an 
equal marketing push behind the bus solution when compared to the gondola one. Please provide an 
equivalent level of detail for the bus plan. (32.29A and 32.2.6E)

Page 32B-1938 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1933 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Palmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, please consider the impact that widening the road has on our climbing community and classic 
boulder routes that will be threatened if we widen the roads. (32.4A) I propose that we have a shuttle 
system like Zion. During peak hours, (7-5) you're required to take the shuttle to your destination with 
frequent stops to all of the Backcountry and climbing trailheads. (32.2.2B) I also think that we should 
charge a $100 yearly usage fee or $5.00 daily fees like Millcreek, to promote stewardship and 
environmental initiatives. (32.1.2C and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  1934 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Balk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not an ideal solution by any measure. Limited ability to reduce traffic, fails to serve extra 
trailheads, would become an eyesore. (32.7A, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.17A) Please ADD BUSES NOT 
GONDOLAS! (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1935 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Turville 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Very opposed to a gondola. (32.2.9E) By the time I've driven all the way to the mouth of the canyon, I'm 
not going to want to change modes of transportation. (32.2.4A) I'd rather board a train or bus that is 
connected with the rest of the public transit system near my home and stay on the same mode of 
transportation all the way to the resorts or trailheads. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.3C) Visually, it would be 
unfortunate to scar the view with an aerial tram. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  1936 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Kurek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It would be incredibly short sighted to install a gondola prior to a genuine implementation of a dedicated 
bus lane. Right now, the incentive to ride transit is simply not there, while a heavily enforced, high-
frequency/high capacity bus could reduce congestion considerably. (32.2.9B and 32.7C) 
 
Further, the gondola will be extremely expensive, will specifically benefit one specific recreation market, 
and will be a permanent aerial fixture to the canyon. Recreators who don't ski will be unfairly burdened 
with unsightly, permanent infrastructure. (32.2.7A and 32.4A) 
 
Give the busses an earnest chance. If that doesn't work, no harm had occurred and we can revisit the 
gondola solution. To implement it now would be short sided and frankly appears to be an unfair 
handout to ski resorts which already control so much of our public mountain wilderness.
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COMMENT #:  1937 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erica Hugie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a wonderful idea and should be implemented as soon as possible! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1938 

DATE:   7/1/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no to the gondola. It does not make sense. (32.2.9E) I can not see a world where this works 
parking will be extremely congested in the valley. (32.2.6.5E) I would like to expand parking and have 
an exclusive bus lane. Thanks. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1939 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arthur Diamond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1940 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Egbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola would be an amazing experience for me and my family. I grew up at the base of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and have always loved the canyon. Transportation is an issue and I believe after 
studying the options that the Gondola will be the best long-term solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1941 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You propose 2,500 parking spaces combined for the two mobility hubs and La Caille... so let's say an 
average of 2 people per car. That's 5000 people, and probably even more than that, but the gondola 
will only carry ~1000 per hour. Doesn't quite add up... ??? (32.2.6.5N) 
 
Why not build a regular gondola with 8-10 person cars? Those can carry a lot more people. Winter Park 
says theirs is 3,600/hour. (32.2.6.5N) 
 
A gondola is not a bad idea, but it actually has to work without making people wait a *long* time to 
board it (in either direction). Otherwise, you're just taking the traffic jam and moving it from the road to 
the lines at the gondola and buses. (32.2.6.5C) Or people will just not use it.  
 
You need to do it in a way that actually works for skiers.
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COMMENT #:  1942 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do what's best for all LCC users - not just for Snowbird/Alta users and esp. their owners. My vote would 
be for bus service and lane expansion. (32.2.9B and 32.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  1943 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Jenness 

 
COMMENT: 
 
SLC is known for its access to outdoor recreation. Yes, traffic is annoying, no one enjoys it. But why 
take away space in the canyon that makes SLC the draw it is for climbers, skiers, and tourists. 
Widening the road will create lasting damage to the beauty the canyon offers and take away access to 
climbing and bouldering. (32.17B and 32.4B) 
A gondola isn't the solution we need. Widening the road might work, but PLEASE consider what you're 
taking away before ruining the landscape beyond repair. Don't ruin the outdoor spaces that make SLC 
world class. (32.29G)  
Thank you!

Page 32B-1949 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1944 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arielle Gordon-Rowe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola threatens the best interests of the communities and ecosystems in and 
surrounding lcc. Developing a gondola would not be the right solution to mitigating traffic and emissions 
in the ever-popularizing canyon. (32.13A and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  1945 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kordell Black 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taxpayer funded resort expansion. (32.2.7A) What about trail heads? (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) WhT 
about traffic in cottonwood heights? (32.7B) And what about another eye sore for profit. (32.17A and 
32.17B) No no no. 
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COMMENT #:  1946 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Johnny Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No, this is a horrible idea (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  1947 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Huebner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only alternative to widening 201. UTA is responsible for security @ base? 
With 36 people per car I can envision some illegal behavior during high season (32.2.6F) 
Each car climate control or default settings? (32.2.6.5U)
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COMMENT #:  1948 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Hamann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I would like to comment on the EIS' completed regarding travel on Highway 209 and 210. I believe 
these areas are some of the most beautiful in the world and should be conserved as much as possible. 
To this end, I believe the expanded bus options are acceptable while the gondola option is totally 
unacceptable. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.9E) It visually impacts the natural beauty, (32.17A) requires 
a convoluted travel plan (car to hub to bus to gondola,) and is more expensive. This plan seems to only 
benefit the ski resorts and doesn't benefit canyon users or the community at large more than the bus 
options in any way. (32.2.7A and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Thank you! 
Will Hamann"
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COMMENT #:  1949 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Longson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m believe the option for a gondola is best. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1950 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Meier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of the Gondola solution. Build it and we will come. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1951 

DATE:   7/1/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Langer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
comment from a frequent California ski visitor. Love UT skiing in general and Alta Snowbird MOST - for 
> 35 yrs . i'm sure this complex plan and project will be carefully analyzed from all angles. the though of 
elimating LCC drive is a wonderful. (32.29D) i hope a well laid plan includes aligning expected # of 
skiers w/lift capacity. pls don't increase the lines. (32.2.6.5C) my other two cents is to recommend 
development of more hotels, housing and restraunts at hill top. frankly i opt for Sandy w/LCC drive 
because there is just nothing to do on hill top....its boring and my favorite place in the world to ski i hope 
the plan is approved. cheers"
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COMMENT #:  1952 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ballenger Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola. Road expansion will cause permanent changes to the mountain which will be unsightly...I 
don’t want little cottonwood to turn into vail... (32.17B and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1953 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adelaide Ryder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is elitist and not environmentally sound. Please consider the bus option with UTA. 
This will serve the community in a more fair and sustainable manner. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  1954 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Traci Salisbury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola up LCC seems incredibly short sighted and disruptive. Please do not go forward with this 
option (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  1955 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Sjoberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I will make a trip to Utah even in off-season just to ride that gondola if it is built! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1956 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will McKay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
" support the Gondola B option. I believe that although it will be an eye sore, it will reduce canyon traffic 
for those wishing to utilize the backcountry rather than the resort. (32.17A and 32.7C) Salt Lake City 
has one of the largest backcountry user groups in the entire country and reducing travel time for both 
user groups needs to be considered. The gondola, if implemented, needs to accommodate the non-
resort user as well. (32.2.6.5G) If I want to ride the lift through the canyon and ski across the road on 
Mount Superior, that needs to be allowed and cost the same or less if I do not plan on using the resort. 
(32.2.4A) I do not support however the removal of road side parking past Snowbird entry #1. This 
reduces the access for backcountry recreation in the Wasatch. (32.2.9H and 32.4H)) 
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COMMENT #:  1957 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hollie Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sad that things have come to this (too many damn people), but since this issue needs to be addressed, 
this seems like a good option. The reduction of emissions by almost 60% is huge. (32.10A) Thanks for 
thinking of alternatives. Sign me up! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1958 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Sexsmith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our household is in favor of the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1959 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Katz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After listening to the podcasts I would appreciate the enhanced bus lane option please. I have a condo 
and spend 5 months per year at powder ridge Alta. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  1960 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lorenzo Ibarra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This new commute system is to benefit the community that keeps local outdoor companies in business. 
(32.2.7A and 32.6A) This new system is to limit the traffic up LCC, that consist of others who do not ski 
at resorts. (32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  1961 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  M K Diamond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What about high winds and how many people per hour? (32.2.6.5K and 32.2.6.5N) 

Page 32B-1967 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1962 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Merrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Sandy living about 1.5 miles from LCC, I would much prefer the Gondola solution. We 
recreate in LCC all year long and I believe the disruption to the area would be far less devastating by 
installing a Gondola versus road construction and increased bus traffic. In addition, dodging road 
construction every time we wanted to get up LCC to recreated would be challenging. (32.4C) One 
request if the La Caille Gondola solution is pursued - please do your best to plan for easy car 
ingress/egress from the La Caille station so traffic doesn't get backed up on Wasatch Blvd as cars 
come and go from this station. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.9D) Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Rick Merrell 

Page 32B-1968 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1963 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Debra Minard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly prefer Gondola Alternative B. Let's get people reliably through the canyon without the traffic 
and the emissions! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1964 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would eliminate some traffic and allow safer ways to and from work along with avoiding 
avalanches (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1965 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michele Davenport 

 
COMMENT: 
 
" fully support the gondola!!! For the safety of us and animals, the carbon impact...everything about! It is 
the perfect solution! Please approve it for now and the future! (32.2.9D,, 32.13A, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  1966 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maija Nisbet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am fully and 100% on board with the Gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) As an 
employee at Snowbird I have seen the traffic in LCC and the accidents that have occurred and I believe 
that this if properly executed could tremendously help LCC and the traffic we have. I do not believe in 
widening the road, adding a train or more buses running as have been suggested. These three options 
are not going to help the traffic and I would say may even make the traffic worse. (32.7C) For example; 
not many Utahns actually take part in the train system as is. Widening the road will just allow more cars 
up the canyon and we already have enough cars sliding of the road as is. (32.2.4A) Finally, adding 
more buses or a bus lane is not going to help the traffic, I honestly believe this would cause more 
accidents with reckless drivers in the bus lanes and buses blocking canyon roads in harsh weather 
conditions. (32.7C)  
When thinking about the gondola as an option I have two concerns. 1. Employees. Can our ski passes 
or employee passes act as a fast pass to reduce our chances of being late to work, getting employees 
up and down the canyon faster seems to be a necessity to me. (32.2.4A) Then considering the road 
closure nights it seems like a great way to help people move around the canyon without being entirely 
shut down.  
2. I dont believe cars should be allowed up the canyon at all. (32.2.2 However, a toll booth could be 
implemented similar to Millcreek canyon where people can purchase day passes so the canyon 
hikes are accessible but this would promote car pooling and also be a source of income. I 
would also then recommend a limited number of "season" passes or home owner or employee 
passes that could be purchased at the beginning of the winter and the beginning of the summer 
seasons allowing home owners in the canyon the opportunity to purchase a pass or anyone 
who feels it necessary to drive the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
I truly believe that done well this gondola could be incredible in LCC I would love to sit in the gondola 
with a morning cup of coffee and watch the sun rise over the valley to prepare for my day at work.
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COMMENT #:  1967 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Minoughan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who has grown up in sandy spending every summer in LCC for 20 years it is incredibly 
disheartening to see our national forrest so easily sold out to outsiders who just wanna spend a little 
less time in traffic on their weekend ski trip. I pray if there's any good will to take nature over money this 
obstruction to the gorgeous canyon won't be built. (32.29D or 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  1968 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bridger Layton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Further development in the Wasatch will deeply impact the character of the place, and a gondola will 
fundamentally alter the way that recreationalists experience the canyons, while benefitting only the ski 
resorts. (32.4B and 32.17A)) It doesn't make sense to jump straight to building a gondola without first 
embracing simpler solutions (buses) which have greater potential to serve more folks (hikers, bikers, 
backcountry skiers, etc.) (32.2.6.3C) Little cottonwood canyon has been a core part of my outdoor 
experiences as a lifetime resident of Utah, and a long-time resident of SLC. I truly believe that a 
gondola will not improve access to a greater degree than a functional bus system, but it will alter the 
landscape and the character of our beloved canyon will be further lost to corporate interests over those 
of long-time community members. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) Public land access conversations should center 
the outdoor community as a whole, not corporations with a profit motive. (32.2.7A and 32.6A)
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COMMENT #:  1969 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Dudley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! Please build it (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1970 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michele Coats 

 
COMMENT: 
 
use the gondola system (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1971 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Monson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please?????? (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1972 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elise White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is not going to solve the parking issues in the canyon, nor at the bottom of the canyon. (32.7C) As 
a backcountry user this is no way helps our roads. This only benefits the resorts and they should be 
funding it. Making tax payers pay for this is asinine. (32.2.7A and 32.6A) Not to mention what this will 
do to the environment. Also, as much as the Tram is held due to weather I don’t foresee this being 
operational with nearly constant canyon winds. (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  1973 

DATE:   7/1/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joann Ralphs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support strongly the gondola B plan for cottonwood canyon. Get the skiers off the road!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1974 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carter Bravmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The State of Utah has a rare opportunity to lead by example in building a gondola system of this 
purpose. Every other ski region will take notice. Do the right thing, and show the nation what is 
possible. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1975 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie MacDougall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in support of the proposed gondola system to run visitors up Little Cottonwood canyon. It 
would alleviate the massive traffic jams, the pollution, and avalanche risks to travelers going up to 
Snowbird and Alta. Plus, let's face it... this would be a world-class upgrade to the area, and it's just so 
darned cool too! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1976 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Dubya 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the stupid lift thing and do that interconnecting of the resorts too while you are at it (32.2.9D, 
32.2.2Q, and 32.2.2N) 
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COMMENT #:  1977 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Stuart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is awesome! Just need to add Park City on this system and we will have a totally truly world class 
destination ski/snow board destination! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1978 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Parley Baldwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like it. We need to reduce car traffic up the canyon, bottom line. That goes without saying. (32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  1979 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jan Jepsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up skiing in LCC, and traffic seems to have increased exponentially. We need to preserve the 
natural beauty of this canyon, and improve safety. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  1980 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bea Boccalandro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please take the long and sustainable path and proceed with the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1981 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Noelle Reimers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola over an added bus lane because it is a safer, more cost effective, and more 
environmentally friendly solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1982 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Whiting 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. It’s time! The longer we wait will just delay a viable option. I will definitely use it. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1983 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophia Camacho 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support keeping cars off the road (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  1984 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maria Stucki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The traffic on Wasatch to the ski resorts is horrible, and getting worse. A solution must be found to 
address traffic issues, weather-related conditions, such as icy roads and avalanches, while also 
protecting the canyon. And it must be a long-term solution, rather than a temporary fix. The gondola 
station at La Caille appears to be the only option that will meet these goals. Thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1985 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Andre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is preferred over bus. I have been stuck on a bus for hours in Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
and seems a gondola would work better. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1986 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Scherman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I absolutely love the idea! Would totally support it. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1987 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Frei 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is for the gondola. Currently--Too many avalanches, car traffic, slide offs and road closures. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1988 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tara Judeikis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please let this happen!!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  1989 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kurt Weidner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m all for the tram. Great idea. They do this in Europe. Why not in the USA? (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1990 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kody Adcock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola, as it will better preserve the integrity of Little Cottonwood Canyon, while relieving 
traffic congestion and maintaining a cleaner environment. Let's do our part to improve the air quality of 
the Salt Lake Valley for years to come! (32.10A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1991 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie Foster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola it will sustain LCC for generations (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1992 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Regan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I missed my resets last year due to road closures and then huge traffic. I went to the canyons instead. If 
you want real in season predictable travel you need a gondola to get us in or out. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-1998 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  1993 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Troy Coody 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been going to Little Cottonwood Canyon since I was little. Although traffic has increased the 
need for a gondola is not present. Widening the road to allow for smoother bus travel will eliminate and 
incentivize use of the bus by both locals and tourists. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
 
The eye sore that would be a gondola would ruin the views and awe that is present while hiking, 
climbing, and skiing in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  1994 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raymond Lesser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola makes a lot of sense!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1995 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marla Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having worked in LCC for 9 years I am all for this proposed gondola. Being stuck in the red snake, not 
being able to find parking due to too many guests, and being called at all hours of the day to beat the 
road closures to make it to work on time sounds like they would be few and far between.  
Less environmental damage and hopefully less accidents would be huge for this canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  1996 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Perry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola sounds like a great option. 2 things MUST be considered or this will be a massive waste of 
money 
 
1. It must be fast - comparable to a car. (32.2.6.5O) 
 
2. Must have enough gondola cars to ensure lines aren’t ridiculously long. (32.2.6.5C) 
 
If you don’t nail these two things people won’t want to ride it.
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COMMENT #:  1997 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garit Lawson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a long time season pass holder at Snowbird. A such, I am very concerned not only with the access 
in the canyon, but also the environmental sustainability of any solution to this problem. I strongly 
believe that the Gondola option is the best solution to both of my concerns. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1998 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Mautz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing the proposals, I support the gondola solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  1999 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely not! I am a Utah native and I totally disapprove of this proposal. High speed electric trains 
perhaps vs. bus. Don’t ruin our canyon. Avalanches are always a concern but our preparedness has 
been exceptional. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  2000 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Dunn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the new La Caille Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2001 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Yong-Chu Ko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola. I think it can create a great experience and support a future with additional 
options. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2002 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Betty Carrigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, PLEASE! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2003 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carmen Groom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of the two preferred alternatives (gondola and buses with road widening) seem to primarily 
monetarily benefit the resorts but fail to provide an adequate solution to the problems LCC is 
experiencing. (3.1.2D, 32.2.7C, 32.7B, 32.7C and 32.6A) While both of the main alternatives may cut 
down on some canyon traffic, I still believe there will be large numbers of cars traveling to the resorts. 
Many cars drive up to the resorts early in the morning in order to be the first ones on the mountain. Will 
these people opt to take a gondola or bus instead? Most likely not, so we will still experience long lines 
early in the morning on powder days. (32.2.4A) For those that decide to utilize the gondola or buses 
instead, they will still need to drive near LCC to park, which will still increase the amount of traffic along 
Wasatch Blvd. and surrounding streets. (32.7B) So it seems that neither of these alternatives will 
ultimately solve the traffic issues of LCC. 
 
Both of these options, even more so with the gondola, allow the resorts to increase the number of 
visitors they have which will lead to more money for them (more people paying for lockers, food, ski 
rentals, etc). It will lead to a poorer and poorer experience for skiers/snowboarders with more and more 
people at the resort coupled with longer lift lines. (32.20C) It seems if the resorts truly cared about 
solving the transportation issue, they would severely limit the number of passes they sell, incentivize 
users to take alternative transportation options by offering free lockers, discounted rentals, etc., and 
prohibit guests from parking at the resort. (32.2.2K, 32.2.3A, and 32.2.4A) The actions of the resorts 
suggest that they only care about ways to increase their profit, and don’t actually care about the 
experience of their customers nor solving traffic issues. 
 
Issues with Gondola option: 
Having a massive gondola going up LCC will completely ruin the beauty and solitude of the canyon. 
When you’re on a multipitch climb up LCC, no longer will you have uninterrupted views of the canyon. 
Instead you’ll most likely encounter hordes of people staring at you as you belay up your partner. The 
gondola only benefits users of the resorts, but forces the rest of the canyon users to stare at the 
obtrusive structure for the entire year. (32.4B and 32.17A)  
 
While building the gondola may not impact nature/water issues, the large influx of visitors that will 
inevitably "come to the resorts because of the novelty of a gondola will still have a detrimental impact 
on the environment. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
The gondola will not solve all traffic issues with the canyon, because resort users will opt to cut their 
travel time in half by driving up the canyon instead of riding the gondola. These people combined with 
backcountry users will still result in traffic in the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.7C)  
 
Additionally, while traffic up the canyon may be reduced, the traffic issue will just move to Wasatch Blvd 
and the surrounding roads, as users try to find a parking spot in order to ride the gondola up. This 
option doesn’t fix the transportation issue, it just creates more traffic on different roads. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
Issues with Buses + Road Widening option: 
Widening the road to make a priority lane for buses will require 30+ boulders to be removed. It seems 
unfair that the climbing community must be negatively impacted in order to allow the resorts to profit 
more by increasing the number of people able to visit Snowbird/Alta. Additionally, climbers (plus all 
other non-resort users) don’t really benefit from this option. While they may see a decrease in traffic, 
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they still have to use a car to travel to the trailheads that they are interested in using. (32.4A and 
32.7C) 
 
Road widening itself raises environmental issues plus the influx in visitors will have an even larger 
negative impact on the environment. Similar to the gondola option, the bus option will result in an 
increase of traffic on Wasatch Blvd. and surrounding roads, as people drive to the mobility hubs. 
(32.7B, 32.2.6.2.1D, and 32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Ideal solution: 
The ideal solution would benefit the most number of LCC users as possible, not just the resort users, 
while minimizing environmental impact and reducing the number of cars traveling to the base of the 
canyon. I think the best solution is similar to what Save our Canyons is advocating for: shuttles running 
through LCC that provide access to popular trailheads plus the resorts. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.3C) It 
doesn’t require road widening, and it benefits the majority of LCC users year-round (instead of solely 
resort users in the winter). This solution must also be coupled with express shuttle service across the 
valley so that people can utilize alternative transportation from their house (or close to their house) to 
the resort, eliminating the need to drive anywhere close to the canyons. Even if we were to increase the 
number of buses going up LCC without improving/expanding public transportation options to LCC, this 
“solution‚” would not work. (32.2.2I) 
 
Therefore, UDOT needs to re-evaluate their preferred alternatives and find a different solution that will 
actually solve the LCC issues.
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COMMENT #:  2004 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Frohlicch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2005 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James McGuckin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Be responsible. Put in the Gondola and connect to park City /Big Cottonwood Canyon too (32.2.9D, 
32.2.2N, and 32.2.2Q) 
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COMMENT #:  2006 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Rosenstadt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the project. To be able to maintain the delicate and beautiful environment that is Little 
Cottonwood Canyon while still making it accessible to those of us who love and appreciate it is an 
amazing idea!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2007 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dick Griffin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect the most beautiful canyon in the western United States. I am for the gondola (32.17A 
and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2008 

DATE:   7/1/21 5:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kalle Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola sounds like a safe reliable solution to traffic. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2009 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mason Balbera 

 
COMMENT: 
 
! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2010 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Harper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please improve bus transit and implement a toll. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  2011 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Kirk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the best option by far. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2012 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Clasen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the GONDOLA AT LA CAILLE BASE STATION! This would be so much safer than driving 
the pass several times during the winter. And preserves the beauty of LCC without adding roadways or 
tunnels! (32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  2013 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Greene 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a skier and live at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Although the initial idea is great, I do 
not support the Gondola nor the tax payer dollars to support it. (32.2.9E and 32.2.7A) I feel that 
interested parties pushing to have the gondola built are not aligned with the needs of all the canyons, 
and only have interest in what it will bring to their pockets.  
Again I DO NOT support the construction of a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
Thank you,
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COMMENT #:  2014 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sohrab Aalam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building such an extensive gondola would cause substantial and irreversible damage to the 
wilderness/wildlife, water and the beauty of the canyon, in general. (32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) In 
addition, the crowds would increase to such and extent that the canyon would no longer be an inviting 
place to go to. (32.20A and 32.20C) Building the gondola is a very bad idea and although some may 
think it would be a good for business, the reprocussions of the damage far out weigh any benefits.

Page 32B-2021 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2015 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Auer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Submitting support for the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2016 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Meredith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Would like to see a 14 mile 3s gondola in little Cottonwood (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2017 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ronald Richman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Excellent idea. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2018 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Aagard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola option for LCC. However I'm very concerned about the lack of parking at the base 
station and if the gondola has any avalanch danger (32.2.6.5J, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2019 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sunty Souvannasap 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Keep Utah beautiful! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2020 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Schroeder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola for sure. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2021 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ariana Trevizo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an SLC local skier, I’m in favor of constructing gondolas as a way to lower emissions in the canyon, 
and make it much safer for travel. I also believe that a gondola would have the least environmental 
impact to the alternatives. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2022 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Anson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO No NO NO NO 
Slick advertising, but I feel this is AT BEST, an optimistic representation that fails to take into account 
the frequent closures of Gondolas due to weather conditions that are prevalent during the winter 
months. (32.2.6.5K) The gondola also only focuses on two stops rather than providing access to 
numerous points of interest along the length of the canyon. It's difficutl to see this as benefitting anyone 
other than the Resorts and La Caille. (32.2.7A, 32.6A, and 32.6C)  
A Road expansion, and avalanche tunnel shelters would be a far better approach, plus the scalability of 
expanded bus service that can ramp up to meet demand in the winter months and then scale back 
down to avoid impact in the summer months. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  2023 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Kambic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is a great idea . It should be free as is the Telluride town gondola. The LaCalle location 
should be a base village but neighbors will probably not accept this. To be viable as an alternate form 
of transportation the travel time of one hour is unnacceptable (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.5O) 
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COMMENT #:  2024 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Wedmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2025 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Bacon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola. (32.2.9E) Don’t let this be your concrete legacy. It will ruin the aesthetic 
and charm of the canyon that we locals cherish. (32.17A) And the fact that it is only operational in the 
winter, and serves no trailheads, is a slap in the face to the local outdoors community. (32.2.6.5F) Do 
not build a gondola, especially not with our tax dollars. (32.2.7A) Expand bus service, preferably not 
widening roads. 7 minute travel savings per the EIS is not worth widening the roads at the expense of 
the environment. (32.2.9A) But whatever you do DO NOT BUILD A GONDOLA 
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COMMENT #:  2026 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erick Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola approach is much more environmentally responsible than widening the road. It’s also 
much safer as a means of transportation. The reduction in canyon traffic and accidents alone should be 
justification enough for this solution to be the right solution. Please make the gondola the plan for the 
future of Little C. 15 years from now everyone will be thanking you. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2027 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Rosen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola makes a lot of sense. Less cars up canyon better for all. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2028 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Mackey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Lets make it happen (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2029 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Malone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid snowboarder, Backcountry skier, mountain biker, and hiker the gondola does not serve my 
interests at all, this would be something that I would utilize at most once a season if at all, whereas an 
expanded bus service would be significantly more useful to myself and other outdoor recreation 
enthusiasts. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) The bus service provides access to the other resorts in the canyon 
and the trailheads that can be used without fee. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.4A) The gondola comes off as an 
elitist move that would only serve two resorts and a minority of the users of the canyon.
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COMMENT #:  2030 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David A Griffith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We visit Utah and both Cottonwood Canyons for two weeks a year to ski. We always ride the bus and 
cannot understand why people choose not too. We have had to drive up the canyon a couple of times 
and the bus is 100% better. To add a gondola would be a fantastic addition and really help to slow 
down the growing pollution problem that now exists. 
 
The gondola adds safety to the canyon and allows workers and skiers to get to the resorts no matter 
how many avalanches have happened and how stormy the weather is. 
 
It is great to know that there are states that are willing to spend money to help the environmental health 
of a region. No matter which option is chosen it will be better than what is currently in place, but the 
gondola is the better option over the long haul. (32.10A) 
 
Thank you for allowing me to express my opinion. 
 
DAG
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COMMENT #:  2031 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessa Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think between the gondola and the bus, the gondola is a better idea. It would be operational year 
round. I think doing anything to the road would be really difficult and wouldn't help that much. I think 
putting up a gondola system would be better than more buses. We already have buses and they get 
stuck in traffic just like everyone else does. (32.7C) Adding a spot for just buses is good but the 
gondolas wouldn't be affected by any road traffic at all in the canyon. It would be more environmentally 
friendly given that it's powered in that way. Looking at ski lifts, they run fairly smoothly and get the job 
done impressively. I think if we tried to transport everyone via snowmobiles or something similar, it 
would be a mess and so much harder. That same concept applies to canyon transportation. Gondolas 
would be more effective and would get the job done well (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  2032 

DATE:   7/1/21 6:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Goode 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola needs at least 1-2 mid-stations! without that it just serves the resorts and nothing else. 
(32.2.6.5G) the parking lots at trailheads and crags are too small for the current amount of cars to park 
at let alone anything to do with traffic and driving up the canyon. if their are mid-stations it also makes 
the gondola system viable to move people 12 months per year rather than just from Dec-March. 
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COMMENT #:  2033 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Griffiths 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family Bought in to a timeshare at the iron Blossom Lodge in 1979 and we have been going every 
year since. I haven’t seen the changes in traffic that have taken place I think they gondola is a great 
idea both environmentally and economically. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2034 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Armstrong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really like the idea of a gondola definitely needs heated seats and a charging port for each seat would 
be awesome. Will the skis and snowboards be stored inside or outside? (32.2.6.5U) We were there two 
years ago with our icon pass and we parked at the bottom of the canyon and took the bus up every day 
which was much better than driving and parking and having to walk from the parking lot to the lifts. Mind 
you a few times the buses were really crowded and having to stand for half an hour is no fun so this 
tram/gondola with a seat for everyone would be much better, especially for us old guys. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2035 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robb Hardesty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola only if Alta allows snowboarding (32.29I) 
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COMMENT #:  2036 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kent Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Additional buses is NOT a good solution. (32.2.9C) Please build the gondola/tram to save the canyon. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2037 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Gasser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a 10+ yr Snowbird pass holder and former employee. The Gondola project is an exciting and 
environmentally responsible alternative to canyon roads, limited resort parking and often dangerous 
driving conditions. (32.2.4A) A gondola system will meet capacity requirements and handily 
accommodate future growth/demands without tearing up the already narrow canyon roads further. I 
strongly support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2038 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Kirkman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola would make access to both ski areas better in all weather conditions. However, there needs to 
be enough parking available at the gondola base. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  2039 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d like to see a system similar to Zion NP where the canyon is closed to all traffic other than some 
exceptions for homeowners, emergency vehicles, resort employees etc. (32.2.2B) Run busses much 
more frequently and add more stops for hikers and bc skiers. (32.2.6.3C) Expand parking areas near 
the bases of both canyons to accommodate the increased usage. Instead of a go solar terminal near 
LaCaille, make it a bus terminal with the additional parking. Increase the size of the “swamp lot‚” on 
Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
There would be no need to widen the road, which would eliminate hundreds of Boulder problems that 
are extremely important to the climbing community. (32.4A) 
 
Snow sheds and other avalanche mitigation options I agree with, but I’m absolutely baffled that this 
option isn’t even on the table?! It’s the least impact and most feasible option we have. We as tax payers 
will be fronting the bill for this and the only two options presented are like choosing a presidential 
candidate‚... we get to choose Bad or Worse‚... How about a GOOD idea that doesn’t cost us so much 
in taxes to benefit a couple big money making ski resorts. (32.2.9K)  
 
There’s more that resort skiers that use these canyons. Hikers, bc skiers, climbers (yes even in winter), 
snowshoers, family’s sledding, photographers, the list goes on‚.... (32.7C) 
 
I think a system similar to Zion where public transit with more stops is the best option. Run busses 
every 5-10 minutes during peak times. Every 30 on off times.  
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  2040 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carol Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  2041 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Sost 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm an avid Utah skier who flies to from NJ a few times per year, averaging around 15 days per season. 
In recent years, with traffic increasing and weather patterns becoming more unstable, I've several times 
had my trip negatively impacted recently by lack of parking or a closed SR 210. It costs me quite a bit 
for a 5-day stay, including airfare, vehicle rental, hotel, meals, skiing and ancillary expenses. If the 
number of days that I can't ski due to the conditions mentioned above continue increasing, it will for 
sure impact my decision to to ski Utah. 
 
I applaud UDOT for recognizing this threat to enthusiasts like me as well as the local economy and 
taking action to devise a solution.  
 
After reviewing the two options, I feel the Gondola provides the most reliable solution to ensure out of 
state skiers like me can have a predictable vacation experience when deciding to invest in a Utah trip. 
The gondola checks the most important boxes for me - the ability to continue operations in all weather 
conditions and the reduction of parking issues that have recently plagued the resorts.  
 
A dedicated bus lane with snow sheds, while solving the parking issue, would not entirely resolve 
weather delays or closures. (32.7C)  
 
I urge you to move forward with the Gondola option so Utah can stay my first choice preferred 
destination for winter sports. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2042 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Nielson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s optimize what we currently have. We have road, which gets too crowded. Add a bus lane, and 
only allow buses in it. People will be motivated to take the bus on days where the lines are too big. 
(32.2.9B) 
 
The gondola won’t solve traffic issues. Most people will still drive. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2043 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Underwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola !!!!!! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  2044 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Starley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed gondola and base station. I think more buses or wider roads harms the canyon. 
(32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  2045 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Murel Addison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT please, for the future of skiing, our kids, your tourist revenue, and the environment, build this 
gondola! Thank you, an AZ ski family. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  2046 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my opinion the negative visual impact, low efficiency, and enormous cost of the gondola alternative 
makes it the worst idea for improving canyon transportation. (32.2.9E) Enhanced bus service is a far 
better option. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2047 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Gerlach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Im for the Gondola, and steaper locals only discounts. The resorts have excluded most locals with 
outrageous day pass prices. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  2048 

DATE:   7/1/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stan Freeman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please!! That road scares me wether I’m driving or the bus driver, when weather is bad. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2049 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Wimmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Additional stops needed!(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2050 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason DeGan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for investing in a safe, reliable & responsible mode of transportation in order for all people to 
experience Little & Big Cottonwood Canyons. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2051 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raymond Parral 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  2052 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Meredith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After review of the possible options and possibilities to solve the heavy traffic situation in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, it is my opinion a Gondola solution would serve our local and global community 
and economy the best. It’s a great aerial solution that would for the most part eliminate the carbon 
footprint left behind from the current or future vehicular solutions. (32.10A) Would allow its riders a 
never seen before view of our beautiful Wasatch Mountains all year round. It’s a long term cost 
effective Green solution to the current and future issues surround access to this beautiful canyon and 
surrounding areas. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2053 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikayla Willis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a bad idea for many reasons. (32.2.9E) The biggest reason is that it will attract many more 
tourists and people who don’t belong in little cottonwood based on their skiing ability etc. I’m afraid of 
Little Cottonwood being stripped of its culture like Park City and Canyons resorts. Everyone is already 
making money, it would be disappointing to see little cottonwood become commercialized along with 
every other ski resort in Utah. (32.20F) I’m 17 years old and with the current inflation in Park City and 
Little Cottonwood it’s going to be very difficult to afford to live in my home town without some sort of life 
changing compromise. I don’t want to see this progress any faster alongside with all the locals. 
Eventually all the locals are going to get pushed out except the very wealthy ones if we keep moving at 
this rate. (32.5A) Although it’s a given we will need to compromise and adapt, it would be really cool if 
we were considered primarily over the short term advantages of putting tourists first. The economy 
can’t keep inflating forever and when it does crash again there won’t be any support from the locals 
because they will all be gone. Thank you?? -Mikayla Willis (32.6A)
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COMMENT #:  2054 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Cairns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I boarded at Snowbird and Solitude this winter. The week-end traffic was intense and dangerous. Also 
rode down from Snowbird in a Canyons Transportation shuttle during heavy snowfall. We were didn’t 
budge for over an hour die to the traffic backups. The situation in untenable. In addition, the bus drivers 
are required to shoulder immense responsibility by driving in these conditions and getting passengers 
to safety. Also, this was during the pandemic year, so less traffic than usual. The gondole is the most 
viable solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2055 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregg Stephany 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do it! Safe, reliable and sustainable travel to a great destination. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2056 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikayla Willis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola - I forgot to add to my last comment that there is something very special and exciting about 
getting stuck in little cottonwood because on snow:) I’ve had some of the best experiences of my life 
stuck in the cliff lodge!! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2057 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cammy Stukel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support enhanced bus service before putting in a permanent gondola. (32.2.9A) I tried to ride the 
bus to go skiing a few years ago from the U and couldn’t even get up the mountain after 10 AM. If bus 
service is more reliable, more people will ride it. The gondola is a rash decision pushed by business 
interests of the ski areas. It will not even run in the summer and will just be an eyesore to those who 
would like to enjoy the beauty of LCC. (32.2.6.5F and 32.17A) 
  I also don’t think that such a rash decision should be implemented after the year of the pandemic. No 
one wanted to ride the bus and more people due to COVID had flexible work schedules that increased 
traffic. Even Grand Targhee in WY, which has much less traffic than the Wasatch, had bumper to 
bumper traffic somedays this past winter. (32.2.6C) The Gondola is a permanent eyesore that may not 
even solve the problem of canyon congestion and only looks to serve out-of-state tourists. (32.7C) It is 
merely a tourist attraction that may not even solve the traffic problem. Besides that, there are only so 
many days out of each winter when the canyon traffic is very bad. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) This past 
winter many powder days happened to fall on the weekend which made the problem seem worse, as 
well as being exacerbated by the pandemic. Please do not ruin the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon 
with an ugly gondola!! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2058 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Weeks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola for those money grubbing bastards. Keep the canyon pure (as it can be anymore) (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2059 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcel Casey Farina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I 100% support the gondola option to the congestion in Little Cottonwood canyon. It is the most 
sustainable and long-term cost efficient solution. Please approve this plan. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2060 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Hawkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola system in LCC (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2061 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea! I’ve driven up and down the canyon many times. It is a dangerous drive and polluting. This 
alternative is green and wonderful. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2062 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
I am writing to voice my concern about the proposed gondola construction. Growing up in Utah, I'm 
familiar with the desire to enjoy our many wonderful recreation areas, especially those so close to home 
like LCC. I'm also intimately familiar with the traffic that ensues when everybody else is feeling that 
desire as well. These are the growing pains that many western US cities are feeling with the huge influx 
of people moving here, but I think it is a HUGE mistake to move forward with such an invasive, ugly, 
and regretful decision as building a gondola to shuttle people up the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) If 
we look at the need for such an immense undertaking, it hardly seems justifiable given that the worst of 
the traffic jams are typically weekends for 2-3 months of the year. The rest of the year, the traffic is 
more than manageable for numerous other activities such as biking, climbing, hiking, etc. (32.1.2B) It 
would immeasurably detract from the aesthetics of the canyon to have such a visible eyesore running 
down the middle of the canyon. (32.17A). The ecological consequences of this decision would include 
huge electricity wastes, vast amount of trees cut down, disruption to the current ecology (more than 
current infrastructure already does), all for a few weekends in the winter. (32.13A) I know there is no 
perfect answer, and the other proposals come with their pros/cons, but I think there are other solutions 
with a much smaller environmental and physical footprint than gondolas.
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COMMENT #:  2063 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholad Guinta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Cottonwood canyon gondola is a great idea.  
You would be leading the country/continent in high altitude transportationneeds for the future.  
Sounds like a great idea for many mountain resorts. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2064 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Astill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the most environmentally and fiscally responsible solution that will benefit future 
generations (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2065 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Snow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the Gondola offers a more complete long-term solution. It’s time to stop with little quick fixes 
like encouraging carpooling and invest in something definitive. Our canyon needs us to take action! 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2066 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maureen Staples 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola the way to go forward. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2067 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Daugherty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's get this going! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2068 

DATE:   7/1/21 8:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Asher Margolies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Can we make the ski resorts pay half the bill for the gondola since it only benefits them? The majority of 
taxpayers don’t even ski. Why should they pay for something that only benefits two private companies 
(32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  2069 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Hosterman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A more robust busing system is really the only solution. Low-cost of entry, faster implementation, lower 
maintenance costs (per instance and less disruption to public use), use of existing infrastructure, 
scalable for the seasons, can be upgraded with better technology (hydrogen, electric, etc) on a step 
time frame (not all at once), can be paid for through both local taxes and travel taxes and fees for the 
bus system itself. Can serve multiple user groups (including the differently abled and elderly), can link 
to existing bus systems, and can stop at multiple trailheads. I mean what a concept. (32.2.6.3G, 
32.2.6.3D, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.7A, and 32.2.9A).
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COMMENT #:  2070 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Allred 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tram and widening the road are both TERRIBLE ideas and make it look like the whole process was a 
scam to enrich Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B) Why not put implement the Millcreek Canyon model and 
raise the Day Use Drive In price until people start riding the buses that Snowbird and Alta Subsidize? 
$200 / year annual pass option. Done. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  2071 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Irving 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola. There are better alternatives that benefit everyone, not just the people 
who own the ski resorts. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2072 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea De Paz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please install a gondola. Thanks. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2073 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Graham Noteboom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why choose a solution that will permanently leave a mark in one of the most marvelous scenes of 
nature. Should we not trial a solution that is easily modifiable and reversible? (32.17A and 32.2.6.3D) 
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COMMENT #:  2074 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Carr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option because it would be the most reliable and comfortable transport option 
with the least amount of impact on the landscape of the canyon. This option has been proven in many 
benchmark Alpine locations around the world and at a place closer to Salt Lake City – Telluride 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2075 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Villanueva 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the bus service instead of the gondola option. The bus provides more flexibility to 
modify stops depending on the season and demand. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) It also has the ability to 
scale up or down as needed. (32.2.6.3D) Additionally the bus lane provides quicker emergency service 
vehicle access through the canyon. The gondola will disproportionately benefit Snowbird and Alta 
resorts, while hurting those who need access to other resorts or access points. If snowbird and Alta 
care so much about luxurious rides to their resorts, they can offer their own coach bus with added 
amenities. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2076 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Stigler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider other options before either of these! If must, then please proceed with bus. The 
gondola does not service the community other than the resorts. It's inconvenient, unclear what the cost 
will be, does nothing to get folks our during interlodge events, and seems to be solely for the resorts 
benefit. (32.2.7A) A solution that allows for dedicated bus times, similar to the national parks, during 
peak weekends is much preferable. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  2077 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelty Barney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2078 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Scopelianos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
YES to LCC gondola! Finally a solution! I've avoided Utah for the last ~5 years due to the congestion 
issues. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2079 

DATE:   7/1/21 9:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Wiadrowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola option is the most sustainable and reliable option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2080 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Sheff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been enjoying the recreational opportunities up LCC for almost 30-years. I support construction 
of the proposed gondola. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-2087 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2081 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Capone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel strongly, having lived here for 13 years and watching the community grow, that we need 
alternatives to typical transit options. Busing is not a long term solution. A gondola or tram with stops 
along the way for hiking / backcountry access and closing the road to uphill private vehicles would be 
ideal - or a cog-wheel railway. (32.2.6.5G and 32.2.6.5D) These alternatives work extremely well in 
Switzerland and other parts of the world. Buses are not a long-term solution. Build out the parking with 
multi-layer parking structures at the base, and let the people take public transit that doesn't rely on clear 
roads to get up the hill. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  2082 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Sheff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support construction of the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2083 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randall Pinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola would be a safer and more environmentaly ethical method for everyone from kids on ski 
teams to anybody with a transportation issue to make it up the canyon. A transportation option that 
would help people who would otherwise have to take the bus while also working to reduce carbon 
emissions is a chance we cannot pass up. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2084 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Wagner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The 2 alternatives, busing on the side of the road and Gondola B make sense to me. (32.2.9B and 
32.2.9D) The cog railroad might be nice but I see it being damaged by avalanches even with overhead 
concrete sheds. Rail could still be torn up in other places. 
 
Ron
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COMMENT #:  2085 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Whitley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in support of any reasonable measure to preserve our precious ecosystem that will be threatened 
even more with the arrival of the inland port. I support the gondola and support more infrastructure like 
this as long as its not a sneaky way to add more traditional lifts into current backcountry zones. 
(32.20C) That has a greater impact on those pristine zones. But reducing impact on environment, 
health, population, and increasing efficiency by reducing automobiles and traffic lines in the canyon, I'm 
all for it! If executed well, this may be a gateway for more extensive gondola infrastructure that proves 
much more convenient than personal driving (and more fun too) reducing the need for pedestrian 
vehicles entirely. If I ever hit it big and make $1B, please remember me as I will happily lobby, and 
subsidize the infrastructure. Could be a major attraction for ski tourism and increase the tourism 
opportunities outside of ski season. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2086 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Debby Fleisch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola it will be cost prohibitive to local families with children to continue to ski at Alta and 
snowbird. (32.2.9E and 32.2.4A) Bus service is the only solution and do not widen wasatch blvd those 
of us that only have access to our homes from wasatch have enough trouble turning left with only 2 
lanes any more and we become prisoners in our homes (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2087 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Coleman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the best option. NO MORE PRIVATE CARS IN THE CANYON, SUMMER OR WINTER 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2088 

DATE:   7/1/21 10:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Rasmuson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't think we should have a tram installed up little cottonwood. (32.2.9E) I think that we should toll 
cars, widen the road and have a free bus system. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) The tram will only serve the 
people going to ski resorts. What about snowshoers, sightseers, and backcountry riders? (32.2.4A and 
32.2.6.3G) 
Thank you
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COMMENT #:  2089 

DATE:   7/1/21 11:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Vetterlein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon, to me, seems like an expensive gimmick to serve only the 
private business of Alta and Snowbird at taxpayer expense. (32.2.7A) There must be other options 
such as better bus alternatives. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2090 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jerome Brookes-Metcalf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the Gondola! It would be a great tourist attraction and transport option. Think of the long term 
opportunity not the short term solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2091 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenda Doris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the initial idea. However we need to be careful about disturbing wildlife and the mountains itself. 
(32.29D and 32.13A) Please do due diligence and carefully review environmental studies to mitigate 
negative impacts. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  2092 

DATE:   7/2/21 1:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alec Weeks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! No new infrastructure needed just only allow busses and homeowners up the canyon 
(32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  2093 

DATE:   7/2/21 4:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Fonseca 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. I think it's a great idea. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2094 

DATE:   7/2/21 5:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Swift 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who skis 50+ days a season‚... we need to take action and make smart choices for our 
future and our kids’ futures. Put the gondola in. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-2101 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2095 

DATE:   7/2/21 5:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Bayne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please opt for the bus instead of gondola. Part of the allure of Snowbird and Alta is the old school roots 
that run deep. To bring in a gondola ruins that. It also betrays the critical base support of the skiers that 
have been coming to Alta for 20+ years like my dad’s family. It’s a special place that an extended bus 
can serve plenty fine, please do not bring in a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.2.4I)
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COMMENT #:  2096 

DATE:   7/2/21 6:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Capone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Private car traffic should be banned from the canyon road. Trains, gondolas, and busses are the only 
safe and efficient way to maximize the number of people who can enjoy the natural resources in the 
area. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2097 

DATE:   7/2/21 6:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Librizzi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds like a great idea! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2098 

DATE:   7/2/21 6:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Starcher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After spending a lot of money for a winter ski vacation in February of 2020, we were only able to access 
Snowbird for one day, due to avalanches. This was a huge disappointment since we missed out on 
skiing Alta and additional days at Snowbird. A gondola may have changed this, allowing us to access 
the canyon without a bus or car. A gondola will most likely cost more to install than additional buses, 
but in the long run, it makes economical sense since the gondola will run even if the canyon road is 
closed. The gondola project is a win-win for the consumer, local business, the taxpayer, and the 
environment. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2099 

DATE:   7/2/21 6:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Madden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My opinion is that a gondola is the only solution, not just for snowbird but for many Utah's resorts. I 
have been riding these canyons for almost 30 years and I can't understand why this hasn't been done 
sooner. If you have ever been to Europe then you would understand better. Most Europian resorts are 
accessed this way. Build a lodge with restaurants, rentals, etc, at the bottom and watch the revenue 
pour in from riders and non riders alike. It only makes sense! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2100 

DATE:   7/2/21 6:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Egelund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola idea is the best. It will work during huge storms or if avalanches happen. There will also be 
less emissions from buses and cars. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  2101 

DATE:   7/2/21 7:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Straub 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola proposal (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2102 

DATE:   7/2/21 7:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Salmon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in favor of the bus option. Not only is it less costly, it would be a great benefit to the 
cycling community to have a bike lane in the non-ski time. (32.2.9B) The biggest reason why the 
gondola is a bad solution, in my opinion, is the unsightly pillars supporting the gondola that will tower 
above the beautiful canyon. This is not the way to enjoy nature. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2103 

DATE:   7/2/21 7:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Curtis Sharp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of a Gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) I've been a season pass holder at 
Snowbird for many year and something needs to happen to improve access. The congestion and 
avalanche closures are dangerous and exceedingly frustrating. One area of concern with the Gondola 
would be cost of use. I would want the cost to be reasonable so that it is not just available to a small 
population of the elite of the community. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) Buses would help with congestion (as 
long as people change their habits and use them), but does not resolve the issue of avalanche danger. 
Too much time is lost waiting in lines at the bottom of the canyon waiting for the canyon to open.
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COMMENT #:  2104 

DATE:   7/2/21 7:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Quinn Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I overwhelmingly support the Gondola as a path moving forward. It will help preserve LCC and will have 
the least environmental impact to the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2105 

DATE:   7/2/21 7:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please. Few people stand to benefit. The canyon will suffer. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  2106 

DATE:   7/2/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Chelm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I visit Utah at least twice a year to visit friends in Cottonwood Heights and to ski. This gondola would 
improve commuting to Snowbird and Alta and would help the environment by reducing carbon. I 
support this project. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2107 

DATE:   7/2/21 7:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Declan Detrick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
build that gondola. it certainly will help traffic in the canyon. it's a short term fix and you need to look 
into the future to limit access. like any other venue..it only can hold so many users. it's a finite resource 
and it's being over used now. I believe that you are behind now and if you don't do this fast..you will 
never catch up in time before the canyons (big and little) will become in usable. thank you (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2108 

DATE:   7/2/21 7:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Bauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support a gondola going through the most beautiful boxed canyon in the world. The cables and 
support towers will be such an eye sore!!! There's got to be a better way. Just have mass transit take 
everyone up the canyon. Don't ruin it!!! (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  2109 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marylynn Burrows 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as a better solution. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-2116 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2110 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the expense of building a gondola system in the Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  2111 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Banick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola only benefits the ski resorts. The bus lane can move people to other parts of the canyon 
efficiently. (32.2.6.3C) Alternatively, getting rid of the ikon pass would solve these issues and make the 
ski resorts more money. (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  2112 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marvin Chapman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Excellent work on the EIS. As I have stated earlier, my preference is the gondola option. (32.2.9D) It 
appears to have less potential for interrupted service due to weather events. However, it is of utmost 
importance to ensure the gondola design include provisions for high mechanical reliability, ease of 
maintenance and continued operation during primary power failure. Imagine the potential for horrific 
potential if the gondola becomes mechanically disabled for an extended period of time! (32.2.6.5K) 
 
I would like to recommend, once again, considering using the gondola approach to move forward on 
the resort interconnect concept. In my view, this will happen eventually, and the time is right for taking 
bold broad strokes toward making Utah skiing in the same class as European resorts. To begin, a short 
simple Gondola connection between Park City and the top of Big or Little Cottonwood would make a 
huge impact on the variety of ski options in the region. Simple ground based follow-up connections 
between resorts after the gondola trip could be very inexpensive, and low environmental impact. This 
modest investment would create enormous recreational variety and help mitigate overcrowding at the 
resorts. The Park City - Cottonwoods Gondola Connection would play a significant role in reducing 
vehicular congestion on highway 215 coming from Interstate I 80 East. (32.2.2Q and 32.2.2N) 
 
I understand the issues associated with resort operations, lift pass fees and corporate profit sharing. My 
view is that, at this point, ski areas could continue to operate as independent entities as long as they 
wish. The gondola would simply be a transportation option -- not an endorsement of the Interconnect 
concept. This would be a bold, elegant and cost-effective action.  
 
With a simple add-on to the current gondola proposal, those individuals enjoying the magnificent 
Wasatch experience in the distant future will marvel at the foresight and wisdom of today's planners!
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COMMENT #:  2113 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Hettinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our entire family has been enjoying Snowbird for more than 20 years in summer and winter. The 
Gondola seems like a great solution (32.2.9D). 

Page 32B-2120 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2114 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Ryan-Angel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the 2 options presented, my family and I feel the Gondola will be the best solution to the current 
traffic problem. The inclusion of the base station will enable for a greater user experience from start to 
finish than sitting on a bus will allow. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2115 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Ermisch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good morning. I own property in Salt Lake City and I really care about Little Cottonwood Canyon and I 
want to make sure it remains beautiful for decades to come. 
  
The Gondola will actually pay for itself, whereas the busses will be a drag on the economy. Think about 
how many people will visit just because of the beautiful views and amazing ride up the canyon on one 
of the Gondolas.Think about the revenue it would generate which could help fund projects that are 
badly needed around Salt Lake. It could help solve some of the homeless problems, fund additional 
infrastructure projects and many other projects‚... it would really be a boost to the economy. Moreover, 
it might be the one project that helps Salt Lake City receive the next winter Olympic nomination. (32.6B 
and 32.2.4A) 
  
No one will care to ride a bus up the canyon and my fear is that is what will end up happening. Buses 
will not solve a problem. You will still have accidents, you will still have to close the road due to 
avalanches and every time this happens, you will wish you had an alternative way to get up the canyon. 
Moreover, I am shocked buses are even considered. Look around Salt Lake City ‚ look around America. 
Buses are empty and NO ONE will ditch their car to hop in another car / bus. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) 
  
Why does everyone envy the Swiss and Austrian’s and their amazing trains and Gondolas up to all of 
their jagged 10,000+ peaks. Has anyone ever complimented them on what a great bus system they 
have? I just hope you don’t support the auto industry for reasons we don’t know about. Buses are dirty 
and they will destroy the environment up the canyon. 
  
Be brave, be forward thinking. Otherwise, it will just be another boring, waste of money and empty 
buses. 
  
Please support the Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
  
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  2116 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Vitale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that a flex lane which could be dedicated for extra busses is a better solution to the issue than a 
gondola who will only service the resorts. (32.2.9B) What about during the summer? (32.1.2B) Have 
you guys given this more thought than for a marketing stunt for the resorts at the expense of taxpayer ? 
(32.2.7A) 

Page 32B-2123 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2117 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Landon Meier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah native and outdoor enthusiast...I vote in favor of the gondola to save our canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2118 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I definitely support building a gondola for access up little cottonwood (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2119 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Garfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First, thank you for asking for public input. It is important that the community has a voice. I would like to 
add my voice supporting the gondola idea. First, it is much more environmental option. Second, it will 
take cars off the road. (32.2.6.5D) Third, it can still be operated even if the road is closed. Fourth, 
continual damage to the mountain by adding additional lines will be unnecessary. And finally, it is just 
cool. It would be very unique. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-2126 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2120 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandra Hiskey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal because it seems like the right choice to keep out canyons free of bus 
exhaust and all of the other environmental problems associated with running huge busses up our 
canyons. (32.10A) A gondola system would better support the large number of people using LCC, and 
it seems like the best investment and the most environmental friendly use of tax-payers money. I fully 
support the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2121 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Atkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Brilliant plan! Hopefully it runs early to try to get as many people up before opening bell as possible vs 
current bus schedule. It would be great if this and bus expansion happened in parallel to give the most 
capacity. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2122 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Duncan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the point is not to get more people up the canyon. when the canyon is full, its full. im in favor of more 
buses to reduce cars. but there needs to be a point, when no more people are allowed up the canyon. 
(32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  2123 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregg Royer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Seems like a great solution. So many plus points. Same issues at Breckenridge gondola works well. 
(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2124 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karl Sjogren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been coming to utah to ski for almost 10 years. While the growth and development of The Valley 
has been astounding. The increase in traffic, congestion and pollution and disheartening.  
 
The gondola is a once in a lifetime opportunity to set development in the cottonwoods on a more 
sustainable path. Reducing pollution, increasing access, creating a tourist attraction in its own right. 
Adding a gondola brings the cottonwood canyon on par with the greatest resorts of Europe-where your 
access from the airport is by public transit. Is fast low cost and easy. And most importantly. Beautiful. 
(32.2.9D)  
 
Really encourage the community to embrace the gondola.
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COMMENT #:  2125 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the work and effort in making LCC a sustainable recreation area for those of us that love 
to be in the mountains. I want to communicate my support for a Gondola as I believe it is the best long 
term solution for the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2126 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arashan Heikkila 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the project to add a gondola. Hopefully this will reduce traffic and allow better access during 
storms and canyon closure. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-2133 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2127 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harry Sullivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, please do not wreck the boulders. Why do we have to pay for the ski resorts problems. Make the 
busses go up and down more often, limit the members in the resort. Don’t let lcc go to poop. (32.4A 
and 32.4B, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2128 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the road widening and bus alternative. (32.2.9B) The gondola supports two private business 
entities, Snowbird and Alta. The bus option can support users of all types in the canyon, those going to 
the ski resorts and those going to trailheads to backcountry ski, snowshoe, etc. (32.2.6.3C) In the 
summer the extra lane can be used for pedestrians bikes, while the gondola option serves no purpose 
in the summer. One other benefit of the road over the gondola option is the affect on the viewshed in 
the canyon. Big towers with gondola cars will destroy the iconic views in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.17A and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  2129 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus system is the most environmentally friendly, visually friendly, cost-effective, and inclusive 
option. Building a new gondola is expensive and requires new surface disturbance while the bus 
system infrastructure is already in place. Progress for the sake of progress is out of style. Let’s do 
what’s right for the environment and the most people. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  2130 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Haymond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s about time. Do it! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2131 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Cianflone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What happens when the 1800 spots in the parking area are full? Is there a charge for parking in the 
area and a charge for the gondola? The lines for this are going to be incredibly long. The entire process 
can take up to 1.5 hours to get to the resorts (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6B, and 32.2.6.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  2132 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Roach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola option in LCC for a number of reasons but most importantly the fact that its the 
most environmentally friendly option. (32.2.9D)  
Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  2133 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Kay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola. (32.2.9E) Looks like a state-funded project to greatly enhance year-round 
visitation at Snowbird. The gondola is an elegant concept but the 1800-car parking lot will be 
overwhelmed on the first sunny powder day as cars are backed up to the exit ramp of I-215. 
(32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.5E) The only long-term solution is to enact a daily limit on the number of cars 
allowed up the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  2134 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Deckard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely support this! 3 years of construction and a massive reduction in traffic and emissions. How 
could we not? (32.10A and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2135 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsea Kozisek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Sandy and a skier, I am strongly opposed to the proposed gondola. (32.2.9E) If we 
truly want to preserve our canyons and reduce traffic, building the longest gondola in the world is the 
worst possible solution. This will drastically increase traffic and turn LCC into a tourist trap. (32.7C) A 
“must do‚” attraction for everyone skiing anywhere in the surrounding area. It would be heavily 
marketed by the resorts as a tool to bring more people into LCC, which undermines the goal of the 
project. (32.1.2B) I’m sure it would increase revenue for the resorts but over time it would drastically 
change the canyon and the community, and not for the better. I have no doubt the resorts would push 
to keep it running year round, marketing to every summer tourist driving through SLC. (32.2.6.5F) LCC 
is not a tourist trap for the resorts to use to line their pockets. (32.2.7A) We will do everything we can to 
fight this gondola and protect our canyons and the community where it is proposed to be built.  
 
A bus solution makes more sense and will not attract more visitors into the canyon, it will serve the 
ones we already have and deal with natural growth over time. There’s no doubt we’re only going to see 
the population grow, both tourists and in the community itself, but the bus solution won’t attract 
additional growth on its own. Of the two ideas proposed, buses are by far the best option. Let’s find a 
solution for our traffic problem, not create revenue opportunities for the resorts (32.2.9A).
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COMMENT #:  2136 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the GONDOLA solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
I have spent quite a bit of time recreating in Little Cottonwood Canyon over the last 30 years, and it is 
very important to me that the canyon remain as "natural" as possible, continuing to provide excellent 
recreational opportunities to us all. If we must accommodate additional traffic, the Gondola provides the 
smallest footprint, both in construction as well as daily use. 
Not only would widening the road be the most destructive, but even with fully EV bus use, the traffic 
would impact the character of the canyon. (32.7A, 32.12B, and 32.13B) 
Additionally, road should provide for safe cycling, a popular activity in the summer. This is best 
achieved by a wide bicycle lane going up, as well as safe speed limits and limited traffic that would 
ensure safe cycling going down. The GONDOLA again is the best solution, where a larger road with 
increased bus and car traffic would not. 
The GONDOLA provides the best solution, and I encourage UDOT to adopt that approach.
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COMMENT #:  2137 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website,Email 

NAME:  Ralph Becker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Little Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Impact Statement Team, 
The Central Wasatch Commission, by a unanimous vote, requests that the Comment Period for the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Statement be extended from 45 to 90 days. 
We appreciate the tremendous amount of work that UDOT has put into the Little Cottonwood Canyon 
Environmental Impact Statement. There are volumes of information and analysis that are being made 
available for public review for the first time. The Central Wasatch Commission request that additional 
time be provided to properly review and comment on this important document for Central Wasatch 
Mountains decision making. (32.29A) 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 Ralph Becker, Executive Director
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COMMENT #:  2138 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wayne Fletcher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly feel the gondola is the best solution to relieve the congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
and also alleviate air pollution in the Salt Lake Valley. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2139 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Flip Hexor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fuck your gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  2140 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Voellinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the gondola option makes the most sense for the future of Little Cottonwood Canyon; as the 
population grows, I don't believe any other options will be able to combat the traffic in any long-term 
way; not to mention the inevitable construction traffic and negative environmental impact that will ensue 
with adding additional lanes or other road work. Much more parking will be needed at the base! Looking 
forward to cutting emissions and traffic lines down. (32.7A, 32.2.9D, 32.2.6C, 32.10A, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  2141 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lincoln Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems like the best fit both fiscally and environmentally. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2142 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucas Porter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding another lane of traffic to 210 is the wrong choice for Utah and the wrong choice for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. More lanes and more traffic will not improve congestion and will be a detriment to 
our pristine alpine playground. (32.7A) While I am not a big supporter of increasing crowds at Alta-
Snowbird, the gondola offers the only true solution to congested roads, along with the potential to be 
low or zero carbon. (32.10A) We must preserve our winters and reduce carbon emissions. Paving and 
repeated repaving of a new third lane over the coming years and decades will surely increase our 
carbon footprint and will degrade the quality of our beloved Cottonwoods. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2143 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeri Fowles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. There need to be stops at White Pine trailhead and possibly other areas in the 
canyon to reduce congestion and environmental impact in those areas as well. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5G) 
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COMMENT #:  2144 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emmett Ross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I borrowed some of this comment from a reddit user "mckluts" because I think it does a great job of 
explaining all of the reasons why I love the bus and they are much more eloquent than I am.  
 
I think the only good option is to expand the bus service. The bus service checks all the marks that your 
average user is looking for. Quick (dedicated lane for busses in peak times), easy (large parking hubs 
reduces risk of having to fight for parking), reliable (running several busses at the same time means 
that the entire "system" will rarely come to a halt - the exception being canyon closures), cheap/free to 
use (UTA riding is normally free with a ski pass). (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
 
Canyon closures should not considered an issue for recreationalists - people having to wait 3 hours to 
go ski powder isn't a taxpayer issue. The issue is people not being able to access or leaves their 
homes in cottonwood heights and sandy because of the gridlock, medical emergencies at the resorts, 
and tourists missing flights because they can't get back to the valley. The gridlock can be managed a 
police presence. Medical emergencies can either be treated on site or stabilized until an airlift can be 
completed. Tourists can reschedule flights. If it is really an issue we are prioritizing, let's throw the 
avalanche sheds in on top of the enhanced bus service. Expensive, but it really is the best of both 
worlds. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
 
Back to the bus system positives. The planned bus stops can be adapted quickly and easily each year, 
so hikers/bikers/backcountry skiers can get dropped off at important/popular hubs if the demand is 
there. Plus, in the summer, the bus priority lane gets used by pedestrians and bicyclists. Way safer for 
them, and makes driving LCC way easier not having to go around cyclists. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
Everything that comes out about the gondola makes it seem like a bad idea. Multiple transfers, limited 
onsite parking (though the La Caille option appears to mitigate this), slow operation and long wait time 
to get to alta. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.5C, and 32.2.6.5O). Not to mention it is more expensive as well. At 
this point, the only benefit over the enhanced bus service is being able to run over avalanche debris. 
Great to transfer people and goods during what would otherwise be an interlodge, but the reality is that 
one long weekend a year where there is an interlodge is not a good enough justification against all of 
the other downsides. (32.2.6.5H) 
 
To reiterate, I really like the idea of implementing a system that adapts with the seasons. With busses, 
the use case changes in summers and provides benefits to locals that want to use the canyons. With 
the gondola, it's literally only moving people to two ski resorts and out of peak season it is completely 
useless. For such a large investment that is going to be assisted by local taxpayers, it just doesn't seem 
to pay itself off. (32.2.7A) 
 
Finally, a strong bus system can also grow to help BCC. Throwing up a gondola in LCC helps them out, 
but does nothing for the other half of the motorists heading towards BCC. A strong, fast, well utilized 
bus system can assist both canyons without much additional effort. 
 
My vote is for the busses. Getting avalanche sheds would be the ideal next step, and I think is the way 
forward.
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COMMENT #:  2145 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To UDOT, 
 
I have lived in the salt lake valley for nearly 30 years, moving here when I was just 6. I have been 
utilizing the Cottonwood Canyons for that same time period. Watching the usage increase has been 
exciting and also frustrating at time. It is understandable that an alternative to transportation needs to 
happen. I personally believe that increased bussing is the best alternative, second to a dedicated bus 
lane, and last is the gondola option. I have personally watched the bus usage increase in years past. 
The thought of using this lane as a dedicated bike lane in the summers is also appealing. So once 
again, my vote as a Salt Lake resident and local, is for bussing, NOT a gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2146 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jimmy Pearson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Give us the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2147 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  A Rice 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great idea to put a Lacaille station in place (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2148 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennis Bischoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This has been debated to death. We need to move forward ASAP as there will only be more and more 
skiers not less (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2149 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Rupp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, my name is John and I'm a lifty at Snowbird. I think that the gondola is the best option for three 
reasons. First, the gondola will have less impact on the canyon than widening the road. Second, the 
gondola will allow guests to get down the canyon in the event of a road closure. Third, the gondola will 
be a good way for out-of-towners to get up the canyon without having to buy tire chains that they might 
never use again. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2150 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Densley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Lived and skied In littlecottonwood canyon since the sixties and any improvements to the canyon 
should be for improved bus service. (32.2.9A) 
We certainly don’t need large transportation hub at the base of the canyon. To spend that much money 
essentially for one ski resort is absurd. (32.2.7A) The amount of people on the hill is already very 
dangerous, I vote for no gondola (32.2.9E and 32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  2151 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola! It is an elegant, long-term, sustainable solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2152 

DATE:   7/2/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kate Handy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2153 

DATE:   7/2/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Macfarlane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly prefer enhanced bus service with no widening of the roadway at all. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  2154 

DATE:   7/2/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karl Meltzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
start the gondola at the base of 7 turns. About 3mi up the road, build a parking structure into the 
mountainside on the north side of the creek. No avalanche paths to worry about, and it won't even be 
seen from below. Noone waits on the road because the gondola starts 3 mi up the canyon. (32.2.2Z) 
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COMMENT #:  2155 

DATE:   7/2/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jen Denton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please please leave our beautiful canyon alone!! I have lived here my whole life and there has 
to be another solution that allows for lifetime residents to access our favorite places. There needs to be 
a way for residents to travel up the canyon and visit somewhere other than snowbird or Alta directly. 
Please do not take away our beautiful mountains to build gondolas. (32.17A) A simple solution is to put 
a toll booth and limit the number of cars that go. (32.2.2Y) Residents should be able to have a pass that 
allows them to travel up the canyon in their private vehicles. (32.2.4A) I will be deeply saddened if our 
beautiful canyon is ruined by a gondola or if our favorite trails are rerouted or ruined to widen the road. 
(32.4A) Just limit the number of cars that can go up and let us access our beautiful home without 
disturbing its beauty!! (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  2156 

DATE:   7/2/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Earl Manley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
we do need something. I see too many single occupent vehicles comi (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2157 

DATE:   7/2/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Curtis Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two chosen alternative are both short-sighted. The needs to be light rail to Granite climbing area, 
White Pine, Snowbird, Alta, Brighton, Deer Valley and Park City. (32.2.2N and 32.2.2H) Obviously way 
more expensive, but much, more benefit including allowing commuter travel in the opposite direction 
from ski travel. Use the road as a snow-shed the entire way and rail travel will never be shut down. 
Think swiss, not Utah cheapskate. Eventually connect to Wasatch Mtn state park and Heber or Midway. 
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COMMENT #:  2158 

DATE:   7/2/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Paulsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's consider the long-term solution to Little Cottonwood Canyon's human impact with the proposed 
gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2159 

DATE:   7/2/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Parrish 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposal for the gondola. This will reduce the reliance on vehicles to get up the canyon 
which is unsustainable. It will be important to keep this option affordable for the general public so that 
everyone has equal access to the great outdoors. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2160 

DATE:   7/2/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I understand that a HUGE majority of people are traveling to Alta and Snowbird, how will the 
gondola provide access to White Pine trailhead? It is often overfilled beyond capacity and I think 
absolutely worth a stop, especially if the taxpayer is paying for it. (32.2.6.5G and 32.2.7A) 
 
Running the gondola during the summer months would be nice too. Can you update this website with 
data from Telluride and Europe about how gondola/ tram access instead of roads helps tourism/ the 
economy? (32.2.6.5F)  
 
Where is the 1800 car parking number coming from? Somehow that seems low, considering there are 
about 5000 parking spots in the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  2161 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Kovach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The little cottonwood EIS is a flawed review of a problem that 2 businesses claim to have and one 
claims to solve at taxpayer expense. (32.1.2B) The gondola should not be considered because it only 
supports Alta, Snowbird and CW properties. Not the watershed, the forest or people who do not ski. 
(32.2.7A, 32.17A, and 32.13A) No consideration of different mitigation alternatives have been put forth, 
such as tolling, or restricting private vehicles. (32.2.4A) In addition, no consideration has been given to 
any of the residents who live on this corridor and what this expansion will do to their homes and their 
lifestyle. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.4F, and 32.4I) This is environmental destruction at it finest at the taxpayers 
expense. (32.2.7A) 
 
Just this am 7/2/2021 a bicyclist was hit on Wasatch. UDOT has not given any consideration to the 
community and what or how people would like to recreate in the area which is bicycling, walking and 
crossing the road. We don’t need high speed traffic and noisy cars speeding through a neighborhood. 
(32.2.6.2.2A and 32.11B) The widening of Wasatch has been buried in the EIS, much to the chagrin of 
the residents, and others who may comment on the EIS. (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2162 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely do not put a gondola in Little cottonwood canyon. Just improve the road as they do in the 
Alps. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  2163 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Ehrhart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon for most of 40 years and watched access to Alta 
and Snowbird evolve over that time. I am a frequent traveler of that canyon roads, both privately and on 
public transportation during that time period. During the summers, I watched as it went from a less 
frequently traveled road, to a nightmare of crowds, often parking illegally and dangerously. Over loving 
the outdoors as it were. In the winter, there is now a dread of driving up the canyon, mainly because of 
the quantity of unprepared and unskilled drivers and vehicles that attempt to go up and down the 
canyon. This is the worst experience because this two lane road can be blocked and become very 
dangerous due to a single drive or vehicle that has a problem. The vehicle can be a bus, transportation 
van, or private car/truck. Usually, the main problem here is a lack of reasonable tires for the conditions. 
I will talk more about that below. The driver can be from out of the country, state, or just out of town far 
enough to not frequently be accustom to driving during a storm. Any of these can end up sliding off the 
road and blocking traffic in either direction, but mostly coming down at the end of the day. (32.1.2B) 
 
It is my humble opinion, that vehicles without real, serious winter tires, do not belong on the canyon 
road at any time during the fall, winter, or spring months, due to the ability of snow to fall during those 
times, often at unpredictable times. If an unprepared vehicle, meaning no real snow tires, (with or 
without a skilled winter conditions driver), gets up the canyon either prior to a storm starting, or early in 
the storm before the snow effects the road, coming down that road is nothing short of terrifying and 
extremely dangerous. This is when the danger level rises very quickly for all of the other vehicles that 
have an obligation to stop for these vehicles, or travel at a very very slow speed. (32.2.2M) Buses 
would not be immune to this effect and can frequently cause this stopped situation. Cars waiting for a 
wreck or slide off are in danger due the avalanches that frequent Little Cottonwood Canyon. In fact, we 
have had vehicles hit by avalanches waiting for such an accident to be cleared in the past. We are very 
fortunate that this has not happened more frequently and resulted in injuries or fatalities. Give the 
extreme nature of future weather events, this will happen more frequently, not less. Adding more buses 
and routes, will not really solve this problem, removing vehicles from the road, (not completely, but as 
many as possible), is the only real solution here. (32.2.4A) Also, currently, when vehicles get up the 
road before a storm, there is no checking they can descent the canyon road safely, and many that 
should not attempt it, are obligated to try. These unprepared vehicles/drivers should either not be 
allowed up the road in the first place. Especially if a storm is simply predicted or expected. Additionally, 
they should not be permitted to risk the lives of others by allowing them to attempt to drive down, 
causing a three to six hour traffic jam, we call a red snake. This includes cables which offer nearly 
nothing in terms of additional traction. All cables do is create another dangerous situation as people 
often try to install cables on the road only after they no longer have enough traction to move. Real 
winter tires are the only solution for winter canyon driving. (32.2.2M) 
 
A gondola with appropriately sized parking, would remove this dangerous possibility and allow skiers to 
egress the canyon without exposing the masses to a dangerous situations that I described above. I full 
heartily support the gondola to remove as many vehicles from the road as we possibly can to protect us 
from ourselves. Enhanced bus service is a poor band aid on problem that needs resolving for real 
public safety. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2164 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Torvi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LOVE IT OMG DO IT!!!!!!!! Very very very very pro this (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2165 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Person Person 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although more expensive upfront, I believe the Gondola option is preferred and would provide a more 
distinct user experience. The Wasatch Front Regional Council recently posited that widening roads or 
building additional lanes simply incentivizes people to adapt their lifestyles, but does not necessarily 
correlate to a decrease in the total number of cars on the road. Even with a dedicated BRT lane up the 
canyon, I do not believe that it would drive down AADT. (32.2.4A) A Gondola, however, would 
inherently remove vehicular congestion, offer a more memorable experience for tourists and locals 
alike, and (based on the prelim docs from UDOT) cost less in annual O&M for only an additional 5 extra 
minutes in commute time compared to the BRT option. Optically, I think we should reinforce our global 
reputation as a world-class ski and recreational destination and invest in a Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2166 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Timothy Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLZ build it!!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2167 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Dylan Ferguson and I am a 16 year old skier, altaholic, and environmental advocate. I love 
the idea of making Little Cottonwood Canyon more accessible and safe, however I do not believe a 
Gondola is the best solution. (32.2.9E) Instead, we should be more focused on improving the 
infrastructure, usability, and safety of the canyon’s main road. We could reduce emissions by improving 
and encouraging shuttling, busing, and carpooling. (32.2.4A) This would mean less cars, more 
experienced drivers, and easier access. A concern of mine is that while the Gondola itself might be 
green, the energy needed to power it might not be so green. (32.10A) I implore you to maintain the 
classy and traditional nature of Alta and Snowbird and hope you reconsider putting a Gondola on our 
beautiful mountain. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  2168 

DATE:   7/2/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Juergen Koehn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tram , the only logical long term Solution (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  2169 

DATE:   7/2/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dasha Keith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2170 

DATE:   7/2/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kay Tran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of increased buses, dedicated bus lane and snow sheds. Furthermore, Ikon pass needs to 
be banned from LCC permanently. (32.2.9B and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  2171 

DATE:   7/2/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Liston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the proposed gondola solution, but have a question about how one would get to the White Pine 
Trailhead. (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.5G) 
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COMMENT #:  2172 

DATE:   7/2/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connie Barney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With either choice the impact on the Canyon will be huge. I have watched what happens to surrounding 
Trees and Habitats when "men at work" start digging up the Forest. (32.13A and 32.13B)
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COMMENT #:  2173 

DATE:   7/2/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cydney Rollins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the most optimal, long-term transportation option in Little Cottonwood Canyon would be to 
have a gondola. It would decrease automobile track in and out of the canyon, preserving more of our 
natural environment and making it safer for all. We saw this last winter with the hazards of having that 
many people on the road with potentials avalanches. It would help attract tourism and yet help to 
control congestion in the canyon. This makes it safer for motorists, runners, bikers, skiers and anyone 
else that wants to enjoy what the canyon has to offer. Not building a gondola would be a poor choice. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2174 

DATE:   7/2/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Budjnoski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe this is the correct solution. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2175 

DATE:   7/2/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon McCallum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The best and most inclusive option is a bus only lane, with more shuttle parking, and increased bus 
service plus avalanche bridges. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9L) The gondola sets a precedent that the ski 
resorts “own‚” the entire canyon. The gondola does not service the other outdoor enthusiasts such as 
boulderers, climbers, backcountry skiers, snow shoers, hikers etc. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) The gondola 
will be an eyesore, not to mention it will constantly need repairs, will carry very few people up the 
canyon, and will frequently be shut down due to weather. (32.17A, 32.4A, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.2.6.5N)
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COMMENT #:  2176 

DATE:   7/2/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Merrill Ford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No, no why worry about getting skiers up that canyon so fast. The resorts what there money. We have 
congestion in the valley also, people trying to get to work. Going up that canyon is for fun and the ski 
resorts won't pay a dine!!! Its not right. Thanks (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2177 

DATE:   7/2/21 2:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ricky Carlson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Something needs to be done in LCC to ensure safety and accessability within the canyon. I strongly 
believe that a gondola is not a good option to resolve these issues. (32.2.9E) Widening the existing 
road to accomodate a bus "shoulder" that can double as a pedestrain/cyclist lane may have an impact 
on the immediate surroundgs, but I believe that impact will be drastically less than a gondola. A 
gondola will only serve to enhance access to the ski resorts, who really don't need more business than 
they already have. (32.20C) It would require felling trees along the route, keeping those trees trimmed 
back, and the creation of access roads for construction and maintenance throughout the life of the 
gondola system. (32.13A) A gondola would likely only be needed during the winter months, meaning 
the infrastructure put in place for it would sit idle for much of the year. (32.2.6.5F) They would also 
create more of an eyesore in the valley. (32.17A) one of the great things about LCC is the clear 
unobstructed views as you drive and recreate throughout the canyon (except at the resorts, of course). 
A raised gondola system going the length of the canyon would marr that. A widened road would be 
cheaper, get patrons up the canyon faster, provide more opportunities for multi-use/purpose activities, 
and be less damaging to the physical environment. (32.13B, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  2178 

DATE:   7/2/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Olexa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Consider elevated electric train similar to Zermott. No layperson autos. Also elevated train over 
wasatch blvd. and from Sandy, transporting people to base. WIll also need multilevel parking garages 
at base. (32.2.9F, 32.2.2I, and 32.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  2179 

DATE:   7/2/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola all the way. Best for all the important aspects: safety, environment, efficiency. Sets a great 
example all around. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2180 

DATE:   7/2/21 3:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Talmage Sanders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it concerns, 
I support the gondola with certain stipulations. (32.2.9D) First, gondola use MUST be incentivized. If it 
is not used as one, if not the, primary method of getting up and down the canyon, it is a waste. These 
incentivization's could include a free ride pass with purchase of a canyon ski pass, free rides on 
weekends, AFFORDABLE year long pass options. (32.2.4A) Second, the gondola should make 
numerous stops along the way up the canyon for popular trails/other activities besides skiing. 
(32.2.6.5G) Third, the gondola should be as fast, if not faster than choosing to ride a car up the canyon. 
(32.2.6.5O)  
Now, just because I support the gondola, doesn't mean I don't support busses. Instead of a bus lane, 
busses should run up and down the canyon with increased frequency. Park and ride to the canyon 
entrance should be made free on weekends and ran with increased frequency. (32.2.9A)  
Finally, riding cars should be highly disincentivized. This could work by having no car days, requiring 
money for parking based upon # of carpoolers (revenue made this way should go to environmental 
initiatives), etc. (32.2.4A) 
Thanks for the consideration, 
Talmage Sanders
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COMMENT #:  2181 

DATE:   7/2/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marsha Goff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the Gondola option. It is simply more logical from all standpoints - cost, efficiency, long-term, 
esthetics, and definitely a far more desirable way to travel up the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2182 

DATE:   7/2/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Kuprianowicz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, please. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2183 

DATE:   7/2/21 3:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirkwood Donavin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the B-plan Gondola from La Caille. I think it is the "coolest" option, but also one that is likely to 
solve a lot of our problems. (32.2.9D)  
 
Some friends offered some concerned comments that I'll include: 
 
- Where will the money come from? Hopefully Alta-Bird are being expected to pitch in as they will 
benefit enormously from it. (32.2.7A) 
- What incentives will people have to ride the Gondola? It seems that simply the "cool" factor (which will 
totally work for me) will not be enough to prevent people from driving up the canyon anyway. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2184 

DATE:   7/2/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Anklan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as a solution for LCC traffic. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2185 

DATE:   7/2/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pramod Sharma 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both Little and Big Cottonwood canyons should be addressed. The cog rapid transit still seems like the 
best idea. Car traffic up the canyons should be limited. (32.1.1A, 32.2.9F, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  2186 

DATE:   7/2/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Quinlan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution makes far more sense. It is a 21st century solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2187 

DATE:   7/2/21 4:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Dyrud 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2188 

DATE:   7/2/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Boner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a v-shaped glacial formed canyon. As such widening the road is not the 
best for additional traffic flow. This is further complicated by avalanche activity during winter months 
and geological movement of rocks through sides, etc. added to this is the additional burden of road 
maintenance and salt use! Given the cost of widening the road is not that much less than putting in a 
gondola system the gondola proposal seems the better alternative. (32.2.9D) This is based not just 
solely on cost but also lesser impacts to animals, plants and environment. (32.13A and 32.13B). Also 
based on reviewed information think the total accounting costs including longevity will be less with 
gondola. On a cost/ benefit analysis the gondola appears to be the better choice!
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COMMENT #:  2189 

DATE:   7/2/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda Tippetts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the idea of a Gondola over another road. Part of the motivation should be to try and change 
the mindset of people who are traveling the state. We want to promote alternative means of 
transportation and just relying on cars is a poor method of transportation for the environment. Let’s 
move this forward as a method to motivate respect for nature and a chance for people to broaden their 
ideas about how they can impact the environment. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2190 

DATE:   7/2/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacey Dobkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as the preferred alternative for Little Cottonwood Canyon. Thank you. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2191 

DATE:   7/2/21 6:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacy Coleman Higbee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that a gondola/ tram system would be the most environmentally friendly option and would be 
impacted the least from storms, avalanches and earthquakes (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2192 

DATE:   7/2/21 6:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a wonderful idea. I grew up in Utah and have skied this canyon my whole life. As we all know, it 
has become untenable with the amount of traffic that goes up it every single day during ski season. 
This not only solve that problem in an elegant way it would make our already spectacular resorts better 
in untold ways.This is world class stuff. Utah should not miss this opportunity. I can’t think of anything 
bad about this idea. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2193 

DATE:   7/2/21 7:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Molly Swonger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live within 5 miles of the proposed changes. I only support extended bus service with no road 
changes. Anything else would cause too much harm to the environment and our watershed. (32.2.9A, 
32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
 
We have not exhausted extended bus options and requiring folks to carpool.
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COMMENT #:  2194 

DATE:   7/2/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Barker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option as a former employee of Alta & family lifetimes skiers.  
Sheds & buses, environmentally harmful. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2195 

DATE:   7/2/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the only safe and environmentally sound solution to the problem we have and the 
gondola wont only run in the winter it wi run year round and if your numbers reflected that the buses 
wouldn't even be considered (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2196 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Seipert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a good idea depending on the amount of parking available at the base where the gondola 
begins. Think it will especially be good during ski season, when traffic is worse or there is an avalanche 
etc. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2197 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Metos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I read Gehrke's article in the Trib this week. He's a respectable journalist and after describing bus vs 
gondola, he concluded bus. But he convinced me that gondola is the answer. Wider, saltier roads with 
diesel fumes are all negative. Even if the gondola is more expensive...tough...skiers get great deals in 
Utah vs the rest of the world. And it brings a touch of class. Gondola for me...George (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2198 

DATE:   7/2/21 10:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kurtis Olson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please save our canyon and use the Gondola for public transportation, and only allow busses and 
shuttle services up the canyon unless staying in a hotel (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2199 

DATE:   7/2/21 11:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jon Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT: 
  
I own almost 11 acres within the Granite Oaks subdivision that lies immediately to the west of the 
proposed Gondola parking structure. I understand that the gondola project may in some ways 
negatively affect my property. Nevertheless, I am writing you to express my strong support for the 
gondola option in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The gondola just makes so much more sense in terms of 
protecting the canyon and ensuring the safety of peoples’ lives from avalanches and more. (32.2.9D) 
  
Concurrently I wish to lodge my opposition to increased highway lanes in the canyon. That option just 
does not make any sense, although it may be the lower cost option at the moment. The negative 
impacts from the wider roads, increased vehicle traffic, with little to no improvement in avalanche 
protection is simply not the right way to go here. (32.2.9C) 
  
My support for the gondola stems from its ability to move people safely up into the canyon with a lower 
carbon footprint (32.10A), free of negative impacts from avalanches, and with far less construction 
disturbance to the canyon. For these reasons I think it is worth the larger up front investment. Thank 
you!
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COMMENT #:  2200 

DATE:   7/2/21 11:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These beautiful, wild places are magical and draw people from all over the world. Instead of over 
developing them, protect them and limit the development and they will remain wonderful going forward. 
(32.1.2B) Too much development will ruin them and in the long run people won’t come visit and locals 
favorite spots will be gone. Development is a lose - lose proposition! (32.2.9G and 32.20F)

Page 32B-2207 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2201 

DATE:   7/3/21 5:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Heymann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would be an insane step up in Utah’s resort action and all while preserving rather then making 
more roads etc. This would boost Utah to new proportions in the ski world. There’s always the debate 
of best three places in USA to ski and ride. Jackson hole mtn resort, aspen, and snowbird. This would 
put snowbird at the top of the list now.  
But I think the main thing beneficial would be this. I talk to people every day around slc where I recently 
moved back to and stayed just because of snowbird and park city basically. But I ask people all the 
time about snowbird and to my absolute surprise so many people say I’ve never been up there. And 
yea I’ve heard about it. Or I don’t ski so why would I go!!! And i am like dude, if you ski and ride and you 
haven’t been to the bird you probably should sell your skis and pick up golf or something. But even for 
the people that don’t ski and ride the summers are insane it’s so beautiful. So I think making this would 
then draw all of slc locals and from out of state to then venture up and check out the greatest terrain for 
snow sports in the country, if not world. It would really put a light on what Salt Lake City has to offer and 
so close to the city at that. This would make the tourism here skyrocket. But I think it needs to free for 
all season pass holders. And day ticket buyers etc. sight seeing yes charge something but don’t try to 
overkill and make people veer away from it all again. (32.29D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2202 

DATE:   7/3/21 5:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Piper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Say yes to the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2203 

DATE:   7/3/21 5:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Wiegand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the preferred method to resolve LCC transportation issues. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2204 

DATE:   7/3/21 5:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Simko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is clearly the choice here. Freaking duh. How is this a debate? (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2206 

DATE:   7/3/21 6:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Read 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's not close our minds. A new idea: Use the old Sandy Shopko housing and parking for a bus 
terminal. There are several places in the valley that have closed their business, they all can be bus 
terminals. (32.2.6.2.1C) Then bus from them to a final stop to the Snowbird and Alta resorts. (32.2.9A). 
This idea also can be used for Big Cottonwood Brighton and Solitude to make things equal. (32..1.1A) 
Buses can be Hydrogen and electric. (32.2.6.3F) Also it is time for a public paying pass to Little and Big 
Cottonwood. Also, when capacity has been met in the canyons, close the gates. (32.2.4A) Use 
Department of Natural resources as well as UDOT and USFS to man the stations. Always remember to 
preserve Bicycling in the Wasatch Mountains, as well as our water, quiet peacefulness of why we all 
have arrived here. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.29G) Thank you. dsread
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COMMENT #:  2206 

DATE:   7/3/21 8:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Wilkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon has National Park beauty and is a main attraction for all of Salt Lake, Utah, 
Summit and Davis counties. The entire state actually. This gondola project is a necessary step to 
protect the canyon, and enhance visitor enjoyment. It's benefits will become more and more 
appreciated as our area continues to populate. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2207 

DATE:   7/3/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryant Scrafford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Will high winds impact the Gondola reliability much in the same way it does now with existing resort 
chair lifts, gondolas and trams? (32.2.6.5K) Also the draft states that parking at a mobility hub lot only 
adds two minutes to the Gondola overall travel time. It is not possible to for a bus to travel from either 
9400 s. and Highland or the Gravel pit in two minutes. (32.2.6.5V) 
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COMMENT #:  2208 

DATE:   7/3/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryant Scrafford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Snow sheds have been in use successfully all over the world for over one hundred and fifty years and 
should be included in as a component of any of the plans ultimately chosen. They shout have been 
constructed in LCC decades ago. (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  2209 

DATE:   7/3/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Camp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love it. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2210 

DATE:   7/3/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jami Moysh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the only way to go!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2211 

DATE:   7/3/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Mecham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the Gondola B alternative. Adding busses will just create more problems in the canyon as 
they have a shorter lifespan and higher operational costs. The gondola will run even when an 
avalanche happens and does not require more road construction. It's the only thing that makes sense. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2212 

DATE:   7/3/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Swinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a full supporter of the gondola proposal that is one of the two preferred solutions to the traffic issue 
in little cottonwood canyon. As a resident and employee in LCC for almost 10 years, I know that the 
solution to the LCC traffic congestion is not on the road. We need a solution that gets people off the 
road and out of their cars and the gondola does just that. Additionally, the gondola is the most 
sustainable solution and has the smaller impact on the land of LCC in comparison to the enhanced bus 
option. (32.13A and 32.13B) Building roads is detrimental to so much land surrounding the built road 
and only encourages more people to rely on driving their personal vehicles to travel up and down the 
canyon. (32.2.4A) The gondola is the solution for the future, encouraging people to rely less on their 
personal vehicle and use a more sustainable transportation option that is reliable and not impacted by 
slide offs, avalanches to the road and other road related issues. I'm excited to see the gondola in action 
in a few years! (32.2.9D) 
 
Additionally, thank you for all the hard work that has gone into getting this process to this phase!
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COMMENT #:  2213 

DATE:   7/3/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dudley McIlhenny 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola makes sense to me as a season pass holder. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2214 

DATE:   7/3/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Strat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola alternative as a more environmentally friendly and reliable alternative. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-2221 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2215 

DATE:   7/3/21 10:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Hughes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of this plan, let’s make it happen!!(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2216 

DATE:   7/3/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stefanie Musy-Verdel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola B alternative sounds amazing! Starting the ski experience at the The Gondola base 
station with 1,500 parking spaces (How many cars currently go up/down the mountain on peak days?) 
and avoiding the unpleasant automobile traffic would lead the way in being an internationally 
recognized location (the natural snow and mountain terrain are doing a good job of that at present). Salt 
lake City needs more mobility hubs (larger-capacity park-and-ride lots with transit service. I would not 
take my car if there was one available next to the ski utah building at Parleys way- Large parking lot, 
would love see transformed into a mobility hub for mountain traffic (including mountain biking in the 
summer), and increased development of TRAX from this location. If a bus left from this location directly 
to the gondola base station. so much SLC automobile traffic could be avoided. (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.2.1C, 
and 32.2.2I) I hope similar proposals will be made for Big Cottonwood as well. (32.1.1A) Less Cars- 
more transit options please! 
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COMMENT #:  2217 

DATE:   7/3/21 10:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Siegel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola option please. There will continue to be people who attempt to drive up the canyon with bald 
tires or a vehicle that is ill-equipped for snow, and they will cause accidents and delays. (32.2.4A) 
Busses are only a partial solution. Gondola is better. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2218 

DATE:   7/3/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Strong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option but with either option, I would hope it would be feasible to greatly increase 
the locker numbers at the Snowbird and Alta stations. (32.2.9D and 32.2.3A) I often don't choose to 
ride the bus because I don't like to deal with my skis, boots and poles on the bus. If there were a 
convenient (and reasonably priced) locker where I could leave my ski gear, I would feel better about 
any public transportation option. 
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COMMENT #:  2219 

DATE:   7/3/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Klinges 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not approve of the proposition of a gondola up Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) Traffic heading 
into the canyon is a headache, but not nearly as bad as the eyesore that a gondola would be- let alone 
the sustained environmental impact of a gondola. (32.17A) I would rather see a highway expansion, 
although strongly prefer neither occurred. (32.2.9G) 
 
David Klinges, Utah resident and longtime LCC skier and hiker. 
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COMMENT #:  2220 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jerrin Wagstaff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Jerrin Wagstaff and I am a resident of Cottonwood Heights. I would like to express my 
support for the Gondola option to improve the traffic situation for Little Cottonwood Canyon. Thank you. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2221 

DATE:   7/3/21 2:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Moorr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build it!!! I am one of those skiers that will wait for hours to have to a powder day (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2222 

DATE:   7/3/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vilma Helmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is safer for riders bec you avoid avalanche, cleaner air than the Bus. (32.10A) Buses cannot 
climb the snow pack road. In the future, buses will cause lots of traffic & blocks the road& we will need 
gondola solution again. So buses will cost more money eventually. Gondola will simulate the Swiss 
magical view& can be useful both winter wonderland & summer time. Even third countries like Vietnam 
& Thailand are so ahead of Utah Using gondolas for workers & tourists. Why be cheap now & in the 
future spend more double money for being cheap. (32.2.9D) 
 If we want future Olympics again, the Gondolas will be added asset to Utah to win the Olympic. 
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COMMENT #:  2223 

DATE:   7/3/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Audrey Marshall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best solution for long term protection of the canyon and safety of everyone that goes 
up and down the canyon. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-2230 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2224 

DATE:   7/3/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Kennington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
General Comments: 
-Enhanced Bus Alternative is much better than the Gondola B alt. See Individual Alt. comments below. 
-With climate change, plans should consider post-ski uses of the Canyons. Snow seasons are getting 
shorter and ski ticket prices are becoming less affordable, both will contribute to a lower demand for 
skiing. By the time all this gets built, the snow will be gone. The gondola alternative, especially, is just 
50 years too late to be effective and affordable. We'll always need the road. (32.2.2E) 
-The plans should consider the carrying capacity of the Canyons, rather than moving as many people 
as possible. A capacity study should be done, and infrastructure to match should be proposed. 
(32.20B) 
-What is a better definition of the tolling times, schedule and costs? I will be impacted by this, but am 
willing to advocate for it. (32.2.4A) 
-The Wasatch Blvd road plan should be for roads to be slowed-down and "calmed" to better match the 
Canyon configuration. For example, the general traffic lanes will change from 2 on Wasatch to 1 in the 
Canyon. The intersection of 9400 So at the LCC Park n' Ride will further enhance this problem. The CH 
residents would also like Wasatch Bl to be calmed and slowed somewhat. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
-A full SL Valley Shuttle system should be planned to reduce the traffic to Cottonwood Heights. This 
can be gradually designed and adjusted as needed with construction of the chosen alternative. (32.2.2I)  
 
Gondola Comments: 
-A gondola will destroy the Canyon viewshed, and cut the narrow canyon in half. (32.17A) 
-It will only serve the two ski resorts, as such, they should pay for most of the cost. This should not be 
used as a first phase of a ski-interconnect system. By the time it is all built large scale skiing will be in 
the past. (32.2.7A and 32.1.5B)  
-The 1500 car parking garage at the lower terminal is contrary to reducing traffic on Wasatch Bl., such a  
mobility hub is too close to the Canyon. (32.2.6.5E) 
-Very few will ride the gondola after the 1500 car garage is full, after having to wait and make multiple 
transfers from other mobility hubs to just get to the terminal. It also takes longer than the Bus Alt. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5V) 
-This alt must be mostly built all at once, and not staged. (32.2.6.5A) 
-What will non-ski ticket holders be charged to ride the gondola? (32.2.4A) 
-The gondola will not be used in the summer, and will be hardly used after the demise of skiing. 
(32.2.6.5F and 32.20A) 
-This alt violates the CWC pillar of being feasible for BCC, as well. (32.1.1A) 
-Is a transfer of gondolas required at the Snowbird Station to get to Alta? (32.2.6.5R) 
-A strict counting of the number of comments for this alt v. that of critical commenters should be 
tempered, as both resorts have automatic client lists from past borders, ski pass holders and 
employees. (32.2.9N) 
 
Enhanced Bus Comments: 
-For a myriad of reasons this alternative is best. It is infinitely more flexible in schedule and routing than 
the gondola, on a daily, weekly and seasonal basis. (32.2.9B) 
-Implementation of this alt is much more scalable than the gondola, which must be built all at once, 
reducing the spike in construction costs. (32.2.6.3D) 
-Many more valley busses would be eligible for mountain service if the resorts were made to increase 
the radii of their turn-around circles at their terminals. This would reduce busing costs early on. 
(32.2.6.3M) 
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The bus fleet can be gradually electrified, as needed. (32.2.6.3F) 
-The snow sheds will greatly improve the reliability of this option. (32.2.9K) 
-This keeps transport to only one right of way, that already exits, with only widening is required. The 
snow sheds are planned for both alternatives. It will impact the canyon much less than the gondola. 
(32.29D) 
- The road exists there now, and will always be needed to service the Canyon, unlike the gondola. 
-The flex lane will serve multiple purposes, for example, accommodating pedestrians and cyclists in the 
off season, increasing safety for them. (32.2.9B) 
-This alt will cost less to build than the gondola. 
-This alt will serve many other users of the Canyon, at other stops and trailheads that the gondola 
doesn't. (32.2.6.3C) 
-This alt takes less time to get to Alta than the gondola. 
-This alternative is consistent with the CWC req't that it can be implemented in BCC, unlike the 
gondola. 
 
Thank you for allowing me to comment on this most important issue!
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COMMENT #:  2225 

DATE:   7/3/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Sheets 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of a Gondola up the Canyon. Traffic is horrible and we need to allow people to get up the 
canyon quickly and not limit access which would be sad. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2226 

DATE:   7/3/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julian Chapman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Brilliant idea. Just do it. Look at 3 Vallees in France and see how successful. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2227 

DATE:   7/3/21 5:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory Hoole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm not a fan of busses, so I'm leaning toward the gondola option, but it makes no sense to me to 
require people to park at Big C and then take a bus to the gondola station. Once you're on a bus, you 
might as well stay. Cany the Gondol start at Big C and have a stop at La Caille? (32.2.2Q) Or can we 
expand parking options at La Caille? (32.2.6.2.1C) And how does this work in the summer when people 
want to stop at different places up the canyon? (32.2.6.5F and 32.2.6.5G) It's really too bad a train 
couldn't work. 

Page 32B-2235 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2228 

DATE:   7/3/21 5:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabriel Vanrenen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option is the way to go. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2229 

DATE:   7/3/21 8:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the idea of a gondola for getting up LCC! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2230 

DATE:   7/4/21 12:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrey Razuvayev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2231 

DATE:   7/4/21 1:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nikolai Razuvayev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This will be an incredible step for Utah against carbon! (32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  2232 

DATE:   7/4/21 3:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Summa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is a terrible idea. (32.2.9E) The road will still be there and avalanche sheds will still be 
necessary for emergency vehicles and essential personnel whether or not the gondola is built. The 
sheds can be used for wildlife migration too. Those "involved organizations" advocating the gondola are 
not going to use it except for the requisite photo op. With the exception of low level employees, the Alta, 
Snowbird, Powdr, SkiUtah, Ucair, Love, Exoro and CW people will still drive to ski, work or recreate in 
the canyon. (32.2.4A) Carpools and busses are more effective at mitigating environmental impacts, 
increasing reliability, mobility, and safety. Particularly if those options are encouraged, incentivized and 
enforced. Flex Lanes could be used, 2 up 1 down in AM and 2 down 1 up in PM, always allowing for a 
dedicated emergency/bus/carpool lane. (32.2.2D) There should be a strong incentive to carpool with 
free or priority parking and carpool lanes with the busses. (32.2.4A) There is also an option for a toll but 
I doubt the "involved organizations" would go for that since UDOT would be making the money. 
(32.2.4A) There's also the scary prospect of a terrorist attack on the gondola. How does one protect the 
entire length with towers in the forest? (32.2.6.5W) Has that cost been factored into the 30 life span? 
(32.2.7E) Furthermore, the gondola would create an amusement park feel to an already delicate area 
thereby increasing, rather than decreasing, the impact to the area. (32.17A) Increasing "reliability, 
mobility, and safety" are all best achieved with ground transportation.
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COMMENT #:  2233 

DATE:   7/4/21 5:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Rizzo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my opinion the gondola option would offer the highest benefit with the lease environmental and cost 
impact to the region. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2234 

DATE:   7/4/21 6:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Praskievicz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Snowbird and UDOT, 
As a longtime Snowbird skier I have seen the popularity of the resort soar. I first skied at snowbird the 
winter of 1973. Little Cottonwood Canyon offers some of the best terrain and snow conditions anywhere 
in the World! So it is no surprise that the popularity of the Resort (s) has skyrocketed to unbelievable 
proportions.  
Traffic has always been a problem on powder days. (32.1.4D) The Resorts are located very close to a 
densely populated area. But recently the number of skiers and snowboarders has ruined the 
experience with a long lifelines and gridlock on the road.  
Over the years I was amazed that The State of Utah would allow the unbelievable number of cars going 
up and down the canyon. There was ongoing talk of alternative means of transportation; a tram, a 
tunnel, added busses to name a few. But for fifty years, no solution to the problem, only a few added 
busses in recent years.  
The solution lies in "restricting ALL automobile traffic". The proposed Gondola is a step in the right 
direction but I think the road needs to be closed to all cars for any proposal to work. I know this would 
not be a popular option but it is the only viable way to ensure success. Alta being a Town requires 
some additional considerations. (32.2.4A)  
Now is the time to act. Not sometime in the future! Immediately pass legislation or issue executive 
orders forbidding automobiles on Little Cottonwood Canyon and add busses to transport people while 
building the proposed Gondola. (32.2.2B) Busses are not the final solution but they are a means of 
transitioning into a sustainable format.  
Please. Save The Canyon.  
Respectfully, 
Steve Praskievicz 
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COMMENT #:  2235 

DATE:   7/4/21 6:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg MacCarthy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2236 

DATE:   7/4/21 7:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Lynsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
we need a solution! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2237 

DATE:   7/4/21 7:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Giambusso 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) There must be more than adequate parking at the base. 
(32.2.6.5J) This option will have the least impact on the canyon and will be an attraction year round. 
Also there should be public transportation to the base. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  2238 

DATE:   7/4/21 8:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rich Christiansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not sure about the cost, but would the bus lane require widening of the existing road? If so, and if 
indeed the lane would become usable as a bike-only lane when not in winter, I see that as a nice “pro” 
in favor of that option. (32.2.9B) It sounds like the gondola option would sit idle in seasons other than 
winter. (32.2.6.5F)
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COMMENT #:  2239 

DATE:   7/4/21 8:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Knorr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Think the gondola would be the best Option to keep the canyon looking beautiful (32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  2240 

DATE:   7/4/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Douglas Wahlquist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the pricey but is by far the Best Option and it is worth it!!! After all, aren't we SKI City-
State USA? People from around the world will come just to ride!! Let's do it!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2241 

DATE:   7/4/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Hamric 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola will take forever to build and block the road during constuction and cost 1 billion. 
Please build parking garages away from the base of the canyon and use buses. 
Charge $50 for single riders. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2242 

DATE:   7/4/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stuart Jardine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2243 

DATE:   7/4/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Gulini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola system up the canyon. The situation right now is out of control and getting worse 
every year. The gondola project seems like the only practical and sustainable solution to reducing 
emissions and traffic in the canyon, and would attract more ski tourism. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2244 

DATE:   7/4/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ed Karasik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola seems to be a better option! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2245 

DATE:   7/4/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t build a gondola. It only favors monied interests and is not a good option for most 
recreational users. (32.2.9E, 32.2.7A, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  2246 

DATE:   7/4/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Mletschnig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Direct buses from remote starting points should be a primary focus. (32.2.2I) There is no room for 
vehicles anywhere near the base of the cottonwoods! A gondola from the base of LCC will not solve the 
traffic problem. (32.2.6.5E) Also, if there is bad weather in the area or a mechanical issue the gondola 
will leave hundreds, if not thousands of people in precarious positions. (32.2.6.5K) Expand the road to 
a third lane if you have to. (32.2.2D) The real issue is the numeber of people, we should be reducing 
the num ber of people! ski areas should be required to limit ticket sales. (32.2.2K) Why should non 
resort traffic have to pay the price of mismanaged businesses? (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  2247 

DATE:   7/4/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Valoree Dowell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was born and raised in Utah. Learned to ski, hike, fish, camp, backpack, and then some in the 
mountains in my backyard. I lived in Seattle for a time, and brought my sons, their girlfriends and wives 
back home to learn to ski. They all got better than me. And the mountains are imprisonments them as 
well.  
 
I also understand the crushing burden of too many people and cars in Little Cottonwood, especially in 
winter. I’ve been snowed in, and out. This comment is not intended to describe all the scenario, or 
recount experiences. My point is simple and heartfelt. A gondola has no place in LCC. A place of 
magisterial natural beauty would be degraded into a fun park ride to two resorts. Alta and Snowbird as 
beloved as they are, do not command the rights of way along the 20+ mike corridor. People powered 
enjoyment of nature must be preserved and encouraged. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
 
I strongly encourage two efforts. One, reconsider the true holding capacity of the canyon. (32.20B) 
Two, reconsider revamping UTA bus transport, especially in winter, to get people out of cars and into 
the canyon more quickly,easily, directly, and more safely, than the monumental expense, delays and 
permanent construction in an otherwise pristine place. They’re not making much more of that these 
days. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 
Respectfully submitted  
Valoree Dowell 
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COMMENT #:  2248 

DATE:   7/4/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christopher Bitloft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the bus vs gondola alternatives for the Cottonwood 
Canyons. The bus alternative, with the addition of a flex lane, is by far the preferred alternative for the 
reasons provided below. (32.2.9B) 
The gondola would run only from the base of the canyon to a few stops at ski resorts. The bus is much 
more flexible, with the possibility of additional stops along the way for canyon users who are not going 
to the ski resorts. (32.2.6.3C) 
Buses can originate from a wide range of locations around Salt Lake County, reducing the need for a 
large parking facility at the canyon mouth. (32.2.2I)  
Buses can be electrified, eliminating the need for diesel. (32.2.6.3F) 
Buses can have restrooms. 
Buses can operate independent of the electrical grid and are less susceptible to power outages. 
No one wants to be stuck 100 ft above the ground in a swinging gondola when the canyon winds blow. 
(32.2.6.5K) 
Buses can accommodate hikers and bikes, not just skiers. With buses operating in both Cottonwood 
Canyons, it would be possible to hike or bike from one Canyon to the other with assurance of a ride 
down. This would work particularly well if it was possible to select from stops at multiple locations in the 
canyons. (32.2.6.3C) 
As technology develops, the bus alternative could evolve into a flexible autonomous vehicle alternative 
that could transport customers to and from multiple destinations in the canyons. 
Avalanche sheds should be considered for those parts of the roads highly susceptible to avalanches. 
(32.2.9K) 
Christopher Bitloft
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COMMENT #:  2249 

DATE:   7/4/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Bollinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea of the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2250 

DATE:   7/4/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Norton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I own a home at 94th South and 34th East. While I love the gondola idea for many reasons, one is self-
serving, in that it’s almost impossible to move from my home when skiers are waiting for the canyon to 
open. (32.7B) I’m a skier, and a past employee of Snowbird, so I’m not complaining about the skiers; 
just relaying a pragmatic issue. Beyond that self-serving point, I have to believe the economics of 
selling tickets during the avalanche close days will be worthwhile in the long-run. Last, but not least, 
anything we can do to reduce the impacts of the winter inversions would be great. (32.2.9D and 
32.10A) 
 
Thank you‚....hope this moves forward. 
 
Matt 
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COMMENT #:  2251 

DATE:   7/4/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jocelyn Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution to transportation challenges in Little Cottonwood Canyon to minimize 
human impact on the environment by decreasing use of fossil fuels. (32.2.9D and 32.18A) 
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COMMENT #:  2252 

DATE:   7/4/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsea May 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9D).  
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COMMENT #:  2253 

DATE:   7/4/21 5:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for the Gondola option as it provides an eco-friendly solution to the congestion in the canyon! It 
also provides alternative transportation to/form the slopes when the roads are closed do to accidents, 
avalanches, etc. Makes a lot of sense! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2254 

DATE:   7/4/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whitney Woydziak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go for the Gondola! (32.2.9D) Our family LOVES the decrease in carbon emission, the ability to keep 
running during/after an avalanche or stopped traffic. (32.10A) We’d really consider buying seasons 
passes if this gondola comes to pass as it is a much more superior options than buses. 
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COMMENT #:  2255 

DATE:   7/4/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Parry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m trying to understand why neither of the proposed solutions are addressing the issue of still allowing 
personal vehicles on the road? If you don’t close the road to personal vehicles you will never fix the 
problem because people love the convenience of driving themselves places when given the choice. 
(32.2.4A) Of the two, I think buses would be less of an impact on the environment and cost, especially 
if you would just eliminate cars all together then you wouldn’t have to put in extra lanes. (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  2256 

DATE:   7/4/21 10:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amie Averett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola would preserve the canyon. It is a fun feature it’s self, and less accidents in the canyon. I 
love little cottonwood Canyon, please add the healthier for everyone option the Gondola. Thank you 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2257 

DATE:   7/4/21 10:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynda Perkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of increasing the busses and widening the road. I am strongly against the gondola. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  2258 

DATE:   7/4/21 11:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Krista Nielson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it is a really good idea. Love the concept as long as it can operate in the wind. (32.29D and 
32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  2259 

DATE:   7/4/21 11:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus lanes would help to build grade that would eventually be used for a railway when a 
tunnel through the mountain into summit county is desired. (32.2.2 H)
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COMMENT #:  2260 

DATE:   7/5/21 2:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Renard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support this and any expansion of lifts throughout the wasatch connecting resorts. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2261 

DATE:   7/5/21 6:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Constance Marshall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a task- but necessary for all of us to take on for the sustainable issues of growing population. We 
are not alone in being a part of a solution. 
I support Gondola Alternative B. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-2269 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2262 

DATE:   7/5/21 8:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Sol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
JUST DO IT (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2263 

DATE:   7/5/21 8:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cort Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have grown up at the mouth of little cottonwood and been in the area for nearly 30 years. I believe that 
the Gondola is an excellent solution to a real problem. I am 100% in favor of this project, and believe 
that the team managing the project are perfect for the job. As someone that has ownership in a 
property up Big Cottonwood I have experienced the safety risks in driving during the winter time, not to 
mention the stress that comes when being stuck in traffic. This stress can cause people to think 
irrationally and make rash decisions that can have tragic consequences. I believe the gondola project 
will alleviate stress to the canyon and make traffic more predictable, reliable and safer. I hope to see an 
approval of this project. Thank you for your consideration. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2264 

DATE:   7/5/21 9:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Burks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola project (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2265 

DATE:   7/5/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Borghetti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option addresses current and future needs for canyon access in all weather conditions, 
unlike the road expansion or bus options. The gondola option can scale to meet future generations and 
address ongoing parking challenges. Thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2266 

DATE:   7/5/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I request a screening for alleviating the Wasatch Blvd Expansion need by running a new UTA Non-stop, 
Express Bus from 9400 South Highland Drive Park & Ride north along Highland Drive connecting to I-
215, running on I-215 to Foothill Drive and north on Foothill Drive to the University of Utah Trax Stop. 
University students will have arrived at their destination and other riders then take shuttles to their final 
destination including Huntsman Cancer Institute, U of U Hospital, Primary Children's Hospital, 
corporations of Research Park, Hogle Zoo, This is the Place Monument, Natural History Museum, Red 
Butte Arboretum, etc. This model can move thousands north by morning and south by 
afternoon/evening with high frequency. Modeling this should reveal relief for 1300 East, Highland Drive 
and Wasatch Blvd during peak demand times. This can take thousands of private vehicles off the 
arterials of southeastern SL Valley. (32.2.2AA)
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COMMENT #:  2267 

DATE:   7/5/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Pilstl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m writing in favor of expanded bus routes. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  2268 

DATE:   7/5/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think I prefer the gondola. It sure seems to work well in Telluride. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2269 

DATE:   7/5/21 10:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Scherer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
build the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2270 

DATE:   7/5/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Drew Hurst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! Start construction ASAP (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2271 

DATE:   7/5/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Dunn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola Option appears to be the best option as it will allow access at anytime during almost any 
weather. The road widening could still happen down the road as the need arises. The road widening 
option would probably not change the congestion in the canyon especially during stormy weather. 
 (32.7C and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2272 

DATE:   7/5/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Labrie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not really a fan of this, but there's no real alternative. The thing to remember is not to overwhelm 
Alta and Snowbird with more visitors than they can handle. (32.20C) The only good thing about the 
current situation is that it limits the amount of people that are on the mountain, so lift lines can only 
grow so large. If you allow unlimited access you will create congestion and overcrowding and nobody 
wants that, either, so there needs to be a way to limit the amount of people that are allowed into the 
canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) You will need to ensure a large amount of traffic can ingress and 
egress the La Caille parking structure as well. (32.2.6.5E) What are the hours of operation for the Tram 
be? It needs to run from 5 AM - 7 PM at a minimum. (32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  2273 

DATE:   7/5/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrey Razuvayev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola only option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2274 

DATE:   7/5/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Therese Watts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea. Have used systems like this in Europe and they work great. Much safer than driving up the 
Canyon, especially on snowy days. Would benefit the mountain resorts both in summer and winter. 
(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2275 

DATE:   7/5/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brittany Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan. I think that it is the best action we can take. The only concern would be 
employee priority for the resorts inside the canyon. Otherwise it’s a fantastic idea. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2276 

DATE:   7/5/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support an expanded bus system. No Gondola!! (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2277 

DATE:   7/5/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lorri Overson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2278 

DATE:   7/5/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fred Ash 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I and my wife do not go up the canyon in the winter any more. But we do drive through in the summer a 
few times. So we support the alternative that least impacts the environment, which appears to be the 
bus lane option. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2279 

DATE:   7/5/21 2:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Welch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support the gondola build rather than more buses. As a lifelong resident and someone who 
enjoys skiing and hiking in our canyons, little cottonwood has become a congested, crowded, 
unpleasant experience due to vehicles. The gondola would be fun, efficient, scenic and allow 
enjoyment of the canyon as the population increases. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2280 

DATE:   7/5/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Woeste 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please implement the bus solution. (32.2.9A) Do not implement the gondola plan. (32.2.9E) It provides 
Alta and Snowbird assistance in getting customers to their business and others can not get off in other 
locations. (32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  2281 

DATE:   7/5/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bonnie Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With roadway safety, reliability and mobility being priorities for this project, the gondola alternative is 
best. (32.2.9D) LCC Highway 210 is difficult in all weather conditions due to many twists and turns and 
narrow lanes, and the added impediments of avalanches, icy roads leading to accidents which 
congest/stop traffic, and potentially result in vehicles careening off the steep embankments (an 
experience had by my daughter resulting in a totaled car but fortunately no harm to herself). The 
gondola will remove much of the road traffic, thus diminishing the inherent risks of this road, and will 
reduce the carbon emissions from increased road traffic. (32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.10A) The gondola 
also will be a reliable transporter of people in all weather conditions. (32.2.6.5K) Another concern with 
the extensive road construction and shed construction required by the bus alternative is the delays and 
closures to LCC Highway 210 during the extent of the construction project, which could be lengthy and 
hugely detrimental to road traffic during that time period. (32.4C) 
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COMMENT #:  2282 

DATE:   7/5/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Graham Douglas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wholeheartedly support the LCC gondola solution over increasing the volume of traffic in LCC. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2283 

DATE:   7/5/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle LeValley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support it (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2284 

DATE:   7/5/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I far prefer the gondola option: let’s get cars and buses off the road. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  2285 

DATE:   7/5/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jean Leone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2286 

DATE:   7/5/21 4:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Ralphs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2287 

DATE:   7/5/21 4:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bennett Wohlfeld 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think busses would only help if they were the only vehicles on the road during peak/poor condition 
times. (32.2.2B) If other vehicles are allowed on the road, you'll just have more busses in gridlock. 
However, that would severely impact all canyon use that isn't just to the resorts which combined with 
the lower operating costs, makes the gondola a much better option. (32.7C)  
 
Also, for either option, a key will be to make the base a nice area to wait. That means adequate parking 
and restrooms, as well as possibly some businesses. It would be great have local bar/restaurant 
options as well as a coffee shop, convenience store, and maybe even a ski shop down there. (32.2.3A 
and 32.2.6.5X) 
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COMMENT #:  2288 

DATE:   7/5/21 4:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Brunken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would be a massive improvement to the canyon and would be great. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2289 

DATE:   7/5/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sterling Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood is an incredible natural resource. We are lucky that it is so close to the city of Salt 
Lake. We have a responsibility to provide access to those who to visit in a consistently safe and in a 
manner that does not destroy all of the natural beauty. A gondola provides safe access for decades to 
come and there may even come a day when no cars travel the roads up the mountain. We have a 
responsibility to do this. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2290 

DATE:   7/5/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellise Shuman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build the gondola, it is not cost effective, it is merely a tourist attraction that will not get people 
up to the ski resorts. (32.2.9E) Also it is a big eye sore, and I know that little cottonwood values the 
incredible view of Salt Lake City and the Wasatch mountains. (32.17A) 

Page 32B-2298 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2291 

DATE:   7/5/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Shuman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build the gondola. It is not cost effective nor efficient. (32.2.9E) Busses would be a much better 
solution. Busses will alleviate traffic. Do away with parking at the resorts, get a better parking situation 
at the mouth of the canyon, and run more busses. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  2292 

DATE:   7/5/21 7:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Armstrong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLOA YESSSS!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2293 

DATE:   7/5/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Britta Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola!!! This is from me, and my sister and her husband who live in Hong Kong and 
we have skied Snowbird for years. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2294 

DATE:   7/5/21 7:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheryl Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is definitely the better decision. It will convey the message of slc being a world class ski 
area (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2295 

DATE:   7/5/21 7:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Inwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus service, with improved parking and public transit options is the only way to go!! (32.2.9A) 
The gondola only helps out the resorts. What about other user groups such as backcountry skiers, 
hikers, snowshoers, sledders?? C'mon. Stop kow-towing to the resorts. If they want a gondola let them 
completely fund it. (32.2.7A and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  2296 

DATE:   7/5/21 8:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chip Knight 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in LCC is unsustainable. The gondola is the best option to preserve the environmental integrity 
of LCC (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2297 

DATE:   7/5/21 10:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsey Weiser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe adding more asphalt and concrete is destructive to the environment and unnecessary, 
everything has operated just fine for so long many years and years. I really strongly advise against 
paving any more. Once concrete is laid down upon the earth the under ground water flow and 
aqueducts dry up leaving less water for tree roots to reach deeply for. (32.2.9C and 32.12B) Many 
people don’t even know and won’t Spend a moment to voice opinion or ideas. I have seen many people 
who live right on Wasatch strongly opposed to this. So what it the road gets backed up. It’s closed until 
avalanche safety is done, locals know this and arrive early. (32.1.2B and 32.7C) I know travelers come 
for the snow and this brings a lot of money to the city , but do nothing bastardize our natural land 
because of trying to accommodate the tourism and modern day immediate gratification. Respect the 
mountains and her foothills. We have already done enough damage. Please hear this message. Thank 
you. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  2298 

DATE:   7/5/21 10:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not expand the bus system into Little Cottonwood Canyon. Reduce carbon emissions by approving 
a Gondola system supported by a parking structure at the base of Little Cottonwood. (32.10A and 
32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2299 

DATE:   7/5/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Juliet Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Would truly love the gondola idea; (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2300 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mick S 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I will keep it simple. NO to the gondola option that would forever scar the beauty of LCC. YES to 
increased bus service, and toll road. (32.17A, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2301 

DATE:   7/6/21 8:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taunya Dressler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the only reasonable, long-term option to reduce congestion and safely manage the 
increased demand for recreating in LLC. (32.2.9D) I used to work in the Alpe di Siusi in the Dolomites 
and they were suffering the same challenges with air pollution and congestion as we do in LLC. They 
put in a similar gondola that runs from the town of Siusi to Compatsch ski area and they only allow 
vehicles that are staying in Compatch to drive there. It has made a world of difference. Given the 
avalanche danger in the canyon, the gondola really is the only viable option as increased bus service 
simply means the same number of people on the roads. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) Let's do something right 
for the future, not just for the present (which will already be out of date by the time it's built). And why 
not go crazy and finally connect the TRAX line from 4th S/U of U along the eastern corridor to the 
canyons! (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  2302 

DATE:   7/6/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Larry Bienenfeld 

 
COMMENT: 
 
great idea (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2303 

DATE:   7/6/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Butte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All in favor of the plan and it serves as a long term solution with the least impacts to the canyon and 
economy. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2304 

DATE:   7/6/21 11:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Carlson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the Gondola would be a far superior choice over adding more buses and another lane. 
Less maintenance than road repairs and less impact to the environment. A Gondola won't be subject to 
road closures or the dangers of avalanches and rock fall. It would provide a great sight-seeing 
experience without the congestion of all the traffic during peak skiing days. This would also create more 
jobs for the long term with shops at the base area and ski area stops. Adding a lane is just a step 
backwards in progression into the future (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  2305 

DATE:   7/6/21 11:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula Humphrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I would like to voice my support for the gondola going up Little Cottonwood Canyon. I feel the gondola 
would be better than an expanded bus system. Thank you (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2306 

DATE:   7/6/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  MItch Simkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in support of the Goldola. It would help our canyon be a world class destination as well as save 
considerable time for those locals who go up and down the canyon and are stalled in traffic. Not to 
mention reduce the risk of death due to avalanche in the roadways (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  2307 

DATE:   7/6/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Timothy Stephens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. I would like to voice my opposition of the gondola option for several reasons. (32.2.9E) I do not 
feel like the visual impact of the towers is worth the benefits outlined. (32.17A) I feel like a 30+ minute 
gondola ride is unrealistic for a lot of people, and therefore driving will remain the preferred option. 
(32.2.4A) I also do not like the idea of the public lands being used to benefit the private interests of the 
ski resorts. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2308 

DATE:   7/6/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ireland Dunn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a cost-effective, long-term solution to problems we’ve been trying to tackle for years. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2309 

DATE:   7/6/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jayden Lawson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i support the gondola and all its pros for the environment (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2310 

DATE:   7/6/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirsten Gehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all in favor of a the gondola option. However, the largest qualm I have with the proposal is that the 
gondola will rarely serve passengers other than ones headed to go skiing. To make this an initiative 
that ALL canyon-users will gladly put their tax $$'s towards, PLEASE consider adding extra stops along 
the gondola route so that passengers headed to destinations besides Snowbird/Alta can make use of 
this resource for recreation. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  2311 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grace Bunker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the gondola would be so convenient in the winter! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2312 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Rampton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE enhanced bus service (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  2313 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  London Botelho 

 
COMMENT: 
 
gondola can avoid avalanches, busses cannot! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2314 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb Conover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
gondola would be dope! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2315 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lexi Curatolo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Woohoo! Go gondolas! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2316 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Despain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A YEAR ROUND GONDOLA IS THE SOLUTION!! (32.2.9D) 
Buses are not the answer... 
Several years ago LCC was closed for avalanche control. Cars were allowed to line up in all lanes to 
await LCC opening. Black ice was on the road and when LCC opened the cars up canyon were not 
able to get traction and slid into each other and off the road. Emergency vehicles from below were 
blocked from aiding the affected vehicles. The emergency vehicles from Snowbird came to their aid but 
they also got stuck. The Gondola is the solution for bad weather and road conditions. 
Two summers ago when we had the deluge of rain LCC was blocked due to mudslides. The road was 
on the verge of being lost. The buses would not have helped in this situation. A YEAR ROUND 
GONDOLA IS THE SOLUTION!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2317 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Miguel Rovira 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT should approve the Gondola Project for LCC. The carbon footprint mitigation and the minimal 
impact on the environment due to the construction of towers are among many factors to go forward. 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  2318 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robbie Hulme 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally-friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.18A) 
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COMMENT #:  2319 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bel Cur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Cooool (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2320 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hudson Reed 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally-friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.18A) 
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COMMENT #:  2321 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheryl Kidder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m voting for the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2322 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Slack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus service should prevail. (32.2.9A) If the gondola wants to be an addition to extra bus 
service the ski resorts (Alta and Snowbird) must be held financially accountable to contribute otherwise 
it's nothing more than a tax-payer funded handout to two companies. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  2323 

DATE:   7/6/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonah Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally-friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.18A)
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COMMENT #:  2324 

DATE:   7/6/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Crew Smithson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Air quality is important to me and I support the gondola. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-2332 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2325 

DATE:   7/6/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colby Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Air quality is important to me and I support the gondola. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2326 

DATE:   7/6/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bell Cur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Cool gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2327 

DATE:   7/6/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Callie Keach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a cost-effective, long-term solution to problems we’ve been trying to tackle for years. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2328 

DATE:   7/6/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trenton Hawkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it would be good for all of us. It will attract more business and more tourists to the town and state 
of Utah! (32.6B and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2329 

DATE:   7/6/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Sperry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola is going to help with traffic going up LLC (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2330 

DATE:   7/6/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lole Taula 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally-friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.18A)
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COMMENT #:  2331 

DATE:   7/6/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tessera Hobbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with Gondola. Buses don't work! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2332 

DATE:   7/6/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brittlyn Barnes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola up little cotton wood canyon is so beautiful and cost effective. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2333 

DATE:   7/6/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryson Barnes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is very cost effective. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2334 

DATE:   7/6/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Shipley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon ski lift access is by far the best solution I've heard. 
(32.2.9D) Speaking as an avid skiier, the primary reason I do NOT come to SLC to ski is because the 
traffic congestion and related safety issues with Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.7C) We, in our family, 
have learned that accessing SLC is so much easier if we can get to a Frontrunner location. Similarly, 
this would make the ease of resort access so much simpler for skiers. I've been stuck in the canyon 
several times due to slides, accidents, weather, etc., and this would alleviate that entire negative 
experience. I see this as a very good option, and I'm hopeful that the authorities will consider the 
improvement to safety and experience some very key objectives. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2335 

DATE:   7/6/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diane Lynsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The transportation situation up and down Little Cottonwood Canyon is not sustainable. (32.7C) The 
proposal seems like a viable solution. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2336 

DATE:   7/6/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sid Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2337 

DATE:   7/6/21 2:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Durrant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola concept and think it would be a logical and wise decision. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2338 

DATE:   7/6/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2339 

DATE:   7/6/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda Pouchot 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is absolutely what we need to help us all enjoy the mountains and reduce congestion at the 
same time. (32.2.9D) Utah is on the map and as the fastest-growing state in the union is going to only 
become more crowded. This Gondola is on the cutting edge of innovation and will significantly reduce 
carbon emissions, traffic AND continue to establish Utah as the premier skiing destination. (32.10A and 
32.7C) It is also much safer than driving the canyon and more scenic. Also, for those of us who get car 
sick the bus is not a viable option, nor is it the long-term fiscally smart option for the taxpayers. I cannot 
wait to take the new gondola up to ski Alta. 
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COMMENT #:  2340 

DATE:   7/6/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Joseph 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for the gondola plan I think it would be a fantastic addition to the Little Cottonwood Canyon and 
help with greenhouse gases and congestion? (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  2341 

DATE:   7/6/21 3:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Lackey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Choose option 2! We can significantly reduce traffic in the canyons by vastly increasing bus service and 
implementing tolls for personal vehicles, without adding additional lanes or disturbing the canyon even 
more dramatically by adding a gondola. (32.2.9A) This will not only save on construction costs, but also 
reduce the human impact in the already heavily trafficked canyon. The gondola is one of the worst 
ideas I’ve ever heard, it will be an ugly eyesore and won’t reduce traffic any more than an expanded 
bus service would. (32.17A, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  2342 

DATE:   7/6/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
favor the GONDOLA solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
I have spent quite a bit of time recreating in Little Cottonwood Canyon over the last 30 years, and it is 
very important to me that the canyon remain as "natural" as possible, continuing to provide excellent 
recreational opportunities to us all. If we must accommodate additional traffic, the Gondola provides the 
smallest footprint, both in construction as well as daily use. (32.13A and 32.13B) 
Not only would widening the road be the most destructive, but even with fully EV bus use, the traffic 
would impact the character of the canyon. (32.7C) 
Additionally, the road should provide for safe cycling, a popular activity in the summer. (32.2.6.2.4A) 
This is best achieved by a wide bicycle lane going up, as well as safe speed limits and limited traffic 
that would ensure safe cycling going down. The GONDOLA again is the best solution, where a larger 
road with increased bus and car traffic would not. (32.7C) 
The GONDOLA provides the best solution, and I encourage UDOT to adopt that approach. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2343 

DATE:   7/6/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Beeman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the gondola option to preserve our canyon for future generations. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2344 

DATE:   7/6/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Lombardo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the best solution for mitigating the traffic problem in Little Cottonwood would be to run electric 
buses, NOT ruining the scenery with a ridiculous gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.17A) I believe 
there should be some express buses to the ski areas in winter, and additionally there should be buses 
that stop at all the trailheads, allowing hikers, snowshoers and back-country skiers to ride the bus to 
access the trails. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.5C) If cars are allowed to drive up the canyon, they should be 
charged based on occupancy, perhaps free with 4 or more passengers. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  2345 

DATE:   7/6/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a fan of the Gondola approach. While initially it may be more disruptive to natural habitats, it is 
more sustainable over time and most reliable. (32.13A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2346 

DATE:   7/6/21 3:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Burri 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am tired of traffic in the canyon and I think a gondola is a great alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2347 

DATE:   7/6/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annie Andurus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am tired of traffic in the canyon and I think a gondola is a great alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2348 

DATE:   7/6/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tallie Ness 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am tired of traffic in the canyon and I think a gondola is a great alternative. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-2356 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2349 

DATE:   7/6/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Desi Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am tired of traffic in the canyon and I think a gondola is a great alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2350 

DATE:   7/6/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Tucker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is the best approach. (32.2.9D) I believe minimizing vehicle impact is important, 
and so better facilitating vehicle traffic up the canyon isn't the best option. It doesn't solve a a number of 
issues - noise, wildlife impact, parking at each destination, avalanche risk - and is liable to allow some 
of the concerns to get worse, rather than better. (32.2.4A) Further, the quiet gondola does resolve 
some of these concerns, and while there is an unfortunate visual impact, I don't believe it's much worse 
than widening the road, and is much quieter. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.11A, and 32.11D) I also believe that 
people would prefer a slightly longer ride up a gondola with great views rather than being stuck in a 
bus.
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COMMENT #:  2351 

DATE:   7/6/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Katz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What are the proposed funding mechanisms for the gondola? One proposal: a public authority that 
raises funding from government bonds sold from the public. To generate revenue to pay back the 
government, the authority can a) charge for use on the gondola, b) create a plan with Snowbird and 
Alta in which a paid parking program is implemented at each resort, and all monies raised are funneled 
to the authority; and c) a combination of both of these methods. Once the bonds and accrued interest 
are paid for by these methods, the authority can cease to exist and the gondola will have been paid for 
by users of the canyon as opposed to the public as a whole. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  2352 

DATE:   7/6/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin Rehkugler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think the gondola is a practical solution to the traffic and crowding issues in LCC. (32.2.9E) I 
think our best option is establishing a bus lane and snow sheds on the UT-210. (32.2.9B) But the 
easiest solution is to end the Ikon pass in LCC. The ski areas can adjust pass prices to accomplish 
their revenue goals. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  2353 

DATE:   7/6/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hatty Ostrowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Full send (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  2354 

DATE:   7/6/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eleise Lowe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus lane option sounds better. Number of buses can be easily scaled according to demand and used 
for more areas than just the ski resorts. (32.2.9B) 
 
I am also an avid cyclist. Recently my friend got hit by a car while descending LCC near Tanner's Flat. 
If the bus lanes offer a protected lane for cyclists during the summer that is a total win-win in my book. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3J) 
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COMMENT #:  2355 

DATE:   7/6/21 4:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Charbonneau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great improvement to the traffic and pollution issue in the canyon, that is worsening at an 
alarming rate. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2356 

DATE:   7/6/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Desi Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really like supporting things that are more environmentally friendly, and I like that it’s not only better for 
the environment but also super convenient. It’s a really good step to better things, not only for us but 
our earth too, and especially since skiing is such a big thing in Utah. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2357 

DATE:   7/6/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Dalrymple 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola makes sense. Highway up Little Cottonwood Canyon has always been an issue even without 
severe weather. I’ve often opted to take UTA buses but not always reliable. A pollution free option 
would be the best way to go. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2358 

DATE:   7/6/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Bradley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Ariel gondola proposal 100%. Little Cottonwood skier since 1984, season pass holder 
many consecutive years. Traffic will never change, has been in increasing steadily over the last 15 
years. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2359 

DATE:   7/6/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beth Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  2360 

DATE:   7/6/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leticia Lopez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola would be so great to Little Cottonwood Canyon! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2361 

DATE:   7/6/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Bird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please save our canyons by choosing the gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2362 

DATE:   7/6/21 6:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greta Sommerfeld 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support using buses as a solution; whether widening the road or not. (32.2.9B) I think in conjunction 
with busses, private vehicles need to be limited up the canyons as well. (32.2.4A) Busses with stops up 
multiple points in the canyon will help backcountry skiers as well as resort skiers. (32.2.6.3C) Whereas 
the gondola will solely help resort skiers. As a SLC resident who doesn't have an Alta or Snowbird pass 
- I think it's silly to build a transportation solution that solely serves 2 private resorts. Regardless of the 
solution - if private vehicles are not somehow restricted, no solution will help with traffic. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2363 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elliott Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The canyons of salt lake county belong to the citizens, not the corporations and resorts. 
While the repors prefer a solution that will maximize the number of visitors they receive, a responsible 
solution would instead focus upon minimizing impact to the canyon, and servicing the greatest number 
of citizens. This includes hikers, snowshoers, backcountry skiers and climbers. None of these 
populations would be served well by a gondola. (32.7C and 32.2.4A)  
Improved bus service and reduced single passenger vehicle traffic are the only options to mitigate the 
damage the resorts are already doing to the canyons. (32.2.9A) 
Please don't capitulate to the business lobby by apricot public funding for a gondola project that only 
serves the resorts. (32.2.7A)

Page 32B-2371 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2364 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeneen Nelsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola! It’s too expensive! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2365 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracy Oliveto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I only like the bus idea or gondola, all others Iam against. Thanks (32.2.9A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2366 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Kapes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Details details details.  
How do backcountry skiers use the gondola to access white pine trailhead in the winter and summer? 
(32.2.6.5G and 32.2.4A) 
How does the gondola bottom station accommodate traffic and parking issues? (32.2.6.5E) 
Why do snowbird and alta not have to put up any money for this project? (32.2.7A) 
Can mtn bikes be put on the gondola? (32.2.6.5I) 
What are the hours of operation for the gondola? (32.2.6.5F) 
Is there any days where its closed? (32.2.6.5F) 
Seems like there are alot of unanswered questions.
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COMMENT #:  2367 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maile McKain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would have such an amazing view that everyone would want to use it. The bus is not 
glamorous. (32.17A and 32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2368 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am disappointed at the limited geographic scope of the transit solutions! It is unlikely that either transit 
alternative will effectively reduce traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon unless high-capacity transit 
connections between population centers and the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon are included in the 
solution! (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2369 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Kehr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, yes, yes. Buses offer a myriad of advantages over the Gondola. The potential to vary capacity, the 
ability to have multiple pick up points that go directly to the resorts (taking out the additional step of bus 
to gondola to resort), and the minimal or non existent visual impact of buses over 100' towers make 
buses the obvious choice. (32.2.9A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Kudos for doing the right thing.
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COMMENT #:  2370 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Lutz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello thank you for reading my recommendation. If someone has a season pass to the ski resorts of 
Alta or Snowbird they will be required to take public transportation to the resorts. (32.2.4A) If someone 
would like to backcountry ski they could pay a price equivalent to a ski resort pass to be able to drive up 
the canyon and back country ski for the rest of the season. (32.2.4A) These back country skier's that 
will be allowed to drive up the canyon will not be allowed to go to the ski resorts at all. Local skiers 
would have to choose between resorts game or back country skiing for the entire season if they wanted 
to be in Little Cottonwood Canyon .Tourist would not have the option to buy the back country access 
pass to drive to the resorts. (32.2.4A) I understand how the solution would make many people angry, 
but I think it would solve the problem without needing to add infrastructure. With the absence of resort 
traffic buses can be run at a significantly higher volume to accommodate the resort skiers
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COMMENT #:  2371 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Buc Buchanan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
Gondola is best option. Snow on parts of road other than snow shed locations still blocks/delays buses. 
Accidents, slide offs still blocks/delays traffic. Thanks for your work – Buc (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2372 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robbie Kosinski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I was initially in favor of the gondola, the current plan only benefits ski area users. (32.2.7A and 
32.7C) I support the bus service on the condition that there are stops not only at the ski areas, but also 
at popular ski, climbing, and hiking locations as well. I would also only support any plan if it runs year 
round, not just during the winter. (32.2.6.3C) Being a year-round user of LCC, I have seen its summer 
popularity grow and transit solutions are needed in the summer as well as winter.
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COMMENT #:  2373 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emma Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would only benefit rich ski resorts and not the general public (32.2.7A and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  2374 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Alternate B the gondola is far the better choice for many reasons. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2375 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Cowan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of enhanced bus system !!!! (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2376 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Alternate B the gondola is far the better choice for many reasons. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2377 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roland Gilmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put a gondola up Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) Added bus lane is the preferred 
option. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2378 

DATE:   7/6/21 7:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support option B, gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2379 

DATE:   7/6/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bryan Jewkes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How about out of staters pay tolls or extra for being from out of state? (32.2.4A) 
  
This would be a great improvement if you want to start tolling people. (32.2.4A) 
  
If you go to Disney and you are from California you get a discount. 
  
So work it the other way round.
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COMMENT #:  2380 

DATE:   7/6/21 8:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chip Herron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer the gondola for reliability reasons, although there will be days neither mountain can open 
due to avalanche hazard (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2381 

DATE:   7/6/21 8:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kylee Kilpack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon! (32.2.9C) The gondola is a much better 
choice. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2382 

DATE:   7/6/21 8:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivia Morgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon! (32.2.9C) The gondola is a much better 
choice. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2383 

DATE:   7/6/21 8:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Mai 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola is such a niche “solution” to the winter car situation up in little cottonwood canyon and it 
affects such a small population of Utah, whereas this money could be going to something better that 
would positively impact the entire community while not altering the beautiful environment up in the 
canyon more than people already have. This screams that tax dollars are only used to benefit the rich 
and not the greater community. (32.2.7A, 32.1.2B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  2384 

DATE:   7/6/21 8:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Jaffe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I may have commented before but I think the gondola option is far superior with less environmental 
impact and the road is due to fail even with an upgrade. Accidents will persist and clog road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2385 

DATE:   7/6/21 9:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glenn Horner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Can't see how you would not do the gondola. Buses have always been a shitty government decision for 
lack of solving a problem. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2386 

DATE:   7/6/21 9:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monica Collard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What an amazing option. I might even start to ski again or just enjoy it for the scenery. Wow!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2387 

DATE:   7/6/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Merilynn Kessi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly favor the enhanced bus service option because I think it provides not only the best time, but 
also the greatest scalability. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3D) I would hope that in the future the bus service 
could also be expanded to year round to provide stops at the major trailheads allowing hikers to have 
an option other than driving. (32.2.6.3C) In the meantime, the off season usage of the shoulder lane for 
pedestrians and cyclists would be another advantage, providing extra safety for all. I lived in 
Switzerland for a number of years, and found that the snow sheds on a number of mountain roads 
functioned very well to mitigate avalanche closures and delays. I consider the gondola an eyesore, and 
it is solely for the service of the ski resorts, where the bus service could easily be adapted to 
accommodate more than just skiers (32.17A and 32.2.7A). I also think that the added transit time of the 
gondola would discourage many from using it.
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COMMENT #:  2388 

DATE:   7/6/21 10:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JP Huber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in support of the gondola over widening the road (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2389 

DATE:   7/6/21 10:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Opp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution best meets the overall objectives set out in the 2017-2018 plans and goals. 
(32.2.9D) We live near the canyon and I like to bike the canyon and ski, and we do not need more cars 
or more buses. If safety, emissions, and sustainability are the priority, the solution is Not more buses. 
That’s a bandaid and nobody wants it and it’s not going to work well. Just last week a friend was talking 
to me about spending the next 3 months in Switzerland and he marveled at their transportation system, 
particularly the use of gondolas to get around. It will not be an eyesore to the terrain, it will bring 
reliability and fun and variety to transportation, and it will definitely improve safety all around. (32.17A). I 
know this solution costs money but I really look forward to its implementation.
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COMMENT #:  2390 

DATE:   7/6/21 10:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Creed Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The valley gondola will solve the most problems, in an efficient manner. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2391 

DATE:   7/6/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I think UDOT MUST take action about traffic in the canyon with changes that are not permanently going 
to alter the canyon prior to extreme measures that will change the canyon forever. It is not something 
that can be reversed. If bus services are increased and metering is implemented, further permanent 
changes can be pursued after several years if necessary. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3D) This is the 
ONLY logical way to move forward and the fact that Udot has not done this makes it evident that the 
proposals are in the best interest of those that will profit monetarily as has been widely written about. 
(32.2.7A) If you put a gondola in little cottonwood canyon you will have ruined one of the most beautiful 
mountain landscapes I have ever experienced. (32.17A) Thanks for your time.
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COMMENT #:  2392 

DATE:   7/6/21 10:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kylie Holmes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is the best possible transport! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2393 

DATE:   7/6/21 10:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Pitsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear government, 
It appears that the two plans were decided without the voting power of Utah/SLC’s citizens. (32.2.9N) 
Im assuming you and the other people who will profit from the destruction of LCC are going to decide 
which of the two horrible plans will go into action. (32.1.1B) Please let me know if the voters have the 
power? (32.2.9N) 
Thanks.
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COMMENT #:  2394 

DATE:   7/6/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathleen Lopez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be so efficient and a great attraction! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2395 

DATE:   7/6/21 10:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sadie Hulme 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is an amazing idea! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2396 

DATE:   7/6/21 10:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Something Else 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We don’t need the bus lanes just do the gondola and it will make the difference, don’t need to destroy 
the canyon thanks cheers (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2397 

DATE:   7/6/21 10:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Bryant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the bus lane/enhanced service. (32.2.9B) The visual impact and the initial capital outlay are 
objectively less. The main issue is really the visual impact to the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) As far 
as the annual operating costs, I could see the differences ending up being a wash, however I’m more 
comfortable with the long term consequences of improvements made at the ground level. Thanks, Todd 
(Cottonwood Heights resident)
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COMMENT #:  2398 

DATE:   7/6/21 11:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ari Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will be a great resource for little cottonwood canyon! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2399 

DATE:   7/6/21 11:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wiley Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This isn't benefitting anyone except the owners of these ski resorts. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) And since 
we're only going to have a few months of winter soon, this is going to be a huge drawback from Utah 
for climbers, hikers, tourists wanting to see our actual land. (32.4I and 32.17A) This is just a terrible 
idea, and 40 minutes? Please. (32.7B and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  2400 

DATE:   7/6/21 11:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Bass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent guest at Snowbird and visitor to Utah, I support this project. Updated infrastructure, 
carbon emission reduction, and increased efficiency are all worth the investment. (32.10A and 32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2401 

DATE:   7/7/21 12:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zihao Li 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have driven in Little Cottonwood Canyon on a snowy day and it wasn’t fun at all. Let alone the 
shutdown in 2021 due to extreme amount of snow fall. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2402 

DATE:   7/7/21 5:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffery Heyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option. I think it will better serve those who live and vacation in the canyon 
and could be a year-round tourist attraction. I enjoy going up the canyon for a few day trips a year 
outside of the winter session but do not enjoy the drive because of the road traffic. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2403 

DATE:   7/7/21 6:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Dyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I stay at Cliff Lodge for the winter so canyon traffic and congestion is of a lesser concern to me. 
However, I do get caught up in departure stagnation on a good ski day, particularly on those days when 
it is dumping late in the day and nobody wants to leave till last chair. 
Would you be able to ride the gondola to/from SB & Alta? (32.2.6.5R) 
If I were staying in the valley and having to get up the canyon each day and then get down later I would 
want to know: (32.2.6.5O) 
What is the expected schedule - How early could I get to SB/Alta and how late could I leave? 
(32.2.6.5O and 32.2.6.5F) 
Will there be enough parking spots for me if I can't go first thing in the morning? What if/would 
commuters find the ski parking convenient and start consuming these parking spots (maybe not a bad 
thing for valley traffic)? (32.2.6.3.1C) 
Having skied SB/Alta for a few years, the crowds have gotten much worse, probably/possibly due to the 
Ikon pass and hence the need for the gondola, but if the gondola makes it easier for yet more people to 
ski, does SB/Alta have plans to add uphill capacity? (32.2.6.5N) 
Would/could the gondola run during avalanche mitigation? (32.2.6.5H) 
What might be the expected time frame to complete even though a final solution has not been 
selected? (32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  2404 

DATE:   7/7/21 6:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Meredith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the increased bus line--with stops before the bus reaches the resorts. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3C) How are the resorts going to handle all these additional visitors? (32.20C) Many days it is a 
complete zoo at the resorts and I don't feel safe.
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COMMENT #:  2405 

DATE:   7/7/21 6:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daman Bareiss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the bus service due to its greater benefit to users outside of skiing and snowboarding. The bus 
will allow better dispersed use by other activities including throughout the summer, while the gondola 
mostly benefits winter sports at the ski resorts. (32.2.6.3C, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  2406 

DATE:   7/7/21 7:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  MIchael Zaccheo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As long as the highest priority for this project is maximizing the number of people utilizing Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and thus, maximizing the commercial interests of ski resorts and many others, the 
long term destruction of this resource will be ensured. You just can't keep putting more and more 
people in the same small, delicate area. (32.20A, 32.20B , 32.20C, and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  2407 

DATE:   7/7/21 7:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Gorham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I'm a Cottonwood Heights resident. I couldn't easily find the project timeline for Gondola Alternative B in 
the PDFs or the littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov website. I would like to know the proposed start date, 
total project duration and the duration of each phase of the project. It would also be informative to know 
the traffic flow disruption, complexity and overtime risk for each phase. (32.2.7C) 
Best regards, 
Michael Gorham
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COMMENT #:  2408 

DATE:   7/7/21 7:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Boulay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to express my support of the gondola option to address transportation issues in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. I believe it has the best chance of arresting overdevelopment of vehicle 
infrastructure and retain the canyons character in the long run. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2409 

DATE:   7/7/21 7:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oskar Wojciechowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that buses, and consistent buses are the best option. I think it’s convenient and a cheaper 
option (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2410 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Braden Morris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very much in favor of the Gondola option starting at the La Caille base station and think it will be a 
solution to a major problem. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2411 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Gish 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of first building the parking facilities in a way that connects to existing mass transit in the 
valley, and then increasing bus frequency in both bcc and lcc, along with a private auto toll. (32.2.2I, 
32.2.9A, and 32.1.1A). I think the further steps of road widening or gondola could be pushed back, and 
see how a cheaper parking/buses/toll structure works.
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COMMENT #:  2412 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Sadler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. (32.2.9E) This will be a massive eye sore all year round. (32.17A) It seems it 
will not stop traffic on Wasatch since everyone going up LCC will still have to commute over to the 
gondola base. (32.2.6.5E) Also by allowing even more visitors to the resorts it will give them more 
incentive to try and expand further destroying more pristine backcountry. (32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  2413 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Ramsey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not put up a gondola. (32.2.9E) The enhanced bus/road option is a far better solution. (32.2.9A) A 
gondola will destroy the ambience of the canyon and will only enhance the bank accounts of Snowbird 
and La Caille at the cost of the taxpayers. (32.2.7A and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  2414 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  S Cowley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Tram! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2415 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Knoblock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a fantastic idea. I'm worried that many comments will be by people who are uneducated 
and have a negative knee jerk reaction without getting the full facts (32.29D)

Page 32B-2423 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2416 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Molly McFadden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the enhanced Bus option. (32.2.9A) Construction of the gondola will permanently mar 
the pristine views in the Cottonwoods. (32.17A) Thank you, Molly McFadden
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COMMENT #:  2417 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Sanders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My recommendation is for the gondola. This option has three distinct to vantages one and operate in 
inclement weather to provide a second ingress or way to travel in and out of Little Cottonwood Canyon 
three and provides not paternity for tourism it has a little environmental impact to the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2418 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Klay Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I find the enhanced bus a better way. As an avid skier, I shudder to think about the jam the gondola 
would create. +1 for bus. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2419 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Hygon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This EIS does not address the impacts of the increased canyon visitation that will be caused by the 
creation of a gondola. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C). The creation of a gondola that is among the 
longest in the world traversing a dramatic canyon will undoubtedly be marketed extensively. This would 
be a boon for the ski areas however I do not believe that it would achieve the intent of the project to 
relieve traffic and congestion from the canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I would like to see data for 
other gondola projects around the world in mountainous locals detailing the amount of use from 
sightseeing. Little Cottonwood canyon should stand on its own as an exceptional landscape that This 
EIS fails to evaluate several obvious solutions that could be implemented with considerably lower cost 
and time. (32.17A) Those solutions include the toll of $20-$30 below gate one at snowbird. I believe 
this toll combined with transportation hubs and increased bus services could make a large impact on 
the congestion without permanently altering the landscape of the canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 
32.2.9A) Enforcement of chains and tire restrictions is sporadic at best. Stricter enforcement of these 
rules would reduce wreaks and slowdowns. During my travels through the canyon, I have seen very 
little enforcement. (32.2.2M) Another option that has not been explored includes backcountry permits 
similar to those issued in British Columbia for Rogers Pass. This permit system would require 
backcountry users to completer a basic online course that presents information about the requirements 
for self-rescue, avalanche conditions, and road conditions. This permit would include a nominal fee that 
would cover its administration. Requiring users to take this course would reduce confusion, congestion, 
and save lives lost in avalanche fatalities. (32.2.4A) I strongly oppose the creation of a gondola in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon I believe that this it would only serve to increase traffic in the canyon while playing 
into the hands of special interest groups and the ski areas that stand to profit from a piece of 
government-funded infrastructure. (32.2.9E , 32.2.7A, 32.20E)
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COMMENT #:  2420 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Until there is more skiable terrain (more ski resorts) the last thing this canyon needs is more people. 
The resorts are at full capacity, the only limiting factor to them becoming even more crowded is their 
limited parking. (32.20C) A gondola or bus service takes that away. Additionally, all this does is move 
the bottleneck down the canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C)  
If this really is about removing congestion, how about rather than moving everyone up the canyon the 
same direction, you figure out a way for utah valley skiers to reach snowbird via American Fork canyon 
and Wasatch county skiers via route 420 to 198. (32.2.2J, 32.2.2Q, and 32.2.2N)

Page 32B-2428 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2421 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dan Sawatzke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is definitely the way to go! (32.2.9D)  
A Gondola will add to the beauty and serenity of the canyon. Allowing more buses up the canyon will 
only add more noise and pollution. (32.10A and 32.11A)  
A Gondola will add charm to the canyon and a sense of adventure to your visit of the canyon. A bus 
makes you feel like you never left the city. 
These intangibles not only preserve the Canyon, but preserve our souls. 
Lastly, the Gondolas, while more expensive, will continually be a source of pride for all Salt Lakers! 
Thanks, 
Dan Sawatzke
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COMMENT #:  2422 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Trevino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve grown up in the salt Lake Valley and also work at Alta Ski Resort, I use little cottonwood every 
season of every year, and no matter how has the traffic ever gets, and no matter how many days 
locked out of the canyon due to avalanches, it’s still always worth the wait when I get to go back up that 
beautiful canyon again. I can’t stand the thought of huge metal towers and a cable car right in the 
middle of it. (32.17A) Humans have already had such a big impact on the cottonwood canyons, and I 
think it’s time we let the canyons limit themselves and stop trying to fix everything. If the canyon gets 
full, it gets full, I don’t see the need to mitigate everything. If anything I support the enhanced bus option 
as it preserves our canyon while hopefully deterring people from driving their car up the canyon. 
(32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2423 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelli Davey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As somebody who has lived in Utah my whole life and used the canyons most of that time I hate to see 
them change from their natural state. I think the dedicated bus line does the least damage while still 
providing access to all areas of the canyon. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2424 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola option is best because it would make less pollution in the watershed, cause the 
least disturbance and fewest permanent changes to the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.12A, and 32.13A)
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COMMENT #:  2425 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert McKinnie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A tram does nothing to improve my access from SLC to ski areas. (32.7C) It only subsidizes ski resorts 
and airlines who bring skiers from outside the area to reside in the resorts. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2426 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Decker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider limiting the amount of ski passes sold or people allowed to access the canyons instead 
of creating an opportunity to move more people through the canyons. (32.2.2K) Although the demand is 
there and the ski resorts can handle the additional people, the canyon access can not. The resorts are 
overselling their capabilities to host more customers as they are not properly considering access to 
their resorts. It is cost prohibitive and unnecessary for the State and community to accommodate this 
oversell. (32.1.2B) Please review who is asking for this change. I request that the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon EIS management team provide a survey asking the users of the canyons (local and non-local) 
if they want this additional access. (32.2.9N) If they do not want this additional access, could another 
option be to limit the amount of people allow up the canyon based on the canyon capacity, not the 
resort capacity? (32.20B)
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COMMENT #:  2427 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Marelius 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the bus alternative to the gondola which has big limitations in where it goes and will be ugly and 
harmful to the canyon when built. (32.17A) Buses are versatile and adaptable. We are not Switzerland! 
No gondola. (32.29E) The canyon is narrow and buses work fine. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2428 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Neilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid all seasons Little Cottonwood recreation Im strongly against the Gondola. (32.2.9E) Please 
consider the sever irreversible damage the Gondola will have on the canyon. This canyon offers a 
secluded nature experience to hikers, climbers, bikers, and skiers, that will be severely impacted by 
200+' towers lining the inside of the canyon. (32.17A) One of the many reasons I moved to Salt Lake 
City 6 years ago was easy access to non-industrialized nature access. Please do NOT put a Gondola 
here! I would much rather have a bus. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2429 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carol Swenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The very best method to improve transportation, while preserving the wilderness character and natural 
habitat of the canyons, is to implement a reliable, affordable, and efficient shuttle system using vans 
and buses. (32.2.9A) The shuttle system should be operational year round, but would need to have 
higher capacity during peak use periods. (32.2.9A) For the shuttle system to be successful, additional 
park and ride lots need to be developed. These lots would need be developed throughout the Salt Lake 
Valley, NOT just at the mouth of the canyons. (32.2.2I) 
NO gondola! It is destructive to the environment and will not solve our full transportation problem. It is a 
short-sighted solution! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2430 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jerry Roane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
TriTrack dual mode EVs that roll on elevated guideway would be less than half the cost of the lowest 
cost choice and move people at high speed to the fun. Being a rigid structure wind will not shut it down. 
Linear motor launch keeps the onboard motors small and lower cost. Once at the end you unhook and 
drive to the door of your heated cabin. (32.2.2A)

Page 32B-2438 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2431 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Ann Homer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option for skiers. I also think enhanced bus service would be helpful, 
especially for people who need access to other areas. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-2439 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2432 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Barron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put a gondola in LCC (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2433 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Cardwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For sure a gondola system would be the best solution over more buss traffic. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2434 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  strom huber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for gondola b it seems a good alternative to the overcrowding of the lots in the ski resorts, and 
canyon traffic. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2435 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike May 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid LCC and BCC user for the last 30 years, I do not argue we need to find a better solution. I 
support the bus idea if and only if we can find better parking. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C). I am unclear 
as to if the current bus solution involves scaling up all parking options as they stand now. While a 
gondola is cool, I don't agree with the land use precedent it will set. I also believe it will tarnish the 
beauty and view that LCC currently has. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2436 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option makes the most sense to me. (32.2.9D) I would couple that with tolls as well to 
discourage the growth of new cars entering the canyon. (32.2.4A) All over Europe and other countries 
gondolas and trams are used to discourage driving or make driving impossible all together. Widening 
the road actually exacerbates the existing problem of traffic, pollution, slide-offs and delays. (32.7C) If 
the road is widened and no tolls are instituted, more and more cars will continue to travel up canyon as 
population grows. (32.2.4A) The only way to guarantee access during snow storms and after slide offs 
will be via gondola, not bus lanes. Widening the road and building snow sheds will be ugly and 
impactful to the ecosystem. (32.12B and 32.13B) I would offer a gondola mid station half way up the 
canyon for users other than skiers allowing them to access trailheads and such. (32.2.6.5G) Please do 
NOT widen the road, allowing even more traffic, build massive snow sheds and more parking. (32.2.9C) 
That would make the existing problem worse over time.
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COMMENT #:  2437 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Hamblin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola idea for transportation in little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2438 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathy howell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It looks like you have some very good ideas. 
1. Tolling is great idea, the traffic needs to be limited, this will help somewhat. (32.2.4A). 
2. Increasing the number of transit hubs seems very sensible. Busses are of course the most sensible 
solution as they are scalable as the demand increases or wanes through the ski season. Obviously, 
there will be some ski seasons in the future that may have very little demand as the weather is now 
very unpredictable. (32.2.6.3D) 
3. Increasing the width of Wasatch Boulevard, why? The idea is to have less traffic in the canyon, not 
increase the traffic. Decrease the speed limit between the base of LCC and Fort Union. I have always 
though it idiotic to increase the speed from 35 to 50 as soon as a car leaves the canyon. Every time I 
ski Alta, it makes me crazy when the cars start to climb up my bumper as soon as the canyon entrance 
is near. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
3. Gondola, I think who ever had this idea must be a very young engineer, with a background in land 
development. Ask yourselves, are you trying to save the canyon, or, are you trying to create a 
Disneyland of our beautiful canyons. The gondola is there long after the mountains stop receiving snow 
in 15 years as predicted. (32.1.2B and 32.2.2E) If you put a gondola in LCC, you have stolen nature 
from all the people who love the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) STOP thinking about this nonsense, 
find the guy who thought this up and fire him.  
5. Again, I completely approve of charging at the base, yes, charge a toll, I would gladly pay. (32.2.4A) 
6. I have heard people in meetings say someone is taking a bribe to develop the LaCaille Gondola, that 
is not the way to run UDOT, causing the public to believe someone in a state run department is 
accused of accepting bribes. I've heard this thought expressed at every meeting about the canyon 
transportation problem I have attended (32.2.2X)  
You cannot predict the weather in the future, so you have no idea what the demand to go up the 
canyons in future winters will be. Gondola's and the GSL pumps, both land in the same sentence of 
useless ideas thought up by some young and green engineer.
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COMMENT #:  2439 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Plenk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please adopt the bus option but with the following changes: electric bus only (no diesel, no CNG) and 
no cars on all summer and winter weekends, winter holidays and designated "exceptional ski days-
bluebird days" (except for resort employees who get free bus passes and could always 
drive);(32.2.6.3F and 32.2.2B "on demand" stops for cross country skiers and hikers on downhill 
run of bus at any location in canyon; (32.2.6.3C) designated bus lane; maximum winter passenger 
capacity on bus only days determined by maximum reasonable skier/hiker numbers set by Forest 
Service. Bus service every 20 minutes between 8-10 am and 3-5 pm, less in midday. (32.2.9B) 
Thanks
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COMMENT #:  2440 

DATE:   7/7/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Seastrand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to show my support for the Gondola "B" (from La Caille) option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. I 
think this option will provide the best method of transportation, that will be the least impacted by 
avalanches, and other weather events. This option is preferred because it is unique in nature and can 
provide a unique and interesting way to ride to the top. In my mind this option will be the least 
expensive in the long run, and reduce the overall operating and maintenance expenses. Please choose 
this option to help preserve and protect our canyons. Thanks! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2441 

DATE:   7/7/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew McLean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the idea of putting in a gondola up LCC. (32.2.9E) The proponents of this idea 
often site similar gondolas in Europe, but there are many major differences. In places like Verbier and 
Courchoval, the gondolas short-cut miles of twisty, narrow roads, run all year around, operate from 
early in the morning through late at night, and are paid for by the towns themselves. They are also free 
to use. In contrast, the proposed LCC gondola would parallel and existing road and thus be slower than 
driving in all but traffic jam conditions. I've also heard of a proposed $37 charge, which is a total non-
starter for families ($148 for a family of four..??!). (32.2.4A) Even in the best of circumstances, with 
parking, walking to the tram, buying a ticket, loading/unloading, etc., the tram is going to be slower in 
almost all cases. (32.2.6.5O) On top of all of this, the private, for-profit companies of Alta and Snowbird 
will be the major benefactors of a gondola with increased skiers, but the cost of installing the tram will 
be paid for by the tax payers of Utah. (32.2.7A) I also can't imagine that the tram would reliably run in 
the summer for anything other than the occasional tourist. On top of all of this, the tram would leave an 
indelible scar on the canyon. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2442 

DATE:   7/7/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Sorenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid skier, hiker, patron of both Snowbird and Alta for over 25 years, and lifelong public land 
user, I would like to voice my strong opposition to the Gondola B solution. (32.2.9E) Based on the Draft 
EIS, it's apparent that the gondola would do little to alleviate traffic and congestion in the canyon during 
peak periods, and it would also have a major impact on the aesthetics and natural environment year 
round. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.17A, and 32.13A) Given that the infrastructure is partially in place to 
accommodate the enhanced bus service solution, that is clearly the most viable and cost-effective 
solution being proposed at this time. (32.2.7A) I would also suggest that if traffic to the ski resorts is 
putting undue harm and stress on the canyon and public infrastructure, then those resorts should set a 
limit on user capacity by only selling a limited amount of lift tickets per day--especially during peak 
travel weekends. (32.2.2K) Several resorts in the area are already using this system (Sundance, 
Powder Mountain, PCMR), so it is absolutely absurd that the public should be left to foot the bill for a 
gondola that would only serve to satiate the unfettered greed of Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2443 

DATE:   7/7/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Allred 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t like any of the options. Road expansion is going to really hurt the bouldering. (32.2.9G and 
32.4A) 
WE ARE NOT IN A SITUATION OF NO CHOICE JUST NO EASY CHOICES LEFT TO MAKE. 
What I don’t like is resorts/UDOT make it feel like this is it, only two bad options here. If you take a step 
back there are way more degrees of freedom. 
Just some examples: 
1) Does anyone know if resorts are capped on how many tickets they can sell one day? Maybe the 
simplest answer is to cap users in the canyon. Pow is gone by 11 am at resorts. (32.2.2K) 
2) Vehicles with one rider pay for parking to incentivize carpooling. (32.2.4A) 
3) Out-of-state riders paying for parking or contributing to a fund that goes to helping with infrastructure. 
Maybe work with rental companies and airlines on something. (32.2.4A) 
4) Expand the sticker program. Introduce new legislation about types of vehicles allowed and allow 
UDOT to put the 4WD and chains required in effect ANTICIPATING that a storm is coming. (32.2.2M) 
5) Why are resorts allowed to keep the profits for parking-particularly at Grizzly? Taxpayers maintain 
the roads for people to use the resorts. We should be working together here. People want the resorts 
and they want to make money (32.2.7A). 
6) Resorts have too much conflict of interests. I’m pretty tired of pretending resorts are working to help 
riders. When a few are benefiting millions of dollars that may or may not even live in the state (ie Vail). 
(32.2.7A) 
7) Skiing and snowboarding are still not inclusive sports. And this just furthers the barrier of entry. 
Getting on the slopes for the first time is already stressful enough add in all the hoops to just get your 
ticket and park is another level for some groups. 
8) It's a slippery slope. LCC lost its “purity” long before I showed up. 
9) Many people use the canyons, not just resort riders. Backcountry skiing, climbers, hikers, bird 
watchers, photographers, bikers...why is the priority to keep resort people happy? (32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
10) Is there any way to address van lifers coming to ski a couple of runs at lunch then parking at the 
rest of the day? (32.29D) 
11) It’s been talked about moving two lanes in one direction. I understand it’s easier said than done but 
why not try it? (32.2.2D) 
12) Avy control. We went a long time with taking the risk perhaps we have become too cautious? The 
slides they generate are incredible. Is it possible to open up sooner? I don’t know. I know they work 
hard to keep us safe. I’m grateful. Is this a process that can be streamlined for them to become more 
efficient? (32.2.9K) 
12) Love UDOT trying to get info out. Keep it up. What else can be done? 
13) Parking at the mouth of canyons is limited. What are we doing to accommodate so others can 
carpool? It’s stressful to find parking just to carpool (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.4A) 
13) Clearly parking expansion is needed in LCC. White pine is nuts even in the summer. 
And there are more ideas. Not everything here needs to be implemented but why are we talking about 
projects costing millions of dollars and not looking at solutions that cost nothing. (32.2.6.2.4A) 
Why can't we just ban the ICON pass? (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  2444 

DATE:   7/7/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cole Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the little cottonwood gondola and think it is much more efficient than the bus plan. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2445 

DATE:   7/7/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt Swaim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi UDOT, 
  
As a Sandy resident, I would like to submit a comment in opposition to the gondola option in Little 
Cottonwood. (32.2.9E) I believe that a bus lane is a much more appropriate solution. This could be 
directional based on the time of day. Of course parking at the mouth would need to be expanded. 
(32.2.9B, 32.2.2D, and 32.2.6.2.1C) However, this would be true for the gondola option as well.  
  
I believe that LCC is the most beautiful of all our canyons and I would hate to spoil that beauty to 
accommodate a sport that only dominates canyon use for a quarter of the year. (32.17A) I say that as 
an avid backcountry skier and Ikon pass holder. Looking across the valley at the enormous mine that 
spoils our views, I hope you can understand my point. 
  
Thank you, 
Matt Swaim
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COMMENT #:  2446 

DATE:   7/7/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Comey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Long term the gondola makes the most sense. we need to think beyond cars and bigger, wider 
roadways. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2447 

DATE:   7/7/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Boccagno 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski over 100 days at Alta each season. I ride the bus if I don’t carpool or hitchhike. It is extremely 
frustrating to have to ride through all of the bus stops In the parking lots at Snowbird. Many of my ski 
friends would ride the bus if there was a direct route to Alta But currently do not due to all of the stops 
at Snowbird. I see this in your proposal and truly hope that you examine this closely. (32.2.6.3A)
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COMMENT #:  2448 

DATE:   7/7/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alisha Norman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love this idea! My family of 4 skis regularly and we're behind any initiative that keeps us from sitting in 
traffic for hours. We have 2 little kids and riding the bus or arriving hours before the lifts open just isn't 
an option for us. Hoping this will be cost effective so it becomes a realistic alternative to the car! 
(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2449 

DATE:   7/7/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madeline Voloshin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
My name is Madeline Voloshin and I am a local here in SLC. As an avid rock climber, the two proposed 
alternatives stated in the Environmental Impact statement are detrimental to the climbing in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
The canyon is used for many other outdoor activities YEAR ROUND and its use extends beyond the ski 
areas at the top of the canyon. The proposed alternatives could potentially destroy over 110 boulder 
problems, some of which have been historically important to the growth and development of the sport.  
As a member of the community, I am requesting an extension of the formal commenting period from 45 
to 60 days in order to fully address and understand the impacts these transportation alternatives will 
have on the canyon. (32.29A) 
Regards, 
Madeline Voloshin
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COMMENT #:  2450 

DATE:   7/7/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Julian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I want to express my concern for the way the information is being presented. It seems the resorts, Alta 
and Snowbird, are trying to push everyone in to the gondola idea. I think this is a terrible way to go. 
(32.2.9E) This only benefits them without having stops along the way to and from. What is the best way 
to access the public lands between the mouth of the canyon and Snowbird? (32.2.6.5G) There isn't with 
the gondola option and for that reason I am very against a gondola. I believe an improved bus service 
is the best way to go. There are multiple stops for recreators to get on and off the bus. (32.2.6.3C) The 
building of a gondola towers will also jeopardize the water shed that we all depend on in the valley for 
what, increased revenue/profit for the two ski areas? (32.12A and 32.2.7A) Besides the water shed 
issue, you have the simple eye sore that will have when looking down the beautiful LCC. (32.17A) 
Snowbird has already created a giant eyesore in our wasatch with their building on top of hidden peak. 
Please do not create another eye sore for a for profit company. The bus system, while not perfect will 
get people up and down the canyon during a non pandemic time with efficiency. (32.2.7A) 
Thanks, 
Logan
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COMMENT #:  2451 

DATE:   7/7/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Ellen Navas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My #1 AND #2 choice is enhanced bus service. Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane 
as the alternative that best improves mobility (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2452 

DATE:   7/7/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT (Utah Department of Transportation) is destroying our neighborhood and the environment, with 
federal money. (32.2.7A) UDOT must consider the demands of the community and the needs of the 
environment. (32.29G) On May 22nd, over 680 people gathered in Cottonwood Heights at the "Save 
Not Pave Rally" to protest UDOT’s expansion of Wasatch Blvd and Save not Pave is only one of many 
groups working to protect our canyon. Despite being informed of the rally and invited to attend, UDOT 
sent no one. (32.29O) Utah has a population of about 2.9 million, approximately 80% of whom live 
along the Wasatch Front. Residents of Cottonwood Heights and Sandy proposed tunnels, planted 
cement or metal archways to mitigate sound and pollution. (32.2..2DD, 32.11B, and 32.2.2C) We 
designed planted roadways and planted medians. We requested noise enforcement and speed 
reduction. Which of our proposals did they include? NONE! No, our city and UDOT are in debt to big 
developers. They are lining their pockets and destroying our neighborhood and canyon. (32.2.6.2.2A 
and 32.2.7A) There are currently petitions to extend the comment period, but local government and 
UDOT have been completely unresponsive to our demands. (32.29A) I have corresponded with our 
Mayor, Mike Peterson as well as council people Christine Mikell, who was too busy with summer 
weddings to meet). I met with City Manager, Tim Tingey. He said everything is decided by was all up to 
Governor Cox and Carlos Braceros of UDOT. Plans were released last Friday.  
They are completely unacceptable. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  2453 

DATE:   7/7/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT (Utah Department of Transportation) is destroying our neighborhood and the environment, with 
federal money. (32.2.7A)  
 UDOT must consider the demands of the community and the needs of the environment. (32.29G) 
 On May 22nd, over 680 people gathered in Cottonwood Heights at the "Save Not Pave Rally" to 
protest UDOT’s expansion of Wasatch Blvd and Save not Pave is only one of many groups working to 
protect our canyon. Despite being informed of the rally and invited to attend, UDOT sent no one. 
(32.29O) 
Utah has a population of about 2.9 million, approximately 80% of whom live along the Wasatch Front. 
Residents of Cottonwood Heights and Sandy proposed tunnels, planted cement or metal archways to 
mitigate sound and pollution. (32.2.2DD, 32.11B and 32.2.2C) We designed planted roadways and 
planted medians. We requested noise enforcement and speed reduction. Which of our proposals did 
they include? NONE! No, our city and UDOT are in debt to big developers. They are lining their pockets 
and destroying our neighborhood and canyon. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.7A) 
There are currently petitions to extend the comment period, but local government and UDOT have been 
completely unresponsive to our demands. (32.29A) 
I have corresponded with our Mayor, Mike Peterson as well as council people Christine Mikell, who was 
too busy with summer weddings to meet). I met with City Manager, Tim Tingey. He said everything is 
decided by was all up to Governor Cox and Carlos Braceros of UDOT.  
Plans were released last Friday.  
They are completely unacceptable. (32.2.9G)  
I am reaching out to Secretary of Transportation Pete Buttigieg. Perhaps he cares more about his 
reputation than lining his pockets as you all seem to. 
We need fewer Cox in government. 
 E.E. King
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COMMENT #:  2454 

DATE:   7/7/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William McGowan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola with the proposed station at the base of lcc. (32.2.9E) On powder days traffic 
is congested well before the base of the canyon. (32.2.6.2.2A) In fact once you get into the canyon I 
feel like the traffic moves at a reasonable rate. (32.7C) Adding a lot at the base will only add to the 
congestion of cars trying to get to the base of the canyon. (32.2.6.5E)
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COMMENT #:  2455 

DATE:   7/7/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Daily 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I still like the tram! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2456 

DATE:   7/7/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Braun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
An Aerial Tram will not enhance or improve mobility or safety. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.7C) A Tram 
will be bypassed by most out of state visitors. They will arrive at airport, get a car, drive to the resorts 
and will only ride the tram as a Disneyland ride; just to do it. (32.2.4A) 
Locals will not use it. (32.2.4A) 
The visual impact of the TRAM will destroy the Canyon. (32.17A)  
UDOT and UT should make all other improvements integral to enhanced bus and lanes, then study 
such for several years. (32.2.9B) 
We have 10-15 days per year of heavy snow and avalanches. (32.1.4D) $600 million to be paid by 
taxpayers is overboard. (32.2.7A)  
The residents of Granite, Sandy and Cottonwood Heights do not desire to have the mouth of LCC 
commercialized. McCandless and Neiderhouser are development mongers. Save open land. No hotels, 
no large parking structures, no tram/no tram station.
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COMMENT #:  2457 

DATE:   7/7/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Dekeyzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The residents of the valley have made their voice loud and clear: we do not want road widening 
(Wasatch Blvd., Highland Drive extension, Vine Street, Sego Lily, 600 North, etc.), we do not want a 
gondola, and we do not want additional parking garages in the foothills. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9L) We want 
transit options, walkable and bikeable communities, neighborhood ingress/egress, safe speeds by 
design, and clean air. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.10A) 
Express bussing is the better option, but I am still concerned about the effects of widening the canyon 
road. 
It would be in the public interest to first try various tolling options, restricted timed access, bus only 
timeframes, enforcement of sticker programs, better enforced restrictions on vehicles not properly 
equipped to drive in the canyon, etc., all before spending half a billion dollars in taxpayer monies on a 
project that alleviates traffic 10-20 days per year. (32.1.4D, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.4A) 
The long-term viability of the gondola is also a concern as we grapple with a changing climate. 
(32.2.2E) As you know, the Great Salt Lake is at an all-time low and our snowpack has been dismal in 
recent years. To spend this much money on a gondola that only serves the ski resorts, without regard 
for the potential benefits for summer use in other areas of the canyon, is short-sighted. (32.2.7A and 
32.2.6.5G) 
Many residents share the sentiment that if the gondola is only going to serve the resorts, that it should 
be paid for by them. (32.2.7A) 
Any option that includes the construction of a parking garage in the mouth of the canyon is 
unacceptable. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.5D) The city of Cottonwood Heights had planned for a transit 
hub at the gravel pit for years, and I'm still unclear as to why UDOT has changed the location of both 
the garage and the gondola to the LaCaille property. (32.2.2X) CH Councilmember Mikell and Mayor 
Peterson said that they were "surprised when we learned that the gondola hub wouldn’t be at the lot on 
the north side of LCC." This disconnect is another unacceptable aspect of the project. A parking garage 
at the mouth of the canyon literally does the opposite of what is needed: it directs traffic to the problem 
area. Instead, we should utilize abandoned parking areas throughout the valley (Sandy Shopko) and 
combine them with express bus service. (32.2.2I) 
Also unacceptable is that at the beginning of this project a canyon capacity study was not done. This 
would have provided such valuable information, but clearly nobody is interested in the quality of the ski 
experience that could be improved with such data. (32.20B) I have seen numerous comments online 
that call for the discontinuation of the IKON pass, as it is perceived to be a leading driver of our canyon 
congestion. (32.2.2K) While I do not know much about this, it shows that there are other alternatives to 
consider before spending hundreds of millions in taxpayer dollars to benefit tourists while diminishing 
the local experience and quality of life. (32.4F) 
It is also completely unacceptable that UDOT continues to not require zip codes in this EIS Comment 
Form. (32.29P) 
My zip is 84092. 
I genuinely hope that you listen to local residents, prioritize thoughtful comments, and work toward a 
forward-thinking solution that recognizes the impending changes to mobility and can be seamlessly 
integrated into a larger regional transit network. 
Aaron Dekeyzer 
Co-Director SaveNotPave 
Candidate for Sandy City Council At-Large 
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COMMENT #:  2458 

DATE:   7/7/21 2:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Michalik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal as it will be a more sustainable option and reduce traffic in the canyons. 
I also fully support creating the Superior peak conservation land, and wish for more land to be 
conserved in Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.9D and 32.29F)
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COMMENT #:  2459 

DATE:   7/7/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin McIntosh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the impacts that these plans would have on the local climbing community. The Salt 
Lake Climbers Alliance has done an analysis on the impact of your plans on the climbing area in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. I have spent many hours at some of these boulders and would be pretty 
disappointed if, in the name of improvement, they were removed from the canyon. Thanks for taking the 
time to go over these comments and I hope you understand the impact you would have on all members 
of the surrounding communities. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Thanks again, 
-Ben
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COMMENT #:  2460 

DATE:   7/7/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Hooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Add another lane, 2 lanes going up one down in the morning and just the opposite in the afternoon. 
Increase the buses. (32.2.2D) No single passenger autos. No 40 minute gondola please! Be an 
eyesore! (32.2.9E and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2461 

DATE:   7/7/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Carlisle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I much prefer the expanded bus service and want very much to encourage the use of EV buses! Diesel 
buses are a big short sighted mistake. (32.2.7A and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  2462 

DATE:   7/7/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anne Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I Really feel that increased bus services should be considered first. Maybe a dedicated bus Lane, so 
buses would have priority before money is spent on the Gondola. As a local I don’t want to be spending 
45min getting to the ski areas or having to pay every time to ride! (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2463 

DATE:   7/7/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tolford Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE! Spend our money wisely! But ASAP... 
First: implement a tolling system for access to the LCC roadway (whatever its number is) and push 
UTA into the bus option; (be careful with adding the “bus lanes” in the Canyon!), while simultaneously 
restricting UTA and trucking companies to use only electric buses & trucks in the canyons (to reduce 
pollution, obviously);(32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3E) 
2nd: develop the Cottonwood Heights "Gravel Pit" project with emphasis on parking; (32.2.6.2.1C) 
3rd: change the LCC road ID from U-210 to U-209 & redirecting U-210 to follow Wasatch Blvd. 
southward into Draper; AND ... (32.29Q) 
4th: develop the U-210/Wasatch Blvd. arterial highway southward from Cottonwood Heights to the 
intersection with the southern portion of Highland Drive in Draper, while simultaneously extending the 
Highland Drive arterial southward from 9800 S in Sandy. Two eastside north/south arterials are better 
than one - just like over on the “other” side of “The Valley.” (32.2.2CC) 
Please keep the LaCaille - Alta gondola option open for future consideration.
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COMMENT #:  2464 

DATE:   7/7/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sterling Warnick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the gondola will not serve little cottonwood canyon or the people that enjoy it. (32.2.9D) I 
and many others believe that the canyon is already crowded as is, and a gondola would add to the 
crowds of people. Little cottonwood seems it has already reached its capacity of people that can be 
there at one time even with the current road. (32.20A, 30.20B, and 32.20C). The gondola will only 
serve access to the two privately owned ski resorts. I would like to see a bus only lane to serve all 
general public. That way there can be more access to all areas of the canyon including more stops for 
back country skiing, camping, hiking, or sight seeing. With no gondola more of the canyon can be 
preserved in its natural state. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3C) 
I feel this is a turning point for little cotton wood. Do we want to implement solutions that mainly benefit 
for profit ski areas. (32.2.7A) I feel most people and locals would much rather implement solutions that 
benefit the canyon and it’s natural beauty and more recreation than resort skiing. I believe the natural 
beauty of this canyon is being somewhat over looked here with a gondola when we have other options 
(32.17A) The alternative of a covered road is a great idea for a way to really preserve the beauty and 
nature of the canyon. I believe we need to protect the little undeveloped nature we have left. I believe 
we have solutions with the already existing road, busses, and the ability to cover these roads for even 
more reliable access. Thanks for allowing the opportunity to comment.
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COMMENT #:  2465 

DATE:   7/7/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terry Terranova 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Who is going to pay? Snowbird? Alta? Udot? Taxpayers? Most local taxpayers could not afford the 
ticket to ride let alone rising lift tickets. !!(32.2.4A and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2466 

DATE:   7/7/21 5:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paige Bigelow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned that gondolas will not adequately solve the traffic issue and address everyones needs. 
Buses are a simpler, and more effective solution (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.9A)

Page 32B-2474 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2467 

DATE:   7/7/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Reynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do enhanced bus service, it provides faster service, has lower up front cost, and doesn't stick an 
ugly tram up the canyon. Plus if it works well, maybe there's hope for BCC. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2468 

DATE:   7/7/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackie Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As this project and as the usage of both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons evolve, this plan is 
beginning to feel more and more shortsighted. I absolutely support finding new solutions to the traffic 
issues encountered in Little Cottonwood Canyon, but these issues must be solved in both the summer 
and winter, and must not overlook Wasatch Blvd and Big Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.1.1A) 
While I love a good European town to resort tram or gondola, this solution is seeming less and less 
practical for Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
It's not the "look" of the canyon I worry about with its construction, but the reduction of access to the 
various trails, campsites, and recreational assets that make Little Cottonwood such a gem of a 
resource. How will the gondola bases affect the ability to hike, camp at Tanners, ride bikes, or climb? 
(32.2.4A) Will there be stop offs at White Pine, Tanners, and other destinations? (32.2.6.3C and 
32.2.6.5G) 
Will more traffic be pushed into Big Cottonwood because people "don't want to deal" with the gondola? 
Then, what is the plan for Big Cottonwood? (32.20D) 
Is a 2nd gondola in the works for Big, which has seen increasing traffic and accidents as of late? 
(32.2.2Q) 
Could these lifts connect to Park City and further reduce commuter traffic and increase accessibility? 
(32.2.2N) That probably looks too much like interconnect, but why not plan for that now, when the 
completion of this project is already so far in the future? 
I think the ideal solution is starting with bus plan. Ramp that up over the years, increase fees for parking 
to pay for more buses and transportation options for employees. This will also incentivize bus riding. 
32.2.6.3D) Make riding the bus easy, because it should be easy! Increase service for BOTH canyons. 
Get people used to parking their cars. Everyone's opposed to any change, so ease them into it! 
I know busses don't fix the avy issues, and perhaps some shelters do need to be built. I'm not at all 
opposed to that. In a year like this one, they probably wouldn't have been placed in the right spots. And 
canyon closures may still be a reality. But, removing all the bald-tired dumdums will also keep the 
busses flowing and the road open more often as plows can do a better job of clearing when the traffic 
isn't bumper to bumper. (32.2.2M) 
It would be also ideal if any extra road widening came with removable bollards for creating 
uphill/downhill/or bike-specific lanes when needed. 
Think about summer. Think about Big Cottonwood solutions. Think about when Park City has even less 
snow.
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COMMENT #:  2469 

DATE:   7/7/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tj Homan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! I think a gondola in little cottonwood canyon only serves to benefit snow bird and Alta at 
the expense of the tax payer. A gondola would not provide the public with access to the many trail 
heads and back country access of little cottonwood and would ruin the view of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.7A, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2470 

DATE:   7/7/21 5:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brianne Hamilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus routes seem like a much more continual flow option. (32.2.7A) The gondola doesn't allow for 
more gondolas to be added during peak times, whereas busses and schedules could be more easily 
adjusted to meet the increased flow during peak times. (32.2.6.5N) Busses could also be used to stop 
at other points besides Snowbird and Alta. E.g. climbing routes. (32.2.6.3C) The bus route also has a 
lower impact on the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) Photos taken of the canyon won't have 
a cable and cars.
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COMMENT #:  2471 

DATE:   7/7/21 5:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beth Tronstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a horrible idea for our canyon. (32.2.9E) It will not solve the problem of limited capacity 
at the ski areas. (32.2.2K) It will not carry enough passengers to ease the traffic congestion and will 
hurt environmentally sensitive areas. (32.7B and 32.7C) Increased buses and getting rid of the ikon 
pass are the only ways to help the canyon at this point. (32.2.2K) The ski area does not have enough 
capacity as it is and the gondola will not help. (32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  2472 

DATE:   7/7/21 5:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Flanagan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the the gondola presents a clear and exceptional way to handle increased canyon traffic in a 
way that will help all slc residents as well as visitors. Having access to a large parking garage as well 
as other parking lots at the bottom of the canyon is ideal, it will also keep plenty of cars out of the 
canyon. (32.2.9D) The expanded bus service is by no means immune to snowstorms and the proposed 
avalanche slough offs would cause far more run off issues and loss of habitat. (32.12B) The gondola is 
by far and away the more reliable option. An expanded bus service would not be enough of a plus for 
me to use it since it is still succeptible to snow while the gondola is immune. The gondola creates an 
opportunity for me to not have to drive on hazardous conditions, and an opportunity for tourists to travel 
to the resorts with less stress compared to a bus service. A gondola up little cottonwood gives alta and 
snowbird a chance to gain serious separation as elite resorts here in North America. I firmly believe that 
the gondola is a perfect solution, while the bus service seems like a bandaid due to the potential 
inconsistency.
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COMMENT #:  2473 

DATE:   7/7/21 6:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Budge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Michael Budge (33, M) and I’m writing this comment in favor of the Gondola B (from La 
Caille) Alternative. (32.2.9D) I am a licensed civil engineer in the State of Utah working with Ensign 
Engineering and Land Surveying. I am also a lifelong Little Cottonwood Canyon skier. I have been 
working with Chris McCandless as my client and have participated in the design of the preliminary civil 
engineering plans for the area surrounding the La Caille base station. I am very familiar with the 
specifics of this proposal and it is my opinion that installing the proposed gondola system will be the 
best alternative.  
I prefer this alternative because the gondola will not be affected by heavy snowfall. The ride on the 
gondola would be more comfortable than riding busses. Gondola travel will not be subject to heavy 
traffic congestion like busses would be. I’m also in favor of reducing the number of cars in the canyon, 
and reducing parking issues at the ski resorts.
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COMMENT #:  2474 

DATE:   7/7/21 6:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Bocock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola is a great idea. Presumably you have already analyzed the possibility of a light rail line 
providing access to both Cottonwood canyons. Either a gondola or rail leaving from a station at the 
base would feel very European and would entice more vacationers. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  2475 

DATE:   7/7/21 6:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Looks promising (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2476 

DATE:   7/7/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shellie Ireland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea of the Gondola! I think it would bring a lot of good attention and tourism to our Canyon, 
without causing more traffic, and all the negative things that come with too many cars on the road (i.e. 
.pollution, accidents, long waits and short tempers, and blocking the views and beauty of the mountain. 
A Gondola would become part of the fun experience of heading up the canyon! Love it! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-2484 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2477 

DATE:   7/7/21 7:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebekah Geddes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t build a gondola up the canyon. It will ruin the nature experiences. I think a shuttle system would 
be better (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2478 

DATE:   7/7/21 7:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Geddes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t build a gondola here! It will ruin so many climbs and take away for the great nature experience 
that you can have. (32.2.9E and 32.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2479 

DATE:   7/7/21 7:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Another bicycle accident on the deadly Wasatch blvd. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.9L) 
How do you sleep at night? 
From my neighborhood: 
https://nextdoor.com/p/khCBjwNm7b5r?utm_source=share&extras=MjMzODQ1NTY%3D
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COMMENT #:  2480 

DATE:   7/7/21 7:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Duke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the gondola is such a great idea i would way rather take that than a bus! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2481 

DATE:   7/7/21 7:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janet Stapleton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the building of a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon over increased bus service. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2482 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Isbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the gondola idea! Much less of an environmental impact when compared to widening the road! 
Much more efficient than increasing the buses! Plus, rumor has it UTA isn’t even on board for that idea. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2483 

DATE:   7/7/21 8:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Varga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea to reduce traffic. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2484 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Watson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support building of snowsheds in the canyon. (32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  2485 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Kroll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local climber and skier, I feel the need to leave a comment. I think any changes to LCC should be 
very limited, and ideally, should not take place at all. (32.2.9G) The main draw of LCC (and the Salt 
Lake Valley in general) is that it allows for gorgeous escapes to the quiet mountains so close to a major 
metropolitan area. Should LCC become more accessible, that magic will be gone: it will be noisier, 
more crowded, and less well taken care of. In regards to the proposed gondola, I am steadfastly 
opposed to this idea. (32.2.9E) This will completely destroy the natural beauty of the canyon, both 
visually (for obvious reasons) and audibly (one can imagine the constant hum of a chairlift taking the 
place of the rush of a waterfall). (32.13A and 32.11D) The expansion of the road is certainly the 
preferable idea, though I am also against this proposal. As it stands, the resorts at LCC already operate 
near capacity. Widening the road will simply overload parking lots, and cause longer wait times, both for 
drivers and skiers in lift lines. (32.2.4A and 32.20C) Furthermore, it is a well-established fact that 
adding extra lanes or space to roads does not decrease congestion; more people use the road in turn, 
and no commute time is actually saved. (32.2.4A) LCC should stay as it is; it's busy enough already. If 
UDOT were to move forward with this proposal, it would needlessly waste tax dollars building a 
tremendously expensive road to fix a nonexistent problem. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) The ski resorts will 
be fine with the road as is, but the natural beauty, access to climbing, access to hiking, access to 
mountain biking, access to camping, will all be compromised. (32.2.4A) Please don't use my tax dollars 
for this project; I doubt it'll be worth it economically, and I'm fairly sure it will be counterproductive by all 
other measures.
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COMMENT #:  2486 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Gordon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the enhanced bus service. Also, how is this being funded? (32.2.9A and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2487 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Wade 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of a dedicated bus lane for peak demand times, snow sheds and road widening. 
(32.2.9B) Metering for private vehicle access at peak times is an idea but given how expensive it is to 
ski for a day a meaningful charge would nave to be very high to have an impact. (32.2.4A) This would 
be regressive for kids and lower middle income families. (32.5A) Better parking at backcountry access 
points would be good. (32.2.6.3C) Small vehicles providing frequent access to multiple access points 
would be better than more regular UTA busses that operate less frequently. Encourage private 
operators to provide service to ski areas from downtown and other points. The competition with UTA 
might improve service. (32.2.2I) 
I don't like the visual of a gondola service that would only benefit the ski areas and would be an 
eyesore for everyone else. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2488 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maria Ly Vanrenen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom this may concern, 
Our family is in favor of the proposed gondola. It's has so many benefits including preserving the 
canyon and providing access to skiers, even during heavy storm and high avalanche risk conditions. It's 
a great long-term, cost-affection solution and we are all for it! (32.2.9D) 
Best, 
The Vanrenen Family 
Salt Lake City residents
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COMMENT #:  2489 

DATE:   7/7/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Godbout 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The tax payers will pay for the exclusive access to the resorts. The tram doesn’t give access to the rest 
of the canyon. There will still be a lot of cars. (32.2.7A) Improve bus service and restrain access for 
cars like they do in Europe. It works over there. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2490 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Pirouznia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes I look for gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2491 

DATE:   7/7/21 10:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Pinegar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of a bus transportation up LCC (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2492 

DATE:   7/7/21 11:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. It makes the most sense from an environmental and fiscal standpoint. I have 
experienced similar projects in Europe and they work well. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-2500 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2493 

DATE:   7/7/21 11:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angel Lopez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
YES YES YES YES YESS!!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2494 

DATE:   7/8/21 6:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We love living at the mouth of Little Cottonwood canyon . The last thing we want to see in the morning 
is a gondola . The cost and the disruption in the canyon is not a viable option. (32.2.9E) I can’t believe 
you are considering this as an option . All of the construction and compromise of the canyon cannot be 
the best solution . The most cost effective and less invasive is limit ski passes sold, require bus riding 
and car pooling . (32.2.2K, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2495 

DATE:   7/8/21 7:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maverick Gibbons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good Morning Josh, 
My vote is for the Cog Rail, can we add it back to the EIS ? (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  2496 

DATE:   7/8/21 7:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marianne Goodell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not feel that the options have been fully analyzed. I think there has been inadequate screening to 
develop a design which meets the requirements of a residential neighborhood including slower speeds 
for egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous buffered cross walks & traffic calming features for 
lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running roadway section. Please do 
not jump into this without fully evaluating the impact on our roadways, our neighborhoods and the 
beauty of our canyons. (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2497 

DATE:   7/8/21 7:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Walters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is clear that UDOT is not concerned with the quality of life for residents of Cottonwood Height but 
rather the interests of ski resort corporations as the push to widen roads through a residential area and 
maintain a 50 mph speed limit on the section of Wasatch Boulevard and Little Cottonwood Canyon 
Road serving the resorts - the only segment of these roads with the higher speed limits. (32.2.6.2.2A 
and 32.4F)  
If our city's residents were truly important the UDOT should consider a design which meets the 
requirements of a residential neighborhood including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting 
streets, numerous buffered cross walks & traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike 
lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running roadway section. (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2498 

DATE:   7/8/21 8:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Todd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT inadequately screened potential of north/south, non-stop bus transit utilizing existing arterials to 
alleviate projected rush hour congestion for SR 210. A screening based on a modernized, non-stop bus 
service in which southeastern SL Valley riders collect at a transit stop (s) in Sandy and are delivered to 
East Bench Cultural District/U of U along Highland/I-215/Foothill Drive must occur before a build out of 
Wasatch Blvd for projected 2050 traffic, based on an antiquated UDOT 2015 survey, is confirmed. 
(32.2.2AA and 32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2499 

DATE:   7/8/21 8:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremi Godbout 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You are not talking about one important issue: Wasatch blvd.  
Inadequate screening to develop a design which meets the requirements of a residential neighborhood 
including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous buffered cross walks & 
traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running 
roadway section. (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2500 

DATE:   7/8/21 8:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Owens-Baird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I disagree with the building of a tram in the Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) This project has a 
number of glaring flaws. Firstly, it is to address a congestion problem that occurs for a limited number of 
days a year due to high traffic ski days and possible avalanche road closures. (32.1.4D) While 
avalanche road closure is unfortunate, it is a normal reality of a narrow canyon in the mountains. 
(32.1.2B) Secondly, this is a wildly expensive endeavor that could be solved through other less 
expensive means, such as an increase of buses and limiting private vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.4A) Thirdly, this tram system is supposed to be an alternative on high traffic days, but takes 
40 minutes to travel to the top of the canyon. This means that the traffic wait time would have to far 
exceed 40 minutes before people would consider an alternative. (32.2.4A) In my years of traversing the 
canyon in a car, few days would I have considered taking a tram versus the luxury of having my car at 
the resort. And on low traffic days, the percentage of attendees choosing to drive their private vehicles 
up the canyon will be even greater. (32.2.4A) Fourthly, the tram would destroy a number of climbing 
sites located in the canyon ground. This would speak volumes about the intention of the governing 
body and their perception of importance for land usage. (32.4B) Is private money/interests the ultimate 
driving factor regarding the list of importance for public land use? (32.2.7A) Or should equitable land 
use on public lands be the priority? Finally, this tram will be an eyesore in the canyon. It makes the 
logistical and ideological shortcomings of the tram even worse, as we would be subjected to diminished 
canyon for an expensive project that arguably does not solve that many problems it seeks to fix. 
Ultimately, this project would be a fiscally irresponsible use of taxpayers dollars. (32.17A and 32.2.7A) 
Alternative solutions should be sought after and considered. Even the increase of bus schedules and 
limitation of private vehicles in the canyon would be a better solution. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2501 

DATE:   7/8/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kiley Morgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly prefer the enhanced bus service solution to the LCC SR210 project. (32.2.9A) Based on the 
fact sheet provided, the enhanced bus service would be the simplest solution, requiring only one 
transfer and allowing for multiple stops along the drives up and down. (32.2.6.3C) Bus service is 
accessible to everyone and will allow for more diverse use of the canyon. Buses are also more easily 
serviceable, where as servicing a gondola would take more time, impact travel more, and be more 
expensive. Furthermore, bus service can be easily paused or altered in the case of high avalanche 
danger in the winter, or as demand changes throughout the seasons and over the years. (32.2.6.3D) 
Also, bus service -- especially if the buses used are electric -- will be more discreet, more 
environmentally friendly, and will ensure the beauty of the canyon remains relatively undisturbed for 
years to come. (32.2.6.3F, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
When I submitted an initial comment for this project a year or so ago, I will admit that I was supportive 
of a gondola option. However, as the plans have come together and I've learned more about all 
options, I now do not support a gondola option. Instead, I strongly support an enhanced bus service 
solution and encourage the committee to select that option to best fit the needs of the community.
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COMMENT #:  2502 

DATE:   7/8/21 8:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kiley Morgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly prefer the enhanced bus service solution to the LCC SR210 project. (32.2.9A) Based on the 
fact sheet provided, the enhanced bus service would be the simplest solution, requiring only one 
transfer and allowing for multiple stops along the drives up and down. (32.2.6.3C) Bus service is 
accessible to everyone and will allow for more diverse use of the canyon. Buses are also more easily 
serviceable, where as servicing a gondola would take more time, impact travel more, and be more 
expensive. Furthermore, bus service can be easily paused or altered in the case of high avalanche 
danger in the winter, or as demand changes throughout the seasons and over the years. (32.2.6.3D) 
Also, bus service -- especially if the buses used are electric -- will be more discreet, more 
environmentally friendly, and will ensure the beauty of the canyon remains relatively undisturbed for 
years to come. (32.2.6.3F, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
When I submitted an initial comment for this project a year or so ago, I will admit that I was supportive 
of a gondola option. However, as the plans have come together and I've learned more about all 
options, I now do not support a gondola option. Instead, I strongly support an enhanced bus service 
solution and encourage the committee to select that option to best fit the needs of the community.
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COMMENT #:  2503 

DATE:   7/8/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaime Pamer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT inadequately screened potential of north/south, non-stop bus transit utilizing existing arterials to 
alleviate projected rush hour congestion for SR 210. A screening based on a modernized, non-stop bus 
service in which southeastern SL Valley riders collect at a transit stop (s) in Sandy and are delivered to 
East Bench Cultural District/U of U along Highland/I-215/Foothill Drive must occur before a build out of 
Wasatch Blvd for projected 2050 traffic, based on an antiquated UDOT 2015 survey, is confirmed. 
(32.2.2AA and 32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2504 

DATE:   7/8/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Lange 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I enjoyed reading and learning about this great need to protect Little Cottonwood Canyon. It is clear that 
the Gondola would be a big help and a sustainable solution for the traffic the canyon has each day. It 
also is the best option to protect our mountains, air quality and reduce the carbon. Let's Go!!! (32.2.9D 
and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  2505 

DATE:   7/8/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scot Chipman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my opinion adding a third lane of travel in Little Cottonwood canyon to be used by buses, those that 
carpool, or those that pay for an express pass makes the most sense. The third lane of travel should 
work just like the express lanes on I-15 which we are all familiar with. During off peak times (when the 
resorts are closed for skiing) the third lane of travel could be converted to a bike lane as an added 
benefit. The canyon already has an established road, if there was not an established road the gondola 
would be the obvious choice. (32.2.2D and 32.2.2P) 
Kind regards, 
Scot Chipman, 52 year old lifelong resident of Utah who has been skiing at Alta/Snowbird since 1978.
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COMMENT #:  2506 

DATE:   7/8/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maia Ermakova 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT inadequately screened potential of north/south, non-stop bus transit utilizing existing arterials to 
alleviate projected rush hour congestion for SR 210. A screening based on a modernized, non-stop bus 
service in which southeastern SL Valley riders collect at a transit stop (s) in Sandy and are delivered to 
East Bench Cultural District/U of U along Highland/I-215/Foothill Drive must occur before a build out of 
Wasatch Blvd for projected 2050 traffic, based on an antiquated UDOT 2015 survey, is confirmed. 
(32.2.2AA and 32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2507 

DATE:   7/8/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Nicholas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been living in Utah my whole and in salt lake for 5 years now and just like many other Utahns I 
get away to the Canyons for leisure. Adding a huge mega structure of gondolas could devastate the 
natural beauty of the canyon. I personally think that we should not do it. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2508 

DATE:   7/8/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ed Allred 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a year round user of LCC and resident taxpayer of Salt Lake County I support the investment in the 
gondola option as a long term solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2509 

DATE:   7/8/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Silvester 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Make gondola work (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2510 

DATE:   7/8/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Unterhalter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The biggest argument from the public against the gondola system is the increased uphill capacity 
resulting in more visitors using an already very busy canyon. (32.20A and 32.20C) Although, I 
understand this sentiment more people will come regardless of the selection and even if we do nothing. 
The amount of people using the canyon has more to do with how the resorts price their 
passes/involvement of the iKON pass system etc. then the traffic on the road. Traffic on the road is 
merely a result of pricing etc.  
The gondola, as currently proposed, has the capacity to increase capacity beyond what is currently 
planned by increasing the frequency of gondolas along the line. This allows future growth for when the 
number of people going up the canyon per hour grows thus maintaining a smooth flow of traffic on the 
road. Some individuals are not familiar with a 3S gondola system and assume a Snowbird Tram style 
system. (32.2.6.3N) 
One of my concerns is that bus selection is not addressed in this part of the EIS mai. I also understand 
the difficulties electric busses will face going up and down the canyon resulting in the need for diesel 
busses or maybe hydrogen powered busses. Current hydrogen is typically produced with 60% of 
natural gas. Cleaner, but still not great way to access the dwindling snowfall we get.  
The use of electric busses will require a large fleet to maintain the schedule proposed/required to 
remove the number of vehicles of the road due charging constraints. Even wireless chargers at stops 
might not have enough benefit in range extending to justify the additional cost of the infrastructure. 
Some of the public has assumed that electric busses are the only option being considered and thus 
might respond differently if the understood this key fact. (32.2.6.3F) 
Another concern of mine is the possibility for underutilizing the bus system due to a stigma of buses. 
Yes, tolling will combat this issue but there may be some hesitancy among individuals to the point 
where their decision to ride the bus or not will be entirely up to the toll price. In comparison, skiers’ 
snowboarders etc. will likely not have any hesitancy to get on a lift of which they are already reasonably 
familiar with. Another issue is getting tourists to take the transportation. I am not sure how the bus 
system could be advertised well enough to get them to try it. It is not really “sexy” to advertise. On the 
other hand, the gondola will be more appealing as part of the tourist experience. I recognize that this is 
also one of the gondolas downsides and circles back to the quantity of people going up the canyon will 
increase. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3N) 
In a more general note related to the tolling, toll prices should be displayed on the digital billboards on 
the highway system as well as other key points where traffic comes from. I hope that this is not a new 
idea and has already been considered. (32.2.4A) 
Regardless of the solution concerns remain regarding traffic along 210 near the Fort Union Blvd 
intersection. Eliminating traffic travelling to transportation hubs in this area is key. Therefore, 
strategically placed bus stops, not in the immediate area of this intersection (including the 6200S 
Wasatch Blvd. existing park and ride) is key to the success of any solution. (32.2.2I) 
Lastly, I do have some sort of proposal as applies to the effectiveness of the bus system. (Although, I 
am skeptical of its success if it works, its works.) Since construction on either project will not start until 
the summer of 2022 consider begin permitting for both. I agree that it is not a trivial task. However, that 
will give the opportunity to try an enhanced bus service (running the volume of busses required to 
remove people from the road) in conjunction with putting the toll in place below Snowbird entry 1. 
Additionally, a temporary bus lane could be added by taking over the south bound right-hand travel lane 
between the 6200S Wasatch Blvd. intersection ending at a place deemed appropriate creating a 
reduced travel time incentive. This will allow the resulting traffic to be studied and better understand if 
the buses will solve the issue as predicted. Again, not easy as there are only a few months before the 
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snow starts flying but this might be the best solution to keep the staunch bus supporters and gondola 
supporters happy. (32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  2511 

DATE:   7/8/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Hacon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am completely opposed to spending large sums of taxpayer money on any of these projects. I also 
think that it would be a crime to deface our beautiful canyon with gondola, snow sheds or extra lanes. 
(32.17A and 32.17B) This is a world class pristine alpine environment with amazing hikes and climbs. 
People and athletes from all over the world visit this area not just to ski, but also to climb. Introducing 
big gondola eyesore and noise pollution would be devastating. (32.11D and 32.17A) much better 
solution would be increased busses and parking fees unless you carpool (4+) people. Please let's not 
destroy this pristine environment! (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2512 

DATE:   7/8/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rowen Kenny 

 
COMMENT: 
 
(In summary- No Gondola, Yes Busses) 
As an employee of Snowbird, I have spent hours making my way up the canyon in order to catch my 
morning shift. This last season was particularly congested and there were multiple days in which I 
waited over and hour at the mouth of the canyon and then drove for an additional hour to reach 
Snowbird. Even with all this, I can't in my right mind encourage the Gondola. LCC is the most important 
place int he world to me, but not just for skiing. For me, and many others as well, LCC is Utah's 
premiere climbing location. The climbing history on this granite outdates Snowbird even. The Gondola 
would destroy access to and even even destroy at least 30 boulders. These boulders have been 
climbed and loved for years so long that it is often unclear who was the person who established the 
problem. (32.4A) I am also aware that expanding the bus lanes would damage some boulders as well. 
(32.4B) But SLCA has shown that the amount of climbing the lane widening would damage is a small 
amount compared to the Gondola. Obviously, something about the congestion has to be done, so we 
must pick the lesser of two evils. Using more busses and giving them lane priority would finally give 
people an incentive to actually use the bus, as the bus is no faster than just taking your own car up 
currently. We must give people a reason to use the bus, and I think that it might be helpful to also have 
resorts offer discounted season passes to those who take public transportation rather than their own 
car. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
Other reasons against the gondola: 
LCC is famous for its massive width and breathtaking pillars of granite. Having a gondola plop in the 
middle would ruin this expanse and make the canyon feel more like a commercial area than the history 
rich locale it is famous for being. (32.17A) 
A traffic alternative is only even necessary for around four months of the year. The rest of the time, SR 
210 handles the load perfectly. It seems hard to justify such a ridiculously visually impactful change for 
such a limited amount of the time. LCC is a winter canyon too, but it is an all season canyon and we 
must respect that. 
Thank you for your consideration.
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COMMENT #:  2513 

DATE:   7/8/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tallie Casucci 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm disheartened to see that Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation hasn't been resolved and we're 
still spinning our wheels after many years of planning through various groups/initiatives. The two 
preferred options are awful. 
First, the expanded bus service with a lane will destroy roadside dispersed recreation, especially 
bouldering. Little Cottonwood bouldering is world class! Through every iteration of transportation 
planning, the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance Board members and local climbers have brought organizers 
to the boulders for site visits. We've been told over and over again that these recreation sites will be 
preserved, but will they? With the current recommendation for an expanded bus lane, no. These 
boulders would be destroyed. (32.2.9C and 32.4B) 
Second, the gondola only appeals to out-of-state visitors or those seeking a one-time (slow!) novelty 
ride. (32.2.7A and 32.7A). It would an expensive eye-sore with huge impact on watershed and wildlife. 
(32.17A, 32.12A, and 32.13A) Gondolas are only useful in extremely steep environments where a road 
isn't feasible - the road already exists. Another drawback for the gondola is wind and storms, which 
may close service down (e.g. Snowbird's gondola on snow days). (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5K) 
Since the beginning, I've advocated for no personal cars and free bus transportation. The road doesn't 
need to be widen, which will preserve dispersed recreation. Both local and express buses can serve all 
canyon visitors: residents, dispersed recreation-ists, local skiers, and tourists. Canyon residents, 
emergency/rescue/police, and those with a reserved campsite can have a pass for their personal car. 
The smell of burning breaks will be a thing of the past; we'll now smell flowers! Additionally, a free bus 
service will ensure outdoor access equity. This option would minimize environmental impact (e.g. 
watershed, wildlife), increase travel times, minimize traffic and personal car pollution, and improve 
safety (e.g. emergency & rescue vehicles, road biking). This free bus system could be implemented 
tomorrow. (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  2514 

DATE:   7/8/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Hadley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who snowboards both inbounds and in the backcountry, and as someone with a degree in 
urban planning, I oppose the gondola. (32.2.9E) It is expensive, financially risky (think, Moab or Rio), 
and will certainly not cater to backcountry users. Like the meme of the boyfriend ignoring his girlfriend 
to gawk at an attractive girl, people routinely ignore reliable bus systems for more sexy alternatives. 
Finally, I oppose the gondola on aesthetic grounds. It will be a shame to cycle up the canyons in the 
summer and have views marred by a floating tourist trap. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2515 

DATE:   7/8/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Jabez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Inadequate screening to develop a design which meets the requirements of a residential neighborhood 
including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous buffered cross walks & 
traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running 
roadway section. (32.2.6.2.2A 
UDOT inadequately screened potential of north/south, non-stop bus transit utilizing existing 
arterials to alleviate projected rush hour congestion for SR 210. A screening based on a 
modernized, non-stop bus service in which southeastern SL Valley riders collect at a transit 
stop (s) in Sandy and are delivered to East Bench Cultural District/U of U along Highland/I-215/Foothill 
Drive must occur before a build out of Wasatch Blvd for projected 2050 traffic, based on an antiquated 
UDOT 2015 survey, is confirmed. (32.2.2AA and 32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2516 

DATE:   7/8/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT inadequately screened potential of north/south, non-stop bus transit utilizing existing arterials to 
alleviate projected rush hour congestion for SR 210. A screening based on a modernized, non-stop bus 
service in which southeastern SL Valley riders collect at a transit stop (s) in Sandy and are delivered to 
East Bench Cultural District/U of U along Highland/I-215/Foothill Drive must occur before a build out of 
Wasatch Blvd for projected 2050 traffic, based on an antiquated UDOT 2015 survey, is confirmed. 
(32.2.2AA and 32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2517 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Patterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT inadequately screened potential of north/south, non-stop bus transit utilizing existing arterials to 
alleviate projected rush hour congestion for SR 210. A screening based on a modernized, non-stop bus 
service in which southeastern SL Valley riders collect at a transit stop (s) in Sandy and are delivered to 
East Bench Cultural District/U of U along Highland/I-215/Foothill Drive must occur before a build out of 
Wasatch Blvd for projected 2050 traffic, based on an antiquated UDOT 2015 survey, is confirmed. 
(32.2.2AA and 32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2518 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Nichols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Kirk Nichols  
LCC-DEIS July 2021  
Thank-you for this opportunity to comment on the LCC-DEIS. This comment addresses only the 
inadequacies within the Purpose Statement and related Area of Study.  
U-DOT has been made aware of all these issues from the beginning, back when addressing them could 
have been simultaneous with the predominant engineering study that U-DOT does so well. A 
Supplemental-EIS is unfortunately now unavoidable to meet the requirements of NEPA.  
“The purpose of the EIS is to provide an integrated transportation system that improves the reliability, 
mobility and safety for all users on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard through the Town of Alta. 
Ultimately, the partners seek to deliver transportation options that meet the needs of the community 
while preserving the values of the Wasatch Mountains.”  
1. This Little Cottonwood Canyon-Draft Environmental Statement (LCC-DEIS) does not address 
“all users on S.R. 210”, only those going to the commercial resorts. All other road travelers are treated 
as incidental rather than being studied in the EIS. Not one of the locations where people stop outside 
the resort is being evaluated for the obvious, significant, and cumulative environmental affects that will 
occur in the human environment of LCC if the purpose of “improves the reliability, mobility and safety 
for all users on S.R. 210” is achieved. (32.1.2D and 32.1.5C)  
2. The Area of Study described as “S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard through the Town of Alta” 
is much too short and too narrow to solve or even study the purported purposes as stated in the LCC-
DEIS purpose statement quoted above. To increase mobility and reliability in LCC, a major portion of 
the cars must never reach this overly too small area of study. People must be on alternative (to cars) 
transportation before arriving at “S.R. 210 at Wasatch Boulevard”. Anything less will continue the status 
quo of congestion on I-215, 90th and 94th South, along with Wasatch Boulevard, yet the transportation 
issue of getting to this inadequate Area of Study has not been addressed in the LCC-DEIS. (32.1.1C)  
3. The purpose statement above claims that the alternatives in the Draft EIS will meet the needs of 
the community which cannot be met within the inadequate Area of Study. The citizens of Cottonwood 
Heights will still be stuck in their driveways and in congested traffic due to the sub-rational choice of the 
small area of study where all the same cars as presently cause the congestion will continue to arrive in 
Cottonwood Heights in only increased numbers. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.7A)  
4. This LCC-DEIS purpose statement claims to meet the needs of the community and yet, the 
community has never been evaluated for the very real latent demand on the canyons just waiting for 
the congestion to be reduced. A U-DOT engineer and representative at a CWC Stakeholders meeting 
said it was too hard to study the latent demand - taking a “hard look” is a requirement of National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). I straw polled my 
neighborhood and found that 100 percent of the users of the Cottonwood Canyons would go there 
more often if there was less congestion. The greater demand is here now - not in 2050 population 
projections. This latent demand was made extremely obvious in 2020, when due to the pandemic, 
people recreated in greater numbers closer to home (the Wasatch Mountains). (32.20E) 
5. “...preserving the values of the Wasatch Mountains.” Has not been evaluated in the preparation 
of the LCC-DEIS. Only the paved road and adjacent 60-foot right-of-way have been evaluated in this 
LCC-DEIS. The effects of increased visitation, year-round, has not been evaluated in this LCC-DEIS. A 
complete visitor impact study throughout Little Cottonwood Canyon, rim-to-rim, the complete 
watershed, must be part of this LCC-DEIS. (32.20A, 32.20C, 32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.1.5C) This study 
must not be ignored and relegated to the Central Wasatch Commission to fund a quick approximation 
of what needs to be studied for the inevitable significant impacts to the values of the Wasatch 
Mountains. The Forest Service claims that no Visitor Study is necessary, yet they have no studies or 
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data based on the industry standard of Issues, Indicators, and Standards (or Thresholds) to base their 
opinion on. The Forest Service has no standards (thresholds) upon which to base their evaluation of 
visitor impacts. (32.20B)  
6. The LCC-DEIS purpose statement includes: “Ultimately, the partners seek...” without explaining 
who these partners are. U-DOT has overwhelmingly written this EIS alone. U-DOT stopped its 
meetings with the CWC and has overwhelmed the Forest Service. NEPA requires a multi-disciplinary 
team which has been neglected on this LCC-DEIS. (32.1.5D) 
7. NEPA requires that all current and foreseeable connected, cumulative, and similar actions be 
studied together. This LCC-DEIS Area of Study leaves out obvious connected, cumulative, and similar 
actions. Anything that happens in Little Cottonwood Canyon significantly affects Big Cottonwood 
Canyon. These two canyons share Wasatch Boulevard as a congested approach. Wasatch Boulevard 
is connected, cumulative, and similar to both Cottonwood Canyons, yet the LCC-DEIS neglects to study 
Big Cottonwood as required by NEPA. (32.21A)  
8. NEPA requires that all current and foreseeable connected, cumulative, and similar actions be 
studied together. This LCC-DEIS Area of Study leaves out obvious connected, cumulative, and similar 
actions. All increased use of all areas of Little Cottonwood Canyon (rim-to-rim), due to the proposed 
reduced congestion, will have significant, foreseeable, connected, and cumulative affects on the human 
environment in the Wasatch Mountains and the values of the Wasatch Mountains.. (32.21A)
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COMMENT #:  2519 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diane Forster-Burke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Planners, 
 I live off of Wasatch Blvd and Danish Rd and have lived here for over 30 years. I fully appreciate the 
challenges faced by UDOH to manage increased traffic as the population of Utah increases. I am, 
however, extremely concerned that UDOH has not taken several issues into account.  
 The Environmental Impact of the proposals to increase traffic in LCC eithers by more buses or the 
gondola needs to be thoroughly studied and I believe that this has been rushed. The gondola would 
only assist with traffic for 4 months of the year when ski season is going and the cost of the project for 
those 4 months of the year is tremendously costly. (32.1.2C) The increased bus traffic with snow sheds 
would be helpful in not only the 4 months of ski traffic but would also serve in the other months when 
travelers wish to stop at various places in LCC. (32.2.6.3C)  
 My biggest concern is about the widening and speed of traffic along Wasatch Blvd from the mouth of 
BCC to LCC. The current speed of 50 mph is much too fast for a residential area, which Wasatch Blvd 
is for many of us who walk, run, or ride bicycles and must cross the Blvd. At this time, many motorists 
see the straightness of the road and the speed limit and they race down the road. From my home, I can 
frequently hear car and motorcycle engines along the road. It sound as though I live next to a motor 
speedway. I have to stop conversations with neighbors while standing in my front yard to allow for the 
noise to diminish. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.11B)  
 Wasatch Blvd should be returned to a residential type of speed limit of 25 to 35 mph. The road should 
not be widened as this only encourages more traffic and faster traffic. It really makes no sense for 
commuters who live in the middle of the eastern side of the valley to have to travel this far east to go 
north toward the city. Additional buses along 2000 E would make far more sense and would 
significantly reduce the traffic and noise on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2AA)  
 I am very frustrated with a lack of attention to the reduction of speed and maintaining the current width 
of Wasatch Blvd. We, the long time residents, demand attention to our voices. The financial impact of 
the ski resorts up LCC should not be the loudest voice in the discussion. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.7A)  
 Thank you.  
Diane Forster-Burke 
Cottonwood Heights, UT
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COMMENT #:  2520 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Bown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You are working on the wrong problem. The big problem which either of the preferred alternatives will 
only postpone, is the problem of too many people trying to access Little Cottonwood Canyon at the 
same time. The problem that desperately needs to be addressed is an "equitable" method to limit the 
number of people on weekends and holidays. Unless that is accomplished, the experience of using the 
limited canyon resources will degrade until the problem solves itself. Not an attractive proposition. 
(32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2521 

DATE:   7/8/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ally Armstrong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to submit my comment to strongly support the expanded bus system. This system would 
allow the fastest improvement to transport in little cottonwood which would also be the most 
sustainable. I believe you could add more buses while all’s working to expand parking, add a bus lane 
and sheds for the road. (32.2.9B) I fear the gondola will not be built in time and will only benefit the ski 
resorts. (32.2.7A) Thank you for considering this comment.
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COMMENT #:  2522 

DATE:   7/8/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Waterhouse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the road-widening and enhanced bus option NOT the gondola. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) 
Making a better, wider, road with snow sheds improves the canyon experience for everyone going into 
LCC. The gondola is designed solely to benefit those that are going to Alta and Snowbird in the winter. 
(32.2.7A) You know the number of users of White Pine TH and upper LCC hiking and backcountry 
skiing has exploded. The improved road benefits all of those users of the public lands as well. 
(32.2.6.3C) The gondola is, by design, a benefit to the private interests in the canyon and then as a 
trickledown, if everyone uses it, benefit to the public land users. (32.2.7A and 32.1.2D) Furthermore, 
the dedicated bus lane is the only option that improves public transit time over private methods. If there 
is a line of private cars and the busses are moving faster there is an incentive to use it. (32.2.4A) The 
gondola doesn't have the capacity to handle the number of canyon users in the time frame needed. 
(32.2.6.5N)  
Futhermore, the idea of putting the visual blemish of a gondola, visible by everyone in Sandy and other 
parts of the valley, including those who are not canyon users, detracts from the beauty of the region. It 
is enough that we have to see Snowbird's Hidden Peak lodge and the tram towers up there, don't ruin 
the view more. (32.17A) 
I am a long time resident of Utah and an avid canyon users. I would hate to see the gondola 
implemented and change the view-shed for eternity. Widen the road, do snow sheds, and have the 
dedicated peak bus lanes. Then you can also look at BCC which isn't even addressed, but has the 
same traffic issues. (32.1.1A)
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COMMENT #:  2523 

DATE:   7/8/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sharlene Wells 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It has come to my attention that the widen Wasatch Blvd and allow a relatively high speed limit is part of 
your plan. I submitted a previous comment about the traffic and parking lots. Being that your 
considerations include widening Wasatch Blvd and allowing a relatively high speed limit, which was not 
clear in your prior request for comments, I must comment again. Wasatch Blvd, as you well know, 
includes access to residential neighborhoods, and widening it and allowing fast traffic is a blatant 
refusal to care about the safety and well-being of the residents. It seems you only care about putting 
more people in the mountains regardless of the repercussions on established residents and regardless 
of the capacity of the resorts. I hope you will reconsider your inequitable option. (32.2.6.2.2A and 
32.4F)
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COMMENT #:  2524 

DATE:   7/8/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website, Email 

NAME:  David Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the detailed work on these proposals. I would like to make some general and higher-level 
comments regarding the two alternatives. 
(1) I recognize that the costs are estimates and could be very different once construction and 
implementation of the selected option begins. The advantage of the bus option is that it can be done in 
phases and costs can be more controlled. If the gondola option is selected, it is a very high initial cost 
and no benefits will be derived until the entire project is complete. There is no partial or phase-in option 
available. The bus option can be more easily scaled up or down as needed, both in the initial 
implementation and over future years. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A) 
(2) Much of the society’s reluctance to use buses is the extra time it takes, especially when 
transfers are involved. However, in the presented analysis, the gondola option takes more transfers and 
time to get to the canyon destinations. And, time is also money. Has the extra time of the riders using 
the gondola option been factored into the cost analysis? The goal of the commuter is minimal time, and 
the bus option seems the advantage in that area. (32.2.6.3Y) 
(3) Most weeks I am travelling in BCC or LCC at least twice, year-round. I mostly hike and 
snowshoe, and patronize the ski resorts only a couple of times a year. For myself, and many other 
backcountry users, the gondola option does not work. The buses could make quick stops at trailheads 
and provide opportunity for backcountry users to ride the bus. (I am used to busses. I rode the bus to 
work almost every day of my 40-year career in Utah. I would be happy to ride the bus up the canyon, 
but it needs to stop at trailheads.)(32.2.6.3C) 
I’m concerned that the gondola option may seem flashier and be desired by those who may only 
occasionally frequent the canyons. It is the same Disneyland crowd that likes that sort of thing. The 
feedback I get from the local community that spends the most time in the canyons is a preference for 
the bus option. I acknowledge that this is not an election where we are voting on the preferred 
alternative. Because of that, I’m hopeful that the facts of the better bus option will prevail. (32.2.9A) 
 
Thank you for your efforts. 
David Lewis 
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COMMENT #:  2525 

DATE:   7/8/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Ewer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither plan seems to pay any regard to the existing neighborhoods or the recreational usage of 
Wasatch Blvd. It is already a dangerous road with far too high of speeds and congestion that, during 
peak hours, makes living in adjacent neighborhoods a complete nightmare. The proposed expansion 
will only make it worse.  
Inadequate screening to develop a design that meets the requirements of a residential neighborhood 
including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous buffered crosswalks & 
traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running 
roadway section. (32.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2526 

DATE:   7/8/21 1:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shaelene Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As most research suggests, there is a great likelihood snowfall in this region could be very low to 
nonexistent in the coming years so a gondola could very well be a waste of time and resources in 
addition to the great disruption to the ecosystem during construction. (32.2.2E and 32.13A) It is great in 
theory, had it been the original commuting structure in place. Enhanced bussing seems to be the most 
economical and easy to implement without too much investment. Again if there's not snow, there's no 
need for a gondola system. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2527 

DATE:   7/8/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Sohm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These canyons are used widely year round, but we are deciding to make infrastructure investments that 
reduce access, destroy historical landmarks and negatively impact usage for all parties other than 
resort skiers. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C). Resort skiers use a small area of the canyon for only a 
few months of the year. Widening of the road or the installation of a gondola do not address the 
problem of limited parking at the resorts for these winter months. Why are we not allowing the resorts to 
sell parking permits and drastically increasing the investment in bussing during the resort ski season? 
This option would reduce traffic, reduce emissions and pollution and create jobs as well as parking 
revenue for the resorts all without needlessly impacting the canyon? (32.2.4A and 32.2.2F)
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COMMENT #:  2528 

DATE:   7/8/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Yu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Extra bus lane is a more long term option that improves access to non resort areas. (32.2.6.3C) The 
gondola is inconvenient once the La Caile lot fills up which wont take long. (32.2.6.2.1C) Plus tolls are a 
more financially sound way to limit traffic and single occupancy vehicles and make some money for the 
canyon. Please offer a pass to locals! (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  229 

DATE:   7/8/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth Eve King 

 
COMMENT: 
URGENT - UDOT has ignored all safely, sound and beatification designs and is set to destroy Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. 
Citizens groups, (save not pave and save our canyons) have filed petitions to extend the comment 
period (June 8-10) for UDOTs expansion of Cottonwood Canyon. We have written letters, held rallies, 
and are being ignored. (32.29A and 32.29O) 
  
Hidden within UDOTs lengthy Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
is the little-known reality that this scenic gateway boulevard is earmarked to become a high volume, 
high speed 6 to 7 lane roadway. 
  
This expansion will fracture the neighborhoods, adding danger for cyclists, runners, pedestrians, and 
motorists. Just yesterday another bicyclist was hit. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
  
"Residential communities need speeds of 20-35mph in order to reduce injuries and fatalities and 
encourage active transportation and transit ridership. (National Association of City Transportation 
Officials, Federal Highway Administration, and the Biden Administration) (32.2.6.2.2A) 
  
The UDOT project is part of the current study to relieve traffic up to Snowbird and Alta for 30 identified 
days during peak ski season. (32.1.4D and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
  
Save Not Pave, one of several non-partisan, grassroots organizations trying to protect our canyon is 
trying to hold UDOT to its 2019 pledge for a "35mph speed design on the 2.4 mile residential stretch of 
SR-210 between Big and Little Cottonwood canyons. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
  
Organizations such as the Sierra Club and Save Our Canyons have condemned all UDOT preferred 
alternatives for both Little Cottonwood Canyon’s SR 210 as well as the Wasatch Blvd SR 210 
expansion as ineffective and environmentally unsound. 
  
UDOT has presented two alternatives which are both unacceptable. They have ignored all our ideas for 
sound and noise mitigation and for beautification. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.11B) 
  
The incidence of citizen push-back against unnecessary paving or widening of residential roads is 
happening in several places. Murray’s citizen group “SignTheVine.com” has 1,010 signatures protesting 
their 50% asphalt expansion funded at 93% by the federal government. Dimple Dell Wild protesting the 
unthinking expansion of Sego Lily Drive in Sandy is another. 
  
 How is it in a time of supposed austerity when state legislators are considering cuts to education and 
public health services, UDOT has money to burn on projects that encourage car when quality in Salt 
Lake Valley is dangerous and often deadly? 
  
We have proposed planted medians, shrubbery dividers, tunnels covered roadways and many other 
solutions from expensive to cheap. What did UDOT include in their plan? NOTHING! (32.2.6.2.2A) 
  
Residents have vowed to continue the campaign, to fight a legislature funding new and bigger UDOT 
roads at three times the amount that they fund the UTA which focuses on transit.  
WE WILL VOTE YOU OUT
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COMMENT #:  2530 

DATE:   7/8/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Tomon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not only distressed with the direction that UDOT seems to be proceeding with their preferred 
alternatives to the S.R.210 issue, but I’m also annoyed to see that there are no proposals for mitigating 
the inevitable rush of car traffic still pushing to get up canyon from those not wishing to use the 
alternatives. (32.2.4A)  
Furthermore, the impacts that both alternatives will have on the climbing resources (roadside boulders) 
is simply unacceptable. Little Cottonwood Canyon is not only known for its ski resorts, but it’s also 
known for its granite boulders and traditional climbing. This resource is one of the reasons my wife and 
I moved our family to Utah in 2018. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
The gondola alternative will not only become an eyesore to the canyon, ruining the canyon vistas with 
unsightly cables and towers which will echo the “click-click clatter” of the cars going through these 
numerous towers intermittently positioned throughout the canyon... but this does not help any of the 
OTHER users of the canyon. This solely helps the ski resorts. (32.17A, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) 
If possible, I propose halting all uphill car traffic within the canyon, and provide a cog rail system that 
could be integrated into the existing footprint of the road. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9F) If it’s possible to 
integrate the rail line into the road, this would allow for certain “approved” vehicular traffic to move up 
and down canyon, but would limit this use. This would require ALL users of the ski resorts to use the 
rail system which protects against tourists trying to drive up canyon and potentially causing an accident, 
but also would require ALL Spring, Summer, and Fall canyon users (including climbers) to use the cog 
rail.  
If the cog rail were to function in a manner to where a person could request a stop, or it may have 
predetermined stops along the way for different areas to climb, hike, etc... then we can better manage 
all canyon traffic for all seasons and not only provide a mode of transport for the ski resorts at the 
expense of other users. (32.2.6.6A)  
If it’s possible to integrate the cog rail into the road, this would also provide an option to suspend rail 
operations during the non-winter months and allow vehicular traffic to resume (the same as the gate at 
Guardsman’s Pass, or Millcreek Canyon’s upper road access). 
This at least provides options... 
The improved bus alternative still won’t stop tourists, or locals, from trying to head up canyon in the 
morning and causing traffic or accidents which could disrupt the bus service. (32.2.4A)  
Due to these alternatives trying to still provide uphill vehicular traffic, they are impacting the resources 
we’re trying to protect more than they would if we just limited independent vehicular traffic and made 
the canyon a bit more communal in our transportation needs. 
I know this won’t make everyone happy, but if we’re looking to compromise on a solution that would 
protect our climbing resources and still provide a path to the ski resorts that’s safe and efficient during 
the winter... I’ll happily park my car and hop on a rail to get to White Pine to go climbing...
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COMMENT #:  2531 

DATE:   7/8/21 3:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Pace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As far as air quality and traffic, the gondola idea seems to be the best bet. No canyon closure delays 
and super easy transit to the Bird. At first I liked the extra bus lane but making new road doesnt seem 
right to me. Breckenridge has a gondola similar from the town up to the mountain that works really well, 
I could see it working well here too. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2532 

DATE:   7/8/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Mcclellan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondolaoption (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2533 

DATE:   7/8/21 4:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Spicer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to say thank you for taking on this task. I moved to SLC from Arizona in January of 2020 to ski. It 
was a lifelong dream to ski in LCC. Since I have weekday flexibility, it's been worth it. But as I move into 
a new stage in my life, I debate whether or not I will stay in Utah because of the traffic issues. Skiing 
recreationally almost seems infeasible. On to my comments. (32.7C) 
I support the Gondola idea. I love how avalanche danger will not be affected and has the least 
environmental impact, especially if you could use renewable resources to power it. (32.2.6.3P) 
However, I do worry about two things--the parking/loading experience and end operation cost to the 
user. 
If you can execute an easy way to park and efficiently load the gondola, I believe it's a great option. 
However, the idea of more lot closures and long lift cues before I even get to the hill makes me worried. 
(32.2.6.5C) I would view that the largest bottleneck in this solution would be parking at the canyon 
base. (32.2.6.3E) 
Next, I am worried that resorts will charge hefty fees to use this gondola. I love how the UTA funds the 
busses and how it's included in the season pass. If the UTA can either include gondola access with 
season passes or make it very reasonable, I think you would get the communities support. However, if 
it is expensive and included passes are limited like Alta's new parking reservation system, I believe you 
will lose the communities support. (32.2.4A) 
Overall I am a fan of the gondola. Having lived in Europe for a while, I love the idea of more efficient 
public transportation to the mountain. I would look at Telluride's public gondola and Whister's high 
capacity peak 2 peak gondola for inspiration. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2534 

DATE:   7/8/21 4:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annie Fangman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to come up with a solution that will allow the outdoors to still be accessible for all. The 
outdoors should not be limited only to people who can pay a fee. (32.2.4A) The bus option allows 
individuals to still access the outdoors and help with traffic pollution. (32.2.6.3C) The Gondola will be 
way more expensive and have a higher fee to operate it. Also less reliability during bad weather. 
(32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  2535 

DATE:   7/8/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Mehregan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus system would be so much more efficient at getting the masses up and down the canyon while 
still preserving the natural beauty of the canyon walls. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2536 

DATE:   7/8/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bethann Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The fact that you are even considering a “solution” to traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon by building a 
Gondola is shocking and reprehensible. (32.2.9E) As a local Sandy citizen, I don’t want my taxpayers 
going towards this, especially as the people behind it stand to make so much money on the 
TAXPAYER’S back. (32.2.7A) The only change to current traffic issues I even marginally support is 
creating a one lane reversible direction bus lane, but only if it can be built where it will not eliminate any 
bike lanes that should be part of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.2D) Paid parking at the resorts I can 
support, if there are discounts for “locals”. (32.2.4A) 
  
I’m sure there are ways to build retaining walls to widen the road without the damage to the 
environment. They manage the environment and traffic in canyons in Europe with good engineering; we 
can too. If the resorts want more people, let them invest in more hotel rooms; encourage people to stay 
in the canyon. But us locals would like to be able to drive up the canyon and use our “local” ski resorts 
that we have been supporting for decades (I’ve been skiing up there since 1965, and don’t want to have 
to stop because it’s overrun by tourists and that stupid gondola idea is expensive and ridiculous. 
(32.2.7A and 32.1.2D)  
PLEASE DO NOT RUIN LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON. We live here. We want to enjoy our own 
backyard; don’t prioritize non- Utahns, or developers over citizens. Money isn’t everything. We don’t 
need to encourage more traffic, or more skiers even. (32.7C and 32.20C) Let us have something for 
Utahns. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Bethann Martin, native Utahn, Sandy resident
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COMMENT #:  2537 

DATE:   7/8/21 5:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Lapsley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifetime resident of the Wasatch Front and former property owner in Big Cottonwood Canyon I am 
intimately familiar with the problems that plague our growing canyon use. For years widening the road 
was the answer. I am grateful UDOT and other stakeholders have now realized that is a temporary 
solution at best. Though I would like to support the proposed gondola it still is not enough. Having been 
a season pass holder for more than two decades at Snowbird, I feel we should look to our European 
counterparts for the Best solution. Cog rail, light rail, or some train will be the only longterm solution 
especially if connection between the top of Little and Big Cottonwood, and Park City is possible. 
(32.2.9F and 32.2.2N) Though the most expensive it is the answer. If we're going to do something let's 
do it once, and let's do it right!
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COMMENT #:  2538 

DATE:   7/8/21 6:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joyce Randall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want a gondola in the mountains, but I think we need it. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2539 

DATE:   7/8/21 6:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Middlemiss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This plan to expand is totally unnecessary. I live right next to the blvd and the traffic does not require 
Wasatch Blvd expansion!!! DUMB IDEA Inadequate screening to develop a design which meets the 
requirements of a residential neighborhood including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting 
streets, numerous buffered cross walks & traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike 
lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running roadway section. (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2540 

DATE:   7/8/21 6:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Burri 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This will really help with pollution in the canyon to keep it beautiful and clean! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2541 

DATE:   7/8/21 6:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Hottenstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Man I’m a tourist ok? I visited this winter and the views of the canyon even before reaching Altabird just 
gave me chills. I am NOT in support of this project. I feel as though Altabird is only onboard with this 
because they believe it will make them more profitable. Don’t do this. Please. (32.29D and 32.2.7A) 
-From a tourist to a local
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COMMENT #:  2542 

DATE:   7/8/21 7:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After a great deal of reading and discussion on this with many people, I feel that the gondola option 
from the La Caille area is the best long-term solution. (32.2.9D) I do think that tolls, based on number of 
passengers, are essential to motivate changes in driving habits. (32.2.4A) I think that snow sheds will 
be necessary, as much as many people decry changes to the view shed caused by these and a 
gondola. The citizens against widening of Wasatch Blvd seem to forget that they chose to live near a 
major arterial and many other people are negatively impacted by not widening the road. We have a lot 
of residents who seem to both want to go back in time to less usage of canyons and who act like their 
usage is the only one that's important.
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COMMENT #:  2543 

DATE:   7/8/21 8:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Badger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please try a toll or paid parking situation before any major structural changes to the canyon. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.2Y)
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COMMENT #:  2544 

DATE:   7/8/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melanie Topham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please add additional bus service to the canyon and outlying areas. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2I) Please do 
NOT destroy the scenery of Little Cottonwood with a huge and hideous gondola. (32.17A) Please 
consider that there are many uses of our lovely canyons, and bus service with multiple stops on the 
way up the canyon allows hikers, bikers, climbers, picnickers, and scenery admirers--as well as skiers--
to access the trails and sites of the canyon. (32.2.6.3C) Do Not let the grasping financial motives of Alta 
and Snowbird to dictate the landscape of the entire canyon. (32.2.7A) Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  2545 

DATE:   7/8/21 9:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the responsible way to solve the canyons issues! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2546 

DATE:   7/8/21 9:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Scopes Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Inadequate screening to develop a design which meets the requirements of a residential neighborhood 
including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous buffered cross walks & 
traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running 
roadway section. Don't ruin our neighborhood!! (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.4F)
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COMMENT #:  2547 

DATE:   7/8/21 10:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trent Duncan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This 3 line comment window is inappropriate. It does not provide enough room to enter legitimate 
comments. It is discriminating in nature by discouraging meaningful comments. (32.29S) 
The EIS excludes a large segment of the public that use the canyons for purposes other than visiting 
the two mega resorts (alta and snowbird). (32.1.2D) Chapter 20, indirect effects indicate that recreation 
users would be negatively affected by lack of parking at trail heads while the solutions presented 
provide means to get every paying customer to the two resorts. This is a huge loss for the greater 
community. (32.20G and 32.2.6.2.4A)  
The gondola solution does not provide the ability to reach the trailheads located away from the two 
resorts without walking long distances. (32.2.6.5G) 
The indirect analysis does not account for the community benefit by having the busses available for 
other uses during the summer season or the ability to operate some form of bussing during the summer 
peak or weekend use. (32.2.6.3C) 
The energy analysis for the gondola does not take into account the energy for maintaining the 
equipment. (32.18B) 
Chapter 17 does not address the lights and other elements that will be visible from the gondola from 
across the valley. I can see the refletion of the mornig sun off the top of the snowbird tram station from 
my driveway on 3200 west. What kind of flashing red lights will be visible with the gondola solution. 
(32.17A) 
The visual impact of snow sheds for the drivers is not a negative impact. The driver is already sitting 
inside a man made machine looking at the man made road. The sheds will actually improve many of 
the views of the canyon once you are a few hundred feet away from the roadway. 
The roadway needs snow sheds. trailheads need parking. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9O) 
The gondola is being unfairly promoted with slick $75,000 videos. Why is the expanded bus service not 
being promoted the same way? Is UTA not allowed to promote its service? Something is not right with 
the politics. (32.2.6E) 
The EIS is too narrowly focused on LCC. You already know that because someone else drew the red 
line around the area to be analyzed. Any action in LCC will negatively affect BCC and Millcreek. The 
whole transportation system needs to be considered at the same time. (32.21A)
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COMMENT #:  2548 

DATE:   7/8/21 11:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Boyce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. The answer is not how to get more people up the canyon. Answer is to limit the amount of 
people in the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2549 

DATE:   7/8/21 11:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Done 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal. I support a better long term solution to traffic in the canyon, especially 
during bad weather. I also support this solution because it would be less impactful on the canyon and 
the wild life that lives there. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2550 

DATE:   7/9/21 6:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jan Striefel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Personnel and Consultant Team, 
The League of Women Voters of Salt Lake City (LWVSL) is concerned about the importance of this 
work and the amount of time allocated to commenting on the draft alternatives. This is one of the most 
important decisions to be made regarding the Wasatch Mountains and deserves an opportunity for 
careful review of the draft information and consideration of all of the potential impacts and their 
consequences. Therefore, we would like to request an extension of 90 days to review and comment on 
the draft alternatives and sub alternatives. (32.29A) 
 
Our primary concern with the canyons is their environmental integrity, most especially the watershed 
we all rely on. (32.12A and 32.12B) As the climate changes with anticipated less snow pack and 
warmer temperatures, our reliance on that incredibly valuable resource - the Wasatch Mountains and 
the seven creeks that flow through its canyons - becomes even more vital to our survival and quality of 
life. Additionally, we are always concerned about the public’s's ability to engage with decisions like this, 
for transparency in government and decision-making, and for opportunities to educate our members 
and the general public about these kinds of actions that have far reaching and long-term 
consequences.(32.2.9N) 
 
As you know, the League is a non-partisan organization which relies on study, discussion, and 
consensus before our carefully considered positions are announced.  
 
(Note from UDOT reviewer - the below letter is the same as this email and the same comment 
codes apply).  
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COMMENT #:  2551 

DATE:   7/9/21 6:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please explain to me why my tax dollars should be used to subsidize another chair lift for 
Alta/Snowbird? (32.2.7A and 32.1.2D) If it's only going to stop at the resorts and it's only going to run 
during the winter then let Alta/Snowbird pay for the whole thing. (32.2.7A) Increased bus service and 
avy sheds are the answer that benefit ALL Canyon users, not just the passholders at the resorts. 
(32.2.9A) Also, add single occupancy vehicle tolling. Financially disensentivize people who drive up 
alone. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2552 

DATE:   7/9/21 8:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George A Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option because ultimately, it serves the purpose while not further contributing to 
global climate change. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2553 

DATE:   7/9/21 8:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenny Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Representatives:  
  
In my role as Salt Lake County Mayor, along with Councilmember Jim Bradley (At Large C), we are 
making a request to UDOT to extend the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement comment period from 45 to 75 days, representing a period of 30 extra days (with a comment 
period expiration date of September 8th). If that is not possible, we ask that the period be extended at a 
minimum by 15 days (which would provide a comment expiration date of August 24th). We are making 
this request on behalf of Salt Lake County and the public at large. The length and complexity of the 
Environmental Impact Statement, together with the fact that the July 4th and July 24th holidays fall 
within the current comment period, warrant this request. We believe that it is in the public’s best interest 
to ensure that people have adequate time to carefully consider and discuss the Preferred Alternative 
Selections. Councilmember Bradley would also appreciate the opportunity to confer with other Council 
members regarding the Preferred Alternative Selection after UDOT’s presentation to the Council on 
July 20th. The Council is not convening the week of July 24th, thereby reducing the opportunities for 
the Council to discuss. (32.29A)
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COMMENT #:  2554 

DATE:   7/9/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Raue 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly favor the gondola project. (32.2.9D) However, the proposal, as written, has one fatal flaw: to 
succeed, the gondola needs FAR more parking at the gondola base. Hoping that people will park 
elsewhere, load a bus, unload from bus with ski equipment and then use the gondola will cause a great 
many people to just skip the whole thing and drive anyway. You get one chance at this. Do it right the 
first time or be forever associated with an expensive white elephant. Please consider doubling or 
tripling parking at the gondola base. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.1.1C)
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COMMENT #:  2555 

DATE:   7/9/21 8:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelli Trounce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for working to come up with possible solutions to this congestion problem. I think the 
widening of the road for a bus only lane is an excellent option. The gondola seems fun but so much 
less affordable and accessible for the everyday skiier (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2556 

DATE:   7/9/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Grace Tyler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
Sincerely, 
Grace Tyler 
Wanship, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2557 

DATE:   7/9/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cornel Belongie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
In my own words, it is vitaly important that we keep as much land as we can in a prestine state. The 
more attractions and vehicles disrupting an area, the more disturbed and altered the surrounding 
ecosystems will become. Keep it as nature intended it. 
Sincerely, 
Cornel Belongie 
Ranchos de Taos, NM 
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COMMENT #:  2558 

DATE:   7/9/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Georgiana Knox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who takes the bus up the canyon almost everyday in the winter, I feel as though it has 
never been given a fair shot to successes. In my 30 years of life I’ve never experienced such terribly 
planned public transportation as the bus system in LCC. Last year with a record amount of people 
driving up the canyon, buses at their peak (In the mornings) still only ran every 30. Most busy mornings 
the bus would leave people high and dry for over an hour as full buses sped by the bus stops. There 
were multiple weekends where UDOT and the resorts would announce that parking was full and 
encourage everyone to take the bus, but when you would check the bus schedule there was up to two 
hours gaps where no buses were scheduled for pick up. The same for getting down the canyon, 
between 1pm and 3pm no buses stop at Alta, just snowbird. Who wants to take a bus that is so erratic 
and has no consistency. That is what public transportation Is supposed to be, something you can count 
on, not a bus that runs randomly every couple hours. (32.2.6.3N) Also without a Season pass the $5 
each way bus fair per person is quite hefty. How do you expect people to want to take a bus when it 
would cost them less in gas to drive up the canyon? Incentives need to be given for those who opt to 
use public transportation. I think charging cars to go up the canyon and lowering the bus fair would 
push people to use the buses more regularly (32.2.4A). At the end of the day I think improving the bus 
system is the best option for LCC at the moment. (32.2.9A) Building an entirely new expensive gondola 
infrastructure when the bus system was never given a fair shot at success seems, not only wildly 
irresponsible but illogical.
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COMMENT #:  2559 

DATE:   7/9/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dale Musser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic and road conditions were a problem when I was an employee at Snowbird between 1981-84... 
the gondola sounds like the best option (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2560 

DATE:   7/9/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aidan Tolman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have spent a lot of time up LCC the past 5 years and have noticed progressively more and more 
traffic. During the winter months usually around 7 of 10 times I make the drive up I see at least 1 car 
that has slid off the road. The need for a gondola is clear and important for the convenience and safety 
of LCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2561 

DATE:   7/9/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Mager 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Alex Mager 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2562 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Adam Erickson 
Holladay, UT
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COMMENT #:  2563 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emma Gleave 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Emma Gleave 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2564 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Emily Wilson 
Salt Lake City, UT

Page 32B-2575 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2565 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeffrey McCoy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Jeffrey McCoy 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2566 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2567 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Daniel Redington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Daniel Redington 
Vineyard, UT
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COMMENT #:  2568 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Melissa Warren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Melissa Warren 
South Salt Lake, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2569 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Dodd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Looking at the DEIS summary I prefer the La Callie Gondola option but have the following 
questions/comments: What will the cost be to ride the Gondola vs the buses? 32.2.4A) There is no 
information in the DEIS summary. Road traffic may not decrease as expected if it costs 100's of dollars 
per year to ride the Gondola. (32.2.4A) We skied 30X last year. Also, Gondolaworks.com has 1-minute 
promotional video about the Gondola that states Wasatch won't be widened. The DEIS summary 
shows widening from the modal hub to the base station. If Gondolaworks.com is the vendor they are 
misrepresenting the facts to the public. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6E) 
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COMMENT #:  2570 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kelden Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Kelden Larsen 
San Luis Obispo, CA 
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COMMENT #:  2571 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ross Foles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Ross Foles 
El Prado, NM 
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COMMENT #:  2572 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Olivia Leavitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Olivia Leavitt 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2573 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emma Peckenpaugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Emma Peckenpaugh 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2574 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steven Senft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
The gondola doesn't achieve the goal for less cars in the canyon. 
Sincerely, 
Steven Senft 
Murray, UT  
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COMMENT #:  2575 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ren Brian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Environmental impact surveys are necessary, but a 45 day inquiry is simply not enough. (32.29A) I 
urge you to consider the impact of building, emissions from construction, traffic of workers, impact on 
the ecosystem in a much more thorough manner. (32.29G) (I grew up in Utah for 20 years, I’m a 
student in public health, and I know this project needs greater consideration. Please listen to the 
experts in community, those of us who know the place. (32.2.9I) 
Sincerely, 
Ren Brian 
Denver, CO 

Page 32B-2586 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2576 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alisha Aravena 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Utah Department of Transportation, 
The Wasatch Mountains are why I continue to live in Salt Lake, and they're why thousands of people 
visit the area every winter. They are the crown jewels of this area and the entire state. So, it's important 
we are thorough in our research of the best options for alleviating traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
(LCC). I believe the LCC Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS) leaves a lot of crucial questions 
unanswered and ignores other viable options. (32.29D) It feels like this process was rushed and that 
the options were selected based on Alta and Snowbird resorts' needs and wants (32.2.7A), but doesn't 
consider environmental impacts (ironically) (32.2.9I).  
Please see my comments below on the DEIS: 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
Sincerely, 
Alisha Aravena 
SALT LAKE CTY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2577 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dave Baird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
Sincerely, 
Dave Baird 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2578 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shay Myers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
Sincerely, 
Shay Myers 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2579 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Densley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I).. 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Densley 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2580 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Colton Story 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Colton Story 
Orem, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2581 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ashlyn Chambers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Ashlyn Chambers 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2582 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kameron Harper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Kameron Harper 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2583 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sophie Levert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Sophie Levert 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2584 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalie Fillerup 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Natalie Fillerup 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2585 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Noah Lebsack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Noah Lebsack 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-2596 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2586 

DATE:   7/9/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dani Poirier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear UDOT, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Dani Poirier 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2587 

DATE:   7/9/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt Ostler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Matt Ostler 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2588 

DATE:   7/9/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gabby Gunn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Gabby Gunn 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2589 

DATE:   7/9/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Karen De Rose-Porter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Karen De Rose-Porter 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2590 

DATE:   7/9/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kyle Bradley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Kyle Bradley 
Denver, CO 
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COMMENT #:  2591 

DATE:   7/9/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  William Sipfle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
William Sipfle 
Arlington, VA 
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COMMENT #:  2592 

DATE:   7/9/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Reva Ovard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Reva Ovard 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2593 

DATE:   7/9/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Wes Morin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch  
Mountains, please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental 
Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). Sincerely, 
Wes Morin 
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COMMENT #:  2594 

DATE:   7/9/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Otto Lang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First off, thank you for letting the public comment on these plans. I no longer have a strong preference 
for the two proposed solutions. However, I am disappointed that both proposals do not include stops at 
trailheads midway up the canyon. At the minimum, having a stop at the white pine trailhead would give 
summer hikers and winter backcountry skiers an alternative to driving up the canyon, be it a bus stop or 
gondola station. With the increasing popularity of backcountry skiing in the winter and hiking in summer, 
I think this is a critical step in addressing canyon congestion. (32.2.6.3C and 3.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  2595 

DATE:   7/9/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Monney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
Good afternoon, my name is Taylor Monney, I am a lifelong resident of the Wasatch front and an avid 
snowboarder. I still remember my first trip to Little Cottonwood Canyon, I was six years old and learned 
to ski for the first time. Since then, I have been in love with the Wasatch and am anxious to see the wild 
character of this area preserved.  
My first visit to Little Cottonwood Canyon was in 2001, but this canyon has been inhabited for 
thousands of years. To the Goshute tribe, the canyon was called si'a-dai-di-ma, to other tribes like the 
Ute and Shoshone, the canyon was called wa-ko-no-kin. Before the violent colonization, this area was 
a shared hunting space for the tribes. 
The gondola will wreak irreversible damage to this sacred canyon, and I urge you to reject this 
proposal. (32.2.9E) We need a solution that will take private vehicles out of the canyon, rather than 
simply adding more to the fray. (32.7C) Below are several detailed arguments about the harm the 
gondola will cause. Again, I urge you to remember the history, the wilderness, the watershed, and the 
thousands of plants and animals that rely on Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9I)  
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Monney 
Orem, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2596 

DATE:   7/9/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Daufenbach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please use the busing option. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2597 

DATE:   7/9/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brinnlie Harward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
6.) Skiing has become so accessible with things like the ikon pass, get rid of that and you get rid of a lot 
of skiers who only bought a pass because it was so cheap (32.2.2K) 
7.) creating a gondola or expanding the roadway does harm to nature and the climbing community that 
is here in Utah. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.2.9G) 
Sincerely, 
Brinnlie Harward 
South jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2598 

DATE:   7/9/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marissa Getts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Marissa Getts 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2599 

DATE:   7/9/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Britton Black 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really want this gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2600 

DATE:   7/9/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kyle Goupil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Kyle Goupil 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2601 

DATE:   7/9/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Parry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of a TRAM up the canyon...similar to what you see in Europe. Driving in all the traffic during 
the ski season isn't very fun. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2602 

DATE:   7/9/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Logan Griffith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Logan Griffith 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2603 

DATE:   7/9/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Quinn Graves 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Quinn Graves 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2604 

DATE:   7/9/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rosie Serago 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Rosie Serago 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2605 

DATE:   7/9/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marissa Siegrist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident who lives right on Wasatch, I am not in support of widening the road. It is difficult enough 
as is to exit the driveway while people are speeding down the road like a freeway. I can’t imagine trying 
to fight more lanes of that. Adding a hub at La Caille would simply add more congestion. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
The best option is to provide more public bus transportation, tolling for private vehicles during a 
specified time period, and providing more incentive to use public transportation. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2606 

DATE:   7/9/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Amanda Ashley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Amanda Ashley 
Brighton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2607 

DATE:   7/9/21 2:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brad White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I travel from out of state to the Wasatch Front for the beauty and not the technology. Please take more 
time to consider your decisions. 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Brad White 
Livermore, CA 
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COMMENT #:  2608 

DATE:   7/9/21 2:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kyle Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. Please preserve our natural Beaty. See my 
comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Kyle Esplin 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  2609 

DATE:   7/9/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Snyderman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola seems crazy, too expensive, unsightly and won’t be utilized enough. (32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, and 
32.17A)) I prefer more buses and snowsheds (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2610 

DATE:   7/9/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Barbara Thornton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
My children, all our children, deserve to have the beauty, majesty, and diversity of the mountains 
preserved for them and future generations. Our watershed and air shed are already at a critical tipping 
point. It is dangerous to trade our precious natural resources for dollars, and our increasing wildfires, 
droughts, and mudslides are proof of that. (32.29G) 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
BARBARA THORNTON 
MILLCREEK, UT 

Page 32B-2621 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2611 

DATE:   7/9/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Evanny Schaffer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Evanny Schaffer 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-2622 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2612 

DATE:   7/9/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sophia Paradis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Sophia Paradis 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2613 

DATE:   7/9/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Haley Rodgers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Haley Rodgers 
Bountiful, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2614 

DATE:   7/9/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Achelis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in favor of the enhanced bus service (32.2.9A) and STRONGLY opposed to gondola 
proposal. The gondola will serve the ski resorts (summer and winter) and exclude people with other 
destinations (e.g., climbers, skiers, mountain bikers, hikers, picnic, etc). (32.2.4A and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2615 

DATE:   7/9/21 3:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marri Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Marri Brown 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2616 

DATE:   7/9/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Tolman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
David Tolman 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2617 

DATE:   7/9/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stanford Pitcher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Don't need gondola (32.2.9E) or road expansion (32.2.9C) just need to limit road usage to buses 
(32.2.2B). Long term solution is a train to PC (32.2.2N) and then from there to Brighton and Alta via 
tunnels (32.2.2H). 
Sincerely, 
Stanford Pitcher 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-2628 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2618 

DATE:   7/9/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Georgiana Knox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Georgiana Knox 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2619 

DATE:   7/9/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madelyn Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.1.2B) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.2.2BB) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.13B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Sincerely, 
Madelyn Lee 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2620 

DATE:   7/9/21 3:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cloyd Greenhalgh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola approach is a good solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2621 

DATE:   7/9/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mitchell Frankel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.1B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.13B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
Sincerely, 
Mitchell Frankel 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  2622 

DATE:   7/9/21 4:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Kalm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola approach to Little Cottonwood Canyon given the lower environmental 
impact compared to widening the road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2623 

DATE:   7/9/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ronna Cohen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus is preferred choice. Gondola will only benefit the developers. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2624 

DATE:   7/9/21 5:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Meldrum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why are the buses going to be diesel, now is the time to protect our environment and have electric 
buses. The gondola will be electric and the buses should be too. That way the comparison will be 
similar and no option should impact the environment negatively. (32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  2625 

DATE:   7/9/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Spira 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please use public lots, make buses only on weekends, and run them fast and continuously up and 
down the canyon. (32.2.9A) Do not construct a gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  2626 

DATE:   7/9/21 5:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maggie Loring 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a 20 year staff member in Little Cottonwood Canyon, I would like to support the Gondola option. I 
have spent way too many hours on busses during avalanche prone days, and countless additional time 
trying to match my schedule to dodge traffic to get to the bus and plan for the potential of the road 
being backed up. The Gondola would be able to run over the canyon despite the traffic or even most 
weather. It would keep cars out of the canyon and provide reliable up and down transportation that 
would fit most any schedule. Families could get up the hill with their kiddos in tow and not need to 
navigate parking before arriving at programs or skiing and riding together. Please consider this option 
as a plus for guests and staff alike. I would welcome the idea of sleeping in my own bed on a storm 
day! Thank you. ((32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2627 

DATE:   7/9/21 8:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Gatti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the LCC EIS. Some context. I live in Wyoming but have 
considered Alta/Snowbird my “home” area and have been a season ticket holder for many years. So I 
don’t consider myself a tourist who skis for a week in March but am on the mountain on day one of the 
season and on closing day and as many days in between as I can. I generally am by myself and love to 
get to the Collins parking lot early, chill out in the GMD with friends I’ve met over the years, have some 
coffee and leisurely put myself together for the day. I’m in the lift line early and usually am on one of the 
first ten chairs. I’m also a brown-bagger so am not likely to be spending a lot of time in the restaurants 
on the hill. So perhaps I’ve been spoiled over the years being able to drive to the area, not having to 
schlep my stuff on and off a bus or other conveyance and having access to a variety of equipment and 
clothing contained in my vehicle. I have tried using the buses many times but it always required a lot 
more planning and schlepping my stuff was always a hassle. So no matter which “solution” is decided 
upon, I lament the loss of freedom of movement in space and time that public transportation invariably 
imposes. I understand the issues involved very well and have experienced most of the problems that 
occasionally occur. One issue that isn’t coming up yet is the cost to individual skiers to use the gondola 
or buses. (32.2.4A) If transportation is included in season passes how much more will be charged. 
(32.2.4A) I doubt that the ski areas themselves will help out much since they have to make a profit. Will 
the Utah taxpayer be willing to foot the operational costs in the interest of increased tourism? I doubt it. 
For me the quality of the mountain experience is paramount. I’ll weigh that against convenience and 
cost to make a decision whether to continue my relationship with the ski areas. I’m afraid that no matter 
which transport system is chosen, the character of the skiing experience and cost will change for the 
worse. I hope I’m proven wrong.
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COMMENT #:  2628 

DATE:   7/10/21 12:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenifer Baxter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please consider increasing bus usage over Gondola!  Value our canyons and communities more than 
the almighty $$. More is not always better when it means damage to our beautiful Canyons. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2629 

DATE:   7/10/21 4:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hillary Terrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of less emissions and better air and management of travel. (32.10A) However the look of 
this ruins the beauty of little cottonwood canyon. Maybe there can be a way to make it not so 
commercialized. (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  2630 

DATE:   7/10/21 7:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Squire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How does the wind not affect a gondola? (32.2.6.3K) it does the snowbird tram.it looks like 
development for a new mall at the gondola base.who is going to profit from that? (32.2.2X)
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COMMENT #:  2631 

DATE:   7/10/21 8:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid outdoorsman who spends much of his time in the Wasatch Mountain’s, I believe that this 
gondola project is way overdue. (32.2.9D) 
Personally though, I believe the project is too small. It only reduces traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
instead of both canyons. 
From the end of the current proposal in Alta to the city of Brighton it’s only about a mile. I would like to 
see two more support structures and a station in Brighton. As long as you’re spending billions of 
taxpayer dollars you might as well finish the project the right way. (32.2.2Q)
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COMMENT #:  2632 

DATE:   7/10/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joyce Sanford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to express my support for the gondola over more buses. (32.2.9D) Putting more buses on 
the road DOES NOT solve the backup and delays on LCC canyon on bad weather days. (32.7C) A 
good example is last April 14, 2021. Big Cottonwood canyon was closed down in both directions above 
the S turn as a bus was sideways on the road. At the same time the Bypass road was closed down in 
Little Cottonwood canyon for a bus slide off. We need a solution that is NOT weather related. Also we 
need police at the bottom of the canyon checking for snow tired and 4 wheel drive no matter what plan 
is selected. (32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  2633 

DATE:   7/10/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Deagle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think we should put in the Gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2634 

DATE:   7/10/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shea Deagle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should have a gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2635 

DATE:   7/10/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dayna Greene 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very unhappy with the plans to widen Wasatch Blvd and not implement slower speeds and 
properly accomodate bikes and alternative transit.  
There has been inadequate screening to develop a design which meets the requirements of a 
residential neighborhood including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous 
buffered cross walks & traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's 
highest cycling/running roadway section. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
UDOT inadequately screened potential of north/south, non-stop bus transit utilizing existing arterials to 
alleviate projected rush hour congestion for SR 210. A screening based on a modernized, non-stop bus 
service in which southeastern SL Valley riders collect at a transit stop (s) in Sandy and are delivered to 
East Bench Cultural District/U of U along Highland/I-215/Foothill Drive must occur before a build out of 
Wasatch Blvd for projected 2050 traffic, based on an antiquated UDOT 2015 survey, is confirmed. 
(32.2.2AA)
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COMMENT #:  2636 

DATE:   7/10/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dasch Houdeshel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option IF it is combined with a large base facility that includes restaurants 
and bars, retail and rental shops, and condos. My vision is of a Whistler-Blackcomb style base where 
people WANT to start and end their adventures into Little Cottonwood year round. It can NOT just be a 
bus transfer station, it MUST include amenities where people want to spend time.  
This will likely require the use of rezoning and/or the use of eminent domain to acquire a large enough 
footprint, however, the good of the masses should justify the taking of private property rights from a few 
(with appropriate compensation, of course). (32.2.6.3X) 
We must stop development and expansion by the resorts, especially in the riparian corridors, because 
a healthy watershed is critical to the protection of our drinking water supply. But the watershed is 
already ruined below the major diversion point at the mouth of the Canyon, so we might as well focus 
development where it does the least environmental harm downstream. (32.20C)  
I strongly believe that the combination of an attractive base facility, an efficient gondola system, and the 
latest trend in resorts charging for parking will maintain Little Cottonwood as a world-class resort 
destination, allow for continued increases in skier days, and restrict future expansion in the canyons. 
(32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2637 

DATE:   7/10/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  MW Paterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Put in gondola. (32.2.9D) Should be have been done 40 years ago. Wider road and snow sheds more 
eyesore than gondola. (32.17A and 32.17B) Buses and cars with California drivers or no snow tires will 
still slide off the road or back up traffic on stormy days. Gondila will be go the only profitable transpo for 
UTA or Idiot, as it will be a major attraction as well as transpo to get up canyon. Current road will still 
work for those who go mid canyon. Gondola work well on Europe.
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COMMENT #:  2638 

DATE:   7/10/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hal Crimmel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the bus option. (32.2.9A) The gondola seems to disproportionately benefit the ski areas, 
developers at the bottom on the canyon and out-of-town visitors, and will mar the views of the canyon 
with the lift support towers. (32.2.7A, 32.2.2 and 32.17A) Plus, 1000/hour capacity-how does that work 
on a day where thousands more will take to the slopes? (32.2.6.5N)
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COMMENT #:  2639 

DATE:   7/10/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JOHN THOMAS 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Enhanced Bus Service Peak Shoulder Land Expansion alternative. (32.2.9B) The visual 
impacts of the gondola alternative are massive and unacceptable. The structures and cars would 
drastically and permanently change the character of the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) While the 
gondola may provide greater reliability on paper, the improvements for the highway including snow 
sheds and better traffic flow will improve reliability of the enhanced bus alternative. The permanent 
sacrifice of the canyon's beauty for a modicum of improved reliability is not a trade-off that is worth 
even considering. Wildlife habitat impacts of the road widening are minor given the reduced value of 
habitat adjacent to the road and the very small percentage of canyon-wide habitat that will be lost. 
(32.13B)
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COMMENT #:  2640 

DATE:   7/10/21 2:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Salvatore Mele 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are countless incidents every year where people get stuck in the canyon due to high volumes of 
traffic and speaking from experience, those conditions can be very unsafe. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2641 

DATE:   7/10/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wyatt F 

 
COMMENT: 
 
#TeamGondola 
I think the gondola balances the need for infrastructure with the least amount of impact on the canyon 
for our generation and generations to come. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2642 

DATE:   7/10/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Haedt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondolas makes way more sense that a bus option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2643 

DATE:   7/10/21 5:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isaac Lindetrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need the bus!!!! (32.2.9A) We can’t have the gondola destroying the views in the canyon. (32.17A) 
Plus UDOT knows how to build and manage roads, don’t go building something that will end up 
breaking down and costing more than doing buses.
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COMMENT #:  2644 

DATE:   7/10/21 6:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Wakeling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option makes much more sense - reduce traffic and road construction. It gets my vote. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2645 

DATE:   7/10/21 6:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sydnie Furton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In support of the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2646 

DATE:   7/10/21 6:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelli Armstrong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want to see more asphalt and pavement as a bandaid fix to the traffic and congestion 
happening in this area. We need better ways to move people and a more people-centric rather than 
car-centric solution. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  2647 

DATE:   7/10/21 6:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Kantor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would vote for and fully support the gondola solution (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  2648 

DATE:   7/10/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Pollack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In favor of a Cottonwood Canyon Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2649 

DATE:   7/10/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dieter Holstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t ruin the canyon with towers that will require service roads and excavation to create! 
(32.17A and 32.2.6.5L)
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COMMENT #:  2650 

DATE:   7/10/21 10:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bertrand Serlet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
100% for the gondola. Investment for the future! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-2661 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2651 

DATE:   7/11/21 12:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Koly Swistak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9B) The Gondola from La Caille to the resorts is a solution for businessmen 
and their profits NOT for the people of the Salt Lake Valley and their guests. It is certainly not a long 
term solution. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) I worry about the access for recreationists using the canyon in the 
summer to go hiking as well as winter public land users who won't be able to utilize the gondola to 
access classic trailheads like White Pine. (32.2.6.3C) Alta and Snowbird resorts love to sing that they 
are the reason the road is even maintained in the winter but at the end of the day their taxes don't add 
up to what UDOT spends each winter. Sure they, but we the tax payers subsidize them not the other 
way around. (32.2.7A) 
None of the solutions are perfect and no public transit solution will be widely adopted without a massive 
culture shift in the Salt Lake Valley. The novelty of a Gondola will wear off and the idea of transitioning 
3 times to get to the resort will wear down on travelers. (32.2.4A) The enhanced bus service has both 
the shortest travel time and the least amount of transfers. Additionally, keeping vehicle travelers at the 
mobility hub before Big and Little Cottonwood will reduce traffic near the neighborhoods along Wasatch 
Blvd. This benefit will not be reaped with transit hubs at La Caille. 
If we're to learn from the US's past transit mistakes, perhaps we can look at the attempted conversion 
of MPH to Kilometers PH in the 80s. Instead of giving citizens both measurements on new signage to 
learn metric speeds, we gave them KPH only and said "figure it out!" The metric system has little hope 
returning to this day because of the backlash to the abrupt switch.  
In the context of a better travel experience in LCC, are we really going to be able to get enough citizens 
to stop driving their car, which they pack up at their home, and unpack at the resort parking lot 
currently, to immediately start using a transit system that asks them to drive their car to a parking lot, 
get on a bus, then get on a gondola? (32.2.4A0 
Change should come slowly and carefully to LCC and the community.  
According to the data provided by UDOT, typical travel type for the enhanced bus service and 
the personal vehicle will be nearly identical. Perhaps faster with bus only travel lanes when the 
Red Snake is in full force! Why not give the people an easy option with the least amount of 
impact on recreation outside of the resorts?  
It would be a shame and tragedy to install a Gondola with a permanent environmental footprint 
(and eyesore) to have it fall into disrepair because the state was listening to private business interests 
instead of the will of the people. (32.17A and 32.2.7A) 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is not just a driveway to luxury ski resorts. It is public land that we all share; 
the magic of Little Cottonwood Canyon can be experienced anywhere from the entrance to the top of 
Catherine’s Pass. We need to focus on everyone’s access to the magic, no matter their ability to buy a 
ski pass.
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COMMENT #:  2652 

DATE:   7/11/21 6:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabe Herr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Maybe instead of a gondola they could do a European-style rail line that could run parallel to the road 
with minimal road expansion while preserving more natural area/minimizing impact? (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  2653 

DATE:   7/11/21 7:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  ALEXANDRA SHCHUR 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would be a logical long term solution, in regard to pollution, safety, and accessibility for travel 
to and from little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2654 

DATE:   7/11/21 7:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Jordan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not take a beautiful canyon and trash it with a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Keep the 
traffic to the road whether cars or buses. Let us sit in a house, condo, ski lodge, lift, car or bus and 
enjoy the stunning views nature gave us. Realistically, being used heavily for four months a year, it is 
not worth the destruction to a beautiful canyon. No to a gondola.
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COMMENT #:  2655 

DATE:   7/11/21 8:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Bounous 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are on board for the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D) We have been on these 32 passenger gondolas in 
Zermatt a year ago. They were clean, efficient, quiet and far superior to trains, buses and automobiles 
and the exhaust and pollution they spew (besides their physical footprints). (32.10A) Once constructed 
the gondolas are a huge step into the future instead of backwards. We are going on the assumption 
that owners of property and proprietors, delivery trucks, etc. will still have access to their property in 
LCC (as they do successfully in Zermatt.). We vote for the gondola solution not the bus/vehicle 
pollution. (32.2.4A)

Page 32B-2666 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2656 

DATE:   7/11/21 8:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Bounous 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have taken this 32 passenger gondola in Europe, its clean, quiet, and efficient, It would be a reliable 
source of transportation up the canyon during storms, avalanche danger, flooding and road closures, 
and it would eliminate congestion and pollution on the road and in the canyon. This is a long term great 
solution to an existing problem that will only get worse in the future. More busses are a bandaid, a 
gondola would be a solution for the future generations to come. Learn from Europes experience. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2657 

DATE:   7/11/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola option Is the best choice: both for fewer road closings due to avalanches and for 
improvement of air quality in the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) One question: who is going to be taxed 
to pay for this project? (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2658 

DATE:   7/11/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jadwiga Frasol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No widening of Wasatch Boulevard please (32.2.9L)
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COMMENT #:  2659 

DATE:   7/11/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Schor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a bad idea for many obvious reasons. It would not be able to run during the times where the 
problem needs to be solved. We should start with increased parking and a shuttle system along with 
the busses. Many would use a shuttle if they could easily park at peak hours. These solutions would 
need to be built even if we went with a gondola, so why not start with them first and try. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2660 

DATE:   7/11/21 2:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carol Kathleen Stark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have seen the influx of traffic up and down LCC since 1973. This is an issue that must be addressed, 
however, a gondola is pure insanity! (32.2.9E) An electric bus system is much more logical and 
environmentally will have far less harm on the environment and the quality of our water. (32.2.9B, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.12B) The expense will be on the taxpayer, not our visitors. (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) Locals 
will not use it. (32.2.4A) That means it’ll only get support from those who just visit, stay a week or two 
and be gone. We will be left with the bill and the eventual deterioration of our wildlife, plants, water and 
quality of life. (32.13A and 32.12A) I don’t believe the TOT will be much of a source of income for the 
purposes of paying for the absurd idea of a gondola! I cannot even fathom the detrimental harm it 
would do to the wildlife, the plant life and our water. (32.13A and 32.12A) 
I strongly disagree with a gondola and encourage utilizing an electric bus system. I understand that it 
will require expanding the road, but that is much more kinder on the environment than the construction 
of a gondola and it’s support buildings. With Snowbird having regenerative capabilities, this can be a 
continuation of smart energy and respect of the environment and how we can use that energy for the 
purposes of charging the busses. And with hybrids, you re-capture the energy going down hill. The 
combination of bus and re-generative energy, even with expanding the width of the road, I believe is a 
better solution. No gondola!!! 
Thank you for your attention, 
Kathy Stark
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COMMENT #:  2661 

DATE:   7/11/21 2:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marshall Baillie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not a supporter of the gondola. (32.13A and 32.12A) I support increased buses and valley base 
parking solutions. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  2662 

DATE:   7/11/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathryn Zufall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the proposed gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. I am an owner at The Lodge 
at Snowbird. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2663 

DATE:   7/11/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kraig Kirk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of avalanche sheds to keep the canyon open and safe during winter. (32.2.9K) I think the 
tram is a good idea but I am not for the tax payer footing the bill for Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.7A) Those 
two resorts only seem to make money from December to March; only 4-5 months. I don’t see the tram 
making enough money during spring, summer, or fall to be worth the cost. (32.2.4A) The IKON pass is 
a problem because it brings in too many people. Ticket prices used to be in line with demand at Alta 
and Snowbird. The resorts are starting to charge for parking which will eliminate some drivers and 
some will convert to bus riding. UTA will likely be converting to EV busses so they will be clean too. 
More busses and forget the tram. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A and 32.2.9D) An electric monorail would be a 
better plan if it made a large loop to accommodate all the Wasatch resorts and sights. Please nix the 
rather expensive gondola idea. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  2664 

DATE:   7/11/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am personally more likely to ride a gondola then a bus. I think people will enjoy the gondola 
experience more then the bus experience. I also believe the gondola will be an attraction that brings 
people to the area helping business and more people enjoy the beautiful canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2665 

DATE:   7/11/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Val Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please develop the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2666 

DATE:   7/11/21 6:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Krista Olson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Personally, I think the extra bus lane would be more beneficial for Little Cottonwood Canyon. Having 
the extra bus lane and extra buses leaving to get skiers up the hill would be very beneficial. Then using 
those lanes for the Summer time for bikers and also for trailhead parking for cars along the side of the 
road. I feel that option would trailer to all year round needs instead of the gondola which would only be 
used during the winter months. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2667 

DATE:   7/11/21 6:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Utah born skier and hiker and Backcountry enthusiast who learned to ski at Alta in the 60s I 
strongly support the gondola option but I suggest that a third station be added at the white pine 
trailhead as this is a high traffic area year-round even without this edition I strongly support the gondola 
option option (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  2668 

DATE:   7/11/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Montgomery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that the gondola with parking structures at the base near La Caille is the best way to manage 
traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon with the least environmental impact. The gondola will be a wonderful 
addition to the canyon for Winter skiing and for Summer public visits! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2669 

DATE:   7/11/21 7:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allan Post 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't widen the road. It's a huge waste if money ,infringes on rights of homeowners along the proposed 
widening, and it's a horrible waste of money, and totally unnecessary. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  2670 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikayla Willis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a bad idea for many reasons. (32.2.9E) The biggest reason is that it will attract many more 
tourists and people who don’t belong in little cottonwood based on their skiing ability etc. I’m afraid of 
Little Cottonwood being stripped of its culture like Park City and Canyons resorts. Everyone is already 
making money, it would be disappointing to see little cottonwood become commercialized along with 
every other ski resort in Utah. I’m 17 years old and with the current inflation in Park City and Little 
Cottonwood it’s going to be very difficult to afford to live in my home town without some sort of life 
changing compromise. I don’t want to see this progress any faster alongside with all the locals. 
Eventually all the locals are going to get pushed out except the very wealthy ones if we keep moving at 
this rate. Although it’s a given we will need to compromise and adapt, it would be really cool if we were 
considered primarily over the short term advantages of putting tourists first. (32.6A) The economy can’t 
keep inflating forever and when it does crash again there won’t be any support from the locals because 
they will all be gone. It is very special and exciting to get stuck in little cottonwood because on snow! 
I’ve had some of the best experiences of my life stuck in The Cliff Lodge, The Iron Blossom, and Gold 
Minors Daughter!!!
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COMMENT #:  2671 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please get cars out of the canyon and use electric busses. (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.3F) Please no gondola 
to ruin our canyon!!
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COMMENT #:  2672 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Carnes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a resident of Cottonwood Heights. I strongly prefer the bus option--especially if the buses are 
electric or fuel-cell (another version of electric). (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) This can be done without a 
special bus lane and the destruction required to build that lane. The focus can be on maintaining the 
road we have. Bus service can also be scaled as needed. 
A gondola is a terrible idea. It's all-in before you have a single ride (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5A). Towers 
and stations must be built at great cost and a great disturbance of the area. (32.13A) The gondolas are 
oriented toward the ski business and it's quite likely that ski resorts will shrink as our climate continues 
to warm. In 20 years, gondolas may be very expensive white elephants. (32.2.2E) 
Buses are a much better option. They can serve hikers, skiers and picnickers on an equal basis. If 
canyon traffic increases, add more buses. If it shrinks, take off a few. Car traffic can be discouraged by 
requiring passes and so on. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.3D) 
The situation in our canyons now is not an indicator of where we'll be in a few decades. Climate change 
is with us and it will very likely change the balance of canyon usage. Gondolas may solve a problem 
right now, but it's important to think ahead.

Page 32B-2683 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2673 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Penny Jameson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please do not do anything that will increase the number of people in the canyons. (32.1.2B, 
32.20A, and 32.20C) If they are to be preserved, the use is going to need to be limited. Do NOT add a 
transportation option that increases the number of people. (32.20A and 32.20C) So not gondola plus 
cars, or busses plus cars. Electric bus and no cars would be the most appealing to me. (32.2.2B and 
32.2.6.3F) No road widening. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  2674 

DATE:   7/12/21 8:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Bruno 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live on Escalade Circle, just off Wasatch Blvd between Big and LIttle Cottonwood Canyons. I've lived 
there for over 25 years. We used to be able to pull our children down Wasatch Blvd. in wagons ~ now 
you would be taking your life into your hands to attempt that. 
And it's not because of increased traffic volume. It's due to the fact that nothing is done to slow the 
traffic speed. Vehicles and motorcycles race up and down that street without consequence. Traffic 
congestion has been frequently identified as the problem on Wasatch, but that's a false narrative. 
Traffic is only a minor inconvenience during peak commute hours or when a storm closes Little 
Cottonwood until the roads are cleared. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.7B) 
I am totally against expanding access to the ski resorts via road widening, gondolas, or cog trains. 
Access to the resorts should be restricted and limited. We do not need to tear up the canyon so that 
more skiers can get to the resorts faster. The resorts should limit access and utilize some sort of lottery 
system to sell tickets. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) It makes no sense to diminish the natural and 
irreplaceable canyon landscape so that a private entity can make more $$ while accommodating an 
extremely small segment of the population that can afford to ski. (32.2.7A) 
What happens when the population of the valley doubles in the near future? Do we once again have a 
pressing need to enhance access to the canyons? What then? 
Restrict access to the canyons now. Mandate carpools, double parking rates during peak demand, 
enforce speed limits on Wasatch Blvd. (redesign the street to include bike lanes and raised speed 
barriers). (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
Once you enhance access to these canyons, their grandeur will be lost forever...
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COMMENT #:  2675 

DATE:   7/12/21 8:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  michael hargrove 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The primary premise of the two options for a gondola or increased bus service is wrong. The objective 
should not be how to handle more people in the canyon. The objective should be how to limit people in 
the canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) 
Un-checked access has destroyed Bell Canyon and now has destroyed White Pines hiking. Skiing in 
LCC both in the resorts and in the backcountry is overcrowded. 
We limit access in our national parks. We should do the same for the canyon. An annual parking pass 
of $500 anywhere in the canyon should limit cars and serve as a forcing function for mass 
transportation and car pooling. If it doesn't, raise it the next year to a $1000. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2676 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Riser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to the base of LCC years ago because I'm a rock climber, ice climber, and backcountry skier. 
It's incredibly sad to see all of the "fixes" for the congestion in the canyon focused around improving the 
ability to Alta and Snowbird to sell lift tickets. Why are we as taxpayers spending millions of dollars to 
help corporations make more money? (32.2.7A) 
Not only will both of the main proposed alternatives destroy the world class bouldering in the canyon, 
but they'll also drastically limit access for those of us to want to simply enjoy the natural features this 
canyon has to offer. I see nothing mentioned about maintaining access to backcountry skiing or ice 
climbing during the winter. Everything is simply to help rich people get richer. (32.4A, 32.4B and 
32.2.4A)  
I simply cannot understand why drastically simpler and less expensive solutions have not been 
considered. If you just said that no cars without 4WD/AWD and winter-rated tires were allowed up the 
canyon during winter months (snow or not) and had enforcement at the bottom of the canyon, then it 
would drastically decrease the number of cars that went up the canyon, force people to carpool, and 
eliminate unsafe cars from being there when storms hit. Solutions like these are simple and cheap, but 
everything being proposed looks like it was done by someone with an old collage buddy who owns a 
gondola company. (32.2.4A) 
This is not Chamonix. We don't need to link ski resorts to the cities below and crisscross our mountains 
with gondolas and trams. (32.2.2Q) 
Of the options being proposed, I would prefer the bus option as the lesser of two evils. However, I think 
even that is a terrible and expensive idea compared to simply making sure that all cars that go up the 
canyon are actually equipped to handle winter driving conditions. (32.2.9A) 
Think of the locals who moved here for the mountains before you spend millions to help corporations 
profit.
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COMMENT #:  2677 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  kennard machol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems obvious that a massive gondola would alter the character of the canyon and is just boondogle 
gift to the ski industry at the expense of all those who engage in less well funded activities in the 
canyon (32.2.9E)

Page 32B-2688 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2678 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Curtis Knight 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Also don’t build a gondola that’s so ridiculous and doesn’t serve the majority at all. (32.2.9E) 
Sincerely, 
Curtis Knight 
133 W Fremont Ave 
SLC, UT 84101
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COMMENT #:  2679 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madison Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In favor of Gondola B (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2680 

DATE:   7/12/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lezlie Adler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support beginning with buses with is environmentally friendly and financially viable,  
before anything else. This is an initial step that can be evaluated and other options considered if 
necessary. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2681 

DATE:   7/12/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Fitzwater 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for your time in reading this my concerns for the new tram is for one a few years back there 
was a downhill mountain biking trail going down Little Cottonwood Canyon it was fun but I’m pretty sure 
it was an illegal trail through White Pine area they shut it down They said due to watershed but the new 
tram would be going in the exact same spot the trail was so I don’t understand is the watershed not 
important and if the tram does go in can we get the mountain bike trail back (32.12A and 32.2.6.5I)) 
Also if taxpayers don’t ski and snowboard should they have to pay for the tram or should Snowbird and 
Alta pay for it (32.2.7A) 
And third wheel out to be allowing snowboarders after this project or will the skiers have to share the 
tram with the snowboarders going to Snowbird this could create problems The snowboarders stock 
may wear off on the skiers and affect their mental health I would be more on board with this if Alta was 
allowing snowboarders (32.29I) 
Me myself personally ski and snowboard and think their policy is ridiculous
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COMMENT #:  2682 

DATE:   7/12/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amber Banks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is exactly what this canyon needs!! Super supportive! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2683 

DATE:   7/12/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Fendler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please DO NOT widen Wasatch blvd. or build gondola. (32.2.9L and 32.2.9E) We need to limit 
capacity of our canyons in some way, not encourage more traffic and vehicles and parking. If you widen 
the orad, you will make way for more high speed traffic and cars. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.20E) We need 
regional bus stops all over the valley that help transport skiers to the mountains. Not a cluster of cars at 
the bottom of the canyons. A gondola will scar the canyon forever. (32.2.2I and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2684 

DATE:   7/12/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola. It would ruin a beautiful canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Increase bus 
frequency during peak hours in winter, build enough parking near the mouth of the canyon, and then 
heavily incentivize using the bus. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2685 

DATE:   7/12/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracy Anderson-Dawson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Given the option I believe the Gondola makes more sense. I travel frequently and have skied at 
numerous resorts and have used both modes of transportation and by far prefer using a Gondola. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2686 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Either a gondola or added road lanes will massively impact LCC's environment in negative ways. 
Rather than accept such massive impact, we should do nothing. (32.2.9G) The traffic problems that led 
to these discussions of major infrastructure changes occur on a limited number of days of excellent 
snow. (32.1.4D) Even if traffic is severe on those days, people that really want to ski on those days 
(and I'm an avid LCC resort skier) should accept that as the cost if they want to chase powder. 
(32.1.2B) It is a major error to irreversibly tarnish such a valuable resource like LCC with any one of 
more cars, gondola infrastructure, or more road infrastructure. Please consider doing nothing, other 
than possibly traffic measures that kick in when demand to LCC skyrockets (tolls, mandatory bus usage 
with many more buses running that day, or the like). (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Please protect LCC from 
unnecessary infrastructure and environmental degradation. It is such a treasure that most days of the 
year does not have any traffic problems.
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COMMENT #:  2687 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no reason to alter the canyon and spend billions prior to exhausting every possible option!!! 
They should increase bus service and meter cars before permanent changes are made!!! (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) Please please please please please please please save this valuable natural resource that is 
little cottonwood. If increased bus service or metering the canyon is effective then these options can be 
implemented in big cottonwood canyon. Permanently altering the canyon is only going to influence the 
traffic in little. Please save our canyon and do not permanently mar this beautiful place.
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COMMENT #:  2688 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tax payers should not be paying for ski resort access. (32.2.7A) Additionally the gondola would be a 
gross eyesore and destroy the natural beauty that attracts people to this area. (32.17A) The only viable 
option is for the ski resorts to provide their own bus service and staging areas outside of the canyon. 
(32.2.2S) To be clear, no additional changes to the canyon should be made and any money spent to 
make access easier should be paid 100% by the ski resorts. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  2689 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Douglas Rush 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the bus option is the best. (32.2.9A) As Robert Volker says: "The number of buses, origin of 
bus routes, stops within the canyon, time-of-year demands, and, even with replacing buses as 
technology evolves. Parking of cars is the actual problem. The base of the gondola would never have 
enough parking." (32.2.6.2.1C) 
I rode the bus to Solitude for 2 years and it mostly works great (except when some idiot stops all 
transportation). However; bus service up LCC has not been as good. 
In addition, ski lifts are not very reliable. When the gondola breaks (and it will) chaos will ensue. 
(32.2.6.5K) 
We need to spend our money on bus stop parking and more buses. You can send those buses to 
National Parks in the summer. (32.2.6.3E)
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COMMENT #:  2690 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an Uber/Lyft driver I would like to see reflectors installed on all the I-80 East and I-80 West bound 
lanes from Salt Lake City to Park City and Park City to Salt Lake City. It is dangerous to drive up the 
canyon roads in the winter during snow storms. Also please repaint the changing lane lines more 
frequently. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2691 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Audrey Pines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm horrified that UDOT is even considering allowing a private's business to put a gondola down our 
pristine canyons that people use and love year round. No one wants a gondola flying over their heads 
while they are out enjoying the wilderness and outdoors. (32.17A and 32.4I) They have no right to 
destroy our solitude and beauty this way. 
The enhanced bus service is 100% the correct way to go. (32.2.9A) If the bus service was managed 
properly it could be used year round, allowing access to hiking trips, the resorts, homes, extended 
service would allow people to have dinner, then safely ride the transit down the canyon, not just 
servicing the ski resort and La Caille. (32.2.6.3C) If La Caille wants wants a tourist attraction they can 
buy or hire open or two decker busses like they do in tourist towns. If Snowbird wants, they can hire 
helicopters to bring in their high end guests to lessen the wait time. 
Thank you
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COMMENT #:  2692 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Manwaring 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola!(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2693 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If I really had to make a choice between the two "preferred alternatives," the expanded bussing 
alternative is slightly better than the gondola. However, neither of them really solve the problem of too 
many cars in the canyon during winter peak times. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) Granted, the gondola appears 
pretty glitzy--but it will do nothing more than just create a huge parking nightmare in the proposed giant 
parking/transfer point at the the mouth of the canyon--which will become obsolete the day it opens. 
(32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.2.1C) What really needs to happen is to drastically improve the transit system 
from around the valley so that people won't have to use their car to get to the mouth of the canyon to 
either ride a bus or a gondola. If this could happen, then there really wouldn't be a need to construct all 
those new lanes to the main canyon highway or to Wasatch Boulevard (already the residences along 
that Boulevard are very unhappy with proposals to make that street/road even more busy and 
congested). (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.2.2A) Additionally, the Gondola is nothing more than an expensive gift 
to the ski resorts--and in my opinion is obscenely ripping off the general public. Public monies would be 
better spent on improving the valley wide bus system as a whole, but then for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon--having 3 types of dedicated buses: 1. for Snowbird only; 2. for Alta Only; and 3. for cross-
country skiers, snowshoers, and other trail or backcountry users stopping at major trailheads--i.e. White 
Pine for sure. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.3N) Additionally, the fares for riding these buses should be more 
affordable than they are now--again, the fares could be offset by the money the state taxpayers would 
save by not adding more lanes, snowsheds, gondola towers, huge parking lots at the the canyon 
mouth, etc. , etc. Thank you for your attention. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2694 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Hackbarth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola option is being promoted by individuals who stand to benefit from it's construction and 
operation. It is a very very flawed option. (32.2.9E) 
There is in adequate parking at the gondola base. This requires individuals to park remote to the 
gondola and load on a BUS to get to the gondola station. (32.2.6.2.1C) Then when the individuals get 
to snowbird. They will have to TRANSFER to another Gondola to go to Alta. Few people will accept this 
option due to cycle time and inconvenience. (32.2.4A) The artillery is used the Gondola must be shut 
down and post firing the cables and towers must be inspected before operation? Thus the uptime 
during high risk conditions will be reduced. The number of towers is another intrusion into the natural 
environment. (32.17A and 32.13A) 
On the road option, there is no promoter of this option so this option is put at a big disadvantage. Fixing 
the road including extensive avalanche sheds and remote triggering for avalanche control is the best 
option clearly. It gives the greatest flexibility and offers options for people who would drive to various 
trail heads. (32.2.9K) 
Do not give into $$$ interests. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2695 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Kliger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an avid Backcountry skier who loves skiing in Little Cottonwood. I also have an Alta season pass. I 
spend at least 80+ days in the Canyon each winter. I agree we need to reduce cars in the canyon. I 
only occasionally use a bus as they are inconvenient because of in frequent scheduling and no express 
to Alta. This means making 3 stops at Snowbird before arriving at Alta. (32.2.6.3N) To me the 
Tram/Gondola makes no sense. First only Alta and Snowbird skiers benefit in the winter. What about 
Backcountry access and summer trailhead access? (32.2.6.5G, 32.2.4A, and 32.4G) Second how is 
driving to a garage, walking to the Tram , standing from 37 to 45 minutes up the canyon efficient. And if 
you don't park at LaCaille you need to take an express bus to the Tram base. Is this the reason UDOT 
wants to add lanes to Wasatch Blvd and make a major thoroughfare through a residential community. 
(32.2.6.2.2A) Obviously buses are more efficient, flexible and comfortable. They can get you up the 
canyon faster, leave from multiple locations in the valley helping to prevent congestion at the bottom of 
the canyon. (32.2.2I) Why would we want to scar the beauty of Little Cottonwood with Tram towers. 
(32.17A) Would this also open the development of the mouth of the canyon to hotels and shops. 
(32.20I) If you make a bus system convenient, put tolls on cars to discourage single occupancy usage 
the environmental impact will be at a minimum. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Tax payer money should also 
not be used to support private businesses. Alta and Snowbird are not National Parks.
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COMMENT #:  2696 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annie Studer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
As a regular visitor to the Wasatch canyons from my downtown Salt Lake City home, I know we have to 
make improvements to the Wasatch transportation system. I value the near outdoors, the ability to 
access trailheads, and resort ski. But I’ve witnessed, added to, and been frustrated by our current traffic 
issues. With ever-growing heavy use and visits to the Wasatch, we need near improvements and long-
term solutions. 
I have several concerns about the current EIS proposal: 
First, the EIS lacks a step-by-step plan to mitigate heavy traffic and the gondola, train, additional lanes 
proposals are years away. What can be done this year and the next? (32.29R) Implement a staged 
plan with staggered tolling by how full a vehicle is, enforced traction laws, possible one way directional 
traffic alternating time, and more bus incentives and times. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2M and 32.2.2EE) 
Furthermore, the EIS lacks a comprehensive regional transit plan that includes all of the Wasatch Front 
(not just LCC). The current proposed solutions for LCC traffic move congestion further downhill, but still 
into foothill neighborhoods and they do not solve the larger issue of moving people efficiently with 
minimal environmental impact across the valley into the mountains. (32.2.2I) 
We need comprehensive capacity study for the canyons. Will the train and gondola as proposed will 
add more people to the canyon and can the canyon capacity handle such an increase? Environmentally 
in the canyon and also down valley with effects on the watershed? (32.20B, 32.20A, aand 32.20C) 
Also, who will pay for the exorbitant solutions? The two LCC ski resorts are the obvious benefactors of 
the solutions, with nearly all of the ridership heading to their resorts, yet we have not heard any 
concrete details about what Snowbird and Alta will contribute financially. Perhaps this is why the resorts 
are so enthusiastic about these ambitious proposals (32.2.7A)  
I hope that the next stage of this process will address my concerns and others. 
Thank you, 
Annie
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COMMENT #:  2697 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Larson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to voice my support of the gondola b alternative. It clearly seems to be the only option that 
meets the need of the problem at hand: alleviating congestion during all seasons. The environmental 
impact of a electric transportation system with few towers also seems to be less than expanding the 
roadway. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2698 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Harlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go back to the drawing board. Gondola a huge enterprise with little to gain. More Electric buses? 
(32.2.6.3F) There have to be more Ionians then these 2.
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COMMENT #:  2699 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  scott stoddard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I use the canyon several times a week year round to hike and boulder.  
After studying many of the overview materials and listening to all the podcasts on the LCC EIS, I am 
concerned that appropriate consideration of impact on bouldering resources is inaccurate and 
incomplete. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
This leads me to believe that UDOT has not adequately considered and does not fully understand how 
the various plans would impact beloved historic bouldering areas. 
Listening to the podcasts, I believe bouldering impacts were mentioned zero times. I found this 
surprising and concerning for those of us who use the canyon primarily for this purpose. 
In addition, the stated goal of fast and consistent transportation times to the resorts is a desirable one, 
but what about travel times to classic boulders and beautiful views that would be destroyed forever by 
these plans? (32.7A, 32.17A and 32.17B)) 
The proposed options in the EIS have major negative impacts on boulders and views that would be 
impossible to travel to, no matter how long the travel time, because they would be gone.  
The Rail is especially alarming with how destructive it would be to some of the most beloved and 
historic bouldering areas in the canyon. It would destroy broad swaths of boulders in major climbing 
areas in Secret Garden, Cabbage Patch and many more. (32.4D) 
The gondola would make it impossible to travel to the beautiful open sight of those cliffs cascading into 
view as you enter the canyon, or peer down from climbs and hikes throughout the canyon. (32.17A and 
32.4A) 
The road and bus option seems the least destructive, but even that seems unaware of its negative 
impact on important boulders in Secret Garden, Cabbage Patch, and The Hill. (32.4B) 
In all the hundreds of times I have gone up LCC over the past year, I have had negative traffic 
experiences zero times. I usually avoid hiking and climbing on heavy powder days because the snow 
interferes with my activities, but I still went into the canyon on Holidays and weekends often enough 
with no problems. (32.1.2B) 
It seems like a bad sacrifice to forever ruin these other uses of the canyon for the sole benefit of those 
who use the resorts. Winter resort use is the primary source of the problems that UDOT is trying to 
solve, and if compromises are to be made, winter resort usage should bear the brunt of the sacrifice 
with higher mid canyon tolls or the inconvenience of bussing. These are smaller prices to pay than 
permanently losing the views and boulders that we love.  
Thank you for considering my input, 
Scott Stoddard
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COMMENT #:  2700 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Bartilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Anti-Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
Preferred solution = enhanced and ELECTRIC buses. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  2701 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am disappointed that none of these alternatives try to dissuade people from driving up the canyon. 
(32.2.4A) In their current form, the only encouragement is bad traffic, which means that road traffic in 
little cottonwood canyon will always be just bad enough. (32.7C) 
I am also disappointed that you didn't include big cottonwood canyon in this analysis. It seems an 
obvious oversight to not look at the neighboring canyon with the exact same problem. 32.1.1A) 
I recommend going back to the drawing board, including big cottonwood canyon, and looking at ways to 
dissuade people from driving personal vehicles.  
for example,  
1- a ban on non-resident, non-employee vehicles during the winter months, with more frequent bus 
stops to accommodate other backcountry users (32.2.2B) 
2- a ban on personal vehicle parking at the base of the ski resorts with more frequent bus stops 
(32.2.4A) 
3- dynamic toll pricing for personal vehicles with more frequent bus stops (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2702 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pass Pass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What about big cottonwood? Y’all really said screw the people in the other canyon and put a stoplight in 
last winter. Maybe fix that first. (32.1.1A and 32.20D)
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COMMENT #:  2703 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Munro Alley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The visual disturbance that the gondola would cause is not worth any potential benefits the plan has, 
the bus option is clearly superior in my opinion, and I would be much more likely to use it compared to 
the gondola. (32.17A and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2704 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Albert Kabili 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer bus lane over gondola of I have to choose one option given the gondola would be a total 
eyesore and ruin the aesthetic of the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.17A) Before either radical option a toll or 
limiting private vehicles should at least be tried first. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2705 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Mansell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While the Gondola has an added visual element to the canyon, it is a visual that is common in alpine 
recreation areas. As we can see in Europe and Telluride to be specific. Based on the information 
provided in the study I support the Gondola alternative. (32.2.9D) For 2 main reasons, 1. the cost is 
about the same as enhanced bus service and 2. it is expandable at the bottom of the canyon to other 
parking areas, it is also expandable to service Brighton and Solitude by taking it over the top of the 
mountain. (32.2.2Q) 
That being said I do believe if possible the canyon road could also be modified to allow for 2 lanes up in 
the morning then modify the median (Coronado Bridge) to allow for 2 lanes down the canyon in the 
afternoon. (32.2.2D) 
Those are my thoughts. 
Jeff Mansell
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COMMENT #:  2706 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim St john 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither option is ok, a gondola would destroy the views and as a resident of wasatch resort I don’t want 
to see gondolas going past my front window or them see into my home. (32.17A and 32.4E). A 
concrete cover for buses would likewise destroy the beauty of the drive and landscape. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2707 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Warchol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola and I'm excited imagining the possibilities (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2708 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Menk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) This will be an eyesore that will make the canyon look 
like an amusement park for years to come. (32.17A) Furthermore taxpayers should not be expected to 
pay for an elaborate transportation system that benefits Snowbird and Alta almost exclusively. 
(32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2709 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Schleenbaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think building the gondola would be a mistake. (32.2.9E) It is a very expensive option that would put all 
the resources into that one, single solution. I understand that road widening or avalanche shelters are 
not significantly cheaper and will still impact the environment of LCC. However the flexibility afforded 
from road widening would allow us to utilize technologies such as electric motors and assisted driving 
that are clearly coming in the not so distant future. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.3F) I think that, if pursued, the 
gondola will be seen as an antiquated solution to the problems we have much sooner than the life-span 
of the gondola itself. Road widening is, in effect, betting that we will have improved personal and public 
transportation options in the next half century which I find preferable to locking us into building and 
maintaining a gondola for the same amount of time. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2710 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  marisa cones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There needs to be more environmentally studies. How much are is going to be impacted by the plans 
what will increased travel in the canyon do to the environmental impact. (32.29G, 32.7C, and 32.1.5C) 
How will the plans impact climbing? (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  2711 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Burgfechtel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the 'Enhanced Bus' preferred alternative. I do so because I believe it is the most reasonable 
and cost effective. It opens up safer cycling in the summer. (32.2.9B) There is an undeniable 
undercurrent of unfair 'play' with the Gondola's valley location at La Caille. There will be a very long line 
at the gondola station for peak times (32.2.6.5C). Busses can and should be electrified in time which 
would nullify the point emissions argument. (32.2.6.3F) Widen the road, then add the avy sheds, then 
electrify the bus fleet. The gondola is glamourous but really is a poor fit unless you're a developer with 
land at La Caille. (32.2.2X)
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COMMENT #:  2712 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vanessa Wall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the enhanced bus service option. Other options seem as though they would 
negatively harm a large number of user groups. Thanks. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2713 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Kobernick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No pref, but if you do the gondola, parking for 1500 cars seems way low. (32.2.6.5J)
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COMMENT #:  2714 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Mantlik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why does the enhanced bus option not also include restriction of cars that aren't employees or 
residents into the canyon? This would improve the personal travel time while also helping air quality. 
(32.2.2B and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  2715 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Rawlings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider all the rock climbers that come and climb up the canyon! I have been climbing for 
several years and spend lots of time up the canyon each year. I'm typically up the canyon with a decent 
size group of others who also enjoy the rock. Please consider how the extra transportation will affect 
nature and climbing itself. Transportation has never been an issue from what we've seen and us 
climbers will often climb even when snow is on the ground. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  2716 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacy Bare 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the preferred alternatives in the presented EIS support winter or summer users in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Instead, they prioritize the profits and ticketed users of Snowbird and Alta resorts 
above all else. They do not support non-resort users in LCC. Both resorts rely on public lands which 
should be available for access to all people. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) 
Second, the mobility hubs are not enough. While we potentially can move faster up the Canyon from 
the mobility hubs, traffic congestions will now simply start at moving people in and out of the mobility 
hubs. (32.2.6.2.1D) 
A reasonable plan would include increased transit hubs throughout the Salt Lake Valley that allow 
people to get onto transit well before the two mobility hubs. There are empty parking lots and empty 
stores throughout the region. (32.2.2I)  
A reasonable plan would begin to solve transit issues starting in the Valley, not pushing all traffic to 
mobility hubs and creating traffic issues in these areas. (32.2.2I) 
Second, the plan would ensure there are multiple stops along bus service to allow for non-resort users 
to stop at different trail heads. (32.2.6.3C) 
Third, those who do drive up the Canyon should be charged $25 or more and a parking pass for winter 
use should be available to ensure people can continue to use the public lands without having to submit 
to the expense of a ski pass / lift tickets. There's an outstanding opportunity to create a public transit 
culture in Salt Lake. Neither alternative does this. Neither alternative supports public access. Instead, it 
supports resorts. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2717 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Mayhew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would vote for the tram system. We live in CO but visit Snowbird/Alta every year and drive through 
Utah multiple times a year. Adding more driving lanes is a temporary fix and causes a lot of 
environmental impact. It doest promote carpooling or public transit. A lift minimizes impact and keeps 
the cars out of the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2718 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fred Ash 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It appears to me that no matter what is done to accommodate more traffic during the snow season, 
something will have to be done to mitigate the added potential danger from avalanches, and the bus 
issue will require much more snow plowing to keep the additional driving lane open. So do whatever 
you feel you must do to accommodate the increased population our state leaders have brought to our 
valley. (32.29D and 32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  2719 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle George 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to voice support for expanded bus service in LCC. the Gondola is incredibly expensive and 
primarily benefits private businesses and the cost of other user groups. (32.2.9A and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2720 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Fleming 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola proposal is significantly better because it is not dependent on road conditions or affected 
by avalanche mitigation. You can increase bus capacity by 10,000%, but it won't make a bit of 
difference if the roads are closed or if UDOT has having to pull 2WD vehicles out of ditches during a 
snowstorm. Given the comparable costs, the Gondola proposal falls squarely in the "no brainer" 
category. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2721 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  KATHY WELCH 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the time honored way of transportation is rail. Busses are trouble. Cars are trouble. Tram types look 
nice but wind effects them too much.  
Europe has gone through these issues for years before Alta ever considered improvements. Europe 
uses rail. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  2722 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bosshard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
#1 Gondola (32.2.9D) 
#2 rail
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COMMENT #:  2723 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monica Zoltanski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Sandy City Council Member who has been deeply engaged with my constituents concerning the 
traffic issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon.It is safe to say that most Sandy residents are not even 
aware of this impending decision, much less understand or appreciate the financial ask to the Utah 
taxpayer. Those who are aware are skeptical of the need to spend so much money just to alleviate 
traffic on powder weekends during the ski season. Few people understand either proposal involves 
spending hundreds of millions of public dollars for the bus option, or likely up to a billion or more at the 
rate of our economy to pay for the gondola. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) 
Most Sandy residents I talk to object that the Utah taxpayer is being asked to pick up the tab to benefit 
ski resorts and out of state visitors when we live in a state that values "less government" and a free 
market economy. (32.2.7A) People do not like the massive spending when there are so many other 
needs (like our schools, roads, mental health, homelessness) that need funding. If it's the resorts who 
are profiting, why don't they pick up the tab to move their customers to their ticket offices? People are 
saying that resorts and the local towns could easily solve the congestion problem, by simply creating a 
parking reservation system during the busy times and prohibiting parking on the canyon road. (32.2.4A)  
Those simple, common-sense options notwithstanding, bus transit is the clear preference for residents I 
represent. A true rapid bus system could pick up express riders and take them directly to the lifts and 
allow people to avoid high parking fees and inconvenient parking on the canyon road. Resorts can 
incentivize bus use use by offering a ticket price discount to their customers. Right now, people don't 
like to take the bus because it's not comfortable or convenient. We need to design a bus system that 
meets the needs of today's canyons rider, and they will use it. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
Besides the cost, the environmental impact between the two transportation options favor the bus. 
Adding a designated bus lane or a flex lane to accommodate the AM or PM traffic could ease delays 
both up and down the canyon reducing emissions from stalled traffic. Having TRUE rapid transit where 
hopping on the bus is a more convenient and affordable option than taking a personal vehicle will 
encourage ridership and meet the goal of keeping cars out of the canyon and protecting our watershed. 
(32.2.9B) Bus hubs can be as remote as major intersections in Draper, Sandy and Cottonwood Heights 
or freeway interchanges throughout the valley. The bus option is highly compatible with the ski resort 
interests in moving their customers quickly and conveniently to their destination. (32.2.2.I) Compared to 
the gondola option where the mouth of the canyon is still the magnet location for parking thousands of 
vehicles each day, the bus option disperses car traffic by minimizing the need for cars to funnel to the 
mouth of the canyon. (32.2.6.5E)  
The gondola will artificially increase pressure to expand Wasatch Blvd, creating a false impression that 
Wasatch Blvd needs to be widened when resort customers are inconvenienced on the biggest powder 
or holiday weekends. The rest of the time, traffic on Wasatch is manageable and does not support 
widening. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
We cannot look at the environmental impact of the gondola from just the Lacaille base up the canyon. 
Because of it's wider impact on regional traffic, we need to look at the expansion and development that 
will be driven in Cottonwood Heights, Sandy, and Draper as the main arteries to the approach. (32.7C 
and 32.7B) 
After studying the options and talking to my constituents, I support the enhanced bus option because 
this would disperse auto traffic away from the environmentally sensitive area at the mouth of the 
canyon. It will offer more nimble, on-demand, affordable and environmentally friendly transportation that 
benefits a much broader, public customer base than just resort visitors. The bus system can be 
redirected in low-snow years or in off-seasons when traffic is lower. 
While the gondola has benefits, it's location will transform the mouth of the canyon into a busy, high-
end commercial/resort destination and the spill-over affect will be detrimental to Sandy residents and 
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canyons visitors. An 1,800 car parking garage at LaCaille undercuts the proposed benefits of getting 
cars off the road and protecting the canyon watershed. It just pushes the can down the road, so to 
speak. (32.2.6.3E and 32.12A) 
In addition to the environmental risks of building 300' tower structures for miles up the canyon, the base 
area is environmentally sensitive and a poor location for heavy use to stage tens of thousands of 
people each day. (32.17A) First, our canyons cannot absorb that much capacity. (32.20A, 32.20B, 
32.20C and 32.1.2B) Second, the towers will invade the tranquil and majestic site lines of our canyons 
and disrupt the sense of refuge that so many people seek today. (32.17A) While attempts to minimize 
impact and stay on budget are promised during construction, look to any large project around the 
country and you will find that's rarely the case. Finally, gondola accidents do happen and cannot be 
ruled out. No one can say with certainty that a catastrophe couldn't happen with maintenance issues, 
high winds or storms. Repairs, maintenance, and rescues will take a toll and increase the human 
footprint deeper into our pristine wilderness area. (32.2.6.3K)  
After speaking with my constituents and studying the social, environmental, and financial issues 
closely, I am convinced the bus option is the better choice for the future of the Wasatch Front. We must 
exhaust the most fiscally and environmental responsible options and be accountable to Utahns who are 
asked to invest in this solution by creating the greatest long-term public benefit for our residents. That's 
why the best solution is the bus."
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COMMENT #:  2724 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kris Olszewski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm for a gondola or train to get up the canyon. Buses are not a long term solution. They will still not run 
during avalanche closures. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  2725 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Swenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly favor an expanded bus solution (which has been needed for years) and as a Utah resident 
am strongly against taxpayer dollars going towards a gondola that would mainly benefit private 
corporations. (32.2.9A and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2726 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Ford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No toll roads. (32.2.4A) UDoT needs to stop wasting tax dollars on experimental traffic control projects 
they only implement on the west side and stop wasting money on unnecessary or poorly planned 
construction projects. As a tax payer road health is important, but as a state we neither need nor can 
properly sustain toll roads. Aside from this there is a CLEAR lack of good faith between the people of 
Utah and the leadership of UDoT (especially on the west side where aforementioned experiments 
disrupt our daily lives and traffic in costly and harmful ways). If UDoT cannot provide funding for these 
changes absent toll roads then they need to scrap this project or at the very least abandon other 
experimental projects and look towards a less irresponsible handling of Utah taxpayer dollars. (32.2.4A 
and 32.5A) This could include a massive restructuring of UDoT and the elimination of the poor 
leadership in it's upper structure and/or the renegotiation of contractor agreements to include 
guaranteed no-cost repairs for defective road construction projects. UDoT has ever been one of the 
most irresponsible abusers of taxpayer dollars and this proposal to further milk the Utah taxpayer is as 
offensive as it is reckless and unnecessary.
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COMMENT #:  2727 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Burton Hohman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I understand the main purpose of both of these options is for winter travel. But as somebody that 
enjoys summer activities I don’t like the idea of a gondola that won’t be used at all. My understanding is 
that the bus lane in the summer would be used for non-motor vehicle traffic like cyclists and 
pedestrians. If that’s the case I do lean more that way so that this new project provides use all year 
round. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2728 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Hinman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT engineers, 
Please don't spend a ton of money on a solution which is not reversible or scalable. (32.2.6.3D and 
32.2.6.5A) 
Ross
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COMMENT #:  2729 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Dahle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the bus in a dedicated lane plan to the gondola plan. (32.2.9B) Access can be improved by 
building 2 or 3 sheds over the road. It's not like we don't know where the avalanches go. They go the 
same places every year. Just build sheds. Plant some native plants on top and they won't look any 
worse than the road itself but will allow traffic to stop backing up in front of my house on powder 
mornings. (32.17C)
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COMMENT #:  2730 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryker Low 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We want a solution that is permanent. Busses are just going to break down and be expensive. Show 
the world that Utah is a serious tourist destination and build the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2731 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Canter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT staff, 
I recognize you have a hard task on your hands as we continue to fill the canyons with more people 
and cars, but I am deeply disappointed by the proposed transportation plans at hand. These plans do 
not take into account varied recreation access and clearly emphasize our ski industry and only our ski 
industry. These plans emphasize the wants of business over the wants of individuals in Little 
Cottonwood. They cut recreation access. (32.2.7A, 32.2.4A, and 32.4G) They will leave major 
environmental impacts at the hubs. They will be costly. They require creation of new, intrusive 
infrastructure. They do not take into account the voice of the community. Please do not destroy our 
canyon. Please look at how successful reservation systems, capacity limits and other management 
alternatives have been successful before deciding this is our only option. Listen to the community here. 
32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
Thank you,
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COMMENT #:  2732 

DATE:   7/12/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Sahn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I urge UDOT to adopt the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane alternative. (32.2.9B) 
This is the most cost effective and highest capacity option that will serve all users of LCC, not just the 
resorts. We should be minimizing private car use in both Cottonwood canyons at all costs, adding 
tolling and HOV requirements to reduce congestion and emissions. (32.2.4A) The ski bus is my 
preferred method of using BCC and LCC now, the only two problems currently are that there is not 
enough frequency so buses are frequently too full to take passengers and then they sit in single-
occupancy vehicle traffic crawling up and down the canyons. Lanes should be set aside for buses only 
and they should be run from points all over the valley up to the canyons. (32.2.2I) Large parking 
structures should be built at the mouth of the canyons coupled with heavy tolls to discourage people 
from driving up individually. A bus should arrive no longer than every 5 minutes to pick people up and 
shuttle them to the resorts and trailheads. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2733 

DATE:   7/12/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Sinat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Prefer bus option. Do not like gondola option. (32.2.9E) Bus allows for greater flexibility and less visual 
impact of down canyon view. (32.17A and 32.17B) Really like that bus lanes would become summer 
biking lanes. Gondola takes way too long and when you add in time spent in line it is atrocious. 
(32.2.6.3C) Oppose single rider in car idea, what if I have no friends and get motion sickness. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2734 

DATE:   7/12/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Mccann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Avalanche sheds and gas x remote triggering avalanche mitigation combined with 2 more 2 lanes. 
(32.2.9K and 32.2.2P) Arial tram from the valley up should be considered as a last oppertunity. 
I think about the next virus, or pandemic as undermining tram reliability up l.c.c. (32.2.6C)
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COMMENT #:  2735 

DATE:   7/12/21 5:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dawn Bardon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First and foremost, I am very disappointed that UDOT can only come up with solutions which all tax 
payers have to fund, except the ski resorts which are the biggest beneficiaries. (32.2.7A) Why are the 
resorts permitted to sell unlimited passes? What is being done on their side to limit traffic and volume? 
What are they contributing? (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7A))  
More paving and dedicated bus lanes are a massive environmental impact and should be disregarded. 
We have to stop adding more pavement to this state and start taking protection of our green spaces 
more seriously. The best option is to limit access and don't disturb the surrounding environment. If that 
is not an option then proceed with gondola to somewhat limit environmental impact. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2736 

DATE:   7/12/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Hamlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I write to support the Enhanced Bus Service alternative for the SR210 project. While both the options 
will offer significant improvements to the usability of the canyon, only the bus option is scalable and 
upgradable over time. (32.2.6.3D) 
Any bus service or canyon solution must take into account early morning and backcountry users - the 
ability to use the canyons - often at at off-peak hours - is one of the greatest draws living in SLC has for 
many of us. Please preserve dawn patrol access to backcountry trailheads! (32.4C and 32.2.4A) 
Further, I would urge UDOT to support a significant toll or carpool restriction for the upper canyon to 
reduce single-occupancy vehicle traveling to the resorts. The long-term vision for the canyon must be 
an overall reduction in personal vehicles, not simply maintaining the current number of vehicles and 
adding buses. (32.2.4A) 
Thanks, 
Alex Hamlin
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COMMENT #:  2737 

DATE:   7/12/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Furman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. I believe that the air quality improvement is an important factor. In 
addition, the gondola will not be affected by roadway closeures, making this the more reliable option. 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
Thank you
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COMMENT #:  2738 

DATE:   7/12/21 5:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeck Neoh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola alternative makes more sense because it alleviates traffic congestion and minimize air 
pollution (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  2739 

DATE:   7/12/21 5:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jan Kennington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
IMPORTANT POINTS TO CONSIDER 
By the time the Gondola gets built we likely will not have much of a snow season due to our warming 
planet. (32.2.2E) It would be a terrible eyesore to have a Gondola skeleton going up our beautiful Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. It reminds me of the gondola that was built in Moab that was never was used. It 
stayed on the side of the canyon for many years as an eyesore for all of us to see. (32.17A) 
The Gondola ONLY benefits Alta and Snowbird ski resorts. It will bring THEIR paying patrons to use 
their facilities. I will not be able to use the Gondola to hike up White Pine. So, if they want a Gondola, 
they should pay for it NOT the citizens of Utah. By the time the Gondola arrives ski ticket prices will be 
out of reach for 75% of the Utah population. Currently, Alta and Snowbird are already pricing the 
average citizen out of skiing. The Gondola will only the used by the visitors to Utah who come to ski for 
a vacation and spend money at Alta and Snowbird . (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) 
We will ALWAYS need a dependable road up Little Cottonwood Canyon even with a Gondola. A road 
can transport hikers, bikers, motorcyclist and climbers in ALL seasons. 
There should NOT be a parking garage at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon to ride the Gondola. 
Parking lots should be interspaced around the city to prevent congestion around the Canyon. People 
should be BUSED to the Gondola. (32.2.6.3E and 32.2.6.2.1C) This means they will be getting off the 
bus and standing in a line to get on the Gondola. Makes more sense to just bus them up the canyon. 
Buses are a more flexible option for transporting people. 
You can increase buses for busy days, reduce buses for slow days. Use buses for special occasions in 
the canyons. (32.2.6.3D)  
Buses can be used during the summer to take hikers and climbers to their destination. (32.2.6.3C) 
With the current plan to have a dedicated lane up the canyon for the buses it will become the fastest 
route to the ski resort. (32.2.9B) 
The price for the bus option is less expensive yet more people can benefit from it.  
With the bus option we have an easy solution for Big Cottonwood Canyon when the need arises. Just 
use the bus system that is already in place. (32.1.1A) 
Parking lots should be available all around the city to reduce the congestion in Cottonwood Heights and 
Sandy. (32.2.2I) 
IMPORTANT FACT 
Alta and Snowbird are brainwashing their pass holders that a Gondola is the best option, and they 
encourage them to send in comments that reflect this. I call this a conflict of interest. (32.2.9N)
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COMMENT #:  2740 

DATE:   7/12/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kerwin Knutson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for the gondola. (32.2.9D) I am a employee at Alta. driving the canyon for 30 yrs. Seen a lot of 
empty busses. And a fair amount of buses having problems on the road. How many years of 
construction on the road to widen and add tunnels? Thank you. (32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  2741 

DATE:   7/12/21 6:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Simmons Kellie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola sounds grear, but a paying the fee to ride, is rediculous!!!! If it costs more then a bus ride, 
no one will ride it. I hear it will cost $35/ride. Well only super rich will beable to ride it to the resorts. 
Therefore, to be all inclusive, bussing is the only option. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2742 

DATE:   7/12/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Bogin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is the only one that will really work. Anything less than a gondola solution, and 
we’ll be back trying to fix the traffic again in another 5 years. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2743 

DATE:   7/12/21 6:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Stango 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The traffic problems are only present for a small portion of the year on weekends and/or after fresh 
snow. Enhanced bus service without road widening is the only option that makes sense as it is 
adjustable depending on need. (32.2.9A) The negative impacts of the road-widening and gondola will 
be present year round. Additionally, LCC has world-famous bouldering very close to the roads. It would 
be unbelievably tragic if any of these priceless boulders were damaged or removed. Whatever you 
decide, please do not destroy our bouldering areas. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  2744 

DATE:   7/12/21 6:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Juan Reyna 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Be prepared for a lawsuit if you plan to destroy the canyon by adding a gondola. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2745 

DATE:   7/12/21 6:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Rumbaugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to know how the gondola would be powered and also if the buses are electric, hybrid, or 
gasoline-powered and what the air pollution reduction would be for these options compared to no-
action. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.6.5P, and 32.10A) After briefly reviewing the options, I am leaning towards the 
option of a gondola b since it greatly reduces travelling time, would cost about as much as the 
enhanced bus service over time, it is more reliable and therefore safer than the bus system, and 
widening the canyon road would impact wildlife habitats. (32.2.9D, 32.13A and 32.13B) I also see the 
gondola polluting less than a bus system, but I would have to see figures for that. (32.10A) My second 
choice would be the enhanced bus. My least favourite option is no-action. I see the gondola b as the 
best option in the long run. I think the fewer cars on the road in the canyon, the better.
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COMMENT #:  2746 

DATE:   7/12/21 6:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robin Ramirez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only way to go not unless you can widen the canyon! Widening the road will not help. It's 
the canyon where everything stops. (32.7C) You can put five lanes everywhere but once you get to the 
canyon everything stops. I live in Cottonwood Heights right off Danish road, my kids go to Granite 
Elementary, right off Wasatch road, it takes me eight minutes to get to school during the ski season. It 
takes me thirty to forty five minutes to get home driving on Danish and Wasatch road. (32.7B) The cars 
have no where to go once they hit the canyon. The canyon is the problem. (32.7C and 32.2.4A) 
Friends that live up the canyon says it's faster to go down the canyon and ski somewhere else then it is 
to continue up the canyon to ski. I tryed different ways to get home but it's all blocked by people trying 
to get to the canyon. People coming from Draper , from 9400 south, from Wasatch and from Danish, I 
tryed all the routes. It's the canyon not the roads that need widen! We all get to the canyon and no 
where to go but to stop and wait your turn!
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COMMENT #:  2747 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikelle Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm very upset that $400 million is going to pay for this gondola and then we *still* have to pay a lot for 
tickets. We are we funding someone else's fortune? I will be heartbroken if the gondola is picked. 
(32.2.7A , 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2748 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikelle Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sorry, one more thing. I'm worried that this will make the canyon inaccessible for those who don't have 
disposable incomes. I believe the outdoors should be available to everyone. (32.5A) Thanks for your 
time.
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COMMENT #:  2749 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Idelkope 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think adding a gondola would be a great thing for the canyon, it would ruin the beauty of the 
canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) A more enhanced bus system would work better. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2750 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Burrows 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fully support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2751 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alek Konkol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's instead use our current resources more wisely. Why do we have to alter the canyon more than we 
already have? Ban private, non-essential/non-residential cars in SR 210. (32.2.4A) Increase bus 
service across the valley for ski service. Make the busses run every 3 minutes. (32.2.2I and 32.2.2B) 
And make the busses electric! (32.2.6.3F) Add a backcountry specific bus or make backcountry parking 
a lottery. (32.2.6.3C) Let's treat Little Cottonwood like Zion National Park. (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  2752 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Quinlivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Prefer gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2753 

DATE:   7/12/21 8:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Morrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the tram option over all of the rest. Having been a huge fan preserving our Canyons yet at the 
same time being able to enjoy the summer and winter activities in the canyon. I also agree that the 
current situation is beyond being stainable. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2754 

DATE:   7/12/21 8:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Muller Colt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I hope the tram/gondola is not what is put into LCC. (32.2.9E) It will be an eye soar for the rest of time 
and doesn’t do a good enough job at resolving the traffic issues. (32.17A, 32.7C, and 32.2.4A) I would 
hope that something that can be less visually intrusive would be the final decision. A rail line as an 
extension of the trax system seems to make the most sense in the long run. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I) 
Please don’t add something that will take away from the beauty of the canyon.
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COMMENT #:  2755 

DATE:   7/12/21 8:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Herb Whiteley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the enhanced bus service with bus priority or a priority lane to get through traffic leading up to the 
mouth of the canyon. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2756 

DATE:   7/12/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Anne Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You framed the issues wrong, and that limited all your research, and now, post pandemic, your project 
is out of date. (32.1.2B) 
 We are in a drought. We are on the watershed for the south of the county. Covid revealed many 
weaknesses of the state and country. We have not provided for big emergencies, living wages for 
various minorities, people of color, disabled, elderly. Or the opportunity to build generational wealth to 
get past bad times. We need big investments in health education, internet access, clean energy. All 
areas in need of the billion dollars and endless follow-up needed ever after by the Canyon follies. We 
are not going to get anything built this year. Instead of taking on debt forever let's put some money 
elsewhere. (32.2.9G) 
 We are post-pandemic. We don't want to be trapped in high rise buildings. People want low density, 
low height homes with some yard for kids and pets to play, gardening, eating on the patio.  
 We are changed people. We saw how quickly "fundamentals" changed, lost loved ones, don't want to 
go back. Forward would involve recognizing recent events, earthquake, 100 mi per hour winds, 
rattlesnakes and cougars pushed into the city. People defecate roadside in snow that melts right into 
the river we drink from. And we have a fragile boundary between the neighborhoods and the wildlife. 
Bears poop in the woods and no humans get sick. Wild animals in our forest have different gut 
organisms than humans and domesticated friends like dogs who have been chewing on baby diapers 
since caveman times. We need people to understand the need for a protected buffer zone for keeping 
our diseases away from the wildlife, and also leaving them space to migrate. (32.2.9G)  
 For this winter, reduce the speed limits on Wasatch to 35 mph, and direct all traffic from the High T 
down to the gravel pit in Sandy where they can turn off the polluting idling engines and access 
bathrooms, hot drinks, wifi. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.29D) 
 The world is changing so fast the perfect solution may appear while we pause.
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COMMENT #:  2757 

DATE:   7/12/21 8:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in favor of a bus option. (32.2.9A) A gondola is an unnecessary addition to existing 
infrastructure for a road solution, and significantly detracts from the natural beauty of the canyon that 
users are trying to enjoy. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2758 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcus Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Electric buses are the only long-term, sensible solution to the transportation needs in BOTH Little and 
Big (32.2.6.3F and 32.1.1A) Cottonwood canyons. Quiet, safe, flexible to demands, cheap.... yes, 
buses are the clear and obvious choice! Part of their cost and extra parking facilities should be 
subsidized though a $5 surcharge per lift ticket charged by each of the four ski resorts. (32.2.4A) The 
solution is not that hard -- and both canyons need to be dealt with at the same time.
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COMMENT #:  2759 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lowell Smoger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola serves only the skiers. The resorts should pay for this thing. Not taxpayers! We need to 
toll the road (32.2.7A , 32.7C, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2760 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Pierson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider parking space for ice climbers visiting the Great White Icicle area which lies between 
the Gate Buttress and Bridge parking areas, and should be outside of either 1/4 parking restricted 
areas. (32.4J) However, would the PPSL option eliminate the parking spots at his location? (32.4A) 
Also, please consider public parking spots for back country skiers in the vicinity of Alta township and 
Grizzly Gulch. (32.2.6.5A)
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COMMENT #:  2761 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Peay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2762 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mindy Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gundla and the busses use both (32.2.2W)
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COMMENT #:  2763 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola- works great in Telluride (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2764 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. Bus lanes, including widening the road, are a short term solution and an 
environmental disaster. The gondola is a forward-looking idea that has the possibility of expanding with 
the inevitable increased usage. While I sympathize with those claiming that the gondola is unsightly, the 
canyons are one enough to an urban area that I don't expect pristine vistas. Increasing base only 
means that we will be having this debate again in 20 years. (32.2.9D and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2765 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Davies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Ridiculous fraught with problems (32.29D) 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZDOI0cq6GZM 
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COMMENT #:  2766 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Noble Warburton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good post. I absolutely appreciate this site. Continue the good work! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2767 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Sangster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a Salt Lake County resident writing to support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) The buses are simply 
not feasible with small children. The gondola seems like solid long-term thinking which distributes 
visitors across different modes of transportation. The buses seem like a short-term patch likely to suffer 
from the same downsides as the existing road. Thank you!
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COMMENT #:  2768 

DATE:   7/12/21 10:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Glover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please expand the bus lanes and bus service. (32.2.9B) 100% against the gondola proposal (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2769 

DATE:   7/12/21 10:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for your work addressing transportation issues in the canyons. I’m in favor of enhanced bus 
service up both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons. (32.1.1A and 32.2.9A) This would serve both 
canyons and more stops and more types of activities. (32.2.6.3C) Electric buses would reduce tailpipe 
emissions and as renewable energy for electricity increases the carbon emissions decrease. 
(32.2.6.3F) It seems to me that a gondola would primarily serve Alta and Snowbird and alpine skiers. 
(32.2.7A and 32.7C) Enhanced bus service combined with a canyon toll or paid parking would better 
serve a wider range of the public. (32.2.4A) 
Thank you for your consideration.
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COMMENT #:  2770 

DATE:   7/12/21 10:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devon Swenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is hands down the best long term option! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2771 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Wells 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t ruin the year round majestic hiking views with 14 VERY large and tall support structures 
for a gondola. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2772 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Dolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been to Switzerland and have seen how clean and efficient the gondola is to use . It is also less 
intrusive to the environment. If we don’t do something, we’ll not be able to enjoy our canyon in the 
future. (32.17A and 32.2.9D)

Page 32B-2784 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2773 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Dorny Dorny 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How much time from end to end in gondola? Is it free? Can you buy lift tickets at canyon base and not 
stand in line at ski resorts? (32.2.6.3O, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6G)
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COMMENT #:  2774 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Create a better bus system and more parking at the base to go with. (32.2.9A) Close the canyon to 
regular cars from 8 a.m. to 2 p.m. during the months of December through March. (32.2.2B) Offer an 
access pass for $500+ a season to anyone who wishes to ride in their own vehicles during those times. 
(32.2.4A) But please do not establish a tram, train, or any other obscenity that would only be 
"necessary" for less than a 3rd of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.7C and 32.2.4A) People climb and do other 
stuff in that canyon year round. (32.4A and 32.4B) It would be a much better looking, cheaper, and 
faster option to just improve the bus system and force people to ride it (unless they say wanted to buy 
an Uber expensive season pass) rather than installing an eye sore thats there year round. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2775 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Dorny Dorny 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If there 7000 vehicles per day in the canyon and you have parking for 1800. Hiw many vehicles per day 
does the EIS say wont use the canyon anymore? (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  2776 

DATE:   7/13/21 12:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Revenaugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer the Gondola over the widening of the canyon road. Thank you. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2777 

DATE:   7/13/21 1:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Salisbury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus service will run up the canyons regardless, save money, add a bus lane, they literally take minutes 
longer to go up the canyon than a car. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2778 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt McCarthy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Doppelmayr 3s detachable rope way system is the only answer. You could build as many lanes as 
you want and 1 bad driver in a snow storm will screwing all up. If the gondola tram system was done 
properly and based on some of them that r already in use all over the world it would help with traffic as 
well as avalanche concerns you could keep the thing running during storms as long it was built 
properly. People r not good at driving even on a sunny dry pavement day I have worked in that canyon 
for 20 years and have seen it get worse with traffic and the common sense and skill of the drivers these 
days (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2779 

DATE:   7/13/21 6:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roxanne Toskovich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My questions- 
Is transporting people up the canyon on a gondola while the avalanche danger is high a good idea? 
(32.2.6.5K) Who benefits from getting to people to ride the gondola up the canyon, though avalanche 
danger may be high through the canyon and the resorts, who will be responsible for a tragedy? 
(32.2.6.5K and 32.2.6.5H) Where will we be able to have enough parking? (32.2.6.2.1C) Gondolas 
have proven to fail in many different places what happens if this one does as well, what steps are in 
place to have it removed if it’s inoperable, who covers the cost of removal? What makes this gondola 
different from those that fail? (32.2.6.5K) A light rail system on the current road and eliminating cars 
would be more efficient long term. The most effective places use monorail/light rail systems where 
travel is overwhelming resorts. (32.2.9F) Why are we starting from the bottom of capabilities and not 
going for the best and most effective methods. There has been little as to why except an unsupported 
model which ultimately the gondola will close due to avalanche danger. People need to accept that it is 
unsafe to travel through avalanche danger areas when the probability is high. Having a train system 
with multiple stops is more cost effective per person and would be able to handle the load of people 
wanting access instead of only being able to move a small percentage up the canyon. (32.2.6.6A) If the 
ski resorts were only allowed to use a gondola or train and the roadway is no longer an option a train 
would much better provide patrons to the resorts at a higher speed therefore creating a want to ride 
instead of a dread to ride. 
No one wants to ride in a gondola for an hour to get to the resort. They want a 15 minute ride up the 
canyon. People avoid spending more time to get to their destination if there is a faster way. Ultimately 
there’s no draw for one to ride the gondola other than the one time novelty of saying you’ve done it.
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COMMENT #:  2780 

DATE:   7/13/21 6:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
City Sights Inc has operated tours in the Salt Lake City area for more than 30 years. Please consider 
this MASSIVE OPPORTUNITY to build an 'architectural masterpiece' tram system that will 'wow' 
visitors and locals. I believe Salt Lake City is a World-Class city and is worthy of a beautifully functional 
mountain tram system. Build it in phases like the Olympic Stadium. The majority over 100 thousand 
visitors taking our tours are mezmerized by the Wasatch Mountain Range. If we build a masterpiece it 
will generate far more revenue in taxes than its cost. Tourism is Utah's strongest economic sector. 
More conventions will come to our city and people will spread the word concerning a World Class Tram 
System. IT IS GOING TO BE AN INVESTMENT IN OUR FUTURE. Remember the phrase: "If you build 
it, they will come"(32.2.9D) 
Think Las Vegas!
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COMMENT #:  2781 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Israel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I spent the Winter of 2017-18 in Sandy. Skiing Alta & Snowbird almost every day. Because of the traffic 
in LCC and the pollution related to the traffic back-ups...I said I will never be back. I have not visited 
Utah since then. I think a gondola is a great idea. Eliminates both the traffic problem and the pollution 
(exaust) problem. 100% behind the Gondola solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2782 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2783 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nina Johnston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't put up a gondola to the ski areas. Love our mountains. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2784 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carlton Wilcox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With climate change the proposed alternatives are too small scale for the bigger problem that faces 
society. (32.2.2E) A bore hole up thru the mountain range to Alta, continuing on to Brighton and 
continue to Park City should be an alternative. (32.2.2C and 32.2.2H) Install electric rail from Park City 
to the light rail system in the valley. (32.2.2I) That will provide for year round commuter service to SLC 
for the Park and Heber Cities areas as well as ski travel having a much bigger impact on carbon 
emissions reduction as well as I-80 and US 189 traffic congestion reduction.
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COMMENT #:  2785 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elsa Dillman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern,  
I am opposed to the gondola option proposed in the EIS. (32.2.9E) I think rather than traffic congestion 
relief, this is an aim to boost tourist attractions. (32.7C) A gondola does not serve locals and local 
needs. We are backcountry users, families, employees of snowbird/alta, ect. The gondola will have 
limited stops for non resort users. It also impacts many bouldering spots in the canyon. It is not a 
friendly option for anyone who is not a resort user. (32.2.7A, 32.7C, and 32.2.4A)  
I see another major issue to the gondola being that the entire point is to reduce traffic and increase 
safety. This means that people, a lot of people, have to actually use it. I think tourists would be thrilled. 
Ride a gondola, ski a day, fly back home to wherever. I have a really hard time seeing regular skiers 
use it. I would like to see data on this. Not if people think it's a great idea, but if they personally would 
use it a majority of the time they use the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
Further, I think the gondola moves congestion into the cottonwood heights/Wasatch boulevard area. 
(32.2.6.5E) This is indeed safer than having cars stuck in a snowy canyon, but it further irritates the 
people living in the area and does nothing to alleviate the traffic aspect of the issue. (32.7C and 32.7B) 
Anyhow, I think the ideal option is not one detailed in the EIS. I think the most ideal option would be to 
limit single drivers up the canyon in the winter (using a toll booth type screening at the base of the 
canyon). The resorts also can help by restricting parking to those with reservations/multiple people/ect. 
Obviously with the exception of residents or other special cases. Increased bus service would also help 
make it more convenient for people. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2786 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to voice my support for the Bus option for improving transportation in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I have lived near Wasatch Blvd in Cotttonwood Heights for 25 years and I frequently use bot 
LCC and BCC year round. Please protect the natural beauty of LCC by moving forward with improved 
bussing in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2787 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Schulthies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea of the Gondola service, it gives a lot more benefits than the dedicated bus lane. 
(32.2.9D) Soaring above the canyon would not only be awe inspiring, it would be efficient and avoid 
traffic just as you all stated above. No waiting for buses or finding a parking spot, just wait in line for a 
Gondola that is always moving! My family and I took a trip to Walt Disney World in May 2021 and we 
stayed at a resort where a brand new gondola line was built to 2 of the theme parks. It was so fun to 
hop in a quiet car and fly above all of the trees, people, traffic, buildings, etc, and get to where we 
wanted to go easier. Even during peak times with long lines, the line was always steadily moving. The 
bus system was more of an agonizing wait, especially during COVID. (32.2.6C) Buses had limited 
seating and could only pick up so many people... even before Covid actually. Waiting for another bus 
was always the hard part, they can take about 15-20 minutes at times. (32.2.6.3N) The gondola though, 
even if the line was absurdly long, it moved quickly and steadily, never stopping because the gondola 
itself did not stop. 
Thank you for all your hard work in improving Utah’s transit future. I genuinely believe the Gondola 
would be more future proof, cleaner, and just more enjoyable. Not to mention in the summertime it 
could even be repurposed purely for fun that doesn’t involve snow or skiing... taking hikers easily up 
into the mountains or providing a road tripping family with a bird’s eye view of Utah’s underrated, 
stunning Wasatch Range.
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COMMENT #:  2788 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Cox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola option! Works well in other places like Breckenridge CO and isn't reliant on 
snowplows or slowed as much by avalanche control!(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2789 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Velasquez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am absolutely in favor of option B and the Canyon Gondola. We are stewards of our land and 
Canyons, and this option will have a much more favorable impact on our Canyon environment and our 
watersheds. (32.2.9D and 32.12A)
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COMMENT #:  2790 

DATE:   7/13/21 8:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Karlsven 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly favor the enhanced bus option. Ride time is significantly faster. With avalanche sheds very 
little avalanche shutdowns will happen. Easiest alternative to ramp up or down as demand changes. 
Cost,on a discounted cash flow basis, is best. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3D)  
Biggest issue not addressed in the gondola approach is the shutdowns due to wind. These will happen 
and no analysis of impact and how they will be managed was presented (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  2791 

DATE:   7/13/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Oneal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses not towers. Towers are “permanent.” Buses evolve and are far more versatile. 
The tram is a thinly-veiled tourist attraction. That’s not what LCC needs. Electric buses. (32.2.6.3F) 
Snow sheds where they make sense. Severely restricted auto traffic to force people out of their cars. 
Resorts can run their own special buses as an amenity and compete by offering special services, 
schedules. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2792 

DATE:   7/13/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anton Huber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the Gondola is the only working solution. It is proven all over Europe and will funnel people 
summer and winter to the right location. They won't be trashing white pine and oter trailheads anymore. 
What a great ride that would be. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2793 

DATE:   7/13/21 9:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Mahoney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Budget conscious... 
I think a reversible bus lane can be special UDOT permitted and high occupancy reversible traffic lane. 
It'll further encourage carpooling and lessen parking issues up top. It can help in an emergency too if 
lanes are blocked on either shoulder. (32.2.2D)
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COMMENT #:  2794 

DATE:   7/13/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynne Becker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola project (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2795 

DATE:   7/13/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allene Remington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for a gondola to cut down on traffic and polution. I feel strongly that it should have the option of 
a few stops at the gate buttress and at the white pine trailhead to accommodate hikers, climbers and 
skiers. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  2796 

DATE:   7/13/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Itay Neumann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think we need to completely alter our mindset. We keep on trying to EXPAND and allow MORE people 
to access areas, where what we should do is decide an area reached its capacity and does not offer 
any more capacity. (32.20B) No matter the alternative - there would be increased damage to the 
canyons. The more visitors we have, the more erosion, the more pollution, the more garbage, 
disturbance to wildlife, etc. (32.20A and 32.20C) I strongly support increasing bus capacity on the 
route, but not an expansion of the road or an addition of a gondola. Just have busses depart every 5-10 
minutes, that would be more than enough to sway most people into using it instead of a private vehicle. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) If public transit is timely and available, it would be a decision making itself. 
Naturally there would be less vehicles on the road, resulting in no need to expand the road. We need to 
stop thinking of how to expand and make more money, we need to think of how to convince people we 
should accept nature as it is, and work with nature, not against it.
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COMMENT #:  2797 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Eikevik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
if the option is between bus and gondola, bus should be the route picked. Less visual impact, better 
options for future (bus only). (32.17A and 32.17B) Rail should be the final options. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  2798 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michaela Doyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You have all these great ideas for transporting thousands of people up the canyon. Great, but I have 
heard nothing regarding expansion of the 2 resorts up there. The crowds that are up there now are so 
great as to make skiing a very hazardous activity on most days. Alta and snowbird are already beyond 
maximum capacity for safe skiing with a full parking lot and a few people who ride the bus. I don't 
support expanding the road, bussing or a gondola to get more people up there unless the ski areas are 
expanded in proportion to the added people allowed to ski each day. I think there should be a point 
where people are not allowed in. Limits as to how many people can get on the lifts each day. Season 
pass holders should be aware to get there early before the lifts stop accepting new skiers for the day. 
(32.20C and 32.2.2K))
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COMMENT #:  2799 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlotte Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin the beauty of the LCC with a gondola! (32.17A) Other measures should be put in to 
place before jumping to such a drastic construction of a gondola. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2800 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Vanderwekken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be the least invasive option. Widening the road seems like a horrible idea and you 
would still be stuck in an accident or heavy snow day. Plus the gondola would be a very cool visual, 
world class snow world class transportation. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-2812 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2801 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Burlison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salk Lake City is home of one of the biggest climbing scenes in the world, and the boulders in Little 
Cottonwood are legendary. These are our backyard boulders. These have been climbed on for 
decades, and continue to challenge the old climbers and the new kids coming up in the sport! These 
proposed plans would be a dishonor to the climbing community and a slap in the face to every climber 
that moved to SLC because of the climbing scene (including me). Please reconsider the devastating 
impact these projects will have on these ancient stones and those who find their meaning through 
climbing them. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  2802 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rudi Matt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Here's an idea, stop overpopulating Utah. Nothing but so cal, texass, east coast transplants. 
Overpopulating the West ain't working. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2803 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Deans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The ex padded bus service extra lane is a horrible idea. (32.2.9C) Adding more vehicles on a wider 
road and “shelters” along the road will be much more visually offensive than the Gondola. More roads 
and vehicles on those roads is not the solution. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.7C) 
The Gondola is unquestionably the best solution. (32.2.9D) 
A toll for individual drivers and/or paying to park at the resorts is a must. (32.2.4A) Widening Wasatch 
Blvd is a horrible ideas, it will not alleviate the occasional backups, see Induced Demand. (32.7B and 
32.2.6.2.2A) Leave Wasatch Blvd the way it is. Work with UTA to expand frequently of busses to the 
Gondola base. (32.2.9D) 
No bus lane, no widening of Wasatch yes on the Gondola.
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COMMENT #:  2804 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Jenkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In favor of the proposed Gondola option "B" where. I would like to see UDOT being proactive towards 
the growth in population and popularity of LCC canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2805 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Tobari 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am casting my vote for the 3rd lane option currently targeted for bus use. (32.2.9B) It is my hope that 
this 3rd lane could eventually be modified as a Flex Lane that would be allowed for uphill traffic in the 
morning (until 2:00 perhaps) and downhill traffic in the afternoon and evening. (32.2.2D) I am also in 
favor of Avalanche Sheds to mitigate road restrictions due to avy control work and slides across the 
road. (32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  2806 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Flint 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed gondola project. I believe it will have fewer impacts on the canyon and more 
successful with the public than the bus alternative. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-2818 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2807 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Malina Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While the gondola sounds good on paper, the construction of a gondola from the mouth of LCC to 
Snowbird is over 8.8 miles and another 1.5 miles to reach Alta Ski Resort. The construction of this 
gondola will be nearly 2 times longer than any that exist in the world. Logistics and design will likely be 
considerably more, which will cause project costs to far exceed the current pricing of $592 million. 
Additionally, the gondola will be an eye sore in the canyon for generations to come. (32.17A) The 
eyesore will be caused by the gondola and the large concrete barriers required to keep the gondola 
standing in the event of an avalanche.  
In addition, extreme weather conditions such as high wind would keep the gondola from operating at all 
times. (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  2808 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Colemere 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a tram up Little Cottonwood Canyon. The impacts of this will be go on for too long, 
and ultimately not help. The bus system will be better for everyone involved, and keep our canyon 
beautiful. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2809 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colby Hartman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live at the base of LCC and there are many winter days where I can't even get out of my driveway 
because traffic is backed up for miles due to canyon closures. (32.7B) I am a huge supporter of the 
gondola for many environmental reasons like benefits for air quality and the watershed, but maybe 
most importantly because it will take traffic out of my neighborhood! (32.12A and 32.10A) Everyone 
has the right to enjoy the canyon, but we need to make access smarter so that people around the 
canyon can live their lives without major disruptions.  
I also have a MAJOR problem with adding a bus lane in the canyon as it will have profound effects on 
our environment. Widening the road will impact hiking and bouldering locations. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
More asphalt means more road to salt which means more salt and impurities directly into the 
watershed. (32.12B) The addition of 60-80 buses would be a travesty for our air quality which is already 
at a breaking point. If we actually care about our environment, we will stop bickering over diesel fueled 
buses and UDOT will select the alternative that gives us a fighting chance to maintain the beauty that 
the canyon is known for. Widening the lane will scar the canyon forever. (32.10A and 32.2.6.3F) 
Please make the right choice and select Gondola, it is the only option that makes sense for today and 
the future.  
Thank you
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COMMENT #:  2810 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Hawkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The biggest problem with travel up the canyon is during poor weather. The bus option is proposed as a 
quicker option, but during bad driving conditions the buses will still experience slow downs or even be 
incapable of reaching the ski resorts. Reliability on pow days is more beneficial than speed on clear 
days. 
I much prefer the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
Can we get a gondola in Big Cottonwood too? (32.1.1A)
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COMMENT #:  2811 

DATE:   7/13/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as the best solution for alleviating traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
The gondola reduces traffic on the road and provides access to Alta and Snowbird when the road is 
closed during dangerous avalanche conditions and snow removal. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2812 

DATE:   7/13/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tara French 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to know how much is the gondola going to cost to ride up to the resorts? Will there also be 
a parking fee? You might price people out of riding the gondola if it's cheaper to park up at the resorts, 
especially when it's a family going up to ski for the day. What's the incentive to ride the gondola vs 
driving? How about closing parking at the resorts except for workers, residents, hotel guests, etc to 
force people to ride the bus or gondola? Leave the canyon open for trailhead parking since the 
gondola/bus options don't stop at trailheads. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2813 

DATE:   7/13/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vanessa Forbes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a vast improvement for the otherwise crowded canyon traffic. Increasing access to the 
outdoors is paramount for peoples' wellbeing and fitness. Studies have been taken that show expanded 
roadways only lead to more cars on the road and heavier congestion, not to mention green house gas 
emissions. (32.10A and 32.20G) The gondola is a safe, efficient and sustainable way to transport 
people through Little Cottonwood Canyon. I live in Sandy and can't support this idea enough. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2814 

DATE:   7/13/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am absolutely in favor of the Gondola B solution and believe it is long overdue. The enhanced bus 
service would not alleviate canyon congestion or pollution, it would add to it. I vote for the Gondola B 
solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2815 

DATE:   7/13/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Rickard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option. Most people are terrible drivers, and there is no need to drive yourself up to 
the resort. Everyone has been stuck behind a tourist going 20 mph on the way to Alta or had a close 
call with a snowplow. Forcing people to ride in the gondolas keeps traffic in the city, protects wildlife, 
and allows workers and residents to get to Alta quickly. (32.2.9D) 
Additionally, it would help if you imposed a toll on those who don't live or work in Alta and choose to 
drive anyway (similar to schemes in London, Stockholm, and Singapore). By doing this, you incentivize 
people to use the public transit option, and you can use the extra revenue to help maintain the roads. 
(32.2.4A) I think the bus option is decent, but many things can go wrong - people driving in the bus 
lane, broken down vehicles in the bus lane, delays due to snow, and the inherent lower reliability of 
buses vs. gondolas. I'm sure it is cheaper, but the gondola system combined with the road surcharging 
would offer a permanent solution that is more environmentally friendly and scalable.
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COMMENT #:  2816 

DATE:   7/13/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Facciponti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The mountain can’t sustain more traffic - it’s already overcrowded now with IKON pass and all he 
newbies arriving daily. Pls don’t ruin it. (32.7C and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  2817 

DATE:   7/13/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option by far makes the most sense out of the two options. However it doesn't think large 
enough. We are trying to have SLC be a ski hub but this solution only focuses on the very east bench. 
The parking garage at La Caille will create a logjam on Wasatch, Creek, and 9400. (32.2.6.5E) What 
you need to look at is running the gondola down to I-15, possibly at Jordan Commons where there is a 
Trax station, parking at the Commons and Expo Center, with a stop at 9400S and Highland where there 
is available land at either the old Shopko or A Fresh, and then run up the canyon from there. Run the 
gondola line up 9400S avoiding eminent domain and make it a true transportation solution. This would 
also allow workers to live throughout the valley rather than only around the mouth of the canyon which 
would expand the employee base as well as significantly reduce their cost of living. Tourists staying 
downtown could take Trax directly to the gondola rather than trying to link Trax with busses. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  2818 

DATE:   7/13/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of your alternatives show an improvement in per person travel time from a current base line of 80-
85 minutes, and an improvement in vehicle backup distance from a base line of 13,000 feet. Are the 
baseline numbers based on projections for the target future conditions year of 2050, or travel time 
today? And if it is based on today, is this based on any given weekday, or one of the 30 weekend 
power days during the winter where we see the most traffic? (32.2.6H)
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COMMENT #:  2819 

DATE:   7/13/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Hoefelmeier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A more extensive review (more time to consider the options before deciding what choice will be the 
most effective and cost effective of the options. Buses may be more cost effective and probably more 
versatile/flexible option. We must eliminate private vehicles in both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.2B)) If we had better leadership and clearer vision, this problem should have been 
implemented 30 years ago!!!
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COMMENT #:  2820 

DATE:   7/13/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Pitsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please stop this nonsense!!!!! LCC can still be saved and traffic ameliorated by increasing the bus 
service and metering the canyon! more parking should be supplied at the bottom of the canyon and 
people will take the buses (which they already do to max capacity). (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.6.2.1C) According to Fehr and Peers, 2008 detracting issues from the scenic byways (LCC road) 
unclude overhead power lines, jersey barriers etc.. you should get the point but let me summarize: 
building detracts. If power lines detract think about what you gondola will detract! we must preserve the 
naturalness of LCC in accordance with the goals of the FS. STOP this nonsense! LCC Is not a canyon 
solely for Alta/Snowbird recreation. Y'all are corrupt. (32.17A and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  2821 

DATE:   7/13/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jonathan Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Carlos, I wanted to share some thoughts on LCC and the proposals. I’m fully in favor of the gondola 
solution, I’ve seen it work well as a transportation solution while skiing in the Alps as well as a great 
public transit solution in La Paz, Bolivia where they have one of if not the largest gondola system in the 
world built specifically for low cost public transit. (32.2.9D) I live around 8000 S and 2700 E and grew 
up skiing Alta and worked in LCC in college so it’s a topic near and dear to me. I think that the gondola 
solution is the right approach but doesn’t go broad enough. We’re trying to create a transport solution 
for LCC and the ski industry as a whole but trying to address it only by looking at Highway 210. To do 
this correctly I think we need to factor in the entire valley and tying in with the existing transportation 
solutions we have. Here are a few thoughts I have. 
Putting 1,500 cars in a parking garage at La Caille will move the traffic from 210 to Wasatch Blvd, 9400 
S, Creek and Bengal and I’m afraid that we’ll be just moving the same traffic problem down canyon and 
not alleviating the congestion between BCC and LCC or from Wasatch south of 9400 S. (32.2.6.5E) 
I think the gondola should go all the way down to 9400S and tie in to the Sandy Expo Trax station there 
along with a few other stops along 9400 S. That would allow skiers to take Trax from the Downtown 
and Draper with just one transfer to the resorts on the gondola with a more pleasant and direct ride to 
Snowbird and Alta than a bus. (32.2.2I) 
Running the gondola down to the Sandy Expo station would allow parking to be distributed along 
9400S in existing parking lots rather than being concentrated only at La Caille. When looking at 9400S, 
there are multiple existing lots with extensive parking that is rarely at capacity or is not being used on 
weekends as well as lots that could handle large parking garages This would bring economic growth to 
the businesses in those areas as well as possibly create growth opportunities for new small businesses 
in those areas. The tax revenue it would bring Sandy would be significant and I imagine public support 
would be strong since it would use existing parking facilities and support local businesses. (32.2.2I) 
Sandy Expo Center 
Jordan Commons 
Mt Jordan Middle School 
Canyons District Office 
9400 S & 700 E with parking on  
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COMMENT #:  2822 

DATE:   7/13/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Leaver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bouldering and climbing in LCC is very important to our family and we are concerned that the gondola 
option will affect bouldering/climbing. In any case, we are in favor of whichever option will have the 
least impact on LCC bouldering and climbing during the non-winter seasons. Thanks! (32.4A and 
32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  2823 

DATE:   7/13/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Reedy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Boulderer / Skier in this canyon and am always up there on a weekly basis. I would like to know 
what boulders and hiking trails would be impacted by these proposals. I am also worried that you would 
need heavy equipment to install most of these proposals, which would be removing trees and bushes 
that we could be relying on to keep us cool in the summer months while climbing. Is there anything 
planned to keep the footprint to a minimum for installing these proposals? (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.13A, and 
32.13B) 
I am for reducing the traffic in the canyon as long as we can do it without removing boulders, trails and 
vegetation surrounding these areas.
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COMMENT #:  2824 

DATE:   7/13/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Dickter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please proceed with the proposal to expand buses and bus lanes up LCC. (32.2.9B) Expanded bus 
service up LCC will promote public transit usage which will ripple across the Salt Lake valley and transit 
behaviors. As LCC users become accustomed to bus ridership, they will become more likely to ride 
more busses and other public transit across the Salt Lake Valley which is beneficial to UDOT, air 
quality, and promotes public transit infrastructure. Furthermore, while busses are primarily being 
considered for access from Wasatch Blvd up to Snowbird and Alta, busses will be forever adaptable to 
potentially stop at other destinations within LCC such as current (or future!) trailheads. (32.2.6.3C) 
Busses provide the most beneficial solutions for canyon ridership plus the most potential solutions for 
the future! 
Please do NOT build the gondola as currently proposed! (32.2.9E) The gondola uses tax payer dollars 
to explicitly and exclusively benefit the private owners of La Caille and Snowbird and Alta. The gondola 
provides zero long-term flexibility. (32.2.7A and 32.2.6.3A)
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COMMENT #:  2825 

DATE:   7/13/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaren Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Change is difficult, particularly when it comes to growth. I admire UDOT’s approach to addressing the 
traffic as our residents enjoy the beauty of our outdoors. Many of us call Utah home because of the 
offerings for recreation all year long. It is why our tourism is strong and our reputation significant in the 
world.  
Our long-term citizens have done a remarkable job in preserving our values while addressing the needs 
for growth. Some have sacrificed for the change, yet the whole was made better. Public input has 
allowed for best ideas to rise to the top, knowing that some will not be satisfied no matter the outcome. 
Leaders look beyond personal needs into the future, avoiding negative impacts where available. Doing 
nothing is not an option as we have gone beyond a reasonable time to make corrections. 
I love the gondola option as it not only addresses the need but provides a unique approach that will 
give access to many who haven’t been able to enjoy the beauty of the canyon. Undoubtedly, many 
tourists will discuss the transportation option, gathering even stronger marketing options for a viable 
industry. (32.2.9D) 
Thank you to those who have led this discussion at UDOT. Thank you to our community leaders and 
those who have worked so hard in helping us find a solution.
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COMMENT #:  2826 

DATE:   7/13/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola idea is not a good idea. It's time has past. (32.2.9E) Just a law suit waiting to happen. 
Look up the safety of a gondola and history of snapping cables ect. Udot you guys put up with alot of bs 
but I say no to this one. If they want to do one, take it to parleys canyon not the little or big 
cottonwoods. (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  2827 

DATE:   7/13/21 3:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikayla Willis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a bad idea for many reasons. (32.2.9E) The biggest reason is that it will attract many more 
tourists and people who don’t belong in little cottonwood based on their skiing ability etc. I’m afraid of 
Little Cottonwood being stripped of its culture like Park City and Canyons resorts. Everyone is already 
making money, it would be disappointing to see little cottonwood become commercialized along with 
every other ski resort in Utah. I’m 17 years old and with the current inflation in Park City and Little 
Cottonwood it’s going to be very difficult to afford to live in my home town without some sort of life 
changing compromise. I don’t want to see this progress any faster alongside with all the locals. 
Eventually all the locals are going to get pushed out except the very wealthy ones if we keep moving at 
this rate. Although it’s a given we will need to compromise and adapt, it would be really cool if we were 
considered primarily over the short term advantages of putting tourists first. (32.6A) The economy can’t 
keep inflating forever and when it does crash again there won’t be any support from the locals because 
they will all be gone. It is very special and exciting to get stuck in little cottonwood because on snow! 
I’ve had some of the best experiences of my life stuck in The Cliff Lodge, The Iron Blossom, and Gold 
Minors Daughter!!! 
Thank you, 
Mikayla Willis
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COMMENT #:  2828 

DATE:   7/13/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt North 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Matt North and I am a resident of Vineyard, Utah. I grew up in Sandy and have been hiking, 
climbing and skiing the Cottonwood Canyons for more than 40 years. I wish to speak in opposition to 
the construction of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) 
On June 25, Snowbird president Dave Fields spoke in favor of a gondola to the Salt Lake Tribune. He 
said:  
“[Why add] a bunch more concrete and construction in the canyon or more lanes and snow sheds when 
we know the gondolas work and are much less impactful on the environment. They’re better for air 
quality. No matter how bad and how hard it’s snowing, a gondola can move up and down the canyon,” 
Fields said. “We’ve seen what happens when it snows a lot. Buses get stuck like everything else.” 
It is discouraging to me to hear a person who ought to be one of the most informed regarding the 
proposed gondola make such demonstrably false statements in such a public forum. I would like to 
refute Mr. Fields’ pro-gondola claims: 
1. “Why add a bunch more concrete and construction in the canyon?” 

 May I ask what Mr. Fields thinks gondolas are made of and how they are made? For his benefit, 
and for anyone else who may be confused, gondolas are made of thousands of tons of 
concrete, steel and fiberglass and require massive amounts of construction. Once that 
construction is finished, permanent access roads will have to be left and maintained to inspect 
and service the gondola towers and ropeway. 

2. “We know gondolas work and are much less impactful on the environment.” 
 According to UDOT’s own Environmental Impact Study fact sheet, which was released on the 

same day Mr. Fields made his comments to the Tribune, the gondola’s visual negative impact 
on the environment is worse than enhanced bussing, while the air and water quality impacts are 
rated as equal. This evidence rebuts as false Mr. Field’s claim that the gondola is much less 
impactful on the environment. 

3. “They’re better for air quality.” 
 As previously cited from the UDOT EIS, no, gondolas are not better for air quality. 

Propagandistic photos showing diesel busses belching black clouds of smoke should offend 
everyone’s intelligence. Already on Utah’s roadways we have hybrid electric busses, and every 
major global auto manufacturer has announced "billions of dollars in electric vehicle research 
and development efforts over the past three years. Busses will only get cleaner and quieter in 
the decade to come, and beyond. (32.2.6.3F) 

4. “No matter how bad and how hard it’s snowing, a gondola can move up and down the canyon.” 
 This is, at best, an oversimplification. It completely ignores the existence of wind, ice, lightning, 

and other weather factors during storms. All aerial ropeways are limited by weather conditions, 
as Mr. Fields must well know. The Snowbird tram is stopped whenever winds exceed the tram’s 
engineered tolerance. I reviewed Utah’s laws on aerial ropeway weather limitations but was 
unable to find specific conditions under which the proposed gondola would have to shut down. I 
assume that this is because different aerial lifts can be engineered to withstand varying degrees 
of wind, snow, ice, and temperature. Regardless of this assumption, is it factually inaccurate to 
state that the gondola could run “no matter how bad and how hard” a storm may be. Although I 
could not find a specific operation rule in Utah’s statutes, it is reasonable to assume we follow 
similar rules to neighboring Colorado, which does have a ropeway statute which states: “When 
wind or icing conditions are such that operation is hazardous to passengers or equipment, 
according to predetermined criteria based upon the area's operational experience and the 
designer's design considerations, the aerial lift shall be unloaded and the operation 
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discontinued. If necessary under the predetermined criteria, device (s) shall be installed at 
appropriate location (s) to ascertain wind velocity and direction when aerial lifts are operated. 
No aerial lift shall operate when there is an electrical storm in the immediate vicinity.” I was 
skiing at Sundance Resort just this past winter when lightning closed their lifts. The proposed 
gondola is not magically immune to weather and safety limitations. (32.2.6.3K) 

5. “We’ve seen what happens when it snows a lot. Buses get stuck like everything else.” 
 I can’t remember ever seeing a UTA bus wrecked or stuck in one of the Cottonwood Canyons. I 

assume it must have happened, especially since Mr. Fields claims it does-apparently frequently-
so I contacted UTA to ask for data related to bus incidents in the Cottonwood Canyons. I 
received a response from Mr. Carl Arky, Senior " 

"Media Relations Specialist for UTA. He said: “UTA’s buses are seldom stuck. On the few occasions 
that happens it’s because we’re in traffic along with everyone else! On powder days, traffic doesn’t flow, 
so without a dedicated bus lane, the buses cannot move any faster than the other vehicles. The 
solution is either fewer cars, a dedicated bus lane or...both.” 
Aside from Mr. Fields’ arguments in favor of the gondola, I have many other objections: 

 In the past two or three years that I’ve been following the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola v. 
bus discussion, cost estimates for gondola construction have ballooned from $250 million, to 
$400 million, to $527 million, to now $592 million. By the time we’re finished talking and start 
building, it seems likely that the actual cost of construction will be approaching $1 billion, if not 
exceed that. (32.2.7F) 

 Governor Cox has said that Alta and Snowbird have indicated a willingness to help financially 
with the cost of the gondola. He didn’t say what that meant-are we talking thousands of dollars? 
If so, that’s not much help. If its tens of millions then that makes a difference, but they will only 
pass that expense along to their consumers. As the primary beneficiaries of either enhanced 
transportation option in Little Cottonwood Canyon, shouldn’t these ski companies offer to 
subsidize whichever option UDOT deems most appropriate? What does it say about these 
companies’ motives if they’re only willing to chip in if they get the option they want? (32.2.7A) 

 I believe that Alta and Snowbird favor the gondola because they believe it will deliver the most 
people to their resorts on hard travel days-holidays, powder days, and interlodge storm days. 
The resorts don’t make as much money if people are stuck in the canyon, or choose not to 
come because they fear they will be. The resorts are not putting the canyon and its preservation 
first, they are putting profits first. (32.2.7A, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) 

 The gondola will be under-utilized. Peak days and storm days only account for about 50 days a 
year. Even during the height of ski season, if the roads are clear, anyone can drive from the 
mouth of the canyon to Alta in 20 minutes, and when they get there, parking will be available. 
Snowbird is even closer. Why would anyone choose to double their travel time and incur the 
cost of riding in the gondola when canyon traffic and weather conditions are conducive to 
driving? (32.2.4A) During the summer, very few people will use the gondola, especially if they’re 
going hiking or climbing. The gondola will not provide any access at all to popular intermediate 
spots in the canyon such as Tanner’s Flat or Lisa Falls. The gondola is useless to people going 
to those recreational spots. My in-laws spent the first week of July at the Cliff Lodge at 
Snowbird. I asked them if they would have taken the gondola to get there if it existed. They 
laughed and said there was no way they’d drag all their luggage and pay to ride a gondola when 
it’s only a 15-minute drive up the canyon. We need to stop fooling ourselves into thinking this 
will be a year-round attraction that will be so busy it will fund itself. (32.20A) 

 The great power of the bus system is in its elasticity. On peak and powder days, more busses 
can be put into service; and on lower demand days, fewer busses can run. During shoulder and 
summer seasons, busses can stop running altogether or run just a few times a day. 
Intermediate bus stops popular trailheads or observation points could be added or subtracted as 
needed. The gondola has no such flexibility. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.3C) 

 Taxpayer dollars should be used judiciously. They should not be used to enrich two businesses 
that are already wealthy, and whose very existence is largely the cause of the problem in the 
first place. (32.2.7A) 
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 This is my last and most important point: Little Cottonwood Canyon cannot handle an infinite 
number of people. Alta and Snowbird don’t want to hear this, because it directly affects their 
bottom line. Cram more people into the canyon, make more money. We can’t keep doing this to 
the canyon. Tolling the road won’t solve this; the rich will just pay the going rate and keep 
cramming the canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.20C, and 32.20G) To me, the better option is not to 
enhance bussing or build a gondola, but to set realistic load capacities for the canyon under a 
variety of weather and use conditions, and then regulate access before the mouth of the 
canyon. Disneyworld and Universal Studios do this, we could too. It would be the right thing to 
do for the canyon and would improve the user experience. (32.20B) 

I am a big proponent that everyone should try to be part of the solution. To that end, my family and I 
have stopped using both Cottonwood Canyons on peak and powder days and we pledge to continue to 
stay out of the canyons on such days. The only real solution is to reduce use, and though we’re only 
five people, we can at least offer that.  
In addition, I am a professional data analyst. I would like to offer my services on a volunteer basis to 
anyone who could use help gathering, collating, analyzing or disseminating data that will help promote 
protection of the canyons. I hope to see the canyons preserved and enjoyed, and if offering this service 
can help accomplish that objective, I would be happy to help. 
Kind regards, 
Matt North
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COMMENT #:  2829 

DATE:   7/13/21 3:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Radin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither the gondola nor bus service will achieve the goal of greater access, less pollution and less 
traffic. Best options would be banning traffic and only allowing a bus service (like Zion). Cog railroad 
also a reasonable option. (32.2.2B and 32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  2830 

DATE:   7/13/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maison Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1) Time and time again adding lanes and widening roads has done nothing to diminish vehicular 
congestion - https://www.wired.com/2014/06/wuwt-traffic-induced-demand/vsc. Additionally, from here 
on out, any 'innovation' we make needs to reduce carbon emissions. In Salt Lake, our wintertime 
standard is dirty air and we need to remedy that with any means available to us. (32.20G and 32.10A) 
2) The Gondola is my favorite simply for the cool factor and I think it's interesting how Europe and Peru 
use them for Mountain access, but the Gondola would provide canyon access exclusively for skiers. 
(32.2.4A and 32.7C) This would cut off access to all other canyon recreators which is counterintuitive 
as Salt Lake City is home to hikers, bikers, climbers, walkers, picnickers, and so many others who use 
these canyons for more than just wintertime resort-based activities. (32.2.4A and 32.4G) 
3) MY PROPOSED SOLUTION By using the footprint of the existing road, we could build a trolley 
car/train that goes up the canyon and has stops at different areas that people like to access. This would 
be a public transportation option that would reduce vehicular traffic up the canyon, provide access to 
more areas than just the ski resort, and eliminate the need to destroy more of the canyon or any areas 
that are used for sports such as rock climbing. (32.2.9F, 32.4D, and 32.2.6.6A) 
Salt Lake needs to use this opportunity for change to do something that is actually improving the 
situation, not creating a heap of other issues that we will have to address in another 20 years or cutting 
off access to the other groups that recreate in this canyon. Make us proud of this project.
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COMMENT #:  2831 

DATE:   7/13/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kasey Carpenter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I greatly support the gondola option in Little Cottonwood Canyon over widening of the road and more 
busses. It makes more sense to me to have multiple options in and out of the canyon, rather than 
relying on a road as the only way in and out. I work in the canyon year round and have seen the road 
close due to avalanches in the winter and flooding/rock slides in the summer. Furthermore, when it 
snows in the winter it doesn't matter how wide the road is, it becomes a traffic jam once one car or bus 
slides off. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2832 

DATE:   7/13/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randy Gunter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of these options are absolutely terrible given how both impact Wasatch Blvd and the 
neighborhoods surrounding them. (32.2.6.2.2A) You're definitely not taking into account that with these 
options, you are doing nothing but increasing traffic (and speeds) to a parking garage. (32.2.6.5E and 
32.2.6.2.1D) Once the garage is full, you're now going to have more idling cars sitting on Wasatch 
waiting for spaces to open up. 
Put more parking facilities lower into Sandy, Cottonwood Heights and Holladay and run the busses 
from there. Use the tolls to build and maintain these facilities and bus runs. (32.2.2I) 
Do not turn Wasatch into a massive winter parking lot for people waiting to get into a massive winter 
parking lot!! (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2833 

DATE:   7/13/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Rozier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am the author of a bouldering guidebook to Little Cottonwood Canyon and I strongly oppose any road 
widening or gondola building in LCC. hundreds of Utahns use my app to boulder in LCC every day 
throughout the entire year. Destroying the forest and more boulders to alleviate traffic for a handful of 
powder days a year is ludicrous. (32.1.4D) Just one of the boulders that will be impacted by these plans 
has seen over 200 ascents in just the last year alone. Destroying this boulder and the others will deny 
future climbers for generations this amazing chance to climb these public boulders forever. My kids will 
never be able to experience these boulders if they are destroyed purely for some traffic a few times a 
year. Thanks for reading. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  2834 

DATE:   7/13/21 4:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dotti Gallagher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of any plan that will improve safety and reduce traffic in LCC. I think the biggest obstacle is 
changing behavior - all the buses in the world won't matter if people don't make the choice to ride them. 
That's why I'm glad to see the plan includes consideration of tolling on SR-210. I think if the cost of the 
toll is greater than the cost of the bus, people will choose the bus, thereby achieving the project goals. 
(32.2.4A) I also believe that the gondola option is the best long-term solution and fully support this 
option. The gondola would continue to build Utah's reputation as a ski destination and move us into the 
future as a community. I also like that it has the smallest impact on the environment, especially wildlife. 
(32.12A) I'm not in favor of widening SR-210 through LCC - too much environmental impact and long-
term construction. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2835 

DATE:   7/13/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dotti Gallagher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is an additional comment regarding Wasatch Blvd. I'm generally not in favor of more asphalt. But, I 
recognize that Wasatch Blvd is the access road to LCC and so traffic there must be addressed. I 
support widening Wasatch Blvd., particularly if tolling or HOV lanes are in place during peak periods. 
(32.2.4A) It's not right for the residents along Wasatch Blvd. to suffer more and more traffic while 
drivers have no impact except a greater number of travel lanes. There has to be an incentive to ride the 
bus, carpool, or travel off peak.
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COMMENT #:  2836 

DATE:   7/13/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Baxter Reecer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the bus option. The gondola is too limited, to shortsighted, and way too much hassle for the 
cost. The bus and lane widening gives us a path forward even as bus technology changes, and the 
gondola only serves the ski resorts. Why not have a system that has year round, canyon wide benefit? 
Nobody is going to bus to a gondola, ride that, ski, ride back down, then bus again...it will cause more 
problems than it solves. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2837 

DATE:   7/13/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wayne Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola about 10 yrs overdue please get it built while I'm still mobile ! Living top of the world for 44yrs 
its unbearable to think about more canyon traffic buses included get real when you say buses are faster 
I've aboard those standing of course as they creep down the canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2838 

DATE:   7/13/21 4:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Blank 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the Gondola option. I think it is the best option when considering the amount of people it 
can move, the safety it provides vs a bus system, and the speed at which it can transport people. I vote 
Gondola all the way! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2839 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Fulton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to submit my support for the gondola project. I believe that it will serve to mitigate traffic in 
the canyon, it will have the least impact on the environment, and it demonstrates Utah's commitment to 
innovative transportation technology within our silicon slopes. (32.2.9D) 
1) Traffic predictability = more visitors: As a regular visitor to the canyon during all four seasons, I have 
been regularly held in traffic delays. As a result, I must plan for potential delays any time I visit the 
canyon, which limits my capacity to visit frequently. The simple and innovative gondola solution will 
immediately remove traffic from the road allowing me (and others) to plan with predictability and visit 
more often. (32.7C) 
2) A gondola = a smaller footprint: I struggle seeing how wider roads and more vehicles on those roads 
(even electric buses) is a long term solution. Given our population growth and the increased desire by 
many to access the canyon for skiing, hiking, snow shoeing, biking and other activities, the roads can 
never be wide enough forever. If we simply continue to widen roads now, then our kids and grandkids 
will do the same. When does that stop? Let's lead the way by stopping it now through the use of a 
gondola. 
3) Utah's Silicon Slopes should lead on transportation innovation: Let's lead the world in preserving the 
face of our canyons while simultaneously encouraging more visitors by leveraging innovative and 
environmentally conscience transportation solutions. Utilizing a gondola to protect our canyons and 
increase public access is a symbol of what the silicon slopes could stand for: Improving lives and 
protecting our planet through innovative technology.  
Wider roads? That's how our predecessors solved transportation problems. We're better. (32.7C) We're 
smarter. Utah can and should lead in modern transportation innovation.  
I support the gondola.

Page 32B-2854 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2840 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Kauchak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLAS ARE A TERRIBLE IDEA. WHAT A WASTE OF MONEY AND WHAT ABOUT THE 
ENVIRONMENT? ALSO HOW ARE HIKERS GOING TO ACCESS TRAILS? GONDOLAS ARE A 
STUPID IDEA! (32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, and 32.4G)
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COMMENT #:  2841 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why should the tax payers pay for this? The ski resorts should be responsible, as well as the people 
going skiing. Locals with a valid Utah ID shouldn’t have to pay to drive the canyon. Out of state guests 
should pay an access fee.  
Charge for non carpoolers. Don’t ruin the canyon and raise taxes. (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2842 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Scholdan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the best plan. It reduces traffic and vehicle emissions, increases road safety, allows for 
all-weather operations, keeps SR210 from becoming I415 and is significantly quieter. An added benefit 
of the gondola option? It creates an amazing portal to two of the world's premiere ski destinations and 
will provide an experience not available at any other US resort. Make it happen folks and thanks for all 
your hard work. Rob out (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2843 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelley ChinQuee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola!!(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2844 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kerri Cunningham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. With bus service to it. It should be reasonable priced (32.2.9D, 32.2.2W, and 
32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2845 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Ton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What, exactly, is the perk of riding a gondola for 45 minutes (we all know it will be a much longer wait 
when you consider the lines and lack of parking available)? (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.2.1C) I think I’ll just 
drive...along with everyone else....which solved absolutely none of the problems being presented. 
(32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2846 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Spataro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1) Both the gondola option b and the cog rail from LACaillr seem like great options. I don’t support any 
increase in the size of the road in LCC. (32.2.9C) 
2) Snow sheds are great, but no berms should be built. Build the snow sheds as long as necessary to 
avoid berms. (32.2.9K) 
3) with regard to the widening of Wasatch in CH, consider a way to separate bike lanes from auto lanes 
through barriers or similar. People swerve when they drive, and as a biker I don’t trust shared 
pavement. (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2847 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Harrington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the right choice. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2848 

DATE:   7/13/21 6:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ned Dowling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of enhanced bus service. (32.2.9A) The gondola seems very inflexible, from the limited 
parking at the base to the lack of service all the way to Alta. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.5O) Nottingham 
mention the visual impact which would be significant from any peak along the ridge lines. (32.17A) Bus 
service seems more user friendly and convenient overall, which is ultimately get people to use mass 
transit vs driving personal vehicles.
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COMMENT #:  2849 

DATE:   7/13/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Molly Hogan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola good (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2850 

DATE:   7/13/21 6:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Fritz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am from Austria, a nation that over developed the Alps and now has to mitigate the damage. There 
are about the same number of ski lifts in small Austria than in the entire USA.  
I live near the mouth of the canyon. A gondola would bring big time traffic to the mouth of the Canyon 
which is already totally developed near the proposed station. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5E) Add to that 
a huge garage and probably the same number of cars going up the canyon anyway. It would just make 
it easier for the cars that go up and shift parking to the base. (32.2.4A)  
Here is what I suggest: 
During the busy time from say 7 am to 10 am, no car with less than 4 people can drive up. Give priority 
to car pooling. There is a good app for that already. No toll for those cars. (32.2.4A) 
For other times, charge a toll depending on the number of people (3 or less). 
Count the cars and when the parking lot in the resorts are close to full, no more cars can go up unless 
some come down. Make that info available on an app so that skiers are warned and don’t wait at the 
bottom and run their cars for hours. (32.2.4A) 
Create a reservation system and give cars a time slot to drive up. That way you can space out traffic. 
Cars without a reservation ahead of time, have to wait until 10 am or so and then only drive up if there 
is parking. Or use the bus. (32.2.4A) 
Instead of spending hundreds of millions on a gondola, spend less on a fleet of electric buses. 
(32.2.6.3F) They can charge at the base if needed, and on the way down, recharge through breaking. 
Use the existing park and ride lots plus add some more. Electric buses have become much cheaper 
and more efficient.  
Build avalanche shelters on vulnerable spots of the road. (32.2.9K) They have those everywhere in the 
Alps. 
Buses need to be able to pass all cars. (32.2.9B) The road has already three lanes in some areas, so 
convert the passing lanes into bus only lanes. Cars cannot pass each other unless it’s an emergency. 
Make driving a car as unpleasant as possible. If drivers see buses zip by, they will change. In some 
other spots, add a third lane so that buses can pass cars. Better and cheaper yet, create a series of 
traffic lights that stop traffic on both up and down lanes, so that buses can pass most cars. Basically, 
cars have to wait and give priority to buses.
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COMMENT #:  2851 

DATE:   7/13/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Humpal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
im a resident of sandy roughly 3100&LCC road. i am directly impacted by traffic on powder days as well 
as most weekends. i work the midnight shift saturday night into sunday. i frequently find myself playing 
frogger through the neighborhoods to get up to my house. moving the traffic to la caille will only 
exacerbate the problem and push it further west down LCC road. (32.7B and 32.2.6.5E) im a fan of the 
buses only lanes and only if we put the transportation hubs where it makes sense. likely 9400/highland. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
im also concerned that a former councilman stands to benefit from the la caille option. even if its all 
above board the appearance of impropriety, make it difficult to support. especially when you start to 
realize that its not solving anything, just changing where the log jam will be. it will actually make my 
neighborhood less accessible during the winter. the canyon needs to be addressed but the la caille 
options seems to be very convenient for those who stand to make money. (32.6C and 32.2.2X) and 
from my personal standpoint, it will not make my life easier or better. i fear we are not really addressing 
the issue...there are existing two lane roads all around. only in front of la caille is four lanes. how are we 
going to get all those cars into that area? id rather find shuttle centers (eg 9400/highland) and make the 
whole canyon accessible by bus only. especially on weekends. 
im against the la caille portion. my public comment is in support of the other option, busses.
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COMMENT #:  2852 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Davies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Utah resident for 28 years I have enjoyed Little Cottonwood Canyon for a long time. When I found 
out there was an option for a gondola I knew I had to make my voice heard. I care a lot about this state 
and the gondola is the smartest choice for our air quality, road safety, and economy. (32.2.9D and 
32.10A) It will make the transportation up the canyon immensely safer and frankly more fun. Without 
having to focus on the road you can have more open conversations and enjoy the views while knowing 
you are making less impact on the enviornment. The gondola is a perfect choice, hands down.
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COMMENT #:  2853 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelley Davies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a grandma of 13 grandchildren, I love the idea of a gondola. It sounds like the perfect activity year-
round and we'll make for many wonderful memories with my family. I can just see the ease it will bring 
for family outings allowing us to go up the canyon more frequently. I simply cannot wait for this Gondola 
to be chosen, it has to be. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2854 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Johnny Link 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a person with disabilities, having access to Nature and the canyon can be quite a difficult thing. It is 
always frustrating and hard to find he's in transportation and enjoying the journey. I believe the gondola 
is the perfect solution to that. it gives me the opportunity to enjoy the canyon as much as the next 
person without having to worry about my safety. please pick the gondola! It would mean so much to 
me. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2855 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danica Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a mother of a young child, and soon to be another on the way, the gondola would create such an 
he's in my family outings. I would be able to attend to my children instead of having to have them 
scream all the way up the canyon while I'm driving. Not to mention I would feel much safer in a gondola 
year-round than driving through a canyon in bad weather, nighttime, and especially snow. The gondola 
is clearly the best choice and I urge you to choose it. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2856 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Branca 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah’s air quality is bad enough. We need a solution that cuts down on carbon emissions and reduces 
dependence on cars on the road. (32.10A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2857 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Stanger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any road option is short-sighted and doesn’t solve the problem. Getting people off the road is the only 
way we can protect the canyon and plan for future demand. (32.7C and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2858 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Krista Davies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon! The gondola is a much better choice. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2859 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am tired of traffic in the canyon and I think a gondola is a great alternative. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2860 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emmalee Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who wants to have a long life and enjoy lots of outings in Utah, I think the gondola is a 
perfect choice for the environment and for fun activities. Air quality is important to me and I support the 
gondola. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  2861 

DATE:   7/13/21 8:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Steiner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola concept severely over estimates the traffic mitigation on wasatch Blvd. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
Cars will still need to get to the base station and back ups are inevitable. (32.2.6.5E) Gondola use only 
impacts ski area users and does nothing for those recreating at other places in the canyon. (32.7C) 
Placement of the towers will ruin the aesthetic of the canyon. (32.17A) Overall the gondola idea is 
purely an advertising gimmick that the ski areas can exploit in their marketing. The bus alternative, with 
Express buses to alta from various places in the city is definitely a better alternative. (32.2.2I) I was 
never in favor of the tunnel alternative to BCC ut in retrospect a tunnel with two uphill lanes in BCC and 
downhill only traffic in LCC avoids wasatch Blvd backups and most canyon closures. (32.1.1A and 
32.2.2C and 32.2.2H) If price is competitive I urge you to take another look at this alternative
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COMMENT #:  2862 

DATE:   7/13/21 9:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Deans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My first choice of these options would be enhanced bus without roadway widening with stops at all of 
the trailheads for canyon users other than resort skiers (backcountry skiers, snowshoers, trail runners, 
hikers, etc.). (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) I would also recommend requiring all cars to have Mud and Snow 
or Snow rated tires in the winter to prevent accidents that back up the canyons and enforce it. 
(32.2.2M) I am completely against the Gondola option as it only serves the resorts and not all of the 
other canyon users, it will cost tax payers an exorbitant amount of money to serve the resorts, it will 
require a bus system to support it and transferring from various modes of transportation to get up to the 
top, and it would be an eyesore. (32.7C, 32.2.4A, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, and 32.2.7A) I don’t like the option of 
widening the road as it would impact bouldering areas and access. (32.4A and 32.4B)

Page 32B-2877 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2863 

DATE:   7/13/21 9:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  K Murdock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'd rather not hike the canyon just to stare at a gondola line. Bus lanes are less invasive, less elitist, and 
better preserve the natural character of our canyons. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2864 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Earlene Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not agree with tax payers having to pay for installation and upkeep of a gondola that would benefit 
only one canyon's recreational winter income. If we don't get enough snow in a season - it's a waste for 
many businesses. (32.2.7A) 
I also do not agree with widening the road and destroying the beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9C and 
32.17B) One suggestion was made 7/13/21 that I do agree with - use more parking/loading places, 
smaller busses that can go quicker possibly year round and stop at trailheads during hiking seasons. 
Many times the hiking and skiing seasons overlap. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  2865 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Heiser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Europe an ski resorts have used the park at base, ride gandola up the mountain for decades. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2866 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ash Dyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I know the review of the comments are focused on missing technical points. I think the most salient item 
to point out is that any traffic study done prior to 2021 is obsolete and irrelevant. Traffic patterns have 
changed dramatically as work from home has come to the fore not just as a temporary pandemic 
solution but a long term solution. A McKinsey report on the future of work published in February 2021 
(https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/future-of-work/the-future-of-work-after-covid-19#) states 
that on average, surveyed executives expect to reduce office space by over 30%. That directly means 
commuters will be reduced by more than 30%, invalidating any prior study that was based on pre-
pandemic commuting traffic trends. At the same time, UDOT reported traffic on major bike routes more 
than doubled (often almost tripling or more) in 2020 (32.2.4A) 
((https://www.sltrib.com/news/politics/2020/10/14/pandemic-creates/) suggesting that alternative transit 
options need more consideration, particularly protected bike lanes that physically separate cyclists from 
high speed traffic. It's also worth noting that speed matters - a AAA study found that the % mortality of a 
pedestrian struck by a car increased from 50% chance of death at 31mph to 90% chance of death at 
46mph (https://aaafoundation.org/impact-speed-pedestrians-risk-severe-injury-death/). That finding 
indicates that either traffic speeds should be reduced or the bike lane should have a physical separator 
to protect cyclists. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.6.3J) Finally, the broader finding that people exercising has 
almost doubled in the last year (https://runrepeat.com/exercise-covid-19-study) shows that it's not just 
cyclists that need a transit option on Wasatch Blvd but also runners and walkers. (32.2.6.2.2A) I have 
pictures I can share of runners and walkers on the road who are currently forced to use the bike lane 
given the lack of sidewalks. This need in turn can push cyclists into the road, creating risks for 
everyone. Without a continuous sidewalk, residents of the local neighborhoods have no ability to walk 
to trailheads and instead are forced to further fill up the limited parking available at these locations. 
Everyone, including motorists, will be well served by barrier-protected bike lanes and sidewalks. 
On the specific proposed plans: the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane creates two 
issues: 1) communicating clear rules to cyclists and pedestrians of when the lane is accessible; 2) 
potential overlaps between peak period bus service and typical peak use times of recreational users. 
(32.2.6.5H) 
The Gondola Alternative B does not actually alleviate traffic, it merely displaces it: by pushing vehicles 
to park at a gondola base, there will then be a back up entering that parking garage which will also 
bleed onto the roads around the area. (32.2.6.5E) You can look no further than your own road cameras 
to see the backups into the ski resort parking lots to recognize what will happen at a central parking 
garage and ""mobility hub"" so the traffic backup on SR 210 would be reduced from the cars stopped 
on it awaiting avalanche control but it would by no means be at all eliminated. 
Please take these thoughts into consideration as you evaluate your proposed plans. It's better to 
measure twice and cut once than race forward into a suboptimal solution based on old, pre-pandemic 
data.
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COMMENT #:  2867 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. (32.2.9D , 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.18A)
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COMMENT #:  2868 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Libby Lloyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road and building snow sheds does more harm to the landscape that is already at risk of 
being damaged and lost. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  2869 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ismael Arrieta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a bus up and down the canyon with a young family is stressful, uncomfortable, and unreliable. A 
gondola is a much more enjoyable experience and allows my partner and our family to see Utah’s 
beauty from a new perspective. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2870 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Tonks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I get that a gondola is ideal for skiers on peak snow days, but it also provides another activity for my 
partner and I to enjoy during the summer when we want to relax on a summer day and enjoy the views. 
This is something I would love to share with out-of-town visitors. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2871 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Kuttner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Too many times people are stuck up the canyon when an avalanche shuts down the road. It is so 
unsafe and concern not only for drivers but their loved ones. A gondola takes that problem away 
entirely providing ease of mind. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2872 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cassie Austin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Gondola! It would be a perfect activity for me to take my nephews on and show 
them Utah's beauty. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2873 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Davies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a cost-effective, long-term solution to problems we’ve been trying to tackle for years. It 
is a much better use of the people's taxes. As an accountant in the state for years, I see how much 
money people spend on recreation, this would save people time and focus their money on stimulating 
the economy instead of being deterred by the commute up the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.6B)
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COMMENT #:  2874 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallas Lloyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola provides the safest way to get up and down the canyon in winter weather. The idea of being 
able to get up to ski without worrying about sliding off the road is extremely valuable. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2875 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Part of the canyon experience is the ride to the top and back. I understand snow sheds may help keep 
snow off the road, but I don’t want to spend a portion of my ride in a concrete tunnel. (32.2.9J and 
32.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2876 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More buses and a wider road don’t solve the problem. If an accident or avalanche shuts down the 
canyon, it doesn’t matter how many buses or bus lanes you have - everyone has to wait and everyone 
is stuck in traffic. (32.7C)

Page 32B-2891 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2877 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner DeWaal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Finding parking is often a deterrent to heading up the canyon in the summer. An alternative way to get 
there without the parking hassle and dangerous roadside conditions would make it so much easier. My 
family lives close to the base of the canyon, and I know we would be much more inclined to use a 
gondola than any other mode of transportation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2878 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cici DeWaal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Canyon closures due to planned avalanche mitigation will no longer be a problem with the gondola. It is 
clearly a superior choice for safety and continued use of the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2879 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Liljenquist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in the neighborhoods surrounding the entrance of the canyon is unbearable when the canyon is 
backed up. A gondola will allow locals and people who visit reguarly to commute without hassle. (32.7B 
and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2880 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Liljenquist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would feel so much safer taking a gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than driving my car 
or sitting in a packed bus. Especially during cold season and all that we've learned through COVID, a 
gondola would allow people in the same group to ride safely together. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6C)
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COMMENT #:  2881 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Milkanin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a gondola to and from Oktoberfest and activities with alchohol would take away all the stress of 
worrying about inebriated drivers on the narrow canyon roads. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2882 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eliza Summerhays 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the smart, safe and popular choice! Everyone I know would much rather take a gondola 
than sit on a crowded bus or car. Gondolas are scenic and eco-friendly. There is no downside! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2883 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaydee Bair 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah deserves the cleanest air and water possible and that is why I support the gondola. (32.12A and 
32.10A) Simply put, a gondola is the best thing for Utah as a whole. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2884 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Rands 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The reliability of a gondola makes it easier to plan a day around skiing, hiking, or rock climbing. Or 
dancing on the mountains, cause that's my favorite thing to do. Haha (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2885 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Reeves 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah has terrible air quality because of the inversion. We need a solution that cuts down on carbon 
emissions and reduces dependence on cars on the road. The gondola does just that for Little 
Cottonwood. (32.10A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2886 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brayden Newby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am highly in support of the Gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2887 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ilda Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building more roads doesn’t solve the problem. Getting cars off the road is the only way we can protect 
the canyon, the watershed, and plan for the canyon's potential when it is made safer. (32.2.4A and 
32.12B)
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COMMENT #:  2888 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Lyons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon! The gondola is a clear choice. (32.2.9B and 
32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2889 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Pflueger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I so dread the traffic in Little Cottonwood canyon every time I visit and I think a gondola is a great 
alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2890 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chloe Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Clear air quality is important to me. (32.10A) Any other options cause more damage to the environment 
and cause pollution and congestion. I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2891 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Quinn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most friendly to nature and the canyon. The gondola option takes into account air 
quality, water quality, and energy efficiency. I just don't see a negative here. Please pick the gondola 
for the sake of our world and quality of life. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.13A)
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COMMENT #:  2892 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road and building snow sheds does more harm to the landscape that is already at risk of 
being damaged and lost. So many unique habitats and animal life are displaced or lost to fires and 
rising temperatures. Let's not add this beautiful spot to the list. (32.2.9C and 32.13B)
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COMMENT #:  2893 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Daniels 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a bus up and down the canyon with a young family is stressful, uncomfortable, and unreliable. A 
gondola is a much more enjoyable experience and allows me to see Utah’s beauty from a new 
perspective. The gondolas I've ridden on in other areas are always thoroughly enjoyed by locals and 
visitors alike. I believe this will be the same for Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2894 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caylie Newcom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand why a gondola is great for winter activities, but it also provides a great option during the 
summer. This would be something I could share with my partner and friends in a safe and responsible 
way instead of having to leave someone out of the fun by making them drive and reserve their energy 
for driving the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2895 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Santo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Too many times people get trapped up the canyon when an avalanche and snow slide shuts down the 
road. A gondola takes away that possibility all together. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2896 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Myles Woolstenhume 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great choice. As an artist, I am deeply inspired by nature. I would love to enjoy the 
canyon from a new perspective and be able to focus on the beauty instead of gluing my eyes to the 
road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2897 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenny Barlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a cost-effective, long-term solution to problems we’ve been trying to tackle for years. It 
is the strongest choice. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2898 

DATE:   7/14/21 6:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Brugger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I completely support this project. This is an excellent solution to canyon traffic and parking. It is 
important to protect the canyons while providing convenient and timely access to ski resorts for skiers, 
tourists, and employees. It is good for the canyon and good for the economy. This is a far superior 
solution to busses which are available now and haven't solved the problem. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2899 

DATE:   7/14/21 7:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Consiglio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the bus route not the gondola. The gondola will only create a huge bottle neck both up 
and down the canyon and ultimately solve nothing. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Bus option is the 
only viable way to deal with congestion. (32.2.2B) Not to mention the gondola would ruin the beautiful 
LCC views. ANYTHING BUT A GONDOLA! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2900 

DATE:   7/14/21 7:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Stinsmen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola up the canyon is the worst idea I’ve ever heard. Please do not do this. Just expand the 
road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2901 

DATE:   7/14/21 7:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Read 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gravel pit along with condos and the LaCaille hub with a tram is too much for the area. Why should 
the east area people absorb the population of Utah and visitors coming in to Utah. The population 
should be spread out not concentrated just in these two areas. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Your idea 
does not solve the problem of over crowding around the canyons. Making the canyons into a city bigger 
than Salt Lake itself is wrong. (32.20F) The noise, over population, public officials wanting more growth 
and building , all I can see is your not listening. Your not thinking of the whole picture. Bathrooms, 
water, sewers , noise, more speed of cars, people, loss of countryside, violence, thief, lack of a police 
force, lack of the department of natural resources, lack of forest service, lack fire personnel, all this cost 
more that 500 million. (32.2.7A and 32.1.2B) We do not have the water, the air quality, the resources to 
do these projects. The tram itself will be seen from every summit. That is the loss of wilderness. 
(32.17A) The tram towers will have thousands of trees cut down, that is a loss of water, soil, animals, 
privacy, peace. (32.13A) What about Big Cottonwood, you allowed the guard road to go to deer valley 
which if would have been improve to a year round road would have help the pressure of that canyon. 
(32.2.2H) Let us look at solutions: Canyon passes like the National or state park system, other bus 
hubs throughout the valleyfor residents and hotels for visitors. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2I) Hubs at places 
that have gone out of business like ShopKo or Macey. (32.2.2FF) They have great parking, sewer, 
water, electric hook ups in place. New business can support each area. Electric or hydrogen buses. 
(32.2.6.3F) Advance Alta and Snowbird shuttles along with Brighton and Solitude. (32.2.9A) REI and 
others can use their parking lots for bus shuttles on weekends. (32.2.2FF) How about the idea of a 
system of travel to park city like a trax. (32.2.2N) Let us all get together before we ruin what little we 
have left in the Salt Lake Valley. Please listen to us.
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COMMENT #:  2902 

DATE:   7/14/21 8:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Bean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t approve of either of these choices. Expanding the road will degrade our canyons, and the 
gondola is sexy but will bring its own bottlenecks (32.2.6.5E and 32.7C); moreover, it will also 
irrevocably impact the natural beauty of our canyons. (32.17A)  
Both of these plans are giant public investments to solve a problem that affects mainly wealthy 
residents and tourists. While our ski industry is an important piece of Utah’s economy, I don’t think we 
should invest public money in its further success this way. (32.2.7A) 
We need to get cars off the road. Instead of spending hundreds of millions of dollars and defacing our 
canyon, why not implement tolls? Giant tolls. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Force people to carpool or ride the 
bus. And use this money to create more pedestrian overpasses and bike lanes on the west side. 
(32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2903 

DATE:   7/14/21 8:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Larry Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would imagine that the Ski Resorts at the top of this canyon should or would be funding any 
transportation upgrades since they are the sole beneficiaries of any transportation enhancement 
(32.2.7A and 32.7C). In Davis and Weber Counties we have traffic gridlock on all major and minor 
north and south roadways all year - not just seasonal as with Little Cottonwood Canyon. The Ski resorts 
should and could provide bus service to their resorts at their expense - not taxpayer funded for the 
financial gain of the ski resorts. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2904 

DATE:   7/14/21 8:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would mar the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) Besides, the resorts should pay a large part of 
it. Also, there won’t be much snow in 20 years from now. (32.2.7A and 32.2.2E)
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COMMENT #:  2905 

DATE:   7/14/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please vote NO to the gondola or enhanced bus service. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) We do not need to turn 
LCC into Disneyland. The resorts should be held responsible for limiting ticket sales to ensure the 
canyons can be operated safely. (32.2.2K) We shouldn’t spend tax payer money and visually change 
the canyon to subsidize Alta and snowbird. Not to mention we may not even have snow in another 20 
years so this is a non issue. (32.2.2E)
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COMMENT #:  2906 

DATE:   7/14/21 8:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I was wondering if the conversation of the building in Alta has come up.  
Will this building be a day lodge?  
Offering lockers, food, beverages, bathrooms?  
If not- where do you expect people to put their bags and gear - the bottom? That is silly.  
Who will run this building? 
Will there be employee housing in it? 
Will the design of the building be brought to the community for input? 
Where will you get the dirt for the building base? Having non invasive fill is key (now weeds). 
How will day skiers return to this building? Will there be a new lift to get to it? Seems like it would be 
uphill. 
Will you have an Alta community meeting so you can get input from those who live and work IN Alta? 
Will this building have local art work and creative placemaking aspects that reflect the Alta community? 
Thank you for the time, sara (32.29N)
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COMMENT #:  2907 

DATE:   7/14/21 8:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Wallin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support a tram system. I saw it work in Mirabel France very effectively. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2908 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beth Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Either a gondola or added road lanes will massively impact LCC's environment in negative ways. 
Rather than accept such massive impact, we should either do nothing, add a road toll, or ban cars and 
add more buses. (32.2.9G, 32.2.4A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) A gondola only benefits the ski resorts. 
(32.2.7A) The traffic problems that led to these discussions of major infrastructure changes occur on a 
limited number of days of excellent snow. (32.1.4D) Even if traffic is severe on those days, people that 
really want to ski on those days (and I'm an avid LCC resort skier) should accept that as the cost if they 
want to chase powder. It is a major error to irreversibly tarnish such a valuable resource like LCC with 
any one of more cars, gondola infrastructure, or more road infrastructure. Please consider doing 
nothing, other than possibly traffic measures that kick in when demand to LCC skyrockets (tolls, 
mandatory bus usage with many more buses running that day, or the like). Please protect LCC from 
unnecessary infrastructure and environmental degradation. It is such a treasure that most days of the 
year does not have any traffic problems
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COMMENT #:  2909 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janet Houtz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For hikers and skiers/snowboarders (downhill and mountaineering...in my opinion electric buses are a 
great option. They can stop at trailheads/ski areas. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.6.3C) 
Avalanches are a concern but so can the occurrance of earthquakes and fires.  
Use buses and if people still want to drive use a combo lottery/fee system (especially in the high impact 
months). (32.2.4A) Please do not make Wasatch Blvd wider...work on keeping cars away from the 
foothills/mountains. (32.2.6.2.2A) Lastly, a Gondola may be too expensive for a low income family to 
visit the nearby mountains but buses are usually more affordable. Everyone should have access to our 
beautiful mountains and wilderness (32.5A). Thank you!
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COMMENT #:  2910 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carter Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola provides the safest way to get up and down the canyon in winter weather. The idea of being 
able to get up to ski without worrying about sliding off the road is very important to me. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2911 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Lambert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Part of the canyon experience is the ride to the top and back. I understand snow sheds may help keep 
snow off the road, but I don’t want to spend a portion of my ride in a concrete tunnel. It defeats the 
purpose of going up the canyon to enjoy the views. (32.2.9J and 32.17C) The gondola completes both 
of these issues by providing a safe way up the canyon that won't be stopped by snow and preserve the 
beautiful views. (32.2.9D and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2912 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Preib 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While all of the outlined options aim to improve mobility and reliability up LCC, I believe more needs to 
be done to incentivize the use of these proposed services. (32.2.4A) Time seems to be the greatest 
factor for me, and I will choose whatever is the fastest and most convenient option to get me up the 
canyon. The gondola proposal does not align with this (not to mention the visual change). (32.17A) 
therefore, I believe the COG rail or enhanced bus system with road widening are the best options. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.9F) However, I envision some challenges with getting to the base of the 
canyons/mobility hubs to utilize either of these services. UTA does not provide enough reliable service 
to get me from my house to the base of the canyon - especially during poor weather conditions. Not 
being able to store belongings while skiing is an added challenge in terms of convenience and comfort. 
(32.2.3A)/ I believe offering more incentives could help (other than the avoidance of toll fees). (32.2.4A) 
These incentives could include free storage lockers at the resorts to store belongings, or 
reimbursements from ski pass cost contingent upon how often you use public transportation throughout 
the winter. (32.2.4A) Lastly, while increased parking/mobility hubs will help with getting personal 
vehicles to the base, I foresee this not being enough to support all of the people who plan to drive their 
personal vehicles. I believe there also needs to be a general improvement in UTA bus reliability in order 
to persuade me to take the bus from my house to the base, thereby improving traffic congestion, and 
opening up parking for those unable to take public transportation. (32.2.6.3N)
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COMMENT #:  2913 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Delaney Westfall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolas have been used for many many years. They are staples of good mountain experiences 
across the world. It would up Utah's attraction and tourist dollars helping stimulate the economy. Please 
choose the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2914 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim McClure 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Paving is not the way to go, those dedicated lanes will be filled with tourist cars. The people mover 
gondola is the way to go. (32.2.6.3B and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2915 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Barney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed plan of a gondola in LCC is absolutely ridiculous. (32.2.9E) We don't need to destroy the 
serenity and beauty of our canyons to try and make the skiers and ski resorts happy. (32.17A and 
32.2.7A) Their are so many of us who use the canyons for so much more than just skiing. Why should 
we have to suffer with an eye sore while we are hiking, biking, picnicking, meditating etc so that one 
group of people can have a shorter commute to the ski resorts a handful of days throughout the year. 
(32.1.4D and 32.4I) Stop trying to commercialize every last wild place we have! Don't pave paradise to 
put up a parking lot!  
Enough already!
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COMMENT #:  2916 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Carey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More buses and a wider road don’t solve the problem. If an accident or avalanche shuts down the 
canyon, it doesn’t matter how many buses or bus lanes you have - everyone has to wait and everyone 
is stuck in traffic. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  2917 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fred Donaldson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The option with the shortest travel time that eases congestion/pollution in the canyon should be 
selected. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2918 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallin Halls 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Finding parking is often a deterrent to heading up the canyon in the summer, and in the winter I am 
always concerned about my car's safety on the road. An alternative way to get there without the parking 
hassle and dangerous roadside conditions would make it so much easier. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2919 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Braymen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider serving hikers at trailheads as well as skiiers. I guess I prefer the bus service in order 
to accommodate more stops along the way up the canyon. (32.2.6.3C) Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  2920 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Lockwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I could write a long paragraph about the cons of both options, but I will keep it brief. Neither option 
(expanded bus lane or gondola) is acceptable. Start over. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  2921 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Demschar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should develop a long term approach to addressing the increased use of the Canyon, rather than 
looking for short term stop gap measures. The gondola would be the best way to move people into the 
Canyon while reducing the pollution and avoiding the consequences of the not infrequent occurrence of 
road closures due to avalanche danger. Expensive infrastructure always faces initial opposition, until 
people use it and see its benefits, which in this case will be long term and far reaching. We should be 
happy that more people are interested in getting out and enjoying nature, rather than looking for ways 
to limit access. Many young people are moving to SLC as they recognize the unique possibility of living 
and working in a city with quick access to amazing natural resources. This interest will only grow, not 
diminish, and we should build the gondola to make sure we can accommodate this desire to enjoy what 
belongs to all of us. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2922 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elena Conti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please come to the 21st century! ELECTRIC BUSES all the way for both Cottonwood Canyons! Clean, 
quiet, efficient, fast. (32.2.6.3F and 32.1.1A)
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COMMENT #:  2923 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Covey Morris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the only responsible option. It's better for the environment, more efficient and more 
likely to get people off the road. If only those people that have regularly ridden UTA busses were 
commenting, you'd see few supporters of "enhanced" bussing. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2924 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Doherty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE rethink this master plan!! Building up infrastructure for massive growth will enable and create 
that growth. Keeping things smaller and slower will preserve some of beauty of the central Wasatch 
interface. We need to think more like Mill Creek, or City Creek for our urban/mountain interface models. 
Here's what I truly believe will make all the difference. 
1) If we start by treating the canyons similar to national or state parks, we can require a canyon pass 
($75 per year or more) which will CUT CANYON TRAFFIC IN HALF! (32.2.4A)  
2) MINIMAL widening of Wasatch Blvd and Little Cottonwood Canyon road would allow for a bus lane 
that would run the entire length of the canyon. (I was one in favor of the Cog Railway). The impacts of a 
tram will permanently mar and deface the entire canyon, and the scars will be seen throughout the 
canyon. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.2.9B, and 32.17A) 
3) Bus hubs for both canyons should be spread evenly throughout lower valley locations. Utilize some 
of the large shopping center areas like Shopko on 90th, 7th East lots on Fort Union, and defunct shops 
on Parley's Way near I 215. (32.2.2I and 32.2.2FF) 
4) Put together a reverse one-way traffic pattern for Wasatch Blvd that runs two lanes of traffic up to the 
canyons for several hours in the morning, then reverts to two way traffic after the skiers have filled the 
canyon. (32.2.2D) 
  None of the aforementioned ideas will cost millions of dollars as proposed for tram, parking garages, 
and widening of Wasatch. Keeping this area small, slowing it down, and CHARGING for it will allow for 
as many people as should be in the canyons. Finally, we simply cannot afford to spend the money, the 
water, the resources on a plan that accommodates JUST TWO SKI RESORTS. (32.2.7A) What 
happens when the Great Salt Lake completely dries up and we have years (perhaps intermittent if 
we're lucky) when there is not enough snow to even open the resorts???? (32.2.2E) 
Sincerely, 
Mark A. Doherty 
Educator, Outdoor Enthusiast, Writer. 
Cottonwood Heights
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COMMENT #:  2925 

DATE:   7/14/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Doyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option serves only the resorts and the skiers with the financial means to ski at those 
resorts. (32.2.7A) The Cottonwoods are a free, accessible option for outdoor recreation. Our solution to 
congestion must be a solution that is equitable to everyone in our community and who passes through. 
(32.5A and 32.4G) Beyond the scar the gondola would place in the canyon, the bus clearly caters to 
more people, more sports, and will not destroy the beauty of the canyon. (32.2.6.3C and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  2926 

DATE:   7/14/21 11:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andra Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola system for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
Benefits: 
1. Egress (can get out of canyon when road is blocked) 
2. Environmental (carbon neutral) 
3. Not stopped by road closures and avalanches 
4. Keeps the canyon beautiful ‚ no wider roads and less human impact on the natural beauty of the 
canyon (32.2.9D and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  2927 

DATE:   7/14/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Dash 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Cottonwood Heights for 12 years. I have spent more time on LCC than any other 
location since moving to Utah. I love all seasons, especially winter and spend time both at Snowbird 
and in the backcountry. I am a professional photographer and I'm pretty sure my work has contributed 
to the increase in popularity of the canyon and resorts. It makes me sad to see that after the poweres to 
be have dragged their feet on this issue for quite some time, the options that have been given to the 
public are band aids at best and permanent scars at worst. (32.17A and 32.17B) I believe that now that 
we have made it this far, we need to extend the study and include other alternatives that are less 
impactful to the natural state of the canyon. The resorts are in this only to bring more people to their 
resorts as well add to the experience of their guests at the expense of many other user groups. 
(32.2.7A) People have had it good, myself included, for a long time in the Wasatch. It is time we start 
imposing car pooling rules and make those who do not think they contribute to pay massive fines, 
almost like a toll system. (32.2.4A) As well the traction laws need to be enforrced on amore regular 
basis. (32.2.2M) I cant tell you how many times I have driven up LCC in the morning and there were no 
cops checking tires when a large storm was in the forecast and predicted to start mid afternoon. I then 
sat in traffic for hours because a 2 wheel car drive crashed coming down the canyon. 
Let's not just wilt to the idea of capitalism being what is best for all. My user days in the canyon has 
decreased every year over the past 5 becuase I just dont want to deal with traffic issues on very busy 
days. (32.7C) But those days are not every day and we can come up with better solutions to fix this 
problem without creating a permanent scar such as a Gondola.  
Finally, places like Disney world have restrictions on the amount of people allowed at their propoerties 
at any given time. It may be time for Alta and Snowbird to start adopting such principles and stop 
thinking how they can grow by 10% year over year. (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  2928 

DATE:   7/14/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lise Brunhart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Instead of a bus lane, could we have a train lane ? (32.2.9F) The only folks driving up LCC should be 
residents and service vehicles. The train is a pipe dream....Bus is more realistic....could it be Natural 
Gas-powered ? (32.2.6.3F) We will need the tram also , sadly. Both new modes of transport will be 
necessary ; not just one or the other. (32.2.2W)
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COMMENT #:  2929 

DATE:   7/14/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Hiebing 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the Gondola option. (32.2.9D) I think having a non-stop reliable way to get to the resorts will 
incentivize people to use the Gondola when we get large snowstorms, which is normally when the 
roads are in the worst condition. (32.2.4A) With the Gondola, you know you're going to get to the resort, 
and you know you'll be there by a certain time once you board. This method lets you plan your 
commuting/trip accordingly. It will also be an attraction for locals and visitors in the summer months and 
will protect the ground floor as much as possible. Adding an additional road will disrupt the wildlife in 
the canyon. (32.13A and 32.13B)
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COMMENT #:  2930 

DATE:   7/14/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zachary Noyce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Given the two options under consideration at present, the choice could not be more clear: We need to 
construct a gondola system into Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) The upfront cost difference is 
close to negligible, the long-term costs are better, and it adds an actually attractive feature to the 
canyon. We are not skiers, but my family has always loved going up Little Cottonwood Canyon to take 
in the beautiful scenery and to RIDE THE TRAM at Snowbird. This is a choice between building a 
bigger road--more injuries and deaths, a less attractive canyon, and a bus service that could just as 
easily be decreased as increased--and adding an exciting new amenity to the canyon. I love buses. I 
ride them all the time, which is why I know they're subject to delays, their frequencies or routes can be 
changed on a whim, and they are hardly an attraction in and of themselves (32.7C) 
I, for one, know that the addition of gondolas up the canyon would make the canyon MORE attractive 
and MORE appealing as a destination to me and my family even as it would dramatically improve the 
accessibility of the resorts for skiers. 
This is a choice between an expenditure and an investment. Expanding a road and adding more buses 
to it is an expenditure. It adds services that can just as easily be cut and leaves us with a canyon that's 
less safe, less accessible, and less appealing than it was already. By building a gondola system, we 
would be investing in durable, interesting, and safe infrastructure that makes the canyon that much 
more interesting, safe, and attractive a place to be for years to come.
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COMMENT #:  2931 

DATE:   7/14/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garth Lovell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I personally feel a large gondola built to transport people up the canyon is the best option for the narrow 
canyon. It may not resolve every issue but taking cars off the road helps with carbon emissions as well. 
(32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  2932 

DATE:   7/14/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Niemeyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to any alternative that will affect bouldering in little cottonwood canyon. The stick 
boulder is very close to the road, with the river close on the other side. I do not believe your optimism 
that there will be enough space to expand the road here. The gondola alternative would likely cause 
significant reduction in climbing access. Both of the “preferred” alternatives are poor alternatives. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) 
I believe there is strong support for a different alternative. Putting in tolling would reduce canyon traffic. 
There is ample evidence that paying a fee reduces canyon traffic. This would encourage people to 
carpool or ride buses. (32.2.4A) If buses are readily available (every 5 minutes), people would be more 
inclined to use them. (32.2.6.3G) When people see a bus leave with the next one driving in, they can 
quickly move from their vehicle to the bus, rather than pollute by idling or stand in the cold. This sort of 
availability would encourage more people to ride the bus.  
Paving an extra lane in the canyon exclusively for buses would not increase reliability, people slide off 
the road and completely shut down the road. People would not be driving significantly slower than 
buses would on a slippery snowy road. The estimated times for buses are unreasonable in the snowy 
conditions that we are actually trying to deal with. The weather is a bigger factor than people driving too 
slowly due to congestion. (32.2.9B) 
Snow sheds may be a good alternative, as long as bouldering is not affected. (32.4K) However, it 
seems a high price to pay for reducing 56 hours of average closure time. This is a small amount of 
time.I am also opposed to expanding Wasatch Boulevard. The current make up does not need to be 
expanded. The expanded road alternatives do not drastically reduce travel times. They would only 
allow for more cars to sit and wait to get up the canyon on snowy days! Again, alternatives should be 
pursued to actually reduce traffic, not expand the ability of more traffic to get up the canyons. 
(32.2.6.2.2A , 32.2.4A, and 32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  2933 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sonya Campana 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The highway is only packed bumper to bumper 20 to 30 days a year, and only packed for 8 - 9 a.m.; 
4:30 - 5 p.m. (32.1.4D) 
Enhance bus service. (32.2.9A) 
Lower speed to 35 - 40. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
Don't widen lanes. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.2.9L, and 32.2.9C) 
NO GONDOLA!! (32.2.9E) 
I live right there - one block away. I am not impacted by ski traffic at all. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  2934 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Czech 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This canyon has had tramways installed in its past for transporting ore. A passenger tramway would be 
a great method for moving people up the canyons to the resorts. Dedicated bus lanes should be 
constructed as well, regardless of the Gondola. (32.2.2W) Protecting the roadway with snow sheds in 
the most critical slide zones would minimize closures for avalanche control. (32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  2935 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Garrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that there should be more buses that are specialized for skiing and snowboarding with racks and 
jacket hooks. This will make people want to take the bus more and drive less. (32.2.6.3O)
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COMMENT #:  2936 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Lemnotis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola does NOT fit the needs of the entire Wasatch range and outdoor community. The major 
benefactor of this option is clearly Snowbird and Alta which are for profit companies. (32.2.7A and 
32.7C) There are thousands of other users going into the canyons for other reasons than to use these 
resorts and their facilities. Maximizing parking areas and increasing bus service seems to be a better 
option that is more inclusive to all users. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.9O) Both plans hinge on the 
fact that users will want to be in a cabin surrounded by other people. (32.2.4A) Travel time will be 
reduced by using busses as compared to a gondola and would not affect the scenic draw of the 
beautiful cottonwood canyons. (32.17A and 32.17B) I have been a resident in the Salt Lake Valley for 
the past 11 years and have watched it grow before my eyes. There are now structures on top of high 
mountain peaks and people will continue to come to the area because it is so great. I work in the 
Cottonwood Canyons year round, it is part of my livelihood. I support the use of busses instead of a 
gondola. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2937 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Galen Schuck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please No Gondola. Too expensive and a massive eye soar on our awesome mountain views.I like the 
bus and lane expansion option better. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2938 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola alternative only serves the ski resorts at the expense of the experience of all LCC users. 
(32.2.7A and 32.7C) LCC is enjoyed by more user types than just those headed to the ski resorts, yet 
the gondola only benefits one user group which tends to be overwhelmingly white and wealthy. 
Although the environmental justice analysis focuses on residential populations, what are the equity 
impacts of these alternatives? How does a gondola meet the needs/preferences/desires of populations 
other than largely wealthy and white ski resort patrons? Wouldn't a gondola only further cement historic 
power imbalances when public lands need to be accessible to the whole public? (32.5A) The enhanced 
bus options serves all users since it can include stops at various trailheads. (32.2.6.3C) Service on an 
enhanced bus would be scale-able and responsive to the variable demand during the course of the 
year while the operational expense of a gondola remains fixed. (32.2.6.3D) Furthermore, the EIS states 
that the bus and gondola were analyzed assuming only wintertime operations. However, due to climate 
change, the winters will be getting shorter. What is the ROI for the alternatives given this reality? Do the 
alternatives account for changing season duration? I am concerned that the gondola will be another 
expensive infrastructure albatross that meets the needs of 2021 and become outdated in 2050. The 
visual blight of the defunct gondola on U.S. Route 191 north of Moab comes to mind. (32.2.2E and 
32.17A)  
The bus alternative provides even greater mobility and safety benefits for active transportation users. 
Are these benefits accounted for in the EIS. If so, how and what are they? LCC is a major recreational 
bike corridor that will likely only become more popular and in need of safer on-road recreational 
options. (32.9A) 
The opportunity to offset negative road impacts from the bus alternative appears to be vastly greater 
than the impacts of a gondola. Electric/alternative fuel buses, green/blue infrastructure to address 
stormwater runoff, avalanche shed camouflaging seem quite realistic. (32.2.6.3F and 32.12B) How 
does the analysis account for more widespread future adoption of zero emissions vehicles that also 
have lower noise impacts? (32.2.6.3F). How does the bus lane alternative account for the fact that the 
cost/benefit analysis of switching to transit is highly dependent on important transit-focused amenities 
at the resorts? (32.2.4A and 32.2.3A) As a skier, the benefit of having my car extends beyond comfort 
and convenience: I can change into my boots, eat lunch, relax at the end of the day, and store 
unneeded gear while I am skiing. For buses to become viable for resort patrons (particularly families), 
the rider experience after they alight needs to be addressed. (32.2.3A) This is an example of how the 
transit analysis for the LCC EIS needs to be unique from a traditional urban bus. Quality changing 
rooms, adequate lockers (ideally free), brown bag lunch areas, and lounges are needed at Snowbird 
and Alta otherwise the convenience costs of riding transit will likely continue to outweigh the benefits of 
driving. Resorts may see little economic benefit from these transit-focused amenities, yet they are as 
essential for riders as the bus stop itself. Public-private partnerships between UDOT/UTA and the 
resorts may need to be established. Also, bus routing that provides one-seat access from popular trip 
origins to the resorts needs to be prioritized beyond the scope of the EIS analysis area. (32.2.6.3N and 
32.2.2I) Mark this Cottonwood Heights native as strongly recommending the additional bus lane 
alternative. (32.2.9B) Any widening of Wasatch Boulevard needs to make this important corridor a 
complete street. (32.2.6.2.2A) Thank you for performing this analysis and reviewing my comment.  
-Michael Baker, AICP 
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COMMENT #:  2939 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jade Velazquez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm surprised you're not collecting zip codes on this. (32.29P) I am a resident of Cottonwood Heights. I 
live within walking distance to Wasatch. I'm extremely concerned about widening Wasatch to 5+ lanes, 
adding sound barriers and increasing the speeds. These are all terrible ideas for the local residents and 
will endanger me as I like to walk and cross Wasatch on my regular runs. I am opposed to increasing 
speed and lanes on Wasatch through this highly residential area (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.2.9L, and 32.11B).
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COMMENT #:  2940 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Hillock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Another UDOT program that has failed before it has even been completed. I challenge a UDOT 
representative that has some decision authority to go sit at the bottom of the canyons resort in park city. 
Go sit at the gondola and bubble chair at park city on a powder day or a busy weekend. Just observe 
what happens to, two very efficient systems on a busy day. two systems that handle a fraction of the 
people going up the salt lake canyons. They get backed up for hrs. (32.2.6.5C) To think the gondola 
won't have a 1hr or 2hr wait in line is either being ignorant or purposely ignoring the facts. We have 
roads. Lets increase bus traffic. (32.2.9A) Increase the number of buses, increase the diversity of 
buses (smaller, larger). Have some resort specific buses that go straight to Alta or the bird, that cost a 
premium. (32.2.6.3N) over load the canyon mouth with buses ready to go, and just need people. The 
morning time is the biggest bottle neck. Provide more than enough buses, and as the day goes on the 
demand goes down, send some buses home or on to different routes. (32.2.6.3E and 32.2.6.3N) 
Sometimes i think UDOT just does these big elaborate failing projects to show off. Look at us, we have 
this cool new thing, even though it cost way too much and is a complete failure. PLAN AHEAD. UDOT 
never looks more than 3 years ahead, and when the project is complete its already too small, below 
capacity, or failing. Look 10 and 20 years down the line. (32.2.6.3I) I know in government if it makes 
sense, it can't possibly be the answer. Let stop that thinking, or maybe its time we bring in a new 
administration.
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COMMENT #:  2941 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Howie Garber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been involved in planning and air quality issues in the Wasatch since the 1980s and have been 
involved in most plans for the Cottonwood Canyons since then. I worked extensively on Salt Lake 
County Wasatch Canyons Master Plan in 1987-89. Although I moved to Driggs, Idaho 3 years ago, the 
Wasatch and Little Cottonwood have a place in my heart. I continue to recreate there. Salt Lake City is 
the only city in the country that has world class mountains in its backyard. It is certainly worthy of this 
extensive EIS.  
Little Cottonwood Canyon has been studied starting back in the 1970s when Edaw did a study which 
examined carrying capacity for the canyon. They looked at road capacity, parking capacity and capacity 
of the ski resort without deteriorating the user experience. Now it is also important to consider the 
geologic wonder of Little Cottonwood, watershed protection, wildlife, avalanches, and providing a 
transportation alternative for all users of the canyon and not just those at Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.7A) 
Funding an expensive gondola system for skiers at Alta and Snowbird and ignoring those who are rock 
climbing or camping or hiking or doing winter sports in White Pine Canyon would be asking the 
taxpayers to fund a for-profit special interest. A transportation system that’s only used in the winter 
highlights the fact that this is for the benefit of the ski resorts, and it’s very shortsighted. (32.2.7A and 
32.7C) Accommodating growth in the local population will require year- round mass transit. This should 
be implimented now. One study showed that only 6-8% of Salt Lake County residents ski or 
snowboard, and many local residents just visit the Cottonwood Canyons in the summer. The ski 
industry represents less than 2% of Utah’s overall economy and the highway should not be managed 
as an appendage of the ski industry. A gondola would require an alternative form of transportation to 
get to the La Caille base station which would only exacerbate air pollution. (32.10A and 32.2.6.3E) 
The gondola would be an amusement park eye sore in a place that is a geologic wonder. Please see 
photo below. (32.17A) – UDOT reviewer note – no photograph was attached to the comment.  
Enhanced Bus Service with Peak-Period Shoulder Lane is the only alternative that makes sense. 
(32.2.9B) Larger-capacity park-and-ride lots with transit service from the airport, downtown, 
Sugarhouse and other population centers would be beneficial. (32.2.2I) Having express buses to Alta 
and Snowbird would improve ridership (32.2.6.3N). I agree with the development of a new parking lot at 
the 6200 S gravel pit. This would facilitate some bus transfers and would remove an eyesore that is bad 
for air quality. Electric buses would additionally do much to improve air quality. (32.2.6.3F) The bus 
should enable trailhead stops for dispersed users. (32.2.6.3C) Snow sheds to mitigate avalanche 
danger would provide additional safety as far as egress from Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9K) Automobiles 
are what will ultimately ruin the user experience and my prediction is that at some point in future, there 
will be another study that will be looking at a transportation system without autos. (32.2.4A) 
Ski resorts should have dollar incentives for more people in vehicles and should consider charging for 
parking. (32.2.4A) It is convenient for planners to ignore carrying capacity. Doing so will result in 
deteriorating water quality, user experience, and wildlife impacts. (32.20B) 
Thank for your time and consideration, 
Howie Garber M.D.
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COMMENT #:  2942 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey Josh 
I can’t seem to find this anywhere and curious if documentation exists. Has there been any research 
into how many humans LCC can sustain at any given time before unfavorable impacts on the 
environment? All the documentation I’m finding speaks to the environmental impacts of each solution 
on their own, but what about each solution’s potential to overload the canyon to a point of 
environmental impact? (32.20B) 
Thanks for the hard work. I know this isn’t easy. 
Matt
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COMMENT #:  2943 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sera Gearhart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road to create a peak shoulder for buses and building a gondola will have an irreversible 
negative impact on the rock climbing in the Canyon. Please reconsider. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  2944 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Malia Bradburn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should increase the bus infrastructure and commit to making the buses more accessible to 
everyone instead of a gondola that the city pays for through taxpayer money. If it is funded through 
taxpayer money then it should be as accessible to the public as buses. (32.2.7A, 32.2.9B, 32.2.4A, and 
32.5A)
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COMMENT #:  2945 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vail Szendrei 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola. It has a smaller environmental impact than widening the canyon/road, and 
that should be the number one consideration. On top of that, the gondola will be more reliable, which 
should be the number two consideration. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2946 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kipp Schorr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider other recreational users when deciding on further action. There are many user groups 
that use the canyon, and a giant tram would be a major visual and environmental blemish. (32.17A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.4G) The canyon only services skiers for less than 1/2 of the year, and during that time 
only about 20 of those days have a big problem with traffic. (32.1.4D) Please make an attempt to truly 
fund a good bus system in the winter before dumping millions and millions into a project that is 
irreversible. Thank you. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2947 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Birch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The best solution is expanded bus service with ample parking for those to ride the bus with high 
frequency routes. (32.2.9A) The gondola will involve numerous transportation transfers and will only 
cause people to opt out of riding. (32.2.4A) This will be a $600 million waste of money. People only ride 
public transit when it is convenient, the gondola will be anything but, and it will only serve the ski areas, 
not the multitude of other outdoor recreation activities in LCC. (32.2.7A) Build more parking in 
convenient locations for the bus service and make it accessible to all users and people will ride. 
(32.2.6.2.1C)

Page 32B-2962 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2948 

DATE:   7/14/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Holly Moursal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Have you considered shutting down traffic in the canyons on weekends and Holiday's from 8am until 10 
or 11 am and only allowing public transport during that time? (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  2949 

DATE:   7/14/21 2:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Paul 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This pickle you find yourself in is the result of unfettered growth that has not only caused congestion in 
our canyons, created a safety issue with avalanches, hampered efforts to manage recreation in both 
Cottonwood Canyons, but most importantly threatens the very watershed we drink. For what? To make 
four ski resorts rich? Seems you are taking the long way around all of this. (32.2.7A, 32.12A, and 
32.12B). The most cost effective and long term solution is to widen the road, tunnel the road in all the 
major avalanche paths for public safety, and require the resorts, not the tax payer to carry the majority 
cost of these improvements since they stand to monetarily benefit from whatever final decision is 
reached. (32.2.7A, 32.2.2C, and 32.2.2P). 
My biggest concern with whatever you decide is the non-resort recreation is not being considered in all 
of this. Backcountry users have as much right to have access to public lands as much as ski resort 
folks do. You approaching this problem in the manner you are, create an environment where only the 
rich can recreate when you only cater to the ski resorts. Not everyone can afford to recreate at a resort 
and they shouldn’t have to on public lands being leased by ski resorts. I fear this will open a pay to play 
paradigm in our canyons which could price out future generations. (32.4G and 32.5A)  
Let this “Problem” you are addressing be a warning in the future, and example to all why unfettered 
growth is bad for us with a narrow corridor of watershed used by over a million people. With the current 
drought caused by rising temperatures and below normal snowpacks we keep seeing, maybe we 
should be spending a chunk of change like this on addressing how to better manage our natural 
resources, not making ski resorts rich at the expense of those that live here. (32.2.2E)
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COMMENT #:  2950 

DATE:   7/14/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clayton Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Given the increasing severity of winter inversion, I feel that any transportation solution being considered 
for the canyons should take into serious consideration how big its impact will be on polution. (32.10A) 
The Gondola alternative seems to offer the greatest balance of human transportation, pollution 
reduction, and reliability in the event of avalanches or other natural disasters of a similar caliber. While 
it may cost more than a dedicated bus lane, there are far more long term benefits to be had by 
implementing a gondola. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2951 

DATE:   7/14/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Merkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in to you urging the reconsideration and rejection of both transportation projects that UDOT 
has provided: 1. The addition of a shoulder lane for busses and 2. The construction of Alta/Snowbird 
gondolas (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). I am writing this comment to make it clear that these developments 
would be more harmful than helpful for LCC and its dedicated patrons. On behalf of local climbers that 
frequent LCC, as well as those that travel from all over the world to touch the spectacular granite of 
LCC, we oppose the development of such infrastructure, as over 60 boulders are currently estimated to 
be compromised and destroyed. The concept of reduced parking, reduced trail access, as well as the 
years of construction to complete such projects would absolutely devastate the public's ability to 
recreate about LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please reconsider these plans to preserve the natural beauty 
of Little Cottonwood Canyon for all who enjoy it.
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COMMENT #:  2952 

DATE:   7/14/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brittany Brelle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in to you urging the reconsideration and rejection of both transportation projects that UDOT 
has provided: 1. The addition of a shoulder lane for busses and 2. The construction of Alta/Snowbird 
gondolas (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). I am writing this comment to make it clear that these developments 
would be more harmful than helpful for LCC and its dedicated patrons. On behalf of local climbers that 
frequent LCC, as well as those that travel from all over the world to touch the spectacular granite of 
LCC, we oppose the development of such infrastructure, as over 60 boulders are currently estimated to 
be compromised and destroyed. The concept of reduced parking, reduced trail access, as well as the 
years of construction to complete such projects would absolutely devastate the public's ability to 
recreate about LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B). Please remove these plans to preserve the natural beauty of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon for all who enjoy it, now and moving forward.
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COMMENT #:  2953 

DATE:   7/14/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hans Fuegi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I encourage you to choose the Gondola Alternative B. The enhanced Bus alternative is very much a 
band aid solution to the existing problems and given how close the Capital and O&M costs are doesn't 
make much sense to me. As you notice the Gondola B option will be substantially less damaging to the 
environment, not something we can afford to ignore. I encourage you to think big and be bold and 
innovative. Thank you for the opportunity to comment and for all the hard work so many folks are 
putting into this project. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2954 

DATE:   7/14/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dolly Henderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Use the resources that you already have now. The projects you are proposing will only contaminate the 
water source there. (32.12A and 32.12B) Use smaller buses for the small roads there and don’t do 
anything else besides that. (32.2.9A) These2 ideas spend taxpayer money where it doesn’t need to be 
spent. I think both of them are a bad idea and this is why that is. You are spending money on 
something that doesn’t need to have money spent on it. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2955 

DATE:   7/14/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all in favor of this idea and would like to help spread the word. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  2956 

DATE:   7/14/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Perrine Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a 45 year resident of Utah, who has skied LCC since the year Snowbird opened, and worked in 
BCC for almost as long. The last few years have been a disaster in terms of crowds and over use, not 
only at the ski resorts, but on the trails, and in the picnic and camp grounds. The gondola and railway 
proposals only serve Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) They will be unsightly, outrageously 
expensive, and not help the average citizen. They will not do a thing for those who are not going to the 
resorts, and thus won't impact anyone who wants to use the canyon elsewhere. (32.7C) Please choose 
the improved highway, with parking snow sheds and more bus access ( buses need to be from 
downtown as well as hotel areas, year round, and have better remote parking, more times, and more 
stops), as the final option. (32.2.9B , 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  2957 

DATE:   7/14/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Rowen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have skied Alta, Snowbird and other area resorts since about 1970. Not every year but enough to 
know the place. I have also visited the area in summer, for hiking mostly. Although a gondola would be 
cool, it is not the most environmentally responsible alternative, which is especially important when 
serving recreation demand. So I support use of low-emission public transportation buses. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2958 

DATE:   7/14/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Denys 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please, please do not build a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) Expand bus 
service instead. Make it convenient and free. Charge a toll to access the canyon with a vehicle and use 
the proceeds to make the busses free. If there is a gap in the budget, the ski resorts should make up 
the difference as they are the ones profiting off the use and creating the problem. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  2959 

DATE:   7/14/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas T Smart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Billions of dollars to destroy the beauty of LCC in order to bring more skiers (and money) to the resorts 
while totally ignoring the needs of other users with other destinations? (32.2.7A and 32.7C) NO! Do you 
honestly believe this will lead to fewer cars on the road? (32.2.4A and 32.20E) When will UDOT ever 
learn?
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COMMENT #:  2960 

DATE:   7/14/21 4:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Corey Tenney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tram is more logical than adding another lane up the canyon. We should be doing whats best for our 
environment, and that is a tram. Adding a parking garage to support this is important. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2961 

DATE:   7/14/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kipling Sharpe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Ifavor a gondola, seems much better for air quailty and wouldn't be as vulnerable to weather/ avalanche 
closures and bad drivers clogging up the road. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  2962 

DATE:   7/14/21 5:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beth Blattenberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any service that serves ski resorts only should be paid for by the ski resorts. (32.2.7A)  
Any service that also serves other high-use trailheads, or has the capability to do so in the future, 
should be preferred. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) 
Any service that is also available in summer, or could potentially become available in summer, should 
be preferred. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5F) 
Any method that detracts from the natural scenery, such as a gondola, should be rejected. (32.2.9D) It 
may get past avalanches, but there are not that many road closures because of avalanches to be worth 
it. (32.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2963 

DATE:   7/14/21 6:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anita Wells 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in the neighborhood of the park n ride and am very unhappy about the idea of a large parking 
structure, with its additional noise and traffic, being built by the Walgreens there. (32.2.9R, 32.11E, and 
32.2.6.21D)
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COMMENT #:  2964 

DATE:   7/14/21 6:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kurt Nosack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support enhanced bus service over the gondola. The gondola will require bussing from 
parking lots to the base station so transi time from car to ski resort will be much greater than the bus 
only option. The gondola will require disturbing new areas in the canyon and creat visual eyesores 
whereas the expanded road will change the canyon much less. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
With a dedicated bus lane, buses should be significantly faster than cars on high traffic days, 
encouraging more ridership, less congestion and pollution. Busses can be used elsewhere during non 
peak times. Busses can be added or removed to match demand and can serve multiple routes , 
increasing service areas and spread parking load out. The bus lanes could be bike lanes in off peak 
times. These are just the highlights of the advantages busses have over a gondola. (32.2.9B, 32.7C, 
and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  2965 

DATE:   7/14/21 7:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abigail Collingwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is a waste of taxpayer money. If it is only going to service Snowbird and Alta, it 
should be funded by Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.7A) The bus system would benefit the whole canyon (not 
just the resorts), be useable in the summer, and be less of an eyesore on the canyon. (32.17A , 
32.17B, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.9A)

Page 32B-2980 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  2966 

DATE:   7/14/21 7:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As the CEO of snowbird said at the public hearing yesterday, he will pay more money for the gondola if 
it brings more people to his resort. As any logical person who has been to snowbird on a very snowy 
day understands, snowbird is unable to open many of the lifts on days where the snow comes down 
hard. the purpose of the two options proposed is NOT going to make the skiing experience better in 
little cottonwood!! (32.20C) Better alternatives include adding more bus service and providing incentive 
for people who take public transit! (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) This plan is scaleable to big cottonwood 
canyon, where another traffic problem exists, and it is not permanently going to deface the canyon. 
(32.1.1 and 32.17A) please reconsider more options than the two proposed. You can add bussess and 
metering now, and adjust your plans accordingly before you have wasted tax payer dollars for the 
benefit of people on the top. (32.29R and 32.2.7A) I have taken the bus 2/3rds of my trips up little and 
big cottonwood canyon prior to COVID, and while standing in LOOOONG bus lines at the stations it is a 
consensus among bus riders that more busses at peak hours = more people taking the bus because 
the experience will bet better!! this is not a complicated solution like those environmentally negligent 
ones provided in the proposal. (32.2.9A) From the comments given last night at the hearing, it is 
CRYSTAL CLEAR that taking a huge leap to build more lanes or a gondola is not what the people 
want. The legacy UDOT will leave behind by following through with one of these disastrous plans is not 
a good one. Start with feasible, cheaper changes with a lesser environmental impact. I agree with 
Jenny Wilson! If people miss a ski day here or there, so be it. It happens due to interlodge and avy 
conditions at the resort limiting lift access anyway. getting more people up the canyon on the most 
dangerous days is only going to cause more problems. Additionally, the gondola will just redirect the 
same traffic to a different part of town. PLEASE RECONSIDER THE TWO FAVORED (AND 
ENVIRONMENTALLY DEVASTATING AND PERMANENT) OPTIONS!! Thank you
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COMMENT #:  2967 

DATE:   7/14/21 7:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider starting with cheaper, less environmentally damaging options such as metering the 
canyon, strictly enforcing traction laws, and increasing bus services. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.9A) It 
is clearly in the interest of snowbird and alta to increase travel to their resorts via the gondola, as them 
and other financially well to do investors asked for it at the hearing last night. (32.2.7A) The citizens, 
however, want to preserve this sacred land. Bringing more people up the canyon during dangerous 
avalanche conditions is not going to improve safety! Please consider adjusting your plan to one that 
does not impact the canyon permanently. There is more recreation in the canyon than skiing and the 
proposed changes will be permanent! (32.4G and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  2968 

DATE:   7/14/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pete Griffen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The problem is in BOTH Canyons: TOO MANY CARS. 
Both canyons need to adapt tolls/restrictions on private vehicles and make public transportation (bus) 
efficient, and user friendly, from a SINGLE mobility hub at the gravel pit. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
Let's try it first.
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COMMENT #:  2969 

DATE:   7/14/21 8:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Timothy Walton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am asking that you do not build the gondola or widen the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) There are other 
options. Why can the ski areas also include a parking pass with their lift pass that allow a limited 
number of vehicles access to parking at the resorts. Those that are not able to get a parking pass could 
rhen park outside the canyon amd ride a bus up to ski. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) The current options will 
hjave impacts that restict other activities. (32.2.4A and 32.4G) They will destroy/displace boulders that 
have been climbed for years. (32.4A and 32.4B) The canyon is also an amazing escape from the city. 
Please leave it as natural as possible.
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COMMENT #:  2970 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Smiley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. Because it is more reliable during the winter with all the snow and 
avalanche risk.  
 A bigger road will just attract more people creating more demand on the road and we will be in the 
same position in 5 years time with double the traffic. (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 32.20E)
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COMMENT #:  2971 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dolly Garlo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment after the publication of the preferred alternatives. 
Knowing the state of the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon, the avalanche potential and traffic issues - 
not to mention the disruption that will occur as a result of the construction on the roads, I want to weigh 
in as supporting Gondola Alternative B (base station from La Caille) . (32.2.9D) 
Thanks again. 
Dolly
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COMMENT #:  2972 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Shmookler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I too am an avid Backcountry skier who loves skiing in Little Cottonwood. I also have an Alta season 
pass. I spend at least 80+ days in the Canyon each winter. I agree we need to reduce cars in the 
canyon. I only occasionally use a bus as they are inconvenient because of in frequent scheduling and 
no express to Alta. This means making 3 stops at Snowbird before arriving at Alta. (32.2.6.3A) To me 
the Tram/Gondola makes no sense. First only Alta and Snowbird skiers benefit in the winter. What 
about Backcountry access and summer trailhead access? (32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.4G) Second 
how is driving to a garage, walking to the Tram , standing from 37 to 45 minutes up the canyon efficient 
(32.2.6.5C). And if you don't park at LaCaille you need to take an express bus to the Tram base. Is this 
the reason UDOT wants to add lanes to Wasatch Blvd and make a major thoroughfare through a 
residential community. (32.2.6.2.2A) Obviously buses are more efficient, flexible and comfortable. They 
can get you up the canyon faster, leave from multiple locations in the valley helping to prevent 
congestion at the bottom of the canyon. (32.2.2I and 32.7B) Why would we want to scar the beauty of 
Little Cottonwood with Tram towers. (32.17A) Would this also open the development of the mouth of 
the canyon to hotels and shops. (32.20H) If you make a bus system convenient, put tolls on cars to 
discourage single occupancy usage the environmental impact will be at a minimum. (32.2.4A) Tax 
payer money should also not be used to support private businesses. Alta and Snowbird are not 
National Parks. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2973 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The tram is the best option and easily gets my vote. Why anyone thinks sending more buses up that 
canyon is a better option makes no sense to me. I ski at both Alta and Snowbird and I also frequent the 
backcountry as well. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2974 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda Lambert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I find it abhorrent that a gondola is being considered to you get skiers out to a couple of resorts of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) Are used to ski but I hike now. I have zero interest in 
supporting a multi million dollar structure that will ruin the canyon so that people can ski. Increasing bus 
service seems like a much better idea. Use electric buses. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  2975 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pat Annoni 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save Not Pave!! Tearing out homes and 50-foot trees to widen and straighten Wasatch Blvd. between 
Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons, merely so everyone can drive faster, is NOT a good choice for the 
environment!!(32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  2976 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Finstad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Can we get an analysis of where the cars are coming from that drive up the canyon? (32.2.2.GG) 
What percentage are from salt lake county that need 210 to get up the canyon? (32.2.2.GG) 
What percentage are from Utah county that would be better served by a new resort up AF/SF or even a 
road up AF to MB? (32.2.2J) 
What percentage are from Wasatch/summit counties that would be better served by a resort up over 
there, a ski link, or a road to AF that connects to another resort? (32.2.2N and 32.2.2J) 
What percent come from out of town that could be diverted to something like ski link? 
Why are we using funds to not explore our capacity issues and trying to jam up one canyon above its 
capacity? (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  2977 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sheldon Teerlink 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really enjoy visiting Little Cottonwood canyon during the summer. Although I'm not a skier I often stay 
at Snowbird during the summer. The canyon is beautiful and deserves to be preserved. I'm in favor of a 
Gondola system that keeps SR 210 to its current size and avoids concrete tunnels. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.3Z)
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COMMENT #:  2978 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Hiltbrand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola baby! It’s safer and won’t have cars going off the road or getting stuck due to avalanches 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2979 

DATE:   7/15/21 12:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Pedersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building new roads and expanding existing roads will not get us to where we need to be in terms of 
climate and biodiversity. It will also do nothing to stem the growing tide of motor-vehicle incidents. 
Instead, UDOT should focus on rail service (think funiculars/cog railways) and gondolas instead, since 
these have far less significant environmental impacts. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9F) 
We must minimize road transportation in favour of alternatives wherever possible, including here.
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COMMENT #:  2980 

DATE:   7/15/21 6:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Washington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For only 1 million visitors a year the price tag is just too high. (32.29D and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  2981 

DATE:   7/15/21 6:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Royal Rose 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the expanded but lane alternative for it's multi-use ability. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  2982 

DATE:   7/15/21 6:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Royce Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is: Ugly, intrusive, inefficient, expensive, fault-intollerant. (32.17A and 32.2.6.3K) An 
*electric* bus or shuttle tram system would be cheap, no more intrusive than current roadway, scalable, 
replaceable, upgradable. Both are: quiet and exhaust-free. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.6.3D, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2983 

DATE:   7/15/21 7:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Sayasith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus option should be chosen as it is more flexible and accommodating to all users of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon throughout the year. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) The gondola should be rejected as 
the gondola will make less frequent stops and will not be used all year. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  2984 

DATE:   7/15/21 7:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Fischer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not expand the width of the road! This would significantly worsen the wild aesthetic of the 
canyon, which is what makes it so unique in the first place. (32.17A and 32.13B) The best option is to 
dramatically increase bus frequency on the road that already exists. (32.2.9A) It is both cheaper and 
better at preserving the beauty of the canyon. One criticism of the bus idea is that people aren’t using it 
much now so why should we invest more in it- this is very flawed logic though. (32.2.4A) The buses are 
very often full and involve hours long wait times to get on them- prove are using the buses, but there 
just aren’t nearly enough of them.
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COMMENT #:  2985 

DATE:   7/15/21 8:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Helfrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
When faced with the choices of spending hundreds of million dollars on Little Cottonwood Canyon to 
speed the 1%ers to their favorite ski resort, I say neither. (32.2.7A and 32.2.9G) 
Climate change is real. Our ski seasons are only somewhat normal due to using our precious and ever 
limited water supply to make artificial snow. (32.2.2E) 
When have we ever proposed spending half a billion dollars on recreation for Rose Park, West Valley 
City, Magna or Kearns? Isn’t it time to get our priorities straight? (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  3089 

DATE:   7/15/21 8:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposed solutions of the Gondola and Expanded Bus lanes fall short in addressing key issues as 
well as ONLY catering to the ski resorts. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) The canyons get used year round for all 
kinds of activities. Congestion usually occurs on "powder days" when significant traffic from skiers as 
well as poor road conditions come together. (32.1.4D) The proposed solution only provides better 
options for skiers going to a ski resort. (32.2.4A and 32.2.7A) It does not provide any better alternatives 
for those snowshoeing, back country skiing, climbing, etc. If a visitor's beginning or final destination is 
not the gondola mobility hub, Snowbird, or Alta then it provides no benefit. (32.7C) 
I live in Granite and on peak snow days, traffic makes ingress and egress from our community a 
problem. (32.7B) I fail to see how putting a large gondola mobility hub in a pristine residential 
neighborhood at the mouth of little cottonwood canyon will impact the situation for good. (32.2.6.5E) If 
the canyon is temporarily closed for avalanche control now I have a hard time getting in and our of my 
neighborhood. (32.7B) If the Gondola mobility hub is created and the canyon is closed for avalanche 
control, everyone will still have trouble driving to and accessing the mobility hub. I do not see any 
solutions for a driver coming from south Wasatch blvd, crossing 9400 S. to try and reach the mobility 
hub. It will only move congestion from IN the canyon to the community at the mouth OF the canyon. 
(32.2.6.3E). Additionally, the gondola option is not scalable. It can't be expanded or reduced to meet 
demand. (32.2.6.5B) This is an expensive option for only addressing peak snow day problems and 
does not address the needs of summer visitors, hikers, climbers, or other activities that are not located 
at Snowbird or Alta. Currently some canyon biking trails reduce congestion by making trails biking or 
hiking only on odd or even numbered days. I would prefer to see a joint UDOT and business option 
proposed. Such as, season pass holders at the resort are only good for even or odd weeks. Preselling 
resort parking passes and requiring anyone that wants to ski without a parking pass to ride public 
transport. Or eliminating the IKON pass and other multi resort passes that bring in out of state skiers. 
(32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) We currently charge out of state tution for our state funded schools. Why don't 
we charge out of state ski rates to offset the UDOT proposed spending to provide access to the resorts. 
Options like that will reduce the peak rush to hit the canyons on ""powder days"". I also fail to see any 
mention of what the canyon capacity is in terms of visitors. We can't just put more and more people in 
the canyon without a negative impact. (32.20B) Perhaps we need a permitting system like we have for 
running rivers, camping, or hiking certain areas. (32.2.2K) Our only artificial canyon visitor limits are 
related to existing parking stalls. How many more visitors can the canyon support or should it support. I 
would like to see that information before we propose how to get more people in the canyon. (32.1.2B) 
Increasing the road lanes or building a gondola will negatively impact the residents that live in the area. 
Granite has a very high quality of life now. (32.7B) Brining in large mobility hubs will change the nature 
of the community, what brings people here. and impact residential property values. (32.4L) The 
community of Granite does not have any resturants, business/office buildings, and has a very rural feel. 
Building a large industrial mobility hub would change that aspect forever and permanently punish the 
local residents in favor of resort skiers from in and out of state. (32.4M)  
Finally, I think expanding busing options (not new lanes) is by far the most flexible and scalable option 
with using park and ride lots not near the mouth of the canyon where we see most of the congestion. 
(32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  2986 

DATE:   7/15/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Coby Walsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I first want to thank you for taking the time to fully read and consider the public’s comments and 
concerns as well as mine  
I ask that we utilize our less impactful options first before we move into more permanent alternatives. I 
believe if we can use our buses effectively and efficiently we won’t have the need to expand the roads. 
(32.2.9A) We have to remember that this is a process and it may take some time to come to a solution. 
It is important to know that the best possible solution won’t happen over night. We may have to come 
back to the drawing board multiple times but it will be worth it and better than destroying our beautiful 
canyons that all of Utah enjoys and people travel far and wide to see.  
Not only will this simpler option be less impactful but cheaper as well.  
If we find that simply improving our already established bus systems isn’t sufficient. Then we can revisit 
expanding our canyon roads. Once we add lanes to the our already existing roads we can not go back. 
It is paramount that we consider our less impactful options first.  
I am personally against the gondola. (32.2.9D) The gondola would be the most impactful on the 
environment and on the esthetics of the canyons. It’s not only the towers for the gondola that are 
impactful but in addition, all the service roads and machinery that will be needed to put the gondola in 
place that will have a major impact on our canyons Ecco-system. (32.13A) The gondola would only be 
needed during those few days a year when hoards of people are trying to get up the canyon. (32.1.4D) 
During the huge majority of the year the gondola will be severely under utilized.  
I am an avid climber and skier, I call on you to please protect the many boulders and ski areas that 
myself and many others hold dear to our hearts. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
Again this is a process that we should respect the time this project demands. Let’s be an example of 
how we as a community came together to protect our beautiful mountains while still coming to a 
solution we can be proud of. Rather than be another regrettable mistake we cannot recover from.  
Once more I greatly appreciate your time and consideration of the public’s thoughts and options. I am in 
high spirits we will come to a solution we can take pride in and be an example for others to follow.  
 
Cheers, 
Coby Walsh
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COMMENT #:  2987 

DATE:   7/15/21 9:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leo Masic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'd like to register my qualified support for the bus option. (32.2.9A) The bus represents the best option 
for access all along the canyon, rather than just the ski resorts. I would strongly be in favor of a Zion-
style shuttle with similar restrictions to car access up the canyons - at least during certain times of the 
year. (32.2.2B) Please keep in mind summer recreation. I know I'm not the only one that would love to 
take a fast, comfortable bus up the canyon to get to my favorite trailheads in the summer, when parking 
can be a nightmare. (32.2.6.3C) It also pains me to see so many cars going up the canyon at all times 
of the year - so many Utahns cherish our canyons because of the opportunity to escape city pollution. 
At the end of the day, I hope the bus is chosen over the gondola. Let's move forward with an option that 
doesn't just serve skiers. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) And let's make the bus something that people feel they 
~get~ to ride, rather than ~have~ to ride. That can be done through making these buses comfortable, 
technologically advanced, and intuitive. The stops must be comfortable, pleasant places to wait - with 
ample information available to take the guesswork out of riding. 
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  2988 

DATE:   7/15/21 9:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Ralphs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2989 

DATE:   7/15/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Lyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family used a gondola system similar to this in Germany during the summer to get an unforgettable 
view of the mountain views. I'm disabled so it offered me an experience I never could have otherwise. 
This will make Utah's year-round beauty accessible to all kinds of people, not just skiers. I'm highly in 
favor of the gondola approach. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2990 

DATE:   7/15/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Sanders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose any plans to add a gondola, or widen the road up the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) If 
anything we should be restricting traffic to such a sensitive area. Maybe we alternate bus only days? 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  2991 

DATE:   7/15/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elisa Schvaneveldt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of these options is appropriate and requires a significant amount of money and development in 
an area that we do not need to expand. Start by running more buses up there. Pay UTA to make wait 
times shorter and make it affordable. If you're not going to restrict cars going up the canyon, it is of no 
use. The gondola and road expansion options are temporary. Utahns drive everywhere. Encourage 
them to park at the various bus stops and take a UTA bus. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  2992 

DATE:   7/15/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Glauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola after carefully review of the documents. I don't have anything to add that 
wasn't discussed in the document but it seems like the far superior choice. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  2993 

DATE:   7/15/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Black 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My wife and I have visited big and little cottonwood canyons weekly over the past 10 years. They're one 
of the greatest natural resources in this state. We have seen the parking lots overflowing the past few 
years. We see the problem. But to facilitate MORE traffic and infrastructure in the canyon is NOT the 
answer. Please. Please. Limit instead of increase traffic in the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) 
Set up reservation systems for hikes and ski resorts like we already have for campgrounds, 
Timpanogos cave and The Narrows. (32.2.2K) 
I strongly oppose the gondola AND the bus solution in these canyons ( 32.2.9E and 32.2.9C). The 
protection of the canyons is the only moral solution - to milk them for profit is disgusting.  
Thanks, 
Adam
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COMMENT #:  2994 

DATE:   7/15/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becca Baggett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, before a huge investment in infrastructure that we're not even sure will be embraced by those 
still choosing to drive their cars, let's start small, pilot smaller measures we can test out today. (32.2.4A 
and 32.29R). First, we need to flip the script on bus v. car costs. I am a bus rider because I worry about 
our air and road congestion, but even I won't take the ski bus into the canyon because, if I understand 
UTA's pricing right, a roundtrip ticket is $10/person, or $40 for my family of four. It just seems crazy to 
pay that when we could all jump in the car and be up the canyon easily for much less cost. (32.2.4A) 
If we want to convince non-bus riders, let alone bus riders, to ditch their cars when heading to the 
canyon, we need to make the canyon buses and base parking free. Charge the cars $10-$40 dollars, 
with peak pricing to encourage people to spread out their visits. Have one route that goes straight to the 
resorts and a separate route that will stop anywhere/trailheads, running regularly so travelers don't 
need to study the schedule. Work out the kinks from there and see how it goes. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.6.3A) 
If this works, we've shown further investment in public transit infrastructure may be worth it. We'll be 
armed with more information about where the bottlenecks are and what kind of infrastructure will really 
give us the greatest return on investment. Maybe some of the problems will be reduced and we won't 
need such a major overhaul.
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COMMENT #:  2995 

DATE:   7/15/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Felix RVC 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support implementing an agile fleet of busses taking hikers/bikers/skiers to reduce congestions at the 
canyons. Small busses can run more frequently and stop at many of the trails. Frequency is important 
to encourage ridership. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  2996 

DATE:   7/15/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave DiRocco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I heard some of the contents of the meeting from the other day. I am a snowbird employee so full 
disclosure there. In my mind there is no other viable solution to this problem. Busses are definitely not 
the answer. No one wants to take a buss. Busses are dirty. Emissions in the canyon will only improve 
marginally if at all. (32.2.4A and 32.10A) Increasing the size of the road is counterproductive to "saving 
the canyon" . Snowsheds are ugly and will deface the canyon. (32.2.9J) A gondola is what you expect 
to see when approaching a ski area. The bottom line is this in my opinion; The folks who are opposing 
the gondola by in large don't want to see increased visits to the ski areas. I say this because there are a 
core group of my colleagues at Snowbird who feel this way. They oppose crowds period. I don't 
particularly enjoy large crowds myself but the Valley is growing and the opportunities for the ski areas 
will as well. (32.20C) This gondola will create endless oportunities for the ski areas. The ski areas are 
huge and can handle increased crowds and can also be expanded to handle more people comfortably. 
Mary Ellen Gulch has already been approved and will increase the size of Snowbird by 20% with or 
without either option. The gondola can be a source of increased year round activity at the areas. 
Increased activity spells increased revenue and increased taxes for the state and local governments. 
The gondola would be a bona fide tourist attraction for all who visit the Salt Lake Area. (32.6B) Imagine 
how wonderful a night out would be Parking your vehicle at the base and taking a Gondola ride up the 
scenic canyon to one of many Fantastic restaurants or entertainment venues. The possibilities are 
endless. This absolutely should be the only option. More busses in the canyon will only deter people 
from visiting Little Cottonwood Canyon, which in my opinion is exactly what many people want. We 
should not allow that to happen. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  2997 

DATE:   7/15/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Behle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the bus option, not the gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E)  
Thank you, Brian Behle
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COMMENT #:  2998 

DATE:   7/15/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Acton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is clearly the solution that checks the most boxes. It removes cars from the roads in LCC. 
(32.2.4A) It cuts down on CO2 emissions in the canyon. (32.10A) It's immune to avalanches that close 
the canyon and pose a serious danger to those on the roads. It has year-round appeal. It's quick, 
efficient, and quiet. It generates revenue to pay for its operating costs. It also introduces a 2nd, 
alternative access option for LCC, which is badly needed in case the road is unavailable for any reason 
(accident, construction, avalanche, etc.). This is an excellent, forward-thinking, innovative solution that 
accomplishes all the objectives of the project in a world-class way. Our canyons are beautiful. We 
should applaud any solution that preserves those canyons and enables people to experience their 
beauty in a sustainable way. This gondola can become a destination in its own right...and it should! 
Let's not be selfish with our LCC. It's okay if more people visit - they're doing so in a cleaner, more 
sustainable way than driving a polluting car up the canyon. This idea should have universal support, but 
I suspect those opposed are simply against it because private businesses, not government supported 
agencies, would be operating it. That's a complete shame. It's a great idea!(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  2999 

DATE:   7/15/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Stubbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am really excited for the Gondola idea. In Colorado all the ski resorts are up I-70, the traffic is 
horrendous. The gondola in Big Cottonwood would free up the roads and would prevent us from 
running into the problems that Denver has in getting people up to ski resorts. (32.1.1A) My friends who 
live there have had days of 7 hours in traffic in what should have been a 2 hour drive. Please pick the 
gondola!!! Look around at Colorado's "solution" that isn't working and learn from their mistakes!! Thank-
you for reading this. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3000 

DATE:   7/15/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Roberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree with maintaining a 35 mph limit on Wasatch Blvd and I support a staged lane expansion over 
time. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.9Q) Please try to limit the expansion if you can, I recognize the need for 
improvement but I support the Save Not Pave organization. The large sound walls will completely 
change the look and feel of the community and the wild landscaping is far too rare nowadays. (32.4F) 
I hope that UDOT will consider expanding the current bus network and implementing tolls before 
moving forward with either preferred alternative. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I believe a capacity study 
MUST be completed before moving forward with either alternative. (32.20B)  
If one of the two is to be chosen, my main concerns are habitat conservation, water quality, and air 
quality. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.10A) Based on the data I have read online and 
heard at the public forum, the gondola option meets these goals. I don’t support the large cut/fill areas 
that will be required if the road is expanded because of visual impact and habitat loss. (32.17A and 
32.17B) I don’t support increasing the percentage of impervious area in the canyon as this affects 
runoff and groundwater quality. (32.12B) I don’t support disturbing old mining sites due to the concern 
of disrupting toxic chemicals in the soil. (32.16A) 
I do support a carbon-neutral system that limits the number of vehicles on the road. (32.10A and 
32.2.4A) I like the look of the gondola and I believe the experience of riding in gondola cars will be 
more enticing for commuters that are unwilling to change modes of transportation on their way up the 
canyon. I appreciate the reliability of commuting time, even during poor weather. I believe the gondola 
is safer, especially in the winter. (32.2.9D) 
I would suggest one additional gondola stop near Tanner Flats, as the main opposition I have heard 
against the gondola is that it cannot be expanded to include other stops along the canyon. (32.2.6.5G) 
I support requiring the resorts to handle a significant proportion of construction costs to reduce the 
burden on taxpayers, as they will be the primary beneficiaries of the gondola system. (32.2.7A) 
The less expensive the gondola is, the more likely people will be willing to ride it instead of taking their 
car. If UDOT has any control over this, please limit the fare to $10 or less if possible, or make sure that 
the tolls implemented on the road are comparable to the gondola fare. (32.2.4A) 
I have done my best to research the issue before submitting my comment, but I realize that my opinion 
may be imperfect and contain errors. I will support whatever decision UDOT makes as long as it is the 
best option for the environment. Thank you for all your hard work!
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COMMENT #:  3001 

DATE:   7/15/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dana Benson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Salt Lake valley resident and long time Alta skier, I do not support the gondola in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) I do not think this would solve the traffic problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
The gondola will effectively alter the esthetic and natural quality that is LCC. (32.17A) 
In conclusion, I am against the gondola project in Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
Thank you,  
Dana Benson.
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COMMENT #:  3002 

DATE:   7/15/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deven Serr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither option is ideal, I do like the tolling, I'm not sure why that wasn't in place already. If the bus 
option is chosen enough room for a center barrier would help with traffic flow, separating the uphill and 
down hill travel providing possible lane shift sections to mitigate the slide offs and one direction flow 
issues which is the major problem we are trying to resolve, traffic jams due to slide offs. (32.2.2HH)
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COMMENT #:  3003 

DATE:   7/15/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Good 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Cottonwood Heights, I do not support the construction of a gondola up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon due to the extreme environmental degradation that would ensue as a result of its 
construction and operation. (32.2.9D) Other solutions are more suited, namely increased bus 
transportation (which was idiotically reduced in the past few years), increasing ticket prices, and making 
the road a toll road. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Having grown up in and around Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
it would be a shame to see this project go forward. We do not need a massive gondola ruining the view 
both up and down the canyon even though you say it would provide a "new view." (32.17A) There is no 
need for a new view when the current unobstructed view is why many choose to leave near the canyon. 
Finally, your slogan, "Save Little Cottonwood Canyon" is misleading to the public. The canyon is not in 
need of saving...it's in need of more reasonable solutions that take the local environment into 
consideration and not fitting as many people up the canyon as possible. (32.1.2B and 32.2.6E)
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COMMENT #:  3004 

DATE:   7/15/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola from Lacaille option. (32.2.9D) I also like the idea of toll especially for rental and out of 
state cars. Local resident cars should have a sticker and should not be charged. (32.2.4A) UDOT 
should be more aggressive with the front wheel drive vehicles and no snow tires this coming up 
season. (32.2.2M) Bus transportation should be more readily available at mouth of canyon. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3005 

DATE:   7/15/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vicki Baldwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the Gondola solution. Especially as compared to the expanded bus option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3006 

DATE:   7/15/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Ricks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
On any given day which option gets the most people from the bottom of the canyon to Alta in the least 
time? (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  3007 

DATE:   7/15/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Len Compton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3008 

DATE:   7/15/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Hastings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. I ski in LCC every year for 2 weeks. I stay at the iron Blosam lodge. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3009 

DATE:   7/15/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Branchini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have owned a time share at Iron Blosam for many years and frequent the ski resorts in the canyon 
yearly. Adding the access to the resorts by Gondola will not only enhance the experience of the visitors 
it will also be a huge relief to the canyon highway, safer and more efficient, with the bonus of beautiful 
views while riding both directions while protecting the environment at the same time. This is a win, win 
solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3010 

DATE:   7/15/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Norman Levy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the gondola is a very good choice (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3011 

DATE:   7/15/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karina Penrod 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola plan is the best option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3012 

DATE:   7/15/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Judith Handa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, I support the gondola ? (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-3028 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3013 

DATE:   7/15/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margy Dargis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Start with adding buses (many!!) and a bus lane. Cheapest and least environmentally harmful way to 
go. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3014 

DATE:   7/15/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Forsdick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no simple solution to the traffic and cogestion in LCC. I have been a stuck in the 'red snake' 
after a great day of skiing. The UTA parking and connections have been difficult for people who ski or 
enjoy the canyon for off peak resort hours. I feel that if the UTA were more inclusive and affordable; 
more people who utilize UTA to utilize a variety of locations in LCC. The ski industry has money, they 
have the financial backing and lobbists to push for the gondola that fits best for the skiiers. I feel there 
needs to be more attention to the dwindling snow pack before we build a gondola attrocity. (32.2.2E) 
Utah wants to dam the Bear River which is a major source of water for the Great Salt Lake, which is 
also drying up. The ski industry 'banks' on lake effect snow, which may be a thing of the past if 
agriculture gets to dam the Bear River. I think Utah residents are spoiled, don't care to change their 
habits. "It was that way as a kid for me" Times change, the snow pack is changing and how we utilize 
the Wasatch Mountain Range needs to change. Put tax dollars to work making UTA more user friendly 
and possibly manditory. (32.2.9A , 32.2.2B , and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3015 

DATE:   7/15/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jean Richmond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I own a unit at Iron Blosam and would be happy to take a gondola up the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3016 

DATE:   7/15/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Giebel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Prefer widening road with improved bus service. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  3017 

DATE:   7/15/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Landecker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation from airport to the Gondola station is necessary. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  3018 

DATE:   7/15/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  R J Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We disagree with UDOT's premise. 
What we should be discussing is how to better protect our precious watershed. (32.12A and 32.12B) In 
case nobody's noticed, we have a water problem in Utah. With our growth rate, it is not getting better. 
Why are we even discussing further encroachments on our protected watersheds? (32.1.2B) 
If we have to give the tourism industry taxpayer dollars, I think we can find other means that don't 
threaten our long term water security. We vote "No" on both proposals. (32.2.2G)
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COMMENT #:  3019 

DATE:   7/15/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Kirchner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. Absolutely not. (32.2.9E) Add avalanche sheds like they have between Durango and 
Silverton in Colorado. (32.2.9K) Addtionally, post law enforcement at every merge point and stop light 
to faclitate smooth traffic flow, alternating 100-200 cars at a time to go from each side. Stop allowing 
people to sneak into traffic line via top of the world, etc. See Michigan football games arrival and 
departures for this aspect of facilitation. Turn off stoplights and have law enforcement send traffic 
through as needed. (32.2.2II) Plow the canyon more frequently, too often it's reactionary, not proactive. 
Don't expand Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  3020 

DATE:   7/15/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Inga Vickers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems to me the gondola solution would be the best way to preserve and protect Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3021 

DATE:   7/15/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zachery Cote 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see an expanded bus option with increased parking infrastructure. I use the bus a 
majority of the time but parking at the bottom of the canyons is extremely limited which I believe 
contributes heavily to people not using buses currently. (32.2.9A)

Page 32B-3037 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3022 

DATE:   7/15/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrison E. Bielen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My wife and I have been condo owners at Snowbird for over 35-years. We strongly support the gondola 
option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3023 

DATE:   7/15/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fabian Lopez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m highly in favor of the gondola option as it’s the only long term option with the most reliable outcome 
for travel. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3024 

DATE:   7/15/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendell Cox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would best protect the canyon!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3025 

DATE:   7/15/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bramble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola concept as described by the Gondola Works group. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3026 

DATE:   7/15/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Pratt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road for more busses will not help if you still allow vehicles without snow tires in the 
canyon. (32.2.9C) The sticker program made sense but without true enforcement of the traction law you 
will still have the issues of people driving vehicles that should not be in the canyon when the road is 
bad. Step up enforcement, just because you have AWD 4WD doesn't mean you should be driving in 
the canyon without true snow tires (32.2.2M). I like the gondola better as it eliminates the avalanche 
issues but how will bad weather/wind be dealt with. (32.2.9D) Also, I agree the resorts should be 
partners in paying for a gondola and not all on the backs of taxpayers (32.2.7A). I like the cog rail but 
the cost and environmental impacts during construction would be to high.  
thanks for your time
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COMMENT #:  3027 

DATE:   7/15/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Adam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I feel the gondola is a "cleaner" less complicated answer to the problem of canyon congestion I 
have concerns. Will the gondola be accessible by low income users or large families? (32.2.4A and 
32.5B) Where will users be allowed to park, will this add additional time required to get from your car to 
the slopes? (32.2.6.1.2C) Would the gondola trip be any faster door-to-door than driving? (32.2.6.5O) 
Lastly, Gondola Works calls this a "carbon neutral" answer as if the manufacture and installation of a 
gondola system doesn't have a carbon footprint. Also, the electric power/diesel emergency power 
comes from someplace that does use fossil fuel to produce power. Nothing is carbon neutral as we can 
not create power from nothing. (32.10A) 
Thanks
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COMMENT #:  3028 

DATE:   7/15/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wesley Harrison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While the gondola is clearly a more sexy option than enhanced bus service, I think the bus provides a 
lot more value and flexibility to all canyon users. Tolling and carpool rules can be used to limit cars 
and/or single passenger cars during busy periods. (32.2.4A) The bus also stops at backcountry 
trailheads, which benefits a large and growing backcountry user community, rather than just ski area 
customers. (32.2.6.3C) The fact that the gondola only stops at both ski resorts is a big limiting factor. 
The area around the Gondola base is also likely to become inundated with traffic throughout the winter, 
especially on powder days. (32.2.6.5E) If folks don't take public transit to the gondola base, we aren't 
taking any drivers off the road in the area around the Cottonwoods. (32.2.4A and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  3029 

DATE:   7/15/21 4:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula Monaco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Definitely think both options are great, but prefer gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3030 

DATE:   7/15/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With the wasatch fronts air quality being so poor in the winter and the invention add that many buss 
should not be considered are air quality has to be a major destination make in this. Air quality must be a 
major factor (32.10A and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  3031 

DATE:   7/15/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rex Infanger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the bus route would be a more accessible less expensive option for the public (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3032 

DATE:   7/15/21 5:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. As a visitor since 1981 i have seen the valley growth, pollution and gridlock. 
Please let this option proceed. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3033 

DATE:   7/15/21 5:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Andre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola. We need more public, mass transportation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3034 

DATE:   7/15/21 6:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Allred 

 
COMMENT: 
 
From Save Our Canyons: 
"UDOT’s own traffic data shows the peak that is causing the problems is happening in a 3 hour window. 
The gondola will only transport about 900 people every hour with about 21,000 people trying to get up 
the canyon. So about 3,000 people will get up by gondola in this window, and 18,000 will still need to 
use cars on the road. They claim a reduction of about 350 vehicles per hour, and cite that canyon road 
closures (which again, 18,000 people will need to rely on) in the gondola scenario will double at best, 
from today’s 10.4 days (56.3 hours) to 21+ days (108+ hours). " (32.2.4B) 
Gondola is not going to solve the main issue (32.7B and 32.7B) . And 529 million dollars of public 
dollars are being used to support one type of user in the canyon and two ski resorts (private interests). 
(32.2.7A) The Gondola doesn’t even solve the main problem it is trying to solve. (32.7B and 32.7C)  
If you do go forward with the Gondola, Snowbird has said it will turn over Mt Superior area. That has my 
interest. Alta also needs to let go of Grizzly Gulch. (32.29F)
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COMMENT #:  3035 

DATE:   7/15/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good stuff (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  3036 

DATE:   7/15/21 6:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Vahle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Enhanced Bus (with no add'l rodeway capacity) is the best alternative. (32.2.9A) I've ridden the Ski 
Bus for three seasons, usually with seven skiers going up to Alta from the 2000E Park & Ride, and 
seven to eleven skiers coming down. A Skier education, publicity campaign on TV, Radio, and on the 
resort web sites would increase ridership. 
 The Gondola raises alarming Life Threatning Safety concerns. A) When a Ski Lift stops it usually 
resumes in a minute or two. If the lift stops altogether, the Ski Patrol knows how to rescue Skiers and 
bring them down to earth. With Miles & Miles of Gondola Towers and no Ski Patrol rescuers in LCC, 
who will save the Luckless stranded Gondola Riders? (32.2.6.5K) B) This Summer, in Italy, near the 
town of Stresa, 50 miles North of Milan, at Mount Mottarone, a wire snapped resulting in the Tram 
depending at 60 MPH into a Pylon throwing 15 riders to their death on the rocks below. Miles and Miles 
of Wire Rope will be necessary for the Gondola. Reels & Reels of Wire Rope will have to be braided 
together to achieve the length necessary to reach Alta and return. How will these braids hold up with 
different temperatures at the bottom & top of LCC? Will iced-up braided wires hold together while 
jostling through the Rollers on the Towers? (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  3037 

DATE:   7/15/21 6:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Hatcher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We support installing a gondola up the Little Cottonwood Canyon. It is the correct solution now! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3038 

DATE:   7/15/21 6:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Spikes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds like a decent plan. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  3039 

DATE:   7/15/21 7:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sheila Pryor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
enhanced bus service w/no road widening is the answer. (32.2.9A) If people want to recreate, take the 
bus - have a shuttle system in popular areas funded by the areas (business') the shuttle would serve - 
too proud to ride the bus? my, my - nix on the gondola idea - just a money making scam - i just loved 
the comment from the gondola people "you won't let us have our gondola? fine, we will just build more 
houses. Where is the master plan that includes this excessive house building - donate the land to 
Nature Conservancy and conserve instead of polluting - remember the infrastructure that goes with 
house building? (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  3040 

DATE:   7/15/21 7:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Karaus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Much prefer the expanded road with enhanced bus service. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  3041 

DATE:   7/15/21 7:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Tasch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please use the gondola- its so crowded now and would get so much more. keep pollution down as well 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3042 

DATE:   7/15/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Zal zal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3043 

DATE:   7/15/21 7:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Msrk Thorsin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option. In the long term it will be the least impactful on the environment and 
resources-(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3044 

DATE:   7/15/21 8:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Baylee Moyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola proposal in Little Cottonwood Canyon. With the amount of visitors this canyon 
receives, this is the better alternative to ensuring our canyon stays as natural as possible and reducing 
carbon emissions. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  3045 

DATE:   7/15/21 8:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola as it will reduce the emissions and congestion in the canyon in the 
future. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)) I currently don’t go up the canyon any where near as much as I used to 
due to the traffic and horrible driving in the canyon. If the gondola is there, I would definitely use it and 
spend more time up in the canyon.

Page 32B-3061 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3046 

DATE:   7/15/21 8:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cooper Chao 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Being from Marin County, CA...but if you cannot guarantee, in writing, all future transport to Iron 
Blosam, including skis, etc.& alcohol and sundries en route from airport. Count me out, forever. 
(32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3047 

DATE:   7/15/21 8:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a resident of Salt Lake City for 2 years, and moved to Utah primarily for the incredible 
recreational opportunities in Little Cottonwood Canyons. The most valuable feature of this canyon is it’s 
pristine nature, and minimal intrusion from development. The introduction of a gondola system would 
be a detriment to the natural beauty of the canyon, and would only serve to benefit the two ski resorts in 
the canyon, which already make a fortune. (32.17A and 32.2.7A) Expanding the road would destroy 
much of the good bouldering and climbing in the canyon, which is a major recreational draw. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) The best and cheapest option is to expand bus service in the salt lake area, but without an 
unnecessary and destructive expansion of the road. (32.2.9A) This option would alleviate traffic at the 
base of the canyon, and streamline the ski transit for the salt lake population. Protecting the fragile and 
unique landscape of Little Cottonwood Canyon should be paramount in this decision. A large-scale bus 
service WITHOUT the addition of another lane will allow for efficient transport to the ski areas, with the 
benefit of low cost to taxpayers and preservation of this unique canyon.
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COMMENT #:  3048 

DATE:   7/15/21 9:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Bradshaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly prefer the lower cost and more accessible Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder 
Lane option to the Gondola option. It provides better continuous, uninterrupted access to the entire 
canyon for all seasons of use. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3C) 
Thank you all for your hard work, civic collaboration and civil process to brainstorm solutions, study 
alternatives and request public comment! :-)
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COMMENT #:  3049 

DATE:   7/15/21 9:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Hastings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t want a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) Either doing nothing (it’s only a handful of days per year!) or 
expanded bus service seem like much better options. (32.2.9G and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3050 

DATE:   7/15/21 9:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dell Bowers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
how will I get to my timeshare in iron blosam ? (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3051 

DATE:   7/15/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ed DiBella 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sorry if I've missed something - I really don't understand why no real efforts of easy/cheap solutions like 
a toll or fee such as is in many canyons has not been tried first, before narrowing to two very expensive 
options. (32.2.2Y) I would rather not see the road widened a great deal or a gondola added. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E) 
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  3052 

DATE:   7/15/21 9:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chantal Papillon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Things we can do immediately before the expensive price tag of these two options include, TRULY 
enhanced, non-stop!direct busses programed with high frequency during peak periods that depart from 
hub locations around the valley, buffered bike lanes, more numerous and buffered crosswalks, traffic 
calming features installed. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.3J) We need transportation options that are efficient and 
safe for pedestrians, cyclists, motorists and transit users.
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COMMENT #:  3053 

DATE:   7/15/21 10:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chaz Roberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of the final two options are great I think. They both have similar financing, decrease traffic, and are 
better for the environment in the long run. I am a little torn choosing between these two options, but I 
think one of them may be a little bit better. The gondola is a more unique choice that I think the public 
would enjoy more as a whole. From what I know, it is probably safer in the winter time and can make 
going up the canyon an even more amazing experience with the different views that it brings. However, 
I think that the bus with the expanded road may be the better option overall. What people would 
appreciate most is their safety going up the canyon as well as less stress due to traffic. Implementing 
the bus would benefit the people in both of those areas. The expanded road would help out the bikers 
and drivers alike when traffic isn't heavy. Busses would be quicker for the public and looks like it will be 
a little bit cheaper in the long run as well. I hope this input helps in the decision making and thanks for 
helping out the community!(32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  3054 

DATE:   7/15/21 10:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Relinda Beesemyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How easy will it be to get your baggage and groceries up the mountain (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  3055 

DATE:   7/15/21 10:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Marron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the ONLY choice. Busses are old school thinking! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3056 

DATE:   7/16/21 12:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Anne Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT framed the issues wrong. We are commenting on the wrong debate. The time frames are wrong. 
We are supposed to be preparing for 2050 with pre-pandemic assumptions. I knew al along that 
anything we do now will be old, tired, and out of style in 30 years. Now we see that even a year can 
make a huge, long term debt and destruction of the natural world a terribe mistake. (32.29D and 
32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3057 

DATE:   7/16/21 1:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeanie Aylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best answer for little cottonwood canyon access for now and in the future. I have 
been stopped during road closure for an avalanche. I know others who couldn’t go home because of 
snow. The gondola is the only way to solve this problem for now and the future. Let’s take the best 
option for Utah. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3058 

DATE:   7/16/21 6:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Hyatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely No gondola!! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  3059 

DATE:   7/16/21 6:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Hyatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO to the gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3060 

DATE:   7/16/21 6:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Riley Hyatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola (32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-3076 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3061 

DATE:   7/16/21 6:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Hyatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO gondola! Encourage better use of current roads and enforce carpooling (32.2.9E and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3062 

DATE:   7/16/21 6:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Ellsworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preferred option would be the gondola system. I love the fact that it is environmentally friendly and 
would help reduce traffic in the canyon. Being a local resident in living not far from the canyon those 
things would be great! I am all for the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3063 

DATE:   7/16/21 8:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Shah 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in the 84121 area. I use the ski resorts, as well as trailheads along SR 210.  
I don't support the Gondola or an expanded road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I do support expanded bus 
service, with tolling, to increase use of public transit without road expansion or an inflexible gondola. 
(32.2.9A) 
I also am against Wasatch Blvd expansion into a high speed thoroughfare. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.9L) 
Let's give fully optimized bus service a try before spending so much and tearing so much up.
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COMMENT #:  3064 

DATE:   7/16/21 8:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Malavolta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
BUS BUS BUS. No gondola. (32.2.9E) The only equitable solution is the expanded bus service OR an 
entirely new approach which is a two-way high-speed rail line. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  3065 

DATE:   7/16/21 8:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Clevenger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is definitely the sexier option, and would put Utah even more on the map with its extreme 
lifts. It is also more comfortable because capacity has to be maintained at 32 people per car, rather 
than the buses where people get packed in like sardines. For this Tooele, UT resident who skis 30 days 
per year, about half in LCC, the gondola seems to be the best bet. Bonus if the resorts help to build it, 
fund it, and provide free transit to their employees and season pass holders at no extra cost to Utah 
taxpayers. (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  3066 

DATE:   7/16/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Berger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it is absolutely tragic that UDOT is considering destroying 30 million year old works of art for the 
sake of cramming more people into the resorts. I love to ski, but I also love to climb, and it makes me 
sick to think of all the beautiful boulders that will be obliterated as part of this project. (32.4A and 
32.4B) How much snow will we even have in 50 years? (32.2.2E) Why would we decimate these 
priceless artifacts from Mother Nature to get a few years of increased revenue at the ski resorts? 
(32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  3067 

DATE:   7/16/21 9:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree with the gondola concept. That would be especially useful during the ski season. It would also 
be an attraction during the summer season as well for tourists who might be a little skeptical about 
driving up the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3068 

DATE:   7/16/21 9:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandy Neilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks to UDot for the good overview. Years ago I witnessed (from the other side of canyon thankfully) 
a huge & devastating avalanche that covered a bus & closed the canyon for days.  
While the plan to tunnel & widen may temporarily solve some of this danger I don't believe it offers the 
solution to the environmental impact that has been disheartening to witness over the years. For this 
reason, I fully support the Gondola plan. I believe concern for future environmental impact outweighs 
cost issues. It would also appear that disruption during construction should also cause less of an 
impact. (32.2.9D) 
Thank you for the opportunity to contribute.
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COMMENT #:  3069 

DATE:   7/16/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Butler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3070 

DATE:   7/16/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tim Dolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option. (32.2.9D) I'm a long time user of the Cottonwood canyons and I do not like 
the idea of more automobile (bus) traffic during peak times. Air quality along the Wasatch front is a 
constant concern in the winter and more busses will exacerbate that problem. (32.10A) A gondola will 
become a quiet, relatively clean, and beautiful addition to this great natural resource we all share. Like 
the light rail and commuter rail, a canyon gondola will continue to enhance life for a wide variety of 
constituents here, summer and winter. Though the initial costs may be high, it will become a lasting 
legacy of mass transit and point to other solutions that can help reduce our dependency on 
automobiles.
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COMMENT #:  3071 

DATE:   7/16/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Carney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is such a terrible idea, it's only useful for a few months out of the year, but there are a LOT 
of other activities in the canyons. (32.2.9E and 32.4G) It's horrendously ugly, it ruins the landscape of 
the most beautiful canyon in the Wasatch, and it doesn't even really help the congestion that much. 
(32.17A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Nobody is going to ride that thing, it'll be a symbol of government waste 
that mars the landscape for generations. We need a year-round solution, not a government handout to 
ski resorts making huge profits. (32.2.4A and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  3072 

DATE:   7/16/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margit Dittmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola solution. Traffic up to Snowbird is generally terrible and at times 
disastrous. I am originally from Europe where it is easy to get around on public transportation between 
ski areas, and where many ski areas are connected via gondola/chair networks. Introducing a gondola 
to eliminate a lot of the car traffic is the more environmentally friendly solution for access to 
Snowbird/Alta. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3073 

DATE:   7/16/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Shon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the very best option to accommodate increased canyon enjoyment while being 
ecologically sensitive. 
Being a long time property owner I hope it will be built soon! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3074 

DATE:   7/16/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Titka 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an Iron Blosam timeshare owner in week 12 and love the area. The gondola is an excellent idea. I 
also think that snow sheds should be built to continue to protect the highway and all. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3075 

DATE:   7/16/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Gelb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Massachusetts, and this past March was my 40th consecutive year skiing Snowbird/Alta in Little 
Cottonwood. I support a greener future for LCC, and I believe the GONDOLA PROJECT better satisfies 
more of the objectives than does the BUS solution. Thanks for hearing thoughts from out-of-staters who 
also love LCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3076 

DATE:   7/16/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Titka 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an Iron Blosam timeshare owner in week 12 and very much favor a gondola system up highway 
210. I still think that snow sheds in key areas would be good for sustainability and safety reasons 
especially considering the service industry coming up the canyon etc. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3077 

DATE:   7/16/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Hoefelmeier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After further review of the two proposals, it is clear that the Tram option is the better choice!!! Widening 
the road is much more invasive and more devastating to the canyon and wildlife than the tram will be. 
(32.13A and 32.13B). We are all here because we love ❤ Little Cottonwood Canyon, so let us not put 
a four lane highway up the Canyon! The tram will be the less invasive choice! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3078 

DATE:   7/16/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Rudy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
from the information given to date this is a good idea, what really matters though is a ticket cost 
analysis, because it is all good and well but if it stays cheaper to drive, or bus up then it may not have 
the desired effect, at the same time it might be a beneficial endeavor to see what kinds of advertising or 
other cost offsetting measures could be added to the public information on this. (32.2.4A) Also not just 
a one life cycle plan but a plan for future expansions can additional carts be added without adding lines, 
what kind of parking can be added at the base. ultimately I like the idea but the devil is in the details 
which I feel not enough are given. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  3079 

DATE:   7/16/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adair Andre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support the gondola up little cotton wood! It is a more efficient and more sustainable way for 
people to reach the mountains. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3080 

DATE:   7/16/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Walthius 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not like widening the road to add a bus lane after hearing public comments about when Provo 
canyon was widened as it turned into a nightmare and also just puts more cars in the slide path. 
(32.2.9B) I do like the gondola idea but it is really not intended for locals and those accessing the back 
county. It's intended for out of town skiers who want lift service. (32.2.4A and 32.4G) Alta / Snowbird 
will get 99.99% of the benefit. Alta / Snowbird should be paying 99.99% of the $600 million bill. 
(32.2.7A and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  3081 

DATE:   7/16/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Knapp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid skier at Alta, I think the Gondola provides the best long term solution for traveling to the 
world's best ski resorts. Adding new asphalt roads introduces tons of extra costs and doesn't get 
around the issues of traffic jams going up and down the canyon. (32.7C) The gondola has low 
maintenance costs and provides visitors a beautiful ride up the canyon. Please don't cheap out on 
buses; give the people of SLC a viable, long term solution! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3082 

DATE:   7/16/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JoAnn Palace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a very bad idea for the Little Cottonwood Canyon. It would permanently ruin the appearance on 
the canyon. Would rather be intermittently inconvenienced by snowfall than destroy the canyon. 
The road will have to be cleared regardless of anything, so it is a complete waste of money. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  3083 

DATE:   7/16/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregg MacDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How can you claim that the gondola will increase access to the canyon, while simultaneously claiming 
that it will limit the number of people accessing it? You can’t have it both ways! (32.2.4A and 32.20C). 
It’s assumed that tolling will be part of any plan. Why? What about folks like myself that own property in 
the Canyon? Anytime we need to leave our home/condo, we will need to pay to drive out? Then again 
to go home? Really? 
Or are we supposed to take the gondola everywhere? Can I bring a shopping cart full of groceries on 
the gondola? How about two weeks’ worth of luggage and skis? (32.2.4A)  
The towers will look ugly, and the traffic “problem” you describe is intermittent at worst. Widening the 
road is a much better solution to this relatively small issue. (32.17A) 
You folks like to imagine that skiers will be able to access Snowbird and Alta when avalanches have 
closed the road. But you seem to forget that when those roads are closed, Snowbird and Alta are 
usually locked down by Interlodge rules!! So if you were foolish enough to send skiers up the canyon 
via the gondola, they would not be able to ski, or even leave the terminal building. (32.2.6.5H) and 
32.2.6.5K) 
The gondola idea has simply not been well thought out. Waste the taxpayers money, punish everyone 
that owns property up canyon, and ONLY serve the interest of day skiers and commuting ski resort 
employees. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) 
For goodness sake, stop the madness before you ruin the canyon and access to it. (32.2.9E) 
- Gregg MacDonald
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COMMENT #:  3084 

DATE:   7/16/21 3:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyram Adsit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DONT DESTROY BOULDERS FOR THE GONDOLA!!! Wtf kinda place would we live in to throw away 
a natural recreational asset like the boulders in LCC? (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  3085 

DATE:   7/16/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caryn Hargrave 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic and parking for everybody to try to get to the gondola will create a bottleneck at that location, just 
like there is now trying to get up the canyon. My choice would be to improve the bus system (32.2.6.3E 
and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3086 

DATE:   7/16/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Swindler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola idea, as long as there's room to park at the base station. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.2.1C)
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Comments 03087–05890 



COMMENT #:  3087 

DATE:  7/14/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME: Jason Ehrhart 

COMMENT: 

I have been driving to and from Alta and Snowbird since the early 1980s and remember the two lane 
road that used to be Wasatch Blvd from before I-215 was built. I remember before there was a traffic 
light at the mouth of Big Cottonwood Canyon.  

My comments are two fold.  

First a comment about driving Little Cottonwood Canyon during the winter, followed by a comment 
about Wasatch Blvd, which is where I have lived for most of those 40 years of driving Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. 

While the ingress to Little Cottonwood Canyon can be a challenge from time to time, due to vehicles 
being permitted to drive up in snowy weather, stopping due to a lack of traction, sometimes putting 
chains on in the middle of the road where they got stuck. We also have a problem with people trying to 
cut to the front of the line waiting to get up Little Cottonwood Canyon road who are driving , at a high 
rate of speed, through the neighborhood known as Top of the World. The bigger issue at hand, which 
has not gotten enough discussion is the problem of egress.  

Egress is by far the biggest issue. I have several times during my time been stuck in downhill traffic, 
several times for more than six or seven hours. There are several causes for this dangerous situation. 
In order to safely egress LCC, both the vehicle and the driver must be prepared for severe weather 
events. Usually, the issue is that vehicles got up the canyon before the weather started or got very bad, 
and stayed to enjoy the powder. Nearly every storm, this happens, a vehicle, either personal, a rental, 
or even buses, which are not prepared for driving down during a snowstorm. If the tires do not have 
enough traction, (all season and M + S tires can fall into this category), driving down is terrifying and 
very dangerous. A single vehicle that is not prepared, either equipment or driver, can slide off and block 
the roadway for all of the other traffic. This single vehicle can also be a bus which due to the driver or 
the equipment which cannot make the drive down the canyon safely. After the storm has dropped 
enough snow to make ingress dangerous, UDOT and UPD can then check vehicles for proper 
equipment, but usually, this is too late to have a positive effect on the vehicles already up the canyon. 
(32.7C and 32.2.2M) In my their phones. Wasatch Blvd has needed to be widened for several decades 
and I have been patiently waiting for the full widening for all of that time. We are nearly there and full 
widening, not partial widening is what this community needs. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.9Q) The grass 
roots movement is ill informed and only interested in using Wasatch Blvd as a bike trail or to push their 
strollers along, which is a dangerous idea. While the State laws favor the bike rider and those walking, 
running, or strolling along this 50mph road, the law of physics dictate a 2 ton vehicle moving at 50mph 
will not care about Utah laws and a distracted driver, (of which there are many due to phones, 
pad/tablet computers, food, children, pets, and countless other things), hitting them on that road will not 
change the likely outcome with multiple people's and family’s lives destroyed or altered forever. A 
separate path of bikes and pedestrians is the only way to solve this issue on Wasatch Blvd. 
(32.2.6.2.2.A) Not a restrictive 35mph speed change and fewer lanes. With all of the new families 
coming to the newly developed homes and condos in Cottonwood Heights, the traffic problems of 
Wasatch Blvd will only gets worse and widening of Wasatch Blvd, and a Gondola to take people waiting 
for avalanche mitigation efforts to finish will do the right thing and reduce traffic on Wasatch Blvd and 
Little Cottonwood Canyon road. It will probably also stop the folks who drive 40mph through our 25 mph 
neighborhood roads to try to get to the front of the line waiting to get up the canyon. (32.7B)
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COMMENT #:  3088 

DATE:   7/15/21 8:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposed solutions of the Gondola and Expanded Bus lanes fall short in addressing key issues as 
well as ONLY catering to the ski resorts. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) The canyons get used year round for all 
kinds of activities. Congestion usually occurs on "powder days" when significant traffic from skiers as 
well as poor road conditions come together. (32.1.4D) The proposed solution only provides better 
options for skiers going to a ski resort. (32.2.4A and 32.2.7A) It does not provide any better alternatives 
for those snowshoeing, back country skiing, climbing, etc. If a visitor's beginning or final destination is 
not the gondola mobility hub, Snowbird, or Alta then it provides no benefit. (32.7C)  
 
I live in Granite and on peak snow days, traffic makes ingress and egress from our community a 
problem. (32.7B) I fail to see how putting a large gondola mobility hub in a pristine residential 
neighborhood at the mouth of little cottonwood canyon will impact the situation for good. (32.2.6.5E) If 
the canyon is temporarily closed for avalanche control now I have a hard time getting in and our of my 
neighborhood. (32.7B) If the Gondola mobility hub is created and the canyon is closed for avalanche 
control, everyone will still have trouble driving to and accessing the mobility hub. I do not see any 
solutions for a driver coming from south Wasatch blvd, crossing 9400 S. to try and reach the mobility 
hub. It will only move congestion from IN the canyon to the community at the mouth OF the 
canyon. (32.2.6.3E). Additionally, the gondola option is not scalable. It can't be expanded or reduced to 
meet demand. (32.2.6.5B) This is an expensive option for only addressing peak snow day problems 
and does not address the needs of summer visitors, hikers, climbers, or other activities that are not 
located at Snowbird or Alta. Currently some canyon biking trails reduce congestion by making trails 
biking or hiking only on odd or even numbered days. I would prefer to see a joint UDOT and business 
option proposed. Such as, season pass holders at the resort are only good for even or odd weeks. 
Preselling resort parking passes and requiring anyone that wants to ski without a parking pass to ride 
public transport. Or eliminating the IKON pass and other multi resort passes that bring in out of state 
skiers. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) We currently charge out of state tution for our state funded schools. Why 
don't we charge out of state ski rates to offset the UDOT proposed spending to provide access to the 
resorts. Options like that will reduce the peak rush to hit the canyons on ""powder days"". I also fail to 
see any mention of what the canyon capacity is in terms of visitors. We can't just put more and more 
people in the canyon without a negative impact. (32.20B) Perhaps we need a permitting system like we 
have for running rivers, camping, or hiking certain areas. (32.2.2K) Our only artificial canyon visitor 
limits are related to existing parking stalls. How many more visitors can the canyon support or should it 
support. I would like to see that information before we propose how to get more people in the canyon. 
(32.1.2B)  
 
Increasing the road lanes or building a gondola will negatively impact the residents that live in the area. 
Granite has a very high quality of life now. (32.7B) Brining in large mobility hubs will change the nature 
of the community, what brings people here. and impact residential property values. (32.4L) The 
community of Granite does not have any resturants, business/office buildings, and has a very rural feel. 
Building a large industrial mobility hub would change that aspect forever and permanently punish the 
local residents in favor of resort skiers from in and out of state. (32.4M)  
Finally, I think expanding busing options (not new lanes) is by far the most flexible and scalable option 
with using park and ride lots not near the mouth of the canyon where we see most of the congestion. 
(32.2.9A)  
. 
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COMMENT #:  3089 

DATE:   6/4/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  MJ Cirillo 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3090 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Cheryl Soshnik 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5N) 
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COMMENT #:  3091 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Rick Seven 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  3092 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Elena Sheer 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  3093 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Eric Sheer 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3109 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3094 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Christine Palmer 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3110 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3095 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Anna Scmitz 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3111 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3096 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jeanette Ricci 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3112 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3097 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Melissa Robison 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.4C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3113 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3098 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ben Robison 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3114 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3099 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Matt Goebel 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3115 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3100 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sylvia Goff 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3116 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3101 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Oscar Gonzales 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3117 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3102 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Amanda Romauldo 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3118 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3103 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Anne Polinsky 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.12A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3119 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3104 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kathy Pope 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.12A, and 32.10A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3120 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3105 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Darcy Renna 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3121 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3106 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Nancy Pitstick 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3122 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3107 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Katrina Authement 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3123 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3108 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Amy Bach 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3124 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3109 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Judy Bernstein 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3125 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3110 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Scott Cook 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3126 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3111 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Val Layton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3127 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3112 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Carrie Froyd 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3128 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3113 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Gary Allen 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3129 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3114 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Cam Arave 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3130 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3115 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Maureen Bradley 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3131 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3116 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Quinn Allen Munger 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3132 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3117 

DATE:   6/29/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Aubrey May 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3133 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3118 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Bill Connell 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3134 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3119 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Barbara Connell 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3135 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3120 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Vaspin Childs 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3136 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3121 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Melissa Christensen 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3137 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3122 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lynette Carpenter 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3138 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3123 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ralph Carpenter 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3139 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3124 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Amanda Carroll 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3140 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3125 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Scott Childs 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3141 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3126 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jessi Buss 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3142 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3127 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jill Buss 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3143 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3128 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Andrea Butler 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3144 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3129 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Donna Buys 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3145 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3130 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Christina Brandt 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3146 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3131 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Thea Brannon 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3147 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3132 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Liz Brewster 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-3148 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3133 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Chip Browne 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3149 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3134 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Austin Bugni 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3150 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3135 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Yolanda Bunderson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3151 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3136 

DATE:   6/30/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ralpha Melo 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3152 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3137 

DATE:   7/1/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mike Armstrong 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3153 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3138 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  David Cook 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3154 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3139 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Heidi Cook 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5Z) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3155 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3140 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Maggie Cortsen 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3156 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3141 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Norman Shepherd 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3157 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3142 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ryan Caggiano 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5I) 
 

 

Page 32B-3158 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3143 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sandie Crook 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3159 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3144 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Robert Curtis 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3160 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3145 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Caprene Curtis 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3161 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3146 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sam NJ 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3162 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3147 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Donna Smith 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3163 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3148 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ron Smith 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3164 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3149 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kathy Foster 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.4C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3165 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3150 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jesse Foster 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3166 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3151 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Arlen Hale 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3167 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3152 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Rachel Harned 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3168 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3153 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jason Hedquist 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3169 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3154 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Rebekah Hopper 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3170 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3155 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Liz LeFevre 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3171 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3156 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kathy Holmes 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3172 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3157 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Patrice Gallagher 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3173 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3158 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Denise Konrad 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.12A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3174 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3159 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Paul Kriekerd 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3175 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3160 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Nancy Laursen 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3176 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3161 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jeanine Seibert 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.9B) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3177 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3162 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Michelle Floyd 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3178 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3163 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Greg Foley 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3179 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3164 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jessica Foley 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3180 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3165 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Strike Fongeallaz 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3181 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3166 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Leann Hedquist 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.7A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3182 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3167 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kathy Hills 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.12A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3183 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3168 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Richard Daems 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3184 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3169 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Gary Dalton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3185 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3170 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Renate Dalton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3186 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3171 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Barbara Damon 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3187 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3172 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sam Adans 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3188 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3173 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jeff Bolan 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3189 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3174 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Leslie Davis 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3190 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3175 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jennifer Dearinger 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3191 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3176 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sharon Dorsey 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3192 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3177 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Tim Jenks 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3193 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3178 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kristi Johnson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.12A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3194 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3179 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Karen Jurgens 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.12A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3195 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3180 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Elaine Kasteler 

 
COMMENT:(32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3196 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3181 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sheely Edwards 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3197 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3182 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Andrea Erekson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.7c) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3198 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3183 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Chad Erekson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3199 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3184 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Caroline Esperanza 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3200 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3185 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sarah Shipp 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3201 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3186 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Skye Sieber 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.5A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3202 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3187 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lisa Silbaugh 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.5A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3203 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3188 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jenny Evans 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3204 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3189 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  David Gordon 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3205 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3190 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Julie Howland 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3206 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3191 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Alex Hurst 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3207 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3192 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mary Jane 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9E) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3208 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3193 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Steve Jee 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3209 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3194 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Liz Ryder 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  3195 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Karen Schceible 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  3196 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Susan Plomin 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3197 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Shelley Middleton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  3198 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jay Park 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3199 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Erica Paul 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.6B) 
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COMMENT #:  3200 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Luke Petit 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3201 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Matt Snyder 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3202 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Rachel Cromar 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.6E) 
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COMMENT #:  3203 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Nick Cromar 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.6E) 
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COMMENT #:  3204 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mary Grae McMurray 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3205 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Christy Neel 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3206 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Cathy Paiz 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3207 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lyndsie Snyder 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3208 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Joyce Forsgren 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3209 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Zach Forsgren 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3210 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ariel Hortin 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  3211 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Brian Hortin 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5J) 
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COMMENT #:  3212 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Chris Layton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 3.2.6.5H) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3228 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3213 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Brennan Mahoney 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3214 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Heather Malko 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  3215 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Michelle Fournier 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  3216 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Judy Fullerton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  3217 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  David Lach 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3218 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Anne Robison 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3219 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Becca Gardner 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3220 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ben Gardner 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3221 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Vicki Gilchrist 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3222 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ed Goebel 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3223 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Pam Miller 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3224 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Gary Moore 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3225 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Liz Moore 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3226 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jeannette Singleton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3227 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mike Singleton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  3228 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  John Huck 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3229 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Janet Margulies 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-3245 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3230 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lindsay Marx 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  3231 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Katherine Rupert 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3232 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Josh Proctor 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3233 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  James Middleton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3234 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kylie Peet 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3235 

DATE:   7/4/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Joseph Smith 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  3236 

DATE:   7/4/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Greg Hefley 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3237 

DATE:   7/4/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sam Sampinos 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9E, 32.13A, 32.17A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3238 

DATE:   7/5/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Brandon Spadafora 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3239 

DATE:   7/5/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Carol Laurich 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3240 

DATE:   7/7/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Martha Spadafora 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3241 

DATE:   7/7/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Anthony Spadafora 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3242 

DATE:   7/7/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Joanne Smith 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3243 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Chloe Bergeson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3244 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Hannah Sharp 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3245 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Amy B. Nelson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3246 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sydney Hartman 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3247 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jennifer Howard 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3248 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jordan Hilton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  3249 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Marilyn G Hollingworth 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  3250 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Breann Hilton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3251 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Nate Burri 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3252 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lace Martin 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  3253 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  David Martinez 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3254 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Katie Mcroberts 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3255 

DATE:   7/9/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Knoblock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi Bri, Josh, and others- 
 
Thanks for all of your hard work on the LCC EIS. I'm sure you'll have a pile more of work going through 
all the meetings, comments, and questions.  
 
I generally agree with your analysis of how to best improve mobility and reliability. Yes, it would be nice 
if one solution was the top choice for both of those criteria, but you correctly identified that those have 
different solutions. At the end of the day, I think that the smooth, quiet, and scenic gondola ride is worth 
the extra 15 minutes of travel time. Lots of time to organize gear, read, check email, or send text 
messages! (32.2.9D) 
 
Here are my questions and comments- 
 
1) Exactly how do buses "operate around slide offs/crashes" on the road?  
These problems often result in blocked travel lanes and require traffic to be held while emergency 
vehicles and/or tow trucks are clearing the accident. The bus-only lane often may not solve the delay 
problems of slide offs and crashes. (32.2.6.3P) 
 
2) Why does the gondola alternative require two snowsheds to be a viable alternative?  
Can the gondola alternative be a viable option without including the snowsheds?  
The canyon road has gone this long without snowsheds. With the addition of the gondola, mobility will 
be so improved that temporary road and gondola stoppages to do road avalanche control work should 
not be a serious problem. Without the snowsheds, the gondola is clearly the lowest cost option. If at 
some time in the future you find that snowsheds are needed and justified in their own right, that project 
should be done at that time. (32.2.6.5Z) 
 
3) What is the maximum number of 'seated passengers' per hour with the maximum expected 
"scalability" of the enhanced bus service? 
What is the maximum number of 'total passengers' per hour with the maximum expected "scalability" of 
the enhanced bus service? (32.2.6.3N) 
The feasibility of implementing a transit solution is highly dependent on the customer experience and 
comfort. Standing in ski gear holding skis on a crowded bus on a curvy mountain road is not pleasant or 
feasible for many potential users. This reality will "prevent buses from ever being highly successful. 
Therefore clearly showing the bus capacity for 'seated only passengers' is a very important number to 
include in the analysis.  
Also, it is very important to show the peak future maximum capacity (both seated and total) of both the 
enhanced bus and gondola options. Some bus proponents claim that the bus peak capacity could also 
be increased to match the 4,000 people per hour gondola peak capacity. 
 
4) What is the enhanced bus 'summer' operating cost that would give comparable capacity to the stated 
gondola summer operating cost? (32.2.6.3C) 
We need an apples-to-apples comparison, so if you list the summer operating cost for the gondola, that 
should also be specified for the summer bus operation. Summer canyon transit operation is important. 
(32.1.2C) 
 
5) Please show pictures of what the gondola infrastructure would look like from various perspectives? 
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Save Our canyons has put together a GIS model showing what the gondola option would look like, 
using excessively large brightly colored blocks for the towers. This obviously misrepresents what actual 
towers and cable would look like. UDOT should have a similar more realistic GIS model so that people 
can visualize what the gondola system would really look like since that is the most important criteria for 
many people. (32.17A) 
 
6) Will the tower spacing of the gondola design limit future expansion to the 4,000 people per hour 3S 
gondola system maximum capacity?  
What will be the physically possible maximum capacity of people per hour for the gondola as designed 
if the full capacity number of gondola cars is put on the line? 
The baseline 1050 people per hour capacity to relieve congestion and meet the mobility criteria should 
not limit the equipment design so that the system's full gondola line capacity of 4,000 people per hour 
can not be achieved in the future. (32.2.6.5N) 
 
7) What is the data of how many LCC visitors arrive at Snowbird or Alta (for any and all reasons 
including hiking, backcountry skiing, Octoberfest, etc.), versus other destinations? 
Gondola opponents say that less than half of the canyon's visitors are ski area guests. While that may 
possibly true (which I doubt), UDOT should provide data (for both summer and winter) showing how 
many and what percentage of people could utilize the Alta and Snowbird gondola stations, regardless if 
they are resort guests or are going to backcountry ski or hike. A hybrid solution could possibly be 
worked out with Snowbird so that White Pine area users can have local shuttle access to and from the 
Snowbird station.(32.1.2D) 
 
8) What would the estimated price to ride the gondola be for non-resort guests?  
Gondola opponents claim that the gondola ride would cost $35 per person making it cost-prohibitive for 
non-ski resort users. (32.2.4A) 
 
9) Expansion of Wasatch Blvd to allow buses to bypass slow or stopped traffic should be fast-tracked 
so that the current bus system can work as well as possible as soon as possible. (32.29R)  
 
10) We have waited long enough. The comment period is certainly sufficient for all who care to submit 
comments. A proposed extended comment period is only a ruse and delay tactic. (32.29A) 
 
Thanks again!
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COMMENT #:  3256 

DATE:   7/9/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kendall Jacoby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kendall Jacoby 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3257 

DATE:   7/9/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Claire Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Claire Esplin 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3258 

DATE:   7/9/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Samuel Wiesenberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Samuel Wiesenberg 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3259 

DATE:   7/9/21 5:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kate Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kate christensen 
Provo, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3260 

DATE:   7/9/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Evan Hirn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Evan Hirn 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3261 

DATE:   7/9/21 6:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Corynn Treadwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Corynn Treadwell 
Murray, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3262 

DATE:   7/9/21 6:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carlos Alarco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Carlos Alarco 
1595 s 400 e 
Orem, UT 84058" 
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COMMENT #:  3263 

DATE:   7/9/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Edward Gallagher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Edward Gallagher 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3264 

DATE:   7/9/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Evan Twidwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Evan Twidwell 
Austin, TX 
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COMMENT #:  3265 

DATE:   7/9/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lucy Cheung 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Lucy Cheung 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3266 

DATE:   7/9/21 8:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chey Rawhoof 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood 
 
Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chey Rawhoof 
Denver, CO 
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COMMENT #:  3267 

DATE:   7/9/21 8:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Amy Murakami 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Amy Murakami 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3268 

DATE:   7/9/21 8:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sophia Bartlit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sophia bartlit 
Cottonwood Hts., UT 
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COMMENT #:  3269 

DATE:   7/9/21 8:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Skyler Cozzens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Skyler Cozzens 
Cottonwood heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3270 

DATE:   7/9/21 9:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Helena Verhaaren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA! Do a bus lane but don’t destroy the classic bouldering on the side of the road. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Helena Verhaaren 
Orem, UT 

Page 32B-3287 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3271 

DATE:   7/9/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jane Yee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jane Yee 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3272 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abigail Diederich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Abigail Diederich 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3273 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Will Loach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Will Loach 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3274 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Richard Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Richard Thompson 
Farmington, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3275 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alexis Warnick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Alexis Warnick 
Sundance, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3276 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Courtney Arnold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Courtney Arnold 
Flagstaff, AZ 
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COMMENT #:  3277 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Whitney Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Whitney Larsen 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3278 

DATE:   7/10/21 12:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Keely Carolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Keely Carolan 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3279 

DATE:   7/10/21 12:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Josh Strong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
DONT WASTE MY TAX DOLLARS ON SOMETHING THAT WONT ACHIEVE A REAL SOLUTION 
AND WILL DESTROY AMAZING NATURAL WONDERS AND HABITATS (32.2.7A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Josh Strong 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3280 

DATE:   7/10/21 12:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mitchell Greenhalgh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Mitchell Greenhalgh 
Provo, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3281 

DATE:   7/10/21 1:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alisha Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alisha Mitchell 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3282 

DATE:   7/10/21 1:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Walenza 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Walenza 
Cornelius, OR 
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COMMENT #:  3283 

DATE:   7/10/21 5:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Olivia Juarez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Olivia Juarez 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3284 

DATE:   7/10/21 6:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Megan Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Megan Thompson 
Layton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3285 

DATE:   7/10/21 7:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Megan Staten 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Megan Staten 
American Fork, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3286 

DATE:   7/10/21 8:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maile Hardisty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
maile hardisty 
Sandy, UT 

Page 32B-3303 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3287 

DATE:   7/10/21 8:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Makayla Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Makayla Harris 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3288 

DATE:   7/10/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chelsea Buckley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Chelsea Buckley 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3289 

DATE:   7/10/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeremy Bini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeremy Bini 
Los Angeles, CA 
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COMMENT #:  3290 

DATE:   7/10/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Branfon Collett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Branfon Collett 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3291 

DATE:   7/10/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Cosgrove 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Sam Cosgrove 
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COMMENT #:  3292 

DATE:   7/10/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Forrest Wells 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Forrest Wells 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3293 

DATE:   7/10/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Deedee Fedorchak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
Appreciate your efforts to address the fact that we are now a major metropolitan area, with the 
associated ttraffic congestion, 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
reach that mark---would UDOT consider a dual proposal of a people-moving gondola to get people thru 
the canyon to Alta quickly, along with electric buses. In the Maroon Bells, minimal personal vehicles are 
allowed (32.1.2B, 32.2.2BB, 32.2.2W, and 32.2.6.3F) 
 
2). Is the “Carrying Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS 
Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
Which is why I think the gondola is a very good idea, but an electric bus system the dual partner, 
(32.2.2W) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we humans minimally do so? (32.13B) Getting most private vehicles out of the canyons is a 
great start – (32.2.4A) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
these canyons, other than for those who have residences. (32.7C and 32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you for your consideration of the community. 
 
Sincerely, 
Deedee Fedorchak 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3294 

DATE:   7/10/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chaz Bateman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chaz Bateman 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3295 

DATE:   7/10/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jackson North 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jackson North 
Eden, UT 

Page 32B-3312 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3296 

DATE:   7/10/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erick MacSparran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Erick MacSparran 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3297 

DATE:   7/10/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dan Purjes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
am a resident of Sandy, UT and a season's pass holder for Alta and Snowbird. 
 
Of all the options to deal with congested traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon, especially in winter, I vote 
for the gondola. Not only would it be safer and more reliable, but it is a feature in its own right. Bus rides 
in winter are not a feature. (32.2.9D) 
 
I question the choice of a 25-person gondola, though. That's more like an aerial tram. The gondola at 
Telluride is what should be considered. It is an 8-person gondola that runs continuously. If 8 people 
load every 5 seconds, that would be about 100 people per minute, or about 6,000 people per hour. That 
would be plenty in 2 hours of operation to serve Alta and Snowbird. And it serves as an attraction in 
and of itself, heightening the excitement and anticipation for skiing or riding. (32.2.2JJ) 
 
Dan Purjes 
Sandy, UT
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COMMENT #:  3298 

DATE:   7/10/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Liam Armour 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Liam Armour 
Salt Lake City, CA
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COMMENT #:  3299 

DATE:   7/10/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Molly Hemenway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Molly Hemenway 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3300 

DATE:   7/10/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nathan Gilbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nathan Gilbert 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3301 

DATE:   7/10/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kylee Garcia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kylee Garcia 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3302 

DATE:   7/10/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalie Matthews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Natalie Matthews 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3303 

DATE:   7/10/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kelli Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am a backcountry skier who frequently travels up Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) for outdoor 
recreation and I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the LCC Environmental Impact Statement. I 
support enhanced busing with no widening of Highway 210 as the best transportation option to alleviate 
traffic issues in LCC. (32.2.9A) Specifically, I am in favor of using low -or zero-emissions busses and 
vans on the current LCC road with no, or minimal, additional construction. (32.2.6.3F) This option has 
the lowest environmental impact, is an inclusive transportation system that serves dispersed users, has 
the lowest cost, and is the quickest way to solve the traffic issues in LCC. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
As you know, LCC is an important part of the Salt Lake City watershed. Therefore, it is important that 
UDOT pursue a traffic solution that has the lowest environmental impact. Expanding the road or 
installing (and maintaining) a gondola will have a larger environmental footprint than simply utilizing 
energy-efficient mass transit vehicles on the existing infrastructure. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 
32.13B) Additionally, buses and vans can provide year-round transportation to trailheads, serving 
dispersed users such as backcountry skiers. (32.2.6.3C) In contrast, a gondola will not stop for people 
at backcountry trailheads and, as proposed, would not be a year-round solution. Enhanced busing is 
also the most convenient option for the public, and convenience is critical to ensuring the public actually 
utilizes the chosen transportation solution. (32.2.4A) And, as described in the EIS, enhanced bus 
service is the lowest cost option, coming in at a significantly lower price than either bus service with a 
peak period shoulder lane, or a gondola. 
 
As a backcountry skier I urge you to consider how each alternative will affect, and serve, dispersed 
recreation users in addition to resort visitors. (32.2.7A and 32.4G) A considerable amount of the traffic 
in LCC in both summer and winter is people heading to trailheads to backcountry ski (in winter) or hike 
and mountain bike in summer. (32.1.2D) The transit system must include stops at trailheads in order to 
serve backcountry recreationists. (32.2.6.3C) Likewise, the transit system needs to originate at multiple 
locations around the valley so that people can access it where they live, rather than drive their car to a 
distant mobility hub (in which case, they'd likely stay in their car and continue the drive up LCC, not 
utilizing the transportation solution). (32.2.2I) 
 
Enhanced busing with no widening of the LCC road is a solution that can have an immediate impact. 
There is no need to wait years to construct additional, expensive, infrastructure when we can solve the 
traffic issues with the infrastructure that is already in place. 
 
Sincerely, 
Miss Kelli Nelson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3304 

DATE:   7/11/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aubrey Schuring 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Aubrey Schuring 
Mapleton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3305 

DATE:   7/11/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Naomi Ansbergs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Naomi Ansbergs 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-3322 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3306 

DATE:   7/11/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sasha Bingaman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sasha Bingaman 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3307 

DATE:   7/11/21 5:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steve Fitzwater 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Steven Fitzwater I have a few concerns about the new tram 
 
There used to be a mountain bike trail down LCC that was shut down the reasoning was watershed I 
think but the new tram is going right where the trail was so I’m a little confused if the tram goes in we 
should be able to get bike trail back? (32.12A and 32.2.6.5I) 
 
Second more than half the people that live in Utah don’t use the canyon should their tax money go 
towards some thing they’re not using I personally believe Snowbird and Alta should pay for 100% of 
this seeing how it only benefits their business (32.2.7A) 
 
are you guys talking about anything in big Cottonwood Canyon or does solitude And Brighton just get 
nothing (32.1.1A) 
 
I also think Alta should open up to snowboarders if they want the tram otherwise the skiers will have to 
share it with the snowboarders and the snowboarders stoke might have an impact on their mental 
health 
I personally believe the mountains are for everybody and think it is outrageous for them not to allow 
snowboarders or snow bikers or kayaks etc. (32.29I)
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COMMENT #:  3308 

DATE:   7/11/21 6:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rebecca Heister 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rebecca Heister 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3309 

DATE:   7/11/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jillana Laufer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jillana Laufer 
Studio City, CA 
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COMMENT #:  3310 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nick Benoit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
UDOT, 
 
I am writing to express concern that the LCC gondola will not adequately address traffic in little 
cottonwood canyon. (32.7C and 32.2.7A) It is clear to me from my time spent in the canyons that traffic 
is a problem that doesn't seem to stop when the ski resorts stop running their lifts. I am greatly in favor 
of a bussing solution due to it's far more flexible nature. (32.2.9A) 
 
Stops can be added or taken away as makes sense to accommodate all users, not only those heading 
to Alta / Snowbird in the winter. I really hope to see that UDOT chooses a solution that works for all 
people trying to spend time in the canyons at all times of the year, as opposed the gondola, which to 
me seems like a partial solution to the canyon traffic problem that will only work for a fraction of the 
year. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
Thanks, 
Nick Benoit 
 
Sincerely, 
Nick Benoit 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3311 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brennan Wade 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brennan Wade 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3312 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Connor Hansell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Connor Hansell 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3313 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brandon Thomson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brandon Thomson 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3314 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hilary Silberman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Hilary Silberman 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3315 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alexsis Lever 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alexsis Lever 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3316 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shawn Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Shawn Hansen 
1040 E Sagehill Dr 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3317 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Amy Cutting 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Amy Cutting 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3318 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  PETER VARS 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
PETER VARS 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3319 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kevin Banick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kevin Banick 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3320 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Martz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Let’s go with the behavioral solution, dynamic pricing for tolls and significantly more bus access. 
 
Sincerely, 
James Martz 
Seattle, WA  
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COMMENT #:  3321 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ian Wade 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ian Wade 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3322 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tami Palacky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tami Palacky 
Port Saint Lucie, FL 
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COMMENT #:  3323 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erik Steenburgh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Erik Steenburgh 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3324 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Paige DaBell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Paige DaBell 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3325 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Traci Monson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Traci Monson 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3326 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Suzie Ellison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am a lifelong Utahn. I deeply value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. please see my 
comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
I implore you to reject the gondola proposal and enhance the public transit system instead. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Suzie Ellison 
Cottonwood, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3327 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Judith Gooch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I highly value the wildness of the Wasatch Mountains. Please see my comments on the proposals: 
 
UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t reduce the number of cars. (32.2.2BB) 
Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B. How can we help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed out of 
their habitat? (32.13C) 
The gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles 
from our roadways, not add them. ((32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't 
eliminate car congestion. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
Sincerely, 
judith gooch 

Page 32B-3344 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3328 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Richardson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Richardson 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3329 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ran Yehushua 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ran Yehushua 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3330 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Demetrius Pampouktsis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Demetrius Pampouktsis 
 

Page 32B-3347 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3331 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sabrina King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I was born and raised in Salt Lake City, and I am disappointed to see the gondola under consideration. 
I agree with the points below, and as a climber who regularly comes back to the Cottonwood Canyons 
to climb, I have to say this gondola will do NOTHING to reduce traffic in the canyons, especially when it 
comes to climbing. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sabrina King 
Lander, WY 
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COMMENT #:  3332 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Douglass Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Douglass Brown 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3333 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Devin Loertscher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Devin Loertscher 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3334 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Paxton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Paxton 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3335 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Heather Mendiola 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Heather Mendiola 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3336 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Holly Grainger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Holly Grainger 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3337 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Hubbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I have driven shuttle vans through the canyons for many years summer and winter. Regarding the 
possible transportation solutions to Little Cottonwood Canyon, I don't think we would see a decrease in 
traffic related delays and the unpredictability of traffic jams that take several hours if we still allow 
personal or private cars up the canyons during the winter along with a gondola, COG train or enhanced 
busses. (32.7C and 32.2.2L) If people can drive they will, to the collective detriment of everyone. 
(32.2.4A) The gondola or train will only be taken as the faster option when traffic is already severely 
impacted. (32.2.4A) The Zion National Park approach should be tried before committed to a large 
infrastructure project. (32.2.2B) 
 
I think it would be wise to have a few seasons as trial seasons using busses only with exceptions for 
freight and food service supply and commercial shuttles for hotel guests with lots of luggage. This 
removes the necessity for funding large infrastructure changes in the canyons that will at least for a few 
years affect the watershed quality. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2L) 
 
In the summer, I think there is room for private cars, and perhaps there should be a shuttle service from 
the lower generally empty lots at Snowbird down to the White Pine Trailhead and no roadside parking. 
(32.2.6D and 32.2.2S) This should help Snowbird's food service sales in summer, so I would think they 
would be happy to accommodate the extra traffic of hikers through their parking areas. 
 
It strikes me that regardless of the options pursued parking needs to be enhanced at transfer points in 
the Valley. enhancement of parking through multi story parking structures or other plans could certainly 
begin. (32.2.2I) 
Sincerely, 
David Hubbell 
Park City, UT 

Page 32B-3354 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3338 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eden Sloan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
I grew up in Utah and have watched my home drastically change in the last few years. Everywhere I 
look is a new development. Except for the Cottonwood Canyons. Our canyons are so unique because 
of how undeveloped they are. Let the natural beauty of the canyons stay untouched. 
 
Sincerely, 
Eden Sloan 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3339 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kristin Kraus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristin Kraus 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3340 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shandi Kano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please, please, listen to your constituents. We are the citizens of the areas which you are working to 
create "solutions" however it seems very obvious that the gondola option creates no solution at all. 
(32.7C) The limited parking proposed for the gondola creates a situation where the gondola creates 
more headache. It doesn't decrease canyon traffic by any noticeable amount. (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) In 
fact, I would put money on the parking situation making our neighborhoods more of a mess than they 
already are on powder days. If parking is not available, the driver is left to leave and seek parking 
elsewhere while in traffic, or simply getting back in line to drive up canyon ANYWAY. This is not a 
solution! (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.5E) 
 
Solutions are sustainable and provide sustainable ways to continue to upgrade as population continues 
to increase. I am so confused why this gondola is even being talked about as a solution to solving our 
traffic woes. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
 
It seems very obvious that what you are after is more money. It feels like you do not care at all about 
what happens to the people and families living here, especially not the land of the canyon and the 
resources that rely on it for our livelihoods. These comments below are canned, but they are amazing. 
 
PLEASE GIVE A DAMN ABOUT THE PEOPLE WHO LIVE HERE. PLEASE LISTEN TO US! WE DO 
NOT WANT YOU TO RUIN OUR HOMES! (32.4F and 32.4I) 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
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and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
(32.2.2I) 
Sincerely, 
Shandi Kano 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3341 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew Elggren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Elggren 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3342 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
As one who values the irreplaceable Wasatch Mountains, I respectfully offer a few comments on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Please do the right thing! 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Nelson 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3343 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Torey Couper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Let's not do the gondola but find mass transit green alternatives. A robust bus only system would be 
best (32.2.9A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Torey COUPER 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3344 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Borzea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
NO TO THE GONDOLA IN LCC. (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Borzea 
Sandy, UT 

Page 32B-3362 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3345 

DATE:   7/12/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Henry Whiteside 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS). A gondola locks in current 
technology to serve one and and one end only: delivering skiers a little more quickly and reliably to two 
ski resorts. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) With drought and climate change how far can we anticipate downhill 
skier demand? (32.2.2 E) A gondola would be a boon to two ski resorts and a few contractors and a 
bane to all other users of LCC. 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Henry Whiteside 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3346 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Miles Chisolm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Miles Chisolm 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-3364 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3347 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ron Schroeder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
I object to ANY Gondola idea. (32.2.9E) DO NOTHING and Finish Highland Drive (32.2.9G and 
32.2.6.2.2A) . Wasatch Blvd is a road to Alta. It is not a CORRIDOR . 
If you must blow Tax dollars , Get Elon Musk out here for some ideas. (32.2.2C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ron Schroeder 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3348 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah McCroy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
As a skier, hiker, and trail runner, I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. I am 
concerned by the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS) findings that still 
consider the gondola as a viable option. The gondola seems only to support private businesses in the 
winter rather than to protect the wilderness area year round and mitigate car traffic. (32.2.7A and 
32.7C) It also seems like we do not have a good number for the amount of people LCC can safely 
handle. Is this something you are looking into? (32.20B)  
 
Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the gondola 
still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from our 
roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car 
congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point of 
origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and 
allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch Range 
(32.2.2I). 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah McCroy 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3349 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Thomas Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please do not go with the gondola option. All it is is an expensive "cool" thing. It doesn't solve any 
problems. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Campbell 
Midvale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3350 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  doug krause 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
doug krause 
Coral Springs, FL 
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COMMENT #:  3351 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eric Bonin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Eric Bonin 
Sandy, UT 

Page 32B-3369 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3352 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carol Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Carol Thompson 
South Park, PA 
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COMMENT #:  3353 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Janet Houtz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
My concern is first and foremost... the impact on the environment and wildlife. (32.13A and 32.13B) 
Second, electric buses would be able to stop at trailheads, are fast, convenient, and lower cost. 
especially for low income individuals and families. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.5A) Everyone should 
have a chance to enjoy the mountains not just the wealthy. Many times I have taken the ski bus to a 
trailhead for a winter hike...it works out perfectly. The UTA drivers are safe, professional and friendly. 
Buses not gondolas is a better option. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Janet Houtz 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3354 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steve Downes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
In sum, the gondola option is simply not a transit option. Rather, the gondola is a very expensive way of 
helping Alta and Snowbird deliver their paying winter customers to their resorts. The gondola serves 
none of the thousands of other recreationists in LCC. Finally, a gondola in LCC does nothing to help the 
terrible traffic congestion in BCC. (32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.1.1A) 
 
Yours, 
 
Steve Downes 
 
Sincerely, 
Steve Downes 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3355 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meghan Cline 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
r1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Meghan Cline 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3356 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kristen Rogers-Iversen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristen Rogers-Iversen 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3357 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Pitsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
emily pitschSalt lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3358 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Pam Van Andel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch 
Mountains, please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental 
Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
I support busses that will stop at each of the trailheads. (32.2.6.3C) This will allow the different user 
groups to use the canyon  
 
Sincerely, 
Pam Van Andel 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3359 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brandon Patterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
BRANDON PATTERSON 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3360 

DATE:   7/12/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Darren Balls 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Darren Balls 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3361 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jon Hager 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jon Hager 
Riverton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3362 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth KingSandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3363 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kevan King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
kevan King 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3364 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stephen Aldous 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Stephen Aldous 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3365 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Daniel Boettger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Daniel Boettger 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3366 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Harriet Wallis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
STOP the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
Do the simplest thing first. Run more buses. (32.29A) 
 
Sincerely, 
H Wallis 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3367 

DATE:   7/12/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Jackson-Jordan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Jackson-Jordan 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3368 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mary Ann Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear road building UDOT people: 
It has been said that if the only tool in your toolkit is a hammer, then everything looks like a nail. So, I 
get it that all you are proposing is building and paving. This is not good. Accordingly, I oppose both the 
gondola and the widened road as essentially they are both alternatives that keep people in their cars. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.7A, and 32.2.4A) I prefer the NO ACTION alternative. (32.2.9G) At age 71, I 
have seen the Wasatch Front and its canyons go from a pleasant place to a concrete jungle. 
Additionally, 
- UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
-As an ecologist, I understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons and such is not 
considered in this Draft EIS Process. (32.20B) 
- Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminals at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Ski Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
- Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) The flora and fauna will be pushed out of their habitat. There is no restoring this, once it is 
gone. (32.1.2B and 32.13C)  
- We need to remove private vehicles from our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel 
pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 
32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch 
Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to 
enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch Range (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Mary Ann Wright 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMMENT #:  3369 
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DATE:   7/12/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nancy Trouse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
Once destroyed we have lost this precious resource forever. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nancy Trouse 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3370 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cindy Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Have you considered severely limiting auto traffic up the canyon and using gas or electric buses for 
transportation ?That would solve the traffic problem (32.2.4A , 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  3371 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  R. Macfarlane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Can I talk to someone about the financial modeling begin the Gondola vs. Extend Bus and the 
underlying assumptions that were used. (32.2.7C and 32.29C) 
 
Thanks, 
 
Bob Macfarlane 
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COMMENT #:  3372 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Harriet Wallis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
STOP the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
 
Do the simplest thing first -- inprove the bus schedule. The bus schedule can be changed / altered / 
increased. It's flexible. (32.2.9A) 
 
The gondola is overkill -- and it's top-down thinking. Throw money at it to see if it works. STOP the 
gondola. -- Harriet Wallis
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COMMENT #:  3373 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andre Hamm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
A personal note: 
Little Cottonwood Canyon provides the residents of Salt Lake City and visitors from around the world 
with a sacred and beautiful place for recreation. It is our responsibility as stewards of the land to protect 
the land and all of its inhabitants both for our future generations, and the future generations of the 
plants and animals that live there. I want my children and grand children to be able to experience the 
inspiring joy of spending time in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Let us take regenerative action aligned with 
the needs of all the life that resides in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Right now this means not building a 
Gondola! (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Andre Hamm 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3374 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mitch Potter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Sandy resident, I am hereby commenting on the proposed solutions as such: 
 
Simply and most importantly, the gondola option is going to compound the traffic issue due to the fact 
that it will be an enticement for more people to come to Little Cottonwood Canyon that otherwise may 
not. (32.2.6.3E, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) The fact of the matter is Little Cottonwood is already experiencing 
human impacts beyond what is sustainable. Inviting more people and creating a “Disneyland” theme is 
only going to hasten the problem of overcrowding all the while increasing congestion at the mouth of 
the canyon for both residents and people trying to live normal lives. (32.20B)  
 
Secondly, the fact that this skirts far too closely to a wilderness designation area in which many people 
recreate for the solace of nature is an alarming precedent being set. We have an opportunity to 
maintain a very special and unique portion of land which sustains local recreational populations. (32.4I) 
 
A resource in times of rescues, especially when avalanche control is taking place, has been used as 
reasoning for the gondola. (32.7A and 32.1.2B) This is a rare and unnecessary situation for the 
justification of such a large endeavor. The cost monetarily far surpasses justificatory benefits of rare 
occasion. (32.2.7A) 
 
In closing, the bus and expansion lane, although not a great solution will be less detrimental than a 
gondola. This is a solution that should prioritize conservation and not development or monetary reasons 
as a priority. (32.2.9B) If the gondola is somehow passed, the profits should not be incentivized and 
should not be allowed to be marketed to lure in more traffic to this sensitive area. 
 
Regards 
 
Mitch Potter 
Sandy 
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COMMENT #:  3375 

DATE:   7/12/21 3:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scott Silverstein HCH 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I used to support the gondola but now I am leaning toward the enhanced bus option. The reason 
behind this is the gondola would close during avalanche mitigation. (32.2.6.5H) Since both options are 
approximately equal in cost I prefer the enhanced bus. (32.2.9A) I also don’t like the visual change of 
seeing towers and a gondola in the pristine valley. (32.17A)  
 
Average time for travel is 37 min for enhanced road vs 46 for gondola. Since there are so many days 
with avalance mitigation the enhance road option (with snow bridges) would allow for travel during high 
avalanche times. 
 
 
 
Scotty
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COMMENT #:  3376 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Thomas 
West Valley City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3377 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Frank Zadravecz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Frank Zadravecz 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3378 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicholas Nagy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicholas Nagy 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3379 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Spencer Tingey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Spencer Tingey 
Millcreek, UT 84106
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COMMENT #:  3380 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mateo Pacheco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mateo Pacheco 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3381 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nikki Hanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nikki Hanson 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3382 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Benjamin Jordan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Benjamin Jordan 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3383 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Blake De Vries 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). How does a gondola service other types of activity year-round with different destinations other than 
Snowbird/Alta? (i.e. backcountry skiers, climbers, hikers, bikers, fishers, etc.). (32.2.6.5G, 32.2.4A, and 
32.4G) It seems that this is a direct-service to the two corporate ski resorts at the top of the canyon and 
doesn't take into consideration the thousands of other users whom often carpool and travel during the 
non-peak hours. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) 
 
2) Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B)  
 
3). Conservation. I want my kids to experience the beauty of the canyon. Canyon road expansion will 
impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. Restoration of this disruption is 
not possible. (32.13B and 32.13C) 
 
4). I take the train and bike to work each day to do my part. I fully recognize that Utahn culture does not 
include and emphasis on public transportation or carpooling. We are an independent state where 
majority of individuals will drive solo anywhere they want to. What makes you think they'll adopt a 
slower mode of transportation? (32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Blake De Vries 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3384 

DATE:   7/12/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chloe Menlove 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below: 
 
I am a Utah local. Born and raised skiing snowbird up little cottonwood canyon. I have worked at 
snowbird for 5 years and while I love my job I do have issues with the canyon travel. 
That being said, the gondola will not help reduce traffic. I don’t value a huge change to the side of the 
canyon I’ve come to know and love. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
 
The correct action is to expand the road. Ski resort workers and locals urge you to listen to us as we do 
not support a gondola. (32.2.9B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Chloe Menlove 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3385 

DATE:   7/12/21 5:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rebecca Carol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rebecca Carol Biddle 
Ogden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3386 

DATE:   7/12/21 5:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jason Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jason Fox 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3387 

DATE:   7/12/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Janet Jamison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Janet Jamison 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3388 

DATE:   7/12/21 6:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anthony Farley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Anthony Farley 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3389 

DATE:   7/12/21 6:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Traci Monson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Traci Monson 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3390 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Judy Wolf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I'm a regular user of LCC road up to Snowbird, Atla for skiing, and hiking trails in the summer season. 
To me, it looks like a question: Are we catering to locals, who pay for this stuff, or out of town tourists 
who want to take advantage of our incredible access to pristine mountains ? (32.2.7A) 
 
I understand the trade off, tourist dollars in, locals not so happy. I moved here with my family in 1993 
because of access to the mountains. I'm not so sure I will stay here if it becomes so crowded and 
difficult to access our mountains. If you want to become Vail or Aspen or Sun Valley l, I won't stay.  
 
Judy Wolf 
SLC 
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COMMENT #:  3391 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Isabella Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Isabella Ward 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3392 

DATE:   7/12/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mary Harriet Shuler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mary Harriet Shuler 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3393 

DATE:   7/12/21 8:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Susan Corth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
After reviewing the LCC Draft DEIS there are so many concerns regarding the gondola. 
The whole purpose of the gondola according to UDOT purposal was to reduce private vehicles in LCC. 
UDOT's own proposal says the gondola won't make that happen. (32.2.2BB) 
 
The gondola won't allow access to trailheads or backcountry/x-c skiing skiing (32.2.6.5G) 
 
The impact on the ecosystem regarding flora and fauna and water will be greatly impacted permanently 
rather than expanded bus service. (32.13B) 
 
Expanded bus service will allow people to access transportation without having cars needing to get to 
the canyon or gravel pit or gondola base. People can get up the canyon from access points outside the 
canyon, and closer to homes with bus service. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.2I) 
 
WE need to reduce air pollution, congestion while still creating equal access to our precious, but small 
Wasatch Mountain range. (32.10A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Corth 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3394 

DATE:   7/12/21 8:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Peter Wilk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a year round user of Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons-backcountry skiing, hiking, running, rock 
climbing, and ice climbing are my preferred activities. I would like to place a comment with respect to 
UDOT's Draft EIS for LCC. The issues of access and environmental impacts in the Cottonwoods are 
very important to me. 
 
The metrics with which the two alternatives are being measured is lacking. While the two criteria, 
"Improve mobility in 2050" and "Improve reliability and safety in 2050" are worthy goals, they are too 
narrow in scope. I think that UDOT is answering a good question, but not the question that should really 
be asked. The question is "What is the sustainable balance between environmental, economic, and 
user enjoyment priorities for the Cottonwoods?"  
 
A big component of this is understanding the usage capacity of the canyons. How many people can use 
the canyons concurrently and maintain environmental balance as well as user enjoyment? Not 
estimating that capacity and building a supporting infrastructure to bring people into the canyon is why 
the scope is too narrow. Particularly when it only addresses 1 of 2 canyons. (32.20B and 32.1.1A)) 
 
Both Big and Little Cottonwood are inextricably linked at all times of year, but particularly in the winter. 
The scope of the current proposals does not include BCC aside from second order effects which result 
from the changes to LCC. This is somewhat akin to thinking that if I tie one shoe I'll be able to run 
faster, which is true to some extent, but what I really need to do is tie both shoes in order to solve the 
problem. (32.1.1A) 
 
Beyond the narrow scope I have specific concerns with both the alternatives as proposed, though I 
have more concern with gondola. (32.1.1A and 32.1.1C) 
 
Both options are ski resort centric and the users in LCC are not always using the ski resorts. There are 
many user groups that use other access points. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) The bus option does provide a 
possible flexibility in this, so it would be possible to modify as seasonality or demand requires with little 
more than a safe location to load/unload passengers. (32.2.6.3C) The gondola option only having 
load/unload options at Snowbird and Alta almost entirely eliminates a large number of users-albeit 
smaller than the resort numbers-to still using cars. The gondola also seems to only have a winter use 
case-making it an extremely expensive seasonal investment. (32.2.1D) 
 
While the proposal suggests a lower environmental impact with the gondola because only the area 
immediately around the tower is disturbed. I find this suggestion doubtful. From my personal experience 
in France with cable car access, there are frequent maintenance periods. In the instances I'm thinking 
of, it is impossible to build a road to perform this maintenance, therefore it is supported by helicopter. In 
the case of the LCC gondola, helicopter supported maintenance costs seem that they would easily 
exceed building a maintenance road to the towers given that there's already a state highway closeby. 
(32.2.6.5L) 
 
One aspect of the proposal that I do like is the installation of snow sheds. From areas in Colorado and 
Europe I have traveled in, these are great ways to mitigate risk to the roadway. If constructed with a 
high priority on blending into the natural environment, they could become nearly invisible over time as 
natural plants grow over the shed. Installation of sheds seems to be one of the most effective ways of 
improving mobility, reliability, and safety. (32.2.9K) 
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In general I hope that a bigger scoped proposal is entertained as the current one is too limited to 
possibly fix and improve the environmental, economic and user enjoyment priorities in the Cottonwood 
Canyons. 
 
-- 
Peter Wilk 
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COMMENT #:  3395 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tyler Eldridge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
 
I do not believe the gondola is a viable solution the canyon road crowding issue. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
 
I would much rather see a sufficient parking structure with many busses option. This coupled with 
canyon access fees at the mouth for private vehicles are would be a much better solution in my opinion. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tyler Eldridge 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3396 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  clara barnardt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
clara barnardt 
draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3397 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Pat Annoni 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Pat Annoni 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3398 

DATE:   7/12/21 9:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maddie Maravillas L 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Maddie Maravillas L 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3399 

DATE:   7/12/21 10:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dogan Ozkan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dogan Ozkan 
Fairbanks, AK 
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COMMENT #:  3400 

DATE:   7/12/21 11:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jena Frioux 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Recently I was up at Snowbird with my family for Father’s Day Weekend. The resort is in a beautiful 
location with stunning views you can see as you eat breakfast in the Atrium. I enjoyed being in the 
grandeur of the mountains but my experience was tainted as my family and I walked onto the plaza and 
saw how Snowbird has turned the mountains into a summer amusement park with a “mountain 
coaster”, trampolines and a tube ride to mention a few “attractions”. My mother-in-law who booked the 
trip commented on this aspect of the resort as we discussed Snowbird’s former plans to build a roller 
coaster on Mount Superior. We came to the conclusion TO LET THE MOUNTAINS BE MOUNTAINS. 
The building of the gondola would NOT solve our traffic problems but only add to the mirad of man-
made structures that inhibit our views, experiences in nature and place a threat to the landscape and 
ecosystem itself. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.17C, and 32.13A) Please listen to the locals! We don’t want this! 
We don’t want our home to turn into an amusement park and there are far better solutions than this 
gondola!!! 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jena Frioux 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3401 

DATE:   7/13/21 6:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jean Tabin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jean Tabin 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3402 

DATE:   7/13/21 6:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jesse Betebenner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jesse Betebenner 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3403 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nina Johnston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nina Johnston 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3404 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Pam Littig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I support the bus recommendation with the caveat to use clean energy buses. Please do not spoil the 
Wasatch. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Pam Littig 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3405 

DATE:   7/13/21 7:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sandra Materi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sandra Materi 
Casper, WY  
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COMMENT #:  3406 

DATE:   7/13/21 8:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Will Jamison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of transportation, 
I feel the gondola would be a mistake. It is too expensive, too slow, and wouldn't solve the problems 
LCC faces. (32.7B and 32.7B) A better bus system would be much better. We would also need more 
parking at bus stops. (32.2.9A) and 32.2.6.2.1C) I have used the buses, they are almost as fast as 
driving and very convenient. The gondola would probably cost more than all the lifts at Alta and 
Snowbird. I am a Snowbird skier since 1974. The resorts are encouraging skiers to use the bus. With 
more places to park I'm sure more people would use it. I guess it will be hard to pay for either option, 
but the buses can be scheduled for demand. The gondola would need a huge parking lot, would have a 
lot of traffic getting there, and would probably still need buses in LCC during peak times. (32.2.6.5E) 
Thank you, Will Jamison 
 
Sincerely, 
Will Jamison 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3407 

DATE:   7/13/21 8:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Hitchcock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please ditch the gondola idea. It won't solve the car and pollution problem. It probably won't even 
reduce the canyon auto congestion. (32.7B and 32.7C) Serious measures have to be taken in order to 
preserve our canyons. The gondola might make for great marketing but it will make for terrible traffic 
mitigation. 
 
Make separate bus lanes, make the buses electrics. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3F) Stop single rider vehicles 
(32.2.4A). One mom who drops their kid off for Alta Youth Club or Snowbird Race Team has to make 
four trips in the canyon. Things like this happens a lot. 
 
Once the gondola is built it will be really hard to unbuild - think about the great pumps that we invested 
in to keep the Great Salt Lake at bay. 
 
Thank you 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Hitchcock 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3408 

DATE:   7/13/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bonnie Richardson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
6) UDOT needs to look at the success Zion's National Park has had with shuttle buses. These have 
reduced traffic congestion and associated air pollution. This is an obvious solution to the problem and 
it's within Utahs own borders!! (32.2.2B and 32.10A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Bonnie RICHARDSON 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3409 

DATE:   7/13/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Angelika Pfutzner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Angelika Pfutzner 
salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3410 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennifer Moreton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation,As a lifelong resident of this valley, I deeply oppose the 
gondola plan as it stands now. (32.2.9E) Who is paying and who is benefiting? (32.2.7A) Surely the 
average resident of this valley will not benefit, but rather only the big business interests that lie up the 
canyons. Quality of life up those canyons has only diminished over the years due to overconstruction 
and tourism. (32.4I) This gondola plan does nothing to improve these conditions on the taxpayers dime. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Moreton 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3411 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Denise Paisley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Denise Paisley 
West Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3412 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Denise Lytle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Denise Lytle 
Woodbridge, NJ 
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COMMENT #:  3413 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Craig Jacobsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Craig Jacobsen 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3414 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jane Bowman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
No gondola!! (32.2.9E) 
With climate change the ski resorts will see losing not increasing usage over the next decade and we 
will be stuck with a massive monument to stupidity. (32.2.2E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jane Bowman 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3415 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Peter Coles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Peter Coles 
Morgan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3416 

DATE:   7/13/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carolyn Moirroiw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Carolyn Moirroiw 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3417 

DATE:   7/13/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Kissmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern: 
I am writing to submit my written comment on the LCC project EIS for the 7/13 public hearing, which I 
will not be able to attend in person. My comments are as follows: 
 
Issues with the installment of a gondola: 
1. There are no real indications that the installment of a gondola will reduce car traffic through the 
canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C). According to the law of Induced Demand (which is commonly invoked as 
an argument against increasing roadway traffic capacity as a means to reduce traffic congestion), after 
the supply of a commodity increases; here being access to local ski resorts, if there is still sufficient 
demand then more of that commodity will be consumed overall. In other words, the cars that are 
removed from the road by a gondola will simply be replaced by more cars because demand to get into 
the canyon is sufficiently high that more people will capitalize on the increased capacity. Providing a 
similar lack of traction enforcement is in place after the gondola’s installment, traffic will likely return to 
its original levels due to congestion and ill-prepared drivers. The only people who will enjoy the benefit 
of the gondola are wealthier clients, typically out-of-state tourists, rather than the average Utahn. 
(32.20E and 32.2.4A) 
 
2. The slight increase in car traffic that can be accommodated by the gondola does not justify the 
~$500M expense of taxpayer money to fund the project. (32.2.7A) 
The EIS suggests that gondolas will carry 35 people and leave every two minutes from the station, 
transporting a total of 1050 riders per hour. The buses that are currently used have a capacity of about 
50 people. To match the capacity of the gondola, the canyon would need to run about 21 buses per 
hour. (32.2.6.3N) The construction of the gondola will cost approximately half a billion of taxpayer 
dollars. The average cost for a public transit bus is anywhere between $500,000 and $800,000 USD 
depending on the fuel used. Even if the state were to add 30 additional buses to its current fleet the 
total cost with a liberal estimate would be about $24,000,000, or ~5% the price of the gondola system. 
If a parking garage was built outside of the canyon to accommodate the increased bus fleet, this would 
only add (at maximum) $13M USD, bringing the total price of the project to $37M, or 7.4% of the 
gondola project. (32.2.7C) 
 
A different solution: 
The state of Utah currently employs a different transit system for a different beloved, ecologically fragile 
location. In Zion National Park, the only way to move throughout the park is to leave one’s car away 
from ecologically sensitive areas, only to board a shuttle to move around the park. This prevents ill-
prepared drivers from slowing down traffic, enables high-throughput transportation of visitors, and 
eliminates the need for costly, damaging, and unnecessary transportation infrastructure. (32.2.2B) As 
shown above, a system like this could easily be installed at a fraction of the price of the proposed 
gondola, ensuring safety, efficiency, and environmental sustainability. 
 
I will also speak at the virtual hearing on 7/20. Please let me know if these comments do not make their 
way to the public hearing tonight. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
-- 
Brian Kissmer 
Utah State PhD student in Ecology 

Page 32B-3436 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

M.A. Biology Binghamton University '20 
B.S. Cellular and Molecular Biology ‘19 
 

Page 32B-3437 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3418 

DATE:   7/13/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalie Schultz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Natalie Schultz 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3419 

DATE:   7/13/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Turner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
James Turner 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3420 

DATE:   7/13/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dennis Glass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
The plan to put a gondola into Little Cottonwood Canyon is a misbegotten, grotesque toy for the Ski 
Areas (which I use!). (32.2.7A) It looks good on their brochures and ads but will kill what people come 
to the canyons for, to get away from an overbuilt environment. I know the crowds create a difficult 
circumstance, but buses are the only year round possibility with the most flexibility. In the winter, the ski 
areas can operate "Plush Buses" (natural gas) to give an upscale feel for their patrons. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3F) 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
DENNIS GLASS 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3421 

DATE:   7/13/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Thomas Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Carter 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3422 

DATE:   7/13/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Morton Pellatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
morton pellatt 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3423 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Leo Balitskiy 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5A 

 

Page 32B-3443 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5BB 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5K 
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COMMENT #:  3424 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Sam Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.17A and 
32.17B 
 
 
32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3D 
 
32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C 

 

Page 32B-3445 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3425 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Shane Charlebois 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2K and 
32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 
32.2.4A and 
32.2.9A 
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COMMENT #:  3426 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Wilma Corkery 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9C and 
32.2.9D 
32.2.4A and 
32.2.9A 
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COMMENT #:  3427 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Peter Cullen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.29D 
 
 
 
32.2.2II 
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COMMENT #:  3428 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Dave Cunningham 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.4A 
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COMMENT #:  3429 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Lani Kai Eggertson-Goff 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
 
 
 
32.13A and 
32.12A 
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COMMENT #:  3430 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Daniele Mariott 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2A 
32.1.2D 
32.4G 
32.17A 
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COMMENT #:  3431 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Michael Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9F 
 
32.2.2I 
 

 

Page 32B-3453 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3432 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Steve Morley 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.20B 
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COMMENT #:  3433 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Barbara Fitch 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3F 
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COMMENT #:  3434 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Micki Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2A 
32.2.2AA 
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COMMENT #:  3435 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Kari Hasebi 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.7C 
32.19B 
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COMMENT #:  3436 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  David Hiestand 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2B 
32.2.6H 
32.2.2K 
32.2.2L 
32.2.4A 
32.2.9O 
32.2.9C 
32.2.9E 
32.2.9M 
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COMMENT #:  3437 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Elizabeth Eve King 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2A 
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COMMENT #:  3438 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Kevan King 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2A 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.7A 
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COMMENT #:  3439 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Karin Liimatta 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9A 
32.2.2B 
 
32.2.6.2.2A 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9E 
32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C 
32.4M 
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COMMENT #:  3440 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Karin Liimatta 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2B and 
32.2.2L 
32.2.4A and 
32.5A 
32.2.2E 
32.9A 
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COMMENT #:  3441 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  No Name 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C 
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COMMENT #:  3442 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Bob Paxton 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.20B 
 
 
 
32.2.4A 
 
 
 
32.2.7C 
 
32.2.6.3C 
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32.17A, 32.12B, 
32.13B, 32.17B 
 
 
 
32.2.3A 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.4A 
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COMMENT #:  3443 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Ashley Persan 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.7C, 32.12B, 
32.13B, and 
32.17B 
 
32.1.1A and 
32.2.2Q 
 
32.2.7C 
32.2.6.2.1C 
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COMMENT #:  3444 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Emily Pitsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.17A and 
32.17B 
 
32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C 
 
32.2.2B, 
32.2.2K, 
32.2.2L, and 
32.2.4A 
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COMMENT #:  3445 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Christian Prescott 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9A 
32.2.6.3C 
32.1.2D and 
32.2.7A 
32.2.6.3D 
32.2.7C 
 
 
32.2.9E 
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COMMENT #:  3446 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Landon Scheonmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2K 
 
32.2.9G 
32.2.7A 
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COMMENT #:  3447 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Caroline Weiler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Caroline Weiler 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3448 

DATE:   7/13/21 6:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Karl Shuman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Karl Shuman 
SLC, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3449 

DATE:   7/13/21 8:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jovan Nunez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jovan Nunez 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3450 

DATE:   7/13/21 9:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Susan Edwards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I)  
 
I am thrilled that more people finally want to enjoy our Wasatch Front. Having hiked here since 1976 I 
have definitely seen the change. Sure, I would prefer less congestion. The gondola idea will not solve 
the problem but will create many more and scar the land. (32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.17A) PLEASE 
PLEASE PLEASE - NOT THE GONDOLA!!!!! (32.2.9A) 
Bus service with stops at trailheads seems most reasonable - especially if somehow the bus had 
priority over private car. (32.2.6.3C) Perhaps the bus would be a mix of 12 passenger vans (more) and 
our usual buses (that accomadate bikes/skis?). (32.2.6.3N)  
Susan Edwards 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Edwards 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3451 

DATE:   7/13/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rebecca Abbey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rebecca Abbey 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  3452 

DATE:   7/16/21 5:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cierra DeWaal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for taking steps forward to improve capacity on our mountains. I’m in favor of expanding the 
road to add a dedicated bus lanes. I think this is the more fiscally responsible option as compared to 
the gondola. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  3453 

DATE:   7/16/21 7:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Crossett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
yes Gondola!!!!!! use that option.....but no Tolling. the taxpayers will already be paying for it...so please 
don't add more costs that are unneeded... (32.2.9D , 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  3454 

DATE:   7/16/21 7:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the gondola for LCC. (32.2.9D) 
What types of sustainable and fast options can we offer for BCC (32.1.1A)
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COMMENT #:  3455 

DATE:   7/16/21 7:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  M Jeffrey Painter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3456 

DATE:   7/16/21 7:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The more I learn the more the gondola does not make sense. I would love for UDOT to disclose the 
facts, I have not seen these in any udot provided materials. My understanding is that LCC sees an 
average of 7,000 cars per day, but on the heavy traffic days sees over 15,000. At an average of 1.5 
people per car (this is the problem) that means 22,500 people per day. The gondola can accommodate 
30 people every 2 mins, or 900 people per hour. So on a busy morning with 3 hours of running the 
gondola will alleviate about 12% (and the 1,500 stall garage will be full). WHAT AM I MISSING?!?! 
(32.2.4B, 32.2.6.1.1C, and 32.2.6.5J) 
 
I’ve seen many comments online in favor of the gondola stating nobody wants to ride a bus but people 
will ride a shiny gondola. I’ll tell you what’s worse than taking a bus to snowbird or Alta... taking a 
bus...to a gondola station....waiting 2+ hours in line...and then taking a gondola up the mountain. 
(32.2.6.5C) 
 
Please disclose the facts! Car counts, gondola capacity, assumptions on costs and operating costs. 
(32.2.4B, 32.2.6.5J, and 32.2.7C) 
 
Sexy and shiny is not always better. Anyone who has had to fly out of terminal B at the new $4B shiny 
SLC airport will agree, shiny is not always better.  
 
Please do not let our state make another logistical mistake.

Page 32B-3479 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3457 

DATE:   7/16/21 7:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Leonard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a short-sighted. You can't add more cars, the roads to the base station will equal the current 
junk show albeit before the mouth, and it's going to ruin the views in the canyon. (32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  3458 

DATE:   7/16/21 8:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Haley Peacock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the Gondola idea!!! I think the thrill of the gondola offsets the inconvenience of not being able to 
drove your own car up. A bus option is a complete fail compared. Here’s to hoping we have a gondola 
in a few years!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3459 

DATE:   7/16/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm concerned about the environmental impact of both of these choices, but I also want to know which 
of these choices benefits the ski resorts the most. (32.2.7A) If fees are collected at the mouth of the 
canyon, where would those fees go? (32.2.4A) And how much credence has been given to the idea of 
simply charging users for entering the canyon? (32.2.4A) My concern is that the canyon access seems 
to be devoted to the largely out of state skiers, and the resorts, than to local and lifelong users. This is 
potentially leaving us to foot the bill and not allowing locals limited access to the canyon during 
extensive and destructive construction. (32.2.4A, 32.2.7A, and 32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  3460 

DATE:   7/16/21 8:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Quigley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) As we are trying to improve air quality and attract out-
of-state tourism, the gondola will provide the most bang for our buck in the investment. (32.10A) As 
convenient as individual transportation is, we cannot continue doing what we have always done and 
maintain our beautiful mountains. Gondola makes sense.
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COMMENT #:  3461 

DATE:   7/16/21 9:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb McKenzie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski a lot in Big Cottonwood canyon, but I also ski at Alta and Snowbird occasionally and I am against 
widening the road, it would hurt the wildlife and the beauty of the canyon, but a gondola would be even 
worse. (32.2.9C, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) One of the things I like the most about Big and 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is that they are not as developed as Park City is. I know that there is a 
problem, but I don't feel like either of these options are a valid solution. (32.2.9G) 
 
Thanks Caleb McKenzie
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COMMENT #:  3462 

DATE:   7/16/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Wilcox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please, please consider the gondola! (32.2.9D) That seems like the obvious choice. We don’t 
need more buses. That’s not a long-term solution. Traffic will continue to worsen. (32.7B and 32.7C) I 
am a 28 year old medical student who loves to ski. I would never take the bus, but I would definitely 
ride a gondola. Invest in a gondola!

Page 32B-3485 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3463 

DATE:   7/16/21 9:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Grossen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In all the discussions, the option of not accepting the ikon pass at Alta/Snowbird isn't shown as an 
option. (32.2.2K) I've lived at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon for 30+ years. The Ikon pass 
definitely had a significant impact. It was especially noticeable on holidays, when Ikon passes were 
blacked out...and there was new snow. Unless the resorts are too greedy with the ikon funding.
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COMMENT #:  3464 

DATE:   7/16/21 9:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Connors 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any solution, IE the gondola, that is built to expressly benefit Alta and Snowbird should come out of 
their pocket. (32.2.7A) It's a ridiculous idea to ask those that don't use the canyon for skiing at the 
resorts to pay for such a plan. Unless they're willing to offer SIGNIFICANTLY discounted passes to 
locals there is no way the public should asked to pay for a gondola for them to make more money. We 
want easier access to the canyon. Not to the resorts. (32.7C and 32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  3465 

DATE:   7/16/21 10:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Munden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer option B the gondola. Costs are comparative and it is environmentally friendly. Also I like that it 
is possible to run it even if there is an avalanche providing more safety and security for those at the 
resorts in inclement weather. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3466 

DATE:   7/16/21 10:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Fitzgerald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola alternative is critical to reduce the massive pollution of cars driving in the canyons. 
(32.10A) Considering the drinking water source, it’s rather obscene that so many cars are allowed in 
the canyon. (32.12A and 32.12B) A 4 lane highway of buses is merely a continuation of the status quo 
pollution and traffic. A high speed gondola is the alternative that will protect drinking water and the 
desirability of the Utah ski resorts to maintain their tourist appeal and protect drinking water. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3467 

DATE:   7/16/21 10:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glenn Burns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the way to go. 1 vote for gondola. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  3468 

DATE:   7/16/21 10:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Milo Peck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was probably the first to suggest this option, and I have followed it through this process. I have 
considered all of the other options, their pros and cons, and strongly feel that the gondola not only 
provides the most benefits, but it also comes with the fewest obstacles. The sooner we can get started, 
the sooner we can realize its benefits. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3469 

DATE:   7/16/21 11:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Abell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola sounds like the best option and most sustainable for the future of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. This is a beautiful place and we need to make the long term decision to protect it 
know. Thank you. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3470 

DATE:   7/16/21 11:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyson Brooks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the road. (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  3471 

DATE:   7/16/21 11:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Lange 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood has some of the best climbing boulders in the world! Many are just off the side of the 
road. I would be really sad if these are impacted . (32.4A nd 32.4B)  
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COMMENT #:  3472 

DATE:   7/17/21 1:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amelia Ortega 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Speed kills. Few respect the 50 mph speed limit. This is a clear and present danger to cyclists, 
pedestrians and wildlife. Please lower the speed limit and then ticket speeders until people stop 
speeding. I live on Creek Road. Today a car sped by going at least 60 mph. If a child or pet popped into 
the street there is no way he could have stopped their car in time to avert disaster. Please lower the 
speed limit. Lives depend you. (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  3473 

DATE:   7/17/21 3:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randall Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Austria solved this problem with a tunnel and train system. That avoids the perpetual eye sore of a 
Gondola going up the canyon forever. Worth extra cost or issuing a Bond for a Tunnel that is hidden 
from view. Technology is already developed, tested in Switzerland and Austria. Do not ruin the canyons 
with a Gondola. (32.2.2C, 32.2.9F, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3474 

DATE:   7/17/21 5:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cory Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hands down this is a great idea. Are money will be well spent. Can't wait to just take family to dinner. 
Thanks (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  3475 

DATE:   7/17/21 7:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daina Pettit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither option is acceptable or needed. (32.1.2B) They are both very expensive and provide for no 
increase in revenue to cover their cost. Instead Alta and Snowbird need to require reservations. That's 
all. (32.2.4A) We do that now with the pandemic with so many businesses. This solution costs the 
taxpayers nothing. It requires no government enforcement. The existing road is sufficient. No tolls 
needed. This *is* the simplest and best solution. 
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COMMENT #:  3476 

DATE:   7/17/21 8:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really want UDOT to consider putting an additional noise wall on the north side of 209, east of 
proposed wall #15, and just west of the bridge by the V. My neighbors and I live on a single loaded 
section of canyon view place (below 209) and get a lot of noise from the highway. So much so that you 
can hear conversations of passing bikers. (32.11F) 
 
Please please please consider putting a wall in this area.
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COMMENT #:  3477 

DATE:   7/17/21 8:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Wetherell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the only long term solution that has merit. Parking at the base is the exact same 
problem for buses and gondola. Do it right now , or do it again later. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3478 

DATE:   7/17/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Rowland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am 100% opposed to the gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) I am also opposed to 
widening the highway to create a seperate lane for buses. (32.2.9C) Increased year round bus service 
should be the solution (32.1.2B and 32.2.6.3C), and during heavy use periods (weekends and 
holidays) during the ski season, private automobiles should be banned from the canyon, so that the 
buses have a dedicated lane. (32.2.2B) Avalanche sheds should be constructed in limited areas over 
the highway and they should be designed to allow wildlife to cross the highway safely year round. 
(32.2.9K) The ski areas should have plans to decrease their parking lots with some ability to develop 
those into more accomodations for overnight guests. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3479 

DATE:   7/17/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth Stern 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a new Utah resident, moving here from CA in 2020. I have travelled up the LCC many times 
throughout the year. Only once during a snowstorm was the transit disrupted and we turned around. 
The existing road works ! Don’t damage the canyon with more building. 
I listened to the recording of the public comments and there are some great ideas.  
My suggestions : 
1. Expand bus service . If it’s convenient and timely people will use it. I know it’s more convenient in 
your own car but the canyon needs to be protected . The area is growing . That’s for certain . We have 
to change people’s transportation methods . If only a Bus is available they will use it. (32.2.9A) 
2. Limit the amount of people in the canyon. People parking on the shoulder is a hazard. Give out a 
limited number of passes - people can register for them. Don’t allow more cars than the canyon can 
support. That is easy to implement and support. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
 
The comments about a capacity study are right on. 
The ONLY way to plan is with data. With no data it’s a guess. 
We love the canyons and want to see them preserved . 
Don’t build more. (32.2.9G) 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Regards, 
Ken 
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COMMENT #:  3480 

DATE:   7/17/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an Alta employee from 1983- 2005 I rode the bus when it was available. It was remotely convenient 
and never enjoyable. It worked because I had employee locker space. As a patron, I drive. The cost of 
a locker at the resort buys a lot of gas and having my own vehicle for gear storage works well. I like the 
gondola proposal but if my gear is stored eight miles down the canyon it doesn't work. The weather at 
Alta is different than on Wasatch. Public transportation needs to include skier services with reasonably 
priced locker space at the resort. Doesn't matter how you get there, if you do not have gear options it is 
going to be a tough day. (32.2.3A)
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COMMENT #:  3481 

DATE:   7/17/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whitney Laycock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3482 

DATE:   7/17/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Debi Wilcox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it’s a great idea! Looks amazing and would make a difference in the congestion (32.29D). 
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COMMENT #:  3483 

DATE:   7/17/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Russell Tenderholt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am definitely in favor of the gondola solution. Everyone can agree that something must be done to 
alleviate the traffic congestion and other associated problems with transportation up and down the 
canyon. The gondola would be the most energy efficient, cost efficient and environmentally sound 
solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3484 

DATE:   7/17/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although I grew up in Cottonwood Heights just off of Highland Drive and graduated from Brighton High 
School, I live in Portland, Oregon now. That being said, I make the trip to one of the four Cottonwood 
Canyon resorts at least once a year, often twice. I also still see Cottonwood Heights as home and hope 
to return again as a resident someday. When in Utah, I usually try to ski on a weekday when the 
canyon will be less busy. On less busy days, there is not a chance that I park my car and hop on the 
bus. But if there was a gondola, I might very well park my car most the time and hop on board because 
gondolas are awesome. Also, as an out-of-towner who no longer has mountain views every day, taking 
in the canyon from above would be an amazing way to start and end a ski day! (32.2.9D) Finally, in the 
EIS summaries I looked at, I saw no mention of expected revenue to cover annual O&M costs. Have 
you taken revenue projections into account? (32.2.7D) My uneducated hunch is that the gondola would 
outperform buses hand over fist, especially on weekdays. Good luck with the final decision!

Page 32B-3507 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3485 

DATE:   7/17/21 3:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Parry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola is the better option as the traffic is the worst during inclement weather. (32.2.9D) 
The bus proposal will do nothing to alleviate congestion during a storm. Providing different modes of 
transportation provides better redundancy. If there is an accident the buses will be just as stuck as all 
the cars. (32.2.6.3P)
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COMMENT #:  3486 

DATE:   7/17/21 3:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Ogilvie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How will these transportation proposals control the number of people in the canyon? (32.20C) What is a 
reasonable capacity of the ski resorts and trails? (32.20B) Who is going to say FULL? The experience 
in the canyons whether summer or winter requires some determination how many people can have an 
enjoyable experience. We do not want it to be Disneyland and a gondola is NOT a good idea. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3487 

DATE:   7/17/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adele Breeden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, widen the road! too many problems without having a car, more huge parking lots needed below 
the canyon, too long a wait to get up the mountain on a gondola, will have to pay to ride gondola, NO 
GOOD! The road needs widening anyway! Thank you! ADELE (32.2.2P)
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COMMENT #:  3488 

DATE:   7/17/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of a gondola. It would provide beautiful views of the canyon during the ride, and I don't 
think that it would be that big of an impact to the views of the canyon from the ground. (32.2.9D and 
32.17A) My concern would be that if this is funded by tax dollars who will be operating it, and what 
would it cost to use? (32.2.4A) I would hope that operation would remain with UDOT, or maybe UTA, 
and stay affordable and accessible to the public at large, not just the resort patrons. (32.2.6I)
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COMMENT #:  3489 

DATE:   7/17/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Sorensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put in a gondola. (32.2.9D) It will ruin the look of the mountains. (32.17A) Bussing as in 
national parks would be so much better. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  3490 

DATE:   7/17/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rusty Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Been going up to snowbird all my for the last 46 years. I say we put the gondola in (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3491 

DATE:   7/17/21 6:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Stevens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Doppelmayr makes very good lifts and are local in SLC. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3492 

DATE:   7/17/21 6:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lily Oda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would scar the beautiful canyon and would be far less efficient than a bus-only lane. 
(32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  3493 

DATE:   7/17/21 7:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Griffiths 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is perfect! It addresses all of the issues with accessing this canyon in the most responsible 
way possible. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3494 

DATE:   7/17/21 7:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Armero 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I think we should have small incremental changes in the little cottonwood canyon before we pay a ton 
of money for a gondola that may or may not function as aimed. We should start discouraging private 
car access and enhancing bulk transport. Limiting car transport to those with 3+ people or 
reservations/groups. (32.2.4A) Increase bus access from all over the valley with stops at the most 
popular trailheads. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.3C) Do not widen the road either, the environmental impact 
would be horrible. (32.2.9C) 
Start with small, scalable changes to limit car travel and enhance the buses. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) the 
technology is already present (the road), we do not need to jump straight into building a massive 
gondola. 
 
Thank you, 
William Armero
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COMMENT #:  3495 

DATE:   7/17/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Pitsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA NO WIDE ROADS. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I see right through your helicopters during 
construction, right through your explosives to build snowsheds. You are RIDICULOUS. Why would you 
propose all of this shenanigans if there is a simple solution. Ever heard of Occams Razor? The 
SIMPLEST SOLUTION IS THE PREFFERED. People will take their private cars up the road with the 
gondola floating through the air. (32.2.4A) What are you going to do during construction? (32.4C) There 
is NOTHING IN THE EIS to solve a contamination issue with our watershed. I can't bring my dog in the 
canyon because his pee will pollute our water but you can bring explosives, buldozers, and paving 
equipment? (32.12A and 32.12B) Why are you spending our taxpayer dollars on a transportation 
"solution" that benefits two big ski resorts that are FILTHY RICH. (32.2.7A) The citizens see right 
through your gondola works propaganda. THE CITIZENS HAVE SPOKEN and we want an affordable, 
minimally impactful, reasonable solution that doesn't destroy our sacred place." 
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COMMENT #:  3496 

DATE:   7/17/21 7:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isaac Locke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
SR-210 does have its problems, but the answer is not to spend $500million on a device that will not 
work, and will cause untold and unseen environmental damage (32.7B and 32.7C). There is no need to 
build a new, taxpayer funded extravagance. (32.2.7A and 32.1.2B) Fix the busses! The resorts have 
dragged their feet on doing this, and should be ashamed. Improve the current process, building a new 
one will create unseen and catastrophic damage. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3497 

DATE:   7/17/21 7:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Audrey Hull 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for a Gondola and buses on the canyon. Maybe limit cars to employees only (32.2.2W and 
32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3498 

DATE:   7/17/21 8:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Swallow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly prefer a gondola and large covered parking structure at base of canyon over more bus lines 
(32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-3521 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3499 

DATE:   7/17/21 9:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We loved the gondolas in Switzerland. Got a lot of people quickly to places not accessible any other 
way. I like the idea of a gondola as long as it is affordable to ride. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3500 

DATE:   7/18/21 1:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rut Pinjosovsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes! I totally agree with the gondola. In fact most of our canyons should have one like in Switzerland! 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3501 

DATE:   7/18/21 6:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Olson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! Keep our mountains wild. (32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-3524 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3502 

DATE:   7/18/21 7:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kay Tran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Strongly prefer bus option and avi sheds. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  3503 

DATE:   7/18/21 8:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Carpenter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. BRT is not a long term solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3504 

DATE:   7/18/21 8:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sid Alvey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If both proposals are close to the same cost, the preferred option is the gondola. It disrupts so much 
less both in the canyon and out, and it adds real value to the canyon year round. A wider road will 
never do that. Parking is handled at the bottom of the canyon instead of the top. It would give 
emergency access when the canyon is closed due avalanche danger, and it would be the least 
impactful to the precious environment. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  3505 

DATE:   7/18/21 8:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whitney Wilkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola option. (32.2.9E) As as resident of the area, I think it will be damaging to the 
environment, be too noisy and ruin the beautiful, unobstructed view up the canyon. (32.11D and 
32.17A) Canyon congestion only happens on a few powder days a year and doesn’t warrant a huge 
and very expensive project such as the gondola. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) I do support adding more 
frequent busses. With either option, the ski resorts should contribute financially. (32.2.9A and 32.2.7A)

Page 32B-3528 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3506 

DATE:   7/18/21 9:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Malina Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Promoting a gondola system that's used by elitists who can afford ski passes to Snowbird and Alta at 
the expense of all taxpayers in Utah is not fair. Additionally, is it the taxpayers’ responsibility to ensure 
Alta and Snowbird owners gold lined pockets of profits? (32.2.7A) 
 
Now looking at the bigger picture of a $595 million project cost; the likelihood of cost overruns are 
extremely likely, as it is a new design of the worlds’ longest gondola. Just look at the cost overruns of 
the Salt Lake Airport that was initially estimated to cost $1.8 billion and ended up costing $4 billion...and 
that project was on flat ground, and not an entirely new engineering concept and design.  
 
Utah, A Pretty Great State. How pretty will the canyon look with enormous concrete towers, concrete 
shelters and a gondola obscuring the scenic natural beauty of the Wasatch Mountains? (32.17A) Let’s 
not take Utah, Life Elevated, literally with the construction of an eye sore gondola system. Improved 
bus service or enhanced bus service should be the choice of Utahns. (32.2.9A) 

Page 32B-3529 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3507 

DATE:   7/18/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dane Struve 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a creative and effective option for reducing traffic up the canyon. The one concern 
I have with the gondola is the parking situation at the mouth of the canyon. A massive amount of 
parking would need to be created to accommodate all the riders of the gondola. The gondola is my first 
option, but parking still needs to be addressed. (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  3508 

DATE:   7/18/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Korban Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola system up Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) Its long term impact on the 
environment and the footprint of the canyon is less than widening the existing road. (32.13A and 
32.13B) Further, this helps to create alternative transportation options, diversifying the way we can 
travel. I am also a fan of ways to reduce our reliance on automobiles and busses.
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COMMENT #:  3509 

DATE:   7/18/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Orlando Antelope 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Terrible idea. Won't solve the problem. Will need extensive maintenance over time (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3510 

DATE:   7/18/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janelle Heck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the proposed gondola is similar to the pumps in the West Desert.....worthless idea and dealing 
with the past. With climate change, I believe the canyons are going to see less and less snow and 
fewer people that are going to want to ski there. (32.2.2E) We need something temporary that can take 
us a few years into the future while we still get enough snow to allow skiing. An expanded bus system 
is the right alternative. (32.2.9A) Also, the ski resorts should just stay closed when the roads are 
impassable. They should limit the number of skiiers as well. (32.2.2K) A gondola is the wrong idea. 
(32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3511 

DATE:   7/18/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Hyde 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola makes the most sense to match the needs of LCC and the Salt lake valley. 
(32.2.9D). The capacity of the gondola is a little concern but as technology improves with Gondola and 
chair lift systems this will be only be improved upon and will be more than capable to meet the 
demands of a growing population that Salt Lake is experiencing. 
The gondola offers an opportunity to vastly improve Salt lakes public transport system. There would be 
opportunity for future connections and even gondola network in the city. We could have park and rides 
with gondola connections to LCC in Sugarhouse and Sandy which would further improve congestion 
around the mouth of the canyon. This could be installed and maintained at a fraction of a cost/impact 
compared to other mass transit alternatives. (32.2.2I) 
There are a few issues with gondola; people would struggle to access the same amount of backcountry 
as they can by just driving to trail heads. (32.4G and 32.2.4A) I think that by providing an hourly bus 
service that stop at certain trail heads would be a good solution and can reassessed regularly to make 
sure its meeting the demands of the users. (32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  3512 

DATE:   7/18/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Planning never seems to take place until after the need has emerged. This is the lesson learned from a 
traffic-weary former Atlanta commuter. With this thought in mind, I'd suggest, whatever alternative is 
ultimately selected, you begin planning and budgeting for the other alternative. Just remember, if you 
build it, they will come. --A concerned skier from out of state. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3513 

DATE:   7/18/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Doe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please stop selling Utah out and over running all roads along with the Resorts should be paying for all 
the new destruction of the canyons. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3514 

DATE:   7/18/21 2:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Letitia Hone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola only helps the ski resorts it would not relieve any of the traffic or backing up of cars in the 
canyon. (32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Running more busses with stops along the canyon at popular 
trailheads would be more useful and a better use of money. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) It would help ski 
season and off season traffic in the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  3515 

DATE:   7/18/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Werner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3516 

DATE:   7/18/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Lenhart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very much in favor of addressing traffic congestion in the Cottonwood Canyons. However, I 
disagree with the approach UDOT is taking of addressing one canyon at a time. I think that limitation is 
creating unnecessarily complicated solutions, such as the 20-mile long gondola or expanded bus lanes. 
(32.1.1C). Why not improve bus service up both canyons at once, paid for by a toll? (32.1.1A and 
32.2.4A) Then build a gondola between the two canyons at the top - a much shorter distance. (32.2.2Q) 
That way, when one canyon is closed due to weather/avalanches, riders would be able to ride the bus 
up the other canyon, then ride the gondola to their final destination. This solution could be paid for 
entirely by the tolls, at no expense to taxpayers who do not regularly travel up the canyons. (32.2.4A) 
I urge UDOT to broaden their scope before committing to any improvement plan for the canyons. The 
two canyons can work better together than either can alone. (32.1.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  3517 

DATE:   7/18/21 8:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Alley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the only option. Increased buses is a 1950s solution. It’s time to make our mountains like 
Europe. Easy to get around, low emissions. Hopefully this is a first step and also being considered is 
how this could tie in to Brighton or AF canyon. Ideally a gondola access into Utah county could save 
even more time, pollution etc. (32.2.9D, 32.2.2Q, and 32.2.2J) 
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COMMENT #:  3518 

DATE:   7/18/21 8:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula Rzomp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a former Ogden Valley resident and skier, this practical solution is long overdue in being 
implemented! Be proactive in thinking about the future! Thank you! 
#GoGondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3519 

DATE:   7/18/21 10:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Butters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of the Gondola, I just think that there should be more parking than is proposed, otherwise 
it will not garner the ridership it needs. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  3520 

DATE:   7/19/21 7:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Chatelain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the perfect solution, parking, pollution and avalanche safety would be resolved ( mostly) 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3521 

DATE:   7/19/21 8:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Wylde 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You’d be dumb not to do it. It’s that or build a wider road...... but my question. Will it continue to operate 
in a white out. Or will skiers be stuck on the mountain. Will Uta continue to shuttle as well? For those 
employees working late? (32.2.6.5K and 32.2.2W) 
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COMMENT #:  3522 

DATE:   7/19/21 8:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Like most, I don’t understand why widening the road and gondolas are the only two options the state is 
considering. Especially because of how few days of the year we actually need to relieve traffic pressure 
(20 days in the ski season). (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) Why not start slow? Build a booth and turn cars 
away at the mouth when max capacity is reached, and funnel people to park and rides to commute via 
bus. (32.2.2K and32.2.4A) I’m a sandy resident, and like everyone else, we’re feeling pretty jaded by 
the fact that all of this irreversible construction is being done at the behest of the resorts so that for 20 
days of the year they can maximize the number of lift tickets they sell. (32.2.7A) Do the right thing, slow 
your roll, and let’s consider what’s best for the majority of residents. Not special interest groups. 
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COMMENT #:  3523 

DATE:   7/19/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Stribling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You should look at metrocable in medellin colombia as it is very comfortable and efficient (32.29D). 
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COMMENT #:  3524 

DATE:   7/19/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackie Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The most compelling argument against the gondola option is you are using public tax dollars to directly 
support, and exclusively support, private businesses. (32.2.7A) It is operating under the strong, 
incorrect assumption that the vast majority of congestion in the canyon is caused by access to ski 
resorts. (32.7C) However, by the parking along the roadside alone, it is obvious that is not the case. A 
gondola will not relieve congestion from any other activity in the canyon. This feels like an option that is 
being driven by the resorts. (32.7C and 32.2.4A) 
The best argument against widening the road is that this will also not improve congestion or the parking 
situation all the way up the canyon. And, it will negatively impact so many recreational spaces as well 
as the beauty of the canyon. (32.7C and 32.4A) 
The bus option was by far the best one on the table, as well as implementing a toll fee for single 
occupancy vehicles, which would encourage carpooling and thus take a significant number of cars out 
of the canyon. We beg of you to reconsider the tragically damaging solutions currently presented. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3525 

DATE:   7/19/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Freddie Arambulo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why are my taxpayer dollars being spent on making these corporations more money? (32.2.7A) As a 
snowboarder, I can't even visit one of the resorts that would benefit from either plan. They should foot 
the bill, not us. We talk about the traffic issue but it's only really bad on powder days. During the 
summer it's not backed up. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  3526 

DATE:   7/19/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Treece 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies should be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.7C) 
 
The base of little cottonwood canyon is home to hundreds of boulders that climbers from all of Utah and 
the USA visit to climb every season. These climbing areas are incredibly popular and are easy to 
access for a lot of beginner and advanced climbers throughout the year. Expanding the roads and 
parking lots at the base of little cottonwood canyon would wipe out several of these climbing areas and 
be very detrimental to the climbing community. (32.4A and 32.2B) Other alternatives to road/parking lot 
widening should be seriously considered and tried out prior to impacting these climbing areas. 
(32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3527 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenna Mifflin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin our canyon with ugly and harmful projects. Both the road widening and the gondola 
will have drastic impacts on the landscape. (32.17A and 32.17B) Please opt for less intrusive options 
such as tolling or increased busses. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Completing either of these projects will only 
perpetuate the issue of crowding in the canyons. (32.7C) We need to find a SMART and 
SUSTAINABLE solution instead of using infrastructure as a crutch to half solve a problem. 
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COMMENT #:  3528 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dane Harrington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the gondola option as it will ruin the beauty of LCC while only moving the traffic 
bottleneck. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT should move forward with the bus option 
instead. (32.2.9A) I would also recommend considering a 'bus only' period during peak times (e.g. 7-9 
am on weekends) to encourage the use of public transportation (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  3529 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dana Dellinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the bus or gondola options or the first come first serve stickers. Anything that allows the 
majority of the times to have and equal opportunity to travel through the canyon before skiing or other 
reasons for a reasonable price. (32.2.4A) I strongly do not support any options that limits access to 
those with excessive expendable incomes. (32.5A) The rich shouldn’t be the only group that has ease 
of transportation into the area. 
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COMMENT #:  3530 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Foster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A major infrastructure project like this needs to address traffic in BOTH canyons, and maybe PC too, if 
it is to be paid for by taxpayers. (32.1.1A and 32.1.2C) A game-changing public transportation option 
for all Salt Lake area resorts. A gondola/lift system could be great for this. Sounds like Snowbird and 
Alta should pay for this plan, it's only intended to fix a problem they have created. (32.2.7A) There is 
always the option of limiting lift ticket sales if the resorts are drawing so many people that it renders the 
local roads unusable. (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  3531 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ari Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid climber and outdoor enthusiast, I stand with the SLCA in urging lawmakers to explore 
alternate solutions to the transportation issue that will preserve and protect climbing destinations, trails, 
and the environment in the greatly revered Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  3532 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Flynn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not believe that the proposed gondola is the best use of public money. It is a “solution” that only 
serves a small percentage of people who use and recreate in Little Cottonwood. (32.2.7A) First, the 
gondola only really benefits resort skiers and snowboarders, who use the canyon only during the winter 
months (which is becoming increasingly shorter due to climate change). The gondola does not serve 
the needs of climbers, bikers, hikers, snowshoers, and backcountry skiers. (32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
Most importantly, the gondola means that public taxpayer money is directly benefiting private 
corporations that operate on public land. (32.2.7A) I do not believe the full environmental impact of the 
gondola has been taken seriously. This is an expensive solution that does not serve the best interests 
of the entire community. It only serves private interests, and benefits a small percentage of people. I 
believe that there are far better options that can use existing infrastructure (buses), that do not harm 
local resources, such as the many boulders that will be destroyed, and do not tarnish the aesthetic 
beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.17B)  
 
The Supreme Court ruled in Scenic Hudson Preservation Conference v. Federal Power Commission 
that interests in aesthetics and recreation have legal standing. Thus the complaints and comments that 
argue against the gondola because of its effect on both recreation and the aesthetics of the mountains 
have legal precedent. 
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COMMENT #:  3533 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christoph Dressler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In order to relieve LCC from traffic, I wholeheartedly support the gondola-version of a solution. As 
European myself, I tell you it works! I've seen and used several gondolas, like the ones in Tyrolia, 
where entire regions are being served via gondolas and no more cars except for locals or people with a 
hotel reservation. Widening LCC road is only an expensive Band-Aid, I am afraid. Long-term solution 
would be the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3534 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karthik Sonty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  3535 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alison Foster Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of the gondola or road widening measures. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) These will have a 
permanent impact on the landscape, as well as only benefit the portion of those using the canyon that 
are accessing the resorts rather than the myriad of other activities. (32.2.7A and 32.7C) I suggest that 
before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4B) 
 
Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
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COMMENT #:  3536 

DATE:   7/19/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Lyons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been using little cottonwood canyon for recreation for over 35 years. I really think the only 
sustainable solution is to buy many cng or electric buses to take folks up and down the canyon. the 
idea of a gondola does not help with folks who are using the canyon at point other than the resorts 
(backcountry skiers/winter hikers). (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  3537 

DATE:   7/19/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Cromar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not proceed with this project. Instead consider the environment that will be impacted and the 
many many outdoor enthusiasts. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3538 

DATE:   7/19/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kate Galliett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is a truly one of a kind gem in this world. People come from around the world for the recreation 
and beauty offered there, and permanently altering it by way of widening roads or building a gondola is 
an environmental travesty that should not happen. Speaking specifically about climbing now, which will 
be drastically affected by both proposals currently on the table... (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Climbing in LCC is not just a pleasant pastime, it’s a deeply enriching experience for countless people 
who come there to climb. Climbing in LCC makes you feel connected to nature, which we need more 
than ever these days. The rock challenges you and forces you to learn and become better (& I do think 
it makes you a better person, not just a better climber). And climbers feel a sense of pride knowing they 
can come and recreate in such a world class place. Losing any part of that would not only impact the 
experience the climber has, it would also impact the city’s bottom line - as LCC for climbing has driven 
countless people to move to SLC, and far more have come as tourists to enjoy LCC climbing. Every 
one of those people brings dollars that get spent in our community and that would certainly drop off if 
LCC loses its world class status in climbing. Permanently altering LCC would be like putting a tram up 
the side of Half Dome in Yosemite. Just don’t do it. There’s other ways to move people up the canyon, 
and the SLCA’s suggested option is the one you should be exploring. (32.6D, 32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  3539 

DATE:   7/19/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Curtis Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola option. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  3540 

DATE:   7/19/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Gerlach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is time to invest in this long term solution, widening the road is not a viable solution to add more 
vehicles into the canyon! (32.2.9C and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  3541 

DATE:   7/19/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William J Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola proposal promises more eco friendly and safe access to LCC. I am an Iron Blosam 
owner (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  3542 

DATE:   7/19/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter VanderHeide 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a horrible idea. (32.2.9E) It will be very unreliable in the weather, (32.2.6.5K) requires 
lots of cars and people go to one parking area, (32.2.6.5E) requires posts and wires all through the 
canyon. (32.17A) This is horrible. Just add twice as many buses. Leave the road as it is. (32.2.9A) 
When it avalanches hold the buses for a few hours. Keep it simple, cost effective, and helpful to the ski 
community. We don't need more litter in the canyons or more roads.
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COMMENT #:  3543 

DATE:   7/19/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Balynas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a serious, and almost entirely mandatory bus system should be enacted first. (32.2.2B) I think 
both of these proposals are too high impact on the landscape versus the benefit on traffic. I think much 
lower impact solutions could be put in place with very little modification to existing roadways before we 
build huge parking garages and gondola towers that almost solely benefit the ski resorts at the expense 
of the entire canyon's landscape. (32.2.7A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) A fleet of busses and shuttles, much 
like in Zion, seem like an appropriate solution. (32.2.2B) Parking needs are obviously increased with a 
system as such, and I think strategically placed large-capacity parking structures could be placed near 
the mouth of the canyon, possibly modifying existing P&R lots and offering rapid one-stop services from 
each P&R. Enhancing bus routes from each P&R could also make for a better service without 
sacrificing immediate impact in the canyon itself. (32.2.2I) 
 
Has it been considered to put the gondola through BCC, have it jump over a pass between Brighton 
and Alta to arrive in LCC? (32.2.2Q) If we're building the world's largest gondala, might as well go big 
and fix the traffic in BCC and LCC and serve all four of the resorts. (32.1.1A) I think people would be 
less upset about a gondola through the BCC than through LCC, I sure would at least. 
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COMMENT #:  3544 

DATE:   7/19/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Abbott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Salt Lake County resident and skier, I am in favor of the gondola, but with one caveat: Alta and 
Snowbird should pay for passholders' rides on the gondola. (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) Having the gondola 
just be an option to skiers is not enough for it have the most impact. If skiers going to the resorts have 
already paid for the gondola as part of their season pass, the gondola will be more successful. Without 
a commitment from Alta and Snowbird, either plan for the canyon will be a waste of taxpayer money to 
only benefit the ski resorts with no improvement in the impact of traffic on the canyon. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3545 

DATE:   7/19/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Beaufort 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola appears to dramatically decrease safety, pollution, O&M cost, and environmental (Water, 
surface heating, and ecological splitting) concerns significantly better than the bus solution. (32.10A, 
32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) The gondola leaves room for potential public transport increase 
up the canyons still in the future if necessary. There already is a bus presence, the gondola does not 
remove the busses. (32.2.2W) In fact by decreasing the road usage by personal car, busses can make 
more trips up the canyon at the current bus capacity. During summer interaction, having bus stops 
along the way could decrease cars to the major climbing and hiking areas while the gondola could haul 
up to the top for biking, spas, etc. (32.2.6.3C) The potential savings over the life of the gondola is 
significantly more than the busses, too. By laying the ground work, the gondola’s replacements in 30-60 
years will be significantly less. (32.2.7C) The gondola also provides future proofing by linking it with a 
not-dying out utility: Electricity. As electricity shifts over away from predominantly Coal here in Utah, the 
impact the Gondola has will be far more significant on the climate than a fleet of new busses, which at 
some point will need to be replaced with cleaner alternatives. (32.2.6.5P)  
A concern: Why does the gondola need less car parking spots? Both alternatives should be evaluated 
with the same parking availabilities. (32.2.6.2.1C) The environmental impact of wildlife ecology should 
also be considered heavily. (32.13A and 32.13B) It’s well documented that roads decrease diversity in 
regions with dramatically different sub sections of the environmental layout (e.g. a canyon with a north 
and south face). By expanding the road, further separation of wildlife will permanently alter the course 
of species throughout the canyon regardless of other human intervention even before considering the 
watershed and heat absorbing impacts. (32.13B and 32.12B) 
A few other thoughts: An increase in novelty will increase tourism to those locations. Developing any 
road solution will greatly impact the visual aspect, just as much as a gondola. (32.17A and 32.17B). A 
main point discussed is if the air or water quality standards are exceeded, but no discussion around 
improvement. (32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.12B). I feel the gondola is an uncomfortable change for some, 
especially long term residence like me, who don’t want the potential to loose the beautiful landscape we 
have in Utah. The development of new utilities is terrifying and paired with the amount of loss this state 
has seen in the last decade, it’s fair for many to be weary.  
I also feel the gondola is the right way to go. Decreasing the overall surface of the road will have the 
best ecological impact on the canyon while not decreasing the ability to explore our beautiful state. The 
best way to protect our environment is to make the least impact on it and understand its fluid, ever 
changing horizon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3546 

DATE:   7/19/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Calder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola only benefits the ski resorts pockets and destroys protected land, not to mention it is highly 
inefficient. (32.2.7A and 32.13A) I would gladly pay for canyon access to be a toll road, its quick, easy, 
and will hopefully help encourage and fund the bus option. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3547 

DATE:   7/19/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gilbert Moss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The impacts to climbing access were not adequately addressed in the EIS. Removing climbers from the 
EIS considerations is prioritizing the ski resort users over the local climbers and hikers who park 
alongside the road. (32.4A and 32.4B) A toll system based on destination is a solution that is more fair 
to all user groups. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3548 

DATE:   7/19/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Misiak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola plan is short sited and terrible for locals and tourists alike. LCC is one of the best assets in 
Salt Lake City and should not be tarnished by an excessive, expensive, "solution" that will just make 
traffic worse in town. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Please proceed with a plan that revolves around public transit/road widening without destroying the 
canyon character and landscape. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  3549 

DATE:   7/19/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacquelyn Thiel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great ski solution. I would use it for Snowbird and Alta events. I spend time at the 
trailheads before the ski resorts and would still need to drive since it doesn't increase the frequency or 
available times for public transportation within the canyon. In addition could we find some solutions for 
activity along the canyon and even a public transportation option for early risers. Thank you (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3550 

DATE:   7/19/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Koen Webb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What will the fee structure look like. If it is less and just as convenient to drive I don't see how it will 
reduce emissions. (32.2.4A and 32.10A) The fee structure makes or breaks is usefulness, is there any 
place to become informed on proposed fee structure? (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3551 

DATE:   7/19/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Eigner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent skier in LCC, I want to see the GONDOLA option selected. The ability to move people 
during high and extreme avalanche danger is my top priority. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3552 

DATE:   7/19/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola proposal. Any of the ground-based proposals will do little in the long run to solve 
the problem and will lead to further destruction of the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3553 

DATE:   7/19/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Macall Moon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to make our best effort to find a solution that doesn't permanently alter the landscape of the 
canyon. An expanded bussing/shuttle system seems to me to be the least damaging option. (32.2.9A) I 
think it would be best if there were still a way for people to drive their own cars, but perhaps there 
should be a vehicle limit, maybe with a reservation system to limit the number of personal vehicles in 
the canyon (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3554 

DATE:   7/19/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randy Vannurden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe less impactful measures should be taken first before more permanent ones are implemented. 
The bus systems should be greatly improved, as well as tolling implemented. If such measures are 
shown to be not effective enough, then look into more drastic alternatives. I feel UDot is trying to take to 
large of an irreversible step (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3555 

DATE:   7/19/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Pyper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola! I will be awesome to ride in the summer to October fest as well! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3556 

DATE:   7/19/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Britt Hultgren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am both a climber and a skier, and frequenter of the canyon. I would urge This committee to 
strongly consider bolstering the current bus system prior to undergoing any major construction projects. 
(32.2.9A) We already have existing infrastructure in place for busing, and if we add several million 
dollars of additional buses, as well as drivers as well as training, as well as sophisticated yet practical 
traffic control alternatives to increasing bus flow of the canyons. (32.2.4A) . I think this would be a 
valuable initial trial rather than jumping into a nearly half $1 billion construction project without trying to 
improve our current system 
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COMMENT #:  3557 

DATE:   7/19/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Philomena Keyes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really like the gondola option. It works well in Europe. It could be a combination of the 2 options. I 
know in Park City the "bucket" or Cabriolet from the parking lots really works well. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  3558 

DATE:   7/19/21 2:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zac Watne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola system, paid for by the citizens of Utah though largely to benefit the companies that operate 
Alta & Snowbird, is a gross misuse of tax dollars and ultimately will do very little to help with the 
congestion within Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) With how the canyon is 
structured today people will still be driving up the canyon as they always have, plus on top of that you 
will have a gondola system pushing even more people into the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.20C) This will 
strain the ecosystem atop the canyon and will have ripple effects for the surrounding area. (32.20C) A 
better solution would be to us the proposed money to upgrade the bus system and start a toll system at 
the base of the canyon (not at the resorts) to incentivize people to use the buses. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) Less money into the hands of the privately owned companies, more money to taking care of 
the canyon (which means eliminating the idea of a gondola system diminishing the aesthetic value of 
such a scenic canyon). 
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COMMENT #:  3559 

DATE:   7/19/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Vanderheide 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The road does not need to be widened and we do not need a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) We just 
need an increase of buses going up and down the canyon. (32.2.9A) Widening the road and putting in 
a gondola ruins the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B). A gondola also creates a massive 
inconvenience to frequent skiers. Would the gondola be closed on windy/stormy days? (32.2.6.5K) In 
that case would I get a refund on my season pass for those days since it’s often windy up the canyon? 
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COMMENT #:  3560 

DATE:   7/19/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Pugmire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola Option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3561 

DATE:   7/19/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Summers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a terrible idea. Way to expensive. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3562 

DATE:   7/19/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Loomis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
I am strongly in favor of increased bussing capabilities to alleviate traffic in LCC. (32.2.9A) I do not 
believe that a gondola is the appropriate fit. We do not need to use public funds to prop up the ski 
resorts in this canyon. (32.2.7A) Bussing addresses the needs of all types of recreation, including 
climbing, hiking, snowshoeing and backcountry skiing, which does not always start from the resort 
hubs. (32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  3563 

DATE:   7/19/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirsten Dockstader 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.6.3C). Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should 
only be considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective.
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COMMENT #:  3564 

DATE:   7/19/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Krick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
An alternative solution HAS to be considered. Both the gondola and the expanded road way would 
destroy hundreds of boulders that climbers from all around the world travel to LCC to climb on. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) A solution, such as tolling, expanded bus service with no extra lane, should be strongly 
considered. Nature over profit. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3565 

DATE:   7/19/21 3:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lily Canavan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I literally moved across the country to live and rock climb in Salt Lake City. Any “solutions” that destroy 
the natural landscape and the rocks that people climb on is a bad idea. (32.4A and 32.4B) Most people 
in the area do not ski at snowbird/ Alta and destroying the canyon for the benefit of these businesses is 
a dumb move. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3566 

DATE:   7/19/21 4:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Jelmini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe UDOT needs to explore the "low hanging fruit" before spending millions of taxpayer dollars. I 
am an avid skier at Alta and lived at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon. The problem is too many 
vehicles trying to access the canyon, especially on good powder days and holidays. Why not do a trial 
program where you simply mandate no single passenger vehicles are allowed up during peak ski 
periods? (32.2.4A) You could start by doing a traffic survey and have a few people stand at the mouth 
of the canyon and record how many single passenger vehicles are driving up. I'm going to guess it's 
about 25%. (32.2.4A) If you were to go up one more step and require at least 3 passengers in a 
vehicle, I would guess that would remove at least 50% of vehicles, and essentially solving the problem. 
Alta and Snowbird are not getting any larger and they are currently constrained by the number of 
parking spaces. When the parking lots are full, you already have long lift lines. So if you have a gondola 
and add 1000 passengers per hour, in addition to the people driving up, the resorts will become so 
crowded, you might at well be at some place like Mammoth Mountain in California. (32.20C) 
I can observe the traffic from my bedroom window, and on a big powder day, the traffic is backed up for 
miles and it's a real mess to try to leave my house. (32.7B) However, we're talking about 12-15 days a 
year when it's like this. (32.1.4D) I can't imagine spending the money and creating a year-round 
eyesore (ie, gondola) to solve this short term problem. (32.17A) Most of the year I'll be looking our my 
window at empty gondola cars going up and down the canyon. 
Pretend like your spending your own money... and in this case, don't! 
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COMMENT #:  3567 

DATE:   7/19/21 4:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sydni Woolley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before making permanent, landscape altering changes to the canyon I would love to see things like a 
toll booth or more bus options attempted! (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Changes to the canyon like expanding 
the road or building a gondola should be last resorts- please try other alternatives first so we don’t risk 
losing some of our favorite climbing and hiking spots! (32.4A and 32.4B) We love our little canyon and 
hate the thought of it being altered (& under construction to do so, for 5 years!). (32.2.7C) This will 
make it so difficult to enjoy the canyons until construction is completed and even then we don’t know if 
it will be worth it. Let’s try the cheaper, less invasive options first please!  
 
Respectfully,  
Sydni Woolley 
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COMMENT #:  3568 

DATE:   7/19/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Burke Weir 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With just the approval of an east side of Salt Lake Valley to Alta via Snowbird Gondola watch for a Deer 
Valley to Snowbird via Solitude and a Park City to Snowbird via Brighton... Add feeder Funitel/Gondolas 
from various locations in the Salt Lake Valley to the mouth of LCC.. This is a free form of mass transit 
and is part of the Salt Lake 2030 Winter Olympics build up. (32.2.2I, 32.2.2N, and 32.2.2Q) 
Mouth of LCC.... My vision is this is where a new round about and 20 MPH zone begins and continues 
all the way up to Alta... This would eliminate speeders and help the Wildlife, Bikers and Hikers stay 
safe.. (32.2.6.2.2A). The connector to Sandy Rt 209 and the rest of the mouth of LCC is expanded to 
include a huge chain up area on the south shoulder...Add a community information kiosk next to the 
new Bus Shelter and Bus Stop on the South side of the canyon heading up (No need to turn left into the 
park and ride) Make room to accommodate Canyon Patrol to safely check for chains/ four wheel drive 
required heading up canyon. Add a Dog day care/ Temp Dog Kennels... My favorite part of this plan is 
what got my story into Powder Magazine... "Casual Commuter '' Stand by the Snowbird sign going up 
the canyon, Solo drivers should stop to pick you up and make a carpool... Stand by the Alta sign going 
up to form a carpool going up the canyon to Alta... 3 or more Skiers in a vehicle should be free to park 
at both Alta and Snowbird.This is where a new Pedestrian/ Bike bridge connects to the North side of 
this new Chain Off Zone and Bus Stop Kiosk leaving the Canyon.. This project connects the Quarry trail 
parking lot and the Park and Ride parking lot into one zone... A really big paved area that would not 
include any new parking spots, Just a gathering zone where it's easy to get dropped off here or ride 
your bike on the new "Wasatch Bike Boulevard" This new Bike path is separated from the main road 
and could be a part of the new "Wasatch Blvd" that is coming... It includes new picnic tables and view 
areas along the path that begins around the Olympus cove area and runs on the West side of Wasatch 
Blvd all the way to the mouth of LCC (32.2.2KK)
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COMMENT #:  3569 

DATE:   7/19/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Magali Lequient 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I do not support roadway widening for additional lane (s) in Little Cottonwood Canyon as outlined in the 
Enhanced Bus PPSL Alternative because of the impacts to and elimination of climbing and other 
recreational resources. (32.2.9C and 32.4A)  
 
I do however support the enhanced bus service as part of this alternative as it provides the greatest 
flexibility and serves the transportation needs of all users throughout the canyon. (32.2.9A)  
 
I believe that a less impactful alternative that combines enhanced bus service with tolling and other 
traffic mitigation strategies must first be implemented. Such an alternative could potentially eliminate 
the need for roadway widening. (32.2.9A) 
 
Gondola and Cog Rail Alternatives 
 
I do not support the gondola or cog rail alternatives as they do not serve the transportation needs of all 
users throughout the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M)  
 
In addition, the gondola would create unacceptable visual and noise impacts throughout the canyon 
that negatively affect the climbing and hiking and backcountry skiing experience. (32.17A, 32.11D, and 
32.4A)  
 
The cog rail, like the roadway widening, would create unacceptable impacts and eliminate climbing 
resources. (32.4D)  
 
The DEIS lacks analysis on the impacts to dispersed recreational resource elimination and access 
limitations posed by the easements for the gondola towers and the railway. (32.4A and 32.4D) 
 
The DEIS lacks analysis on the temporary and permanent construction and infrastructure impacts 
associated with these alternatives. (32.19A)  
 
Trailhead Parking Access and Improvements 
 
The improvements as proposed by UDOT for the Gate Buttress parking lot would severely limit parking, 
while threatening roadside climbing resources and access trails. I support modest improvements to this 
lot with an emphasis on maintaining the current level of parking. (32.4N)  
 
The Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and Lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride parking lots are used year-
round by climbers. As such, the DEIS must fully consider dispersed recreation sites and the public 
transit needs associated with them in the DEIS analysis; especially since climbing is increasing in 
popularity. These needs would include the parking lots being open year-round and plowed during the 
winter. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  3570 

DATE:   7/19/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Kurtzweil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
Developing a gondola (alternative B) is an excellent idea! It really helps the issue of congestion and 
safety in the area. Additionally, a gondola provides a great tourist spot for those wanting to see the 
mountains during the summer months. This method is preferred from an environmental standpoint with 
less disturbance to wildlife and emissions. (32.2.9D, 32.13A, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  3571 

DATE:   7/19/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenda Winger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do NOT put a gondola in that beautiful canyon. (32.2.9E) There needs to be more flexibility in 
locations for stops. Drove up Little Cottonwood yesterday and a gondola will just ruin that beautiful 
canyon drive. (32.17A) Also, there were TONS of summer traffic at all the hiking spots. A gondola will 
only service Ski Resorts -- what about all the other activities? (32.2.6.5G) Congestion year round is an 
issue, just not the few weeks of powder and vacationers. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) A gondola services the 
Ski Resorts, Vacationers and is focused on where the money is, not the respectful use of the canyon by 
all. (32.2.7A) Flexible options for future generations to hike, backcountry, snowshoe, needs more stops 
than 2. (32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  3572 

DATE:   7/19/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Snavely 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would urge UDOT to reconsider the two options they have put forward as most viable. Neither option 
presents a long term solution for the Salt Lake Valley. At worst, congestion would be increased along 
Wasatch Blvd and through the surrounding neighborhoods, while skiers would be forced to transfer 
between various types of public transportation while carrying their ski kits. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
The larger question at hand here, is why the ski resorts who most stand to profit aren't footing more of 
the cost of these changes. (32.2.7A) As someone who DOESN'T go to either Alta or Snowbird, but 
LOVES to ski and uses LCC quite often in the wintertime, I cannot fathom why it is ok for the cost of 
this project to be pushed to the taxpayers. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C)  
 
There is also the issue of Alta charging the public to access winter trailheads from a public highway. It 
is time that the wishes of the taxpayers are valued more than goals and opinions of the resorts! 
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COMMENT #:  3573 

DATE:   7/19/21 6:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pauline Higgins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote NO on the gondola option. (32.2.9E) It is too expensive and does not help the average skier. Low 
snow winters is also a concern. Lot of $ wasted if there are no skiers. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3574 

DATE:   7/19/21 6:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am STRONGLY OPPOSED to both alternatives for two reasons:  
 
1. It is absolutely unconscionable that Utah taxpayers are being asked to fund this project. Snowbird 
and Alta, and/or users of LCC, ought to be funding a project that will be of benefit to so few Utahns. 
(32.2.7A and 32.1.2D) Revenue from tourism does not justify the cost to taxpayers. Make the 
corporations borrow; they can afford it. 
 
2. Neither "preferred" alternative is environmentally nor functionally responsible. The simplest, most 
responsible solution is to close the canyon to personal vehicle traffic and implement a scaled-up 
(electric) bus shuttling system. (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.2F) It achieves all goals: traffic reduction, efficient 
travel time up canyon, emissions reductions, and easy access to multiple hub locations. Model it on 
Springdale and Zion Canyon's shuttling system. This is the simple, cost-effective, environmentally 
responsible choice. It is the right thing to do. 
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  3575 

DATE:   7/19/21 7:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Runar Berntsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
100% in favor of the Gondola! This is much better fr the environment and provides an amazing view for 
tourists and locals alike. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3576 

DATE:   7/19/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As the community learns to work with increased usership in the canyons, I think it is important to utilize 
the resources that are already there. Traffic expands to its capacity, ie. adding a lane won’t do anything 
it will only increase traffic, not spread it out. Countless examples support this conclusion. (32.2.4A and 
32.20E) 
 
Having certain parking lots open year round/ plowed, as well as providing better bus transportation (not 
a new bus lane) will better address the issue. (32.2.9A) Please consider the impacts to the beautiful 
canyon and its current recreation opportunities before making changes to the existing road 
infrastructure. 
 
Jack Taylor  
 
It is
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COMMENT #:  3577 

DATE:   7/19/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Loomis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in favor of increased bussing capabilities to alleviate traffic in LCC. (32.2.9A) I do not 
believe that a gondola is the appropriate fit. (32.2.9E) We do not need to use public funds to prop up 
the ski resorts in this canyon. (32.2.7A) Bussing addresses the needs of all types of recreation, 
including climbing, hiking, snowshoeing and backcountry skiing, which does not always start from the 
resort hubs. (32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  3578 

DATE:   7/19/21 8:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aldo Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Electric Buses is the obvious best choice for both Big and Little Cottonwood! Quiet, Less Carbon, 
Powerful, Sleek! See Whatcom County Washington's example that just purchased new electric buses 
with a massive Federal Transportation Commission grant: 
https://salish-current.org/2021/06/10/electric-buses-to-debut-marking-trend-in-whatcom-county/  
https://www.transit.dot.gov/lowno  
Salt Lake County can match Whatcom County's excellent example!!(32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  3579 

DATE:   7/19/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garth Franklin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider tolling and other non impactful options to the beauty of LCC before altering the road or 
gondola. If it works, then hey, great. If it doesn’t then, hey at least you tried that before permanent 
marring the landscape. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3580 

DATE:   7/19/21 9:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stefani Day 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support enhanced busing as well as tolls and single-occupancy restrictions (32.2.9A). 
Permanently altering the landscape of the canyon with a Gondola should be done only if less impactful 
methods fail. (32.17A) Please keep in mind users that don't simply go to Alta and Snowbird; there are 
many backcountry entry points that some of us want to be able to access 
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COMMENT #:  3581 

DATE:   7/19/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melody Sieverts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) 
 
Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
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COMMENT #:  3582 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Bushnell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build the gondola. (32.2.9E) It will not solve the traffic problems, it just moves the traffic 
to another location and greatly complicates getting up to the ski resorts. (32.2.6.5E and 32.7C) Can you 
imagine a family trying to transfer their gear and children to their cars, to then drive to a parking lot, 
then hauling gear & kids to a bus, then again transferring to a gondola? You’d be making it impossible 
for families to enjoy the canyon. I am more in favor of increased busing. A toll system in the canyon 
doesn’t bother me either. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I also think the canyon should be restricted to those 
who have passed tire inspections. No more rental cars that aren’t suited to stormy driving. If cars aren’t 
prepared, don’t let them up at any time. (32.2.2M and 32.2.4A) The gondola will also damage the 
beautiful views in the canyon (32.17A). I believe that those who are supporting the gondola are wealthy 
businessmen who will benefit personally by taxpayer spending and that’s not how it should be. 
(32.2.7A) Increased busing and shuttling would be simpler, less costly, and more efficient. 
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COMMENT #:  3583 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandra Kinzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Salt Lake City and enjoy spending time in the Cottonwood Canyons for rock climbing and 
hiking. I ask that before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever 
alter the landscape, we consider expanding bus service, adding tolls, and looking at other traffic 
mitigation strategies. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon (like adding a gondola or 
adding more lanes on the road) should only be considered AFTER less impactful options have been 
implemented and shown not to be effective. 
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COMMENT #:  3584 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Treat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is my second comment. I just reviewed the impacts to Bouldering within both the Gondola and 
Road Widening options and was alarmed at the number of recreational bouldering opportunities that 
would be affected or possibly eliminated due to the routes. (32.4A and 32.4B) Bouldering is an 
extension of rock climbing. The Gondola does not represent either of these user groups, and the 
alignment of the road widening and/or enhanced bus service could service more user groups at a cost 
to boulders. I would support the road widening if some consideration would be given to bouldering, 
possibly re-routing or relocating some of the boulders if at all possible. (32.4A amd 32/4B) Climbing is 
a delicate resource and LCC is a world class destination. It would be shame to chop off its fingers to 
support two ski resorts for a dozen busy weekends and a dozen busy powder days each year. 
(32.1.4D) I'm a skier and a snowboarder and a Snowbird season pass holder. If done well, riding a bus 
could be a viable option to save our resources. Once gone, they are gone. Forever. 
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COMMENT #:  3585 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Wrathall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to voice my concerns about the proposed actions to mitigate traffic in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I disagree that the proposed gondola system as outlined by the Environmental Impact 
Statement is in the best interest of the public or for the canyon for a number of reasons. (32.2.9E) The 
project is proposed in an apparent attempt to mitigate traffic primarily heading to the Alta and Snowbird 
on snow days. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, amd 32.2.7A)) There are many other elements of the proposed plan 
which I cannot attempt to address here such as environmental impacts in the air, water, noise, and 
visual effects. (32.10A, 32.12A,32.11D, and 32.17A) And while these are important, they are 
secondary to the main problem the gondola proposal suffers from: is a gondola the right solution for the 
majority of the year, who pays for the gondola, and who benefits from the gondola. (32.2.7A and 
32.1.2D)  
 
I find a number of issues with the gondola proposal as outlined. It should go without saying that this 
system does not fully consider canyon visitors who are not heading to the ski resorts - particularly off-
piste skiers during winter, but also hikers, bikers, and climbers seeking access to public lands the other 
three quarters of the year. (32.1.2B) This issue is multifaceted: Alta and Snowbird are not the only 
destinations, and winter is not the only occasion to enter the canyon. The gondola would essentially 
funnel visitors to the resorts whether or not a person wants to go there when it is clear that those are 
not the only destinations in the canyon. The gondola proposal, however, only address these two 
narrowly defined reasons for visiting Little Cottonwood Canyon. While the traffic situation may be 
congested during snow-storms, it is remains to be seen what a heavy traffic day on snow days is 
compared to average-weather off-season traffic patterns. For instance, is a $592 million project worth 
the cost for a few days of inconvenience relative to other solutions which are wider in their scope and 
more flexible in their use? (32.1.2B) What the gondola appears to solve is one problem in a minority of 
instances but requires an incredibly high price to solve it. (32.1.2D) 
 
Additionally, the cost of the gondola is a sizable sum which would be paid in large measure by 
taxpayers either in subsidy for its construction or direct payments for its use. (32.2.4A and 32.2.7A) 
The struggle that proponents of the gondola have failed to account for is the degree to which such a 
large sum of money would be distributed back to the public. Proponents assert that a gondola would 
pay the public back in out-of-state visitor dollars. (32.6A) However large and shiny, the gondola would 
hardly be an attraction likely to bring outside visitors to Utah, all else being equal, either in winter or 
summer. Few would argue that the gondola, as a means to the end of skiing or hiking, is the draw itself 
to Utah. Then from whence would the money to use a gondola come besides the majority share being 
paid by local users? Much less, the upfront cost of such a project? The gondola project asks local 
taxpayers to fit a bill for a service relatively few of us will ever use. (32.2.7A) As much as Alta might be 
a staple for Utah skiers, a common local bumper sticker pointedly states: 'No one cares that you ski at 
Alta'. In a place with as many options for skiing as we are blessed to have along the Wasatch Front and 
Back, it is a head-scratcher that all of us should pay for the few that ski in the place with arguably the 
least amount of space and the largest degree of hazards.  
 
Furthermore, there is a major question of who the beneficiary of the gondola can expect to be but the 
ski resorts, private investors and residents of nearby Sandy and Cottonwood Heights. Even at best, if 
the gondola is intended to reduce traffic in a select few townships near the mouths of the canyons, the 
bulk of its cost is footed by persons living well outside the areas it intends to improve. Who then does it 
benefit, but a narrowly defined group of wealthy persons able to afford homes near the canyon, 
investors who can afford such capital expenditures, and ski resorts catering to them? What then of the 
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public who is intended to benefit from the gondola? It would seem that proponents think the benefit is 
paid out in views up the canyon while riding it. (32.2.7A and 32.1.2B)  
 
This issue is a sticky one. By allowing for a gondola, the larger public across Utah would be funneling 
money into less transparent hands of private organizations which have no obligation to the wider public. 
That said, the larger question of access remains unanswered: What then of public access lands if the 
means to access it is concentrated through middle-men who control access to that land? (32.2.4A and 
32.4G) Not only does the gondola proposal ask much of Utah residents outside its intended use-area in 
monetary terms, it restricts access to the canyon and concentrates its use fees into the hands of an 
unaccountable few who are not beholden to public interests. At minimum, if the gondola is intended to 
be a means of public transportation, it should fall under the umbrella of UTA or other public entity 
(32.2.6I).  
 
The gondola problem is varied in its problems but single in its resolutions. The traffic safety will 
improve, but the public will lose in every other element under consideration. In constructing a gondola 
up to access the ski resorts in Little Cottonwood Canyon, the larger public loses money by subsidizing 
its implementation, loses money by concentrating it into the hands of investors and ski resorts not 
acting on behalf of the public, and loses access by- at worst privatizing and at best limiting- access to 
public lands. By solving the problem of traffic on snow-days a gondola would only create a host of 
others, none of which are in the public's best interests. The gondola plan is woefully under-
conceptualized and bears a heavy price tag for its one solution.
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COMMENT #:  3586 

DATE:   7/20/21 5:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Canfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will not solve the traffic problem and permanently destroys the natural landscape. (32.7C 
and 32.17A) Expand the road, don’t build the gondola. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  3587 

DATE:   7/20/21 5:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Woolsey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of bus service over a gondola (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  3588 

DATE:   7/20/21 6:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexis Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It would be an awful blow to humanity and the animals on salt lake to widen the roads. (32.13B) This is 
super unnessecary and everything should not be about money. You are destroying peoples and 
animals livelihoods to make room for a money profiting road. (32.2.7A, 32.1.2B, and 32.1.2D) Fuck that 
and you people who don’t give a shit about us little people. Those boulders are climbed by passionate 
outdoors people and you think it’s okay to destroy that. It’s not and you know it. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  3589 

DATE:   7/20/21 6:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Pilkerton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support enhanced bus service. (32.2.9A) I do not think a gondola is a good solution. (32.2.9E) It is a 
very expensive project that would negatively impact the experience of the cottonwoods in other 
seasons and predominantly serve ski resorts only. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3590 

DATE:   7/20/21 6:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been enjoying Snowbird and the Little Cottonwood Canyon for almost 50 years. Over that time, I 
have watched the traffic in the canyon steadily increase and witnessed several near miss collisions by 
impatient drivers. While very forward thinking, I believe that the gondola offers the best chance of 
reducing traffic and it's related pollution in the Little Cottonwood Canyon. I am excited to see this 
project move forward. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3591 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Galt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. It will be unaffected by adverse weather conditions, and I (hope) decrease fossil 
fuel consumption. (32.18A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3592 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Noah Bigwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will permanently alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) 
 
Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
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COMMENT #:  3593 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Barone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Busses only...no passenger cars! (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  3594 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  B Ingraham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"Inadequate screening to develop a design which meets the requirements of a residential neighborhood 
including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous buffered cross walks & 
traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running 
roadway section."(32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
and/or 
 
"UDOT inadequately screened potential of north/south bus transit utilizing existing arterials to alleviate 
projected rush hour congestion for SR 210. A screening based on a modernized, non-stop bus service 
in which southeastern SL Valley riders collect at transit stop (s) in Sandy and are delivered to East 
Bench Cultural District/U of U along Highland/I-215/Foothill Drive must occur before a build out of 
Wasatch Blvd for projected 2050 traffic, based on an antiquated UDOT 2015 survey, is 
confirmed."(32.2.2AA and 32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  3595 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremiah Watt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the widening of the road! (32.2.9C) As a climber and freelance photographer I 
spend countless hours among the boulders that will be affected by the addition of a shoulder lane. 
Those boulders also serve as a space for thousands from all over the globe to connect and share 
experience. (32.4A) 
 
I’m also concerned that by a lack of a mandated decrease in traffic little will actually change and the red 
snake of carbon emission and rage will still be in effect. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3596 

DATE:   7/20/21 8:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support enhanced bus service. It seems potentially the most flexible. A bus can stop anywhere along 
the road, a gondola can’t. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) Road widening seems like a terrible idea, since the 
problem isn’t how to get more people up the canyon faster. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) The problem is that 
there are already too many people, or at least too many vehicles in the canyon. The parking lots are 
overflowing in every season of the year now. (32.1.2B) Perhaps we need an enhanced trail network 
with more trailheads to ease the pressure on the popular trailhead parking areas. Are there other 
similar places that have tried various alternatives that could be looked at to model our decision here, 
like Zion? (32.15A and 32.2.2B) 
 
It seems like road widening and gondolas will have have the most significant negative effect on the 
environment, and will be the most costly to build and maintain. Building multi-level parking structures at 
the base and providing reliable, bus service at increased intervals seems the least impactful and least 
costly. (32.2.9A) Restricting vehicle traffic also seems like a good idea. Lodging guests could drive and 
stay. Expensive parking passes could be available for non-guests. Winter/summer passes could be 
available for parking in the canyon. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) A portion of those fees could be applied to 
the cost of base area parking structures and bus service. Yes, I’m suggesting that the people who want 
to drive should pay for the busses for those who don’t. (32.2.4A) No more roadside parking. It’s 
hazardous. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) You can’t just close down parking. A reasonable alternative needs to 
be available. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3597 

DATE:   7/20/21 8:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Tonetti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the bus option. However, I think a train option would be a better long term vision. 
(32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3598 

DATE:   7/20/21 8:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid biker and resident in the area that will be affected, I am alarmed at the inadequate 
screening. I strongly feel that UDOT needs to develop a design which meets the requirements of our 
residential neighborhood including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous 
buffered cross walks & traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's 
highest cycling/running roadway section. “Improvements” to traffic flow which neglect and threaten the 
safety of the current residents should be scrapped and completely reworked. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  3599 

DATE:   7/20/21 8:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Jacobson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE NO Gondola! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3600 

DATE:   7/20/21 9:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lara Handwerker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that in a sensitive environmental area, and one as important to our region as LCC is, the 
options that require the least amount of change to the physical environment as possible should be 
explored first. I have been extremely disappointed to see that the enhanced bus without road widening 
option was eliminated from the process. If funding is provided to run buses every 5-10 minutes, and 
there is sufficient parking infrastructure built near or at the base of the canyon, plus a hefty fee to drive 
up the canyon in a personal vehicle, this would greatly reduce the amount of vehicle traffic and 
incentivize usage of the bus. With the construction of avalanche tunnels over the road in key areas, bus 
travel would be appropriate in the vast majority of cases. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Of course there might 
still be outlier storms where the road is impassible for a certain amount of time, but that is a far better 
outcome than all of the negative impacts that a road widening or a gondola would have on the 
landscape and other users of the canyon than just those going to the two resorts. (32.1.2D and 
32.2.7A) I hope you hear all of the voices speaking out against the construction of a gondola that would 
mostly benefit the two for-profit, inaccessible to many of our region's residents, resorts. There are few 
things more valuable to our region than our canyons. Please do not jump to the most disruptive 
decision first. Decisions made in concrete cannot be undone. Thank you for your consideration.
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COMMENT #:  3601 

DATE:   7/20/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivia Darais 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Inadequate screening to develop a design which meets the requirements of a residential neighborhood 
including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous buffered cross walks & 
traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running 
roadway section. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  3602 

DATE:   7/20/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Darais 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No one has asked the community what they want for wasatch. Inadequate screening to develop a 
design which meets the requirements of a residential neighborhood including slower speeds for 
egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous buffered cross walks & traffic calming features for 
lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running roadway section. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  3603 

DATE:   7/20/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Wilk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Inadequate screening to develop a design which meets the requirements of a residential neighborhood 
including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous buffered cross walks & 
traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running 
roadway section. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  3604 

DATE:   7/20/21 10:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kai Benedict 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I appreciate the open period for public comment and I sincerely hope that the voice of the public will 
be considered more than those with the potential to profit greatly from this. In my opinion, the 
preference should go towards minimizing impact and keeping the canyon as wild as possible. I can 
appreciate the gondola idea as somewhat radical, but the idea of having a large set of cables running 
through the canyon is incredibly unappealing. (32.17A) I strongly wish that there was increased bus 
service from the park-and-rides as that does work within the existing infrastructure, is managed as a 
public utility rather than a public/private partnership, and is honestly not a bad way to travel. (32.2.9A) 
Not everything needs to be based on convenience, and having to wait for avalanche mitigation to be 
complete is part of the experience. I would like to see incentives for public transit explored more 
thoroughly in this instance (honestly all over SLC, but that is not part of this present debate). (32.2.4A) 
Ultimately, I think that any solution should have the impact on the natural experience as the primary 
issue to be considered, and access for all as a close second. (32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  3605 

DATE:   7/20/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Voye 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am generally in favor of a gondola...though many questions must be answered (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3606 

DATE:   7/20/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Kraszewski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think there are less invasive ways to move forward with the traffic issue. I also believe last season was 
not a good representation of traffic due to people not commuting with others in the fear of transferring 
COVID. I think a tollbooth/annual with enough of a toll for individuals and reduced with more people in 
your vehicle is a better and less invasive way forward that will not instantly destroy the canyon. 
(32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3607 

DATE:   7/20/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bonnie Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I see no reason not to support the Gondola up Cottonwood Canyon. It seems like the responsible thing 
to do. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3608 

DATE:   7/20/21 11:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Geoff Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. It is the best outcome long term for the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3609 

DATE:   7/20/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connie Thurman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Looks like a great idea! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3610 

DATE:   7/20/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas McMurtry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that both these draft alternatives are good. I generally the gondola alternative better, but I'm 
happy that UDOT is improving the canyon regardless. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3611 

DATE:   7/20/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randall Rolen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was initially in favor of the gondola, but I have changed my mind. I ask you to think about this...it really 
is the only answer, though local or lower income people would hate it. I propose that there be a winter 
LCC pass. Charge a lot for it. If there are still too many cars, charge more. At some point, cars numbers 
will seriously decrease, you've spent no public moneys ($500 mil plus savings), and you've collected 
plenty (some could even be distributed to Snowbird and Alta before they sue for it). This is the answer. 
(32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3612 

DATE:   7/20/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Snyder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
At first I was all for the Gondola, but after looking more into it from projected models, from peoples 
testimonies, to even residents up the canyon and their perspectives. The biggest reasoning for my 
change in mind is setting a precedent for more expansion. If we allow this to happen it will keep 
allowing the resorts to have more say in what happens in the canyon because they want to expand and 
make more money. (32.2.7A) They are not worried about the repercussions about their actions of 
expansion for their personal growth as a company and to their share holders. This change will only 
positively affect the resorts, others who enjoy the canyon will only see the negatives on the construction 
of road or the massive towers that will be placed throughout the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A and 32.7C) 
Also, this expansion will start to destory this fragile environment. It's our duty as government and 
citizens to protect these fragile environments especially from companies or entities that only want to 
profit from expansion. We must look at restricting the amount of people who can enter in the canyons 
during the winter time. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) The canyons aren't meant for this kind of expansion and 
the canyons certianly cannot be expanded just because our population is growing. If we expand in 
these canyons then we will lose the majestic and solitudness that these mountains and canyons offer. 
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COMMENT #:  3613 

DATE:   7/20/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Preston Corless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please take the long term view. We don't need wider roads and more vehicles. The gondola option is 
the best option. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-3637 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3614 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea of a gondola, however it MUST be affordable for EVERY citizen. $5 each way, for 
example, is too much. (32.2.4A) I spend a lot of time in the canyon all year and in every season, and I 
would love a gondola ride if I could afford it for my family but if it costs a family of 4 $20 each way that's 
just too much and people won't use it. (32.2.4A) I also think it's a mistake not to have a stop around 
white pine or mid-canyon for hikers or those who want to experience the canyon. (32.2.6.3G) Just 
taking people directly to Snowbird and Alta makes moving throughout the canyon not possible so this 
seems to cater just to skiiers or those who are headed directly to those resorts. (32.1.2D) If that is the 
case, Snowbird and Alta should deeply subsidize the cost of the gondola because people will be 
landing at their areas to spend money. (32.2.4A) Please also consider adding more parking to the Park 
& Ride at the mouth of the canyon, it's always packed in the winter and not enough spaces. Improved 
bus services should also be affordable and available. (32.2.6.2.1C). 
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COMMENT #:  3615 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kara John 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE bring back the TRAIN option. (32.2.9F) If buses and gondola can't stop at trailheads, what is 
the point of public transportation if it can't serve the population that visits backcountry in the winter or 
trailheads in the summer. (32.2.6.6A) You're only solving half of the problem. Gondola's are a novelty, 
but limited in capability compared to a whistle stop train that can unload passengers at trailheads- not 
just the resorts. (32.2.6.6A Diesel powered buses are not a clean running choice. (32.2.6.3F) Make 
it a long term solution with the most sustainable impact. Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  3616 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In reguads to LCC, a bus system is a better solution than a gondola. The buses would need to have 
adequate capacity and frequency that people would not need to wait long. (32.2.9A) They would need 
to stop at trails as well as resorts and run in summer as well as winter. (32.2.6.3C) It would be helpful to 
have hefty parking fees in the canyon. A gondola would be an eyesore, is expensive, and would not 
help congestion at trails. (32.17A and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
The more important issue is the lack of adequate screening of Wasatch Blvd to delvelop a design which 
meets the needs of the surrounding neighborhoods. This would include the need for slower speeds for 
egress and ingress to neighborhood streets, safe buffered cross walks, traffic calming features for 
lowered speeds and buffered bike lanes. (ie. Sandy's development of Wastch south of 9000 E).  
Finally UDOT has not adequately screened the potential for a north/south transit utilizing existing 
arterials to alleviate projected rush hour congestion on SR 210. A screening based on non stop bus 
service in which southeastern riders collect at transit stops in Sandy and are delivered to East Bench 
Cultural District, UofU via Highland Dr, I215, Foothill Blvd, etc must occur before a buildout of Wasatch 
Blvd for projected 2050 traffic, based on antiquated UDOT 2015 survey, is confirmed. (32.2.6.2.2A and 
32.2.2AA)
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COMMENT #:  3617 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jane Arhart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the increased bus service in LCC because it is more efficient and less of an environmental 
eyesore! (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  3618 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doyle Dow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced Bus Alternative is the only reasonable and economically feasible way to address the traffic 
problem in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A) The gondola will never serve enough people fast 
enough at a cost that people would be willing to pay to reduce the use of private cars in the canyon. 
(32.2.4A) The gondola makes all the users have to somehow arrive at one specific location to load on 
the gondola which will make for a big traffic and parking problem on Wasatch Boulevard. (32.2.6.3E) 
The gondola also does not stop at other points in the canyon except ski areas. There is a need for 
winter and summer stops at other location to provide for recreational users besides ski resort skiers. 
(32.2.6.3C) The gondola is also a visual blight on the scenic beauty of the canyon. (32.17A)       
 
The Enhanced Bus Alternative would be much less expensive and more users could afford to pay to 
ride the bus and would require less taxpayer subsidy. (32.5A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7A) The buses can be 
used in the city when there is a reduced demand for canyon transport. Bus service allows for multiple 
stops in the canyon to better serve all recreational users and not just resort skiers. (32.2.6.3C) At some 
point all the buses will likely be electric or some other low polluting form of power and pollution will not 
be an issue. (32.2.6.3F) Buses can depart from multiple points in the valley in the valley with direct 
service to the canyon without a need for users to converge at a central point which helps to prevent 
traffic jams on Wasatch Boulevard. School parking lots could be used on weekends and holiday periods 
for parking and bus departure points along with other areas. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  3619 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann O'Connell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Opposition to the gondola solution: I object to the gondola for aesthetic reasons and because I fear it 
will lead to similar structures over ridgelines to other canyons. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Also, a gondola 
does not serve those of us who visit parts of the canyon other than the ski resorts. (32.2.6.5G and 
32.2.6.3C). I object to the bus alternative that has been selected because it requires construction of 
another lane and truly unnecessary snow sheds."(32.2.9B and 32.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3620 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To protect Little Cottonwood Canyon we should not be trying to get more people up there. (32.1.2B) I 
am horrified by the idea of a gondola invading the space. Your science might be accurate in terms of 
people moving but ignores the very essence of this immeasurable asset to our community. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  3621 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maia Ermakova 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Inadequate screening to develop a design which meets the requirements of a residential neighborhood 
including slower speeds for egress/ingress to intersecting streets, numerous buffered cross walks & 
traffic calming features for lower speeds, and buffered bike lanes for Utah's highest cycling/running 
roadway section. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
UDOT inadequately screened potential of north/south bus transit utilizing existing arterials to alleviate 
projected rush hour congestion for SR 210. A screening based on a modernized, non-stop bus service 
in which southeastern SL Valley riders collect at transit stop (s) in Sandy and are delivered to East 
Bench Cultural District/U of U along Highland/I-215/Foothill Drive must occur before a build out of 
Wasatch Blvd for projected 2050 traffic, based on an antiquated UDOT 2015 survey, is confirmed. 
(32.2.2AA and 32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  3622 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebekah Lawlor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I have lived here my entire life, and watched the dramatic changes in terms of increased visitor use of 
our beloved LCC, and the impact it's had. Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). I am a climber, hiker, and a skier. I need access to LCC at various points of the canyon, so do 
others. Year-round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served 
by a gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
3). While I'm not for the gondola, I'm even MORE against canyon road expansion, which will impact the 
1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. This isn't just about human access and 
needs, in fact, the flora, fauna, and wildlife and overall protection of the canyon should be the primary 
goal. (32.13B and 32.1.2B) 
 
4). Traffic congestion in LCC will still continue even with the gondola because the gondola still is highly 
reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them!(32.2.2L) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't 
eliminate car congestion, it will only enhance it and many locals will likely want to avoid the hassle of so 
many transfer points and drive anyway. (32.2.4A) Connecting people from their point of origin (homes, 
hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and allow equitable 
access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
5). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
In conclusion -- I think we need to go back to the drawing board. Neither of these two suggestions 
achieve a sustainable solution to our current problem. More buses in more locations more frequently 
throughout the valley would better serve the canyon, our overall air quality, and provide more people 
access. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
. 
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COMMENT #:  3623 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amelia Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of the proposed options will cause significant and permanent Alterations to the canyon. This will 
affect other recreational activities that draws people to the canyon including hiking and rock climbing 
(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G)). My request is that before any permanent changes are made to Little 
Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus 
service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed 
recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
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COMMENT #:  3624 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Weis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola alternative (I personally favor running it from La Caille but am open to the other option as 
well) is easily the best proposal. (32.2.9D) It recognizes the reality that the existing road is more than 
sufficient to handle trucks and emergency vehicles; the traffic problems are entirely due to people going 
to the ski resorts. No road widening (not great for water quality and absolutely awful for the aesthetics 
of the canyon) is required for this alternative and the cost and capacity are comparable to the enhanced 
bus service (which would require road widening). (32.12B and 32.17B) It's cheaper than the cog 
railway and, again, requires far less ground disturbance.  
 
Again, road widening is not the way out of this. It harms the views and watershed and fails to provide 
an alternative to the single, avalanche-prone road. A gondola could continue to run when the road is 
closed due to avalanches. (32.12B, 32.17B, and 32.2.6.3P) Enhanced bus service in the shoulder lane 
is, ultimately, nothing more than a creative take on widening the road. 
 
I also disagree strongly with the draft EIS's conclusion that the gondola is not scalable. This is a failure 
to think creatively about the next stage of the project: a gondola or chairlift connecting LCC to the Park 
City resorts has been floated over the years; this gondola could relatively easily be extended over the 
mountains to fill that need. A bus, the so-called scalable alternative, could not easily be extended in 
such a way. (32.2.2N) 
 
I'd also support charging (reasonable - think $5, not $40) tolls for the canyon road during peak hours. I 
won't like paying them but it makes more sense than asking taxpayers in St. George to fund this 
project. (32.2.4A) If it's politically impossible I'd rather see a gondola funded with taxpayer money than 
not at all, but if we're trying to lower car traffic on the road and find money to build alternatives this 
seems like the obvious way to encourage people to consider alternatives and provide funding to build 
said alternatives. Tolls work fine in Millcreek Canyon already. (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Snowsheds would be cool but the gondola should be our top priority right now. 
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COMMENT #:  3625 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Fulton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The environmental impact of these final two solutions as well as the cost--AND THE FACT NEITHER 
FULLY SOLVES THE PROBLEM--is enough to send this back to the drawing board. Add more buses, 
add a toll, collect more data and revisit this in two years. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Also, work with the 
resorts on doing something about incentivizing full cars. LCC has gotten out of control, especially in the 
winter. (32.2.4A) And the gondola parking only holds 1500 cars...so not going to work--it's just meant to 
attract more people (which we cannot efficiently transport up the mountain), worsening the problem. 
(32.2.6.2.1C and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3626 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Bowles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola makes good sense! For the people who enjoy the canyon and for the infrastructure 
by relieving the traffic and making it safer for everyone! It would be a great benefit to the community as 
well as travelers who visit the area every year! It’s good business!(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3627 

DATE:   7/20/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Rolfs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a frequent user of the cottonwood canyons including skiing at Alta and snowbird, backcountry 
skiing, snowshoeing and hiking in the winter and biking and hiking in summer. I am deeply concerned 
by the changes in the canyons over the past 20+ years. I is essentially not possible to access the 
canyons on weekends when it snows and increasingly when it doesn’t snow and on weekdays. We 
absolutely need to make changes. I am concerned at the alternatives presented. My main concerns are 
what is not well addressed. We need to increase transit options to the canyons and reduce cars. The 
transit options need to be designed more comprehensively starting further from the canyon mouths 
than this EIS contemplates. If we fail to do that, this will be a failed effort long term. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.6.2.1C). Given the alternatives presented, I do not favor the gondola options. (32.2.9E). They don’t 
sufficiently address the congestion, have large visual and environmental impact and don’t in any way 
help users who are not going to the ski areas. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.13A, and 32.17A) I favor the bus 
alternative with additional measures to reduce single occupancy vehicles. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I am 
ambivalent about the enhanced roadway option. As a cyclist, having a safe lane for summer use would 
be a big plus but the environmental impacts are subatantial. (32.13B). I am concerned that only little 
cottonwood road is addressed..while it is the worst, big cottonwood is also becoming unusable many 
days. It seems like especially the fixed options like gondola and cog train are only aimed at LCC. 
Comprehensive transit based options could also be used to target BCC. (32.1.1A) 
 
Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  3628 

DATE:   7/20/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Doubek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support increased bus service in Little Cottonwood Canyon but not adding a dedicated bus lane. 
(32.2.9A) Ideally the canyon should be closed to cars altogether and only be accessed by bus. 
(32.2.2B) In addition, buses should be free. (32.2.4A) Cost of bus service could be offset by increasing 
resort/hotel/ticket fees at Alta/Snowbird. I do support building of avalanche sheds. (32.2.9K)  
Thanks for your consideration.
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COMMENT #:  3629 

DATE:   7/20/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Lutz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although I am somewhat concerned about both proposals because visitor carrying capacity within the 
canyon seems to have been overlooked (who wants to take a bus or gondola up just to sit in a chair lift 
all day?), (32.20B and 32.20C) I think that the gondola option provides better reliability and safety and 
will minimize traffic incidents on the busiest of winter days and is probably better than expansive road 
widening. (32.2.9D) The downside is limited access to other popular summer + winter recreation spots 
other than the ski resorts. My preferred alternative would be between the gondola and expanded bus 
access + limited (no peak hour) vehicular access with limited road widening. (32.2.2W) This would 
allow access to areas other than the ski resorts and move large number of people more efficiently than 
the "red snake" traffic jams. (32.2.6.3C) I think these two options best represent Utahns' values of 
conservation, air quality, and convenient access to recreation. (32.10A and 32.4G) Trade-offs between 
these different values within the alternatives are partially captured in the comments above.
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COMMENT #:  3630 

DATE:   7/20/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Herb Witte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
local ski passes are costly and parking reservations hampered the availability to use a pass . now a 
gondola to the rescue for skiers at what cost ? this appears as a way to get resorts to sell the spaces 
and make our shuttle at what cost to local skiers anually $$$ (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3631 

DATE:   7/20/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Timothy Boman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola idea is NOT a good option! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3632 

DATE:   7/20/21 2:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gordon Strachan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3633 

DATE:   7/20/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryson Webb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! My name is Bryson Webb and I moved to Salt Lake City shortly after graduating high school in 
2011. I moved out here to ski the “greatest snow on earth” and haven’t looked back. I have recently 
become more local after purchasing my first house in the Salt Lake valley last year. I love skiing and 
care a lot about the impact on the environment. Today I want to write both encouraging you to utilize 
buses rather than aerial gondolas and to promote less traffic in the canyons. 
 
I have ridden in a variety of trams and gondolas in the US and want to start by saying, they are a lot of 
fun and serve their purpose in specific locations. But I want to make it perfectly clear that this is NOT 
the location to have a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon. The aerial gondola is too expensive of a 
project to serve only two ski resorts, especially when this is coming from public tax dollars. (32.2.7A, 
32.1.2D, and 32.7C) If a tram is built in the future, it should not be funded by UDOT but instead by the 
ski resorts themselves who would benefit the most from them. I personally do not think I would ride the 
gondola when I would ski due to the fact that I spend the majority of my time skiing in the backcountry. 
Many of the trailheads I ski from are much more easily accessible via bus and the aerial gondola could 
not and would not benefit the backcountry ski community. (32.1.2D) 
 
I am a very strong fan of improved bus systems. I believe the UTA buses are working really hard to 
make buses a better option and have drastically improved in recent years yet there is still plenty of 
room for growth. With the acceptation of the pandemic limiting buses capacity and what nots, I have 
been very impressed with what UTA has done to promote bus traffic. During the 18-19 winter season I 
personally saw how the traffic was getting worse in both Cottonwood canyons, especially on weekends 
and holidays, and made a personal pact to myself that I would use public transportation more often. I 
rode the ski bus maybe a dozen times that winter season, and while I did not particularly enjoy having 
to arrive earlier, wait for the bus, stand during the ride due to limited seats and enduring all of the stops 
that were not mine, I felt good about what I was doing. Fast forward one year to the 19-20 season, I 
saw how UTA had increased the number of buses during peak hours and I learned of the Millrock 
Parking garage I was able to park at being a Snowbird employee. These made taking the bus much 
easier and more enjoyable for myself. I took the bus many more times that year, not only when working 
and not only on weekends, but on recreating days and weekdays. If bus travel was made easier, more 
people would choose to ride the bus (32.2.9A). 
 
I believe that more frequent bus service, as well as free bus service up the canyon is the quickest and 
cheapest way to decrease traffic in the canyons. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) As I mentioned before, I 
recreate in the canyons on weekdays mostly. I, as well as many of my friends, have chosen careers 
which involve shift work and often working weekends and holidays. We often avoid the canyons on 
busy days to decrease environmental impact and traffic on these narrow roads. When we do choose to 
recreate or travel up the canyons on these days, we always take the bus to decrease our impact. This 
last year during the pandemic I ran into a new problem that I had not experienced before, I did not buy 
a ski pass and consequently had to pay for the bus. I did not enjoy this and consequently did not ride 
the bus a single time this past season. I firmly believe that providing a FREE bus up the canyons would 
promote people to ride the bus more. On top of that, a canyon toll during peak season/ weekends and 
holidays, would incentivize people to use the free public transit more often. (32.2.4A) If cost is too high 
to maintain a free canyon ski bus, funds can be raised through a weekend/holiday toll on the canyons. 
This idea fits almost perfectly in line with the preferred alternative enhanced bus plan. 
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I am a strong proponent of the enhanced bus plan because I believe that this creates the best ratio of 
least environmental impact to greatest movement of people. With constantly changing advances to 
transportation, environmental safety and more, this plan has great room to grow and improve in the 
future. I don’t believe it will be long until we will have automatic, electric buses shuttling people to 
trailheads and resorts both winter and summer. (32.2.6.3F and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
Bryson Webb 
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COMMENT #:  3634 

DATE:   7/20/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsey Evenstad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the idea more than widening the road, as gondolas are a little less invasive. As long as they arent 
super pricey to ride, then go for it!!(32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3635 

DATE:   7/20/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adison Christiansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the impact that any of these projects will have on climbing areas. Little Cottonwood is 
home to some of the best climbing in the world and many of these projects would destroy irreplaceable 
boulders and routes. Please don’t do that. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  3636 

DATE:   7/20/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy McKerrow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having reviewed the 2 remaining plans for Little Cottonwood Canyon I'd like to express my support for 
dedicated bus lanes instead of the gondola. (32.2.9B) Utah residents and visitors will benefit far more 
from extra lanes, which are there year-round for cyclists and other road users. Resort skiing is not 
affordable for a huge chunk of Utah residents and the gondola does not benefit them at all, while the 
better roadway would. I strongly believe that UDOT should not be subsidizing the resorts with taxpayer 
dollars, and buying them a gondola does that and only that. Improving a UDOT roadway has other 
benefits. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) Finally, whatever plan is chosen, there should be a toll to use 
the canyon in the peak season. Most Utah residents rarely or never go up this dead-end highway. 
Those of us who do (myself included) should bear some of the cost of building and maintaining this 
challenging roadway. Thank you! (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3637 

DATE:   7/20/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthias Pashkowich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
That would be great to see that happen and does it saves a lot of money .......... but how much is the 
fare for the gondala ride season pass ( maybe ) monthly it might work or not (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3638 

DATE:   7/20/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bercaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I proposes that before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever 
alter the landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other 
traffic mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.4A, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
 
No gondola!!!!
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COMMENT #:  3639 

DATE:   7/20/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alison Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am VERY opposed to the Gondola. (32.2.9E) I don’t see this as an appropriate solution to the issues 
LCC faces. (32.1.2D) Additionally, I don’t see this as an equitable solution as I wonder how widely 
available and useful the gondola will end up being to the diverse population found within the valley. 
(32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  3640 

DATE:   7/20/21 4:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola Works program has my full support. As a someone who lives and works in Utah, and for a 
Utah company, Full-Time I appreciate The Gondola Works program a lot. It will help preserve Utah and 
Utah's wild environment. Plus, The Gondola would be an amazingly unique experience that would likely 
drive up tourism. Love The Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3641 

DATE:   7/20/21 4:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Glauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola and would like to see it implemented even further. Consider more stops for the 
gondola, make it the main method of canyon access year round. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5G) Charge a 
heavy toll for cars with a season car pass option. (32.2.4A) Cars in the canyon are dangerous, noisy, 
pollute, kill animals, and take up space for parking. A gondola should seek to greatly reduce car traffic 
year round. (32.7C) Road bikers and animals would be much safer. The canyon would be cleaner and 
quieter. The gondola would make the cottonwood canyons so unique Thanks and good luck! I know 
you can't make everyone happy but hope you can pick the solution that will be best for the future. 
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COMMENT #:  3642 

DATE:   7/20/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liam Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Salt Lake City and I strongly oppose the gondola and road widening alternatives due 
to the impact on the lower canyon environment. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I cherish the climbing resources 
and the serenity of Little Cottonwood Canyon and I fear that both of these options will destroy this. 
Please consider the alternatives proposed by the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  3643 

DATE:   7/20/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Pruitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The first objective of government is to do no harm and with the exception of leaving things status quo 
and adding more buses, all of the other options do harm - most particularly Gondola Alternative B 
lobbied by Neiderhauser and La Caille (presumably where the name of the base station originated). 
(32.2.9A) Are they paying for the free advertising as none of their property is being impacted or used 
for the project. (32.2.6E) In particular, Gondola Alternative B is the worst option for any number of 
reasons including; (32.2.9E) 
 
1. Except for the status quo option, the proposed changes do nothing more than benefit the private 
businesses at the top of the canyon and those lobbying to capitalize on commercial options at the tram 
terminus. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
2. Except for the status quo option, all other solutions are tantamount to burning down a barn to kill a 
rat in that each solution only provides relief for those few days each winter season when the conditions 
limit vehicular traffic, most of which can be mitigated through snow sheds at historical slide points. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.4D, and 32.9K)  
 
3. Gondola Alternative B forces all tram traffic coming from the south onto Wasatch Blvd. making 
Wasatch Blvd. worse than it already is and forcing this traffic into a left turn at the intersection that has 
no ability to handle such an increase. (32.2.6.5E)  
 
4. Gondola Alternative B will create significant traffic jams at the parking structure entry/.exit point 
particularly at the end of the day given the amount of left turns necessary to evacuate the parking 
garage forcing area residents into major problems who use 210 as their primary route to and from their 
residences. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
5. Gondola Alternative B indicates that you have been woefully negligent in your depictions of the visual 
damage that this option would inflict having provided no drawings in section depicting the visual blight 
30-story tram towers will inflict. (32.17A) 
 
6. You have indicated that Gondola Alternative B would have no impact on wildlife yet, having lived in 
the proposed path of the tram for over 30 years, I enjoy the daily soaring of eagles and hawks who 
regularly visit in the large tress in my back yard along 210. You have provided no study with respect to 
the impact on these birds of prey from the tram towers, cables, cars, movements and noise. I believe 
that these are most probably protected under both State and federal laws for which this alternative 
would be in violation. (32.13A) 
 
7. According to you, 40% of the winter canyon traffic uses Wasatch Blvd. and/or 209 for access yet you 
have provided nothing in your studies to indicate why these routes have not been addressed in your 
planning or why they are not the preferred route. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.2.7A, and 32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
8. You have provided nothing with respect to the impact on privacy and loss of property values that 
Gondola Alternative B would impose on all residents in the mouth of the canyon and in particular those 
of us whose back yards would be forever damaged by continual tram movements and destruction of 
our privacy. (32.4L and 32.4M)
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COMMENT #:  3644 

DATE:   7/20/21 5:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Lenkowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please Do Not opt for the Gondola alternative! Although there are some good reliability points to the 
argument, it will forever deface a spectacular wilderness area! (32.2.9E and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  3645 

DATE:   7/20/21 6:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelvyn Cullimore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I commend UDOT for tackling the issue of increasing congestion on Wasatch Blvd. While there are 
days that are not congested the number of days in the future when congestion will be intolerable will 
only continue to grow. (32.1.4D) There are several elements on which I would like to comment.  
Speeds on Wasatch Blvd - Road design is often a determinant of speed. Long stretches of road tend to 
encourage greater speeds. I am not in favor of setting unrealistic speed limits as data shows these 
unrealistic limits are often exceeded and create significant enforcement challenges. That said, I would 
be in favor of creating a street design with planters or other elements that would encourage a lower 
speed on the road. I would also be in favor of fully developing the bike paths, pedestrian paths and five 
lane design in a way that encourages lower speeds and making the Boulevard more user friendly.  
Neighborhood Ingress and Egress - Presently there is only one semaphore on Wasatch Blvd between 
Fort Union and the High-T intersection at Wasatch Blvd and North Little Cottonwood Canyon Road. 
When traffic is heavy on Wasatch residents tend to gravitate to the one semaphore. I believe mitigating 
the detrimental impacts of increased traffic on local residents should be a top priority. To that end, there 
should be serious consideration given to placing a semaphore at Kings Hill Drive and Wasatch 
including straightening out the curve at that point of Wasatch. Another semaphore should be 
considered for Prospector Drive and Wasatch Blvd. While the purpose of these semaphores is ingress 
and egress, they will have the added benefit of providing some traffic calming. Ignoring the ingress and 
egress problem would be the ultimate in poor planning especially with the technology available today to 
synchronize the semaphores. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Tolling of the Canyon - In order to encourage citizens to use either Enhanced Bus service or a Gondola 
option, there must be an element of tolling the canyon. It can be at peak times or it can be ratable 
based on the number of vehicle occupants. But an automated tolling system should be a key element of 
the plans. (32.2.4A)  
 
Parking Structures - Whatever option is chosen, parking will be required. To keep the traffic impacts to 
a minimum parking structures distal from the canyon should be emphasized. The parking structure at 
9400 South and Highland should be prioritized with the most number of parking spots being located 
there using public transportation to access the Gondola. Parking at Big Cottonwood Canyon Gravel Pit 
should also be emphasized as it will ultimately be important for Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
Parking at the mouth of Little Cottonwood should be de-emphasized. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
Gondola vs Enhanced Bus - Given that the costs over time are relatively comparable, the decision 
should be based on the options that create the least impact and provide the greatest safety. Safety 
would argue in favor of the Gondola option as it can operate in all kinds of weather. Bad weather on the 
canyon road is not really mitigated by extra lanes. Therefore, given relatively similar costs, the safety 
element of a gondola makes it the better choice. (32.2.9D) The visual pollution would be a minimum. 
(32.17A) Some argue that this is too big an expense for mitigating 15-20% of the days that may have 
bad weather or high demand. This ignores the fact that congestion is not dependent on bad weather 
and demand will continue to increase. We have an obligation to make the resources of the canyons 
accessible to as many people as desire to use them.  
 
Ski Resort Participation - While the ski resorts will be beneficiaries of these new facilities, they are only 
one stakeholder. Accommodating tourists helps us generate revenue that benefits the state. Also, the 
impacts on Cottonwood Heights and Sandy cannot be ignored. And finally, our own citizens access and 
utilize the canyons. Still, the most significant beneficiary will be the ski resorts. There should be an 
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action plan with the ski resorts that assures they leverage these resources such as requiring all 
employees to use the resources, limiting parking at the resorts and contributing financially, based on 
the benefits they receive. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  3646 

DATE:   7/20/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Boschert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
prefer a cog train to be able to have access to several areas of canyon and not be limited with a few 
tram stops. (32.2.9F and 32.2.6.6A) Any alternative falls short dealing with parking and transfer 
accommodations at mouth of canyon and along SR-210. Feel the EIS totally misses the "base area" 
concept for parking etc at the mouth. Need a village concept and TOD review for this proposal to make 
it work. (32.2.6.2.1C) Don't limit cog rail to SLC side of canyon. extend to big cottonwood cyn, Park 
City, and Alpine sides. (32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q)
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COMMENT #:  3647 

DATE:   7/20/21 6:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Barrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
-Thanks for the opportunity to take my feedback -Grateful the community is coming together on 
solutions to address traffic in the canyons -I want to express my adamant opposition to the Gondola 
and convey my strong support for the enhanced bussing option. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) As a taxpayer 
who will be funding this project, it is important that we move forward with a solution that best mitigates 
the traffic problem. From my analysis the Gondola will not sufficiently traffic problems in the canyon. 
(32.2B and 32.7C) -The problems with the Gondola include the following: 1) The biggest downside of 
the Gondola is the travel time. It will take almost an hour to travel from the Cottonwood Heights park 
and ride and still involve a bus ride. (32.2.6.2.1C) The Gondola will not remove people from cars, 
because people will not want to take such a long travel time, when bus travel time is significantly 
longer. (32.2.4A) Transportation should be convenient to incentivize usage, such a long travel time and 
having a two leg trip does not achieve this and as a result people would not use the service. 2) The 
biggest advantage of the Gondola is that it can operate during winter storms and after avalanches. This 
happens probably only 8 – 12 times per ski season, which only makes this a better option 3% of days of 
the year. (32.1.4D) We should be focused on the 97% of the year. In addition, if traffic is backed up at 
Little Cottonwood canyon cars and buses would have difficulty accessing the Gondola and which 
negates the versatility of the Gondola. (32.2B and 32.2.6.5E) 3) The Gondola will ruin the character of 
Little Cottonwood canyon for the future and permanently scar the sacred wild and natural views of the 
glacial formed cottonwood canyon. (32.17A) 5) I have a concern that the Ski Resorts and Ski Utah are 
strongly advocating for this approach is to create a foundation to extend to Big Cottonwood canyon and 
Park City and essentially tee up another ski link proposal that public was very opposed to. I believe 
many of these stakeholders are thinking of how they can market Utah skiing to outsiders rather than 
creating the most viable solution for local Utahns. (32.1.5B) We are talking spending half a billion 
dollars with the public paying for a service exclusively benefit the ski resorts and not facilitate the 
access of public to trailheads on public lands. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) The Enhanced bussing is the best 
solution for the following reasons: 1) Significantly faster travel time will result in much higher usage. The 
Gondola is a novelty that few people will ride in the summer that are using it as a transportation 
alternative, due to the long travel time and limited ability to more broadly serve the canyon. (32.2.4A) 2) 
Higher capacity to move more people out of cars. 3) Would be able to operate out of a large hub in 
Cottonwood heights that would minimize traffic on Wasatch Blvd, and serve both Big and Little 
Cottonwood Canyons. 4) This will become carbon neutral in 10 years once electric buses, which will 
replace the diesel buses. (32.2.6.3F) 5) Aside from 3% of days of the year, buses will be able to better 
serve Wasatch recreationalist in both summer and winter. (32.2.6.3C) The main reason why we should 
not move forward with the Gondola is that it will not get people out of cars due to the long travel time. 
The buses are far more versatile, and I believe is the strongest of the two options.
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COMMENT #:  3648 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Kissmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi all. My name is Brian Kissmer. I am a doctoral student studying ecology and computational 
genomics at Utah State University. I am here today to explain why the proposed gondola project will not 
effectively reduce traffic to the ski resorts, while providing a more economically and ecologically 
sustainable alternative. 
 
According to the economic law of Induced Demand, after the supply of a commodity increases; here 
being access to local ski resorts, if there is still sufficient demand then more of that commodity will be 
consumed overall. In other words, the cars that are removed from the road by a gondola will simply be 
replaced by more cars because demand to get into the canyon is sufficiently high that more people will 
capitalize on the increased capacity. (32.2.4A and 32.20E) The draft EIS does not account for the 
increase in demand to drive up the canyon after the perceived increase in roadway capacity following 
construction of the gondola. (32.20E) Providing that a similar lack of traction enforcement is in place 
after the gondola’s installment, traffic will likely return to its original levels due to congestion and ill-
prepared drivers. The only people who will enjoy the benefit of the gondola are wealthier clients, 
typically out-of-state tourists, rather than the average Utahn. (32.2.4A) 
 
My proposed alternative is similar to the method used by Zion national park, which sees over 6 million 
visitors per year. I am suggesting the construction of a parking garage at the gravel lot, with an all-
electric bus fleet shuttling skiers to the ski resorts without the option of driving up themselves during 
peak hours. (32.2.2B) 
 
The Proterra Catalyst E2, an all-electric transit bus, has been shown to outcompete both diesel and EV 
competitors for various metrics including maximum hill grade, climb speed, and maintenance cost. The 
bus can maintain a speed of 40 mph on a 10% uphill grade, utilizes regenerative downhill braking, and 
maintains excellent energy efficiency. This specific model set the world record for the longest electric 
bus drive on a single charge at 1,101.2 miles and has a recharge rate of approximately six hours. While 
the $750,000 cost of a single bus is higher than that of a diesel bus (~$500,000), maintenance costs of 
the Proterra are on average 30% cheaper than the maintenance costs of a diesel bus. The average 
lifetime maintenance cost of an electric bus is $.60/ a mile, versus $.85/mile for an average diesel bus 
(32.2.6.5F).  
 
The cost of 30 Proterra Catalyst E2 buses totals to about $22.5M. The additional charging ports will 
cost up to $50,000 each with a total cost of $1.5M. Total operation and maintenance costs for 30 buses 
over a lifespan of 250,000 miles (12 years) is approximately $4.5M.  
 
Closing the road to private vehicles during peak hours will remove the apparent necessity to increase 
the number of lanes within the canyon, cutting down on renovation costs. It will also prevent a handful 
of ill-prepared drivers from slowing down the entire train of commuters in the event of inclement 
weather. The combined efforts of our current bus fleet and the additional electric buses would 
sufficiently cover the amount of commuters to the resorts, and the reduction of traffic congestion would 
increase the turnaround rate for buses as they return to the parking area to pick up more passengers. 
(32.2.2L)  
 
Finally, if the gravel lot does not provide enough parking for the drivers that would normally drive 
themselves during peak hours, high estimates for the construction of a parking garage give a cost of 
about $28,000 per space, or $14.2M for a garage with 500 parking spaces. Building a parking garage 
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will reduce the amount of square footage required to house the cars for passengers and will remove the 
necessity for development within the canyon. Between the bus fleet and parking garage this liberal 
estimate adds up to about $42.7M, or 7.21% of the $592M price tag of the proposed gondola system. If 
the bus fleet is completely replaced after 12 years the cost will total $71.2M, or 11% of the gondola 
project. Furthermore, this project could be expanded if my estimates are too low to accommodate the 
amount of commuters without ever coming close to the price of the gondola project. (32.2.7C)  
 
Overall, the proposed gondola is an overpriced, ineffective, and unsustainable project that will not 
provide a solution to the current issue of road congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Here I have 
proposed a simpler, cheaper, and environmentally conscious solution. Knowing that there are better 
alternatives than what are currently proposed in the draft EIS, I would like to let proponents of the 
gondola understand that if they go through with this project, they will be forcing Utahns to foot the bill of 
a project that will not benefit them, and that will stain one of the most treasured wild spaces in the 
country. Thank you for your time. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3649 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cindy Turner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the Gondola and road widening proposals because of the way they would 
permanently alter the landscape. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These proposals would destroy boulders that I 
regularly climb with others in the climbing community in SLC. (32.4A and 32.4B) I worked a number of 
years at various ski resorts/national parks and I saw a lot of value in running many free shuttles and 
tolling/restricting public traffic. (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) When done correctly, frequently run shuttles are a 
pleasure to use and benefit the whole community. Please consider other options that will preserve the 
beautiful canyons we are privileged to live near. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3650 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alyse Crosby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola going up in Little Cottonwood Canyon !! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3651 

DATE:   7/20/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake George 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How can we justify half a billion dollars on a permanent change to the canyon that only helps with less 
than 20 days of traffic? (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) Given that both the gondola option and enhanced bus 
option include commonalities with snowbanks and tolling, UDOT should STRONGLY consider starting 
with the commonalities (which are temporary) and then reassessing the other options (which are 
permanent!) (32.2.9S) 
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COMMENT #:  3652 

DATE:   7/20/21 8:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Afton Barlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding this would help with traffic in the winter, kinda would be sick to get up to the canyon sooner to 
get to skiing faster! I love this canyon but the traffic is terrible. The gondola would help a lot! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3653 

DATE:   7/20/21 8:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola system is a great way to improve transportation in the canyon. It would be dedicated to 
little cottonwood traffic and would be beneficial to the environment as it could rely on renewable 
energies only. (32.2.6.5P) Busses currently rely on nonrenewable resources, in addition to resource 
costs that we don't normally consider in the long term (rubber, asphalt, concrete). (32.2.6.3F) The 
gondola system seems like a higher price when we only consider upfront costs, but when looking at the 
long term savings, a gondola system would be a much better investment. A gondola system also allows 
the preservation of the environment and looks really good among the backdrop of the beautiful canyon, 
as we can see from the current gondola at Snowbird, as an example. (32.17A) As someone who drives 
up and down the canyon frequently, I loathe using the road and dealing with the constant construction 
that seems to always be happening. I would love to use a gondola system to get up and down the 
canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3654 

DATE:   7/20/21 8:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Gabler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The goal of this process is to remove cars from LCC. Here are my thoughts on the 2 options.  
 
THE GONDOLA WILL NOT WORK AND IS A WASTE OF MONEY. (32.2.9D)  
 
This option will only benefit Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) Make them pay for it if they want 
it. The marketing information for the gondola show a beautiful bottom station and you can easily walk 
on gondola. If 1500 cars are showing up to the gondola in the same hour there will be significant car 
back up on the roads. (32.2.6.5E) then you will also be standing in line for an hour or more to board the 
gondola. I suspect on a powder day or busy holiday weekend you will be easily 3 hours to get to the 
resort. (32.2.6.5C) If has there been any traffic study for the gondola option? (32.2.6.5E) I haven't seen 
anything talking about the cost to ride the gondola. I imagine a family of 6 will be definitely over $100 to 
ride the gondola. (32.2.4A) Add that cost on top of the stupid pricing the resorts already charge.  
There really is only 15 - 20 days a year the canyon gets significantly backed up (32.1.4D). All other 
days of the year the gondola will get little to no passengers. in the summer and fall months the gondola 
will not be used because it doesn't service the trailheads or climbing spots.  
 
to make the bus option work you have to force riders to want to ride the bus. (32.2.4A) There was a 
comment during the first open house that said if you want first turns ride the bus. I think that on Powder 
days, weekends, and holidays that only buses are allowed in the canyon till 10 am. Cars will be held at 
the bottom. You can also require all vehicles to have 3 or more passengers. You could also make the 
resorts charge for parking. (32.2.2K, 32.2.2B, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) This will dramatically reduce the 
number of cars in the canyon. This approach can be done right now without road improvement dollars. 
(32.2.2Y) This could be a pilot program to see how the public would respond. All other days where the 
crowds aren't expected it could be like normal drive up when you want. If the pilot program doesn't work 
we can gather valuable information then take expanded bus service to next level. (32.2.4A)  
 
On the expanded bus service and how the total passengers were determined it showed busses leaving 
every 6 min. I see no reason why that cannot be cut in half. If we are forcing people to ride the bus it 
would be easy to get the buses filled up and moving. (32.2.2B)  
 
The backcountry skier is the group that the buses and gondola address. This group hits the trailheads 
at 5 - 6 am. Most of the time they are done with the morning tour before 8 am and are driving down the 
canyon to work. No public transit can address their needs. Please do not forget about this user group. 
(32.4G) 
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COMMENT #:  3655 

DATE:   7/20/21 9:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Gabler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Wasatch Blvd doesn't need to be expanded. This road can be improved to make the travel safer, but 
there is not reason for more lanes. I travel this road everyday for commute and i would change the 
speed limit to 40 mph. Traffic would then travel 45 mph compared to the 55 that cars go now. What 
would be the point in expanded wasatch because the road ultimately will be reduced down to 2 lanes, 
either at SR210 or Wasatch at 9800 south. Because the bottleneck is still at SR210 on a busy weekend 
or powder days you will still have the entire road back up with idling cars. you will have more road for 
the cars to sit. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
I've heard ideas of roundabouts or speed bumps. Please do not do these. Lower the speed limit. 
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COMMENT #:  3656 

DATE:   7/20/21 9:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Meadows 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
My name is Taylor Meadows and I love the Wasatch range, like thousands of others. We all hope to 
continue using Little Cottonwood Canyon in perpetuity, in many different forms. I understand there will 
be no way to please all stakeholders, entities, individuals, governmental agencies, and more that are 
part of this discussion, but we can do our absolute best. 
 
I am grateful to all who have spent numerous hours fielding comments, conducting research, creating 
plans, assessing environmental impact, and much more. I appreciate the effort to address many criteria 
as part of this solution. 
 
I do, however, want to make perfectly clear that I am not in support of either of the proposed 
alternatives and will join with thousands of others across this valley that oppose these options. There 
are many plans that are being ignored or not considered that are viable and worth trying before 
committing to either of these proposals. I will not stand for these alternatives. (32.2.9G) 
 
It is blatantly clear that these proposals are aimed at benefitting for-profit entities, Snowbird of Alta, both 
of which will get a free gift from the state to help enrich themselves beyond what is already amply 
available to them. How can we, as taxpayers--the majority of which, might I add, are not skiers or 
frequent users of the canyons--be required to bear the burden of canyon-altering development so that 
the resorts can benefit even more? (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I do not disregard that Utah has a skiing economy. The tax dollars generated from the industry cannot 
be ignored and we must recognize the benefits from the industry that is at the root of the challenges we 
currently face. However, the answer is NOT found in increasing capacity to the resorts and building 
infrastructure to further benefit them. (32.20C and 32.2.7A) 
 
I cannot support private lobbying by ski resorts that goes against the wishes of the public and dozens of 
use groups. I cannot support plans that will destroy an already altered canyon, upending natural habitat 
and further threatening water quality and supply. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
 
I urge UDOT and other governmental organizations in Utah to consider starting with lesser-impact 
plans that need to be proved or disproved first before committing to irreversible changes.  
 
One such plan centers around disincentivizing car traffic by implementing tolls. A toll system requires 
minimal infrastructure and additionally generates revenue for the state. Tolls can be avoided by 
carpooling with 3 or more. As a further incentive to access the canyon for less than the toll, or perhaps 
free (depending on the economics), enhanced bussing can be used without widening the road. This is a 
low-impact plan to first test improvements to canyon congestion before committing to far more 
consequential options. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
 
I work in the technology industry and can allude to the successes of tech giants that have implemented 
agile approaches, or iterative methods to their products. These approaches and methods focus around 
quick iteration to validate or disprove hypotheses (or alternatives, in this case), instead of committing to 
long, drawn-out, expensive alternatives that may or may not be successful. I urge UDOT to consider 
this VERY successful approach (look at the market cap of these tech giants using these methods) as 
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part of their plan. There is no reason why we cannot start by trying out lower-impact solutions to prove 
or disprove their efficacy, then iterate to the next best hypothesis. 
 
Lastly, I would like to mention a US history that is wrought with environmental foibles, mistakes, and 
disasters, since we find ourselves on the brink of doing the same. Take Glen Canyon Dam for example. 
Once the Bureau of Reclamation constructed the dam and began filling the reservoir that is now Lake 
Powell, landscapes were changed and ecosystems altered FOREVER. There is no reversal from the 
actions that were taken. We can try over and over again to "fix what we broke" but we cannot restore 
what has been lost.  
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon hangs in this same precarious balance--on the verge of being changed more 
than it already has, FOREVER. We have one shot right now, and we're about to pull the trigger to 
enrich the already wealthy, at the expense of the canyon. We cannot be cavalier about this. We cannot 
just do what seems easy. We cannot give into lobbyists.  
 
We have to do everything in our power to do this right, for we will not have another opportunity to ""fix 
what we broke"". Let us learn from history and recognize that what is done is done. We have already 
altered Little Cottonwood Canyon and strained the natural biology that exists there. We don't need to 
continue that trend for our our benefit (and primarily the benefit of the ski resorts).  
 
Please hear my plea, in unity with others that share my concern for an invaluable treasure, in the heart 
of our state. 
 
Thank you for your work and for considering my words. 
 
Taylor Meadows
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COMMENT #:  3657 

DATE:   7/20/21 9:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Meyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road and/or putting in a gondola will have a negative affect on over 100+ climbing routes 
and make it too loud for climbers to communicate safely. This will increase the danger and the number 
of rescues. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.11A, and 32.11D) Also, the ski hills such as Alta are already overfull and 
over sold. Making it easier to get to Alta and get into the resource really just moves the problem down 
the road to the resort which is already too full with really long lines. (32.20C) Some sort expanded bus 
route and fining should be tried before something damaging to the environment is done. We can all 
take turns and learn to share and ski on rotation or something like that. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  3658 

DATE:   7/20/21 9:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lorraine Kan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the better choice because of the simple fact that people will actually *want* to use it! 
Anecdotally, I know family and friends who would rather sit in traffic in their cars instead of taking the 
bus. They would give that up for the gondola because it's actually fun. The gondola would become a 
year round attraction - it will be beautiful to ride it all season. 
 
The gondola is also simpler to use. It runs continuously so you are never wondering if the bus is going 
to arrive on time or try to time it so that you are standing at the bus stop for too long. You can still have 
buses from the nearby communities that takes people to the gondola station to even further reduce 
traffic and improve life for everyone. (32.2.9D)  
 
-- Skiers in West Jordan
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COMMENT #:  3659 

DATE:   7/20/21 9:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Quinton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The EIS fails to evaluate several areas of importance regarding the expansion of transit systems within 
Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
1. Aerial gondolas, like other tall structures with wires between them, will cause large numbers of raptor 
deaths (https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4081594/ ). In fact, aerial lines cause enough 
deaths of some species of raptors to contribute to their decline. LCC has a large population of raptors 
and other species of birds. (32.13A) B. The gondola, by design, causes a constriction in weekend traffic 
flow and will cause giant backups within the neighborhoods of Cottonwood Heights. These traffic 
backups are foreseeable and unacceptable. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
2. Snow over time. Utah is rapidly warming and is expected to warm more rapidly than most places in 
North America and has warmed more rapidly than most places in North America 
(https://www.climatecentral.org/news/report-american-warming-us-heats-up-earth-
day?utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=CMN%20%20Earth%20Day%20Warming&utm_content=CM
N%20%20Earth%20Day%20Warming+CID_5a952fab34494d933f3703a1bad47117&utm_source=Clim
ate%20Central%20Email%20Campaign%20Monitor&utm_term=here). The lifetime cost benefit 
analysis needs to account for the reduced ski season over time. (32.2.2E) 
 
3. Bus Capacity. The EIS stated that buses can hold 42 people per trip. Pre-covid I have been on the 
ski bus when it has over 80 people. UDOT needs to do more video counts of people per bus. The bus 
drivers stop having people run their tickets somewhere after 60. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
4. Regarding cars. Cars need to be deprioritized within the canyons. Prior to the state spending a dollar 
on increasing capacity of the systems both ski resorts (Snowbird and Alta) must show good faith. The 
best way to do this would be to plant over the majority of their short term parking and include 
transportation passes in their lift ticket prices. We clearly have to much day parking at the resorts. The 
remaining short term parking would be for the disabled and emergency vehicles. A secondary way to 
show good faith would be to charge for parking based on the number of occupants, but we would have 
to strictly enforce parking restrictions near the resorts. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A)  
 
5. Enhanced busing. Enhanced busing should be the preferred alternative. (32.2.9A) Enhanced busing 
includes: 1. Installation of a switchable bus-only lane to allow for the direction of flow to change. This 
will make bus trips dramatically shorter than car trips (32.2.2D) . 2. On powder days the canyon is 
closed to private vehicles. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2L) This will limit the number of accidents and allow for 
buses and emergency vehicles to flow smoothly. On other days capacity is limited to a reservation 
system. (32.2.4A) 3. Avalanche Sheds/Animal Overpasses. The avalanche sheds will allow for the 
buses to continue operating during most snow days and allows animals to cross the roadway safely. 
(32.2.9K) 4. Expansion of express buses that go to only one resort. These express buses should leave 
from either purpose built parking garages or commercial office parking lots or university parking lots. 
These lots all have excess weekend capacity. (32.2.2I) 
 
6. Social Equity. Rich corporations shouldn't be asking the public to expand their capacity. This 
expansion will be paid for out of general fund revenues and thus out of our income tax. This tax is 
skewed, especially in Utah, towards the poorest. We shouldn't be funding a rich ski resorts expansion, 
to allow ever more rich people to ski, off the poorest backs in Utah. Enhanced bus service can be done 
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relatively cheaply, with relatively little environmental impact, and paid for off a lift ticket tax. (32.2.7A 
and 32.5A) 
 
Finally, these two options are too expensive (environmentally and fiscally). They benefit too few people. 
Both options should be abandoned and enhanced busing should be tried. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 
32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3660 

DATE:   7/20/21 10:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Johansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i live at the mouth of little cottonwood canyon about 300 yards west of the proposed parking structure. I 
have a birds eye view of the traffic problem. Over the last 2 years as i have left my subdivision for work 
on snow days, i count the cars on SR 210 with only one person in the car and its roughly 30%. If during 
peak times, you required 4 people per car, traffic could be reduced significantly. This would cost almost 
nothing to try. (32.2.4A) Additionally, i noticed the traffic this year was better than in past, and i think 
part of the reason was Snowbird requiring a reserved parking spot. Im convinced if both Snowbird and 
Alta did this, traffic would be even better and the skiing experience would be excellent. This also has 
minimal cost. (32.2.4A and 32.2..2K) An additionall option to consider would be to only allow buses up 
the canyon at certain times of the day and have multiple pick up locations around the valley. (32.2.2B 
and 32.2.2I) These options would be so much more cost effective than the two options being 
considered. Why not give them a try before you spend so much money and engage in an irreversible 
option?? If they don't work, then the Gondola and expanded bus lanes are still possible solutions. Also, 
the ski resorts should change the way they sell passes. They should sell passes in 2 or 3 hour 
increments as opposed to a full and half day. (32.2.2K) Most of the people i ski with are only good for 2 
to 3 hours. If such passes existed at periodic times of the day you could incent people to be there at 
different times of the day and that would also help reduce traffic at peak times. Finally, if either of the 
proposed options are adopted then Snowbird and Alta should pay the majority of the cost. Why should 
all of the taxpayers subsidize these 2 resorts? (32.2.7A) Finally, the environmental impact of the 2 
options being considered would be devastating to the canyon. No way around that. 
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COMMENT #:  3661 

DATE:   7/20/21 10:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Breanna Escobar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola will be the best option for LCC. As an employee that drives up the canyon often I 
do not think adding a bus lane will help. I have seen multiple times busses that slide off the road. And 
with an extra lane people will be impatient and try to use the bus lane causing more accidents and 
problems. The gondola will also help alleviate the carbon output from the vehicles going up and down 
the canyon as well as the major traffic jams that have happened on powder days. I believe the gondola 
will be the best option for a long term solution. (32.10A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3662 

DATE:   7/21/21 1:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carl Cavallaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi. I think that the gondola solution would be great for many but not all. Many locals run up the canyon 
for short days and adding the extra time would make that very difficult. (32.1.2D and 32.2.4A) Many 
other issues I am sure would creep in relatively quickly.That said, I am still a little confused as to the 
parking situation for such an endeavor. Where would 3000 cars park without causing another huge 
traffic situation? Assuming a smaller parking area of 270 sq ft, with 2 parking areas each averaging 
1000 cars, that is quite a couple parking structures. Entry and egress, fighting over parking spots, 
maintenance and staffing seem to be a big deal. (32.2.6.2.1C) Who pays for it? Subsidized by ticket 
prices? Tax dollars? (32.2.7A) I do not have another solution but the gondola does not seem to be the 
best fit for such a pristine location. How do the local residents feel about parking lots that size in their 
neighborhoods? (32.4M) I do not ski at the canyons but feel that their lift system from the lower parking 
lot adds considerable time, not to mention the large bit of asphalt there. What kind of impact is the heat 
island effect going to do to the parking areas? (32.10B) I love LCC and have been riding and biking 
there for a long time, and would hate to see anything happen to jeopardize the trails through the canyon 
but yes something needs to be done. 
A bit of a ramble but this prospect touches so many areas. 
Cheers!
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COMMENT #:  3663 

DATE:   7/21/21 5:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More busses and less gondola. Buy electric busses that use microvast batteries. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  3664 

DATE:   7/21/21 7:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah OConnor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why are these two solutions so drastic? I’ve heard mention of tolling and think that is an appropriate 
first step. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) Give it a few years and add more buses. If those solutions don’t 
help/work then we can come back and try to find a different solution. (32.2.9A) The gondola is the worst 
case scenario for me and I would be VERY upset if my tax money went to something that destroys the 
beauty of the canyon and adds money to the ski resorts pockets ( btw I am an avid skier) (32.2.9D, 
32.17A, and 32.2.7A) For the bus systems we could use vouchers passes that got you tax breaks or 
incentives from the ski resorts. Since ultimately this ONLY benefits the ski resorts and their pockets. 
(32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, and 32.2.7A) Have you done capacity tests for the canyon? Will we need more 
bathrooms, more buildings, more lifts, etc? (32.20B and 32.20C) Should the canyon even have that 
many people in it? (32.20B) Why are we really building these? (32.1.2B) The ski resorts seem to be the 
ONLY people to benefit from something only needed 20 days a year. (32.1.4D) Let’s try less damaging 
solutions- we only have one LCC 
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COMMENT #:  3665 

DATE:   7/21/21 7:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Courtney Sanford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned with the impacts a gondola could have to visual and noise pollution in the canyon. 
(32.17A and 32.11D) Furthermore, I’m concerned with road expansion and the implications this would 
have on climbing access throughout the canyon (32.4A). Let’s find alternatives that encourage more 
public transportation (better for the environment) like increasing bus traffic and specific bus only access 
times that encourages all travelers up canyon to use more climate-friendly transportation (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A , and 32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  3666 

DATE:   7/21/21 7:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Kammeyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3667 

DATE:   7/21/21 8:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josiah Peck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of elected 
officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to gather 
and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying Capacity” 
known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the gondola 
still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from our 
roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car 
congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point of 
origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and 
allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch Range 
(32.2.2I) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMMENT #:  3668 
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DATE:   7/21/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Single 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola approach, it provides the greatest opportunity to truly change access to the 
canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3669 

DATE:   7/21/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annaka Egan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The addition of a gondola up the canyon should not be taken lightly- this will cause permanent changes 
to the canyon's viewshed and atmosphere for a lower LOS than enhanced bus service. (32.17A) I'm 
also concerned that this will cause extreme congestion at the bottom of the canyon to board the 
gondola, the line to board would defeat the purpose entirely. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5C)  
 
Please provide more information on how the transit hubs would connect to the enhanced bus service 
hub, from what I've heard people are nervous that UTA operations would remain the same for bus lines 
outside of the direct up-canyon line. (32.2.6.3N)
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COMMENT #:  3670 

DATE:   7/21/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beverly Bawden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. (32.2.9E) Ski visitors really want more helicopter service to the slopes, especially directly 
from the airports. Mixed speeds along Wasatch Blvd will lead to more auto accidents. Traffic accidents 
always slow traffic and slow traffic is the skiers' complaints on a few winter days in the first place. 
(32.1.4D and 32.2.6.2.2A) And by the way, a few days of snaking traffic in the winter does NOT justify 
building a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B) A gondola would be a permanent travesty to 
the aesthetic year round beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) 
Additionally, if Covid 19 taught us anything, it is that public transportation is NOT the solution to the ski 
resorts' traffic problem in LLC. (32.2.6C)  
So, No. No gondola. Please, no gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
In my opinion, buses and ride share apps are more promising solutions for those winter ski days when 
traffic snakes its way to the slopes. Not a gondola. (32.2.9A)  
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  3671 

DATE:   7/21/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Recently went to the wildflower festival and the idea of a Gondola up the canyon is Brilliant. Wonderful 
idea, the thought of just taking a ride with my family and spending the day in the mountains was nice 
and much better than trying to fight traffic, find a parking spot. We like the idea of having a few points 
along the way where one can get off and on that is not just the ski resorts. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  3672 

DATE:   7/21/21 10:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Patterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed gondola system as it would ease transportation congestion and emission issues 
through the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3673 

DATE:   7/21/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucas Bush 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Putting a gondola service in LCC is a shameless money-grab by persons who manufacture gondola 
services, clearly made evident by last night's open discussion. The only parties that are in support of 
this service are those who will make money off of the project and have no stake in the actual impact 
that the project will have on the environment and the traffic in LCC. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) An 
addition, in my opinion, extreme oversight or understatement about this project is that the gondola 
service will no be free or based on UTA pricing, but rather will cost $30-40 PER PERSON. (32.2.4A) No 
ordinary citizen of the greater SLC area will pay this to commute up the canyon each time they want to 
go skiing. Additionally, with 30% of traffic in the winter coming from rental cars (i.e. tourists here to ski), 
does this proposal expect these people to drive to the base of the canyon, unload all of their gear, then 
reload all of their gear onto a gondola, then pay $40 to ride up? This just does not seem economically 
feasible. (32.2.4A) 
 
Sure, the gondola is a 'sexy', 'flashy' idea, but is it practical, economical, and environmentally friendly? 
There was mention that the creation of this gondola system is slated to DESTROY 3 world-class 
climbing sites in LCC. Do we really want to destroy our canyon so that people can make money? 
(32.4B and 32.2.7A) Why not incentivize riding the bus (increase parking lot size; add a designated bus 
lane, etc.)? (32.2.4A and 32.2.9B) This gondola idea seems half-baked at best, and was very clearly 
put forth by people set to make money off of the idea, not people who actually care about our canyons 
and our recreat
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COMMENT #:  3674 

DATE:   7/21/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Fryer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t mess up our cottonwood canyon (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3675 

DATE:   7/21/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Lockwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9A) Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective.
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COMMENT #:  3676 

DATE:   7/21/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Montmorency 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a year round user of Little Cottonwood Canyon since the 1960’s. During this time I have 
seen many changes including the building of Snowbird Ski Resort and the expansion of both Snowbird 
and Alta. 
 
When will we say enough is enough?  
 
I find it completely inappropriate that UDOT has supposedly analyzed 124 different transportation 
options for the canyon and have narrowed it down to the two choices listed in the draft EIS. How could 
this be? Both of the options will have an enormous negative impact on the environment of the canyon. I 
do not want a four lane highway in the canyon or gondola towers littering the visual landscape.! 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
The only sensible alternative is improving the bus service on the existing road without adding additional 
traffic lanes. This will have minimal impact on the fragile canyon environment. Combine this will tolling 
on weekends and holidays and we can have a solution at a fraction of the cost of both alternatives 
UDOT has proposed. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 
Save LCC, don’t destroy it and put in a four lane highway or an amusement park ride! 
 
Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  3677 

DATE:   7/21/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe building a structure will permanently have negative effects on the beauty of the canyon. 
(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3678 

DATE:   7/21/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem 
(32.13B). How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Suzanne Lewis 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  3679 

DATE:   7/21/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Springmeyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m very much against the Gondola option which I do not believe will really alleviate the traffic problems. 
(32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The extra lane for buses is a much better option even though I don’t think 
it will always make the traffic situation better during big storms or on Weekends. (32.2.9B) I’m worried 
that people just don’t like riding the bus to go skiing. (32.2.4A) That being said, it’s a much better option 
than the gondola which believe is a terrible idea. Do not choose the gondola option! 
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COMMENT #:  3680 

DATE:   7/21/21 2:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My comment is concerning the gridlock that occurs on Wasatch Blvd near the high-t intersection.  
 
Widening Wasatch doesn’t solve this issue. In fact, 98% of the time, gridlock in this area isn’t an issue 
at all. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
The only time gridlock happens is on powder days or days the canyon is delayed in opening for vehicle 
traffic. (32.1.4D and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
My vote is for the gondola as it can move skiers to the resorts even when the canyon is closed to 
vehicle traffic. However, changing behavior of locals and getting people to use the gondola will be 
another story. The only way to force behavior change here is to charge a toll to drive up the canyon but 
allow the gondola the be free. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
 
I’m against the widening of Wasatch at the same time. There is no justification for this to be done. 
Wasatch Blvd needs to be improved to reduce speeds if anything. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  3681 

DATE:   7/21/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Ballash 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola doesn’t address the fundamental problem of congestion. (32.7B and 32.7C) Potentially 
adds more traffic to the canyon and is a misuse of public funds to create a private business opportunity. 
(32.20E and 32.2.7A) Stinks of Utah corruption like the UTA tracks expansion in sandy. Also it does not 
scale. To support continued growth. (32.2.6H) The carrying capacity does not reduce avalanche issues 
as far as getting people out of the canyon. (32.7A) Bus offers flexibility to scale up and is the only 
solution that makes sense (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  3682 

DATE:   7/21/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Pearson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Really disappointed to see that the gondola proposal includes avalanche sheds. The environmental 
benefit of the gondola is substantial, and based on the itemized costs it’s in fact cheaper! I find it 
misleading, even fraudulent, that UDOT chose to lump road improvements into that proposal. 
(32.2.6.5Z) It seems clear that the general public wants a gondola, UDOT wants to build roads and the 
environmentalists want nothing.  
 
How many comment periods will we have? (32.29T)
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COMMENT #:  3683 

DATE:   7/21/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Millerberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the enhanced bus with road widening. I am concerned about trail access and biking 
access up the canyon. Will this be solved for in this option? (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3H, 32.2.6.3C, 32.4A, and 
32.9A).  
 
Can we do this for big cottonwood too? WE need a big solution for there too. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  3684 

DATE:   7/21/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Sherman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As suggested earlier, I urge you to consider bus design to allow wide side entry and exit quickly. In 
addition, removal of seats for the short ride ...with hanging straps will speed the process. (32.2.6.3L) 
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COMMENT #:  3685 

DATE:   7/21/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimball High 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Three points: 
1) Does the city of Anaheim or Orange County pay for parking structures at Disneyland? NO. Why are 
the taxpayers funding access to corporations that require payment for, and restrict access to public 
lands? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A and 32.4G) Alta and Snowbird should be heavily funding 
transportation options to their resorts if nearly all of the people using the required infrastructure are 
doing so to access these corporate interests. If THEY build it, we will come. If they don't then it hurts 
their business model from a capacity constraint. (32.20C) 
2) The proposed transportation options are not family friendly. I have 5 kids from 4-14 and we all ski 
multiple times per week. I am most definitely not going to drive to a transit hub, take a bus to another 
transit hub and then gondola or bus to my final destination. Kids require SO MUCH STUFF, and cannot 
carry all this stuff themselves. Kids are restless and need to pee... busses and gondolas are not 
equipped to meet the needs of families. (32.2.4A) 
3) I have not seen an option for a movable divided roadway? This would adds a directional lane for 
peak hours (2 lanes up, 1 down or vise versa). UDOT should have considered this as a viable option for 
canyon traffic mitigation. (32.2.2D) This can still be accomplished in inclement weather, and slide paths 
(especially if covering these paths in a tunnel is in the plan). (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  3686 

DATE:   7/21/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I attended the in person public open house and listened to many opinions and studied the displays. I 
have a residence in Alta so am very interested in the outcome. While all the options have advantages 
and drawbacks, I think the Gondola B option is the best. I would not want to see the road widened in 
spite of thinking it will improve biking the canyon road. I think doing nothing is not an option. My 2nd 
choice would be increased bus service without widening. With ANY option I believe the snowsheds to 
divert avalanches are critical. (32.2.9D, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  3687 

DATE:   7/21/21 5:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I listened to the meeting on 7/20/21 and one of the common themes that I heard from people opposed 
to both the bus and gondola options is that their priority is on the canyon not changing. While I can 
appreciate their sentiments I don't feel that they are realistic. The canyon is going to continue to get 
busier whether people like it or not and if a reasonable solution is not implemented, the environmental 
impact from inaction will be worse than anything proposed by UDOT. We have to accept the reality of 
change, but also that we can help determine a positive course forward. I personally think that the 
gondola is the most beneficial option but that it should be expanded even further, down to 9400S and 
State and tie into the Trax station at Jordan commons to alleviate the pressure of traffic along Wasatch. 
(32.2.2I and 32.2.9D) 
 
Many people also seem to have the notion that only Alta and Snowbird will benefit from transportation 
solutions. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7 A) Please remember that the ski industry and tourism provide thousands 
of jobs across Utah, not just the ski resorts. The skiers spend money at restaurants, hotels, grocery 
stores, auto mechanics etc. and there are hundreds of businesses who count Alta and Snowbird as 
their customers. The economic impact is wide ranging. (32.6A) 
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COMMENT #:  3688 

DATE:   7/20/21 5:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Grover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern,  
 
I am very concerned about the traffic, parking, and availability of our canyons, as are many who cherish 
them. I also understand that the scope of this project is limited to Little Cottonwood Canyon. In that 
spirit, I wish to register a comment on the project and it's potential long-term effects. First off, let me 
preface my comments by saying that I lived in Switzerland for 2 years, and only used public transit to 
get around, even to the high alpine areas. They have nearly 8 million people living in a country 1/4 the 
size of the State of Utah. I say that because the main mode of transportation was trains, which were 
then supported by buses, and gondolas. I know the train option is expensive, but it also makes the most 
sense and has been proven in alpine areas like Switzerland and Austria. It makes sense because it is 
scalable to meet future demands, whatever they might be, of population and use. Looking forward to 
future generations is essential, and we need to learn the lessons of the past that rail is efficient, 
scalable, and expandable (into Big Cottonwood Canyon and Park City). (32.2.9F, 32.2.2N, and 
32.2.2Q) The implementation cost is high, but the long term benefits greatly outweigh that cost and will 
be a wonderful way to travel up the canyons for years to come!  
 
Having said that, my second preference would be the gondola option, as long as it allows for stops 
down the canyon for hiking and snowshoeing. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5G)  
 
Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  3689 

DATE:   7/21/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola makes the most sense, but ideally should run year round. (32.2.9D) 
 
If buses are the choosen option, not matter how frequent or how wide the road becomes, I will never 
ride the bus. It is impossible to think about taking my 2 1/2 and 4 year old on a bus! Period! It will not 
happen, and we will just drive or not go at all. (32.2.4A) 
 
If I go solo, I will still likely drive my own car and not board a bus. (32.2.4A) 
 
However, a gondola I would ride solo and with my family of 4 without question!
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COMMENT #:  3690 

DATE:   7/21/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Olin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My first choice is the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3691 

DATE:   7/21/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Badger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having lived in the shadows of the Wasatch mountains for almost fifty years, I have been an eye 
witness to the increase in interest and use of Millcreek, Big Cottonwood Canyon (BCC), and Little 
Cottonwood Canyon (LCC). The "secret" is out. These canyons are truly a special and unique place in 
so many ways. In most instances, increase in interest and use usually leads to more development. A 
legitimate problem exists in LCC and BCC. The amount of personal vehicle traffic in both canyons has 
reached a point of unsustainability. Both the congestion on the canyon roads and the parking at 
backcountry trailheads and resorts has become a significant problem. We need to have a fundamental 
shift in how we access BCC and LCC. We have reached a point where private vehicles can no longer 
be the main mode of transportation in these canyons. However, the two solutions that UDOT has 
proposed to remedy this problem are, in my opinion, inappropriate and unnecessary. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) The roads are already in place. We do not need to widen them or bypass them with a gondola. 
We simply need to prohibit private vehicular use in the canyons (exceptions being cabin owners, 
maintenance and emergency vehicles etc). In place of private vehicles, buses would run up and down 
the canyons stopping at all backcountry trailheads and resort parking lots. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2L) Bus 
hubs would need to be built throughout the salt lake valley at strategic locations (gravel pit at mouth of 
BCC or Old Mill, 9400 south site, across from Olympus Hills Shopping center etc). (32.2.2I) This would 
eliminate the congestion on the canyon roads and at all parking lots in the canyons without the 
damaging and extremely expensive construction projects UDOT has proposed. Its time to think things 
from a different perspective. Widening the road and putting in a gondola isn't creative or progressive. 
The Wasatch mountains deserve more. Let's show the world a better way. Less is more.
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COMMENT #:  3692 

DATE:   7/21/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Howard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Listened to the comments 
Gondola still seems best way to go 
Removes traffic from Canyon ... big plus 
Reliable in Winter and lot more comfortable than crowded bus 
Widening road just gets same amount of vehicles up the Canyon faster (32.2.7C and 32.2.2P) 
Still going to have issues with snow in Winter 
Agree the danger to bouldering is real (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Agree skier traffic is going to keep increasing as prices continue to drop 
 
Suggestion: Build the gondola and institute a "Canyon Passport" much like the pay to drive in the 
centre of London 
How about this ...  
Locals -- free 
Hotel and like Shuttles -- cost 
Others -- high cost and restricted time (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3693 

DATE:   7/21/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Barnett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as the preferred option for the transportation solution in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. The gondola is better due to its reliability, long-term benefits to the canyon, ability to operate in 
all weather conditions, and is least impactful on air quality. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 

Page 32B-3722 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3694 

DATE:   7/21/21 6:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shanna Blackburn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both A and B (32.2.2W) 
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COMMENT #:  3695 

DATE:   7/21/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Rickards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think there is room for both gondola and bus In this solution. (32.2.2W) Rather than having a bus 
depot at the base of the mountain, create a depot mid valley across from mouth of canyon for those 
that think buses work for them. (32.2.2I) No need to expand road. Also, create a La Caille depot for 
gondola. Make this the prime solution. (32.2.2D and 32.2.6.2.1C) Make sure it can run in high winds. 
(32.2.6.5K) Provide mid stops to popular hiking and climbing places or next to bus stops that can carry 
gondola riders to a point and finish with bus to final destination. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) Put a 
canyon use tax for drivers equal to the cost of a gondola ride to encourage people to use the gondolas. 
(32.2.4A)  
 
I am 60 years old, learned to ski at Alta, skied there until it was too inconvenient and stressful to handle 
the crowds. This ain’t the way our canyons should be. They should be accessible to all; skiers, hikers, 
climbers, sightseers, residents, bikers, workers, and the Sunday driver. (32.2.4A and 32.4G) 
 
I think there need to be pull off locations that allow those that are Climbing, biking, etc, a safe location 
along the canyon roadway. These could be combined with bus stops as well. (32.2.6.3C)  
 
To me buses are slow and inflexible compared to gondolas. Gondolas can serve spontaneous demand 
whereas buses a limited to schedules.  
 
Whatever we do, let’s get it right the first time and make it something that enables canyon access not 
limits it to a few. 
 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  3696 

DATE:   7/21/21 6:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Neider 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t alter anything in the canyon. Climbing has changed my life. Please please explore other 
options. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  3697 

DATE:   7/21/21 7:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophie Hannah 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood is a public space for a plethora of outdoor activities. Establishing a gondola or road 
widening would only decrease accessibility and funnel more public money into private resorts. (32.4G 
and 32.2.7A) Outdoor recreation is already out of reach for many of those in lower income brackets, 
and adding these proposed systems would only further decrease accessibility. (32.5A) Increasing and 
further developing the bus system would allow access to both the resorts, and the backcountry land, all 
while decreasing congestion in the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.7C) There are so many other 
options that don’t have to use public money for private resorts. I urge you to reconsider these proposed 
canyon “solutions,” and consider the locals, those in lower income brackets, the public land and wildlife, 
and the general well-being of those visiting little cottonwood canyon. (32.5A, 32.4I, and 32.13A, and 
32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  3698 

DATE:   7/21/21 7:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Louisa Brannon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
I am a concerned citizen, writing to you because I am hoping you will be understanding of the fact that 
the proposed gondola or widening of the road will adversely effect the climbing areas & watershed . I 
think you should try more buses first rather than jumping to such a solution that effects so much (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.2.9A).  
 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  3699 

DATE:   7/21/21 7:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harold Sears 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus service is the best alternative, allowing for more versatility in traffic solutions, no matter 
what the future holds. (32.2.9A) Skiing traffic is not consistently the problem it is on those high traffic 
days, so it is wasteful to build a gondola that would sit under-unused for much of the year, and also 
creates another parking and transport problem to transport visitors to the gondola from wherever their 
car is parked. (32.1.4D, 32.2.6.3E and 32.2.6.2.1D) I would also like to go on record as in favor of 
ameliorating the traffic speeds and hazards on Wasatch Blvd. as much as possible. We can all stand to 
drive slower through residential sections. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  3700 

DATE:   7/21/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Pyke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution, definitely. Lower long-term cost and better protection from avalanches 
are two points in favor, not to mention environmental impact. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3701 

DATE:   7/21/21 7:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Greenland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor Enhanced bus service and a little additional roadway capacity in LCC. (32.2.9B) Invest in 
smaller electric busses (as technology improves) that can be used in other venues i.e Sundance, 
various festivals, ballgames etc. (32.2.6.3F) Spend the money on the busses having a large fleet where 
use can be spread around to utilize any exhisting street or freeway throughout Utah. On holidays and 
peak ski weekends increase the frequency up the BCC and LCC. (32.2.2I) Don't make Lacaile a ski 
parking destination for skiing for the general public. The gravel pit should be the major parking 
destination. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
If busses were made the major mode with proper incentives, traffic issues would be alliviated on 
Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.2.2A) I am definitly for some improvements on Wasatch Blvd by 
having a center lane between yellow lines from BCC to LCC without major widening, works if you take 
cars carrying skiers off the road through busses. Lower Wasatch Blvd's speed limit to 35 mph and 
enforce it! By having 3 to 5 minute intervals between busses and no passing lanes traffic will naturally 
be slowed. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.6.3N)/. A Gondola is not the solution for many reasons. (32.2.9D) It 
will have a very high negative impact on the visual experience. (32.17A) It will exacerbate the Wasatch 
Blvd traffic situation. (32.2.6.5E) I doubt people will be willing to move their ski equipment from car to 
bus to gondola to schuttle. (32.2.4A) 
 
Don't build Snow Sheds over the road. They will profoundly affect the visual experience. Keep blasting 
for control of hazardous avalanche areas and use the money to invest in more of the very best 
avalanche debrey removal equipment. (32.2.9J and 32.17C)  
 
If you want a gondola or a cog rail system, concider bringing it through Midway to the saddle ridge 
between Alta and Snowbird. You would be able to bring in tourist to the resorts when the road from the 
valley is inaccessable. (32.2.2N) Shuffle the busses to transport visitors to those venues and or use to 
get people out when the roads are closed.  
 
Only allow a finite number of passenger cars up the canyon roads. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) Have a 
hotline for locals to access so that they can know if the maximim limit has been met. Use of a toll 
system will reduce the number of passenger cars. (32.2.4A) Through the the hotline assign specific 
time slots when cars can travel up the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3702 

DATE:   7/21/21 7:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Simone Brazzini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not expand roads or do anything that would destroy boulders and climbing opportunities. (32.2.9G, 
32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  3703 

DATE:   7/21/21 8:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Swenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not consider any solution that permanently alters the environment, specifically the roadside 
bouldering (rock climbing). (32.4A, and 32.4B) Since any solution will necessitate increased bussing, 
enhanced bus service should be implemented first. Additionally, taxpayers should not be funding a 
gondola that will primarily serve two privately owned ski resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3704 

DATE:   7/21/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nichelle Christopherson 

 
COMMENT: 
It is imperative that widening of the road (as well as creation of a gondola) are prohibited. (32.2.2P and 
32.2.9E) These implementations would effectively destroy many of the beautiful mountains and 
landscapes that Cottonwood has to offer. (32.17A and 32.17B) The alternative Enhanced Bus Service 
in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane offers a solution to the issue of traffic congestion, however. (32.2.9B) 
Moreover, the ability to charge a small fee for the bus services could be applied to preserving the land. 
(32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3705 

DATE:   7/21/21 9:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Willger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support expanded bus options. If a lane exclusive for buses was created and bus terminals with 
sufficient parking were built this would serve all Utahans and tourists. (32.2.9B) The gondola only 
serves customers of Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) As either project is funded with tax 
dollars it would be difficult to see those dollars used to enable resorts to further line their pocket books. 
If they were to 100% fund the gondola my thoughts would be slightly different. (32.2.7A)  
 
The expanded bus option with increased bus terminals could help alleviate the traffic congestion in both 
canyons as opposed to a project that only serves little cottonwood. (32.2.9B and 32.1.1A)  
 
The expanded bus option would also keep the canyon more accessible to a diverse group of users both 
in sport and economically versus the gondola would crest another barrier for underserved Utah’s from 
experiencing the magic of little cottonwood. (32.2.6.3C, 32.4G, and 32.5A)  
 
I see a lot of advertisement for the gondola option being promoted and if you look at the supporters it is 
business that would gain the most not the canyon stewards who care the most. 
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COMMENT #:  3706 

DATE:   7/21/21 9:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Steinhauff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why would we start with the gondola option? It is the most expensive option and makes the least 
sense. (32.2.9E) The only interested parties in this option are those who will benefit financially, for the 
most part. (32.2.7A) We should start with the option that makes the least impact on the environment 
and is fiscally responsible. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  3707 

DATE:   7/21/21 11:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Rashaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced Bus Peak Period Shoulder Lane (PPSL) Alternative  
I do not support roadway widening for additional lane (s) in Little Cottonwood Canyon as outlined in the 
Enhanced Bus PPSL Alternative because of the impacts to and elimination of climbing and other 
recreational resources. (32.2.9C and 32.4A) I do however support the enhanced bus service as part of 
this alternative as it provides the greatest flexibility and serves the transportation needs of all users 
throughout the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C). I believes that a less impactful alternative that 
combines enhanced bus service with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must first be 
implemented. Such an alternative could potentially eliminate the need for roadway widening. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.4A) 
 
Gondola and Cog Rail Alternatives 
I do not support the gondola or cog rail alternatives as they do not serve the transportation needs of all 
users throughout the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9M, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A)  
 
In addition, the gondola would create unacceptable visual and noise impacts throughout the canyon 
that negatively affect the climbing experience. (32.17A, 32.11D, and 32.4B)  
 
The cog rail, like the roadway widening, would create unacceptable impacts and eliminate climbing 
resources. (32.4D)  
 
The DEIS lacks analysis on the impacts to dispersed recreational resource elimination and access 
limitations posed by the easements for the gondola towers and the railway. (32.4A and 32.4D) 
 
The DEIS lacks analysis on the temporary and permanent construction and infrastructure impacts 
associated with these alternatives. (32.19A) 
 
Trailhead Parking Access and Improvements 
I support trailhead improvements to the Gate Buttress parking area as part of its lease with The Church 
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, including building the 5 Mile Trail, in an effort to eliminate roadside 
parking. However, the improvements as proposed by UDOT for the Gate Buttress parking lot would 
severely limit parking, while threatening roadside climbing resources and access trails. The SLCA 
supports modest improvements to this lot with an emphasis on maintaining the current level of parking. 
(32.4N)  
 
The Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and Lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride parking lots are used year-
round by climbers. As such, the DEIS must fully consider dispersed recreation sites and the public 
transit needs associated with them in the DEIS analysis; especially since climbing is increasing in 
popularity. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.9O). These needs would include the parking 
lots being open year-round and plowed during the winter." (32.2.2LL) 
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COMMENT #:  3708 

DATE:   7/22/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brahm Gordon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes!!! Not only is it greener but much more attractive! I would use the gondola and leave my gas 
guzzling Jeep at home (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3709 

DATE:   7/22/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elicia Cardenas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1) Adding more lanes for travel is pretty much always a bad idea. (32.2.2P)  
2) That being said, increased bus access by adding a bus-only lane will serve multiple purposes, 
including increasing access to Little Cottonwood Canyon for people from all ends of the socioeconomic 
spectrum. Increasing access for people who have been denied easy access to outdoor recreation 
opportunities is a good thing. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.5A) 
3) The gondola option will only serve those who are wealthy. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, and 32.5A). While that 
might be what the resort areas prefer, it is not an acceptable solution *unless* they choose to fund it 
fully and make it it free. (32.2.7A)  
4) Institute a winter toll for single occupancy vehicles (excluding employees). (32.2.4A) The winter ski 
resort areas should be funding a significant amount of any kind of additional transportation access; it is 
insane that state dollars are used so that the ski areas can have customers. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) 
Instituting a toll can help defray a small portion of costs. ((And when the resort owners complain, dump 
the projected income from the tolls on them and invite them to pay up.) (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3710 

DATE:   7/22/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sharon Rich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. Less traffic in the canyon with possible avalanches (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3711 

DATE:   7/22/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Rich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for gondola to preserve canyon areas (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  3712 

DATE:   7/22/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rich Kohler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am totally for the construction of the gondola. It seems best for environment and the most efficient way 
to limit traffic in canyon. I am a lifetime skier and will use the gondola daily. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3713 

DATE:   7/22/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Capone Jr. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola, and I hope to see the road closed to traffic if there’s a way for people to access 
trailheads. (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 32.4G) 
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COMMENT #:  3714 

DATE:   7/22/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dalton Remigi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Davis county and have been born and raised in Salt Lake City. I don’t support the gondola 
service. (32.2.9E) It will negatively impact climbing areas, as well as it only seems to benefit resort 
skiers and fails to address issues for backcountry skiers and other LCC recreational users. (32.4B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.4G) Advanced bus service seems to have the least impact to surrounding 
areas and provides service to a wider range of canyon users. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C)  
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COMMENT #:  3715 

DATE:   7/22/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More than ever I am convinced that before you commit $500MM plus on one of your two proposals, you 
should consider limiting access to the canyon to only those that live in the area or bus service. 
(32.2.2B) I live at 3700 east and cottonwood and amazed at the number of single passenger vehicles 
going up the canyon. This is a simple, common sense approach that should be pursued before the 
more extravagant proposals.  
 
As a citizen following this, you can’t help but question the motives behind not working towards 
addressing this issue in stages. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  3716 

DATE:   7/22/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Staples 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are many other recreational opportunities in LCC not at Snowbird or Alta that are regularly 
enjoyed by thousands of people. The gondola option would not serve them but buses could. 
(32.2.6.3C). Additionally, shouldn’t transportation options for BCC be considered in so far as how the 
two options for LCC could integrate with options for BCC? (32.1.1A) 
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COMMENT #:  3717 

DATE:   7/22/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dean Gibbons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This makes total sense! (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  3718 

DATE:   7/22/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the extended bus lane and the gondola are overly destructive to the canyon. (32.13A and 32.13B) 
If Zion NP can give access to over 6 million tourists through its single lane bus system then shouldn't 
we be able to implement that same service? (32.2.2B) Close the road to public access through the ski 
season if needed and take control of the volume going to the resorts. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) If we build 
a highway up the canyon it will overrun the resorts and create more problems than a slow canyon road 
ever were. (32.1.2B) I support neither proposals and think there is a simpler more elegant option that 
doesn't involve over developing the canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3719 

DATE:   7/22/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Malouf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to voice my support of the Gondola alternative for Little Cottonwood Canyon. I believe that 
anything that will lessen the impact on the environment and reduce roadways is a good thing even if it 
is more expensive initially. (32.2.9D)  

Page 32B-3748 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3720 

DATE:   7/22/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniele Mariott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I also think it's important to note my address:  
I live directly between the canyons and above wasatch. I'm hesitant to believe any option will actually 
cater to my neighborhood and community. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
1. Wasatch speed should be significantly reduced.  
2. Sound barriers imply freeway/hwy speeds and this should not be tolerated.  
3. Every and any option should provide SAFE, WAK ABLE, BIKEABLE, Community pathways east to 
west, north to south for wasatch blvd. 32.2.6.2.2A)  
4.  
boulꞏeꞏvard 
/ˈbo͝olәˌvärd/ 
noun 
a wide street in a town or city, typically one lined with trees.  
Please keep any and every attempt at progress for mobility in check with the natural habitat and 
betterment of our environment and ecosystems. More trees, more green, please offset the pavement. 
(32.2.6.2.2A)  
5. Perhaps utilize the creek that runs off from deaf smith as an enhancement for community enjoyment. 
Or an underground passage for locals to get across Wasatch east to west. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
6. Please consider with either preferred option: LCC is a CLASSIC. And I mean CLASSIC which also 
implies PRESERVABLE piece of climbing history (as well as ski history). So is it worth it to remove 
classic bouldering lines for the betterment of the more lucrative ski attractions? Is it worth it to 
permanently alter the horizon line of the canyon for climbers, hikers, nature enthusiasts for the pursuit 
of profit? (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4G, and 32.1.2D) 
7. This is a plea to sum it all up: How will you choose to show up? with your names attached? for pure 
profit (Alta/Bird colonization of LCC) or for the betterment of the community and nature while also 
addressing the problem of mobility? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D and 32.2.7A)  
 
Shrouding your actual desire for the gondola behind the guise of "reliability" is weak. Sure buses can 
crash, and so will cars, and this will happen regardless of the gondola. So what are you really trying to 
say? You really think operating a gondola for the few days out of the year in which avalanches and 
slide offs pose a problem is worth all this parading around an expensive novelty no one in the 
neighborhood wants? ? (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3721 

DATE:   7/22/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsea O’Connor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola. It would be twice as long as the current longest in the world and 
be used as a marketing tool to draw even more people, who might otherwise have gone to resorts in 
CO, WY, etc., into our already overcrowded canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.20C) Capacity is a major issue 
which has so far been ignored. (32.20B) The crowds don’t end at the roads, the lift lines are just as bad 
and the gondola has the potential to make the problem so much worse. (32.20C) It’s unfortunate that 
several major players are trying to cloak this as an environmental issue when all they really care about 
is money and further developing the small patch of wilderness we still have left. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) 
 
What happens if this moves forward, widely marketed, and all the sudden the resorts are complaining 
about capacity issues and outrageous lift lines? I guess at that point they’ll be telling us the only 
“feasible” option is to give up more of the backcountry. Once this door is open, it’s going to be 
impossible to close. (32.20C)  
 
At the end of the day, no matter how much the population expands in the future, the canyon holds a 
finite number of people (particularly the resorts). Let’s start by really studying the capacity issue and 
investing in the bus services. (32.20B)  
 
 I rarely get involved with community issues like this but the gondola proposal is something I will fight 
against and protest every step of the way. Everyone I’ve spoken with feels the same. It’s clear from the 
public hearings that the community is against this. It’s time to take the gondola proposal off the table for 
good. (32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  3722 

DATE:   7/22/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daji Landis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a ridiculous idea. (32.2.9E) Bus increases, while less sexy and less reminiscent of some 
fancy European resort, are clearly the better option. (32.2.9A) I have been taking the bus up to Alta 
since I was 12 to and from the 3900 park and ride. There was only one bus that did that route each day, 
but if there were more, more people would use it. The buses are more conducive to dispersed parking 
than the gondola would be. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.2.1C) Buses can also better serve people going to 
locations outside the resort for back country skiing, ice climbing, sledding, and snow shoeing. 
(32.2.6.3C) Making the buses free, more reliable, and more frequent would do a lot to fix these 
problems. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3N) Even at the best of times the gondola would take forever to get to 
Alta, so no one is going to want to use it. (32.2.4A) The current bus system takes forever to get to Alta 
too because they have to go into all of the Snowbird entrances, but that could be fixed by having 
dedicated Alta express busses (32.2.6.3N). 
 
This idea about having buses to the gondola is not going to work that well. You want me to drive to a 
bus stop, wait for a bus, sit on the bus, wait for a gondola, and sit on the gondola forever? (32.2.6.2.1C, 
32.2.6.5J) That is three different things when it could be two. And each time I have to move all my 
gear? Then, if I want to go to a different trailhead, there's yet another shuttle? (32.2.4A and 32.4G) 
People are going to want to limit the legs of their trip and park at the one gondola station parking lot, 
which will be a bigger mess than the four different parking lots up the canyon.  
 
Now that so many people have IKON passes, they can go to Solitude if the traffic is bad and the 
gondola is a big bottleneck, which will punish people backcountry skiing up Big Cottonwood. Big 
Cottonwood has it's own problems and this plan does nothing to help and will probably make 
congestion up there worse. At a certain point, the number of people at the resorts is too much and 
should be limited, but this shouldn't punish other people trying to use PUBLIC LAND. (32.1.1A, 
32.2.2K, and 32.20D) 
 
This option is supported by the ski resorts because they don't have to pay for it and it makes Little 
Cottonwood seem like other fancy resorts. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) This is failing to show respect to 
other uses of the public land that don't benefit the resorts and will be practically useless in the summer. 
Why not try to make the bus option more attractive rather than make outlandish excuses for why we 
need something so expensive that will be paid for by tax dollars sorely needed elsewhere. (32.1.2B 
and 32.1.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  3723 

DATE:   7/22/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robyn Simonsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would absolutely ruin the beauty of our mountains. I hike all our Wasatch mountains, this would be 
horribly disfiguring. Our many ski resorts have already scarred many mountain sides. I feel the ski 
industry already has taken enough. Irreversible damage. The money could and should be spent 
elsewhere. (32.1.2B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3724 

DATE:   7/22/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devin Loertscher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see a new bus plan and/or better bus implementation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I 
would also like to see a limitation on the number of cars allowed in the canyon during peak use periods. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  3725 

DATE:   7/22/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Cowan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT and relevant Government officers, 
 
Our dearest resource in Utah is our natural spaces. With the rapid growth in our state, many of us 
locals are starting to feel squeezed and feel as if we are losing our way of life. Our canyons are bursting 
at the seams, human caused pollution and erosion are rapidly increasing the degradation of the 
environment around us. One of the amazing elements of Salt Lake City and the central Wasatch is now 
nearly lost to over-population and abuse of our natural spaces. Introducing a Gondola that only servies 
the ski areas is not only short sighted, but downright disrespectful to the beauty and sanctity of our 
natural spaces. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.17A) Increased bus lanes, lower emission busses 
and putting pressure on Snowbird and Alta ski to take responsbility is not only the right thing to do, but 
is the socially responsible thing to do. (32.2.9A) Please do not let Capitalism destroy the beauty around 
us. Remember, we are only here for a fleeting moment of existence on the galactic scale of time. Do 
not destroy the canyon for other life forms who find shelter in her bosom. (32.13A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Peter Cowan 
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COMMENT #:  3726 

DATE:   7/22/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donovan Owens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Send it!(32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  3727 

DATE:   7/22/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daji Landis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
The gondola is a ridiculous idea. (32.2.9E) Bus increases, while less sexy and less reminiscent of some 
fancy European resort, are clearly the better option. (32.2.9A) I have been taking the bus up to Alta 
since I was 12 to and from the 3900 park and ride. There was only one bus that did that route each day, 
but if there were more, more people would use it. The buses are more conducive to dispersed parking 
than the gondola would be. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.2.1C) Buses can also better serve people going to 
locations outside the resort for back country skiing, ice climbing, sledding, and snow shoeing. 
(32.2.6.3C) Making the buses free, more reliable, and more frequent would do a lot to fix these 
problems. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3N) Even at the best of times the gondola would take forever to get to 
Alta, so no one is going to want to use it. (32.2.4A) The current bus system takes forever to get to Alta 
too because they have to go into all of the Snowbird entrances, but that could be fixed by having 
dedicated Alta express busses (32.2.6.3N). 
 
This idea about having buses to the gondola is not going to work that well. You want me to drive to a 
bus stop, wait for a bus, sit on the bus, wait for a gondola, and sit on the gondola forever? (32.2.6.2.1C, 
32.2.6.5J) That is three different things when it could be two. And each time I have to move all my 
gear? Then, if I want to go to a different trailhead, there's yet another shuttle? (32.2.4A and 32.4G) 
People are going to want to limit the legs of their trip and park at the one gondola station parking lot, 
which will be a bigger mess than the four different parking lots up the canyon.  
 
Now that so many people have IKON passes, they can go to Solitude if the traffic is bad and the 
gondola is a big bottleneck, which will punish people backcountry skiing up Big Cottonwood. Big 
Cottonwood has it's own problems and this plan does nothing to help and will probably make 
congestion up there worse. At a certain point, the number of people at the resorts is too much and 
should be limited, but this shouldn't punish other people trying to use PUBLIC LAND. (32.1.1A, 
32.2.2K, and 32.20D) 
 
This option is supported by the ski resorts because they don't have to pay for it and it makes Little 
Cottonwood seem like other fancy resorts. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) This is failing to show respect to 
other uses of the public land that don't benefit the resorts and will be practically useless in the summer. 
Why not try to make the bus option more attractive rather than make outlandish excuses for why we 
need something so expensive that will be paid for by tax dollars sorely needed elsewhere. (32.1.2B 
and 32.1.2D). 
 
As for the road widening, that will have huge impacts on recreation and wilderness. (32.4B and 32.4G) 
It will destroy climbs that make Little Cottonwood Canyon famous. I lived in LA where they have some 
of those 'dedicated bus lanes' and when there's traffic rich people use them and just pay the fine if 
they're caught. Usually getting into the canyon is the big bottleneck when driving, and this won't 
address that at all. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3B) Why not try improving the bus service first?"(32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  3728 

DATE:   7/22/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Aswad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should go with the bus system year round! (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) Gondola costs more, is less 
efficient, and doesn’t stop at all the trailheads. 
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COMMENT #:  3729 

DATE:   7/22/21 3:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Manos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely no to the gondola! (32.2.9E) It mostly benefits Alta and Snowbird. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) It’ll 
attract more people to LCC like a new ride at a theme park. I say dedicated lane for busses, snow 
sheds and limits on car numbers allowed in the canyon. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A)  
I’m not in favor of either solution unless resorts pay more of the costs! The financial burden should not 
be on the tax payers! They created the demand, they should pay the lion’s share of costs for either 
solution! (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  3730 

DATE:   7/22/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlotte Pratt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a lifetime cabin owner in Albion Basin, Alta of 65 years. I have traveled up and down this canyon 
my entire life. I am sorely disappointed with the growth Alta and Snowbird have allowed, but not 
managed with greater future insight. Too many cars is their problem. They keep expanding, developing, 
and advertising, but look to UDOT to solve the red snake. They offer nothing to their employees to 
travel to and from work. So many of the employee cars parked at the resorts could be parked in the 
valley. They welcome IKON, EPIC, and Mountain Collective skiers to come, and don't value their 
greatest resource, the locals.  
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola. (32.2.9E) This would be a huge eyesore and turns the canyon 
into an amusement park. (32.17A) It's two biggest problems is that it's inflexible and irreversible. Locals 
will protest and not ride it. (32.2.4A)  
  
I am opposed to widening S.R. 210 starting from the Grit Mill Trailhead through the town of Alta. 
(32.2.9C) Two uphill lanes to the Grit Mill trailhead point would give vehicles in the canyon enough time 
for these two lanes to merge into one. Once traffic is in the canyon, it flows well. (32.29U). Bus lanes 
are not going to help busses move faster once they are in the canyon. Busses don't have the power to 
pass cars, and two lanes of flowing traffic up or down the canyon is dangerous. (32.2.9C) The canyon 
has been widened enough and must be left alone. If you stand by your commitment to protect the 
watershed and the ecosystem, you will not widen the canyon highway anymore. PLEASE leave the 
canyon highway as it is. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
I AM IN FAVOR OF: MORE BUSSES (32.2.9A) 
Busses need to be frequent, run during the middle of the morning, day, and early afternoon. An 
enormous bus/carpooling parking facility at the sand and gravel pit would be awesome for all of us 
coming from I-215. (32.2.6.3N, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
CARPOOL incentives. Ski Resort rewards program for carpooling could be very effective. Pressure 
must be placed on the ski resorts to help solve the lack of parking. The resorts have caused this 
problem, it's time they come up with solutions. Locals would be very willing to step up and help by 
carpooling if they were required. (32.2.4A)  
 
TRACTION LAW enforced. (32.2.2M and 32.2.4A)  
 
LIMIT CAPACITY. If we have to, on weekends and holidays, let's implement a reservations program, 
and start a shuttle service like Zion National Park. But PLEASE protect our canyon, DON'T open it up 
to more visitors. The canyon is being loved to death. Please learn from the national parks roadway 
restrictions and treat Little Cottonwood Canyon like a national park. (32.2.2B, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A)  
 
Thank you for your devotion to this challenging and complex project. Give Utahns a chance to prove 
that bussing and carpooling can make a difference to solve our red snake. For every one single 
occupancy person in a vehicle that is stuck in the red snake, they are part of the problem. They are the 
vehicles to get off the road. But if you add more pavement, you just add more of them.  
 
Thank you, 
Charlotte Pratt 
Alta, Utah
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COMMENT #:  3731 

DATE:   7/22/21 3:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Morgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber and a skier in LCC I’ve read though the proposal for the expanded road way and gondola 
system and figured that I support the gondola, I remember driving up the canyon as a child looking out 
the window day dreaming about shredding every peak I saw as well as looking at the rocks hoping to 
climb them all one day. Since I got my license I havent been able to daydream like I used to and I really 
miss that. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  3732 

DATE:   7/22/21 3:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Ottosen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea of having some method to get up the canyon that isn't vehicles, but I don't think a 
gondola is it. (32.2.9E) I think that the limited stops it could make really reduces it's use. (32.2.6.3G) 
And the fact that it would be an eyesore on the mountain for the rest of our lives is too much to 
stomach. (32.17A) I think the bus lane would be more in line with keeping the mountains pristine, and 
untouched. Hopefully, this is pared with snow sheds, fees, and limiting single-occupant drivers. And in 
the future, these buses could be autonomous and electric,. (32.2.9B, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  3733 

DATE:   7/22/21 3:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Tregaskis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It sounds like a great long term solution to me!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3734 

DATE:   7/22/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Rutledge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an Iron Blosam owner at Snowbird, we support the Gondola option as the best transportation 
solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  3735 

DATE:   7/22/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Last 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of the gondola proposal. This is clearly the way to go. It solves the weather issue. 
Allows patrol to get to the resort early to start Avi mitigation and will make Utah a truly world class 
destination. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3736 

DATE:   7/22/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jed Easterbrook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea however will the gondola close during high winds much like the tram? (32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  3737 

DATE:   7/22/21 5:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Andra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Either option to help alleviate traffic is not a good one. (32.7B and 32.7C) This will destroy the Canyon 
as a whole and take away from the natural experience and to experience the back country. (32.13A, 
32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) All of this just to please a for profit resort. At minimum if this does go 
through, the resorts should be paying for this not the taxpayers. (32.2.7A) I believe just capping people 
when parking lots are full is the best way. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) This will only further the destruction 
and pave the way For other canyons to slowly start to experience this. 
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COMMENT #:  3738 

DATE:   7/22/21 6:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Gannon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the bus option and expansion of road for LCC. (32.2.9B) The Gondola is not the answer and 
would only make the journey up the Canyon longer for some individuals. (32.2.9E) Additionally, the 
Gondola would not suit parents traveling with young children to Alta or Snowbird. 
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COMMENT #:  3739 

DATE:   7/22/21 8:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kellyn Trummer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like UDOT to consider adding increased bus services without widening the road. (32.2.9A) I 
think there needs to be more parking and public transit to get to the mouth of the canyon as well. 
(32.2.6.2.1C) I believe in the future restricting car access would be important, which would mean the 
buses would have to stop at popular trailheads and climbing areas. (32.2.6.3C) I believe this should be 
trialed before large construction projects due to the cost and environmental impact. Fewer cars and 
more buses would achieve the same goal. Tolling should be considered as is done in Millcreek and 
American Fork Canyons. Also, low income families should be considered with bus service and tolling, 
as this should not be a barrier to access for these families. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  3740 

DATE:   7/22/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bud Shehan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
On the surface, the gondola sounds like a great idea. What will be the costs to use it? Parking 
expense? Expense to ride the gondola? How will it be funded? (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3741 

DATE:   7/22/21 8:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joanne Studebaker Studebaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Definitely support it! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3742 

DATE:   7/22/21 8:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danny Shannon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the option for a gondola as the. Transit option in LCC is the best. (32.2.9D) I’m theory I like 
buses too but they are going to be hindered by snowfall. In LCC snowfall will be a huge impact. On that 
note I love the idea of the avalanche sheds. I think that should be done regardless of their outcome of 
the other options. (32.2.9K) 
 
The piece of the gondola plan I’m most skeptical about is the expansion of Wasatch blvd. I think that is 
not the core issue and that road should be kept residential if possible (32.2.6.2.2A). Along with that, 
expanded busing in the valley is necessary and I would rather that take place than the satellite bus 
stations proposed with the gondola plan. (32.2.2I) I think we should be able to get on a bus in sugar 
house, the Ave’s or Sandy and get to the gondola without driving halfway there first. 
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COMMENT #:  3743 

DATE:   7/22/21 8:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Greenland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor Enhanced bus service and a little additional roadway capacity in LCC. (32.2.9B) Invest in 
smaller electric busses (as technology improves) that can be used in other venues i.e Sundance, 
various festivals, ballgames etc. (32.2.6.3F) Spend the money on the busses having a large fleet where 
use can be spread around to utilize any exhisting street or freeway throughout Utah. On holidays and 
peak ski weekends increase the frequency up the BCC and LCC. (32.2.2I) Don't make Lacaile a ski 
parking destination for skiing for the general public. The gravel pit should be the major parking 
destination. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
If busses were made the major mode with proper incentives, traffic issues would be alliviated on 
Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.2.2A) I am definitly for some improvements on Wasatch Blvd by 
having a center lane between yellow lines from BCC to LCC without major widening, works if you take 
cars carrying skiers off the road through busses. Lower Wasatch Blvd's speed limit to 35 mph and 
enforce it! By having 3 to 5 minute intervals between busses and no passing lanes traffic will naturally 
be slowed. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.6.3N)/. A Gondola is not the solution for many reasons. (32.2.9D) It 
will have a very high negative impact on the visual experience. (32.17A) It will exacerbate the Wasatch 
Blvd traffic situation. (32.2.6.5E) I doubt people will be willing to move their ski equipment from car to 
bus to gondola to schuttle. (32.2.4A) 
 
Don't build Snow Sheds over the road. They will profoundly affect the visual experience. Keep blasting 
for control of hazardous avalanche areas and use the money to invest in more of the very best 
avalanche debrey removal equipment. (32.2.9J and 32.17C)  
 
If you want a gondola or a cog rail system, concider bringing it through Midway to the saddle ridge 
between Alta and Snowbird. You would be able to bring in tourist to the resorts when the road from the 
valley is inaccessable. (32.2.2N) Shuffle the busses to transport visitors to those venues and or use to 
get people out when the roads are closed.  
 
Only allow a finite number of passenger cars up the canyon roads. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) Have a 
hotline for locals to access so that they can know if the maximim limit has been met. Use of a toll 
system will reduce the number of passenger cars. (32.2.4A) Through the the hotline assign specific 
time slots when cars can travel up the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  3744 

DATE:   7/22/21 8:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Yusuf Yunis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My position is that we should try methods such as increased bus service and tolling personal vehicles 
and assessing whether they are sufficient, before making permanent changes to the landscape such as 
lane widening or a gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Lane widening will impact many roadside resources 
such as popular bouldering areas, and a gondola (in my opinion) would mar the landscape. I simply 
believe less impactful methods should be trialed first. (32.4A and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  3745 

DATE:   7/22/21 8:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Toney Sebra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very much in support of the gondola project. Seems to be the most sensible decision. We live in 
Sandy and welcome an easier route to Alta and Snowbird (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3746 

DATE:   7/22/21 9:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Denbin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I absolutely love the idea of building a gondola allowing access to Little Cottonwood Canyon. I’ve 
personally driven too and skied countless days at Snowbird. The gondola would significantly cut down 
travel time and have a very positive impact on the environment and sustainability of the area (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  3747 

DATE:   7/22/21 9:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Gregory 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't take away our climbing access (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
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COMMENT #:  3748 

DATE:   7/22/21 9:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mason Shea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, my name is Mason Shea and as a 26 year old resident of salt lake who 
intends to live here for the forseeable future, I have a strong interest in seeing improvements in LCC 
occur in a timely and reasonable manner. As a user of the canyon year round, what I don't 
fundamentally understand is why we are trying to solve the problem with the most extreme measures 
available to you, by creating permanent changes to the canyon right off the bat...  
 
If you recall the software engineer that spoke at the first hearing, he talked about the core principals of 
software engineering. Another core aspect of building software, is a minimal viable product (MVP). That 
is, a solution that is the most basic form of what you are looking to accomplish, to determine if the 
solution solves the needs of your users.  
 
What you are doing is NOT an MVP.  
 
 I strongly urge you to rethink the steps you are taking to do this. You should take measures outside the 
canyon first such as enhanced bussing and parking along Wasatch boulevard, tolling at the mouth of 
the canyon, encouraging resorts to charge parking for cars that aren't 100% full, etc., to determine how 
those changes affect the experience. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K)  
 
Take small incremental steps first that will improve whatever the end implementation is, before you take 
permanent action.  
 
Thank you, 
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COMMENT #:  3749 

DATE:   7/22/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rhea Wallace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola and a Snowbird skier. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3750 

DATE:   7/22/21 10:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teri Dibble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I attended Tuesday's 7/20, virtual meeting. By my count 28 of the 31 commenters were opposed to the 
gondola proposal & had reservations about widening of existing road. I am in agreement with them. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Your proposal indicates reliability, mobility & safety were the issues needing to 
be addressed. What I came away with was an effort to get more skiers to the resorts at primarily tax 
payer expense. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.4.7A) Actions mentioned I support with little to no capital 
outlay would be restrictions on private autos traveling during peak time periods; requirement of resorts 
to provide bus transportation for their employees & eliminate single passenger vehicles;(32.2.4A) a toll 
booth; (32.2.4A) express bus at peak times; (32.2.9A) parking reservations;(32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) bus 
with stops at back country trailheads; (32.2.6.3C) additional parking garages built in existing public 
spaces such as South Town Mall;(32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.2FF) creative use of existing road using two 
lanes of traffic up in the AM & two lanes down in the PM;(32.2.2D) a designated HOV lane or bus 
lane;(32.2.9B) These are some of the ideas presented which should be tried before causing permanent 
damage to the natural beauty of the canyon.  
 
Resorts/coporations & skiers seem to be a primary concern of the study. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) The 
hikers, climbers, picnickers, walkers, bikers, residents seem secondary. Air & water quality were given 
too little concern. (32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.12B) Increasing the number of users will decrease the 
experience of all users. (32.20C) The cost of the project for a few days during each ski season when 
weather is a problem does not justify the expense & damage to the environment. (32.1.4D) In real life 
there are no guarantees and skiers whether local or visiting certainly don't warrant a guarantee of 
perfect conditions in travel. Why keep trying to fit a gallon of water into a quart size bottle.  
 
Once the pavement is laid the damage is irreversible & harm permanent. I feel a solution is yet to be 
discovered. 
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  3751 

DATE:   7/22/21 11:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conley Perry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
New Bus system is preferred. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  3752 

DATE:   7/22/21 11:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcus Fenton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You are going about this all wrong, electric buses year round. A half billion dollars is stupid (32.1.2C, 
32.2.6.3E and 32.2.6.3C) 

Page 32B-3781 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3753 

DATE:   7/23/21 12:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catalin Stefanescu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola! It will greatly increase the skiing experience in Snowbird and Alta. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3754 

DATE:   7/23/21 2:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard John Lassere 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3755 

DATE:   7/23/21 5:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terry Keeton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the way to go. I visit Alta & Snowbird often and would prefer the gondola. It’s safer and 
better for the environment. And can keep running despite heavy snowfalls (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3756 

DATE:   7/23/21 7:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Constants 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola, reliable, less impact on the environment. Yes more expensive, but not in the long 
run. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3757 

DATE:   7/23/21 7:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Cool solution to the traffic issue. I agree it would help the resorts ensure access during heavy snow 
events. This is a key point in the arguments for this project. If it is mainly serving to ensure access to 
two corporate ski areas then it should be 100% paid for by those ski areas. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 
32.7C) I understand that lobbying the public to allocate some of the $1B utah budget windfall to this 
project is very sensible timing. I strongly believe that public funds need to stop subsidizing the profits of 
corporations. Raise capital from investors, take out loans, and raise access prices to pay for the project. 
This is how capitalism works and how this project should be funded. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) If the state 
of utah would redistribute their excess money to the people I would be happy to give my share back to 
the resorts in the form of purchased goods and services. I do not support using money from residents 
that have never or will never use the gondola and most likely have no idea that their tax dollars were 
used to pay for it. It is a morally objectionable act. 

Page 32B-3786 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3758 

DATE:   7/23/21 7:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gloria Arriaga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola, I believe is a sustentable commuting method for snowbird resort (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3759 

DATE:   7/23/21 8:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Librett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Will cause massive overdevelopment at the base of the canyon creating more madness in the 
mountains. I'm local and a pass holder will not use because it takes to long to get up there (32.20H, 
32.2.4A, and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3760 

DATE:   7/23/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for busses and against the gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) The gondola solution will scar the 
canyon forever and create added traffic at the base. (32.17A and 32.7B, 32.2.6.5E, and 32.7C) Electric 
busses are the way to go. (32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  3761 

DATE:   7/23/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Herve Bronnimann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to the whole project as long as it can be done without interfering with normal operation while 
construction. (32.4C) Also please make sure to plan for ample access and parking at La Caille base, 
otherwise it’ll be the same problem only earlier. (32.2.6.5J) And will hours of operations allow for 
enough skiers/surfers to reach base Alta/Snowbird by start of ski day? No one wants to be stuck in line 
until 10am or more so you must plan for gondola to start well before 8:30am. (32.2.6.5F and 32.2.6.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  3762 

DATE:   7/23/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Edwards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Zip Code: 84115 
As a frequent user of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I am opposed to both the PPSL and the Gondola 
alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Their impact on the environment and bouldering in the canyon is 
too large to ignore. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Before 
spending millions of dollars on either of these alternatives, we must consider other traffic mitigation 
measures and incentives. Little Cottonwood is a scenic bypass, and I do not want to see one of the 
most beautiful canyons in the world get ripped apart for peak period powder days that is specifically 
caused by two private entities (alta and snowbird). (32.1.2B, 32.1.4D, and 32.2.7A) Not only am I a 
climber, skier, hiker, and mountain biker.. I am also an environmental specialist. I do not see these 
alternatives as environmentally friendly alternatives. These do not serve the wildlife in the canyon. In 
fact, these alternatives would bring more people up the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, 32.20C, and 
32.20E) Where is the capacity study for the canyon? (32.20B) This EIS has so many flaws and I would 
like to see tolling and the enhanced busses used first before even considering disrupting LCC forever. 
(32.2.9A) These alternatives are irreversible. Also, climbers from all over the world travel to SLC to 
climb on boulders in LCC and a lot of these boulders are at high risk of being demolished. Please 
consider the boulders when determining the Final alternative. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  3763 

DATE:   7/23/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Lodge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that this is something that should have happened years ago. This is the most sensible and 
responsible thing to do to save the canyons and protect the water shed. I FULL support this and look 
forward to seeing it be constructed. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3764 

DATE:   7/23/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terry Heinrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Theresa Heinrich I have lived at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon for 25 years. My 
house is right across the street from the park & ride. I worked at Snowbird for 30 years & I took the bus 
most of the time. I feel that I have a grasp on the demographics of the skiers & snowboarders who use 
LCC. They are mostly locals. I don’t agree with one of the speakers July 20th saying that the traffic was 
reduced because ski instructors took the bus. They didn’t usually take the bus. Snowbird hired UTA 
vans to pick up instructors at the park & ride & take them up to Snowbird. That did not reduce the traffic 
in LCC by very much. I can look out the front window of my home every day & see all of the cars. 
Usually there is 1 person in each car. There are a lot of people who drive up LCC & ski every day. How 
can UDOT incentivize these people to take the bus. (32.2.4A) Did UDOT think about sending a survey 
to all pass holders at Snowbird & Alta? Ask them if they would ride a gondola every time they ski. I 
don’t think the majority of skiers will take the gondola. (32.2.4A) First of all it takes too long. If they 
leave Sugarhouse for example get off the freeway & inch their way up Wasatch Blvd in bumper to 
bumper traffic then park, then ride the gondola how long does that actually take? (32.2.6.5E) UDOT 
said 59 minutes. Now what about the tourists. If there is a family of 4 staying at a downtown hotel they 
might think its a novelty to take the gondola. But if they are on vacation for 1 week are they going to 
ride it every day with their family? (32.2.4A) Probably not because it’s too expensive, time consuming & 
inconvenient. Which brings up the point how can the public decide if they want a gondola when UDOT 
can’t tell us what the price would be to ride it? (32.2.4A) I realize Snowbird said they will subsidize 
employees & season pass holders when they ride the gondola but don’t you think the tax payers should 
know about how much it could possibly cost for a ticket? (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) Widening Wasatch 
Blvd with more lanes is not going to help. More lanes means more cars. It would be nice if UDOT would 
consider lowering the speed limit on Wasatch Blvd in Cottonwood Heights. I don’t think we need to 
widen the road to accommodate skiers trying to get to LaCaille (32.2.6.2.2A) I was at the meeting on 
July 13th at Butler Middle School. I listened to all of the public comments. One of the comments was 
from a person who owns the land at the gondola site. He stated that he is preserving the site at LaCaille 
from development. How is building a gondola & a 1500 car capacity garage preserving the site from 
development??? If he develops the land with homes instead that would be a better alternative. Also at 
the meeting the comments from all of the public was overwhelmingly against the gondola & for 
enhanced bus service. I hope UDOT listened to the people. Lastly LCC has incredible views 
everywhere you look. It is described as “ The most striking glacial surroundings in the Wasatch Range”. 
Why would we install permanent towers & gondolas & destroy the beauty of the canyon for the few 
days that it is needed. (32.1.4D and 32.17A) We only have 1 LCC. Let’s keep the majestic beauty of 
the canyon for generations to come. 
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COMMENT #:  3765 

DATE:   7/23/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine Siefert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan for LCC. I believe this is the more practical way to get people up the canyon. 
More buses will add to traffic. They will not reduce it. (32.2.9D and 32.7C) There I no reason to believe 
that more buses will lead to more people using them. (32.2.4A) I would prefer to use the gondola rather 
than rely on a bus schedule. I also believe that during interlodge, the gondola would help get people 
down off the mountains, rather than keeping them trapped for possible days. (32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  3766 

DATE:   7/23/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Callahan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses. (32.2.9A) BCC solution is needed as well. (32.1.1A) Fleet can service both canyons. Mandatory 
charge for all parking in canyon by county to restrict vehicle traffic or $20 per vehicle toll. (32.2.2K and 
32.2.4A) Bus lanes in specified sections to skip ahead on traffic at mouths and sections of roadway - 
reversing at 1pm. (32.2.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  3767 

DATE:   7/23/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Pugmire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How will the canyon be protected during construction? (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3768 

DATE:   7/23/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Newman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the idea of a gondola going up Little Cottonwood Canyon. I think it is too much 
infrastructure and it wil take too long. (32.2.9E) I don’t think the majority of people that you’re trying to 
deter from driving will actually use it. (32.2.4A) The main reason I am against it is the permanent 
obstructive visual structure polluting the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) I think widening the roads is a 
better solutions but please try to save the historic bouldering boulders. (32.2.9B and 32.4A) Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  3769 

DATE:   7/23/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Ussery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola idea is absolutely atrocious. Clearly a money grab for Alta, Snowbird, Powdr and other 
companies. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) The fact that this is taxpayer funded is unbelievable. This 
idea doesn’t include other users of LCC and is essentially a taxpayer funded addition to Alta and 
Snowbird. PLEASE, for the love of god, pick the bus option to keep our canyon from being gentrified by 
people trying to make a quick buck on our public lands using our taxpayer dollars. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  3770 

DATE:   7/23/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Mann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As regular user of little cottonwood canyon I fully agree with a gondola to combat the traffic issues. 
(32.2.9D)  

Page 32B-3799 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3771 

DATE:   7/23/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is an intelligent option to alleviate traffic up Little Cottonwood Canyon. This will help the 
resorts there continue to be viable for the next 20+ years. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3772 

DATE:   7/23/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA. (32.2.9E) It will cost double what is projected and is a complete boondoggle that 
benefits that benefits developers and the resorts at taxpayer expense. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) The only 
practical solution for traffics is simply limiting the number of vehicles allowed and/or increasing buses. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  3773 

DATE:   7/23/21 4:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joey Howell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To be completely honest I don’t see how a gondola is going to cut down any inner canyon traffic. It truly 
just seems like an attraction for resorts in the winter. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3774 

DATE:   7/23/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellie Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, the gondola is an ineffective way to mitigate the issues that Little Cottonwood 
sees every winter. (32.7B and 32.7C) With a growing population, the community has to come together 
to create solutions that are SUSTAINABLE. The gondola is not. (32.2.9E) The majority of taxpayers do 
not ski so the gondola wouldn’t benefit them. (32.1.2D and 32.7C) The majority of tax payers don’t 
even use the canyon so we have to invest more into systems that’s are applicable across a variety of 
ways other than just transportation to the ski resorts. A beneficial solution would be to invest in more 
buses, electric buses (downtown SLC has a few), more parking facilities at the bottom of the canyon, 
and incentives for people to carpool more often. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.2.1C) This is an 
investment into community, not corporation. Additionally, this is a solution that’s good 12 months of the 
year, not just 4. It’s more inclusive and equitable as well as sustainable for the future. 
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COMMENT #:  3775 

DATE:   7/23/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennis Thurman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Disney moves fast more people per hour with their monorails. (32.29D) 
 
Wind is a limiting factor for Arial trams, you didn't mention in the video (32.2.6.5K). 
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COMMENT #:  3776 

DATE:   7/23/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The cabins do not have windows that open but will be ventilated? ...please go park your car on the side 
of highway 210 and sit there for 40 minutes with the windows up and vent fan on low but no A/C. Make 
sure you’re in the full sun and have a car load of people with you. Sound fun? Safe? I don’t think it’s 
legal to leave your dog in these conditions in Utah but we’re proposing to treat our visitors this way? 
(32.2.6.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  3777 

DATE:   7/23/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shayne Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not like the gondola option. (32.2.9E) The only problem this solves is getting people to snowbird 
and alta. It does nothing for those who want to use other areas of the canyon (climbing areas, 
Backcountry areas, hiking trails etc). (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) state investment in our public lands 
should benefit Utah taxpayers and not all of the out of staters who are coming to ski. Invest in public 
transit. I'd go as far as closing the road to private cars during the winter and only allow buses. The 
gondola would be an eyesore in a beautiful setting."(32.2.2B and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  3778 

DATE:   7/23/21 5:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola. Just more busses and make it a toll road (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3779 

DATE:   7/23/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed bike lane with the snow sheds is 4’ wide. I’d this supposed to be for 1 or 2-way bike 
traffic? Modern mountain bike handlebars are 2-1/2’ wide so a 4’ wide bike lane does not allow for 
passing of even same direction traffic. Down hill traffic on bicycles May exceed 50mph and a 4’ bike 
lane would not be adequate for even 1 way traffic at those speeds. A 4’ bike lane is too narrow and will 
not work for bikes. (32.2.6.5.2.3A) 
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COMMENT #:  3780 

DATE:   7/23/21 6:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  A J 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Take a look at Telluride and their gondola (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3781 

DATE:   7/23/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sally Sawyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the gondola is a green idea that will minimize choking traffic up Little Cottonwood Canyon. I 
would definitely use it to access both Snowbird and my beloved Alta! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3782 

DATE:   7/23/21 6:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sally Sawyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Currently, there is very little parking at both Alta and Snowbird if you are successful in driving up the 
canyon. Please avoid turning these areas into the nightmare that is Park City for locals. I have literally 
spent over an hour trying to park; I would rather give up alpine skiing than face parking 
headaches."(32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  3783 

DATE:   7/23/21 7:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Nehren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This project looks like it would be a massive value add in terms of savings as well as continue to help 
the ski resorts serve our ever growing community (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3784 

DATE:   7/23/21 8:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zachary Post 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  3785 

DATE:   7/23/21 9:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Rimer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent visitor to Alta and Snowbird, I would welcome a transit option that is 100% reliable. This 
gondola would assure access to the canyon and encourage the use of shuttles without needing to drive 
up the canyon. 
 
The design allows for access year round and I find this particularly appealing for visiting the resorts 
without the need for a car.  
 
I see this as a long term environmentally sustainable solution that would only add to the appeal of 
visiting Utah. And as a visitor I would gladly pay for access. 
 
There are so many ways this investment pays back taxpayers and residents - I hope you can find the 
resources to make this possible. (32.2.9D and 32.2.7A) 
 
I look forward to supporting the use of the gondola.
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COMMENT #:  3786 

DATE:   7/23/21 9:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jyrki Mattila 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my view this plan is superior to any other I’ve seen so far. The Condola project encompasses true 
forward thinking, not just reacting to an issue at band but going ahead of it. I will whole heartedly 
support this plan and am willing to put my money where my mouth is. I love Alta and Snowbird and their 
Canyon and would do anything to preserve those as is for my grand children and their children to 
experience and enjoy. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3787 

DATE:   7/23/21 9:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the bus solution is clearly a better option than the gondola! listen to the people! (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3788 

DATE:   7/23/21 10:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3789 

DATE:   7/23/21 11:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dina Freedman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola, it will only move the traffic problem to the neighborhoods even more! (32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5E) Why not have tolling for awd drive cars on Saturdays for $50 a car and make the bus free or 
very low cost. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) If buses run every five minutes from several lots spread out, it 
would be way better! Bus from actual areas where people live like downtown, sugarhouse or Holladay. 
(32.2.2I) We need a more efficient system that serves others like back country skiers and hikers. 
(32.2.6.3C) And buses should be direct to whatever area people visit like snowbird OR alta, not make a 
billion stops at both. The snowbird bus should only stop at one base stop, people can shuttle from there 
to hotels. Same with Alta. (32.2.6.3N) 
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COMMENT #:  3790 

DATE:   7/23/21 11:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David McEntire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This idea is spot on. Not only will it reduce traffic, preserve nature, and increase safetybut there is a 
certain magic and allure when traveling the mountains in a gondola. (32.2.9D, 32.7C, and 32.13A) 

Page 32B-3819 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3791 

DATE:   7/24/21 12:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alyssa Warner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is more to the canyon than the ski resorts. There needs to be an option that makes all that the 
canyon has to offer accessible. Not just a profitable winter sport. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) 
 
And why not start with bus service in the canyon as is, then re-evaluate in a few years? Much easier 
and less expensive to implement now, and will provide valuable data for larger, permanent, more 
expensive solutions later. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  3792 

DATE:   7/24/21 12:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthont DaSilva 

 
COMMENT: 
 
#1 option would be an electric rail system thru a tunnel in the mountains. (32.2.2C and 32.2.2Q) 
Europe does it, so could we. It would be low environmental impact minus the rock drilling, wont obstruct 
views, & can reroute the traffic away from the canyon to a parking area to board the train. PLEASE no 
gondola. (32.2.9E) It seems like a really cool idea at first, but there are so many problems with it. 
Ruined views, (32.17A) closures due to wind & avys, & now something about no bikes allowed? 
(32.2.6.5K and 32.2.6.5I) It seems like that option only serves the resorts. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) 
Widening the road for the enhanced bus system lane isnt the best idea but its not the worst idea either. 
I suggest we do both an enhanced bus system, remove all IKON/Mountain collective/etc passes from 
ski resorts. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  3793 

DATE:   7/24/21 3:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annette Knight 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake County - busses/widen road. Serves more public, not just private entities, less visual impact 
to a beautiful space. (32.2.9B and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  3794 

DATE:   7/24/21 7:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Romina Boccia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Cottonwood Heights (SLC) who is a season pass holder at Snowbird and a regular 
hiker and climber in LCC, I support the gondola option. It’s above the traffic, and environmentally 
friendly, less expensive than bussing over the long run and much more scenicmaking LCC an even 
bigger attraction for tourists and locals alike. I hope it will also run in the summer so folks can get safely 
up and down from the Oktoberfest. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5F)
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COMMENT #:  3795 

DATE:   7/24/21 7:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Strohmeyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options are flawed. Gondola only serves the interest of the ski resorts, it will be an eyesore and we 
cannot go back once it’s built. (32.1.2D, 32.2.6.5A, 32.2.7A, and 32.17A) Expanding the road 
compromises recreation and parking along the canyon. (32.4B) This is a capacity problem above all 
else. A better, more practical solution would be to operate like ZNP, and only allow buses up the 
canyon during the busy ski season. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  3796 

DATE:   7/24/21 7:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Cooke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't use my tax dollars to build a gondola for Alta, Snowbird, and La Caille. (32.2.7A and 
32.2.9E). I moved here from thousands of miles away to use the canyons for hiking, Backcountry 
skiing, and mountaineering. I've bought multiple houses here and I don't want my tax dollars going to 
making alta and Snowbird more money. (32.2.7A) If you build a gondola you'll remove access for me to 
a resource I moved here for. (32.4G and 32.7C) I'll be selling houses and moving if that's the case 
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COMMENT #:  3797 

DATE:   7/24/21 8:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Costa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is an awful idea based on greed masked by sustainability. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) Want to reduce 
traffic in the LCC? Have the Powder Mountain plan with limiting how many people can be at Alta and 
Snowbird. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) It'd be a better experience in general. Don't ruin the natural beauty of 
the hikes, streams, etc by putting a Gondola overhead to satisfy the greed of some corporations. 
(32.17A and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  3798 

DATE:   7/24/21 9:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake N 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The ski resorts should try no Ikon pass before anything else changes. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  3799 

DATE:   7/24/21 9:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Tobin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I own an Alta Business and also owned a condo in Alta for over twenty years. I try and ski at least part 
of the day over 100 days a year and recreate in the canyons during the summer as well. I work around 
the traffic and can typically avoid major delays by being smart and not going up or down the canyon at 
the worst possible time.  
That said, the public transportation options only seem to run at the worst possible times! I do not think 
the bottlenecks at the worst times, sometimes caused by the busses, justify spending over half a billion 
dollars for either of these alternatives. (32.1.2D and 32.7C) If I had to choose between these two 
alternatives, I would definitely choose the road expansion with expanded bus service. (32.2.9B) That 
said, what contractual guarantees will we get from UTA or whoever runs the gondola, that they will 
actually run this 1/2 billion dollar investment? (32.2.6.5Q) Current regular bus service runs less than 4 
months of the year and it doesn’t run when it’s needed the most. (32.2.6.3K and 32.2.6.3N) What I 
would like to see is UTA run the current bus service longer hours and all year long. I do not understand 
why they only run the busses when the traffic is worst. I avoid the red snake by going down after apres 
ski. Many people would do the same on public transportation if the busses ran later. The busses need 
to run till midnight. We have the busses yet they stop at 6 or 7 pm when the traffic is worst. (32.2.6.3N) 
This forces people to use their cars. I think before you commit 1/2 billion of public funds, you should try 
the simple solution of running the current busses more. (32.2.9A) If people had reliable, buses that ran 
all day long, they wouldn’t be forced to use their cars. Start with building the parking garages @ 9400 & 
highland and the gravel pit and actually run the busses the entire ski season and all day long, hopefully 
all year long. If even only one bus every hour. People will not abandon their car in the valley if they 
don’t have a guaranteed way to get back to it if they decide to wait out the traffic. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
It’s a simple experiment and could save 1/2 billion dollars! The investment in Frontrunner to Provo cost 
billions and UTA refuses to run it on Sunday, ever! Is the Gondola going to be a similar waste of public 
funds? (32.2.7A) What guarantees are their that UTA or anyone will even operate it in the spring, fall or 
summer? (32.2.6.3C)  
 
I have read all the reports and I see no level of service guarantees and I also see absolutely no mention 
of how the operations will be funded. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.7A) Will there be a daily use fee for the 
gondola or busses? (32.2.4A) Will the ski areas or ikon include it with the ski passes? (32.2.4A) The 
budget in the EIS talks about operational costs but no mention of how that will be funded. It makes a 
huge difference if it’s free or $5 a ride or $100 for a Disneyland gondola ride up the canyon!  
 
I propose trying to run free busses on a year round 24/7 schedule for a few years and observe the 
traffic changes. (32.2.4A) If people had incentive not to take their cars, a half a billion dollar investment 
could be avoided! Yes, the busses would run more frequently during winter and the busiest times, but 
they need to run reliably other times as well so there is always a public transit alternative!(32.2.6.3C) I 
believe there is currently one bus a day going up and down every day, year round, but it’s not 
documented or on any schedule! It’s an employee bus and You can’t even find out when it runs by 
calling! That is ridiculous! This is supposed to be public transportation, not a service run for ski area 
employees only! This is a corrupt practice any way I look at it! Total abuse of the public! 
 
I want answers and nobody is accountable! Where can I get these answers? (32.29V) 

Page 32B-3828 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3800 

DATE:   7/24/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Van Hatten 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am really not sure if the gondola is what is best for LCC. My biggest issue with it is safety/ emergency 
situations. I don’t want to get stuck half way up LCC in a Gondola with 29 other people. 60ft or more off 
the ground. Imagine how long the evacuation will take. Seems dangerous. (32.2.2K) Also if you are 
putting gondulas bikes have to be allowed. Not only does Snowbird having MTB trails but the Forrest 
service has never had issues with bikes in gondulas on other NFS property (JHMR), besides what is 
the use a public transportation system if the public can’t use it for one of the most common forms of 
alternative travel??? (32.2.6.5I) 
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COMMENT #:  3801 

DATE:   7/24/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise Stueber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please use the enhanced bus service for Little Cottonwood Canyon. The gondola will not see local use. 
Local skiers will use the bus system as well as the tourist skier. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3802 

DATE:   7/24/21 10:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Zinder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Excellent! Let's get this done! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3803 

DATE:   7/24/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Breckenridge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this sounds fantastic! My daughter lives in Utah and skis. Please make it affordable for kids in 
college or just out of college. (32.29D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3804 

DATE:   7/24/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a Tram. I am a resident of Millcreek. Tram would be best all-around solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3805 

DATE:   7/24/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Howard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tram! No other option will fix the main problem of too many cars (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3806 

DATE:   7/24/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Allison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
When I moved to Salt Lake over 35 years ago I soon found out why there was an SEC office here. The 
corruption is unbelievable and unmistakable. We the taxpayers are going to pay for a monstrosity to 
support a few businesses. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It’s just wrong. Limit the number of ski 
passes and your problems are over. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A)) Look at Deer Valley. How many days in 
365 are the canyons a problem? (32.1.4D) Not enough to ruin the scenery with a monstrosity that is 
being suggested by UTA and it’s backers. (32.17A and 32.17B) There’s money flowing under the table 
here and it just shows Utah’s underbelly. 
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COMMENT #:  3807 

DATE:   7/24/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anita Brassart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As long as Alta limits the number of skiers on the slopes does not increase , I think the gondola is a 
great idea (32.20C and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3808 

DATE:   7/24/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Combs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Embrace the Gondola. (32.2.9D) We should not widen the roads, as there will be plenty of drivers who 
will just use the bus lane for their own personal use and it will have the unintended effect of 
encouraging more cars in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3B) Keep the road as it is and find 
alternatives to driving. Gondola or train is the way to go. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  3809 

DATE:   7/24/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Wilde 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is not the answer to the traffic woes afflicting LCC. (32.2.9E) The canyons have become 
more and more popular. Unchecked development and ski passes such as Epic and Ikon added to the 
effect. As a backcountry skier, I’d seen more and more skiers in places I normally don’t see skiers. The 
traffic is different since the inception of these passes at the resorts in both BCC and LCC. Buses and 
additional lanes will be much more environmentally conscientious overall and cost less. Go with that 
option please. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  3810 

DATE:   7/24/21 3:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Yesayi Manukyan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3811 

DATE:   7/24/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Kennington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comments: 210 EIS 
-First I would like to thank all the participating agency partners like UDOT, USFS, CWC, etc. for all the 
time, care and work put, so far, into solving the traffic and other problems in the fragile ecosystems of 
the Wasatch Canyons. I would also like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on this most 
important process.  
-Having listened to the public comments from the 7/13 and 7/20 public meetings, but not having 
perused the 124 original proposals for this road, I realized a question as to why the public should be 
asked to throw more than 1/2 $Bn money at a problem that only occurs 15 to 30 mornings per year, 
when maybe less intrusive measures may be adequate to moderate the problem. The two preferred 
alternatives will indelibly alter this fragile resource (LCC) forever, and there will be no going back to the 
original ambiance of the LCC, once one of the two preferred alternatives is implemented. As several 
have commented, maybe there are alternate, less invasive measures that can easily be taken first, to 
mitigate traffic problems, that may require less intense and costly additional measures than those 
proposed. After a test/pause period, maybe less invasive, additional measures can be taken to see if 
they can solve the problems. If those are not adequate to solve the problems, then the original 
preferred alternatives may be revisited. The idea is to ensure that less invasive measures won't work 
before implementing the much more invasive and expensive presently 'preferred' alternatives. The final 
designs should be to match the recreational capacity of the canyon, as determined by the study, as the 
solution to the supposed problems. As such, I would propose to: 
-Pause the 210 EIS for 2-3 winter seasons, and implement the following measures immediately, and 
then see how much new infrastructure is needed beyond that, to meet the need to move folks into LCC: 
-Only on the weekends, Fridays and powder day mornings during the ski season implement tolling and 
prohibit single occupancy vehicles in the canyons. Require resort employees to ride busses to work, to 
take vehicles off the roads. (32.2.2Y and 32.29R)) 
-Stringently enforce the snow tire regulations at the mouths of both canyons. (32.2.2M and 32.2.4A) 
-Increase bus funding for providing busses more often, and subsidize fares for non-ski resort pass 
holders to "change skiers behavior towards bus usage. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
-Encourage car pooling by installing slug lanes. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2KK) 
-Reduce the max speed on Wasatch Bl. to 35 or 40 mph to reduce the vehicle back-up entering the 
mouth of LCC. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
-Concurrent to this pause perform a capacity study for the maximum people to allow in the Canyons for 
recreational purposes. The study will determine the threshold of about how many people to allow at 
different locations before the recreational experience will be seriously eroded. The current de-facto 
limiting feature of autos and people in the canyon of the number of available parking spaces will be 
gone after mass transit becomes more common. Some other maximum limit must replace the parking 
space standard. This is one of the CWC Pillar principles for Wasatch Canyon transportation 
improvements. (32.20B) 
 
-After these pause measures are implemented for 2-3 ski seasons, then design the additional 
infrastructure needed to fill the canyons to the theoretical maximum capacity allowable for an enjoyable 
recreational experience. At this point we could be sure that the additional infrastructure would be truly 
needed, before the Canyons would be forever indelibly impacted. These mitigating measures should be 
continued as a part of the final solution to the traffic and capacity issues. The CWC Pillar principle of 
determining the changes for both BCC and LCC should be determined before any final decisions and 
designs are settled, or construction is initiated. (32.20B and 32.1.2B) 
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-Some additional miscellaneous comments please: 
 
-In any event, the proposed Gondola B alternative is too invasive to the view shed and ambiance of the 
Canyon. (32.17A) This proposal is many years too late to be effective. By the time it is built the 
combination of high lift ticket prices and shortened snow seasons will have reduced the interest in 
resort skiing such that the gondola will become an artifact of a bygone era. (32.2.2E) 
-The road designs for Wasatch Bl. and the 210 above the Hi-T intersection should be coordinated to 
minimize disruption and maximize safety of the neighborhoods and be roughly matched to minimize 
transition issues for traffic between the two (32.2.6.2.2A). 
-The 1500 car parking garage located at the lower gondola terminal will only serve a portion of the 
population of the "skiers for which it's intended. Once the garage is full, and the remainder population 
goes through the 2-3 mass transit transfers needed to get onto the gondola, they will do that only once, 
and thereafter the gondola will go underutilized. On powder days, much of the traffic may not be able to 
reach the lower gondola terminal due to traffic back-ups (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.4A). 
-The gondola serves only resort skier users of the Canyon and a limited number of commercial 
interests of the canyon (the ski resorts). (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) If this alternative is chosen, those 
interests should pay most of the costs to construct and operated it. The gondola will not serve the other 
recreational users of the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
-The reliability of the gondola has been overstated. It will not run under a high wind condition or when a 
lightning condition is present. It would be halted during very heavy snow and icing conditions for safety. 
It will not run when artillery is used to clear hazardous snow conditions, and it then must be further 
inspected for damage before re-startup is allowed. In the past it has not run during a lock-down or inter-
lodge emergency. (32.2.6.5K and 32.2.6.5H) 
-The addition of snow sheds over the road will mitigate about 80% of the snow safety problems related 
to the roadway, greatly increasing its reliability. (32.2.9K)) 
-The addition of a gondola in the LCC as a tourist ride or draw, or as a first portion of a ski-interconnect 
system is not related to the purpose and need of this project. (32.1.2B and 32.1.5B) Based upon the 
small scale and limited nature of the Canyon area, the Snowbird Tram offers the perfect scale for a 
tourist experience in that it offers parking, a pleasant base facility experience, a proper, short length of 
ride to an excellent end point view experience for the tourist. In the small area of LCC no additional 
gondola experience would be needed. The cost and extended ride time of a canyon gondola would 
cause a tourist to ride it only once, and not again. What will season ticket holders and non-holders be 
charged to ride the proposed gondola. (32.2.4A) 
-This gondola should not be intended to supply the resort needs in Big Cottonwood Canyon by 
extending it over to Brighton or Solitude. It would not have the capacity and the ride would be too long 
to be effective. How will these changes in LCC effect BCC? (32.1.1A and 32.2.2Q) 
-The location of a 1500 car parking garage at the proposed lower gondola terminal would greatly 
increase traffic on Wasatch Bl., an aspect not wanted "by the local residential neighborhood 
surrounding this stretch of the boulevard. Siting of this large facility is antithetical to the ambiance of this 
now semi-rural location and neighborhood. It will also become the nucleus of intense commercial 
development surrounding it. (32.2.6.5E, 32.4M, and 32.20H) 
-The road alternative is infinitely more flexible in schedule and routing by the time of day, week and 
season to be more efficient than the gondola, and better accommodate the target population. It can be 
made to serve all canyon users. It can easily be adjusted to accommodate all canyon users in all 
seasons. (32.2.6.3C) Construction and budgeting of this alternative can be staged to allow for 
modification and improvements as time passes. For example, the busses can be gradually electrified 
and lanes added later if traffic loads increase. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.3F) 
-The resorts should be made to increase the turning radii at their terminals so that other busses from 
the local fleets can be used in the canyons. Also these mountain busses can be used in other areas 
during the off season. The gondola system cannot be used for other purposes. (32.2.6.3M and 
32.2.6.3E). 
-The road will always be needed to service the canyon and resort infrastructure. That right-of-way 
already exists and offers the least disruption if modified. The narrow canyon cannot afford another 
major right-of-way as required by a gondola. 
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-The criticism that road widening impacts as proposed or, however much is needed after a pause and 
redesign, is not as severe as commented. The snow sheds will alleviate some of the high side retaining 
wall requirements; and proper application of a cut/fill road bed balance will minimize the possibly 
reduced widening requirements after a redesign is implemented when the results of a pause and 
capacity study are analyzed. (32.29D) 
-More mobility hubs should be located further from the Canyons and integrated into a regional mass 
transit system (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.2.1C). Underutilized paved areas should be used like the vacant 
Shopko and Fresh Market parking lots near the proposed Sandy mobility hub on 9400 So. The parking 
at the Southtowne Mall and Trax stations could be part of such a system. The parking at the 
Cottonwood Corporate Center could be utilized on weekends. These could offer stops for busses going 
straight up to the trailheads and resorts. Various locations in the central and west side Salt Lake Valley 
could be also part of a regional system. (32.2.2FF and 32.2.2I) 
-The local population should receive some benefit from this project, like an improved safety margin for 
pedestrians and bikers on the road during the non-ski season. (32.9A) 
-A comment period should be offered after the final EIS is issued at some time in the future. (32.29T) 
-I strongly disagree with the comment that invasive gondola issues are not overdone in Europe. I have 
also been to Zermatt and the Matterhorn in the Alps, and have observed too many cables and tram 
towers such that I don't want to see that repeated here. 
-Thank you for carefully reviewing my comments on these most important issues. 
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COMMENT #:  3812 

DATE:   7/24/21 4:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stanley Witt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola is the best option. It gives egress to Alta and Snowbird regardless of most weather 
conditions all year long. I think it’s important, especially for medical emergencies. I imagine it’s 
construction would be a lot less disruptive to traffic on the road as well. Lower, cleaner operating costs. 
I’ve been to Zermott Switzerland, where they have a similar gondola. They are fantastic! I’m all in for 
the Gondola!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3813 

DATE:   7/24/21 4:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bret Charlesworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola. Great idea! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3814 

DATE:   7/24/21 6:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Courtney Henley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Definitely NOT the gondola. What a horrible eyesore and vista destroyer. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  3815 

DATE:   7/24/21 6:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ky Cullimore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3816 

DATE:   7/24/21 7:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Gleue 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to voice my support for enhanced bus service and against the gondola system. Gondolas do not 
seem to provide quick enough service for the volume of people who travel the canyon, would be a big 
drawback to views in the canyon, and can’t serve mid-canyon destinations. Bus service has none of the 
above drawbacks. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  3817 

DATE:   7/24/21 8:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
~$600M is a lot of money that provides a major benefit for the ski resorts, not for the public. The resorts 
should pay the majority of the expense. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3818 

DATE:   7/24/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Smith-Clementi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have driven up the canyon at times when the weather changed and snowfall became severe. It was 
the scariest thing I have ever done. A gondola system would be a blessing. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3819 

DATE:   7/24/21 10:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Larry Krueger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola and its solution to the current traffic problems and weather issues of little 
cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3820 

DATE:   7/24/21 11:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Case 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a fantastic idea!  
Between that and buses, cars should be kept to a minimum!(32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3821 

DATE:   7/24/21 11:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Montgomery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola based at La Caille would be a traffic and parking nightmare. To many cars trying to park 
would be a disaster. Especially when the lot gets full. (32.2.6.3E) The cost of a fare will be cost 
prohibitive which will make it under used. (32.2.4A) I am a resident that lives on 209 above Wasatch. I 
think this solution will be worse that what we have now. Busses run from highland and 9400 and the 
sand pit near the mouth of Big Cottonwood would be a better solution when snow sheds are added. 
(32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  3822 

DATE:   7/25/21 6:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Taub 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great thing for the environment and the industry. Let’s limit fossil fuels in the salt lake basin. 
(32.29D) 

Page 32B-3853 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3823 

DATE:   7/25/21 7:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Delane Barrus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola does not limit traffic any more than now. (32.2.4A) It just adds to the amount of people 
pushed up the canyon. (32.20A and 32.20C) This is something we will need to deal with in all our 
canyons at some point. Even if we aren't using taxpayer funds to shuttle them thru the sky to for-profit 
entities. (32.2.7A) That is why we need to look at quality over quantity and consider dilution (on and off 
days, etc) vs. ways to get more bodies up our canyons. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3824 

DATE:   7/25/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Carbonaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a sound proposal that serves to protect the environment and allow access. I am supportive of 
this proposal. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3825 

DATE:   7/25/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Danninger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support this project (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3826 

DATE:   7/25/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Flitton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have used LCC my whole life. A gondola makes the most sense. Widening the road would do nothing 
to solve the hosts of problems we are facing. (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3827 

DATE:   7/25/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Pitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote NO. This would cost to much money and take years to generate the funds back. Busses are 
more cost effective. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3828 

DATE:   7/25/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Warren Lloyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan as the most environmentally sensitive transportation solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3829 

DATE:   7/25/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Heiser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in support of the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola. I have been recreating in little 
cottonwood for many years, and understand the traffic and environmental impacts of the canyon. I 
believe that the little cottonwood canyon gondola would be a great, long term solution to keep the 
canyon in pristine shape for many generations to come. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3830 

DATE:   7/25/21 10:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Hinman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
I attended the live and online meetings regarding the solutions proposed by UDOT. 
I now believe the only acceptable solution will be the one which limits the number of body's allowed in 
LCC at any one time. All of the UDOT solutions are trying to find a way to increase traffic from cars, 
busses and gondola's. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) The only solution is one of environmental 
caution not extreme use. Once this canyon is used up, you still wil not be happy, and will find a way to 
develop the entire canyon so it's beauty is lost forever. 
Stop this nonsense, the canyon does not belong to you, only the roadway belongs to UDOT. 
Your only goal is to enrich the two ski resorts in the canyon, it in fact should be how do we save the 
canyon from overuse. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.2.9G) 
Ross 
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COMMENT #:  3831 

DATE:   7/25/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Patterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is clean, smart and appealing. Europe has them everywhere and they run forever. Let’s 
put Utah on the world map. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3832 

DATE:   7/25/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Liapis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
5 lane Wasatch Blvd please. It will help traffic year round not just ski season. (32.2.9Q) 
As a 70+ day skier in LCC I think the resorts are to blame with the IKON pass on this one. (32.2.2K) 
While I love aerial transport I don't like public money going to a a private issue they can easily fix with 
restrictions. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7A) I also like the idea of snow sheds to 
keep the canyon open and reducing money spent on plowing and increased canyon open time. 
Shoulder bus lane is a more flexible and cost effective way for funds to be spent. Multiple use is the 
best use. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  3833 

DATE:   7/25/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Bentrude 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this would be awesome. I’m a bit concerned about congestion around the parking structure 
during snow days. Year around use would be spectacular and would draw tourists in the summer. I 
grew up in East Millcreek and was spoiled by the 70s ease and low cost to ski. But, we can’t go back on 
smart, managed growth. Europe uses these systems all over the Alps, we need to learn from their 
sustainability. Ever used mass transit in Europe vs US? We’ve talked ski connect to Summit County for 
40 years. It’s time to minimize impact on our environment while maximizing opportunities to enjoy our 
incredible mountains. (32.29D and 32.1.5B) 
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COMMENT #:  3834 

DATE:   7/25/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Iuri Mehr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a wonderful idea (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3835 

DATE:   7/25/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lioudmila Krokhmal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3836 

DATE:   7/25/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Stone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a terrible option. (32.2.9E) 
Why not start with a scalable solution with enhanced bus service before permanently altering the views 
into LCC. (32.2.9A) 
The current 953 bus schedule is not sufficient and therefore, the concept of increased busses could 
have not been sufficiently studied. (32.2.6.3N)  
Snow sheds will make a difference. (32.7A and 32.2.9K) As a skier who goes up LCC to Snowbird 
150+ times during ski season, there are only 10-20 days where traffic is backed up. (32.1.4D) All other 
days the drive from the mouth to Entry 1 is 10-15 minutes by car or bus. On heavy snow days, SR210 
gets shut down in the Canyon during the afternoon. Avalanche mitigation is performed from the top of 
Gadzoom lift. During that time, the gondola would also have to shut down since projectiles are shot 
across the Canyon. What are the expected wait times to get down the Canyon on the gondola after the 
resorts close. There will be 3000+ people trying to get down. Let alone on days with avalanche 
mitigation during the afternoon. (32.2.6.5H) Would only every other gondola car be loaded in Alta to 
give Snowbird skiers an option to get down? (32.2.6.5R) Without stops at Lisa Falls, Tanners, and 
White Pine, a gondola does not help with the congestion there, especially in the summer. (32.2.6.5G) 
When avalanche mitigation is performed in the morning, how do you invision that the cars get to the 
gondola parking, when 210 is backed up all the way to the Swamp lot? (32.2.6.5E and 32.7A) How are 
residents, who live closer to the mouth of LCC than the transfer hub, get up LCC with either option? 
(32.7B and 32.7C) Will the current bus stops along bus route 953 on Wasatch Blvd be kept? 
(32.2..6.3N) Or is UDOT expecting us to backtrack towards BCC (which is not possible due to the 
backup for that Canyon on heavy snow days) to catch a bus at the Gravel Pit transfer hub? (32.2.6.3Q) 
As a Cottonwood Heights resident, the widening of Wasatch Blvd. will only invite more cars to use that 
road for commuting. (32.2.6.2.2A) It will also simply push the bottleneck closer to the mouth of the 
Canyon. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.7B) There should also be concessions made for Cottonwood Heights 
residents. After all, we live here because of the proximity to LCC. We have to deal with the traffic for 
that privilege. Hence, giving tourists the same Benefits as residents is frustrating. Thanks for reading 
my comments. 
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COMMENT #:  3837 

DATE:   7/25/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Nickel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber, I moved to SLC specifically for the access to local bouldering, little cottonwood canyon in 
particular. Both road-widening or building a gondola would have an unacceptable impact on the 
bouldering in little cottonwood (131-141 boulder problems destroyed). (32.4A and 32.4B) Aside from 
eliminating a significant number boulder problems in the canyon, the gondola would not serve the 
transportation needs of any climbers visiting the canyon and would have a hugely negative visual and 
noise impact on the climbing experience. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, and 32.17A) Little cottonwood is a 
beautiful canyon and I hope you will look into alternatives that better serve everyone who enjoys the 
canyon, not just ski resorts. 
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COMMENT #:  3838 

DATE:   7/25/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chase Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.29A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.6.3C) Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only 
be considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
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COMMENT #:  3839 

DATE:   7/25/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Stoker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think one of the biggest development misses in Utah was not creating a base village for little 
cottonwood canyon recreation access. I think a gondola system would be an incredible way to preserve 
the canyon and allow a safer experience. The base operation would need significant parking structure 
to accommodate use ability. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3840 

DATE:   7/25/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.6.3C) Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only 
be considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
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COMMENT #:  3841 

DATE:   7/25/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolyn Chappell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love it do it!!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3842 

DATE:   7/25/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Shields 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please select the option that minimizes environmental impact and disruption of wildlife...based on my 
understanding of the proposals this would be the Gondola B alternative. (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  3843 

DATE:   7/25/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Dorsey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola! (32.2.9E) Busses are cheaper, more flexible for all canyon users and are faster to 
implement. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.7C) We do not want the gondola, I have lived in cottonwood 
heights and go up the canyon weekly for the past 30 years. Listen to the public who are overwhelmingly 
against the gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  3844 

DATE:   7/25/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annette Aldous 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up in Utah and return there every year to ski and see family. I strongly support the gondola 
project as being good for residents, skiiers, and the canyon! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3845 

DATE:   7/25/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arlene Edsall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support Gondola plan and base parking etc (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3846 

DATE:   7/25/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Lyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola. I believe the gondola will be less environmentally impactful and more 
prosperous for citizens and home owners. I think more people will be inclined to use the gondola over a 
bus as it will be an experience along with a solution to our traffic and air pollution problems. (32.2.9D, 
32.7C, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  3847 

DATE:   7/25/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carrie Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
getting rid of the ikon pass in the canyon might be a solution, how much money does it raise for llc? 
(32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  3848 

DATE:   7/25/21 4:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Lyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea of the gondola. I have been skiing LC Canyon for 55 years and this option seems to me 
to be the best longterm solution. The idea of a resort setting will be an attraction in itself. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3849 

DATE:   7/25/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Heiman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would be a great thing for the area. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3850 

DATE:   7/25/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Reische 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3851 

DATE:   7/25/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ash DuMond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
I'm a local climber in the SLC area. I've spent so many years climbing in and around the Wasatch 
range. Little Cottonwood Canyon holds a special place in my heart.  
 
That being said, there are other alternatives to the transit problems that LCC faces every winter. The 
use of a gondola and/or road widening would severely impact the local climbing. The maps provided to 
show said impact are not accurate and do not represent all of the climbing areas that would be effected 
by these changes. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
I am in strong favor of providing more public transport in lieu of the gondola/road widening. There are 
plenty of empty lots that could be turned into parking garages (for a reasonable fee; therein helping to 
pay for the buses) where patrons could park and wait for a shuttle bus to take them up to the resorts. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Skiers are not the only people who use the canyon for outdoor activities and should not be the only 
ones thought of when making such drastic changes. (32.1.2D and 32.4G)  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  3852 

DATE:   7/25/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Bauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT has spent tons of money on consultants to come up with these 2 options. However UDOT has 
spent zero effort trying the cheap options to improve traffic issues in LCC. The road has been 
significantly worse since it was repaved a few years ago. So UDOT spent a ton of money to make the 
road way worse. There’s been no concentrated effort to enforce traction laws. (32.2.2M) Simply having 
more plows in the canyon (especially as the storm starts, not waiting until there’s too much snow on the 
road to and then starting to plow) and salting the road more could improve traffic. (32.2.2II) 2 dedicated 
plows in each bcc and lcc could significantly improve traffic and would cost way less than these 
proposed solutions. And it would’ve been really easy to try that instead of the millions spent on 
consultants. (32.2.2II) Ski areas on the west coast impose heavy fines on vehicles in parking lots 
without proper tires. This has never even been attempted here. (32.2.2M) Now UDOT is asking to 
spend 1/2 a billion dollars when UDOT has done nothing to try and improve the road with cheap 
solutions. In fact UDOT has just made everything worse and now wants a ton of money. Not at all 
surprising that 2 Utah politicians own the land for the proposed gondola. (32.2.2X) This whole thing 
smells bad. Total scam that’ll ruin the area around wasatch blvd and make the ski resorts even more 
crowded and less desirable. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.20A, and 32.20C) And of course neither Alta nor 
snowbird is putting up any money for this. Just a boondoggle for us tax payers to make out 
neighborhoods even more crowded and less desirable. Leave the road as it is! Plow more!(32.1.2B and 
32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3853 

DATE:   7/25/21 5:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Corey Feez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If you desire to improve your know-how simply keep visiting this web site and be updated with the 
hottest gossip posted here. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3854 

DATE:   7/25/21 5:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dannie Brunner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am really inspired together with your writing abilities as well as with the format on your weblog. 
Is that this a paid subject or did you customize it yourself? Anyway keep up the nice quality writing, it's 
rare to see a great weblog like this one nowadays. (32.29D). 
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COMMENT #:  3855 

DATE:   7/25/21 6:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Dew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a fantastic solution. I’m a Snowbird season pass holder for 20+ years and this would be 
awesome to use to get my car off the road. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3856 

DATE:   7/25/21 6:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Trachtenberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For LCC and BCC, I believe enhanced bus service along with tolling both roads is the most logical 
solution. (32.2.9A) This course will not favor the ski resorts. While the ski resorts have value, the 
intrinsic value of both Cottonwood Canyons far exceed just the resorts. Bus service and tolling will 
reduce individual car traffic, allow for stops at all trailheads, and be the most nimble when it comes to 
changes. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.3D) Not to mention this approach is far less expensive than a gondola, 
and would not change the "character" of LCC the way a gondola would. (32.17A) Additionally canyon 
buses can be deployed from multiple locations in Salt Lake Valley as opposed to a central gondola hub 
which will increase traffic in the La Caille area dramatically. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.2.1C) Lastly any 
considerations should involve the impact to BOTH LCC and BCC, as frequently people will decide to 
visit one canyon instead of the other based on traffic conditions. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) 
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COMMENT #:  3857 

DATE:   7/25/21 7:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Jorgensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Frequent Bus Service, Special Lanes, Avalanche tunnels. (32.2.9A)  
We don't need an overpriced, overengineered gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3858 

DATE:   7/25/21 8:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gordon Senzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am really intrigued by the gondola solution. I think it would have the least environmental impact and 
move people into and out of the canyon with the least effort (operating cost). Please give it serious 
consideration. THanks. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3859 

DATE:   7/25/21 8:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Christiansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Zero emissions, not true, not possible. (32.10A) Way too expensive for a problem that will continue to 
exist. (32.7B and 32.7C) When the powder comes so do the skiers. Try adding access through 
American Fork canyon. (32.2.2J) This is an easy way to move traffic to a different canyon 
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COMMENT #:  3860 

DATE:   7/25/21 10:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Alexander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been stuck in both a traffic jam as well as avalanche road closures. The gondola would not only 
solve those issues but would be a major attraction (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-3891 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3861 

DATE:   7/25/21 10:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola B plan to provide more reliability while servicing both northerners and 
southerners equally. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3862 

DATE:   7/26/21 7:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Chandler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3863 

DATE:   7/26/21 7:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Chandler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either option in their current form. The issue affects a small minority of privileged winter 
sports enthusiasts and wealthy homeowners less than ten days out of the year. (32.1.4D) For taxpayers 
to be spending half a billion dollars for the convenience of this elite group is unfair and immoral. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) Any option presented needs to truly enhance the functionality of the 
overall transit system to improve equitable access to public lands. This includes all users (sightseers, 
hikers, climbers, skiers, backcountry skiers, etc) for all times of the year to a wide variety of access 
points (not just businesses that have the opportunity to benefit from this proposal). (32.2.6.3C) Any 
option presented also needs to better address environmental quality in the canyons and throughout the 
Salt Lake Valley by reducing the number of car trips to the canyon base and up the canyon which 
reduces negative impacts on air and water quality, as well as flora and fauna indigenous to the canyon. 
(32.2.2I, 32.10A, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) Convenient access to the canyon and all 
trailheads without the use of cars to reduce negative impacts on air, water, and flora and fauna, must 
take precedent. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.2B) 
 
Lastly, WHAT ABOUT BIG COTTONWOOD? Big Cottonwood Canyon sees equal if not greater traffic 
congestion on the same winter days, regardless of avalanche conditions. If this is truly a solution to 
address transportation safety/function, then why has the focus of these efforts only been on Little 
Cottonwood? (32.1.1A)  
 
To reiterate, any solution to the supposed issues around traffic in Little Cottonwood and Big 
Cottonwood Canyons must holistically improve safe, equitable access to all major areas of the canyon 
for all users at all times of the year with the emphasis on reducing the number of personal vehicles in 
the canyons. (32.2.4A and 32.20D) 
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COMMENT #:  3864 

DATE:   7/26/21 8:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Cowan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would rather pay for going up into the canyon (toll) and have the boulder fields and parking remain. 3-
5 bucks a car would make carpool or bus riding common among skiers. I support tolls, I will pay for the 
climbing access to incredible boulders like surfboard and others. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3865 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Edelman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either of these options. They will not improve the flow of traffic in the canyon. (32.7B 
and 32.7C) The gondola will not improve the time of travel as all of the transfers will result in excess 
time people are not willing to take. (32.2.4A) Additionally, the canyon only reaches a maximum capacity 
of 25 days or so a year. (32.1.4D) The destruction to the canyon is not worth the slight improvement 
either option may offer. (32.2.9G) 
 
We need to accept the canyons will be closed or busy several days a year. I would rather see UDOT 
remove all private vehicles from the canyon and require everyone to take buses. (32.2.2B)  
 
I do not support the use of public funds or the giving of public lands to the ski resorts. The resorts 
should pay for any improvements. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3866 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynzie Plant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local skier, I would like to see the Gondola B put in place for this plan. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3867 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Arens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the construction of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. As a part of this project I hope that 
enough attention is given to the need for adequate parking at the La Caille station. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5J) Current bus transit options are SEVERELY limited due to the lack of adequate parking at the 
existing park and rides. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  3868 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jayme Wappel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With canyon closures and planned avalanches, the gondola would keep canyon access available no 
matter the weather conditions. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3869 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Liles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in the surrounding areas to the entrance of the canyon is so frustrating to navigate when the 
canyon is backed up. I think the gondola will allow locals like me to commute without hassle. (32.7B 
and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3870 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Waetchler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Navigating the canyon in my car in the winter can be really scary. I would feel so much safer taking a 
gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than sitting in a bus or driving my car. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3871 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maddie Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a gondola to and from the Oktoberfest would take away all the stress of worrying about driving 
and allow me to more fully enjoy myself with my friends (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  3872 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Forbes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best choice, no question. Its safe, fun, and allows people like me who hate driving in 
narrow canyons, to enjoy the activities up the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3873 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carson Tueller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The inaccessibility of the canyon is really frustrating for people like myself who have a disability. As 
someone who is in a wheelchair, it is very difficult to navigate outdoor activities and driving. To me, the 
gondola seems like the perfect solution that allows me to feel safe and enjoy activities I haven't been 
able to enjoy before. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3874 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Haley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah deserves the cleanest air and water possible and that is why I support the gondola. Simply put, a 
gondola is the best thing for Utah as a whole. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
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COMMENT #:  3875 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terica English 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The reliability of a gondola makes it easier to plan a day around skiing, hiking, or rock climbing. That is 
so important to me as a mother of 6 when my life is already hectic and crazy. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3876 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb Jenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah’s air quality is terrible. We need a solution that cuts down on carbon emissions and reduces 
dependence on cars on the road. (32.10A, 32.2.4A, and 32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  3877 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Wilcox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a mother of two young girls, and my husband being in the military, I frequently have to take on 
activities alone. Sometimes it is too much to attempt to do by myself so I don't go out at all. A gondola 
opens those options and opportunities for me. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3878 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelby Tagge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Utah videographer, dancer, and filmmaker I have issues navigating travel with the groups I travel 
and film with. The gondola is the perfect way around this issue for me. Please choose the gondola! 
(32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-3909 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3879 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Armstrong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an advocate for the earth and global warming, any choice but the gondola will do more harm for the 
habitat, surrounding area, and the air quality in Utah. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.10A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
The gondola is the ONLY choice with the smallest impact on the surrounding area and our earth. 
(32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  3880 

DATE:   7/26/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amalia Caamano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How much snow will fall in the Wasatch in 2050? According to this study 
(https://arc.lib.montana.edu/snow-science/item/421) not nearly as much as today. Why are we 
considering spending millions of dollars and destroying a beautiful canyon to improve traffic in 2050 
when there will hardly be any snow by that point anyways? This makes me want to leave Utah for good. 
(32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  3881 

DATE:   7/26/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Hofmeister 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola and enhanced bus service as described are not solutions that I am in favor of. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) Please consider an option based on limiting private traffic combined with enhanced bus 
service without widening the road. (32.2.9A) A toll booth and enhanced parking at the mouth of the 
canyon is the best solution, in my opinion. The toll booth could require a full vehicle and a toll to drive 
up the canyon. If the car is not full or a resident that lives in the canyon, they should be directed to park 
and take a bus. The buses would use the road as is but would be more efficient given the reduced 
traffic from the toll booth. The toll booth should include an integrated parking structure capable of 
making the parking option quick and efficient. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.2.1C)) The initial upfront cost would 
include the toll booth/parking structures but would not require replacing the bus fleet which could be 
done overtime as buses age and are replaced. The buses could service other stops than the 2 ski 
resorts which will please all users of the canyon and will not require widening the road or construction 
which will damage the ecosystem in the canyon. (32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  3882 

DATE:   7/26/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicolas Metzler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my experience (driving to Snowbird for the last 4 ski seasons and skiing 20-30 days/season) traffic is 
largely caused by road closure for avalanche mitigation/clean-up. (32.1.4D) So it seems to me that the 
emphasis should be on reducing those closure times. (32.7A) 
  
As such, the plan to include a gondola makes zero sense to me. (32.2.6.5Z) I can't see a situation 
where it meaningfully removes a number of drivers from the road since parking and taking the gondola 
would be slower than simply driving on a normal day. (32.2.4A) More importantly, it suffers from the 
exact same closures as the road i.e. not active during avalanche mitigation (according to the EIS 
infographics). I imagine that it would need to be closed for wind with relative frequency (similar to 
Snowbird's tram) which also would reduce some utility (i.e. ignores adverse road conditions) on the 
days with the weather that brings people into the canyon. (32.2.6.5K) It was brought up at the zoom 
openhouse that the gondola would cost in excess of $20/trip which is not a feasible commuter/day-use 
option and seems to me that it would only be of use for people staying at the resorts. All-in-all it seems 
like an unwise investment of tax-payer dollars. (32.2.4A and 32.2.7A) 
 
My experience driving to Snowbird this past season where the resort implemented parking reservation 
(and Alta reported when the lots were full) was that these measures largely eliminated traffic. I think 
that non-construction options like these (and the ones being implemented this year by Alta/Snowbird) 
should be evaluated empirically before a decision that permanently changes the canyon is chosen. I 
think avalanche sheds are a prudent idea regardless. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3883 

DATE:   7/26/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a great idea. Charge nothing or next to nothing to ride the Gondola and charge a fee for 
driving up the canyon instead. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  3884 

DATE:   7/26/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Harrington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I approve. Great idea (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3885 

DATE:   7/26/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sue Squire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am so upset that UDOT would consider a gondola and a huge parking garage at the base. (32.2.9E) 
This would destroy the beauty of the canyon and why everyone wants to be there in the first place. 
(32.17A) We already have plenty of empty mall space. why enrich developers that just want to put in 
another one? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3886 

DATE:   7/26/21 2:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Slimming 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi All,  
 
I am a current resident of the Town of Alta, and a year-round employee at Alta Lodge.  
 
After doing a significant amount of reading, educating and discussing amongst fellow LCC residents 
and employees, I’ve come to realize my civic and environmental duty by commenting on these 
proposals.  
 
I think, if money weren’t an issue, none of this would be happening. It’s bad for the environment, pretty 
much anyway you slice it. Widening the road, more pollution from more vehicles, building a gondola, 
letting more people up to strain resources are all pretty detrimental to the environment (32.10A, 
32.13A, and 32.13B). Good for business sure, but terrible for the ecosystems and climate of our 
canyon. Which always seems to be the case when corporate America is taking over local businesses 
and towns.  
My two cents is to allow people to enjoy the ski resorts and terrain as it is, without changing too much. 
Don’t widen the road. Don’t build a gondola. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.9E)  
 
Instead, stop allowing private vehicles up the road (it’s dangerous for them in the winter, anyway!). 
Invest in electric buses that have the capacity to ferry people up and down at a reasonable time and 
capacity. (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.3F) I think snow sheds for this purpose are reasonable, especially to 
prevent bus crashes and slow downs cause by too much snow/avalanches. (32.2.9K) Additionally, to 
allow employee vehicles up if they are unable to catch a bus and need to get to work (employee 
shuttles could also be an option). At least for the winter, we all know the summer ballgame is a bit 
different.  
 
Sure, maybe corporate Alta and Snowbird think this won’t be enough business for them. But they’re not 
the ones paying for this. We are. I am. And I am certainly not ok with destroying the environment so 
companies that don’t care about me or this planet can profit. Don’t destroy the environment as a trade 
encourage more people to come up here (to further strain the ecosystems and their environments). 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) 
 
What’s the point in expanding the road or building a gondola if, by the time it’s done, LCC isn’t the best 
place for skiing anymore. If that impact on the climate changes the snow fall and density. People aren’t 
going to utilize those services if there’s nothing up there to ski. And then it really all will have been a 
waste and for something. (32.2.2E) 
 
I know everyone that works for Udot has thought about his in great detail and that you’ll know more 
about it than I ever will, but for once I wish the environment would win over corporations. You have the 
opportunity to make that happen. To choose the ethical and moral thing to do. By stopping private 
vehicles up. By forcing people to carpool via public transit. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2L) To change the game.  
Please protect this national forest. Protect the Town of Alta’s integrity and its residents.  
Thank you for listening,  
Becky 
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COMMENT #:  3887 

DATE:   7/26/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Roberte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t put a gondola in the canyon. It seems to only benefit the resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, and 32.7C) It will destroy boulders, natural beauty, and it is unnecessary!(32.4B and 32.17A) 
Backcountry users will not be able to take it because it won’t stop at backcountry access points nor will 
it run early enough (avalanche danger increases around 7am) so many people ski from 4am-7am and 
are out of there by the time resorts open anyways. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 32.4G) This will not help any 
other canyons and is not a solution to the overall climate issue in the Salt Lake City area. My solution 
would be to leave it as is and to have the resorts not participate in Icon. (32.2.2K) The solution of 
destroying the canyons natural beauty for profit is sad to everyone. 
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COMMENT #:  3888 

DATE:   7/26/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Brody 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of these options do not work. Please create a real solution that takes into account the possibility of 
opening new terrain, helping backcountry users, employees, controlling the amount of people that enter 
the canyons, alternative routes into skiable terrain and not simply using taxpayer dollars to increase 
revenue for only two ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3889 

DATE:   7/26/21 3:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Goodman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The concept that widening the Little Cottonwood Canyon road will reduce road congestion, reduce 
vehicle backups, and "improve peak-hour per-person travel times" is not well thought out and ignores 
everything we know about what happens when we widen roads or add more roads. (32.2.4A, 32.7C, 
and 32.20E)  
 
As it turns out, widening roads simply leads to induced demand, which has three central causes: 
current residents will drive more, more industry crops up in the area thereby increasing the number of 
drivers, and new residents flood the area. All of these factors lead to the road being just as congested 
as it was before or even more congested. 
 
There's a great paper on the subject which can be found here: https://www.nber.org/papers/w15376 
(note from UDOT reviewer,  article is below this email) 
 
In fact, narrowing a road is much more likely to ease road congestion than widening a road is. As it 
turns out if there is less room, fewer people want to use the road. 
(https://www.newscientist.com/article/mg15721180-200-roadblocks-ahead/) 
 
(Note from UDOT reviewer,  article is below this email) 
 
It's absurd that no one has considered this fact up until this point. Especially considering that Salt Lake 
City is supposed to grow by more than double by 2050. (32.7F) 
 
Why instead do we not move to time-tested approaches of making people pay fees to drive on the road 
during peak hours? (32.2.4A) A flat fee is charged for part of the day which increases during hours of 
peak usage. This has actually been shown to work in reducing road congestion in many cities around 
the world. And for those non-peak hours? The road stays free. (32.2.4A) 
 
Please actually take the time to look into another plan that hasn't been shown time and time again to be 
ineffective and ill-advised. 
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COMMENT #:  3890 

DATE:   7/26/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chase Winder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love this idea. I’ve skied and travelled all over Europe. They have intricate gondola systems that allow 
people quickly and with less cars to get around their ski mountains and villages. They have been doing 
this longer than we have and it’s an efficient and great model. I’d love to take this up to ski, have 
incredible views, not be stuck in traffic, and walk to the chair lifts upon getting out. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3891 

DATE:   7/26/21 3:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Cooke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I just read the proposed schedule and capacity for the gondola solution. Ha ha ha ha ha ha ha ha. What 
a joke. You will have the same problems you have now with the capacity the gondola can handle. 
Please don't give my tax dollars to Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3892 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex McDermott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon! (32.2.9C) The gondola is a much better 
choice for everyone and the surrounding nature. (32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  3893 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cassie Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am tired of traffic in the canyon. It gets so bad at times that I won't even think of going up to the 
canyon. With the gondola option I would never second guess going up. The gondola is clearly the best 
choice. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3894 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Goodrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Air quality is important to me and the students I teach. We support the gondola. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3895 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laurie Leishman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally-friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. I support the gondola. (32.10A, 32.12B, 32.18, and 32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  3896 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adante Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The reliability of a gondola makes it easier to plan a day outside. Whether I am hiking or going on a 
picnic I know I could trust the gondola to get me up the canyon. (32.2.6.5G and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3897 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Hobson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah deserves the cleanest air and water possible and that is why I support the gondola. Simply put, a 
gondola is the best thing for Utah as a whole. (32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3898 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Eibler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the smart, safe and popular choice! (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-3979 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3899 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devin Neilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a gondola to and from festivals in the canyon would take away all the stress of worrying about 
drivers who have been drinking. Safer for them and everyone else. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3900 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Haley Beckstrand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would feel so much safer taking a gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than sitting in a bus 
or driving my small car up the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3901 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Maldonado 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Driving up the canyon is the worst in snow or rain. Please consider the gondola!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3902 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  TIm Malboef 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Canyon closures because of avalanches are frustrating. The gondola would be a consistent and 
reliable way to get up the canyon for activites. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3903 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Nichols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Parking at the resorts at the top of the canyon is difficult and annoying. I would be much more inclined 
to consistently go up the canyon. I bet others would do the same too. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3904 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Higbee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More buses and a wider road don’t solve the problem. If an accident or avalanche shuts down the 
canyon, it doesn’t matter how many buses or bus lanes you have -everyone has to wait and everyone 
is stuck in traffic. (32.1.2D, 32.7A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3905 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shirley Flandro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Part of the canyon experience is the ride to the top and back. I understand snow sheds may help keep 
snow off the road, but I don’t want to spend a portion of my ride in a concrete tunnel. (32.7A and 
32.2.9J) 
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COMMENT #:  3906 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alicia Flandro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola provides the safest way to get up and down the canyon in winter weather. The idea of being 
able to get up to ski without worrying about sliding off the road is extremely valuable to me as a mother 
of 4 young children. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3907 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Coulson Bingham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a cost-effective, long-term solution to problems Utah has been trying to tackle for years. 
Why wouldn't the gondola be chosen?!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3908 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Gondola!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3909 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chase Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Too many times I have gotten stuck in the canyon when an avalanche shuts down the road. A gondola 
takes that problem away entirely for me. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-3990 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3910 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Olausson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand why a gondola is great for peak snow days, but it also provides another activity for my 
family to enjoy during the summer. This would be something I could share with out-of-town visitors for a 
day outing. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3911 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Nordfelt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a bus up and down the canyon with a young family is stressful, uncomfortable, and unreliable. A 
gondola is a much more enjoyable experience and allows my kids to see Utah’s beauty from a new 
perspective. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3912 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Nordfelt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road and building snow sheds does more harm to landscape that is already at risk of 
being damaged and lost. (32.13B and 32.17B) I want my family to be able to enjoy this for years and 
years to come instead of watching the beauty dwindle. (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  3913 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Braden Hodges 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My husband and I would love to enjoy the canyon more after living in Utah for 20 years. I think a 
gondola would be a great way to allow us to do that. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3914 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Eisenrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pick the gondola! I love gondolas! They are so classy, I mean they are everywhere in Europe!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3915 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Draper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to add my support for the alternative B gondola solution. In my opinion this alternative is the 
best solution to address what has been my biggest problem with Little Cottonwood canyon access 
personally. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3916 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grace Cheeney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake has terrible air quality. Like, third worst in the world. If we can do anything to make that 
improved AT ALL, we should. (32.10A) Please pick the gondola. It is the least harmful and has the 
most longevity. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3917 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Liljenquist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a 16 year old, I want to be able to enjoy the beauty and nature of Utah for a long time. The gondola 
will last longer and provide more options to get up the mountain. (32.17A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3918 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grace Liljenquist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon! The gondola is a much better choice. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3919 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am tired of traffic in the canyon and I think a gondola is a great alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3920 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Berg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The taxpayers of Utah do not want this. It’s a pathetic excuse for a solution to canyon congestion. 
(32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Stop pandering to Snowbird and listen to the people who keep your 
paychecks flowing. (32.2.7A) We won’t put up with the bs much longer if you don’t start using 
innovative and real solutions. We (humans) can land a rocket on a moving ship in the ocean. The best 
you can come up with is a slow, 35 seat gondola cabin?? (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3921 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love snowboarding in the canyon but am so deterred by the travel time. If that could be eased and 
consistent by the gondola, i'm all for it!(32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  3922 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maxwell Eddington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the canyon but hate the commute and driving. If there was a gondola I would be much more 
inclined to have season passes or attend events. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3923 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Schwantes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Air quality is important to me and I support the gondola. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3924 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Calvin Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally-friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.18A) 
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COMMENT #:  3925 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Romney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road and building snow sheds does more harm to the landscape that is already at risk of 
being damaged and lost. (32.2.9C and 32.17B) Cmon Udot, make the right decision and pick the 
gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3926 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessie Peltier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Driving in canyons is so scary. I would much rather take a beautiful gondola in the sky up to enjoy the 
view and not worry about road conditions. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3927 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Molly Buonforte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great choice. It is great for the economy in the long run and for Utah's air quality. 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  3928 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carson Twitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love Utah, but the transportation is a mess. Don't even get me started on buses. Now, if there was a 
gondola, I would so be down for activities in the canyon. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-4009 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3929 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sally Glaze 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a bus up and down the canyon with my friends is uncomfortable, and crowded. A gondola is a 
much more enjoyable experience and allows me to appreciate Utah’s beauty from a new perspective. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3930 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand why a gondola is ideal for skiers on peak snow days, but it also provides another activity 
for my family to enjoy during the summer. This would be something I could share with out-of-town 
visitors for a day outing. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3931 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Too many times people get stuck up the canyon when an avalanche shuts down the road. A gondola 
takes that problem away entirely. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3932 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brady Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please pick the gondola!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3933 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolyn Keller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would LOVE a cute gondola ride moment. Pretty please great people of Utah?! :)(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3934 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Lambert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a cost-effective, long-term solution to problems we’ve been trying to tackle for years. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3935 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eddie Olmo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola provides the safest way to get up and down the canyon in winter weather. The idea of being 
able to get up to ski without worrying about sliding off the road is extremely valuable. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3936 

DATE:   7/26/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Monteleone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Part of the canyon experience is the ride to the top and back. I understand snow sheds may help keep 
snow off the road, but I don’t want to spend a portion of my ride in a concrete tunnel. (32.17C and 
32.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  3937 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Marvin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More buses and a wider road don’t solve the problem. If an accident or avalanche shuts down the 
canyon, it doesn’t matter how many buses or bus lanes you have -everyone has to wait and everyone 
is stuck in traffic. (32.1.2D, 32.7A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3938 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding more space on the roads doesn't fix the problem if an avalanche occurs. The only way to keep 
the canyon operational is using a gondola. (32.7A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3939 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Larson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Finding parking is often a deterrent to heading up the canyon in the summer. An alternative way to get 
there without the parking hassle and dangerous roadside conditions would make it so much easier. 
(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3940 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Samuel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Canyon closures due to planned avalanchess will no longer be a problem with the gondola. (32.2.6.5H 
and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3941 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda Denning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hearing my kids scream in traffic up the canyon is the absolute worst. As long as we keep moving 
everyone stays calm. If they stay calm I am willing to keep doing canyon trips and keep our season 
passes. I think a gondola would entertain them and give me peace of mind. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-4022 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3942 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Denning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would feel so much safer taking my family on a gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than 
sitting in a bus or driving with young children (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3943 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kayla Bagshaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a gondola from La Caille up the mountain after dinner would be a picturesque and great activity 
while we digest food and enjoy the view. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3944 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emilie Renier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the smart, safe and popular choice! Everyone I have talked to thinks that gondola is the 
best choice. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3945 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We as Utah's deserve the cleanest air and water possible and that is why I support the gondola. Simply 
put, a gondola is the best thing for Utah as a whole. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3946 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Keen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The reliability of a gondola makes it easier to plan a day around skiing, hiking, or rock climbing. I would 
be more inclined to keep my season passes to the resorts if the gondola was an option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3947 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caitlin Belcik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I hate driving. Like I am terrified of it. It doesn't seem fair that I can't enjoy the canyon like everyone 
else. Please pick the gondola so I can enjoy the canyon as well. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3948 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Funk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With my new family and wife, I am looking for activities we can do and memories to make as a family. 
The gondola would be perfect for that. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3949 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If you can't afford a nice car, driving up the canyon is really scary sometimes. It should be more 
accessible to all, no matter the weather or car transportation. A gondola opens the canyon up to all. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3950 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colton Hattabaugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want a gondola so badly! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3951 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Neil Germaine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love doing theater in Utah, and as a cast, we are looking for fun activities to do. I know the gondola 
would be a hit and perfect for all ages in our show. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3952 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hailey Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is perfect for date nights with my boyfriend. It would allow us time to talk and connect on a 
deeper level when one of us isn't focusing the road. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3953 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My friends and I who attend the U of U get nervous driving in the winter. A gondola would eliminate a 
lot of my fear driving in the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3954 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Hartman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola sounds like such a good idea. Imagine how many people could get up the mountain and 
stimulate the economy after this pandemic?!? (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3955 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Cluff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My husband and I would love a gondola. We aren't nature people because it can be hard to get to and 
find parking, but I think a gondola would allow us to explore Little Cottonwood more. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3956 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zack Zoster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3957 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cindy Link 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It would be so nice if my grandkids and I could navigate the canyon safely. For me, that means a 
gondola. It would be so fun! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3958 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandy Remson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have written comments before supporting buses as an alternative form of transportation into Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Price per rider calculations presented in earlier studies show the gondola to have 
the second greatest capital outlay to build. (32.2.7C) Avalanches, rock slides, and power outages are 
still an issue with a gondola, as is an unsightly structure on the canyon floor. (32.2.6.5K and 32.17A) 
How many structures/towers will need to be built and trees/terrain destroyed to accommodate a 
gondola? (32.13A) And will summertime activities use it or will it sit vacant during nonskiing months? 
(32.2.6.5F) In addition, with the Chinese virus continuing to affect communities and sports, and social 
distancing the continued call from vocal members of society, there is very little to a gondola that 
commends itself to the traffic problem here: rules and protocols at ski resorts in early 2021 stopped us 
from skiing for the first time in 35 years. (32.2.C) Current economic conditions mean that whatever 
calculations you are operating under will have to be substantially adjusted with the rampant inflation the 
current administration is giving us. (32.2.4A)  
 
No to the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3959 

DATE:   7/26/21 6:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Tuesday-Heathfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of either "preferred" solution to traffic congestion. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both options 
are far too expensive and will disrupt canyon traffic immensely during construction, possibly for years. 
(32.2.7C) The damage to the ecosystem is not worth it. (32.13A and 32.13B) Additionally, both options 
only serve the ski resorts as I hear enhanced bus service will not stop at any stops besides Alta and 
Snowbird (perhaps I heard wrong but I believe that came from UDOT). (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 
32.2.6.3C) I think that instead, more parking needs to be constructed at the mouth of the canyon in 
order for people to better use the bus. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9A) Also, I support a toll system similar to 
Millcreek Canyon, certainly for peak periods but perhaps all the time (to encourage carpooling). 
(32.2.4A) These are simple solutions that should reduce congestion without wrecking the local 
ecosystem and costing half a billion dollars. Transportation solutions need to support backcountry users 
and trailheads, not just ski resorts - after all, the Wasatch is "a land of many uses". (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  3960 

DATE:   7/26/21 7:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kris Homel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand the need to reduce congestion in little cottonwood canyon and appreciate the work that 
has gone in to preparing these prefered alternatives through the EIS. Little cottonwood canyon is a 
special place. The views are an essential component of that, as are the spaces where one can find 
some quiet solitude. I don't believe that increasing the width of the road or constructing a gondola are 
consistent with the esthetic and environmental values of the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17b) Rather, both 
contribute towards an increase in crowding and an erosion of the wild characteristics that create such a 
draw to the canyon in the first place. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, 32.20C) Instead of finding a way to pack more 
people into the canyon (and decreasing the quality of the experience for everyone), I would encourage 
UDOT to look towards the permit/ bus systems at work in Denali, Zion, and Mt. St. Helens. Permits 
effectively control the total volume of people accessing those sensitive ecosystems each day (and 
permits should be free so as not create an economic burden). (32.2.2.B, 32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, and 
32.2.4A) Likewise, the mandatory bussing in Zion and Denali could work in the canyons if paired with a 
parking permit....once a certain number of permits are given out per day, everyone else must take the 
bus. (3.2.4A) These are completely cost-effective and proven techniques for reducing traffic and 
preserving the quality of experience. Please consider these options instead of a very expensive and 
disruptive construction project that negatively impacts the esthetics and experiential qualities of the 
canyon? (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.4I) I strongly oppose the enhanced bus and gondola alternatives. 
There are better, cheaper, less disruptive alternatives available. 
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COMMENT #:  3961 

DATE:   7/26/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bolin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a local resident. I am adamantly opposed to the gondola option. (32.2.9E) It is outrageously 
expensive. It is not necessary except for a few weekends during ski season. (32.1.2B) It will only result 
in traffic jams moving from one area to another. (32.2.6.5E) The best result, in my option, is to simply 
limit the amount of parking reservations that can be made per day at the resorts. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
I do not feel like we should use tax money to bring more skiers into the canyons. Limit the skiers, limit 
the parking, require people to ride buses on weekend etc. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) but don't 
build a huge, expensive eyesore just so the ski resorts can make more money while perpetuating traffic 
jams where La Caille is now. (32.17A and 32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  3962 

DATE:   7/26/21 9:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laurence Wildes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been traversing the road to Snowbird annually since the early 1980’s. The road has been 
improved many times but not able to mitigate avalanche dangers and delays. The tram would be an 
environmental and efficient improvement!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3963 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Whitney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola plan as is serving only 1000 riders per hr, limited hrs so not useful for primary audience, 
locals, employees, and speed/ duration especially to Alta makes this a poor choice. Am sure this can 
be improved upon. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  3964 

DATE:   7/26/21 10:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lexi Hoggan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea of a sophisticated people mover such as a gondola or tram, truthfully I prefer a tram. 
(32.2.9D) I believe the one employed at Snowbird would be the perfect installation for LCC. Being a 
University of Utah student, I have unfortunately had to rely on the god awful public transportation 
system and will never use it to go up this canyon if this is the only option. (32.2.4A) However, a large 
people mover such a gondola or tram similar to the one at Snowbird that has a connection point 
connecting both resorts would not only solve canyon congestion, but would convince myself and others 
with negative experiences with the bus system in Utah to willfully opt out of driving up the canyon. This 
would be an experience not a burden that is riding the bus in Utah. Plus I can’t even imagine how 
gorgeous riding a tram or gondola with a 360 view would be during all four beautiful seasons in Utah. 
With us bidding for the Olympics there could be federal funding for this and could really differentiate 
Utah ski resorts. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3965 

DATE:   7/27/21 7:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Pratt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option makes the most sense long term. For better or worse, buses have a stigma about 
them for many people who will not use them. Go with the gondola! Thank you (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3966 

DATE:   7/27/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Saso 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fully support this. Fantastic solution. I would love to get involved if this project can get moving. 
(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3967 

DATE:   7/27/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Pruss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed alternatives. I believe that UDOT has 
presented two viable options for Little Cottonwood Canyon. My preference would be the gondola 
proposal. I believe that the reliability factor is critical to the situation and the gondola offers the better 
solution for that issue. (32.2.9D) 
 
However, I believe that the more fundamental question is this: how do we get cars out of the canyon? If 
that issue is not addressed in an aggressive manner, I don't believe that either of the proposed 
solutions will have the intended affect and will be likely to be much less successful than they could and 
should be. I believe that several steps must be taken to ensure that the number of cars in the canyon is 
reduced. (32.2.4A) 
 
First, there must be a toll to take a car up the canyon. This can't be some small dollar amount like $20 
or $30 per car. That is not enough of a disincentive to people. The dollar amount must be in the 
hundreds of dollars range for it to be effective. This is an area where we need to go big. (32.2.4A) 
 
Second, single occupancy vehicles must NEVER be allowed to go up the canyon, at least during the 
peak ski season. There is no need for this at all and SOVs only serve to clog the canyon roads and 
parking lots, including those at the ski resorts. (32.2.4A) 
 
Third, parking along the road must be banned permanently. Allowing this encourages people to drive 
their cars up the canyon, further clogging the road. It is also a very dangerous situation for the people 
that park as well as for anyone else that is on the road. (32.2.9P) 
 
The only exceptions to these rules should be for people who live in the canyon or who are staying at 
one of the resorts. They can be issued passes by UDOT or by the respective resort that would allow 
them to bring their car into the canyon. They would still be better served using the gondola, but this is a 
reasonable compromise. (32.2.4A) 
 
Finally, for the gondola to work, there must be timely and convenient bus transportation to the gondola 
base station. Without that, people are likely to continue to drive their cars, especially if the 
aforementioned items are not implemented. This is a critical component of this system and must be in 
place. It would also be worth considering additional gondola stops in the canyon so users can get to 
other locations besides Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
These changes would be challenging at first, but after a season or two I believe that most people would 
see the benefits of the system and would find that it works well for them. I urge UDOT to be aggressive 
in their approach to this. Otherwise I fear it will fail. 
 
Thank you for your attention and for the opportunity to provide my feedback. 
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COMMENT #:  3968 

DATE:   7/27/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laurel Samuels 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of the Top of the World neighborhood, I will be directly affected by UDOT's decisions on 
Wasatch Boulevard. 
 
While your information continually states that the improvement of "transportation-related safety" as well 
as "environmental impacts" have been considered, there seems to be gross negligence to these 
aspects and only a focus on how many cars and people can be pushed through Wasatch Boulevard 
and Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
As far as safety is concerned, have you truly considered how "safe" it will be for neighborhood and non-
vehicular traffic to utilize these roads when commuting vehicles are traveling at 50+ MPH? While at one 
time, UDOT had assured that speeds would be lowered through this corridor, there is no mention of 
that in any of the proposals. So, how "safe" will it be for neighborhood users to enter/ exit 4 + lanes of 
traffic traveling at 50 + MPH if they are on the East side of Wasatch needing to head South or visa 
versa? Will neighborhood users even be able to cross these lanes without getting hit? This is a fear 
EVERY DAY as I enter/ exit my neighborhood in a car - even more so when the roads are slick. This 
will only be amplified as more lanes of high speed traffic are added. Now imagine this same scenario if 
you are trying to cross Wasatch with a child in tow, whether walking, pushing a stroller, riding a bike... 
One small error in the midst of crossing the road would result in likely devastating and/or fatal injuries. 
Is walking or riding a bike not considered a mode of transportation? (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
Let's look at the environmental impact. By widening the road and/or paving a large section of La Caille's 
grounds for parking and a gondola base as well as the gondola towers, how many trees/ shrubs will be 
removed? (32.13D)). With Utah's worsening air quality index, we NEED trees and shrubs to help 
mitigate the effects of carbon production. (32.10A) What about the water shed? How will it be protected 
from the increased road base and resultant pollutants? (32.12D) How will the deer/ wildlife cross the 
road? (32.13D) Where will they access water and safety if the area surrounding La Caille is turned into 
asphalt? Could their safety not be improved by lowering the speed limit and limiting the increase in 
lanes? (32.13D and 32.2.6.2.2A) What about the noise pollution? How will this be mitigated for people 
living on either side of Wasatch? (32.11B)  
 
If you go with the gondola - how will users know when the parking lot is full? How will the bottlenecking 
be prevented for those waiting to enter the parking lot? (32.2.6.5E) Will drivers get frustrated waiting to 
find a spot in the lot and then end up using the road up Little Cottonwood Canyon anyway, thereby 
eliminating a large portion of the proposed gondola users? (32.2.4A) In times following COVID - will 
people really want to hop onto an enclosed car with a bunch of strangers? (32.2.6C) Will there be an 
additional cost to ride the gondola? If so, will people actually be willing and/or able to pay it? (32.2.4A) 
When the gondola riders from Snowbird are ready to go home, will there be spots available for them? 
Or will the gondolas already be full from the riders at Alta thereby making Snowbird users decide not to 
utilize the gondola just as what was happening with the busses that serviced Alta first? (32.2.6.5F) 
 
If we increase the number and frequency of DIRECT busses BEFORE changing the roads (possibly in 
conjunction with tolling at the base of the canyon) - can't we see if that works without ruining more 
precious land, which we can never get back? (32.2.9A) 
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If the number of lanes on Wasatch are going to be increased, at a very MINIMUM can speeds be 
lowered to SAFE speeds of 30 - 35 MPH so that non-vehicular, neighborhood and animal traffic can 
travel this corridor more safely and lives will not be unnecessarily ruined and/or lost? (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
Can trees be placed in a buffer lane as is the case past 9400 South on Wasatch as a means of sound 
barrier, slowing measure, and replanting some of the lost vegetation? (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
For an organization touting “safety” and “environmental studies” there sure doesn't appear to be any 
focus on these factors. PLEASE PROVE YOURSELVES WORTHY OF YOUR WORDS!!! 
 

Page 32B-4050 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3969 

DATE:   7/27/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Hierlmeier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a stupid expensive option that will ruin lcc. (32.2.9E) Alta and snowbird are already over 
capacity. The skiing experience has already effectively been ruined without added up canyon capacity. 
(32.20C) If you really want to make travel safer just build snow sheds under the most frequent slide 
paths. (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  3970 

DATE:   7/27/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Paulding 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the expanded bus proposal. (32.2.9B) I like the idea of the potential of a dedicated 
pedestrian and cyclist lane in the summer when it is not in use during high peak periods. I also like 
maintaining the ability for backcountry skiers and hikers to access mid canyon trail heads more easily. 
(32.2.6.3C) While the bus will increase air pollution, the gondola option would be A visible impact from 
everywhere in the canyon. (32.2.6.3F, 32.10A, 32..17A, and 32.17B) I vote expanded bus option. 
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COMMENT #:  3971 

DATE:   7/27/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaxon Powell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
WE NEED A GONDOLA! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3972 

DATE:   7/27/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JT Powell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please let's do the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3973 

DATE:   7/27/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cynthia Bashford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes I support the Gondola Project (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3974 

DATE:   7/27/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benett Saylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As long as it is an option for people to use alongside the typical road access, i see no problems with it! 
(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3975 

DATE:   7/27/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elisabeth Morrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is a waste of taxpayer dollars. It DOES NOT accomplish goal of minimizing congestion at 
mouth of canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.6.5E, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It’s a tourist gem...not a solution to 
traffic issues. How about if people who want a gondola ...we set up a TOLL payment program. Users 
will pay for it.!! This makes more sense to me!!!(32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3976 

DATE:   7/27/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Asher Margolies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake County - The only true way to reduce cars in the canyon is to have the canyon bus-only 
between the hours of 7am and 10am. (32.2.2B) We don't need to widen the road if we choose this 
option and it can be done this coming season (32.2.9R). (A bus system already works well in Aspen if 
you need an example of people taking a bus without hesitation. The gondola will only increase the 
amount of people in the canyon, not reduce it. (32.20A and 32.20C) Also, the capacity of the gondola is 
not accurate because no-one will want to stand for 40 minutes in their ski boots. the number of seats 
there are is the true capacity. A lot less than you keep telling people. (32.2.6.5C). 
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COMMENT #:  3977 

DATE:   7/27/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Summa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the improved road option is a significantly better option for improving traffic in little cottonwood 
canyon. The gondola will only attract more tourists, many of which have not intention of skiing or riding. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  3978 

DATE:   7/27/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Problem seems to be straightforward for me. 
Limit capacity of the canyon! (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
Stop selling Ikon Pass, this seems to be the root of this problem. (32.2.2K) 
Start tolling cars heavily. No single occupancy cars allowed up the Canyon. (32.2.4A) 
Avalanche sheds to be built. (32.2.9K) 
No further changes are needed! Gondola or road widening! 
How have we gotten to this point where a 1/2 billion dollar bill will be passed on to the general 
taxpayers, the vast majority will never ski or use the canyons much?! All this to support two privately 
owned businesses! (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) 
Thanks, Steve Hunt" 
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COMMENT #:  3979 

DATE:   7/27/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Howard Traul 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola up LCC (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3980 

DATE:   7/27/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David DuBois 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Little Cottonwood Canyon Gondola project. I do not support the proposal for using busses. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  3981 

DATE:   7/27/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website, Email 

NAME:  Councilwoman Aimee Winder Newton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is an iconic treasure right in our backyard. It is home to historic bouldering 
locations, beautiful hiking trails, the valley’s watershed and the Greatest Snow on Earth. After years of 
talking, we have a chance to take action and preserve LCC by selecting the correct, long-term, 
sustainable solution for this crown jewel of Utah. I believe the only solution that delivers on long-term 
quality of life issues, improving our air-quality and strengthening our economy is the Gondola. (32.10A 
and 32.6A).  
 
As a longtime member of the Salt Lake County Council, a former city planning commissioner and as a 
parent, I have come to the conclusion that short-term solutions like the proposed bus option will only 
perpetuate the current problems in the canyon. My conclusion is data and fact driven.  
 
Safety and reliability in the canyon are critical. Traction issues and avalanches that shut down the 
canyon for hours right now will continue with a road-based system. (32.7A and 32.7C) Secondary 
emergency access in the case of a fire or other road closure is made possible through an aerial system. 
For the people who live and work in this canyon, we must give them another option. Reliably being able 
to move people up and down the canyon, regardless of the weather or inferior cars and drivers on the 
road, addresses the largest transportation problem.  
 
We cannot risk permanently destroying Little Cottonwood by adding more lanes that are intended to be 
used by diesel-powered buses. (32.2.6.3F and 32.2.9C) A Gondola generates its own electricity to 
power features within the cabin, and over its lifetime, produces five times less CO2 than a diesel bus 
system. (32.10A) Each car and bus taken off the road will result in cleaner air and water for all of us. 
(32.10A) 
 
Our wonderful quality of life is what keeps many of us here in Utah. A Gondola provides year-round 
mobility to areas that are equipped to handle the crowds. The ability to drop off my kids right at the 
base station and know they’ll be dropped at the base of the slopes gives me peace of mind as a parent. 
Spending time in the canyon and experiencing it from a different perspective allows a more diverse 
population, including those with disabilities, to enjoy this natural asset. (32.2.9D) 
 
The Gondola creates a rare public policy moment to be bold in our decision making, unafraid to think 
generationally in order to protect the future of our canyon. We must consider not only what is best for 
Utah but for those around the world who enjoy LCC by supporting the ONLY option that is safe, reliable 
and truly preserves this canyon’s magic. The Gondola system is the right choice, for the environment, 
for those who live, work and play there, and for the canyon itself. Thanks for all you do and for 
considering my comments. 
 
Note from UDOT reviewer, the letter below is the same as this email and the comment codes 
would apply.  
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COMMENT #:  3982 

DATE:   7/27/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew North 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Representatives, 
I have previously submitted some written comments on the proposed transit improvements in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, and I attended the July 13th public meeting at Butler Middle School where I was 
not invited to speak, but I did leave a brief written statement that I would have delivered verbally if I had 
been called upon. (32.29W) After visiting Little Cottonwood Canyon twice in the past four days, I feel 
compelled to submit this further statement voicing my strong opposition to the construction of a gondola 
in the canyon. (32.2.9E) In truth, I am opposed to both of the proposed solutions, but I believe that if we 
must implement one plan or the other, it needs to be dedicated bus lanes, not a gondola. (32.2.9B) 
I would like to address several arguments that were presented at the July 13th public meeting by Dave 
Fields, general manager of Snowbird, and by a gentleman who’s name I did not record but who 
identified himself as leading the group promoting the La Caille gondola base station. I’ll start with Mr. 
Fields’ comments. 
Mr. Fields stated that busses wouldn’t work because one time eight busses had to be dragged up the 
canyon behind an F350 truck. While I have no evidence to refute the truth of that claim, such instances 
of busses needing such assistance would be extraordinarily rare. In more than 40 years of using the 
canyon myself, I have never seen such a thing not anything even close to it. How long ago was this 
incident, and what was bus technology like when it happened? Mr. Fields’ comment was intentionally 
delivered to give the impression that busses create more problems than they solve, can’t be counted 
on, and shouldn’t be trusted. This is a manipulative and disingenuous tactic. I contacted UTA to ask 
about bus reliability in the Cottonwood Canyons and I received this response from UTA spokesman 
Carl Arky, who consulted with UTA’s operations and data analytics professionals: 
“Our ski buses have automatic deployment of chains on tires that can handle harsh snow situations 
safely. The problem could be mitigated by having dedicated lane/ segment (one of the scenarios) so we 
can create flow of buses up and down the canyon, which is one of the viable solutions. The issue is 
creating constant flow of movement continuously to bring people up and down the canyon without 
disruption. UTA’s buses are seldom stuck. On the few occasions that happens it’s because we’re in 
traffic along with everyone else! On powder days, traffic doesn’t flow, so without a dedicated bus lane, 
the buses cannot move any faster than the other vehicles. The solution is either fewer cars, a dedicated 
bus lane or …both.” 
This directly refutes Mr. Fields’ implication. Busses are more technologically advanced than they have 
ever been, both in terms of traction and propulsionthey are cleaner than they’ve ever been and getting 
even better. Why does Mr. Fields feel that he needs to use an extreme, rare example without crucial 
contextual information such as timing or conditions to disparage the bus option? If the gondola is such 
a superior option, why not promote it upon its own merits rather than resort to scaremongering and 
hyperbole to discredit the alternative? 
Mr. Fields further accused UDOT of exaggerating the amount of time the gondola ride would take. 
UDOT reported a ride time of about 51 minutes, a value I believe is objective, realistic and based on 
engineering projections. Mr. Fields stood before the UDOT panel and declaratively stated that the ride 
time would be 31 minutes, not 51. Mr. Fields badly wants this gondola and as such, his assertions and 
estimations are biased and should be treated with the greatest skepticism. But even using the most 
optimal, best case scenario figures, shaving 20 minutes off UDOT’s expected ride time should be 
viewed as fantastically unrealistic, not just overly optimistic. (32.2.6.5O) 
Mr. Fields next accused UDOT of not planning for high enough capacity. UDOT presented an uphill 
capacity of 1,000 people per hour. Mr. Fields bluntly stated that he did not think UDOT was thinking big 
enough, saying: “I think you should be building a gondola that can move 2,000, 3,000, or 4,000 people 
up the canyon every hour”. Well of course Mr. Fields thinks this. The more people he can cram into 
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Little Cottonwood Canyon every day, the money his resort is likely to make. Mr. Fields claims he cares 
about the canyon, and about the people who use it. But his statement here about capacity belies any 
such claims. Mr. Fields sees Little Cottonwood Canyon as an exploitable resource for the enrichment of 
himself and the resort owners. He believes that the gondola is the best way to maximize the number of 
human bodies in the canyon on any given day, so any gondola that may be built should ensure that he 
can cram all the people he possible can into his business. I wonder how long it’s been since he waited 
at the bottom of the Mineral Basin lift to get back to Little Cottonwood Canyon, or when was the last 
time he waited in line to use a restroom or buy food as his resort. It’s unconscionable to meet that he 
would stand before UDOT representatives and all of the attendees at that public meeting and so 
blatantly state that the most important thing, indeed perhaps the only important thing, is to build 
something that he believes will jam the absolute largest number of people into his resort as we possibly 
can; and yet, that is exactly what he did. UDOT’s motives must not be unfairly influenced by the 
enrichment of wealthy special interests that exploit, and will eventually destroy the canyon if we let 
them. (32.2.6.5N) 
Finally, Mr. Fields stated that Snowbird would like to write a really big check to help subsidize the 
construction of the gondola, and that if the gondola were built, Snowbird would make using it free for all 
of their season pass holders. (32.2.4A) He claimed that Snowbird already pays for season pass holders 
to use UTA, and if the gondola were built they would pay even more. What an offensive statement this 
was to hear. Where does all that money that Snowbird uses to pay for transportation benefits come 
from? Does Mr. Fields really expect us to be stupid enough to think that he’s paying it, or that Snowbird 
is somehow conjuring up some source of cash that they use to benevolently subsidize their patrons’ 
travel up the canyon? Mr. Fields is brazenly taking credit for costs already borne by his patrons. The 
money in those checks he was so proud to brag about is built right into Snowbird’s season pass price. 
So at best, Snowbird is a pass-through entity, funneling that money from skiers and snowboarders to 
UTA, but in no way is that “Snowbird’s money”. Far more important than who deserves the credit for 
helping to pay for mass transit however, is the fact that Snowbird and Alta should be compelled to 
subsidize any and all public transportation solutions that are eventually implemented. They are, after 
all, by far the primary beneficiaries of what will eventually be more than a billion dollars in transportation 
investment in the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
I would like to move to the comments made by the leader of the La Caille base station group. This 
gentleman made several dubious claims as well. He started by offering pseudo-scientific claims (I will 
not call it data) refuting UDOT’s assessments of soil, water and air impacts. As with Mr. Fields’ claims 
about how long the gondola ride will take, why do these men feel some empowered to directly dispute 
UDOT’s objective, scientific and informed assessments of the two projects? The answer is clear, they 
want a gondola and that desire leaves them significantly biased. Their claims imply that UDOT is either 
incompetent or intentionally misleading, or both. This is extraordinarily offensive. UDOT is trying to 
solve a serious problem that Alta and Snowbird have created. UDOT’s charge as a public service 
institution is to act in the best interest of the state and its citizens. For rich special interest groups to 
suggest that UDOT would intentionally skew data or fail to engage in competent due diligence, 
especially when examining a public transportation project that will cost hundreds of millions of dollars 
should offend the intelligence and sensibilities of us all. 
The La Caille representative brushed aside the fact that his proposed base station will push canyon 
approach traffic into residential neighborhood, a fact that cannot be disputed. (32.2.6.5E) He chose 
instead to focus on concerns that road construction would disturb mining tailings and ground 
chemicals;(32.16A) I guess because he thinks such things should just be left as they are?!? But why 
does he believe that pouring thousands of tons of concrete footings for at least 23 gondola towers 
would not disturb those same things in the ground? Either solution is going to result in significant 
construction and disturbance of the canyonhis argument that the gondola would not has such effects is 
simply unfounded. It is not reality. (32.13A and 32.13B)  
Finally, the La Caille representative closed by claiming that choosing the bus option would mean 
building a four-lane highway up Little Cottonwood Canyon. This is patently, demonstrably false and 
should also offend the common sense of any who hear it. We know what four-lane highways look like. 
We need look no further than Bangerter Highway or the Mountain View Corridor. This La Caille 
representative would have us envision 60 mph speed limits, high volume/high risk intersections, 
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crosswalks, overpasses, turning and crossover lanes, and more. This is not at all what the expanded 
bus proposal would look like. First of all, the lane additions would be only for busses. Cars wouldn’t 
even be allowed in the new lanes, and the new lanes wouldn’t even hold busses for most of the year, 
they’d hold bikes. That is not a four-lane highway. Further, Little Cottonwood Canyon is not straight like 
the valley highways. The curves alone would preclude any increase in speed limit, though I’ve never 
read that speed limit increases are even being considered. Finally, Little Cottonwood Canyon is a box 
canyon. It has a terminal endpoint. Thus, even comparisons to the road through Provo Canyon are 
false comparisons that must be dismissed. Provo Canyon is a major thoroughfare between Utah and 
Wasatch Counties, partially because its geography allows it to be. Little Cottonwood Canyon’s 
geography allows no such thing. You won’t have queues of cars blasting four lanes wide through the 
canyon if you implement expanded bussing because you can’t. It’s physically impossible. Again, this 
comment was made to alarm people and get them to envision scary, boogeyman scenarios in the 
canyon. And once again, if the gondola is such a wonderful solution, why the need for scaremongering 
and hyperbole? Let it stand on its own merits. These are manipulative tactics made by wealthy men 
who hope to get richer by convincing the government to built them an expensive toy. 
I would like to conclude where I started, with the fact that I visited Little Cottonwood Canyon twice in the 
past four days. The first was on Saturday, July 24th, Pioneer Day. Being a holiday and a weekend, one 
would expect the canyon to be busy. There were a lot of people there, but there was no traffic 
congestion on the canyon road. None. Parking was a bit crowded in the usual places, like Lisa Falls 
and White Pine trailheads, but not overwhelmingly so, and I would like to emphasize that a gondola 
would do absolutely nothing to alleviate parking at either place, since it would not serve either place. 
(32.1.2B and 32.2.6.5G) People were utilizing and enjoying the canyon in reasonable ways without 
creating overcrowding. If overcrowding ever did become such a problem, bus lanes would be the only 
solution that could address the problem in the summer. (32.2.6.3C) The gondola would soar overhead, 
creating an unsightly eyesore to the otherwise natural beauty of the canyon, contributing nothing to 
solving a problem that at present, does not exist. (32.17A)  
I returned to the canyon today with my wife and daughter to hike from White Pine trailhead to Gloria 
Falls. We easily found parking and encountered few people along the trail. Again, a gondola could not 
have contributed anything to our trip, as it would not serve our destination. When we reached Gloria 
Falls, I turned and looked back across the canyon to the north. I don’t want to be melodramatic, but I 
tried to envision a tower or two, strings of thick cable, and boxy fiberglass cars whisking by empty, up 
and down the canyon. As I did, my heart literally hurt. Why would we do that to such a rare and 
precious natural resource? (32.17A) To pack a few more people into Alta and Snowbird on powder 
days and during the holidays? I am supremely confident that those would be the only days, all year 
long, that anyone would use a gondola.  
Most days, even during the winter, the canyon road is clear and safe for driving. Most days, even during 
the winter, there are not too many cars on the road. (32.1.4D) On days when too many cars want to use 
the road, I would passionately favor limiting the number of people allowed to enter the canyon, and 
mandating the use of busses to reduce car congestion and traffic issues. (32.2.4A) People may not like, 
and Alta and Snowbird certainly won’t because it doesn’t make them as rich, but it is the best solution 
for the canyon. It is the best solution for the people who really do love the canyon. And it is the best 
solution for the future. 
If I had my way, I would expand UT 210 to be three lanes all the way from the mouth of the canyon to 
Alta. One of the three lanes would be a bi-directional dedicated bus lane/summer bike lane. (32.2.2D) 
No cars allowed ever. (32.2.2B, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) The busses would be timed to go uphill for 30 
minutes, then downhill for 30 minutes. A thorough, objective, realistic capacity study would be 
conducted to determine the absolute maximum body count that the canyon can support and strict limits 
on that capacity would be enforced. (32.20B) Such limitation would only need to be enforced on peak 
days, probably less than 50 days per year. On such busy days, a queuing system would ensure 
equitable access for all X number of people out before exactly X number of people are allowed in, on a 
fair, first come, first served basis. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) No pay to play, no pandering to the rich or 
special interests. Our state has almost limitless options for outdoor recreation and exploration. I am 
committed to never using Little Cottonwood Canyon ever again on peak days. I will give those days to 
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others and recreate elsewhere. Others will not choose this, so we must protect the canyon by 
implementing controls that will govern the canyon’s use within its natural real limits. 
 
Please. I implore you. Do not pander to wealth special interests. Do not kill Little Cottonwood Canyon 
by treating it as an inexhaustible resource. Do not built the gondola. 
 
Matt North 
Vineyard, UT
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COMMENT #:  3983 

DATE:   7/27/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adrien Covington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola idea. My concern is driving or riding the bus to the La Caile station. The roads to that 
location often backup with traffic especially when the canyon is closed. Will there be bus only lanes to 
get to that location? Or a way of getting to the gondola when traffic is lined up to get up the canyon? 
(32.2.6.5E)  
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COMMENT #:  3984 

DATE:   7/27/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pia Englund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Im a local Sandy resident. I ride at Brighton and go to the cottonwood canyons on a weekly basis all 
year. I DO NOT support the gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) I don’t want my tax dollars to benefit one or 
two parties in this case (Alta and snowbird). (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
I love our mountains and I want everyone to feel welcome to enjoy them. The gondola will not resolve 
traffic problems but will add more chaos to already exhausted roads and neighborhoods. (32.7B and 
32.7C)  
Please let’s for once do something for local Utahns! 
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COMMENT #:  3985 

DATE:   7/27/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Naatz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! I don’t want a larger highway for even more cars. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3986 

DATE:   7/27/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tara Tannahill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
I support the enhanced bus with dedicated lane option over the Gondola. (32.2.9B) The gondola only 
accommodates the recreational activities for snowbird and alta. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
What about the various recreational activities up the canyon? Rock climbing, mountain biking, hiking, 
etc. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.3G)  
Thank you, 
Tara 
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COMMENT #:  3987 

DATE:   7/27/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devin Harrigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3988 

DATE:   7/27/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Ellender 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a test message (32.29D). 
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COMMENT #:  3989 

DATE:   7/27/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. As new residents of Park City, we are looking forward to skiing up the canyon 
without traffic!(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  3990 

DATE:   7/27/21 6:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Byrne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The entire project is symptomatic of the state's budget surplus I'm afraid, it's such a waste of money, 
and by making these funds available the legislature risk killing the very attributes that make LCC 
special, and clearly the legislature doesn't understand that. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) I found a couple of 
things particularly interesting in rereading the EIS. The derivation of the need is pretty weak. UDOT 
basically saying that's not our job, it's the USFS job but since the USFS has expressed no willingness 
to be involved UDOT extrapolated recent growth numbers without any real consideration of such things 
as can the ski areas absorb this many more visitors. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I thought Mike M. 
comments at the end of his report last Alta TC meeting were a game-changer. "We have enough 
customers, we need to manage the demand better". "We are a mature ski area and things like parking, 
lift capacity and terrain are in relative balance". That is as close to Mike saying we don't want or need 
these improvements as your ever going to hear. The Utah State study will be very helpful once it's been 
vetted. UDOT trying to press ahead without any real effort to understand what the excess capacity 
makes zero sense to me. (32.20B)  
 
The other thing I found interesting in this reading was how little emphasis UDOT put on the impacts of 
the project on the local neighborhoods and communities effected by the infrastructure. There is about 
half of one page (out of 1000 pages) devoted to impact on Town of Alta. (32.4O) Less than even the 
lack of consideration on the impact on the la Caille neighborhood, or Wasatch BLVD. (32.4F and 
32.4M) My opinion is the decision should rest largely on the relative level of impact on the affected 
communites, with negative impacts on our community being at the top of the list. 
 
If we simply must choose between the two alternatives (Im still none of the above if given that choice) 
(32.2.9G) than I feel like the enhanced bus would be less impactful to our core values and way of life. 
(32.2.9A) The fact that it will be a much longer process means that the rate of change will be that much 
slower, and you could tap the brakes along the way if need be. It's scalable and operationally flexible. 
(32.2.6.3D) The gondola must be 100 % complete in order to deliver the first guest. (32.2.6.5A) If each 
alternative delivers roughly the same increase in uphill capacity of 40ish % at least the bus takes 10-12 
years to get there so the rate of change is 2 or 3% a year. The gondola goes from 100 to 140% with the 
flip of a switch in year 3. That's an enormous amount of change for us to deal with all at once. It's clear 
that the relative negative impacts of the gondola will be much greater than the negative impacts of the 
enhanced bus with respect to Alta. (32.4O) 
 
And we get a few bonus items with enhanced bus like the canyon bike lane, like it works in the summer 
like you could have some number of buses (1 per hour?) stop at trailheads along the way up and down. 
(32.2.6.3C) We've seen this summer trailhead parking has become a big issue and there is currently 
zero mass transit options offered to the trailheads. The gondola isnt even going to run in the summer 
and couldn't help with any of these issues if it did. 
 
Clearly, there are fewer impacts on the ground in alta in the bus proposal, although the bus proposal 
does not include any information a hit the location of a terminal nor on what the terminal would include, 
look like, etc. (32.4O) the gondola terminal is relatively small and absent a lot of amenities in the plan, 
whereas I would think the bus terminal would entail a number of bays for parked buses etc. (32.4O) 
And then there is the whole money thing. Using state funds to help UDOT improve the road and UTA 
provide better service I understand. State dollars helping a private company build the gondola and 
provide ongoing subsidy forever for what will be a service they intend to charge mightly for is beyond 
me frankly. Doesn't pass the smell test. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 

Page 32B-4077 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  3991 

DATE:   7/27/21 6:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  K S 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The traffic is caused by Alta and Snowbird. They profit from every car. Make them responsible for the 
traffic 10 miles away (32.1.2D, 32.2.7C, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  3992 

DATE:   7/27/21 6:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Best idea I have seen proposed. (32.29D) 
what’s the cost Estimate? (32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  3993 

DATE:   7/27/21 6:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Magiske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been skiing LCC for 13 yrs now. I strongly support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3994 

DATE:   7/27/21 6:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edward Mayer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea. Get it done. Onward to fabulous skiing. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  3995 

DATE:   7/27/21 7:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Cannon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola best option for traffic, road conditions and air quality not to mention keeping the canyon from a 
freeway (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3996 

DATE:   7/27/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Campanelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for allow me to be part of the process. I am happy to share my thoughts. 
  
After reviewing a lot of the material on the website I am more confused about the proposals than I was 
before. Confusion aside here are my main areas of concern: 
Reliability of the Enhanced Bus Option - as a frequent commuter of the canyon for work - I know that 
when it snows there are not multiple lanes in LCC. There is a passing lane downhill near Tanners and a 
long uphill passing lane by White Pine. Both these areas are just a single line of cars each direction 
when it is snowing. How can the buses navigate their bus only lane when no one knows where the 
lanes are? The 10 year tally for snowfall in Alta shows that is snows about 1/3 of the days from Nov. to 
April. A system that can be totally derailed once or twice a week seems like a poor investment. 
(32.2.6.3P) And that is just derailed for visibility of the enhanced lane, with more lanes and more 
busses I can foresee more accidents/slide offs which the buses are susceptible too.  
  
Environmental Impact of Widening the Roadway: I feel this was understated in the study. Having 
worked here through the repaving of the highway, installation of cables, culvert installations after mud 
slides - these projects create a lot of dust, noise, emissions, water runoff deterioration, erosion, etc.  
On top of the environmental impact of all that construction the travel and commute impact scares me 
deeply. (32.19A) 
Visual Impact: I personally feel a 4 lane highway with snow sheds is a significant visual change. This is 
Extremely High impact for me; while I see the gondola as a Medium visual change. (32.17A, 32.17B, 
and 32.17G) It can barely be seen most of the time (when there is not a car overhead) and I think it 
looks nice in the renderings. With these main points I strongly believe that the Gondola from La Caille is 
the best option presented. But it is far from ideal, there are no ideal solutions. (32.2.9D) 
Gondola concerns: I did not find out about the reliability of the gondola during strong winds in the 
report. How many windy days does the canyon experience that would impact travel times in the 
gondola? (32.2.6.5K). Would there be other bus lines that stop at the gondola base or just direct routes 
from the mobility hubs? (32.2.6.5J) I fear once people get in their car they will then want as few 
transfers as possible. (32.2.4A). The congestion on Wasatch and 9400 will still be there as people fight 
for 1,500 parking stalls at the gondola. (32.2.6.5E)  
 
Concerns with both plans: 
Addressing summer travel needs. (32.1.2C)  
Hours of operation for either? As an employee in the canyon the way buses currently operate does me 
no good. Either option really needs to be run from 6am til 11pm/Midnight if employees working in 
hospitality; restaurants, hotels, bars are going to be able to help minimize congestion on the roadway. 
(32.2.6.3N and 32.2.6.5F)  
Addressing non-resort users? (32.1.2C and 32.1.2D) Would there be an upper canyon bus from the 
gondola terminus stations to White Pine and back? (32.2.6.5AA) 
 
Those are my main thoughts and concerns. I applaud the effort and energy that has gone into taking 
the study to this point. We have a long way to go as a community and I appreciate the ability to provide 
feedback. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my comments, 
Mike Campanelli 
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COMMENT #:  3997 

DATE:   7/27/21 8:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Tomsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LLC = No Gondola or Extended Bus Roadway. Please find a better less impactful option.  
Robert Tomsky. Cottonwood Heights (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
I reside near the intersections of Danish Road, Little Cottonwood Canyon & Wasatch Boulevard.  
 
I am vehemently against both the Gondola and extended bus service where LLC road needs to be 
widened! I agree with the Hundreds of Citizens that are asking for a DIFFERENT option such as a 
Tolling/Bus Only during Peak times option which is MUCH less impactful. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) This 
protects the canyon & water table best of all the options, protects the left-over Mining toxins by keeping 
them undisturbed from road or Gondola construction AND is MUCH faster and not as costly to 
implement. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.16A) 
My reasons:  
AMERICAN’S LOVE THEIR VEHICLES= First off, we Americans are unlike any other when it comes to 
our vehicles. We don’t leave them very often at all! Especially not for Public Transportation. Also, look 
at the Skiing/Boarding demographic. It usually is a higher income and we ESPECIALLY don’t like to 
use our vehicles to car pool let alone leave it & “Schlep our gear” AND pay for an estimated +/-$30 
each Gondola/Bus ticket! IT’S NOT GOING TO HAPPEN!!! (32.2.4A)  
 
INCENTIVES TO USE PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION= Then add that the American population has 
become very Narcistic! “Let someone else take the Gondola/Bus.” Riding the Gondola/Bus is just NOT 
GOING TO HAPPEN!! We’re not even talking about families that have to move a family into the car, to 
the park-n-ride, then up to the Gondola. Many families have already publicly stated... “NOT GOING TO 
HAPPEN!”(32.2.4A) 
 
There needs to be incentives; LARGE incentives to convince the current demographic to change their 
thinking and to leave their cars at home & take public transportation! ALL of the UDOT proposals do not 
offer any details regarding “tolling” incentives. (32.2.4A)  
 
Now add a similar “TOURIST DEMOGRAPHIC” especially with the Ikon & Mountain Collective passes, 
who uses a rental car and drives from a Hotel is going to bypass using a Gondola and keep driving up 
to the Resort. Using the Gondola is just NOT GOING TO HAPPEN!! (32.2.4A)  
 
NUMBER of CONGESTION DAYS= These congestion days are few vs. total ski days. (32.1.4D) Your 
presentation states 50 peak days. We, who live in the traffic areas, are realistically estimating ~ 10-15 
days with a max of 4-6 hours, approximately 3% of the total Ski time. These statistics alone does not 
justify a permanent 24/7/365, non-adjusting solution such as the Gondola. I’m not even estimating the 
reduced storm days due to Global Warming!(32.2.2E) 
 
The 2 draft options presented by UDOT do NOT look at other better ideas using current, faster to 
implement, less damaging, more flexible options! At the July 13th Open House & July 20th Zoom 
meetings MANY GREAT public comment ideas were presented!  
 
Such great ideas were: 
1. “Busses First/First Tracks” during morning Peak “Powder Days!”(32.2.9A) 
2. “Tolls” for vehicles with less than three (3) occupants. (32.2.4A) 
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3. Busses directly to, not only LCC resorts but also BCC resorts, from parking at the old ShopKo 
parking lot & 106th & State street malls. (32.2.2FF and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
4. Newer bus technology is fast advancing with Electric Busses which can be added or removed 
depending on needs. These busses can also be used for other events such as Regal Salt Lake & other 
events from different mobility hubs, such as the Olympics! Technology will continue to improve to which 
we can easily upgrade and switch to. Not so with the Gondola. (32.2.6.3F) 
 
These solutions are lower cost than the over half a Billion Dollar Gondola/Road way expansion! The 
Gondola will NOT unload the traffic at the Mouth of and up the Canyon. There will still be 70% of 
vehicles going up the Canyon Road. (32.2.4A) This was stated by UDOT at the Tuesday July 27th 
Sandy committee meeting. This was his reason for keeping the snow sheds in the Gondola Price 
estimate. It will actually INCREASE the traffic as vehicles drive to the Mobility Parking Hub & others 
bypass and continue up LCC. (32.2.4A)  
 
UDOT’s options are again only for LCC, and does not include BCC which also has large traffic issues 
and affects Wasatch Boulevard! Spending over a half a billion TAX dollars to remove 30% of LCC traffic 
is unacceptable!(32.1.1A, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
As a Cottonwood resident, I am URGING & BEGGING UDOT to implement the 35MPH speed limit 
down Wasatch BOULEVARD that you agreed to, starting IMMEDIATELY for the safety of both 
pedestrians and vehicles! This speed reduction is nothing new! We would like the similar speed and 
traffic slowing devises that are currently in use on Wasatch Boulevard South of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon road, SA210. They are very effective, promote safety, very pretty and blend into the 
community. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
We have reached the saturation point of both LCC & BCC and need to follow crowd management 
similar to what Zion NP has done to preserve this magnificent Canyon! (32.2.2B). The Gondola/Road 
Expansion options promote MORE Resort Skiers/Boarders to an already overcrowded Utah Resort 
experience and will NOT reduce LCC traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.7C, 32.20A, and 32.20C). It appears the 
Gondola is being “forced feed to us” as an “end run” to the public refusal of the Ski-Link. (32.1.5B)  
Lastly, this over a Half a Billion Dollar project, and be realistic, there WILL be cost overruns, DOES 
NOT talk to NON-Ski Resort traffic, such as Hikers, Climbers, BC Skier/Boarders, Boulderers, sight 
seers, etc., that need different stops not on the route. (32.1.2D and 32.7C)  
 
The two current UDOT Options do not solve the LCC traffic problem! It will help destroy the canyon & 
our water supply with over population! (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.20A, and 32.20C). Please do not look at 
how to get more traffic into the canyon; look at how to preserve our wonderful Little Cottonwood 
Canyon INCLUDING capacity limits!(32.1.2B).  
 
Please reconsider other non-impactful options. (32.2.9A). Thank you to all for your efforts and time. We 
do appreciate it as we all want what’s best for the Little Cottonwood Canyon and not just Alta & 
Snowbird’s bottom line.  
 
In full disclosure, I hold annual ski passes at both LCC resorts.  
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Tomsky 
Cottonwood Heights 
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COMMENT #:  3998 

DATE:   7/28/21 6:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Hak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  3999 

DATE:   7/28/21 7:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of this project. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4000 

DATE:   7/28/21 10:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gareth Martins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a destructive plan for the environment and outdoor recreation. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4001 

DATE:   7/28/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacey Van Dahm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This work is amazing.  
 
My concerns are about summer-time usage. The environmental impact of individual cars on the road 
and parking for HIKING is significant. As a hiker, I would like to use a bus or gondola in the summer. I 
see different information about Gondola stops. I support an alternative with stops in the canyon for 
hikers in spring and summer and fall. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) And I would very much like to see 
trailheads be better marked. (32.2.9O) 
 
To emphasize: How can any one of these plans meet the needs of hikers and bikers in non-ski 
seasons? (32.1.2D and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  4002 

DATE:   7/28/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Faires 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Installing a gondola provides a better long term solution to not only environmental efforts (that will 
reduce car emissions), but safety as well with reduced drivers on the winding roads. (32.10A and 
32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4003 

DATE:   7/28/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Meidell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a great option!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4004 

DATE:   7/28/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Greenhalgh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option for LCC. With the substantial increase in Utah's population and the 
increased demand for recreation that brings I believe we need to utilize different strategies than we 
have in the past to make the canyon more safely accessible. Relieving congestion on the LCC highway 
through a gondola system would reduce the pressure on the road to just those not going to Snowbird 
and Alta. Presumably this would mean a much lighter traffic load. (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4005 

DATE:   7/28/21 4:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Telenko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
 
Thanks for all the hard work on this, I can only imagine how difficult of a project this is to pull off.  
 
I personally think that a train option should be further evaluated. (32.2.9F) An electric train, that could 
stop at multiple stops up the canyon (serving hikers, bikers, backcountry skiers, as well as ski 
resort'ers) seems like it would be the best option and best for way for everyone to benefit from this (tax 
dollars are paying for this right?) (32.2.6.6A and 32.2.7A). A diesel cog train was a dead idea from the 
get go. Yes it would be more money, but it would be the best long term solution. This train could link up 
to a bigger network, say to big cottonwood canyon, as that also has a major congestion issue, and will 
be the next one to solve. Only makes sense to link these up. If UDOT is not capable of this, can we hire 
an outside firm ? (32.1.1A and 32.2.2Q)  
 
If this is a no go option, my vote would be for the gondola. (32.2.9D) I personally think the bus 
idea/widening the road is a band aid approach, and too much work and money for minor improvements. 
Please don't pick this option! (32.2.9C) 
 
Thanks again for all the hard work! 
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COMMENT #:  4006 

DATE:   7/28/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Southey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support this project if only for the positive environmental impact!(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4007 

DATE:   7/28/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Chamberlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Salt Lake City resident and active user of the climbing resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon, I 
am writing to express my concern regarding the potential impacts of both of the proposed construction 
alternatives on bouldering access. While Table 2.6-9 of the draft EIS reports a modest 5 and 1 boulders 
affected by shoulder lane construction and gondola alternative A, respectively, information shared on 
social media including by the Salt Lake Climber's Alliance purports these numbers to instead be 29 and 
35 boulders. (32.4A and 32.4B) LCC is home to by far the largest concentration of boulders in the 
immediate vicinity of Salt Lake City and is an extremely important year-round resource to both the 
resident climbing community and to visitors from afar. Given that the impacts of any new construction in 
the canyon will be permanent, I kindly request that the UDOT address the above discrepancies on the 
true impact on LCC bouldering that will result from either proposed alternative so that members of the 
community can appropriately weigh the options. (32.4A and 32.4B) Thank you -John Chamberlin. 
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COMMENT #:  4008 

DATE:   7/28/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randy MacDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Even though more expensive initially overtime it will cost less, be better for the environment and be 
able to get medical and avalanche personal in and out of the canyon in emergency (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4009 

DATE:   7/28/21 7:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian House 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution for LCC. As an active skiiers at both snowbird and Alta, I believe that the 
gondola would help alleviate the traffic issues in the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4010 

DATE:   7/28/21 8:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elise Lisonbee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would hate to see more construction and more congestion in the beautiful mountains! I think the 
gondola proposal makes more sense and in addition to the bussing system would increase the flow of 
traffic without having to build more infrastructure!(32.2.9D and 32.2.2W) I support public transportation 
and conservation! 
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COMMENT #:  4011 

DATE:   7/28/21 8:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Squire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a poor solution and will fail as a solution. I say no gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4012 

DATE:   7/28/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gustavo Hidalgo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More buses and a wider road don’t solve the problem. If an accident or avalanche shuts down the 
canyon, it doesn’t matter how many buses or bus lanes you have -everyone has to wait and everyone 
is stuck in traffic. (32.1.2D, 32.7A, and 32.7C). The gondola is the right choice and my preferred option. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4013 

DATE:   7/28/21 10:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denisse Hidalgo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More buses and a wider road don’t solve the problem. If an accident or avalanche shuts down the 
canyon, it doesn’t matter how many buses or bus lanes you have -everyone has to wait and everyone 
is stuck in traffic. (32.1.2D, 32.7A, and 32.7C). The gondola is the right choice and my preferred option. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4014 

DATE:   7/28/21 10:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olga Navarro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah’s air quality is bad enough. (32.10A) We need a solution that cuts down on carbon emissions and 
reduces dependence on cars on the road. Please choose Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4015 

DATE:   7/28/21 11:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Noah Bodnar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a great idea. It would really help traffic (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4016 

DATE:   7/28/21 11:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Ramirez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in the neighborhoods surrounding the entrance of the canyon is unbearable when the canyon is 
backed up. A gondola will allow locals to commute without hassle. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4017 

DATE:   7/28/21 11:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oscar Fernandez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Mother Nature does not discriminate against vehicles. It doesn’t matter the amount of buses you 
provide. An avalanche can easily block multiple lanes and shut down the roads. The gondola is the 
right choice and my preferred option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4018 

DATE:   7/29/21 7:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elise Barrett-Caston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Answer is NO !! No to the Wasatch Freeway, NO to the Gondola,NO to the Hotels and fun zone. 
UDOT and Utah Government...Listen to the people !(32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.9G) 
 Save our Canyons, Save Not Pave and more organizations are telling you STOP ! Please! 
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COMMENT #:  4019 

DATE:   7/29/21 7:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Kochevar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who is relatively new to rock climbing, I find it concerning that the two “preferred options” 
are going to effectively destroy some of LCC’s world class climbing areas before I even have a chance 
to explore them. Whenever I see the best climbers in the world stop by and climb in LCC when they’re 
in town for a competition it gives me a sense of pride for my home state and shows me how special of a 
place we live in. It would be a shame to do away with these amazing resources without trying to find a 
solution that works for everyone that uses the canyon throughout the year and not just the skiers. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4020 

DATE:   7/29/21 7:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This pickle you find yourself in is the result of unfettered growth that has not only caused congestion in 
our canyons, created a safety issue with avalanches, hampered efforts to manage recreation in both 
Cottonwood Canyons, but most importantly threatens the very watershed we drink. For what? To make 
four ski resorts rich? Seems you are taking the long way around all of this. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) 
The most cost effective and long term solution is to widen the road, tunnel the road in all the major 
avalanche paths for public safety, add buses, and require the resorts, not the tax payer to carry the 
majority cost of these improvements since they stand to monetarily benefit from whatever final decision 
is reached. (32.2.9B, 32.2.9K, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
My biggest concern with whatever you decide is that the non-resort recreation is not being considered 
in all of this. Backcountry users have as much right to have access to public lands as much as ski 
resort folks do. (32.4G) You approaching this problem in the manner you are, create an environment 
where only the rich can recreate when you only cater to the ski resorts. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) Not 
everyone can afford to recreate at a resort and they shouldn’t have to on public lands being leased by 
ski resorts. I fear this will open a pay to play paradigm in our canyons which could price out future 
generations. (32.4G and 32.2.4A). 
 
Let this “Problem” you are addressing be a warning in the future, and example to all why unfettered 
growth is bad for us with a narrow corridor of watershed used by over a million people. (32.12A and 
32.12B) With the current drought caused by rising temperatures and below normal snowpacks we keep 
seeing, maybe we should be spending a chunk of change like this on addressing how to better manage 
our natural resources, not making ski resorts rich at the expense of those that live here. (32.2.2E)
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COMMENT #:  4021 

DATE:   7/29/21 9:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Weston Haas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The solution that should be considered is one that is similar to a shuttle system that is currently in place 
in Zions national Park. (32.2.2B) This would greatly reduce private car traffic especially if you enforced 
a “shuttle only access” restriction during peak period winter months. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2L) The 
gondola b and expanded road way options are both much too intrusive and does cater to anything other 
than the two big corporations that are in the canyon (Alta and snowbird). (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) The shuttle service could also have more stops as they go up the canyon to popular trail heads 
and such further reducing private traffic. (32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  4022 

DATE:   7/29/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nya Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No no no no no gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4023 

DATE:   7/29/21 9:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cain Morano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola yes! (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-4111 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4024 

DATE:   7/29/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becky Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think either of the proposed options helps our community. This is a subsidy for the ski resorts. 
(32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) They should have to pay the bill for these incredibly expensive ways to get more 
customers. In addition this puts our watershed at risk and does not benefit anyone not going to those 
resorts. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4025 

DATE:   7/29/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellis Ney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please preserve the natural beauty of our home canyons (32.17A and 32.17B) I believe that while it is 
intrusive to the land and it’s inhabitants, widening the road is the better option. (32.2.9B) A giant 
gondola is an eye sore to be seen no matter how far you venture out (and also extremely intrusive to 
the natural environment and beauty). (32.17A) You can escape the widened road but you cannot 
escape such a large structure going right up the middle of the beautiful canyon. For so many of us, this 
is our home canyon. This is a special place that has gained too much popularity for good reason. 
Preserve its beauty. I’d rather have congested roads. If resort owners truly cared about the land and 
canyons, they would be taking action to try and help/offer solutions with this problem, but all they care 
about is the money. Please please please be the ones who care about the land and the people who call 
it home. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4026 

DATE:   7/29/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Pelletier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This upcoming Winter will be my sixth Winter working and living up at Alta. The year that the gondola is 
built will be my last! (32.2.9E) Accommodating for growth is not progress. Alta should not be proud of 
defacing the mountain side to accommodate for more intermediate skiers. End our contract with the 
Ikon Pass, (32.2.2K) increase the bus system, (32.2.9A) and stop encouraging the influx of more 
tourists that bring us above our carrying capacity (32.20B). 
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COMMENT #:  4027 

DATE:   7/29/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Parry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola B alternative. Trying to widen the road would be terrible. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 

Page 32B-4115 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4028 

DATE:   7/29/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Griffith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola really bad idea. (32.2.9E) Expanded bus system. 2 lanes going up in morning, 1 coming down. 
Opposite at close. It's not rocket science. Don't screw up the canyon. (32.2.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  4029 

DATE:   7/29/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eileen Di Rocco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All will benefit...you have my vote for sure (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4030 

DATE:   7/29/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Douglas Howe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the enhanced bus service with additional lanes and increased mobility hubs. I hope UDOT will 
soon address traffic in Big Cottonwood canyon as well. (32.2.9B and 32.1.1A)
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COMMENT #:  4031 

DATE:   7/29/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Greco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the discussion is great and needs to happen. However, I think there needs to be research on not 
just the initial cost of the project but the continual and yearly cost and who is going to pay for that? My 
hope is not the tax payers. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4032 

DATE:   7/29/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Garcia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally-friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A and 32.18A)
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COMMENT #:  4033 

DATE:   7/29/21 2:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Summers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the gondola and road widening are bad ideas, and only serve to funnel my tax dollars towards two 
private companies. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) My primary use of LCC is not and never will 
be skiing. As a climber first and foremost, both proposals only hurt my ability to recreate in the canyon, 
not help it. (32.4G and 32.2.4A) LCC is a unique and beautiful area that needs more protection, not 
more tourists. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  4034 

DATE:   7/29/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Camron Zavell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola is not a solution to the problems the canyon has faced. The construction alone is 
devastating for the canyon, not to mention the size of the proposed unloading station. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) Furthermore, wind hold will pose drastic slowdowns throughout the winter. (32.2.6.5K) It is also 
illegal to run a lift if the tower is not accessible. The idea that the gondola can operate if the road is 
closed is not possible because operators could not access the towers. (32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  4035 

DATE:   7/29/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikayla Willis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a bad idea for many reasons. (32.2.9E) The biggest reason is that it will attract many more 
tourists and people who don’t belong in little cottonwood based on their skiing ability etc. I’m afraid of 
Little Cottonwood being stripped of its culture like Park City and Canyons resorts. Everyone is already 
making money, it would be disappointing to see little cottonwood become commercialized along with 
every other ski resort in Utah. I’m 17 years old and with the current inflation in Park City and Little 
Cottonwood it’s going to be very difficult to afford to live in my home town without some sort of life 
changing compromise. I don’t want to see this progress any faster alongside with all the locals. 
Eventually all the locals are going to get pushed out except the very wealthy ones if we keep moving at 
this rate. Although it’s a given we will need to compromise and adapt, it would be really cool if we were 
considered primarily over the short term advantages of putting tourists first. (32.6A) The economy can’t 
keep inflating forever and when it does crash again there won’t be any support from the locals because 
they will all be gone. It is very special and exciting to get stuck in little cottonwood because on snow! 
I’ve had some of the best experiences of my life stuck in The Cliff Lodge, The Iron Blossom, and Gold 
Minors Daughter!!!  
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COMMENT #:  4036 

DATE:   7/29/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Mangelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a strange obsession and idealization of busses as a "fix all" solution that is supposedly "easy" 
and "low-cost" but much of the public doesn't realize how ineffective they are all around the US. We've 
opted to use busses instead of various other forms of mass transit due to that initial thought of "low-
cost" benefits but many fail to realize how detrimental they are and how much they cost in terms of 
congestion and maintenance. Busses rely on a dry road and clam weather conditions to function 
properly as well as relying on traffic and congestion. (32.2.6.3P) They aren't a fix-all solution and they 
are a horrible long term solution because of how slow and ineffective they are. People don't use busses 
because they are slow and ineffective and the people that claim that busses are a "fix-all" solution most 
likely aren't even going to use it, and instead use their suburban SUVs to get up the canyon instead 
thinking that others will eventually use the bus. (32.2.4A) We need a train or a gondola to ease 
congestion because those are way more attractive than busses are. We need to take into the account 
of the enjoyment of riding a train or a gondola. I'm a student studying urban ecology/planning at the 
University of Utah, and I can say many of my classmates love trax for the very reason of studying on 
the train and experiencing it in general. People love busses in theory but never use them, as shown by 
the ridership data through the canyon as of current. (32.2.4A) We need a gondola for the enjoyment 
and ease of access. The gondola provides an alternative route and isn't as much of an eyesore as a 
giant freeway up the canyon. (32.2.9D, 32.17A, and 32.17B) We will spend less money for more use 
with the gondola after maintenance costs are factored and I can guarantee people will love it due to the 
uniqueness factor and the direct route it has. (32.7C) It has proven to work all around the world from 
gondolas in the Alps to gondolas in China and South America. We are growing as a state and we need 
to take advantage of that growth that doesn't show signs of stopping. We can't just do nothing and slap 
the "fix-all" busses solution as that is going to create even more long term problems. Many of the public 
aren't specialists in this area but you guys are, and you guys know that more roads and more induced 
demand isn't what we need. (32.20E) We need a train or a gondola, and the public, especially the loud 
minority who love busses and low cost lazy solutions will come to love it due to the reasons I have 
outlined. 
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COMMENT #:  4037 

DATE:   7/29/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Boyack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola. Over time it is the best solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4038 

DATE:   7/29/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robbie McFarland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived in Cottonwood Heights at the mouth of Big Cottonwood Canyon for 35 years. I don't want 
Wasatch Blvd to be widened just for ski traffic which in actuality is only a short time each year. 
(32.2.6.2.2A) Why do neighborhoods have to be destroyed for this reason. I don't see why we should 
have to drastically change our City and neighborhoods to accommodate the ski resorts (out of state 
owners) and funnel more and more people up the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I don't think spending billions of dollars for the ski resorts is a fair use of my tax dollars. I prefer 
that a bus system along with a reservation system should be implemented first. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.2K) The ski resorts themselves admit they want to enhance the customer experience by not 
overcrowding their resorts, but on the other side of their mouths they want a system (that will be paid 
for by me to benefit them) that will get more and more people up the canyon. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
They should be required to take responsibility for their own customers. Providing a reservation system 
would be a good solution. (32.2.4A) The shuttles at Zions National Park have proven that getting more 
and more people in the park only makes the problem worse. Let's start with buses. (32.2.9A) We don't 
want our canyon to become a "Bangerter Folly" like the west desert pumps. Why permanently destroy 
the area for the benefit of a few. 
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COMMENT #:  4039 

DATE:   7/29/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Tanney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m not sure why taxpayers should foot the bill for a gondola system that only benefits the money 
hungry snowbird and Alta resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) These only seem to 
serve the two resorts with no service for hikers/backcountry touring, nor will they operate outside of the 
brief winters (which with climate change will only get shorter by climate predictions). (32.2.2E)  
 
They have already limited backcountry access on federal forest lands (which are supposed to be free 
access to the public), and have begun charging parking for backcountry access areas. (32.4G and 
32.2.4A) 
 
If the little cottonwood canyon resorts want a gondola, have them pay for it. (32.2.7A)  
 
Put in a bus system and the avalanche tunnels and let’s start thinking smart and utilizing public 
transport in a smart way. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  4040 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Laural Spenser 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5N) 
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COMMENT #:  4041 

DATE:   6/28/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Nate Stansfield 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4042 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Bridget Steadman 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4043 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sue Stowe 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4044 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Aqueel Tapia 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4045 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Emily Terrell 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4046 

DATE:   7/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kathy Williamse 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4047 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Dottie Vea 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4048 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Trey Wallace 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-4136 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4049 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jan Wally 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  4050 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Chuck Wally 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4051 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ken Wilson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  4052 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Chris Wilson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4053 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Gary Wold 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  4054 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Peggy Wold 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  4055 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Roseann Woodward 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4056 

DATE:   7/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Red York 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  4057 

DATE:   7/7/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Frank Spadafora 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4058 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Taylor Twitchell 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  4059 

DATE:   7/8/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Preslee Waner 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4060 

DATE:   7/13/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Public meeting comment 

NAME:  Michael Finnerty 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.1E 
 
 
 
32.10C 
32.11E 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.1E 
32.11E 
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COMMENT #:  4061 

DATE:   7/14/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jon luke VanderVeur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jon luke VanderVeur 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4062 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lowell Smoger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
0). We need a capacity study done on both canyons to understand how many people we can actually 
have in the canyon at a given time so that we do not destroy the experience or the environment of the 
canyons!(32.20B) 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lowell Smoger 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4063 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Ludema 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Michelle Ludema 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4064 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Oakley Gordon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Oakley Gordon 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4065 

DATE:   7/14/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nick Burns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
UDOT, please see my comments below re: Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact 
Study (DEIS): 
The goal should be to reduce private vehicles in the canyons. (32.1.2B) But your own proposal 
indicates the gondola won’t make that happen (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) (The gondola is 
very tourist-y, and I would probably ride it when relatives visit, etc. 
 
But canyon traffic and community needs require solutions that support year round visitation for 
everyone! (32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G)  
 
And a gondola with two terminous locations (Alta and Snowbird) won't help for any other recreation 
beyond skiing. So, if a gondola is preferred by the resorts, let them build it. (32.2.7A) 
 
Canyon road expansion also seems a bad idea -- again, more road, even w/ dedicated lanes, etc., does 
not invite a reduction of auto traffic. (32.2.4A and 32.20E) 

Ultimately, the solution is to reduce/remove private vehicles from our roadways, not add to traffic and 
pollution. Driving to a gondola-base parking garage doesn't eliminate car congestion. (32.2.6.5E and 
32.7C) Connecting people from their homes, hotels, etc., to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce 
congestion, reduce air pollution, and allow equitable access for everyone to enjoy the Wasatch Range 
(32.2.2I). Electric buses, w/a HIGH fee for private cars, possibly to include different fees for time of day, 
expected congestion level, etc. (32.2.6.3F and 32.2.4A) Also, maintain the parking lots at the base of 
canyons for bus access (not everyone will be arriving from SL County; some will be from beyond local 
bus service). (32.2.6.2.1C) 
thanks - 
 
Sincerely, 
N Burns 
park city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4066 

DATE:   7/14/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jane Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Jane Hoffman 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4067 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steve Maisch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Steve Maisch 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4068 

DATE:   7/14/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brandon Farley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hello, I have been skiing LCC since 1983. I attended the Last meeting on July 14th and after hearing 
everyone's statements I concluded that my choice would be the "Enhanced Bus" option. I think the bus 
option offers fixability that will be needed to deal with changing demand and offer a blue print that will 
be easily adapted to deal with BCC as well. (32.2.9A) 
I wish we could implement the bus option in phases and avoid widening the road by first controlling 
traffic threw tolling and permit parking, with a long term option of a additional bus lane. (32.2.2K and 
32.2.4A). At first glance the gondola seems like a more inviting option but I do not believe it will provide 
any more reliable access up and down from the canyon resulting in operational delays caused by 
avalanche control, icing, and wind. (32.2.6.5K). I think the key to the problem is changing peoples 
behavior. If we incentives people to use the bus by offering credits that can be used to discount next 
years ski pass or go to a tolling pass that could be used at a later date to pay for a toll for drivers 
commuting during peek hours then I think we can have a viable solution. (32.2.4A) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Brandon Farley 
WVC, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4069 

DATE:   7/14/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  B Silvey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer a gondola. (32.2.9D) I think to solve a few issues people have with it though would be to 
provide a few stops a long the way for people NOT going to the ski resorts (32.2.6.5G). 
People are also worried about the cost but I think you should charge people who are using it, weather 
it’s an individual ride or incorporated into a lift ticket or season pass!(32.2.4A) 
 
Also if you continued the gondola down into midway and heber I’d never have to drive to the airport 
again! Saving me hours of driving and hundreds in parking fees!(32.2.2N) 
 
Thanks 
Bryan Silvey
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COMMENT #:  4070 

DATE:   7/14/21 4:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ronald Sawdey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) It is more expensive and has less 
capacity than other alternatives. (32.2.6.5N) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) Has 
this "Carrying Capacity" been factored into the EIS? (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) At a minimum 
there should be a stop at the White Pine Trailhead. This trailhead sees a great deal of use summer and 
winter. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Traffic congestion in LCC will still continue even with the gondola because the gondola still is highly 
reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
5). The purpose of the the transportation solution should not be to provide a nice marketing tool for Alta 
and Snowbird (i.e. a gondola). The purpose should be to best serve the general public who travel up 
the canyon to enjoy its beauty. It is unsurprising that both of these corporate entities, who stand to 
benefit the most from this particular proposal are very much in favor of a gondola over expanded bus 
service. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ronald Sawdey 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4071 

DATE:   7/14/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christine Bernini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
My name is Chris Bernini. I live in Sandy approximately 1 mile from the mouth of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I’m writing to voice my opinion on the two alternate proposals for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
I’m very much in favor of the second plan that was the Gondola Plan. Little Cottonwood Canyon is one 
of the most dangerous roads in the country. Building a gondola would make traveling the canyon not 
only safer, but it would also be a beautiful scenic ride up and down the canyon. This would appeal to 
Utah’s tourism as well. I believe that the Gondola Plan is our best option. (32.2.9D) 
Chris Bernini 
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COMMENT #:  4072 

DATE:   7/14/21 6:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Peggy Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Perhaps little cottonwood canyon will go the way of Zion national park and have a shuttle service to and 
from the resorts. That would eliminate a lot of traffic and parking issues. Shuttles would need to hold ski 
equipment and people. Plus a huge parking lot would b necessary at base of canyon. (32.2.2B) 
I hate that the canyon is THAT busy ?peg Clark 
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COMMENT #:  4073 

DATE:   7/14/21 7:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Phyllis Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
I am highly opposed to a gondola. (32.2.9E) Taxpayers would pay a fortune for the benefit of two ski 
areas, who care about nothing else. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) I am an active hiker and snowshoer, and I 
need a way to "get to trailheads. I think some sort of bus system is the only answer for now. (32.2.6.3C 
and 32.2.9B) I do think it would require an extra bus lane. (32.2.9B) I also think there should be a 
reservations system for using LCC, whether to ski, hike, or picnic. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) There is no 
way either of the Cottonwoods can accommodate all of the growing use without limits. (32.20B) I am 
also an old river rat, and rivers have long since had to limit the number of users. Please ensure that our 
canyons provide a fair system of access for everyone, not just skiers. 
 
Sincerely, 
Phyllis Anderson 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4074 

DATE:   7/14/21 8:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gayle Denman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for providing an overview of the current proposals for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
I prefer the enhanced bus service for Little Cottonwood Canyon for the following reasons: 
1) Will Utah taxpayers be paying for these proposals or will the ski resorts be paying for these? 
(32.2.7A) If it’s Utah taxpayers, there is no question, I prefer the enhanced buses. (32.2.9B). The sale 
of our Utah ski resorts to big business has resulted in very low ICON ticket prices. I recommend that the 
ICON passes have a premium tax to pay for these enhancements. (32.2.2K)  
2) If widening the roads provides a safety buffer for cyclists, this is a better idea and, in my opinion, 
offsets the impact on wildlife. The reason why I feel this way is because this road is heavily now, I fail to 
see how widening the road would impact wildlife further. (32.9A and 32.13B) 
 
It is with a heavy heart that we observe the effects of a high influx of residents that has resulted in so 
many adverse situations: increased traffic and air pollution, and further water scarcity just name a few. 
The sale of Utah’s ski resorts to big business has contributed to these issues. (32.7, 32.10A, 32.12A, 
and 32.12B) 
 
Gayle Denman 
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COMMENT #:  4075 

DATE:   7/15/21 4:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth Smith Pratt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was reading about the gondola option and am a private land owner in/near LCC. It is noted that only 
one climbing resource will be impacted by tower placement. Is there a preliminary plan for tower 
placement? (32.4A) and 32.2.6J)  
 
Thanks- 
Elizabeth 
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COMMENT #:  4076 

DATE:   7/15/21 7:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sylvie Backman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Sylvie Backman 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4077 

DATE:   7/15/21 7:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Richard Backman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Richard Backman 
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COMMENT #:  4078 

DATE:   7/15/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mel Fullmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
After studying the draft EIS, I continue to think that UDOT should adopt the Gondola option PLUS the 
proposed LA CAILLE BASE STATION to solve the Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation problem. 
(32.2.9D) 
 
https://gondolaworks.com/  
 
As I have stated before, having the gondola option during the winter with parking at the gondola base is 
especially enticing. Videos showing the snow covered road in the winter with traffic backed up makes 
the gondola option a no brainer. 
 
My extended family would also take the gondola during the summer and fall to get to the condo at Iron 
Blosam Lodge, enjoying the scenic ride instead of having to concentrate on driving. The Gondola would 
also be a wonderful option for a showing our out of town guests the beauty of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Mel Fullmer 
Salt Lake City 
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COMMENT #:  4079 

DATE:   7/15/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Daniel Meza 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Daniel Meza 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4080 

DATE:   7/15/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Juliana Ley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Juliana Ley 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4081 

DATE:   7/15/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lisen Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
6.Let's think about using transit that is already in place. (32.2.9A) Maybe adding a trax line that will 
access both canyons (instaed of a bus lane). (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I) Trax is already in place for the 
majority of the valley (tax payers), and tourists from the airport to access this conveniently. (32.2.2I) 
I would like to see what the costs would "be for this option before we pigeonhole ourselves into 1 of 2 
options. (32.2.7C and 32.2.2I) It sounds like those with money have spoken, and these options will only 
line their pockets further. We can do better and we need to!! 
 
Sincerely, 
Lisen Green 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4082 

DATE:   7/15/21 6:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andy Joy Chase 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
I have lived in Utah all of my life, it’s obviously so beautiful. Any destruction to the canyon will not make 
things any better nor will we ever be able to make up for the amount of impact to our canyons special, 
fragile ecosystem. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.13A, and 32.13B) We need to stop destroying 
our beauty here and start figuring out other solutions to these minor traffic problems. 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Andy Joy Chase 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4083 

DATE:   7/15/21 6:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Pat Householder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
 
Patrick Householder 
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COMMENT #:  4084 

DATE:   7/15/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennifer Weiler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Weiler 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4085 

DATE:   7/16/21 6:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Roland Gilmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a backcountry user and skier in Little Cottonwood canyon the bus is the preferred transportation 
solution. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4086 

DATE:   7/16/21 6:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Austen Mcnulty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Austen Mcnulty 
Slc, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4087 

DATE:   7/16/21 8:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Isabella Prescott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Isabella Prescott 
Austin, TX  
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COMMENT #:  4088 

DATE:   7/16/21 8:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Woeste 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please create a plan that focuses on buses and not gondolas that drop customers of only at Alta and 
Snowbird. As as many buses as needed and preferably, create bus only plan, like Zion Canyon. 
(32.2.2B) The plan should include a day when all busses will be electric. (32.2.6.3F) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
John Woeste 
SLC, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4089 

DATE:   7/16/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steve Gustaveson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe during this time of drought we should realize how important it is to protect our watershed and 
in the long run I believe the gondola would do a better job at doing that than continuing to add more 
asphalt and lanes to the canyon and bringing more traffic up, increasing the carbon footprint. (32.12A, 
32.10A, and 32.2.9D) 
 
Yours Truly, Steven L. Gustaveson 
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COMMENT #:  4090 

DATE:   7/16/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Giles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
John Giles 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4091 

DATE:   7/16/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Patricia Kimball 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am a lifelong resident of Salt Lake City and an avid skier and hiker in the Wasatch. The traffic issues 
in Little Cottonwood need addressing but I do not agree that a gondola OR a widening of the existing 
highway is a good solution for a problem that occurs only 21 days a year. (32.1.4D, 32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) How about charging a fee per vehicle as in Millcreek Canyon? (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) How 
about adding more buses as needed? (32.2.9A) Not as sexy as a gondola but certainly much less 
expensive and, not to mention it would save the canyon from unsightly infrastructure. (32.17A and 
32.17B) 
 
I urge you need to think more carefully before subjecting the canyon to more disruption of its delicate 
ecology and natural beauty which is of course the reason the canyon is so beloved. Preservation of the 
canyon for generations to come should be your primary guiding principle. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, 
and 32.17B) 
 
Thank you, 
Patricia Kimball 
 
Sincerely, 
Patricia Kimball 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4092 

DATE:   7/16/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  N Dewey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
As a resident of Sandy that lives a short distance off of 9400 South, I would like additional information 
regarding the traffic plan for the proposed parking structure at 9400 South and Highland Drive. 
(32.2.6.2.1D) 
 
Currently, the traffic along 9400 South is pretty steady all day with peak periods having become more 
troublesome in the last 5 years. In particular, it has become increasingly difficult to exit my 
neighborhood and go eastbound. Increased traffic plus a double turn lane exiting from Waterford school 
has made this impossible in the morning. Waterford traffic turns into both lanes of eastbound traffic and 
then many promptly perform a U turn at the intersection of my street. I can not imagine the impact of 
increased traffic on a powder day. (32.7B and 32.7C)  
 
My concerns are not only regarding volume of traffic but also the increased noise. I can't help but notice 
that neighborhoods close to me that back on to 1300 East or 9400 South usually have concrete sound 
walls. In my section of the neighborhood (9400 South and 1560 East) this is not the case. Currently 
there is a short (3 ft?) section of concrete with a chain link top that is in various states of disrepair. Does 
this structure meet guidelines for the traffic volume that this proposed parking structure will create? 
(32.2.6.2.1D and 32.11G) 
 
I am interested to know a little more about how this parking structure will affect the traffic patterns in my 
neighborhood and how UDOT proposes to mitigate the impact for residents. (32.2.6.2.1D) 
 
Thanking you in advance, 
Nicole Dewey 
Sandy UT 
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COMMENT #:  4093 

DATE:   7/16/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elise Longnecker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Elise Longnecker 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4094 

DATE:   7/16/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gregg MacDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How can you claim that the gondola will increase access to the canyon, while simultaneously claiming 
that it will limit the number of people accessing it? You can’t have it both ways! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.7C, 32.20A, and 32.20C) 
 
It’s assumed that tolling will be part of any plan. Why? What about folks like myself that own property in 
the Canyon? Anytime we need to leave our home/condo, we will need to pay to drive out? Then again 
to go home? Really? (32.2.4A) 
 
Or are we supposed to take the gondola everywhere? Can I bring a shopping cart full of groceries on 
the gondola? How about two weeks’ worth of luggage and skis? (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A)  
 
The towers will look ugly, and the traffic “problem” you describe is intermittent at worst. (32.17A) 
Widening the road is a much better solution to this relatively small issue. (32.2.9B) 
 
You folks like to imagine that skiers will be able to access Snowbird and Alta when avalanches have 
closed the road. But you seem to forget that when those roads are closed, Snowbird and Alta are 
usually locked down by Interlodge rules!! So if you were foolish enough to send skiers up the canyon 
via the gondola, they would not be able to ski, or even leave the terminal building. (32.2.6.5H) 
 
The gondola idea has simply not been well thought out. Waste the taxpayers money, punish everyone 
that owns property up canyon, and ONLY serve the interest of day skiers and commuting ski resort 
employees. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
For goodness sake, stop the madness before you ruin the canyon and access to it. 
 
Gregg MacDonald
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COMMENT #:  4095 

DATE:   7/16/21 8:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joni Koncar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Joni Koncar 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4096 

DATE:   7/16/21 8:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Graydon Guzzle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Graydon Guzzle 
West Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4097 

DATE:   7/17/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Josh Cox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Josh Cox 
South Sal Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4098 

DATE:   7/17/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Draper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a graet deal for alta and snow bird. Hire a PR company and make a website, all in a few hundred 
thousand dollars and get a Half a billion dollar project built for them. Yeah there might be some other 
uses for it but come on. (32.2.7A) The amount of benefit that will go to Alta and snowbird versus other 
things is not even worth noting. I'm having a hard time living in the state with its tax burden increasing 
and the pay stagnating. please stop doing projects like this. it's not fair to us who are just barely getting 
by. (32.5A) People who ski and the ski resorts should take the full burden of a project like this please 
be respectful to the rest of the population of the state. (32.1.2D, 32.2.9G, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4099 

DATE:   7/17/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Randall Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tunnel building technology is already proven in Austria and Switzerland. It will solve the traffic 
congestion without the perpetual eyesore of a Gondola, Towers and Cables. We are burying power 
lines to avoid the eyesore of them above ground. A Gondola with it's Cables and Towers in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon is worse. (32.2.2C and 32.17A)  
 
Take a look at building a tunnel through the Granite Batholith that is Little Cottonwood Canyon South 
Side. Run it up the South side and take advantage of the Granite to create a naturally strong tunnel 
system for a two way rail. It will also be less invasive to resident wild life like the Big Horn Sheep the 
Wild Life Division released there. (32.2.2C) 
cheers 
Randall Parker 
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COMMENT #:  4100 

DATE:   7/17/21 3:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dave Pacheco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I grew up in Cottonwood Heights and still consider the area between the canyons as my true home. I 
am (and increasingly less so, due to the crowds) an avid user of the canyons for quiet recreation away 
from development. 
 
I believe the single most significant value these lands hold, for everyone, is their wild character. 
Besides our drinking water that's cleaned through the natural process of leaving it alone and not 
building around the water source, the single most important value the lands possess is as natural 
places, not just for us people, but for the plants and animals that call it home. 
 
Limiting the number of people in the canyons is the only way to lift the protection of natural areas above 
our own desires. The canyons weren't created for the ski industry, and they and their profits shouldn't 
be the main consideration behind this decision. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, 32.20B, and 32.2.7A) 
 
Choosing between the lesser of two evils leads me to the bus alternative, but it ignores the obvious -- 
the best solution is to limit entry to the canyons -- ski industry profits be damned. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
 
Lastly, the lands themselves hold intrinsic value, merely as places we know are there, and area still 
wild. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. I favor the designation of new Wilderness 
areas and Conservation Areas. (32.29F) 
 
Specifically: 
 
1). UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t reduce vehicle traffic in LCC. (32.7C) 
 
2). Before making any significant decisions about transportation in the canyons, does UDOT know what 
the carrying capacity even is, and will such as study enter the evaluation in this EIS? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G)  
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) I consider 
this the most important question to answer. 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC will still continue even with the gondola because the gondola still is highly 
reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car 
congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.2.1D) 
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Simply put, please don't make the mistake of forever changing the beauty of LCC. A gondola's damage 
to the scenery, to the added vehicle congestion, and to the natural beauty we all enjoy, is irreversible. 
(32.17A, 32.B, and 32.7C) 
 
Please start with the carrying capacity study and work your way back from there. Don't start with ski 
industry wishes. That's a sure way to make the right decision for industry, but it comes at the expense 
of the people. (32.20B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Dave Pacheco 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4101 

DATE:   7/17/21 8:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Richard Brady 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Richard Brady 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4102 

DATE:   7/17/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carleton DeTar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
We are 74 and 76-year old long-term residents of Utah. We are avid hikers, backpackers, amateur 
naturalists, and cross-country skiers. We value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, 
please see our comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB). 
 
2) We are in favor of public transportation that will provide easy access to trailheads. The gondola, as 
proposed, will not serve the hiking population like us. Buses will. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
3). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6.) The EIS projection for the carrying capacity for buses (1008 riders) and private vehicles (2249 
riders) obviously depends on user fees. (32.2.4A) The envisaged number for private vehicles is 
excessively unbalanced. We favor substantial tolls for private vehicle access during peak usage and 
favorable bus fees. (32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Carleton DeTar 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4103 

DATE:   7/18/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I submitted a comment yesterday about adding another noise wall in our neighborhood (north side of 
209, east of the proposed wall #15). (32.11F) 
 
I wanted to add that in addition to noise mitigation, this would be an additional safety measure for many 
young children in our neighborhood. Many kids play in our streets and I would hate to have a young 
child walk up the hill into traffic. This is the only area in the neighborhood that is exposed to heavy 
traffic on 209. All other areas of the neighborhood have houses buffering our road from 209. (32.11F 
and 32.7B) 
 
Please please please consider putting a wall in this location. I am willing to meet anyone from UDOT 
there on-site and explain why this wall makes a lot of sense from a noise, safety, and emissions 
standpoint. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Tillotson 
Sandy UT  
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COMMENT #:  4104 

DATE:   7/19/21 12:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Abby Jorgensen 

 
COMMENT: (32.1.2B, 32.2.2BB, 32.20B, 32.20A, 32.20C, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.13C, 
32.7C, 32.10A, 32.5A, 32.4G, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4105 

DATE:   7/19/21 12:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sarah Schlaefke 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.7C, 32.2.6.5C, 32.2.6.5K, 32.2.4A, 32.20E, and 32.2.2B)  
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COMMENT #:  4106 

DATE:   7/19/21 9:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nancy Starks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nancy Starks 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4107 

DATE:   7/19/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth Opie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth Opie 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4108 

DATE:   7/19/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Heather Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I listened to the 2 hour UDOT citizen comment period last week. I found myself going back and forth on 
what would be best between the two options, NEVER fully satisfied with the safety or benefits of either 
option.  
 
When you can’t find the right answer you don’t just stop looking, and draw straws to decide between 
two ok’ish multi million dollar options. It’s time to stop this project and gather more complete data to 
better find a solution. Especially when tax dollars would pay for it. (32.2.7A)  
 
Our water is the most important consideration. I had no idea there were toxic mines along that road. 
Disturbing them could be catastrophic to our water supply and the wildlife in the area. (32.16A) Adding 
those ugly water shed things would be a horrible eyesore, and the danger of cutting into the mountain 
would continue after construction finished with rock slides. The whole thing seems asinine. (32.29D, 
32.12A, 32.12B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.17C) 
 
The gondola isn’t any better. I loved the guy who pointed out there are only 20 seats on the gondola. 
Everyone else would have to stand for the hour long trip. (32.2.6.5C) What if there’s a medical 
emergency, or someone is drunk and gets physical. Everyone could be dead in the hour it would take 
to get to them. Imagine that lawsuit. Bye bye Oktoberfest. (32.2.6F) I also appreciated the point that all 
transportation is required to stop during avalanche control, and lines must be inspected for damage 
before they could resume use. Honestly the gondola is more of an attraction than a solution, and ONLY 
serves the ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) No where else in the canyon. Single use. (32.1.2D) 
Also who would determine run times, provided staff, maintenance etc? (32.2.6I, 32.2.6.5Q 32.2.6.3K, 
and 32.2.6.5F) Who pays for all of it year after year? (32.2.7A) Bus schedules to get people to their 
cars from the base? Dumb!  
 
Canyon use... there’s only so much use the canyon can reasonably sustain. (32.20B) Maybe limits 
need to be in place NOW to reduce traffic and damage to our delicate eco system? (32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, 
and 32.2.2K) I was concerned by snowbirds general manager talking about moving several thousand 
people in a few hours. I agree with many "people who said... if the main problem is 20-30 days a year 
this is not the right solution. (32.1.4D) Not for our canyon and not for the money being spent.  
 
Ideas:  
 
(Don’t just complain, come with solutions?) 
 
Toll: As much as I HATE to say it we need a toll system specific to the activities folks are using the 
canyon for, at least during peak season or high traffic days... Skiers at the resort, hikers in their areas. 
(32.2.4A) Snowbird issues guests staying at the resort parking passes. (As a time share owner since 
inception I’m very aware and used to this system.) There’s no reason they can’t send those passes via 
email with a parking space assignment. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Those staying with a pass could travel 
the canyon at a reduced rate, or for free. Assign parking spaces along with the toll at the bottom of the 
canyon. Once parking is full, send people home at the base before they go up reducing traffic and 
parking stress. (32.2.2K) Most Hotels in Las Vegas have automated systems that tell them which spots 
are occupied or not. Why can’t we do the same? People can drop off at the bus stop to ride up. There’s 
no reason people need to drive up to drop off. If they insist, charge them and issue a NO PARKING 
pass. (32.2.4A) HUGE fine if they are caught parking. There’s also no reason the resorts couldn’t build 
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parking structures up there. (Their view shouldn't trump how our city will look or function) Parking has 
been a mess for years up there. Don’t let them push their problems on us!(32.2.2F, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Idea: (Favorite) 
 
I heard from many residents this last ski season was substantially better because you had to have a 
pass with a specific time to ski before you went up the canyon due to Covid. Why not continue that 
program on a bigger scale? Stagger times folks who want to drive can get on the mountain so traffic 
can flow smoothly & lines remain reasonable at the resort. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) It would also 
encourage people to stay at the resorts to ski all day without having to get a pass to come up the 
canyon, and also encourage bus use by those who HAVE to get fresh powder?? (32.2.4A) 
 
Idea: 
 
Diverting traffic to the street LaCaille is on will not improve much of anything. (32.2.6.5E) It’s a 2 lane 
nightmare already. Why not build a hub/parking structure, & shops on 9400 South where Shopko used 
to be. (32.2.2FF and 32.2.6.2.1C) Most stop there to grocery shop on their way up the canyon anyway, 
and could reinvigorate the businesses in that strip mall and the one kitty corner. Nice tax revenue for 
the city? Best of all, it is already a 5 lane road that could support more traffic before the lane narrow.  
 
Let’s not only find a solution for the skiers, but for everyone who enjoys the MANY activities our 
Canyons offer. There is an answer we just need to be patient and acknowledge what we should and 
shouldn’t do. Let’s do the right thing, not settle for anything. It’s our obligation to not put any additional 
burden on the canyon, the citizens living in the area, or to our pocketbooks. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
32.7C)  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Heather Anderson 
Resident of Cottonwood Heights  
 
PS: There once was a time that 55 was fine on Wasatch, but that time has passed. There are many 
homes, cyclists, and pedestrians that use that road now. I think 40mph is a reasonable compromise for 
that stretch. Thx!(32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  4109 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bill James 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT 
 
JPods primary market is dense urban networks. We would like to privately fund converting traffic costs 
and higher gasoline costs into value in cities like Salt Lake City.  
 
However, the costs in your EIS document for Little Cottonwood Canyon indicate we may be able to 
privately fund the solution on such a linear network. The capacity of JPods networks far exceeds the 
capacity of all current alternatives. (32.2.2MM) 
 
Links to: 
Background on the Morgantown PRT 
My US Patent that improves on PRT by replacing the centralized computer system with a distributed 
collaborative networks of computers and robots, (6,810,817): 
Networks of self-driving cars: “A method of controlling a transportation System for moving people, 
freight, and any combination whereof using a distributed network of intelligent devices without requiring 
the aid of a human driver” 
Solar-powered mobility networks: “The method... providing... Solar and wind power generators 
integrated into the physical Structure of Said transportation System....” 
Red Bull TV, JPods starts at 9:30 (2015). This covers three major areas of change 
TEDx Atlanta 
10X Benefits of JPods 
Capacity 
 
-- 
Bill James 
www.JPods.com
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COMMENT #:  4110 

DATE:   7/19/21 10:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mike McCabe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan (32.2.9D) 
 
Mike McCabe 
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COMMENT #:  4111 

DATE:   7/20/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Eichert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
This project would greatly affect the health of the watershed and riparian ecosystem. Negatively 
impacting populations of fish, insects, ungulates, and flora would decrease the value of available 
freshwater downstream. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Anna Eichert 
Turlock, CA  
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COMMENT #:  4112 

DATE:   7/20/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lorenz Steininger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lorenz Steininger 
stafford, VA 
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COMMENT #:  4113 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shawn Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Shawn Hansen 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4114 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jane Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jane Hoffman 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4115 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Henry Hartzler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6) Both the gondola and road widening proposals will destroy hundreds of boulder problems where the 
climbers of the SLC area & visitors recreate regularly. I personally boulder at the roadside adjacent 
boulders for much of the fall and spring seasons. Destroying "these classic lines (boulders) would erase 
climbing history and reduce recreation access. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Sincerely, 
HENRY HARTZLER 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4116 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Doug Krause 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
doug krause 
Coral Springs, FL 
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COMMENT #:  4117 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Timothy Ostler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
timothy ostler 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4118 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gretchen Vetter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
People will never leave their car for a bus. The bus is seen as an inferior mode of transportation unless 
it could get there faster, or have some other large advantage over the private car. (32.2.4A) 
People will leave their car for a train. Trains are seen as equal or even more fun than driving (32.2.7F). 
The visual impact of the train would be lower than the gondola and it could possibly serve the areas 
between the mouth of the canyon and the resorts, where people hike, snowshoe, backcountry ski. 
Good luck making this decision. It's a tough one. (32.17A, 32.17D, and 32.2.6.6A) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Gretchen Vetter 
Boise, ID 
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COMMENT #:  4119 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ian Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Thank you for your dedicated service to our great state. I wish to express my opposition to both the 
gondola proposal and canyon road expansion proposal described in the Little Cottonwood Canyon 
Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS) (32.2.9D) 
Thank you- Ian 
 
Sincerely, 
Ian Esplin 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4120 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tami Palacky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tami Palacky 
Port Saint Lucie, FL  
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COMMENT #:  4121 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robin Dale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation 
 
No to the gondola ! (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Robin Dale 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4122 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carol Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Carol Thompson 
South Park, PA 
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COMMENT #:  4123 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aaron Knoll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I completely oppose the plans to add tolls to BCC and LCC. (32.2.4A) 
I would prefer nothing at all be done and we live with traffic, than tolls be placed at the canyon 
entrances. (32.2.9G) 
 
The only long-term solution to our problems is to create multiple entrances and exits out of the 
canyons. A tunnel connecting LCC to BCC would be expensive but would solve this issue. Plowing 
Guardsman pass or tunneling through to Park City would likewise provide a second exit for both BCC 
and LCC. (32.2.2H) If these accesses were created during the winter, it would justify tolls, greatly 
reduce congestion up BCC and LCC, and provide safe exits in case of avalanches or accidents. 
 
A gondola will do nothing to solve the problem, and will be an expensive eyesore. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) But barring tunnels, there are shorter-term solutions to the frequent congestion we experience: 
- Improved bus service would indeed help, as would widening the road to two lanes in more places in 
the canyon to allow for passing. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2P) 
- Eliminate the traffic light at Mill D south fork to reduce congestion there. Widen the road to two lanes 
there to ease passing. (32.1.1A) 
- Discourage peak travel times at the beginning and end of the ski day. This could be changed if there 
were pressure on the resorts to encourage skiers (including those without season passes) to spread 
out throughout the day, instead of all using the canyon at the same time. (32.2.2K) 
- Address the lack of efficient parking, in particular at Solitude. This could be addressed by requiring 
resorts to build adequate parking structures. (32.2.2K) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Aaron 
 
Sincerely, 
Aaron Knoll 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4124 

DATE:   7/20/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth King 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4125 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Boman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
It makes no sense for the taxpayers to pay for an environmentally damaging gondola that will only 
benefit 2 private corporations for only a few weekends per year. This makes zero sense for Utahns, and 
in fact only benefits 2 private businesses. Please do not ruin the beauty of this beautiful canyon with a 
permanent fixture that will not actually solve the problem. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 
32.17A) 
 
Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Boman 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4126 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Frank Bouchard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
As an employee of UDOT that proudly wears a UDOT hat while recreating in the mountains, I've found 
myself being accosted lately by folks asking "what is UDOT thinking?" And I have no good answer. The 
gondola project is a waste of taxpayer money and its destructive to our National Forest land. (32.1.2D 
and 32.2.7A) If carried out, its going to be a nightmare for UDOT. There are going to be lawsuits to 
deal with. And every time anything goes wrong, UDOT is going to be criticized and vilified. Why wreck 
the good standing that we currently have with Utah residents. The gondola is just growth for growth's 
sake. Forget about this silly waste of time. (32.2.9E) 
 
Frank Bouchard 
 
Sincerely, 
Frank Bouchard 
South Salt Lake, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4127 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Webb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
In conclusion the gondola only really benefits the ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As 
a citizen of cottonwood heights who uses the canyons year round I would urge you to see the harm a 
gondola will do and will not solve the problems at hand. There are other options that have less lasting 
effects on the canyon which would help with the traffic problems. Don’t ruin the canyon and ask us, the 
citizens of Cottonwood Heights to foot the bill. (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Webb 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4128 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emma Black 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emma Black 
Elk Ridge, UT 

Page 32B-4219 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4129 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Harold Carr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch. Here are my comments on the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Uses buses to get people out of their vehicles and onto the bus well before the mouth of the canyon. 
(32.2.9A) 
 
Have a toll that encourages 4 people per vehicle. (32.2.4A) 
 
Ticket vehicles with ill-equipped tires. (32.2.2M) 
 
Enforce no roadside parking. (32.2.9P) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Harold Carr 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4130 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew Pockrus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
You've probably seen dozens of the copy/pasted messages from Save Our Canyons so I won't echo 
those, though I agree with the heart of their message. 
 
As an avid skier, outdoorsman, and 25-year Utah resident, I just wanna say that building a gondola up 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is the sort of spineless money-grubbing bullshit capitalist idea I've come to 
expect from this state and y'all really need to get your shit together and not make it happen rather than 
continuing to jerk-off the millionaire hacks that want to privatize every square inch of land from Ogden 
to Payson. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) These are the same hacks that, I know, get you hard by wining and 
dining you and then whispering "tourism tax revenue" into your ear. Building a Gondola is not only a 
shitty idea because it won't accomplish your stated goals, (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) it's also a shitty 
idea will permanently affect the sanctity of that canyon at the taxpayer's expense and will serve to 
benefit nobody but Snowbird and Alta and the wealthy out-of-towners that don't give a flying fuck about 
Utah except as a place where they can go to recreate. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This 
move will make it harder for people like me, who have spent their whole lives enjoying these spaces 
(often NOT at Alta and Snowbird because I'm not a rich out-of-towner) by encouraging further 
congestion and focusing on getting people to the two places up the canyon that they're only allowed to 
enjoy if they purchase the $100/day admission ticket. (32.4G and 32.1.2D) 
 
Y'all should really be limiting private vehicles as much as possible and investing in efficient and 
manageable public transportation up the canyon that is impermanent. Busses, dammit. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) This isn't that hard. No need to widen the damn roads or string up miles of cable. Bus people 
up the canyon. If they don't wanna sit on a bus, fuck 'em. They don't need to go up the canyon. They 
won't die. They'll find other places to spend their money. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
And while you're at it, make Snowbird and Alta pay for the damn busses. (32.2.7A) They're not hurting 
for money, I can assure you. If they don't wanna pay for the busses, fine. People can sit in traffic in their 
private cars and Snowbird and Alta can deal with fewer people making it to the resorts to spend money. 
Give them that ultimatum and watch how quickly they decide that busses are a good idea. 
 
Y'all are getting swindled here, and I think you know it. Grow a damn spine and make Snowbird and 
Alta get their shit together on their own rather than bleed middle-class taxpayers to the tune of half a 
billion dollars to make the canyons that they can't even afford to access anymore more accessible to 
the rich folks actually using them. 
 
This isn't hard. It only seems hard because y'all are unnecessarily complicating it for bullshit reasons. 
Get your act together. 
 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Pockrus 
American Fork, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4131 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Richard Walton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Richard Walton 
Eden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4132 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  William Myers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Simply put, there must be a better way to address our goals for the canyon than making irrevocable 
changes to it. 
 
Maybe the perfect solution isn't obvious today (it seems clear to me that neither proposal is sufficiently 
advantageous to pursue). (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) If that's the case, we owe ourselves and future 
generations patience in finding what is. 
 
In the big picture, there is no occasion for haste here. (32.29D) 
 
Sincerely, 
William Myers 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4133 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Melanie Marier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
I understand that some major stakeholders are eager to see a solution to high-traffic days in LCC but I 
don’t believe that less disruptive solutions to the fauna, flora and users other than skiers have been fully 
assessed. It appears that the solutions presented solely have the skier in mind and I’m not convinced 
that it will lead to a better experience. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The limited capacity of the 
road yields a limited capacity for the its enjoyment which makes it a privilege to recreate in LCC and 
contributes to a good experience for those who are fortunate enough to have access. 
 
More people in less time, as it is the goal, will not necessarily improve the experience. (32.1.2B and 
32.2.4A) 
 
A reliable bus service and tolls first need to be experimented with. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
The offer may not be able to meet the demand in this canyon and I don’t understand why it should. It 
would most likely be detrimental to the environment and user experience. Nature has limits. We’re 
pushing them beyond sustainability in this case. 
 
Sincerely, 
Melanie Marier 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4134 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John McNeil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I lived in Utah for 35 years and now in Colorado but I feel that the tram is a big mistake. (32.2.9E) I 
frequently skied in White Pine below Snowbird several times a week. This tram would prevent users 
like I used to be from accessing this wonderful area. (32.2.4A and 32.4G) I would have loved it if the 
bus stopped in WhitePine. The bus proposal is the best option to take into account more than the 
destination resort skier. (32.2.6.3C) 
Sincerely, 
John McNeil 
 
 
Sincerely, 
John McNeil 
Salida, CO 
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COMMENT #:  4135 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ben Gartenstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ben Gartenstein 
Midvale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4136 

DATE:   7/20/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ashley Chapman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ashley Chapman 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4137 

DATE:   7/20/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Roxane Googin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) What private vehicle reduction would be 
attained via the gondola solution? (32.2.4A) 
 
2). There has been a coalition of efforts to gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central 
Wasatch Canyons. What is that “Carrying Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information 
in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminus areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. Why are we using taxpayer 
money primarily to support two resorts? They should build it themselves. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
4). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
5) Why are we not reviewing successful traffic mitigation efforts in other geographies? Every place is 
"different", yet the congestion problems have similarities. 
 
Sincerely, 
Roxane Googin 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4138 

DATE:   7/20/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Pittman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am aware of many different options being discussed to facilitate more visitors accessing the 
Cottonwood Canyons. (32.1.2B) This is understandable; the Canyons are beautiful and therefore quite 
popular. However, I am deeply concerned that the options which seem to have the most government 
support tend to pose a greater threat to the environment while primarily benefiting the extremely 
wealthy ski resorts, all at the tax payer expense. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) 
 
I would strongly encourage that we experiment with some of the simple, non-invasive options prior to 
making any drastic, expensive changes (i.e. Gondola or train.) For example, we could easily install a 
ranger station at the base of the canyon and implement a policy that from Thanksgiving until Memorial 
day any vehicle with less than 2 (or maybe even 3) passengers will have to pay a toll. (32.2.4A) This 
would obviously encourage car pooling which would greatly reduce both traffic in the canyons during 
the crucial winter months as well as decrease the demand on the limited parking available at the resorts 
and elsewhere in the canyons. Likewise, we could implement a policy of allowing buses, and maybe 
even vehicles with at least 3-4 people, to enter the canyons up to 1 hour earlier than other non car-pool 
vehicles. (32.2.4A) This would achieve the same benefit. Clearly, these policies and procedures could 
be quickly implemented and or revoked/modified. If, after a year or two of experimenting, there is not a 
significant improvement, then we could look at other, more invasive and costly options. In short, there is 
NO NEED to hastily adapt other options if they are not needed. 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Pittman 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4139 

DATE:   7/20/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Richard Kanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. To my mind this is what Central Park is to 
New York City as we have no equivalent to a major large city park. See my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Richard Kanner 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4140 

DATE:   7/20/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Phyllis Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I am upset that tax payers would pay for a gondola that benefits the already wealthy ski areas and out-
of-town skiers. (32.2.7A) Buses would be more efficient at eliminating traffic and are essential for those 
of us who hike, cross country ski, snowshoe, and picnic in the canyon. (32.2.6.3C) It is a fragile 
environment and it is also our water shed. The ski industry should not be allowed to determine the 
canyon's uses. 
 
Sincerely, 
Phyllis Anderson 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4141 

DATE:   7/20/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jill Blevins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I AM ADAMANTLY OPPOSED TO EITHER BUS LANES OR A GONDOLA. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) 
Wake up! Snowbird had assigned parking during their 2019-2020 ski season. It works! No parking 
reservation, DON'T drive up the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) SIMPLE MATH, PROTECT THE GIFT 
OF THE WASATCH, and do NOT develop new wider roads, resulting in more cars and congestion 
(32.7C) and causing even more detrimental damage to the fragile environment. (32.13A and 32.13B) 
Reserved parking at trail heads would be a great option. (32.2.4A) STOP, RETHINK AND BE 
EXTREMELY CAREFUL of permanent changes that cannot be undone. These canyons are a valued 
watershed and natural environment which provides recreation for all of us living in an already 
overcrowded city. (32.12A and 32.12B) Our state, is over developed and crowded along the Wasatch. 
You have to drive one hour South on I-15, from Cottonwood Heights, UT before you can see open 
spaces that have not been developed with large apartment communities and corporate development. It 
is not a pretty sight! Keep the Canyons health front and center. Corporate greed should not be driving 
any decision when the cost is the loss of a valued watershed and natural environment. JUST STOP!! 
 
Sincerely, 
Jill Blevins 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4142 

DATE:   7/20/21 3:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Vanessa Wardy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Vanessa Wardy 
Kansas City, MO 
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COMMENT #:  4143 

DATE:   7/20/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nils Eddy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
nils Eddy 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4144 

DATE:   7/20/21 3:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Spencer Tingey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
As a lifelong citizen of the Wasatch Front I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, 
please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Spencer Tingey 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4145 

DATE:   7/20/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kallen Roth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kallen Roth 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4146 

DATE:   7/20/21 4:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carol Lessinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I value access to the beautiful Wasatch Canyons. Yet history shows that too many people impact wild 
areas in ways that make them less and less wild. Please...Not more development in the canyons. 
Please find a way that people can enjoy wilderness in a way that preserves the wilderness. 
Case in point....Please look at the people impact at Arches National Park. 
 
Sincerely, 
Carol Lessinger 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-4237 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4147 

DATE:   7/20/21 4:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tracey Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
I think increasing bus service is the best way to combat congestion, pollution and degradation of the 
environment. (32.2.9A). Cars should remain out of the canyon unless you live or work in the canyon. 
(32.2.2L) We need to address all types of recreation not just the skiing industry. (32.1.2D)  
 
Thank you for your consideration. Let's do what decreases impact on the canyons. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tracey Price 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4148 

DATE:   7/20/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeff Flick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeff Flick 
Salt Lake CIty, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4149 

DATE:   7/20/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Richard Steiner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The draft EIS includes reducing parking at back country trailheads. However none of the mass transit 
options include stops at these access points so the back country user is given the short end of the stick. 
Please consider ways to make white pine parking area able to accommodate the growing number of 
users. (32.4G and 32.2.6.2.4A) 
 
Richard Steiner 
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COMMENT #:  4150 

DATE:   7/20/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maddi Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Maddi Rogers 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4151 

DATE:   7/20/21 4:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michelle Ashton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Michelle Ashton 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4152 

DATE:   7/20/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Julia Mills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Julia Mills 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-4243 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4153 

DATE:   7/20/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Metzger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Metzger 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4154 

DATE:   7/20/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Katie Nicholls 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The gondola is not going to fix our problem, it is only going to create an eyesore in the wilderness! 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Katie Nicholls 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4155 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Reanna Corkery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Reanna Corkery 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 

Page 32B-4246 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4156 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Octavia Haines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). This is a particularly strong point--why can't we solve this with an integrated public 
transit system using clean energy buses? (32.2.2I, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Octavia Haines 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4157 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalie Matthews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Natalie Matthews 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4158 

DATE:   7/20/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Donis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Anna Donis 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4159 

DATE:   7/20/21 8:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Therese Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I love the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Therese Martin 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4160 

DATE:   7/20/21 9:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Pat Annoni 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Pat Annoni 
Midvale, UT 84047 

Page 32B-4251 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4161 

DATE:   7/20/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dogan Ozkan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dogan Ozkan 
Fairbanks, AK 
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COMMENT #:  4162 

DATE:   7/20/21 11:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chass Roosendaal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chass Roosendaal 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4163 

DATE:   7/21/21 12:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Worlock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. Please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Worlock 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4164 

DATE:   7/21/21 8:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Josiah Peck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Josiah Peck 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4165 

DATE:   7/21/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Tollefson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, in particular I value Little Cottonwood 
canyon as a bastion of beauty that is so easily accessible from Salt Lake City. Please see my 
comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6). It seems that there must be motivations outside of providing the public with access to one of the 
most beloved canyons in this country. Why else would you marr the canyonside with concrete 
structures and machinery that would not only block the view of the canyon? (32.1.2B) I believe there 
are inherent limitations to the way we access nature by the very design on nature. Trying to force our 
human will upon nature, in this case, building a massive gondola into that mountains only serves to 
destroy the nature we are trying to access. (32.2.9E and 32.13A) 
 
This being said the gondola appears to be another way to bolster the the already incredibly wealth 
skiing industry and extract money from its user base. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thats just 
how it appears, because given my comments above this gondola would not be effective at reducing 
traffic, (32.7B and 32.7C) it would not be used year round, (32.2.4A) it would destroy active recreation 
in the canyon such as rock climbing, and it would destroy the aesthetic of a beatiful canyon. Do not 
build this Gondola. (32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.2.9E) 
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Sincerely, 
Andrew Tollefson 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4166 

DATE:   7/21/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Layla Sethuraju 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, in particular I value Little Cottonwood 
canyon as a bastion of beauty that is so easily accessible from Salt Lake City. Please see my 
comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6). It seems that there must be motivations outside of providing the public with access to one of the 
most beloved canyons in this country. Why else would you marr the canyonside with concrete 
structures and machinery that would not only block the view of the canyon? (32.1.2B) I believe there 
are inherent limitations to the way we access nature by the very design on nature. Trying to force our 
human will upon nature, in this case, building a massive gondola into that mountains only serves to 
destroy the nature we are trying to access. (32.2.9E and 32.13A) 
 
This being said the gondola appears to be another way to bolster the the already incredibly wealth 
skiing industry and extract money from its user base. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thats just 
how it appears, because given my comments above this gondola would not be effective at reducing 
traffic, (32.7B and 32.7C) it would not be used year round, (32.2.4A) it would destroy active recreation 
in the canyon such as rock climbing, and it would destroy the aesthetic of a beatiful canyon. Do not 
build this Gondola. (32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.2.9E). 
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Sincerely, 
Layla Sethuraju 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4167 

DATE:   7/21/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Preston Due 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Preston Due 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4168 

DATE:   7/21/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madeline Voloshin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Madeline Voloshin and I am a local here in SLC. As an avid rock climber, the two 
proposed alternatives stated in the Environmental Impact statement are detrimental to the 
climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) The canyon is used for many other outdoor 
activities YEAR ROUND and its use extends beyond the ski areas at the top of the canyon. (32.1.2D 
and 32.7G). The proposed alternatives could potentially destroy over 110 boulder problems, some of 
which have been historically important to the growth and development of the sport. As a member of the 
community, (32.4A and 32.4B) I am requesting an extension of the formal commenting period from 45 
to 60 days inorder to fully address and understand the impacts these transportation alternatives will 
have on the canyon. (32.29A) 
Madeline Voloshin 
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COMMENT #:  4169 

DATE:   7/21/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Samuel Werstak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gov. Cox and team, 
My name is Samuel Werstak. I'm a student at the University of Utah, born and raised local, 
photographer, and outdoor recreator. I'm contacting you in regards to the much needed 
extension of the comment period for the gondola plans for Little Cottonwood Canyon. I am 
asking for your attention, consideration, and approval for the extension. There are many 
concerns that not only I have, but have been expressed by our communities in the Salt Lake 
Valley. (32.29A) What does this "solution" look like long term? Is it really going to fix our congestion of 
the cottonwoods? (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Or just add to the problem. More people is not the 
solution to this issue. Along with that, what will the gondola do to the natural habitats of more than 1200 
species of plants and animals that are native to Utah? Clearly the plans have not been considered 
thoroughly and we have the chance to allow more time for a better version of our solution. (32.13A and 
32.13B) 
Samuel Werstak 
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COMMENT #:  4170 

DATE:   7/21/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nikki Cavin-Grace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT has presented plans (after an extended time of interacting with the public) for putting a blistering 
gash of asphalt across the foothills on the Wasatch. Apparently the intention is to put high walls on the 
sides of this East German style monstrosity. It is a road to nowhere. It comes to an abrupt end at 9400 
South. Because of the high speed currently set on this section of Wasatch Boulevard it is a slaughter 
house for wildlife from the adjoining wild area on the foothill. I watched a tiny squirrel smashed this 
morning on the road. The bodies of young deer are on the roadside. The neighborhoods are sacrificed 
to this desecration of the area. The area and the traffic would be served by reducing the current size of 
the boulevard. There are more direct access corridors to Little Cottonwood Canyon up 9400 South. 
There are better commuter arterials from the south. UDOT attempted to pave over in Park City area 
and were driven off by the big wallets and players in that area. Cottonwood Heights is sacrificial 
because it is a mixed income area primarily middle class and can't fight off the bureaucrats as well as 
Sandy and Park City. Who controls UDOT? Is it the Federal government that greases the coffers of 
UDOT with Wasatch Front Regional Council as a conduit for grants? Please act like a Utah Governor 
and get control of this UDOT monstrosity. Please save what is left of the valley that makes it worth 
living here. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.13D) 
 
Nikki Cavin-Grace 
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COMMENT #:  4171 

DATE:   7/21/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth Eve King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT (Utah Department of Transportation) is destroying our neighborhood and the environment, with 
federal money. (32.2.7A) UDOT must consider the demands of the community and the needs of the 
environment. (32.29G) On May 22nd, over 680 people gathered in Cottonwood Heights at the "Save 
Not Pave Rally" to protest UDOT’s expansion of Wasatch Blvd and Save not Pave is only one of many 
groups working to protect our canyon. Despite being informed of the rally and invited to attend, UDOT 
sent no one. (32.29O) Utah has a population of about 2.9 million, approximately 80% of whom live 
along the Wasatch Front. Residents of Cottonwood Heights and Sandy proposed tunnels, planted 
cement or metal archways to mitigate sound and pollution. (32.2..2DD, 32.11B, and 32.2.2C) We 
designed planted roadways and planted medians. We requested noise enforcement and speed 
reduction. Which of our proposals did they include? NONE! No, our city and UDOT are in debt to big 
developers. They are lining their pockets and destroying our neighborhood and canyon. (32.2.6.2.2A 
and 32.2.7A) There are currently petitions to extend the comment period, but local government and 
UDOT have been completely unresponsive to our demands. (32.29A) I have corresponded with our 
Mayor, Mike Peterson as well as council people Christine Mikell, who was too busy with summer 
weddings to meet). I met with City Manager, Tim Tingey. He said everything is decided by was all up to 
Governor Cox and Carlos Braceros of UDOT. Plans were released last Friday.  
They are completely unacceptable. (32.2.9G) . 
Elizabeth Eve King 
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COMMENT #:  4172 

DATE:   7/21/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carl Fisher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Since July 2, over 2,600 Utahns took time out of celebrating our nation's birthday to sign apetition 
calling on Gov. Spencer Cox and UDOT Director, Carlos Braceras to extend the current 
45 day comment period to a 90 day comment period for the State of Utah's Little Cottonwood 
Canyon EIS. On June 25th, UDOT released a Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
recommending avalanche sheds and either a gondola or a bus with road widening to Utah's 
iconic glacially carved Little Cottonwood Canyon. The comment period is taking place during the 
busy July season with national and state holidays, on the heels of a global pandemic that had 
many unable to travel far from home. Without action by UDOT, public comment ends August 
9th, 2021. (32.29A) 
https://saveourcanyons.org/the-latest/save-our-canyons-blog/governor-and-udot-90-day-comme 
nt-period-extension-request  
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COMMENT #:  4173 

DATE:   7/21/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anne Lawlor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Anne Lawlor 
salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4174 

DATE:   7/21/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Julie Daily 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am an engaged and concerned citizen who values the natural treasures of the Wasatch Mountains. 
Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
It is imperative to significantly reduce traffic from individual cars - the current situation is a safety and 
environmental issue. (32.2.4A and 32.2.7A) Please consider no private vehicles during peak traffic 
times - private vehicles can be allowed after peak times. (32.2.2B, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) Also what is 
the safety backup plan for the gondola? During storms with high winds, aerial transportation systems 
often need to be shut down. I do not understand how the gondola is more reliable during storms. I do 
not understand how people would be evacuated from the gondola if the road was closed but the 
gondola open. (32.2.6.5K) I as a public citizen do not want my tax payer money subsidizing Alta and 
Snowbird. (32.2.7A) We have so many greater needs for our citizens. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Julie Daily 
COttonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4175 

DATE:   7/21/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Osman Sanyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
To whom it may concern: 
I have lived in the Salt Lake Valley for over thirty-five years. I am a skier, hiker, and cyclist who has 
appreciated our close proximity to the Cottonwood Canyons and the Wasatch range. I have watched 
traffic and trail access conditions deteriorate steadily over the last twenty to twenty-five years. I agree 
that a plan is needed to reshape transportation within Little Cottonwood Canyon. Given the realities of 
each proposed canyon transit option, it seems that the only option that will limit the deterioration of the 
canyon and SL valley environments, as well as allow equitable public access to the canyon, is a bus 
system the connects directly with a public transit system. (32.2.2I) Private vehicle traffic in the canyon 
will need to end, or be restricted to low utilization days and seasons. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) Given rapid 
expansion of electric vehicle options, an system of frequent running electric buses seems to be the best 
option for the future. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) Road widening and avalanche shelters should be as 
limited as possible, given the environmental impacts of each of those features. (32.2.9B, 32.2.9J, and 
32.13B) Transit access is needed to avoid motor vehicle traffic and parking issues that will be 
guaranteed to occur if parking is planned at the mouth of the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1D) 
 
The gondola option is too expensive and caters to the limited (and wealthier) members of the 
community and tourists who have a primary (and perhaps soul) interest in accessing the ski resorts. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It does no solve the traffic congestion issues, nor does it offer 
trailhead and back country access to canyon users who are not skiers. 
 
 
Thanks, 
 
Osman Sanyer 
 
Sincerely, 
Osman Sanyer 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4176 

DATE:   7/21/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erik Badger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Ivalue the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Erik Badger 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4177 

DATE:   7/21/21 7:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Paul Bruno 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We do not want ANY expansion of Wasatch Blvd or enhanced access to the ski resorts on Big 
Cottonwood Canyon!! (32.2.9L and 32.1.1A) 
 
Paul Bruno  
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4178 

DATE:   7/21/21 9:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Evan Tobin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I own an Alta Business and also owned a condo in Alta for over twenty years. I try and ski at least part 
of the day over 100 days a year and recreate in the canyons during the summer as well. I work around 
the traffic and can typically avoid major delays by being smart and not going up or down the canyon at 
the worst possible time.  
 
That said, the public transportation options only seem to run at the worst possible times! I do not think 
the bottlenecks at the worst times, sometimes caused by the busses, justify spending over half a billion 
dollars for either of these alternatives. (32.1.2D and 32.7C) If I had to choose between these two 
alternatives, I would definitely choose the road expansion with expanded bus service. (32.2.9B) That 
said, what contractual guarantees will we get from UTA or whoever runs the gondola, that they will 
actually run this 1/2 billion dollar investment? (32.2.6.5Q) Current regular bus service runs less than 4 
months of the year and it doesn’t run when it’s needed the most. (32.2.6.3K and 32.2.6.3N) What I 
would like to see is UTA run the current bus service longer hours and all year long. I do not understand 
why they only run the busses when the traffic is worst. I avoid the red snake by going down after apres 
ski. Many people would do the same on public transportation if the busses ran later. The busses need 
to run till midnight. We have the busses yet they stop at 6 or 7 pm when the traffic is worst. (32.2.6.3N) 
This forces people to use their cars. I think before you commit 1/2 billion of public funds, you should try 
the simple solution of running the current busses more. (32.2.9A) If people had reliable, buses that ran 
all day long, they wouldn’t be forced to use their cars. Start with building the parking garages @ 9400 & 
highland and the gravel pit and actually run the busses the entire ski season and all day long, hopefully 
all year long. If even only one bus every hour. People will not abandon their car in the valley if they 
don’t have a guaranteed way to get back to it if they decide to wait out the traffic. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
It’s a simple experiment and could save 1/2 billion dollars! The investment in Frontrunner to Provo cost 
billions and UTA refuses to run it on Sunday, ever! Is the Gondola going to be a similar waste of public 
funds? (32.2.7A) What guarantees are their that UTA or anyone will even operate it in the spring, fall or 
summer? (32.2.6.3C)  
 
I have read all the reports and I see no level of service guarantees and I also see absolutely no mention 
of how the operations will be funded. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.7A) Will there be a daily use fee for the 
gondola or busses? (32.2.4A) Will the ski areas or ikon include it with the ski passes? (32.2.4A) The 
budget in the EIS talks about operational costs but no mention of how that will be funded. It makes a 
huge difference if it’s free or $5 a ride or $100 for a Disneyland gondola ride up the canyon!  
 
I propose trying to run free busses on a year round 24/7 schedule for a few years and observe the 
traffic changes. (32.2.4A) If people had incentive not to take their cars, a half a billion dollar investment 
could be avoided! Yes, the busses would run more frequently during winter and the busiest times, but 
they need to run reliably other times as well so there is always a public transit alternative!(32.2.6.3C) I 
believe there is currently one bus a day going up and down every day, year round, but it’s not 
documented or on any schedule! It’s an employee bus and You can’t even find out when it runs by 
calling! That is ridiculous! This is supposed to be public transportation, not a service run for ski area 
employees only! This is a corrupt practice any way I look at it! Total abuse of the public! 
 
I want answers and nobody is accountable! (32.29V) Evan Tobin  
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COMMENT #:  4179 

DATE:   7/22/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Knoblock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi Josh and Bri- 
 
During our recent CWC Stakeholders Council meeting the question of scalability of a gondola came up. 
A goal for many stakeholders and the CWC is to minimize personal vehicles up LCC, beyond just what 
is needed to meet the 2050 desired minimum level of service.  
 
To that end, I commented that a gondola option could be scaled up beyond the initial 1,050 person per 
hour (pph) capacity by adding additional gondola cars to bring the capacity up to the manufacturer's 
4,000 pph maximum capacity. Another stakeholder claimed that the maximum capacity for this system 
could only be 1,050 pph, and not increased beyond that. I just reviewed the 'scalability' (Table 4, p. 7 of 
the Preferred Alternative Technical Memorandum) section of the draft LCC EIS and that only considers 
if the gondola could have phased implementation from 0 pph up to 1,050 pph, and does not address 
going from 1,050 pph to 4,000 pph.  
 
The enhanced bus system, if I understand correctly, really does have a maximum capacity of 1,008 pph 
and can not be "scaled up" beyond that due to bus logistical reasons. Therefore 70% or more of the 
people going up LCC would still likely be in personal vehicles. (32.2.4A) 
 
My question is, can the gondola system as preliminarily designed and cost estimated have its capacity 
increased up to 4,000 pph just by adding additional gondola cars, increased bus service to the gondola 
base, and additional minor modifications? (as opposed to requiring more lift towers or larger tower 
foundations and structures?) What would be required for the 4,000 pph capacity and what is that 
estimated cost? (32.2.6.5N) 
 
I believe this is a critical issue to help get help buy-in from mayors and the environmental community 
and therefore should be addressed in the scalability/phased implementation Table 4 and be discussed 
on page 6. (32.2.6.5N) 
 
Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  4180 

DATE:   7/22/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennilyn Tockstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennilyn Tockstein 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4181 

DATE:   7/22/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Daji Landis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
The gondola is a ridiculous idea. Increasing the bus service, while less sexy and less reminiscent of 
some fancy European resort, are clearly the better option. (32.2.9A) I have been taking the bus up to 
Alta since I was 12 to and from the 3900 park and ride. There was only one bus that did that route each 
day, but if there were more, more people would use it. The buses are more conducive to dispersed 
parking than the gondola would be. (32.2.2I) Busses can also better serve people going to locations 
outside the resort for back country skiing, sledding, and snow shoeing. (32.2.6.3C) Making the buses 
free and more reliable and more frequent would do a lot to fix these problems (without expanding the 
road). (32.2.4A) Even at the best of times the gondola would take forever to get to Alta, so no one is 
going to want to use it. (32.2.6.5O and 32.2.4A) The current bus system takes forever to get to Alta too 
because they have to go into all of the Snowbird entrances, but that could be fixed by having dedicated 
Alta express buses and just keeping people from driving solo in private cars to the resort. (32.2.6.3A) 
 
This idea about having busses to the gondola is not going to work that well. You want me to drive to a 
bus stop, wait for a bus, sit on the bus, wait for a gondola, and sit on the gondola forever? (32.7C, 
32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.6.5J) That's three different things when it could be two. And each time I have to 
move all my gear? Then, if I want to go to a different trailhead, there's yet another shuttle? (32.2.6.5AA) 
People are going to want to limit the legs of their trip and park at the one gondola station parking lot, 
which will be a bigger mess than the four different parking lots up the canyon. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
Now that so many people have IKON passes, they can go to Solitude if the traffic is bad and the 
gondola is a big bottleneck, which will punish people backcountry skiing up Big Cottonwood. (32.20D) 
Why should all the money go to Little and not Big, which has a similiar problem? (32.1.1A) At a certain 
point the number of people at the resorts is too much and should be limited, but this shouldn't punish 
other people trying to use PUBLIC LAND. 
 
This option is supported by the ski resorts because they don't have to pay for it and it makes Little 
Cottonwood seem like other fancy resorts. (32.2.7A) This is failing to show respect to other uses of the 
public land that don't benefit the resorts. Why not try to make the bus option (without changing the 
road) more attractive rather than make outlandish excuses for why we need something so expensive 
that will be paid for by tax dollars sorely needed elsewhere. (32.2.9A and 32.2.7A) 
 
As for the road widening, that will have huge impacts on recreation and wilderness. It will destroy 
climbs that make Little Cottonwood Canyon famous. (32.4A and 32.13B) I lived in LA where they have 
some of those 'dedicated bus lanes' and when there's traffic rich people use them and just pay the fine 
if they're caught. Usually getting into the canyon is the big bottleneck when driving, and this won't 
address that at all. Why not try improving the bus service first? (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Daji Landis 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4182 

DATE:   7/23/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jerry Roane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Follow-up to my public comment 
 
TriTrack Motors would be able to build our patented guideway tucked up next to the highway and move 
ski tourists at 180 mph to the ski resorts in 4 minutes. TriTrack vehicles hold skis in the locked trunk for 
four seated passengers per vehicle. Leaving frequency is four passengers every two seconds with self-
driving road EVs doing the traffic merging.  
 
Our patented construction method uses an aluminum alloy extrusion process that pushes out triangular 
guideway at walking speed and rolls the form into the exact trajectory of the terrain. This petite triangle 
is 14.5 inches on each side and sits on a 12 inch diameter pipe every 60 feet along the highway right of 
way edge. Our foundation hole is the exact same size as the study test holes so we should be able to 
obtain a FONSI for this build. The visual scar on nature of the highway is going to be there but making 
a new scar does not make as much sense as just staying within the damage already done.  
 
TriTrack is 100% clean and total electric. It has a Cd of 0/.07 and a frontal area of 12.055 square feet. 
These two measures multiply to form aerodynamic drag resulting in an energy per passenger mile of 
124 BTU where a city transit bus on flat ground uses 4,242 BTU per served passenger mile. Even if the 
energy is converted far away it still causes pollution if you wantonly waste energy. in our typical 
installation we put a 7 foot wide PV solar array on the superstructure but for the canyon we suggest 
putting the same number of panels on the destroyed gravel pit and no solar panels in the canyon to 
power our system completely off the monopoly grid. 
 
The cost to build the guideway is $12 million. The cost of the vehicles to fill the high speed guideway 
and have vehicles for leisurely loading would be another $3 million. Operating cost of $2 per year. 
Super quiet operation. No water quality degradation. Our guideway can be used to move drinking water 
up the canyon and sewer water down the canyon while sharing the same triangular guideway. We have 
been asked by the water utility of Karachi Pakistan to move 103,000,000 gallons of freshwater per day 
from the Indus River to 14 million people living in Karachi with water for 4 million. These ZoomHydro 
vehicles use the same guideway as TriTrack.  
 
Our simple foundation poles made from used oilfield surplus would not impact any mountain climbing 
activities. Our cost would be low enough not to require a toll or a government subsidy. The guideway is 
internally heated so no salt and no ice.  
 
Our air quality is superb and this project can set the example for other locations to become 100% clean 
not just by marketing name like zero emissions when they are not actually zero emissions.  
 
Bottom line is the bottom line. Ours is significantly lower cost to build and to operate. I worry that a 
committee that picked a diesel bus as the preferred choice has problems understanding air pollution in 
a mountain valley. (32.10A) There is nothing clean about a stinky diesel bus sitting in traffic or driving 
slowly past gridlocked cars blowing soot (PM2.5 ---- PM10), carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxides into 
car windows. I assume you are aware of the study showing 200,000 Americans dying early from our air 
pollution. Ref -- https://news.mit.edu/2013/study-air-pollution-causes-200000-early-deaths-each-year-
in-the-us-0829  
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These deaths are ten years or more early. The fact that TriTrack is elevated means the citizens of the 
valley will not have to suffer from the presence of the induced traffic load. Our water resource means 
the water system is not impacted. Noise will be less than buses either in their own lane or in the 
gridlocked car traffic. The speed will enable more commerce to be moved off the nature site and onto 
the flat lands below.  
 
I have found 3 minute speaking opportunities to be difficult. I believe that at $12 million that the ski 
resorts could easily and gladly pick up the tab from UDOT and those funds used on other older bridges 
in the state. We realize that our cost is incredibly cheap compared to the competition so much so that 
we may be cut from the list of bidders. Our patents are 6,923,124 7,127,999 7,334,524 (US) 
ZL200710167087.1(China) (32.2.2A) 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jerry Roane 
CEO TriTrack Motors  
CEO Roane Inventions Incorporated 
Georgetown, TX  
 
TriTrackMotors.com 
TriTrack.net 
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COMMENT #:  4183 

DATE:   7/24/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lucy Leaver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lucy Leaver 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4184 

DATE:   7/26/21 4:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kyle Shoaf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kyle Shoaf 
sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4185 

DATE:   7/27/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adrienne Krueger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Are you really comfortable with killing the natural beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon for profit? 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Love, Adrienne 
 
Sincerely, 
Adrienne Krueger 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4186 

DATE:   7/27/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ezra Lebovitz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ezra Lebovitz 
Maplewood, NJ 
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COMMENT #:  4187 

DATE:   7/27/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Li 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains and have spent my formative years enjoy 
the natural bounty Utah has to offer. Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon 
Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Anna Li 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4188 

DATE:   7/27/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Montgomery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I’ve been going to LCC to ski for 29 years. Things have changed. Why are you neglecting big 
cottonwood canyon and only focusing on little? (32.1.1A) I would like you to make travel easier for Big 
and let the masses go there. I am against the gondola in LCC, and would prefer more buses in both 
canyons. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) After driving across the valley I will not get on another source of travel 
either mode you decide on. (32.2.4A) Let’s get rid of the icon passes in LCC. (32.2.2K) Most of the 
people using the pass are looking for cheap rentals and restaurants and stay in the valley so they can 
go to all the resorts easier hence filling the roads w rental cars. The gondola is a lot of money and no 
need for it most of the year. No easy answer 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrew Montgomery 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4189 

DATE:   7/27/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erica Ammon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Erica Ammon 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4190 

DATE:   7/27/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sara Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for providing opportunities for community input on the LCC EIS and thank you for all your 
time involved with this project. The following comments are from me and not on the behalf of my non-
profit employer.  
 
I feel that conversations, comments, and videos that I have seen and heard are all about gondola or 
bus options and a lot about the hub terminal at the LCC base. I am not saying that I am for or against 
anything, I just have some thoughts on the hub terminal station in Alta. 
 
Alta should not be seen as a transportation hub stop but as a small town with a school, a mayor, a 
government, a post office, with residents of all ages. Like adding lanes to Wasatch Boulevard will 
forever change Cottonwood Heights, adding this hub terminal to the Town Of Alta will forever change 
our town. (32.4O) 
 
When and if this building is built, I hope that this terminal will have public input from the Alta community, 
and the design will fit in with the surroundings of Alta. This grand building offers an excellent 
opportunity to showcase all of Little Cottonwood Canyon, a perfect location for local art, historical, and 
environmental displays. (32.4O) 
 
The Alta terminal building obviously will need to offer lockers, food amenities, and bathrooms for the 
folks riding the gondola, that should not even have to be mentioned. The only day lodge in Alta (Albion 
Day Lodge) can not support all of the gondola rider's needs and Albion Day Lodge is a good walk or ski 
away from the proposed site for the terminal. (32.2.3A and 32.4O) Speaking of the site, I am curious 
about the location of the terminal building, I do see a location at minute 2:23 of the Gondola Works 
video but I can not decipher if it will end up being closer to the highway or closer to the rope tow. 
(32.4O) If it is up at highway level, will a lift or magic carpet need to be installed to transport gondola 
riders back up to the terminal? (32.4O) New food and businesses in this building are exciting for Alta, 
and could be a great bonus for our town, especially in the summer when the town is busy and options 
are not available for food or drink. Finally, I hope UDOT will consider providing employee housing at the 
terminal for those who will run the building as affordable housing is non-existent in Alta. It sure would 
be a pickle if the manager of the terminal is stuck down the canyon due to whatever comes their way. 
 
If we are going to spend all of this money, let's make sure this building is gorgeous, filled with 
amenities, the community likes it, and make sure it fits in with our town. 
 
Thank You, 
Sara Gibbs 
(she/her/hers) 
Executive Director 
Alta Community Enrichment 
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COMMENT #:  4191 

DATE:   7/28/21 7:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ashley Nye 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6.) the loss of undeveloped wild spaces in Utah will greatly diminish the draw of the area, reducing 
interest in the long term. Parts Utah stand as some of the few places with both recreation access and 
little commercial development surrounding it, leading to a sanctuary of solitude for many, an invaluable 
characteristic that cannot be lost. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ashley Nye 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4192 

DATE:   7/28/21 11:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kenneth Kiss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains as well as the surplus that our state has 
right now. Please, protect our land for future generations and spend our money on projects that benefit 
a much larger number of our citizens. Here are my comments on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft 
Environmental Impact Study (DEIS). 
 
1) Reliability of buses is only an issue 20 days a year. We do not need a big hammer for 20 days a 
year. The privilege of skiing is just that, a privilege primarily for people of means who can afford gear, a 
lift ticket and time for recreation. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) 
 
2) Look at the negative effects from our previous state sponsored tourism campaigns - locals can 
hardly visit the jewels of our state: Arches and Zion. Our most precious land is not being preserved for 
our children. Please protect our land for our children. (32.29G) 
 
3) We all know money talks. Ski resorts are part of our economy but why is the state considering 
expensive projects that benefit a small portion of our economy - Alta and Snowbird? Ski resorts need to 
pay the real cost of their businesses. My fellow citizens of the state and myself should not be subsiding 
ski resorts. The La Caille property is also a situation where a few people benefit monetarily. 
Our state has real needs that benefit all citizens, not just people of means. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
 
3) Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB). 
 
4) Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
5) Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
6) Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
7) Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and allow equitable 
access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of our land (32.2.2I) 
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Sincerely, 
Kenneth Kiss 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4193 

DATE:   7/29/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Tanney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m not sure why taxpayers should foot the bill for a gondola system that only benefits the money 
hungry snowbird and Alta resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) These only seem to serve the 
two resorts with no service for hikers/backcountry touring, nor will they operate outside of the brief 
winters (which with climate change will only get shorter by climate predictions). (32.2.2E)  
 
They have already limited backcountry access on federal forest lands (which are supposed to be free 
access to the public), and have begun charging parking for backcountry access areas.  
 
If the little cottonwood canyon resorts want a gondola, have them pay for it. (32.2.7A)  
 
Put in a bus system and the avalanche tunnels and let’s start thinking smart and utilizing public 
transport in a smart way. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) 

Page 32B-4288 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4194 

DATE:   7/29/21 5:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The LCC EIS lacks any vision that would substantially advance the goals of improving transportation, 
economic viability, environmental sustainability, and recreation stewardship in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The underlying assumption of the statement is 
that models project that traffic volumes will significantly increase by 2050. Since widening the highway 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon to accommodate the increase is not feasible, the EIS is seeking transit 
alternatives solely to handle the projected increase. (32.1.2B) The prime directive of the EIS is to 
ensure the free flow of traffic and not advance the aforementioned goals. (32.2.4A) As such, the means 
under consideration to address that end will not produce a transportation solution that fosters the vision 
that is needed for the Wasatch Canyons. In summary, I feel that the LCC EIS is antithetical to the 
aforementioned goals. 
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COMMENT #:  4195 

DATE:   7/29/21 6:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a two-decade long user of LCC, I urge the committee to consider the long-term health of the canyon 
and local Utah residents' use of the space. (32.29G) In years past, I have enjoyed nearly 100 days of 
recreation a year in LCC. This year, due to continuing pressure from the resorts, I was barely able to 
enjoy 10. Unchecked growth will destroy our canyons and must be resisted. As a homeowner and 
taxpayer in the SLC valley, I do not have any interest in my taxes funding any project that seeks to 
increase resort profits at the expense of our access. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) As nearly 100% 
of my ski days are back-country touring in our national forest, please understand that no option that 
targets resort use and increases user days is good for me, my family, or any of the tens of thousands of 
locals who call SLC home because of unfettered access to wonderful wilderness. (32.1.2D and 32.7C)  
 
Before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
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COMMENT #:  4196 

DATE:   7/29/21 6:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Ramey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin this beautiful wilderness. Not only does this ruin the beauty of the canyon, it causes 
logistical nightmares. (32.17A) A little wind? (32.2.6.5K) No one up the canyon. 45 minute ride? No 
thanks. Backcountry users? (32.2.4A and 32.4G) Good luck. This is a solution proposed to you by the 
developers who will stop at nothing to make money. Do no succumb. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4197 

DATE:   7/29/21 7:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maureen Hines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for the gondola (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  4198 

DATE:   7/29/21 7:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rocky Seeley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to protect the Wasatch! Incorporating a new transportation system will be harmful to the 
ecosystems and life within. Not in favor of the proposed developments. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  4199 

DATE:   7/29/21 7:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Guptill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s do this!!!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4200 

DATE:   7/29/21 8:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Douglas Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve lived near the canyons my entire life. This is the only rational choice. Any other solution will require 
widening of road which will cause significant trauma to the canyon. (32.13B) This keeps the canyon 
open in bad snow days. With appropriate drop off spots this is a winner. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  4201 

DATE:   7/29/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  King Slime 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Move da moose They be chilling walking down the road (moose lane) (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  4202 

DATE:   7/29/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Howard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid user of the cottonwood canyons and a resident of salt lake for 40 years. I think both the 
options are bad. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The gondola is only to serve 2 resorts and has no use in the 
summer. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The bus lane is a bandaid fix that will be underused. 
(32.2.4A) I think the solution is a train trough LC to PC to BC connected to trax stations this would 
provide resort access and commuters access from the valley to park city. I’m sure it would cost more 
but at least we as tax payers would get more out of it. (32.2.2H, 32.2.2H, and 32.2.2Q) 
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COMMENT #:  4203 

DATE:   7/29/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ammon Hatch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm someone who visits the resorts in the winter and I am troubled by the traffic and parking problems 
faced by going up there. But moreso I am a dispersed user, rock climber, hiker, and backcountry skier. I 
think both preferred alternatives favor the resorts far too much, and they will be a severe detriment to 
the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) Before any permanent and significantly damaging action is 
taken, I strongly suggest a new study which places a higher value on dispersed use and environmental 
protection. (32.2.4A, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.7G, and 32.1.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  4204 

DATE:   7/29/21 9:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  McKay Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I firmly believe that while we think the best solution to canyon congestion in the winter in LCC is a tram, 
it would be a hasty decision if made without taking into consideration the benefits of keeping as much of 
this canyon as wild as we can. (32.1.5C) There’s a reason so many people flock to this canyon each 
year, and it’s not just amazing powder. It’s the beauty of the canyons towering granite, ALL year round. 
While this will not be the best solution for those seeking more profit, the best solution for our salt lake 
community as well as those coming in from out of state is to cap the amount of tickets sold to the resort 
on any given day. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  4205 

DATE:   7/29/21 10:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Yajaira Armenta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in the neighborhoods surrounding the entrance of the canyon is unbearable when the canyon is 
backed up. A gondola will allow locals to commute without hassle. (32.7C and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4206 

DATE:   7/29/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheri Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the best thing that could happen here! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4207 

DATE:   7/29/21 10:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Eskind 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, the gondola is a brilliant solution!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4208 

DATE:   7/29/21 11:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Zavala 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah’s air quality is bad enough. (32.10A) We need a solution that cuts down on carbon emissions and 
reduces dependence on cars on the road. Please choose Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4209 

DATE:   7/30/21 7:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Schabowsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Overall and based on my personal experience of being a season pass holder at both Alta and Snowbird 
for multiple seasons and being stuck in traffic for many hours this past season, the status quo is simply 
not acceptable. That said, it is hard for me to believe that the enhanced bus option will really solve the 
problem. (32.7C)  
 
Most, if not all of my delays this past year were due to accidents (inclement weather) OR 
Avalanches/Control. While snow sheds will help with Avalanches and their control, it will not be 100% 
and many of the slide paths are not covered. The bus plan’s biggest liability is the motorist who makes 
a mistake, causes an accident and stops the flow of traffic which will include the busses. (32.2.6.3P) As 
a person who has invested in AWD + dedicated snow tires there is not much incentive for me to take 
the bus, (32.2.4A) as a) I am more comfortable in my car, b) in case of a crash, I would rather be in my 
own car with the ability to “Bail”c) less transit mode shifts. Could some of this be fixed by a) requiring 
ALL cars in canyon to be AWD/4x4 WITH Winter tires? Maybe-but people still make mistakes. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.2M)  
 
The above reasoning is why I am for the Gondola B (FROM LA CAILLE) Option. It is the only one which 
deals with the majority of traffic concerns for the majority of people. (32.2.9D) Backcountry skiers and 
hikers (I am also a frequent hiker) can continue to use their cars as necessary to access trailheads 
without gondola stops AND have a better experience as the majority of resort skiers should be 
FORCED to ride the gondola by limiting resort parking. Avalanche concerns are mitigated OTHER than 
temporary mitigation closures, I would happily deal with a “longer”ride on the gondola if the time was 
more deterministic. Please, we need a real solution not a band-aid that results in the same congestion 
we currently have. 

Page 32B-4304 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4210 

DATE:   7/30/21 7:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Holmes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do the Gondola lift option. It is the best option. I live a mile from the mouth of the Canyon. And 
would love to see this option fulfilled. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4211 

DATE:   7/30/21 9:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Randle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of the proposed options feel like we’re skipping gradual steps that can be taken to work on the 
issue in a less extreme way. Why not start by keeping the road and busses in place as they are but set 
up a toll booth and charge a fee ($25 or so) to drive up the canyon on weekends/snow days? (32.2.2Y) 
That would enable enforcement of the traction law, encourage people to use the bus system we already 
have, give us more time to evaluate options and alternatives, all while collecting revenue that can be 
used to fund a larger project in the future. (32.2.2M, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4212 

DATE:   7/30/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah McDaniel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Approve of this!(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4213 

DATE:   7/30/21 10:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nikki Zyp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have watched the presentation and joined the first public hearing through the live stream. I am a 
Cottonwood Heights resident who frequents the canyon year round to hike and ski (both at resorts and 
backcountry).  
These canyons are one of our greatest resources and it is vital that we as a community find a way to 
balance enjoying the canyons with protecting them. I am very concerned about the gondola plan 
presented as it will increase the number of people in the canyons but does little to address how the 
impact of that many people will be felt in the canyons. (32.20A and 32.20C) I’m also concerned with 
this plan because it only serves the resort ski community. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It will 
not be an option for anyone wishing to get to a trailhead. (32.1.2D) All climbers, snowshoers, classic 
and backcountry skiers will still need to drive. Is this gondola plan really the best option for our canyon if 
it is only serving one group of people? (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) And why should everyone carry 
the burden of paying for something that doesn’t serve all? The resorts should pay the bulk of the cost 
for the gondolas. Will that be the case? (32.2.7A). If the gondola plan is chosen and implemented, what 
are the contingency plans if people choose not to use the gondolas and continue to drive? We will be 
left with an expensive eye sore in our canyons. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A). Alternatively, while the bussing 
plan will have a greater environmental impact, (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
it can service a greater group of people and interests. (32.2.6.3C) Bussing plans can be fairly easily 
modified based on need and the additional lanes can be used, when needed, for emergency vehicles to 
more quickly clear accidents and slide offs. Roads up the canyon will always be needed and it makes 
more sense to invest our money into developing the roads which can be universally used and altered.  
While I have concerns about both of the proposed plans and would prefer a third option involving 
mandatory bussing on high use days (similar to Zion NP) (32.2.2B) , I understand there are no easy 
answers and a lot of work and research has gone into this issue. With those considerations, I favor the 
bussing plan. Thank you. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  4214 

DATE:   7/30/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lorena Bush 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. As a regular user of the canyons I believe the gondola is the best short and long 
term option for the massive amount of traffic at little and big cottonwood canyon. It also gives options to 
expand it and make a bet with other resorts. Our population will just keep growing, we better make the 
best decision now! Yes to the gondola!!(32.2.9D and 32.2.2N, and 32.2.2Q) 

Page 32B-4309 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4215 

DATE:   7/30/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Pitsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in SLC. I want to see less extreme measures taken before anything is built in the canyon (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4216 

DATE:   7/30/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Braig Lindstrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to start with the snow shreds they have the biggest impact for increasing the number of days. 
After that we need electric buses and no gondola (32.2.9K, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4217 

DATE:   7/30/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bo Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Midvale and enjoy snowboarding at our local resorts. The only thing that is hindering me from 
taking the bus is the parking and the frequency at the current routes. I would prefer to take the bus 
because they are cheaper, faster and, I already have a public transit pass for my schooling. This last 
year, I would attempt to take the bus at the mouth of the canyon but, the parking lot is completely full 
and my only alternative is to drive up to the resort itself. Also, when I tried the route off of 9th east the 
bus took too long to arrive. I feel I became dependent upon driving myself up the canyon because 
resources have not been allocated to our current options. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.3K) I would prefer 
bus routes over a gondola because I do not want increased price rates to use public transit up the 
canyon, (32.2.4A) I also do not want to overuse our taxes for a method that is irreversible and beyond 
our current need and, encouragement to use the current bus methods can be improved with further 
support and advertising. (32.2.4A) I would advocate for increasing parking and bus route frequencies 
before doing major construction within the canyon. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4218 

DATE:   7/30/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Dankmyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of South Salt Lake, and just purchased a home here, partly due to the access to the 
mountains. I have lived in Salt Lake for 3 years, and prior to that visited Salt Lakes ski resorts 
(particularly in Little Cottonwood) every year for 15 years.  
 
I have commented before via this comment system at various times during the EIS. I am delighted that 
we have chosen the Enhanced Bus option as one of the finalists. I am less thrilled with the inclusion of 
a gondola option, however the La Caille solution was still likely our best solution of the Gondola options. 
That said, I vastly prefer the enhanced bus solution. There are a few reasons for this:  
 
- We already have buses from UTA that we are utilizing today. While road work must be done to make 
the enhanced bus solution a reality, it relies on a reusable resource (buses) that can be used 
throughout Salt Lake, Little Cottonwood and Big Cottonwood, regardless of if it is ski season or not. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3E) 
 
- While construction of both options will take time, we could arguably work on a hybrid bus priority 
system with our existing lanes today as we build the enhanced bus system with extra lane, snow sheds, 
etc. (32.29R)  
 
- The bus is generally more flexible. If demand increases, we can run more buses up the canyon. If we 
need the bus to stop at various snowshoeing or backcountry skiing areas (currently overflowing parking 
lots typically), it can. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.3D) In the summer it can stop at summer hiking spots (even 
if that is not in the cards now). In general, because it is a vehicle that can move around obstacles and 
stop where it would like, the enhanced bus seems more flexible to the ever growing needs in the 
canyon. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
- In addition, there remains a possibility for the LCC Bus line to be extended into a full city connector of 
sorts, therefore potentially reducing car traffic and parking at the mouth of the canyon (this is an issue 
for either the gondola or the bus, but the bus at least offers the *opportunity* to build a full home to ski 
resort bus only option in the future). (32.2.2I) 
 
- The simplicity of buses can sound quite boring, but more and more they are the go to rapid transit 
option in the mountain west. Gondolas are not. They are in Europe, but cars are also impossible and far 
less prevalent. The reality is that the Wasatch front and Salt Lake valley in general is quite reliant on 
cars, so building a gondola for one small piece of the travel seems a bit disjointed. (32.2.9E)  
 
- The gondola is quite rigid in its offering, as it can't really increase its capacity once it is built. It will be, 
last time I checked, the longest gondola in the world, which isn't a feat I think the state of Utah should 
take on as a newbie of gondola builders (even with all the expertise of contractors building it). 
(32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.5BB)) 
 
- From the initial plans and latest plans, it seems the gondola will need to make some hard 90 degree 
turns, and there is the possibility of riders having to get *off* the gondola at snowbird to continue their 
trip at Alta. This adds, according to the EIS, 9 additional minutes to the ride for the gondola, further 
lengthening the time it will take. (32.2.6.5R)  
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- The gondola will only ever solve ski resort travel issues. It does nothing to deal with summer hiking, or 
even winter activities that arent ski resort skiing (such as backcountry skiing, snowshoeing, etc.). The 
gondola wont be able to stop anywhere along the road in LCC except at snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
- The fact that the gondola will be ever present truly impacts the beauty of the canyon. Sure, a red 
snake of cars in traffic also isnt very magestic, but its not a permanent structure in the canyon. The 
gondola will be. (32.17A) 
 
- The so called "benefit" some have laid out of the gondola being a tourist destination/attraction is the 
very opposite of what this EIS is looking to solve. (32.1.2B) We are looking to reduce traffic in the 
canyon for ski travel mostly. The fact is that the gondola WILL attract tourists, when our actual goal 
should be to *not* attract additional traffic into the canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) Let's let tourists 
access many of the resources we already have in this beautiful state, no need to add more tourist traps 
that will further make our traffic worse - without actually getting skiers/snowboarders up the mountain.  
 
- The gondola will take a long time to build. (32.2.7C)  
 
- I am not convinced that the gondola can really handle enough people compared to multiple buses 
driving up the canyon back to back. Again, capacity building and downsizing with the bus is as simple 
as either adding more buses or reducing buses. It has a potentially infinite capacity (or at least quite a 
high threshold). (32.2.6.3N)  
 
- The gondola also seems to set a potential slippery slope for Park City to try to build a similar gondola 
into Big Cottonwood and then eventually from BCC to LCC. (32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q) The wildlife impact 
and additional traffic this will create will truly ruin the majesty of these great mountains. (32.13A) 
 
Let's build an enhanced bus service, and start with even just prioritizing buses on the existing lanes 
until that enhanced bus service with additional lanes is available. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) We can make 
the riding experience more comfortable and provide storage potentially for skis and gear either under 
the bus or on the outside of the bus, and increase bus capacity so that the lines are shorter. (32.2.6.3G 
and 32.2.6.3K) We can do this if we make buses actually the *fastest* way to get to the mountain, vs. 
right now where the buses sit in the same traffic as all the single occupancy vehicles on the road. 
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COMMENT #:  4219 

DATE:   7/30/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Lowe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why do both option have to cost so much out of tax payers pockets. (32.1.2B) The best option it to do 
NEITHER and go to bus only in the canyons like Zions. (32.2.9G and 32.2.2B) It’s the only way all 
parties get treated the same and fairly. Business owners, customers, rich and poor, skiers, hikers and 
climbers. 
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COMMENT #:  4220 

DATE:   7/30/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Esquivel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, I agree. We need to do something. (32.29D) 

Page 32B-4316 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4221 

DATE:   7/30/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leah Magidson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who enjoys little cottonwood canyon for bouldering and hiking - not just skiing - I feel like 
whatever option is decided on should only be used for the main ski season (november - march). 
(32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) Not being able to drive to specific trailheads or roadside parking will 
eliminate the option of climbing and hiking in the canyon, especially at hours outside of a bus or 
gondola schedule. (32.2.4A and 32.4G) It is important to have access to the canyon in the early 
morning or evening once the temperature rises for climbers. If the traffic is problematic only in the 
winter, then the alternative transportation options should only be required in the winter if at all. 
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COMMENT #:  4222 

DATE:   7/30/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tianyao Xiao 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Enhanced Bus Service alternative. We don't need the Gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4223 

DATE:   7/30/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Holmes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this option is by far the best one!  
 
Living less than a mile below the mouth of little cottonwood canyon, I many times see the traffic up the 
canyon so backed up, I can’t even get out of my own neighborhood. (32.7B) 
As an avid long time skier Ive been stuck up at Snowbird or Alta more times than I can remember, 
because of snow storms, and it is a mess every time. 
 
I am heavily in favor of installing the gondolas. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4224 

DATE:   7/30/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Shackelford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a resident in zip code xxxxx and ski 150+ days per year in LCC (half in bounds, half out of bounds). 
The draft EIS fails to adequately consider three key considerations with regard to the gondola: 
1) Capacity: Without consideration for capacity, the gondola is equivalent to writing a blank check to the 
ski resorts. It is irresponsible to build a gondola that has the potential to carry 5x what is modeled in the 
EIS without agreeing ahead of time what that capacity should be. If you build it, they will come. (32.20B 
and 32.2.6.5N)  
2) Avalanche Mitigation: I have heard conflicting information on whether gondola operations will be 
impacted by avalanche mitigation. In a major avalanche cycle, it seems logical that the towers will need 
to be inspected before reopening. This means that the gondola will have downtime, potentially 
more/potentially less than the road. As a result, it does not provide a reliable secondary egress route -- 
which is one of the few major benefits in my opinion. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
3) Traction control enforcement: Before we consider spending hundreds of millions of dollars, why not 
make an honest effort for a single season to enforce traction controls to see the impact. Make it the law 
that from November to May, you have to have 3PMSF tires all day every day. If you don't have a 
properly equipped vehicle, take the bus. You don't even have to slow traffic at the mouth of the canyon. 
Just have a few officers go through the parking areas up the canyon and write out tickets. The message 
will get out. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  4225 

DATE:   7/30/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathleen Carey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor. I've seen how gondolas/trams can improve transportation opportunities in Medellin, 
Columbia as an example. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4226 

DATE:   7/30/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Swenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a rock climber and backcountry snowboarder who primarily climbs/ boulders/tours in Little 
Cottonwood, I am firmly against any option that would widen the road and destroy the world-class 
bouldering that lies right alongside the road. (32.4A) In particular, having $500MM+ in taxpayer dollars 
go to mainly to a resort that I cannot even access as a snowboarder feels like an extreme insult. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Widening the road is a terrible solution, and a taxpayer-funded 
gondola is even worse. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) If the city wants to increase business, do it by repealing 
some of the draconic laws that prevent non-Mormons from visiting... Not by destroying nature. (32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  4227 

DATE:   7/30/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ammon Traeden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola serves only the ski resorts and as a taxpayer in Utah and a season pass holder in lcc, I can 
think of many ways that my tax money could be spent rather than giving these ski resorts a multi million 
dollar gift. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I also backcountry ski quite a bit and I really don’t see 
how this would benefit that community in any way. (32.1.2D) It will be an eye sore, (32.17A) change 
access to the backcountry and that whole community would not get any use out of the gondola. (32.7G 
and 32.2.4A) I be believe that a bus lane with way more busses or just vastly increased bus service 
and restricting the number of cars allowed up each day would really help reduce canyon traffic and the 
number of accidents that happen up there. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) However, you would need to build 
several more park and ride lots as the current ones are already full on weekends without increased 
incentive for bus use. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.4A) Please do not build the gondola, (32.2.9E) it’s a cool 
idea on paper but I think it would cause more problems than it would solve. But if you do go with that 
make Alta and snowbird pay for it. Also, please do something to address the same traffic issues in big 
cottonwood canyon. (32.1.1A) 
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COMMENT #:  4228 

DATE:   7/30/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Landsman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. This part of the Wasatch is already heavily 
developed and a gondola would provide an alternative transportation option with minimal environmental 
impact. Due to their efficiency, Gondolas are common as transportation throughout the world and are 
attractive to potential riders. Buses do not have the same appeal. The unique and beautiful Little 
Cottonwood Canyon deserves an equally unique and beautiful transportation solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4229 

DATE:   7/30/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Renee Yeoman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This whole project is just using taxpayer money to help Alta and Snowbird make more money. Absurd. 
Want to cut back on LCC traffic? Ban Ikon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  4230 

DATE:   7/30/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Libo Wang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I urge you to consider scaling our bus / UTA system first and foremost before committing tax payer 
money to private interests such as the gondola. (32.2.9A) While there is prior lack of success with the 
UTA system, the major issue is lack of reliable bus schedule and nonavailability of parking. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.6.2.1C) Both can be expanded with much less cost and can scale as needed. (32.2.7C and 
32.2.6.3D) The gondola is a major commitment, heavy on private interests, light on realistic projections 
and financial details (such as rider fees, will tickets be included in pass holders). (32.2.4A) 
Concentration of traffic to one area does not solve the bottle neck that already peripherally surrounds 
both cottonwoods given the location of the proposed parking lot. (32.2.6.5E)  
 
Therefore I have to speak out against rushing into the gondola as a solution to our current canyon 
congestion. (32.2.9E and 32.7C) Thanks for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  4231 

DATE:   7/30/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Fay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Your EIS is completely skewed. We get it you will have to move boulders and use less salt for a 
gondola. But how will these impact the future of Alta (the town) what will doubling the amount of people 
in a tiny town do? (32.4O, 32.20A, and 32.20C) How much will this encourage future development of a 
place that doesn't even have a grocery store? (32.20E and 32.20F) In a state of less government is the 
answer, the power of UDOT to decide the future of a town seems awfully intrusive. 
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COMMENT #:  4232 

DATE:   7/30/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Krantz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4233 

DATE:   7/30/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Torin McDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the proposed preferred alternatives in the EIS would provide adequate transportation 
alternatives for dispersed recreational users. (32.1.2D) They only would benefit the ski resorts 
themselves, and as a tax payer I would like to see the surplus budget directed toward more incremental 
and logical alternatives, like an increased bus schedule without road widening. (32.2.9A) The two 
preferred alternatives are really just a subsidy to the ski resorts- which is not something that taxpayer 
money should be used for. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  4234 

DATE:   7/30/21 3:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colby Stetson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola amounts to little more than a taxpayer funded subsidy for Alta and Snowbird. This idea is 
offensive. Given the amount of people it can move per hour, and the fact that it only stops at the ski 
areas to serve a dying industry, it is not a "transportation solution" for LCC. There is little in this plan 
that benefits anyone in the community besides the ski areas and their marketing departments. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
A widened road, snow sheds, and enhanced bus service would help to alleviate traffic problems in a 
slightly more cost effective way. (32.2.9B)  
 
However, neither of the 2 options currently on the table are practical long term solutions for the 
canyons. (32.2.6H)  
 
Something as simple and cheap as a Forest Service tollbooth at the bottom could help reduce traffic 
while simultaneously subsidizing public infrastructure improvements that the canyon desperately needs 
(better parking at trailheads, more public bathrooms, etc). (32.2.2Y) On the other end of the cost 
spectrum, a train system servicing PC, BCC, and LCC could have been an excellent and 
comprehensive solution reducing traffic, emissions, car accidents, and drunk driving. (32.2.2N and 
32.2.2Q)  
 
The gondola solution is absurd, expensive, and serves nobody besides the resort execs and their 
investors. (32.2.4A) If the resorts want the gondola, they should pay for it, not taxpayers. (32.2.7A) I am 
begging planners to go back to the drawing board and envision a solution that serves the entire 
community into the future. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4235 

DATE:   7/30/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eddie Morillas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that the benefit of the current proposed alternatives is too focused on the ski resorts and does not 
appropriately consider other canyon activities. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) A solution that provides 
more equitable access to recreation throughout the entire canyon and provides a benefit during the 
summer months would be strongly preferred. (32.1.2C) Additionally, I am concerned by the impact to 
the historic climbing resources near S.R. 210. Part of Salt Lake's appeal is the ability to access world 
class recreation opportunities year round. Destroying access to one of those activities in favor of 
another is frankly irresponsible. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
There are many less environmentally impactful alternatives to continue to test and improve in the short 
term before undertaking such a massive and expensive infrastructure project. Buses have not been 
given enough of a chance. Tolling or vehicle occupancy requirements haven't been tried. Ski shuttles 
from area hotels could be implemented to reduce the number of under-equipped rental cars and 
inexperienced winter drivers in the canyons. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) And what about BCC? I think the 
best solution will be adaptable to both roads. (32.1.1A)  
 
Finally, the fact that Snowbird and Alta, the two companies that will benefit the most from this project, 
are not shouldering a significant portion of the financial burden is completely unacceptable. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4236 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallin Van Wagenen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in total favor for this. It sounds like an amazing option to help out the issues. I am in full support 
(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4237 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave DiRocco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is such a great idea. A great way to reduce emissions and polutions and help preserve our 
canyon! Plus a very beautiful way to enjoy some breakfast on our way to ski!(32.10A and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4238 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Decker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the clear best choice as bad weather is the key issue. Not just congestion. Bus costs will go 
up as labor and insurance and costs of maintenance go up faster than gondola. From a marketing 
vantage point this is clearly in line with the states idea of ease of access from airport and tourism. Not 
to mention safety for accidents and tourists. Lastly - an eventual wassatch gondola connect could be in 
order for the future. Saving larger transportation issues (32.2.9D and 32.1.5B). 
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COMMENT #:  4239 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  M Jeffrey Painter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola!(32.2.9D)  

Page 32B-4335 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4240 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diane Whittaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not consider the gondola option. (32.2.9E) This option does not support the many users of 
the canyon that are not resort skiers. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It will be slower than the 
bus and less flexible than the bus. Also, more expensive than the bus. 

Page 32B-4336 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4241 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyson Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Are we really going to spend $$$ that literally is for a problem that only exists 3 months of the year, and 
of those 3 months mainly on powder days. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) I've lived at the mouth of LCC since 
1979, skied professionally with Snowbird, and continue to coach the race team. I don't see the overall 
need, other than lots of snow sheds. (32.2.9K) Avalanche control, and the road being taken out is the 
problem (and cars lined up waiting for the road to clear), NOT the volume of cars. 
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COMMENT #:  4242 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Rocha 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Maybe a staged implementation of enhanced bus option would be a way to go before we go full out 
with cutting a wider road. (32.2.6.3D) 
 
For instance maybe start tolling and run a bus only from mobility hubs access hour for 7-8:30am or 
something along those lines and see how that works. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4243 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Tobari 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is for the Enhanced Bus Service Peak Period Shoulder lane. (32.2.9B) Ultimately, however, I 
envision that 3rd lane to be utilized as a Flex Lane - 2 uphill lanes in the morning transitioning to 2 
downhill lanes for the evening return home. (32.2.2D) Morning traffic backup issues would be drastically 
reduced when the two lanes at the mouth of LCC canyon can maintain their flow rather than the horrible 
slow down to merge into one lane which is never a good situation. S.R. 210 is already there. Let's just 
make it a world-class expressway with snow sheds that can handle the traffic more efficiently. (32.2.2P) 
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COMMENT #:  4244 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Crowley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While both solutions have drawbacks, I see the gondola option as a better fit for limiting environmental 
impacts in the canyon long term. It also would more easily allow for future expansion to Big Cottonwood 
Canyon and the eastern side of the Wasatch range. (32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q) I want an option that will 
contain or reduce the impacts while still allowing for an increased number of people in the canyons. I 
differ from those that say the only way to reduce impact is to reduce the number of people. 

Page 32B-4340 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4245 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeneen Nelsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the least invasive way to get guests to the slopes. THE GONDOLA AND PARKING 
STRUCTURE ARE WAYYYY TO INVASIVE!!! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4246 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am most definitely echoing the opinions of many other citizens and users of the canyon. DO NOT 
BUILD A GONDOLA, or widen the road for that matter. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I think that this project is 
far too expensive and one sided in its positive outcomes for the interested parties. The ski resorts seem 
to be the only ones benefitting from this proposal. And tax payers are losing all the flexibility they enjoy 
in the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Spend less money on something simpler. 
Expanding and refining the existing bus service, Limit single occupancy vehicles, Tolling, get the ski 
resorts to buy their own damn buses. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Literally 100 small ideas that could be 
experimented with. Benefit more people. If you were trying to avoid the scummy look of subsidizing 
large greedy coorporations while leaving everyone else behind in the name of "trickle-down 
economics", this isn't it. Y'all are acting self-interested and corrupt. Knock it off. 
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COMMENT #:  4247 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You make the wrong assumption that the problem is to move the most people safely and efficiently up 
the canyon. (32.1.2B) The priority should be the canyon. Not the people. (32.1.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  4248 

DATE:   7/30/21 4:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is far the better choice fir baby reasons. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4249 

DATE:   7/30/21 5:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stan Pugsley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We love the gondola idea. Any other option would be at constant risk of avalanche or traffic jams. But 
the gondola gives a reliable, predictable journey. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4250 

DATE:   7/30/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Pruitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. (32.2.9E) Widen the road for a bus only lane. (32.2.9B) It's the only way to incentivize 
people in their cars to see a bus flying past them as they're stuck in traffic. (32.2.4A) Had some 
avalanche sheds while you're at it. (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  4251 

DATE:   7/30/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Peter Vander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options are lame. Why such outrageous spending? Why have everyone park and funnel into one 
place? Why transport people in the air in a windy stormy canyon? (32.1.2B) Be patient, add a few 
buses, stop promoting skiing, and use the road we have. A few road delays are fine. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  4252 

DATE:   7/30/21 6:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Digwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My previous comment was in support of road expansion and expanded bus service. After viewing the 
public forum videos I only support enhanced bus service. (32.2.9A) This is a problem limited days of 
the year. (32.1.4D) Those days should be closed to private transit to mitigate the issue. As is Zion 
canyon. (32.2.2B) Those with private interest will get the benefit from taxpayer funds (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C). We will take public transit if required to do so. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4253 

DATE:   7/30/21 6:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Rickards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the $11M is only meant for winter for the bus solution and nearly $11M is for both Winter and 
Summer for gondola it makes more sense to me that we go with the Gondola because it covers all 
demanding the canyon now and in the future. Riding a bus in the summer up a canyon would be a 
bummer and not interesting. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4254 

DATE:   7/30/21 6:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Levine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am fortunate enough to work in the mountain sports industry, and unfortunate enough to have to 
commute up and down LCC, BCC, and Parley's year round multiple times per week. In pre-pandemic 
conditions I took the bus as often as possible when working in the mountains, and still commuted via 
car to access the mountains recreationally. I was able to walk to a city bus from my home in Salt Lake 
County and connect to the ski bus to access both BCC and LCC with our existing public infrastructure. 
The current bus options to and from Park City is expensive and not feasible for me to use for my work 
commute. On most days the public bus was reliable, except when we get snow in the valley because 
the city busses are ill equipped for driving in the snow and plowing in the valley can be slow. The bus 
commute added 40 minutes compared to driving, nearly doubled travel time on a clear road day, but 
saved me the gas, wear and tear on my vehicle, and dealing with parking. Plus I was able to get some 
work done from my phone while sitting on the bus, compared to dealing with all of the wonderful habits 
of my fellow Utah drivers. 
 
In my experience avalanche mitigation is the biggest cause of slow downs accessing LCC, (32.7A) and 
the intersection at the bottom of BCC is the biggest cause of slow downs accessing that canyon. I 
vividly remember a non-holiday pow day this past winter being stuck on Ft. Union for 2 hours in view of 
the light while the cop at the light let both sides of Wasatch Blvd up the canyon while the Ft. Union 
traffic just sat there helpless. 2 hours on this particular Wednesday is not an exaggeration, I have 
record of my text conversations apologizing to my employer for being hours late to work after leaving 
my house at 6:45 am. 
 
Why is the solution not addressing traffic issues for both canyons??? (32.1.1B) 
 
Traffic congestion on peak times and pow days seems equally bad for both BCC and LCC in my 
experience. I have several friends that are long time locals who are fed up with both Canyons, and are 
giving up on the Cottonwoods and getting passes up North this year because the longer distance 
commute has become more reliable and shorter travel time in recent years. 
 
I am opposed to the Gondola for LCC, and opposed to widening the whole "road. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) I also think that the traffic in BCC for peak times also needs to be addressed. (32.1.1A) Snow 
sheds, enhanced parking areas, enhanced intersections, and busses seem lower impact, scalable, and 
also able to positively impact the commute in our other canyons in addition to LCC. (32.2.9A) 
 
I also think that enhancing public transportation in a way that doesn't use centralized travel hubs that 
will eventually max out is a better option. Decentralized enhancements, and the ability to access the 
canyons from a variety of locations in the valley including the airport seems much more prudent to me. 
Tourists fuel our mountain industry, but inexperienced drivers in rental cars that don't have proper 
snowtires/4wd are a real bottle neck and safety factor on a daily basis. (32.2.2I) 
 
The solutions presented seem to be designed in a vacuum, not taking into account transportation 
issues for our other canyons or our region at large. To me the mobility hub concept simply moves the 
congestion bottle neck a little further down the hill. (32.2.6.2.1D) 
 
Why do these solutions not address traffic in BCC? Or anywhere besides LCC? (32.1.1A) No matter 
how snazzy the ""mobility hub" is, models show that demand will eventually exceed capacity of any 
singular centralized option. (32.2.6H) Won't snow sheds increase the reliability of accessing the mtns 
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via the road? (32.7A) They are certainly sweet in Japan, however I'm aware that the Japanese 
snowpack isn't an apples to apples comparison to our snowpack/avalanche issues.  
 
Enhancing the busses, including giving them priority in the canyons during peak times seems like it 
would relieve congestion in the whole region rather than just LCC by itself. (32.2.9A)  
 
I know this is not a vote, but for the price tags we are talking about I think the best solution should 
address peak traffic to the mountains for our whole region NOT just LCC, and NOT in a centralized way 
that will get maxed out by the time the project is finished. I hate when I'm a part of the problem as a 
single occupancy vehicle and can't wait for a reliable transportation solution that reduces my need to 
rely on my personal vehicle, BUT we also need access to trailheads in addition to the resorts. 
(32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) 
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COMMENT #:  4255 

DATE:   7/30/21 7:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Hobson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please No gondola, it's a terrible expensive boondoggle. Think about bus options. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4256 

DATE:   7/30/21 7:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elliot Lacroix 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the idea of using gondolas or expanding the road. (32.2.9E and 3.2.9C) It will ruin 
other world class recreation that many people travel from all over the world to use. Examples are rock 
climbing , mountain biking, back country skiing, hiking. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G)) The ski resorts 
benefit from this use of tax payer money while in reality only some privileged people will now enjoy the 
canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.5A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4257 

DATE:   7/30/21 7:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Veronica Hanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is such a bad idea! A Gondola not only destroys the beauty of the canyon, it will serve only a very 
small percentage of the people that use it....Not all of us who recreate in the canyons are skiers or 
snowboarders. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If Alta and Snowbird want a Gondola for 
their customers, they should pay for it. (32.2.7A) In order to relive congestion in the canyons, why not 
use busses? Make a designated lane for bus use only. (32.2.9B) You guys are wanting to ruin a most 
beautiful place and once you do, the area will never be the same. (32.17A and 32.17B0 Honestly, 
please have a conscience and don't be all about the money.... 
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COMMENT #:  4258 
DATE:   7/30/21 7:32 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Milo Peck 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Both alternative offer good solutions. HOWEVER, the bus proposal is still subject to the same 
road conditions affecting current traffic, ie. icy roads, snow slides, rock slides, etc.. (32.2.6.3P) 
In addition, the delays that are inevitable because of extremist environmental groups, who oppose ANY 
widening of the roads would delay this option almost indefinitely. One more issue is the disruption to 
any road traffic during construction of a widened roadway would be monumental, while construction of 
the gondola system would have little (if any) impact on normal traffic. (32.4C) 
 
Thinking LONG term, the gondola system is by far the best solution, and offers expansion possibilities 
that no other proposal offer (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4259 

DATE:   7/30/21 8:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
At first, I favored the gondola. However, upon further reflection, I feel that only serves the ski resorts. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Widening the lane or creating a flex lane serves the climbers, 
hikers, Backcountry skiers, visitors, and everyone else who’s destination is not the ski resort. I feel it’s a 
better option for Utah. I feel better about my tax money Widening the lanes then the gondola. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  4260 

DATE:   7/30/21 8:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Todd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have made a previous comment but a added thought. If the canyon busses had 4x4 or just a good 
AWD system I think the opening up a buss lane makes a lot more sense. But as is from someone who 
has driven up and down the canyon for years and the last two or so daily, none 4x4 and/or having bad 
or wrong tires is what leads to the most accidents. The City busses don’t have enough weight over the 
front at many times and wind up being able to drive but not steer very well or at all and with some more 
aggressive tires that will also pull traction wouldn’t be a immense problem, even a front engine bus, I 
mean people also want to be safe, and awd helps keep you safe in bad conditions just like a seat belt 
does in life or death conditions and the best way to beat those is to never have to test the crash 
systems for real in the first place. So also maybe no 2x4 vehicles allowed between November 1 and 
April 1. There is definitely some bad weather at both end of that but I believe the worst is usually in that 
time frame. I could see investing in a buss that just has AWD, maybe even a hybrid awd with the ability 
at times have the diesel directly power the rear electric motors to get guaranteed 4x4 when needed and 
could help in the valley at many times during storms. And in summer solar panel roofs and the electric 
drive system could do a lot of work saving fuel and emissions over the diesel constantly running and 
run on a automatic mode. The technology is definitely there. I still think a gondola does the least 
damage to the environment and adds another level of safety to getting people in and out. But I 
understand there is concern over building cost and maintenance and repair cost of a gondola. And it’s 
not very versatile ware as busses with awd could also be a beneficial investment to the rest of the 
valley and to the direct safety of passengers and other drivers. (32.2.6.3E and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  4261 

DATE:   7/30/21 8:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gayle Shuler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This comment is in reference to the idea of charging a toll to go up the canyon. I am not disagreeing 
with that because I strongly believe that travel needs to be restricted and the canyons need to be 
maintained. However I am concerned with the quality of access to the canyons for all of our citizens, 
without discrimination due to age or income. I believe that most of those traveling in the canyons are 
locals rather than tourists. I wonder if there could be free days or passes for locals or creative ideas to 
give access to our locals. The canyons are not just used for skiing and formal recreation enjoyed by 
those who can afford sports. My love for the canyons came throughout lifetime of long hikes with 
wildflower, wildlife and bird observations which inspired me to go into education. Children and elderly 
need free access to this amazing and enriching resource. It is not just about money. Organized 
volunteers might be an interesting idea for maintaining beauty. (32.2.4A, 32.4G, and 32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  4262 

DATE:   7/30/21 9:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pamela Grubaugh Littig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the "bus" option because it provides more flexibility now and in the future. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4263 

DATE:   7/30/21 9:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Xing Li 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support this idea. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4264 

DATE:   7/30/21 9:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Kaufmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola will be more beneficial for the environment in the long run. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4265 

DATE:   7/30/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheryl Pirozzi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of enhanced bus service without roadway widening. (32.2.9A) Road widening will damage 
the invaluable roadside environment of the canyon. (32.13B) My family and I enjoy bouldering in LCC 
several times a week; it is one of my favorite places on earth, a beautiful escape close to home. The 
bouldering in LCC is also world-renowned and makes slc a destination for many. Widening the road will 
damage irreplaceable bouldering and alter the creekside environment. (32.4A and 32.13B) More 
frequent low emission busses and incentives not to drive can achieve the capacity needed without the 
environmental damage. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  4266 

DATE:   7/30/21 10:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Schirman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the best solution to all the traffic issues in the canyon! It’s one that allows for safe and clean 
travel up and down the canyon. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4267 

DATE:   7/30/21 10:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Sullivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"LCC needs better reliability and LESS emissions in the canyon. Expanded bus service fails to address 
either of those. (32.10A and 32.2.6.3P) It only expands vehicle traffic, which is at the mercy of all too 
common road closures and costs more to operate. Gondola for the win. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4268 

DATE:   7/31/21 12:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill James 

 
COMMENT: 
 
JPods are solar-powered mobility networks. US Patent 6,810,817: 
Networks of self-driving cars: “A method of controlling a transportation System for moving people, 
freight, and any combination whereof using a distributed network of intelligent devices without requiring 
the aid of a human driver” 
Solar-powered mobility networks: “The method... providing... Solar and wind power generators 
integrated into the physical Structure of Said transportation System....” 
 
We would like to privately fund the building of networks to solve urban traffic and injuries.  
 
It may be practical to privately fund building the Little Cottonwood Canyon project. There would be no 
need to expand the Rights of Way. JPods can be built over the existing Rights of Way. (32.2.2MM) 
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COMMENT #:  4269 

DATE:   7/31/21 5:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Parisi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is a shame that UDOT is looking to permanently change one of the states most beautiful canyons 
only to benefit two ski resorts. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The majority of 
people that this proposition affects is in great opposition to both monstrous propositions. Please hear 
the people of Salt Lake City and do not go through with this. The city could use the $500 million of 
taxpayer money to benefit everyone, not just the two ski resorts sitting at the top of LCC. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4270 

DATE:   7/31/21 6:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kendall Robins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola option B due to its low carbon footprint, lower operating cost, and reliability. I 
especially like it because it eliminates the need to widen Wasatch between the two Cottonwood 
Canyons. (32.10A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4271 

DATE:   7/31/21 8:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tram as busses would be blocked with snow slides !(32.29D) 

Page 32B-4368 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4272 

DATE:   7/31/21 8:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Brugger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option. As a lifelong resident who grew up skiing and recreating in both 
canyons since the 1970's, this option provides enhanced transportation that will serve the canyon well. 
Any option must be reliable, easy to use, and efficient. The gondola meets all three. If busses were the 
answer, more people would use them today.Both transportation hubs are long overdue. 
Also, I believe that Wasatch Boulevard should be expanded fully in both directions. The residents that 
oppose this, don't have any solutions and can't see that either of these solutions will improve traffic. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.9Q)
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COMMENT #:  4273 

DATE:   7/31/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Lanning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support Alternative B (Gondola) for its reduction in pollution during construction and in operation. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4274 

DATE:   7/31/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Norman Levy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
owners of property in the canyon or timeshares should not be charged a toll to enter or leave with their 
car to drive in the canyon and their parking spaces should be preserved. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4275 

DATE:   7/31/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Rand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola idea will ruin the canyon and is a taxpayer subsidy for Alta/snowbird. Don’t ruin nature for 
corporate gain. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Add more busses, they won’t be an eye 
sore in the canyon. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  4276 

DATE:   7/31/21 9:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Norman Levy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Owners of property or timeshares in Little Cotton Canyon should not pay a toll to drive in the canyon 
and their parking should be preserved. (32.2.4A) 
Norman Levy  
 

Page 32B-4373 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4277 

DATE:   7/31/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Make the ski resorts pay for a gondola if they want one so bad. Taxpayers should do not need to 
support the ski industry in UT. (32.2.7A) Also consider the environmental impact of your options both 
have severe consequences. I much prefer enhanced bus service with no extra bus lane (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4278 

DATE:   7/31/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Curtis Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4279 

DATE:   7/31/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rich Alley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hopefully sanity prevails and you decide on the gondola!! Extra buses??? What is this 1950? Oil and 
tire companies behind that proposal. Haha. Please gondola. Then please build in the ability to add a 
connection over to Big C from Alta. And maybe one day with real luck a drop down to AF canyon from 
snow bird! Clean up our air and traffic!! (32.2.9D, 32.2.2J, 32.1.5B, 32.7C, and 32.10A) Do what 
France and Switzerland did decades ago!!’ 
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COMMENT #:  4280 

DATE:   7/31/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Cayabyab 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand that traffic in LCC and BCC is a major problem. We’ve lived in Draper just 5 years and 
have been amazed at the increasing travel times in the ski season months. Something should be done 
to make travel safe and more expeditious in the canyons. However, I think it is environmentally 
damaging and financially irresponsible to either invest in a massive gondola with limited 
uses/accessibility or to widen the LCC road and destroy the surrounding nature even further than we 
already have. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9D, 32.13A, and 32.13B) I frankly think both options are revenue grabs 
for Alta and Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I utilize and love both of these 
resorts, but I don’t like the proposed transportation changes. I believe enhanced bus service (with eco 
friendly buses) WITHOUT adding and additional bus lane should absolutely be done before either of 
the other two options are considered. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  4281 

DATE:   7/31/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan McLaughlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m against any plan that allows it to be easier for any car to get up the canyon, unless those vehicles 
are school busses running low cost ski programs for local kids. (32.2.4A) Gondalas are actively fun to 
take, no person in would ever say with a straight face they’d rather sit in a bus or look for a parking 
place than go on an awesome gondola. And you can use that year round. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4282 

DATE:   7/31/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please do not select widening the road. (32.2.9C) This will ruin the canyon. I listened to all of 
the live comments. Unfortunately as Utahns we have to accept that our canyons will be more crowded. 
Everything is getting more crowded. We have let developers and growth run wild. As such we have to 
move forward with options to decrease traffic and emissions. Please think future forward. The world is 
going to look very different in 2050, self driving cars etc. hopefully parking garages etc wont be needed 
and flow states will be better. (32.2.6H) Even still gondola seems like the way to go. Less impactful. 
Consideration should be given to canyon capacity regardless of the option. Snowbird and Alta are 
already packed on weekends. Canyon and resort capacity or limits should be imposed. (32.2.2K and 
32.2.2L) No one wants to ski on a highway or wait in huge lines. (32.20C) No one wants to climb, hike 
in nature with 1,000s of people. We need a gondola for better, reliable and cleaner service, but we also 
need capacity restrictions. (32.20B) I live in Holladay (this was asked to be included by one of the 
commenters) 
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COMMENT #:  4283 

DATE:   7/31/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t widen the road and do not add a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) Both of these changes will ruin 
the beauty of the canyon. A gondola would be a major eye sore and would commercialize the canyon. 
(32.17A and 32.17B) The best solution is to increase the number of buses that run up and down the 
canyon. (32.2.9A) This would give people the opportunity to ride the bus. Last winter I tried to ride the 
bus several times but was left at the station because the bus was too full due to a lack of buses. If there 
are enough buses people will ride the bus. (32.2.9A) Additionally, why don’t we change the 4 wheel 
drive vehicle rule and only allow 4 wheel drive vehicles up the canyon in the winter. A majority of time 
traffic in the canyon is caused by 2 wheel drive vehicles who get stuck going up and down in the 
canyon. We can’t force people to know how to drive in the snow but you can force them to have the 
right vehicle. (32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  4284 

DATE:   7/31/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jan Kennington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
MOST IMPORTANT COMMENT 
This project should be done in stages! (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A) 
 
A a medical provider we never give a patient the most impactful interventions first. You do simple 
behavioral changes first and maybe a safe medication. You don't take them to surgery as the first 
option. We should not do surgery on the canyon as the first option. As the first option THIS WINTER we 
should implement 50% improved busing, tolling, no single drivers in cars, tire inspections on powder 
days and busing ALL employees to the resorts. (32.29R and 32.2.6.3D) Then at the end of the season 
EVALUATE. If these simple interventions improve traffic conditions we should consider where there are 
still issues. Would a simple widening plan of the road in specific places improve traffic. ie where there is 
room to add another lane for passing this could be done with minimal environmental impacts. This 
could be for passing slow busses/cars. A sign could be placed that a passing lane will be available in 
200 yards or something to that effect. (32.2.2NN) The next summer snow avalanche sheds should be 
built. They will need to be built no matter what plan is chosen. So build them early and see what the 
impact is. 
 
Parking for busing should be spread out over the valley to prevent traffic issues at the mouth of each 
canyon. I DO NOT SUPPORT ANY BIG PARKING STRUCTURES AT THE MOUTH OF EITHER 
CANYON. (32.2.2I) There should be parking structures but they should be for the employees of the 
resort and those that live less than 3 miles from the canyons.Many of us RIGHT NOW who live near the 
canyons are held hostage in our subdivisions that use Wasatch, Ft Union and 90th South to run 
errands, leave for work on powder days when the canyon is closed for avalanche control. With all the 
parking structures at the mouth of the canyon all the cars will be WAITING to GET to the parking 
structures. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.7B) In lines that could reach the exit ramps on I-215 and I-15. No one 
will be able to GET to the Gondola to ride it due to all the traffic...hence the Gondola will go out of favor 
as the choice transportation. (32.2.6.5E) Ski resorts should start limiting pass sales as a way to reduce 
the number of skiers trying to get up the canyon. A crowded mountain with too many skiers is a hazard 
and not a fun experience. (32.2.2K) 
 
We should consider a reservation system on peak days (week ends and holidays) so that only so many 
people can be at the ski resorts at a time. There should be no limit or need to make a reservation for 
those wishing to pursue non ski resort activities. BUS transportation should be FREE or inexpensive 
such as $1 for around trip; this will incentivize riding the bus.We should work toward Electric buses. 
(32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
 
ANYONE listening to the comments in person and on Zoom saw very clearly that 90% of comments 
were AGAINST building a GONDOLA. I do hope and pray that our comments are taken seriously 
because if not there could be an uprising of the people of Salt Lake City and County. 
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COMMENT #:  4285 

DATE:   7/31/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeffrey Gishen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The content and presentation of the LCC Draft EIS has shown the hard work, attention to detail, and 
professionalism of UDOT and other members of the EIS team. It is now meaningful to ask where is the 
forest among the many trees? 
 
I believe that the forest is the reliability and predictability of transportation times. Asking which 
alternative averages 10 minutes faster when driving conditions are ideal is not nearly as important as 
asking how badly do transportation times deteriorate when driving conditions are terrible. I prefer the La 
Caille Gondola alternative over Bus Service with PPSL primarily because the Gondola travel times 
will be much less sensitive to bad road conditions. (32.2.9D) 
 
In other words, the Bus Service with PPSL alternative would perpetuate the current situation where the 
LCC road is a single point of failure that affects both public buses and private vehicles. The Peak-
Period Shoulder Lane (PPSL) might be able to maintain high speed bus service, if traffic volume were 
the only problem, but in LCC that is not the only problem. Road closures affect both public buses and 
private vehicles. Avalanches crossing the road will also affect both. On snowy days, buses and private 
vehicles are both subject to slide-offs, crashes, and the necessity to slow down. (32.2.6.3P and 32.7A) 
 
I can use one of our ski days last season to illustrate this concern. It was a powder day. When we have 
ideal driving conditions in LCC, we can drive our car to Alta in about 17 minutes. On this particular 
morning, it took about 25 to 30 minutes, which was no big deal - certainly not enough to wish we had 
taken the bus. While skiing, we saw announcements for a planned LCC road closure. What ensued 
was total gridlock in the resort parking lots as everyone tried to leave before the closure. The buses 
were caught up in this gridlock and would not have been able to get to a PPSL, even if they had one. 
The travel time to return home was almost 6 hours! (32.7A) 
 
It is only a slight exaggeration to say that buses only work well in LCC when you don't need them. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Jeff Gishen 
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COMMENT #:  4286 

DATE:   7/31/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeffrey Gishen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The analysis of alternatives in the Draft LCC EIS has emphasized asking how transportation times 
would be affected after the project is complete and, indeed, that is the most important question. As a 
secondary consideration, however, before choosing a final alternative we should also ask how will 
transportation times be affected while construction is underway? (32.4C) 
 
When comparing the two preferred alternatives, the construction necessary for the Bus Service plus 
PPSL seems much more likely to cause travel delays in LCC than the construction for the La Caille 
Gondola. In the case of the Bus Service plus PPSL, the construction in the canyon will be on the road 
itself, extending almost the full length of the road. In contrast, the necessary construction within 
the canyon for the La Caille Gondola will be less extensive and would be mostly, or entirely, off the road 
itself. 
 
Travel delays in LCC are currently bad enough. Either of the preferred alternatives, while under 
construction, will only add to these delays. Construction for the Bus Service plus PPSL, in particular, 
has the potential to create major traffic delays, not for months, but for years until it is completed. 
(32.4C) 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Jeff Gishen 
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COMMENT #:  4287 

DATE:   7/31/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Sackett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All access to the gondola base should be limited to HOV's. Reduce vehicles on Wasatch Blvd. by 
having all gondola passengers use ENLARGED park 'n ride lots located away from the mouth. All drop-
offs need to be at remote bus pick-up points. (32.2.9T and 32.2.6.5E) The base of the gondola should 
be only for transfer from polluting buses to clean gondola. Monster parking MALL at the mouth won't 
help Wasatch Blvd (32.2.6.5E). 
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COMMENT #:  4288 

DATE:   7/31/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Anne Bauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin the most beautiful boxed in canyon with cable lines and towers for a gondola 
system!!!(32.2.9D and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  4289 

DATE:   7/31/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Landon Lucy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to both proposed transportation solutions (road widening and gondola). (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.7E) Both of these solutions pander to Snowbird and Alta's greed rather than addressing root 
causes and solutions of crowding. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Not only this, but 
they are extremely destructive to the environmental integrity of the canyon. As a climber, I would be 
devastated to see so many boulders destroyed for these projects. These boulders have spiritual value 
to many people and destroying them would be extremely inconsiderate to a large part of the canyon 
user population. (32.4A and 32.4B) These mountains can only hold so many people. Before we destroy 
the canyon in attempts to pack people in like sardines maybe we should consider how many people 
should really be in the canyon on a given day. (32.20D) I would much prefer reservation systems for the 
resorts alongside improved bus service. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) Please extend the comment 
period and explore alternative solutions. (32.29A)
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COMMENT #:  4290 

DATE:   7/31/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Whitson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I much prefer the enhanced bus alternative. I think it would be much more appropriate since buses 
could stop anywhere (I'm mostly a back-country skier) and there would be much less disruption to the 
canyon as a whole. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  4291 

DATE:   7/31/21 2:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Burke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support The gondola option 2 from LaCaille as it is the UDOT choice for reliability, this is very 
important to me for both pleasure and safety reasons. (32.2.9D) This option also has a much lower 
environmental impact which is also important. (32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) The upfront cost is a bit 
more, but everyone knows this $difference is insignificant when looking at the entire scope of the 
project. It also has lower annual operating costs. Paying for busses that will have short lives driving up 
and down the canyon and getting drivers will be very expensive over the decades scope of this project. 
I have travelled LCC for 40 years, I believe it to be a very special and unique natural phenomenon and 
we should do everything we can to keep it healthy for future generations and not a big wide road with 
buses passing every 5 minutes polluting the air with carbon and noise. (32.10A and 32.11A) 
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COMMENT #:  4292 

DATE:   7/31/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Badila 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either of UDOT's proposed alternatives for improving transportation in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) As a backcountry skier, a hiker, and a rock climber, I can 
see unacceptable impacts from either the proposed gondola or road widening. Both options will 
eliminate roadside parking and result in reduced access to the canyon for dispersed users. (32.4G) A 
capacity study for Little Cottonwood Canyon is needed before any major transportation project is 
undertaken, and to my knowledge, this has not been done. (32.20B)  
 
I do support enhanced bus service with the existing roadway, and I think this would help both dispersed 
users and resort visitors. (32.2.9A) Either of the proposed options, however, would increase the 
capacity to bring more people to Snowbird and Alta, without considering whether this is an acceptable 
situation for the canyon environment and other users. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I do not support 
spending public money to essentially subsidize these resorts, increasing the ecological impact of skiing 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon without any study of the impacts of increased visitation. (32.20A and 
32.20C) I also ski at Alta, and I still don't support this.  
 
More buses, combined with tolling all vehicles on SR210, would help the current overcrowding without 
the impact of the proposed alternatives. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 
As a skier, a climber, and a professional photographer, I urge UDOT to reconsider the proposed 
alternatives. Increasing the capacity to bring people up this canyon should not be done without 
consideration for the impact of increased crowding and reduced access for everyone else. (32.20A, 
32.20B, 32.20C, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4293 

DATE:   7/31/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robin Beasley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Cog railway please (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  4294 

DATE:   7/31/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Prince 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is definitely the preferred option to help with LCC traffic. It would be a sophisticated, 
elegant, long-term addition to help people enjoy Little Cottonwood Canyon while minimizing the 
environmental impact. Its environmental footprint should shrink over time as more electricity is 
generated in the Salt Lake Valley using renewable resources. This compares favorably to buses which, 
given the per bus capital investment and depreciation schedule, will always lag the grid's environmental 
improvements. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4295 

DATE:   7/31/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Aldous 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Visual impact is one of the most important aspects of environmental impact. Maintaining a visually 
pleasing canyon preserves one of the main reasons people want to visit the canyon in the first place. 
The gondola substantially fails in this regard, in addition to being unacceptably slow for users. (32.17A) 
Enhanced bus service seems preferable, but road widening within LCC also could have substantial 
negative visual impacts. (32.17B) Most preferably, close the canyon to private vehicles during peak or 
heavy snow days. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2L) If this is done, combined with snow sheds and timely snow 
plowing, it seems even on the worst days the busses should move smoothly up the canyon. Lets not 
scar the canyon just so skiers can avoid taking the bus at peak periods 
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COMMENT #:  4296 

DATE:   7/31/21 3:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallin Tew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey udot I appreciate the changes and the updates we are making in Utah to accommodate the growth 
of both population and riders. Being an avid outdoors fan as well with my family and a lot of friends, we 
think a system that is similar to Zion’s national park bus system would be the smartest. That way we 
could still bring many more people up the canyon while reducing traffic and still being the most 
environmentally friendly. It seems to work very well down there and we think it would work great in LCC 
too (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  4297 

DATE:   7/31/21 4:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Schmele 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The current proposed solutions have too high of an environmental impact to be considered viable or 
worthwhile solutions. The gondola and road expansion both negatively impact every user group 
besides skiiers/snowboarders, which recreate in Little Cottonwood Canyon for less than half of the 
year. Proposals with this many obvious oversights should not be considered. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4298 

DATE:   7/31/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Averett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Considering this scenario against the expanded dedicated bus route it seems the gondola offers a 
longer term multigenerational solution for canyon access. Skier experience, environmental impact, 
safety all seem to be improved in this scenario. The bus route although less expensive, presents 
additional safety risks for smaller vehicles traveling up the canyon and access/safety attributable to 
avalanche shutes throughout the canyon. (32.2.6.3P and 32.7A) In addition the gondola presents a 
opportunity for the community to invest in a low carbon transportation solution that is timely and could 
serves Utah and its visitors for generations to come. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) Please consider these 
alternatives as this decision is made. 
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COMMENT #:  4399 

DATE:   7/31/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandt Pearson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a relatively short narrow canyon and critical watershed which will never 
accommodate an infinite number of people. (32.1.2B and 32.20B) Why not use a Zion National Park 
type shuttle and close the canyon to private vehicles during peak demand periods. This would cost 
almost nothing if ticket prices reflected the cost of running it. (32.2.2B) It seems that all proposals on 
the table are going to spend a lot of money to put too many people into too little space. (32.20A and 
32.20C) Please don't turn Little Cottonwood Canyon into a Disneyland !(32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  4300 

DATE:   7/31/21 9:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Bean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fund the gondola we need to define Utah as the ski capital of the world. Putting in a gondola would not 
only help the environment but help are ski industry. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4301 

DATE:   7/31/21 10:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Options of gondola and road widening that will forever alter the landscape of the canyon should be a 
last resort if options of increased transportation don’t work first. Offering tolls, canyon permits, busing, 
and carpool parking lots is my first preferred method. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Both the environment and 
climbing areas are being overlooked in this decision. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 
32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  4302 

DATE:   8/1/21 6:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise Bracher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer a train going up there (32.2.9F). 
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COMMENT #:  4303 

DATE:   8/1/21 6:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Tuckett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
it is about time we got smart and put up a gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4304 

DATE:   8/1/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Harrison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'd love to see a way to go to the mountain on pow days (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4305 

DATE:   8/1/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsey Wing 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need a train! It would be a much better solution. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  4306 

DATE:   8/1/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Foster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an adult head of household residing in Grand Junction, CO who greatly appreciates UDOTs 
transportation projects linking my city to SLC and Moab. More and more thanks to UDOT my family 
visits and recreates more in Utah and SLC than we do in Colorado and Denver. The little Cottonwood 
Gondola project will improve our ability to drive to SLC and stay and ski at Snowbird and Alta without 
creating parking demand inside the canyon. I know from experience that the Telluride Gondola has 
been a resounding transportation success for San Miguel County and I know that the gondola at little 
cottonwood will have an even greater benefit for the environment. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4307 

DATE:   8/1/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris West 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I read an article that tried to explain why this project was a bad idea, but throughout the whole time I 
was reading it, I was thinking “I’ve driven up and down this canyon on peak days and both these ideas 
from UDOT sound great!”The articles main point against the projects is that it was using tax money to 
directly benefit two commercial businesses and would not help other uses of the canyon. I disagree 
with this point. Though it would directly benefit two businessses, it would additionally benefit anyone 
else using the road that goes up the canyon as a significant portion of the drivers would opt to take the 
bus or gondola on this over crowded road leaving much more capacity available for those using the 
road for these other than Skiing. (32.1.2D) 
 
I support either project, but I think the Gondola sounds better. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-4404 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4308 

DATE:   8/1/21 10:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Cruff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option seems that it will have the least overall impact on the canyon. Is there an 
approximate cost to use either the gondola or bus to get to snowbird or alta? (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4309 

DATE:   8/1/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Roberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola (32.2.9E). It's a taxpayer funded giveaway that only benefits the ski resorts. 
(32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I'm in favor of expanded bus service and avalanche tunnels 
protecting the road through slide paths. Bus service could be adaptable and make different stops in 
summer and winter. It would allow for access to trail heads up and down the canyon. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  4310 

DATE:   8/1/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Medina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to busing. no to a gondola. Yes to limiting people/access. (32.2.9G and 32.2.2L) 
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COMMENT #:  4311 

DATE:   8/1/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Hollberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola alternative. (32.2.9D) I provides a second option when there are road 
closures and traffic issues, and in the long term it will increase in appeal as the roads become more 
and more crowded. We must have another alternative besides roads! The gondola will also be an 
enjoyable scenic ride, making it much more attractive than sitting on a bus. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4312 

DATE:   8/1/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenda Scheer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not a solution. (32.2.9E) It has some appeal as a cool thing, but a more economical 
solution would be to institute a checkpoint that requires every vehicle to carry at least three people 
during prime hours. Mandatory carpooling. You can pick up a rider at the checkpoint (like a single on 
the chairlift. ) Or take the bus. Or wait till the prime time has passed. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4313 

DATE:   8/1/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Hovingh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The primary value of the Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons is their watershed and water for the urban 
areas. All schemes that change these values should be tabled. Over the years, these canyons have 
experienced high recreational usage. Compared to the 1960's when a visitor essentially had the entire 
canyon for personal use, the present day summer visitor can not find a place to park, and the winter 
visitor contributes to the traffic density of urban commuter. I have more privacy on our 0.9 urban acres 
than I can find in the million acres of public. Rather than facilitating the visitor demand, I recommend 
the National Park programs of limiting visitor numbers as at Zion National Park with a reservation 
system, river running in the Grand Canyon, or summer access to Albion Basin. I do not like such 
limitations, but it is preferred over the unshackled demand of the hoards, and as watershed protection. I 
have noted that even during the week, the summer trailhead parking in Big Cottonwood Canyon has 
expanded beyond the facilities. (32.2.2B, 32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) 
 
The project planning is for the 2019 to 2050 years (WFRC). The cost of the project is 510 to 592 million 
dollars, for the need to handle heavy winter traffic during the weekends- 2 days a week for four winter 
months. (32.1.4D) Has any consideration occurred concerning climate change- the possibility that 
skiing and snow will be diminished in 30 years, noting trees now leaf out in April and drop there leaves 
in November, two months longer season than the 1970's? Will the resorts make snow by solar power, 
and where will the panels be placed? Will electric buses be able to use these roads? Will the parking 
lots have car chargers? Of course, planning on paper is the easy part, adapting to on the ground 
changes will not necessarily follow the plans (32.2.2E and 32.2.6H).  
 
Proposing projects costing millions and billions of dollars is what the State of Utah does best (St 
George and Bear River water projects, the coal export from the Inland Port facility in Salt Lake City, 
hospital stays instead of total vaccinations) when viable alternatives cost next to nothing. A 550 million 
dollar project cost with day a week use (the high traffic days), 18 weeks a season (December through 
March), and 28 years (planning until 2050 year) for a total of 1008 days use, results in a cost of 
$550,000 per use-day, that may include snow sheds blocking the scenic views of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.4D, and 32.17C)  
 
Some two acres of flood plains will be affected by these proposed projects. Although this acreage is 
small, the flood plains occur in a narrow canyon and are unique within the mountains. As noted this 
year in Colorado on Interstate 70 and the Zion Narrows, expansive rainfalls are occurring, with 
increasing severity and flooding. Will expanding the roadway result in dumping fill on the stream 
roadside- that is, fill the valley? That may also impact the flood plains with a severe local rainfall. Also, it 
had been determined that CPPD-quinone from automobile tires is responsible for the salmon kills in 
streams adjacent to roads in Washington State. Fortunately, only people and lawns consume water 
from the Cottonwood Canyons in Utah. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.14A) 
 
In summary, I oppose every transportation alternative for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9G) It is 
better to find fixes for the high density all-season use of both canyons, including total banning 
automobiles and having small shuttle buses with regular and frequent all day and year round schedules 
and with pick up and stops on demand. (32.2.2B) I will never again have the outdoor experiences of the 
1960- 1970's, but I am greatful that crowds do exist that can experience these natural environments. 
 
Peter Hovingh 
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COMMENT #:  4314 
DATE:   8/1/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Ghicadus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First, i think we need to step back and evaluate what we want our experience in the canyon to be. Do 
we want MORE people crowding each other and diminishing the experience of solitude and unspoiled 
natural beauty? (32.1.2B) Our society is already suffering from too many of us humans. I think we need 
to implement systems that limit the number of users in the canyon because as more and more people 
compete for the same LIMITED resource the experience diminishes greatly. I heard of a lottery system 
that Bridger Bowl in Montana used to limit the number of skiers they allowed at their resort. if you didn't 
get chosen, you didn't get to ski. I think that we are going to have to introduce systems that are 
inconvenient and we may not be able to just load up the car and drive up the canyon. We could allow 
people born in odd numbered years to ski a certain day and even numbered years another.  
The proposals all seem to implement systems that increase user capacity. I think this is the wrong 
direction to take on this issue. (32.1.2B, 32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2.4A, and 32.20B) 
 
The gondola alternative is very offensive to me in that it would introduce "visual pollution" to our 
beautiful glacially sculpted canyon. In effect making the canyon a giant amusement park ride! NO NO 
NO on the gondola!!!!(32.17A and 32.2.9E) 
 
I think the obvious solution is to increase bus service and implement a significant toll to drive a private 
vehicle. This would hopefully discourage people from using their cars and get on board with bus 
service. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4B). Aalso I think UTA could reintroduce outlying pick up points so everyone 
wouldn't have to drive to the base of the canyons. (32.2.2I) this may be a stretch, but perhaps UTA 
could redesign ski buses with more seating room to accommodate skiers and snowboarders with all the 
extra gear we need to take. (32.2.6.3E) And of course the ski areas would need to provide more locker 
storage. (32.2.3A) I'm disappointed that the cog rail system didn't even make it to this stage in the 
discussion. It had the benefit of being able to make stops along the way for backcountry access and 
climbing access. It had a significantly higher initial cost, but it had the best long term benefits of taking 
car traffic off the highway. (32.2.9F and 32.2.6.6A) 
 
Thank you for listening to all of these opinions, it is great to be involved in our communities future. 
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COMMENT #:  4315 

DATE:   8/1/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Barr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I suggest a sliding toll, based on number of occupants in a vehicle. Beginning at exorbitant for a single 
occupant,say $50..00 , to zero for a fully occupied vehicle. And possible ski resort subsidies and 
preffered parking for the owner (driver) of the fully occupied vehicles. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) No 
gondola or road widening expense with even better results. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) Or limiting access 
purely to busses with multiple stops , and property owners or service vehicles. (32.2.2B and 
32.2.6.3C). 
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COMMENT #:  4316 

DATE:   8/1/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Agnes Greenhall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The goal to funnel more people up to Alta & Snowbird for winter skiing is unsupportable. (32.1.2B) Utah 
tax payers should not be subsidizing ski resort profits. (32.2.7A) There are other ways to move more 
paying resort customers up the canyon & without the expense & environmental threat to Salt Lake City 
& county drinking supply. (32.12A and 32.12B)  
 
Please discard the “Sophie’s Choice”you have presented ( either construction of a gondola for downhill 
skies use only or massive construction of additional traffic lanes blasted & paved up the canyon) for 
consideration of limiting private vehicular traffic up BOTH Big & Little Cottonwood canyons. Options for 
limiting vehicle traffic could be simply permitting drivers to odd or even days based on license plate 
numbers. (32.2.2K) Or instituting significant tolls for canyon entry ( outside of residential, delivery & 
emergency traffic), with the option of demand pricing for the uphill trip. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) AND 
offering increased number & frequency of busses to the resorts heavily subsidized by resorts. (32.2.9A) 
UDOT’s contribution to this approach would be providing park & ride lots throughout the valley & 
possibly even discontinuing current lots nearby the canyon mouths. Locations like Fashion Place mall, 
which generally have customer use/ demand at times different from skier demand could be incentivized 
to provide parking dispersed in the valley. And hotels could also serve as ski bus stops. (32.2.2I) 
 
There would also need to be provisions for dispersed recreation ( walking, snowshoeing, skiing) 
OUTSIDE of ski resorts. Perhaps a pass system like can be purchased for Millcreek & Mueller canyons 
or select UTA busses that would & could stop at canyon trailheads as well as at resorts. (32.1.2B and 
32.2.6.3C).  
 
As a fan of both resort skiing & non-commercial/ non- mechanical winter recreation in these canyons, I 
fully endorse strategic construction of avalanche mitigation & safety measures. (32.2.9K) But the goal 
of Utah & UDOT should be maximal benefit at minimal expense. My suggestions will certainly anger 
some users/potential users, especially downhill skiers who are no longer able to use their parked cars 
as their locker rooms. Or folks who will have to adjust their schedules to public transit timetables. Or 
drivers who are unfamiliar with toll roads.  
 
Because this comment space is limited to viewing only 3 lines of text at a time, I am challenged this 
confirm that spelling & grammar are up to snuff. My apologies. Also, my congratulations to UDOT staff 
who have proved they have the skill to move mountains, but will miss out on being able to use those 
impressive skills to change Little Cottonwood canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  4317 

DATE:   8/1/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Yandriel Sobrino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not do this. The only thing this is going to do is make more money for the resorts. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4318 

DATE:   8/1/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chase Hathaway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am an engineer for Boeing and am puzzled as to why the quick look and summary video (used 
by most people for comparison) does not provide summary data for long term CO2 emissions. I suspect 
that the gondola performs to a significantly better degree in this regard but the information simply states 
that all alternatives perform better than Utah’s (loose) air quality requirements. In consideration of the 
final alternative, I would request that UDoT take into great consideration the long term impacts of 
greenhouse gas emissions as part of the sustainability metric. (32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  4319 

DATE:   8/1/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JoRae Kay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think taxpayers should be expected to support the ski industry. (32.2.7A) That cost should fall 
to the skiers who use such service which is surely not a majority of our population in Utah. That group 
is an elite number of people who can afford to ski. Why should we ruin our environmental beauty to 
please out of state tourists who feed money to the ski industry! Let skiers pay the price of riding buses. 
The majority of us are not skiers and you should not be held hostage in these choices. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  4320 

DATE:   8/1/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a concerned citizen because I am a skier, hiker, mountain biker and local resident of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. I am ADAMANTLY opposed to the widening of Wasatch Boulevard. I drive along 
the stretch of road everyday, and there is NO need to widen the road to accommodate more vehicular 
traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9C)  
 
As far as Little Cottonwood Canyon, my top priority is to protect the beauty of the environment there, it 
is not to ensure access for skiers during the winter. I am firmly opposed to both of the proposals-- 
widening the road & building a gondola, but especially because I view this as being for the benefit of the 
ski resorts and developers who profit from increased access to the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) A better alternative is to impose a fee per vehicle 365 days per year, along with 
parking restrictions or fees at the resorts. This would incentivize carpooling or busing, and would 
preserve the canyon by avoiding costly and invasive expansion. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4321 

DATE:   8/1/21 2:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
So I have 2 questions. If there isn’t enough parking at the base of the gondola lift, will there really be 
any intention of those to use the life? (32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Second, what is the long term solution with that area? We don’t need more tourists. We don’t have 
enough water for them...?"(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4322 

DATE:   8/1/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived in the Salt Lake Valley my entire life. At the age of 9 I learned how to ski at Alta. That was 
43 years ago!! Obviously Utah has really grown in population and popularity since then. I am glad 
UDOT and other organizations, are taking seriously the challenges that this growth and popularity is 
presenting our canyons, specifically Little Cottonwood Canyon. I live less than one mile from the mouth 
of the canyon and for over 15 years drove to work via Wasatch Boulevard. The ideas being considered, 
although innovative, do not solve any long term problems. Wasatch Blvd does not need to be widened. 
Only rarely is it very backed up or delayed. Widening Wasatch only causes more problems for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.6.2.2A) The effort can not be to get more people up the canyon faster. 
(32.1.2B) The effort must be to limit the number of individual vehicles driving up the canyon. This must 
be accomplished through tolls. Every single car that drives up Little Cottonwood Canyon needs to pay 
at least $10 if not $20. This needs to be 365 days a year. Maybe some kind of discount could be 
applied to cars with at least 4 people in them. This would force people to choose how much they really 
want to go up the canyon. This is the only way to manage the demand placed on our canyons. (32.2.2Y 
and 32.2.4A) Building expanded roads, gondolas, etc only compound the ever serious problem of 
destroying the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) Charging an equal amount to 
anyone utilizing the canyon is fair, transparent and self-regulating. The money raised from the toll can 
be used for canyon maintenance and beautification. (32.2.4A) Alta and Snowbird are at capacity now. 
Sending more people up the canyon faster does absolutely nothing to enhance the skiing experience. 
(32.20C) I am a season passholder to Snowbird and have been for years. I hate the backuped traffic on 
powder days as much as anyone. But making every taxpayer in the state of Utah pay to expand the 
canyon road for more busses, or add a gondola, simply to get more skiers up the canyon faster is not a 
fair approach! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Let's make people decide if they really 
want to pay and extra $10 or $20 to get up the canyon. This will absolutely reduce traffic and increase 
revenue and benefit everyone in the long run. Expensive projects are not going to solve the problems 
and challenges we are facing. We must impose tolls to those of us who want to utilize the canyons. At 
the very least why not try it for a couple of years and see what happens. That is a much better 
approach than spending over $500 million on a project that may or may not be effective and will forever 
negatively impact Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  4323 

DATE:   8/1/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jill Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola. (32.2.9D) However the ski resorts can only sustain so many skiiers per day. 
Too many skiiers on any hill is dangerous no matter what resort. There must be put in place a way to 
monitor how many skiiers are on the hill at any moment. Yes, this means some skiiers must be turned 
away because the resort is at capacity. (32.2.2K and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  4324 

DATE:   8/1/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trina Sharp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is best because it protects climbing opportunity, doesn't add vehicles to the road, 
and it will be more energy efficient. (32.2.9D and 32.18A) 
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COMMENT #:  4325 

DATE:   8/1/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rena Eldredge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a FANTASTIC idea/solution! I am all for it please!(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4326 

DATE:   8/1/21 4:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Stephenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options sound great, I wonder what the cost to ride the gondola would be? If it was $5 or less I 
would be in favor - Ali think the bus option would work if the regular travel lane had a toll. With out the 
toll I don’t think much changes (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  4327 

DATE:   8/1/21 5:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eddie Garcia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea. I support (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4328 

DATE:   8/1/21 6:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jim Collinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
My name is Jimmy Collinson. I've been a ski patrolman and avalanche forecaster at Alta and Snowbird 
the last 42 years. My family and I have lived up the canyon the last 32. This has led to my participating 
in many highway avalanche rescues at all times of day or night, especially mid canyon, over the years. 
 
I will attempt to paint the picture of a LCC canyon road night time avalanche rescue: 
 
It has been snowing significantly since the evening before. There have been a.m. and p.m. road shoots 
with small to moderate results. After plowing, the highway opens at say 5 pm, at least to downhill traffic. 
The red snake commences with many drivers, vehicles, and tires ill prepared for a LCC winter storm. 
Precipitation intensity and west wind increase. An avalanche hits the lower mid canyon road an hour 
later, closing the road. Laypeople are now bumper to bumper underneath adjacent slide paths. 
Most folks do not have the savvy, vehicle, or tire combo good enough to go back uphill when it's raging 
and the plows are unable to plow in the congestion. When you have an avalanche and the weather 
continues to rage you may expect more; an avalanche cycle. The bigger mid canyon slide paths are the 
late runners. That 8 mile road has the highest avalanche hazard index # in North America by far on 
account of the above scenario. 
 
This is where I really ask you to picture what happens up there in the dark. Down we go in snowcats, 
hopefully. Cannot hardly see; a whiteout from snowfall intensity and wind meaning increasing hazard. 
Are folks safer in the relative protection of the vehicle or do they need to risk a move on foot to a safe 
zone. Tough call eh? Usually you want them to move to a safe zone, depending on the slide path 
above. One is making people who are in harm's way get out of their warm vehicle and go to a safer 
place, either up or down canyon, instructing them to run. Most are not prepared for these eventualities. 
Many have been drinking and are more argumentative than the sober folks. Rescuers spend significant 
time exposed under avalanche paths in rising hazard, public to a lesser degree. What would happen to 
someone like me if catastrophe occurs after I demand they leave their vehicle? Would they have been 
better off in the vehicle? Could someone hold me liable? You would not even see it coming... 
 
These nights have been the most terrifying and out of control times of my life. I'm 64. Yes we need the 
road in LCC. And yes we need snow sheds exactly as planned. (32.2.9K) Snow sheds under the 
earliest runners will reduce but not eliminate the possibility of a catastrophic event. Sheds give 
forecasters some wiggle room, another tool, without the road closing itself as it does currently. We want 
the road open whenever it is safe enough to be, The only way to be 100% sure that an avalanche will 
not strike the road unexpectedly is to close it after six inches of snow and some wind. This is 
unacceptable, thus forecasters forecast hazard, and if one is in the game long enough one gets burned. 
Maybe more than once. We need a fire escape in LCC for other reasons as well. I wished to see a 
gondola to Summit County through the head of BCC because that's where the tourist amenities are and 
snow will not be in the future. In lieu of that I am the LCC gondola's biggest fan. The safety it affords is 
significant and isn't safety UDOT'S middle name? (32.2.2N) 
 
The Wasatch has world class skiing with an international airport and third world delivery. In Europe a 
gondola would have happened so long ago with a train connection to the airport. I am curious why the 
EIS says the gondola will be moving only 1,050 people an hour when Doppelmayr says the 3S can 
move 5,500? (32.2.6.5J) 
We need to move enough people in it to be able to limit the number of vehicles in the canyon. 
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The current travel times of three or four hours for folks to move 8 miles so many days is ridiculous. 
We are retiring to a property we developed in Wasatch Resort. The gondola line will be less than 200 
feet away. We welcome this new neighbor with open arms and will enjoy the traffic congestion relief in 
our 'hood. (32.2.9D) 
 
Thanks for receiving input and feel free to contact me if I can assist a gondola happening in any way. 
Jimmy Collinson 
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COMMENT #:  4329 

DATE:   8/1/21 8:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Copper onion Lowder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This makes sense for locals and tourists (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4330 

DATE:   8/1/21 8:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Lawrence 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing with what I see as the simplest and most obvious solution, one that we know works 
because of how it was implemented elsewhere. During peak times in winter (weekends, holidays, 
storms), LCC should be closed to all users attending the ski resorts, or maybe to all cars in general 
(excluding workers and homeowners in LCC). A shuttle system should operate, much like in Zion today. 
This requires no road widening, no gondola, and only adding parking at the gravel pit and additional 
buses. This forces people to use public transportation, eliminating canyon traffic and reducing pollution. 
I strongly encourage the consideration of this solution. (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  4331 

DATE:   8/1/21 9:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4332 

DATE:   8/1/21 9:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Hickman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I completely support this Idea! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4333 

DATE:   8/1/21 9:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not cost effective, and I do not beleive mass human behavior will change. This will result 
in additional tourists riding the gondola but not reduce traffic for skiiers, who primarily contribute to 
winter traffic. (32.2.4A) It will also negatively affect the views, environment in LCC. (32.17A) It does not 
help support backcountry users or ice climbers who also recreate in the canyon. I am a strong suppoter 
of a train first or the bus option second (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  4334 

DATE:   8/1/21 10:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marvin Goldstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the whole approach is wrong. We don't need to figure out how to fit more people into the canyon 
at any given time. (32.1.2B) There should be a limit on the number of persons allowed access into the 
canyon at any time to allow an uncrowded experience. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Sure it won't make more 
money for the ski resorts but it will make the experience during winter and summer more enjoyable. 
Buses seem to be the best alternative of those presented although I'd like to see some other 
alternatives such as a limit to the number of persons allowed into the canyons at any given time of the 
year. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2K). And an end to the Disneyland type development we're seeing at ski 
resorts such as Snowbird. 
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COMMENT #:  4335 

DATE:   8/1/21 10:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Call 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is one of many needed solutions. It feels like everyone is taking such a polarized stance for 
or against this and other solutions. The gondola alone won’t solve the issues but it will help with many. 
More buses and a better road won’t solve all the issues. I support the gondola and feel like those 
opposing are either: 1) protecting what they perceive as lost property value for the million dollar homes 
at the mouth of the canyon or 2) trying to keep the skiing population down when they don’t own nature. 
I live and grew up in Utah so this is coming from a local. I’d like to see a higher investment from the 
people owning the resorts and businesses that benefit most from the gondola but overall support it. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4336 

DATE:   8/2/21 6:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Pritchard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t construct either option. Leave the canyon as it is. The canyon has a capacity for how much 
human traffic and presence can be in the canyon. (32.2.9G and 32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  4337 

DATE:   8/2/21 8:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For me who lives there on little cottonwood lane....it is the parking structure and traffic backup on that 
vulnerable triangle of the mouth. (32.2.6.5E) My favorite solution is much like Zions canyon with 
multiple stops. Using the empty big box stores down 94th as bases/lodges/lockers etc 
(32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  4338 

DATE:   8/2/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nycha Schlegel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly prefer the gondola alternative. (32.2.9D) I was at Snowbird during the three most recent multi 
day winter road closures in 2010, 2020, and 2021. Had snow sheds been in place, the road would still 
have been closed for multiple days. A gondola, on the other hand, would have enabled at least some 
movement of people and supplies up and down the canyon. (32.2.6.5H) Furthermore, a gondola may 
provide a second means of egress from the canyon in the event of a fire and other emergencies. 
(32.1.2B) Finally, I believe a gondola would provide an additional tourist attraction during the late 
spring, summer, and fall. I am, however, adamantly opposed to the snow sheds and berms to direct the 
snow. (32.2.9J and 32.2.6.5Z) The negative impact to the beauty and ecology of the canyon would, I 
believe, be huge and would only modestly reduce the incidence and duration of road closures. (32.13 E 
and 32.17C) The recent installation of runoff areas has already detracted from the natural beauty of the 
canyon in a substantial way. Snow sheds and berms would, I believe, have a devastating impact. 
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COMMENT #:  4339 

DATE:   8/2/21 9:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Cole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, try something less invasive first before landing on a solution that has so many flaws already. 
Let’s widen the road, set a toll, add more buses, increase the park and ride lots. There are so many 
other options before we ruin the landscape of our beloved Canyon. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  4340 

DATE:   8/2/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Maritz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any of these gigantic construction projects are a terrible idea without trying an enhanced bus service 
with extra parking lots and no road widening first. (32.2.9A) We should build the lots at the base of Big 
and Little Cottonwood, run busses all season and see what impact that has. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
Then, if that proves to not be a long term solution we can widen the road or add a gondola and the lots 
will already have been built! It makes no sense to begin these huge, expensive, and impactful projects 
without trying other, simpler solutions first. 
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COMMENT #:  4341 

DATE:   8/2/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Ayers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live just north of Big Cottonwood Canyon, and bicycle the area, including LCC, regularly. I also drive 
west from my house to work, which can be challenging on powder days when traffic backs up on 
Wasatch, and 6200 S from I-215. The park and ride lot on Wasatch, just below my house, furthers the 
congestion in the area, which can feel like a parking lot for the ski industry.  
 
I favor the bus option for a variety of reasons, including improving canyon cycling safety. (32.2.9B) I do 
not favor widening Wasatch more than 1 lane, or increasing speed limits on the street. (32.2.6.2.2A) I 
hope the ski industry will bear most of the cost of these developments, and I hope the neighborhood 
I've been living in for 30 years is not sacrificed for those businesses. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4342 

DATE:   8/2/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do it! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4341 

DATE:   8/2/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin C 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi my name is Kevin and I am a resident of Salt Lake County. I disagree with both options presented as 
they will result in altering the scenic beauty in LCC. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.17B) It would 
also essentially turn Wasatch Boulevard into a highway and be disruptive for the residents that live 
there. (32.2.6.2.2A) An alternative solution would be to simply increase the frequency of bus service to 
the ski resorts and to increase parking near the bus service. This solution will encourage more people 
to take public transport, is less disruptive to the two options presented, and will likely cost fewer tax 
dollars. (32.2.9A and 32.2.7C) Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  4344 

DATE:   8/2/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Schroeder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Amount of cars in Little Cottonwood. SKI SEASON... Just a thought here. Forget about Gondolas, 
Freeways ,Hotels,shops and fun zones. Just put up an electronic sign at the mouth of Little Cottonwood 
with the total amount of cars that have filled all parking spots. Then the number of cars leaving Little 
Cottonwood. That should tell you if you are going to make a trip for nothing and have to come back 
down. OR if you park illegal there may be a big fine. With the computer technology we have today, you 
should be able to drive right to the parking spot with no problem. Let's not destroy the mountain side 
and water shed with high rise Condo's, High density housing, Hotels , Parking lots, Freeways, shops. 
There is no need for all this. (32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  4345 

DATE:   8/2/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diane Schnarr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think there are enough skiers for the size of the mountains. Limit skiers. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4346 

DATE:   8/2/21 11:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trudy Ross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please!!!!(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4347 

DATE:   8/2/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lew Ross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This seems to be the answer. I am in favor of a gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4348 

DATE:   8/2/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tiffany Gregory 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see enhanced bus service. (32.2.9A) We DO NOT need to add a gondola for 30 days a 
year high traffic period. (32.1.4D and 32.2.9D) LCC is a finite box canyon and a gondola would 
increase the amount of people in the canyon because of the novelty of a "ride" instead of the intended 
purpose of shuttling existing human demand during the winter. (32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) It is irresponsible 
that no one did a capacity study when it is clear that increase use only destroys the health of the 
canyon. The narrative of "growth for the sake of growth" needs to stop in Cottonwood Heights. (32.20A, 
32.20B, and 32.20C). A gondola would detract from the beauty of the canyon and the 3 story parking 
structure at the mouth would be an eyesore. (32.17A) We are using public money to put money in the 
pockets of private enterprise. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
This is an interim problem, give enhanced bus service the opportunity to be successful. 
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COMMENT #:  4349 

DATE:   8/2/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Bonar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long time avalanche control worker, former volunteer for the Salt Lake County/Snowbird Fire 
Department, and former Snowbird and Alta Ski Lifts employee, I have years of firsthand experiences 
dealing with North America's most dangerous highway. We dealt with avalanches hitting cars and 
busses, frequent highway accidents and fatalities, thousands of people being stuck in the canyon for 
hours or overnight due to an avalanche hitting the highway or simply a car sliding off on the road. We 
had frequent emergency situations with pregnant women having contractions or heart attack victims 
stuck in the canyon with no medical care due to a highway closure and its snowing so hard the medical 
helicopter can't fly. In addition to these serious problems, congestion in the canyon increases every day 
as the population in the SL Valley continues to increase. The ONLY solution that solves ALL theses 
problems is the gondola. (32.2.9D) As a skier, biker, and hiker and as someone who cares about 
improving air and water quality and the overall environment in the canyon, the gondola is clearly the 
best option (32.10A and 32.12A) . The gondola installation requires only a small amount of ground 
disturbance and will take cars and busses off the road. (32.13A) Adding a 3rd lane in the canyon will 
require huge ground disturbances and massive retaining walls in areas like the "7 Turns". (32.13B) As 
a former AC worker, the biggest problem I have with the 3rd lane and more busses in the canyon is that 
this greatly increases the avalanche hazard index on this very dangerous highway by putting additional 
people in harms way below major avalanche paths. (32.7A) For our kids and grandkids, lets fix this 
public safety nightmare and insure people have safe and reliable transportation up and down the 
canyon thats done in an environmentally sensitive way! Thanks for allowing me to give my comments 
on this very important issue, Bob Bonar 
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COMMENT #:  4350 

DATE:   8/2/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Silverstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I know I changed my preference for the enhanced road option. My preference is to have an option that 
would not permit the road to be shut down (i.e. snow sheds). (32.2.9K) This way even during avalanche 
control or slides we could still continue to access the canyon (24/7). I am still unclear if the gondola 
would require it be shut down during avalanche mitigation? If the gondola is shut down than we would 
have the same problem we have now where cars are accumulating on the road, idling and causing 
congestion. (32.2.6.5H, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.2.6.5Z) Although it wouldn't be at the canyon it would be at 
the gravel pit or at 9400 and highland. This could be detrimental to traffic in those areas. If we can keep 
the canyon open all the time we could have 1st tracks for skiers that decide to enter the canyon early. I 
still favor a toll booth, limiting cars up the canyon and parking at the gravel pit and highland and 94th 
so. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.2.1C) Changing culture to get people to take the buses. If the gondola could be 
open during avalanche mitigation that would be the best option overall. Let me know if the gondola 
could be open during avalanche control. Than I would favor the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4351 

DATE:   8/2/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tiffany Gregory 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
I would like to see enhanced bus service. (32.2.9A) We DO NOT need to add a gondola for 30 days a 
year high traffic period. (32.1.4D and 32.2.9D) LCC is a finite box canyon and a gondola would 
increase the amount of people in the canyon because of the novelty of a "ride" instead of the intended 
purpose of shuttling existing human demand during the winter. (32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) It is irresponsible 
that no one did a capacity study when it is clear that increase use only destroys the health of the 
canyon. The narrative of "growth for the sake of growth" needs to stop in Cottonwood Heights. (32.20A, 
32.20B, and 32.20C). A gondola would detract from the beauty of the canyon and the 3 story parking 
structure at the mouth would be an eyesore. (32.17A) We are using public money to put money in the 
pockets of private enterprise. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
This is an interim problem so give enhanced bus service the opportunity to be successful. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Tiffany Gregory 
Cottonwood Heights resident 
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COMMENT #:  4352 

DATE:   8/2/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mandy Schenkemeyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The options presented - road expansion or a gondola - will do irreversible harm to our natural 
environment. (32.13A and 32.13B) You must think long-term, not in the mindset of short-term greed. 
For humans to think they have precedence over nature in order to increase access to ski resorts, is 
gross, at best. The current issue of traffic and subsequent emissions in the canyon can be solved in 
other, less harmful, ways. 
 
In the short term, perhaps more skiers would take the already-available buses if this state could get 
COVID-19 under control via required vaccinations, mask mandates, and politician support for these 
initiatives. Even as a fully vaccinated person, I'm not eager to cram on to a bus with potentially 
unvaccinated and irresponsible locals or tourists. (32.29R) 
 
In the future, ski resorts can provide incentives for bus-users by increasing parking costs, limiting 
roadside parking, and offering substantial discounts to those who use the bus. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
Our ski resorts are not broke; corporations should be held financially responsible for the environmental 
issues they create. They can reduce individual driving with incentives rather than tax payers covering 
the costs of the issues created by the resorts. (32.2.7A) 
 
SLC is already a outdoor recreation hot spot for tourists. What happens when you degrade the beauty, 
the resources, the experience they come here for? 
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COMMENT #:  4353 

DATE:   8/2/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Lorentzen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent visitor, I fully support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4354 

DATE:   8/2/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lowell Smoger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to 
1. Significantly increase and subsidize bus service (32.2.4A) 
2. Charge private vehicles a fee like Millcreek Canyon (daily or annually) (32.2.4A) 
3. CANYON CAPACITY STUDY. WHERE IS IT? (32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  4355 

DATE:   8/2/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Riche Stanley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For years I have felt that auto travel up the Cottonwood Canyons was the least efficient, least 
sustainable M.O. Add to this the parking challenges that have become obvious a solution is needed. I 
encourage all nay sayers who have not openly admitted they want to see less people in lift lines to 
review the data and what it means to supporting their argument. I support Protect Wild Utah, but 
humans also require space designated as playground. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  4356 

DATE:   8/2/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Antonini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With the amount of growth around SLC, tourism, and those enjoying LCC, both options are necessary. 
(32.2.2W) There needs to be both more parking and transportation. I also hope that the few ski resorts 
(who this is mainly benefitting) are having to contribute to the cost of the transportation. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  4357 

DATE:   8/2/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rudy Rutemiller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
I am a Cottonwood Heights resident. After listening to all of the public comments online (both in-person 
and virtual hearings), I would like to reiterate often-stated points that I wholeheartedly agree with:  
 
1 -- This entire project only benefits one type of recreator (skier / snowboarder) which is not equitable. It 
actually harms other users such as rock climbers. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.7B, 32.7C, 32.4A, and 
32.4B) 
 
2 -- Extreme traffic exists only a handful of days per year. It does not exist in spring, summer, or fall. 
We do not need a permanent solution for a temporary problem. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) 
 
3 -- Alta & Snowbird are the beneficiaries of this project by far. They should be paying 100% of costs. 
Utah taxpayers should not pay for this project. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.7B, 32.7C, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
 
4 -- Permanent solutions should not be implemented until all other solutions are implemented. I strongly 
advocate for a "Zion bus system", for specific times on specific days, and only that bus system at those 
times. No personal cars allowed at peak times. This solution is the obvious choice for the next 5 years 
at minimum. Do not reinvent the wheel. (32.2.2B) 
 
5 -- If buses are implemented, they need to stop at the white pine trailhead so they can service 
backcountry users, and hikers in the summer (32.2.6.3C) 
 
6 -- Does tolling actually work? Fine to toll the tourists, but locals should not have to pay for canyon 
usage. Us locals pay via tax dollars already. (32.2.4A) 
 
7 -- A capacity study needs to occur before finalizing a solution. The goal should not be to shove an 
infinite number of people up the canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.20B)  
 
8 -- I do not care what Wasatch Blvd changes to, as long as there are protected cycling AND pedestrian 
lanes which are well landscaped with large tree species. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
9 -- A gondola is a tourist attraction in and of itself, which of course Alta & Snowbird want to see. It 
would only increase user traffic. I also do not think the projectors realize rescue operations of gondola 
evacuation. It is extremely complex, time consuming, and technical. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
10 -- Make a bus hub closer to downtown where hotels and nightlife are located. Make it convenient for 
tourists to use public transit. Don't make them have to rent a car. They will use the car up the canyon if 
they have to rent one. (32.2.2I)  
 
11 -- This project continues to feel rushed and does not seem to be listening to local residents. Do not 
destroy the canyon for a problem that only exists a handful of days in the winter. (32.1.4D) It is possible 
to improve transit without permanently damaging the ecosystem. It needs to be publicly stated that Alta 
& Snowbird benefit from this project, and they need to pay for whatever solution is implemented. There 
is obvious lobbying happening. 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4358 
DATE:   8/2/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Viplendra Shakya 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello I am a resident of Salt Lake City. I am gravely concerned about the UDOT preferred alternatives 
as both may harm our environment, pollute our water. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) A better 
solution that will minimize impact on the environment and our communities would be to improve the 
current system we have. To increase the bus service by providing more parking at mobility hubs 
throughout the salt lake valley and have direct bus lines from these hubs to the ski resorts. (32.2.2I) 
These solutions should also involve tolling of the canyon, and this toll in conjunction of having an easy 
to use transit solution will incentivize people to use the system. (32.2.4A) These busses could also be 
used to transport people throughout the valley to work and such. The repercussions for this not working 
are virtually zero because the infrastructure could be used to improve public transit throughout the 
valley and LCC would not be permanently changed an potentially damaged. I strongly suggest that 
UDOTs to consider doing intermediate measures before costly (both financially and environmentally) 
plans are put into action. (32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  4359 

DATE:   8/2/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Vowles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not only is a gondola the better option over an archaic bus system, but it would be an attraction in itself 
that would create more revenue and tourism just to go ride it. I would take every visitor up it and 
probably go up it every weekend myself anytime of the year. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-4457 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4360 

DATE:   8/2/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathi Goodfellow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To all it may concern, 
I am a Utahn, born, raised, and now retired. I also grew up skiing from junior high and beyond. I raised 
my three daughters skiing since they were three years old. But, I have a big concern when taxpayer 
money will be supporting the two considered projects to get "skiers" up the canyon faster. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola idea is a ridiculous scenario at a very costly price. 
The better of the two options being the bus lane. However, what amount of this project is being funded 
by Alta Ski Resort or Snowbird? It is all for their gain. The resorts should be financing whatever is done 
to get more skiers up the canyon. Not the taxpayers. (32.2.7A)  
 
If the resorts are not financing the expansion, then nothing should be done at all. (32.2.9G) Those that 
choose to ski/snowboard will keep the crowds limited to the capacity of the parking lots and the time 
spent on the road by their own decisions to stay away or endure the totality of what it means to ski in 
2021. (32.1.2B). Added into this decision is now the drought and climate change. Snow in the future will 
be different with no guarantee that it will be as it has been and there is a good possibility that skiing in 
Utah will disappear. (32.2.2E)  
 
The ski resorts will need to figure out what their industry will do. It really makes no sense for taxpayer 
monies to be involved at all. Given all these uncertainties, bus lanes and gondolas make no sense at 
all. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4361 

DATE:   8/2/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think the road is a problem at all. It is a limiting factor in a place that is overcrowded occasionally, 
but on most average days 210 serves us perfectly. (32.1.4D) You know what? ...rush hours suck! ...and 
are worse when it snows. This is the case everywhere, LCC isn’t special. Don’t like it? ...stay home or 
leave early/late like everyone else who is avoiding rush hour. 
 
There are lots of roads/streets/highways in Salt Lake County that have a “rush hour”every single day, 
not just a couple dozen times a year. Why aren’t we throwing $500,000,000+ at those “problems? 
(32.1.2B) For that money we could add 2 lanes to I-15 along the entire Wasatch front and serve many, 
many thousands (even millions) more people every day!  
 
Unfortunately, the powers that be are insistent that “something”be done in LLC. The proposals call for 
at a minimum banning roadside parking all over the canyon even if they do nothing else at all. This will 
really screw things up for all the climbers, hikers, sightseers, skiers, bikers, etc. basically anyone not at 
the resorts. (32.2.6.2.4A) It almost seems that no matter what they are trying to make it so that 
snowbird/Alta rule the canyon and everything that goes on in it. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4362 

DATE:   8/2/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why doesn’t Snowbird-Alta solve the “rush hour”problems they have created simply by extending their 
operating hours. I’m not talking about night skiing.... There are many more daylight hours than 9-4 that 
guests could ski. There are 12 hours of usable daylight in the winter solstice and it only goes up from 
there. Give people more available hours to ski and let the crowds spread out across the whole day 
instead of trying to cram it all in during “bankers hours”. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  4363 

DATE:   8/2/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Kkukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Does the gondola get shut down for lightning? Lightning storms often shut down the ski lifts and 
therefore the ski resort. How does one get home when they have to ride a ski lift to get out of the 
canyon but it’s closed because of lightning anywhere in the canyon OR the valley? How do you keep 
people safe when they’re already on the gondola and lightning starts and they are stuck on the 40 
minute ride in the “electrocution box”? (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  4364 

DATE:   8/2/21 6:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer LaFountain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid recreationalist in the Wasatch Mountains, I strongly OPPOSE the planned transportation 
initiatives, including the widening of SR 210, destroying world class bouldering areas, AND 
ESPECIALLY the proposed Gondala up Little Cottonwood Canyon. ( 32.2,9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 
32.4B) Both serve no purpose other than to take skiiers up to the resorts, and I believe my taxpayer 
money should not be fueling this endeavor. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.7B, and 32.7C) I am ALL 
FOR using taxpayer money to provide increased public transportation up the canyon, provided that that 
transportation serves the diverse needs of the community (ie. by running throughout the year, stopping 
at multiple popular trailheads, etc.). (32.1.2D and 32.2.6.3C) I belive the best way to mitigate the traffic 
on SR 210 is to both incentivize public transit (ie. providing adequate bus transport which will stop at 
popular backcountry and/or hiking/climbing destinations), and de-incentivizing cars up the road (ie. 
tolling, which would provide funding for public transit). This project is very obviously serving the needs 
of elite few at the expense of many. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4365 

DATE:   8/2/21 10:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenny Watkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes I’m all for the Gondola in LCC! Huge time saver huge traffic and pollution reduction!  
It makes perfect sense! Yes yes yes!! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-4463 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  4366 

DATE:   8/3/21 6:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David O'Shura 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a short sighted solution for a long term problem and UDOT and UTA are at the head of this with 
a bunch of greedy hands in the pot. How many times does the wind blow when a storm comes in, 90% 
of the time? How often is a gondola on hold at a resort due to wind, 60% of the time? (32.2.6.5K) How 
many other attractions are within the canyon that people do not have access to because the gondola 
only gives access to ski resorts, 100+? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4G, 32.2.7B, and 32.7C) Ski 
Rates have doubled in the last 10 yrs while popularity has tripled and these businesses are getting 
catered to when they spend zero money on infrastructure? (32.2.7A) You say the gondola is a 50yr 
plan? How long have trains operated in Europe mountains, well over 50 years... Utah does not 
understand the philosophy of doing it once and doing it right. I vote no for a gondola and I vote Yes for 
a train. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9F) Avalanches? Put the tracks slope side with a cement roof, plenty to see 
on the south side of the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  4367 

DATE:   8/3/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Holdsworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I Support the Gondola, and think it is a far superior way to transport skiers up the canyon. I do however 
think it is necessary that all skiers be required to use the gondola, as there will undoubtedly be users 
who think "oh, the road doesnt have traffic because of the Gondola, so I am just gonna drive my car 
anyways." (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  4368 

DATE:   8/3/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Wilkey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brandon Wilkey 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4369 

DATE:   7/3/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jon Carling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How can I help increase support for this project from out of state? (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4370 

DATE:   7/9/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aaron Dekeyzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello Carlos, Terri, & Josh, 
 
I am writing to urge you to please change the current LCC EIS public comment form to include a 
required zip code field. (32.29P) 
 
In a meeting with Josh, Ellen & I expressed our (amongst many others) frustration that UDOT did not 
collect zip code information in the previous public comment. Josh was receptive to our sentiment and 
said he would work to address our concern in the future. (32.29P) 
 
It is completely unfair to local residents that we are left in the dark about where these comments are 
coming from, and it demonstrates a bias that is at odds with the public interest and the value of 
transparency. (32.29P and 32.2.9N) 
 
If you decide not to change it, please let me know the reason for not collecting this data. (32.29P) 
 
I have urged our SNP members and others to include their zip code in the comment field so we have 
some idea of who thinks what. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Aaron Dekeyzer 
Co-Director SaveNotPave 
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COMMENT #:  4371 

DATE:   7/9/21 11:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gay Lynn Bennion 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello Carlos, Terri and Josh, 
  
I appreciate the work all of you are coordinating in determining the best transportation alternatives for 
Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
  
I also appreciate the efforts of the Central Wasatch Commission and the Pillars for Transportation 
Solutions they have issued. The CWC Pillars top priorities address visitor use capacity and watershed 
protection. All of us who live in this area, depend upon the canyons’ watershed, and enjoy recreation 
year-round in the Central Wasatch Mountains know that these two issues are key to determining the 
best solution. (32.20B, 32.12A, and 32.12B) Comments from local residents should be noted and given 
serious consideration. To this end, I request that zip codes be collected in the LCC EIS comments. 
(32.29P)  
  
Kind regards, 
  
Rep. Bennion 
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COMMENT #:  4372 

DATE:   7/13/21 10:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Larry Drake 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
My apologies for being absent from the meeting yesterday. The attached map is an idealized scenario 
that I believe requires attention and consideration, although being far from exact. This piece of thought 
is a furtherment of an original proposal entitled "Wasatch Ski and Summer Resort," that was broadly 
submitted by myself in 2011, that seems to have been accepted and manipulated into "One Wasatch." 
This map focuses on transportation and transit options, not including ski lifts for viewshed and 
backcountry sake. (32.2.2I, 32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q) 
 
Let the conversation begin to continue, 
 
Larry Hansen 
 
Note – this email included the below attachment.  
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COMMENT #:  4373 

DATE:   7/23/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emanuel Vasquez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Project Manager, 
 
I am currently taking a look at the preferred alternatives of the DEIS and would like to gain access to 
the Peak Period Should Lane GIS layer. I am using ArcGIS Online and was wondering if you could 
provide me with the URL to the PPSL layer. I can see that the layer has been already made available to 
the public through one of the interactive maps displayed on the DEIS website (see screenshot below). 
However, I would like to be able to overlay the PPSL layer onto biological data in order to better 
understand this proposal. (32.29X) 
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COMMENT #:  4374 

DATE:   7/31/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robin Beasley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Cog railway please (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  4375 

DATE:   8/1/21 12:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Preston Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, i'm writing a research paper on how to fix the congestion in the canyon of Little Cottonwood, just 
wondering, why does it matter if it’s fixed or not? Does it take away the number of accidents that occur, 
carbon footprint lessens, or what exactly will fixing this problem do for us? (32.1.2B)  
 
Sincerely, Preston Anderson 
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COMMENT #:  4376 

DATE:   8/3/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The area of proposed change is one of the most widely used by local and visiting cyclists, hikers and 
other recreational users. The buses and cars already traveling on this route are dangerous as they 
travel at high speeds. I do not support adding additional buses, nor do I support widening Wasatch 
Blvd. (32.2.9G) The solution must focus primarily on safety for non-vehicle users both in the area 
between the canyons and in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I support reduced speed limits on Wasatch 
Blvd. and dedicated, protected bike/pedestrian lanes on Wasatch Blvd. and S.R.210. (32.2.6.2.2A and 
32.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  4377 

DATE:   8/3/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is absolutely no way gondola towers contribute to the scenic beauty and the environmental 
majesty that is Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.17A) Not to mention disturbing a Canyon that many 
people and wildlife find refuge and relaxation in. (32.13A) Having gondola cables and gondola towers is 
such an anathema to everything that Little Cottonwood Canyon stands for. (32.17A) The ski industry in 
Utah has created a monster with their shared passes, i.e., ikon. Utah should in no way reward this type 
of behavior with tax dollars. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4378 

DATE:   8/3/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt DeVico 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like the lacille lift project to happen. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4379 

DATE:   8/3/21 10:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Groll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option for LCC is a good idea. However, I strongly believe that it should be paid for by 
Alta/Snowbird and not UDOT. (32.2.9D and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  4380 

DATE:   8/3/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that a half-billion dollars could be better spent on improving U.S. 6. Do not widen the road. 
(32.29C) No gondola. (32.2.9E) If the ski resorts want more skiers, let them pay for it, but basically the 
canyon should not be changed. (32.2.7A) It's too bad if a few thousand skiers have to sit at home. But 
a tunnel to Brighton could be considered. (32.2.2Q) 
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COMMENT #:  4381 

DATE:   8/3/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Mecham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
I am writing regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
and Wasatch Boulevard. I value the canyon for its wildness and beauty. I visit the canyon mostly for 
hiking. I hope that the “carrying capacity” of the canyon is considered before we plan new ways to 
“shove” more people up the canyon on a regular basis. (32.20B) 
 
Expanding the road will negatively impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on this area for 
their ecosystem. We need to make sure this process doesn’t negatively impact the flora and fauna in 
the canyon. (32.13A and 32.13B)  
 
Although not one of your preferred alternatives, I believe the Enhanced Bus with no additional roadway 
capacity is the best option. Here’s why:  
1. Lowest environmental impact to the canyon environment. No widening of the road and no large 
towers blocking spectacular views. 
2. It’s the lowest capital cost plan. (32.2.9A) 
 
However, I believe other steps must be taken to make this option viable. 
1. Put a toll on travel in Little Cottonwood Canyon (Big Cottonwood also). This would be similar to 
the existing system in place at Millcreek Canyon. Make the toll high enough to encourage taking the 
bus. The funds generated could partially fund the new bus/shuttle system. (32.2.4A)  
2. Until a better mass transit plan is developed in the Salt Lake Valley, develop a parking solution 
at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon or near La Caille, to make it easy to leave your car and ride 
the bus. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
3. Have direct/express busses that service Alta and Snowbird, separate busses for each resort 
(have the resorts fund all or part of the bus system). Frequency as needed by time of day and season. 
Have a third bus option that stops at trailheads and other existing pullouts. Again, frequency as needed 
by time of day and season. (32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.3G, and 32.2.6.3K) 
 
Having visited Zion National Park this spring and using their shuttle system, it is clear to me that a 
bus/shuttle system is the best option for both Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons. The Gondola option 
though very “sexy” is not as practical for all canyon users since it would not service trailheads and 
would be very sparingly used other than on winter, weekend, snow days. A bus/shuttle system could 
serve everyone. Plus, we could see if in fact canyon users would move to mass transit options or they 
just stay in their cars and pay more and wait longer. (32.2.2B)  
 
Thank you for the work you do in managing the state transportation system. I hope you continue to 
move towards other alternatives rather than just more and wider roads. We must develop a better mass 
transit system if we are to survive in this area in a sustainable manner. 
 
Sincerely, 
Steve Mecham 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4382 

DATE:   8/3/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Russell Mower 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the proposed gondola. (32.2.9E) It invites high density living at the mouth of the canyon 
which I oppose. (32.20H) We don't need to further line the pockets of ski resort owners at the expense 
of our neighborhoods. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4383 

DATE:   8/3/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Underlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If option A is chosen a sound wall needs to constructed from 2300 East to Mt Jordan road on 9400 
South /Little Cottonwood Rd. The existing wall is falling down and the sound from traffic currently 
radiates to the home south of Little Cottonwood Rd. (32.11H)
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COMMENT #:  4384 

DATE:   8/3/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Theresa Heinrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi just wanting to know more about tolling. On my Nextdoor group people want to know how it will work. 
Some say it will start at entry 1 at Snowbird. Just wanted clarification. Maybe UDOT hasn’t decided 
about the toll yet? (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4385 

DATE:   8/3/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Hatch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think UDOT should fund any improvement in transportation to Alta Ski Area until they allow all 
winter sport participants to pay to use their equipment. Alta discriminates against snowboarders (their 
website states: Alta Ski Area is for skiers and restricts the use of equipment other than skis for anyone 
who wants to ride the lifts and ski the mountain or play around the base areas), I do not want to support 
a business via my tax dollars that prohibits certain segments of the population from using their 
equipment. Let Alta pay for their own transportation improvements until they change their elitist attitude 
and discrimination against others. End the improvements at Snowbird (whatever they decide on 
whether gondola or road expansion). I do not support nor approve of any of my tax dollars supporting a 
private business that discriminates and creates divisiveness in our community. (32.29I) 
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COMMENT #:  4386 

DATE:   8/3/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Hemigway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The best alternative is definitely Trax from the Kennecott area, up 9000 South/9400 South, to Alta. 
Going up the canyon might be seasonal and going West from the main Trax line might also be 
seasonal. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  4387 

DATE:   8/3/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth Byron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not do this. Let my tax dollars go to something meaningful rather than into the back pockets 
of Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.9G and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4388 

DATE:   8/3/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Gorman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I say go for the gondola but widen the bus route and add more buses and parking FIRST!(32.2.9D. 
32.2.9B, and 32.2.2W) 
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COMMENT #:  4389 

DATE:   8/3/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Kemp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I didn't see the cost difference but I'm sure the Gondola option is a huge cost compared to the widened 
road. (32.2.7C) I prefer the increased bus service. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4390 

DATE:   8/3/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Skypeck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Nothing has been said about the plan for access and parking at the base of the gondola. (32.2.6.5E) 
That said, I am for it. There also needs to be rail access to Park City, Canyons, and Deer Valley. We 
also need a new ski area in Mill Creek Canyon. (32.29D, 32.2.2N, and 32.2.2V) 
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COMMENT #:  4391 

DATE:   8/3/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Julie Anzelmo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to increased bus service, (32.2.9A) No to a Gondola. (32.2.9E) And please, no addition of paved 
lanes in Little Cottonwood Canyon!!(32.2.9C) 
  
We are a family of 4 who have been weekend Alta skiers for the past 14 years. We ski about 12-15 
times in a season. We always drive our own car. 
  
We live in Salt Lake City and take I-215 , exiting at 6200 S to access Little Cottonwood Canyon. We 
have witnessed serious road backups on a few occasions, but not often. Road backups beyond the 210 
/ Wasatch Dr turnoff to La Caille have numbered less than 5 times for us in the 14 years we have been 
regular skiers. Through the years, we have learned some things: we must leave home early if we want 
to ski on a weekend morning (but can easily park if we go up in the afternoons). We know the worst 
backups happen if the canyon has been closed for avalanche control, making it impossible for traffic to 
proceed until late in the morning. If we could catch a ski bus from within Salt Lake City, we would gladly 
ride the bus, now that our children can carry their own gear. (32.7A and 32.2.2I)  
  
A couple of recent improvements seem to have helped traffic flow. 
1) parking forecasts on the Alta website, indicating the approximate time of the lot filling. This year, due 
to the COVID pandemic, they tried to limit visitation by parking cars much farther apart than normal. 
Even with a decreased number of spaces, on many days the lots never filled or were only full from 
about 10 am to noon (32.1.4D). 
 
2) the extra length of the merge lane where rt 209 and rt 210 meet has significantly helped in moving 
traffic along.  
 
3) Enhanced bus service 
  
It has always been, and will always be the case, that the canyon roads do not have the capacity to 
handle everyone who wants to ski on a “good” powder day. Limited parking at the resorts has acted as 
a way to prevent overcrowding on the slopes, and knowing that traffic will be difficult, many people 
choose to wait until the next day to ski. An endless stream of skiers arriving by gondola would result in 
a deteriorated experience on the chairlifts, slopes, and in restaurants. (32.20C) There are many other 
examples of demand exceeding supply (try eating at the Red Iguana on a weekend), but rarely is there 
such a demand for public infrastructure to be created to increase capacity to benefit a private entity. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The serious inconvenience of backed-up traffic and full parking 
lots only occurs a few days each season. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D)) Thanks to a shrinking Great Salt 
Lake, conditions in the future may be shortened seasons and fewer open runs. The snow at Alta during 
2020-21 didn’t cover the rocks on the main runs until mid-January. (32.2.2E) So why build a gondola, 
when on most days, the parking lots don’t even fill up? (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D)  
  
The installation of a gondola in LCC is unnecessary. Yes, there should be more enforcement against 
ski traffic blocking the roads, so that people who live in nearby neighborhoods can go about their 
business on powder days. (32.7B) But if there is space to develop a large parking lot for gondola 
patrons, why don’t we skip the gondola and instead create a “wait lot”, such as they have at the airport, 
allowing cars to proceed once the traffic up-canyon is moving? (32.2.2OO0 Or make it a bus shuttle 
lot. (32.2.6.2.1C) The number of times traffic is backed up into neighborhoods can be counted on one 
hand during a typical ski season. (32.1.2B) The backups last for two hours or less. A gondola would 
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severely and permanently disrupt the natural environment, and will do damage to our fragile watershed. 
It will not be beautiful. (32.12A, 32.13B, and 32.17A) Gondola cars would be empty or underused 
99.5% of the days each year. (32.2.4A) It is not worth the environmental, financial, and aesthetic losses 
in order for skiers to avoid a few days of bad traffic. (32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Expand bus service: maybe try running some buses in summer for hikers, climbers, and sightseers, to 
get people exposed to the convenience of public transit. (32.2.6.3C) Let's try the least disruptive 
solutions first and see how that goes, before deciding to further disfigure our treasured canyon with 8 
miles of gondola towers. 
 
Thank you for taking public input on this issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
Julie Anzelmo 
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COMMENT #:  4392 

DATE:   8/3/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Esty Steffen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The ski resorts cannot handle any more crowds as is. Putting in a gondola would allow unlimited 
amounts of people in the canyons causing extreme crowding, and thus ruining the ski/snowboarding 
experience. (32.2.4A and 32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  4393 

DATE:   8/3/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Kirchner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
At the end of the day, an extra lane both ways would be the solution. (32.2.2P) But, there doesn’t seem 
to be room for that. Secondly, the issue is usually the driver (s). One person drives 5mph up or down. 
When the passing lane comes, they speed up to the speed limit.... So, that’s not solve-able without an 
extra lane.  
 
I’d say I’m for the gondola simply because it’s the “best” solution. (32.2.9D) 
 
However, the issue that will immediately arise is the crowds at Alta/Snowbird. The population is only 
growing and the last 5 years have been an absolute disaster with lines at lifts. So, I’m against it if 
nothing is put into place by the resorts to alleviate the lines. (32.20C) (And I’m not just talking about last 
season that obviously had implications on lines because of covid). 
 
The resorts are going to benefit greatly from this. There should be some expectations on their end with 
parking and lines too."(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4394 

DATE:   8/3/21 4:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like it! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4395 

DATE:   8/3/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why sould Utah taxpayers be responsible for providing parking lots for Snowbird-Alta? They are for-
profit, private businesses that have outgrown the parking they currently have. They alone should be 
responsible for providing a solution to their parking problem.... not the general public. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Or are we going to make it a practice to subsidize every business 
in Utah that poorly utilizes it’s resources? I’d like to point out the snowbird ownes/owned a large piece 
of property adjacent to the big cottonwood 7-11. It’s currently being developed into condos. Why didn’t 
snowbird offer that property up for parking garages that would serve their ski resort? Instead the 
taxpayers are going to buy and build on the gravel pit which is even farther away??? Make Snowbird-
Alta take responsibility for their own needs! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C).
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COMMENT #:  4396 

DATE:   8/3/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abigail Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a terrible idea. It’ll take longer to get up the canyon and go skiing than if you just drive 
up. (32.2.9E and 32.2.4A). What I favor is this plan to just do like a $500 pass to use the canyon for a 
year. That will cut down on traffic quite a bit; more people will carpool, and then people can stop to hike 
or something. It’s not a one-stop ride like the gondola would be. (3.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4397 

DATE:   8/3/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola doesn’t address emergency egress as advertised. Please realize that most 
canyon road closures are from 10pm to 8am. A gondola that runs 7am-7pm doesn’t help these 
situations at all. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.5Z, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4398 

DATE:   8/3/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abigail Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not only would it be much easier to just charge people for the year, but it could be almost immediate--
you don’t need to build a giant, expensive, cumbersome gondola, you just set up a pay booth. 
You could also offer day passes if someone really wants to ski once, for like $30. 
Just because the Swiss did something doesn’t mean we need to copy them. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4399 

DATE:   8/3/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How will actual emergency egress on the gondola work when the canyon road is closed? I’m talking 
about real emergencies here with critical care patients. Will there be a special “ambulance cabin”? Do 
you just send patients on the 40 minute ride and hope they’re still alive when the doors open at the 
bottom? Would you want to have to dangle in a gondola for 40 minutes and load/unload multiple times 
on the way to a hospital if you were near death? Will the gondola be staffed 24/7 so that it can be 
started up and run in the middle of the night if needed? These things all need to be addressed. 
(32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K).
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COMMENT #:  4400 

DATE:   8/3/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Savage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola system. An updated bus and wider roads are not helpful. I skied 50 days up the 
canyons last season, I would never consider riding the bus. I would absolutely ride the gondola. 
(32.2.6.5D) 
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COMMENT #:  4401 

DATE:   8/3/21 6:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Weaver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber I access recreation at various points on the way up the canyon. Please make sure that 
there are ways to park or get off public transit at these climbing trail heads. LCC is unique in that it 
allows for climbing every month of the year. (32.4P) Please don't forget about us when planning for 
transportation of skiers and snowboarders. (32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, 32.7G, and 32.2.6D) 
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COMMENT #:  4402 

DATE:   8/3/21 7:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Robbins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds brilliant. I'm not even a skier, but it makes perfect sense to me. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4403 

DATE:   8/3/21 8:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to express my extremely strong opposition to putting a Gondola in little cottonwood canyon. 
(32.2.9E) This "solution" is by far the worst of all the proposed solutions. It is extremely expensive, 
inflexible, will ruin the beautiful landscape year round, and in mainly focused on supporting the ski 
resorts rather than all recreation in the canyon. (32.17A, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Futhermore it would require massive parking being build at the mouth of the canyon which is not 
feasible to my understanding. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.2.1C) Without this the gondola will be highly 
underutilized and will STILL require increasing the busing system to support it. Given this the only 
reasonable option is to increase busing in the canyon. This option is flexible, scalable, and serves a 
wider population both geographically and recreationally. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4404 

DATE:   8/3/21 9:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Metcalf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve skied here since 1982. I love the resorts and love these canyons. I think we ultimately need to build 
gondolas for both big and little cottonwood canyon. It just makes sense to reduce traffic, 
smog,congestion, parking and trouble during bad storms. It think it would be a better option than 
expanding the road to include through bus lanes. Either this or eliminate cars all together and make the 
canyons bus only winter travel. (32.2.2Q, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  4405 

DATE:   8/3/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Groundland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is an amazing idea and solution to a worsening problem (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4406 

DATE:   8/3/21 11:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Holbrook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love exploring canyons by bike but unfortunately the change in elevation makes it unreasonably hard. 
I end up having to drive portions. This would be a life-saver not only up cottonwood canyon but most 
canyons in the saltlake/utah county area. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4407 

DATE:   8/4/21 12:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Howard Wattleworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It would seem spending hundreds of millions of dollars would be directed towards helping Utah citizens 
survive. Increasing rent relief and expanding similar programs appears more appropriate than 
supporting two ski resorts who provide recreation to higher income families. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  4408 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arash Khial 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this gondola is a great idea! Not only will it help get people up on sketchy snow days it will limit 
the amount of traffic going up and down the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4409 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roxanne Weippert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As both a skier and climber who enjoys recreating in Little Cottonwood Canyon year-round, I agree we 
have a capacity issue but don’t believe the gondola nor road widening are the current best solutions. 
They are expensive and destructive and intrusive. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The road widening will 
negatively impact climbing in the canyon and I would guess the gondola would as well. (32.4A and 
32.4B) The gondola seems like an extremely ineffective solution to the capacity issue and only benefits 
the resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As a backcountry skier I wouldn’t have any use of a 
gondola as I go up before it opens and/or need to get off before it stops. It is extremely expensive to 
build and will not have enough capacity, combined with speed to really solve any of our problems. 
(32.2.6.5N, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There will be long waits at both the bottom and top of the canyon, 
especially considering how long it will take to load and head up. (32.2.6.5C) Adding a toll and 
increasing existing bus service would reduce traffic in the near term and help pay for any future 
solutions much more effectively. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4410 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaclyn Long 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These options, while I appreciate the foresight to a growing city and growing recreation use, are too 
drastic. We need more prk and rides at the base of the canyons for anything to work. Parking garages 
need to be built first. (32.2.6.2.1C) Better enforcement of cars up the canyon. Eliminate any non four 
wheel drive cars without snow tires. (32.2.2M) These are the ones that clog the roads as snow is 
unpredictable. Please let’s work smarter not harder on this. 
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COMMENT #:  4411 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Berger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to SLC for the climbing. Countless others have done the same. LCC is one of our most 
treasured resources, and attracts young, smart, talented people to our state. If you destroy these 
boulders, I will seriously consider leaving this state. Others will do the same. Better, less destructive 
options exist. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4412 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Henry Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the cottonwood canyons with wider roads. There are so many established 
roadside climbs, hikes, and other activities and there are better options than wider roads. Please 
consider the environmental impact and in this case, do not follow the money. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 
32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  4413 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vitor Chies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposals will make a significant impact to the canyon while only marginally improving capacity. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) These proposals may one day be the solutions to the issues in Winter up LCC, but 
should not be executed today. There are still other options worth exploring. Specifically tolling vehicles 
with a single driver. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) Maybe even an above road rail that does not require the 
widening of the roadway. (32.2.2I) These proposals seem rushed. And the years of construction will 
have a negative affect of local users. This project is obviously meant to serve the skiing and tourist 
populations that visit in the winter, but affect all year round users of the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) More time, consideration is needed to test run less impactful options before 
embarking on such a massive project. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4414 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zachery Gabaldon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbing has been a part of Utah's trademark qualities for decades, this road will endanger hundreds of 
routes and bouldering problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) If not for the sake of preservation, then for tourism, 
we should not expand this road. (32.2.9C) Built better, easy public transportation, implement toll roads 
to provide funding to keep improving the canyon, and let's not destroy a gem of the Wasatch front. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4415 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Nummerdor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
I've recently heard about this proposed change to Little Cottonwood Canyon, and I strongly urge you to 
seek less destructive options. There are several boulders in the area that many others and I enjoy 
climbing on, and this plan will eliminate >100 of them! This plan must be remedied immediately. Please 
exhaust other options first! (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.2PP)  
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jen Nummerdor 
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COMMENT #:  4416 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Georgiou 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Initially I supported a gondola for the reduced emissions. (32.10A) This gondola or road widening 
threatens the ecosystem and geography of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.13A and 32.13B) This is a 
beloved place by climbers, hikers, and skiers. (32.4A and 32.4B) It is unfair to prioritize skiing traffic 
support over other activities and the environment. There are more feasible options that help the 
ecosystem and don't harm activities such as climbing. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4417 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Harper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm against UDOT's proposed plan to widen the highway in Little Cottonwood Canyon due to the loss of 
climbing areas that would result that many locals value and use often. (32.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4418 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are other options outside the gondola and the road widening to be considered. These two 
options are going to destroy recreation at the base of the canyon like climbing hiking and bouldering. 
(32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
As a person born and raised in Sandy, I understand better than most how frustrating the canyons in the 
winter have become with the population growth of Utah. Trying to get up to snowbird and Alta to ski is 
like trying to go to Disney world these days. However, with that said, the canyons are not just for skiing. 
Summer activities are just as important and need to be treated as such. These proposals will remove 
some of the worlds greatest and most accessible bouldering at the base of LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B) I 
strongly oppose them and new ideas need to be considered before we destroy some of the canyons 
natural recreation. (32.2.2PP) Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  4419 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Claire Bunce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This plan will destroy hundreds of iconic climbing routes. Please look for alternatives that are less 
destructive. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4420 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amber Stratford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good morning, 
 
I have lived in Sandy, UT for 20 plus years. As such, I am well aware of the comings and goings of the 
canyon and the growing issues over the years. I am also an avid rock climber and have spent my whole 
life in that canyon climbing on the amazing rock the canyon provides. I also ski, hike, bike and camp as 
well. Suffice it to say, I have a great interest in what happens to the canyon. 
 
Growing up, we would go skiing as a family, back when Alta had 'Ski Free after 3'. Without fail, every 
Saturday upon ending the day, we would get stuck in the dreaded 'Red Snake' of cars waiting to leave 
the canyon. However, we came prepared. We knew what we were getting into before hand and what 
taking that last run of the day would mean. But, we just took extra snacks or stayed for hot chocolate at 
the lodge to wait it out or more pleasantly enjoy the long drive home. This has been every 
skier/boarders canyon experience since I can remember. Every weekend from November 1st until 
March 1st, Little Cottonwood Canyon has traffic when the ski day starts and ends. Everyone knows 
this. It's just a fact. As such, everyone knows, if you want to go skiing, you got to sit in the line. And I 
see nothing wrong with that. (32.1.2B) Let's take Disneyland for example. I know if I want to go on any 
ride, especially the popular ones, I'm going to have to sit in at least a hour line. Same with driving 
anywhere in California. I know trying to get literally anywhere in California will have major traffic and 
that I should plan ahead for it. In both of these cases, a wait in line is just part of the experience, 
another factor to know about and plan ahead for. With that in mind, I think it is a drastic overcorrection 
to jump the gun to such extreme "solutions" to remedy the problem. 
 
Why are we jumping to such aggressive and impactful solutions? (32.1.2B) I want you to really analyze 
the "Why". Is it to improve the beauty of the canyon? Or maybe to improve the protection of it? No? Or 
is it to improve the access for 3 months out of the year, for two ski resorts while irreparably damaging 
our canyon in the process? What does the canyon gain from this? Better traffic? Who is really 
benefitting from these solutions? (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
If the ski resorts truly wanted to improve just the traffic and carbon emissions thereof, there are other 
easier solutions. Namely- limiting season pass, Ikon and day pass ticket sales. Less people with tickets 
= less people in the canyon. (32.2.2K) Now I realize this would never happen, too much money and 
profit is involved. However, they could instead invest in bigger parking structures, improved parking lot 
traffic flow that could have a great helpful impact on the traffic in the canyon. (3.2.2QQ) Not to mention, 
helping a issue they created with their own land and resources, namely money. It is not fair to make tax 
payers, who may or may not use the canyon, let alone ski at the resorts, pay for a project that is solely 
designed to benefit the ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We should be looking to 
solutions that have year round benefits and improve not just skiing, but other areas of recreation in the 
canyon. The "alternatives" that have been proposed help no one but the resorts. Widening the road 
eliminates almost all roadside parking that hikers and climbers greatly rely on to access trailheads and 
boulders. (32.4A and 32.4P) And a gondola destroys the natural beauty of the canyon and the land 
around it, such as hiking trails and climbing locations. (32.4B and 32.17A) 
 
I propose we start small. Implement a toll booth. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) Revise parking at the resorts to 
alleviate roadside resort parking and congestion. Reinforce public transit incentives/benefits. (32.2.4A) 
If possible, limit tickets sales on weekends and busy holidays. (32.2.2K) Why are we jumping the gun to 
big flashy "solutions" when we have yet to try any smaller, less impactful  
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alternatives? Again, I urge you to consider the "Why". Let's consider alternatives that benefit everyone, 
including the canyon itself, and not just the resorts in the winter months. 
 
Thank you for your time and efforts on this issue. 
 
Best, 
Amber Stratford
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COMMENT #:  4421 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Richardson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have turned around many times and not gone skiing because of the massive traffic in the canyons. the 
gondola would solve a lot of those issues. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4422 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tali Brenner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Against both proposed options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) In favor of zion-like entry system, where bus 
usage is incentivized, however road widening is not required. (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4423 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cortney Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the effort and consideration given into finding a solution for this project. As a member of the 
climbing community, it is difficult to support either plan, considering the impact it will have on the access 
to boulders throughout the canyon. Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little 
Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). UDOT’s 
gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4B) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 
and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  4424 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacquie Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a 20 year Utah resident, transplant from Illinois. Since 2000 I’ve been welcomed by the locals of 
SLC’s climbing & skiing community. For a decade I was a ski instructor at Solitude, ‘01-’10, then made 
Alta my season pass home 2018-present. I love both canyons for climbing which I began in 2001, as 
well. I loved my early 20’s in the early 2000’s. I was also a resident of Mt. Haven in Big Cottonwood 
Canyon for 10 years, but now I’m in my 40’s & we live in Draper, drive & commute all the kids around & 
the teens are now driving. I understand the UDOT’s struggle. I live it. The long lines in the morning to 
get to parking by 6:45 AM last season was insanity, but we did it as a family even of teenagers waking 
up that early!! My comment is difficult to make because I don’t want to leave any environmental 
footprint that takes away from our beautiful playground in the Wasatch, but I think the construction & 
road/gondola/parking improvements have to be made for the safety of all. I don’t think a “snow shed” is 
going to work, (32.7A) but busing, parking in the valley & a gondola all seem viable. I know the iKON 
pass is a big grievance for crowd controlling, but I also know the business need for the skiing industry. 
There is no easy solution. Thank you for hearing out my thoughts & perspective. 
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COMMENT #:  4425 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Done 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The SLCA proposes, and I wholeheartedly agree, that before any permanent changes are made to 
Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded 
bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes 
dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4426 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cole Castleton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My comment is in support of feedback provided by several outdoor advocacy groups as follows: before 
any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, a 
new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation 
strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
 
Thank you 

Page 32B-4526 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4427 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bernadette Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The cost and visual impact of a gondola - if well maintained - is less than road improvement. I’m in 
favor of the gondola. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4428 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zachary Craigmile 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to these current solutions. Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little 
Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered after less impactful options have been implemented 
and shown not to be effective. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4429 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaime Pedersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is one of the crowning jewels of Salt Lake City. We should value it's beauty 
and ecology over efficiency of getting to our favorite spots. Widening that road will destroy so much of 
the landscape. (32.12B, 32.13B, and 32.17B) 
 
It will also destroy famous climbing areas that we will never get back. Climbing areas in dozens of 
books that bring in climbers from all over the world. (32.4A)  
 
We already made an eye sore out of the opening of Big Cottonwood Canyon. Let's not do any further 
damage to our beautiful ecological resources.  
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  4430 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marinda Quist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider the proposed plans which will irreparably damage the landscape of Little Cottonwood 
canyon. Little Cottonwood is renowned for world-class climbing, and has boulders and climbing 
problems that don’t exist anywhere else in the world. It’s truly special and people come from around the 
world to climb in this canyon. Widening the road and/or putting in a gondola system would destroy this 
climbing and one of the things that makes this canyon so special. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please first 
implement other traffic mitigation strategies before destroying our cherished landscape forever! 
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COMMENT #:  4431 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Kastellec 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to emphasize and amplify the perspective of the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance. The SLCA 
proposes that before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever 
alter the landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other 
traffic mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) 
 
Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
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COMMENT #:  4432 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Hendershot 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We love the idea! We live in American Fork and we buy annual Alta/Snowbird passes for our family. 
The traffic up the canyon is a big concern in the winter particularly. We would love to see a solution to 
the problem. The gondola seems like a good one. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4433 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maya Silver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider revisiting the plan to widen the road into Little Cottonwood Canyon. Destroying 
beloved and used boulders and rock is not the answer. (32.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4434 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Soelberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber, I’m greatly concerned as to what this proposed solution will do to climbing and the canyon 
in general. While I understand traffic and safety are a huge concern, this solution only has the ski areas 
in mind. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are many other uses for the canyon (I’m 
especially partial to climbing) that will be affected. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please keep these other 
recreational activities in mind when searching for a solution. The ski areas might be what we’re “known 
for” but that doesn’t mean that other activities aren’t just as important and should not be affected. 
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COMMENT #:  4435 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jae Yu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
The boulders of Littlecottonwood has been a place where my friends and I could go to connect and 
build our friendship through this amazing place. Many of us through the years gone to personal trials 
and this was one of the places where we could build each other up physically and emotionally. Please 
consider other options to the gondola before destroying what is precious to me and so many others 
here in Utah and other out of state climbers. (32.4B) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  4436 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hans Hendershot 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great solution. Buses still destroy the environment. We have season passes up Little Cott Canyon and 
there have been several days when we get to the mouth of the canyon in the morning to ski and end up 
turning around & going home because of the traffic up the canyon. Buses aren’t good for the 
environment and are still in an avalanche’s path. (32.7A) The gondola is the smart way to go. We are 
strongly in favor of it. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4437 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I had a spiel about how neither solution works on its own, because the gondola will just create more 
traffic west of the canyon and nobody will want to ride the bus unless we implement a parking 
reservation system so you can see when parking is full, in which case the bus will be the most 
convenient option. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) However, after doing a little bit of 
research, I came across some information that I feel the public isn’t familiar with, but should be. 
 
Several years ago, two real estate developers / politicians wanted to develop the Canyon Centre land, 
off of Ft Union and Wasatch Blvd. The businesses didn’t want to sell the land, so there was some 
tension. Former cottonwood Heights police officer Beau babka said in a press conference that they 
were “ordered to specifically target customers of the Canyon Inn”, harassing patrons by pulling them 
over and asking them to perform sobriety tests without any indication of wrongdoing. Babka said that 
orders came “directly from the city and from the developers”. The canyon inn was eventually run out of 
business, but sold to a private ski shop instead of to the developers. The canyon centre has since been 
developed with luxury apartments, townhomes, a hotel, and a restaurant, so far. 
 
Fast forward 10 years, and those same two developers (who are no longer politicians) have purchased 
land behind la caille, with the intent of developing. They came up with the gondola proposal, advocating 
for it, etc., but one huge detail hasn’t been talked about enough. Gondolaworks.com shows, as part of 
the la caille expansion, some property just adjacent to the base camp, called “superior peak village”, as 
well as “La Caille village estates”. 
 
Now, ask yourself, who would have the most to gain financially from a gondola hub sitting next to this 
development? Even more than Snowbird and Alta? That’s right, someone who has a stake in real 
estate bordering what is now the easiest access to world-class skiing! Any hotel, condo, high-end 
shopping, dining, or even home now touts ultra-marketability as one could ‘ski on’to the only conduit up 
LCC. 
 
I have no problem with developers making money, especially if the public benefits, but frankly I feel the 
gondola will negatively impact the area as a whole (through increased traffic outside the canyon, 
canyon overuse, and not serving anything but the ski resorts) while lining the pockets of a select few 
connected individuals, so I question why there has been such a push. (32.2.2X, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
So instead of debating ‘how’ we want to accomplish this, I’d like to invite everyone to ask ‘why?’ 
(32.1.2B). Call me cynical, but I’m starting to think this isn’t about saving our canyon$. 
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COMMENT #:  4438 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Forest Altherr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road or building a gondola could have serious impacts on the the natural resources which 
make Little Cottonwood an iconic place. Please do not consider destroying things that are unreplacable 
to build something which only satisfies one user group. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, 
32.17B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4439 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bobbi Graham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this would be a great idea to reduce traffic as well as accidents in this canyon. We have had 
periods where people have been suck because of road closures and I believe this would be a great 
option to be able to get back down the canyon (32.29D). 
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COMMENT #:  4440 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abe Weintraub 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood is an incredible place and I think we should be very careful to preserve this for future 
generations. I think that before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will 
forever alter the landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling 
and other traffic mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.5C) 
 
Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective  
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COMMENT #:  4441 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jansen Gunderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the current proposals for widening the road and the gondola will result in the destruction of 
historical climbing boulders and decreased access to climbing areas in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
These climbing areas and boulders while not having as huge of an economic impact as the ski areas, 
bring climbers from all over the world. They contain historical routes which are just as an important 
resource as any trail in the canyon and should be preserved at all costs. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Toll booths in Millcreek and American Fork canyons both helped reduce congestion and vandalism in 
those canyons during the summertime. Fees for both accessing the canyon via personal vehicle plus a 
parking pass requirement for Alta and Snowbird is a much more cost effective and low impact way of 
reducing traffic. (32.2.4A) 
 
Snow sheds in the avalanche runout paths are a proven method of mitigation and will help solve the 
avalanche control problem. (32.2.9K) 
 
It simply makes no sense to spend tax payer dollars and destroy our valuable resources in the canyon 
when other measures such as tolls have not been tried first. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  4442 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Lefave 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola and additional bus lane would permanently change rock climbing in little 
cottonwood canyon. It would not only destroy some of the iconic roadside bouldering but also change 
access and experience for roped climbing. Little cottonwood is world-renowned among rock climbing 
communities, making Salt Lake City one of the best home and destination cities. This is particularly 
relevant for both people who call SLC their home and visitors. Local climbers are heavily involved in 
community efforts that span many different groups in the SLC area and we care deeply about the 
landscape of our canyons. Furthermore, with climbing debuting in the Olympics this year, interest in 
climbing will be higher than ever and permanently removing outdoor access to world-class climbing in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon would be devastating. Please, please, please consider another option! There 
are ways with additional busses and tolling that we could make this work for anyone without destroying 
precious lands. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4443 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Hickman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need this or increasing pollution will hold down growth. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4444 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Street 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What's the purpose of permanently destroying boulders, hiking trails, and animals' habitats, solely to 
benefit private businesses and the most privileged residents of Utah? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) What's the purpose of installing multibillion dollar structures that will require ongoing 
maintenance and permanently scar the landscape of Little Cottonwood Canyon, just to save ski bums a 
few minutes of travel time to their weekend getaway? (32.1.2B) 
 
This proposal is a joke and an insult to the taxpayers of Utah. UDOT should be ashamed of themselves 
when they could be doing significantly more to actually benefit Utah residents. Have you driven to 
Saratoga Springs, Eagle Mountain, or Herriman lately? It's excruciating. Two lanes, jam packed with 
traffic, deadlocked every single day for hours. (32.7B and 32.7C) UDOT should be spending their time 
and energy figuring out how to get residents home from school and work in a timely manner, not 
focusing on what hideous plans could benefit a small subset of the population. If you want to ski in the 
mountains, you need to understand that part of the privilege of doing so is respecting the canyon. This 
move disrespects the canyon in a major way and sets a horrific precedent of how we should treat our 
natural landscapes.  
 
Please do more for Little Cottonwood Canyon. Please do more for the people of Utah where they're 
actually spending their travel time. PLEASE. 

Page 32B-4544 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4445 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Purdue 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't do this to little cotton wood canyon. It will be so sad to lose my favorite bouldering spot in 
the country. Taking away the beauty of this place for infrastructure is a egregious. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4446 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Bevan-Pritchard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have travelled from the Uk a couple of times to climb in little cottonwood canyon and regard the 
boulders under threat as some of the most important climbs in the world on rock that is unrivalled. I 
would regard the destruction of these rocks as a tragedy and a huge loss to climbing’s culture and 
heritage. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4447 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitchell Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are more people that recreate in Little cottonwood canyon than skiers and snowboarders. Rock 
climbing is valuable to the Salt Lake economy and it is only growing, and will continue to grow 
especially after being added to the Olympics. The bouldering in Little Cottonwood canyon is world class 
and destroying it to accommodate one user group would be a huge loss to the Salt Lake community 
and economy. Climbing is only going to continue to grow, destroying access to world class climbing so 
close to Salt Lake City is destroying a lot of potential recreational tourism in Spring, summer and fall. 
Please consider options that do not destroy the climbing or climbing access in Little Cottonwood 
canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4448 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Houtz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Strongly not in favor of building a gondola. This would probably require the destruction of classic 
boulders (for climbing) near the road in the canyon and greatly diminish the natural beauty of little 
cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, and 32.17A) Skiers are not the only user group of the canyon 
and I encourage you to consider the impact of a gondola on everyone else who uses the canyon 
throughout the year, and not only the issue of skiers experiencing some traffic in the mornings during 
ski season. Thank you (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  4449 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Collier Reid 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s getter dun!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4450 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Humphrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I appreciate UDOT's research into alleviating traffic in the Cottonwood Canyons, there appears to 
be a considerable disregard for the environmental impact. (32.29G) Road widening CANNOT be 
considered an option as the environmental impact would be far too great and would threaten our 
watershed, air quality from increased traffic, and world-class rock climbing and other recreation. 
32.12B, 32.10A, and 32.4A) Please, I implore you to consider more heavily the alternatives beyond the 
two "preferred options" in the EIS. Expanding public transit and tolling private vehicles is the ONLY 
sustainable option. Thank you (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  4451 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of these proposals will continue to further damage the ecology of the canyon and the recreational 
resources. 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4P. Adding a gondola is an absolute affront to the 
natural beauty of LCC. (32.17A) Widening the road will encroach on climbing areas - specifically 
bouldering spots - and remove valuable climbing resources. I am an avid climber and am appalled this 
is even being considered by the powers that be. (32.4B)  
 
The best solution to reducing traffic is to ADD parking at the base of the canyon. This would 
dramatically increase the ridership of the UTA bus. Every ski weekend I try to park somewhere along 
Wasatch Blvd and those miniscule lots fill up before the resorts even open. How can you expect to 
reduce traffic in the canyon with nowhere for anyone to park and take the bus? As a resident of SLC is 
not convenient for me to park anywhere else but Wasatch Blvd. If you want to incentivize people to 
travel UTA we need more parking and bus stops along Wasatch Blvd on the way from 215 to Little 
Cottonwood. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Adding a fee to travel up the canyons (both Big + Little) on weekends would also help deter 
unnecessary car travel. (32.2.4A)  
 
Please do not ruin this canyon with more construction. 
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COMMENT #:  4452 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Quin Stevenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood canyon is the inspiration behind so many of my life choices. It's where I learned to 
Climb and Ski. Please reconsider the current plan to build more infrastructure in and around Little 
Cottonwood. We need to protect this place, not just solve traffic and access problems to increase the 
number of people and dollars that come up the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Please save the Bouldering that is currently under threat of destruction from your current plan. There 
are other ways to solve the problems that the Cottonwood Canyons face. I believe the proposed plan is 
a mistake.
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COMMENT #:  4453 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Mallender 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't widen LCC road/install a gondola! (32.2.9C and 32.2.9C) Such incredible nature so close 
to a city should be preserved as fiercely as possible, and a limit to transport will help ensure that the 
canyon is not over used. 
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COMMENT #:  4454 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mckenna Delton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
An alternative should be chosen that does not threaten climbing in the canyon. (32.2.9A) Recreation is 
part of what makes Utah so great and what bring people to the canyon, it would be better to limit the 
number of people allowed rather than destroy this amazing resource. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Bringing 
more and more people up into the canyons is not sustainable. 
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COMMENT #:  4455 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the canyon with a gondola. (32.2.9D) Show sheds and bus lanes are preferable. 
The gondola will ruin one of Utah’s easily accessible visual treasures. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K and 32.17A) 
 
Tyler Phillips 
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COMMENT #:  4456 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Corey Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Corey Lee 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4457 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Mendoza 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not do this, it will destroy so much beautiful climbing. The outdoors is for outdoor people. We 
dont need any more roads or construction in an already natural place. Please do not take away the 
boulders and amazing climbing for Utah people. We love this area and the climbing and do not want it 
harmed. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4458 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Micah Van Wagoner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We will always find excuses why we need to widen roads for the “good” of the people, but what you fail 
to understand, is once you destroy areas like this, there is nothing you can do to return them to their 
current state. Politicians talk about what we need to do to decrease global warming? STOP 
DESTROYING FORESTED AREAS TO MAKE ROADS AND OTHER THINGS THAT HOLD IN HEAT. 
(32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.10B) If you never ridden a bike and felt the difference when you go from an 
area where there is a lot of trees and grass to an area where there is concrete and asphault, you would 
know this. There is a massive difference. Stop destroying wildlife and wooded areas. Things like this 
are the very reason why this world is falling apart gradually. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.10B)  
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COMMENT #:  4459 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Alvarez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi there, 
 
I am utterly devastated to think that the destruction of so many natural resources are being considered 
in order to satisfy the wants of only two resorts at the very top of a canyon full of so much recreational 
area and access points. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The countless boulders within 
the impact zone, in addition to all the natural flora and fauna that will be disturbed by either of these 
options is unthinkable when alternative options exist that will solve this issue far more efficiently and for 
a cheaper price. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) As a climber that spends 99% of my time in LCC 
not at the resorts, climbing, hiking, backcountry skiing, I am deeply saddened to even consider how this 
will affect the canyon we all hold so dear. Please take the time to consider alternative methods of 
expanding the existing bus service and/or instituting tolls for not carpooling or on heavy snow days 
during the winter. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) This canyon is too important and sacred to so many. 
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COMMENT #:  4460 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carlos Salinas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Has a future Resident of Salt Lake City, One of the main reasons that I’m moving is because I love 
climbing and the outdoors l. I understand this make it more accessible but at the same time it’s 
destroying what we are meant to protect and takes away parts of what we love and cherish from the 
cottonwoods. Please work for a more sustainable solution for the better future of the Utah and the 
people. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4461 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin McGregor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My initial interpretation of the process beginning years ago was that it was slanted, favoring exploitation 
over preservation. The recent selection of alternatives proves me correct. If you can't dry-erase the 
latest decision and open the possibility of choosing alternative 1, then why was the comment period 
extended? (32.29A) Let's go back to alternative 1 with the possibility of a few minor modifications. 
(32.2.9A) The locally unique and precious Little Cottonwood Canyon still retains a few miles of National 
Park type terrain which would be quite spoiled by a gondola. (32.17A) Once again, skip the gondola 
and get on the bus and when the bus system reaches capacity somebody will have to wait. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4462 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian DiLoreto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the gondola and road widening would ruin my climbing experience in little cottonwood. While I 
hate waiting in traffic to get my skiing in, i believe the damage would be irreplaceable. (32.4A and 
32.4B) I would much prefer an alternative such as tolling or ski bus required transit, preferably with a 
season pass option to celebrate the long history of local support for these areas. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4463 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susannah Anders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will destroy historic climbs throughout the canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) There must be a 
less destructive option. (32.2.9A) We are lucky to have this access here in Salt Lake City, taking that 
away would be a great loss. 

Page 32B-4563 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4464 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Richardson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Shuttles or a gondola are great. Do not expand the road! Keep LCC beautiful!(32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  4465 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Jacobson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I urge you to NOT approve the gondola. (32.2.9E) It’s the captive of the rich investors first of all and 
second it will increase visits to the resorts which are already crowded. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 
and 32.20C). In addition a better solution would be to limit car traffic to multiple occupants, inspect cars 
for tire compliance and install accurate signage at the base of the canyon to announce when parking is 
full (32.2.4A and 32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  4466 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Byron Foster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid recreational user of LCC, I urge you to please consider trying less invasive methods of 
solving the traffic problem in LCC before doing irreversible damage to the canyon / particularly the 
large, iconic climbing boulders near the road. (32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) As a practicing professional 
civil engineer I understand the challenges of protectionism vs. improving the level of service for all 
users of the canyon; however, something as precious and unique as LCC should be preserved in the 
same spirit of national park preservation so that all may enjoy it for years to come. If an incremental, 
less invasive approach fails to produce the desired outcome then we can re-evaluate and say to 
ourselves honestly that we at least tried to preserve what is there while balancing the desires of a 
broader user group. (32.2.9A) I am an avid skier and snowboarder and I am as frustrated by the 
transportation conditions as anyone. I grew up in Utah and remember well the glory days when traffic in 
LCC and BCC was a rare exception to what is now the norm.  
 
If I’m being totally honest I wish there were far fewer people trekking up and down the canyons on a 
daily basis, but all those people are just pursuing their love for adventure and the outdoors and the 
beauty of the canyons the same way I am, so I can’t in good conscience advocate for throwing up 
administrative roadblocks that would inhibit others’ ability to enjoy the canyons. In this case, though, I 
am genuinely concerned that we face a serious dilemma of destroying that which we all wish to access 
more easily by making it more easily accessible. Please consider my plea to slow down and give other 
alternatives their due consideration and possible implementation. (32.2.9A) The worst that could 
happen is people have to be patient a little longer, which is a price I am willing to pay, and one I believe 
others are willing to pay as well considering what is at stake. 
 
Thank you, 
Byron Foster 
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COMMENT #:  4467 

DATE:   8/4/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not widen the road! (32.2.9C) This will permanently destroy some of the greatest climbing 
spots in Northern Utah! (32.4A) Please implement less destructive ways first to prove they do not work 
before implementing destructive ones (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4468 

DATE:   8/4/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Gorecki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the expansion of the roadway and the gondola solution in LCC because of its effect on the 
long tradition of bouldering. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4469 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Nabors 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We have 2 problems, that require two solutions. Getting people to and from the ski resorts and getting 
people to and from the trail heads and camp grounds. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) With our population 
predicted to double we need to ban cars from the canyon. (32.2.2L) The gondola is a great solution for 
the ski resorts but we need a robust shuttle van like system to get people other places in the canyon. 
(32.2.6.3C) People should also be able to load and unload at the angle stations and the gondolas need 
to be able to carry bicycles in the summer. (32.2.6.5G and 32.2.6.5I) 
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COMMENT #:  4470 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Cole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I want you to think of the outdoor habitat and recreation opportunities that exist in the canyon. These 
precious moments are what make Utah magical and inspire people to boulder, climb, hike, and 
ultimately enjoy the outdoors. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P)  
 
Please consider the this in your proposal. Do not widen the roads. (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  4471 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Gowie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Please do not go through with these proposed alterations. Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  4472 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Benhoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please please no gondola. (32.2.9E) Buses are awesome, I know something has to be done, so 
buses. Using buses here will help encourage bus use throughout the valley. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  4473 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremiah Watt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bouldering in Little Cottonwood Canyon is a national treasure and a direct link to the economic growth 
currently happening in SLC. Utah Department of Transportation’s (UDOT) current proposals drastically 
affect this climbing and the climbing experience to benefit a single user group - skiing industry - at the 
loss of climbing real estate that’s heralded international attention for decades. This is ludicrous!(32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Traffic is an issue from the end of Nov to April - ski season! Why is bus use not mandated on high use 
days?!(32.2.2B) Why are we even talking of multi-million dollar policy’s that benefit a single user group 
at the cost of the average taxpayer?! (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) Tax dollars? I spend tens of thousands of 
local dollars annually on everything from food to property taxes, I’ve purchased three vehicles in two 
years, my son is in public school, my small business spends countless dollars - we moved here for the 
CLIMBING! AND I’m only one of thousands who utilize those boulders. Climbers may have been 
dirtbags living in the dirt at one point but no longer in this Valley. Climbers are professionals here, your 
doctors, real estate agents, lawyers, engineers, craftsmen, and entrepreneurs. We support a local, 
sustainable, economy that’s thriving and growing by the day and being pushed aside to support an 
industry based on inhaling every possible dollar angers me. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
Neither proposal actively addresses the issue of getting people to actually use them and have inherent 
flaws that are destined to fail. Loading and unloading for Alta?! Seriously? Did Snowbird ask for this? 
(32.1.2D) A bus without a mandate, subject to the same weather as everyone else? Surely people will 
ride it. If it is mandated, why not simply mandate use of our current system with additional parking and 
buses?! (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
There’s viable options for public transportation that include a sustainable future for everyone and they 
don’t include mismanagement of our public lands. 
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COMMENT #:  4474 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the recreation and monetary value that little cottonwood canyon bouldering brings the 
equation when evaluating routes. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.6D) SLC is an international climbing 
destination and it would a shame for a key area to lose recreation opportunities. 
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COMMENT #:  4475 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordy Clements 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Though skiing surely brings in more money and corporate interest to the region, all activities that make 
use of the canyon should be considered and respected. Where the Access Fund has identified 
transportation alternatives that would allow climbing areas protection and benefits from proposed 
changes, I respectfully request that these solutions be given equal if not greater consideration. 
(32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4476 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anders Hur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  4477 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Preuit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4478 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Boone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's figure out a way to protect and provide access to the climbing areas in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) 

Page 32B-4578 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4479 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Saccardi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy Little Cottonwood Canyon! Both of UDOT’s proposed alternatives threaten iconic 
roadside bouldering areas and would dramatically alter the overall climbing experience in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. This proposed transportation project poses the greatest threat to climbing in the 
Wasatch region in decades. (32.4A and 32.4B) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  4480 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Fisher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly object to each of these proposals for the following reasons 1) Providing a tax-payer funded 
subsidy to increase Alta/Snowbird's skier capacity, (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 2) Damage 
physically and visually a unique ecosystem in LCC, the obvious lack of EIS impact study for the 
environment and outdoor recreation population is appalling (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 
32.4P) 3) 50% of SLC drinking water comes from this important watershed, a far greater public need 
now and for the future than selling more ski tickets, (32.12A and 32.12B) and 4) The real issue has not 
been addressed of the carrying capacity of LCC for all users, its a limited resource than should be 
protected and capacities set to restrict/limit use during peak skiing periods. (32.20B) Climbers, bikers, 
backcountry skiers, hikers, etc. should have equal public rights to access the canyon and enjoy 
diminishing areas of nature that we should preserve, not destroy to benefit 2 private businesses. 
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COMMENT #:  4481 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathon Giuffria 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Increased road traffic or the degradation from the gondola construction will negatively affect the 
resource area (32.13A and 32.13C). Further, pandering to industrial tourism does not align with the 
spirit or mission of managing US lands. As far as impacting current users of Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P).. 
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COMMENT #:  4482 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conor Lyne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I will only comment on the feasibility of the bus expansion option for the LCC as the other option is 
simply irresponsible and environmentally destructive. 
 
Bus expansion will not work unless skiers and riders are incentivized or mandated to use the bus. 
(32.2.4A) This is a common and efficient strategy that has been proved time and time again at busy 
European ski resorts. Expand parking lots in Holladay and at the base of the Cottonwoods and require 
the general public to use a frequent bus system. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.2I) 
 
The only exceptions to the above, and in similar practice with European resorts, is to grant driving 
exceptions to those that a) live in the canyon, b) are employees, and c) guests at accredited 
accommodations (like the Cliff Lodge, for example). (32.2.4A) 
 
This is the only way to keep traffic at a minimum and let everyone in the Salt Lake Valley to enjoy the 
pristine resources our great LCC has to offer. Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  4483 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashley Wintle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not construct either of these alternatives! (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) They are taking away world 
class climbing and for all we know with climate change these ski resorts won’t even be in business 
anymore! (Besides park city has better skiing anyways!) (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.2E)
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COMMENT #:  4484 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Nordberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm concerned the "favored" gondola project will not meet any of its goals at the cost of construction that 
will have environmental impact. Adding a gondola in little cottonwood canyon will not have any impact 
on car traffic in the canyon. (32.2.4B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It simply adds yet another method to get up 
the canyon during good weather. This means more people at the resorts. (32.20C) The car traffic will 
not be reduced. (32.2.4A) The gondola's will not stop at trailheads so backcountry users would not be 
able to use the gondola - so they will still be in cars. (32.1.2D) We need to fix UTA, get its rates down to 
be competitive with driving, add bus capacity and LIMIT THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE AT RESORTS. 
(32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Most other public resources that have overcrowing have put in permits and 
reservation systems. If the Ski resorts have created an overcrowing situation, then we need to put the 
same controls in place that other public lands do. Enforce reservations at the ski resorts and cap 
visitors. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Otherwise we can put in as much infrastructure as wanted and it will 
simply get overrun the next year as visitation increases. 
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COMMENT #:  4485 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Bain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either of the two options UDOT has proposed. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I have reviewed 
the proposed options as well as the other options offered. I really do not think any of these options 
work. They are too ski resort centric and when I consider that we are making massive changes to LCC 
and this is all regarding the 17 or so busiest days of the year I think it is still not time to make these 
changes. (32.1.4D) Either gondola or road expansion. There is an obvious problem with traffic but it is 
generally very limited to such a small portion of the year it does not justify these types of changes 
(having a gondola for all to see, whether you want to or not and the infrastructure and service roads 
and impact on backcountry skiing experience and a wilderness/outdoor experience). (32.1.2B, 32.17A, 
and 32.4I) ITs like making the entire canyon like a ski resort because there is a lift always in sight. Or 
the road expansion which negatively impacts the climbing and again is a huge project that will take 
years to construct and will inconveniences us for a long time all for helping people on a few days out of 
the year to get to the ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.4A, and 32.2.7C) This seems unacceptable. There will 
be a natural decreasing of people going up LCC on those days because its a pain in the ass. We are 
already opting out of LCC on the busy days but it will take a little more time for this transition to fully 
play out. I say hold off. I have met no one who is an overall user of LCC who feels great about any of 
the options. (32.2.9G) Only the folks who have a more myopic view (such as ski resort only people) feel 
better about the options laid out. I ask UDOT to consider the other users and the canyon itself and 
water quality moving forward (32.1.2D, 32.4I, 32.12A, and 32.12B). Thank you, Rob 
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COMMENT #:  4486 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Pastula 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative. based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with other traffic 
mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent changes 
are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4487 

DATE:   8/4/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Manning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an old climber and skier. Expanding the road,if it expands into climbing area slime gate buttress 
and mile marker 6 sacrifices climbing and bouldering for the benefit of ski areas at great taxpayer cost. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.4N) Whatever is done must preserve climbing 
areas climbing access and backcountry ski access. It makes no sense to subsidize ski areas at the 
expense of climbers, hikers and backcountry skiers. If abus lane is added it should be elevated on 
existing footprint so that additional cut and fill is not necessary (32.2.2RR) 
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COMMENT #:  4488 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whitney McLeod 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I urge you to rethink only considering these two options. Both the gondola and additional lane proposals 
would permanently change access to year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4P) Instead, look for an alternative with expanded electric 
bus service, tolling, etc that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent changes 
are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon!(32.2.9A and 3.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  4489 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Daniel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't place all your eggs in the ski resort basket. 
 
* UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the 
climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
* UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
* Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
* UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular 
climbing in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the 
Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
The current proposals do not seriously consider impact to year round activities and only act in favor of 
the two ski resorts in the canyon. Little Cottonwood Canyon is home to countless world renowned and 
iconic climbing areas that will be impacted by the gondola. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The U.S.A Climbing team is based in Salt Lake City and combined with the classic and iconic climbing 
in the area will continue to attract climbers and other tourists from all over the world. I have personally 
visited Salt Lake City frequently, coming from Logan Utah, not for the ski resorts, but for the climbing 
and climbing oriented events. One event of which was a weekend to watch the International Federation 
of Sport Climbing World Cup. Many others attended this event and brought their patronage to many 
local businesses throughout the area from hotels and restaurants to athletic retail, mountain guides, 
transportation, and more. Climbing is a rapidly developing sport that will continue to bring in tourists if 
these iconic climbing areas are not destroyed and/or restricted. (32.6D) 
 
Also, with the Olympic debut and the popularity of films such as Free Solo increasing interest, climbing 
will only continue to expand and create tourist and attractive perk for residential and employment (I 
personally don't think I would accept a job in an area that doesn't have good rock climbing) 
opportunities. (32.6D) 
 
The boulders that would be affected are really something unique and it would be a shame lose the 
history and opportunity for newer generations to experience some of LCC's most iconic climbing. It 
would be great loss to the history of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
Other dispersed activities such as hiking and camping attract visitors to the area and serve as 
recreational opportunities for locals throughout the year and not just a couple months during the winter. 
(32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) 
 
Again, please do not place all the eggs in the ski resort basket, especially as snow pack continues to 
decline over time. 
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Thank you for your time and consideration on this important decision that will not only affect my quality 
of life, but many others as well. Other proposals that limit the impact on activities during other seasons 
must be considered. 
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COMMENT #:  4490 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not enhance or change the little cottonwood area by widening the road or putting in a 
gondola! Save the climbing area please!(32.2.9C, 32.2.9D, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 

Page 32B-4591 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4491 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Allan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If any new infrastructure needs to be built in the canyon, it should not come at a cost of the beautiful 
leisure and climbing areas that locals love about the canyon. A gondola would add an aspect of novelty 
to visiting our beautiful city and resorts without compromising the natural attributes of the canyon. 
(32.17A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4492 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Godshall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake Climbers Alliance 
ABOUT ACTION ALERT DONATECLIMBING FESTIVAL 
NEWS 
JOIN 
 BACK 
ABOUT SLCA 
2021 ANCHOR MAINTENANCE FUNDRAISER 
OUR SPONSORS 
FIXED ANCHORS 
COLLAB 
STRATEGIC PLAN 
CONTACT 
 
SALT LAKE CLIMBING FESTIVAL TICKETS 
 
WE NEED YOU! 
SAVE LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON CLIMBING 
SUBMIT COMMENTS TO UDOT 
SUBMIT COMMENTS TO YOUR ELECTED OFFICIALS 
 
THE SALT LAKE CLIMBERS ALLIANCE NEEDS YOUR HELP TO SAVE CLIMBING RESOURCES 
AND PRESERVE THE CLIMBING EXPERIENCE IN LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON, UTAH. 
On June 25th, 2021, the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) released two transportation 
proposals to address winter traffic congestion in Utah’s iconic Little Cottonwood Canyon. One would 
construct the world’s longest gondola to carry riders to the top of the canyon and the other would widen 
the canyon road by adding bus-only shoulder lanes. The gondola and buses would only service ski 
resorts at the top of the canyon and would not stop at climbing areas. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
UDOT’s proposals both threaten iconic roadside bouldering resources and will impact the overall 
climbing experience in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
THIS CONSTITUTES THE GREATEST THREAT TO CLIMBING IN THE WASATCH REGION IN 
DECADES. Take a moment to tell federal and state elected representatives and UDOT to protect the 
world renowned historic and irreplaceable climbing of Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
HOW WILL UDOT’S PROPOSALS AFFECT YOUR CLIMBING EXPERIENCE IN LITTLE 
COTTONWOOD CANYON? 
Share your personal connection to climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon and consider these talking 
points to draft your comments to UDOT. Copy and paste these talking points into the Message Body of 
your comments to UDOT. 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
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 UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  4493 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsey Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Utah native i started my adventures snowboarding and climbing up little cottonwood canyon. 
That canyon holds a very special place in my heart and in my community. I do not like the plans that 
are set to help manage traffic up and down the canyon. I’d support a toll fee station and pay to use the 
canyon (similar set up to Millcreek canyon) way before I’d support this proposal. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4494 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Siani Weston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was born and raised in Utah and frequently recreate in LCC through skiing, running, hiking, and 
climbing. After re-considering and doing more research to understand the impacts of both alternatives, I 
find neither to be acceptable. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola only benefits the ski resorts. Rather 
than place the burden of jam packed parking lots at privately owned ski resorts on taxpayers, it should 
be up to the ski resorts to create solutions for packed parking lots. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) My suggestion is to increase busses during popular hours and to create direct bus routes that 
go straight from the parking area, to the ski resort. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3K) As an Alta pass holder, a 
bus ride from the nearest park and ride took 45 minutes to get to the resort vs 20 minutes if I drove 
which makes it unappealing to take public transit. Increased busses with direct routes shortens this time 
and makes it worth taking public transit. I also suggest opening the canyon to only carpooling and 
busses at peak times in the morning to limit single occupancy vehicles and greatly reduce traffic. 
(32.2.4A) Signage at the bottom of the canyon indicating available spots at ski resorts will ease traffic 
caused by cars going up, only to be turned around when no spots are available (32.2.4A). Any loss of 
boulders for climbing is unacceptable. (32.4A and 32.4B) These boulders are climbed year round as 
opposed to one season out of each year. UDOT must also consider how these alternatives impact 
activities in the canyon year round, and not just consider traffic in the winter. (32.4G and 32.4P) Please 
listen to and prioritize the voices of Utah residents who visit the canyon year round and not ski resorts 
who only want to increase their bottom line at the expense of taxpayer money. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  4495 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Sun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bouldering in Little Cottonwood Canyon is a national treasure and a direct link to the economic growth 
currently happening in SLC. Utah Department of Transportation’s (UDOT) current proposals drastically 
affect this climbing and the climbing experience to benefit a single user group - skiing industry - at the 
loss of climbing real estate that’s heralded international attention for decades. This is ludicrous!(32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Traffic is an issue from the end of Nov to April - ski season! Why is bus use not mandated on high use 
days?!(32.2.2B) Why are we even talking of multi-million dollar policy’s that benefit a single user group 
at the cost of the average taxpayer?! (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) Tax dollars? I spend tens of thousands of 
local dollars annually on everything from food to property taxes, I’ve purchased three vehicles in two 
years, my son is in public school, my small business spends countless dollars - we moved here for the 
CLIMBING! AND I’m only one of thousands who utilize those boulders. Climbers may have been 
dirtbags living in the dirt at one point but no longer in this Valley. Climbers are professionals here, your 
doctors, real estate agents, lawyers, engineers, craftsmen, and entrepreneurs. We support a local, 
sustainable, economy that’s thriving and growing by the day and being pushed aside to support an 
industry based on inhaling every possible dollar angers me. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
Neither proposal actively addresses the issue of getting people to actually use them and have inherent 
flaws that are destined to fail. Loading and unloading for Alta?! Seriously? Did Snowbird ask for this? 
(32.1.2D) A bus without a mandate, subject to the same weather as everyone else? Surely people will 
ride it. If it is mandated, why not simply mandate use of our current system with additional parking and 
buses?! (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
There’s viable options for public transportation that include a sustainable future for everyone and they 
don’t include mismanagement of our public lands. 
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COMMENT #:  4496 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meghan Pew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think non-alternating attempts need to be made before these massive reconstructing proposals are 
even considered. Add a toll booth, increase the bus services, etc are all easy non-impactful ways to 
handle the congestion in the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Ruining the historic climbing areas to 
increase the amount of people that can come into the canyon is an extremely selfish capitalistic 
“solution” to an issue that is not that extreme. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4497 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hannah Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Hannah Lewis 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-4599 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4498 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua LaMar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber, it is sad to see the access that will be lost in little cottonwood canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  4499 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Preston DeMaria 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need alternatives. 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
 UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  4500 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennis Pruzan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These proposals scream single use canyon! Having stops only at the resorts eliminates the benefit of 
public transportation other than those headed to Snowbird or Alta. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Additionally, please consider the impacts these have on the other communities that use the 
canyon, notably the bouldering community that takes advantage of the world class boulders along the 
canyon road year-round. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4501 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily P 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How will the gondola be more environmentally friendly? Gondolaworks dot com and their instagram 
suggests that the gondola is better than the busses in terms of environmentalism. If the energy to 
produce electricity is coming from Utah coal burning then it IS NOT more env friendly. The carbon 
emissions of the gondola itself may be less than a bus but the carbon emissions of burning coal to run 
the gondola and then the gondola itself is not more environmentally friendly. (32.10A) These plans 
going into 2050 are framed in a mindset that the same infrastructure/technology will be around after we 
build it (God forbid) until 2050. (32.2.6H) The gondola or the widened road will be there forever so I do 
not like either preferred alternative. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) But say the worst happens and UDOT 
continues to prioritize private industry's wants over the tax payers and environment and the gondola or 
road is widened. In 10 years green energy will be significantly improved and 30, even more so. If Elon 
Musk has his way we will be driving zero emission solar vehicles and busses (and probably rockets). 
But all jokes aside technology will advance and in 5 years busses could be solar powered. It is unfair to 
suggest that in 30 years busses will have more carbon emissions than a coal powered electric gondola 
because neither will probably be using the same energy source as today. (32.10A, 32.2.6.3F, and 
32.2.6.5T) Simply with an electric bus which is not a futuristic dream it is a present one, this will be 
more environmentally friendly than running 30 gondola units per hour to get potentially 5 riders up to 
the greedy resorts in the summer. A bus can operate year-round and the system can be significantly 
scaled whereas the gondola cannot. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.3C) If you know anything about the railroad 
(freight not passenger) you would know that the most energy efficient way to transport freight is to load 
the train up to capacity. They always avoid sending a train to a destination when it is empty. Filling a 
gondola during the ski season is one thing but running an empty gondola year round is foolish. 
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COMMENT #:  4502 

DATE:   8/4/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Pherson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Pherson 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4503 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Callie Weldon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a regular visitor to Utah (8+ times a year) from Colorado, I recreate responsibly in your outdoor 
areas and help stimulate the economy by staying and enjoying local businesses. I strongly oppose both 
UDOT proposals for the Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  4504 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angela Clifford-Salisbury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a regular user of Little Cottonwood canyon for outdoor recreation, I urge you not to build the 
gondola. (32.2.9E) The impact on the environment will be devastating. Numerous locations for hiking 
and rock climbing will be rendered inaccessible/unusable. (32.4A and 32.4G) Little cottonwood is a 
beautiful valley and the construction of a gondola would irreparably damage the aesthetics. (32.17A) It 
will change for all people who use the valley for recreation outside of the gondola.  
 
This plan is one sighted and oriented towards only one type of use: ski/snowboarders at the main 
resort, and ignores the other three season of activities in the canyon as well as the impact to every 
other type of sport. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please do not ruin the canyon for all other 
recreation. That is exactly what the gondola will do.  
 
Moreover, the resorts are already over saturated with people. Building the gondola would more more 
people up the mountain creating an even more damaging impact on the area. (32.20A and 32.20C)  
 
Finally, the gondola is a bad idea because it creates a massive traffic problem at the base/Granite area 
(32.2.6.5E). A problem that will put more buses in and make the canyon less accessible for people who 
recreate but have no intention of recreating at the top of the canyon. (32.1.2D) All it does is create more 
congestion, more buses, and more people in a small space. Please, please reject the gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  4505 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t do either of these two options. They will negatively impact more than help. Other solutions 
are available and should be considered. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4506 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mike Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Thank you, 
Mike Peterson 
 
Sincerely, 
Mike Peterson 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4507 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Sims 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"The proposed options for LCC traffic mediation do not consider the impacts they will have on other 
land uses in Little Cottonwood aside from the ski resorts, climbing in particular. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
There are less destructive options available that will not destroy climbing areas and eliminate access 
forever. Please consider options that do not involve building a gondola or widening the road for high-
speed buses." (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  4508 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Bice 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed plans both have a huge negative impact on other recreational opportunities in the 
canyon. Please reconsider these actions. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4509 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erica Lynes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.4A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little 
Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B). UDOT’s proposed 
parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing in the canyon by 
dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and 
at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  4510 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Crawford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave little cottonwood canyon alone! If there are too many visitors cap how many people can go up 
the canyon each day. Don’t sacrifice our lands for a ski resort. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4511 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bridger Pennington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Coming from someone with 11 year season pass to snowbird. Please Build the gondola. It will help a lot 
with little cottonwood (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4512 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Courtney Rhoden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a passionate climber, LCC has been on my list of places to climb for many years. The area's 
importance within the climbing community is immeasurable‚ it provides local and visiting climbers with 
incredible opportunities to experience boulders that are one a kind. The UDOT gondola and additional 
lane (s) proposals would severely limit access to the most popular climbing in LCC, thus having a 
massive effect on recreating opportunities within the area, and creating more impacts to other crags. 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B). I implore UDOT to find alternative ways to provide 
transportation that do not dramatically alter the landscape of the area. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4513 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kylee Love 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kylee Love 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4514 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Bain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I had a few more comments, just sent in a comment. I would encourage you look at the LCC problem 
as "how to increase efficiency with less intrusive interventions and how can we get less people to go up 
the canyon" rather than what seems to be the underlying agenda of "how can we get more people up 
the canyon in an efficient manner". (32.1.2D and 32.2.4A) I would support snow sheds so we can get 
people up the canyon more efficiently on powder days. (32.2.9K) Since there is typically a wait until Ava 
control is finished this is a major contributor to traffic jams on the most busy days. If people were able to 
head up the canyon from early on this would significantly decrease the traffic issue. I have resorted to 
going up early in BCC before traffic gets bad and then waiting for the resorts to open. Which is a bit of a 
sacrifice but not a huge deal. Another intervention along with this line of thinking is have a toll. I mean 
LCC is an increasingly popular and valuable resource and with all natural resources of the sort we 
eventually have to pay for them which in one sense is a disincentive to use unless you really want to go 
up there. LCC is free. (32.2.4A) I mean few things of great desire are free and its time to half to pay for 
going up LCC. If the price point is appropriate then this will not price lower income people out rather it 
just incentivise those who are prioritizing going up LCC. (32.2.2Y, 32.2.4A and 32.5A) It works in Mill 
Creek and many other places and it will work in LCC. I would suggest a system like most all toll roads 
where it is not necessary to stop. (32.2.4A) These types of less intrusive interventions should come first 
before the massive changes of having a gondola or making a 4 lane road up LITTLE cottonwood 
canyon. IF you make these types of changes you cannot go back. Start smaller and work up. Snow 
sheds and a toll are the next appropriate steps and I predict you will have WAY less push back. At the 
moment, I don't think this is visionary rather it is it is too much too soon. Thank you again, Rob 
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COMMENT #:  4515 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Garrett Myers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Garrett Myers 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4516 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelly Ann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why does Utah constantly want to change what is so great about it to support the masses. Whoever is 
part of the planning committee is just trying to make a dime and it will have a lasting impact in history 
and you are on the wrong side of it. Come up with something else then destroying more land 
(32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4517 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carter Bondurant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect climbing areas in LLC! (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4518 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Turner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the impact of this on climbers in the area and accommodate the whole public with 
regards to access and not just the skiing population (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C). 
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COMMENT #:  4519 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Zack Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Zack Nielsen 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4520 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chad Whittaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I oppose the proposed gondola in little cottonwood canyon. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chad Whittaker 
Salt Lake City, UT 84108 
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COMMENT #:  4521 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vincent Migliaccio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon’s bouldering geography has taken hundreds of thousands, if not millions of 
years, to naturally form. If we remove and destroy this part of natural history it will literally be 
irreplaceable. These aren’t just rocks and mountains. This is history and years/decades of natural 
beauty that have been forged into this landscape. It is part of what makes Utah and our canyons so 
special. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) The mountains do not represent monetary value or 
human convenience. They should be respected and left how they were found. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  4522 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eliana Nieves 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Extremely unnecessary!  
The scenic drive is beautiful as it is. This industrialized man-made gondola will only tarnish the view. 
(32.17A) Not only that- construction will be tedious and more than likely cause canyon closure due to 
construction. (32.2.7C and 32.4C) In the winter months the canyon is already busy with everyone going 
to the ski resorts- people will not be pleased with more traffic jams and or road closure due to the 
construction of the gondola.  
 
Please keep the canyon as it is. In it's beautiful glory. 
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COMMENT #:  4523 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Marrinan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find an alternative to both of these two plans. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) Permanently and violently 
altering the canyon to appease the multi million dollar businesses at the top that only cater to those 
spending money during one season of the year is a ridiculous and unfair solution that will negatively 
effect the majority of canyon recreation during the majority of the year. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
32.7C, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I). I hope you are open to receiving comments and not just to lining the 
pockets of ski resorts. It will be a shame to see these canyons ruined and that is exactly what a gondola 
or additional lanes will do. 
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COMMENT #:  4524 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Verschoor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m happy action is being taken to fix the winter time canyon congestion problem but I’m worried the two 
proposals are the wrong course of action. Why would UDOT not just enlarge/ create new parking lots or 
structures for the ski bus and then have enough ski busses running so it makes sense to actually ride 
them. (32.2.9A) The argument comes that there are to many cars then and avalanche risk. However I 
still haven’t heard a satisfactory answer for why the canyon isn’t tolled at the mouth or a pass system of 
sorts in place to limit personal vehicles during the winter. (32.2.4A) This would seem to help out with air 
quality as well... (32.10A) This seems to be the most clear abs economical option. It would be easy to 
add electric busses from say U of U and downtown with a direct route to the canyons or ski areas this 
would greatly relieve the amount of cars going up the canyons. (32.2.2I) For that to work however there 
must be enough busses so people are not waiting for hours for a bus... 
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COMMENT #:  4525 

DATE:   8/4/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4526 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Zamora 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not move forward with this destruction in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The canyon offers 
recreation and public land usage that is imperative to the history of climbing in the state of Utah. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) These transportation measures to make it easier for people to enjoy one sport would 
compromise another. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4527 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Avi Rubin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4528 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Todd Walton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Todd Walton 
Boise, ID 
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COMMENT #:  4529 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Crockett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a primarily a climbing recreationalist in the canyon; my preference is the Gondola A alignment over 
the widened shoulder. (32.2.9U) This in conjunction with tolling. (32.2.4A) The additional trailheads and 
parking would be something I find acceptable as well. (32.2.9O) Of the options presented, this is my 
preference. If the option of tearing out the road in its entirety and isolating the canyon to vehicles was 
an option, I would pick that. (32.2.2L) 
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COMMENT #:  4530 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Daeschner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not put in a gondola or widen the road. The climbing is too important and brings people into the 
area!(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4531 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Traci Salisbury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to pursue the option of limiting users in our Canyons. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) There is a 
human limit. NO gondola. NO road widening. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) This will be so destructive to our 
climbing areas and out wildlife and water. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  4532 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John LaMontagne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) e. 
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COMMENT #:  4533 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michal Matyjasik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed UDOT plan for Little Cottonwood leaves no options for rock climbers to have stops or 
parking at climbing areas throughout the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 
32.4P) This is a major oversight that needs to be addressed. Either add stops for climbing and 
bouldering areas for the shuttle and gondola, or allow non-snowsports recreational traffic and parking 
areas in the canyon for other users to be able to enjoy the recreational opportunities in the canyon. 
(32.4P) LCC is one of the major local climbing destinations in northern Utah, enjoyed by tens of 
thousands of climbers every year. UDOT must come up with an acceptable alternative that allows 
continued climbing and recreational access throughout LCC. 
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COMMENT #:  4534 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christoph von Ruexleben 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4535 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Beld 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The UDOT proposal being pursued in Little Cottonwood Canyon would severely impact historic and 
iconic climbing. The level at which climbing would be impacted would be a detriment not only to the 
local community but the broader climbing community across the country. This is a well-known area 
visited by many. These changes could effectively end most of the climbing-based tourism for the area. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.6D) It would be ideal to consider an alternative that could create the desired 
improvements without destroying a significant source of valuable outdoor recreation. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  4536 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Givens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For many years we've made trips out to little cotton wood canyon just to climb, it would be a shame to 
see that disappear just for more traffic that would ultimately have a negative impact on the outdoors 
(32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4537 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marija Minic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect Little Cottonwood Canyon as a wilderness area. (32.29F) 
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COMMENT #:  4538 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexa Oldham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon should not be subject to construction. Many people come from around the 
world to climb in LCC, including myself. This would impact Utah’s tourism, not to mention the 
environmental consequences. As a University of Utah student, I would hate to see development ruin 
one of my favorite places in the world, and I know many others that would feel just the same. (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.6D) 
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COMMENT #:  4539 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Becker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't ruin one of the most iconic climbing areas in the US if there are alternatives to be 
had!(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4540 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of options that restrict access to climbing (bouldering rocks) in the corridor. The 
destruction or relocation of boulders associated with the widening of the road is of particular concern. I 
would prefer increased tolls and public transportation options (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A). 
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COMMENT #:  4541 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zoe Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
BUSES! (32.2.9A) The answer is not a gondola for so any reasons, a big one being the time it will take 
and the toll it will take on the environment to be built. There is not a clear answer, but the gondola is 
definitely not it!!! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  4542 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Philip Uihlein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please do not destroy such a beautiful and iconic area. 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4543 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susie Strong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have reviewed the proposals and feel that neither is a good option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I am a skier 
and like to use the canyon regularly in the winter so I understand the traffic concerns. But we also have 
to realize that there are limits to what the canyon can hold. These options only allow the ski resorts to 
grow beyond the canyon's capability. (32.20A and 32.20C) I would like to see more buses added along 
with the "snow sheds" to cover the road in the dangerous places. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) Why not see 
how that can help things before starting on one of these costly, large-scale options? (32.2.6.3D) And 
then make the resorts address the problem on their end by limiting people per day. (32.2.2K) If 
something additional needs to be done I think a cog rail would be the best option. (32.2.9F) The next 
best option would be the addition of a bus lane. The gondola option seems to have a few downsides: 
the price per ticket is not reasonable for locals, especially for families;(32.2.4A) it would still need to be 
delayed for avalanche control; (32.2.6.5H) you'd still have a traffic problem with people getting to the 
gondola base station;(32.2.6.5E) it would not be able to move enough people to really solve the 
problem. (32.2.6.5N) 
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COMMENT #:  4544 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Cezo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 

Page 32B-4646 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4545 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nolan Payne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't destroy public landmarks. Bouldering is a beautiful hobby and many of us enjoy the 
boulders around Little Cottonwood (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4546 

DATE:   8/4/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Van Slooten 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not do either of the proposed initiatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both would damage beautiful 
scenery and historic climbing areas. The proposed solutions would eliminate easy access to any of 
these great boulders rendering the area cut off. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4547 

DATE:   8/4/21 5:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine Bulger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the gondola and road widening + bus solutions greatly impact the canyon ecosystem, vistas, and 
our drinking water and fail to serve non-ski-resort recreators. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, 32.17B, 
32.12A, 32.12B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In short, these solutions fail locals. Is the 
purpose of this project to improve transportation *to the ski resorts* specifically? (32.1.2B. and 32.1.2D) 
If not, if reliable transportation to other parts of the canyon is to be considered, these solutions are 
insufficient. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.3G) Non-ski-resort recreators (who are predominantly local) are 
supposed to pay for a solution that will not serve us and that will in fact hurt the environment we love? I 
believe another solution would improve the mobility, reliability and safety of travel up the canyon with 
minimal environmental impact: all (or almost all) travel to ski resorts be by bus (reducing traffic and 
accidents) (enforced via extremely limited resort parking); all vehicles going up canyon must be 
permitted/verified to be safe to go up the canyon in the winter/winter conditions; and a toll for driving up 
canyon (with carpooling discounts). (32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  4548 

DATE:   8/4/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maxwell Fucheck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider, it would drastically affect the roadside rock climbing. I do not support this. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4549 

DATE:   8/4/21 5:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikael Mrotek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a local of Salt Lake City, UT. I greatly value Little Cottonwood Canyons' beauty and access to the 
wilderness. I spent approximately 3-4 days a week in the canyon rock climbing all year round. I cannot 
underestimate the damage either proposal would do to the beautiful granite boulders. Damage that can 
never be reversed or undone. Rock doesn't grow back. (32.4A and 32.4B) UDOTs proposals are 
drastic, and we should not be subsidizing the ski areas. (32.2.7A) Especially at the detriment of the 
environment and many ecosystems. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
 
-Mikael Mrotek 
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COMMENT #:  4550 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Connor Sobol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Connor Sobol 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4551 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Salt Lake City and Little Cottonwood Canyon is one of the true gems of the community that 
draws in locals and people from around the world. Destroying areas of Little Cottonwood Canyon is 
short-sighted. It is a decision that, if made, will be looked back upon by current and future generations 
as a testament to poor foresight. It is a decision that supports sacrificing public lands for the near-
sighted benefit of subsidizing local skiing areas.  
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
 
It is a clear mistake to destroy areas of Little Cottonwood Canyon. This is not an option. 
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COMMENT #:  4552 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wesley Payette 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  4553 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maegan Lengel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola/tram!!!(32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4554 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maren Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please save our canyons!! 
 
Sincerely, 
Maren Young 
Peoria, AZ
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COMMENT #:  4555 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edward Kowalski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Concerned about proposals in Little Cottonwood Canyon. It’s important to have stops in the area before 
ski areas. (32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) Everyone is not just a skier and there considerations 
should be taken into account 
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COMMENT #:  4556 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Audrey Pohl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am NOT in support of building the gondola. (32.2.9E) I don't want it to ruin the scenery and I don't 
want it to become a tourist trap which the locals have to deal with too. (32.17A) The gondola would also 
take away from many amazing iconic bouldering spots in LCC. (32.4B) Please widen the roads or 
incentivize bus riding. (32.2.4A) This gondola thing is really dumb and is only an idea for the greedy 
corporate assholes at the top of the chain to profit off of. NO GONDOLA. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Widen the road, improve the bus system find a different solution than a gondola that will create 
more problems than it solves (32.2.9B). 
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COMMENT #:  4557 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annie Friesen 

 
COMMENT: 
 UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4558 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Quigley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4559 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not go through with the UDOT initiative. It will harm the look and feel of the canyon. It will 
destroy a good portion of the natural habitat and climbing areas. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4560 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Prior 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not pursue the gondola. It is to expensive and invasive. (32.2.9E) Why don’t you start by the 
actually enforcing existing tire and chains restriction? Ticket cars in the canyon that are not awd with 
snow tires. (32.2.2M Then increase bus frequency and parking at the base of the canyon. 
(32.2.9A) If waiting for the buses didn’t mean adding an hour to the canyon trip I would happily ride the 
bus. These are solutions that we can pursue today with no great expense. Don’t build a gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  4561 

DATE:   8/4/21 6:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randy Ragon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm an avid snowboarder and climber. I typically make two trips to Utah every year. 
 
I realize there are significant transportation issues near mountain resorts and surrounding towns. 
However, the current options proposed do far too much to negatively impact the great area that is Little 
Cottonwood. 
 
Please reconsider destroying such a unique and amazing area. (32.29G) 
 
 
Thank you
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COMMENT #:  4562 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Hastings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Anna Hastings 
Santa Fe, NM  
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COMMENT #:  4563 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I recently traveled to experience the joy that friends had in bouldering in this area. Given people come 
from all over the world to Boulder here (and to ski), how can the plan embrace both options to maximize 
alternative recreation and people’s experiences of Utah? (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4564 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leila Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4565 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nolan Dumont 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of these proposed plans make much sense, especially the gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The 
gondola would significantly impact backcountry areas of rock climbing, skiing and hiking in a negative 
way. (32.1.2D and 32.4B) It also does not make sense because it only helps people get to the resorts, 
not other popular areas in the canyon, and wouldn’t run in summer. (32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, and 
32.2.6.5G) This seems like a huge waste and a huge impact to the canyon. It would also not help with 
transporting people during times of high avalanche danger. (32.2.6.5K) Both of these plans seem like 
minor fixes to major issues that will just continue to cause more problems. 
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COMMENT #:  4566 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frank Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an enthusiastic supporter of the gondola solution Little Cottonwood Canyon!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4567 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julianna Charlesworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbing is more than just a sport. It’s an appreciation & celebration of nature and the beauty 
surrounding us. Taking away our ability to access some of our favorite climbs is heartbreaking. Please 
consider the fact that there are many people who not only climb but like to enjoy the views. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  4568 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Cap 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I have decided to comment on the recent proposals in the Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC), because 
this decision will affect all canyon users. I am a skier (both BC and resort), rock climber, mountain biker 
who spends countless days in LCC throughout the year. 
 
First, let me say that I understand the traffic issues the LCC is facing, however I am not excited about 
either of the proposed options. Any new construction in the LCC will significantly and negatively affect 
experience of the users (with the exception of the resort skiers on the peak days). (32.4I) 
 
Even though the gondola is strongly supported by the ski resorts, I believe it is the worst option for 
everybody else. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.9A) It will only benefit the resort skiers, but 
more importantly it will create a permanent eyesore in the canyon, even when not in use during 
summer months. Even though the LCC is just minutes away from the city, it can really give you a 
perception of serenity when you are higher on the walls or bouldering lower. (32.17A) 
 
With the gondola that would be visible from everywhere, that would be forever lost. And I am not even 
speaking about countless boulders and boulder problems that would be destroyed due to the towers 
and access roads. (32.4B)  
 
I don't think we can really compare proposed gondola in LCC to different places (like Telluride, CO or 
European Alps). Gondolas there work because they are more efficient than other means of 
transportation. In Telluride, gondola from the town to the resort takes 13 minutes, saving people almost 
50% of the potential drive time to the resort, and it is also built in the already developed ski resort 
(gondola in LCC would take longer than other transportation methods). And while the natural beauty of 
LCC can compete with Alps, the size can absolutely not, Wasatch is a tiny mountain range in 
comparison, so I do not think the "world's longest gondola" has any place here. 
 
Also for the avalanche mitigation, every reasonable outdoor user will understand, that if there is an 
avalanche danger and the mitigation must be done, the road may close for some time. Unfortunately it 
seems that the ski resorts are not willing the accept that fact anymore (32.7A) 
 
That brings me to the second proposal, which is widening the road combined with the improved bus 
service. While I think it is a somewhat better solution, it is nowhere near perfect. Compared to gondola, 
it would not create the same permanent eyesore in the canyon, but unfortunately it would still destroy 
multiple boulders and boulder problems (even more so than the gondola)(32.17B and 32.4A) 
 
On top of that, the proposed parking improvements would significantly limit access to the most popular 
climbing areas in the whole canyon like Grit Mill and Gate Buttress (where the parking is already 
limited) (32.4N, 32.4A, and 32.4P) 
 
For all these reasons, I would like to ask you to reconsider the current proposals that will irreversibly 
damage the canyon landscape, and try to find a solution that could work without major construction and 
destructive work in the LCC. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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Specifically, there was a different proposal that worked with the current road (i.e. no widening would be 
necessary) using improved bus system. That in combination with some kind of tolling or carpool system 
on peak days could limit the number of visitors and keep the traffic situation in the canyon manageable. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Finally, let me just say one more thing. The biggest problems typically happen on powder days or 
couple big holidays when everybody wants to get to Alta or Snowbird, but from my experience, that 
happens maybe for 15-25 days each season. (32.1.4D) Total canyon closures due to avalanche danger 
are even less frequent. (32.7A) And it would be extremely unfortunate to permanently damage the 
canyon for everybody else for the rest of the year (and for decades or centuries to come) 
 
Thank you for your consideration 
David Cap 
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COMMENT #:  4569 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Neale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a Gondola! I am planning on moving to the SLC area because of the climbing in this 
canyon! Please do not mess it all up by being greedy!(32.2.9E, 32.4B, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4570 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tara Saucedo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tara Saucedo 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4571 

DATE:   8/4/21 7:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Menno Sennesael 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My biggest concern with any changes to the Canyons is the impact to the rock climbing and the access 
thereof. Any plans should take into consideration this form of recreation which presently relies on 
roadside parking. Transit options should include stops at locations, especially during prime climbing 
seasons. ( Do not let one form of recreation (resort skiing) dominate the access and improvement 
goals. The canyon has so much to offer and forward looking solutions should maintain or improve 
access to the variety of incredible recreation possibilities. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, 
32.2.6.3G, and 32.1.2C)  
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  4572 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anita Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for considering the impacts and solutions of travel in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Please give 
consideration of access for mid canyon users such as hikers, fisherman, climbers and back country 
skiers. Thanks (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  4573 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Krista Kern 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
I am a resident of East Sandy on live on a cut thru street on a powder day. I am a skier and grew up 
here skiing Alta/Snowbird in the 1980's. I was born in Utah. We utilize Little Cottonwood Canyon and 
we chose to live close to the LCC base for that reason . I will provide suggestions after my reasons for 
not being in favor of the gondola. 
 
 I am NOT in favor of the Gondola for the following reasons. (32.2.9E) 1) the expense, and it is only 
used heavily for 5 prime months. With that amount of money for primary seasonal use. 2) I personally 
would not choose to use the gondola, I will take the bus or car pool if that is still available. (32.2.4A) 3) 
On a heavy snow day that typically shuts the canyon down for avalanche control and cleaning... won't 
that still be required for the gondola? What's the emergency system in place for taking folks off during 
extreme weather? Yikes? (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) What would be the back up? 3) UDOT needs to 
consider its residents and those who live here. What are our needs? and the impact on our lives by a 
Disneyland structure up our beautiful canyon? (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) Please note it's "Little" 
Cottonwood and by it's virtue of it's beautiful natural design isn't able to accomodate every single skier 
who feels entitled to be there on a powder day. (32.1.2B) Are those who are making this infrastructure 
decisions skiers themselves? do they understand how crowded it has become? and how long you wait 
in lift lines? (32.20C) My preference begins with recognizing, that there is not enough space to 
accomodate the cars/ skiers without regulation. I feel that the easiest "baby" step would be to shut one 
lane down for Peak hours going up, and Peak hours going down. (32.2.2D) That would enable no 
change in the road. I am in highly in favor of a toll. (32.2.4A) I am highly in favor of purchasing electric 
buses as they have in Park City. Park City makes a statement and commitment with their bus fleet on 
their environment. If we had a better bus system people including myself would use it. Improve the 
quality....and experience of the ride. (32.2.6.3F) Give road preference to bus riders and an incentive. 
(32.2.4A) Have an express bus to Alta and buses ready to go!!(32.2.6.3K) People wait endless 
amounts of time to the ride the bus. I don't know if it's possible, but if bathrooms were on the bus that 
would be a game changer too for young families. Include WiFi... make the bus system work. (32.2.6.3E) 
Lastly, If the road needs to be expanded... I can live with that. I was in favor of the train... BTW. 
(32.2.9F) Thanks for the efforts and to all those who keep the canyon running safe n the winter. It's a 
privilege to be up there and live here... let's remember that and preserve this gift we have. 
Thanks, 
Krista Kern 
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COMMENT #:  4574 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Curtis Allred 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm from Utah and chose to buy a house in Salt Lake City in this crazy housing market in large part 
because of how much I love Little Cottonwood Canyon. I am up there constantly, rock climbing, hiking, 
backcountry skiing. I love this canyon and have volunteered my time to maintain it's trails and donated 
to organizations that sustain it. I would hate to see it altered especially with an eye sore as huge as the 
gondola. (32.17A) Widening the road would tear apart many of the iconic boulders and beautiful groves 
of trees that I love. (32.4A and 32.13B) I would welcome tolls and mandatory bus requirements over 
either of the preferred alternatives UDOT has proposed. Employment something noninvasive first 
before you destroy our canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  4575 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Kern 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident in the 84092 neighborhood 
 I am in favor of restricting car traffic up the canyon to essential workers and for others going the 
canyon for ski and recreation that UDOT require use of clean air buses. (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.3F) It 
seems this can be solved thru a disciplined approach that would reduce carbon emissions while being 
most cost effective. The road may not be ideal under all weather circumstances but neither will be the 
gondola. (32.2.6.5K) Smart planning with a larger fleet of clean air buses makes the most sense. 
(32.2.9A) The other alternative that seems best is a train but that seems to have been vetoed. Other 
questions, who will be footing the bills for these alternatives? (32.2.7A) What will be the cost for a 
gondola ride or bus ride ? (32.2.4A) We hope the ski resorts and those benefiting in the long run should 
finance this and not the taxpayers. 
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COMMENT #:  4576 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gwendolyn Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident that lives right at the mouth of Little Cottonwood and recreates on Wasatch Blvd and in 
our canyons, I am very concerned about UDOT choosing options that do not coincide with the people 
who live right in the area. It feels like you only are serving the resorts and do not care that we do not 
want a Gondola, we do not want to widen roads in LCC to take away our Bouldering, and we do not 
want you to widen Wasatch Blvd. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9L) only to let it 
bottleneck once it hits LCC. (32.7B) I am so discouraged that you go forward with your plans even 
though we do not want or need these alternatives. (32.1.2B) Please find more creative people who can 
help problem solve and serve those who actually live here and use our areas daily (vs. tourists and 
shareholders). (32.2.2PP) 
Thank you, Gwendolyn 
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COMMENT #:  4577 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lyti Weed 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The environmental impact, as well as the impact on the climbing is too, much. An option needs to be 
considered with a smaller impact on the canyon (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.2.2PP). 
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COMMENT #:  4578 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dominic Mallamo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dominic Mallamo 
Alta, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4579 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jason Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jason Taylor 
Kamas, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4580 

DATE:   8/4/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Rogers 
South Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4581 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t destroy our canyon. Little cottonwood is such a special canyon with it’s recreation and 
beautiful granite cliffs. Don’t take away from it’s beauty (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.17B). 
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COMMENT #:  4582 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristy Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon and am now raising children, bringing them to the same 
areas I spent time as a kid. It’s heartbreaking to me that they may not exist for them to grow as 
stewards of the environment. I strongly believe that enough has not been done to encourage public 
transportation and minimize traffic before saying less invasive options to the canyon will not be 
effective. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) We should not be making drastic change to canyons based 
on monetary interests. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Not to mention, with climate change, it’s 
not a given that the ski resorts will even be an attraction in the future. (32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  4583 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Lozano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First off, the gondola is a waste of time: when will it be done again?, it only serves ski resorts (winter 
time), it will harm loads of the environment, and it will look hideos ( like a Disneyland almost. (32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) The bus system seems alright and will be 
finished sooner. (32.2.7C) However, lil cottonwood isn’t just a ski haven, but a climbing one too and this 
would destroy multiple iconic bouldering locations. (32.4A and 32.4B) At least give the opportunity to 
drop ppl off at climbing spots if ur goin to ruin many. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) But seriously, think 
about those who live in the area before those who come to “ski” and frolick around plowing the snow 
away 
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COMMENT #:  4584 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Buddy Foster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola alternative is not a viable option for environmental reasons. This option eliminates over 
100 different bouldering routes across the region (32.4B). This is bigger than just the rocks that are 
there. LCC is a renowned place for boulderers and climbers and the decreased amount of climbs in the 
area limits the amount of people who desire to come the region to climb. (32.4A) This affects the traffic 
to local businesses, restaurants, retail shops as well as even government revenue due to traffic stops 
and potential speeding tickets. (32.6B and 32.6D) Please do not use the gondola alternative and 
choose a les invasion option for this project. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4585 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bethany Little 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a climber in the 4 corners area and am expressing my concern that this new development would 
dramatically harm the climbing area at little cottonwood. (32.4A and 32.4B) There has to be a better 
solution. Consider the future - tourism isn’t just skiing and hiking but a growing outdoor industry full of 
climbers like myself who consider this a destination for climbing. You would truly be doing the state a 
disservice to damage this priceless climbing area. (32.7D) 
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COMMENT #:  4586 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cathy Spuck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the expanded bus service alternative. (32.2.9A) I think it can be adjusted more easily for 
changes in need. (32.2.6.3D) If climate change continues, skiing will not be as popular and the crowds 
will decrease. (32.2.2E) The gondola would be the canyon equivalent of the Salt Lake Pumps. Is there 
a legal way to use other unused parking lots for parking for bus patrons on the high use days like 
weekends holidays. The Sandy Amphitheater/Senior Center lot is not used on the weekends. The old 
Kmart lot in Draper could be a site. Using lots that are already available with some liability 
arrangements could spread out traffic and reduce the amount of new parking spaces to be built. 
(32.2.2FF and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  4587 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Doty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
I am grateful that the voices of the public are being considered as we approach the problem of canyon 
traffic. However, I think that a more viable, less invasive solution exists. Myself and many others have 
voiced concerns regarding the obstruction of views and ruining the natural beauty of the canyon with 
additional infrastructure. I think an option that should be considered is to close SR-210 entirely to public 
traffic, and designate the road as shuttle-only lanes. These shuttles could be hybrid, or hopefully in the 
near future, fully electric. Some may view this alternative as inconvenient; this may be true, however, 
many of us feel that the preservation of the canyon is worth more than the convenience of having a 
personal vehicle at the resort base. (32.2.2B) 
 
Thank you for your consideration. I hope that whichever choice is made is done with the intent of 
protecting the amazing landscape that we are so fortunate to enjoy. 
 
Grant 
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COMMENT #:  4588 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JB Brockman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect the world renowned historic and irreplaceable climbing of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
This will affect existing and future generations. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4589 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Yaylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t destroy the canyon for boulderers and climbers!(32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4590 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Molly Burbank 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s new transportation proposals for Little Cottonwood Canyon threaten the climbing areas that 
are a large part of what makes the park so great (32.4A and 32.4B). 
  
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.2P). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4591 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Hanna 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find another solution. I believe there is a better way to solve the traffic problem in llc. I've seen 
highways where they are stacked, why can we not do something like that? Don't take away our 
climbing areas, for us they mean so much. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.2RR, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4592 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danielle Lenz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not feel like installing and running a gondola through Little Cottonwood Canyon is the best choice 
for solving the transportation issue. (32.2.9E) First off, it would be quite the eyesore. Why do people go 
into the canyons? Not to see further infrastructure, but to escape it. One of my favorite things about this 
city, if not my favorite, is that I can feel like I don't live in one by taking a 30 minute drive up the canyon 
- I definitely feel like this would take away from that. (32.17A) Second, you are destroying boulders that 
provide climbing opportunities to people - it may not provide as much profit as skiing, but it's still 
important. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.6D) Third, there are only a handful of times a year the traffic is 
horrible, powder days and holiday weekends. (32.1.4D) This seems like quite an elaborate "solution" for 
a problem that is not constant. I feel like we should follow Zions lead, and close the canyon to car traffic 
on specific days, perhaps improve parking situations for other times. (32.2.2B) Sure, I don't like the 
sound of it, but I like it a whole lot better than constructing a goliath to be used primarily by tourists, that 
ruins the reason I love Little so much. 
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COMMENT #:  4593 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Murel Addison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola. Busses pollute, expanded roadways destroy the canyon, avalanche sheds 
will further interrupt a delicate ecosystem. (32.2.9D, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.13E, and 32.2.6.5Z) I’m not a 
scientist, but won’t the sheds draw heat with all that exposed concrete? (32.2.6.2.3B) Not to mention 
the destruction of the climbing boulders! (32.4A and 32.4B) Please build the gondola, for the 
environment and for the animals. Shuttle busses are noisy and dirty, break and leak fluids, and hit 
animals and pedestrians. (32.13B). Gondolas silently whizz overhead and spew nothing but beautiful 
views. For everyone’s future, do not expand this roadway. Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  4594 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Koch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've been a climber, runner, skier and biker in SLC for years now. 
 
While I understand the congestion issues in LCC, as well as the demand for resort skiing, adding in a 
tram system would irreparably damage the natural beauty of the canyon, and I strongly feel that less 
permanent, more conservative measures should be tried before doing something that cannot be truly 
undone. (32.17A and 32.2.2PP)  
 
On a more personal level, the idea of a loud, visually obvious tram system in a relatively untouched, 
easily accessed natural space breaks my heart. (32.17A and 32.11D) One of the best things about our 
fine city is that it lives in balance between making nature accessible while leaving it rugged, free and 
traditional.  
 
Putting a tram in would tip the balance too far in the "built up" direction, and would permanently mar the 
free, accessible resource shared by our entire community. 
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COMMENT #:  4595 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Vandel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This will only further the economic and racial disparities in the outdoor industry by making the most 
beautiful part of the Wasatch harder to access to those less affluent. (32.4G and 32.4P) It also will 
harm the natural landscape and set an awful example for the future generations left to battle climate 
change. SHAME (32.17A and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  4596 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellie Rubin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider other less invasive options such as a tool road to reduce traffic while preserving 
climbing areas. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4597 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Odenthal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please Protect Little Cottonwood Climbing. Climbers bring revenue to the area year round as they visit 
from around the world. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.6D) Can the ski area really sustain that many people? 
(32.20C) Full parking plus non stop gondola? I think that is a good way to destroy nature for many 
people all at once. Slow down the process, learn about access and respect for natural resources. 
(32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  4598 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isabella Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PROTECT OUR LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  4599 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The thought that the gondola will alleviate canyon traffic is absurd... If there is an open road up the 
canyon, people are going to drive it. People will only opt for the gondola if the canyon is already packed 
with traffic. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) If your goal is to get as many people on the mountain as possible, the 
gondola makes sense. (32.1.2B) Good for Snowbird, bad for LCC. 
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COMMENT #:  4600 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Everett Rhinehalt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Is this really the best solution y'all could come up with? Any random 4th grader could've drawn these 
gondola designs. Everyone working on this should feel bad if this is the best work they can produce. 
Wow. Hopefully your kids' idea of a good time includes staring at concrete and steel beams... Cuz that's 
what you're setting them up for (32.2.2PP) 
 
Sincerely, 
Everett Rhinehalt 
Fremont, CA  
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COMMENT #:  4601 

DATE:   8/4/21 11:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tad Turgeon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t support the gondola. (32.2.9E) It doesn’t alleviate any road issues by removing traffic, traffic will 
still queue up for little and big cottonwood despite a gondola. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) Also it’s not curious 
that the laCaille land is not available for non gondola options. (32.2.2X) The gondola only serves the 
resort share holders and the laCaille landowners who clearly don’t want to be part of a solution unless 
the millions of UDOT money goes to facilitate their profits. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We as 
taxpayers are looking for common sense solutions, not to generate profit with our highway tax money. 
When discussing improvements to Wasatch and 210, the improvements should be the most beautiful 
Wasatch blvd possible with bike/pedestrian lanes separate from the road travelled by vehicles (think- 
glenwood canyon,co) and sheds/tunnels to protect existing hwy 210. (32.2.6.2.2A) The money needs to 
be spend on road improvements for the comfort and appeal of vehicles and vastly increased bus 
service. (32.2.9A) I would support mandatory bussing for everything except service and emergency 
vehicles. (32.2.2B) The whole issue is blown out of proportion, we don’t have to solve traffic problems 
on snow days, we need solutions for everyday and UDOT does a great job of keeping that road open. 
(32.1.2B) Yes, it will be congested when it snows due to traction and crowds, we as Utahns support 
that and we put it on our license plates. Greatest snow on earth. It’s normal everywhere on this planet 
to have congestion in storms, it’s not unique to the 210 
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COMMENT #:  4602 

DATE:   8/5/21 12:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adrianna Pouwer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want this to happen! Leave our canyons be, I am so upset that Mother Nature is going to be 
disturbed in this way. We won’t stand for it!!(32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  4603 

DATE:   8/5/21 12:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jacob Ostler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Please don’t develop here. This is nature. It is pristine, beautiful, brings so much value, and is my 
retreat and "the retreat of many others from the city. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jacob Ostler 
SLC, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4604 

DATE:   8/5/21 12:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Merryellen Hughes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These are not options that will allow climbers to access routes. (32.4A and 32.4B) There must be a 
better way. A better alternative to transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.2PP) I have lived 
here all my life. I pay my taxes. I am a responsible outdoor recreationist. It would be disingenuous not 
to listen to the residents that spend their time and money taking care or this Canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) We need a better option that will allow climbers the access we need. (32.4A and 
32.4B) Outdoor climbing is a big draw for our state and these options you have presented will damage 
that relationship climbers and outdoor recreationists will have here. Please reconsider!!! 
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COMMENT #:  4605 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is a world renowned climbing destination and one of the main reasons why Salt Lake City is home 
to so many climbers. The impact of gondalas or new bus lanes on roadside climbing areas, nature and 
the environment will be hugely detrimental to the entire area. (32.4A, 324B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  4606 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Rubin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please stop this project from destroying any natural surroundings. How ironic it is to damage the 
environment the transport people to a ski resort where they can enjoy the natural environment. Ski 
resorts already do enough damage as it is. Think outside the box on this one (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  4607 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew McCauley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifelong climber who has enjoyed little cottonwood canyon, I am very much in disagreement with 
your expansion plans which will damage and remove many of the boulders and rocks which I hold dear. 
I hope that you will reconsider your plan and readjust your goals for the expansion of the canyon. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.1.2B) 

Page 32B-4710 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4608 

DATE:   8/5/21 3:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I’ve lived at the mouth of Little Cottonwood on Little Cottonwood Lane for the last 21 years. We’ve been 
at the heart of the disruption caused by the coveted powder day. But as annoying as the traffic is, I feel 
more inclined to preserve our beautiful canyon. I think you should take a closer and more creative look 
at the solutions that do not require massive infrastructure projects that will permanently damage the 
canyon. (32.2.2PP) I do not support a gondola or excessive expansion of the LCC road into a freeway. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
A more developed bussing system will solve the issue. I grew up skiing Alta and Snowbird. In the 
winters I’d rush home from school and walk or be driven to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Park and 
Ride and try to catch a bus up to ski a few runs before closing. The penalty for missing the bus was that 
I didn’t get to ski that day because the wait times between busses was too long. I’ve spent many hours 
of my life waiting for canyon UTA busses. I didn’t mind much at the time, but as soon as I was able to 
drive myself, I wanted to cut out the waiting time and drive the canyon instead. The UTA canyon 
busses can be SO much better. An effort to expand the current bussing system is the solution. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.6.3K) 
 
I am currently living in Austria for the next year or so. The public transit system here is much more 
refined and reliable to anything I’ve found in the US. Nobody here feels the need to drive because the 
LONGEST you ever have to wait for a train/tram is 5 or 6 minutes. That being said, I applaud UTA for 
the UVX service implemented in Utah county. I believe that the best solution to preserve our canyons is 
for UTA to do 3 things: 
 
1.  De-incentivize driving. Make LCC into a 12 mile long bus lane between the hours of 7-10 and 3-4. 
No private cars allowed to or from the resorts without a valid reason during these peak hours. If you 
want first tracks, then you’ll have to take the bus. (32.2.2B) 
 
2.  Really develop transit hubs into quick, efficient systems where people can hop out of their car and 
into a bus within minutes. No waiting around, no trying to time your day around a bus schedule, and 
easy parking. During peak times, busses depart every 3 minutes (like they do here in Austria). And 
keep it cheap. It has to be the cheapest way to get up the canyon. Take a portion of the millions a 
gondola would cost and subsidize the busses for everyone. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
3.  Avalanche proof the road. I’m sad to think that giant avalanche sheds might be needed to do this, 
but I think that it is the right choice. These are common on the mountain roads I’ve been on here in 
Austria and I know the benefit of them in LCC will be immense (32.2.9K). 
 
At the end of the day, there will always be a bottleneck somewhere. Increasing how many people/hour 
you can transport up the canyon will only create bottlenecks at the ski resort or transport hubs. 
(32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I don’t believe Alta or Snowbird can support the larger increase of people 
that this program is aiming for (Evidenced by the increasing lift-line wait times that already exist). These 
two organizations stand the most to gain out of this project and I believe that they should foot the bill. 
(32.20C and 32.2.7A) 
 

Page 32B-4711 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

In summary, there is a stark difference in feel as one drives up LCC in comparison to Provo or Parley’s 
canyon. Please don’t carve out the mountain and ruin our hiking trails and climbing spots by upgrading 
the road to a 4 lane freeway, or by starting a multi-year construction project to build a gondola. (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.4P) Expand access to the resorts by busses. The current Park and Rides are too small, 
the wait is too long, and the process too hectic. (32.2.6.2.1C) Plenty of mass shuttle systems exist in 
the world to model the solution for LCC. I know this has been a tricky problem to solve, and I appreciate 
the opportunity to give my input. Thank you for your consideration of my comment. 
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sam Larsen 
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COMMENT #:  4609 

DATE:   8/5/21 5:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Ashcroft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a citizen, member of the public, and frequent visitor to Little Cottonwood Canyon, I strongly prefer 
the "No Action" Alternative to any of the alternatives considered, and especially to the gondola. 
(32.2.9G)  
 
This entire study has been driven by the desire to deliver as many people to the top of the canyon as 
possible, and to minimize travel time. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) Moreover, the study has been inordinately 
shaped by the mandate to deliver skiers immediately after a large snowfall, (when avalanches are of 
greatest risk). (32.1.2B) I reject further industrialization of the canyon. I reject sacrifice of any of the 
beauty and wildness of the canyon on the altar of ski-industry profits. Leave the canyon as it is. If that 
means that fewer people visit, or some Alta snow remains untracked for a day, so be it. 
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COMMENT #:  4610 

DATE:   8/5/21 6:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenny Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support this type of expansion in LCC. The threat to climbing and the beauty of the canyon is 
not worth this cost. Please reconsider other options (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.2PP). 
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COMMENT #:  4611 

DATE:   8/5/21 6:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Bothwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do NOT move forward with your current plan to destroy rock climbing and bouldering routes. It 
is needlessly destructive and ruins Utah’s natural treasures. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4612 

DATE:   8/5/21 6:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Wellskopf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber and backcountry skier, I oppose the gondola and road widening as it will forever impact lcc 
in a way that directly affects how I and many others like to recreate in the canyon (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 
32.4A, and 32.4B). I understand the traffic is a problem that has to be solved, but I think UDOT must 
find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent changes 
are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 
Thank you, 
Sam 
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COMMENT #:  4613 

DATE:   8/5/21 6:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand it has been difficult with traffic flow up the canyon, but skiing is a small part of what 
happens up the canyon. The rock climbing and bouldering up the canyon is iconic, historic and must be 
preserved. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4614 

DATE:   8/5/21 6:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Teaford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support climbers’access to Little Cottonwood Canyon. It is a treasure. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4615 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Liza Paustenbaugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Liza Paustenbaugh 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4616 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Moulton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Moulton 
Pleasant Grove, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4617 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Welck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m not from Utah, but as a climber, little cottonwood is a destination that many of us travel out of state 
to visit. This project negatively affects the climbing in the area, and would be an overall net loss. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) Preserving nature increases tourism to local areas and encourages people to travel from 
out of state to spend money in the community. (32.6D) Please consider this and take the appropriate 
steps to ensure the climbing in Little Cottonwood is protected. 
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COMMENT #:  4618 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Gill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Thank you, 
Matt 
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COMMENT #:  4619 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gabby Benson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
And for the sake of the natural beauty and views that are native to the canyon, for the love of all - don't 
pollute the canyon with this eyesore. (32.17A and 32.17B) This isn't back to the future - the mountains 
are an escape from all that nonsense. Bringing this to the "mountains will only harm what God has 
naturally given us. 
 
Sincerely, 
Gabby Benson 
Murray, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4620 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bridget DeShazo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither alternative is acceptable- they both will negatively impact the climbing experience at Little 
Cottonwood. Take away or impact those boulders and you will see significantly less tourist dollars spent 
locally. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.6D) 
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COMMENT #:  4621 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To follow through with a gondola or road expansion before the trial and implementation of low impact 
traffic mitigation is whack. Current proposals only value one user group and do not value the landscape 
(32.2.2PP, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 

Page 32B-4725 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4622 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Loeffelbein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Ski resorts need to be required to provide permanent lockers for seasonal storage of ski gear for each 
season pass they sell. This would encourage the use of UDOTs proposals by season pass holders. 
(32.2.3A) To back this up the ski resorts should only allow parking for daily pass holders as they are not 
the major contributors to the problem that is occurring. If ski resorts can't do their part there should be 
no effort on the part of UDOT to solve the problem. (32.2.2K and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4623 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sheryl Schindler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep our canyons natural. Instead of building roads or gondolas for the small number of high 
traffic ski days, use mandatory buses. (32.1.4D, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.2B) Individual automobiles 
create traffic and the potential for accidents. Eliminating or reducing cars is the best and most 
economical solution. (32.2.4A) I oppose building in our canyons. 
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COMMENT #:  4624 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Byron Zick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom it May Concern, 
 
When considering and implementing which transportation alternatives to proceed with, I urge you to 
consider the impacts to established and potential rock climbing areas, including several bouldering 
routes within the path of the bus and gondola options. (32.4A and 32.4B) In addition to the primary 
objective of accessing mountain communities, please also consider access to climbing areas using 
public transportation. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) Doing so would enable both skiiers and 
climbers to access these areas without relying on private transportation, therefore lessening the impact 
on each climbing/parking area. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and efforts to satisfy these multiple user groups. 
 
Regards, 
Byron Zick 
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COMMENT #:  4625 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shanyne Van Strien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You must consider alternate and less invasive options regarding the parking lot in LCC. (32.2.2PP and 
32.2.9A) There are hundreds of climbing routes (that are extremely important to the communities that 
permanently rise here in SLC and the valley) that will be affected if we do not use less detrimental 
options. (32.4A and 32.4B) The Gondola and adding the additional lanes onto the road of LCC will 
forever change the landscape and recreational access that the people of Utah utilize and admire 
everyday. (32.4A and 32.4B) There has to be alternate and less invasive options available. Frequent 
electric bus services, tolling, and other traffic mitigation strategies should be implemented and proven 
not effective before any permanent changes to LCC are made. . (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Again, there are thousands of permanent Utah and SLC residents who love and appreciate the 
boulders and rock climbing that LCC provides. These must be other options besides destroying access 
to these areas. 
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COMMENT #:  4626 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Nickle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola concept is hurried and flawed in several ways. Utilizing the bus systems and adding 
parking/pick up points in cottonwood heights and the surrounding areas will keep congestion down, 
reuse lots which currently lay vacant, and allow for local businesses to sell to individuals who park in 
these off-site lots before their trip up the canyon to recreate. (32.2.2I) Don’t just add towers and 
bifurcate outdoor spaces for 2 ski resorts which offer limited activities. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 
32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4627 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kay Murray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe this area has greater value as is and should be left alone. (32.2.9G and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4628 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katy Gardner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A third option needs to be considered re: controlling winter traffic in the canyons. The current two 
options would both dramatically impact recreational climbing and the overall landscape of LCC, all while 
using taxpayer dollars to create a more efficient way for the private ski resorts to funnel money into their 
own pockets. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) The gondola only servicing the resorts makes that 
option pointless and a thinly veiled attempt at catering to these money-making and high-tourist-traffic 
establishments (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A). One of the gondola stations being proposed at 260+ feet would 
also make it a considerable eyesore. (32.17A) The gondola, at a bare minimum, should also service 
trailheads for backcountry users. (32.2.6.5G) The other option, expanding the road, would encourage 
increased traffic to the canyons, cause massive construction and ultimately destruction to the canyon 
we love. (32.7C and 32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  4629 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hanna Zwemke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Hanna Zwemke 
Syracuse, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4630 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cole Lawrence 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support this idea. The 4 lane HWY will destroy a less quantifiable recreational opportunity up 
and down LCC. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) The creekbed and surrounding areas are a huge attraction 
for many different opportunities. LCC draws millions of non-skiers for other rec opportunities. (32.1.2C 
and 32.1.2D) Yes, the skiing brings in $$ but there is so much value during all four seasons that is 
much harder to track. Don't do this, it will really mess up what SLC has going for it. 
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COMMENT #:  4631 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ellie Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I’ve been visiting Little Cottonwood Canyon each summer for as long as I can remember. I don’t want to 
imagine the canyon views blocked by gondola towers and wires! (32.17A) Protect the natural beauty of 
our canyons. Ski resorts will be FINE without the gondola. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ellie Johnson 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4632 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Pianowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not destroy irreplaceable boulders for a road. (32.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4633 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Justin Boyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Justin Boyer 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4634 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Frank Zadravecz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
My family and I are multiseason users of LCC, and are horrified by such a disruptive plan to the 
environment in order to expand access to resort users only at the cost of significant environmental 
impact. I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments/questions 
below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Frank Zadravecz 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4635 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy O'Brien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't mess up the bouldering in LCC! As a skier and a climber both are just as important of 
resources. Screwing one to fix the other doesn't make anything better! Please keep the bouldering in 
LCC intact!(32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4636 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lily Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
BUSES!! do this for the future, for our planet and our beautiful mountains. please. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4637 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Blanton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.2PP) 

Page 32B-4741 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4638 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madeline Ruiz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Madeline Ruiz 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4639 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Graham Noteboom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are so many other activities to do in LCC that the gondola will not provide access too. We need a 
solution that takes cars off the road and limits the number of people in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
and 32.2.2L) We are already past the point of where over crowding of the resorts/backcountry is 
bringing down the quality of the experience. (32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  4640 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emma Myers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
We love our canyons, please fight to preserve them! 
 
Sincerely, 
Emma Myers 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4641 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tristen Polensky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I am writing to advocate for the climbers of Cottonwood Canyon. This location is a gem for the global 
climbing community, and not taking this into consideration in the proposals for this area is a shame. I 
understand the efforts in decreasing traffic, but please consider everyone this impacts before making a 
decision. Thank you. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  4642 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Turley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I'm writing you from Montana. Little Cottonwood Canyon is a world-famous climbing area, true 
asset to the sport in general, and to Utah specifically. Utah, in turn, is also a national and global center 
for rock climbing, especially gaining prominence as climbing has become an Olympic sport. You have 
some of the best gyms in the country in SLC. You have many of the leading athletes, trainers and 
sports scientists in climbing. And Little Cottonwood Canyon is synonymous with all of this. I suggest 
you educate yourself on the importance of this world-unique climbing area and include its protection 
and ongoing access in your planning. Thanks. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4643 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t build a gondola in LLC. It’s a beautiful canyon and I have been recreating there for years. 
A gondola does not provide for all user groups in the canyon. Please consider a rapid bus system 
instead. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4644 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Kereszti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex Kereszti 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4645 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jenna Winkler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed ideas to alleviate traffic concerns in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
I recently relocated to this area and spend all of my free time climbing locally. It was one of the main 
reasons we chose this city. The climbing is world class and access to these areas is incredibly unique. I 
know I'm not the only one - many other climbers and recreationists move or visit here to experience all 
that Little Cottonwood has to offer.  
 
If any of the current proposed solutions were enacted in the canyon, they would cause irreversible 
damage to the hundreds of bouldering problems that bring people to this area. You can find the names 
of these boulders and their locations at https://www.saltlakeclimbers.org/lcc-udot-eis. (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
 
We must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.2PP) 
 
In addition, the proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular 
climbing in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the 
Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 3.4P) 
 
We need your help to save these beloved areas. Please help us preserve this canyon for future 
generations. There are other ways to help provide safe and fast transportation that doesn't destroy this 
incredible resource. (32.29G)  
 
Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  4646 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Noorda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We don't want the gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon! It's going to cost us more money to make 
things worse. It only provides access to a fraction of the recreation that goes on in the canyon. Honestly 
tho, even if it did provide access to more activities, most still wouldn't want the gondola in the canyon 
because it destroys the beauty and the intrinsic value of the canyon. Please don't build the 
gondola!(32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4647 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shawna Noyes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Shawna Noyes 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4648 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dustin Rasnick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4649 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Martina Tibell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Martina Tibell 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4650 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Flynn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed ideas would take away some of the best climbing this area has to offer. Please consider 
a way for climbers to still access this area and enjoy the beautiful rock!(32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4651 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katrina Le 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood is a magical place for enjoying the outdoors. There is skiing, biking, hiking, and 
climbing. Little Cottonwood is a place I feel at home and a large part of that is due to climbing. There 
are so many options before going to road-widening and gondolas to consider first. (32.2.2PP) By 
widening the road as well as building a gondola, iconic climbing that has made Little Cottonwood 
Canyon a worldwide top-notch climbing destination will be destroyed. (32.4A and 32.4B) I urge other 
options to be considered first before so many of the problems I've enjoyed are destroyed. 
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COMMENT #:  4652 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Hamilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The current proposals will permanently alter the landscape and climbing experience at little cottonwood 
canyon. We are asking that you find another solution! Thanks (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  4653 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). This isn’t going to help solve any problems, and will ruin the beautiful scenery that 
millions enjoy. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This will be a disservice to the great state we love, 
and it is a foolish consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex Thompson 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4654 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyee Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both propositions would severely impact the climbing scene in Utah. The boulders affected are iconic 
and should be left as is and the parking can't change or else they will be rendered inaccessible. 
Climbers tend to stay in areas for a long time and stimulate local economies by bringing money from 
somewhere else in. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4P, and 32.6D)
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COMMENT #:  4655 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Hales 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola proposal in SLC would be horrendous and an absolute nightmare. Not only will there be 
no climbing access, no back country ski access. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) ..this endeavor would 
forever tarnish and destroy the canyon. All of this to support more crowds at two resorts that are 
already over crowded? (32.1.2B and 32.20C) This would be a taxpayer handout to wildly profitable ski 
resorts. This is truly an expensive and inconsiderate idea. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I 
recommend w implement more buses, more parking at the mouth of the canyon, as well as an incentive 
to ride the abuse (either expensive parking at the resorts or a discount on the ski pass). (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.4A) You wouldn't even need to widen the road. Please take this into 
consideration for current and future generations. 

Page 32B-4759 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4656 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Hudson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The current plans do not include options to allow for parking access for climbing in little cottonwood 
canyon. Climbing access is an important reason why I would choose to travel to the Salt Lake area. 
(32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  4657 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberley Flores 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep climbers in mind when you make your transportation decisions for Little CC. Please strive 
to protect the world renowned historic and irreplaceable climbing of Little Cottonwood Canyon. The 
canyon has many users, not just skiers. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.1.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  4658 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tanner Nichols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tanner Nichols 
Orem, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4659 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4660 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ricco Cordova 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). Where are you planning on fitting a parking lot that will hold hundreds of vehicles near 
the base of LCC? That alone should be a big reason why we don’t need a gondola. (32.2.6.5E and 
32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ricco Cordova 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4661 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  India Walden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This construction is not needed and will take away from the beautiful world that we are already losing 
every day. Don’t build anymore roads or gondolas please!(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4662 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Roa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola and lane extension projects in little cottonwood are short sighted and a net 
negative for everyone using the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) Little Cottonwood is one of the best 
easy-access wilderness areas adjacent to a large city in the world, and adding significant infrastructure 
described in these projects will massively and irreversibly detract from this incredible resource. Little 
cottonwood is for more than just skiing; the hiking, biking, and climbing experience in the canyon will be 
degraded greatly as a result of this project, and these activities are bringing in appreciable financial 
growth in the form of emigration to the state, as well as outdoor industry involvement in Salt Lake City. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.4P, and 32.6D) Even when setting aside the impact on all forms of recreation 
in the canyon, both of these projects will likely outlast the ski industry in Salt Lake City. Climate 
projections for Salt Lake City indicate our environment will receive a stark decrease in the “best snow 
on earth”, as our weather patterns creep towards those of Nevada. And as the snowfall declines, ski 
tourism will follow. (32.2.2.2E) There is a high likelihood that the long term result of this project will be a 
multi-million dollar eyesore, and recreation opportunities we as a community will never get back. The 
smart move here is to recognize that wilderness areas like these have a built-in bottleneck for human 
access, and to funnel these funds into solving the climate crisis that will eventually result in the death of 
the ski industry. Be smart. 
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COMMENT #:  4663 

DATE:   8/5/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grace Swanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDALA. (32.2.9E) Improved bussing is the best solution. (32.2.9A) We need to keep the west 
wild and preserve the wasatch. A gondala will attract more tourists. Accommodate locals first. 
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COMMENT #:  4664 

DATE:   8/5/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mathew Beserjs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find another way that does not impact climbing areas or the beautiful aesthetic of the canyon. 
(32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) Your proposals either destroy favorited climbing areas along the road, or they 
make the worlds most invasive, ugliest gondola. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 

Page 32B-4768 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4665 

DATE:   8/5/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ria Sandhu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ria Sandhu 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4666 

DATE:   8/5/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Savannah Nadler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Consider your final decision on this environmental impact!(32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  4667 

DATE:   8/5/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christalyn Pottenger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see a gondola in this canyon and put my full support behind that, but if that is not the 
route UDOT decides to go, I DO NOT want to see more asphalt and wider roads in the canyon. As 
another option, I would support tolling to control traffic and limit capacity in the canyon. 
(32.2.9D, 32.2.9C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  4668 

DATE:   8/5/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zakotnik Tony 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola what a stupid idea of bringing something that large up the canyon it’s just a blot 
on our beautiful scenery. (32.2.9D and 32.17A) I do believe we need mass transit up that canyon but 
not a gondola the expense why don’t you try a train underneath the rock tunnel up there no one Hass to 
see it much better proposition and you’ll probably find or deposit so you Tunnel your way up there. 
(32.2.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  4669 

DATE:   8/5/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Robbings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This will ruin cottonwood canyon for so many that have grown up in Utah and spent their lives exploring 
these mountains (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4670 

DATE:   8/5/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Plumb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the proposed widening of the road and the gondola (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4671 

DATE:   8/5/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Austin Pollick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
And finally, as it seems in the past few decades; Utah has taken a very exploitive approach to trying to 
sell and brand our natural resources. Does this not look like a bad idea? Is the money to resorts really 
more important than our backyards and canyons we play in? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) As a Utah Native this truly hurts my heart to see this as even a PROPOSAL. Make it seem like 
you guys actually care about our Canyons and Wilderness. Because it is so apparent that it is just 
being seen as a monopolization ploy used to attract more tourism. This is not the ideal move of action. 
It will only make the Canyons more dense and cluttered. Get a grip UDOT. We all know you can do so 
much better. Toll Roads, more evasive action to carpooling, limit the amount of cars at the mouth, there 
are so many options you can try before even thinking of this. It is so ridiculous. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Austin Pollick 
DRAPER, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4672 

DATE:   8/5/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michelle Munoz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, and I don't even live there! Nevertheless I 
will say that I agree that it is an enormous waste of money, and the gondola does not even solve the 
problem of reducing vehicles, nor increasing visitation to the resorts! It just changes location of parking, 
in which, the gondola disturbs wildlife far more than the road ever could! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 
32.7C, 32.20C, and 32.13A)) 
 
Year round visitation to trailheads is not even served by a gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski 
Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) Canyon road "expansion" will impact the 1,200 plant and 
animal species that rely on that ecosystem! (32.13B) That alone should be more than enough reason 
never to even entertain the idea! How can we, as a community of people, even ensure the flora, fauna, 
and animals won’t be pushed out of their habitat? (32.13C) An enormous gondola would DEFINITELY 
impact the food chain. (32.13A) Have none of you EVER read the infamous story in American literature, 
"The Most Dangerous Game" by Richard Connell!?? What is the purpose for a resort, if not to ENJOY 
NATURE, and how hypocritical is it to drop money on an enormous gondola that will defile the 
landscape and wildlife, which by the way, doesn't even solve the issue of car congestion??? Highly 
hypocritical. (32.13A, 32.17A, and 32.7C) 
 
Traffic congestion will still continue even with the gondola because the gondola still is highly reliant on 
private vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.4A) We need to remove private vehicles from our roadways, not 
add them! Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car congestion, it will only 
enhance it. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5E) How has this not been considered by the developers as a 
reason NOT to go through with such a wasteful and harmful project ALREADY? 
 
This gondola means NO climbing access. NO back country skiing access, because of the enormous 
gondola!(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) And it would also demolish some 5-star bouldering areas. 
The thing is NOT even multi-use, so what is the point of this?! It would forever tarnish the canyons... 
and why??? To support more crowds at two resorts that are already too crowded??? Please, please, 
PLEASE RECONSIDER!!!(32.1.2B) 
WHAT'S THE POINT OF THIS, IF IT SOLVES NOTHING AND DEFILES THE NATURE THAT WE 
HAVE. PLEASE DON'T TAKE THE CANYONS FOR GRANTED!!! RECONSIDER THIS IF YOU CARE 
ABOUT YOUR PLANET AT ALL!!! 
 
What a dumb, EXCESSIVE, AND expensive idea. Just implement BUSSES. PLEASE. (32.2.9A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Michelle Munoz 
Baldwin Park, CA  
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COMMENT #:  4673 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Brightwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Brightwell 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4674 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jefferson Brewer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The following sums up my feelings about the proposed gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Additionally, the bus system could provide access to other areas of the canyon, not just to Alta and 
Snowbird at the top. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
Thank you so much for your time. 
 
Jefferson Brewer 
 
Sincerely, 
Jefferson Brewer 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4675 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trahern Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Salt Lake City. As a climber who recreates in Little Cottonwood multiple times per 
month in both summer/fall and winter seasons, I am disappointed that the gondola option is being 
seriously considered. (32.2.9E) This option fails to preserve the landscape and recreational 
opportunities of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4PP) Not only are the 
expenses outsized with this project, but they are being pursued without first attempting to use lower-
impact and likely more economical options, like expanded electric bus services and use of a fee station 
to limit canyon traffic. (32.2.6.3F and 32.2.4A) The gondola's impact would destroy 64 boulders and 
273 boulder problems, which are important climbing routes which attract climbers from around the 
country. (32.4A and 32.4B) In addition, "improvements" to the Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and Park and 
Ride parking lots are destructive and actually reduce the realistic usage of these areas unnecessarily 
and thoughtlessly. (32.4N and 32.4P) Climbers have as much of a right to recreate on this land as ski 
resorts. The Gondola is an unfair option that will destroy the landscape and leave it blighted for 
generations. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  4676 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ariel Gardner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not expand the road or put in a gondola. Maybe do a toll instead? This will ruin several great 
climbing areas. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.2Y, 32.2.4A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4677 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Rhodes III 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the Enhanced Bus Preferred Alternative over any alternatives for a Gondola. The shoulder lane 
provides critical infrastructure during peak winter demand, and safe bicycling infrastructure the rest of 
the year. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  4678 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arthur Van Siclen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a longtime recreationist of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I can definitively say that there is no room to 
widen the roadway without significant damage to some of the canyon’s best resources.  
 
Many of the best stone for climbing is “roadside,” meaning that any road expansion impedes climbing 
and degrades the bouldering experience. Already, the layer of flora protecting the rock climbing zones 
from the road is thin - making it yet thinner would certainly involve increased exposure to the road 
(noise, danger) and likely the removal of some of the more iconic boulders. (32.4A) 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is not just a pathway to the ski resorts; it’s entire length is a beautiful, scenic 
landscape with trails, climbing, and more. As a very narrow canyon, any roadside expansion inhibits 
locals from appreciating this incredible asset. (32.4A, 32.4N, 32.4I, and 32.4P)  
 
A note about the boulders in Little Cottonwood Canyon: they are unique, making for a world class 
destination that has been visited by literally every climbing legend of each decade, from Jerry Moffatt to 
Adam Ondra. I’ve met numerous new SLC locals who moved and got jobs specifically because of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon’s top quality boulders and scenic beauty. They’re worth protecting. 
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COMMENT #:  4679 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maci Rideout 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Maci Rideout 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4680 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Saad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
There is an answer to this solution and the gondola is not that answer. (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex Saad 
Bozeman, MT  
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COMMENT #:  4681 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Battaglia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't do this it will mess up access to gate butrress and spend millions just to get even more skiers up 
to those ski resorts. (32.4N, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) There's so many people up there on powder days 
already it's insane. (32.20C) People will keep going to the back country anyway or finding other winter 
hobbies to do. This money can be spent way better elsewhere please reconsider. 
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COMMENT #:  4682 

DATE:   8/5/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brad Hogan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brad Hogan 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4683 

DATE:   8/5/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allan Schein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Cottonwood Heights; City Between the Canyons, Divided by the Highway. 
That could be our new City slogan if either of the UDOT plans is executed as currently proposed. 
Wasatch Blvd is being pushed so far beyond its early capacity. There are more cars since the road was 
extended south of 9400 south in the early nineties. Numerous new developments were built and are still 
being built, and traffic increases. Skiing visits have increased and more traffic follows. The development 
of the Bell Canyon trailheads and new parking areas is again evidence of traffic increases as our 
residents partake of and use our recreation resources.  
Now, a proposed Gondola with an 1500 space parking plaza would totally destroy the remaining 
quietude and semi-rustic environment many of our citizens moved to CH to enjoy. To live peacefully in 
close proximity to the mountains and nature on one side, with the benefits of a modern city on the 
other. A Disneyland level ride attraction on the edge of our community requires passage through it, as 
well as through Sandy. The build out plan is getting excessive and without practical logical solutions, 
our traffic issues will not be adequately resolved. (32.2.6.5E and 32.4M)  
For more than 40 years our community has pushed for underground utilities. We don't have overhead 
wires on every street in our foothill communities, just on the main artery, in this case Wasatch itself. 
Now there is a proposal to build and install the longest gondola cable system in the world. There will 
forever be cables and gondola cars flowing overhead and in plain sight. (32.17A) It will be an attractive 
nuisance of an installation akin to an amusement style ride. Not only will skiers, its theoretical primary 
intended users of it ride, (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) there will be busloads of people just 
wanting to ride the gondola. "Come see and ride the longest Gondola in the world. Eat at Alta, 
Snowbird, La Caille, whatever"........There will be massive increases of traffic. (32.2.6.5E) Couple this 
with the build out around the LaCaille staging location of a hotel and shops, plus a number of homes. 
The principals involved are the land owners, developer and a committee member that claim they are 
not motivated by making money selling the land and will sell it without profiting. They'll find numerous to 
other ways to profit if this concept is allowed to proceed. Not to mention the obvious appearance of 
impropriety by promoting such a self benefiting development. (32.2.2X) 
Regarding Wasatch Blvd itself, the "plans that are proposed will effectively cut the Golden Hills and all 
neighborhoods east of Wasatch off from the rest of the community on the west side for a 3-mile stretch. 
(32.4F) Wasatch itself is one of the most popular cycling, running and walking corridors in this entire 
part of the community. A six lane highway with 8' to 13" barrier walls with running and cycling paths 
along the outside will totally destroy the nature of the pathways themselves. For a number of years the 
Tour of Utah bike race traversed our roads heading to Little Cottonwood and up canyon to the finish 
line. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
So yes, we have issues that need to be resolved but a Gondola and road widening I don't think is 
acceptable as the solution. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) The building of a monstrosity in a quiet residential 
neighborhood is frankly absurd. I don't care how many other proposals there were, more need to be 
considered. But elements of the current e-solutions, coupled with the following idea I ask be 
considered. 
The Gondola Works claims "During peak needs a 30-passenger cabin could arrive every 30 seconds 
and move those visitors off the road at a rate of 3,600 people per hour." (which I believe is 
unachievable). They also state it will take 36 minutes to travel from the La Caille base station to Alta. 
That would require more than 140 gondola cars to be traveling the cable lines at one time during peak. 
That is " the only way to preserve the canyon" according to Gondola works. That's outright deception 
when tons of steel and miles of cables and will be forever above and continually flying over heads in 
Canyon. (32.2.6.5J) This would forever alter our canyon experience. It will never feel natural or wild 
because that element of our outdoors will forever disappear. (32.17A) It is not the solution to traffic as 
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boasted, but will dramatically increase it through the neighborhoods as well as up canyon. (32.1.2D, 
32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As the G-Works website clearly states, the gondola will “be its own 
attraction to experience the canyon”. An attractive nuisance in many respects. 
In Boston the “Big Dig” to recess Massachusetts Route 3, The South East Expressway below ground 
was a nightmare. But once completed, the entire waterfront area opened up, rebuilt and re-united a 
long cut-off waterfront section of the city with other neighborhoods and districts. Recessing Wasatch so 
traffic flows below the level of the current roadway would also be a nightmare. (32.2.2DD) The traffic 
disruption for years, having to move, remove and replace all the infrastructure is impractical. But in 
recent years, Las Vegas (and next Fort Lauderdale) have built underground tunnels while disturbing 
nothing above. What if the Boring Company were able to bore side-by-side 21' tunnels from just north 
of Fort Union Blvd underground to the proposed LaCaille staging area? 3 miles, +/-$15 Million per mile 
per tunnel. Maybe $90-$100 Million dollars for tunneling costs. (32.2.2DD and 32.2.2C) Wasatch could 
be improved above and retain its current “flavor and functionality” and all the ski/canyon traffic could go 
directly to LaCalle bypassing the neighborhoods, park and catch an e-bus. (32.2.6.2.2A) We would 
actually be able to lower our above ground Wasatch speed limit to 35 mph. Our neighborhoods would 
remain intact and undivided. Additionally, since there is already a proposed staging and parking area 
near the gravel quarry, skiers can simply park and hop the e-bus. Either from the proposed LaCaille, 
Granite Quarry or Sandy stations. We don't need a gondola. (32.2.9A) We need alternatives and 
additional safety measures like e-buses and snow sheds. (32.2.6.3F and 32.2.9K) And an expanded 
roadway up the canyon will be useable for well over a hundred years, maybe forever; properly 
maintained of course. The Gondola will not provide access to most of the dozens of hiking trails, 
climbing routes and camping sites up and down the length of the canyon. Its a point to point ride; only 
to the ski resorts. (32.2.6.5G)  
The canyon traffic with e-bus access, a bypass tunnel and adequate staging locations would in my 
belief offer functional solutions for both solving our traffic issues and maintaining our community's 
unique characteristics. No gondola or Wasatch Blvd widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9L) We live here for 
the beauty, recreation opportunities, community connections and quiet enjoyment we as homeowners 
and residents are entitled to. Don't alter our environment as UDOT and the Gondola Works group is 
proposing, to the long-term detriment of an entire community.  
Personally, I don't trust any group that would promote a proposed concept for our community, but has 
planned and arranged for great personal benefit from its peripheral development. Appearance of 
impropriety aside, what needs to be done is necessary for our entire community. Not merely a small 
select group of businesses and individuals that will reap the majority benefit while largely ignoring the 
real needs of citizens it will effect. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is not a project designed 
to benefit our “citizens, just a small group of insiders maneuvering to profit independently from any real 
community improvement. 
Say NO to the Gondola.  
Allan Schein 
Cottonwood Heights  
25 year resident
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COMMENT #:  4684 

DATE:   8/5/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Talbot 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolas are a terrible idea. They will be an eye sore in LCC. Increase bus traffic. Make the bus option 
cheaper than driving. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4685 

DATE:   8/5/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin Hale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been climbing up little cottonwood canyon my entire life. Do not take these climbs away. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4686 

DATE:   8/5/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hana Goralski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe before any decision is made, you guys need to figure out how to get more people to use public 
transportation. Cause if no one wants to take the bus up, then no one might not want to take the 
gondola up. Your first thing on your to do list is figure out a way to incentivize people to use the bus 
system. I know so many people who refuse to take the bus for whatever reason. (32.2.4A)

Page 32B-4791 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4687 

DATE:   8/5/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Beck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the gondola is going to benefit only a few companies but the taxpayers are providing this service, 
where are the extra funds going to be allocated that benefit the taxpayers? (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4688 

DATE:   8/5/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Mix 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save Little Cottonwood Canyon!(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4689 

DATE:   8/5/21 2:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bridget Bull 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save Little Cottonwood Canyon!(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4690 

DATE:   8/5/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chuck Konopa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To serve other people than just vacationing tourists; it would be nice to have a gondola station at White 
Pine trailhead and also the Lisa Falls/Y-Couloir trailhead. (32.2.6.5G) 
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COMMENT #:  4691 

DATE:   8/5/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathaniel Jessee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola solution ignores the fact that our canyons have limited capacity, and if road 
traffic is not the bottleneck, something else will be. (32.20B) During the pandemic Utah ski resort lines 
increased dramatically. The ski resorts will happily sell more tickets, but they cannot handle a large 
increase in canyon throughput (32.20C) The cost burden will be shared by all taxpayers, while the 
benefits will be only enjoyed by a couple of Utah’s many ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) The gondola is a net negative solution for any other type of visitor to the canyon, and endangers 
the delicate wildlife that makes the canyon special. (32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  4692 

DATE:   8/5/21 3:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Quire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the gondola and road widening are bad ideas (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). These options will ruin the 
canyon forever and permanently impact climbing areas that are used by thousands. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
The ski resorts are the only beneficiaries and this is only needed 30 days per year max. (32.1.2D, 
32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)) The ski resorts need to limit parking, require reservations, and 
charge more for parking. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) UTA then needs to run more buses. (32.2.9A) Problem 
solved! 
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COMMENT #:  4693 

DATE:   8/5/21 3:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ellie Jenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
In regards to the upcoming decision regarding action taken to reduce the red snake, I would greatly 
discourage the building of the gondola and advocate for mandatory buses.I vote that we make riding 
the bus mandatory during the winter ski season from 6 am to 6 pm unless you are a resident of Little 
Cottonwood or employee. This will reduce the red snake by eliminating most cars in the canyon. 
(32.2.2B) 
 
1) I think adding an additional bus lane is unnecessary if riding the bus becomes mandatory because 
there will be very few cars driving the canyons to slow down the busses and cause traffic. I suggest we 
make buses mandatory and keep the road the way it is before we visit the idea of adding a lane. 
(32.2.2B) This system works in many of our national parks where a massive number of visitors all enter 
and exit the park at the same times. For example, hikers wait around 15 minutes for a shuttle to pick 
them up in the parking lot and take them to angels landing to hike. Skiers would much rather wait in a 
short bus line than hour long gondola line or red snake. 
2) If possible, creating more park and rides around the valley with direct routes to other park and rides 
and then up the canyon would make for a painless bus ride. (32.2.2I) 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta and Snowbird Resort. Buses can take visitors to a variety of 
spots year long. (32.2.6.3C) 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.4A) Driving to the gravel pit and to 
the gondola base doesn't eliminate car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) 
Connecting people from their point of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will 
reduce congestion, air pollution, and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty 
and wildness of the Wasatch Range. (32.2.2I) The red snake can be avoided by creating park and rides 
around the valley and having visitors park at a variety of spots rather than one big lot at the base of the 
canyon. 
6) The gondola lines will likely be comparable to the snowbird tram line where hour long lines form 
while waiting for your place in the cab. Making thousands of visitors meet all together at the same place 
at the same and wait their turn will add a whole series of new congestion problems. (32.2.6.5C) 
7) The gondola will take away from the charm of the town of Alta being a small, historic, little mountain 
town. The gondola will forever negatively impacted the quirky town that the locals cherish and love. 
(32.4O) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ellie Jenson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4694 

DATE:   8/5/21 3:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lose Vaifoou 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lose Vaifoou 
Orem, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4695 

DATE:   8/5/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Hendry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m 100% in support of the Gondola ? option and widening Wasatch Blvd. I live between the Canyons in 
Cottonwood Heights I think this is the better option (32.2.9D and 32.2.9Q) 
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COMMENT #:  4696 

DATE:   8/5/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ronald Corte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola system is a perfect idea!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4697 

DATE:   8/5/21 3:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda Alexander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC bouldering is an iconic feature of the Salt Lake City climbing universe, and a major destination for 
many climbers, who come to SLC to live and work, not just play. These proposals impact an 
unreasonable portion of the boylderfield, and would take away from year round enjoyment of one of the 
greatest climbing areas in Utah. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4698 

DATE:   8/5/21 3:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Brill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4699 

DATE:   8/5/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nick Reedy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nick Reedy 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4700 

DATE:   8/5/21 4:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Helena Chiaravallotti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I LOVE the gondola idea. The one in Palm Springs keeps traffic at bay and the scenery stunning 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4701 

DATE:   8/5/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Bain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I deeply value the wilderness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains and oppose the gondola solution 
for the following reasons: 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with the two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. It is ridiculous to spend 
tax payer money and tear up public lands in order to build a gondola that only benefits ski resorts 
owned by the ultra-wealthy or mega-corporations. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
3). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.7C We need to remove 
private vehicles from our roadways, not add them! Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola 
base doesn't eliminate car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from 
their point of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air 
pollution, and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the 
Wasatch Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
I implore the department to consider other options that do not permanently alter and destroy the canyon 
that so many of us love. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Bain 
SALT LAKE CTY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4702 

DATE:   8/5/21 4:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ashleigh Monaco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ashleigh Monaco 
Selden, NY  
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COMMENT #:  4703 

DATE:   8/5/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phoebe Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Stop this nonsense. Let nature be enjoyed by people who protect and love it. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4704 

DATE:   8/5/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeline May 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family and I in Salt Lake for its proximity to Little Cottonwood Canyon. We love Snowbird in the 
summer and Alta in the winter. We climb, play, and make memories here. I am so grateful that the 
congestion issue is being addressed. After reviewing your materials, I don't believe that the Gondola 
will make my or my family's lives better. (32.2.9E) I believe it is unwise and short-sighted. While I'm 
sure there will be kinks to work out, I am fully in favor of the improved bus and additional station parking 
system. (32.2.9A) I look forward to recreating with my family and friends for years and generations to 
come. 
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COMMENT #:  4705 

DATE:   8/5/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donna Flux 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4706 

DATE:   8/5/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Lindell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4707 

DATE:   8/5/21 6:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brinley Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brinley Harris 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4708 

DATE:   8/5/21 6:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Chambers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I mean.... I don't even know what to say this is ridiculous. Please for the love of this canyon, it's beauty 
and recreational opportunities do not throw a gondola up it. (32.2.9E) There are so many other ways to 
address the traffic. This will be a ridiculous amount of taxpayers money to only restrict access up the 
canyon and make it look ugly. Please just don't make a dumb decision. (32.1.2D, 32.2,7A, 32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  4709 

DATE:   8/5/21 6:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Blair 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola project would proved dividends for the canyons. Not only will it help alleviate congestion, 
improve air quality (inevitably helping the environment), but bring much more revenue to the valley. 
(32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.6A) 
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COMMENT #:  4710 

DATE:   8/5/21 6:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Gayler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4711 

DATE:   8/5/21 6:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nils Mindnich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
I would like to start by saying that I am a professional snowboarder and I frequent Little Cottonwood 
Canyon (LCC) year round to enjoy the beautiful wilderness it provides. This includes snowboarding, 
split boarding, hiking and rock climbing. The traffic in both LCC and Big Cottonwood Canyon (BCC) has 
become a bit of lore for the recreationalists that frequent both canyons. However, the traffic is only 
apparent for a dozen weekends out of the year. So, these half a billion dollar plans are designed to 
accommodate the ski community for roughly 24 days out of the year. (32.1.4D) The oversight of both 
plans to consider the destruction and loss of access to all the other resources people enjoy in LCC the 
other 341 days of the year is extremely naive. I understand that the ski industry contributes a majority to 
Utah’s tourism revenue, however what I’m suggesting is that UDOT needs to look past the tip of its own 
spear and not focus on the capacity of the roads, but what is the capacity of the ski resorts? (32.20A 
and 32.20C) With the amount of budget being proposed, has there been consideration to build another 
ski resort in the region? (32.2.2V) Utah is projected to grow 17% in the next ten years with an estimated 
population of 4 million by 2032. With this growth, would the ski resorts be able to keep up with the 
amount of visitors if transportation was no longer an issue? (32.1.2B and 32.20C) As a professional 
snowboarder I’ve spent extensive time in the European Alps. There’s significant infrastructure to get 
people into the mountains; trams, busses, gondolas, rail cars, ext. However, the ski resorts also reflect 
that degree of infrastructure with their size and available recreational acreage. In closing, I am against 
the UDOT’s proposed solutions for the LCC traffic crisis that takes place 24 days a year. I believe that if 
the traffic is resolved by road widening or a gondola, that it wouldn’t take long to learn that the ski 
resorts will be at their capacity instead. I propose a lesser of two evils and that a revamped, free, bus 
mandate be implemented for high traffic days. (32.2.9A) That way the canyon may remain undisturbed 
and enjoyed by its visitors for the other 341 days of the year. Also it would by UDOT time to see how 
the next degree of traffic mitigation effects the capacity of the ski resorts themselves.
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COMMENT #:  4712 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tanner Grant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tanner Grant 
Spanish Fork, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4713 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Owen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4714 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nate Shaar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nate Shaar 
Midvale, UT 

Page 32B-4819 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4715 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gavin Nix 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  4716 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Reische 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4717 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel strickland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All sports and recreation needs to be preserved, especially as historic and famous the amazing 
boulders and routes LLC provides. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4718 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Henriksen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of a tram being built. (32.2.9D) We need to keep the canyon open and beautiful. 
(32.17A) More busses and shuttles would be great, need to make it convenient and more times. Use 
natural gas busses. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  4719 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Lindsay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly object to both the gondola and widening the road. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) Firstly it would 
negatively impact the climbing, especially the bouldering, that draws people from all around the world. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) Secondly, it just seems like such huge investment that only benefits 2 ski resorts for 
only 4 months out of the year. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Then there’s the environmental 
impact, the preservation of the beautiful aesthetic of the canyon and so forth. (32.17A and 32.17B) Any 
solution UDOT invests in is only a bandaid for the real problem. The ski resorts need to limit the amount 
of passes they sell. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  4720 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Cannizzaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT, my name is mark and I am from new Jersey. Although I have never climbed at little 
cottonwood canyon myself, I know how amazing and important this place is to the climbing community. 
These boulders are all unique in their own way, and that is what makes them so special to those who 
love the outdoors and love climbing. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please consider any options available that 
would result in little to no impact on the ability for people to climb in these spaces without being 
basically in a parking lot. Thanks for the consideration. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4721 

DATE:   8/5/21 7:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Niki Jalali 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Niki Jalali 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4722 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Asher Beeson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
ASHER BEESON 
CEDAR HILLS, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4723 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Studach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cotton Wood Canyon is a natural outdoor activities resource that once destroyed by the building 
of roadways and development can never be replaced. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 
32.17A, and 32.17B) Please find an alternative solution and save this area for future generations of 
Utah youth to enjoy and learn climbing... thank you. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4724 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fuck no just put a fucking toll booth in at the bottom and charge 2x for non residents (32.2.2Y and 
32.2.4A) also creating income stream for the forest and limiting overuse in the Wasatch mountain range 
pretty fucking simple don't fuck it up 
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COMMENT #:  4725 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Griffin Van Amringe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not promote the construction of either Rail or Bus lanes in Little Cottonwood canyon!!(32.2.9C and 
32.2.9M) 
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COMMENT #:  4726 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dakota Ruse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola will also lessen auto crashes due to distracted drivers in awe of the canyons beauty. 
There is essentially zero downside economically (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4727 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eileen Elam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4728 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nolan Hollingshead 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to voice my shared concern with the rock climbing community. I understand that some of 
the proposal ideas present a danger to several boulders that are enjoyed by the rock climbing 
community and I hope every effort is taken and considered to preserve these boulders in the process of 
this project. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4729 

DATE:   8/5/21 8:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katelyn Mendel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The problem here is not the capacity of the road but the actual mountain. There is a capacity of how 
many people can be on it. That can not be expanded. (32.20B) Destroying our canyon with hideous 
manufacturing is not solving any sort of problem. (32.1.2B) It is harming the actual world class beauty 
people travel all over the world to see. It would be in our best interest for the industry and our home to 
preserve this canyon (32.29G). 
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COMMENT #:  4730 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cortnie Bird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cortnie Bird 
American Fork, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4731 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Warther 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First, thanks to UDOT and their team for a well though out process. Given the two choices I prefer the 
bus option. (32.2.9B) A (typically) shorter travel time I think is a key factor but the driver of my choice is 
the visual impact of the gondola (32.17A and 32.17B). I also don't see locals taking the gondola as 
often but a bus passing stopped cars in the canyon provides a visual reminder to take the bus. If still an 
option though I would most prefer a toll of some variety based on the number of passengers in the car. 
(32.2.4A) I would like this to be tried for 1-2 ski seasons to measure the impact before moving onto 
more physical changes to the canyon (though I do acknowledge this is likely inevitable). 
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COMMENT #:  4732 

DATE:   8/5/21 9:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Mower 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What about protecting our watershed? (32.12A and 32.12B) You continue to remove trees for further 
canyon access we will have no water come June. Charge a fee for every car going in the canyon and 
the problem will fix itself. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4733 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carly Snyder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Carly snyder 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4734 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kambrylee Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kambrylee Hansen 
Highland, UT  

Page 32B-4839 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4735 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Timoney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Salt Lake County, and a frequent skier, I would prefer the enhanced bus plan. I like that 
it is less of a visual change in the canyon. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4736 

DATE:   8/5/21 10:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Timoney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the enhanced bus plan for LCC, and do not want to see gondolas up the canyon. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  4737 

DATE:   8/5/21 11:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelley Morandi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was devastated to hear that UDOT was considering transportation accommodations that would 
interfere so catastrophically with some precious climbing areas in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) There must be alternatives to what has been proposed that protect these cherished areas. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) As a SLC native and avid climber in BCC and LCC the past 15 years, some of 
my favorite moments enjoying friend and our beautiful mountains in the very areas that may be lost due 
to this project. Please reconsider and find an alternative for the good of the greater outdoor community. 
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COMMENT #:  4738 

DATE:   8/5/21 11:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Benjamin Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Benjamin Allen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4739 

DATE:   8/5/21 11:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emorie Cooke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No thank you. Stop letting everyone move here and invade the local space (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4740 

DATE:   8/5/21 11:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathryn Newburn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  4741 

DATE:   8/6/21 12:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Webster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To widen the existing hydrocarbon roadway to accomodate additional bus lanes, especially following 
UTOT'S inexcusable concrete spill into Millcreek at I-215 is unacceptable. (32.2.9C) To accommodate 
this widening, concrete will again poise a threat to the watershed as massive retention structures are 
imposed. (32.12B) Added hydrocarbon runoff constitutes yet another unnecessary impact. Cut and fill 
would cause enormous disposal issues in addition to exhaust pollution from heavy machinery and 
trucks moving materials into and out of the valley. (32.19Z) UTOT's assertion that concrete avalanche 
structures are necessary is not substantiated by historical data. The above referenced excessive 
overkill appears to serve a draconian purpose: to enhance the alleged environmental benefit of a 
gondola, UDOT's only other alternative. (32.2.6.5Y ) In 1989 an UMTA study explored 16 transit and 
roadway options. The gondola, while favored by the ski industry, failed in many respects as visual 
impact, logistics, cost benefits, tower construction and related considerations were assessed. One of 
the most favorable options was the implementation of moderately sized shuttle buses within the 
EXISTING roadway width. (32.2.9A) No widening was recommended, or considered due to 
unavoidable impacts that evade mitigation as mentioned above. The two UDOT options exclude narrow 
guage cog railway, a proven transit means that would readily adapt to UTA existing light rail. (32.2.9F) 
While the gondola option may also be electric powered, rail is more efficient based on passengers/mile. 
While there is unquestioned benefit associated with electric vehicles, UDOT's unfortunate and 
anachronistic accommodation of conventional gas powered vehicles perpetuates carbon emissions and 
reliance on low mileage SUV's. (32.2.6.3F and 32.2.4A) Gas powered vehicles can, and should be 
disincentivised. The reluctance to implement tolls and other means merits honest assessment. ( To 
suggest that a toll road is unacceptable and that there is no historical precident is dishonest, and 
wrong. (32.2.4A) The U.S. Forest Service implemented a toll from Alta to Albion Basin many years ago 
to mitigate environmental socio-economic impacts. It is simply foolish and a disservice to public welfare 
to ignore this reality. Perhaps the entire Canyon should be managed by the Forest Service, especially 
as this third party does not cater to the ski industry to the same extent as UDOT. Why, as a taxpayer 
must anyone be arbitrarily compelled to subsidize private enterprised Snowbird and Alta resorts? 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Especially as so little transparency and accountability in 
this process has been demonstrated. No other Utah industry is similarly endowed. 
James Webster, RLA
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COMMENT #:  4742 

DATE:   8/6/21 12:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Laing 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t do it you’ll ruin the place (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4743 

DATE:   8/6/21 5:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alesia Bakhanovich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alesia Bakhanovich 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4744 

DATE:   8/6/21 6:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have traveled to Utah from out of state specifically for the climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon on 
over 20 separate occasions. I stay in nice hotels downtown, rent cars, eat out and for sure have as 
much economic impact as any skier. Little Cottonwood is a truly unique resource and any development 
of the existing road that would threaten the bouldering or further increase the traffic load in this beautiful 
area would absolutely make me want to climb elsewhere. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please consider the 
opinions of the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance and the Access Fund. They truly represent a constituency 
that cares about the health, growth and success of Utah.  
 
All the best, 
 
Pete Ward  
Brooklyn, NY 
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COMMENT #:  4745 

DATE:   8/6/21 6:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Linsey Page 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Keep Utah beautiful 
 
Sincerely, 
Linsey Page 
Riverton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4746 

DATE:   8/6/21 6:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Kadlec 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Changing the Canyons is a big decision, it will affect everyone going forward? Please don't let money 
be a deciding factor, let us enjoy the Canyons as we now do without Gondolas or extra Lanes. 
(32.1.2B, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4747 

DATE:   8/6/21 7:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Swanwick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am 100% in favor of a bus lane. (32.2.9B) 
and opposed to the Gondola. (32.2.9E) 
 
The Gondola is only being pushed due to powerful interests who own the land at the base. This is ill 
conceived and a political money grab by greedy selfish politicians. (32.2.2X) 
 
The bus lane is the only option that will work and will work every day. Add in snow sheds and this will 
transport people up the canyon. As busses become more electric this will be the most ecologically 
friendly option. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3F) 
 
If people are in their cars in bumper to bumper traffic and their friends pass them riding the bus drinking 
a latte and get 1-2 runs in before they get there, this will quickly change behavior. Add to that the bus 
will be less expensive than parking/toll. (32.2.4A). of course the resorts need to get on board with a hub 
in each canyon and supporting local routes. 
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COMMENT #:  4748 

DATE:   8/6/21 8:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alison Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alison Harris 
Slc, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4749 

DATE:   8/6/21 8:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Finley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not damage the roadside boulders during construction/expansion on LCC’s road. They are 
priceless iconic climbs that cannot be replaced. To damage these rock formations would be a clear 
message to the outdoor community and industry that UDOT does not care about or understand the 
outdoor recreation and tourism industry Utah possesses. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4750 

DATE:   8/6/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Skyler Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
My biggest issue is people can't access other areas of the canyon with the gondola. It's only got for the 
resorts. There's a lot of traffic I see every winter of people who are going snow shoeing, Backcountry 
skiing, and other activities. You'll have the same avalanche danger to these people and canyon traffic if 
you do a gondola. (32.2.6.3G) 
Also, the visual impact of the gondola ruins the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) 
Let's make this project work the most good for the most people despite what the resorts want who are 
adding in the pressure of money. 
 
Thank you! 
 
Skyler 
 
Sincerely, 
Skyler Anderson 
American Fork, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4751 

DATE:   8/6/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Akagi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option of handling increasing amounts of traffic and visitors to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4752 

DATE:   8/6/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Kuprianowicz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't want a gondola, expanded road, or any new development to Highway 210 or Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, please! It's a bad idea. It will ruin the canyon and its amazing terrain. (32.2.9G, 32.17A, and 
32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  4753 

DATE:   8/6/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Lester 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a 27 year SL valley resident who recreates year round in the central Wasatch. I am a 26 year 
Snowbird pass holder, 21 years as Alta-Snowbird access. I am a member of the Wasatch Mountain 
Club and donate generously to Save Our Canyons. 
- The ski resorts clearly drive LCC congestion and it is appropriate to focus on ski resort traffic 
mitigation (32.1.2D) 
- Currently, congestion is caused by the confluence of weekend traffic and high precipitation rates, as 
well as poor compliance with traction laws and occurs less that two dozen days a winter (32.1.4D) 
- Weekend traffic without weather is not currently a significant issue but will clearly become a concern 
as the population grows 
- Dispersed recreation users will be unacceptably impacted unless trailhead parking is expanded or 
added where none exists if the "no parking on road" policy is implemented (32.4P) 
- There will be unacceptable impacts to recreational users if "no parking on road" in applied in the off 
season (April-Nov) unless trailhead parking is expanded or added where none exists (32.4P) 
- Scalable solutions to include future implementation for dispersed recreation and off season/ 
summertime parking problems should be the preferred outcome (32.4P) 
- Fees for access and/or parking are discriminatory to low income households/people (32.5A) 
- Parking must be sized to address the likelihood in the future that many people will want or need to use 
transit (32.2.6.3C) 
- Capacity for transit must be scalable to 4000-5000 persons per hour or higher (32.2.2SS) 
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COMMENT #:  4754 

DATE:   8/6/21 10:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trinity Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either road widening or the gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both of these "solutions" 
strongly and negatively impact the natural environment of the canyon. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 
32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) They also negatively impact recreation, specifically bouldering within the 
canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) These solutions prioritize the companies running resorts rather than the 
general public and locals and visitors looking to recreate within our public lands. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4755 

DATE:   8/6/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Rich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option seems awful, please no. (32.2.9E) Roadway widening and expanded bus service 
seems like the best choice. Let’s do that and then move on to figuring out BCC. Thanks. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  4756 

DATE:   8/6/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cole Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The main priority of the LCC improvement process should be preserving the canyon's natural beauty. 
The best solution is to keep the road as is and heavily restrict private vehicle traffic in the winter while 
increasing bus service frequency. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) If it comes to the additional lane vs the 
gondola, the additional lane is far better as the gondola will destroy the scenery forever. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  4757 

DATE:   8/6/21 11:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Reynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Overall, the gondola concept seems to offer the best solution to alleviate the traffic congestion in LCC. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4758 

DATE:   8/6/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cami Chamberlain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save climbing in the canyon! Don’t let a seasonal winter adjustment commandeer and ruin an important 
outdoor sport for many Utahns! (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4759 

DATE:   8/6/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonas Dunham Jordahl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As it stands, the road widening plan would permanently destroy a precious resource in the canyon, and 
disallow future climbers to experience the excellent stone of this canyon. (32.4A) Additionally, the 
gondolas are a major eye sore and would make the canyon feel far less wild, and far more touristy. 
(32.17A) If Zion NP can handle millions of yearly visitors with their double-lane bus system, why is this 
not the first option being considered? (32.2.2B) Restricting auto travel up Little Cottonwood Canyon 
and implementing a high-flow bus system would likely be the least expensive and most conservative 
option (32.2.9A). 
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COMMENT #:  4760 

DATE:   8/6/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allie Starley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find a less obtrusive alternative to the proposed solutions that does not alter the landscape of 
the canyon. The canyon is popular for a reason and damaging the natural recreational resources is not 
the solution. (32.2.2PP and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  4761 

DATE:   7/14/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Florin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't mind a gondola in Little Cottonwood, but I think the ski resorts should pay for at least half of it 
and all the proceeds from ticket sales should be the counties. (32.2.7A) Also, wouldn't Big Cottonwood 
Canyon and other ski resorts think they should be entitled to a gondola as well? What about them? 
(32.1.1A)
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COMMENT #:  4762 

DATE:   7/15/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dewayne Pond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider an electric train up the cottonwood canyons similar to what Switzerland uses. 
It is very effective and yes I understand cost and environmental issues. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  4763 

DATE:   8/4/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Randy Long 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2A 
 
 
 
32.2.9O 
 
32.2.6.2.2A 
32.13D 
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COMMENT #:  4764 

DATE:   8/4/21 9:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David D 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
.  
 
Sincerely, 
David D 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4765 

DATE:   8/4/21 10:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sara Wittenberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sara Wittenberger 
Gold Canyon, AZ 
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COMMENT #:  4766 

DATE:   8/6/21 10:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Heather Dove 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
I believe the following should methods to reduce private vehicle traffic should be enlisted: 
1. Provide bus service to the canyon year round. Connect the canyon bus service to other parts of the 
valley. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2I) 
2. Make all buses servicing the canyon electric. (32.2.6.3F) 
3. Limit the number of people allowed in the canyon at any one time -- I realize this is rather draconian, 
but I think it is necessary in order to save this canyon with its plants, wildlife, stunning views and its 
critical watershed. (32.2.2L and 32.20B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Heather Dove 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4767 

DATE:   8/6/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Loralee Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola sounds like a great solution to canyon access. It solves more than one problem. 
(32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-4872 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4768 

DATE:   8/6/21 1:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Dainesi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This seems very rushed. I live down in Sandy. Why doesn't LCC have incentives to carpool like BCC 
does? (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4769 

DATE:   8/6/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Robison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a life-long Utah resident and frequent visitor to Little Cottonwood Canyon. I have experienced the 
frustration of traffic jams going up and down the canyon. I agree that something needs to be done, but 
PLEASE PLEASE use common sense on this. Frequent, reliable, prioritized bus transport up and down 
the canyon is the common sense solution. (32.2.9A) A gondola will increase transit times and serve 
only the resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is totally unnecessary and amongst all of the 
options this is the one that scares me the most. (32.2.9E) Widening the highway is also an overstep, 
unnecessary. (32.2.9C) 
 
Structural, traffic lane Investments at the mouth of the canyon to prioritize bus transit as well as 
increasing the park and ride capacity is the common sense and sustainable solution. Please use 
common sense here. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  4770 

DATE:   8/6/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Shin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Strongly opposed to the building of a Gondola that would only serve one primary user group during the 
winter season. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Little Cottonwood Canyon is an 
incredible, natural resource for Salt Lake valley residents - the gondola threatens the beauty of the 
canyon and does not take into account other user groups for which the canyon serves during the non-
winter months. (32.17A and 32.1.2D) 
 
As a climber and Salt Lake City resident I implore UDOT to select an alternative with limited physical 
footprint & visual impact. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4771 

DATE:   8/6/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why has there not been a compromise plan that does not jeopardize local climbing? It seems that 
multiple solutions are available, such as tolls, capacity limits, and better bussing that have not been 
seriously considered. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Violating one communities resources for the benefit of 
another will not benefit either in the long wrong. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4772 

DATE:   8/6/21 2:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Vandecar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any options that do not require destroying world class historic boulders should be used (32.2.9A). 
Destroying climbers favorite rocks so skiers can get up the canyon faster would be a tragedy. (32.1.2D, 
32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4773 

DATE:   8/6/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thibaut Mounier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
none of the 2 preferred options make sense to me. Before investing hundreds of millions of public tax 
payers money into irreversible projects, some lighter scenario have to be put in place. This includes  
- incentives to car pool (toll and parking fees) (32.2.4A) 
- strict enforcement of winter tires or chain requirements (32.2.2M) 
- implement a real bus shuttle system with high frequency (Natural gas vehicules) (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3F) 
- covered areas in the avalanche prone zones (32.2.9K) 
Those are the reasonable alternatives that will preserve the flexibility of the system and ensure equal 
access to all canyons users and inhabitants across all seasons. 
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COMMENT #:  4774 

DATE:   8/6/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Haas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
 
I work as an IFMGA Mountain Guide based in the Wasatch. My primary areas of operation are in both 
LCC and BCC. In addition, I work as a professional avalanche forecaster and educator. I spend ~200 
days in either LCC or BCC. I was an LCC resident for 4 years, and have been a Cottonwood Heights 
resident for 6 years. 
 
Here are a few opinions I have on the UDOT proposals. 
 
- First, in my experience over the past few years, it is apparent that BCC is as big of a congestion issue 
as LCC and none of the proposed solutions address any of the issues with BCC. This past season, I 
was up in both Canyons extensively for work and found BCC to be the canyon with worse congestion 
issues. The two alternatives do not address transport up BCC. If this is truly going to be a long term 
solution, the proposals need to address BCC as well as LCC. On the subject of BCC the HAWK was a 
disaster and this needs to be addressed separately for next winter. (32.1.1A) 
 
- Second, I do not support either of the two preferred alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) They only 
service the needs of ski resort clients, and it is pathetic that these alternatives are being considered 
with tax payer money, and will alter public land. This is an atrocity. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) One example here, is climbing, particularly the Bouldering in LCC, will be destroyed to service 
the needs of the ski resorts. People have been climbing those route for well over 50 years, and have 
significant historical value to the Utah climbing community. (32.4A and 32.4B) Neither of these 
alternatives service the needs of a wide range of Canyon users. (32.1.2D) We need to find alternatives 
that do not physically alter the landscape of the canyons, and we need alternatives that are not just for 
ski resort users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D and 32.2.9A) 
 
- Third, I do support and think the transit hubs are an excellent solution to canyon congestions. We 
need to remove private vehicles from the canyons, that are not residents or employees. (32.2.2B and 
32.2.2L)  
 
- Fourth, I do support all of the proposed and already implemented avalanche control mitigation 
strategies. I am in support of all the proposed RACS, and believe that snow sheds would also help. 
Snowsheds and RACS are the only physical change I would concede on for the Canyons. However, I 
do believe UDOT will have to maintain an artillery program, but to a lesser degree. (32.2.9K and 
32.2.6.2.3C) 
 
Recreation is exploding in the canyons, and much of the traffic in the canyons is not ski resort traffic. 
(32.1.4E) There were too many accidents involving vehicles that did not have proper traction this last 
season, and I never “ONCE” saw the traction law being check. I enter the canyons at ~7am each 
morning, and was in BCC/LCC over 100 days this last winter. We need to eliminate private vehicles 
from the Canyons in winter. (32.2.2M) 
 
For solutions, I believe the best “long term” solution is an extensive bus system in both canyons starting 
at the transportation hubs for the winter time (November-April) and prohibiting private vehicles from 
both LCC and BCC (with exception for residents and employees). (32.2.2B) Parking in the canyons is 
already overflowing, and it's damaging the canyon. In my experience of mountain roads and towns all 
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over the world, this is the best solution for all users. Chamonix for example is best accessed via buses. 
Express buses would service ski resort clients, and local buses would service all other public land users 
stopping at all the trailheads. (32.2.6.3C) There should be tolling for all vehicles in both canyons (with 
exception for residents and employees) during the non-winter seasons, with slightly reduced bus 
services during these seasons. If private vehicles are going to be in the canyon they need to be tolled. 
(32.2.4A) UDOT may have statistics on number of vehicles, but I doubt they have statistics on what 
each vehicle is doing. (32.1.2E) I believe in addition to discouraging random vehicle traffic (which there 
is lots of), it will also help with the crime issues in the Canyons (graffiti, theft, assault). In addition, both 
Canyons need increased trailhead capacity, and UDOT needs to work with the NFS on expanding 
trailhead services (bathrooms/trash/trails/signage) as well eliminating the ability for parking on the 
roads. (32.2.9O and 32.4P) In addition I support widening Wasatch BLVD, and also having side walks 
and bike lanes on Ft. Union and all other major streets that would access the Transportation Hubs. 
(32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.9Q) 
 
For this to work, you need to make buses the only solution for all canyon users. (32.2.2B) If people are 
still able to drive their private vehicles, they will, and I'm afraid the UDOT preferred alternatives will fail 
due to this. 
 
In summary: 
 
- We cannot go ahead with a solution that alters the canyons such as dramatic road widening or the 
gondola. 
- We cannot allow ski resort interests to drive the solutions, as this concerns public land access and 
user groups well beyond ski resort clients. UDOT should gather info on individual usage rather than 
speculate. 
-Transportation Hubs are mandatory 
-RACS and snowsheds will help protect the road. 
-We need solutions that eliminate private vehicle use during the winter season. 
-We need tolling on private vehicles during non-winter seasons. 
-There must be a comprehensive solution that address the issues in both LCC and BCC. From traffic 
congestion on the roads to parking at the trailheads. 
-This is one of the most important issues facing the Salt Lake Valley and Wasatch. 
 
Thank you for all the effort on this project. 
 
William Haas 
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COMMENT #:  4775 

DATE:   8/6/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Reece 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am disheartened by a solution to add costly changes to lessen the traffic burden on LCC as opposed 
to taking more reasonable approaches first. I would rather see the money used towards filling our 
citizen's basic needs, such as shelter and food for the homeless. (32.1.2B) I am sick to my stomach at 
the idea of tax payer dollars being used to accommodate ski resorts, and especially the idea of 
expanding a road or building a gondola, when there are more cost effective and environmentally 
friendly solutions available (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, 32.7B, and 32.7C). And...what 
happens when the snow starts drying up and tourism declines? (32.2.2E) These efforts would be for 
nothing. Is that what it will take for the state to see that mother nature needs an advocate against the 
pollution and related state corruption preventing laws from protecting our Earth? (32.29G) There's 
another idea for all this Govt money that apparently needs spent....why don't we protect our planet first 
so we might even have a ski season still in 30 years instead of worrying about how the hoards of 
tourists can get to the ski resort? 
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COMMENT #:  4776 

DATE:   8/6/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Pieper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please for the love of god do not bulid a gondola up the middle of the canyon. (32.2.9E) You will ruin 
LCC for everyone besides out of state tourists and will waste untold amounts of tax dollar that will only 
benefit two ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Improve existing bus infrastructure and at 
most make a dedicated bus lane. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  4777 

DATE:   8/6/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris McCandless 

 
COMMENT: 
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COMMENT #:  4778 

DATE:   8/6/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Clawson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While i respect the opinion of the counsel and the results of the traffic study done in little cottonwood 
canyon, I have to disagree with both proposals for the road. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) the expansion of the 
road will not improve traffic, it will merely increase the numbers on the road competing for the same 
number of parking spots, and will destroy many iconic climbing areas. (32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.4A) The 
gondola alternative is an expensive and destructive option that will prove to be a shuttle for the rich and 
famous, and an eyesore for those who use the canyons during the summer months. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.7A, 32.5A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) While i understand that others might desire these proposals, 
ultimately, they benefit two highly profittable ski resorts the most. ski resorts that cost $200 a day to 
visit, which has become increasingly more restrictive for those who live in the salt lake valley. Who do 
these options benefit? Two big businesses and their wealthy patrons? It certainly does not benefit most 
salt lake residents. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4779 

DATE:   8/6/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emery Lortsher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid outdoors woman I am strongly opposed to the widening of Little Cottonwood Canyon as well 
as a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) It seems like expanding bussing would be the best solution to 
increased traffic and parking issues. (32.2.9A) 
 
Thanks  
 
Emery 
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COMMENT #:  4780 

DATE:   8/6/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Printy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I appreciate and respect the time and effort that UDOT has put into this project I must ask that 
you find other options that will not impact the hard work that local climbers have put into develping this 
area. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 

Page 32B-4888 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4781 

DATE:   8/6/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Woodward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of these solutions seem much too hasty and extreme without trying other, less costly and 
destructive solutions. (32.2.2PP) In addition, both would use tax dollars that mostly benefit the ski 
resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I understand that they are both significant contributors to 
local economies but they would put nothing toward these solutions but would profit either way. I oppose 
both plans completely without further investigation towards other solutions first. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4782 

DATE:   8/6/21 5:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Malkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For me maintaining minimal environmental impact and low cost accessibility is very important. 
Improving bus service with express service to resorts and local service to trailheads provides a low 
cost, fast service. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C) This is a low cost option for consumers and tax 
payers. If we combine this with a 25 dollar single occupant vehicle charge, people will be encouraged to 
use the enhanced bus system. The toll will also help keep the cost low for tax payers of any road/bus 
system maintenance. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4783 

DATE:   8/6/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean O'Brien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Backcountry ski/splitboarding is the future; on-piste is the past.  
 
Stop catering to resorts that profit off the exploitation of our Wasatch Mountains. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Prioritize resources to human-powered enjoyment of our lands. The solutions are within how we 
recreate and how we get to/from the trailheads so, grow up, and make the hard decisions. 
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COMMENT #:  4784 

DATE:   8/6/21 6:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abby Warner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of the widening of the road or the gondola in LCC! Save our canyons!! (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4785 

DATE:   8/6/21 7:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Hillock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Murray resident 84107. I do not support any of the proposed options in the current EIS. (32.2.9G) We 
need to give buses a real try before irreversibly altering LCC. Buses, funded properly, solve all of the 
issues. Buses are scalable, won’t increase congestion at the mouth of the canyons, can be 
implemented faster, and don’t require irreversible change to LCC. Make the buses convenient, 
comfortable, and frequent and toll LCC and people will ride them. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4786 

DATE:   8/6/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  C Scaife 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Agree that the 2 solutions, widening road for increased bus traffic or the gondola. Just regulate # resort 
skiers up the canyon (32.29D and 32.2.2K)

Page 32B-4894 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4787 

DATE:   8/6/21 7:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Levy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither road widening nor gondola are good options. The resorts should regulate the number of cars 
allowed per resort (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  4788 

DATE:   8/6/21 8:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Kingsbury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is a terrible idea. It will ruin the pristine beauty of the canyon. Please do not build a 
gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) I would prefer the bus option. That way there could be stops at 
the trailheads (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  4789 

DATE:   8/6/21 8:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Juliet Mandell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not disrupt the nature in Little Cottonwood Canyon; it is a very special place to outdoor 
enthusiasts, and presents some of the best climbing in the country. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4790 

DATE:   8/6/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Moses 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  4791 

DATE:   8/6/21 9:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Kider 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do NOT build a gondola near LCC, and do not widen the road in LCC. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
Restrict traffic in the canyon if you have to, and charge a fee to drive in the canyon when it's 
overcrowded. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4792 

DATE:   8/6/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darcy Stamler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola for Little Cottonwood Canyon over any alternatives. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4793 

DATE:   8/6/21 11:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly McBeain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the construction of a gondola or widening the road. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We should 
use existing infrastructure to address the issue. (32.2.9A) The resorts have an inherent capacity limit 
and tax dollars should not be used to fund what ultimately benefits private resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4794 

DATE:   8/6/21 11:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Lincoln 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect climbing areas and access! (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4795 

DATE:   8/6/21 11:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Ballard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think enough has been tried before going to solutions that permanently scar the canyon. 
(32.2.2PP)  
 
I think tolling, larger fees for single occupant cars, less or no fees for cars with 4 plus occupants, and 
true enforcement of the traction laws are simple steps that can be instituted. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 
32.2.2M) Another thought would be using all lanes for uphill travel and vice versa in peak traffic. 
(32.2.2EE) 
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COMMENT #:  4796 

DATE:   8/7/21 1:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Seguin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not irreparably harm the beauty of LCC with obscene gondola towers. (32.2.9E) This strictly 
serves the resorts and not the public who recreate outside resort boundaries. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Expand bussing, incentivize carpooling/ride-sharing, even charge per-car heading up the 
canyon first. THEN if we have a decade of no other options working, MAYBE revisit the gondola idea. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4797 

DATE:   8/7/21 3:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Meservy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please please do not build some dumb highway to the ski resorts. (32.29D) 
 
The bouldering and climbing routes available as a part of the natural allure of little cottonwood canyon 
are one of the area's best features. It would be absolutely devastating to everyone to have our 
BEAUTIFUL nature completely destroyed in order to service a small number of for-profit resorts during 
a small window of time during the year. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Having snowboarded up there before, the current bus system works great and I see no reason to 
destroy our beautiful canyons and spend millions of dollars in order to give these ski corporations 
transport for free. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If those corporations are going to foot 
the bill, and they can do it in a way that does not destroy our canyons, then it wouldn't be a problem. 
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COMMENT #:  4798 

DATE:   8/7/21 7:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natasha Hodges 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep LCC the way it is!!! I love recreating up there and would be heartbroken with any limited 
access up there!(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  4799 

DATE:   8/7/21 7:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Stoddard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option seems the only way to go! If locals want a bike path then JUST providing that would 
be a good compromise. The idea of destroying the canyon to widen the road, put concrete avalanche 
mitigation seems ridiculous when there is another less costly, less impactful solution. Please choose to 
build the gondola!(32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5Z) 
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COMMENT #:  4800 

DATE:   8/7/21 8:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both widening the road as well as ripping apart the canyon to install an inefficient and gimmicky 
gondola are terrible ways to treat our canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
We ALL use this canyon and these measure seem to be geared to benefit solely Alta and Snowbird. 
This is not how I want my tax dollars to be spent. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
These proposed solutions have HUGE environmental impact and this is a time when we need to stop 
and think about the long term and what will happen to our canyons when we work to only help Alta and 
Snowbird. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  4801 

DATE:   8/7/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Deemer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider impact and expand little CC in the safest and best way not a gondola (32.2.2PP and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4802 

DATE:   8/7/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both widening the road as well as ripping apart the canyon to install an inefficient and gimmicky 
gondola are terrible ways to treat our canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
We ALL use this canyon and these measure seem to be geared to benefit solely Alta and Snowbird. 
This is not how I want my tax dollars to be spent. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
These proposed solutions have HUGE environmental impact and this is a time when we need to stop 
and think about the long term and what will happen to our canyons when we work to only help Alta and 
Snowbird. (32.2.2PP). 
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COMMENT #:  4803 

DATE:   8/7/21 8:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lia Applegarth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Accept LCC had reached its max limit , expansion is not the answer. Don't destroy what we love about 
the canyon. (32.20B and 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  4804 

DATE:   8/7/21 8:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica E. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This location is absolutely beautiful and you can take a step away from the busy world of The Valley 
and really go into a zone and climb. While having a more convenient way to get to skiing sounds nice, 
that route would only be useful for people a small percentage of the year. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) When it’s morning snowing, people enjoy the ability to climb out there which is a higher 
percentage of the year than skiers. (32.1.4E) Please reconsider this and take the time to listen to the 
people who actually use the area more often. 
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COMMENT #:  4805 

DATE:   8/7/21 8:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Healy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very much in favor of the Gondola option. Besides being very practical, safe, and clean , it will be 
extremely cool and will probably become a top attraction along the wasatch front. I would love to ride a 
gondola from the mouth of the canyon to the top!(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4806 

DATE:   8/7/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Woodward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for the gondola! Brilliant idea!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4807 

DATE:   8/7/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Domer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in support of a gondola or widening the road. I do support Save Our Canyons transportation 
plan. (32.2.9E and 32.2.2I)) 
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COMMENT #:  4808 

DATE:   8/7/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Harkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither option works in the long term. Road widening will not alleviate traffic on the road. (32.7B and 
32.7C) The gondola will not move enough people to make an impact in 20 years. We need a different 
option. (32.2.6.5N) 
 
Please look into bussing people like Zion National Park, shutting the road down to free car access 
unless tolled or carpooling 5+ (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  4809 

DATE:   8/7/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elisha Parslow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a lot of history in LCC for the climbing community. As the world begins to recognize more 
Climbing and become a part of the sport, taking away a historic part of that will only make people ask 
why they didn’t learn about climbing sooner so they could prevent this. (32.4A and 32.4B) Having a 
shuttle service opposed to impacting these bouldering areas will appease both the resort and climbers 
and reduce traffic on the road without large environmental impacts. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4810 

DATE:   8/7/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Herman Post 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building a tram in LCC is simply wrong. (32.2.9E) It is a violation of everything the canyon is. This is 
self evident, and if the powers that be do not see this then there is little hope. (32.29G) Adding buses 
with minimal impact on the canyon environment is the only reasonable solution that addresses all 
users, not just the ski resorts. (32.2.9A) I am a skier, it is the primary reason I came to Utah fifty years 
ago. I would give it all up to prevent a tram. Don't you see? 
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COMMENT #:  4811 

DATE:   8/7/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Gussner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes for the gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4812 

DATE:   8/7/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Aseltine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not increase human traffic into Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) After 14 
years of regular recreation and work based in Little Cottonwood, I have noticed that the canyon has 
reached his human traffic limit in the last 3-4 years particularly during winter season. The experience at 
the resorts is already crowded. Making more efficient means of transportation to fix the traffic problem 
only furthers the problem of human congestion at the resorts. (32.20A and 32.20C) Instead as a 
community we need to get creative with inclusive programs while allowing and supporting the resorts to 
increase prices to match the growing demand and exclusive world renowned experience little 
cottonwood canyon holds. The resorts need to be forced to rethink there business models. More in 
terms of quantity of guests is not better when it creates irreversible negative impacts on the experience. 
(32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  4813 

DATE:   8/7/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Vickers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola proposal is ludicrous especially without trying other options first. (32.2.9E) It's a 
huge infrastructure change with the complete removal of recreational resources such as rock climbing. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) Not to mention the absurd eyesore something like a gondola would be from 
just about every place in Little Cottonwood Canyon for everyone! (32.17A) It seems like a short sighted 
win for the resorts and their shareholders. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) While the road 
widening seems more measured, it still has irreversible costs to the climbing resources and no doubt 
other options should be considered, implemented and vetted before jumping to options that are costly 
and irreversible. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) It feels like skiers (aka the resorts and visitors) will exclusively 
benefit and other user groups (especially climbers) are going to pay for it in one way or another. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Other options exist and they should be considered before big 
changes to the infrastructure and landscape should even be considered. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4814 

DATE:   8/7/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jodie Osofsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best financial and environmental decision overall. Please don’t crowd the canyons 
with more busses that get stuck in the snow and emit more carbon into our already terrible air. (32.2.9D 
and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  4815 

DATE:   8/7/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Woodrow L Blevins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The impact of building a Gondala or widening the Road is unacceptable. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We 
need to accept the facts that the Canyon will only allow so many visitors (Cars). (32.20B) We need to 
improve road conditions, move forward with the plan to build better parking for the Trail Heads. 
(32.2.9O) I believe that the reservation sustem at Snowbird was successful with some minor 
adjustments and could be expa need to Alta. (32.2.2k and 32.2.4A) Parking on the highway should be 
eliminated. (32.2.9Q) This will make the experience for those using the canyon a better experience. 
Also the environment and financial impact doesn't make sense for anyone except the Resort owners. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) You can't pack 10 lbs of BS in a 2 lb can. I vote No to the 
development of this project. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  4816 

DATE:   8/7/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marian North 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For several years I have been concerned about the amount of traffic in Little Cottonwood canyon and 
the impact on the environment. Widening the road and adding diesel buses doesn't seem to solve that 
problem....and even sounds worse! (32.2.9C) I encourage and support the gondola solution! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4817 

DATE:   8/7/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Eldredge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Germany successfully utilized Suspended rail systems that decreased liability for the system by 
removing all possibility of collisions and can be powered electrically diminishing the amount of air 
pollution why don’t we think ahead towards real solutions that could possibly change her entire 
narrative about the Wasatch and how we utilize these mountains. A system like this could revolutionize 
how we unite the entire Wasatch and transport the workforce safely and effectively it’s not too late for 
Utah to make truly revolutionary decisions. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4818 

DATE:   8/7/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katelyn Mendel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus lane would essentially be the absolute answer. (32.2.9B) A gondola does not solve the 
mountain capacity limit, lower canyon parking limit, and has an ugly cost to the beautiful scenic views. 
(32.20B, 32.2.4A, and 32.17A) A bus lane would preserve and actually solve all three of those 
problems and of course diminish traffic. 
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COMMENT #:  4819 

DATE:   8/7/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristie Hilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our canyons have been impacted enough, what a horrible eyesore for our beautiful canyons not to 
mention the destruction of the land building gondolas would create. (32.17A) And that doesn’t even 
touch what it would do to the wildlife we have left. We need to protect what little we have left. (32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  4820 

DATE:   8/7/21 5:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Hoskins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
Greetings, 
Have you considered using the La Caille station as a dual purpose center, allowing for gondola and bus 
access. (32.2.2W and 32.2.6.2.1CC). I think expanding the road to accommodate buses is not a good 
option (costs, environmental impacts, time etc.). (32.2.9C) However, I think increasing bus access in 
combination with a gondola would provide the greatest chance to accommodate all users and reduce 
private vehicles. (32.2.2W). The public transportation should be very affordable or even free. People 
electing to drive up the canyon would have to pay an access fee that could help offset cheap/free public 
transportation. (32.2.4A). I would also like to advocate for an expanded transportation center with 
improved bus access to Big Cottonwood Canyon. BCC has similar traffic issues and improved public 
access would alleviate the congestion. (32.1.1A)  
Thanks for your consideration, 
Brian Hoskins 
 
Sincerely, 
Brian Hoskins 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  4821 

DATE:   8/7/21 6:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathryn Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either alternative proposed for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I think 
traffic should be limited in that Canyon. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) I have skied nearly all of the Utah ski 
areas. Some are more accessible than others. Both Alta and especially Snowbird have expanded their 
areas and lodging over the years. I think it's unfortunate that occurred. Snowbird didn't build into it's 
expansion appropriate parking and so the narrow road is used for parking creating a bottleneck. I think 
there are way too many people at both ski areas at times. I am opposed to spending money to 
accommodate the areas' skiers on the days when there are issues. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I think there were good reasons to not use either Little or Big Cottonwood Canyons for the 
Olympics. 
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COMMENT #:  4822 

DATE:   8/7/21 8:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Beardsall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't believe enhanced bus service is the best solution. (32.2.9C) People aren't going to want to ride 
the bus in the ski boots and it won't improve the parking situation up top without forcing people to take 
the bus, which wouldn't provide the same level of customer experience. (32.2.4A) To provide a world 
class experience and improve the experience of skiing in the canyon the gondola is the only way. 
(32.2.9D) The gondola itself will be a tourist attraction as well and will generate more local visitation and 
tourism during summer and fall for sight seeing when there might otherwise be lower visitation. Given 
the variability of weather the reliability should be paramount. Given the climate change situation the 
less invasive less polluting method of travel should be chosen and that most certainly would be the 
gondola. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Also, the gondola would allow closures of that road for 
athletic events as there would still be alternatives for travel. Think about what car free Saturdays or 
Tuesdays or something could mean for the usage options of that road. Think about the possibilities of 
reducing the reliance on personal vehicles and focusing on solutions that will be looked at favorably in 
the future. It's the easy option to build more highways. We've been doing that for 100 years... but has 
that honestly worked out best for us? or has the European model of transportation focusing on mass 
transit better. If you've been to Europe you know which version is better and it isn't 26 lane highways 
and personal vehicles. You have a chance to pick an forward looking option or dig out the old toolbox 
and do what you've always been doing. I hope you choose the right choice. 
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COMMENT #:  4823 

DATE:   8/7/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Burgon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is cool, please make it blend in with natural surroundings. Also please make it 
cheap, thank you! (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  4824 

DATE:   8/7/21 8:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Craig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This seems to spend a lot of money only to benefit a limited number of citizens for a limited amount of 
the year. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I believe that a system similiar to the bus system in 
Zions park would be better. (32.2.2B) Try to incentivize the use of conventional busses. (32.2.4A). 
Automobile traffic should be limited by making people reserve passes a day or two in advance. 
(32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) I am not in favor of tolls because I think it will only benefit the wealthy similar to 
the commuter lanes on I-15. (32.2.4A) If I had to choose between the two preferred alternatives, I 
would choose the Gondola option. 
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COMMENT #:  4825 

DATE:   8/7/21 10:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaleb King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Less destructive options exist. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) By following through with either of these 
options, you will be eliminating important climbing areas (crags). These crags are often sought after not 
only by locals but tourists and climbers from all around America and the world. Please seek out 
another, less destructive option. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4826 

DATE:   8/8/21 7:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitchell Brower 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The resorts were completely full this season. They cannot accommodate more people anyways. Leave 
it as it is. Get rid of ikon pass and raise prices. (32.2.2K and 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  4827 

DATE:   8/8/21 8:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Averill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How do any of the plans propose to make up for the destruction of bouldering in LCC? These boulders 
get used by 1000s of people every year and are a staple of Utah history. Their destruction for a plan 
that only helps the ski resorts would be very short sided. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  4828 

DATE:   8/8/21 10:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Pedersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe widening the road is not a long term solution and will cause a big negative impact on the 
canyon. (32.2.9C) By means of sound, space taken by the road eliminating miles of the natural 
environment. (32.13B)  
 
More buses and bus stops that can flex during peak seasons with combinations of pay for use parking. 
I believe would be the best solution (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4829 

DATE:   8/8/21 10:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grazyna Wojtczak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Canyon and its water shed needs to be protected as pristine as it is, not only for us but future 
generations. (32.12A and 32.12B) People come to see the virgin mountain untainted by civilization. 
Majestic views attract visitors and athletes. It seems to me the issue with too many visitors is only in the 
winter; Christmas holidays, skiing weekends and powder days, thus a couple of weeks per year. 
(32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) The development of the Canyon would create a permanent scar addressing 
rather short-term bottleneck. (32.17A and 32.17B) I am surprised a Gondola made up the top two 
options. I do not believe widening the canyon road is necessary if electric bases are introduced as well 
as parking reservations for peak days. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) I would 
recommend starting with new buses and parking reservations to see if widening of a road is really 
necessary. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A). Who is going to pay for that? (32.2.7A) 
I hope people leaving at the mouth of the canyon, local residents, will be exempt from paying the tall 
regardless of their license plate. (32.2.4A) 
Below are my comments related to each of selected options: 
GONDOLA OPTION 
POSITIVE NEGATIVE 
There is nothing positive about it Monstrous structure destroying the view of the canyon (32.17A) 
 People will not use it regularly as it is very impractical; imagine a family with children and skiing 
gear driving to a parking, taking bus to gondola, and then gondola to Alta. The trip will take an hour and 
a lot of effort. (32.2.4A) 
 No ability to evacuate/rescue quickly as people are hanging in the air (32.2.6.5K) 
 No gondola movement during avalanche control due to risk of flying bombs (32.2.6.5H) 
 The ticket price was not revealed so far which I find interesting as it should have been part of 
project financials P&L and ROI (32.2.4A) 
 Destruction of the boulders used by climbers (32.4B) 
 Cost to build and maintain (32.2.7C) 
 Destruction of my family lifestyle as we have a house at the mouth of the canyon ‚ will 
compensation be offered to canyon residents? (32.4E) 
 Risk of decrease in our house value 
 Have the impacts of the earthquake and very strong winds been assessed? They cannot be 
good for gondola structure and operation. (32.2.2K) 
 Someone stated at the 7/20/2021 meeting the gondola will be the safest of the options. How can 
you say that if the gondola being discussed "has never been built before? (32.2.6.5BB) 
RAPID BUS OPTION 
POSITIVE NEGATIVE 
Flexible and scalable to the volumes of visitors.No need to widen the road if this option is combined 
with toll and parking reservation for peak days (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
Electric buses will be environment friendly (32.2.6.3F).  
Can stop in the case of emergency   
In summary, my recommendation is to introduce electric bases without widening the road, coupled with 
parking reservation system only for peak days. (32.2.9A, 32.2. 6.5F, and 32.2.4A) Consider local 
residents, from the mouth of the canyon to the end of the canyon by providing exemption from tall and 
access restrictions. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C).  
 
After few years of skiing seasons decide if widening the road within the canyon is really necessary. 
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COMMENT #:  4830 

DATE:   8/8/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Vallejo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This proposal is limited in scope and doesn't take into account the canyon's dispersed recreation users 
other than the ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Additionally, it doesn't take into 
consideration the considerable environmental damage - mainly water - that would result from either of 
these options moving forward. (32.12A and 32.12B) The canyon - and ski resorts - cannot sustain 
unregulated growth and it's irresponsible to ask the tax-payers to pay half a billion dollars for this 
fallacy. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  4831 

DATE:   8/8/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Daniero 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live full time in Park City. I heard an excellent suggestion today for the Little Cottonwood traffic issue. 
Put up an electronic sign at the mouth of Little Cottonwood with the total amount of cars that have filled 
all parking spots. Then the number of cars leaving Little Cottonwood. That should tell you if you are 
going to make a trip for nothing and have to come back down. (32.2.2K) OR if you park illegal there 
may be a big fine. With the computer technology we have today, you should be able to drive right to the 
parking spot with no problem. Let's not destroy the mountain side and water shed with high rise 
Condo's, High density housing, Hotels , Parking lots, Freeways, shops. There is no need for all this. I 
don't think the residents of Utah want to spend tax dollars on expensive Gondolas or road widening! 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thanks --Susan 
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COMMENT #:  4832 

DATE:   8/8/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mandi Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose Gondola project in LCC. The climbing impact will be great. Not ok! (32.2.9E and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  4833 

DATE:   8/8/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mandi Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Strongly oppose the Gondola project. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4834 

DATE:   8/8/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola makes sense in preserving the natural aspect of the canyon, controlling traffic and still 
allowing access (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4835 

DATE:   8/8/21 3:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Norm Slauenwhite 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I did Transportation from the airport to Snowbird/Alta for over 40 years. I have seen what has happened 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon with the traffic and crowds. At this time LittleCottonwood is a victim of its 
own success. Traffic is a nightmare and gridlock is common. I am a supporter of a gondola to the 
resorts but think you are missing the larger picture with this gondola. (32.2.9D) My personal opinion is 
the gondola would be better situated near the flight park at the point of the mountain. (32.2.2I) This 
would be the center of the population in Salt Lake and Utah counties. It would also be accessible to the 
future trax expansion and frontrunner. Snowbird and Alta could be reached without flyovers of anyone’s 
houses and would go up through American Fork Canyon. (32.2.2J) This would also allow for future 
expansion to Solitude /Brighton and possibly over to the gondola base at Deer Valley. (32.2.2N and 
32.2.2Q) If this were to happen guests could transverse both directions and with the support of The 
State of Utah could use both the flight park at the point of the mountain and Jordanelle State Park for 
parking.  
Think about it! 
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COMMENT #:  4836 

DATE:   8/8/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't want to have a gondola system. It would destroy the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  4837 

DATE:   8/8/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Drage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is not the solution local taxpayers need or want. (32.2.9E) I'm not one of the 'no-
development' hippies and have skied Alta and Snowbird for 30 years, one that is impacted by the 
crowds I wish would go away. But I would rather sit in traffic than see our beautiful canyon stitched 
together with large steel towers and gondola. A better bussing solution and avalanche garages like 
exist in Canada can alleviate much of the pain. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4838 

DATE:   8/8/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jarrett Perkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4B) UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled 
with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before 
any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
Utah is a state prized for its outdoor recreation experiences. Eroding those experiences to support only 
one activity run by private interests is selfish and goes against the outdoor ethos I know many Utahns 
live by. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  4839 

DATE:   8/8/21 4:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Bossard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola makes the most sense of the options given, though the train was the best one. Glad to see 
tolling was included. Now can we do an EIS for BCC. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4840 

DATE:   8/8/21 7:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Patience 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a terrible project. The landscape will be altered, and the watershed will become worse than it 
already, negatively effecting the health of people in the Salt Lake Valley. How come other options 
haven't been considered? (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.2.2PP)  
 
- Propose a carbon tax to offset the amount of carbon that's generated annually via a toll. (32.2.4A) 
- Expand public transportation to reduce the total number of vehicles on the road, while maintaining the 
number of people that can travel along there. (32.2.9A) 
 
There are so many other alternatives we can look into that will not destroy the land and resources. 
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COMMENT #:  4841 

DATE:   8/8/21 7:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Krysti Libby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola!!(32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-4949 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4842 

DATE:   8/8/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kitty Calhoun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a climber and back country skier and am opposed to both the UDOT's gondola and additional lane 
(s) proposals because both would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing and skiing experiences 
as well as other year round recreation access. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) UDOT 
should consider equal opportunity for all user groups (35.A). Additionally, in light of climate change and 
overuse of our natural resources, UDOT must consider electric buses coupled with tolls or permits to 
limit our impact before permanent changes are made that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.6.3F 
and 32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kitty Calhoun 
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COMMENT #:  4843 

DATE:   8/8/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fisher Eaton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I am a 13 year old skier. I love skiing, the mountains, and Little Cottonwood. I am glad to hear that 
you are trying to help with the traffic up and down the canyons, because that means that I will have 
more time to ski and be in the mountains! However, I am not happy to hear that one of the ways to 
reduce traffic may ruin the mountains forever-the gondola. To build the gondola, we will have to destroy 
mountains and cliffs, cut down forests, and drain and ruin rivers. (32.17A, 32.13A, and 32.12A) Luckily, 
there is the other alternative-the bus lane. Sadly, the bus lane will have to clear out some area to make, 
but it is nothing compared to the destruction the gondola will cause. (32.2.9B and 32.13B) Plus, all 
those people in their own cars stuck in traffic will see that the busses have their own lane out of the 
traffic, and want to ride on them to get to their destination faster. Think of all the pollution that we could 
reduce! All in all, the bus lane has WAY more benefits (and less destruction) than the gondola. 
 
Sincerely, a skier, mountain lover, and 13 year old boy, Fisher.
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COMMENT #:  4844 

DATE:   8/8/21 8:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Suzanne Mahre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
as a resident of Cottonwood Heights I would like to request that you died strongly consider in the rail 
alternative. It works well in Europe with no large environmental impact. I frequent the canyon and would 
be happy to use rail as opposed to bus or gondola. (32.2.9F). I don’t want to see Wasatch Boulevard 
widened which I think is a concern for both of us and the gondola. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.9L) 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
Sincerely, 
Suzanne Mahre 
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COMMENT #:  4845 

DATE:   8/8/21 9:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Poore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4846 

DATE:   8/8/21 11:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Homer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a fan of the Gondola proposal. Reliability trumps speed for me (especially on fantastic powder days 
were we all get locked out of the canyon). If its open and running year round, I think it would be a 
phenomenal off-season activity to go ride the gondola with my kids. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4847 

DATE:   8/9/21 5:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Jarrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus service alternative would be the best place to start with Little cottonwood canyon traffic 
congestion its less invasive and could be built upon with one of the other alternatives. (32.2.9A) 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  4848 

DATE:   8/9/21 6:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Gettinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I encourage UDOT to consider a tunneled alternative in lieu of the gondola. Underground operation of 
the tunnel will provide higher speed transit, lower construction cost, all weather operation and lower 
maintenance cost as well as reduced environmental impact due to minimal surface work required along 
the alignment. (32.2.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  4849 

DATE:   8/9/21 7:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kent Emerson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the idea of a Gondola to solve the transportation problem in Little Cottonwood Canyon. It is a 
more sustainable solution than adding more buses. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4850 

DATE:   8/9/21 7:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anneliese Hammond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't think I'm in favor of either expanding the road or the gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4851 

DATE:   8/9/21 8:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hua Zheng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola, save the canyon! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4852 

DATE:   8/9/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Slingerland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the climbing areas. (32.4A and 32.4B) They are a place of community and 
passion. The desire to expand the roads or plow through historic climbing areas is a greedy money 
grab effort to further overcrowd alta and Snowbird which locals struggle to even enjoy these days. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is a blatant attempt to make more money from the ski 
areas, and reap the benefits of capitalism. The result of this will only further five up prices of these ski 
areas and give them a bad name. There are better solutions than to destroy the beautiful places we can 
all spend time in nature and with each other. (32.2.2PP) Please consider how these actions will have a 
negative impact on the community its at large. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  4853 

DATE:   8/9/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Waller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4854 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Simon Paquet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m am for the gondola project. I hope pricing for parking and riding is free with a ski season pass like 
the current UTA bus. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  4855 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Ferry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I said I was for the gondola before but I’ve changed my mind. I am against the gondola and widening 
the road. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I think there should be a greater effort to utilize less impactful ways to 
mitigate traffic in the canyons such as better reserved/ paid parking. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Maybe a 
paid canyon pass all year round. The fee booth certainly does well in mill creek canyon. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  4856 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Schou 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a life long resident of SLC and avid user of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I strongly urge UDOT to 
select the enhanced bus transportation solution over the proposed gondola. (32.2.9E) It may not move 
quite as many people per minute, but is clearly the most cost-effective and comprehensive solution, 
with a much less dramatic environmental impact. (32.2.9A) Many of us use the canyon in other ways 
beyond skiing at Snowbird and Alta and the gondola would only serve users of those two resorts while 
all of would have to pay for it. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) What will the contribution be from 
the ski resorts, who will clearly benefit financially from greater ticket sales? (32.2.7A) The bus option 
could serve backcountry skiers and even hikers in the summertime, and would not require an extra step 
at the mouth of the canyon, where people would have to be bused from the parking areas to the 
gondola. (32.2.6.3C) Let's try this first and really try to design an efficient system, before building a 
massive and expensive gondola that will forever change the character of the canyon we are trying to 
protect. Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  4857 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Porter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would be supportive of the gondola option and would be a user on every trip up the canyon (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-4965 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4858 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. (32.2.9E) It is not a long term solution and does not do anything to actually decrease traffic 
on Wasatch Drive. (32.2.6.5.2.2A and 32.2.6.5E) It will just move up the bottleneck. Increase bus 
system, have it be more frequent with better bus stop stations with protection from the elements. 
(32.2.9A)  
 
Do the train as the long term. 
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COMMENT #:  4859 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikayla Rewey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read all of our comments and opinions. I appreciate the efforts being 
made. 
 
Personally, I would advocate for the enhanced bus with the addition of the bus lane out of the two 
preferred methods. (32.2.9B) This is have been an unprecedented two years and I think making such a 
large and permanent environmental change (like the Gondola) would be a bold move. Additionally, the 
enhanced bus service would lend to help Summer Recreation as well, which the Gondola does not 
provide. (32.2.6.3C)  
 
I think the Gondola is lacking in a few areas, which are 1) it really only benefits the two private resorts, 
yet it is paid for by the public (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C), 2) the cost to ride the gondola will 
be too high to persuade locals to use it versus driving, (32.2.4A) and 3) there is still a required bus 
system as the La Caille cannot handle the parking needed. 
 
Please consider the bus options before the Gondola. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Mikayla 
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COMMENT #:  4860 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't understand how we can park at La Caille? Will that beautiful real estate be torn down? Or is the 
gondola starting at the top of the hill? It is not clear on how this will impact the treasure known as La 
Caille. this needs to be explained more. (32.2.6.5CC) 
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COMMENT #:  4861 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brittany Snow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel like UDOT prematurely deducted the rail solution. They have misrepresented the costs of the 
option by almost a 2X factor. (32.2.6.6B) The rail solution has so many more benefits than the bus and 
gondola. UDOT has not considered that be connecting a rail solution to the existing TRAX network they 
could eliminate the major congestion planned at the base of the canyon. (32.2.2I) Every TRAX station 
could be become a Skiers park-n-ride. This would also allow the ski industry hotel availability to extend 
to every downtown location. Additionally, the rail solution is the only one that accommodates the 
summer season activities. (32.2.6.6A) It feels like UDOT really failed in their EIS process by excluding 
this alternative. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  4862 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Layne Denton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My comment is about not doing either of options. I would only be for installing a small toll station at the 
mouth somewhere to charge people to drive up. (32.2.2Y) I also think that a capacity study should be 
done before making any decisions. (32.20B) I went to the public hearing and there were a lot of great 
comments and I would hope that the concerns of the people living here are taken very seriously. 
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COMMENT #:  4863 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becky Arrowood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option (either one) is my preferred option by far. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4864 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Crockett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If a gondola or similar conveyance is designed primarily to deliver skiers to/from Alta and Snowbird, 
which appears to be the case based on the current plans, then Alta and Snowbird should find it in their 
budgets to install, operate, and maintain the gondola. (32.2.7A) The taxpayer should not be responsible 
for providing accommodations for ski resort customers any more than UDOT should construct parking 
garages for the customers at my shopping centers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If 
Alta and Snowbird wish to improve their visitor experience, then perhaps they could take active steps at 
the mouth of the canyon or elsewhere to inform customers of current conditions, parking capacity, etc. 
 
If UDOT insists on providing facilities for Alta and Snowbird, then I recommend making meaningful 
valley connections to public transit;(32.2.2I) restricting LCC traffic destined for Alta and Snowbird traffic 
to residents;(32.2.2L) and and avoiding bottlenecks which will inevitably occur when drivers are forced 
to park (whether at the ski resorts themselves or a garage on Wasatch or elsewhere). 
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  4865 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The canyon is full. It's like a sold out movie theater, full flight, overbooked... no vacancy... every seat is 
taken.  Please consider the scope of the user 40 minutes to get up the canyon to wait in 50 minute lift 
lines? Please cap the number of people entering the canyon. (32.20B and 32.2.2K) If the resorts want 
more people, let them use helicopters and drones to move them up there. Please consider huge 
automobile tolls and paid for canyon passes with a set limit on sales of these passes. Pay per use. 
Consider Carpool only access. (32.2.4A)  
Go with the gondola, it would be the only way out on those nights when its snowing 3 inches an hour 
and blowing 35MPH. (32.2.9D) Or simply "pre shut" the road prior to the storm rolling in, just like a wild 
fire... mandatory evacuation. Proof of accommodation to enter the canyon. A driver would simply not be 
allowed in the canyon. (32.2.2L) UDOT has the infrastructure in place with the new Crown Castle cell 
towers to put in a "fast pass/HOV" lane. This along with the Gondola would increase mobility, decrease 
the human factor. 
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COMMENT #:  4866 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Strong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am glad these two options are the best choice. I would suggest that both be implemented. (32.2.2W) 
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COMMENT #:  4867 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabe Shuster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been living, working, and going to school in Salt Lake City for the past three years. I am an avid 
rock climber and skier. The reason I moved to SLC, and decided to set up a life here was because of 
the rock climbing. Little Cottonwood Canyon in particular has some of the best granite bouldering in the 
country, not only that, but the access to it is incredible. A lot of the prominent boulders are right off of 
the road. This means that if the road was to be widened, or towers for the gondola were implemented 
then those amazing boulders with world class climbing on them would be lost forever. (32.4A and 
32.4B) I am also a skier so I am aware of the traffic problems during the winter months, and realize the 
need for a solution to this problem; however, I believe there are solutions that can be put in place that 
do not cause damage to the canyon or the climbing that is within it. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4868 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Hinman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
Thank you for accepting my comments. How many days in a year is there a traffic problem in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon (32.1.4D). I ask, because when I drove up to hike over this past weekend, I did not 
have any problem making it to the Cecret Lake trailhead, and there was little traffic. (32.1.2C) If you 
place a gondola in that Canyon, it will forever change the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) And 
why, so the ski resorts can make another million dollars. I think your proposals go in the wrong 
direction. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The goal should be to limit the traffic in the canyon for 
the three months of the year there are traffic issues. (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  4869 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randall Rolen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have sent this before, but I am certain this bears repeating. There is no need to spend $500M (esp of 
the public's money. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Simply set up a LCC winter pass 
per vehicle. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Increase the charge until effective reduction in car numbers are 
seen. Very simple, very easy, costs the public essentially nothing. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4870 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hollis Hunnewell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola option for improved capacity of this canyon. It doesn’t make sense for 
taxpayers to fund that solution when it exclusively services Alta and snowbird (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  4871 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Baldwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've read the analysis and thought about this. I believe Gondola is preferred solution. Thank you. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4872 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Rinaldi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in on Kings Hill Drive and am heavily adversely impacted by ski traffic in the winter and the 
inability, due to excessive traffic and no parking at trailheads to hike the BCC or LCC in the summer.  
 
What I do not see in the preferred alternatives is better access to trailheads unless those trails are at 
the ski resorts. Why can't a gondola stop at a few places in the summer that are NOT ski resorts? 
(32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5G)  
 
Switzerland has a fantasic system of trails for both summer and winter. Spreading hikers out in the 
summer reduces the impact of use over a wider area. The gondola seems preferrable as there is a lot 
less air pollution from cars. (32.10A) But it also seems less flexible stopping only at the ski resorts. 
Quite a boon to the ski resorts! (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Both alternatives also increase the width of Wasatch Blvd. This will be a DISASTER. Adding pollution 
and noise to our neighborhood. More parking at current bus stations would seem to address a lot of 
that. Please do NOT widen Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.11B, 32.10A, and 32.2.9L) 
 
Overall, the gondola seems to be the way to go. 
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COMMENT #:  4873 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory Sill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Solution needs to be funded by the businesses and not the general tax payers who will not benefit. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  4874 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Loeloff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for reading my comments. I feel that the gondola is the best option out of the two currently 
available. (32.2.9D) The big goal here is removing cars out of the canyon. The gondola will do that. By 
going the bus route, there are still loads of cars in the canyon, including the buses. (32.2.4A and 
32.7C) Buses still have to deal with weather, and they will be affected when a car stops traffic in a snow 
storm and a plow can't get up or down the canyon. (32.2.6.3P) Also, the environmental impact of 
building another lane seems like it is a much bigger impact compared to building some gondola towers. 
(32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B)  
 
There is also the stigma of riding a bus vs a gondola. I 99% won't ride a bus. (32.2.4A) I'd rather pay a 
toll vs ride a bus. I 100% would ride a gondola. to me that seems like an extension of the tram at 
Snowbird, which is what I ride 95% of the time. Additionally for me, it makes no sense to ride the bus. I 
live just off wasatch between big and little cottonwood canyons. I would then need to get in my car, 
drive to a mobility hub AWAY from skiing, then get on a bus, and then travel up the mountain. On a 
clear day I would be at Snowbird almost as fast as I could get to the mobility hub.  
 
Another thing is with the gondola, the addition of the parking at the mouth of the canyon, with the 
addition of the gondola, will allow people like me, to drive directly to the mouth, park, and hop on the 
gondola. this also helps for those who want to carpool.  
 
Really what it comes down to for me is the weather factor. Adding a lane of traffic, and having buses 
doesn't provide a solution for those snowy days. so this option doesn't actually address the big issue of 
snow on the road. The gondola can run in a snow storm. full stop. 
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COMMENT #:  4875 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Millar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola option. (32.2.9E) I also do not prefer the alternative either. I believe that 
cog rail + a more robust bus and BRT system between major hubs, hotels, origins and the base of the 
canyon would be the best approach for year round service and for the least amount of environmental 
impact. (32.2.2I) Please do not choose the gondola as it will primarily serve the ski resorts and not all 
myriad user groups in the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  4876 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd S 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for preparing such a clear and informative video. 
 
The slopes are too crowded on busy days. The snow gets trashed too fast. Limit lift ticket sales or 
increase terrain. After you increase terrain then you can start talking about how to get more people to 
the mountain from SLC. (32.2.2K) 
 
The gondola and bus plans are going to love Alta/Snowbird to death. (32.20C)  
 
I don't take the tram at Snowbird because I don't like being crowded into that tram. It's miserable. Is 
your tram going to be like that or is it going to be a seated experience? (32.2.6.5C)  
I won't take the bus for similar reasons. Are you going to add stations with lots of free lockers at Alta 
and Snowbird? I'm not interested in wearing all my gear in that gondola (32.2.3A). 
 
Alta/Snowbird have 4400 parking spaces. How are 1500 parking spaces at the gondola going to 
replace them? (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L) 
 
The biggest traffic problem on powder days is cars with the wrong tires. Require snowtires (and enforce 
it), put window stickers on properly equipped cars and inspect them at the entrance (32.2.2M). 
 
Snowtires, snowsheds and limited lift ticket sales will solve the problem until they add terrain. (32.2.2M, 
32.2.9K, and 32.2.2K) 
 
Car occupancy rules don't help with crowded slopes. They only help with parking spaces. 
 
Car tolls and parking fees won't affect tourists. (32.2.4A) They are already paying hundreds of dollars 
per day per person. Why would $20 affect their behavior? These fees hurt locals. (32.5A) 
 
The gondola moves a max of 1050 people per hour. That translates to 500 cars worth of people. It will 
take 9 hours to upload the equivalent of the 4400 cars that current park at the top., You are talking 
about spending a lot of money to supplement the road. (32.2.2L) 
 
The second traffic problem is the way the Snowbird parking lots get better merging on to the road. I 
know it has been improved recently, but they still merge later in the queue and Alta drivers get delayed. 
On bad days the Snowbird lots are empty by the time Alta drivers get to entree one. (32.29Y) 
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COMMENT #:  4877 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzie Goeringer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the gondola would be the best solution to the Little Cottonwood Transportation preferred 
alternatives. Due to low carbon impact, economic feasibility, ability to move people in all conditions 
during winter and summer. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  4878 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Powell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the implementation of either "preferred option" as recommended by the UDOT EIS. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These options are excessively invasive to the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) The 
preferred options do not have near enough of a benefit in the realms of travel time and vehicle backup 
distance to justify the harm imposed by them. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This harm comes 
in the form of visual changes to the canyon, destruction of climbing resources in the canyon, and the 
prioritization of a single user group in the canyon, namely skiers. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 
32.1.2D) This last point is especially true of the gondola option which would have no benefit to canyon 
users outside of the ski season while having a MASSIVE, unsightly visual impact on the canyon. 
(32.17A) 
 
The current bus system servicing the canyons is laughable at best and is directly responsible for such 
terrible traffic conditions during the winter. Enhanced bus service to the resorts is the no-brainer 
approach to take in this situation, especially when the service of this option as measured by average 
travel time and vehicle backup distance nearly matches that of the invasive preferred options. (32.2.9A) 
Until this option is implemented and shown to be ineffective, the construction of a gondola or road 
widening is simply poor stewardship of our canyons and extremely irresponsible. 
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COMMENT #:  4879 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Lafleur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why not extend the TRAX Light Rail System, or do a cog railway? (32.2.2I and 32.2.9F) This would be 
a consistent reliable system that would be familiar for the folks coming in from the airport and the local 
community. 
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COMMENT #:  4880 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Collier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support creating a toll road for little cottonwood, with busing as the option, I do not support a gondola 
up the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4881 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Collier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After further review of the documents - I support the bussing increase and I really like the COG Train up 
the canyon. (32.2.9A) 
 
I do not support the gondola. (32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-4989 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4882 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Wind 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The transportation solution should have the least impact on wildlife habitat, water quality, air quality, 
noise pollution, and other environmental considerations. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.10A, 
32.11A, 32.11D, and 32.29G) It should not impact the Wilderness character of the surrounding trails, 
campgrounds and other recreation areas. For example, a gondola would hurt the backcountry 
recreation value of the Cottonwoods making it feel more industrial and tourist focused. (32.4I) The 
solution should be low cost, low emission, and also appeal to its users. The solution should be 
consistent and reliable, so that users can have trust in their transportation options. (32.1.2B and 
32.2.2PP) 
 
Tolling needs to be further discussed and shown in existing documents. Millcreek Canyon's system for 
tolling works well for the users and is popular. Tolling would also provide an opportunity to check tires 
and chains on vehicles going up canyon, so that there are less accidents which lead to more 
congestion and delays. (32.2.2Y, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2M)  
 
I believe an enhanced bus system and tolling need to be prioritized as those can be easier fixes and 
require less disruption due to construction in the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4883 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Armero 

 
COMMENT: 
 
SLC wants no changes to LCC other than enhanced bus service! (32.2.9A) It is the cheapest and most 
adaptable way of servicing LCC without causing mass visual, environmental, and pollutant changes!!! 
(32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A and 32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  4884 

DATE:   8/9/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Dickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! I won't take up too much of your time but I would like my input heard. I am a transplant from New 
York and have seen first hand how expansion of roads and implementation of additional transportation 
means not only doesn't help alleviate traffic, but in fact makes it worse needing for the subsequent 
further expansion of roads / implementation of additional transportation. (32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.20E) 
Unfortunately due to the internet and IKON pass you are faced with the ugly reality that the secret is out 
and everyone wants a Utah powder day. It breaks my heart that Utah is pandering to the interest of 
non-residents to seemingly "improve" transportation up little cottonwood canyon while not realizing the 
impact any solution you implement will leave on the community. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I 
find it rather drastic that you are choosing to go from from no regulation of vehicles and no tolling at all 
to looking toward implementing a multimillion dollar project without even testing out the alternative, 
cheaper methods first. (32.2.4A) I know from first hand experience that tolling absolutely impacts traffic 
and road usage, and would deter a lot of people from using the roads at high volume times which would 
then in turn improve your traffic issue (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y). I hope others are ringing in your ears 
about this because once the Wasatch canyons go in favor of profiting big business ski resorts you will 
see overuse and abuse of your pristine mountain range. That will truly be the downfall of this state, as if 
overexpansion hasn't already. 
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COMMENT #:  4885 

DATE:   8/9/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Reece 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having watched all the presentations, I feel the most sustainable and environmentally friendly option is 
to have the Gondola option. Widen roadways are great options when environmental impact is not as 
critical as with Little Cottonwood Canyon. The Gondola also has the benefit of being a world-class 
engineering statement and a testimony to the balance of love-of-outdoors and natural sustainability. I 
am a resident of Cottonwood Heights right off Bengal across from Canyons Elementary. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4886 

DATE:   8/9/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beverly Bawden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah, especially Little Cottonwood Canyon, is on the international stage for Olympic boulder training. 
Alll the more reason to protect LCC boulders from gondola construction destruction. And 
congratulations to our USA rock climbing team and Murray native Nathaniel Coleman for bringing home 
a silver medal! Please save the LCC boulders by not building a gondola. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4887 

DATE:   8/9/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynne Kraus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is important to keep cars off Wasatch Blvd. by having them park at the mobility hubs. Therefore, the 
gondola option is the worst preferred alternative. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5E). I'm fairly confident people 
will NOT park at a mobility hub just to have to get on a bus to take them to the gondola parking lot. This 
involves too much time and transfer of equipment.  
 
The bus preferred alternative keeps traffic/cars off Wasatch and would also allow for conversion to 
electric busses at some point in the future.The most important thing you could do is LOWER THE 
SPEED LIMIT on Wasatch Blvd. to be consistent with Wasatch Blvd. in Sandy. It is nearly impossible 
as a cyclist to merge into the center lane to make a left hand turn into one of the neighborhoods off 
Wasatch with the current speed limit. This is our community and it would be split in half with this 
expansion of Wasatch. (32.2..6.2.2A)  
 
Shame on UDOT for lying to the residents of Cottonwood Heights and CH City Council during the city 
council meeting in 2019. We fully trusted you all would stand by your word and take into consideration 
the Wasatch Blvd. Master Plan as well as the output from the charette. Why were so many citizen 
hours wasted providing input and reviewing the Wasatch Blvd. Master Plan as well as attending the 
Wasatch Blvd. design charrette? We were committed and engaged in these activities yet UDOT simply 
ignored our feedback. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
UDOT's favorite comment is "this is not a vote" which has the implication that you don't really care 
about our feedback. This statement does not sit well with residents so you might want to rethink your 
message. (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  4888 

DATE:   8/9/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Hammett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No one wants this except the ones who can profit. It does nothing to help the community and solves a 
10 day a year problem. We have already damaged this canyon so much leave it alone. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9G, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  4889 

DATE:   8/9/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teri Klug 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All for the Gondola option - buses cannot be loaded fast enough to manage flow up canyon and still 
have a huge environmental impact - the Gondola will serve everyone by giving better and quicker 
access for load/unload and ease of travel -even on a terrible snow day.... (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4890 

DATE:   8/9/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alisha Paxton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A few more buses, nothing else. Both plans will cause catastrophic damage. Turn people back when 
the resorts are full. That's the answer. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2B, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  4891 

DATE:   8/9/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shawna Blackhurst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options are not taking into consideration residents living near wasatch Blvd nor little cottonwood 
canyon capacity. I am not in favor of widening wasatch Blvd. or the canyon road for any reason. 
(32.2.9L and 32.2.9C) It will devastate this area even more. Ushering as many people as possible up 
little cottonwood canyon will bring in a lot of money for big cooperations but it will ruin our States 
beautiful canyon and add to life threatening pollution and quality of life. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
32.7C, 32.4F, and 32.4I)) The number of years it would take to build the gondola and base station 
along with large equipment and traffic delays would be a nightmare for residents in this area. (32.2.7C 
and 32.4C). I support tolls, parking fees, and base stations for electric buses and shuttles to pick up 
skiers in vacant parking lots nearby. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2I) Examples are Shopko on 9400 
So. Macy’s on 1300 east near Union heights theaters, Fresh Market on 9400 So. and Reams on 7200 
so. Just to name a few. (32.2.2FF). These options would be kinder to the environment and the people 
and wild life is this beautiful area of Utah. (32.2.2I) Please let’s not destroy it. We live just above 
wasatch and are aware of the lines up both bid and little cottonwood canyons. They only happen on 
powder days, which are becoming fewer and fewer as the Great Salt Lake continue to empty and 
drought plagues this area of our great country. (32.1.4D and 32.2.2E).  
Please consider more healthy and quality options for all. (32.2.2PP)  
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  4892 

DATE:   8/9/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Ethington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s cap the number of cars allowed to access Little Cottonwood. (32.2.2L) Spending public money to 
transport unlimited crowds to 2 private resorts scars the canyon’s beauty, destroys nature’s serenity, 
and erases the reasons to visit LCC in the first place. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Let's acknowledge that wilderness doesn't have infinite capacity. (32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  4893 

DATE:   8/9/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spenser Tang-Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yosemite Valley is an example of what happens when the only strategies for traffic mitigation are to 
increase road surface. It will take 2-3 hours on an average weekend to navigate the traffic loop in 
Yosemite. It seems like the plan for LCC will result in the same.  
 
Also, I've seen firsthand how a gondola totally ruins a place. See: Sea to Sky Gondola in Squamish, 
BC.  
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  4894 

DATE:   8/9/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve attended meetings and open houses and I’ve given feedback over the last couple of years on this 
project. As I watched things evolve it seems increasingly clear that powerful interests want LCC to have 
the world’s longest gondola, despite how it is the least popular (remaining) option. People hate this 
idea, and if it is pushed through it will stand for decades as a testament to the power of money and 
political influence over popular opinion, environment, flexibility and wisdom. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
A tram is the least flexible option. We can’t really add more stops, we can’t scale it gradually up or 
down depending on season and growth over the coming decades. It will be an eyesore with flashing red 
lights (to warn helicopters) and will irrevocablynchange the nature of our canyon. (32.17A)  
 
Please go with the snow sheds and the increased bus service. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9K) Allow the bus 
lane to become a bike and foot lane during the off season. In a decade or two from now, we will have 
paved the way for electric, autonomous vehicles to use that bus lane, and we will be able to pivot based 
on evolving issues of demand, environment, tourism, etc.  
 
PLEASE don’t lock us into a bad decision, influenced by special interests and not in the interest of the 
state. The gondola will only become more glaringly obvious as a truly bad decision as the decades go 
on. Make a decision that your kids will be proud of you for, not embarrassed. (32.2.6.5A) 
 
Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  4895 

DATE:   8/9/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Rickards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses have to wait for avalanche road clearance but trams do not 
 
Gondolas are there 24/7, buses are not 
 
Gondolas provide a year long solution, whereas buses are least likely to run regularly in low demand  
 
Gondolas can provide access for all users year round with some modifications to interim load/unload 
points (32.2.6.5G) 
 
Buses wait for a full load, gondolas are on demand (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4896 

DATE:   8/9/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ligia Frangello 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m against UDOT building the gondola as it primarily benefits private corporations (Alta and Snowbird) 
while utilizing public tax money. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola is not a scalable, 
inclusive solution that address the many uses of our beautiful canyons. This is a greedy solution driven 
by capitalism and it should not be accepted by our community. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  4897 

DATE:   8/9/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Coats 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m meeting with the mayor and head of transportation for Zermatt Switzerland, the most similar town to 
Alta. They have invited a city representative from Alta to join. Would you like to join the call? (32.29D) 
 
Thanks! 
Peter 
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COMMENT #:  4898 

DATE:   8/9/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hayes Bischoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The enhanced bus option is the far superior option. Please don’t mar our beautiful canyon with an ugly, 
inefficient gondola (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  4899 

DATE:   8/9/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frances Sebahar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think the issue is gondola versus expanded bus service.  
 
I think the energy needs to be placed on which will get the most use from people. That is, which of 
these potential solutions will be interesting/convenient/compelling enough to actually get people to 
change their behaviors and choose not to drive up the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
 
The second thing that needs to be considered is why do people drive? Because of obviously the 
convenience of coming and going when you please without much hassle. But more importantly, 
because often times many people are bringing more than just immediate ski gear. They’re bringing 
camp stoves, chairs, coolers, wagons, kid items, strollers, toys, diaper bags etc. So losing the ability to 
have these items in the parking lot, strongly deters families or groups from being willing to take an 
alternate mode of transportation. So in summary, I think these two items need to be strongly considered 
when decided what alternate mode of transportation will be selected. (32.2.4A and 32.2.3A) 
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COMMENT #:  4900 

DATE:   8/9/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Cox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We DO NOT want this! It will destroy the canyon! Those towers are so ugly, and massive. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) It’ll still take just as long to get up the canyon. And eventually it will cost money to go up it. 
Waste of money!(32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4901 

DATE:   8/9/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wade Brinton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is totally time for a gondola. We are well behind some of the iconic gondolas in Europe. I only hope 
we truly incentivize people not to drive with large enough tolls and steep parking fees at the resorts. Or 
potentially great value from the gondola prices and perks. Also with less traffic I hope we promote more 
bike lanes and space up the canyon. (32.2.9D, 32.9B, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4902 

DATE:   8/9/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Hopper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I object to spending this large amount of money on a project that affects such a small number of people 
for such a small percentage of the calendar. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I think it is 
an unwise use of public money and I oppose both of the proposed "solutions.”(32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  4903 

DATE:   8/9/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Landon McBrayer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Advanced bus with road widening option. (32.2.9A) The gondola (s) options just 
have too many negatives: visual impacts, unnecessary cost, the main benefit going to two ski areas, 
lack of use for 7 months of the year, lack of trailhead stops, ad infinitum. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
32.7C, 32.13A, and 32.2.6.5F) The enhanced bus with road widening, especially with the construction 
of avalanche sheds, is much more practical *all year* and addresses the major winter congestion 
issues in LCC - particularly on storm days. (32.2.9B) It is a great way to encourage public transit, gets 
people options to avoid the red snake vehicle traffic, and provides safety for trailhead users in the 
winter and cyclists in the non-winter months. (32.2.6.3C) The pros and cons are clear. Please do the 
right thing!
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COMMENT #:  4904 

DATE:   8/9/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Penrose 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola's is superb idea especially as we look toward the future and that these canyons are 
watershed it doesn't make any sense to put more pollution up the canyon please put the gondola in. 
(32.12A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4905 

DATE:   8/9/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Hoskins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brian Hoskins 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4906 

DATE:   8/9/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amber Schiavone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The ski industry should not be valued above all else. The gondola is an expensive boost to a few and 
takes away too much from the canyon and it's healthy future. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  4907 

DATE:   8/9/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT want the gondola built in LCC. (32.2.9E) As a resident of Cottonwood Heights, I believe it 
brings unwanted infrastructure to the natural beauty of our canyons and will increase traffic on our local 
roads. (32.17A) I vote against this monstrosity. 
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COMMENT #:  4908 

DATE:   8/9/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Robertson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that the tram options for the LCC traffic reduction is not the best option. 32.2.9E) It will not help 
backcountry users that require parking. It will impact the visual appeal of LCC. (32.17A) The fact that 
both ski resorts are not paying for the construction of the trams, but the public is does not make any 
sense. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If they are to benefit from the traffic solution, they should 
contribute to reduce the cost to the tax payer. Although significantly more expensive, a tunnel option 
provides the best access to all ski resorts, minimal visual impact to the canyons, and incorporates 
access to trailheads, not just ski resorts. (32.2.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  4909 

DATE:   8/9/21 3:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kuol Ajak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think you guys should only add a bus lane for the uta but other than that leave the 2 lanes alone 
(32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  4910 

DATE:   8/9/21 3:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam McFarland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the La Caille gondola option. (32.2.9B) I also support the smaller expansion of Wasatch Blvd. 
(32.2.9Q) However, while I'm not a snowboarder, I don't support any of these options if Alta continues 
to be a skier only resort. It's time for them to change and if we're going to put hundreds of millions of 
dollars into providing transportation to their business which is on primarily public land, it's time for them 
to expand access to include snowboarders. (32.29I) 
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COMMENT #:  4911 

DATE:   8/9/21 4:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola approach is only serving the ski resorts and doesn't have the best interest of all 
the other users of the Little Cottonwood. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The canyon 
provides a refuge from the stress of city life for hikers, climbers and mountain bikers. The proposed 
gondola setup takes away from the natural experience just to push more people to the ski resorts 
(32.20A and 32.20C). Please don't ignore all other user groups for just one elitist group of users... 
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COMMENT #:  4912 

DATE:   8/9/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lance Wallace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a skier, I am in favor of the Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4913 

DATE:   8/9/21 5:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madi McKinnon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the installation of a gondola in LCC. It will not only reduce traffic on the canyon road but 
will be safer during avalanche season and help with clean air year round. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4914 

DATE:   8/9/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Rackers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the only 2 alternatives are a dedicated bus lane of a gondola, I believe a gondola is the preferred 
option. (32.2.9D) What a beautiful ride that would be up the mountain! I’m not sure how there could 
even be another lane added to the current road. However, limiting traffic on the current road seems like 
the best idea. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L) During ski season only allow personal vehicles owned by people 
who live on the canyon road, or people staying overnight at one of the resorts to access the canyon 
road (as indicated by car stickers). Everyone else must park at the base of the canyon road and take a 
bus. Too many personal vehicles are the problem. (32.2.2L) 
Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  4915 

DATE:   8/9/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Dunford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To build the gondola up the canyon would be to desecrate one of the most beautiful canyons this 
country has (32.17A). This is a truly outrageous, unbelievable, over engineered, and disgusting 
proposal. This “solution” is no doubt fueled by green and ignorance, and has no place in that beautiful 
and sacred canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  4916 

DATE:   8/9/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer DiNoto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The enhanced bus service with options for locations other than just to resorts is my preferred option. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) If we build a gondola, people have to bus to the gondola, there is no reason 
for them to want to do this when it will take longer to get up the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.5J)) 
Also, the gondola only supports a single season and it only supports the resorts (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) If the resorts want to funnel more people to them, they should be paying for it 
themselves, not with my taxpayer dollars. (32.2.7A) Bus service can include resorts as well as 
backcountry spots and hiking locations year round. (32.2.6.3C) The gondola only supports winter and 
penalizes the other users of the canyon who happen not to be able to afford the outrageous prices to 
ski at Snowbird or Alta. (32.2.4A) All this will do is push more people to big cottonwood and move the 
issue (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  4917 

DATE:   8/9/21 5:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Webster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please add this public comment to my Aug 6th email. James Webster, RLA 
 
https://www.sltrib.com/news/environment/2021/08/09/feds-release-uinta-rail/  
 
Note from UDOT reviewer, the article is included below this email.  
 
It's difficult to see a complete positive on either side of this argument. Every time an oil truck speeds 
through downtown Heber City or adjacent to reservoirs, especially Dimple Dell I worry about about a 
rollover. SLC refineries will continue to receive crude by rail, yet diesel emissions will be mitigated. 
There will be an alternative to the pipeline and strong rationale to abandon as Chevron is reminded of 
the Red Butte incident. Rail transport is infinitely more cost effective. This lawsuit is not simply based 
on environmental issues. Finally, the plaintiffs position that public funding cannot be used to subsidize 
private industry is far more applicable to UDOT's intent to ensure Snowbird's wealth enhancement. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  4918 

DATE:   8/9/21 6:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Wybrow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t vote for the gondola or a wider road. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Zion handles millions of 
people while protecting the canyon. Please vote for a busing system and save our beautiful 
canyon!(32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  4919 

DATE:   8/9/21 6:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Searle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who grew up in Cottonwood Heights and continues to ski, bike, climb and work up little 
cottonwood I do not think the gondola is where money should be directed. (32.2.9E) It only solves traffic 
to two resorts that are heavily trafficked for only part of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) It’s my opinion that building a gondola would negatively effect year round recreation and 
ignore traffic issues in other popular spots along Hwy 210. (32.1.2D and 32.7C) A dedicated bus lane 
with more consistent service seems to have less impact on the canyon and provide service along the 
entire highway. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  4920 

DATE:   8/9/21 6:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Baylee Vogler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the implementation of a gondola and the widening of the canyon road will have irreversible effects 
on the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) Instead of building additional infrastructure that will 
damage the land and likely bring more visitors to the canyon, we need to be better utilizing the 
infrastructure we already have. By limiting the traffic in the canyon during peak hours and seasons and 
improving bus services, we can continue to enjoy the beauty of the canyon year round rather than only 
choosing options that will benefit the ski resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, 32.2.4A) 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola will only benefit ski resorts, and the widening of the canyon 
road is going to dramatically affect world class climbing and bouldering areas. (32.4A) Let’s not mess 
up this beautiful canyon we’ve been given, it’s our responsibility to protect it and make as little mark on 
it as possible so that future generations can enjoy it. 
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COMMENT #:  4921 

DATE:   8/9/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best choice for cost not to mention the aspect of tourist attraction especially in the 
summer !(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4922 

DATE:   8/9/21 6:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ally Cirenza 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola option. Tax payer money should not be used to benefit only ski resorts and 
their ability to cram more people into the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4923 

DATE:   8/9/21 7:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Katie Whittington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Overall, this takes away from the nature we’re trying to preserve and so many species will be displaced 
in the construction and creation of this plan. I cannot say it strongly enough - please do not create this 
infrastructure through the gorgeous mountains. (32.2.9G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Katie Whittington 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  4924 

DATE:   8/9/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Savannah McCall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT support the LCC Gondola. (32.2.9E) I don’t support this due to its environmental impact on 
the canyons, it’s interference with the beauty of the canyon, and finally because of its impracticality. 
(32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) Along with this, I feel that this is an irresponsible way to spend money. 
(32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  4925 

DATE:   8/9/21 7:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Savannah McCall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT support the gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) Instead I support the expansion of the bus system in 
the canyons. (32.2.9A) I believe the gondola is inefficient and an irresponsible use of taxpayer money. 
(32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  4926 

DATE:   8/9/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Duncan Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Because the rail option will require transfers from parking structures to the initial rail station, it seems 
like it would be a better use of everyone's time and resources to go with the bus and expanded road 
travel lanes. (32.2.9B) Bus routes could go directly from a parking lot or garage to the destination resort 
without stopping at any resorts in between. (32.2.6.3N) This would minimize the need to transfer 
equipment and also speed up travel times. In addition to the direct-to-resort routes, a separate route 
could run between resorts to service just the rides that want go between resorts. Busses could 
eventually be electrified to migrate environmental concerns. (32.2.6.3F) Additionally, bus routes could 
be added in the summer to stop at the resorts and a handful of high-use trailheads (32.2.6.3C). A rail 
line wouldn't have that year-round flexibility. 
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COMMENT #:  4927 

DATE:   8/9/21 7:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Luther 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid recreationalist and near daily user of the canyons, I think the gondola option considered in 
the EIS will put a scar on the landscape of LCC. (32.17A) As a Salt Lake valley resident, I think using 
my taxes to pay for a gondola with only two stops, one of which I am not even allowed to use, is 
unacceptable. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola will be an expensive, 
corporate welfare eye sore that I cannot support. (32.17A) It does not make sense to spend this much 
money to only partially solve a problem that only exists a few weekends each year. (32.1.4D)  
 
I support expanded bus service. Buses can stop in more locations. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) They can 
be added and subtracted as needed. They can be more easily upgraded in the future. They don't have 
issues in high winds. (32.2.6.5K) Buses can solve all the same issues as the gondola without leaving 
massive towers blocking views and taking up precious land. (32.17A) 
 
Expand the buses. Forget the gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  4928 

DATE:   8/9/21 8:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Macfarlane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a lifelong resident of Salt Lake City. I am in favor of the expanded bus service in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9A) I believe that the gondola will have a devastating effect on the landscape and wildlife 
of the canyon. (32.17A and 32.13A) Even if all caution and care is taken, these structures will dominate 
the landscape and require maintenance that will only increase the development of the area. (32.17A) I 
believe that the Wasatch is already at or past it’s capacity for development. (32.20H) For the sake of 
the residents of the valley and the canyon, both human and non-human, both current and future, please 
do not construct the gondola (32.2.9E). Thank you. 

Page 32B-5041 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4929 

DATE:   8/9/21 8:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for taking the time to hear a proposal for a possible solution to the little cottonwood canyon 
traffic issues. I have lived at the mouth of little cottonwood canyon for more than ten years and I deeply 
care for the area. I understand the desire to mitigate the winter dangers, medical evacuations and ever 
increasing traffic that exists in the resort areas in particular the little cottonwood canyon. I have been 
following the news about the gondola project being proposed and I have some concerns. The gondola 
carries an enormous price tag (taxpayer funded) and will likely sit idle the majority of the year. 
(32.2.6.5F) The project may suffer further from adverse weather conditions including high wind often 
associated with our worst traffic days. Passengers may become stuck on the gondola during these 
times creating a greater problem. (32.2.6.5K) I think adding a tollbooth, tire checks and greater carpool 
incentives would have a meaningful impact for a fraction of the price. (32.2.2M, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.4A) 
These solutions also have there limitations. It looks like a great opportunity to look at other solutions for 
our state. Federal funding could be utilized for a more innovative project. (32.2.7A) I propose having 
tunnels connecting the airport with all six major ski resort areas in the Wasatch. The tunnels should 
only allow electric self driving vehicles to be controlled by UDOT . With a number of strategic access 
points utah could become a world leader in resort area access. The tunnels would provide 
uninterrupted access to all major economic areas as well as medical evacuation and less impactful 
goods transportation. Under UDOT’s control the system could tremendously reduce the carbon footprint 
for accessing our recreation areas. Greater access from the valley will allow all resort areas including 
Park City to economically benefit not just Snowbird and Alta. The Boring company claims to be able to 
tunnel at a cost of 10 million per mile. Along with additional infrastructure projects the cost could be in 
competition with the gondola project while providing considerably more access to all major Wasatch 
recreational areas. I think we could showcase Utah as a technology and recreational access leader by 
looking into future not past innovations. (32.2.2C) 
Thanks, 
Robert Shaw 
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COMMENT #:  4930 

DATE:   8/9/21 8:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Montgomery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
So I’ve been following this for two years lightly as I just go to ski. With this latest news about options 
and how it would benefit the canyon best, no one has said how much the tax payer/Utah government 
and the ski resorts will be paying for the chosen system? And how much each entity pays. Where does 
the money come from to pay for it? (32.2.7A) Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  4931 

DATE:   8/9/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Parker Izatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that there are better alternatives than the two proposed ideas. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We should 
be able to use the infrastructure that we already have available to us instead of widening the roads or 
installing a gondola. I think both the proposed ideas are too invasive and would permanently change 
the canyon that we all love to escape to. I think more parking and buses should be the first choice. And 
I highly doubt that it would be more expensive than either of the proposed ideas. (32.2.9A and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  4932 

DATE:   8/9/21 9:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Page 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love this project and think it is a great idea especially with the 1500 car parking. We need a 
sustainable option for the canyon and widening roads doesn’t help because at the end of the road when 
people are parking still gets backed up to where the road is widen and now you will just have two lines 
waiting to get to the parking lot. The gondola is a wonderful option that will last. Looking forward to the 
construction. All the best (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4933 

DATE:   8/9/21 10:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Douglas Wismer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a local resident of Cottonwood Heights for 25 years. I ski, I bike I use the Mountains. I 
support the gondola! :)(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4934 

DATE:   8/9/21 10:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Pisciotti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Allowing more people into the canyon will only create bigger problems. (32.1.2B) The canyon has a 
carrying capacity that has already been reached. (32.20B) Run more busses, expand the park and ride 
parking lot, but do not spend tax payer dollars on a roller coaster up the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  4935 

DATE:   8/9/21 10:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Frandsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola. Subsidizing ski resorts infrastructure is a terrible idea (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)

Page 32B-5048 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4936 

DATE:   8/9/21 10:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Clay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola/Buses, they are all a gigantic scam to ensure maximized profits for Alta/Snowbird. Why are we 
asking how to ensure maximized traffic (ie revenue) for these businesses? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) If we are worried about traffic, LIMIT traffic on Weekends/Holidays through 
automated tolls. (32.2.4A) Make the tolls free on days with excess capacity (ie the weekdays). If we 
want more ski capacity, invest in another Utah resort. (32.2.2V) We have plenty of terrain and I am sure 
a few hundred million dollars of government funding could easily make that happen. And here is a 
bright notion, how about you actually ticket people for poor tires/lack of 4wd of snow days. (32.2.2M) If 
only small businesses could receive the same absurd subsidies that Snowbird/Alta have.... 
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COMMENT #:  4937 

DATE:   8/9/21 11:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Russell Sell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
European mountain rail system wit a touch of American Light Rail IS the only logical solution. (32.2.9F) 
Both alternatives are naive, I’ll advised, agenda driven and poorly proposed to support the long view. I 
would certainly expect more from degrees engineers and supporting PMP’s in all disciplines. 
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COMMENT #:  4938 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Anne Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The post covid world has learned a lot, including our experts' inadequacy at planning ahead. We are 
still digesting it. No matter what we decide on the choices offered, we are already guaranteeing it will be 
old, tired, ugly and unpopular by 2050. 50 mph is too fast for road conditions in blizzard weather, and 
the canyon cannot accommodate the number of people UDOT wants to put on the slopes and hotels, in 
the watershed and the wildlife habitat. (32.2.9G, 32.1.2B, 32.20C, and 32.20F) 
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COMMENT #:  4939 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracie Palmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All for growth but do not widen wasatch. Can you add stoplights and slow traffic? (32.2.6.2.2A) Limit 
numbers to canyon with passes? (32.2.2K) Gondola sounds quaint but folks still have to drive on 
wasatch to park. (32.2.6.5E) There are a lot of families who actually live here year round and would like 
to keep it safe for everyone. Traffic roar is so bad we cannot have a conversation outside our front door 
anymore. (32.11B) Regular crashes and crazy drivers in a hurry to get to resorts. (32.2.6.2.2A) Please 
slow it down and limit flow in canyons. It’s such a gorgeous place. Can we please keep as much if that 
as possible and still grow? 
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COMMENT #:  4940 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Daluga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Parking requires resort ticket (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  4941 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah McBrayer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! Widen the road, increase public transportation. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  4942 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Louisa Brannon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good morning, 
 
I have watched the presentation regarding this issue & I think that the gondola b option is best overall . 
Thank you for taking the time to make this decision and for accepting public comments (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  4943 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jarrod Lummis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please explore options that limit the amount of travel up LCC that do not involve the addition of a 
gondola or an extra lane. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) As a climber it would be heart breaking to see many 
of our boulders cleared for the convenience of some and the profit of few (32.4A and 32.4B) If this is an 
environmental issue, then regulating daily traffic through the canyon with more public transit 
options/stops should solve the issue. (32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2C) Thank you for taking the time to listen to 
the community in an effort to make our home a better place! 
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COMMENT #:  4944 

DATE:   8/10/21 7:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Swartzwelder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Outdoor recreationalists of all kinds wish to uphold the natural authenticity of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
The current options proposed focus on “reliability” and “mobility” as the main parameters for 
transportation alternatives. While these parameters are important for economical development, they do 
not give enough consideration to sustainability and preserving the integrity of the canyon. (32.1.2B)  
Before permanently altering the landscape, more consideration and efforts should be put towards less 
intrusive alternatives. Attempting alternatives before committing to an option that permanently alters the 
landscape is critical to minimizing human impact and damage. Options like increased public transit, in 
addition switching transit fleets to renewable fuel sources would lower the environmental impact while 
still allowing recreationalists easy access to the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.1.2D, and 32.4G) 
Further consideration should also be given to recreationalist desire as alternatives. (32.29G) It is 
common opinion throughout various outdoors communities that neither a gondola nor roadway 
widening are desirable options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Before UDOT moves forward with a plan, more 
deliberation is needed on whether their proposed option would be desired and used by recreationists. 
(32.2.2PP) Failure to do so will continue to result in increased traffic and increasingly poor air quality. 
(32.1.2D, 32.7C, and 32.10A)  
 
Both options put forth by UDOT are neither sustainable nor desired from the most frequent users of the 
canyon. Before moving forward, more examination must be given to less intrusive alternatives and what 
is wanted by the canyon’s users. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) Failure to do so will result in the degradation 
of the landscape and qualities that make LCC a desirable location for so many. 
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COMMENT #:  4945 

DATE:   8/10/21 7:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nick Swartzwelder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
Outdoor recreationalists of all kinds wish to uphold the natural authenticity of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
The current options proposed focus on “reliability” and “mobility” as the main parameters for 
transportation alternatives. While these parameters are important for economical development, they do 
not give enough consideration to sustainability and preserving the integrity of the canyon. (32.1.2B)  
Before permanently altering the landscape, more consideration and efforts should be put towards less 
intrusive alternatives. Attempting alternatives before committing to an option that permanently alters the 
landscape is critical to minimizing human impact and damage. Options like increased public transit, in 
addition switching transit fleets to renewable fuel sources would lower the environmental impact while 
still allowing recreationalists easy access to the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.1.2D, and 32.4G) 
Further consideration should also be given to recreationalist desire as alternatives. (32.29G) It is 
common opinion throughout various outdoors communities that neither a gondola nor roadway 
widening are desirable options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
Before UDOT moves forward with a plan, more deliberation is needed on whether their proposed option 
would be desired and used by recreationists. (32.2.2PP) Failure to do so will continue to result in 
increased traffic and increasingly poor air quality. (32.1.2D, 32.7C, and 32.10A)  
 
Both options put forth by UDOT are neither sustainable nor desired from the most frequent users of the 
canyon. Before moving forward, more examination must be given to less intrusive alternatives and what 
is wanted by the canyon’s users. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) Failure to do so will result in the degradation 
of the landscape and qualities that make LCC a desirable location for so many. 
 
 
- John Swartzwelder 
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COMMENT #:  4946 

DATE:   8/10/21 7:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danielle Mapes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The amount of work put into this is impressive! My concerns are environmental. Road widening seems 
to effect the wildlife and water as well as the beauty that is LCC. (32.12B, 32.13B, and 32.17B) 
Unfortunately it appears the gondola will also have a strong footprint. ( 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) My 
other concern is similar to many in the hearings - the canyon cannot hold unlimited amounts of people. 
We need to limit access at a certain point (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.20B). What about no cars, only 
busses? (32.2.2B) I know this is an idea many at the hearings brought up. I whole heartily agree. 
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COMMENT #:  4947 

DATE:   8/10/21 8:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clayton Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the building of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) I’ve lived here all of my 
35 years and can’t think of anything more sad than to build a massive eyesore like the gondola. 
(32.17A) Nor should we widen the road and impact the world class climbing that people travel to enjoy. 
(32.4A)/  
 
Please implement a bus system similar to what we have in Zion National Park, and limit the number of 
cars in the canyon. It’s the right thing to do (32.2.2B and 32.2.2L). 
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COMMENT #:  4948 

DATE:   8/10/21 8:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kay Black 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why should we destroy our beautiful landscape for profit. It does nothing for summer, and only seems 
to service resort goers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This just adds to the resorts 
monopolization of the canyons. 
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COMMENT #:  4949 

DATE:   8/10/21 8:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Perkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus service improvement, rather than the gondola, provides better flexibility to serve other canyon 
users for trailheads below snowbird/ Alta and more flexibility for future adjustments in canyon traffic 
management. (32.2.6.3C) The gondola would only serve snowbird/alta while having a significant visual 
impact for all other canyon users with no flexibility to adjust in the future. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please don’t destroy little cottonwoods natural beauty by turning it into an 
amusement park ride! 

Page 32B-5062 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4950 

DATE:   8/10/21 8:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Marie Neider 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This entire boondoggle is based on a flawed premise. I live at the eastern point of the triangle leading 
into the pristine Little Cottonwood Canyon. The ‘TRAFFIC PROBLEM’ IS SO RARE - ONLY occurring 
early on weekend mornings with fresh powder. (32.1.4D) It is just a chance to spend an incredible 
amount of tax payer money and keep UDOT busy and the ski resorts growing. And SKIERS WILL 
STILL PREFER TO DRIVE! (32.2.4A) The time and hassle getting to and on and off the gondola will be 
prohibitive. Surely something more beneficial for the environment can be done with the incredible 
amount of money! PLEASE BE REASONABLE! And SAVE LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON  
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COMMENT #:  4951 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Pruyn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need the gondola to support the basin. We need to get people out of cars and buses and off the 
road. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4952 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Curtis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please DO NOT INSTALL A GONDOLA. (32.2.9E) It will be a permanent eye sore in one of the most 
beautiful canyons in the world. (32.17A) With giant towers up to 230 feet tall, this is a catastrophe. Also, 
do not require tax payers to fund the profits of the ski industry. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) They are fine at the capacity they have and I know for certain Alta has one of the most healthy 
profit margins in the industry. There are other less impactful options. Perhaps the best option is just to 
limit the number of cars on certain days, or all days, first come first served. (32.2.2L) But the enhanced 
bus option is far better than the Gondola. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4953 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Ladas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please vote for the gondola to help us save the environment (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4954 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tomilee Tilley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
this is a solid plan and much needed to preserve cottonwood canyon and reduce automotive emissions 
(32.29D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  4955 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Stanley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4956 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a terrible idea influenced by ski resorts and does not consider the environmental 
and visual impact at all. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) It’s a money based decision that benefits the resorts and 
hurts everyone else. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Making more bussing or banning 
private vehicles with less than 3 people is a way better option. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) The canyon has 
a capacity and we need to accept that. In light of the UN climate report, we should all be working harder 
to support our planet. There are so many more options it’s not smart to jump straight to the most 
invasive and most permanent. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  4957 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barry Woods 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"Having traveled and skied throughout the world, and especially Europe, since I was a young ski racer, 
I have seen first hand the many benefits of Gondola and Tram systems in reducing reliance on 
automobile travel. I fully support the Gondola option for LCC. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  4958 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Serino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola option is a superior environmental and efficiency solution. the idea of expanding the 
roadway would be very destructive and generate carbon for years to come. It will also be prone to 
delays and closures. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  4959 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Huling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gindola is a great idea versus expanding the road. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4960 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Bridan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the gondola option for Little cottonwood canyon. It is a much more sustainable and long-
term options than having more busses up the canyon. I have been a resident for 20 years - thank 
you!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4961 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Sagerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon is by far the best solution. It has been used around 
the world for years to solve similar situations. It's time we stepped up and implement a ecologically 
friendly and customer/user friendly solution to accessing our canyons. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4962 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4963 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent out of town user of the canyon during the winter months. I am absolutely for a gondola 
option as a means to control traffic and improve access to the resorts after major snow falls. I have 
spent to many hours waiting for the road to open and if this option eliminates that wait I am all for it. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4964 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eddie Sun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this would be a great idea if it is a feasible. It would be so nice to not have to drive up and down 
the canyon in traffic. (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  4965 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Ethington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote busses. It’s the better option for everyone. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  4966 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donald Roll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option for Little Cottonwoods Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4967 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Kahn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having visited Little Cottonwood Canyon skiing and road cycling, I’m convinced that the gondola is the 
best solution. (32.2.9D) The amount of earth to be displaced by foundations for lift towers is far less 
than expansion of the road, and this will protect the water resources better. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, 
and 32.12B) Less oil and tire wear runoff also will be better for water quality. The noise will be quieter 
too, and the gondola will be a great solution for transit. I support that option. (32.11A and 32.11D)  
Thank you, AnthonyKahn 
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COMMENT #:  4968 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephan Kremer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent visitor to the multiple ski areas in the SLC area, a gondola makes the most sense for the 
environment AND the users. Please do NOT expand the roadway. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  4969 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Gabriel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best option for this fragile planet we all home. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4970 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jill Tucillo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option as the most environmentally sustainable and practical option to preserve 
the Little Cottonwood Canyon skiing experience for future generations. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4971 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Hurley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4972 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Caputo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option for access to Snowbird and Alta ski areas. (32.2.9D)  
Thank you, 
Mark Caputo 
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COMMENT #:  4973 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phil Broadbent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's focus on long term sustainability and impact to environment. I support gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4974 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lawrence Wall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  4975 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Broadbent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been an avid skier since I was three years old. I am now 24, and even in my recollection I have 
noticed the increase in congestion and pollution in my beloved canyons. I firmly believe a low carbon 
option such as a gondola would be the best option. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) We should not be widening 
the road to allow for more cars and busses, but prepare for the long-term. (32.2.9C) Our canyons and 
ski resorts are Utah's premier source of tourism and enjoyment from both Utah's citizens, but also from 
many out of state as well. Let us show the world Utah is capable of transforming what we value by 
preserving and protecting it for many years to come! 
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COMMENT #:  4976 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julianne Steiner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola system because it will ease accessibility and be better for the canyon 
natural features and the environment as a whole. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4977 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melynda Harrison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go the gondola route as it is better for the environment and more efficient. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4978 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melanie Hoopes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option is by far the best option. In every way it help improve accessibility, efficiency, 
and safety!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4979 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Thoms 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I completely support and am excited about the possibilities of the gondola solution for LCC. The low 
environmental impact and efficiencies resulting from this solution are the key factors for my support 
(32.2.9D). - Chris Thoms, Wayne, IL 
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COMMENT #:  4980 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  shahzad ahmad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a physician and skier , I appreciate the impact that more vehicles will have on the Canyon, I support 
the gondola ?! It is a brilliant solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4981 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Hane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All for it assuming their is good parking below. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4982 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Crace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
About time! 
Provide an interconnect from Park City would also help with traffic. (32.2.2N) Also would mimic Europe. 
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COMMENT #:  4983 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Winkler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola makes sense for the long term solution and is inline preserving the canyon for future 
generations. (32.2.9D)  

Page 32B-5096 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4984 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Friedrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
THIS LOOKS LIKE A VERY EXPENSIVE PROJECT. HOW WILL THIS BE PAID FOR? TAXPAYER 
FUNDED OR PRIVATE FUNDS/ EITHER WAY THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WILL BE FLEECED. 
FAIMLY SKIING IS TOO EXPENSIVE NOW! (32.2.7A)  
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COMMENT #:  4985 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Britnea Auerbach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building a gondola will damage the environment more than expanding bus services. (32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) I am also against using taxpayer money for a system that will 
essentially service private business (the ski resorts) during a limited time of year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I have experienced the hassle of trying to make it up the Canyon during 
peak ski season, but also the ease of Canyon use during the rest of the calendar year. (32.1.2C) I 
believe an expanded bus option (while limiting private vehicle traffic) during peak ski season is the best 
option for the environment as well as the taxpayers. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  4986 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ivy Estabrooke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is by far the preferred choice for the little cottonwood canyon. The addition of more buses 
and the construction required to expand the road will disrupt the environment permanently and 
contribute to pollution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4987 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Fabrizio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option. Great way to transport people and avoid crashes and car 
requirements! Also excited for the view on the ride up! Let’s get this project started! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  4988 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margherita Arvanites 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a great idea and fully support it but I sense this will be so popular that the number of 
parking spaces will be insufficient. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.5J)). I would suggest that you add at least 
another 1k spaces or consider have a parking reservation system similar to the one at the phx Az 
airport 
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COMMENT #:  4989 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Amador 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a tourist to the area, I have only experienced the traffic back up that occur on beautiful days. 
(32.1.2D) The Gondola option seems the most efficient to allowing more people to enjoy mountain 
sports while hopefully minimizing the impact on the natural area. I believe this is an incredibly 
innovative way by using time trusted methods to increase availability to the mountains. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4990 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lorenzo Thione 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reduce our reliance on vehicles by implementing the gondola option. Not only will it avoid more 
paving, emissions and drastic permanent changes in the canyon required by the expanded bus 
proposal, but the gondola will provide a more reliable long-term solution. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  4991 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heidi Good 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t support the gondola or widening of the road. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) Why not charge a toll at the 
bottom for canyon use like American Fork or Millcreek? (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) Why did the train project 
get dismissed so easily? (32.2.9F) This is a disaster in the making. All about profit and not about 
preserving the magic of LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 

Page 32B-5104 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  4992 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Kupec 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola option and set the tone for the rest of the ski industry on improving both 
access to our favorite mountains as well as doing something other than laying down more pavement. 
(32.2.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  4993 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Scharlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola system (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4994 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelley Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola! This will protect the land and reduce emissions. I like the idea that the 
gondola can run when the buses cannot. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  4995 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Rossignuolo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems like a very good idea. Eliminate traffic, emissions and lower the impact on the 
canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  4996 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Heath 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Park city i am in favor of the Gondola solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  4997 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Dubia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fully support gondola - will not impact existing road, habitat for wildlife and will cut down on carbon 
emissions (32.2.9D, 32.13A, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  4998 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael McGarry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fully support the Gondola option. Snowbird is our favorite. We've been stuck in the parking lot with an 
ornery bus driver unwilling to let us on the bus. We had a $50 bill and the only solution was to pay $50 
for a bus ride, according to the driver. We missed out on that day. Gondola would've avoided my wife's 
meltdown. (32.2.9D) Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  4999 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Jankowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Summit County resident who regularly skis at Snowbird/Alta and always takes a car up. We would use 
the gondola and be willing to pay for it as it would save time and money, plus clearly be the least 
impactful on the environment. We would not take the bus, that is just the reality of many of the users. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5000 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan C 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5001 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Dugger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Is there any thought to a train system like in Europe. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  5002 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Cobin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We live in St Louis, MO. We have been coming to Utah to ski for 17 years. We are now considering 
retirement (a couple of years from now). We typically go to Park City but it is very crowded. We would 
love to consider Salt Lake because of the access to the Arts. This proposed gondola is very appealing. 
It could allow us to retire to the foothills, enjoy the Arts and medical care of Salt Lake with excellent 
year round traffic free access to the mountains. The gondola would be much more appealing than 
buses. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) Obviously, we are not current Utah residents but this gondola is very 
exciting! 
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COMMENT #:  5003 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Bisbee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola makes sense for so many resin that have already been articulated. Please make this happen 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5004 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Nielson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a wonderful project for business, customers and visitors near little cottonwood canyon. Of 
course using Utah wide tax revenue to fund it is perhaps the epitome of socialist hubris. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please fund this with local / private funds if ppl there really want it. 
If there is plenty of desire, there will be plenty of funds. If not the project is a piece of bloat. 
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COMMENT #:  5005 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gaby Kingery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola! Please please vote to pass this through. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5006 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Dance 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-5119 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5007 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Howard Fishman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola for the reasons stated in the ski Utah email. Widening the canyon will only make 
the carbon footprint larger and ruin another beautiful stop in Utah. (32.10A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) The 
buses will put more pollution in the already bad air. The gondola will allow operations on powder days 
and days with high avalanche danger. I understand folks use the canyon for back country not just 
skiing. I believe these people could be allowed to drive using some sort of pass system at no charge as 
long they could provide proof they are not headed to the resorts. (32.2.4A) Some sort accommodate 
needs to be made for guests staying at the lodges. One issue I see is parking. I live in Heber and have 
tried to park at the Park and Ride lots to avoid paying at Solitude and the lots are always full. I am trying 
to be a good citizen and use public transportation to lower my carbon footprint but with no place to park 
I have an issue. By the way, this was on week days. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  5008 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexis Ericsson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is clearly the better option. (32.2.9D) Widening the road and increasing busing will only 
help temporarily, will increase emissions, and doesn’t solve the traffic problem that happens every time 
there’s an avalanche. (32.10A, 32.7C, and 32.7A) A gondola will reduce the carbon footprint of the ski 
resorts in Little Cottonwood and actually help some of the congestion problems long term instead of 
continually putting a band aid on the issue. (32.10A and 32.7C) 

Page 32B-5121 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5009 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Mylar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please hurry and approve this project. We cannot continue like this anymore. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5010 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Abramowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola is a great idea !!(32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-5123 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5011 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trinceton Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the proposed gondola solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5012 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret McCann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola seems the clear option. As someone who skis regularly, the traffic is a huge frustration 
and deterrent. Please don't expand the road and make even more construction. (32.2.9C) To not be 
able to get away from it, even in the mountains, is very discouraging. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5013 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vic Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are not just talking about a road, or air pollution. (32.10A) We are talking about long term 
infrastructure costs. The materials to make the road, the fuel, tires, oil, etc. used for the buses, the road 
maintenance, the environmental impact of the road, etc. The gondola greatly reduces these immediate 
and long term material, operating, and maintenance costs while reducing the environmental impacts of 
the road structure. And, the air stays cleaner! (32.2.9D, 32.2.7C, and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5014 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would be a wonderful addition to the canyon and provide an experience that would allow 
passengers to enjoy the scenic canyon while being a much cleaner alternative to car travel up the 
mountain. I fully support the gondola. (32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  5015 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynden Whitaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of this Gondola. This would be something I would utilize almost every trip up the 
mountain. As resorts continue to charge a fee for parking, I would much rather pay for the Gondola ride 
up to the resorts. This would also offer a safer travel route from the base to the resorts. My wife would 
feel a lot better by me riding in a secure gondola than a narrow icy road. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5016 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alyssa Chudzick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m an annual visitor to Alta, usually a 4 day period at the end of January. I’ve been visiting for 30 years 
and have seen the increased road traffic in the canyon and in SLC. I think the gondola is a great option 
especially for our environment. The ride up will take a little longer (than a good day) but much shorter 
than a bad day. I look forward to seeing what changes are made. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5017 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chandler Lund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The traffic situation in LCC has become untenable. Not only is it a deterrent to tourists and locals alike, 
but all of the carbon emissions is damaging to the canyon and adding to air quality issues in an area 
that should be wild and pure. Please implement a gondola system to help address this issue. (32.2.9D 
and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5018 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carlo Rondina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5019 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Hurley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondala option to reduce reliance on roads provide a more reliable transportation option 
and reduce Carbon footprint (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5020 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Wyner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although I live on the east coast, I have skied Alta and Snowbird for over 20 years. Over the years I 
have experienced the increase in traffic in the canyon and on hill. I favor the gondola approach versus 
widening the highway, but believe the ease of access will likely increase crowds at the ski areas. 
(32.2.9D and 32.20C) ) Why not build the gondola while limiting the numbers of daily number of skiers/ 
snowboarders at the resorts.? (32.2.2K) While this may reduce financial resources for maintenance, it 
will help to maintain the snow experience that made the areas popular in the first place. Also, in the era 
of covid, limited advance reservations for tickets has been accepted so why not strike while the iron's 
hot? 
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COMMENT #:  5021 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Parriott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in 100% support of the gondola project, I don't agree with the bus proposal as it will add more 
pavement to the existing roadway and it hurts the environment even more, clean air and clean running 
of the gondola is the way to go for the future of LCC. (32.2.9D, 32.2.9C, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5022 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Sousa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola makes the most sense. Just do it. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5023 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Greene 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of putting in a Gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5024 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great option. However, there need to be options to get to trailheads beyond just the 
snowbird and alta parking lots. Is there a plan to handle movement or transportation to alternate 
locations once at the upper canyon area? Should multiple stops be considered or a shuttle from the 
tram drop off to elsewhere? (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.2.6.5AA) 
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COMMENT #:  5025 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zeb Burdick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sustainable, safe, and efficient. I’m fully on board with this, and as a skier seems much more 
comfortable than standing on a bus sliding around. Seems like a hone run solution to me!(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5026 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Perkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola in LCC would destroy the natural aesthetics of the canyon and, at best, provides a highly 
inefficient solution to the traffic problems (only in winter) (32.17A and 32.7C). Notably, it only stops at 
the two resorts, so it offers nothing to backcountry skiers, snowshoers, climbers, hikers, and naturalists. 
(32.2.6.5G) 
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COMMENT #:  5027 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Schwartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola please! The planet can't handle any more cars on the road, let's all do our 
part to protect it! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5028 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Lycholaj 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  5029 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dustin Townsend 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola idea and plan is brilliant I think the smartest idea ever to solve the solution long term. It 
solves the issue of avalanches, parking and traffic in the canyon besides it disrupts the canyon less 
then traffic or a road. I strongly believe it will promote more public transportation in the valley as well 
going to the ski resorts. The Gondola is a perfect year round solution. Please choose the gondola I 
would much rather take the gondola then drive up the canyon and I always have a full vehicle 4 or 
more. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5030 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Stianche 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I started to make a yearly trip to Utah and staying in the BCC area for the past 30 years , the growth 
has been steadily rising and with that came the nightmare of traffic . The past 3 seasons the roads have 
been notably congested from morning to night , it’s been a roll of the dice for parking and even getting 
to the ski areas . The gondola would be a welcome addition and ease the main issue with getting to the 
ski areas concerning , traffic , road closures and weather element influencing. I vote for a yes on this 
huge idea . (32.2.9D) Thank you . Robert and Tori Stianche , Elizabethville, PA . 
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COMMENT #:  5031 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Enos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live near the mouth of the canyon and I am absolutely in favor of the gondola! Fewer cars on the road 
less traffic and no emissions. (32.2.9D, 32.7C, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5032 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Jinerson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent guest to Alta Snowbird I think the Gondola is a fantastic option to ease traffic, ease 
emissions, and not expand the current roadway footprint. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5033 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Mendelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola into Little Cottonwood Canyon, rather than an expanded roadway, would seemingly be far 
more environmentally friendly and have my full support as a ski season tourist to Utah. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5034 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Nutt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a high speed gondola for the area. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5035 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Coombe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, 
 
I want to voice my support for the GONDOLA OPTION. Reducing traffic, emissions, and needed road 
construction for the bus option, while simultaneously creating a feature attraction for the mountain area, 
sounds like an easy decision. Please choose the gondola option. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.2.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jeff Coombe 
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COMMENT #:  5036 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Jolly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't really support either option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) If we can channel the funding into building 
considerably larger parking structures at the base of LCC (and honestly BCC as well), and ONLY allow 
bus traffic up the canyon for the winter season then you would not need to widen the road, or put up a 
gondola. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.2B) The only option would be to park at the base and get on a bus, at 
least during weekend/peak times. Why impact the canyons in any way if we can build at the base and 
have low emission buses only? (32.1.2B and 32.2.6.3F) Plus you drastically reduce the chance for 
accidents and vehicles who should not be in the canyon during bad weather. 
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COMMENT #:  5037 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roman Nagorkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option. I think that will reduce traffic in Little Cottonwood canyon and makes more 
sense in long term than the Bus expansion. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5038 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jill Duncan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are in favor of the gondola. Our family uses the canyon frequently all year long, but winter 
snowstorms present so many hazards. We’ve had teenagers driving down after a day of skiing who 
were trapped in the canyon for 5 hours due to an accident below. We are constantly concerned about 
safety issues with weather and other drivers. A gondola would accommodate the large amount of daily 
visitors and keep everyone much safer. I’m a side note, we are also in favor of a bike trail in the canyon 
to protect the road bikers. We’ve seen too many accidents that could be avoided with a little more 
dedicated space for everyone. (32.2.9D and 32.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  5039 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Gwilliam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5040 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tausha Dingman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola for sure….its a no brainer!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5041 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is imperative that we reduce our reliance on vehicles by voicing your support for the gondola option. 
Not only will it avoid more paving, emissions and drastic permanent changes in the canyon required by 
the expanded bus proposal, but the gondola will provide a more reliable long-term solution. (32.2.9D, 
32.10A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  5042 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Eichelberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preferred transportation for little cottonwood is a gondola, with a couple of conditions (32.2.9D). 1. It 
serves canyon users other than only skiers with on/off opportunities to access popular trailheads or 
recreation areas. (32.2.6.3G) 2. It is affordable for users that are not wealthy, and provide family rates 
and affordable annual rates for locals who want to hike, climb, snowshoe, etc. I would consider $10-15 
an affordable family rate, for example. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5043 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rene La Fleur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First of all I want to say this is a grand idea!! Being from out of state and having to return down hill after 
a day of skiing is a beat down. Plus the fact a gondola would cure this problem it's also good for the 
environment!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5044 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Brott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a visitor to ALTA/ SNOWBIRD form Knoxville, Tennessee usually for 5 ski days per year, currently 
using the Ski bus, which for the most part I am happy with. I think the Gondola plan is amazing and well 
thought out. It sure would be easier than being jostled around on the ski bus around the curves when 
we occasionally get a lead footed driver.....strained my back last year as the driver took off prior to us 
being seated. This would also put the 2 resorts in a status like ski resorts in the ALPS which use similar 
systems to get people around. It would make an already classy set of resorts even classier. I'm all in. 
Good Idea. Kevin Brott DVM (hope to be a ski bum someday) (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5045 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Canale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Aesthetically, environmentally, experientally: Go with the gondola (32.2.9D). 

Page 32B-5158 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5046 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Moran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5047 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Nee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The easiest solution is simple.limit the number of lift tickets sold on a daily basis,the number should be 
based on profitability for each resort, take a look at deer valley and powder mountain , the resort should 
stop being greedy!!and stop over crowding their resorts (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  5048 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Christiansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The better option is widening the road (with improved bus service) because it will be useful year-round. 
Having extra space for cyclists and pedestrians in non-winter months will increase safety and overall 
canyon usage. (32.2.9B) 
 
The gondola option only benefits winter usage. 
 
For this reason, between the two options, I support the road widening option. 
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COMMENT #:  5049 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vince Hancock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am ENTIRELY supportive of the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5050 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Strayer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support putting in a gondola. I love Little Cottonwood canyon and a gondola would make access 
easier for more people. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5051 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wieslaw Wojtczak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Canyon and its water shed needs to be protected as pristine as it is, not only for us but future 
generations. (32.12A and 32.12B) People come to see the virgin mountain untainted by civilization. 
Majestic views attract visitors and athletes. It seems to me the issue with too many visitors is only in the 
couple of weeks of winter; Christmas holidays, skiing weekends and powder days. (32.1.4D) The 
development of the Canyon would create a permanent scar in the name of addressing rather short-term 
bottleneck. (32.17A and 32.17B). I am surprised a Gondola made up the top two options. I do not 
believe widening the canyon road is necessary if electric bases are introduced as well as parking 
reservations for peak days. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.6B). In short; Proposed gondola has never 
been build and damaging the canyon with a monstrous and impractical experimental structure would be 
a big, permanent and expensive mistake. (32.17A) Give the canyon a chance by selecting less 
intrusive option of the express electric bus. Test this option first before deciding on road widening. 
(32.2.9A) I hope local residents leaving at the mouth of the canyon and in the canyon will be exempt 
from paying the tall and would be compensated for the damage this development will do to their 
lifestyles. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5052 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian See 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola. Second form of access, avalanche resistant, less damage to canyon. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5053 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Torres 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To UDOT: 
Plesae reduce our reliance on vehicles and consider the gondola option. Not only will it avoid more 
paving, emissions and drastic permanent changes in the canyon required by the expanded bus 
proposal, but the gondola will provide a more reliable long-term solution. (32.2.9 and 32.10A) 
Plus the Gondola option will generate jobs and revenue for the local community. 
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COMMENT #:  5054 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erich Roeber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola alternative. (32.2.9E) I believe the impacts to the scenery resource are not 
consistent with the management objectives for the national forest and likely are in violation of the forest 
plan. The visual impact of the towers themselves as well as the continuous movement of the gondola 
cars will dominate the landscape. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  5055 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in favor of this initiative and will gladly help pay for it. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5056 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rolly Reel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid Snowbird/Alta skier for many years my wife and I, who are Seniors, have always taken the 
Ski Bus up to the resorts and the fee has been very reasonable for us. The Gondola system sounds 
quite feasible but until I can see some numbers about the cost to skiers to use it I cannot approve its 
construction. What is the cost per ride to Alta/Snowbird?? (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5057 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Riley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote in favor of the gondola option (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  5058 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Plavan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the ide of the gondola as an alternative to adding busses or widening the road. Less 
environmental impact and something different. Maybe someday they will expand the gondola over 
Guardsmens Pass into Heber Valley! (32.2.9D and 32.2.2N)
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COMMENT #:  5059 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karl Kraft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I like the Gondola, it is not carbon neutral. It may run on electricity, but it takes 10000 BTUs of oil, 
coal or nuclear power to create one KW-hr of electicity (3412 BTUs), meaning generation of electicity is 
only 34% efficient, not to mention power losses associated with transmission. (32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5060 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Kaufman Angell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please DO NOT go the bus route. (32.2.9C) The Gomdola is Such a much better option- please reduce 
our dependence on cars and get people Thinking and using alternate forms of Transport I’m these 
special And unique places. Protect as much as you can! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5061 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hans Iverson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is best. Don't make the skiers pay for it, higher costs to the skier will harm the fragile ski 
industry. Alf deserves the very best support from Utah politics.! (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  5062 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Raymond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building a gondola will ultimately help alleviate and reduce traffic congestion through Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. While the initial area of potential effect will be large, once the project is complete mother 
nature will move in and take care of the construction areas. Building additional lanes will increase run-
off into the stream basins, increase de-icing materials into the water system during the cold weather 
months, and will not alleviate road closures due to avalanche and snow control. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 
32.7A) Building a gondola is efficient, cost effective, and useful for the overall long term health, safety, 
and welfare of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5063 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Timothy Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need less traffic in the canyon! That’s why I support a gondola in little cottonwood canyon 
(32.2.9D). 

Page 32B-5176 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5064 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Picker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Put a gondola in and make this safe and easy and environmentally friendly. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5065 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Summer Montgomery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Utah resident and rock climber I strongly oppose both proposed projects. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  5066 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pat McCloskey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Definitely the Cottonwood Gondola. Efficient and environmentally sound decision. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5067 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  ANONOMOUS READER 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why subsdize two ski resorts for maybe 15 days a season when the traffic is a problem? (32.1.4D) 
What about the other 350 days it would sit idle? (32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  5068 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kari Weiss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is such a smart and innovative way to enjoy the mountains, keep people safe, and respect and 
protect our environment. I think this should happen. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5069 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Curley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am dead against the gondola plan. (32.2.9E) I do not want to see the cables or any other of the 
infrastructure that goes with it. (32.17A) I much prefer expanded bus service, allowing for new 
technologies to come into play in time (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  5070 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandra Oceguera 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm against further paving. (32.2.9C) We need to preserve the natural resources and beauty by finding 
more innovative options instead of relying on a dying standard. 

Page 32B-5183 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5071 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Morgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am VERY much in support of the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola. I would like to see the canyon 
perserved, have alternative entry and exit options and I REALLY do not like seeing buses, trafic and 
road messes. The Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola would accomplish A LOT to maintain the integrity 
of the canyon and still support the population growth. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5072 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Manfull 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the Gondola. Makes the most sense. Any road based will fail due to congestion, and weather. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5073 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonah Callister 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a horrible idea. (32.2.9E) Just another money maker for Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There’s no stops along the way for hikers/backcountry skiers. 
(32.2.6.3G) You wanna preserve the canyon? Then don’t put in giant lift towers that you’ll see the 
whole way up the canyon, completely ruining the views. (32.17A) Who wants to sit on a gondola for 40 
min +? What about wind holds? Risk of lightning? Crowds? (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.5K) There’s no 
bathroom if you’re stranded on a wind hold, suspended up in the air. Mechanical issues? Sucks to 
suck, you’re staying up there or at the top of the canyon until it’s fixed. Busy weekends and powder 
days, there would be insanely long lines to get up in the morning, and back down in the evening. 
Literally not one thing about the gondola sounds positive. 
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COMMENT #:  5074 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Smeltzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a time share owner in Snowbird I am in favor of the gondola system, the bus system is yesterdays 
tech and we need to look to the future (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5075 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Hochberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best way to secure open access to these two world class ski areas; reduce vehicular 
accidents, reduce traffic congestion and the pollution that comes from ideling vehicles. Also, it's the 
best solution to preserve the fragile Little Cottonwood ecosystem. Thank you in advance for getting this 
DONE! (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5076 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Gianacopoulos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola option would appeal more to tourists. The state can start recouping their money by 
charging riders to get to the mountains, which in my opinion would go over better than telling them they 
have to get on a bus. (32.2.4A) Even if the bus option is the cheaper of the two up front, the Gondola 
would provide longer and potentially all year revenue by giving scenic rides through the summer 
months. (32.2.9D and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5077 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Broadbent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to express support for the Little Cottonwood Canyon Gondola (the "Gondola").  
 
As we are all aware, climate change is a significant problem and creative solutions will be required to 
handle it. The Salt Lake City area already experiences some of the worst air pollution in the country. 
With the growing popularity of the ski areas here (evidenced by the expansion of the Airport and the 
burgeoning developments in the Park City area), the environmental concerns will only worsen if left 
unaddressed. (32.10A) 
 
The problem, ultimately, is not that we lack solutions to address the problem. Innovations on this front 
abound. The Gondola represents the best option, given the relevant tradeoffs. It might be more capital-
intensive at the outset, but given that the whole purpose of the project is to reduce the environmental 
impact of recreational activities on the Wasatch, environmental impact should be given special 
consideration. (32.1.2B and 32.29G) Studies have shown that the Gondola will leave less of an 
environmental impact than the proposed alternative - expanding the road up to Alta/Snowbird. (32.12A, 
32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) It will also provide an alternative route up or down the 
valley in the event that an avalanche closes the road or the circumstances otherwise require an 
alternative that is cheaper than a Medivac helicopter. It will also likely be cheaper to maintain and 
operate, AND more user-friendly - even with the expected expansion of tourism. In short, the Gondola 
makes the most sense on balance. (32.2.7C)  
 
Ultimately, I believe a European-style system of gondolas and connectors will be necessary to realize 
the enormous potential Utah has in connecting the Wasatch Front with the multitude of ski areas in the 
Wasatch Back. The proximity of 10+ ski resorts to a relatively large metro area gives the state an 
enormous opportunity - one that is pretty unique in the world and presents a proverbial gold mine. SLC 
is a metro area of over a million people, and there is a multitude of ski areas within a 40-mile radius of 
it. Communities a fraction of SLC's size in Europe have reaped huge benefits from connecting nearby 
ski areas to each other with chairlifts and gondolas. (32.1.5B, 32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q) Some such 
systems, like Zermatt/Valtournenche, even span national borders. These communities are often tiny in 
comparison to the populations of places like SLC, Ogden, "Provo, and even Park City. It will not only 
enhance the visitor experience (stay in downtown SLC, take a gondola up, enjoy lunch in Park City, and 
come back down at the end of the day - all without a car), but also reduce the environmental impact of 
cars on the road up the canyons. SLC is already called a “Ski City” - let us realize the full potential of 
that nickname. 
 
Please seriously consider taking the next steps on the Gondola. 
 
Sincerely, 
John Broadbent 
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COMMENT #:  5078 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Sherfey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid public land user and skier I support the measure to install a gondola rather than rebuilding a 
road to support more bus traffic. The gondola not only would accomplish the means of transporting 
people up the mountain, but it would also serve as a means of transport when the road is not passable 
due to any variety of circumstances. This is in addition to making the road no more hazardous to 
watersheds and animal movement than it already is. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5079 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Howard Yata 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This seems like a wonderful, cleaner, alternative to widening the road up the canyon. I've often heard of 
traffic problems caused by heavy snow and/or snowslides due to weather. It also provides a safe 
alternative to driving due to inclement weather. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5080 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Krafft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a fantastic idea! It's good in every way....emissions, traffic jams, avalanche issues in Little 
Cottonwood, plus a world class view in the gondola. Let's be environmentally friendly as well as 
beautifully progressive Utah!(32.2.9D, 32.7C, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5081 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wayne Staker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5082 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Frey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I AM IN FULL SUPPORT OF THE GONDOLA PROPOSAL OVER THE BUS SYSTEM DUE TO ITS 
MORE SUSTAINABLE CONSTRUCTION AND USE (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  5083 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Walter Maull 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any road construction will greatly disrupt people’s ability to work and serve tourists who want to enjoy 
Utah’s great outdoors. The building of a gondola system has been proven at other resorts like 
Mammoth and Breckenridge. I hope approval is fast tracked making travel up and down the mountain 
safe and convenient. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5084 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peg Kramer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I DO NOT feel that a gondola is the answer. (32.2.9E) A gondola will ruin the nature of LCC; it will 
disturb the wildlife;(32.13A and 32.17A) it does not provide flexible options for those wanting to explore 
areas between the mouth of the canyon and the two proposed stations up canyon. Why do we need to 
increase capacity at the ski areas? (32.1.2B) A toll road, snow sheds, increased bus service, barriers to 
prevent rock and landslides should be implemented at a fraction of the cost of the gondola (or a new 
dedicated bus lane.) (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7C) Additionally, the ski areas should charge for 
parking to increase motivation for bus use and carpooling. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  5085 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alison Vagen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a must! Sure it's good for the environment, however, the BEST part about it is the 
experience! Once people get use to the idea of not driving up, they will LOVE it. Not stressing about 
parking, driving the winding roads, road closures, bad weather conditions, etc. will be fantastic. I want 
to take this gondola year round. What a fantastic thing to do in the summer; it will become a "something 
to do" year round here is Utah. Little Cottonwood canyon is gorgeous and I'm looking forward to taking 
in the views from this gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5086 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Sprenger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm writing to urge your support of the Gondola B option. As the recent IPCC report warns, society is at 
a tipping point and we must take significant action to reduce carbon emissions in the next decade if we 
want to give ourselves the best opportunity to mitigate the worst impacts of climate change. (32.2.9D 
and 32.10A)  
 
The 3S gondola system is carbon neutral and would eliminate thousands of tons of carbon emissions a 
year in the canyon through reduced vehicle travel. (32.10A) Not only is this a win for helping reduce our 
environmental footprint, but would help to preserve the beauty of Cottonwood Canyon for future 
generations (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  5087 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Connolly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely fantastic idea!!! Definitely support the gondola plan! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5088 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Cameron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a user of Little Cottonwood Canyon since the 1970s in all four seasons, I support the idea of the 
gondola. It is a long term solution to a problem that has become unmanageable. I also support the 
vision that it will be paid for by users and businesses with a long term funding plan that benefit from this 
solution. Let's learn from models in Europe that have created these types of transportation methods for 
generations. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5089 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caitlin Grace Mowry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the best way to ensure that we take care of the land, and it would be a much 
better alternative in terms of taking care of the environment than the busses in the long run. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5090 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Judd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola system is the way to improve transportation in little cottonwood. Less emissions, 
and a reliable way to get people out of the canyon when avalanches occur. In the long run it will have 
less of a negative environmental impact. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  5091 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glenn Spradlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola for Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  5092 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Eckert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build it and I will continue to come. The time is now (32.29D). 
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COMMENT #:  5093 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob MacLeod 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for all your time and effort in evaluating proposals for improving people movement through Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. As a long-time skier, I have spent too much time in traffic and would love to see 
some useful alternatives. I am in favor of the gondola option, assuming it can be constructed and 
scaled to meet the demand. Buses have not proven very effective in the past and I am not in favor of 
more road construction, more CO2 emissions, and sticking to old approaches. Road widening just for 
the winter would be damaging to the landscape and to the summer use, e.g., by cyclists as traffic 
speeds would increase even if usage overall remains modest in summer. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.9A, and 
32.9B)) 
I am in favor of the gondola plan. 
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COMMENT #:  5094 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacie Mayfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I completely support the gondola in Little Cottonwood canyon. It is the only sustainable long term 
solution and increase the beauty, safety, and accessablity far beyond an expand bus system. Please 
look to our future and not the short sighted desires of a few. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5095 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Coleman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We fully support the gondola option. It is a no brainier on many levels.. Good for economic growth and 
good for the environment 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5096 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelby Shreve 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola option. (32.2.9E) It is my belief that expanded buses services more people 
with greater flexibility for year round access to the resorts and other trailheads and areas outside of the 
resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) The gondola is too restrictive and costly for the limited user 
group is services. 
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COMMENT #:  5097 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Guthrie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really applaud the team's development of a proposal that can legitimately increase access to the 
Canyon, while minimizing the environmental impact (e.g., widening road, allowing increasing levels of 
car/bus traffic), as well a creating a solution that will allow for movement even during road closures due 
to avalanche danger/control. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5098 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Penny Hoopiiaina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola sounds like the best answer for many reasons. Please don’t do any further damage to our 
mountains and beautiful landscape. Keep Utah nature beautiful!!! (32.2.9D, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  5099 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chuck Hughes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola B option (32.2.9D). 

Page 32B-5212 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5100 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes that is a great idea.. That needs to happen (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5101 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grayson Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola idea is a pretty good one I would say. (32.2.9D) This canyon is just getting over run with 
tourists that barely know how to drive in the snow and this would be a great solution. To be honest, I 
wouldn’t use it, but I know other people would. (32.2.4A) If you were able to run more busses and 
promote them more with signs or whatever that would also be great. Most of my buddies don’t know the 
bus exists until they ski with me and I take them on it. So more busses and this gondola thing for 
tourists would be dope (32.2.2W) . Or you could have like 12 helicopters that just go up and down the 
canyon and drop you off at the top of baldy, that’s a idea too. 
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COMMENT #:  5102 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Garin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The little cottonwoods gondala is a great idea! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5103 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Osborne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a forward thinking solution! Fewer cars, fewer accidents! Great solution!(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5104 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Barney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed little Cottonwood gondola. I have lived in the Salt Lake Valley for 55 years, I 
have been skiing and recreating in the Wasatch front canyons for 50 years, my kids recreate in the 
canyons, my grand kids recreate in the canyon, the gondola is by far the best solution I have ever seen 
to reduce the vehicle traffic in the canyon and still be able to provide reliable access to the canyon in a 
responsible manor. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5105 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Virginia Huntsman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, to the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5106 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  M Hen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gandola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5107 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liam McElligott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of a gondola option. (32.2.9D) Gondolas reduce the need for additional fossil fuel 
options and provide convenient way for users to access otherwise remote locations. (32.10A and 
32.18A) They also can be maintained through user fees rather than through ongoing public funds to 
support roads. (32.2.7A) Additional roads likely won't be a good long term solution, since while it would 
solve an immediate need, the long term need may still arise, but the gondola will support users once 
they are on site better than dedicated bus lanes or widening lanes ever will. 
 
I support the proposed gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  5108 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rex Infanger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We already have the infrastructure in place to support the added bus routes we can build the roads why 
start a project with the gondola that will be something we really don’t have the people in place to start 
and maitain (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  5109 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Molly Sparks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Cottonwood Heights I have spent years riding the bus up Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
It’s a 15 minute ride from the base to Snowbird and has allowed our family to spend countless hours on 
the slopes skiing. The only complaint that I have ever had about the bus system is the lack of available 
busses on a powder day. An increase in busses on these days would be a perfect solution to the 
problem. (32.2.6.3N) I’m not sure why anyone would want to sit in traffic to enter a gondola garage, 
then stand in a gondola line only to then take a 45 minute ride up the canyon (32.2.4A). Not to mention 
all of the summer hiking that is not accessible from a gondola. Our mountains are majestic and already 
draw enough visitors without needing a touristy gondola time trap. And while I’m commenting, can I 
please put in a plug for a biking and walking path on Wasatch? Cottonwood Heights is a very active 
community and I have seen too many dangerous situations that could be avoided if the runners, 
walkers, and cyclists had a place to commute and recreate away from high speed traffic. Please 
remember this community as you are redesigning this area. (32.2.6.2.2A) Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  5110 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tugdual LeBohec 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems great, less pollution and less frustration on the road for every one and the ride is probably 
going to be enjoyable. It must be a very expensive project though. I am surprised it is considered but it 
would be wonderful if it happened. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5111 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Kerch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Against further paving in LCC. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5112 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles H Bowen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only choice from an environmental and lower impact side! (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-5225 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5113 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony A. Lazzara 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a new homeowner in Cottonwood Heights. I believe very strongly that the gondola is the best 
option for relieving traffic and ensure access to the best skiing in the world for many years to come! 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5114 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ali Thackeray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola option! Our canyon can’t handle any more traffic!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5115 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Pronovost 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT support either the gondola or widening of SR 210. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both of the options 
are guaranteed to increase traffic in a canyon that is already overcrowded. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 
32.7C) This traffic will further endanger critical watershed. (32.12A and 32.12B) Additionally, I have to 
question why taxpayer funds are being used to prop up privately owned resorts. If Snowbird and Alta 
want a gondola, let them pay for it. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5116 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Lambson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Clearly the Gondola will be the less invasive option - and one that will serve mountain lovers year 
round. Not to mention the obvious eventuality of continuing the line on to Brighton and Park City saving 
even more road time and further utilizing the initial investment. It is also clear that eventually the system 
of tunnels, and road widening will also be inarguably imperative. (32.2.9D, 32.2.2N, and 32.2.2Q) 
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COMMENT #:  5117 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Jorgensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a useless expensive waste of money for taxpayers and skiers alike. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  5118 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Watt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5119 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vito Manzella 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m all for it providing the fee to ride is not outrageously priced. The traffic will be reduced, it will be 
much safer and the pollution eliminated. (32.2.4A, 32.10A, and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5120 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Malcolm Royalty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am 100% in support of the Gondola option. Our mountain canyons and communities do not need 
more bus/car traffic. Please make this Gondola project a reality. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5121 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Huston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal and do not want to see widening of the road nor buses. This is a 
common and viable option and widely used throughout Europe. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  5122 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fernanda Winthrop 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola. For the environment and the people. Brilliant idea (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  5123 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Chase 

 
COMMENT: 
 
100% in support of adding bus lanes. (32.2.9B). The Gondola will for sure not be able to operate when 
it is windy / snowy and defeat the whole point of traffic mitigation. (32.2.6.5K). I have heard that the 
owners of the land at the base of the gondola are also the politicians supporting this, which just seems 
shady and self serving. (32.2.2X) This solution should serve the public and the bus solution is that. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5124 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution! (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-5237 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5125 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Genie Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a life long lover of nature and skiing, I vote for the gondola option to reduce emissions, reduce road 
expansion, traffic congestion and general health of the planet. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5126 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Lombardo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am completely OPPOSED to the gondola option. (32.2.9E) It is ridiculous, inefficient and only serves 
the ski areas, which are not the only reason people use the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) I am in support of buses, and would like to see them stop at popular trailheads along the 
canyon, in addition to the ski areas, in order to serve all the recreationalists in the Wasatch. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  5127 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  R Martire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The 3S gondola system is carbon neutral. And would eliminate thousands of tons of carbon emissions 
a year in the canyon through reduced vehicle travel. (32.10A) Under the gondola proposal, no road 
widening in the canyon would be needed. Under the expanded bus service proposal, S.R. 210 would 
be widened to 4 lanes (2 lanes in each direction) from the mouth of the canyon to the Alta Bypass 
Road. Snowbird has committed to putting the approximately 1,100 acres originally earmarked for the 
Mountain Accord land exchange in a permanent land conservation easement. This includes most of Mt. 
Superior. (32.29F). The gondola provides an additional and safe escape route in the event of road 
closures due to avalanches. The Doppelmayr 3S system gondola is designed to run in 60 mph 
sustained winds and 80-90 mph gusts. With the exception of periods of active avalanche control, the 
gondola can run in nearly every weather condition. The enhanced bus service would not operate during 
road closures, avalanche control and would be slowed due to snowy or icy conditions. 
As a UDOT project, a gondola would be a state capital project just like other transportation or road 
projects. A gondola’s operation and maintenance would be paid by users. (32.2.7C and 32.2.4A). The 
Gondola offers several revenue streams to support its long-term operation, instead of relying on 
taxpayer dollars alone. (32.2.7A) This could include public-private partnerships for things like capital 
investment, day-to-day management, etc. Alta and Snowbird have offered to pay for all employees and 
passholders rider fees, as they currently do with bus riders. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5128 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Barlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This Gondola proposal is a very good idea and the best proposal I've seen or heard to deal with the 
current traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The Gondola provides significant and measurable 
advantages over expanding the roads and adding bus service. The Gondola will help reduce traffic in 
the canyon, provide a more reliable service and access in nearly all weather conditions and removes 
several potentially fatigued drivers from the road after a day of skiing/boarding. A reasonable fee-for-
use, including monthly or annual passes, would encourage people to use the Gondola instead of driving 
the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) While I enjoy a "Sunday Drive" through our canyons, I am also 
looking forward to a "flight" through Little Cottonwood Canyon on a future Gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  5129 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m definitely in support of the gondola option as opposed to widening the road only. The gondola offers 
a unique experience in addition to environmental benefits. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5130 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Unger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
VERY VERY in favor of the Gondola to preserve Cottonwood Canyon. Excellent concept and 
adaptation for growth (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-5243 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5131 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teresa Beckwith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon! I’ve been skiing in that canyon for 
over 40 years and believe it is the best long term solution to the issue of access. Thanks (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5132 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenton Sahm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
100% Gondola solution! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5133 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Abens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a really good idea to provide ample options to access the canyon. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5134 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Fuller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in support of the gondola proposal for Little Cottonwood Canyon. Among the reasons I 
support the gondola are: lower carbon footprint and high reliability. If you have ever been stuck in the 
canyon waiting hours for traffic to clear, the thought of a +/- half hour trip to the canyon mouth is very 
appealing! (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5135 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth Reich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer no expansion of any canyon road. (32.2.9C) If the canyon is too crowded or takes too long, so 
be it. It keeps the number of people on the mountain down. It's a first-come, first-served proposition. 
(32.1.2B) Also, stop expanding parking lots-- they allow too many people at one time in one place or on 
one trail. (32.4P) Get up earlier or drive further to get outside. Lastly, the gondola is a better option if 
you insist on getting more people up the canyon and it would keep high concentrations of people in the 
urban resort areas built for lots of people. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5136 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Munns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The environmental advantages to the gondola make it a much better choice than expanding the bus 
system. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5137 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Gardner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not for either of these plans. Just stop letting the resorts expand and then limit the # of cars in the 
canyon -- No place to park no entry, One out and one is. Stop promoting the resorts now everyone 
knows who and where they are!! 
(32.2.2L , 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5138 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Demerjian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I hope you all do the gondola it makes the most sense and practical! cheers to a great season!! 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5139 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Seely 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a gondola system, continual to rely on fossil fuels and vehicles is just doing what we are doing 
that isn’t working. Aka the definition of insanity. (32.2.9D and 32.18A) 
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COMMENT #:  5140 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Miriam Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect the Little Cottonwood climbing experience by respecting climbers as much as skiers. 
The proposed changes will severely damage the current climbing routes, conditions, and accessibility in 
the Little Cottonwood area. There are additional ways to preserve climbing and bouldering while 
expanding on skiing. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) The more people that respect the environment 
and want to preserve it while utilizing and experiencing nature, the better. This proposal falls short on 
preserving the outdoors experience for current groups. Please reconsider the ramifications on the 
climbing community. (32.1.2D, 32.4I, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5141 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Duncan Van Arsdale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
e-train, please! (32.2.9F and 32.2.3B) 
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COMMENT #:  5142 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m fully in favor of the gondola. Vote yes on the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5143 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Magara 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm opposed to using constructing a gondola or train system in LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) Skiers will 
have to wait online for hours before skiing and the gondola is only really beneficial for people staying in 
LLC. (32.2.6.5C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Skiers will have to wait for parking, wait for the 
gondola or train, and wait for a chairlift to eventually to be able to ski. How long should someone expect 
to be on the slopes by after all this waiting? (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.5O) It all adds up to poor canyon 
user experience that doesn't really address the congestion issue. (32.7C) One big hub will create one 
big backlog moving the traffic from the canyon to the highway and neighborhoods. (32.2.6.5E and 
32.7B) What's needed are multiple hubs that spread the congestion and an improved schedule to 
maintain a steady flow of traffic into the canyon. (32.2.2I) I'm in favor of an improved bussing system 
with more hubs and integrating electric busses (like there are currently in Park City). Bus stops should 
include places along the canyon for non-resort users. (32.2.6.5C) Canyon buses should be free for 
everyone (not just ski pass holders). (32.2.4A) The downhill or uphill lane could be used for be uses 
during peak hours without the need for road improvements. (32.2.2D) I'm for stricter regulations on the 
types of vehicles allowed in the canyon. All vehicles should be required to have snow tires, all wheel 
drive, 4x4, or chains (that are actually on) regardless of current road conditions (because that can 
change at any time). Private vehicles should pass an annual (free) inspection to get a pass that would 
allow them through a gate to enter the canyon. Without strict enforcement of the vehicle pass there will 
be always be problematic vehicles in violation of the traction laws causing accidents and traffic 
backups. (32.2.2M) Visitors without a valid vehicles pass should be required to take the bus or a private 
vehicle service that has a valid pass or go through an inspection. The real problem with recent 
congestion are the inexpensive multi resort shared passes like the Ikon pass that overwhelm the 
resorts, canyons, and secondary roads with crowds. Prior to Alta and Snowbird adopting the Ikon pass 
traffic was much less congested. These types of passes should be regulated based on the amount of 
strain they created on all the public systems that go into supporting the increase in skier participation. 
(32.2.2K) The increase in revenue the resorts receive should trickle down to supporting the local 
infrastructure and preserving the canyons. (32.2.4A) Alterra Mountain Company (Ikon), Vail Resorts 
(Epic), Alta, and Snowbird should be the parties responsible for paying for improving the commute to 
their private resorts and the costs should not fall solely the Utah tax payers. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 
32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5144 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Mastroianni 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option for LCC. Less environmental impact, more flexible than buses. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5145 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeff Gishen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The LCC Draft EIS includes some preliminary plans and options for vehicle tolling in LCC. I am 
generally supportive of tolls, parking fees, and/or parking reservations as ways of reducing the number 
of vehicles in LCC. The devil hides in the details, however, and the particular options chosen might 
result in a tolling system that I would not support. Here are my concerns: 
 
First of all, the preliminary plans for tolling do not describe any effective means for enforcing tolls on 
rental cars and out-of-state vehicles. It is not clear that cars not paying the toll could even be 
identified: when traffic in the canyon is at its worst, on a powder day, license plates are covered with 
snow. If tolls are not enforced on rental cars and out-of-state vehicles, the tolls become a tax on 
locals so the road can be kept clear for tourists who drive the road for free. (32.2.4A) 
 
Secondly, it is certainly important for access to the Cottonwood Canyons to remain affordable for low-
income populations. However, people at all income levels need an incentive to car-pool or take 
public transportation. As a result, I favor free public transportation, rather than free tolls, for low-income 
populations. (32.5A) 
 
Finally, in my opinion, the possibility of placing the tolling gantry close to Snowbird Entry 1 would be a 
bad choice. In effect, it would charge the toll only for vehicles using the resort parking lots. 
These same vehicles will probably be paying parking fees, as well, so tolling would then become a 
redundant complication and expense; you could achieve the same result simply be raising the parking 
fees. (32.2.4A) Moreover, lower canyon trailhead users would not be given an incentive to car-pool or 
use public transportation, unless the tolling gantry is located close to the base of the canyon. If tolling is 
to be implemented, the tolling gantry should be located at the base of the canyon. (32.1.2D and 32.7C) 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Jeff Gishen 
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COMMENT #:  5146 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Westphal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been coming to little cottonwood since the 70’s to ski and overall it’s been one of the great 
experiences of my life . It appears to me that the gondola solution would be the best way to preserve 
this treasure for the people of Utah and the guests you welcome from around the world each year. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5147 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Schools 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola Is A Great Solution! Far and away the most environmentally responsible way of getting 
people on mountain (32.2.9D and 32.2.9U) 
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COMMENT #:  5148 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angela Walkenhorst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
That’s sounds amazing! I hate driving those roads (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5149 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marlene Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5150 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Cleary 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for the gondola project. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5151 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dick Dwinell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola as it appears to have less environmental impact in both construction and operation, 
will not be as affected by the weather as the bus alternative and haul more people in a shorter period of 
time. Thank you for the opportunity. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5152 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live on a lane off from Little Cottonwood (SR 209). Ski traffic on a new powder day clogs the road 
making it nearly impossible travel East and even difficult to travel West. UDOT has created traffic 
patterns which already favor travel to and from Wasatch (ST 210) regardless of the season and not just 
canyon traffic. (32.7B)  
 
We moved here nearly 40 years ago to take advantage of the "country" environment and government 
entities have spent that time eroding the "country" atmosphere to one of increased traffic, traffic 
attempting to find a faster, and I mean faster, way to the city. Your proposal only seems to increase the 
traffic in our area and does nothing to improve our situation. (32.2.9D). Your proposals only increases 
the traffic and congestion from 2300 east on SR 209 to SR 210. The multiple lanes that feed onto SR 
209 will only become more difficult and dangerous to enter the roadway. The winding nature of SR 209 
already makes for limited visibility up and down the road and leads to a dangerous situation at the 
current speed limit of 40 mph. That does not begin to mention the increased noise level from the 
increased traffic and speeders with their speedster mufflers. (32.7B) 
 
Your proposal for the Gondola at La Caille also seems to encourage the increased development of 
commercial enterprises in the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Like the camel's head, your proposal 
seems to pave the way for additional commercial development. Before long the mouth of Little 
Cottonwood will like the mouth of Big Cottonwood. (32.20H) 
 
What is your proposal to decrease the level of traffic and the resulting congestion and noise on SR 209 
both in winter and summer? How are you going to improve, not degrade, the area leading to the 
canyon? How are you going to compensate the property owners in that fragile area for loss of property 
value as a result of improving the profitability of the ski resorts?" (32.7B) 
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COMMENT #:  5153 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cooper Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the gondola option - it will have all kinds of benefits for the region (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5154 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option. It works in Europe. It will work here as well (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5155 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Foster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
THE BEST way IS THE GONDOLA ..... BUSES TRAINS AND CARS WILL produce MORE Carbon 
dioxide and KILL MORE of the VEGETATION.. ALOS the gondola will IMPACT The entire CANYON 
MUCH LESS than any other way ..AND IT IS JUST AS SAFE MAYBE SAFER than a DURN CAR !! 
(32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  5156 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Templin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Manage the road better. I have been an employee in LCC for 30 years. I’m in the canyon everyday. I 
snowy days I allow for more time. This seems like simple knowledge to me. The enforcement of 4x4 
and chains is never enforced and needs to be implemented way before the road turns to poop. 
(32.2.2M) As for the essential employee passes they are a joke. I have never used it over all the years 
they have been in use. Mainly because you can’t get to the mouth. Moving traffic in the golden triangle 
needs to be managed better. (32.7B) Either option is silly expensive for the 20 so days a year that the 
road is a cluster. (32.1.4D) Snow sheds are a great idea and have been talked about for years. 
(32.2.9K) Neither option is conducive to meet any employee needs. No early gondola rides say 4:00 
which is when a lot of us go to work. No early busses or late busses or gondola rides down. Very few 
employees are done by 8pm in the public or private service arenas. And no where to park our vehicles 
for days on end at the gondola station or park and rides. (32.2.6.3N, 32.2.6.5D, and 32.2.6.5F) You 
have the road MANAGE it better! 
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COMMENT #:  5157 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Wodinsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although more expensive to build, the overall savings in carbon footprint, plus the quiet operation, 
limited maintenance, year-round usage. and the skier center at the base all look like wn-win for all stake 
holders. (32.10A and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5158 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam McCormick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for the gondola to reduce emissions and vehicles. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5159 

DATE:   8/10/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Stetson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The lesser impact on the canyon is the gondola option. Locals as well as tourists will use this option 
without the additional roadway improvements needed for buses. (32.2.9D) Few want to ride the buses 
now so more won’t improve the experience. (32.2.4A) Ski tourists are very different than tourists visiting 
Zion National Park. Use shuttles for the trailheads and the gondola option for the resorts. It’s a win-win 
for all. Europeans have used these for decades. (32.2.2B) This is the best forward thinking idea for the 
future! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5160 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diane Soule 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live on Wasatch Blvd just north of the Park & Ride near the golf course. In winter this parking is 
overflowing onto the street on both sides and skiers/boarders half to walk a half mile at times to get the 
bus. I think the Gondola is a great solution and will help decrease air pollution. It will also create a 
better neighborhood. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5161 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracy Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for a long term solution like the Gondola. The canyon doesn't need any more vehicle traffic, that 
will only add to the problem and long term, reliable solution is needed. I vote for the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5162 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Cameron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wholeheartedly support the idea of a gondola. (32.2.9D) It will not only minimize the destruction to the 
canton that widening the road would cause, but it would mitigate horrible traffic and pollution. (32.13A, 
32.13B, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.7C, and 32.10A) In addition, it would make the trip up the canyon an 
enjoyable, beautiful experience. Quito, Ecuador has a gondola system as it’s metro, and it is easy and 
convenient, and is a joy to ride. 
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COMMENT #:  5163 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Wiersdorf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a native Utahn, hiker, and skier I love our canyons. I’ve seen the roads get bigger and bigger since 
the 70s and am a believer in the idea that expanding roads tends to exacerbate congestion problems 
over time. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) 
 
I support alternative ways of canyon access, including gondolas, if the cost to taxpayers can be justified 
over the equivalent lifetime of the work (e.g., 50 years). (32.2.9D, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  5164 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Frederick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is the best option in my opinion. We have to reduce traffic and carbon emissions 
while preserving the canyon. It is the ONLY option. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)) 
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COMMENT #:  5165 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jane Sagerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a fantastic idea, as long as there is enough parking at the base of the gondola. (32.2.9D 
and 32.2.6.5J) We need to look to Europe and Telluride for inspiration on how to get people on the 
slopes quickly and efficiently without driving cars. Bravo I hope this goes through 
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COMMENT #:  5166 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Troy Bos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola all the way. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5167 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Golka 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5168 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Lieuwen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is clearly the better solution, particularly because it would be carbon ‘neutral’! (32.2.9D 
and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5169 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sonja Blodgett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea of a Gondola. I would use it in the summer to go hiking up there. I don't ski, but my son 
does and it I would feel so much better about him riding up in a gondola than driving himself. He is a 
teenager. He's been stuck in traffic in that canyon before and it is miserable. YES to the gondola! 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5170 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Senesac 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i am from the midwest and try to visit Utah 1 or 2 times during ski season. the traffic delays cost me 
precious time during my visits when i feel like every minute counts. i am also concerned about the 
pollution from all of the road traffic and the damage to the spectacular canyon and more broadly the 
environment in general. i am very much in favor of the gondola solution. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5171 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annie Hollenbeck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wanted to submit my concerns about UDOT's proposed road widening or gondola construction on 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. This would have devastating consequences on nearby bouldering and 
climbing routes, and I hope special considerations will be taken to ensure as much preservation of the 
canyon is maintained as possible. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  5172 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becky Hadfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please follow the recommendations of Ski Utah and move towards building a gondola to address the 
traffic issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The advantages of zero emissions, no more pavement and 
remaining in use under bad road conditions and high wind make it the clear choice. (32.2.9D and 
32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5173 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Su Vogt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only and best option (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  5174 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Su Vogt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5175 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Philip Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid snowboarder - who also holds a BSME and MSE in Alternative Energy Technology - I 
FULLY support this project. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5176 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Torreano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in opposition of the gondola project in little cottonwood canyon. Please do not build the 
gondola and look for alternative solutions. (32.2.9E and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  5177 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tia Stroud-Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tia Stroud-Lewis 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5178 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Vincent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long term visitor (since 1990) traffic and congestion has become untenable. Please adopt the 
Gondola vision - it will reduce vehicle traffic (and the associated accidents and pollution) in the canyon. 
Thank you for your consideration. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5179 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Warner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support gondola option. Not only will it avoid more paving, emissions and drastic permanent changes 
in the canyon required by the expanded bus proposal, but the gondola will provide a more reliable long-
term solution. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  5180 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Hermanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola due to the more dependable travel times and ease of gondola car expansion or 
contraction depending on demand. It make no sense to use busses that are impacted so easily by the 
weather. Can you imagine taking a bus from the bottom of Snowbird to the top to ski down? Gondola is 
the only way to go. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5181 

DATE:   8/10/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shanlon Vazquez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Shanlon Vazquez 
Taylorsville, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5182 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Strobelt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is an outstanding idea and I’m behind it 100%(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5183 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Westover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been an Alta Bird passholder for 25 years and I’m in avid support of the gondola system. We need 
a world-class transportation system that has as little long-term effects on the environment as possible. 
This seems to be the best solution of the two. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5184 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keithen Weber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Road widening has never been proven to fix traffic problems. (32.7B and 32.7C) More lanes do not 
need to be added. However widening the road a tiny bit to allow better parking, pull offs, etc. enough to 
not ruin any bouldering areas and other recreation. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  5185 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Doran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please PLEASE do not continue with the gondola or anything that will damage the boulders in LCC. 
Please do not continue. (32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  5186 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Engstrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The current "consensus" ideas to expand traffic flow in LCC are all drastically more destructive than 
they need to be. As a tax paying citizen within a 10 minute drive of LCC I can say for myself that seeing 
these proposals is absolutely devastating. The reason I moved out to Salt Lake City from Texas was for 
the beauty and grandeur of the mountains of the Wasatch that are right next door. Whether it is 
hiking/backpacking/climbing/fly fishing/photography/snowboarding or any other activity I have always 
been captivated by the natural beauty so close to the city. However, these proposals are a direct threat 
to that. (32.17A and 32.17B) Whether its the destruction of road side bouldering or just the threat to the 
natural serenity and beauty of the mountains all of the choices are a bad bet for people who recreate in 
the Wasatch. (32.4A and 32.4B) Expand bus service options and help find ways to mitigate the 
avalanche closures and that should be more than enough to quell the immediate need for additional 
traffic flow. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) Also, at what point do we just say that Snowbird and Alta already 
have enough business on the weekends. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, and 32.2.2K) Even in the 3 winters 
I have been here I have seen how negatively the area has been impacted by the current amount of 
weekend visitors we get. So as a last plea. Please, do not negatively impact the mountains just to have 
a tax subsidized gift to privately run companies, especially when they are so unnecessary. As someone 
with an ikon pass who frequents Snowbird but who also recreates here year-round, I understand the 
points on all sides, but some things just aren't worth destroying for a few extra bucks. (32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, and 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  5187 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mauri Demerjian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, on the gondola up to SnowBird. It is a fantastic idea. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5188 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Easton Jackson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in favor of the La Caille to Snowbird/Alta Gondola system. The impact of adding some 
gondola towers is significantly less than what would be required to widen the entire road for a dedicated 
bus lane. (32.2.9D, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) A widened road still suffers 
from the avalanche concern as well as ongoing snow removal. (32.7A) We are all used to Little 
Cottonwood being closed for the morning or even all day after a heavy storm. These concerns could be 
largely obviated with the gondola.  
 
If we get the gondola, please consider an interconnection between Little to Big Cottonwood and Big to 
Park City. An interlink could greatly decreased traffic in our canyons. (32.1.5B) 
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COMMENT #:  5189 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katelyn Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not expand the road!! many people use the lane to enjoy the wonderful nature that we 
proudly have in utah. DO NOT DO THIS!!!! (32.4A and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  5190 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Burg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5191 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Josh Stringham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Josh Stringham 
Slc, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5192 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Albertson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah has the opportunity to pave the way regarding preservation of natural places. The traffic problem 
will continue to worsen as the population of the Wasatch front increases. (32.1.4D and 32.7C) A 
Gondola will provide a solid long term solution for generations of Utah residents and tourists to enjoy. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5193 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaleb Burch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This canyon has amazing world class Boulder problems and climbs it would be a shame to see some of 
these get destroyed. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  5194 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't distroy all the climbing in little cottonwood. Take a less damaging approach (32.4A, 32.4B, and 
32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  5195 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed widening in Little Cottonwood canyon would be Detrimental to the local wildlife and 
climing enthusiasts. (32.13B and 32.4A) one of Utah's world renowned climbing areas would be 
destroyed when alternative options already exist that wouldn't disrupt a large part of the Utah culture. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  5196 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the best long term choice 
 
Let’s find a way to do it. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5197 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Butch Protacio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GO for it. YA BA DA BA DO..... (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5198 

DATE:   8/10/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood bouldering is world famous and many of us living here are very passionate about our 
sport and protecting it for those that come after us. They are not just rocks. People come from all over 
the world to try their skill at climbing these boulders. Please find a solution that will allow all of these 
boulders to remain as they are so that we can continue to climb them for generations to come. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  5199 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeramy Lund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola would be a great idea. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5200 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashlun Henry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed road widening or gondola will threaten hundreds of bouldering problems in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) Before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service 
coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation 
transit needs. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.2PP) 

Page 32B-5313 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5201 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sylvia Greer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Preserve the cottonwood canyon by building a gondola please!!  
Mother Earth deserves a break (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5202 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Itay Neumann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I disagree with the concept that the gondola alternative is more reliable than the busses, because 
during major snow events where the busses would not be able to drive, the resorts would be under 
interlodge anyhow and there is no added value in getting people in and out of the resorts. (32.2.6.5H) 
Most traffic wouldn't exist during those events as there is no point in getting there, therefore even 
though it practically adds reliability, it's addition is unnecessary, and the associated cost+visibility don't 
justify the addition. (32.17A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  5203 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Hyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is awesome! Every time I travel the canyon I wonder about the impact I am having on the 
environment. It's not too soon to take this step to mitigate the impact we all have on the environment 
when we drive the canyon to enjoy Utah's greatest snow on earth. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5204 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Costello 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola project (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  5205 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb Cottle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please save climbing. Just because more people like to ski doesn’t mean that climbing rocks should be 
destroyed. Utah is known for climbing and it would be a shame if y’all destroyed them (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  5206 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dakota Voliotes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Stop liberals from moving here instead of destroying and ruining the landscape we all love up little 
cottonwood. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5207 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mathew Francis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is visual blight to the environment. And 35min ride plus load unload is too slow. Terrible idea. 
(32.2.9E)  
 
The solution isnt complicated:  
Electric buses that hold 20 people forward facing comfortable and dont smell. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) 
Lots of them direct delivery to Alta Snowbird, white pine, etc. 15-20 min tops. For those who really want 
to drive, a $75 per trip fee will nicely fund a Trust to save the canyon, not this lip service. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5208 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Halvorsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do the gondola!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5209 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Davis Kigin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Reliability, reducing carbon emissions, and no impact on width of roadway should make the Gondola a 
shoo-in. And it's badass! (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-5322 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5210 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laramie Mealy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the gondola will be a better option for the area because it will be able to operate in more 
severe winter weather conditions than a bus. This will definitely be more beneficial during storms and 
emergencies. Also the road won't need widen and less land will be consumed by the gondola vs an 
expanded roadway (32.2.9D, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  5211 

DATE:   8/10/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Lake 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5212 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Craig Wallentine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT: 
 
As a native Utahn who has skied in Little Cottonwood Canyon since the 1960's, I cannot imagine how 
anyone could propose let alone build a series of Gondola towers up the middle of our iconic U-shaped 
canyon. (32.2.9E)  
 
How many places in the world can you see such a dramatic and unspoiled display of the power of the 
glaciers? (32.17A) 
 
You may recall the Vietnam-era army officer who said that he "had to destroy the village in order to 
save it".  
 
This is exactly what the Gondola Option does. It will destroy the scenic beauty of our canyon in order to 
shove a few more customers into the small canyon for a few days in the winter for the benefit of the 
wealthy special interests who own Snowbird and Alta. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
The Gondola option is completely inflexible and will undoubtedly result in long periods of inactivity and 
wasted investment. (32.2.6.5A and 32.2.6.5F)  
 
The Gondola option is an example of engineering worst practices (using the wrong design data, not 
conducting any real life transportation use testing, confusing elite Swiss resort practice with our Canyon 
immediately adjacent to one of the largest cities in the Western United States and fixating on a rapidly 
out of date, high cost and inflexible piece of machinery) that needs to be eliminated from consideration. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5N)  
 
In conclusion, the Gondola is a far worse option than the Expanded Roadway option but there is an 
even better way if the Roadway option is modified as follows.  
 
My Recommendation:  
 
1) DETERMINE ACTUAL CANYON CAPACITY: UDOT has not conducted a Canyon capacity 
assessment and should not continue this project without defining exactly how many people can safely 
use Little Cottonwood Canyon. We live in an era of aridification and the clear priorities for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon are to maintain a clean water supply, maintain its scenic beauty and optimize 
recreational use for all users, not just the wealthy owners of Snowbird and Alta. A competent canyon 
capacity study will likely show that we are already at maximum utilization for the small number of winter 
weeks of the Canyon so inbound traffic control measures are what is needed, not the desecration of the 
Canyon for the benefit of the wealthy owners of Snowbird and Alta (32.2.2K and 32.20B).  
 
2) AVOID WASTEFUL SPENDING: Assuming that Little Cottonwood Canyon capacity is already at 
peak usage for a period of a couple of weeks during our ever-shortening winters and that new inbound 
capacity is not needed for the other 340+ days of the year then the Canyon will be saved from the 
scarring Gondola system and the taxpayers will save hundreds of millions of dollars (plus the cost of 
eventually tearing down the towers when the gondola does not work). What the UDOT study should 
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then focus on is how to establish effective inbound traffic control using modern transportation design 
tools. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.2E, 32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.20E) 
 
3) IMPLEMENT EASY, COST EFFECTIVE TRAFFIC CONTROL MEASURES APPROACHING 
LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON: The refocused UDOT study should begin with listening to the 
residents of Cottonwood Heights and others living along the foothill approaches to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. There is no reason why their quality of life should be penalized for the benefit of the wealthy 
owners of Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The new UDOT design should avoid any 
massive new parking lots, should focus on enforcing safe neighborhood speed limits (e.g. 35 MPH 
speed where appropriate), the installation of automatic speed ticket cameras for enforcement, the 
immediate installation of long overdue smart electronic tolling for Little Cottonwood Canyon (and Big 
Cottonwood Canyon as well) with variable toll rates and automatic rebates for local residents, 
incentives for carpools and private small van transport to all points in the canyon (not just Snowbird and 
Alta), effective traction control at the mouth of the Canyon (via hard inspection) and of course more 
frequent bus service. All these measures are flexible, easy to install and to test and do not require 
massive capital investments. With these technologies and transportation processes in place, various 
ideas can be cheaply and rapidly tested so that new design data can be collected and used for a 
second phase of Little Cottonwood traffic optimization. Now that is good engineering practice! (32.1.2B, 
32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.2A, 32.2.2S, and 32.2.2M)  
 
4) OPTIMIZE LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM BASED ON REAL 
DATA AND JOINT TRANSPORT RESEARCH WITH UTA: Using the funds generated from tolls and 
speeding tickets, an improved Canyon transport design can be developed as private vehicle usage is 
reduced. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) The Zion Canyon bus system would be a good model - a box canyon 
with beautiful natural features that was overrun by private vehicles until a reliable transport circuit was 
established. A constant rotation of buses with stops at all key trailheads works well in Zion and does not 
favor one attraction versus another. A similar system would work much better year round in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon than a Gondola that only serves the wealthy owners of Snowbird and Alta. I would 
love to be able to do loop hikes and bike rides if I could get on in one location and get off at another 
reliably. Providing incentives for private transport enterprises (e.g. vans) to offer transportation within 
the Canyon during periods of low demand to complement bus service would also make sense. Park 
City is testing hill-climbing bus technology from around the world to join its partially electric fleet and 
such bus technology is continually improving. Working collaboratively with UTA to continuously upgrade 
Canyon buses through various iterations (using the old ones in Valley) would be far less expensive than 
the massive capital projects while the engagement of private transport entrepreneurs will encourage 
competition (something completely missing in the Gondola proposal). Using a “First Bus = First Tracks” 
system e.g. prohibiting private skier vehicles from entering the Canyon prior to the first bus service is a 
cheap and obvious way of encouraging transition to the new system. (32.2.2B, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.4A, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2S)  
 
5) SELECTED LOWER COST CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ON SR-210:  
 
 With a solid transportation circuit operating in the Canyon, the trailheads at Gate Buttress, Bridge Trail, 
Lisa Falls, Tanner Flats and White Pine could be modernized without the need for excessive new 
parking lots along the Canyon. (32.2.6.3C) Selective widening of SR-210 to allow several uphill passing 
lanes and breakdown lanes would be logical without the cost and expense of widening the entire road. 
(32.2.2NN) Consideration should be given to the fact that we are steadily losing winter days in Utah due 
to climate change and aridification. (32.2.2E) So road conditions will tend towards being wetter which 
can be managed more easily than snow. For periods of heavy snow, low cost avalanche control ideas 
such as the Gazex system used by the Colorado Department of Transportation should be installed at 
key slide areas to prompt avalanches at convenient times for road clearing crews. (32.2.2TT) There is 
nothing wrong with closing the Canyon to do this work safely. (32.1.2B, 32.7A, and 32.7B) Giving up a 
couple of days a year is worth a few hundred million dollars of worthless capital investment in a 
Gondola. The addition of selected avalanche sheds and possibly some berms would also help reduce 
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current winter traffic issues especially when designed using the actual traffic design data AFTER 
private vehicle usage is greatly reduced and the mass transportation circuit is in place (32.2.9K).  
 
Bottom line - please determine the actual Canyon capacity first, do not make any upfront capital 
investments, rapidly test low cost transportation modes while respecting the safety and quality of life of 
the residents at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon, increase collaboration with UTA to establish a 
reliable transportation circuit and THEN work on selected high gain debottlenecking capital road 
projects. (32.20B and 32.2.9A)  
 
Thank you,"
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COMMENT #:  5213 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Justis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the gondola is the best option. It’s carbon neutral which is key. It doesn’t affect the 
environment. It’s also fun within itself. It’s a draw to the canyon which adding more bus lanes is not. My 
opinion is that the gondola should be built and not the bus lanes. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.4B, 
32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  5214 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aspen Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in agreement of the proposed gondola. (32.2.9E) I think that building new infrastructure like 
this is not in the interest of the Utah public, the land, or the animals of the canyons. (32.13A) I think that 
more buses should be chartered to provide transportation through the canyons and the build of the 
gondola should be HALTED. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  5215 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Lyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would recommend that UDOT select the aerial option because it is more reliable than bus. The 
gondola would run independently of the road, which is subject to slowdowns when it’s snowing, and 
traffic congestion is more of an issue on snowy days. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5216 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Marriott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola up little cottonwood canyon is far and away the most sensible solution to a dangerous traffic 
situation. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5217 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned that both of the current preferred alternatives (additional bus lane and gondola) have 
significant issues and a 3rd or 4th alternative should be selected. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I am a skier 
who loves powder, and I ski both Snowbird and Alta on the weekend, and I hate the traffic jam as much 
as anyone, and I want to solve it. But the two current preferred alternatives do not solve this problem in 
a satisfactory way. First and foremost, I believe both proposals spend too many public tax dollars to the 
benefit of a few snow sports enthusiasts and corporations (Snowbird and Alta's parents corps). 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Snowbird and Alta should probably buy their own valley 
parking areas and run their own buses, frankly. (32.2.2S) I know there is the argument that a gondola 
will generate Utah revenue from additional tourism, but I feel like Utah has plenty of ski tourists already. 
It's not like we are North Dakota, and have to build some garish side-show to bring in out-of-towners. 
There are really only a few days a season where the traffic is a problem, and we are proposing 
spending how many millions of dollars to "fix" these few busy weekends? (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) And 
this is just one of the 2 canyons? I do believe in the general premise that the problem is too many cars 
in the canyons, and some kind of public transit system can help on these days, but additional roads 
lanes or an aerial gondola/tram corridors jammed in to this small, narrow canyon can't be the best 
answer. Let's just build larger park-n-rides, increase bus service, and force everyone to take the bus 
with either less in-canyon parking, higher parking fees, or road tolling. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Still lots 
of tax dollars, but not as many as a gondola or road widening. (32.2.7C) I do support adding avalanche 
sheds to improve the safety of the existing road, but not road widening. (32.2.9K) Road widening 
impacts popular climbing boulders, and implies that in addition to buses we should still except and allow 
the other lane to jammed with private vehicles. (32.4A, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) The gondola also impacts 
things like climbing boulders (access roads, tower footprints), has a large visual impact, does not help 
with trailhead parking and congestion (it doesn’t run in the summer?), has a really high cost, and you 
might have to ride a bus to get to the gondola? (32.17A, 32.4B, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) Sounds like 
more trouble than just riding a bus all the way up! A gondola is a crazy amount of infrastructure to build 
and spend tax dollars on for a few "powder days" a year. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) I know they have 
gondolas like this in Europe, and I think they are fun - but this is not Europe, we are not providing 
necessary transportation to villagers who have lived in remote mountain hamlets for generations. This 
is Utah, where the gondola exists solely for the benefit of Snowbird and Alta, and the tourists and skiers 
who go there. (32.2.7A) These hundreds of millions of tax dollars are better off spent on public transit 
elsewhere in the Valley, that would be used every day, by a wider range of tax payers, to the benefit of 
the air quality we all breath. Buses work well - I ride the bus from the free parking area every time I ski 
Jackson Hole. Easy. To summarize: DO build better canyon-base parking infrastructure, Do add tons of 
buses (eventually electric? (32.2.6.3F), DO restrict resort parking (no roadside parking by the resorts, 
or tolling?) so people use the buses, DO make the buses free to ride, DO build the avalanche sheds, 
DON'T widen the road, DON'T build a gondola/tram. Thank you. 
(32.2.9K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9P)
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COMMENT #:  5218 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin LaRiviere 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in support of the proposal to enhance the bus service in LCC in the winter. I oppose 
building a gondola and widening the road. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
 
The Gondola will take over an hour to shuttle passengers to the top (from the park and ride), this is so 
slow that no one will use it. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5O) It won't operate when avalanche artillery is in use 
or when winds are high. (32.2.6.5H) The gondola is expensive and will damage the canyon, and will not 
solve the traffic problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
 
Widening the road will impact bouldering. Rock climbing in Utah is amazing and should be protected. 
Why is skiing at resorts more important than climbing? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.4A) 
 
Expanding the bus service is the best and cheapest solution. Combined with tolling for private vehicles 
(or maybe even a ban of private vehicles) would ensure that busses can move up the canyon smoothly. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5219 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Karr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Texas, but my wife and I have made 4 trips to Alta every year since 1983. I realize doing 
nothing is not an answer, and I’ve read about the gondola proposal for the last year or so. But after 
seeing the video, I’m convinced this is the only way forward for our precious LCC. Thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5220 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Craig Wallentine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT: 
 
As a native Utahn who has skied in Little Cottonwood Canyon since the 1960's, the Enhanced Bus 
Service option in the DEIS is the best identified so far. (32.2.9A) 
 
Our family uses Little Cottonwood Canyon regularly in the winter, spring summer and fall.  
 
We use different parts of the Canyon at different times.  
 
We like to walk, hike, run, bike, downhill, cross country and do some backcountry skiing.  
 
The major benefit of the Enhanced Bus Service is that it is not focused solely on access to Alta and 
Snowbird ski resorts.  
 
The Enhanced Bus Service option is much better for multi-season, multi-sport users of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2D and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
I am more interested in the summer use of the expanded lane for safe biking as well as the modernized 
trailheads away from Alta and Snowbird. (32.9A, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.9O)  
 
With an expanded lane, it would also allow for more onroad e-biking which is becoming much more 
popular and water quality will be improved with better trailheads.  
 
One key observation, I do not feel there has been enough real life transportation testing - too many 
"paper" studies yielding unreliable design data with the result that the transportation options presented 
will likely collapse under real world conditions.  
 
Please consider the following multi-step process to generate real and accurate transportation data 
upfront before spending significant amounts of taxpayer money.  
 
 
My Recommendation:  
 
1) DETERMINE ACTUAL CANYON CAPACITY: UDOT has not conducted a Canyon capacity 
assessment and should not continue this project without defining exactly how many people can safely 
use Little Cottonwood Canyon. We live in an era of aridification and the clear priorities for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon are to maintain a clean water supply, maintain its scenic beauty and optimize 
recreational use for all users. A competent canyon capacity study will likely show that we are already at 
maximum utilization for the small number of winter weeks of the Canyon so inbound traffic control 
measures are what is needed. (32.20B) 
 
2) AVOID WASTEFUL UPFRONT SPENDING: Assuming that Little Cottonwood Canyon capacity is 
already at peak usage for a period of a couple of weeks during our ever-shortening winters and that 
new inbound capacity is not needed for the other 340+ days of the year then the taxpayers will save 
hundreds of millions of dollars. What UDOT should then focus on is how to establish effective inbound 
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traffic control using modern transportation design tools. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.2E, 32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, 
and 32.20E) 
 
3) IMPLEMENT EASY, COST EFFECTIVE TRAFFIC CONTROL MEASURES APPROACHING 
LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON FIRST: The refocused UDOT study should begin with listening to 
the residents of Cottonwood Heights and others living along the foothill approaches to Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.7B) There is no reason why their quality of life should be penalized for the 
benefit of the wealthy owners of Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.7A) The new UDOT design should avoid any 
massive new parking lots, should focus on enforcing safe neighborhood speed limits (e.g. 35 MPH 
speed where appropriate), the installation of automatic speed ticket cameras for enforcement, the 
immediate installation of long overdue smart electronic tolling for Little Cottonwood Canyon (and Big 
Cottonwood Canyon as well) with variable toll rates and automatic rebates for local residents, 
incentives for carpools and private small van transport to all points in the canyon (not just Snowbird and 
Alta), effective traction control at the mouth of the Canyon (via hard inspection) and of course more 
frequent bus service. All these measures are flexible, easy to install and to test and do not require 
massive capital investments. With these technologies and transportation processes in place, various 
ideas can be cheaply and rapidly tested so that new design data can be collected and used for a 
second phase of Little Cottonwood traffic optimization. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.2A, 
32.2.2S, and 32.2.2M).  
 
4) OPTIMIZE LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM BASED ON REAL 
DATA AND JOINT TRANSPORT RESEARCH WITH UTA: Using the funds generated from tolls and 
speeding tickets, an improved Canyon transport design can be developed as private vehicle usage is 
reduced. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) The Zion Canyon bus system would be a good model - a box canyon 
with beautiful natural features that was overrun by private vehicles until a reliable transport circuit was 
established. A constant rotation of buses with stops at all key trailheads works well in Zion and does not 
favor one attraction versus another. A similar system would work much better year round in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon - I would love to be able to do loop hikes and bike rides if I could get on in one 
location and get off at another reliably. Providing incentives for private transport enterprises (e.g. vans) 
to offer transportation within the Canyon during periods of low demand to complement bus service 
would also make sense. Park City is testing hill-climbing bus technology from around the world to join 
its partially electric fleet and such bus technology is continually improving. Working collaboratively with 
UTA to continuously upgrade Canyon buses through various iterations (using the old ones in Valley) 
would be far less expensive than the massive capital projects while the engagement of private transport 
entrepreneurs will encourage competition (something completely missing in the Gondola proposal). 
Using a “First Bus = First Tracks” system e.g. prohibiting private skier vehicles from entering the 
Canyon prior to the first bus service is a cheap and obvious way of encouraging transition to the new 
system. (32.2.2B, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2S).  
 
5) SELECTED LOWER COST CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ON SR-210:  
 
With a solid transportation circuit operating in the Canyon, the trailheads at Gate Buttress, Bridge Trail, 
Lisa Falls, Tanner Flats and White Pine could be modernized without the need for excessive new 
parking lots along the Canyon. (32.2.6.3C) Selective widening of SR-210 to allow several uphill passing 
lanes and breakdown lanes would be logical without the cost and expense of widening the entire road. 
(32.2.2NN) Consideration should be given to the fact that we are steadily losing winter days in Utah due 
to climate change and aridification. (32.2.2E) So road conditions will tend towards being wetter which 
can be managed more easily than snow. For periods of heavy snow, low cost avalanche control ideas 
such as the Gazex system used by the Colorado Department of Transportation should be installed at 
key slide areas to prompt avalanches at convenient times for road clearing crews. (32.2.2TT) There is 
nothing wrong with closing the Canyon to do this work safely. (32.1.2B, 32.7A, and 32.7B) Giving up a 
couple of days a year is worth a few hundred million dollars of worthless capital investment in a 
Gondola. The addition of selected avalanche sheds and possibly some berms would also help reduce 
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current winter traffic issues especially when designed using the actual traffic design data AFTER 
private vehicle usage is greatly reduced and the mass transportation circuit is in place (32.2.9K).  
 
Bottom line - please determine the actual Canyon capacity first, do not make any upfront capital 
investments, rapidly test low cost transportation modes while respecting the safety and quality of life of 
the residents at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon, increase collaboration with UTA to establish a 
reliable transportation circuit and THEN work on selected high gain debottlenecking capital road 
projects. (32.20B and 32.2.9A) 
 
Thank you, 
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COMMENT #:  5221 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Moersch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option not only reduces the carbon footprint but keeps the resorts thriving and safe during 
times that access is challenged. This would also be the first logical step to a resort connection network 
unifying the resorts of the canyon and later the resorts on the Park City side of the Wasatch ridge. 
(32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.2.2N) 
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COMMENT #:  5222 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colten Stevens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please expand the road. I will not pay a toll to drive up the canyon (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5223 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jose Olivas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in the neighborhoods surrounding the entrance of the canyon is unbearable when the canyon is 
backed up. A gondola will allow locals to commute without hassle. (32.2.9D and 32.7B) 
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COMMENT #:  5224 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Alfaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More buses and a wider road don’t solve the problem. (32.2.9C and 32.7C) If an accident or avalanche 
shuts down the canyon, it doesn’t matter how many buses or bus lanes you have - everyone has to wait 
and everyone is stuck in traffic. (32.2.6.3P and 32.7C) The gondola is the right choice and my preferred 
option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5225 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roxanna Navarro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a bus up and down the canyon with a young family is stressful, uncomfortable, and unreliable. A 
gondola is a much more enjoyable experience and allows my kids to see Utah’s beauty from a new 
perspective. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5226 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Misael Sotelo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah’s air quality is bad enough. We need a solution that cuts down on carbon emissions and reduces 
dependence on cars on the road. Please choose Gondola (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5227 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Rascon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally-friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.18A) 
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COMMENT #:  5228 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Irma Baca 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would feel so much safer taking a gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than sitting in a 
bus. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5229 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melody Vielma 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in the neighborhoods surrounding the entrance of the canyon is unbearable when the canyon is 
backed up. A gondola will allow locals to commute without hassle. (32.2.9D and 32.7B) 
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COMMENT #:  5230 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Ulmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5231 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jose Rascon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah’s air quality is bad enough. We need a solution that cuts down on carbon emissions and reduces 
dependence on cars on the road. Please choose Gondola (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5232 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frank Neumann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s a no-brainer. I’m all for it! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5233 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cristian Tellez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would feel so much safer taking a gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than sitting in a 
bus. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5234 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adriana Acosta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah’s air quality is bad enough. We need a solution that cuts down on carbon emissions and reduces 
dependence on cars on the road. Please choose Gondola (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5235 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcos Ayala 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a bus up and down the canyon with a young family is stressful, uncomfortable, and unreliable. A 
gondola is a much more enjoyable experience and allows my kids to see Utah’s beauty from a new 
perspective. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5236 

DATE:   8/10/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gisselle Avila 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in the neighborhoods surrounding the entrance of the canyon is unbearable when the canyon is 
backed up. A gondola will allow locals to commute without hassle. (32.2.9D and 32.7B) 
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COMMENT #:  5237 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcus Simon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola option. It is an eyesore and will ruin the charm of this canyon. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) I would choose one of the other options to improve congestion. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  5238 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Genie Ratcliffe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider a gondola as the BEST, most forward thinking, and lowering greenhouse gas 
emissions option for LCC (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5239 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Israel Valencia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally-friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.18A) 
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COMMENT #:  5240 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Snow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola option. Reducing the impact on the environment and local habitats is really 
important to me, as well as conserving the local rock climbing areas in the canyon. (32.2.9D, 32.13B, 
and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  5241 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clint Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. We should be moving away from vehicles and buses. Alternative transportation 
is our best option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5242 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashley Huston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. This is a better option for emissions control and preserving the natural 
beauty of this incredible canyon. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  5243 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Rowden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola option in Little Cottonwood canyon. It makes the most sense in many 
ways and reduces our footprint on that beautiful landscape. (32.2.9D, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  5244 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Tiwnley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please execute in the Gondola option right away! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5245 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nolan Penning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before Covid we use to go to SLC to ski the Canyons. To be able to use public transport all the way to 
the ski slopes would be a fantastic convenience and money saving, with the bonus of protecting the 
environment. A bigger road would spoil the beauty of the canyon so must be avoided. (32.2.9C and 
32.17B)  
 
The alternative would be to put daily traffic (and people number caps) on going up and down the 
canyon by vehicle. (32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) Given how much hotter and drier the valley is 
becoming in summer with climate change I think the mountains will become a more important summer 
respite for SLC residents so the gondola will be well used year round. (32.2.2E and 32.2.9D) 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to contribute my view, 
 
Nolan Penning, 
Perth, Western Australia 
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COMMENT #:  5246 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Strough 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go with the gondola. It is the wisest solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5247 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  J.C. Clifford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Oh, for crying out loud! What Save the Planet nutcase came up with this bullshit? Don’t buy into this 
crap. These people hate the fact that people have the freedom to get themselves up and back from the 
slopes in their OWN car. They’ll ruin the sport for us all!! (32.1.2B and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5248 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Pratt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a better option than making the road bigger. I see it as a year round tourist attraction as 
well. People will come just to ride the Gondola. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  5249 

DATE:   8/10/21 5:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert MacDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola seems like a much more sustainable solution than widing the roads which will very likely 
have to be widen again in a few deacades. Its been said that widening a road to alleviate traffic is akin 
to getting a larger belt to lose weight!(32.2.9D) The problem doesnt go away and often become larger. 
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COMMENT #:  5250 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samyak Verma 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a tram/gondola system with lots of gondolas to accommodate riders at decent intervals (>1 
minute) would be a great idea. (32.2.9D) Enhanced parking may be needed to accomodate riders for 
the gondola system to the ski resorts in Lower Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.6.5J) I don't believe 
enhanced bus lanes will help, as a lot of traffic issues stem from backed up traffic. (32.7B and 32.7C) I 
don't know why, but I think some people might take the bus lane in inidividual vehicles to beat the 
traffic. Just my two cents. (32.2.6.3B) 
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COMMENT #:  5251 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Reich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Limit the cars going up the canyon for resort skiing based on number of spaces at resort lots. If people 
want pow then they should work hard for it and show up early. No extra road or gondolas needed, it's 
that easy!! (32.1.2B, 32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  5252 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colleen Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola seems to be a much better idea in that it is not restricted by what is happening on the 
road and would reduce emissions. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5253 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Jackson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon has been a regular part of my life since I was born. I ski, climb, and hike 
there, but more importantly, there is something about Little Cottonwood that reminds me of who I am 
and what I am capable of. I'm sad that there are so many of us who want to use it that we can't all fit up 
there at the same time anymore. Please let's try unobtrusive ways to deal with its popularity before we 
alter the canyon in any way. (32.2.2PP) Altering it means never going back to its natural beauty. 
(32.17A and 32.17B) I'll support a gondola or widening the road after we know that some of these other 
ideas don't work. I also worry that gondola/road widening will be hard on the mountains, allowing more 
of us up there than the mountain can handle. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I don't want to over run 
them! I'd rather take my turn than ruin them. Please look at this problem with patience. Also, thanks for 
all your work to try to resolve it. If you are working on it, that tells me that you care about it too. I'm so 
glad! 
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COMMENT #:  5254 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitchell Azar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Amazing idea (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5255 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gerard Federico 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Especially in light of the recently released assessment by the world’s environmental scientists indicating 
that our global warming situation is rapidly progressing, I am very much in favor of progressive 
solutions that will benefit ski community and decrease carbon emissions. It seems that a gondola is a 
thoughtful and progressive solution as opposed to reverting back to dated forms of mass transit 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A). 
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COMMENT #:  5256 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Wilcox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d love to ride gondola to Alta. 72 years old and it would allow me to keep skiing for at least another 
decade (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5257 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Juniper Cammack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have tried to make a comment through your website twice now, but the recaptcha service won't work 
so it won't let me submit.  
 
Other options need to be considered before making permanent changes. Please try buses and tolling 
cars with less than 3 people in them before widening the road or adding the gondola. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) 
 
Respectfully, 
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COMMENT #:  5258 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Snell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  5259 

DATE:   8/10/21 6:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Snell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  5260 

DATE:   8/10/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Cox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need new ideas, not an expansion of old or current ideas that aren’t working. Canyon pollution 
continues to be a growing problem. Let’s decrease the carbon footprint with the gondola solution 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A). 
 
Here are some other important points: 
 
 No road widening would be necessary and the beautiful canyon environs will remain intact (32.17A 
and 32.17B) 
 
It’s more effective during storms and emergency road closures. 
 
The gondola approach more fiscally responsible than the bus option over time (32.2.7C). 
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COMMENT #:  5261 

DATE:   8/10/21 7:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Krumwiede 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the Gondola, they work great. look at Sunshine in Banf, the entire resort is Gondola 
driven! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5262 

DATE:   8/10/21 7:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Zoellner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe for safety, environmental protection, and congestion in the little cottonwood canyon, a tram is 
the best way to go (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5263 

DATE:   8/10/21 7:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sally Swenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see the gondola in Place going up Little Cottonwood Canyon. I think it’s a fabulous idea. I 
know I would definitely use it as a ski several times a week. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5264 

DATE:   8/10/21 7:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill James 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DOT is coercing taxes to selectively fund monopoly transportation options in direct violation of the clear 
text of the Utah Constitution: 
 
"Article XII, Section 20 [Free market system as state policy -- Restraint of trade and monopolies 
prohibited.] It is the policy of the state of Utah that a free market system shall govern trade and 
commerce in this state to promote the dispersion of economic and political power and the general 
welfare of all the people. Each contract, combination in the form of trust or otherwise, or conspiracy in 
restraint of trade or commerce is prohibited. Except as otherwise provided by statute, it is also 
prohibited for any person to monopolize, attempt to monopolize, or combine or conspire with any other 
person or persons to monopolize any part of trade or commerce." 
 
JPods LLC would like to compete in free markets based on the 5X5 Standard:  
Unless rejected in writing within 30 days of plan submission, privately funded networks 5 times more 
efficient than roads (125 mpg) shall have non-exclusive with of air space over or tunnel space under 
public Rights of Way for a fee of 5% of gross transportation revenues. Safety shall be regulated by 
existing Utah laws for Amusement Rides (UDOT).  
Similar: https://baystatesunway.com/5x5-standard/ (32.2.2MM) 
 
Congressional Study PB-244854, "Automated Guideway Transit" documents the hostility of government 
transportation monopolies to free-market solutions: 
 
"institutional failures" within DOTs resulted in urban transportation innovation being blocked for "four to 
six decades except for relatively minor cosmetic changes" 
 
"Compared with many other areas of entrepreneurial endeavor, the environment for innovation in 
transportation should be favorable. Urban transportation needs are extensive... In retrospect, the new 
systems efforts have served not to stimulate interest in new technology but to discourage already 
reluctant local transit operators from considering it." 
 
PB-244854 documents that Personal Rapid Transit, such as the Morgantown PRT is the solution to the 
hardships of the 1973 Oil Embargo and urban traffic problems. The defects of monopoly it cites are as 
true day as they were half a century ago when it was published. https://www.jpods.com/morgantown  
 
Five metrics of the defects of the current DOT monopoly: 
1. Eight US President issued unanswered calls to action to end foreign oil addiction because it is a 
direct threat to national security. The US is currently importing 1/3rd of our oil consumption. 
https://www.jpods.com/8presidents  
2. DOT monopoly mandated oil addiction has continued despite American soldiers trading blood to buy 
time to end that addiction since 1991.  
3. Foreign oil addiction funded terrorist attacks on America. 
4. Since The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1916 began systematically violating the US Constitution to 
monopolize transportation, 46% of 400+ ton-mpg freight railroads have been replaced by the 25 mpg 
efficiency of the Model-T (link to 21 Presidental vetoe messages enforcing the “post Roads” and “No 
Preference” clauses of the US Constituton, https://www.postroads.com/vetoes/ ),  
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5. Since Morgantown's PRT opened it has delivered 150 million passenger-miles with 2 minor injuries. 
In that same period of time DOT road death are about 1.8 million with about 2.4 million serious injuries 
per year. 
 
My US Patent provides an opportunity for monopoly. However, if UDOT will adopt the 5X5 Standard, I 
will give low-cost licenses to even direct competitors to privately fund solutions to Utah traffic problems. 
Patent 6,810,187: 
Networks of self-driving cars: ‘A method of controlling a transportation System for moving people, 
freight, and any combination whereof using a distributed network of intelligent devices without requiring 
the aid of a human driver’ 
Solar-powered mobility networks: ‘The method... providing... Solar and wind power generators 
integrated into the physical Structure of Said transportation System....’ 
 
As a West Point graduate and Infantry veteran, I am clearly aware of the coming nightmare of Oil 
Famine and am willing to help competitors to mitigate the end of affordable oil. As President Obama 
noted in 2010: “For decades we have known that the days of cheap and easily accessible oil were 
numbered....” 
"DOT monopolies have done nothing to honor the blood sacrifices of soldiers to accomplish what 
President Nixon stated as essential in 1974: ‘At the end of this decade, in the year 1980, the United 
States will not be dependent on any other country for the energy we need.’ 
 
Link to plan to mitigate Oil Famine: (32.2.2MM) 
 
https://www.postroads.com/30-by-2025/  
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COMMENT #:  5265 

DATE:   8/10/21 8:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Dodd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No brainer: Do-it !! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5266 

DATE:   8/10/21 8:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
I am submitting this comment in support of the gondola proposal for the Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)  
 
As a frequent visitor to Utah during ski season, I have experienced the drive between Salt Lake City 
and Alta/Snowbird many times. The drive up the canyon is rarely enjoyable and frequently dangerous. 
Doing construction for years to accommodate buses doesn’t seem like a great way to reduce the traffic 
congestion, and buses could struggle in bad road conditions. (32.7C)  
 
Additionally, as a visitor, it’s never fun to rent a car for a week simply to make the drive back and forth 
once and rarely use the vehicle on the interim days while enjoying the slopes.  
 
I believe a gondola will make transit from the airport to the mountains much more accommodating for 
tourists like myself, and resolve many of the difficulties with traffic congestion going up the canyon. As 
long as the gondola has sufficient capacity and parking spaces at the SLC end, I think it’s far and away 
the best option for a more efficient transit system. (32.2.9D) 
Thanks for your consideration, 
 
John Anderson 
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COMMENT #:  5267 

DATE:   8/10/21 8:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Roessler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a awesome idea. Make it so!!!!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5268 

DATE:   8/10/21 8:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  MaryEllen Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the "enhanced bus service w/ roadway widening for peak period for LCC." Also, 
consider having the ski resorts pay their fair share. And don't just burden us average taxpayers with this 
enormous cost. Thank you. (32.2.9B and 32.2.7A) 

Page 32B-5386 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5269 

DATE:   8/10/21 8:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Branch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived under Little Cottonwood Since I was five. Some of the first boulders I ever did were just off 
the road where you propose to do the road expansion. The thought of those routes which have been 
established for as long as I know being destroyed is unacceptable to me, and so many people I know. I 
don’t know the solution to the traffic problem up the Canyon, but I do know that the solution to getting 
people up the canyon to enjoy their hobbies shouldn’t destroy my passion (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, 
and 32.4B). 
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COMMENT #:  5270 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madison Brott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option sounds like the best option all around! Would love to see this happen! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5271 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Louis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5272 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the enhanced bus service option. My favorite option was unfortunately eliminated which was the 
No road expansion, enhanced bus service. (32.2.9A) I would have chosen to keep all personal vehicles 
out of the canyon year round and have bus service (like at Zion National Park). (32.2.2B) This enables 
us to improve the watershed, save the most money, protect the most wildlife and keep the most people 
safe. It is clearly the best choice but unfortuately not one being considered. So second choice for me is 
the enhanced bus service with extra lane. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  5273 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Oveson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I strongly suggest that any plan consider the impact to the climbing and bouldering areas along 
the road and in the canyon. Little cottonwood canyon is a world class bouldering area that should be 
preserved and seen as a destination equal to the ski resorts. Destroying the bouldering areas to 
increase the traffic flow to the ski resorts is a very short sighted solution that favors one sport over an 
other. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
 I would suggest cheaper and less destructive ways of improving traffic issues, such as buses and tolls 
be tried first and any plan that impacts the climbing should be studied before a decision is made. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Thanks you for considering our thoughts and trying to improve the canyon.  
 
Best,  
 
Ben Oveson 
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COMMENT #:  5274 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Driving the canyon is a pain and crowded. I would love to see the gondola put in to reduce traffic in the 
canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5275 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Molinero 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola project. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5276 

DATE:   8/10/21 9:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Koby Curtis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option. As a snowboard enthusiast it is hard to see the canyon close due to 
too much snow. That along with the traffic backup on snow days. The gondola would eliminate these 
issues while and take cars/buses off the streets. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-5394 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5277 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Groth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It looks like a good plan, would there be multiple gondola's? (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5278 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samira Oveson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Removing this classic climbing area is a big mistake. Climbing is an important sport and these are 
world class boulders. Thousands/year flock to Utah and move here solely for outdoor recreation-
climbers (a huge community in salt lake being one of them). These are working professionals who add 
wealth to the local economy-myself included. As it stands SLC is a climbing destination and removing 
these boulders would make it MUCH less so. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.7D) There are other ways to 
mitigate the access to ski resorts -a gondola, bus systems, etc. Please, be prudent in this decision this 
will be a mistake. 
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COMMENT #:  5279 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Rigby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although the gondola isn’t something we’ve seen for transportation in the US often, it’s long term 
benefits outweigh the other options. Please don’t pick a ‘bandaid’, we need a solution that is both safe 
and does our very best at lowering carbon emissions and making as little impact as possible on our 
precious canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5280 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Ostler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Little Cottonwood Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5281 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Branko Sevic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would make the most sense. It would also be model for other ski areas to follow. Using a 
smaller foot print to be placed in the canyon with very little emissions. (32.2.9D, 32.13A, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5282 

DATE:   8/10/21 10:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracy Woo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t build this gondola and remove its natural beauty (32.2.9E and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  5283 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eli Kerr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We propose that before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever 
alter the landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling 
and other traffic mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. 
(32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood 
Canyon should only be considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not 
to be effective. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  5284 

DATE:   8/10/21 11:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Bodhaine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please Don’t destroy this natural area for road widening and bus routes. One lane canyon roads are 
enough. (32.2.9C, 32.13B, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  5285 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Deacon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We live in New Hampshire and are regular visitors to Utah, primarily for skiing. We are strongly in 
support of the Gondola B option for improving uphill access to Little Cottonwood Canyon. Gondola 
solutions like this one have been used successfully in Europe for decades. We must implement 
sustainable systems like this to protect our environment for generations to come. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5286 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donald Mackay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that the bus option with roadway widening and the concrete structures would destroy the canyon. 
The gondola option allows for minimal physical interruption to the canyon and greatly reduces the 
carbon footprint. (32.2.9D, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.10A) 

Page 32B-5404 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5287 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  J Douglas North 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a homeowner in Sugarplum at Alta, we have experienced every level traffic foul up and congestion 
imaginable. We fully support the gondola option for LCC. Thank you. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5288 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chester Lundy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Forget the carbon emissions, properly known as CO2. It is just a good idea and reduces congestion 
and real pollution. (32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5289 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cynthia Lazzara 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1 GONDOLA: YES, please!!!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5290 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cynthia Lazzara 

 
COMMENT: 
 
HAPPY TO HAVE A GONDOLA!! Excellent choice (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-5408 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5291 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colton Vandecar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please test public transport options before moving forward in destroying more of the canyon than we 
already have. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  5292 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George McPhetres 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please provide information regards who paid for LCC gondola video. Do these parties have any 
monetary gains if the gondola project goes thru. (32.2.2X and 32.6C) 
Awaiting your response 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  5293 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer to see the gondola to protect the environment, the nature of the mountains and to 
alleviate traffic up little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5294 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola for sure. Saves on payment, and its a very effective way to get skiers up the mountain. I'd use 
it all year round (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5295 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Stilling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola proposal is an excellent idea and will contribute to the preservation of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5296 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jody Woods 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wholeheartedly support the gondola option for LCC!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5297 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm strongly in favor of a gondola up Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) I feel it would greatly reduce 
greenhouse gases because there would be less traffic in the canyon but it would also keep others from 
traveling from Salt Lake County to other counties when they can't get up the canyon or find parking in 
the canyon. (32.10A) Also, I've travelled Europe and love the alps. As you know they seem to have lifts, 
gondolas, and trams everywhere. It has not ruled the alps but on the contrary has made them more 
accessible for the public to enjoy and take care of. Lastly, it would be great for tourism. 
Michael Richards 
Farr West UT 
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COMMENT #:  5298 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Hannan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5299 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alicia Stapley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola! It will be big and ugly and very expensive. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.2.7C) We do not 
want this giant structure making our beautiful canyon marked by ugly towers every hundred feet 
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COMMENT #:  5300 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanya Swenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes!!! Gondola should have been done years ago. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5301 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Meader 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Appreciate a solution to distinguish traffic problems on the canyon (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5302 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stefan Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Introduction of new paving to the canyon feels like a sub-ideal solution to what we're looking for. More 
robust, green transit options using existing infrastructure up the canyon should get a much stronger 
look before we widen roads or installing additional infrastructure. (32.2.9C and 32.2.2PP) New 
installations threaten not just the the beautiful trees, but also MANY climbing features that are 
attractions within the canyon. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  5303 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sydney Whitworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a new climber. I'm not a pro by any means; I'm just getting into it. But it still means a lot to me. I 
have a fear of heights. Climbing is how I control that fear and am learning to become stronger by 
getting over it as I focus on climbing techniques and the puzzles of how to fit which fingers and feet 
where. It's exhilarating, exciting. Learning to overcome my fears in a healthy way with people who can 
help me and encourage me is something I really take pride in. It's not easy to control your fears, and I 
love that I have the opportunity to do that. It's empowering and building me more as a person. 
I also have classes at the U. I'm still a student. Little Cottonwood Canyon is so close that I can go in 
between or right after classes. Mental health is something I also struggle with. I'm not as severe as 
some other cases, but it's still something that has become evident in my behavior. Going to Little 
Cottonwood and climbing not only helps me as a way to release stress from school, but also as a way 
to put my mental health at ease. My menal health is crucial for me to learn -- after all, you use your 
brain! If I don't have clarity, I'm not learning a thing in those classes I work so hard to pay for. With it 
being so close, it's a great way to release that stress. It would be a shame to have found a way to 
release stress and clear my mind, just to have it taken away from me so quickly without having to drive 
another 20 - 30 minutes, which is something I can't do if I have my next class in an hour. I can let you in 
on a secret: Most people NEED physical activity to keep up on their mental health -- ESPECIALLY 
college students (and those that would most likely be coming to Little Cottonwood would be those at the 
U, Westminster, and SLCC.) I cannot have my mental health take another turn. I've found something 
that helps, and I'm sure it's the same for most other people. Please, for our literal sanity, keep those 
routes alive. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Another thing to consider: Look at all the people that park along the canyon roads. Yeah, some of them 
are there to hike, and some are there to just enjoy. But I can guarantee that a lot more climbers are 
there than you think. Little Cottonwood is one of the most well-known places to climb in the Salt Lake 
Valley. It's hard to find designated climbs that other people have already done so those of us who are 
starting out can still safely climb. Gear has been left there to help the rest of us out. I'm assuming you 
don't climb, but I'll tell you that gear isn't cheap -- especially if you only get a one-time use out of it 
because you leave it for other people. It would be destroying a lot of intentionally-left-behind gear. It 
would be such a shame, because it was selflessly left there to help the rest of us enjoy the climb that 
aren't as confident to do it without those yet. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4P) 
I know skiing and snowboarding are major sports in Utah. I understand that and am not oblivious to that 
because I also am someone who participates in that. I love it, and I love being able to enjoy the winter 
when I used to not appreciate it. But climbing is a sport that's really growing here in Utah. If you take a 
look at those canyon walls and tell me you don't see people climbing them on a daily basis, then I'd say 
you were driving in the wrong canyon. There are always plenty of people scaling the sides of those 
mountains, and it doesn't matter the day of the week or the time of day. There will be people there, I 
promise. I would hate to see the growth of the climbing community hindered just as it started to take off. 
A lot of people in Utah are looking for ways to get out and be active, and this is one that is really taking 
off! People want to stay active, and Utah is a beautiful place that lets people do that. It's one of the best 
things to take pride in about our state! Staying active is easy because there are so many options. If we 
start destroying one option, the ball is going to keep rolling until Utah is just as ugly as people make it 
out to be until they actually come here. Let people enjoy it. Let people experience it. Don't take away 
their options, especially one so close to the hustle of Salt Lake City. 
I'm sure there are other solutions to the problem of traffic. Yes, it's inconvenient. Yes, it's unfortunate. 
But I believe there is a solution that we can find that won't have to damage either sport. I believe the lift 
is a great idea, but maybe we can start it more at the mouth of the canyon. Ideally, we could keep it to 
lifts instead of including buses. There can be a parking lot near the mouth -- over by those old 
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abandoned factories. We can clear that out and put a parking lot for lifts that will take passengers all the 
way up to the resort. Maybe it's not realistic, but maybe it is. Please, just help us find a different way, 
because climbing means so much to a lot of people. Climbing is more of a consistent sport in terms of 
seasons than skiing or snowboarding. It would benefit in the winter, sure. Drastically? Maybe. But 
expanding those roads would leave a larger hole in the summer than I'm sure you're aware. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5304 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenda Hollingsworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is the best way to help our environment and to help with congestion in the canyon. 
Sydney Whitworth 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5305 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tess Matina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Snowbird employee here: I do not support building a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) 
The project would be years of construction affecting daily traffic and disturbing wildlife. (32.2.7C and 
32.13A) This also doesn't address at all the fact that traffic is backed up already all the way to where 
the La Caille station would be. (32.2.6.5E) Especially with the fact that you can run a gondola over the 
top of avalanches, but you can't run it during mitigation. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) Everything would 
come to a standstill in the same way it always has. (32.7A and 32.7C) Once you get up to the resort 
stations, it would change the way we ski the resorts. Station at Entry 4 bottlenecks everyone at 
Peruvian and the Tram which are often closed in avalanche conditions which the gondola is supposedly 
meant to help with. (32.2.6.5H) Last, I can't stress enough how gross it is that we would scar one of our 
state's prized canyons with massive, unsightly towers for private gain and to benefit tourists here for 
only a couple days a year. (32.1.4D, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.17A) The recreation so 
many citizens of the Wasatch Front find in this canyon is very often not at Snowbird or Alta, and the 
escape into wildness is what draws people to actually live here. It doesn't bother me at all if Snowbird 
and Alta's profits stop growing. We should be protecting and prioritizing our natural resources, not just 
seeing how long we can make them last. 
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COMMENT #:  5306 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Drew Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the tram proposal. Other solutions seem like temporary fixes that don't add benefits to 
those visiting the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5307 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Brott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please approve the gondola option. It is a more sustainable and environmentally friendly option. 
Additionally, is not reliant on road clearing operations, which have limited days on the mountain. 
Furthermore, gondolas are less subject to human error (e.g. aggressive or careless bus drivers). 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5308 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reggie Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please you can not widen the roads. (32.2.9C) This is where we get to climb in nature’s most beautiful 
mountains. This is some of the most greatest climbing and if you take it away then where will we get to 
go? (32.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5309 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David DiMarzio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
would like to voice my opinion that Im AGAINST any gondola or widening of the highway up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I believe its very short sighted and there are other 
alternatives available. (32.2.2PP) We are all on this earth for a very short time and once you scar the 
land you can never go back. Thank You 
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COMMENT #:  5310 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diana Baumann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would vote absolutely NO. This project would be funded by tax payers for the profit of the resorts. 
Which is absolutely outragious. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I've skied both resorts 
all my life until the last few years where lift ticket prices are ridiculous. Where over 80% of the skiers are 
from out of state. And where will this mall size parking lot be located at the bottom of the canyon for all 
the riders of this tram. (32.2.6.5J) Buses have been a fine mod of transportation for those not wanting 
to drive the canyon. I vote NO!! On this horrific destruction of our canyon. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  5311 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola makes the most sense. It's not impacted by snow, or bad roads the way any kind of 
ground transportation would be. It's efficient, clean and the best option for moving a lot of people 
quickly and efficiently, and is ultimately the least impactful on the environment. Thank you, Brian 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5312 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Ullrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been skiing at Alta and Snowbird since 1977 and find them to be two of the best ski areas in the 
world. Because of that, the traffic issue just gets worse and worse. Thinking of climate change and 
related issues, Little Cottonwood Canyon is in a position to be a leader in carbon emission reductions 
by proceeding with the Gondola option. It makes ultimate sense. Perhaps some day it can even be like 
Zermatt, Switzerland, where only trains, here Gondolas, and no cars are allowed. (32.2.9D and 
32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5313 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Brunner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Road expansion or gondola expansion into the little cottonwood canyon should be highly reconsidered 
if not entirely voided. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) When I first voted on this proposal I voted for the gondola. 
Knowing it would improve reliability and safety in the canyon. However now knowing the environmental 
footprint for this expansion on PUBLIC LANDS I do not approve these changes as they further scar the 
oasis that the Wasatch boast. (32.13A and 32.17A) The gondola or road expansion only improves the 
resort goers experience and the ability for the resorts to make more money at peak seasons during the 
ski year. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Resorts are only able to do this because they are 
leasing public lands. Instead of expanding more access and more crowding into the canyons on 
weekends in holidays we should conserve the environment by limiting the amount of people the ski 
resorts can host on those days. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) This both saves the canyon the 
environmental footprint and saves other recreation that is at stake for the expansion such as the 
climbing (bouldering) that exist in the canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) This canyon is after all public lands 
and should be treated with a sense of conservation not with the sense of capital gain and tourism. 
These canyons should be enjoyed for generations to come even if that means I cannot ski on peak 
holidays and weekends at the resort. 
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COMMENT #:  5314 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Asghari 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola to Alta is best option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5315 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chuck Stolfa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the gondola. Thank you (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5316 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Goldstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5317 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Pugsley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola alternative. It solves the problems with avalanches and slick roads and will 
not require the road to be widened. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5318 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola option please. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5319 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kate Reddy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola makes sense. A solution is long overdue. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5320 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Metzger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola! (32.2.9D) 
 

Page 32B-5439 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5321 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gina Seibel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option for the canyon. It seems to be a better choice when trying to 
navigate the canyon in bad weather, which is when we all want to get up to the resort. I think it will be 
very success and a great way to enjoy the beauty of the landscape instead of focusing on driving. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5322 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Warnick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really prefer the gondola proposal over buses. Something needs to happen soon. We tried to ski at 
Alta three times last winter and couldn’t get to the mountain. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5323 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Greene 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please put in the gondola! Would help with pollution SO much in both SLC and in LCC. Great move 
environmentally. Alta is the best ski area in the world, let's keep it that way! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5324 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm so excited about this! The canyon has been so congested every season. This is a brilliant solution 
and will be an iconic Utah landmark (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5325 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nimesh Udani 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't live in Utah but this is an awesome idea. I hope to see it come to fruition! Best of luck and would 
love to visit Alta in the near future! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5326 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Gabel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola alternative to access Little Cottonwood Canyon. The gondola will help to 
mitigate congestion up the canyon and provides tourists in 2WD rental cars a safe way to access the 
resorts. In addition to the gondola, the canyon should be restricted to AWD cars with snow tires. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  5327 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edward Mayer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola alternative has less environmental impacts and it will WORK. Onward to Great Skiing. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5328 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Spencer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
wanna reduce the traffic..limit the amount of people that can ski at those resorts. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
The lines this last season were ridiculous..the places are mobbed. Utah skiing is pretty much ruined by 
good marketing to california and the ikon pass. 
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COMMENT #:  5329 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nic Bryson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please implement the plan for the Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5330 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Sutterfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I come out every year and the drive up can be messy, long, crowded and more. Great way to save the 
environment! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5331 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Russell Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Too many people at the resorts already. If these improvements help keep the road open or allow 
means to get to the resorts regardless of weather or control work, please continue. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7C, and 32.7C) But if this just pours more people into the canyon, thank you for ruining the whole 
experience. I will boycott and protest. (32.20A and 32.20C) 

Page 32B-5450 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5332 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea McHenry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The climbing areas in LCC should not be destroyed or restricted due to the creation of a gondola. One 
form of recreation should not take priority over others just because it brings in more money. (32.4B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5333 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Warren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support adding more bus service and strongly oppose the gondola. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) It 
is a matter of predicting the future and flexibility. With additional bus service and modifications to the 
schedules, you can adapt to changing conditions fairly easily. I suggest having more, and smaller 
buses, and routes dedicated to Snowbird and Alta at peak afternoon times. Smaller buses will have 
quicker turnaround times. And having dedicated routes at the end of the ski day will avoid the big lines, 
particularly at Snowbird center. (32.2.6.3K and 32.2.6.3N) Envrionmentally, have you pursued the 
possibility of electric or at least hybrid buses? (32.2.6.3F) With the gondola, once it's built, your stuck 
with it. You can't add or subtract capacity. You can't really change the schedule. And it looks like it's the 
same line going to Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.6.5A) So, if the gondolas get filled at Alta in the afternoon, 
Snowbird skiers are out of luck, unless you control the gondolas at Alta. Not a friendly situation. 
(32.2.6.5R)  
Bottom line: don't think you can predict the future. Plan for the most flexibility. 
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COMMENT #:  5334 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Louise Benning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great idea!! I think there should definitely be some alternative forms of transportation in the 
mean time while the system is being created. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5335 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gerald Polk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of this project (32.29D). 
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COMMENT #:  5336 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Amundsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been a long time skier about Snowbird and Alta for more than 20 years. Enjoyment has certainly 
diminished over time as I spend more and more time in line in the canyon and have a hard time 
parking. Last year was the worst of this, my kids raised on the Snowbird team and we had to ski every 
Saturday. It snowed a lot on Fridays and we ended up spending 2+ hours every morning in the car 
which wore them out. I support any alternative, but between the two I’d prefer gondola. (32.2.9D) 
 One of my principal concerns is that no matter what choice you make it seems like it will take too long. 
I would encourage you to look at whether either of these two options could be set up to compress the 
time it takes to get up the canyon"(32.2.6.5O) 
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COMMENT #:  5337 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Falkenburg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think more research into alternate options should be done. I oppose any options that impact other 
recreation in the canyon. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  5338 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gerald Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a life long Alta and Snowbird skier I would like to vote for the gondola as a mode of transport to the 
mountains. I have skiied Alta since the 1960's and have seen thw worst road traffic in the past few 
years. I have had to abandon cars in the past and would be happy to skip the drive. It also would be a 
beautiful ride in all seasons and I am sure would pay for itself. Dr Gerald Schmidt (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5339 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gretchen Piper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Long term financial and environmental impact call for a gondola solution. Please implement a short 
term busing solution until the gondola can be fully constructed and operational. (32.29R and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5340 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bart Johnsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola alternative. I believe it will be the better alternative in the long run and will work 
better in inclement weather. Thank you, (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5341 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's get modern and safe and go with the Tram. 
Would like to see the transit time for the Tram reduced. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5342 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Kraft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the alternative gondola system for Little Cottonwood. I’ve skied at Alta for 48 years and 
believe the gondola solution is the best long term solution to alleviate traffic and provide a safer and 
less polluting alternative. Thanks, Robert Kraft (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5343 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
if you,ve ever been stuck behind a bus going up L/C canyon the choice is easy ! Gondola !!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5344 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wilfried Wiegand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it is a great idea. It is being done in Europe, I am all for it. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5345 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Schwartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. More environmentally favorable and it would allow for more uninterrupted 
access. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5346 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Zazzara 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long time skier of Alta, I wholeheartedly and enthusiastically support the gondola. Very exciting 
and the optimal solution to the LCC traffic congestion problem. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5347 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitchell Brower 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  5348 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Mandeltort 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Consider Tunneling:  
One alternative to consider is tunneling. In the last few years, the Boring Company is now quoting 
$15mm/km for mountain tunneling projects (https://futurism.com/boring-company-elon-musk-australian-
mountain) which would be competitive in this context and (32.2.2C) 
 
Interim Enforcement:  
In the interim, expanding enforcement by UPD for traction laws on all snow days and more frequently 
on non-snow days would go a long way in increasing the safety of the road, reduce congestion from 
ignorant visitors getting in accidents, and likely would generate enough revenue to staff the 
enforcement correctly (32.2.2M).  
 
Interim Legislation:  
- Heavily Tax the multi-resort season passes (Ikon and Epic) which disproportionally contribute to the 
area's peak congestion problems while taking value away from salt-lake-city taxpayer users. (32.29Z 
and 32.2.7A)  
- Implement maximum number of daily users per pass (e.g. 500 Ikon pass users per day max allowed 
in the canyon). (32.2.2K)  
- Charge a mountain road toll, doubles as winter traction enforcement point. Issue exemption permits to 
residents. (32.2.4A)  
- Collect and publicly publish daily pass usage data from all the resorts to measure the impact of these 
out of state corporations monetizing local resources to incentivize restaurant/lodging sales. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  5349 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Stringham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not the right solution. (32.2.9E) The greatest asset we have in LCC is the untarnished 
views down the canyon. We should not destroy this view by installing miles of gondola towers and 
cables. (32.17A) Expanding the road is is the less invasive of the two options. I’m also not convinced 
the gondola will solve the weather related delays in LCC. If it’s anything like the tram at snowbird which 
can often be shut down due to high winds then it seems likely the gondola could encounter similar 
weather delays. (32.2.2H and 32.2.2K) The argument against expanding the roads because of carbon 
emissions could be easily solved with electric buses or incentives for EV use. (32.10A and 32.2.6.3F) 
There are so many simpler solutions that we could begin enacting today CS spending massive 
amounts of time and money to plan a gondola. Little Cottonwood canyon is not Park City and we should 
not try to become them. This is much less expensive and more practical than building a gondola that 
will simply move the congestion to the wasatch blvd and the la Caile area. (32.2.6.5E) This gondola 
plan seems like an excuse to give a lucrative contract to special interests and I am strongly opposed to 
it. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5350 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frank Carrere 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i am strongly in favor of the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
 
Frank C. 
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COMMENT #:  5351 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Hirsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In reviewing alternatives for Little Cottonwood Canyon, I believe that the gondola solution is the best 
solution and support this approach. It should provide the least environmental impact and the best 
access to the top of the canyon. Thank you for your consideration. (32.13A, 32.17A, and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5352 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Wyatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having experienced the "issue" first hand last year during the interlocken period, i would offer another 
solution. 
 
There is clearly already ample parking up at Snowbird and Alta on "good days". So why not just contact 
the "boring" company within Tesla and have a tunnel bored up to the resorts through the mountain 
material? Maybe their cost will offset the cost of a long gondola / tram combined with other right of way 
costs to secure parking area / garages at the base of little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  5353 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Parisi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
FULLY SUPPORT THIS - WOULD BE AWESOME! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5354 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Parisi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
BRING IT! PLEASE DO THIS (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5355 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tara McGarry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm overwhelmingly opposed to a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) I do not think it will solve our complex 
traffic and overcrowding issues, but will make them much worse over time. (32.7B and 32.7C) Turning 
LCC into a tourist attraction is part of the reason we're at the point we are now. Adding infrastructure 
that serves tourists even more will only exacerbate our problems. (32.7C) As a 6-year resident of Salt 
Lake, an Alta season pass holder, and a homeowner in Cottonwood Heights, I can't imagine myself 
staying in Utah and continuing to ski at Alta if the gondola is the option chosen, and I know many local 
residents feel the same way. I could go on about the negative environmental impacts, costs, access 
issues, and more negative impacts of the gondola, but I don't believe local opinion matters, though we'll 
be footing the bill. The gondola will make Alta and Snowbird millions at the expense of things we can 
never regain. We all know that's the wrong choice. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5356 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peggy Kasson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola would be a better choice. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-5475 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5357 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Loeber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola would be a unique feature and preserve the beauty of one of our countries natural 
wonders. (32.17A) Providing a lower environmental impact, more weather resiliency and a unique 
tourist experience seems to be an obvious solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5358 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert McCowan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a resident of Utah and skied here since 1976. Utah is blessed with some of the finest skiing 
in the world. As the secret of the best powder continues to reach more and more people, so does the 
demand. The resorts need to be responsible stewards to the paying public, rather than only bottom line 
profits. I believe that overcrowding can be a part of this solution by managing the overcrowding at the 
bottom of the Canyon vs disappointing people when they arrive. Many times you arrive to find no 
parking or a spot too far from the hill. That pretty much can ruin your day. 
  
I am in favor of the gondola for many reasons. (32.2.9D) The green aspect of powering the gondola 
through solar or wind is appealing. (32.10A and 32.2.6.5P) The road conditions negate the bus and 
overcrowded parking issues. (32.7C) The important issue is that there should be no special interests to 
extort decisions that do not promote the best solution or political bias. I’m addition the ‘ conservationists 
‘ will need to have solid scientific facts if they oppose the alternatives. None is not an option. Many 
times ‘ green folks’ will drive to a meeting to protest plans for environmental issues, while driving their 
12 mpg suburban to get there. A timetable of 5-6 years is far too long and expensive. Perhaps private 
enterprise with oversight would be a better tack to take (32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5359 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harry Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola, please!! (32.2.9D) Buss Route added poor idea!! (32.2.9C) Gondola like in Switzerland!! 
Harry Hill 
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COMMENT #:  5360 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Zazzara 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have had a home at the Hellgate for 40 years. I keep my car in my garage there. How will this effect 
my access with my vehicle. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5361 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chase Shaver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the solution!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5362 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dex Mills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is dumb and then there is this level of fucking dumb. Congratulations on meeting my 
expectations of ‘New ways to suck’ (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5363 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Billy Mungovan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please strongly consider the gondola option. I understand it's expensive but it's the best long-term 
solution for the environment and nobody would ever spend 10 hours in traffic or overnight in Snowbird's 
lobby again! (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  5364 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angie Potter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Since much of the canyon receives heavy snowfall making it dangerous to drive, I would highly 
recommend the gondola alternative. We love to ski here, but traffic is horrible. Gondola would help so 
much! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5365 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Golik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola for consistent mountain experience and safety regardless of weather conditions. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5366 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Faught 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Weighing out the alternatives to improve the traffic situation in little cottonwood canyon, I think the 
Gondola alternative is the best. (32.2.9D). The bus alternative will not be a good solution when there 
are avalanches, even with snow shed, and it is debatable how much it will reduce congestion. (32.7A 
and 32.7C) Unless all the buses are electric, they continue being unfriendly to the air. (32.2.6.3F and 
32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5367 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Swanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I believe the Gondola Alternative will have a greater impact on improving transportation through the 
canyon. (32.2.9D) Since these projects will take some time to implement and construct, it will also be 
nice to have some interm solutions. (32.29R) 
 
Thank you for all of your efforts in trying to find a good solution to canyon traffic. 
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COMMENT #:  5368 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  C. William Merten 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in favor of no action. Alta is currently overcrowded and the proposed solutions do nothing 
to alleviate this situation. Travel time is one way to restrict LCC access. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  5369 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathryn Reichartinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola. Best for the environment. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5370 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Osteen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5371 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Curtis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I STRONGLY OPPOSE THE GONDOLA (32.2.9E) Towers, some of which are 230 feet tall will destroy 
the aesthetics of one of the most beautiful canyons in the world. (32.17A) And funded by taxpayers to 
pad the pockets of the ski resorts? This is ridiculous. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Simply limit 
the number of cars on certain days. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) The enhanced bus option is a 
good compromise. (32.2.9A) This is silly. 
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COMMENT #:  5372 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Newsom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UTA ski buses during peak hours need to operate non stop between Alta and UTA parking lot. 
(32.2.6.3N) 
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COMMENT #:  5373 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Child 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the Gondola option. It is the best choice for the environment, tourism, and would be 
just plane fun. (32.2.9D) 
 
 
My family has been skiing Alta for many many years and we (and many of our friends) feel strongly 
about this.  
 
Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  5374 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Gustafson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola system - it would mitigate weather delays that would not be solved with expanded 
bus service! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5375 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Burmester 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5376 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Bracken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is clearly the superior choice to mitigate traffic within the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
 It will reduce pollution, and eliminate reliance on a clear road surface to transport people up and down 
the canyon. Travel to and from the back of the canyon in the winter is currently dependent upon drivers 
following the traction laws and competently operating their vehicles. The evidence is clear from past 
years that drivers do not adhere to these notions. (32.2.2M) While a bus lane would help, it requires 
road expansion that will further alter the canyon floor and continued dependence on fossil fuels. 
(32.18A) The gondola option is the right choice for a more sustainable future and efficiency of moving 
people up and down the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5377 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clay Shubin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would be absolutely WONDERFUL. Looking forward to updates. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5378 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Bradford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the gondola. It's a more effective long-term solution with less destructive impact on the 
environment. (32.2.9D, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  5379 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah McMath 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to limit vehicles and pass capacity in the canyon. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) Gondola is 
not practical due to it will take decades to actually happen. This is not an immediate solution. (32.2.7C) 
 
We have yet to increase bus rider ship because people can still drive up the canyon without any 
repercussions. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5380 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Stringham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of the gondola. I have been to Europe skiing - the gondola is the way to go. I will ride 
the gondola but I will not ride the bus. ( 32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) That is what you had to do when you 
didn't drive and it was miserable!  
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COMMENT #:  5381 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris McCarthy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have traveled up Little Cottonwood Canyon over 100 times and I would welcome the Gondola and I 
would use it. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5382 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vanessa Pierce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been an Alta skier for 15 years, and the traffic congestion in recent years, has frankly, turned me 
off of skiing. But I am thrilled UDOT is working on a solution! I am fully in support of the gondola 
alternative as the long-term solution that will reduce weather related traffic and have less of an 
environmental impact. Our air quality is horrendous in SLC and simply reducing the carbon footprint of 
car traffic up and down the canyon is a BIG win (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
. Thank you for considering the public's opinions. 
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COMMENT #:  5383 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lawrence Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
as someone who has been skiing little cottonwood resorts in 1977, I must accept the Gondola as the 
least-intrusive solution, PROVIDED that is does NOT become the sole method of accessing the ski 
areas! (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A). I would also like you to ensure that you provide HEATED gondolas to 
prevent riders from hypothermia. (32.2.6.5U) Lastly, PLEASE make adequate ingress/egress parking at 
the base, and a common discharge station at the entrance to the resorts (32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  5384 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beaneyvi Burmester 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5385 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Fry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5386 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Hubbard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of this project (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5387 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karisa Winkel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option, it will keep us safer and higher above the slick frozen roads. It also is 
better on the environment with fewer cars getting into the canyon. It will avoid delays in closures due to 
car accidents etc. (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5388 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Schugel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wanted to express my support for the gondola based system in the Little Cottonwood Canyon. I 
believe the environmental benefits over the bus system, as well as efficiency in poor weather, will offset 
the increased cost of the gondola system very easily, and could also lead to increased tourism in the 
city. I believe it will benefit many of those that live in Salt Lake County. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5389 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Mangelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5390 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Franz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5391 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Sivo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My belief is the gondola is best option for traffic mitigation in LCC. This is a better longer term solution 
as well, as it better environmental solution, weather does not impact and would be improved skier 
experience. Appreciate opportunity to share my input on solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5392 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  S Cline 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My view is that the Gondola alternative is a far better solution. No matter what you do with the roads, 
there will always be weather impacts and concerns. Also, widening the roads only further impact the 
environment. (32.13A and 32.13B) A Gondola will provide a scenic alternative that is not dependent 
upon slick, icy roads or avalanche mitigation. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5393 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Estrada 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus service without widening the road is the best option. (32.2.9A) Park and rides and 
parking structures in the valley will have the least environmental impact on the canyon. The gondola will 
only benefit the ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT could look to zion national 
park and how they operate their shuttles. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  5394 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Igor Ivanov 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola transportation system in Little Cottonwood canyon. It is immune to traffic jams, 
weather and provides a massive tourist attraction all year round, which will generate additional income 
and will undoubtedly become one of the iconic places displayed on mugs, cards or other state-
promoted merch on par with Arches and mountains themselves. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5395 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kellie Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the Gondola option. I think this will be better for our environment and more efficient. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5396 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Mortensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a passionate skier, hiker, and biker up LCC. I live at the base of the canyon and travel to and from 
with friends and family multiple times a week, year round. Our goal should be to use existing 
infrastructure, not to use public dollars not to financially benefit a few. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) I am strongly opposed to the gondola plan which primarily benefits a few 
developers, and the two private companies (Alta, Snowbird) at great cost to the public, local residents 
and tax payers. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The environmental impact 
statement focuses only on the canyon, not the ruin of the acreage Wayne Niederhauser and Chris 
McCandless hope to develop as the gondola base at their private profit. (32.13A and 32.20H) Nor does 
it consider the negative community and environmental impacts to residents nearby when we create a 
"European village" and parking structures for the masses. (32.20H) The impact to local residents 
matters. (32.4M) I see the traffic as considerable only a few days of the year. True, weekends are 
getting crowded with the IKON pass users. But this does not call for a complete overhaul of access. 
(32.1.4D) Skiers should be required to access additional public buses to get up the canyon roads, 
parking at multiple lots across the valley rather than a single concentrated parking space in the current 
La Caille space. (32.2.2I) Their cars should stay home, not need to drive a considerable distance to La 
Caille, then park. (32.2.6.5E) All this short-sighted plan does is move the traffic problem from the 
mountain to another location, at the base. The infrastructure already exists, let's use what is there. 
Resorts need to limit the number of weekend skiers on order to preserve some semblance of a quality 
experience for skiers. (32.2.2K) The objective to somehow allow unlimited people into that canyon via 
an expensive tram system does not solve the problem of the crowds. (32.20A and 32.20C) I find it 
considerably offensive, and transparently self-serving, that Alta and Snowbird and a few developers are 
actively promoting the gondola plan as a public necessity. (32.1.2B) Please reconsider public busing, 
parking spaces throughout the valley, and limiting the number of skiers as options for the few days a 
year traffic is problematic and as a solution to overcrowding LCC, the gem of this state. (32.2.2I and 
32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  5397 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Coulthurst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola just makes sense. Buses reduce the number of vehicles but still add to traffic. (32.7C) 
Fast, sustainable, smart! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5398 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annalise Bianco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. I have been commuting to Alta for work and for skiing for the past 3 years. I would like to 
comment that the gondola will not solve congestion in the canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C) With a flexible, 
year-around bus, people will be able to commute up canyon faster and closer to their origins. Having a 
lane specific to the bus will incentivize people to take it since it will be quicker. This also utilizes 
infrastructure we already have in urban areas. (32.2.2I, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.6.5C) 
 
Additionally, installing a gondola won't solve congestion because A LOT of people recreate in the winter 
for backcountry skiing, climbing, angling, and hiking. Non-ski resort visitors will be out of luck recreating 
in this space with a gondola, hence, they will all still drive their cars. And with increasing recreation in 
the area, it will still be congested. It would be incredibly disappointing to see all Utahns helping to pay 
for the gondola when it is only benefiting ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
A bus system won't ruin the unique character of the canyon. Yes it creates emissions but what about all 
the emissions from the power it takes to run a gondola? (32.10A) The bus can also easily be upgraded 
to be battery or solar powered. (32.2.6.3F) If you want less congestion in the canyon, don't listen to the 
ski areas, please consider the community's response that isn't coming from the lens of ski area profits. I 
will likely never take the gondola up LCC. (32.2.4A) It takes too long and it won't get people where they 
need to go. (32.1.2D) UDOT would end up needing to widen the road anyways. Please consider how 
much more efficient a bus would be. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  5399 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Gross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I first started skiing Alta in 1978. This past season I was horrified by the traffic between the 7-11 and 
the mouth of the canyon. In my opinion, the Gondola only works if there are parking areas away from 
the mouth of the Canyon and electric bus shuttle transportation to and from those satellite parking 
areas. (32.2.6.3.2.1C, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2I) The same would go for a train of any sort and/or bus 
transportation. In your email you stated the primary reason for the congestion being weather. (32.1.2B) 
With all due respect this is a load of crap which I'm sure has its genesis in the NOI goals of Alta and 
Snowbird. This is NOT a problem of weather. Seasonal snow falls have declined since I cut my teeth in 
the Little Cottonwood. This IS a people issue plain and simple. (32.1.2B) Until such time as you solve 
the transportation woes in the I would strongly suggest devise a plan to limit the amount of daily skiers 
in the canyon on any given day. Step one ... get rid of the ICON pass and all passes of that sort. Step 
two ... create preferential conditions for locals and season pass holders to entice season pass and 
other multi day pass option sales. Step three ... eliminate day of ticket sales on site. Tickets must be 
purchased on line and IN ADVANCE of driving up the Canyon. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) This way the ski 
areas will know when they've reached their daily attendance caps and are SOLD OUT. Reverse 
engineering sell out caps based upon an analysis of ticket sales and traffic data would not be difficult. I 
love Alta and Snowbird but they are allowing the canyon to be loved to its death for the sake of their 
NOI and their company's book values. UDOT, the City of Salt Lake, and the State need to step up and 
protect the canyon, as well as those who live at the base of it and are so horribly affected. Not doing so 
will be a clear indication that money once again rules the days no matter what the cost happens to be. 
Do the right thing. Please. Jim 
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COMMENT #:  5400 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Walter Bird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola approach. (32.2.9D) Having two forms of access/egress seems prudent and long 
overdue. Having spent hours in line waiting to get out of LCC, I applaud the idea eliminating the 
prospect of hundreds of cars idling in the canyon for hours waiting for the roads to open.  
I urge DOT to develop a pricing system to encourage skiers/ hikers/ tourists to avail themselves of the 
gondola rather than drive into the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
 
The capacity of the Gondola system should be such that it can deliver as many skiers per hour to the 
ski areas as automobiles do. (32.2.6.5N)  
 
Thought must be given to some of the negatives associated with the gondola. For example, if COVID 
returns, how can the cars run at capacity? And if you limited rides to say five per car, wouldn’t it take 
most of the day to get a typical days worth of skiers up there (32.2.6C) 
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COMMENT #:  5401 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cabot Curtis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
8 passenger gondola is the way to go. Although a slightly lower maximum hourly capacity this will be 
more utilized thus used at a higher capacity. (32.2.2JJ, 32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5C) No one wants to sit in a 
tram like gondola and the huge towers for the larger gondola are very unsightly. The gondola should be 
free of charge just like the one in Telluride, it can be paid for by a special service district tax , taxing all 
sales in LCC. (32.2.4A) The resorts can charge for parking but the road should not be tolled unless it is 
tolled at the same rate as all other roads in Utah with a universal transponder system. (32.2.4A) 
Eventually building a gondola from Alta to Twin Lakes pass with a day lodge at the pass and access to 
Brighton and Solitude would be ideal. (32.2.2Q) The current Gondola should have a stop by Snowbirds 
Baby Thunder chair with trail access to White/Red Pine trails. Baby Thunder should be made a 
detachable quad and extended to the top of Thunder Bowl giving skier access from the top to the 
bottom of Gad 2 (32.2.6.5G). 
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COMMENT #:  5402 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Williamson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5403 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Chapman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In favor or tram system versus widening the road (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5404 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Schmertzler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola. I own a home in Alta. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5405 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Turville 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of these will solve the long term problem, we need a train. (32.2.9F) 

Page 32B-5524 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5406 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenzie Woods 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option for LCC. It will help reduce traffic and is a better option for our skiers and 
our environment. Having a gondola will reduce emissions and avoid having to add more pavement in 
the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5407 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola system looks like the best, most efficient travel option, creates a great experience and 
reliability, along with environmentally friendly. All of this at same or lower cost is a no brainer. (32.2.9D 
and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5408 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Rossi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family and I frequent Salt Lake City to ski and simply love the idea of this terrific people mover 
solution to reach some of our favorite ski mountains of Utah that will certainly mitigate the traffic 
congestion, pollution, and dangers of ice-covered roads and frequent avalanches. (32.2.9D) 
 
Salt Lake is one ski destination where we have public transport from our Delta airline terminal to the 
base lodge of ALTA, or SnoBird making travel a little greener, a little more relaxed, and way less costly 
and stressful than the rental-car nonsense where yes, some ski locations you simply cannot do without.  
 
But, when you can gain access to Utah's world class skiing from a well thought through mass-transit, 
multi-modal hub that will certainly grow to strengthening the year-round mountain recreation and 
revenue streams, the choice becomes simple to fully support the Gondola from the base of the Canyon. 
(32.2.9D) 
 
New expansion to Salt Lake City airport as well is well underway to support managed growth with green 
sensibility. 
 
However you can reward and expedite the travelers using buses I greatly encourage this as we MUST, 
as a society, move away from the 4-wheel transport pod regardless of how they are powered (gas or 
electric, or other) . . . . Public transport travelers rewards such incentivizing the FEE$ is some way 
when transferring all the way from Airport to Ski Resort. (32.2.4A) Tracking with reward points for 
ALWAYS USING Mass Transit, as well as the boots-on-the ground consumer/customer comforts as 
load and unload in covered areas so not to be exposed and waiting during harsh winter weather or 
smoldering hot summer sun while the auto-drivers are rewarded with covered deck parking.  
 
Oh, the use of Aerial Drone footage with overlay of 3-D animation motion architecture of moving 
gondolas in your video is very cool too . . . . needs more work on non-existent shadow drops but, its 
good enough to get my vote - YES on GONDOLA above Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
We will be back every year till we ski no more or snow becomes a non-event. Unlikely at those 
elevations. (32.2.2E) Onward with futuristic people movers and sustainable access to the great 
outdoors. 
 
BRAVO ! 
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COMMENT #:  5409 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola would be best long term alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5410 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Donnelly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolla looks like a nice plan. (32.2.9D) One cost offset to consider would be a bar selling beer, wine, 
hot C, & soft drinks at the upper terminal. People could grab a drink while waiting to go down and allow 
purchases to be brougt on for the ride down. Profits on that woud be a major revenue stream that could 
be used to fund opperations and upkeep. (32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  5411 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leah Tosches 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I feel that decreasing LCC congestion is important I feel that it should be by utilizing CLEAN 
Buses, not a gondola and certainly not by widening Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.9L, 32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 
32.2.6.3F) widening Wasatch will Increase congestion by encouraging more cars and will increase the 
already significant danger of being on that road. UDOT is seemingly Only concerned with getting as 
many people up the canyon as possible- meanwhile local residents run/walk/ride along the Blvd all year 
and are constantly in mortal danger because of the high speeds. There are more ways than high 
speeds and more pavement to improve traffic flow. (32.2.6.2.2A) I love the idea of vehicle capacity 
rules esp on big snow days but all of the people who live on/near Wasatch should not have to be in 
actual physical danger just to increase skier loads on the already crowded hills. (32.1.2B and 
32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  5412 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Ross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build a Gondola! I've lived and worked in the canyon, I've also lived in multiple towns that have 
commuter Gondolas (Telluride, Mammoth, etc,). I just ask everyone to realize that a Wasatch Gondola 
System will help. I'm from Denver -- they did nothing -- it's horrible. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5413 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Budge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola option is best and less impactful than adding more busses. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5414 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Hincks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the best plan. Thank you. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5415 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Voytac 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the gondola idea but please note it must be user friendly. (32.2.9D) Skiers and snowboarders will 
use it together. Once of the negative issues of the buses is over crowding which causes people and 
their gear to fall on other people! I now wear my helmet in the bus to protect myself! In addition, a big 
snow means big crowds which could mean a long wait for the tram. The folks waiting cannot stand 
outside in the middle of a raging storm or heavy cold winds. (32.2.6.5C) Please be sure to provide 
shelter for those waiting and ample bathroom facilities. If you cannot provide shelter or bathrooms this 
project should not happen. (32.2.3A) 
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COMMENT #:  5416 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cathy Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expanse buses. (32.29D) The gondola will take 20 years (32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5417 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colleen Reilly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d prefer the gondola over the bus. Since I experience dizziness and car sickness, I would personally 
prefer a gondola ride (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  5418 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Kemp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe I've commented before, but now that we're down to 2 recommended solutions I wanted to 
chime in again. I feel the enhanced bus service is the most equitable and best solution. (32.2.9B) The 
gondola is more focused on solving issues for private for profit companies than something that works 
for everyone. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It doesn't address users that need to access other 
parts of the canyon and is also the most expensive. (32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.2.7C) Enhanced bus 
service is cheaper, benefits more user groups and accomplishes the same basic goals of improving 
transpiration in the canyons without giving away tons of tax payer money to private businesses. 
(32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  5419 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Purjes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola solution. (32.2.9D) It is by far the best approach for many reasons: (1) 
Not impacted by weather;(32.2.6.5K) (2) Not dependent on fossil fuels;(32.18A) (3) An attraction in its 
own right; (4) Don't have to wait for buses; (5) Less expensive to operate; (6) Less impact on roads and 
environment; (7) It works -- check out Telluride.  
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COMMENT #:  5420 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am submitting this comment as a resident of the Town of Alta. For record I am also an avalanche 
forecaster working in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I own a home in the Sugarplum Village on the Bypass 
Rd. 
 
I would like to state that as a resident I am strongly opposed to both concepts proposed. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) However, although the Gondola is without a doubt the better of two bad options, from the point 
of view of a homeowner I am most opposed to this option. 
 
As a homeowner I cannot support gondola cables suspended above in such close proximity to my 
home as proposed in the current alignment. (32.17A and 32.4O) Further the humming noise of the 
gondola would not be tolerable within my neighborhood. We are able to hear the hum of the Snowbird 
Tram from my home and that is much further away than the proposed gondola alignment. These factors 
would have the potential to greatly diminish local property values. (32.4O and 32.11D) 
 
I strongly suggest that the alignment of the proposed gondola is altered so as to not impact homes. 
(32.2.6.5DD)  
 
We have been discussing transportation alternatives in LCC since 1971. The consistent solution has 
been shedding the road for avalanche paths with frequent return periods and tolling so as to encourage 
bus usage. (32.2.9K , 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) This gondola is just the newest bright shiny thing. To go 
this route would be a shame and a detriment to those of us who actually live here in the canyon and 
make this place our home. 
 
Thank you, 
David Richards 
20 yr Alta resident.
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COMMENT #:  5421 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon is a great idea for the reduction of traffic in the canyon. 
What is proposed on https://gondolaworks.com looks really promising. The one thing I think would be 
nice to add in is maybe a stop at the White Pine trail head for use during the summer. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  5422 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Keegan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola only serves the resorts public transport needs to serve the public. If the ski resorts want 
private transportation to their resort, they should pay for it, not our taxes. The majority of the canyon is 
public lands and public transport should serve the whole canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
32.7C) All summer the white pine and red pine trail head has parking overflowing 1 mile up and down 
canyon, a bus would help to reduce that load but the gondola would do nothing. (32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Zion NP is one of the most visited national parks and they run entirely on an 
improved bus system. If it’s good enough for them it’s good enough for us. (32.2.2B) 

Page 32B-5541 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5423 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Thaxton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as the long term solution. (32.2.9D) In the interim I encourage increased 
frequency of ski buses, pickup at additional locations including the bus lot at 39th South and Wasatch 
Boulevard, and would ask the ski areas to set aside a room to act as a lounge and provide fee lockers 
for bus riders to use at the use the resort (32.29R and 32.2.3A) 
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COMMENT #:  5424 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Douglas Angus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been enjoying Little Cottonwood Canyon for over 40 years. Love Snowbird and Alta. I support 
the Gondola Alternative along with keeping the current road maintained. Thank you (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5425 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victor Tibaldeo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Would only support gondola idea if rider fee kept close to bus fee. (32.2.4A) Utah transit one of Heston 
features of Salt lake area. Otherwise just another elitist proposals to steal public access from public. 
(32.2.7A and 32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  5426 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Barbaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the efforts to identify solutions to minimize car traffic in LCC. However, the gondola -- or 
any permanent structure -- in LCC is a bad decision. (32.2.9E)  
 
LCC canyon is beautiful and the intrusion of more man-made structures is a disservice to the protection 
and beauty of LCC and those that recreate in it. (32.17A) 
 
More practically, the gondola only serves to enhance traffic during the ski season -- which will continue 
to get shorter as climate change progresses. It only reduces traffic for those that recreate at Alta and 
Snowbird. It runs only during ski season, and will be an absolute eyesore in LCC for generations to 
come. (32.2.2E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The cost is not worth it. 
 
We have buses. Use what we have better. Rather than destroy the canyon with a hideous, 
nonfunctional gondola that serves a fraction of people in SLC that recreate in LCC year round for a 
variety of activities, enhance the bus system!(32.2.9A)  
 
You need to incentivize people to take the bus, or make it untenable to drive in the canyon. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.2B)  
 
This is not difficult: 
-Ban anyone driving into the canyon during morning ski hours unless they have 4+ people in their car 
(unless they work or live in the canyon) (32.2.2B, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) 
-Build ski specific buses that make it comfortable to ride them with ski gear 
-Alta and Snowbird need to enhance their locker systems to accommodate more people coming in with 
ski bags and gear. (32.2.3A) 
-Have more stops for skiers to get on the bus before LCC to avoid congestion at the mouth of the 
canyon (32.2.2I) 
 
This is not difficult.  
 
There is no need to widen the LCC road for buses. (32.2.9C) Ban people from driving into the canyon 
during peak am ski hours. (32.2.2L) If people want to ski bad enough, they will take the bus.  
 
Don't destroy LCC with a limited use gondola for the convenience of a few people. 
 
Alternative: let people sit in traffic. I do it because I want to ski. The skiers in LCC, including myself, are 
privileged enough to handle an hour in traffic. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  5427 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Li Lu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolas and busses are solutions from the 1980s. I strongly urge you to consider modern approachs 
to high-speed travel. This requires serious research. Fast underground travel may be doable. Find out 
what they do in Japan at Japanese ski resorts. What will they do in Los Angeles? Tesla catapult? I can 
bet that gondola will be very expensive to ride. (32.2.4A) Busses stink inside, whereas other forms of 
mass transit do not seem to have that issue. Serious research is needed. This is a real opportunity to 
lead and advance greatly. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  5428 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Given 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola all the way! The ski industry is much larger and brings in more money than the rock climbing 
community. (32.2.9D) It would be foolish to expand the bus system over the gondola system. (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  5429 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Matthews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola idea is excellent. We would choose a trip to Alta & Snowbird because of the 
gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5430 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Roger Judd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5431 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Babicz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the proposed gondola option (32.2.9E) - I feel it only benefits already 
benefitting mega ski resorts and uses tax dollars to do so. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Rather than adding more unnecessary and unsightly infrastructure to our beloved Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, of the two options I support the bus option. (32.2.9B) I am disgusted and 
heartbroken over the proposed gondola option, and its impact on LCC. Furthermore, I'd like answers to 
the following questions before persuing either option:  
What happened to tolling and why can’t it be implemented now? The Utah state legislature allocated 
>$60M to help improve traffic in LCC, including studying the concept of tolling personal vehicles, yet 
that is not being proposed as a solution that can be implemented in the near term, despite tolling being 
a clear tool to limit car use. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y). What can be done next season and the one after 
that, rather than focusing on 2030 and 2050? (32.29R) What will the costs be to ride the gondola/train? 
(32.2.4A) And who will operate them? (32.2.6I) Exorbitant fees are the opposite of disincentivizing 
personal vehicle use. (32.2.4A and 32.5A). What would a dramatic influx of $ do to streamlining the 
UTA bus system? (32.2.6K) Why is there so much reluctance to do a comprehensive capacity study for 
the canyon? (32.20B) The train and gondola as proposed will be adding more people to the canyon; is 
the capacity of the canyon unlimited or do we need to do the hard work of determining how many 
people can realistically be in LCC at one time. Ignored or unmanaged, WBA is concerned increasing 
the number of people in LCC (capacity) will lead to new pressures to more development in LCC - and 
even ski resort expansion. Despite this being a critical question, neither UDOT or USFS are willing to 
address this fundamental question. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, 32.20E, and 32.20F) Who will pay for the 
exorbitant solutions? The two LCC ski resorts are the obvious benefactors of the solutions, with nearly 
all of the ridership heading to their resorts, yet we have not heard any concrete details about what 
Snowbird and Alta will contribute financially. Perhaps this is why the resorts are so enthusiastic about 
these ambitious proposals. (32.2.7A) Why have there been no efforts to work on creative solutions for 
bus lanes or directional traffic options? (32.2.2D and 32.2.2EE) WBA has proven on our shuttle days 
that more, smaller, targeted ‘vans’ are a viable option for both backcountry and resort users; why have 
these not been discussed as options? (32.2.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Why has there been such 
an exclusive focus on LCC, and not on a more-comprehensive valley-wide transit system that keeps 
the canyons’ popularity in mind? (32.2.2B and 32.2.2I) It seems obvious to everyone except UDOT that 
whatever changes are put in place for LCC will have a direct impact on Big Cottonwood, yet we 
continue to hear excuses for why issues and solutions for BCC are not being considered at the same 
time. (32.1.1A). What is the fate of Wasatch Boulevard? Does turning Wasatch Blvd from a two lane 
road into a six lane super-highway make any sense, either in terms of safety for local residents or for 
getting people to the ski areas on a powder day? Are we creating a bigger bottleneck at the canyon 
mouth? (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.7B). Why does UDOT bother having people register for its ‘traction’ 
program if there is no enforcement of it on snowy days? (32.2.2M) And why are cars with poor tires 
allowed up the canyons on dry mornings when big storms are forecast for during the day, knowing it will 
inevitably lead to poor driving conditions that will be made worse by ill-prepared vehicles? Why not 
simply enforce the traction law from October through May at all times of the day? (32.2.2M) 
Your truly,  
Rebecca Babicz 
Cottonwood Heights resident 
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COMMENT #:  5432 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter McDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my three years living in SLC I have mostly skied Alta without the benefit of having a car. As such, 
when I don't have someone to drive me skiing, I take a bus from Sugarhouse (the 209, 213, or 220) to 
the ski bus (usually the 953 but occasionally the 994) and take the ski bus to Alta. The whole journey 
without traffic takes 1.5-2 hours compared to 35 minutes driving. One of the main problems of bus 
service in LCC is that there is no option to bypass traffic getting into the canyon which is often severely 
backed up due to the merge of SR 209 and 210 and navigation apps diverting traffic through 
neighborhoods only to reenter SR 209/210 closer to the canyon. Further, there are multiple long stops 
at Snowbird before getting to Alta, so even without traffic the ski bus portion of trip of my trip (I usually 
catch the 953 along fort union) is a solid 30 minutes slower than driving a car from the bus stop (I've 
checked this often on google maps). So, as of right now, the bus is always a strictly worse option than 
driving a car and sets up a real prisoners dilemma. Even as someone who loves biking and public 
transit and listens to a podcast called the War on Cars, I would drive up the canyon if I could. With 
regards to the proposals, I am against the gondola because it has a fixed capacity and I don't believe it 
will solve the traffic problem in the canyon - it will just average things out between waiting in line for the 
gondola and driving a car, and I could see the risk of ending up in a long line for the gondola shifting the 
balance towards cars. (32.2.6.5C, 32.2.6.5N, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.5C, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I also am against 
expanding the roadway due to its impact on the canyon, though it is my preferred option of the two. 
(32.2.9E) Instead, I believe that if we want to actually improve traffic in the canyon, we need to 
disincentivize car trips, either by banning them from the canyon entirely or charging some sort of toll, 
and expand bus service to where the travel time of bus versus car in the canyon is nearly the same. It 
is also important to provide better bus service from various places throughout the valley so that we do 
not simply shift the traffic to the areas around bus stops. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  5433 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lorrie Belcher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Noooo to gondola. (32.2.9E) It will not help with traffic on Wasatch in front of my home . (32.2.6.5E and 
32.7B) Please use smarter busing. More busses, smaller shuttles, electric busses, cheaper bus prices. 
You can do it. You guys are smart. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  5434 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rodney Urtel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola solutions is the most viable. It follows a European model of transporting skiers from 
a main village, on a large tram/gondola to different resorts in that valley. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5435 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wade Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is an excellent solution and should have been implemented years ago. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5436 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Livermore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a regular visitor to Little Cottonwood Canyon in the winter months. I have lost many a days skiing 
due to canyon closures. The idea of a gondola makes a lot of sense both environmentally and 
practically in light of the high demand for canyon access in the winter. This is obviously dependent on a 
system that could handle the proposed volume. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5437 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Torey Edgcomb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option to reduce congestion- least environmental impact and not as dependent on 
weather / road conditions as the bus. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5438 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill McMahon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s a no brainer.... Gondola all the way!! (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-5557 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5439 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Park 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola alternative better mitigates weather-related traffic congestion issues than the 
enhanced bus alternative by providing a mode of transportation that doesn’t rely on a slick canyon road. 
The gondola alternative has less environmental impacts than the enhanced bus alternative, avoiding 
more paving to widen the road and emissions from more buses. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5440 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Rubano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT support expanded bus service! I support the gondola option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5441 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Major 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have reviewed the proposals carefully (as well as others than the two UDOT has put forth) and I 
believe that the GONDOLA proposal will in the end be the Best For All Concerned, including the wild 
residents of the canyon! (32.2.9D and 32.13B)
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COMMENT #:  5442 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Cubba 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski 100+ days a year so I'm impacted by the bad canyon days. however, i'm not sure if the number of 
bad days merit the investment in the gondola system. (32.1.4D) i would like to see a more measured 
approach that starts with Alta and Bird charging enough to park that it encourages the bus and car 
pooling. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) More buses. (32.2.9A) And then a vital issue to be addressed - traction 
law - it's not enough to have all season tires or the minimum required. I have 4 wheel drive and snow 
tires that are in excellent shape and I know how to drive the canyon and that is pretty much the 
minimum requirement. 4 good snow tires and 4 wheel drive. anything less than that turn them around - 
also, this has to be in effect on any day where there is even a potential for snow. The bus gives anyone 
without the proper vehicle an alternative so this must be a basic staple of a new program. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  5443 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frank Buselli Esq. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Consider pecuniary incentives to entice skiers to arrive later than opening time and departing before 
closing time. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5444 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gordon Heinrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5445 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Shpetner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I am strongly in favor of a gondola; the road into the canyon gets slick and of course must be closed 
when there is traffic, an accident, or avalance mitigation is necessary. A gondola would also be kinder 
emissions-wise. More buses means more fumes, more traffic, and more opportunities for accidents, 
etc. Thanks for reading! (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5446 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janet Walter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola B is a preferred alternative in my opinion (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5447 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our family has been an Alta and Snowbird season pass holders for many years. The congestion, 
especially on powder days, has dramatically reduced our ability to enjoy the mountain resorts. The 
gondola option seems to be the best choice because it doesn't rely on roads that will be slick and prone 
to avalanche issues. We have spent time at European resorts and gondolas there are widely used to 
get visitors up the mountain safely. It will provide a beautiful and scenic way to get to these resorts as 
well as make it possible to get up the canyon on bad weather days. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5448 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Fuhrman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It's time to commit to an alternative form of transportation in LCC. I want my children to enjoy Alta the 
way i was able to when i was young. Let's move forward with the Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5449 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Watt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO to the gondola! (32.2.9E) A gondola in LCC will only benefit the resorts and will not address the 
actual issue of overcrowding and congestion. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
A combination of the other proposals (expanded bus system, mobility hubs, congestion pricing) is more 
beneficial to the normal SLC resident and will go further in addressing our issues. (32.2.9A) NO 
GONDOLA! 
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COMMENT #:  5450 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donna Kuzmiski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the way to go. (32.2.9D) Also, what happened to the proposed gondola coming from the 
east side in Midway? That would be a huge traffic eliminator in the canyon! (32.2.2N)
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COMMENT #:  5451 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please ...please please do the Gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5452 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Beelen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am long-time Alta skier (since 1989) and I lived in SLC 2008-2014. Maintaining access and minimizing 
environmental impacts are imperative. I support the gondola rather than increasing bus serve. 
(32.2.9D) As an alternative, I suggest a monorail. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  5453 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Carmichael 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither plan should affect ALTA Shuttle customers. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5454 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Kaye 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed gondola as the more environmentally friendly option and the option most likely 
to draw tourists and skiers. It’s worth the expense. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5455 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Mickel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLA! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5456 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karl Hipchen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola sounds like a great idea!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5457 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Baldwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa!!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5458 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryant Tchida 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option makes a lot If sense. We skied at Alta and Snowbird last year and would have used 
the gondola if that were an option. Less emissions, easier to get there. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5459 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Stowell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a user of the canyon both in the winter and summer time, a gondola will provide the community with 
the best long term option, provide great access to the canyons and further minimize traffic. While the 
upfront investment will be higher, it will better serve the Wasatch Front over the long term. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5460 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Calvin Kinghorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option would preserve the canyon, and provide a safe option for travel regardless of road 
condition. I fully support this investment in the future of LCC. (32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  5461 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Henry Heyburn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great to see this issue being addressed. Of the two preferred recommendations I support the gondola. 
Here are my reasons: (32.2.9D) 
1. Reduced impact on wildlife. (32.13A and 32.13B) 
2. Increased reliability. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5K) 
3. Sense of commitment. Buses come and go! On one hand they offer some flexibility, ie. bigger buses, 
buses using different fuels but in the end buses seem like more of a short term approach. If there were 
a reasonable way to build the rail project and reduce the chances for delay I would support that 
approach. (32.2.9F)  
 
Anything to get us away from automobiles seems favorable. 

Page 32B-5580 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5462 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Herrmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe a gondola is a great option to reduce pollution, improve mountain attendance, and avoid 
potential issues with car accidents on icy roads (32.2.9D and 32.10A). 
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COMMENT #:  5463 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jerry Eldredge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola for Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5464 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie St Denis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola in comparison with the other alternatives presented as a solution to traffic and 
avalanche problems on SR-210. (32.2.9D) However, as a homeowner in the Village at Sugarplum, I 
cannot support this project as currently proposed. Building a large, loud, and disruptive Gondola system 
to go right over the private homes of most of the residents in Little Cottonwood Canyon is not practical - 
this is an issue of privacy and mountain solitude, as well as property value. (32.4E, 32.11D, and 
32.17A) We own our home in Alta as an escape from the noise of more urban areas, as well as the 
privacy that a small mountain town offers. (32.11D) We consider ourselves very lucky to live where we 
do, and of course, we also live up here for job proximity and ease of outdoor recreation (i.e., more than 
the financial aspect of it). However, owning a home anywhere is an investment, and it is hard to get on 
board with something that will cause the value of that investment to plummet. I think the route of this 
Gondola and the placement of the towers needs to be seriously re-thought before this option can be 
proposed as viable. (32.2.6.5DD)
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COMMENT #:  5465 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Pepper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having skied Alta since late 80s, I have a good sense of the traffic issues on 210. I think the gondola is 
the best long-term solution. It's weather neutral. Even enhanced bus lanes would be down during 
avalanche episodes unless costly concrete avalanche covers were added. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  5466 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Philip Huemmler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I urge you to consider a train system similar to Zermatt, Switzerland. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  5467 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna VA VA Polesny 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not change anything. Keep Alta and Snowbird emote and as inaccessible as possible. It is getting 
too crowded. No need for more capacity. (32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  5468 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Sandy resident and frequent LCC user (75 days last season). I want to express my strong 
opposition to proceeding with the gondola for the following reasons (32.2.9E) 
- The economic model considering the gondola must include a robust consumer uptake analysis that 
fully analyzes the strong consumer resistance to the increased friction of the proposed system. 
Specifically, because users must shift from the current system getting in their car and getting out at the 
resort, the gondola solution anticipates little friction in transitioning those users to getting on a bus with 
all their primary and secondary ski equipment (back-up equipment normally kept in a car for adverse 
events or lunch), getting off the bus and cuing for the gondola, loading gondola with all their equipment, 
and repeat the process to go home. There appears to be an overwhelming bias toward skewing the 
analysis to omit such a crucial consideration. The consumer friction seems like an enormous 
impediment to full use absent a major financial incentive, which is not even outlined in the documents I 
found. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5J) 
- The proposed gondola is woefully inadequate to have a major impact. It will only carry 1/3 of the 
people heading up LCC, so our half billion dollar obligation does little to alleviate the problem in LCC 
alone. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- The gondola solves none of the larger regional transportation issues. For example, not even BCC is 
improved by this massive spending proposal. (32.1.1A) 
- The capacity is highly ski resort specific providing no capacity in the ski areas ‘off’ hours or providing 
access to attractions on the way up to the resorts. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.5G) In fact, the gondola 
solution appears exclusively intended to benefit two for-profit corporations, and such a narrowly 
targeted benefit should not be the obligation of our citizens. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C). - The ski areas are the primary beneficiary, and should agree to offset any costs of users. The 
fee structure is not adequately considered and people are driven by financial structures. The true 
environmental impact cannot be known without a robust economic model considering all payees and 
payors. (32.2.4A).  
For the foregoing reasons I strongly oppose the gondola solution 
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COMMENT #:  5469 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Adams-Chatterley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5470 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zachariah Chatterley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola alternative (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5471 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Gardiner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that expanding the current bus system is a better alternative for public transport on SR-210 
than the proposed gondola. (32.2.9A) My primary concern is the gondola system is only helping those 
that want access to the resorts while leaving many other backcountry users to fend for themselves. 
What about backcountry skiers, hikers, snowshoers mountain bikers and runners that want to use SR-
210? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4G, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Seems like it would be much easier to 
expand the bus system and consequently expand access to all parts of the canyon and not just the 
resorts. (32.2.6.3C) Not to mention with the recent climate report from the IPCC, skiing in Utah may 
well be on the decline (32.2.2E). Should we build an expensive gondola that caters to ski resorts that 
may not be able to operate in a certain amount of years or create a better system that can be used 
during all seasons for years to come. Don't think it will work? Take a look at Zion NP. There is 
essentially a bus network that allows at least 675,000 people per day (June 2021, NPS stats report) to 
enjoy the splendors of the park (hiking, climbing, backpacking, canyoneering). (32.2.2B) This only 
works because the busses can stop at MULTIPLE trail heads and locations. Not just two main "ski 
resorts."(32.2.6.3C) Expanding the bus system, not just up SR-210, but all around the city, would allow 
greater and more sustainable access to the canyon. Isn't that what we are looking for--greater 
transportation for all, not the few (and wealthy)? (32.2.2I and 32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  5472 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Viktor Simovski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I truly appreciate the efforts to identify solutions to minimize car traffic in LCC. However, the gondola -- 
or any permanent structure -- in LCC is a bad decision. (32.2.9E) LCC canyon is beautiful and the 
intrusion of more man-made structures is a disservice to the protection and beauty of LCC and those 
that recreate in it. (32.17C) More practically, the gondola only serves to enhance traffic during the ski 
season -- which will continue to get shorter as climate change progresses. (32.2.2E) It only reduces 
traffic for those that recreate at Alta and Snowbird. It runs only during ski season, and will be an 
absolute eyesore in LCC for generations to come. (32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.6.5F, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
The cost is not worth it. 
 
We have buses. Use what we have but better. Rather than destroy the canyon with a hideous, 
nonfunctional gondola that serves a fraction of people in SLC that recreate in LCC year round for a 
variety of activities, enhance the bus system with ecofriendly vehicles and run them more 
often!(32.2.9A) 
 
The most important thing here is that we need to incentivize people to take the bus, or make it 
untenable to drive in the canyon during peak hours. (32.2.4A) 
 
- Firstly, Alta and Snowbird need to enhance their locker systems to accommodate more people coming 
in with ski bags and gear. (32.2.3A)  
-Ban anyone driving into the canyon during morning ski hours unless they have 4+ people in their car 
(unless they work or live in the canyon) (32.2.4A) 
-Build ski specific buses that make it comfortable to ride them with ski gear (32.2.6.3E) 
-Have more stops for skiers to get on the bus before LCC to avoid congestion at the mouth of the 
canyon (32.2.6.N and 32.2.2I) 
 
This is not difficult.  
 
There is no need to widen the LCC road for buses. Ban people from driving into the canyon during peak 
am ski hours. If people want to ski bad enough, they will take the bus. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2B) 
 
TLDR: Don't destroy LCC with a limited use gondola for the marginal convenience of a few people. 
Skiers understand the damage that canyon traffic is causing the environment -- they won't be hurt by 
the banning of cars going up that canyon, therefore the resorts won't suffer. (32.2.2L) What we really 
need is better tools using what we already have (better designed busses, close canyon during peak 
hours unless you have 4+ or live in the canyon). And lastly, consider hiring a behavioral 
psychologist/economist to help with how we can incentivize people to use the things we already have -- 
they'll know better than you and I. (32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you for reading. I would love to provide more feedback or help in any way. 
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COMMENT #:  5473 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eddie Stevens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the road widening or gondola options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I live in Sandy and pay 
taxes in UT. I believe that other options should be explored, such as increased bus service, and tolling 
on busy weekends in the winter. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5474 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Hendrickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The alp countries in Europe successfully use trams and gondolas to move skiers from transfer stations 
to the slopes, and even from one ski area to others. Let’s follow their example. The gondola solution will 
provide predictable and continuous access to snow when it’s snowing (day or night), will reduce car 
emissions, will reduce noise, will maintain water quality (implement rigorous SWPPP plan during 
construction), and provide a spectacular experience for gondola riders. (32.2.9D, 32,10A, 32.11D, and 
32.12A) 
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COMMENT #:  5475 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The lesser of two evils is the enhanced bus/widened road. However, the easiest and cheapest option is 
to enforce carpooling and existing bus service. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A)  
I don’t agree that taxpayers should be the ones to indirectly fund the project, regardless of which option 
is adopted. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5476 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Marsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this seems like a good longterm solution to the current problem with the canyon and traffic. 
(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5477 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Cochella 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Prefer enhanced bus. (32.2.9A) 
 
Modest steps to learn. 
 
Use existing parking in valley (little construction) UU, purchase proper buses w good racks, hire teens 
to help load, make it a nice experience. (32.2.2I) 
 
Restrict cars to bus. (32.2.2L) 
 
Measure and learn. 
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COMMENT #:  5478 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Doll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We do NOT NEED to widen S.R. 210! We do NOT NEED to build a gondola! (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
We do NOT WANT to see these UDOT preferred alternatives in our canyon! Alleviating ski traffic can 
be done without using tax payers money to fund Alta and Snowbird expansion! (32.2.7A) Stop trying to 
turn the Wasatch into a corporate Disneyland and keep it natural! This is a a very good resource that 
outlines other options:  
https://www.savelittlecottonwood.com/solutions 
 
Note added by comment reviewer – Here are the atlernatives listed at the link 
 

  increasing bus capacity (regional hubs ) (32.2.2I)  

 mobility hubs (32.2.2I) 

 incentivizing riders to take transit (32.2.4A) 

 minimizing impact (32.2.9A) 

 affordability (32.2.4A) 

 creating a system that is easy to use (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  5479 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Timothy Bair 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having grown up is Salt Lake City in the 60's and 70's and coming back from the East coast pretty 
much every year for a ski vacation the last 30 years, we are fully aware of the difficulties of transporting 
skiers up the canyon. Nothing worse than getting to the mouth of the canyon on a powder day only to 
be turned away because of the travel restrictions because your rental vehicle does not have the proper 
equipment. Not to mention, you forgot your bus pass! We are all for the gondola system! Sounds 
awesome and can't wait to take a ride. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5480 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clark Lowder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pro Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5481 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Brooks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is the better option. As someone who travels to the area often for skiing, I would 
love to avoid worrying about being on the dangerous roads in a car or a bus. The gondola not only 
ensures regular access, I believe it would be an attraction in and of itself. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5482 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Isenmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, please (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  5483 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Duncan Richey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is such an amazing idea! It would make the mountain so much more accessible and convenient for 
so many people. I think to not go through with this idea would be a huge mistake. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5484 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Grace Tyler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Grace Tyler 
Wanship, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5485 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirsten Schiel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin our canyon with a gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  5486 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dean Moncur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Snowfall in Little Cottonwood Canyon brings skiing and traffic congestion. Weather bringing snow also 
brings traffic delays and congestion, not only in the canyons but onto Wasatch Blvd. as well. Weather 
reduces the road's traffic flow as it becomes slick and creates traffic backups because of accidents, 
snow removal and avalanches. 
  
The gondola option will better reduce winter traffic congestion than the enhanced bus alternative 
because it doesn’t use the canyon road which is often slick and riddled with avalanches. The gondola 
alternative is more environmentally friendly than the enhanced bus alternative, because it doesn’t 
require more paving to widen the roads and increased emissions from more buses. It’s also quieter and 
aesthetically less invasive that the sights and sounds of more buses running up and down the canyon. 
(32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.11A, and 32.11D) 
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COMMENT #:  5487 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Beasley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been consistently recreating in LCC for 20 years in all four seasons (climbing, hiking, skiing) and 
hold a season pass at Alta. I love that canyon, and am very concerned with what happens to it.  
 
I am strongly in support of expanded bus service and very strongly opposed to the idea of a tram. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) A key goal, as per the EIS website, is to ‘preserve the value of the Wasatch 
Mountains,’ but the value of mountains and wilderness areas is in their specific nature as places 
separate from the city. (32.1.2B) Introducing a massive mechanized steel eyesore of towers, cables, 
and tramcars, visible from every part of the canyon and most of its side canyons, will destroy the nature 
of a huge part of what makes Little Cottonwood so special. (32.17A)  
 
The primary issue of concern seems to be traffic congestion during a few hours a day on a few winter 
days, but the tram would be a permanent blight on the canyon every day of the year, forever, and would 
negatively impact every other user of the canyon on every day. (32.17A and 32.1.4D) Building a tram is 
the opposite of acting as stewards of these incredible resources we have been given for future 
generations - rather, it destroys what makes them so special.  
 
Further, it seems clear that a tram cannot really fix even the problem of access during certain winter 
days, given its small capacity in the face of thousands of skiers looking to enter and exit the resorts all 
at the same time. And the additional hours to park, walk, wait in long lines, ride the tram, and then do it 
again at the end of the day, just seems crazy - especially when you can still just drive to the resort and 
avoid all of that. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.6.5C, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Buses are highly flexible and easy to use and adapt as needed, as Zion has demonstrated. They work 
so well there. Zion has become massively more highly visited over the past few years, but the only 
change that needs to happen there is to add more bus service so the bus lines are shorter. In Zion, 
there’s not a lot of room for parking, but the Wasatch Blvd area has many spots that can be developed. 
With a LCC gondola, what would we do to address further crowding as the city grows - build another 
gondola line ten years from now? (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Buses are far more flexible. Numbers can be increased or decreased depending on the needs of the 
canyon, even based on the time of day or snowfall predictions, as well as over time as the city grows. 
(32.2.6.3D) They can be used by the many other canyon uses, not just winter skiers. And of course 
they don’t require changing the nature of what makes LCC such an amazing place. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
Salt Lake is growing rapidly, and I support that growth. It’s a wonderful city, but part of what makes it 
wonderful is maintaining the Wasatch and its canyons as separate as possible from the city. Please 
don’t destroy one of the crown jewels of the Salt Lake area and what I believe to be one of the most 
beautiful canyons in the world by building a towering monstrosity of a tram line. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  5488 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Brady 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see the gondola option!!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5489 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Duncan Richey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I didn't specify in my previous comment but the gondola is an amazing idea and should be the 
alternative the DOT implements. It would give a more accessible, convenient alternative to driving 
(either in car or bus) that would almost always be open and always free from congestion (32.2.9D) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  5490 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Todd Newnam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a homeowner in Park City, UT. I ski at Alta and Snowbird and have experienced the traffic issues 
many times particularly during and following inclement weather that is good for skiing.  
 
I support the proposed Gondola system instead of widening the road. The Gondola seems to provide 
the most cost effective, environmentally beneficial long term solution. (32.2.9D) 
 
 
Thank you.  
 
Todd R. Newnam 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  5491 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Rubenstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola! It will be awesome! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5492 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reid Watts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a out-of-state skier who has skiied Little Cottonwood for 40 years and have also skied many 
European areas, I fully support the gondola alternative in the UDOT Draft EIS and hope it comes to 
fruition. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5493 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nickolai Borba 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't fill the canyon with poles and cables to obstruct the beauty everyday to fix a problem that 
only occors 20 days a year. Gondola is not the right answer. I go to the canyon often and I think it 
would take the natural beauty away. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) I say widen the road and call it good with 
more busses if you need it. (32.2.9B) all you are doing is expanding infrastructure that is already there 
rather than keeping it and adding a whole new system. I say no gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  5494 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see a Gondola system but into the canyons. We have used the gondola system put into 
Disneyworld recently. We loved it! I think it would be a consistent way to bring people up and down the 
mountain, with less risk of dangerous road conditions, and accidents. I believe there would be less 
environmental impact long term as well. As a Utah Native I am a huge supporter of our natural 
resources, and love skiing. Let's support the economic growth that comes from our beautiful ski resorts, 
and continue to prioritize environmental stability for our canyons. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5495 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kieran Lenssen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5496 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise Keller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola going up Little Cottonwood. It seems like it’s the safest for people as 
compared to the bus that can and has slid off the road during winter conditions. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5497 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Bradley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola seems like the much better option as people won't see any reason to use the bus if it gets 
stuck in the same traffic as their car. Unless you shut down the road to everything but busses and utility 
vehicles (which could work) the bus would wind up being empty and stuck in traffic too. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5498 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce C Hochberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The 32 seat heated Gondola option makes the most sense. It will move people up to the ski areas 
when the road is closed due to heavy snow fall and car/ bus slide offs. Also less of an environmental 
impact. More buses means widening the road. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5499 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Forrest 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as it seems to be the better option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5500 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harald Stock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the tram / gondola solution, and more stringent interim measures until full implementation. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5501 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sharon Pedersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola makes the absolute most sense. It’s so apparent that I’ll not be surprised if it is not chosen. 
PS I work for the government and more times than not - the decision isn’t made on what makes good 
common sense. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5502 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I visit Alta and Snowbird multiple times each ski season (I live in North Carolina) and would love to see 
the Gondola option come to fruition. Less emissions and greater access during storms! Thank you. 
Brandon Richards 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5503 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Benjamin Beasley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT team: 
 
First, thank you very much for the care you have taken with respect to decisions surrounding Little 
Cottonwood Canyon transit. I appreciate the years of effort and discussion that have gone into 
identifying alternatives and getting input from the community about this. From similar projects that I 
have worked on, I know that this is not easy, and that weighing different interests is complex and 
challenging.  
 
I write today to share my thoughts. By way of background, I am a real estate and business attorney, 
have been consistently recreating in LCC for nearly 25 years in all four seasons (climbing, hiking, 
skiing), and hold a season pass at Alta. I love that canyon, and am very concerned with what happens 
to it - for myself, and for my children. 
  
I am strongly in support of expanded bus service and very strongly opposed to the idea of a tram. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) A key goal, as per the EIS website, is to ‘preserve the value of the Wasatch 
Mountains,’ but the value of mountains and wilderness areas is in their specific nature as places 
separate from the city. (32.1.2B) Introducing a massive mechanized steel eyesore of towers, cables, 
and tramcars, visible from every part of the canyon and most of its side canyons, will destroy the nature 
of a huge part of what makes Little Cottonwood so special. (32.17A)  
 
The primary issue of concern seems to be traffic congestion during a few hours a day on a few winter 
days, but the tram would be a permanent blight on the canyon every day of the year, forever, and would 
negatively impact every other user of the canyon on every day. (32.17A and 32.1.4D) Building a tram is 
the opposite of acting as stewards of these incredible resources we have been given for future 
generations - rather, it destroys what makes them so special.  
 
Further, it seems clear that a tram cannot really fix even the problem of access during certain winter 
days, given its small capacity in the face of thousands of skiers looking to enter and exit the resorts all 
at the same time. And the additional hours to park, walk, wait in long lines, ride the tram, and then do it 
again at the end of the day, just seems crazy - especially when you can still just drive to the resort and 
avoid all of that. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.6.5C, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Buses are highly flexible and easy to use and adapt as needed, as Zion has demonstrated. They work 
so well there. Zion has become massively more highly visited over the past few years, but the only 
change that needs to happen there is to add more bus service so the bus lines are shorter. In Zion, 
there’s not a lot of room for parking, but the Wasatch Blvd area has many spots that can be developed. 
With a LCC gondola, what would we do to address further crowding as the city grows - build another 
gondola line ten years from now? (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Buses are far more flexible. Numbers can be increased or decreased depending on the needs of the 
canyon, even based on the time of day or snowfall predictions, as well as over time as the city grows. 
(32.2.6.3D) They can be used by the many other canyon uses, not just winter skiers. And of course 
they don’t require changing the nature of what makes LCC such an amazing place. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
Salt Lake is growing rapidly, and I support that growth. It’s a wonderful city, but part of what makes it 
wonderful is maintaining the Wasatch and its canyons as separate as possible from the city. Please 
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don’t destroy one of the crown jewels of the Salt Lake area and what I believe to be one of the most 
beautiful canyons in the world by building a towering monstrosity of a tram line. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  5504 

DATE:   8/11/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grenville Sutcliffe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the Gondola alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5505 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Jasensky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the two options, gondola or expanded bus, I think the gondola approach is ultimately the best to 
handle traffic during foul weather. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5506 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Ray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola option is the ONLY option on the table that solves the problem. The others just kick the 
can down the road and will lead to more pollution, congestion and misery for those wanting an 
awesome day out. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.7C)) 
 
If I was in charge I would stop / severely limit vehicular traffic up the canyon and make it an amazing 
place for all to visit. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5507 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Lindstrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. It will destroy our canyon. (32.2.9E) Either expand the existing busing or just do the snow 
shreds. The snow shreds are biggest way to fix the problem. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  5508 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Judith Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Atlanta but have been skiing at Alta (and sometimes Snowbird) for at last 20 days each winter 
for the past few years. I stay a Snowbird (have 25 days reserved in the Lodge already - yikes, $$$) and 
usually take the bus up to Alta. I love the bus but also support the gondola. Traffic up the canyon is 
awful. I woudl glad take the gondola from Snowbird to Alta. Ditto the bus. And as I become a better 
skier, could use the tunnel/go via Mineral Basin to get back and forth. I am flexible but think the gondola 
will have real advantages. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5509 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Nolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola does not provide an easier option to the bulk of the visitors that ultimately create the 
congestion. (32.2.9E) A family of 4, coming to SLC to enjoy skiing and riding, will not be interested in 
having to make multiple transfers from car to bus, bus to bus, bus to gondola, and gondola to gondola 
(32.2.6.5J). The amount of effort required to make these transfers does not appeal to anyone that has 
had to drag their equipment and children, therefore the gondola option will not be utilized to the level 
needed to reduce congestion. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) Furthermore, the gondola only will provide 
additional access to mountain resorts, which doesn’t address any congestion generated by the 
numerous other recreational users of the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C)  
 
If the resorts want the gondola, put your money where your mouth is an pay for the enormous tax bill 
you have shifted to the residents of SLC. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  5510 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Goodwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor a gondola because it’s operation seems less susceptible to weather impact. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5511 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caitlin Nevins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola would be the better option, as the weather impacts that cause the most congestion 
would be felt more acutely by the buses rather than the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5512 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amos Lu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is by far the least disruptive to the environment over the long run. Other alternatives 
are at best a band aid which will still steadily impact the geological stability of the canyon as well as 
contribute to environmental degradation. (32.2.9D, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 
32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  5513 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ana Echenique 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola address is the weather and traffic concerns and 
emissions concerns better than expanding the bus service. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5514 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Troyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for your hard work on this important issue UDOT, I travel SR210 5 days a week. I am 
completely in favor of the gondola option, we don't want more vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
 In addition I encourage you to implement the traction law full time from Nov. 1st until the end of April, a 
metering traffic signal at Snowbird entrances similar to the ones on freeway entrance ramps would be a 
great thing for visitors and employees who go to the top of the canyon. I am an Alta employee and 
lifetime resident of Sandy (32.2.2M and 32.2.2XX) 
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COMMENT #:  5515 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Schnarr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i believe all tires should have the 3 peak mountain snowflake in winter, similar to laws in British 
Columbia, Quebec and parts of Europe (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  5516 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  K Marsden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola. It is historically tied to skiing. The gondola addresses the issues of avalanche, 
crowding and carbon fumes. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5517 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amelia Hilterbrand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a fantastic idea! BUILD THE GONDOLA! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5518 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beau Carlson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a life long Utah resident, I support the Gondola option not only for the safety it provides during 
hazardous winter driving conditions, regardless of in a bus or a personal vehicle, its dangerous to drive 
in winter conditions, the Gondola also brings great views and attractions for the summer activities that 
will open up to our beautiful canyon, for biking hiking, restaurant patronage. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5519 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Wen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build a gondola! A gondola would significantly improve traffic by reducing the dependence of 
travelers on the canyon’s slick roads during the winter (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5520 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've reviewed the pros and cons, and this gondola appears to be the most viable solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5521 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Tomeny 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The comprehensive and long term solution is to link all of the central Wasatch ski areas by building a 
few more lifts near Guardsman Pass. And then build an access lift from the Jordanelle State Park, 
where thousands of cars can park, to roughly the top of Guardsman Pass. Get the cars out of the 
canyons and have them park on the flatter, safer side of the Wasatch. (32.1.5B) Put tolls on the existing 
canyon roads to pay for the whole project. Separately owned ski areas can share revenues based on 
pass scans. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5522 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Les J 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't see anything about capacity per hour in the FAQs. Peak capacity, able to meet ski rush is key, 
as well as the p.m. exodus. (32.1.4F) 
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COMMENT #:  5523 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Hilterbrand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola idea. I think it will provide an easy solution to the problems Little Cottonwood Canyon 
is facing. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5524 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melani Harker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5525 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Marsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola to decrease the congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. It seems the more 
viable option since travelers will be up and out of the winter storms (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5526 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stuart Ellen Masters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We've been skiing Alta & Snowbird since 1975. Love, love what you offer. We strongly favor the 
gondola alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5527 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JoBeth Shealy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please seriously consider the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. It is the best option for the 
environment and Utah. (32.2.9D) 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  5528 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gerald Polk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am most in favor of the gondola alternative. Better reliability and lower environmental impact. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5529 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Brignone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5530 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Teigen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option to little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) 
 

Page 32B-5650 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5531 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kipp Hammon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of the gondola, but how will people get to all the trailheads which are lower down the 
canyon? (32.2.6.5G and 32.1.2D) 
Buses only work with a dedicated bus lane, otherwise they get stuck behind cars 
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COMMENT #:  5532 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why start with such a vast money and construction project that only targets a portion of the users of the 
canyon. You're basically funding the rich to have more convenient skiing options. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Start with increased mouth of canyon parking and bus times: this benefits 
all users. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  5533 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Watson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Outstanding concept! I will be first in line! We need to preserve the beauty of nature for generations to 
come by decreasing traffic flow throughout Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5534 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trent Rolf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Cottonwood Heights resident. At first I was opposed to the gondola because I would have to 
drive to one of the transit centers, then take a bus before I actually get to the gondola. However it looks 
like now there will be parking at the La Caille gondola station. If this is the case, I would definitely use 
this instead of my car. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5535 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ria Cousineau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option. Not only does it eliminate many weather-related issues of the road, it 
has a smaller carbon impact on the earth. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5536 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wayne Askew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola makes long term sense. The bus is only a temporary solution. (32.2.9D) 
 

Page 32B-5656 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5537 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marianne Teerlink 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
Please do NOT construct a gondola system in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I am strongly opposed to 
using taxpayer funds to prop up the ski industry. A gondola would only serve the ski resorts’ private 
interests. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Our canyon belongs to the public and is a delicate 
natural resource for water, open land, wildlife, and many different forms of recreation other than 
downhill skiing. The gondola would not solve the traffic problems in our community. (32.7C) An 
enhanced bus system would serve all users of the canyon and also alleviate many of the current traffic 
issues. (32.2.6.3C) I urge you to make the best decision for the greatest number of people and for the 
protection of the incredible natural resources in the Wasatch mountains. The ski resorts rely on public 
land and public funds to keep a dying industry alive, while they increasingly only serve an elite portion 
of the population. I do not want to see any more public resources sacrificed to cater to the economic 
needs of two single ski resort businesses.  
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT,LCC EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
Sincerely, 
Marianne Teerlink 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  5538 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Cubba 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I just commented but had one outside the box comment that I"m pretty sure no one has made - there 
are a few spots that are always slick, always the problem spot. the length of the areas isn't particularly 
significant but they are trouble spots. Sounds crazy but would be relatively cheap to heat those sections 
of road - like driveways. Like doing about 10 driveways. Given how specific the spots are that could 
help significantly. (32.29AA) 
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COMMENT #:  5539 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christy Abbruzzese 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola alternative proposed to reduce traffic issues in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5540 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Dhondt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No one likes change, but something has to give. The canyons are way too crowded. I’ve enjoyed skiing 
LCC for 20 years, but as of last year I threw in the towel. I would rather drive twice the distance to 
Snowbasin than sit in the traffic in LCC anymore. I live in Millcreek. The last thing we need is more 
buses and more emissions. (32.2.9C and 32.10A) The cleanest option presented so far is the Gondola. 
Less environmental impact and make more sense logistically than more road/busses. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5541 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitch Sams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long time Park City resident and former employee at Snowbird I believe the Tram (and/or maybe a 
cog train?) option is best. Much less pollution and environmental impact overall, and a more pleasant 
experience by far for employees, skiers, and other personnel. Similar systems have been in place 
throughout the Alps for decades and are reliable, efficient, and greatly preferred to individual auto or 
bus traffic. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  5542 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Elliott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola and Climate Change!!!! (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5543 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Geppert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an out-of-state traveler, I would really like to avoid driving on icy roads as much as possible and 
instead make use of a public gondola. It is also safer than walking through an icy parking lot with ski 
boots. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5544 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mimi Kaplan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Given the two alternatives, the gondola is the better choice regarding less environmental impact. 
Decreasing the volume of car emissions up the canyon will equate to better air quality. (32.2.9D and 
32.10A) Focused engineering (managing steep slopes), regarding erosion impact with the gondola 
construction is imperative. Please consider impervious pavement for any parking lots and additional 
shuttles put in place to minimize congestion around the parking for the gondola. (32.2.6.5E)

Page 32B-5664 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5545 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Lozinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have a disabled daughter that loves to ski Alta. We need an option to drive to Alta rather then other 
means. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5546 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5547 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is too much. The size of it as well as the cost. Everything about it is too much. (32.2.9E) It 
will destroy the beauty and aesthetics of our beautiful canyon (32.17A). It also seems excessive to 
spend such an incredible amount of tax payers money to support so few businesses. (32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A shuttle seems to be the answer to me. (32.2.9A) Limiting the number of 
people in the canyon seems like the only way to preserve the beauty wildlife and ecosystem of the 
wilderness (32.20B). Please don’t let the greed of money destroy our canyon. The Wasatch is not that 
big and we need to protect it.  
 Karen Hunt
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COMMENT #:  5548 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Woolever 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support gondola to Alta and not expanded bus service (32.2.9D and 32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  5549 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Jacobsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Trying all approaches other than the costly Gondola proposal. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  5550 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenn Berg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want a gondola built from the base of LCC to to the top of the canyon. I reject this proposal. 
(32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  5551 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean DeBruine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
110% build the Gondola! Increased bus transit would be lipstick on a pig. Lots of money lots of pollution 
and does not address the main problem of snowy or closed road. I’m a long time skier and this is one of 
my top destinations. I would definitely come more often with the Gondola (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5552 

DATE:   8/11/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Annunziata 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would be in favor of the gondola concept with the LaCaille parking structure. not sure 1,800 parking is 
enough but you should consider more. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5J) Buses from other areas will take too 
long and people will be fighting for close spaces at the parking center. You would just move the current 
problem to a different location.
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COMMENT #:  5553 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Morton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution to Little Cottonwood, Hwy 210, is an excellent approach and solves almost all the 
issues. Having skied at Sunshine ski area in Canada, I was amazed at how well the gondola worked 
and it was much more relaxing than driving. (32.2.9D) I grew up in Alta and am very aware of the 
challenges with the highway. This solution will also help with the parking.
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COMMENT #:  5554 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I highly recommend the Gondola Alternative for future access to Little Cottonwood Canyon. It will 
provide access during inclement weather while minimizing the environmental impact on the land. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5555 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Larry Cocanour 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in support of the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5556 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Wheelan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not favor increasing access to the Alta canyon other than expanded bus system on the CURRENT 
road (32.2.9A). I am against anything that results in a net increase in visitor traffic (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.20C) The outdoor experience is already being compromized by the increased crowds. I favor 
increased user fees for parking, mandatory car pool or bus. (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) If there are too 
many individual cars then parking permits could be issued on a lottery basis and a highest bid basis 
(32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  5557 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karalee Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola alternative in that is provides safer transportation during winter storms, has 
less impact on the canyon in terms of having to widen roads and the emissions that come from ground 
transportation in the form of busses or cars. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5558 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JT Rodriguez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great idea because it circumvents the road issue entirely. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5559 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Holly Hackett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Putting in a year round gondola is a complete waste of money and resources. The canyon traffic is bad 
for about 10-15 days of the entire 365 day year. (32.1.4D and 32.7C) A gondola will completely change 
the surrounding neighborhood areas for the rest of time (32.4I, 32.4L, and 32.17A). Most of the year 
there is no problem. PLEASE DO NOT BUILD A GONDOLA. PLEASE. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  5560 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arthur Henry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have skied in Little Cottonwood since 1973 and witnessed the canyon becoming more congested 
each year especially on snow days. I believe the gondola will provide the best year round solution to 
the congestion. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5561 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Odelberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution seems to be the best approach. It does not require extensive rebuilding of the 
roads, and is not subject to the problem of an icy road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5562 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Masters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was fortunate to spend a week at Alta last winter. I work and live in the Roaring Fork Valley in 
Colorado. At home, the clear solution to commuter traffic was four laneing HWY 82. With multiple 
communities and a mostly broad valley, the highway is a success. Clearly Little Cottonwood Canyon 
however, needs to be preserved without expanding the road, despite the horrendous traffic and safety 
issues. A gondola is an elegant and smooth solution to both, and can be a model for other ski resort 
access and traffic issues. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5563 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake N 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Alta really needs a season without the Ikon Pass to see how traffic responds. It should be part of the 
study. (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  5564 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How in the world will a 32-passenger gondola that takes 37 minutes accommodate even a fraction of 
the day skiers at Alta. (32.2.6.5N) The gondola will be useless for lodge guests, so you will still need 
the road. (32.2.4A) Sounds like a huge expenditure for little benefit. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  5565 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ricky Busico 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of a gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5566 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Bennett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am pro putting a gondala up little cottonwood canyon! The traffic has become extreme over the past 
10 years and the environmental impact is terrible. I live in TX, but come to ski in Utah every winter with 
my family, as “tourists” we would gladly get on the gondala to avoid sitting a car-exhaust-traffic for 
hours (32.2.9D and 32.10A).
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COMMENT #:  5567 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Skyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have looked UDOT's final two proposals for Little Cottonwood Canyon. The come away for me is that 
the bus proposal does not get to the root problem of congestion on the roadway. (32.7C) The Bus 
option is still hampered by weather, avalanches and accidents. (32.2.6.3P) I believe the gondola option 
best addresses problems and issues that have been frustrating to me as a user over the last couple of 
years, namely the congestion and road closures caused by snow, avalanches and accidents. My vote is 
for the Gondola option. Thanks! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5568 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryder Steimle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I own a home at the bottom of LLC and have skied Alta since I was 3 years old. Having reviewed both 
options, the gondola option seems to be the smartest approach to the growing traffic problem in the 
canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5569 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rocky Garff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please modernize this amazing canyon by approving the Gondola solution. There is no need to create 
bigger roads when the Gondola works better and more reliably through the majority of weather 
conditions. This is a common solution in the ski areas of Europe and it'll be a great addition to the Ski 
Utah options. Thank you (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5570 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristine Bates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a gondola to Alta (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5571 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Schreck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems to be the best transportation choice to keep additional motor vehicles off the road. 
The gondola mitigates weather related travel issues and frees up the roadway for existing public 
transportation. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5572 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Templeton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola over other solutions. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5573 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Stern 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been skiing in Utah (Park City, Alta, Snowbird) for more than 10 years. We come every year 
from the east coast because the skiing is so much better. It's always a challenge to get to the resorts in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. We have to drive. The Gondola would be a great improvement to the 
infrastructure of the Salt Lake City community - much better option than buses, which don't work and 
cause a lot of traffic. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5574 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marianna Frame 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to comment against the gondola alternative. (32.2.9E) It will lead to a huge visual impact on 
the canyon throughout. (32.17A) Beyond affecting the current sight lines for property owners, it will be a 
permanent change to the canyon, one which is the most expensive solution presented. (32.2.7C) We 
already have a road. Making changes to the road presents less of a change to the canyon than the 
development and construction of a gondola system. We should not be attempting to open the can of 
worms of a linking system that is likely to begin the process of an interconnected ski system discussion 
again which becomes a burden of the resorts and not udot. (32.1.5B)
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COMMENT #:  5575 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edward Donle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola makes the most sense and is definitely the way to go. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5576 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Zimmerman-Wall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long time resident of Sandy, and longer time employee of Snowbird, I am happy to see a process 
unfolding to mitigate the traffic issues of LCC. I feel like there has been adequate public notice, 
engagement from the community, and incredible attention to detail throughout. However, I feel that the 
alternatives presented in the current EIS are extreme measures and should be re-evaluated only after 
less invasive alternatives have been explored and implemented. (32.2.2PP) The Gondola alternative is 
a unique and advanced option that solves the reliability design criteria, but the mobility criteria is not a 
fair trade off for the permanent visual and environmental disturbances it would leave on our canyon. 
(32.17A) The bus lanes during peak period may meet the mobility criteria, but reliability is lacking. The 
permanent visual and environmental disturbance is also so great it would degrade the beauty of Little 
Cottonwood. (32.17B) Throughout meetings and comments leading up to this point, it has been 
mentioned that tolling will be employed. This method alone seems as though it would attenuate a 
significant load of traffic. (32.2.2Y) More restrictions from the ski areas on parking, such as reservations 
are also an option, and seemed to be rather effective last year during COVID. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
These items combined with increased bus service and ride sharing options would greatly influence 
people's behavior, without the need for the infrastructure options presented in the current EIS. 
(32.2.9A) Which includes snowsheds and widening of Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.9L and 32.2.9J) A more 
holistic mountain transit plan is yet another element to be addressed, and the sole focus on LCC seems 
short sighted. (32.1.2B) I work for Snowbird, one of the proponents of the gondola alternative and a 
good employer to me for the last 16 years. I do not support these alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I 
will continue to engage with my management teams to voice my concerns with them. In closing, please 
consider this a strong suggestion to look at other options before disrupting LCC forever in order to solve 
a problem that only impacts visitors for a very small percentage of the year (32.2.2PP). Also consider 
how your continued processes for selecting alternatives can support the burgeoning backcountry 
community and visitors who come to the canyon for more than the skiing. (32.1.2D)
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COMMENT #:  5577 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Felix Leung 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the alternatives, I believe widening the road with buses is the best option. (32.2.9B) The gondola 
serves only the ski resorts, but not others who recreate in the canyons. (32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.7A, 
and 32.7C) In addition, there will be too many transfers involved which will greatly discourage people 
from the using the gondola. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5R) Given the limited parking at the gondola base, 
people will have to transfer from a remote parking lot to a bus, then from a bus to a gondola, and to go 
to Alta,a third transfer from one gondola to a second gondola! (32.2.6.5R) Finally, in inclement weather, 
there are usually very strong winds in the canyon,strong enough to place the Snowbird tram on wind 
hold many times a year. I suspect that a gondola will not have as much uptime as people predict during 
storms because of the strong winds. (32.2.6.5K) I think the best, most flexible alternative will be to use 
buses. Along with a road toll, avalanche shelters over the road, and strict enforcement of the 
snowtire/chain restrictions, I think buses and road widening is the most effective option for canyon 
transportation. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  5578 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Gulini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am favor of the gondola option. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-5698 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5579 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jill Bennion 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Is it possible to have separate buses go to Alta and snowbird for short term solution. This is the biggest 
reason why I don't use the bus system. I do not want to waste time going through all the stops to 
snowbird when I go to Alta. (32.2.6.3N) Gondola sounds like a great idea but what happens to it in the 
heavy slide areas? (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  5580 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Van Orden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please DO THE GONDOLA project. (32.2.9D) This may appear to be "more costly" but not sure 
the total cost over the long life really is truly higher!!! Many times the full cost of roads and buses are 
much higher than the stated costs. (32.2.7C and 32.2.7E) And buses rarely actually reduce congestion 
unless full and complete BRT is implemented and I do not see the space to build dedicated bus lanes. 
(32.7C) Plus the environmental damage. And the gondola would be a very unique asset that would 
even further make Little Cottonwood, Alta, and Snowbird a globally unique and awesome destination. 
Talk about utility and also the ability to brand and differentiate. Fun in the summer, too!! SLC is already 
on the map, and invests in infrastructure, and this will raise the bar! Just do it! Great idea!!
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COMMENT #:  5581 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Rohde 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. I agree with Alta that the bus option just adds more vehicles on the 
already crowded and slick canyon road. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5582 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Fara 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of having a gondola available but have a few concerns- for day trippers, what will be the 
cost? Currently people drive up and park for free - the gondola option certainly eiminates the risk of 
sitting on a closed road or in traffic, but on sunny days how do you entice people not to drive and 
instead take a gondola which costs x $’s? (32.2.4A) 
  
 And regarding families who visit for 1 week- is the gondola option not geared towards them? 
Groceries, suitcases and ski equipment for a week would be difficult to transport via gondola. (32.2.4A) 
Alta snowbird have very limited grocery store options so I would feel very constrained not having a car 
to be able to quickly drive down the hill to replenish groceries during the week. Just some thoughts but 
overall like the gondola idea.  
  
 Thanks, 
 Jeff
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COMMENT #:  5583 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mckenzie Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola only benefits the two ski resorts up little Cottonwood. It does not service any of the other 
many activities that the canyon offers like Mountain biking, hiking, snow shoeing, trail running, 
bouldering, rock climbing, ice climbing, back country skiing etc... (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 So to spend a half billion dollars for the sole benefit of ski resorts seems very off. Alta’s recent email 
said it will help ease traffic on bad weather days- the gondola won’t be able to run on bad weather days 
either so I don’t see how they can site this as a reason for it. (32.2.6.5K) If Alta can continue to cap 
their mountain and Snowbird could take some social responsibility and Start to cap their mountain that 
would go far to alleviate the congestion they seem so worried about (32.2.2K).
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COMMENT #:  5584 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stanton Mayer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Until alta decides to bring significant economic benefit to its community. Nothing should happen. They 
pay there employees terribly and treat them like crap. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5585 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Berg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding more buses and widening the road does not change the fact that snow storms, accidents, and 
avalanches partially or fully close the road often. Folks on the bus would still sit for 2 hours or more if 
weather and/or accidents impact the road. (32.2.6.3P) The gondola is the only option that makes sense 
here to solve that key issue. LCC would greatly benefit from a gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5586 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Whitchurch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan. Not only will it have a more moderate impact on the terrain but will also 
provide a safer alternative for winter conditions. As a lifelong resident, I look forward to improvements. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5587 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave P 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expressing my support for the LCC gondola option. (32.2.9D) A half hour scenic ride up to ski - 
regardless of most weather - seems by far and away a great plan to address the worsening LCC traffic 
situation. The predictability of the gondola ride time and much easier parking at the bottom of the 
canyon are both great points for building it.  
  
 Instead, spending a similar amount of money to widen the current winding road while it would still be 
exposed to many avy runoff areas just seems like not a very good use of resources. Yeah, bus only 
lanes could be added but it’s certainly not a climate friendly response and I’d much rather be riding a 
smooth riding gondola with a view than a bus that lurches in traffic and pulls you from side to side 
around all the turns. Go team gondola! (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
 Thank you and have a nice day.
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COMMENT #:  5588 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Mahoney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5589 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathy Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
excellent idea! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5590 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea it’s about time... (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5591 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Debra Greenwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola transportation method is by far, the best solution. Less traffic will ease wear and tear on 
the road, reduce car pollution, decrease traffic accidents, reduce the chance by 100% of getting caught 
in an avalanche across the road or getting stuck up in the canyon due to an avalanche closing the road. 
Also, trash along the road will be reduced. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5592 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robin Einhorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I totally support the option of a gondola for 2 significant reasons- most importantly it is clearly the safer 
solution and just as important with the unprecedented global warming, it is the right thing to do to help 
out Mother Earth!! (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5593 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Gatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola 100% - getting stranded is the worst case scenario, not traffic (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5594 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Fisher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a local, avid skier and would like to share my opinions related to the two proposals - gondola vs 
enhanced bus service.  
 The gondola concept is unique and innovative, which overshadows the operational disadvantages and 
drawbacks of the expected performance. I see 4 main issues with a gondola in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon: 
 1. Traffic accessing the gondola base station (32.2.6.5E) 
 2. The possibility of an additional transfer at a mobility hub for those who are not able to park at the 
gondola base station (32.2.6.5J) 
 3. The additional 20 minutes of transportation time 
 4. The additional $82MM in upfront cost 
 Traffic 
 I live 3 miles north of the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon on the east side of Wasatch Blvd (Hwy 
210). On popular ski days, I am often delayed as I try to leave my neighborhood in an effort to get on or 
cross Wasatch Blvd. (32.7B) I am grateful that UDOT recognizes this is a current problem, that it will 
get worse over time and is trying to get in front of this very complex issue. Unfortunately, providing a 
parking facility at the gondola base station will ensure that cars will continue to park on Wasatch and 
block the exits from my neighborhood on weekends and powder days, making it difficult for members of 
my community to commute for work, run errands, and live their daily lives. (32.2.6.5E) 
 Transfer Station 
 I have 5 daughters, the youngest two being 7 and 5 years old. Last season, my Alta season pass 
included the Wasatch Benefit with UTA bus service. I was turned away multiple times because parking 
was full, so I decided one day to use the bus. The bus schedule showed an additional 20 minutes from 
the parking lot to Albion Base (mostly due to the number of previous stops at Snowbird and Alta), but I 
decided it was better than not skiing at all. I soon discovered that my two youngest were unable to step 
onto the bus in ski boots while carrying their skis. I grabbed their skis and they still couldn’t negotiate 
the height of the step from the road to the bus. I finally had to load my skis, then their skies, and then lift 
both of them one at a time onto the bus and scan their pass. I had to go up on down the bus stairs 4-5 
times to get everything situated. I then had to repeat the process to get the gear out of the aisle to our 
seats. Fortunately, the bus wasn’t crowded. The process repeated itself getting off the bus. It was 
exhausting. The prospect of an additional transfer and repeating those steps two more times may seem 
trivial to some, but after my experience I list it as the number one reason why I do not plan on ever 
riding the gondola if it is constructed. (32.2.4A) 
 Time 
 The estimated 55-59 minutes is quite a deterrent. I can drive from my house to Alta in 20 minutes. 
Granted there are days where that is not possible due to traffic, but I can give myself and additional 40 
minutes on those days and come out ahead because I don’t have to deal with transfers, I can store my 
equipment, food and beverage in the car and leave when I want without having to consult a bus 
schedule. I can accept 20 extra minutes for a bus ride, but double that for a gondola just isn’t worth the 
wait. 
 Cost 
 I do not disagree that the gondola presents as a more reliable option, but $82MM additional upfront 
cost to provide a significantly more inconvenient and delayed alternative to personal vehicle 
transportation hardly seems worth the investment. As an individual I see more value in the solution that 
improves reliability but more fully addresses the main concern - mobility. My vote is for the enhanced 
bus service. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  5595 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Coombs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the development of a gondola to relieve congestion to LCC. It would be more effective than 
trying to expand ground traffic access. Thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5596 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evelyn Gruter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm totally against the Gondola. (32.2.9E) This will ruin our canyon. There is only a few days during ski 
season that there is a backup of cars in the canyon. I prefer additional bus services. (32.1.2D and 
32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  5597 

DATE:   8/11/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monique Brown Schoenhage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The idea of a tram would be a wonderful addition to the area. The road to the top is not safe in poor 
conditions and is often crowded then as people wish to ski the powder. A Tram would make the 
Journey much safer. I have had personal experience with almost sliding off the mountain in a sudden 
storm that arrived. I went down the mountain bright sunshine for a errand for 2 hours and returned to 
ice and snow. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5598 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cory Cozzens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Busses and wider roads won't address the challenges that (the wonderful) snowfall and resultant 
avalanches, slick roads, plowing, etc. create. Let's get a gondola and do this right! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5599 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennis Hager 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have to say that after a brief review, that this seems like one of the least cost effective ways of dealing 
with ski resort access. What is the problem that you are trying to solve? (32.1.2B) Is it emissions? 
(32.10A) Is it increasing capacity and access to the ski resorts? (32.1.2B) Is it preventing the few days 
out of the year that avalanches close the road or incredibly infrequent injuries or deaths from slides? If 
its access to the resort, just do what they do in US Nat Parks or major European cities: build a parking 
garage and increase bus service (electric) and restrict (either eliminate or charge a fee to drive up the 
canyon). (32.2.2B, 32.2.4B, and 32.2.6.3F) If its capacity, you cant just add ways to move more people 
up the mountain without addressing capacity at the resort .... more terrain, more lifts, more lodging (and 
if you are, then this is just a public works subsidy). (32.20C) If its to allow access during the times when 
the road is closed ... really? Is it worth it? (32.1.2B and 32.7A) Ive been skiing at these resorts for 25 
years and lived in Utah for part of it. I do not understand why this is a viable option.
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COMMENT #:  5600 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Palmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a rich history of bouldering and climbing in little cottonwood canyon that would be destroyed if 
Udot decided to expand the road. They should opt for the gondola instead. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 
32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5601 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Covington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Out of the 2 options proposed for congestion relief in Little Cottonwood Canyon, I am for the gondola. 
(32.2.9D) I believe the gondola will provide the most eco sensitive options, destroying less forest and 
keeping the air clean. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.10A). Additionally if the weather was poor making 
roads icy it would likely be the best option. Because honestly, I haven’t had much trouble with traffic in 
LCC except for on extra snowy/wet/icy days. That’s when the ‘Red snake” gets its worst. Buses would 
not be able to navigate this as easily. (32.2.6.3P) Additionally summer traffic up the canyon could 
continue to pay for the gondola as a great tourist option. However, I think bus options could be 
improved easily and would encourage more ridership if there were increased parking at ski bus stops 
(they are full so much of the time) and even more pick up spots along wasatch and in nearby cities like 
Holladay, and Cottonwood Heights. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.2I) And with more parking and stops, more 
buses going up and down it would encourage a higher ridership. (32.2.6.3N) I also am an climber and a 
skier, and if the gondola could avoid messing with bouldering routes and climbing routes, that should be 
paid special attention too. (32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  5602 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Roskelley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If you widen the road and send more buses up, more people will show up, and you still have the same 
issue. The Gondola seems like a good solution. (32.2.9D) Leaving the road as is, limiting traffic up the 
canyon to service vehicles only, and purchasing a fleet of electric buses would be my first choice. 
(32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  5603 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Schatten 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Been coming to canyon for nearly 50 years. Gondola is best choice for sure, though likely more costly 
in the short run. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5604 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather McGirk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option makes the most sense for travel to and from ski resorts but I would also like 
to see an increased bus service or shuttle service that has stops at popular trailheads. (32.2.9D, 
32.2.2W, and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  5605 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sid Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The LCC resorts already operate at max capacity. The answer is to limit the traffic to that capacity (so if 
anything, bus is best--think Zion/nat parks). (32.2.2B and 32.2.2K) If you put in the gondola you will do 
it at massive expense (not paid by the resorts) and then the resorts will work to expand to improve their 
"capacity". (32.20C) That's an unfortunate way to destroy a beautiful canyon to benefit 2 corporations. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please: no gondola. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  5606 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the Gondola. (32.2.9E) Please just improve the road as they do in Europe (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5607 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Cherna 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
 I strongly prefer the gondola given the reduced environmental impact as well as an alternative access. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5608 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Ruder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the Gondola option. more environment friendly. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5609 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Cianelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! It's a vocal minority that doesn't want the gondola. I live in Cottonwood Heights and I love the 
gondola option and I would use it every powder day. So much easier and safer than driving. Thanks for 
working on this! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5610 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris McCandless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
 One of the items that I am concerned about is the travel times posted on the DEIS information sheets. 
There are two parts that should be considered in finalizing the travel times for Bus and Gondola.  
 For Bus, you should consider the travel time from the drop off points at Snowbird and Alta. I have 
heard that they are all along Hwy 210 versus inside the resort parking lots. If this is correct, or from 
wherever the drop off point is located this additional time should be added to the total travel/trip time for 
the bus. We are estimating that this will add 10-20 minutes in travel time when using the bus to obtain 
access to the resorts terrain. (32.2.6.3A). For the Gondola, there will be no additional travel time as the 
drop offs are mountainside and the visitor simply exits the gondola and puts on his/her skis/boards and 
slides away. This scenario also works in reverse as the skier/rider simply skis to the gondola station. 
The bus rider however must stop, take their equipment off and pack their skis and gear to the bus 
station/pick up point on Hwy 210 taking several minutes longer. Skiing to the gondola and then riding 
the cabin down the mountain would be a much nicer way to start and end the day. 
 
 Next, there should be a weather delayed travel time disclosure incorporated into the final analysis and 
decision. The DEIS presently states the bus travel time in only good weather. There should be a table 
that states the average travel time on weekends and in bad or inclement weather. We have all 
experienced numerous days when it takes hours to get to the resorts or our dispersed recreation places 
(32.2.6.3P). This loss in human productivity and time/value costs should be calculated into the equation 
as well. For the gondola, there will be no such delays in bad weather. Just some thoughts and thanks 
for doing such as great job on managing this most difficult process. (32.2.6.5R and 32.2.6.5Y)
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COMMENT #:  5611 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Lipuma 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GOOD IDEA, FORWARD THINKING (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5612 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Shirley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola proposal and recommend less impactful alternates such as increased bus 
systems and limiting number of users in the resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) The gondola is a 
solution serving private business and the private business should be responsible to cover the cost for 
this improvement. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  5613 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Randle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a California Alta skier that spends much of each winter in Utah, the LC traffic situation, if not 
addressed, will prevent me and many others from skiing Utah and we will take our money elsewhere. It 
is past time to address the matter. I believe the final solution needs to be "weather proof", which favors 
the gondola. (32.2.9D) And please do something in the interim to help in the meantime. (32.29R) 
Require and enforce strict traction laws. (32.2.2M) Ration LC entry during winter months by requiring 
Paid Permits. (32.2.9K and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5614 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I case my comments in the Tribune a year ago didn't make it to your desks, I'm submitting my response 
to Ski Utah President Nathan Rafferty's Tribune opinion piece in favor of the gondola option. 
 
 Thank you Mr. Rafferty for your perspective on the Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) transportation 
quandary. As I drove up there to hike last weekend I was struck yet again by the number of cars parked 
along the highway by those seeking forest access (half a mile's worth at White Pine). I was reminded 
that your gondola alternative, with stations only at Snowbird and Alta, would do nothing to address the 
needs of people wishing to visit White Pine, Red Pine, or Maybird Lakes or Lisa Falls or anything else 
farther down canyon. (32.1.2C) A 2016 USU study (1) estimates only about a third, 782,190, of LCC's 
annual visitors are resort patrons meaning many of the other 1,417,253 visitors would reap little benefit 
from a gondola. Flexible bus run with their own problems, would solve that one. (32.2.6.3C) 
 Considering only resort visitors, you suggest a 30 passenger gondola cabin would arrive every 30 
seconds and move 3500-4000 people per hour up the canyon, but the UDOT alternatives summary (2) 
says it would leave every two minutes. 30 people every two minutes only puts 900 people an hour up 
the canyon. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.5O) 
 It is is estimated to cost $393 million plus operating and maintenance. A bus chassis is estimated to 
last a dozen years (3), let's call it ten due on salted roads, and would need three engine rebuilds in that 
time (4) making it cost somewhere near half a million dollars over its lifetime. $393 million would buy 
and maintain almost 800 buses. (32.2.7C and 32.2.7E) 
 With ski racks on the outside of the bus (where would they go on the gondola?) the bus could transport 
30 passengers. If it loads and leaves every two minutes it puts 900 skiers on the mountain per hour. 
 The UDOT summary estimates 46 minute up canyon travel time for either the gondola or a bus. 
Theoretically that means 92 buses or gondola cabins running a continuous loops. Without personal 
auto traffic on the road a homogenous system would tend to have smoother flow. (32.2.2B). If buses 
were only used one year, 393 M would buy and rebuild enough buses to last 8 years, but since the life 
expectance I've decided to reduce to 10 years, that money would provide buses for 80 years. You 
stated the gondola's lifespan is three times that of a bus. Three times 10 or 12 is only in the thirty year 
realm. (32.2.7C and 32.2.7E) Touting the gondola as “the only electric option” that would reduce a 
number of our air pollutants might be true right now, but electric cars are on the upswing in the US and 
80,000 electric buses were delivered globally in 2018. (5)(32.18A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.10A) 
 “North of Los Angeles, Antelope Valley Transit Authority is close to becoming the first all-electric metro 
fleet in the US. And places like New York City and California have set goals to gradually transition to 
100 percent zero-emission bus fleets by 2040.” (5) And what do you do with your transit system when 
you don't need to get 1,000 people per hour up the canyon? If it's fixed in place maybe you continue to 
make your monthly payments and paint it. If it's a bunch of buses, you can run an appropriate summer 
schedule with stops at popular places along the way and maybe strike a deal with the National Park 
Service or other large organizations and share the cost letting them serve visitors in Zion or other 
heavily used venues. (32.2.6.3E). One oft voiced drawback to buses is the canyon closing avalanche 
threat. Though I've only anecdotal information here, looking at a canyon avalanche path map (7) 
suggests that most of Snowbird and much of Alta is in avalanche terrain and must be cleared/stabilized 
before the resorts can open. Do the patrols deem the runs safe for the public significantly earlier than 
UDOT can clear the road? How often? (32.7A). The viability of skiing as an economic venture is slightly 
raised from time to time but, Ski Utah data (8) says three of the last four years have had more skier 
days than any in the last ten. (through the 2019 season). 

Page 32B-5734 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 Countering that optimism, a table compiled by onthesnow.com (9) shows a rather regular yearly 
snowfall drop for Alta from 574 in 2009 to 486, 360, 404, 303, 436, 278, and 249 in 2016. The last 4 
years have been up but since a 1994-95 high of 745” the trend has been generally down (10). (32.2.2E) 
 “New analysis by the Climate Impact Lab (8) brings more bad news for American skiers already 
experiencing disappointing conditions at their favorite resorts. Within the next 20 years, the number of 
days at or below freezing in some of the most popular ski towns in the US will decline by weeks or even 
a month. If global greenhouse gas emissions continue to rise at the same pace that they did in the first 
decade of this century, ski resorts could see half as many sub- freezing days compared to historical 
averages by late century. While reducing global emissions will slow the pace of decline, American ski 
areas will still face significantly shorter seasons in the years ahead. (32.2.2E) 
  
 Warmer climate means less snow and decreases the ability to artificially make snow. 
 So what's the answer? First we need to figure out the question. What do we want to do? Alleviate 
winter driving and parking problems in the canyon? Provide a Disneyland ride? Adjust canyon usage to 
its reasonable carrying capacity? Subsidize one of my favorite sports? (32.1.2B, 32.20B, 32.2.7C) 
 I've got lots of questions 
 (1) https://saveourcanyons.files.wordpress.com/2018/01/tri_canyon_visi tor_use_estimate.pdf  
 (2) https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp- 
content/uploads/2020/05/9234_42_LCC_EIS_Alternatives_Project_ 
Factsheet_FIN_WEB_6_29_2020.pdf  
 (3) https://www.codot.gov/programs/commuterchoices/documents/trand ir_transit.pdf  
 (4) https://www.washingtonpost.com/local/on-the-road-to-rehab-its- a-hard-life-for-a-metro-
bus/2011/08/18/gIQAqNMWXJ_story.html  
 (5) https://www.cnbc.com/2019/09/28/electric-buses-are-taking- over-china-and-the-us-is-trying-to-
catch-up.html  
 (6) https://www.impactlab.org/news-insights/americas-shrinking-ski-season/  
 (7) http://www.avalanchemapping.org/IMAGES/litcotweb.pdf  
 (8) https://www.impactlab.org/news-insights/americas-shrinking-ski- season/  
 (9) https://universe.byu.edu/2017/01/12/scientists-predict-climate- change-to-impact-utah-ski-industry/  
 (10) https://www.freethepowder.com/blogs/report-blog/16177205- alta-utah-snowfall-history-from-1945-
2014 
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COMMENT #:  5615 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allen Pettee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the development of a gondola system up LCC to mitigate traffic flow on HW 210, with a 
well-developed parking center at the canyon mouth, although HW 210 needs to be maintained 
obviously for other vehicles. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5616 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ivan Lazarev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This project doesn’t make sense and the solutions offered are not truly addressing the problems in 
LCC. (32.1.2B) The trafic issues are only limited to about 10 days when heavy snowfall bring skiers in 
droves. (32.1.4D) The gondola solution will not solve because it will be too expensive to ride, will cost 
way too much money to build and will not stop the cars from trying to go up the canyon. (32.2.4A) The 
much better use of our tax dollars is to build proper snowsheds in LCC and implement a regulated lane 
for buses up and down. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9B) Only out of town visitors will be interested in using the 
gondola and it will only benefit the resorts at the base and up the mountain. I want my tax dollars to be 
used for projects that impact my community. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) The gondola will forever destroy 
the LLC and the community that uses it. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  5617 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Fuller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5618 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Milne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been skii little cotton wood for 40+ years. both my kids learned there and still attempt to ski 
there. But it has become absolutely impossible to do so. I support the Gondola transit system. There is 
simply not enough road improvements that could be made to beat mother nature and weather. to try to 
fix that road is nuts and a waste of my tax $$s. Gondolas are in use all over Europe with great success. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5619 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark H. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski 100+ days a year in little cottonwood. I 100% support the gondola. I hope there are enough cars. 
What is hourly capacity it was not clear in information (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5N)
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COMMENT #:  5620 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Ashby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t do the gondola. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  5621 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Halden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus with roadway widening for peak travel periods option. (32.2.9B) I live in 
Holladay and use the canyons weekly for hiking, snow shoeing, picnics and skiing. I am very opposed 
to the gondola because it really only benefits the ski resorts without offering better travel times for all 
the other canyon users. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Also, there has been no concrete 
commitment by the ski resorts to substantially foot the bill for an option that really only serves their 
purposes. (32.2.7A) I love to ski, but our mountains are used for so many recreational purposes, and 
the publicly funded solution should benefit all of those public recreators.
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COMMENT #:  5622 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ira Zuckerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is a short sighted and narrow solution to the problem. (32.2.9E) Of course the resorts 
favor it. It will only debark at Alta and Snowbird to the exclusion of all the other recreational 
opportunities in the Canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The price is very high for the initial 
build and the estimated $25 million dollar estimate for yearly maintenance should give everyone pause. 
(32.2.7C)  
  
 A better alternative is snowshelter and continuous alternate fuel bus service with expanded parking at 
existing and new areas. (32.2.9K , 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  5623 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Merrill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have skied Alta & Snowbird all my life (I'm 64) I totally support a Gondola. I feel like it is the best, most 
efficient and most environmentally friendly choice. If we get the Olympics again, it would be nice to be 
able to hold events in Little Cottonwood. With a gondola this could happen. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5624 

DATE:   8/11/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allen Pettee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola FTW. And while you're at it, extend a section to the top of Davenport Hill up Grizzly Gulch... 
(32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  5625 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve P 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is great and I would take more trips to little cottonwood because of how 
predictable the commute up the canyon would be. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5626 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Bermant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very opposed to the Gondola option. (32.2.9E) It serves only the ski resorts and has a huge 
environmental and visual impact. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.17A) Is of no benefit to the 
many non-ski uses of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Enhanced bus service, including the option for drop 
off and pick up at trailheads would be the preferred option. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) As a resident in 
Sandy I make use of Little Cottonwood Canyon frequently, year round.
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COMMENT #:  5627 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Minimize environmental impact to the canyon. Gondola and restrict traffic. The gondola posts will have 
the lowest impact to the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9D)

Page 32B-5748 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5628 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory David 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it's a great idea. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5629 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Whalen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid skiier and climber, little cottonwood canyon has been a sanctuary to me all year round. As a 
member of the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance I stand with my community to explore solutions to the traffic 
issue that don't destroy the precious environment at the base of this canyon. (32.2.9A) I urge decision-
makers to consider that destroying the bouldering areas of little cottonwood canyon to make space for a 
wider road or gondola towers, will take away access to public space that has changed the lives of so 
many in our community. (32.4A and 32.4B) A place for fostering personal growth, a culture of 
environmental stewardship, comradery, wellness, and generational appreciation for a landscape that 
was here for hundreds of thousands of years before we settled in this valley. Please consider other 
options to this problem that wouldn't result in isolating a community that is willing to work with you to 
find a solution that doesn't harm our home. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  5630 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica French 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the enhanced bus option - with or without road widening. (32.2.9A) This option will serve not 
only the ski resorts, but the other destinations in the canyon, and there is lower capitol cost and lower 
visual impact. (32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  5631 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Kerzhner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a paradise. I love hiking and climbing in the canyon. One of the things I 
love about Little Cottonwood is that human impact is not overwhelmingly visible. I would be devastating 
to have a very visible gondola throughout the canyon. (32.17A) While the road expansion seems to be 
a better option, it still feels like it would take away from the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) In addition, it 
would destroy boulders that local climbers absolutely cherish. (32.4A and 32.4B) I would love to see 
other options get considered. What about tolls during the ski season to encourage folks to take buses 
(32.2.4A)  
 It would be wonderful to see the canyon remain as wild as possible.
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COMMENT #:  5632 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Lapinski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer the gondola over the increase of buses to get to the lifts. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5633 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Dencic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that neither the gondola nor the road widening solution is necessary or positive for the canyon. 
Roadway overcrowding should be addressed by incentivizing people to ride the bus service to ski 
resorts - either by cheap bus service, or expensive resort parking. (32.2.4A) Parking for the bus service 
can be provided outside the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C) Private vehicles entering for backcountry use would 
still have access but the congestion from ski resorts would be solved. (32.2.4A) Please do not impact 
and change the canyon we all love.
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COMMENT #:  5634 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Namita Chittoria 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gandola is a more environment friendly and reliable option as compared to the road which is effected 
by weather conditions. However, we need to make sure that the gandola is efficient and can 
accommodate large volumes. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5N)
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COMMENT #:  5635 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ted Schatzki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was initially skeptical of the gondola solution but have changed my mind. Less emissions, smaller 
intervention into the valley, and not susceptible to avalanches,and better views to boot. What’s not to 
like. (32.2.6.5H, 32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5636 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Samlowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, less is more. Just have parking reservations with online ticket sales.... It worked great last 
winter. I’d pay more for a ticket to keep traffic down. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Or the enhanced bus 
service could make a huge impact, but that’s it. (32.2.9A) Why on God’s green earth do we want to 
encourage more people up there all year round? (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C)

Page 32B-5757 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5637 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Dahlkamp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 I have been recreating in Little Cottonwood Canyon for over a decade now. One of the biggest draws 
for me is the world class rock climbing and bouldering located in the canyon. This canyon has had a 
long history with climbing, and to this day attracts people from around the world to climb in it. I am 
worried that the recent proposals for both adding a Gondola as well as widening the road will have a 
large negative impact on the climbing community. Between the proposed destruction of a large number 
of classic boulder problems, and the reduction in the already limited parking availability, it is apparent 
that the proposed plans do not have the best interest of the canyon users in mind, but instead are 
focusing on pandering to the ski resorts. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4P, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I 
would like to see strategies that don't destroy recreation opportunities implemented before such drastic 
measures are utilized. (32.2.9A) 
 Thanks for your consideration; 
 Chris
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COMMENT #:  5638 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melanie Topham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do Not put an immense, expensive, unfortunate gondola in our beautiful canyon. (32.2.9E)  
  
 Please Do increase bus service and require canyon visitors to carpool on weekends and holidays. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
  
 Please Do prioritize locals, nature, and the canyons over special interest resorts and outsiders. 
(32.1.2B) 
  
 Thank you!!
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COMMENT #:  5639 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Katz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola option for its smaller environmental impact (32.2.9D).

Page 32B-5760 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5640 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nanette Hosenfeld 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am adamantly opposed to the gondola. (32.2.9E) I view the bussing solution as the lesser of two evils. 
Ultimately the capacity of the canyon is limited in addition to a transportation solution there need to be 
capacity limits. (32.2.9A and 32.20B)
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COMMENT #:  5641 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Murdock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola all the way. Make enough parking at the bottom and people will use it. Nobody wants to take 
all their kids on buses. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5J)
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COMMENT #:  5642 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems to be the best choice. Consistent travel times, reduced pollution, fewer animal 
deaths from being hit by vehicles, reduced canyon parking, reduced pavement requirements, reduced 
problems with avalanche danger, and a beautiful view for riders. There is a reason gondolas are in use 
throughout the world for mountain travel. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.13A, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  5643 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marilyn Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option should be the choice to mitigate congestion and continued environmental impacts 
for Cottonwood Cyn. I have experienced a similar gondola when accessing the ski resort Sunshine out 
of Banff, Canada. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5644 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Barker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola alternative. This would be less weather dependent than bus option, and also 
avoid road widening (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  5645 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brin Openshaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the gondola is the better option as it impacts the environment least and isn’t affected by 
road conditions or traffic congestion (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5646 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Perry Fine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Arial tram makes the most sense from every practical, economic, environmental and maintenance 
standpoint. I only hope that the designers and engineers consider convenience and comfort to make 
this a world class example of excellence (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5U).
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COMMENT #:  5647 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Perrine Voisin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that's a great idea! We just need to consider an enormous parking at the bottom of the canyon. 
And would it be a free gondola ? (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.5J, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5648 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Hailston-Jaworski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to urge the UDOT to support the Gondola transportation alternative to reduce congestion 
and improve transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Transportation via Gondola has fewer 
environmental impacts than the enhanced bus alternative and allows the beauty of the canyon to 
remain intact. (32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
 Deborah Hailston-Jaworski 
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COMMENT #:  5649 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Tolton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Instead of two 32 passenger gondolas, you need to have the system consisting of about 200 pulse 
gondolas. You guys are nuts if you try this as a Snowbird Tram model instead of a Park City/Snowbasin 
type gondola system. (32.2.2J and 32.2.6.5N)

Page 32B-5770 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5650 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Lunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the gondola solution for LLC is the right approach and I support it. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5651 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremiah Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why not charge non-workers a rather large fee $20-$40 to drive to the resorts or access this road? 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Another alternative would be to shut the road down completely until the storms 
pass or limit the amount of people to the resorts. (32.2.2B, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) Powder 
Mountain caps their mountain at just over 700 people a day.  
  
 Providing a gondola would increase traffic to a bottleneck at the loading station area as well as during 
bigger and stronger storms with winds over 40 mph will shut down the lift access. Most storms that 
pass through are above 40 mph so the gondola would be shut down a lot. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5K) 
  
 Widening the road and designated bus paths is also not the answer. (32.2.9C) These busses and 
pedestrians driving to and from the resorts will have more congestion during these storm days and non-
storm days. My understanding this plan is to reduce congestion, reduce car pollution, zero 
environmental impact to the canyon and the surrounding areas and provide safe travels to and from the 
resorts and backcountry areas, which neither of these solutions provide or do. (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  5652 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monique Marks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've lived 15 minutes from little cottonwood canyon for almost my entire life. As a kid, it has always been 
a place to escape and explore, and I've always looked forward to raising my own kids in dirt and pine of 
Little Cottonwood. The pieces of land and rock that will be destroyed and disfigured by a road 
expansion or gondola construction can never be replaced. (32.4I) I understand that winter sports bring 
a lot of money into the state of Utah, but is it worth destroying the very canyon that people are coming 
to enjoy? What about the history of this place and the people who love it? Please, please consider 
trying an expanded bus system and tolls before resorting to road expansion or a new gondola. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.4A) This canyon and the boulders that I and so many others climb on are a precious thing. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) It would be a monumental loss to the canyon, to the community, and to the state as 
a whole.
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COMMENT #:  5653 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terri Gilfillan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the enhanced bus service with energy efficient buses and multiple pick up locations in the 
valley will solve this problem. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.3C) The road does not need to be 
widened. (32.2.9C) Just make the bus service more convenient and multiple buses with service every 
10 - 15 minutes for high traffic times and from multiple locations. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.2I) The gondola 
is a complete waste of money. It only serves the ski resorts and it will do massive environmental 
damage. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It will also make Cottonwood Heights and East Sandy a 
traffic nightmare. (32.2.6.5E) DO NOT PUT IN A GONDOLA with taxpayer money. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  5654 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Buckner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After learning more about the proposed Gondola I am completely in favor of this project. I believe the 
impact would be much more favorable than widening the canyon roads and provides a cleaner and 
more viable solution to the over-crowding and pollution issues we are facing. I also love the idea that 
there could be an alternate access to the canyon in case of avalanche blockage! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5655 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Brill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5656 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Klopfer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It's pretty obvious that the gondola alternative is preferable to the bus alternative. (32.2.9D) The buses 
are vulnerable to delays from bad weather and the gondola isn't. The buses increase traffic on the road 
and the gondola reduces it. The buses require greater disturbance of the area for a wider road, and the 
gondola doesn't. (32.13A and 32.13B) The gondola runs continuously and the buses run on a 
schedule, which they may or may not actually keep, and which may or may not track demand. If there is 
a difference in cost that UDOT feels it can't bear, the difference should be made up in user fees 
(tickets), added directly to the cost of a ski pass at either Alta or Snowbird. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5657 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Park 

 
COMMENT: 
 
So the gondola to Alta would require me to load my gear in my car, drive to bus, load my gear into bus, 
ride to gondola, unload gear from bus, get in line for gondola with gear then load it into gondola, then 
unload at Alta. (32.2.6.5J) Seems like a LOT of work for me as a senior. Probably does not work for me 
unless Alta provided me a locker for each pass holder's gear storage at no extra cost. (32.2.3A) I doubt 
that will happen or am I wrong? This option probably does NOT work for me. (32.2.4A) Perhaps an 
express bus option from 9400/Highland Dr might work but still requires me to transfer gear from my car 
to bus. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  5658 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Unger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Preserve the Canyon (s) in their natural state since they provide water for life to the area. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  5659 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Lopinto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic congestion has literally never been a problem until we got on the ikon pass. If it’s really about 
traffic the greenest alternative is to not be a part of an inclusive multi resort pass. (32.2.2K) Unless 
you’re thinking of expanding facilities in the otherwise small landing space at the ski base and adding 
more lifts more traffic accommodations seems like a terrible idea to me. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  5660 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Gardiner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What am I missing? 
  
 First, what is the capacity of the canyons? (32.20B) There must be some number of visitors who would 
overwhelm the place as we have seen at Zion NP and Arches NP. 
  
 Second, what is the capacity of the proposed gondola? I did a back of the envelope estimate and came 
up with this: 
  
 If the gondola cars would hold 32 people most sitting some standing, how often would the gondolas 
leave the station? How long does it take to load 32 people? Let's say everything is totally regimented 
and a gondola departs every minute. 
  
 32 X 60 < 2,000 people / hour 
  
 by comparison a high speed quad chairlift loads 4 people every 6 seconds = 40 people / minute = 
2,400 people / hour 
  
 So what the gondola proposal would look like is if everyone arriving at Alta and Snowbird by gondola 
were queuing for the same high speed quad chairlift 
  
 ** wow ** If I am off by 100% (32 people load every 30 seconds) it still would be a crazy lift line to 
board the gondola. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.5C)
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COMMENT #:  5661 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Matthews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have reviewed the various alternatives regarding Little Cottonwood Canyon and fully support the 
gondola solution. Longer-term it will be much more environmentally friendly and reliable than any of the 
ground based alternatives. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-5782 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5662 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dana Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola appears to be a well thought out solution to a worsening problem. (32.2.9D) Any idea what 
the cost of a round trip ride would be? (32.2.4A) I guess the other solution to massive crowding would 
be to just ratchet up all costs associated with using the areas and let capitalism do the job.
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COMMENT #:  5663 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Herr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I advocate for the gondola choice. It will do more to preserve the natural resources, support the local 
economy, and protect the environment. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5664 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Musica 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a season pass holder at Alta for several years and very familiar with the traffic problems in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. The only solution to these problems is the Tram. (32.2.9D) All other 
proposals will not mitigate traffic problems when there is heavy snow fall. (32.7C) There will be some 
short term environmental concerns associated with building a Tram but these pale in comparison to the 
long tern environmental impact of increase motor vehicle use in the Canyon. I strongly urge UDOT to 
support the building of the Tram. 
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COMMENT #:  5665 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Gene Fuller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Cottonwood Heights resident. I do not ski but use Little Cottonwood Canyon frequently for other 
purposes. The enhanced bus service is the better option for improving canyon transportation because it 
doesn't create an eyesore that would detract from the beauty of the canyon, as the gondola would. 
(32.2.9A and 32.17A) Also, unless the gondola has a ridiculously low fare, us frugal Utahns will not ride 
it, opting to drive instead. (32.2.4A) Then you would have continued congestion and eventually have to 
increase bus service and widen the road anyway. Please don't forget that skiers aren't the only ones to 
use the canyons. Hikers, bikers, cross-country and back country skiers, campers and site-seers want to 
enjoy the beauty of the canyon and need to stop at various places along the canyon road. (32.2.6.3C) 
The gondola is touted as the most reliable alternative, but is it really? If there is a breakdown, a lot of 
people will be stranded at one end or the other or in the air! (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  5666 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tammy Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of all the options, I like the bus enhancement with widening the roads up the canyon. (32.2.9B) My 
second choice is the gondola from LaCaille as kk g as there is enough parking for everyone. That is still 
the big problem...parking! (32.2.6.5J)
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COMMENT #:  5667 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paige Rausch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, no gondola! I don’t want Little Cottonwood harmed by such an eyesore that is basically a public 
subsidy for Alta and Snowbird business. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I’ve 
been skiing at Alta the last 25 years and am painfully acquainted with the ‘red snake.” But, a gondola is 
not the answer! Please try other alternatives first such as a toll fee for the canyon in the winter and 
more business service. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) You build a gondola and there is no going back, LLC will 
never be the same.
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COMMENT #:  5668 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Troy Gulbrandsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an Alta season pass holder, I support the Gondola option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5669 

DATE:   8/11/21 5:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Godinez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses get trapped in Parking lots on heavy snow days. (32.2.6.3A)
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COMMENT #:  5670 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an Alta skier for almost 30 years, I MUCH prefer the gondola option since it reduces emissions and 
would not be affected by avalanches. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) I can't wait to relax and enjoy the view on 
the way to the mountain. Also what is not mentioned is the reduction in traffic accidents, and the 
decreased emissions not only from not adding more busses, but because everyone is not driving their 
cars.
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COMMENT #:  5671 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brianna Zimmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5672 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Prey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support enhanced bus alternative. (32.2.9A). Dont want to see the clutter that Alta wants along 
wilderness access routes, and construction impacts are underestimated (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.19B)
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COMMENT #:  5673 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Oviatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.1.2D, 32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) 
  
 Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  5674 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Ralphs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5675 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Del Kovacevic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been vacationing in the little cottonwood canyon since 1987. The thought of more traffic on the road 
isn’t an acceptable solution (32.2.4A and 32.7C) .Widening the road will make such a beautiful place 
less aesthetic (32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  5676 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Auer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Initially I was for the gondola option but after viewing the town hall forums on line, I think the prevailing 
public opinion is probably correct. Certainly widening the road from 2 lanes to 5-6 lanes up the canyon 
is a non-starter. I'm certain that UDOT engineers believe that they can overcome obstacles like 
abandoned mines with contaminated tailings and retaining walls of enormous proportions but 
expanding the road in this manner will turn a gem into a superfund site and ruin the canyon for all future 
generations regardless of skier traffic. (32.2.6.3B and 32.16A) 
 The gondola option may be more reliable but that too has obstacles to overcome such as feeder road 
size to access the parking garage through neighborhood roads. (32.2.6.5E) 
 The best option in my opinion is to park people at the gravel pit and increase existing bus service to 
every 5-10 minutes and limit canyon traffic to ski area essential personnel and people that are living or 
staying at the base of the ski areas. (32.2.2B) Bus everyone else in. This is a far more economical 
option and one where busses can be upgraded to vehicles with reduced carbon emissions or zero 
carbon emissions as technology advances. (32.2.6.3F) These upgrades and this service would still cost 
less than the options being considered and would preserve the canyon for future generations 
regardless of what may happen to our winters down the road.
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COMMENT #:  5677 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Henry Risman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola appears to be a good way to get people up and yet protect the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5678 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have skied Little Cottonwood Canyon for 40 years and have enjoyed every minute of those 
experiences. I don't believe the huge cost of a gondola for 2 private resorts to serve such a small 
portion of the population is a prudent use of public funds. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) So 
consequentially I'm opposed to this high cost solution. I would be in favor of more electric buses and 
snow sheds to keep the road open on those 22 days of bad weather. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) I would 
limit the amount of skiers on those busy days. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Also I think it is the responsibility 
of both Alta & Snowbird as private corporations to help pay for these enhanced services as they are the 
sole beneficiaries of the increased tax payer costs. (32.2.7A) Lets be prudent, there are many more 
pressing issues in this valley to be dealt with. 
 Thank You 
 Jim
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COMMENT #:  5679 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kasi Anantha 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is better than improved bus service. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5680 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Harkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan. No need for me to drive up the canyon and cause more pollution. (32.2.9D 
and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5681 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Bourke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the gondola. Seems safer and reduces road congestion. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5682 

DATE:   8/11/21 6:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amber Martinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5683 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To continue to preserve the beauty of the canyon, I feel the only real option of those proposed is the 
bus. (32.2.9A) The gondola while it may serve a purpose will not get used to it's capacity for the entire 
year and will be a sight for sore eyes. (32.17A) I think we need to make better use of the current public 
transportation and increase the busses. If a bus lane is necessary, then I believe that is the better 
option of the alternatives provided (32.2.9B).
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COMMENT #:  5684 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Maeder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I totally support the gondola proposal and totally oppose enhanced bus service. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
The road is already a scar on the canyon. Wideneing it would be a further dergradation. My only 
questions is whether there is a faster gondola technology that could cut the trip time to 20 minutes. 
Over 30 minutes seems like a lot. After 31 years living here, I can honestly say it's high time to get on 
with it. (32.2.6.5O)
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COMMENT #:  5685 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option to reduce traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5686 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Moray Cooke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option for the decrease in traffic, decrease in co2 emissions, year round tourist 
attraction and long term reduction in traffic cf to the bus option. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5687 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Vrebalovich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support building the Gondola and parking for the Gondola in Sandy or somewhere close to the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon entrance. (32.2.9D) Utah should use Natural Gas bus transportation as soon as 
possible. (32.2.6.3E) The Buses can pick up people in the parking lots you will build for the Gondola. If 
Bus travel is not safe then I'm sure Utah can figure out another idea until the Gondola is finished. 
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COMMENT #:  5688 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Friend 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Every time I drive up the canyon I think what a waste of gas, why is there not a tram to take us up. 
Parking is so limited at the bottom to be rated as useless for taking the bus. The tram seems so 
superior in so many ways, independent of the weather, don't need to rely on drivers, cheap to op;erate 
(not counting installation) and about the greenest way to get up the mountain. This would truly add to 
the world class skiing there, set it apart from every other ski area in North America (32.2.9D and 
32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5689 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Gillespie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really think the gondola is the best solution. It is proven off the shelf technology and reduces exhaust 
fumes in the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) It will also add a European flavor to the canyon. I have 
been a season ticket holder and look forward to this remedy. Once it is in place it is pretty much done. It 
also saves a lot of wear and tear on the road. That's a lot of positives.
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COMMENT #:  5690 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Agnieszka Wozny 

 
COMMENT: 
 
YES, I’m all for it (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5691 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Martinez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the better option and the resorts need to contribute towards the cost of its creation. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5692 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becca Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not the right option. (32.2.9E) Widening lanes, car pool lanes, or flex lanes are the 
answer. (32.2.2D, 32.2.2P, and 32.2.4A) The gondola only provides travel between the La Calle station 
and the ski resorts. In the first case, the gondola uses government funds to provide preferential 
treatment to private businesses. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Secondly, it does nothing to 
serve the needs of all the hikers, climbers, bikers, and other recreates in the canyon. Wider lanes, flex 
lanes, or car pool solutions serve more people who use the entirety of the canyon all year long. 
(32.2.2D and 32.2.2P) Better enforcement of the traction laws is a fantastic place to start. (32.2.2M) 
The canyon patrol does little to discourage unprepared drivers from entering the canyon. This could be 
addressed immediately.
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COMMENT #:  5693 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janet Czujak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Looks like a great idea but more information is needed on cost of the project and fees to ride. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  5694 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Weber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like a gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5695 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Bourke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm terrified of heights. When I watched the demo video it looked like the proposed gondola went very 
high off the ground. Is that true? (32.2.6.5L)
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COMMENT #:  5696 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Kennedy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would strongly suggest installing the gondola system. Last winter I was stuck in the canyon for 3 days 
due to avalanches and no amount of busses and bus lanes would solve that issue, but a gondola can 
be built to run through anything. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.9D) Also, additional busses will only make traffic 
worse, and unless you plan on buying an electric fleet, you'll be creating more pollution. (32.2.6.3F and 
32.10A) Plus, the right gondolas can be heated, plush, running all day long, quiet and low pollution. 
Seems like an easy decision (32.2.6.5F and 32.2.6.5U).
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COMMENT #:  5697 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Woodruff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A beautiful idea. I would consider a larger base station parking area. (32.2.6.5J) From someone who 
has driven up whenever I visit I can't see anyone who would not take the gondola when available!!! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5698 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Eckhout 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do NOT continue with either the plan to widen the road to Alta or the gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
Little Cottonwood Canyon needs to be protected because it is a fragile environment and increasing the 
public access to the canyon can only result in more human caused environmental problems such as 
de-forrestation and fires. (32.20B) The foothills of Salt Lake County would also be impacted by large 
parking lots and increased transportation use of Wasatch Blvd. and Alta Canyon Road just for the 
benefit of ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I would suggest a substantial fee and toll 
booth at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon for those who drive in the canyon or more buses 
during peak seasons of use. (32.2.4A) The State has more important public transportation needs such 
as improvements of the freeway system to provide safer roads for both commercial trucks and private 
vehicles. The recent large accident near Cedar City on I 15 shows a need for more public safety on our 
roads. Use the huge amount of money for either the widening of Little Cottonwood Canyon or the 
gondola to make our freeway system safe.
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COMMENT #:  5699 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bridges 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the Gondola. Mass Transit (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  5700 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Kupferman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed Gondola proposal which is environmentally sound and properly addresses 
canyon congestion ! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5701 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Rowles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the Gondola concept. I have skied Little Cottonwood for 20 years, am a back country 
skier, but also ski Alta about 30-40 times per year. As an aging skier, it would be of great benefit to park 
my car at the gondola base, and not have to drive the canyon both ways, especially on snowy days. 
(32.2.9D) 
  
 I've also lived in Europe and skied many of the resorts in the Alps. Their gondolas, snowsheds, 
tunnels, etc. make their mountains very accessible to locals as well as tourists who visit. Like it or not, 
we live near one of the best ski areas in North America and, barring global warming ending the sport, 
we will have increased traffic and visitation over the next 20 years. It's time we start acting like a world 
class ski destination and upgrade our mountain complex. (32.2.9K and 32.2.2E)
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COMMENT #:  5702 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Lowenstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been coming to LCC for many years. Ski at Alta stay at The Rustler. PHENOMINAL IDEA 
awesome concept. Hope you can bring it to fruition (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5703 

DATE:   8/11/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rylee Malotky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Skied Cottonwood Canyon 2018 winter, traffic was terrible going up and down, even with buses. 
Gondola option provides safe, efficient, and environmentally friendly option to preserve such a great 
place to ski. Thanks! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5704 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristopher Gotleb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This plan will destroy precious rock climbing. There is a better way. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.2P)
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COMMENT #:  5705 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hailey Kirlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I dislike the gondola and wider road’s negative impact on climbing access. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please 
address this at your next meeting. A better environmental alternative for all parties, except Alta and 
Snowbird profit, would be to limit the amount of people allowed in the canyons. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, 
32.2.4A, and 32.20B) While restricted access would hinder winter plans, it would help the environment, 
climbing access, and decrease the amount of people affected by avalanches.
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COMMENT #:  5706 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devan Romano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to protect access to climbing. As world class as the snow is, so is our climbing. (32.4A and 
32.4B) The gondola would significantly impact access to hiking and climbing trails. I think a toll would 
be in order during the winter (and maybe summer) months to fund and encourage groups to travel 
together. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5707 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kayla McKinney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build the gondola. (32.2.9E) It will destroy many iconic climbs in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and permanently alter the canyon. (32.4B and 32.17A) Please look into alternatives with bus 
lanes, and bus only hours on high traffic ski weekends. (32.2.9B and 32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  5708 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer the enhanced bus lane, adding additional lanes for peak periods. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  5709 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie Sheffield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a science teacher, climber, and skier. I believe that less impactful mitigation strategies should be 
explored before UDOT goes ahead with either the gondola or road widening. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) I 
have taken students on field trips to the boulders near highway 210 and showed them the U shape of 
the canyon at the mouth. A gondola would heavily impact the canyon visually and in terms of land use, 
as would widening the road. (32.17A and 32.17B) I think UDOT should consider tolls, and increased 
bus service first. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5710 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Hegewald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a win/win/win situation. Win #1: removes congestion during high snow days, avalanche 
days, traffic accident days, etc. Win #2: no carbon emissions. Win #3: allows public to get out of the 
canyon and/or resort hotels when roads are closed. Go with the gondola! (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 
32.2.6.5H)
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COMMENT #:  5711 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Picard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option doesn't accomplish the goal of managing traffic on Wasatch outside the ski season, 
nor does it serve any other parts of the canyon with the exception of the resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.2.6.2.2A, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Large volumes of passenger vehicles will still be heading up for 
roadside and major trailhead parking. (32.2.4A and 32.1.2D) 
  
 Count my vote for abundant snow sheds, enhanced bus service and even up to restricting all non-bus 
traffic during peak periods if necessary. (32.2.9K, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2B) Any parking options at the 
base of the canyon can serve a dual purpose during the off season as well for those commuters who 
choose to use mass transit for commuting and would prefer to park and ride. (32.2.6.2.1F) 
  
 Once we pave or put in poles we'll never get the land back. We can manage the growth sensibly 
starting as soon as today and leverage new technologies such as electric buses as they become more 
economical to remove emissions from the canyon. (32.2.6.3F) 
  
 The idea of a gondola sounds great, but it caters to one type of canyon user during one season. 
Widening the road and bringing more cars to the base also isn't the best option. (32.1.2D, 32.7C, and 
32.2.4A) Let's continue to expand our existing bus transportation network throughout the valley and 
make it the preferred, economical and most convenient method of travel instead of trying to build our 
way out of the problem. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  5712 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bonnie Knight 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea. I support gondola idea wholeheartedly. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5713 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Daines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should preserve the canyon as much as possible and better manage traffic with enhanced bus 
service. (32.2.9A) At the very least try it for a few years. Gondolas change everything and can’t be 
undone. Also, why are the ski resorts paying for the gondola option? They’re large corporations with 
access to credit markets. Let them cover the cost if it comes to that. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  5714 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Johnathan Nuss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the gondola. Really seems like a good long term solution to minimize environmental 
impact and keep little cottonwood as a pristine treasure that we get to enjoy here. I love that canyon. I'd 
love to see it taken care of best we can so there is skiing, hiking, and everything else for generations to 
come. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5715 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Shirley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the solution of a gondola. (32.2.9E) This is a poor use of tax payer money to serve a 
private company. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Limit the number of users to both snowbird and 
Alta so other users have greater access to the canyon. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5716 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregg Fiddyment 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a long time season ticket holder at Alta--35 years. I have much experience with the traffic up and 
down Little Cottonwood. I believe the gondola is the only viable method to improve the movement of 
skiers. Sooner or later, any road and traffic management is going to be insufficient. The gondola project 
is the best way to get people to the Greatest Snow on Earth, and back again. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5717 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a simple camera based toll system would be a cheap alternative that could be implemented in 
weeks. The tolls could be adjusted as necessary, and UDOT could collect them through license plate 
numbers. (32.2.2Y)

Page 32B-5838 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5718 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Addie Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before the gondola plan is implemented, it’s important to consider the reason for it’s necessity in the 
first place. The reason why congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon has become so problematic is 
because people travel from all over the world to ski, to climb, to hike, to adventure, to explore. A 
gondola will take away much of the surrounding nature that provides these opportunities. (32.4B, 
32.13A, and 32.17A) It’s almost a counterintuitive idea, really. In order to provide convenience in these 
activities, the natural world that produces them is being destroyed. Since the gondola will take away the 
very reasons for tourist attraction, why build it? (32.2.9E) It won’t be needed then. People will stop 
coming. In addition, we’ve seen the temperatures breaking records every summer. The world is 
catching on fire because of humanity. (32.2.2E) We shouldn’t be adding to the problem by taking away 
more Mother Nature only to be replaced by industrialization, the very thing that is destroying our planet. 
It’s vital that a plan is formed to limit the traffic up the canyon in order to reduce greenhouse gasses, 
(32.20B and 32.10A) but a gondola that destroys so much natural beauty that attracts people to the 
canyon in the first place is not the answer.
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COMMENT #:  5719 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Preston Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After thoroughly reviewing the options presented, I’m in favor of a gondola as a means to reduce 
congestion in LCC. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5720 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do a multi car gondola like Whistler Peak to Peak! DO IT! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5721 

DATE:   8/11/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Acker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't believe the gondola project is in the best interest of Alta, Snowbird and the people/locals who 
enjoy the use of these areas. (32.2.9E and 32.1.2D) I think that there should be a ticket booth at the 
base of the road, season pass gets you up the road and free parking. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) At the 
booth they should also be checking for snow tires and can issue stickers for vehicles that have already 
been approved such like the udot program that has been implemented these past few seasons. 
(32.2.2M) The road should be improved and widened to allow turn-out areas and it should be enforced 
that slower vehicles turn out similar to other National Parks. Improve the parking at the base and 
swamp lot park and ride with covered, multi-level parking garages. (32.2.6.2.1C) Add buses that only 
go to either snowbird OR alta to improve the process of getting to Alta and not spending time stopped 
at snowbird. (32.2.6.3N) And of course also remove the ikon pass (32.2.2K).
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COMMENT #:  5722 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Holcomb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fantastic idea. You have my full support. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5723 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Delese Bettinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for the Gondola option! Lighten the load of traffic up and down a narrow passageway (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5724 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Lawhon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is an excellent alternative for the canyon, and would do wonders to ease the traffic issues. A 
gondola would run in most any weather, and would be a welcome addition to the UT ski scene 
(32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  5725 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Heeger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a property owner in Park City and I spend most of the winter season here in Utah with my family. I 
have a strong preference for the gondola option. (32.2.9D) The bus alternative may be less expensive 
but it won't provide a safe mode of transportation when the weather is bad. In addition, we learned 
these past two years that there are circumstances when it isn't practical for people to be crowded 
together on a bus. Let's please do this right so that we don't have to do it again a few years later. The 
gondola is clearly the better option. 
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COMMENT #:  5726 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stuart Hopkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Running only busses is a much better option to the proposed two options. (32.2.9B) This alternative 
has been ariund from the beginning but the planning commission for some reason has decided it is the 
wrong answer for some reason. Zion national park has successfully used this strategy as has beaver 
creek resort. With busses you don't need a massive hub that will have its own parking problems. You 
can run express lines anywhere in the valley and adapt to needs. (32.2.2I) If it happens to fail then 
busses are reusable. If the other plans fail you are out of a lot of money with nothing to show. Be 
sensible and choose a bus only canyon (32.2.2B). 
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COMMENT #:  5727 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karyn Kerdolff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT should account for any impacts to recreation and the natural environment that are not 
replaceable. (32.29G) Less permanent treatments should be considered first. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
Climbing areas and boulders should be protected. (32.4A and 32.4B) The gondola is an outrageous 
waste of resources and alters the physical environment and completely takes away from the views. 
(32.17A) Public transportation should be encouraged and enhanced first and foremost (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  5728 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t support Gondola is it means the only way to access resorts is by paying a fee for Gondola use. 
(32.2.4A) Alta is already making skiing inaccessible to the average middle class family by basically 
removing ski after 3 program and this would make skiing for locals and middle class families even less 
affordable (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  5729 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Anne Road Clears 

 
COMMENT: 
 
35 is best for both skiers and residents along the neighborhood. Everyone hates 0 mph, which results 
from UDOT posting 50: a constant hazard to residents along Wasatch, and blizzard loving skiers who 
come when 35 is perhaps too fast for road conditions. (32.2.6.2.2A) With such a fundamental wrong, 
and covid having changed so much--we need to pause for a year or too. (32.2.4A) For this winter 
nothing will change anyway. Fix the speed, divert idling traffic to Sandy at the High T, close the road to 
non-residents and employees until the road clears and we know how much parking there is in the 
canyon. There is an app for that. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5730 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffery Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't destroy our amazing boulders we climb on. (32.4A and 32.4B) Every year we lose more 
and more nature. Keep Utah as natural as you can. We are some of the last beautiful country.
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COMMENT #:  5731 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sierra Goodridge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Unnecessary moves. Harms the environment and ruins wilderness here in Utah that once taken can 
never be fully returned. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5732 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Boguess 

 
COMMENT: 
 
One hell of an idea! Airlines in winter can charge an extra $10-$20 and cover cost of construction. 
(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5733 

DATE:   8/11/21 11:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Boguess 

 
COMMENT: 
 
EIR reports are about the proposed construction and it’s impact to the environment. But what this EIR 
should be discussing is what happens if you don’t build this gondola. Fast track this great idea and set 
the standard for mountain travel. (32.2.9DG and 32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5734 

DATE:   8/12/21 12:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Anne Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Make Skiing Fun Again. Powder hounds love that little crack in the solid granite mountain that runs 
sharply up for several thousand feet. From about Bonneville Shoreline Height above valley, to a climb 
in 9,000 units range of a scale that tops out in high 90's for avalanche danger. Hence cannon shot into 
the snow--to bring the danger down from astronomical to severe. That is why the forest service built a 
gate across the two lane road, which becomes a bottle neck safely keeping cars out of the canyon until 
the danger has literally been brought down and plowed away. There has so far been remarkable 
success in keeping cars from being swept off the road into the river. Their was a close call UDOt is 
aware of because some staff were driving the road in heavy autumn rainfall and of 11 vulnerable slide 
areas sent mudslides that they were able to drive out but were still trapped and needing rescue--people 
and later cars. It could have been much more serious. Let's do this for a while until we know what is 
changed (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5735 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lawrence Midura 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola idea seems quite good. It is essentially what Banff Sunshine did in Canada to provide 
safe travel for skiers to the base of the alpine lifts. Less carbon pollution with less cars and buses 
making the drive up the road to Snowbird & Alta. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5736 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Gerard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola concept for Little Cottonwood Canyon as the most sensible and environmentally 
friendly solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5737 

DATE:   8/12/21 3:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Frederick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I definitely wouldn't say that I am elegant with my words. However, I do feel like I need to say 
something about this particular matter. Nature at this point in time is becoming a rare commodity on the 
west coast. People from all over the world come to see Little Cottonwood. They come to hike, climb, 
and just enjoy the the sites of LCC. I understand expanding a road will make it easier for drivers to get 
where they're going, but I believe there are way better options than destroying so much landscape that 
people have come to know and love. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) For example, if people need to 
get to the top of the mountain you could subsidies busses to take them there or somehow make it 
easier and affordable to get to and from LCC. (32.2.9A) This will still take an environmental impact, but 
it's way less damaging to the natural habitat of the area. Please do not destroy LCC for a road.
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COMMENT #:  5738 

DATE:   8/12/21 5:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Schwartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds like a thoughtful and practical solution to a big problem. Opposing this would be irrational 
(32.29D).
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COMMENT #:  5739 

DATE:   8/12/21 5:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edwin Humphrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a very forward thinking idea and that it would be well received and we would use it. I hope 
this project is realized. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5740 

DATE:   8/12/21 5:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Maisey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid user of the little cottonwood canyon in the winter time, I believe the gondola solution would 
better mitigate the congested traffic issues when heavy snowfalls occur. It would not be as heavily 
affected as the road would be, and it would be more asthetically pleasing in my opinion (32.2.9D, 
32.17A, and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  5741 

DATE:   8/12/21 6:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ezra Nuttall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both ideas will have negative impacts on other canyon users. A better alternative would be to increase 
bus service on the existing road and limit the overall number of vehicles. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) This 
would be cheaper for the public and not destroy world class boldering or put the eye sore of cables and 
towers close to some of the best climbing Utah has to offer. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.7B) Both 
proposals would destroy the character and beauty of the canyon. Please don't destroy the canyon for 
the sake of convenience to a single user group. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4I, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  5742 

DATE:   8/12/21 6:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Sabo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I gondola would be the sovereign choice. (32.2.9D) You can also expand it over to Park city and deer 
Valley area connecting Snowbird Alta Brighton Solitude in Park city (32.1.5B)
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COMMENT #:  5743 

DATE:   8/12/21 6:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Carlson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the option of a gondola in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5744 

DATE:   8/12/21 6:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucy Harrington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for a gondola. The road in the canyon is treacherous in the winter. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5745 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Risch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go for the least environmentally damaging choice: The gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5746 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We support the gondola option as it does not rely on weather and avoids more traffic on slick roads. No 
one likes the buses now and to increase them would be problematic. Either way, a parking garage at 
the bottom of the canyon is necessary and a gondola would be an enjoyable alternative that would 
encourage people to use it by its very nature. (32.2.9D) Buses are something people use because you 
have to or you don’t want to pay for parking because it takes FOREVER. The gondola would not have 
the traffic and weather issues the bus has so more people would use it. 
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COMMENT #:  5747 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Currier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the 2 options proposed for little cottonwood canyon transportation. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) The gondola option and the bus option have unmitigated impacts on other forms of recreation 
like climbing and hiking. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) A transportation alternative needs to be developed 
that does not impact other recreation opportunities in the canyon. I do not support the LCC EIS 
alternatives. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  5748 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karl Mudge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) 
  
 Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.2.2PP)

Page 32B-5869 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5749 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Cagle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Preserve Little Cottonwood. Build a gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5750 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Trueman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is my preferred alternative and best meets the need to reduce congestion up 
canyon. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-5871 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5751 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Provolt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do it! However do not restrict those who want to drive by charging $!!! When using their own vehicle. 
(32.29D )
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COMMENT #:  5752 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Enid Hughes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5753 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sheri Muro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems like a good approach to helping llc. It also provides extra benefit of making llc a 
little special (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5754 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Stauss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon has been subject to exploitation since white settlement in the Salt Lake 
Valley. Early Euro-American settlers drilled and dug deep into its limestone and granite walls, looking 
for minerals. When the few minerals they discovered were all gone, they cut down all of the trees, 
degrading the habitat and watershed. Since then, the ski resorts have driven the big business up 
canyon - chairs, lodges, and condos fill the upper reaches of LCC. They have indeed taken up much of 
the best high elevation terrain and landscape.  
  
 This debacle is not simply on the ski resorts though. It is a legacy of poor planning and our legislature 
bending to the whims of developers. There is big money to be made, and there’s no way that our policy 
makers will get in the way of that. At some point though there will be a reckoning. We must understand 
that this place does have a carrying capacity. (32.20B) . We can only load up the canyon with so many 
people and so much infrastructure. One day we'll wake up and there will simply be nowhere else to go. 
We want to keep planning for ‘mobility and reliability”? No. We must plan for something else. We must 
plan for the mountains, for the watershed, and for a hotter, drier future in the Mountain West. We have 
to plan around the fact that mountain recreation and wilderness experience is innately based in 
scarcity, and that each year it is changing dramatically.  
  
 This reality is not in the current DEIS. A gondola or road expansion is not going to solve these 
problems. (32.1.2B) They will only further exacerbate the problems we already see - traffic jams, long 
lines, grumpy tourists, and people literally fighting for the last scraps of fresh snow. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 
32.20C) They play into the developers hand. They are marketable ways to push a money making 
agenda, to get MORE people up canyon, faster. (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, and 32.20C) The current plans only 
allow for winter recreation at the two ski areas. They will both demolish the canyon bottom, and worse 
still with the gondola, the viewshed itself. This is unacceptable. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 
32.17A, and 32.17B)  
  
 Let’s take a step back. What do we want to do? We want to help people better experience Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. All people, in all seasons, for all purposes. We want to maintain an 
environmentally sound canyon and to help restore regions that are degraded. We can accomplish this 
without massive development in the canyon, indeed we must.  
  
 Pieces of the current DEIS are good. Let’s build a large parking structure at the gravel pit. Let’s run 
clean-burning busses up BOTH Big and Little Cottonwood from there and 9400 Highland. (32.2.9A) 
While many will be direct lines straight to the ski resorts, some should be flexible backcountry busses, 
running 12 months a year. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) Let’s have variable lanes that only allow busses 
and HOVs during peak hours. (32.2.2P) Let’s limit the amount of cars that go up the canyons on 
specific days. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) And let us all realize that there are some days we simply will not 
make it up LCC to go skiing! Mother nature and living in an urban metropolis should make that easy 
enough to understand.  
  
 Let’s start with that. We don’t need to break ground when we really haven’t even made an earnest 
effort at a more holistic and less invasive solution. This sounds like a crazy torch to carry these days, 
but I just want to know that in the future, if LCC is lost to large-scale development, I did my part to help 
future generations see and experience what I have in this amazing Little piece of the world. I owe it too 
much not to. (32.20F)
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COMMENT #:  5755 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabriel Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Climbing should be protected from UDOT’s proposed roads. (32.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5756 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mason Shea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I have already submitted a comment, I think it's important to speak out every time Alta where I ski 
posts a ridiculous video pandering for the gondola. (32.2.9E)  
  
 The gondola is the most expensive, most impactful, and least versatile option. It will take the longest to 
implement with new ability to role out phases like a bus would (ie. increase bussing via existing 
methods, adding temporary new bus stops, etc. etc.). (32.2.7C and 32.2.6.5A) Additionally, the gondola 
serves two and only two entities the resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). While I am an 
active resort user I also use the backcountry and participate in other events/activites around the valley.  
  
 People will always need to be moved from point A to point B. good luck figuring out how to re-use the 
expensive gondola that was built to help get people to RSL games, utilize it for bussing people during 
work, etc.  
  
 I am strongly against building the gondola as our first step into this, and really even using the 
expanding lanes as the first step, when you have neither tried NOR EVEN DISCUSSED other interim 
options that you could implement THIS YEAR to determine their affect on traffic. (32.29R) 
  
 Work UDOT and the resorts to implement the following before we go tearing up our resources....  
  
 1. Actually enforce traction laws in the canyon. This cost can easily be part split between taxpayers 
and the resorts. (32.2.2M) 
  
 2. Implement a tolling system in the canyon based on vehicle occupancy exactly like every other toll 
road works. Incentivize people to carpool (32.2.2Y) 
  
 3. Incentive individuals to take the bus by making it a better option, via fast lanes on wasatch blvd, and 
making all 2nd lanes on the way up the canyon bus only, so that they can skip at least some traffic. 
(32.29D) As it is today, all the second lane does is create congestion as we're all absolute sh*t drivers 
that don't understand how to merge. Force cars to stay in a single lane and allow the bus to fast track. 
  
 4. Increase bussing utilizing temporary stations as bus capacity reaches 100%. (32.2.2I and 32.29D) 
  
  
 Thank you
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COMMENT #:  5757 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Franz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A tram through Little Cottonwood Canyon presents a solution to a problem that is driven mainly by two 
large businesses/ trip generators, Alta and Snowbird ski resorts, whose chief travel peaks lie in the 
winter-time. (32.1.2B) While these two key attractions will likely welcome a tram over enhanced bus 
service, fact of the matter is that the visual impact of constructing a tram will change the appearance 
and environment of the canyon forever for all, and the truly great views will only be available to the few 
who have the privilege to travel the tram. (32.17A and 32.2.4A)  
  
 As we find ourselves in a year of severe drought, looking back on decades of low snow pack and 
precipitation, the question on what solution best suits the current congestion problem in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon should invariably consider a reasonable prediction of future land uses and the 
resulting winter peak traffic. Only a couple short decades into the future the use of the Canyon will likely 
shift dramatically during the winter months as a Salt Lake City and Wasatch Front in the year 2040 or 
2050 will almost certainly experience significantly less snowpack. Research conducted at the University 
of Utah suggest precipitation in northern Utah may in fact increase in the winter time, temperatures 
however will increase as well, so added snowpack will likely not be the case long-term. As a result of 
warming temperatures ski resorts such as Snowbird and Alta, the two chief beneficiaries of traffic 
upgrades in Little Cottonwood Canyon, will invariably see fewer winter-time users, thus resulting in 
reduced traffic demand. To my best knowledge the WFRC model does not consider such factors, and 
the UDOT traffic model may thus be flawed in estimating future traffic demand. (32.2.2E) 
  
 I have long held the belief that UDOT’s role should expand beyond motorized travel and include 
alternative measures to address transportation demand and I acknowledge the proposed tram has 
many benefits, including a separated ROW from roads and busses and less localized air and noise 
pollution. (32.10A and 32.11D) However, because of the high cost the project will likely have a long 
project horizon, and the cost of the improvement will likely never be paid off by the chief beneficiaries 
within the coming decades. Ultimately the tax payers will in the end be stuck footing the bill for this 
corporate handout. (32.2.7A) The public will be served best through a flexible and proven mode of 
transportation. The tram alternative will bring less flexibility in its use than an enhanced bus service as 
the alignment will be more rigid, it will not provide easy opportunities to scale up or down based on the 
demand, and will have very exclusive infrastructure that can’t be easily relocated to other areas as 
needed if demand shifts. (32.2.6.5A) An improved bus system however will allow for greater flexibility 
along the corridor, with express service, easy changes in service frequency and easy adaptation to 
other corridors when needed. (32.2.6.3D) 
  
 While transportation improvements are necessary for Little Cottonwood Canyon we also have an 
obligation to protect our open spaces for future generations. Rather than turning Little Cottonwood 
Canyon into an outdoor amusement park, the focus should be on producing solutions that help solve 
the congestion problems. Enhanced bus service does this formidably well. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  5758 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Chrisman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the absolute best long-term solution. Both from an environmental and safety 
standpoint. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5759 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gerald Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe a gondola from the base of the canyon would be a great solution for many issues with canyon 
travel. These include traffic, pollution, avalanche danger, affordability, and timeliness. It will also be a 
great draw for visitors to the canyon year-round. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5760 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Stauss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Revised comment (resubmitting):  
  
 Little Cottonwood Canyon has been subject to exploitation since white settlement in the Salt Lake 
Valley. Early Euro-American settlers drilled and dug deep into its limestone and granite walls, looking 
for minerals. When the few minerals they discovered were all gone, they cut down all of the trees, 
degrading the habitat and watershed. Since then, the ski resorts have driven the big business up 
canyon - chairs, lodges, and condos fill the upper reaches of LCC. They have indeed taken up much of 
the best high elevation terrain and landscape.  
  
 This debacle is not simply on the ski resorts though. It is a legacy of poor planning and our legislature 
bending to the whims of developers. There is big money to be made, and there’s no way that our policy 
makers will get in the way of that. At some point though there will be a reckoning. We must understand 
that this place does have a carrying capacity. (32.20B) 
  
 We can only load up the canyon with so many people and so much infrastructure. One day we'll wake 
up and there will simply be nowhere else to go. We want to keep planning for ‘mobility and reliability”? 
No. We must plan for something else. We must plan for the mountains, for the watershed, and for a 
hotter, drier future in the Mountain West. We have to plan around the fact that winter mountain 
recreation and wilderness experience is innately based in scarcity, and that each year it is changing 
dramatically.  
  
 This reality is not in the current DEIS. Neither a gondola nor road expansion will solve these problems. 
(32.1.2B) They will only further exacerbate the problems we already see - traffic jams, long lines, 
grumpy tourists, and people literally fighting for the last scraps of fresh snow. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 
32.20C) They play into the developers hand. They are marketable ways to push a money making 
agenda, to get MORE people up canyon, faster. (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, and 32.20C) The current plans only 
allow for winter recreation at the two ski areas. They will both demolish the canyon bottom, and worse 
still with the gondola, the viewshed itself. This is unacceptable. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 
32.17A, and 32.17B) 
  
 Let’s take a step back. What do we want to do? We want to help people better experience Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. All people, in all seasons, for all purposes. We want to maintain an 
environmentally sound canyon and to help restore regions that are degraded. We can accomplish this 
without massive development in the canyon, indeed we must.  
  
 Pieces of the current DEIS are good. Let’s build a large parking structure at the gravel pit. Let’s run 
clean-burning busses up BOTH Big and Little Cottonwood from there and 9400 Highland. (32.2.9A) 
While many will be direct lines straight to the ski resorts, some should be flexible backcountry busses, 
running 12 months a year. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) Let’s have variable lanes that only allow busses 
and HOVs during peak hours. (32.2.2P) Let’s limit the amount of cars that go up the canyons on 
specific days. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) And let us all realize that there are some days we simply will not 
make it up LCC to go skiing! Mother nature and living in an urban metropolis should make that easy 
enough to understand..  
  
 Let’s start with that. We don’t need to break ground when we really haven’t even made an earnest 
effort at a more holistic and less invasive solution. This sounds like a crazy torch to carry these days, 
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but I just want to know that in the future, if LCC is lost to large-scale development, I did my part to help 
future generations see and experience what I have in this amazing Little piece of the world. I owe it too 
much not to. (32.20F)
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COMMENT #:  5761 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Schaefer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Is there a problem? Are there only two solutions? 
  
 Why are we worried about cramming as many people up LCC as possible when it can hold only a finite 
amount of people? (32.1.2B and 32.20C) 
  
 Why are we taking tax dollars and supporting businesses with them? (32.2.7A) 
  
 Build fucking tunnels. (32.2.2C) Fuck the gondola, fuck the bus. I am going to continue to drive 
because I don't trust the buses or the drivers. A gondola still doesn't run while control and explosives 
are being shot. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5H)  
  
 Build tunnels like Canada - Roger's Pass - at the common slide paths so then snow can go over the 
road/tunnel and it doesn't matter. (32.2.9K) 
 Explosive control doesn't close it down either.  
  
 Plus it doesn't look like anal beads going up the canyon with your new tax funded, private business 
helping gondola. Shitty fucking idea. (32.2.9E) 
  
 Build tunnels at Tanners 
  
 Build tunnels at Hell Gate 
  
 Build tunnels Lisa's  
  
 Build tunnels 
  
 Build tunnels (32.2.2C)
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COMMENT #:  5762 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donna Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please leave it as it is now. (32.2.9G) Your picture of congestion is phony. (32.1.2B) That is for two 
canyons. Not just Little Cottonwood canyon. Quit your lies. Yes, it gets crowded on some days but 
never daily, nor weekly. (32.1.4D) We pay taxes let us use our land. (32.1.2D)
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COMMENT #:  5763 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabriel Ramos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5764 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please select the gondola for salt lake, the canyon and the world’s benefit. Without choosing the 
gondola option it is not likely i will return to ski in Utha in the future if things keep going the way they 
were before pandemic. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5765 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Mosdell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski 50-100 times per year. I have watched traffic become a bigger and bigger prolem every year. It will 
be so nice to have a more efficient and safer way of getting to the mountain. I support the gondola! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5766 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Karner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm from Boston and ski Alta/Snowbird many times a winter. I really like the idea of the Gondola but 
three things come to mind that I'd imagine have been thought of but wanted to share: (32.2.9D) 
  
 1. Ski storage - holding equipment for 37 mins is a lot time. (32.2.6.5C)  
 2. Is the 32 person capacity all sitting? That's a long time to stand for the whole ride. (32.2.6.5C)  
 3. Could it go faster? On weekdays when there is minimal traffic on the road the drive up is pretty 
quick. Would be nice if the gondola could be faster and an option that people consider all the time not 
just in traffic/avalanche conditions. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2..5O)  
  
 Thanks for all the work!
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COMMENT #:  5767 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roberto Llorente 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I applaud the efforts of all of those involved in providing a solution towards the challenges Little 
Cottonwood's future involves and although the 2 proposals will help with present/future congestion, I 
also feel that the Gondola solution would better mitigate weather related issues like accidents and 
canyon closures. (32.2.9D) Thank you for the opportunity to express my interest in the canyon's future.
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COMMENT #:  5768 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fraser Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote - reluctantly - for the gondola. (32.2.9D) I don't think busses and widening the road will solve the 
issues and a gondola seems less impactful, though I think it is a pipedream given the cost. (32.7B and 
32.7C) The key will be parking at the base and busses / TRAX there from downtown so residents and 
tourists dont have to take private vehicles. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  5769 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Kern 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a massive waste of funds to solve a problem that only a modern world created. Increase ticket 
and lodging prices and reduce the amount of visitors while maintaining profits and capital for the 
resorts. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) This issue really only occurs during the winter. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) 
So where are these 7,000 autos supposed to park? (32.2.6.2.1C) Bet you need to use buses to get to 
LaCaille parking. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5J) Sorry to say but sure am glad we got to enjoy the days 
before Little Cottonwood was exposed to the world. Besides if you agree with climate change the snow 
is going to go anyway. (32.2.2E)
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COMMENT #:  5770 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid skier in Utah, and Alta and Snowbird in particular, I fully support this project and will use it 
EVERY trip I make there. I've used similar Gondolas in Europe with great success and relish the aspect 
of not having to drive up Little Cottonwood every day to ski. (I like to stay in Salt Lake rather than up the 
canyon.) (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5771 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Spruance 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am voicing my support of the Gondola B alternative. Not only will this be a more reliable form of 
transportation (avoiding weather-related road traffic issues), but it is the more environmentally friendly 
option by reducing the need for additional paved roads to accommodate additional vehicles (and their 
emissions). Thank you for your time and consideration of this comment. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5772 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Long time coming. It still need more parking. And season passes need random blackouts. But the 
ecosystem needs this. We can't have people basically idling up the canyon anymore (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5773 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Pickett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I absolutely support the gondola. Great option! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5774 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Tateyama 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t make it impossible to Boulder in the cottonwoods please (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  5775 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Rider 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the bus system. Gondola sounds good, but doesn't have the capacity to handle the ski crowd in 
the morning or at end of day. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.5C)
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COMMENT #:  5776 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grady Finch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We want a gondola up LCC! (32.2.9D) An expanded bus system is going to negatively impact the 
environment and would be completely useless when the road is covered in avalanche debris. The 
current system does not work, expanding roads and adding more busses will not alleviate congestion 
the way we need it to. (32.7B and 32.7C) People hate taking the bus. No matter if you expand the road 
or not, dudes are gonna drive themselves up the canyon anyway. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5777 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Warner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a fantastic idea, I hope it happens. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5778 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randall Rolen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As the goal is to reduce traffic in LCC. (32.1.2B) A winter LCC pass is all that is needed to meet the 
goal. Increase the pass price until the goal is reached. Done. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5779 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pete K 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Has adding more frequent plowing during storms been considered/discussed and if it has, why has 
increased plowing been decided to not be considered as a viable option? (32.1.2B and 32.2.2II)  
  
 Snow on the road is what slows traffic. We've seen days with record number of vehicles in the canyon 
on sunny/fair weather days with only 45 minute (reasonable IMO) down canyon commutes. when its 
snowing and there's 1" of snow is on the road (commuter special), the same commute is guaranteed to 
become much longer. At a conservative estimate of $1M per DOT Plow truck versus $500M 
Gondola/Bus alternatives = 500 more plow trucks. adding two would be less capital commitment.  
  
 As far as AM up-canyon commuting, DOT's continued progress of installing remote avalanche 
triggering devices should allow for faster completion of mitigation work and therefore open the road 
earlier than 8:00 - 8:30 which in theory results in an AM road throughput increase (before 9:00 and 9:15 
when the resorts open and demand is highest). And to further enhance smooth traffic flow, seems more 
frequent plowing would again help in the AM travel window. (32.2.2II)
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COMMENT #:  5780 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lowell Smoger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to preserve the rock climbing areas and not change the current roadways until we have 
activated a greater number of buses which increases jobs from drivers and mechanics to maintenance 
and managers. (32.4A and 32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5781 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Florence 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I suggest a 1-2 year trial of charging a toll like millcreek does. This single plan could have a huge 
impact. What is it greatly reduces the number of cars in the canyon. It could save hundreds of millions 
in projects. We can pay to play, and be efficient about car use. Is an easy thing to try. (32.2.2Y)
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COMMENT #:  5782 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Fryland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to SLC a little over 3 years ago and love everything about our city and surrounding area. I am 
an avid climber and fell in love with enjoying the peace and tranquility which can be found right in our 
backyard in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Please, please don't expand the road or put in a gondola. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
  
 I have skied both Alta and Snowbird and they are already crowded resorts. I don't understand why we 
need to enable ever greater numbers of people to visit already stressed outdoor resources. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, and 32.20C) Expanding the road or adding Gondolas will forever alter an absolute treasurer of 
Wasatch backcountry to the determent of many for the benefit of a few corporate interests. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4P, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
  
 Wild and untamed terrain a short drive from the city is what make living in SLC so amazing, not 
completely packed ski resorts that locals don't even want to visit due to crowds. (32.20C) 
  
 We have an entire city dedicated to winter tourism (Park City) do we really need to forever alter the 
pristine wilderness of Little Cottonwood just to shuttle additional tourists up canyon during an ever 
shortening ski season? (32.2.2E) 
  
 Additionally, I think an expanded bus system and strict carpooling rules can affect the same changes 
(improved traffic flow) with greatly reduced cost to tax payers. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Let's keep the 
focus on what local residents want and not bow down to corporate interests and the wants of seasonal 
travelers...  
  
 Please help keep Utah wild and wonderful for future generations. 
  
 Thank you! 
  
 Mike Fryland
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COMMENT #:  5783 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terry Heinrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to start to consider different ways to get cars off the roads. We don’t need to widen roads & 
put in gondola towers that are permanent! (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I think more time needs to be spent 
on how this is accomplished. All of my neighbors at the mouth of LCC are for enhanced bus service. 
Before we tear up roads we need to really think about the future of the canyon.Why is our tax money 
paying for a Gondola base station that will help private owner/developers like McCandless profit. 
(32.6C) It is common sense. Is UDOT always on the side of the developers? (32.1.2B) This is our 
canyon, all of us who live in the state of Utah. The canyon does not belong to Snowbird or Alta or 
LaCaille or McCandless. These are our roads & canyons. Please consider shutting it down. The 
gondola is permanent. I have asked a lot of skiers & they all said they will not take the gondolas. 
(32.2.4A) It takes too long & the parking garages will be congested. (32.2.6.5E) All the traffic will flow to 
LaCaille instead of LCC. Didn’t UDOT start to think maybe this LaCaille McCandless deal is a conflict of 
interest? (32.2.2X) Please reconsider our choices. Let’s take more time & try to come up with a better 
plan for everyone. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  5784 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stuart Whitecross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Like the idea if the capacity & speed are keeping with other 'world-class' ski regions (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5785 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle DeMent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a better solution environmentally than the expanded roadway/bus system. In addition, 
Snowbird & Alta should be required to move to a reservation based system/capacity limits, especially 
on weekend & holiday periods (32.2.9D and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  5786 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marjorie McCloy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My strong preference is increased bus service rather than the gondola. (32.2.9A) The gondola: 1) 
Would not serve trailheads along the canyon, thus backcountry users would continue to need to 
drive;(32.1.2D) 2) the infrastructure would be unsightly and disruptive to wildlife;(32.17A and 32.13A) 
3) the infrastructure would open the door to other ski area infrastructure designed to “Disneyland” our 
wilderness;(32.20C) 4) the gondola would serve only skiers, who are disproportionately wealthy, even 
though paid for by all income groups through taxes. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased 
bus service would: 1) Serve all canyon users in both winter and summer;(32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2C) 2) 
substantially cut back on cars in canyon (could prohibit cars except emergency vehicles)(32.2.2B); 3) 
could be pollution-free if electric buses were used, or upgraded to electric over the years;(32.2.6.3F) 4) 
would expand into more use of buses overall as canyon users got used to riding buses; 5) would be 
egalitarian as it would benefit all users in all seasons. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) A dedicated lane for 
express ski resort buses would be ideal, although I realize its environmental impact would be similar to 
the gondola. (32.2.9B) Nevertheless, this impact would be USEFUL, as it would improve the 
environment in other ways.
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COMMENT #:  5787 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe it will be a combination of Gondolas and road improvements. (32.2.2W) (Bike Lanes/paths). 
(32.9B) Wondering what Alta and Snowbirds share in funding this project. (32.2.7A) All other access 
would be VIA the roadway (32.2.4A). Also Alta City, they receive a lot of taxes, property and use and 
sales tax. It would seem to me there should be similar plans for Big Cottonwood. (32.1.1A)
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COMMENT #:  5788 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Niederhauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived near and have enjoyed Little Cottonwood Canyon for a over three decades. When seeking 
an escape to the mountains for myself or with my sons, LCC is my go to. I would like to continue to 
enjoy this unique canyon and see it preserved for my children to enjoy as well. Over the years, the 
difficulty getting up the canyon due to traffic, number of vehicles, and avalanche/rock slides, has 
certainly worsened. I cannot speak factually in regards to the environmental impact, as the actual facts 
seem either skewed or possibly there is misinformation around the topic. Speaking anecdotally, it 
seems, that a gondola isn't a perfect option, but it is the better option than the alternative. (32.2.9D) 
Increasing road and canyon capacity, better parking, and improving public transportation seems to 
have limited efficacy. (32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) It would do little to "save our canyons". Its not ideal to 
have a visually massive structure built up the canyon. (32.17A) But I think it is the best option for 
preserving what character is remains in the Wasatch.
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COMMENT #:  5789 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Collin Perry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the tram. Traffic is terrible. The tram will provide a weather-safe way for people to go up 
and down the canyon and will significantly reduce traffic congestion and the pollution caused by it. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5790 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Mrzlack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have had the pleasure of visiting Little Cottonwood Canyon from Indiana many times over the last 
several years. It is one of the most beautiful canyon roads in the world. I believe that the gondola 
alternative better mitigates weather related traffic concerns with less environmental impact. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5791 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Ballarin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Less impact for the canyon is needed. We don’t need las angeles freeway solutions to traffic problems. 
We can join as community instead of enabling low capacity vehicles. (32.29D)

Page 32B-5913 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5792 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elise Picard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wanted to let you all know that I love the idea of the extended gondola from La Caille station up to 
Snowbird and Alta. I love the lower emissions, the fact that it's taking cars and drivers off the roads, and 
that it is a public transportation option. Good work on this and I hope it comes through to fruition. 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5793 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rusty Baillie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would urge UDOT not to destroy a recreational rockclimbing resource in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 It would be ironic, unrewarding and irrevocable to remove one recreational source (climbing), while 
claiming to mitigate another (skiing). (32.4A and 32.4B). While a through road, accessible freely to the 
public, may seem the preferred option -- there are options more like the European models, available for 
perusal. The Gondola option is sound and it's worth considering running public transit only in peak 
periods. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5N) The public can be asked to be a little more organized and streamed 
while recreating........as part of the overall experience. Removing climbing boulders is a drastic, one-
way street and not really a valid management strategy......such natural artifacts are unique and 
irreplaceable......our heritage responsibilities demand we not loose such to crass immediate 
convenience. 
 Thank You.........
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COMMENT #:  5794 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rowan Chevalier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who has spent time recreating in little cottonwood canyon, I strongly oppose the idea of a 
gondola irrevocably altering the canyon, including many popular local climbing areas. (32.2.9E and 
32.4A)) Please look to alternate methods of transportation. (32.2.2PP) 
 Thank you
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COMMENT #:  5795 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Buzaki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola should be a requirement for all visitors who are not staying on the mountain and should be 
limited to a max number of tickets each day. (32.2.2K, 32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) if you really want to 
preserve the mountain for generations to come you will do this instead of adding more and more people 
to the mountains each day.

Page 32B-5917 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5796 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liam Fitzgerald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
ADT volume has been identified as the greatest detriment to safety, a positive travel experience, and 
environmental quality since the initial Highway Safety plan was published in 1979. Whichever of the two 
Alternatives that decreases ADT the most should be the preferred choice. (32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  5797 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marjanna Hulet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do NOT destroy recreational climbing areas to make these road improvements. (32.4A) 
Recreational climbing areas are valuable and rare and should not be destroyed. This particular area is 
a tremendous asset to the Salt Lake valley and worth preserving. I urge you to find another solution that 
will address both the safety concerns you have AND the recreation activities of climbers. (32.2.2PP and 
32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  5798 

DATE:   8/12/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is clearly the best option for canyon transportation in avalanche conditions and it 
reduces greenhouse gas emissions. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)

Page 32B-5920 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5799 

DATE:   8/12/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maddie Woods 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option for LCC! Thank you! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5800 

DATE:   8/12/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dana Steck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I am really concerned about the impact to the canyon from either the gondola or wideining the 
roads. They both seem like terrible ideas. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Guess what, there are other canyon 
users, other than those who ski at the resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are a lot of 
us who access LCC for a variety of other reasons. You are not thinking about us. I could go on a rant, 
but i will keep it short & sweet. I stand with the SLCA, who proposes that before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, a new alternative 
based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies be 
analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.1.2C, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C) 
  
 Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
 Don't blow it guys. We only have one LCC. 
  
 Sincerely,  
 Dana Steck
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COMMENT #:  5801 

DATE:   8/12/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Harbus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please allow the installation of the gondola and reduce carbon emmissions on the road by using a bus 
and or cars. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5802 

DATE:   8/12/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Mickelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We love Alta ski resort and have been coming since childhood, now with our children, and as part time 
cabin owners. So we feel very vested in Little Cottonwood Canyon and it’s future. We support the 
gondola system as it appears to be the best solution to keeping the Canyon preserved and seems to be 
an effective way to handle traffic. Thank you! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5803 

DATE:   8/12/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Gaisford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a fantastic idea. I lived in Portland Oregon for 2 years, every single time I brought 
family from out of state they would make comments on the the aerial tram, kids would request to use it. 
We made trips around the tram. I am an economist and the long term benefits outweigh the extra cost 
of the gondola. As a skier it will be nice to not have a 2 hour wait up the canyon on a powder day. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5804 

DATE:   8/12/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a really good idea to reduce traffic congestion in the canyon and provide better ski 
access, and I really support it. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5805 

DATE:   8/12/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Purcell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a home owner in the town of Alta. I fully support addressing the traffic and congestion issue on 210. 
My main concern is that solving one problem might create a much larger problem- capacity to bring too 
many people into a capacity constrained canyon. (32.20B) Alta and Snowbird will lose what makes 
them special if we let too many people crowd the mountain on any given day. Making it easier to get 
access will by definition create overcrowding unless there are strict limitations on the combined number 
of people allowed up on roads and gondola. (32.20C) This to me is an absolute prerequisite to protect 
the beauty and functionality on the canyon. (32.2.2L , 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5806 

DATE:   8/12/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Jacobson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that at this point the absolute best solution would be a phased in and expanded bus system 
coupled with tight control of snow tires and possible a toll for no season pass holder at snowbird and 
Alta excluding ikon and mountain collective and single day pass holder who would have to pay to enter 
the canyon (32.2.9A, 32.2.2M, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  5807 

DATE:   8/12/21 1:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conan N 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be an abomination, the only way forward is an increase in parking infrastructure in 
the canyon and at the base. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.2.1C) This combined with an increase in public transit 
availability and enforcement of snow tire and 4wd restrictions will be a more practical means to manage 
the people in the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  5808 

DATE:   8/12/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dale Gunderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree that the Gondola will be a far better solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5809 

DATE:   8/12/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Saunders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am supportive of any initiative that improves the experience of getting up and down Little Cottonwood 
Canyon during the ski season. (32.7C) The gondola appears to have less environmental impact, so 
maybe that is the better solution. (32.2.9D) No matter which choice is selected, there will still be a great 
number of drivers going up the canyon and I believe it is imperative that UDOT implement and 
ENFORCE some policies to ensure that SR210 operates better than it has over the past 5+ years: 
 - Implement a mandatory traction requirement for all vehicles on SR210 24/7 from November 15 to 
March 31. PERIOD. NO EXCEPTIONS. (32.2.2M) 
 - Require that every vehicle have 4WD/AWD AND snow tires or chains during that 11/15 - 3/31 time 
period. (32.2.2M) 
 - Station enforcement vehicles for most of the season to ensure compliance. (32.2.2M) 
 - Fine any non-compliant vehicle driver departing the canyon $500 (divert them to the parking lot at the 
base of the canyon and issue the ticket there so as not to slow down the rest of the traffic). A second 
offense should result in a $1,000 and loss of access to LCC for the remainder of the season. (32.2.2M 
  
 Enforcing traction restrictions in the canyon would go a LONG WAY to reducing unnecessary 
delays resulting from vehicles with no business being on a less than perfectly dry road slowing 
things down for everyone else. Please put an end to that madness!! (32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  5810 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Jablonski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola option . Also, extend the bus services on the road structure we have . 
Make it mandatory to ride the public transportation for day visitors. (32.2.9D, 32.2.2B, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.2W)
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COMMENT #:  5811 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivia Shaughnessy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I write to voice my preference for the gondola system. (32.2.9D) the gondola alternative better mitigates 
weather-related traffic congestion issues than the enhanced bus alternative by providing a mode of 
transportation that doesn’t rely on a slick canyon road. The gondola alternative has less environmental 
impacts than the enhanced bus alternative, avoiding more paving to widen the road and emissions from 
more buses. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.10A) People already don’t use the busses 
because they are inefficient and when people are already in the car waiting for traffic to clear they might 
as well just stay in their own car. (32.2.4A) The gondola seems slick and like it would be an enjoyable 
experience compared to packed on a bus or sitting in car waiting for traffic to clear.
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COMMENT #:  5812 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bruh (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5813 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Reaven 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Agree something must be done. Gondola approach seems better longterm pathway (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5814 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah boasts some of the best outdoor recreation in the Western US. The wide variety of activities is key 
to a well-rounded and exciting community of recreationalists--and a large draw for tourists. The 
proposed project, while intended to increase the value of ski recreation, will decrease the overall value 
of Little Cottonwood Canyon significantly. Please consider other options. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  5815 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alison Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea, helping our environment (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5816 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kolin Purcell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The first time I drove up Little Cottonwood Canyon, I was 12 years old. Coming all the way from the 
east coast to experience the legendary Alta, the mountain I had heard so much about throughout my 
childhood. I was blown away by the majestic steep walls, and my excitement only grew as my ears 
popped from the altitude on the narrow winding road. That was 16 years ago, and to this day every time 
I drive up the canyon road I feel a similar sense of adventure and excitement. To me, the most beautiful 
thing about Little Cottonwood is its relative inaccessibility compared to other areas. When I saw the 
proposal on the gondola, my heart dropped, because it became clear that a project like this would 
jeopardize many of the things that make Alta and Snowbird so magical (32.2.9E). If it were to be 
installed, providing such easy access to so many people, I don't see what would stop both mountains 
from quickly becoming overwhelmed and overcrowded with people. (32.20C and 32.20E) As awesome 
as it is to share vibes with other snowsports enthusiasts, there is a limit to how many people can 
comfortably fit on a mountain, and everyone's experience will be degraded if these limits are exceeded. 
(32.20B) I understand the concerns with the current environmental impact of the road, but perhaps a 
better solution would be to limit the number of people allowed up the canyon every day? (32.2.2K. 
32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) It seems this would take care of many of the problems while retaining what 
makes these resorts so special. This is my opinion, and I hope it will be taken into consideration.
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COMMENT #:  5817 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Gilfillan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I choose the expanded bus service, using natural gas or electric vehicles, with no roadway widening. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) The gondola option is not practical and will just cause more traffic in roads 
leading to the station, where there will not be enough parking. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5J) That is an 
obvious ploy for a small number of people to profit off of developing the area around a proposed 
station. (32.6C)

Page 32B-5939 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5818 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlotte Holbein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'll always remember the first time I visited LLC. The first time I hiked White Pine, the first time I enjoyed 
the road-side bouldering, the first time I skied Alta and the Bird. However much I continue to enjoy all of 
these activities, none of them are worth permanently altering the environment of this beautiful canyon. 
UDOT must find a new alternative that focuses on an expanded electric public transportation and other 
traffic mitigation strategies, rather than changing and jeopardizing existing landscape and habitats. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  5819 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jed Piercy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please for the sake of the air quality and traffic do the gondola, it is the better option. (32.2.9D and 
32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5820 

DATE:   8/12/21 2:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Niederhauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I am a local climber who enjoys the boulders and other climbing of Little Cottonwood. I am against 
widening the road, construction of a tram or other projects that would cause the destruction of an 
incredible climbing resource. (32.4A and 32.4B) I would hope that another option could be explored 
that could allow generations to come to enjoy the same incredible boulders in this amazing canyon. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
 Casey Niederhauser 
 Lehi, UT
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COMMENT #:  5821 

DATE:   8/12/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Longar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of these projects come at great expense the natural environment and other outdoor enthusiasts, 
primarily climbers. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I encourage you to look at alternative 
methods for reducing traffic flow to include a more robust public transit system, increased presence of 
state troopers and traffic control personnel, and other possible solutions that would prevent destruction 
of natural habitat and climbing areas. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5822 

DATE:   8/12/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallen Garner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to Gondola, No to Widened road. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The negative impact this will bring is not 
worth the cost. Please do not use my tax dollars for these proposals. Protect the canyon. It is the most 
beautiful and important thing we have in the wasatch. Turn it into a park if we have to and charge an 
entry fee, limit the travelers if needed to preserve this place. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L) No gondola. Trains 
are far more effective as seen in europe. But either way, I vote NO (32.2.9G).
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COMMENT #:  5823 

DATE:   8/12/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeanene Randle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Public transportation first - expand the bus options with road widening. (32.2.9B) The gondola is too 
expensive and the ski resorts aren't helping with the funding. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  5824 

DATE:   8/12/21 3:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oscar Sandoval 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an ever increasing population continues to grow unchecked it must become our greatest priority to 
preserve, not alter and destroy, what precious few wilderness areas exist. The Cottonwoods are an 
artery of the Salt Lake City valley and must be protected not exploited. (32.1.2B and 32.29G)

Page 32B-5946 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5825 

DATE:   8/12/21 3:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Quick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
  
 While I agree that traffic can be an issue in this canyon, it is on a select number of weekends every 
year. (32.1.4D) Why should the entire canyon be changed to bend to the needs of one industry (ski 
industry $$)? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) To me this seems completely un-
American to bend to one industry while countless individuals who use this canyon regularly for other 
reasons are put to the side. Buses, ride sharing etc. need to REQUIRED. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Before 
taking drastic steps that will change the canyon forever why not implement REQUIRED ride sharing, 
bus riding etc. on those busy weekend. 
 Sincerely, 
 Concerned Citizen and Outdoor Enthusiast 
 Christopher Larson Quick
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COMMENT #:  5826 

DATE:   8/12/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Silverstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
  
 UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A. 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) 
  
 Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
  
 UDOT’s proposed parking lot ‘improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4N, and 32.4P)

Page 32B-5948 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5827 

DATE:   8/12/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Mathews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have worked on the Master Plans at Solitude and Alta ski areas and know the Cottonwood Canyons 
well. I support the Gondola B alternative for the highest capacity, safety, comfort and reliability. I 
worked on the original alignments for the 3S gondola and we proposed a capacity of 3000 per hour 
ultimately which is easily technically feasible and can be upgraded from 1050 per hour initial capacity 
over time at modest expense, just more cabins. Good luck. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5N)
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COMMENT #:  5828 

DATE:   8/12/21 4:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Nebeker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our family has had a cabin in Albion Basin since 1956, which my father built after returning from 
fighting in WWII in the Tenth Mtn. Division. My 8 brothers and sisters and I practically all grew up in 
Albion Basin. I am in favor of the gondola! (32.2.9D) My team and I run a Comprehensive Surgical Care 
Center in Oaxaca, Mexico so from a medical point of view, building a gondola is like performing 
laparoscopic surgery - with light footprints. However, cutting into the mountain to provide more lanes for 
buses is like performing open heart surgery with a resulting scar from neck to lower abdomen, 
associated with complications, infection and ugly scarring. People don't take the bus in Utah! (32.2.4A) 
People don't like the bus, they've never liked the bus and we don't want the bus option. Snowbird has a 
tram, Park City has a gondola, Deer Valley has a gondola, Snowbasin has a gondola, Europe has had 
gondolas for decades. Gondolas are compatible and consistent with outdoor recreation, both summer 
and winter. The attractivness of gondolas will not be lost on the tourists. We want to show off our 
mountains and valleys to the world - and they are coming, so let's do it in class and style. By the way, I 
live within walking distance of the La Caille Gondola Station (proposed) and I am 100% in favor of this 
option.
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COMMENT #:  5829 

DATE:   8/12/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edward Fedorov 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Agree!(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5830 

DATE:   8/12/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Courtney A Stegerwald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! 
  
 Would support either idea. Gondola sounds great, road widening seems faster. Also would love an 
employee lane or program that allows us to get up first. Would also love a season long traction law that 
is enforced with tickets etc. (32.2.9B, 32.2.9D, and 32.2.2M) 
  
 Thanks!
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COMMENT #:  5831 

DATE:   8/12/21 4:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Rasmuson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's try the simplest solution first. Improved bus service, toll, improved park and rides in the city, and 
avalanche tunnels. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2I, and 32.2.2K) We should employ these tools first and 
see what happens. If we incentivize bus travel, (toll cars and free bus travel), then we can assume that 
more people will ride the bus. Let's not use tax payer dollars to support private business. (32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I use little cottonwood canyon many times during the year and I don't want 
our tax dollars to support alta and snowbird. Let's keep the canyon free from the ugly proposed 
gondola. (32.17A) It seems like an economist would laugh at the proposed ideas. There is no need to 
widen the road or install a gondola first. Lets try improving free bus service, toll vehicles, and the 
avalanche tunnels. If this doesn't work at least we didn't spend a bunch of tax payer dollars on helping 
private business make more money.  
 Thank you for your time in reading my comment. 
 -David Rasmuson
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COMMENT #:  5832 

DATE:   8/12/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris McCandless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both UDOT plans call for more parking at the mouth of Big Cottonwood Canyon. To that end, 
Cottonwood Heights City, Salt Lake County and the State of Utah have provided assistance and 
funding to provide canyon recreationalists parking at the Canyon Centre parking garage on weekend, 
holidays and evenings.  
  
 The number of publically available stalls varies dependent upon the day and time but generally during 
the busy canyon use times, there are over 270 parking stalls for that intended use in the covered 
parking located at 7150 South Wasatch Boulevard.  
  
 We feel that these stalls might have been missed in the UDOT planning phase and by using these 
stalls, UDOT can reduce the stalls projected in be constructed in the BCC mobility hub by that same 
270+ amount and use a right off and right on bus pullout on both sides of the boulevard thereby serving 
both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons.  
  
 The only improvements needed would be a pedestrian bridge over Wasatch Boulevard at that location 
along with bus lanes on property that is readily available. The costs to augment the parking, including 
the pedestrian bridge would be significantly less than the costs of land acquisition and improvements 
costs at the BCC mobility hub and the Canyon Centre garage has already been constructed. 
(32.2.2AAA) 
  
 Just a thought and thanks.
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COMMENT #:  5833 

DATE:   8/12/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Diven 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think y’all should take more sustainable ways of making transportation easier in little cottonwood. I 
know a lot of people, tourists and locals, who make use of the boulders there for rock climbing. Please 
keep our climbing protected!(32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  5834 

DATE:   8/12/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sue Ann Wilkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the widening of the road and enhanced bus service. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  5835 

DATE:   8/12/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lance Osborne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please hear out all those who use and love these canyons and for the beauty that they are! Please 
consider less destructive means of accomplishing the same goal. My worst thoughts here have been 
that everyone is catering to big businesses and wealthy owners, trying to help them, and not listening to 
local users to determine what's best for them. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) For local 
families trying to enjoy beautiful and world-class roadside boulders as well as the ski slopes. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) Parents with kids. Who are we trying to help out most? I know that tourism brings in a large 
amount of money and is needed for Utah. I don't want to be forgotten behind big businesses and 
wealthy owners as a born-and-raised local who adores these mountains and our canyons. Please 
continue to listen to all parties, try things out that WILL help, and which are much less evasive. Thank 
you for listening. 
  
 Cheers, 
 Lance Osborne
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COMMENT #:  5836 

DATE:   8/12/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems that this overall effort in progressing in a way that threatens to destroy beloved rock climbing 
natural resources in LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B) It seems to me that the Gondola option could be 
implemented in a way that does not cause this destruction, and initially that's what I believed would 
occur and why I supported the Gondola option in my previous messages. However, I've become 
extremely concerned that preservation of rock climbing areas is not a top priority in the Gondola 
implementation plan. (32.4B) If rock climbing resources are not promoted to the highest level of priority 
in the planning then I strongly believe there will be outrage among the climbing community that leads to 
protests, boycotts, and other methods of non-violent civil disobedience.
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COMMENT #:  5837 

DATE:   8/12/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  McKenna Grant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for the gondola. Nothing else makes sense as a solution to the problem that is The 
Cottonwoods in the winter. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5838 

DATE:   8/12/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would be interested in the gondola (32.2.9D).  
  
 Preferably an under group rail way would be better. Out of sight and no obstructions. It could keep 
running during heavy snow. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5839 

DATE:   8/12/21 5:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Powers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly feel that the option for the railway as well as the gondola are at best just boondoggles. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9M). They do not address off season access as well as access to various other 
locations in the Canyon such-and-such as the touring center. We will still need the roads and I feel that 
the widening of the roads is the best option and gives us the most flexibility for our money. (32.2.9B 
and 32.2.6.3C). The gondola will not keep The Times down for access to the Canyon it will increase 
them simply from waiting in line more times and more walking and more parking. (32.2.6.5C and 
32.2.6.5E). You're going to have to have extra parking no matter where you staged the gondola or 
where you staged collection points and there's more lines there's more lines there to stand in.
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COMMENT #:  5840 

DATE:   8/12/21 6:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Earl Winthrop 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola I have been skiing Alta for more than 40 years (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5841 

DATE:   8/12/21 6:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Wilkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is an ideal choice. It helps reduce pollution from cars. It will also push most people to 
designated areas instead of hurting the environment throughout the canyon (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  5842 

DATE:   8/12/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola concept. It is the only viable year round approach. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-5964 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5843 

DATE:   8/12/21 6:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Brach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT support roadway widening for additional lane (s) in Little Cottonwood Canyon as outlined in 
the Enhanced Bus PPSL Alternative because of the impacts to and elimination of climbing and other 
recreational resources. (32.2.9C and 32.4A) 
  
 Also I do not support the gondola or cog rail alternatives as they do not serve the transportation needs 
of all users throughout the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) 
  
 I believe that a less impactful alternative that combines enhanced bus service with tolling and other 
traffic mitigation strategies must first be implemented. Such an alternative could potentially eliminate 
the need for roadway widening. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5844 

DATE:   8/12/21 6:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Vorbach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not a Utah resident, but I have spent time in the winter for the past 15 years in the Salt Lake City 
area snowboarding in Park City, Big Cottonwood Canyon, and Little Cottonwood Canyon. With my time 
spent in the area, I fully understand the need to improve traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
That being said, Little Cottonwood Canyon (as well as the the canyons adjacent to it) provide incredible 
climbing and bouldering access in the spring, summer, and fall. This climbing is some of the best 
located near a major metropolitan center, and to destroy it in order to improve access in the winter 
seems like a devil's bargain. (32.4A and 32.4B) Before you widen the road or put in a gondola which 
will destroy the incredible climbing options in the area, please consider first placing toll gates on the 
road during peak times or increasing bus service from the entrance of the canyon to provide increased 
access. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Until these options prove to be impossible to solve the problem, please 
do not alter the incredible natural landscape of the canyon.
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COMMENT #:  5845 

DATE:   8/12/21 6:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Milton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s use year round and not drive up the canyon!(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5846 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Craig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would be an amazing addition to this beautiful canyon. It would prevent accidents and keep the 
road a lot more organized. I am all for it!!!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5847 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Debra Western 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family of 5 all support a Gondola for the canyons! We regularly go each weekend in the summer 
months & at least twice a month in the winter. Please save our canyons!! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-5969 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5848 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryant Hutchinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider alternatives to permanently altering the beautiful landscape in little cottonwood. Please 
protect our lands and allow the natural beauty to remain. I ask that you do a thorough investigation into 
the harm that permanently altering this landscape will have on future generations. There are other ways 
to lessen the congestion. Do not take the easy way out. It will harm communities, including your own, 
for multiple generations. (32.29G and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  5849 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clint Underwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Herriman UT. You guys are nuts for not picking the cog railway. Low environmental 
impact, great capacity. Everything a cable car is not. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  5850 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation 
strategies need to be analyzed, and that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.6.3C) Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only 
be considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
(32.2.2PP) Thank you. Patrick Johnson
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COMMENT #:  5851 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Molly Latta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Think this is a great idea for the environment as well as for safety and convenience!!! (32.29D) 

Page 32B-5973 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5852 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cooper Fisk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the Salt Lake City Transportation Department should review other strategies that would 
allow for no alteration of the landscape and avoid the costs of building a gondola or expanding the road. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  5853 

DATE:   8/12/21 7:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lyndsey Romney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please DO NOT widen wasatch to 5 lanes. It is beautiful and would be ruined by doing this. (32.2.9L)
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COMMENT #:  5854 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the way to go! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5855 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fred Armstrong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola would be a great idea to eliminate carbon emissions in the canyon. As an out of 
state tourist, the trip up to the resorts would be quite enjoyable and relaxing. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5856 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Babushkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned about overcrowding. I favor a solution with restrictions on total bodies allowed up on 
any given day. (32.1.2B, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5857 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Jackson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gandola because of the opportunity to use it year round and regardless of 
avalanche conditions. Thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5858 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandra Killion 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the enhanced bus service (32.2.9A)

Page 32B-5980 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5859 

DATE:   8/12/21 8:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leo Breau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is much needed (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5860 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Griffiths 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a fucking eye sore from hell ! (32.17A) Why don’t the resorts only allow pass holders or 
whoever two days a week to ski (32.2.2K). You’ll get even or odd numbers and those are the days you 
get to go ski. Cut the crowding in half immediately. Ohh wait the resorts only care about their interests , 
not what’s best for the Utah tax payers. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  5861 

DATE:   8/12/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robin Godfrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola as a solution to the tragic problems in the canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5862 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Walsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola concept, provided it has plenty of cars so that lift lines are short. (32.2.9D, 
32.2.6.5J, and 32.2.6.5C) A tram like snowbird or Jackson hole won’t do it! I would personally prefer a 
train.... Oh well!(32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  5863 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kari Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposal for a gondola in Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5864 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marty Ostermiller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola option. As a pass holder of both Alta/Snowbird and a frequent back 
country skier, I believe that the quality of life for everyone who uses Little Cottonwood will improve with 
this change. (32.2.9D and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  5865 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mara Asams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in Switzerland right now. I also live near the canyon and center much of my life there. So I am 
paying attention to all the different types of transportation we use to get around. The plans for a 
gondola seem to have a giant blind spot. Every gondola hooks into the public transportation system. 
The parking lots are small. People get around by bus or train to get to any base. I came from the airport 
to Zurich and then from Zurich to the alps all on trains. Simply moving the end of our traffic jam to right 
below the canyon solves little except better access on those 10-15 high avalanche danger. (32.2.6.5E) 
We need bussing or trains fist to feed people from where they are. (32.2.2I) The gondola seems like the 
last piece of a system if you compare it to how things work in the alps. I let can’t be THE system.
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COMMENT #:  5866 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Steck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to first ask ourselves this question: Do we need more people to be at our ski resorts at the top 
of Little Cottonwood in the winter time? (32.1.2B) To me, it feels like the current traffic jams are a sign 
that we have reached maximum capacity. (32.20B) If you can find a way to put more people in the ski 
resorts, will this cause overcrowding and make vacationers go elsewhere (32.20C) As an avid skier, I 
can tell you first hand that with the introduction of the IKON pass where a large portion of the country 
has a few passes to burn at our ski resorts, it has greatly decreased the quality of the skiing 
experience. This decrease in quality that I’m describing manifests itself in the following ways: the lift 
lines are long, the food lines are long, there’s no parking, and the untracked lines are gone by 10AM. If 
I was paying airfare, lodging, and all the rest of it to take a ski vacation, I’d head somewhere else 
beside UT because at the present, the resorts are too full and not worth the money...this will only be 
worse if we find a way to get more people into our resorts. (32.20C)  
  
 Another question is, why do we need a transportation solution in Little Cottonwood and not Big 
Cottonwood? (32.1.1A) In the 20/21 ski season, the lion’s share of traffic congestion happened in Big 
Cottonwood and not Little Cottonwood. The main reason for this is that the IKON pass provides a large 
majority of skiers in the country nearly unlimited passes to Solitude. Perhaps the IKON pass company 
should be on the hook for helping to pay for some of the transportation solutions being explored and not 
the tax payers of Utah. (32.2.7A) The IKON pass is one of the main causes to the current traffic 
problems and that company is profiting largely from it. The second reason that the traffic issues were 
better in Little Cottonwood than Big Cottonwood in the 20/21 season is that Snowbird had a reservation 
system. This meant if you didn’t reserve a spot, you did not enter the canyon. This shows that 
reservation systems or some sort of apps could be a very effective low cost solution to the traffic in the 
winter months. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A)  
  
 The current traffic solution proposals are very expensive and impactful for just a few weeks per year 
(32.1.4D). They also destroy some of the potential draw for other users for the rest of the year (rock 
climbing and hiking). (32.4A and 32.4B) There are classic rock climbs that also attract visitors to Utah 
that will likely be destroyed under either of the current transportation solution proposals. These are 
resources that can not be replaced once they have been destroyed. 
  
 Access to Little Cottonwood for rock climbing is one of the main perks for me living in Utah. If this 
resource is destroyed for the sake of vacationers, I’m out. Please consider some other solutions to our 
canyon’s traffic issues and please consider both Little and Big in this plan. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  5867 

DATE:   8/12/21 11:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Lloud 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To follow through on either plan to combat winter traffic in cotton wood canyon, would be to take an 
action that can never be in done. The canyon as it’s stands has taken an unthinkable amount of time to 
get to where it’s at. If we as society choose to undo what Mother Nature has done, we will never get 
back what she’s given us. There is world rebound climbing in that canyon right off the road as it 
currently stands. (32.4A and 32.4B) Tho we have great snow that’s only for the winter. The greatness 
that is provided through this canyon in the spring, summer winter and fall is through rock Climbing and 
bouldering. Please do not destroy what’s been given to us. Cause it will never be given again. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  5868 

DATE:   8/13/21 1:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Hayward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A wider road up the canyon scares me. I think it is the fastest way to ruin the special vibe LCC has. 2 
lanes going up and down means, even if one is dedicated to buses, means incredible amounts of noise 
pollution, (32.11A) and just general business that would kill what tranquility is left up there. (32.4I) The 
gondola seems to alleviate the issue and encroach on what the canyon is. (32.2.9D)  
  
 I’ve also heard people ask “why should we spend all of this money to benefit 2 businesses?” But I’ve 
been thinking lately, of course there is the economic benefit of tourism, but if there is enough people 
wanting to get up the canyon to jam it deep into the valley, is it not the government’s duty to provide 
transportation to all of those people? (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5869 

DATE:   8/13/21 4:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gareth Simpson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Protect the environment... no Road!!! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5870 

DATE:   8/13/21 4:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacobo Cerezo Revuelta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
<< Firmitas, Utilitas, Venustas >>(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  5871 

DATE:   8/13/21 5:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Pollack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. No extra lane. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Make it bus only if you want but part of the magic is 
the wild and quiet. I don’t want overhead cables and cars creaking all day (32.2.2B and 32.11D)
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COMMENT #:  5872 

DATE:   8/13/21 5:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Diiro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. No added road, net zero emissions. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5873 

DATE:   8/13/21 5:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Tierney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The road up to Alta is the only thing I don’t love about Alta. Gondola would make the trip up fun and 
visually beautiful. (32.2.9D). I do not live in Utah but the trip to Alta is better on a Gondola!
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COMMENT #:  5874 

DATE:   8/13/21 6:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Toby Bellis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a beautiful place that should not be destroyed. Before any permanent, landscape-altering 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service 
coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies need to be analyzed, and that includes 
dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) Proposals that 
physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered after less 
impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  5875 

DATE:   8/13/21 6:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Ellison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Last year was my first trip to LCC, where I met up with a high school friend that's lived in Cottonwood 
Heights for 15 years. I witnessed the traffic in the canyon first hand and also listened to my friend and 
his neighbors speak about how congested it's become in recent years. Admittedly, my opinion comes 
from my brief experience traveling in/out of LCC to Snowbird/Alta, but I feel like the gondola is a superb 
solution and treads lightly on such a unique area. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5876 

DATE:   8/13/21 7:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Ben Of The Zaccardi Family 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i am very much in support of the proposed Gondola system. Any other proposal in my opinion is a 
waste of taxpayer money and will have an adverse impact on the environment in the canyon. 
Respectfully submitted . paul-ben of the zaccardi family (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5877 

DATE:   8/13/21 7:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola. (32.2.9E) Increase bus use, charge a toll for each car similar to Millcreek 
Canyon (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5878 

DATE:   8/13/21 7:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Fulenwider 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola option, but with only one stop at Snowbird. In lieu of extending the gondola from 
Snowbird to Alta, I would like to see a new shuttle service from Snowbird to a variety of stops in Alta 
and down to the White Pine Trailhead. (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.5R, and 32.2.6.5CCC)
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COMMENT #:  5879 

DATE:   8/13/21 8:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Hollendoner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider rock climbing access when you choose how to change the road up LCC! We need 
various parking lots on the way up, like Gate Buttress and the Park n Ride, among others. Please do 
not take this access away from us! Thank you (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  5880 

DATE:   8/13/21 8:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradlee Duncan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The environmental impacts of both the road widening and the gondola are simply far too severe given 
then scale (or lack thereof) of the problem it's trying to solve. We haven't even really attempted to solve 
the problem with our current infrastructure. (32.1.2B) There is no reason we can't just be smarter about 
running buses on the existing road today. (32.2.9A) I am seriously concerned about widening the road 
further in a narrow canyon AND I'm equally concerned or possibly even more concerned about the 
visual noise that gondola towers would add to the beauty of the area. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.11A, and 
32.11D) Each tower will need an access road built to it to pour concrete and construct it as well. 
(32.2.6.5L)  
  
 The major environmental problem with both of the proposals is that they are grossly premature. There 
are simple changes we could make today with the existing infrastructure which would satisfy the current 
capacity easily and which could be implemented nearly immediately. First, make the road a toll road for 
private vehicles (either by charging for parking at Snowbird/Alta or by doing a true toll road) at certain 
times of year AND run the buses more frequently while at the same time being more strategic about 
their routes so they don't all end up full (and passing by frustrated potential riders) when they get near 
the mouth of the canyon. (3.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.5N) There are a few (literally like 3-4) days each 
year where an avalanche may block the road and prevent traffic for 2-6 daytime hours but that is such a 
minimal problem to have given the scope of the canyon and the skiers at Alta/Snowbird on all other 
days of the season. (32.7A) As a lifelong resident of the Wasatch front and an avid skier, cyclist, hiker, 
and mountain biker, I urge you to NOT implement either of the two proposals at the current time and 
revisit them again in 5-15 years after actually making an honest attempt to solve it with the current 
infrastructure. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  5881 

DATE:   8/13/21 8:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jarreau Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate all of the work that has gone into this project. Adding a gondola will help eliminate traffic for 
people to enjoy the mountain faster. It also helps saves on carbon pollution. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5882 

DATE:   8/13/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul McMullin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a ridiculous solution to the problem. (32.2.9E) It destroys pristine, classic climbing 
areas, to the benefit of two ski resorts. (32.4B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C).  
  
 As a civl engineer, I find it to be ill conceived, and poorly thought through. There are far better options. 
(32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  5883 

DATE:   8/13/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roy Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola alternative has less environmental impact and is better for weather related traffic 
congestion and safety. I personally do not want to put my life into the hands of a UTA bus and driver 
during bad winter conditions. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5884 

DATE:   8/13/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raquel Ellis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please don't put a gondola in our canyon. Consider a bus system like Zion Nat'l park. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  5885 

DATE:   8/13/21 10:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donna Shattuck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Whatever option is chosen, Alta snd Snowbird should pay for it not taxpayers!(32.2.7A) Own school 
need money, affordable housing needs to be built, that is where tax payer money should go! Let the ski 
resorts figure out how to crowd their slopes if they want them crowded. Personally it is fine the way it is 
for me. (32.1.2B and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  5886 

DATE:   8/13/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My two recommendations are: 
 1. Charge for parking up the canyon. This will encourage car pooling/bus riding (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
 2. Look at a Gondola system that augments the current vehicle option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5887 

DATE:   8/13/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mason Barnhill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d like to see a gondola B in place, I think the environmental impact is important to consider and think 
the gondola had the potential to bring an enhanced aesthetic of UT roots in outdoor recreation if done 
correctly (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5888 

DATE:   8/13/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Finally!!! I always wondered why there was not some kind of system in BOTH Little and Big Cottonwood 
canyons. Having worked at the base of Big Cottonwood years ago, I was extremely familiar with the 
terrible traffic going up and down at certain times. The tram is brilliant and I truly hope that this reduces 
the amount of carbon emission in the future. Big fan!!! (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5889 

DATE:   8/13/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paige King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola plan makes the most sense since it limits the ecological impact and footprint and it can 
run when the snow is really dumping unlike another lane of traffic. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5890 

DATE:   8/13/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Lingstuyl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do NOT install a gondola. (32.2.9E) Buses and limiting private traffic (expensive permits, zero 1 
person cars for skiers/hikers) is the best option for us all (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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APPENDIX 32B 

Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comments 05891–08834 



COMMENT #:  5891 

DATE:  8/11/21 3:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME: Erin Geesaman Rabke 

COMMENT: 

Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 

I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. 
I care deeply about the future of these wilderness areas for future generations of all species. 

Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 

Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? (32.13B) Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow 
for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) In this age of 
climate catastrophe, doing all we can to protect the thriving of the species with whom we share these 
areas is the priority. 

Traffic congestion in LCC, “the red snake,” will still continue even with the gondola because the gondola 
still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from our 
roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car 
congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point of 
origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and 
allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch Range. 
(32.2.2I)  

Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB). 

Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of elected 
officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to gather 
and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying Capacity” 
known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 

Year-round visitation, whether to a designated ski area or summertime trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminal areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 

Please protect the Wasatch. NO to the gondola. (32.2.9E) 

Sincerely, 
Erin Geesaman Rabke 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5892 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jack Crognale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Will the 30 passenger gondolas have seats for 30 or will you be forced to stand for the 37 min ride to 
Alta? How many parking spaces will be built at the La Callie station? How early and late will the 
gondolas run? (32.2.6.5C, 32.2.6.5J, and 32.2.6.5F) Thanks, Jack
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COMMENT #:  5893 

DATE:   8/11/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Dickerson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I).. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Dickerson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5894 

DATE:   8/11/21 7:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Karan Newton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family of eight is totally in favor of the gondola to preserve little cottonwood canyon. My great great 
grandfather drove the second covered wagon into the valley on July 24 1847 and his name is on This is 
the place monument. We need to preserve our canyon,water,air and resources. (32.2.9D, 32.12A, 
32.10A, 32.13A, and 32.17A)  
 
Karan Oberhansley, DV
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COMMENT #:  5895 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Adam Smith 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5896 

DATE:   8/11/21 10:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Hays 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I).. 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Hays 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5897 

DATE:   8/12/21 6:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Albert Kabili 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Albert Kabili 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5898 

DATE:   8/12/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Louisa Giles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Louisa Giles 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5899 

DATE:   8/13/21 7:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chelsie Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chelsie Johnson 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5900 

DATE:   8/13/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Belfiore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of these ideas are sufficient to accommodate the needs of users of the canyons (BCC included) 
and the effects on the local community. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Many have mentioned other ideas, such 
as a toll to enter both canyons. (32.2.4A) As a local, I think this is a solution that would help mitigate 
traffic in near term until a clear solution is found that equally addresses canyon needs and locals 
desires (32.2.2PP). 
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COMMENT #:  5901 

DATE:   8/13/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Yurick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for putting some thought into this EIS. Both solutions appear to have the greatest amount of 
impact to the communties they cross with the least amount of benifit as an end user. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Residents along Wasatch blvd would not only see increased traffic through the new 
interstate as it hosts buses or gondola traffic but would see addiotional fees or time and transfer to use 
LCC? (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5E) Tolling/fee exemptions should be available for 
residents ultimately cut off from use by this development. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  5902 

DATE:   8/13/21 1:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Mcintyre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have skied Alta for 30 years and watched the traffic, parking, and accident problems increase by 
significant measures. This past season was the worst I have ever seen. We have sold our home at the 
Mountain but still want to ski and the gondola solution seems perfect as a resolution. Alll for it! 
(32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  5903 

DATE:   8/13/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rene Gilfillan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake City already has one of the worst air qualities in the world. Utilizing an enhanced bus system, 
primarily electric, is the most environmentally friendly option. (32.10A) Gondolas will only create more 
traffic on wasatch boulevard, which simply cannot handle that amount of traffic. (32.2.6.5E and 
32.2.6.2.2A) The construction period for a gondola system would be outrageously expensive and 
construction in the canyons to that extent is hazardous for the air quality and the streams! (32.2.7C and 
32.19A and 32.19C) There was already a disastrous construction spill in millcreek this summer and 
even if proper protocols are followed it is inevitable that part of it will get in our watershed water. 
(32.19C) This is an exorbitant proposal for Utah taxpayer money. Put more of our money into making 
public transportation that already exists reliable!(32.2.9A) The time used to construct the gondolas 
would create traffic up the canyons regardless. (32.4C) Overall it is an expensive, time-consuming, 
traffic-inducing idea to build a gondola system. As a taxpayer please use my taxes for the enhanced 
bus system. As someone who uses the bus when I ski by myself it is nearly impossible to get on the 
bus from the park and ride at the bottom of the canyon because it is already full and the wait time 
between buses is so long. An enhanced bus system is just what we need, and it would be incredible if it 
could be electric buses!! (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) I will be one of the first in line to try the new bus 
system. Thank you for your consideration and please do not let the rich and aesthetic-seeking 
populace/tourists influence the gondola proposition. It is not best for the locals of the cottonwood 
heights and wasatch front area. 

Page 32B-6025 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5904 

DATE:   8/13/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Krieg 

 
COMMENT: 
"On August 9th, 2021, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), backed and governed 
by the United Nations, issued a holistic report on the state of our climate worldwide. This report was not 
uplifting. It stated that "It is unequivocal that human influence has warmed the atmosphere, ocean and 
land. Widespread and rapid changes in the atmosphere, ocean, cryosphere and biosphere have 
occurred." (AR6 WGI Summary for Policymakers). Not only would the construction of these 
transportation alternatives be additional negative human influence but also the operation, maintenance, 
and added volume of traffic that comes with. (32.2.2E, 32.10A, and 32.7C) 
 
Pursuing and continuing to entertain Gondola and road expansion solutions for transportation 
alternatives in LCC is a tone deaf response to scientific data that has been backed and supported by 
over 145 nations world wide. The environmental impact and social disruption that would result from a 
Gondola and/or road expansion would be irreversible. I propose no Gondola, no road expansion, and 
instead a toll and/or vehicle capacity restriction on entry into LCC. (32.10A, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.2Y, 
32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Thanks you. 
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COMMENT #:  5905 

DATE:   8/13/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Nipper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have worked in watershed science for 2+ years and I beleive that construction of a gondola could be 
detrimental to the streams in the cottonwood canyons which is where our drinking water comes from. 
(32.19A, 32.19C, and 32.12A) I see no situation in which a construction project like that would not 
result in sediments and cement being spilled into the stream and harming aquatic flora and fauna. 
(32.19C) Improving public transit systems like busses/shuttles is the best option for the traffic problem 
in the cottonwood canyons. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  5906 

DATE:   8/13/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Zobell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to get out of the mentality of solving traffic problems by adding more lanes to roads. The 
Wasatch front has thoroughly exhausted that solution... and traffic still sucks. Any solution to traffic 
woes in LCC and along the Wasatch front cannot rely on expanding roadways as a solution to such 
traffic problems, because it literally doesn’t address the underlying problem of trying to accommodate 
the ever-growing population, in this geographical constrained area with mountains and lakes, with car 
centric development. (32.1.2B, 32.2.6.2.2A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Traffic solutions must be transit, bike, 
and pedestrian centric, otherwise we are going to end up with a Wasatch front in 30 years that will be 
just as, if not more so, a congested traffic hell hole as California with a greatly reduced quality of life. 
The solutions being pursued by UDOT for LCC traffic issues that propose more car centric 
development via widening the road up LCC and/or adding parking lots for busses/gondolas at the base 
of the canyon, are not actual solutions sense they don’t reduce car dependence and will just push traffic 
bottlenecks further down the canyon to the parking lot for the busses/gondolas. (32.2.6.2.1D and 
32.2.6.5E) What must happen is for UDOT to curate an infrastructure of walking and biking paths and 
transit routes along the Wasatch front that can be used to transport people along the Wasatch front, 
including up LCC, without needing to use a personal vehicle. (32.2.6.2.2A) The solutions proposing to 
build a gondola have a lot of problems with them. Aside from still relying on a car centric model of 
transportation, they are not aesthetically pleasing, they are much slower than busses, they mostly or 
completely ignore the transportation needs of people not going to the ski resorts and the stops and 
throughput capacity cannot easily adjusted without further construction projects to modify the structure 
of the gondola. (32.2.4A, 32.17A, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5N) With busses, the number of 
stops and number of busses transporting people can easily be adjusted to meet daily, weekly, and 
seasonal demands. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.3D) Busses only stopping at ski resorts could be schedule 
for weekend mornings and late afternoon in the winter, and busses stopping at backcountry and hiking 
destinations could be scheduled all year. (32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  5907 

DATE:   8/13/21 1:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Stacy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Last year I participated in the UDOT sticker program that was aimed towards pre-qualifying vehicles to 
go up the canyons, however, out of the 70+ days I rode, my sticker was only checked once on a dry 
day in December. I don’t think the gondola and road widening with expanded bus systems options can 
be up for consideration when the pilot sticker program was never truly tested. I for one thought that the 
sticker program was a great idea. (32.2.2M) 
 
On days where it snows overnight or is forecasted to snow later in the day, someone needs to be 
stationed at the base of the canyon to A: check for a pre-qualified vehicles with a sticker and B: assess 
a vehicle’s ability to handle snowy driving conditions and turn them away if they aren’t qualified (like 
rental cars, car without M+S tires, or lack of 4WD). It seems to me that there would be a significant 
decrease in congestion and accidents in the canyon if only vehicles that are truly fit for the conditions 
are allowed up. Anyone who doesn’t qualify can be turned away and encouraged to take the UTA bus. 
(32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  5908 

DATE:   8/13/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicolle Nyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Im all in favor of the gondola option! My family has stopped skiing Alta and Snow Bird because the 
traffic congestion is unbearable and unpredictable! Bring on the Gondola....the best option by far!! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5909 

DATE:   8/13/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why is tolling of the canyon road never mentioned as an alternative? Why is it implemented in 
American Fork canyon but never proposed for the cottonwoods? (32.2.4A)  
 
It was recently brought to my attention that the gondola option will also permanently alter the canyon (in 
regard to climbing and bouldering routes not directly under the tram way) is this true? If so, I don't see 
why this has not been advertised. (32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  5910 

DATE:   8/13/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon OGrady 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We propose that before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever 
alter the landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling 
and other traffic mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3F) Alternatives that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood 
Canyon should only be considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not 
to be effective. 
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COMMENT #:  5911 

DATE:   8/13/21 3:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hilary Eisen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola, or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today, to address the traffic and congestion 
problems in LCC. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
-Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
-Increased funding to express bus routes from across the Wasatch Front (instead of bringing all traffic 
to Wasatch Blvd. - bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact recreational user experience (32.20B and 32.4I) and will 
lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am against any future ski resort expansion. 
 
Sincerely, 
Hilary Eisen 
Bozeman, MT  

Page 32B-6033 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5912 

DATE:   8/13/21 3:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Kiddy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola alternative better mitigates weather-related traffic congestion issues than the enhanced bus 
alternative by providing a mode of transportation that doesn’t rely on a slick canyon road. The gondola 
alternative has less environmental impacts than the enhanced bus alternative, avoiding more paving to 
widen the road and emissions from more buses. (32.2.9D, 32.13A, 32.17A, and 32.10A)  
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COMMENT #:  5913 

DATE:   8/13/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jude Rubadue 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good Afternoon, I have been driving LCC for 50 years. For 20 years I have offered to friends and family 
the we needed to get the cars out of the canyon. Public safety on bad weather days because of 
dangerous driving in ice and snow. And, extreme pollution from a full canyon of vehicles waiting in the 
red snake exhaust. Relying on buses for the transit is not enough. It is still exhaust fumes in the 
canyon. Lets go with the gondola. Thank you kindly (32.2.9D and 32.10A). 
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COMMENT #:  5914 

DATE:   8/13/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Schild 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the construction of the gondola for Little Cottonwood Canyon. I believe it is the best long term 
solution to reduce pollution and the environmental impact on the canyon and will be easier to maintain 
over time. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  5915 

DATE:   8/13/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dustin Hegland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola option; it will be the smart, long term transportation 
answer for the canyon. Thank you. (32.2.9D)  

Page 32B-6037 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5916 

DATE:   8/13/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenji Huff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am vehemently against any sort of gondola. (32.2.9E) Although I am opposed to widening the road 
and/or more busses, that is a better option. (32.2.9B) I think that taking Alta+Bird off of the IKON is the 
first step. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  5917 

DATE:   8/13/21 6:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gordy Peifer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am massively against the gondola. (32.2.9E) I feel it would ruin the natural beauty of our cherished 
canyon. (32.17A) As an employee of Alta and a season pass holder for 35 years I feel that busses are 
a much better option. (32.2.9A) Please do not let big business and impatient skiers ruin our canyon. I 
have found that a little bit of knowledge and preparation go a long ways towards mitigating 
inconvenience on busy days in the canyon. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Gordy Peifer 
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COMMENT #:  5918 

DATE:   8/13/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andew Manios 

 
COMMENT: 
 
An outstanding solution to a continuous problem. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5919 

DATE:   8/13/21 7:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lendy Gillespie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus schedule for LCC. (32.2.9A) As a Snowbird season pass holder I 
understand the traffic on powder days (only about 13 days a year) but as someone who uses the 
canyon year round to hike and climb do not support any measures that would permanently damage 
LCC. (32.1.4D) The number of days the traffic is bad are too few to justify destroying our precious 
canyon. I want my children to be able to enjoy the canyon in all its natural beauty without it being 
marred by a gondola or widening the road. (32.17A and 32.17B) I feel there are other things that can 
be tried to mitigate the traffic issue before such drastic measures are taken, for example, setting up a 
toll station to drive up the canyon. (32.2.4A) Please keep our canyon as wild as possible and don't 
cater to two businesses who only have the possibility of a traffic problem for less than half of the year. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5920 

DATE:   8/13/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Thirkill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In review of the two options available (expanded bus or gondola transit), the gondola option is preferred 
as it provides a solution that is less weather restricted, provides greater operational consistency and 
minimum construction (road-widening) impact. Thank you for your consideration. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5921 

DATE:   8/13/21 7:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Never build it... way too much money to be spent (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5922 

DATE:   8/13/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Ross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D) It seems to me the first decision to make is whether to a. try 
to limit LCC visitors or b. deal with the visitors. I don't think limiting the visitors is realistic. (32.20B, 
32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) Once you've decided to deal with the visitors to the canyon, the gondola seems 
to make the most sense for less cost, less environmental impact, and better service (not shut down by 
avalanches, etc). 
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COMMENT #:  5923 

DATE:   8/13/21 9:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola. (32.2.9E) Pumping more people into the canyon at an already 
overpopulated resort is not the answer. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) Snowbird or Alta on a pow day 
is entirely crowded and i cannot even imagine how much worse it would be with the gondola. (32.20C) 
Plus, it's an eyesore, and it will impact wildlife/nature/recreation etc. There has got to be a better option. 
(32.17A, 32.13A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  5924 

DATE:   8/13/21 9:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lea Berry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of expanded buses only, no gondola, no parking garage structures at the mouths of the 
canyons, and no freeway with high walls on Wasatch that will destroy the Cottonwood Heights 
community. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9L) Please consider the damage to water quality if toxic mine sites and 
tailings are excavated and or exposed in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Thank you! (32.16A) 
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COMMENT #:  5925 

DATE:   8/13/21 9:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Brinton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do the gondola and expand the road for more bus coverage. (32.2.9D and 32.2.2W) Best yet, would be 
train protected by avalanche sheds so avalanches wouldn't need to be shot down anymore. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  5926 

DATE:   8/13/21 10:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ezra Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What the impact to Big Cottonwood Canyon should be a key consideration. (32.20D) Trailhead access 
needs to be a key consideration. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.3G) With both those in mind, 
directional traffic and bus enhanced is the preferred (32.2.2D, 32.2.2EE, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  5927 

DATE:   8/14/21 12:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Gibbons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola is a BAD idea. (32.2.9E) Its too expensive and will end up limiting peoples' access 
to various destinations within Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2D and 32.2.4A) Probably 95% of the 
time that I travel through the canyon, I find that the drive is quick and without serious delay. (32.1.4D) If 
a "usage fee" (like currently in place in Mill Creek Canyon) is needed, fine (32.2.4A). Otherwise, we 
should avoid the cost of building the Gondola, and leave Little Cottonwood Canyon "gondola-free"! 
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COMMENT #:  5928 

DATE:   8/14/21 4:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Anne Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO to both alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Pause all making commitments this year. This year, 
give us 35 speed limit all the way. (32.2.6.2.2A) Best for residents along Wasatch Blvd. Best for road 
condition bringing out skiers--they love blizzard weather--so it might be too fast for road conditions in 
the canyon. When the traffic backs up to High T, use CH's anti-idling ordinance to divert vehicles down 
to Sandy's Quarry Bend skier waiting area. That relieves horrible pollution and makes it possible to 
plow the whole road; and then CH can plow the neighborhoods too. (32.2.2BBB) Allow only local 
residents and employees in and out of closed road. I need but have trouble with home health 
aides/agencies because the government does not pay for travel time or mileage, and taking time to get 
to my house makes the aide late for the rest of their days appointments. It is so bad that all but the 
agency I have now are gone; they will drop me when they figure out why they don't have any other 
patients in Cottonwood Heights. It has been so bad that the last agency had an aide who lived in a cul d 
esac on the west side of Wasatch. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Perfect until ski weather. About a 
mile away from me on the east side. As with shoveling, plowing is much more difficult. CH did not even 
get to her the next day. She lost two days work and the agency got someone from out of town to me 
later the next day (32.7B) . It is so bad the LDS church set up a series of classes to teach members 
how to be aides to their own family members without any legal certification. I thought that was very 
smart and congratulated them. My being a retired attorney I knew better than ask for help because I did 
not have anyone to send to the class. That was pre Covid. It's worse now. 
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COMMENT #:  5929 

DATE:   8/14/21 6:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Chorens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a visitor who vacations in LCC from out of state every year, I am writing in support of increasing bus 
transit on SR 210. (32.2.9A) I believe myself and other tourists would greatly benefit year round from 
improved bus service. I am strongly opposed to the gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) I believe it would mar 
the natural beauty of the canyon and not be a realistic solution. (32.17A) The bus solution would have a 
lower carbon footprint than constructing a massive gondola and could also be implemented much 
sooner, and anyone who visits LCC knows that we need solutions today, not 20 years from now. 
(32.10A and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5930 

DATE:   8/14/21 7:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Howe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am absolutely OPPOSED to BOTH of these options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
Both options have too much environmental impact that will effect all user groups going forward (ie the 
climbing Communiity losing access to bouldering with widening the road etc. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4P) 
 
Both solutions are focused on serving the ski areas, at the tax payers expense – (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C). which is plain wrong, and does not consider all of the other users groups that enjoy 
the canyon (backcountry skiers, hikers, climbers, etc). These solutions are narrow in their scope of the 
problems addressed and appear to be a plainly clear subsidy to the ski areas at the top. (32.2.7A). 
These options also make no mention of how to address the problems in the immediate future...what 
about this coming season or the season after that? (32.29R) 
 
A capacity study needs to be performed to see how many people can safely recreate in LCC at one 
time? (32.20B)  
 
This “solution” only addresses LCC without addressing BCC, which is short sighted and will cause 
additional issues going forward related to BCC and it’s capacity. (32.4R and 32.20D)  
 
Tolling needs to be explored further. (32.2.4A).  
 
Enhanced busing, with natural gas or electric buses vs diesel, needs to be truly explored and 
implemented. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) What was implemented in the ‘20/’21 season was not an 
‘enhanced’ solution, it was a half baked attempt to add a few More buses to the schedule when clearly 
demand was not understood or addressed.  
 
Either of these solutions, if implemented, would irreversibly change one of the most beautiful places on 
the planet forever and not for the good. (32.17A and 32.17B) They are short sighted and we need to 
take a step back and look for solutions that consider all users of the canyon and are fairly funded by the 
parties who might economically gain from changes. (32.1.2D) 
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  5931 

DATE:   8/14/21 7:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amber L Broadaway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options sound like great solutions to a challenging problem. I do think the Gonodla for LCC could 
prove to be more effective given the avalanche issues in the Canyon, as well as become an increased 
driver of destination visitation - particularly in the summer. This could then leave the increased bus 
option - electric preferred for BCC. (32.2.9D and 32.1.1A)
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COMMENT #:  5932 

DATE:   8/14/21 8:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Godfrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola. Much better option. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  5933 

DATE:   8/14/21 9:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Rowland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived at the base of Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons all my life. I also recreate during the 
summer and winter months. I ski all 4 resorts and hike all of our gorgeous trails. I use the bus with my 
kids (10 &13) when we ski because we try and do what is best for the environment, and I don't like the 
parking situation at the resorts. My personal experience with the UTA bus system has been less than 
ideal but it is something that I can compromise on because I know that I am trying to be part of a 
solution. I am opposed to the gondola because I believe with a better transit system we would be in a 
much better traffic situation. (32.2.9E) I propose: 
1. Ski resorts are benefitting from increased skiers. They should all have a dedicated shuttle (or 2) from 
the park and ride stations. (32.2.2S)  
2. UTA should have double the amount of busses in the morning time (7:30-10) and evening (2:30-
5:30). (32.2.6.3N) 
3. The existing commercial retail space near the Old Mill business park should become the central 
transit center. The parking infrastructure is already existing, it won't impact homeowners that don't want 
it built "in my backyard". (32.2.2FF)  
The park and ride station on 9400 S and Highland is perfect for now. I've never seen it entirely full. In 
the future, it could be added on to without disrupting anything. It's a commercial area already.  
The road up to the resort is already there. Nothing would need to be done to it. In my opinion, the 
gondola would be a huge burden on the canyon itself and a burden on the tax payers. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  5934 

DATE:   8/14/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whit Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola, it would be nice to have a safer way to get to the resorts I always feel a lot of 
anxiety driving on the roads up the canyon in the snow. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  5935 

DATE:   8/14/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jon luke VanderVeur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jon luke VanderVeur 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  5936 

DATE:   8/14/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenda Robertson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please approve godola from La Caille to Alta! This will greatly reduce traffic and pollution! 
(32.2.9D, 32.7C, and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  5937 

DATE:   8/14/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lowell Smoger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
0). We need a capacity study done on both canyons to understand how many people we can actually 
have in the canyon at a given time so that we do not destroy the experience or the environment of the 
canyons! 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lowell Smoger 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5938 

DATE:   8/14/21 10:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolynn Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the Gondolas from La Caille to Alta will be the best option. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  5939 

DATE:   8/14/21 10:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Masse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the gondola plan. Given the fires that have plagued the west this year, anything that can be done 
to reduce traffic is a good thing. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  5940 

DATE:   8/14/21 10:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Richardson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We would love to have a gondola. We live in Midway and would ski Alta &snowbird much more. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5941 

DATE:   8/14/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Kerr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The boulders of Little Cottonwood have been an integral part to my relocation to Salt Lake City. They 
are in part my decision to invest in the local economy, workforce and culture. Proposing permanent 
physical alterations to the boulders in Little Cottonwood will deprive future and current members of our 
community to enjoy the experience that these boulders provide. These experiences not only challenge 
the individual physically and mentally but create a window of reflection to look at and better oneself 
through observation, rethinking and appreciation. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please implement a similar 
process of rethinking. The community ask that less impactful solutions be implemented before any 
permanent alterations be taken on this landscape that provides a playground for people to better 
oneself. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  5942 

DATE:   8/14/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Pohlman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is the only feasible solution. It is safe, practical and environmentally sound. 
(32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  5943 

DATE:   8/14/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Courtney Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think using the La Caille name will be problematic for travelers. 
Will the gondola have CPR equipment? (32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  5944 

DATE:   8/14/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Micah Rosenfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in favor of the gondola option from La Caille. (32.2.9D) I am a life-long skier and 20+ year 
user of Little Cottonwood Canyon, (both on and off resort) and have spent many hours in the red snake 
going up and down the canyon. (32.7C) The gondola seems to me to be the most environmentally-
friendly low carbon-emissions choice. (32.10A) Many of the arguments I have heard from those 
opposed to expansion boil down to 'we don't want more people in the Canyon', which sounds a lot like 
'it's my canyon, keep the crowds out'. The fact is, growth and increase in numbers is inevitable. We 
need to manage the resource to the benefit of the people, with the least negative impact to the 
wilderness. (32.3A and 32.13B) And... the gondola adds a 'wow' factor that cannot be overlooked. 
Switzerland has many similar transportation modalities and the Alps are still stunningly beautiful and 
offer unbounded recreation opportunities. 
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COMMENT #:  5945 

DATE:   8/14/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Brunelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widen lanes and add more buses. (32.2.9B) There will always be people that want to drive to the 
resorts, so that’s what we should accommodate. (32.2.4A) It would be a shame to add the gondola and 
have no one ever want to ride it in favor of driving themselves up the canyon (32.7C and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5946 

DATE:   8/14/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sanjeev Gupta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola offers safety, sustainability, and efficiency. This is a novel solution that should be used as 
an example to other regions dealing with similar problems. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  5947 

DATE:   8/14/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Murray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please do the gondola... the bus, car alternative is foolish (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  5948 

DATE:   8/14/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dayna Orton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Literally, any option other than gondolas. (32.2.9E) If ski resorts want them, they can pay for them 
100%. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  5949 

DATE:   8/14/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Harding 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola; I’m a resident of Murray and believe it’s the best solution for the $$, given 
the alternatives. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-6071 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5950 

DATE:   8/14/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Edgar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, my family and I have carefully considered your two transportation plans for LCC. 
Representing my family of 4, we greatly prefer the Gondola B alternative. (32.2.9D) However, we wish 
the Gondola had additional stops for BC skiers and hikers. (32.2.2Q and 32.2.6.5G) Thanks for 
considering our opinion. Bruce Edgar & family. 
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COMMENT #:  5951 

DATE:   8/14/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Webber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My concerns are as follows: 
Per Rider operational cost. (32.2.4A) 
Vehicle access charge for LCC (32.2.4A) 
Vehicle parking fee for LBS. (32.2.4A) 
ABS located in known avalanche path (32.2.6.5K)) 
Rider containment area offloading at ABS in case of avalanche hazard. (32.2.6.5K) 
LCC evacuation plan for gondola failure event (32.2.6.5K) 
UDOT bus service termination in LCC (32.29D) 
RMP service route for gondola power. (32.2.6.5EE) 
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COMMENT #:  5952 

DATE:   8/14/21 4:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Tollenger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would support the GONDOLA option for multiple reasons.. (32.2.9D)..#1 it would vastly increase 
skiable terrain and create a competitive advantage for “Ski Utah”, #2 it is the most green option, 
reducing car on pollution and noise pollution, (32.10A) #3 it would put Utah skiing in a world class 
position with an amenity only offered in locations like Zermatt Switzerland and Chamonix, France, and 
#4 it is the more safe option and would allow more access to the canyon on powder days ie no road 
closure for avalanche control measures. Please consider this option. Bus travel is the past, enhancing 
enjoyment of the whole canyon via gondola is the future! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5953 

DATE:   8/14/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Dearden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Bountiful, Utah resident. I ski, hike and rock climb in little cottonwood canyon. I am in support of 
the gondola B alternative proposal. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  5954 

DATE:   8/14/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ali Svoboda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi - First, thank you to the entire team involved in developing and evaluating the alternatives for such a 
complex problem. The amount of information and quality of presentation is fantastic. Choosing an 
alternative to support has been the biggest conversation topic at ever social event since the alternatives 
were released.  
 
After much thought, I strongly believe Gondola B alternative best address the problem/project goals 
due to its strength in the reliability category. (32.2.9D) The slightly increased “Mobility” of the Enhanced 
Bus option is only a benefit if the road remains clear, and that is not a risk I am willing to take. I do not 
take the bus currently due to the risk of delays or being stuck either on the road or up at the resort, and 
adding a dedicated bus lane (even with the other actions are being taken in both alternatives to help 
keep the road clear) is not enough to stop driving myself. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3P) I would however 
take the Gondola due to the reliability it provides. It is attractive to both locals and visitors due to not 
only the reliability, but the novelty as well.  
 
In the end the biggest problem days with LCC, both in terms of road conditions and traffic/demand, are 
during snow storms and the Enhance Bus lane will not adequately address the problem trying to be 
solved since it will be neither mobile nor reliable during these times. (32.2.6.3P)  
 
Aside from the preferred alternatives, I am optimistic there are interim solutions that can also help 
address the problem before one of the preferred alternatives can be implemented. One of the most 
frustrating parts about driving up LCC is the disregard for the traction law. I understand enforcement 
takes time and resources, but doing so would be huge in terms of keeping cars moving up the canyon. 
Any other ways to keep traffic moving such as more efficient merges and decreasing road closure times 
any way they can be (noting eventually the snow sheds will help) will help keep us all sane while the 
final solution is created. (32.2.2M and 32.29R) 
 
Again, thank you for all the work this team has put in throughout this project. Despite the 
controversy/strong options it brings out, know the work is appreciated! 
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COMMENT #:  5955 

DATE:   8/14/21 5:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tom Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Perfect solution! (32.29D) 
 
Tom Wright 
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COMMENT #:  5956 

DATE:   8/14/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Pitsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the current bus service could be greatly improved if UTA received funding. In winter 2016/2017 
UTA redesigned their bus routes/schedules to increase frequency and their ridership increased 26% 
compared to 2015/2016. Again they changed a route in 2018/2019 to improve frequency and ridership 
increased again. They received no additional funding and saw these improvements. UTA should 
receive more funding and there should be additional parking so that getting on a bus isn't a gamble. 
(32.2.9A and 32.29R)  
 
I am concerned about the misinformation being spread by gondola works. For example, they claim the 
gondola's capacity is 3x what the EIS says. They say it will run in all weather conditions which is not 
how trams/gondolas such as the Snowbird tram operate. (32.2.6E, 32.2.6.5N, 32.2.6.5H, and 
32.2.6.5K) They claim it is environmentally friendly but the EIS says 4,420 gallons of fuel/day will be 
used with the Enhanced Bus Service and 4,412 gallons will by used with the Gondola. (32.18A) 
Technically with the gondola 3,205 gallons of fuel will be burned and the rest of the energy was 
converted from kWh (electricity) to gallons. However this is not indicative of carbon emissions. If you 
use this calculator you will see that the gondola will produce about 130k lbs CO2/day and the enhanced 
bus service about 100k. (32.10A and 32.10D) 
 
https://www.epa.gov/energy/greenhouse-gas-equivalencies-calculator  
 
I don't understand what facts the environmentally friendly claim is based in? Is the electricity solar 
powered? I don't see that information anywhere in the EIS. It is worrisome that the clean energy 
gondola is a big selling point for people but is that even true? (32.2.6.5P and 32.10A) They also claim it 
is scalable which is not true according to your reports. (32.2.6.5N) Having a "source" which contradicts 
UDOT's EIS in many ways spreading misinformation to the public, who very well may back the gondola 
based off of this alternate reality created by Gondola Works is highly problematic. (32.2.6E) They also 
claim 78% of people in the previous comment period supported the gondola. From their instagram 
"78% of the comments in the UDOT public comment process that mentioned the gondola were in 
support of the gondola". That is a very dishonest way to report information. I am not blaming UDOT for 
the existence of Gondola Works I am just bringing up this issue. 
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COMMENT #:  5957 

DATE:   8/14/21 6:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Arseneau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It would be a real shame and very short-sighted to put a plan into place that decreases the recreation 
value of our canyons. Salt Lake is a climbing-Mecca as well as a skiing-Mecca and we should not 
devalue our God given resources. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 34.4P) 

Page 32B-6079 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5958 

DATE:   8/14/21 7:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the work that has gone into this planning as there is clearly a considerable issue with 
transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon that is not easily solved. As a local to Salt Lake, I’ve 
developed a familiarity with Little Cottonwood and have some concerns with both the gondola and high 
speed bus option that are not being taken into consideration and I would highly recommend a 
reconsideration of the COG rail if it truly does not include any plans to widen the road. (32.2.9F and 
32.2.6.6C))  
 
Like Zion National park, Little Cottonwood Canyon has many unique features and uses that I don’t think 
UDOT is considering. Both a gondola and high speed bus system seem to benefit the ski resorts only 
and leave other uses out of the plan. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The canyon is used for 
climbing, bouldering, ice climbing, backpacking, anglers, naturalists, photographers, hikers, filmmakers, 
ham radio enthusiasts (for real), astronomers, runners, snowshoeing, backcountry skiing, and split 
boarding. This is not an exhaustive list and includes of all sustainable uses through out the entire 
canyon. It is not just used to access the ski resorts which seems to be the main intent of the two 
primary concepts for transportation. (32.2.7A) 
 
The high speed bus widens the road which destroys many very popular bouldering areas in the canyon 
that have been in use for decades. (32.4A) The gondola would add noise pollution, visual pollution, 
effect wildlife including birds, raptors and other animals, and only services the a ski resorts. (32.11D, 
32.17A, and 32.13A) I love the views I get from scaling rock walls in LCC. A gondola would severely 
diminish my love and use of this spectacularly visual canyon. (32.17A)  
 
Again like Zion, I acknowledge that the vehicles that drive up and down the canyon, including in 
summer, greatly out weighs its capacity. I strongly suggest a shuttle system like Zion National park or 
light rail system that allows access to many parts of the lower, mid, and upper parts of the canyon with 
out destroying it further through road widening, cutting traffic within the canyon, or favoring ski resorts 
which are not often the main attraction for many citizens of the salt lake area or those who come to 
visit. (32.2.2B, 32.2.6.6A, 32.2.6.6C, 32.4D, and 32.17D) Limit or shut down personal vehicles and 
require light rail or shuttle use like Zion. (32.2.2B, 32.2.2I, and 32.2.2L) It will pay for itself in the long 
term when we have a canyon in the decades of not centuries to come that has not been butchered for 
the myopic agenda of the near future.  
 
Thank you for your consideration, time and diligence. I hope you’ll reconsider your current options for 
one that less impacts the greater outdoor community of the Wasatch. 
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COMMENT #:  5959 

DATE:   8/14/21 8:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phil Massaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT has narrowed the alternatives down to two very good alternatives. To me, the choice would 
depend on avalanche avoidance. If the gondola could be constructed to avoid avalanche slide areas, it 
is superior to the enhanced bus as it avoids road closures. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5K) While UDOT does 
an excellent job keeping the road open and clear, I have been impacted many times when it is closed 
for avalanche work. When the road reopens, there is traffic, then accidents, then more traffic. 
A gondola that is not subject to avalanche slide areas avoids the problem and keeps things moving. 
Thanks to UDOT for all their good work and for these alternatives to improve things. 
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COMMENT #:  5960 

DATE:   8/14/21 8:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gayle Denman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for providing an overview of the current proposals for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
I prefer the enhanced bus service for Little Cottonwood Canyon for the following reasons: 
1) Will Utah taxpayers be paying for these proposals or will the ski resorts be paying for these? 
(32.2.7A) If it’s Utah taxpayers, there is no question, I prefer the enhanced buses. The sale of our Utah 
ski resorts to big business has resulted in very low ICON ticket prices. I recommend that the ICON 
passes have a premium tax to pay for these enhancements. (32.2.2K)  
2) If widening the roads provides a safety buffer for cyclists, this is a better idea and, in my opinion, 
offsets the impact on wildlife. The reason why I feel this way is because this road is heavily now, I fail to 
see how widening the road would impact wildlife further. (32.2.9B and 32.13B) 
 
It is with a heavy heart that we observe the effects of a high influx of residents that has resulted in so 
many adverse situations: increased traffic and air pollution, and further water scarcity just name a few. 
(32.7C, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.12B) The sale of Utah’s ski resorts to big business has contributed to 
these issues.  
 
Gayle Denman 
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COMMENT #:  5961 

DATE:   8/14/21 9:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Spangler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support the gondola and rail transit and any methods of sustainable, car-free, reliable, low 
carbon transit up Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D, 32.2.9F, and 32.10A) Snow is too important to Utah to 
keep emitting carbon, and this will save the state money plowing and provide reliable transit during 
avalanches. Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  5962 

DATE:   8/15/21 7:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Steinberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the Gondola as the best option to alleviate traffic in the Canyon. (32.2.9D) Adding 
buses is merely adding to additional traffic in the Canyon and a Gondola is a time honored and efficient 
choice in ski country to move people. (32.10A). 
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COMMENT #:  5963 

DATE:   8/15/21 8:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alice Ray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola and stop the traffic (32.2.9D, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  5964 

DATE:   8/15/21 8:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Francis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes. All for it. Work hard to make this happen. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  5965 

DATE:   8/15/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Breanne Palmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To my fellow Utah citizens with UDOT, 
I have taken the time to review the two proposals to resolve the traffic issue of Little Cottonwood and I 
believe a better solution is still out there if we are willing to work towards finding it. Here are some 
points that directly and significantly impact my experience and the experiences of many climbers of the 
Salt Lake Valley and climbers world wide: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
I hope these points will be seriously considered and that together we can come up with a solution that 
all parties can agree upon.  
Thank you, 
 
Concerned Climber 
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COMMENT #:  5966 

DATE:   8/15/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Robins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is best, avoids slick roads. But the downside is the lovely covid (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5967 

DATE:   8/15/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Neibaur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5968 

DATE:   8/15/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Neibaur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5969 

DATE:   8/15/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Think the gondola makes the most sense. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5970 

DATE:   8/15/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolina Araya 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid skier and mountain lover, I'm excited and relieved about the proposed solutions to traffic on 
Little Cottonwood. I favor the gondola option as it is more eco-friendly and doesn't require the 
expanding and use of any roads. (32.2.9D) I hope that this method is selected. Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  5971 

DATE:   8/15/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Allnutt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5972 

DATE:   8/15/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Bangerter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand the need to improve transportation but I would plead that you consider all those around 
that would be affected by the proposal of a large garage structure on 9510 S. and Highland Drive. 
(32.4Q and 32.10C). The majority of our neighborhood is residential with a community rec center, fire 
station, and pharmacy. An area where we have young children and families. It is an area where we 
want to keep the flow of traffic to a minimal not increase it. (32.2.6.2.1D) This is a part of Sandy that 
families seek out with so many elementary schools in just a couple miles of the proposed location 
where children are riding bikes, walking to the pool (across the street from proposed area) and a place 
where safety should be a considered a factor. A child’s safety- of the amount of traffic and the amount 
of people should be considered. (32.2.6.2.1D, 32.4Q and 32.11E) Typically, the amount of homeless 
people that ride public transit is high and they would be entering and walking our neighborhoods which I 
think would become a safety issue for our children. Please look into another location and understand all 
those who would be negatively effected by this development. (32.2.2FF, 32.2.2YY, 32.2.2ZZ, 32.2.6F, 
32.2.6.2.1E, 32.2.9R)  
Thank you for your consideration of everyone’s opinions and views on this issue. 
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COMMENT #:  5973 

DATE:   8/15/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Humeniuk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer Option A. (32.29D) The gondola has the wow and cool factor that seems to make it popular, but 
I think it will be a visual eyesore for the beautiful canyon and area, not to mention the traffic mess now 
just move to the gondola parking area. (32.2.6.5E and 32.17A) Maybe you should also consider limiting 
the number of skiers allowed per day, but of course the resorts only care about making as much money 
as possible. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) The ski experience has already been ruined for local like me who 
have skied Alta for years. 
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COMMENT #:  5974 

DATE:   8/15/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Ferrell MD 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For boulderers, climbable rocks have a soul. When we see them, we see joy, beauty, spirit, possibility. 
The boulders impacted by this proposed development are near to my heart- a source of love and a 
precious resource. Please please do not destroy these boulders when you build in Little Cottonwood. 
(32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
I love the idea of improved access up the canyon, and to make the canyon a safer place. I would ask 
that you please work with the SLCC to identify boulders that are sacred to climbers and to adjust any 
development plans so as not to destroy these precious resources. (32.2.9A) 
 
Utah has long had a reputation for disregarding the outdoors for the sake of money and for profit. 
Please break this pattern and respect these boulders that are sacred to me and to so many other 
climbers. 
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COMMENT #:  5975 

DATE:   8/15/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  W Lienhard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the EIS is thorough and wish to comment on transportation alternatives. Having worked at Alta 
& Snowbird and/or skied both for most of the last 40 years I've seen plenty of road problems, and 
significant delays getting up or down the canyon have only gotten more frequent and longer over the 
years (not talking about avalanche closures or late openings). There are simply too many cars and too 
few people per car (aside - the "Jersey walls" have only further advantaged cars leaving Snowbird 
compared to Alta, simple math and a flowchart show that 7 cars get out of Snowbird for each one that 
leaves Alta and that is not counting the effect of those walls). Serious single occupancy vehicle 
restrictions should be enacted. (32.2.4A) There need to be more buses (if the resorts subsidize the 
UTA service, why not have a UTA surcharge on winter vacation rentals (condos, VRBO ski houses, 
etc.) ? (32.2.9A and 32.29Z) Snow sheds were talked about 40 years ago - what is the problem with 
building some ? (32.2.9K) I have skied in Europe where many if not most Alpine roads have sheds, why 
not in Utah ? 
I question the utility of shoulder lanes for the buses. The buses may be a bit slower than cars but aren’t 
actually slow (they just look that way to impatient drivers), especially considering it is only an 8 to 10 
mile ride from the mouth of the canyon. Having observed driver behavior in the existing passing lanes I 
doubt the bus lanes will be unobstructed or that buses would actually be able to pass cars going up as 
whatever slows the cars down will probably affect the buses as well. (32.2.6.3B)  
The proposed gondola and parking garage with 1500 spaces sound great, but considering 2 people per 
vehicle that could be 2000 to 3000 people on a busy day (and that might be only 1/4 of the total skiers 
that day). 35 people per gondola (30 for simplicity) and a gondola every 2 minutes equate to 15 people 
per minute, which means + 2 hours for 2000 to get on gondolas. (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.5N) Once 
people experience that they'll try to drive instead. I’m not against the gondola but it would have 
limitations. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9D)  
 
Keep it simple - snow sheds, more parking at bus stops, more buses, express buses to Alta (used to 
have them), restrictions on single occupancy vehicles (and keep delivery trucks and semis out of the 
canyon during the busy hours). (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3N). Consistent tire checks wouldn't hurt 
- how many times have we seen cars with inadequate traction that went up in the morning get sideways 
(or worse) on their way down after it snows a few inches in the afternoon ? (32.2.2M) 
There appears to be a policy on the part of the Unified Police (and predecessors) of closing the canyon 
to traffic to let a wrecker go up to pull some vehicle out of a ditch. Unless there are injuries, those 
people shouldn't get priority and getting their vehicles out can wait until traffic has abated.  
Thank you for your efforts. 

Page 32B-6097 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  5976 

DATE:   8/15/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Urban 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Little Cottonwood Canyon Gondola project and strongly encourage you to approve the 
project. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5977 

DATE:   8/15/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaz Thea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am submitting my comments to support the gondola alternative for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9D) I am an avid skier both area skiing lift assist and a backcountry skier. I am opposed to 
building anymore roads and would love to see teh gondola be installed for the climate. (32.2.9C and 
32.10A) It will reduce our carbon footprint throughout the planning area, it will preserve habitat in the 
area, it will move people with a carbon neutral result. (32.10A and 32.13A) A gondola is affective 
during storms, you will not have to widen the road to get people to both ski hills, you can access both 
alta and snowbird, you will avoid drastic habitat impacts to the canyon by building a gondola to move 
people, and a gondola would be a state capital project paid for by the users. (32.2.4A and 32.2.7D) 
Please choose the right alternative for the special area and do the right thing for the climate, the planet 
cannot wait any longer for humans to do the right thing. We must act boldly for low carbon solutions to 
projects. 
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COMMENT #:  5978 

DATE:   8/15/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  CY SCHMIDT 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Choosing Appropriate Options for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
 
(please don’t throw this in a pile, read it please) 
 
I strongly choose the option to expand the bus system up Little Cottonwood Canyon! I strongly oppose 
the Gondola system. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) The Bus system should also move much of the traffic off of 
Wasatch and the mouths of the Canyons to remote locations throughout the valley. Better access to 
more people who live in Utah. (32.2.2I) 
 
The best option by far is the bus option. Proceed with this option and then add MORE and More ways 
to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. The unintended consequences may be 
devastating if we don’t. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial gains or 
political favor. (32.2.6.3D, 32.2.7A, and 32.29G) 
 
I have encouraged many of my friends and associates to make their will know about the future of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Their opinions are thoughtful and well developed. Yet they do not express them to 
the deciding body. WHY? I have been told many times, “They will not pay any attention to what we say, 
it has already been decided. It is an economic decision. (32.2.9N) A few financial players are deciding 
the future of our neighborhoods and our water shed.” If this is not the case, I would certainly hope that 
you prove it. (32.2.9N) 
 
This is the MOST appropriate time to choose our water shed as a first priority. As we are currently in a 
drought in Utah, isn’t it time to openly choose options that recognize a few unalterable facts. In June the 
mountain river usually gush downstream, this year June looked like August. August looks like October. 
(32.29G, 32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
These mountain peaks and trails which are so alluring to all of us, are also, and more importantly our 
source of water. When one listens to your UDOT presentation, this fact is minimalized. (32.29G) 
Understandably because UDOT is in charge of transportation. They have done their due diligence to 
study and propose good solutions to a transportation problem. But to massively under estimate the 
impact a gondola will have on the fragile environment of our canyons will seriously degrade one of our 
most precious resources. (32.4B, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) Once the water is gone. The allure of 
potential new skiers with potential dollars to spend will also be gone. 
 
If you have gone into the canyons in the last two years, I am sure you have personally witnessed the 
effects of over-use. Small wandering trails once crowded with flowers and wildlife, are now widened 
and trampled, dry and dusty. The ‘undergrowth’ is trampled back and covered with dust. Hikers have 
not stayed on the trails, and new unauthorized take off in many directions, further trampling the 
undergrowth. There are less insects because they feed on the flowers and plants. That same process 
impacts other wildlife. Heavy rains are not caught by plant life, because it is gone. We are experiencing 
heavier and more damaging runoff. 
 
When you value the Wasatch peaks merely as recreation, you are trading dollar signs lobbied for the 
resorts and developers over watershed and natural resources of our magnificent canyons. (32.2.7A, 
32.12A, and 32.12B) More skiers, more impact on snowfall. Instead of snow naturally melting and 
going into underground aquafers, the water melts and runs into gutters, off cars as they drive up and 
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down the canyons, increasingly polluted by the everyday overuse. Also the water is diminished by 
increased development in the canyons which require water. Water is not coming downstream to our 
treatment plants and into our homes. How long can we continue this practice without irrepairable 
damage? (32.12A and 32.12B)  
 
The best option by far is the bus option. (32.2.9A) Proceeding with option and then adding MORE and 
More ways to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. (32.2.4A) The unintended 
consequences may be devastating. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial 
gains or political favor. 
 
Where are the construction documents that show how the road in the ‘V’ of the canyons are going to be 
built? (32.2.6J) How are the towers and cable and machinery of the gondola system going to be set in 
place without severely destroying the canyon?? (32.13A) They ARE going to destroy, pollute and 
disfigure the environment we love and will displace wildlife (32.12A). High price for a nice view for 
tourists. 
 
Both solutions are encouraging more and more traffic. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) We all love the Canyons, 
but we don’t want an amusement park at the top of the Canyon, we want the natural wonder. Solutions 
should include preservation, not solutions that take advantage of Utah’s current popularity. Very short 
sighted. (32.29F)  
 
I included this podcast because in practice it is very much like the currect situation we are debating. It is 
a cautionary tale that applies not only to our Canyons but to the Source of the Snow in the canyons, the 
Great Salt Lake. (32.2.2E) Now that should raise a red flag even for the financiers and the developers. 
 
 
Doug Fabrizio | RadioWest (kuer.org) 
 
The State And Fate Of The Great Salt Lake 
 
By DOUG FABRIZIO -AUG 12, 2021 
 
 
 
RENEE BRIGHT / KUER 
 
ListenListening...49:42 
 
There’s no sugarcoating it: The Great Salt Lake is dying. In fact, the obituary has already been written, 
and according to the people studying the problem, we may only have a matter of months before the fate 
of the lake and all that it supports is sealed for good. 
 
 
 
Thankyou, 
 
Kathy Schmidt 
 
Cottonwood Heights, Utah
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COMMENT #:  5979 

DATE:   8/15/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathy Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly choose the option to expand the bus system up Little Cottonwood Canyon! I strongly oppose 
the Gondola system. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) The Bus system should also move much of the traffic off of 
Wasatch and the mouths of the Canyons to remote locations throughout the valley. Better access to 
more people who live in Utah. (32.2.2I) 
 
The best option by far is the bus option. Proceed with this option and then add MORE and More ways 
to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. The unintended consequences may be 
devastating if we don’t. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial gains or 
political favor. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3D and 32.2.7A) 
 
I have encouraged many of my friends and associates to make their will know about the future of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Their opinions are thoughtful and well developed. Yet they do not express them to 
the deciding body. WHY? I have been told many times, “They will not pay any attention to what we say, 
it has already been decided. It is an economic decision. (32.2.9N) A few financial players are deciding 
the future of our neighborhoods and our water shed.” If this is not the case, I would certainly hope that 
you prove it. (32.2.9N and 32.29G) 
 
This is the MOST appropriate time to choose our water shed as a first priority. As we are currently in a 
drought in Utah, isn’t it time to openly choose options that recognize a few unalterable facts. In June the 
mountain river usually gush downstream, this year June looked like August. August looks like October. 
(32.29G, 32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
These mountain peaks and trails which are so alluring to all of us, are also, and more importantly our 
source of water. When one listens to your UDOT presentation, this fact is minimalized. (32.29G and 
32.2.2FFF) Understandably because UDOT is in charge of transportation. They have done their due 
diligence to study and propose good solutions to a transportation problem. But to massively under 
estimate the impact a gondola will have on the fragile environment of our canyons will seriously 
degrade one of our most precious resources. (32.4B, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) Once the water is 
gone. The allure of potential new skiers with potential dollars to spend will also be gone. 
 
If you have gone into the canyons in the last two years, I am sure you have personally witnessed the 
effects of over-use. Small wandering trails once crowded with flowers and wildlife, are now widened 
and trampled, dry and dusty. The ‘undergrowth’ is trampled back and covered with dust. Hikers have 
not stayed on the trails, and new unauthorized take off in many directions, further trampling the 
undergrowth. There are less insects because they feed on the flowers and plants. That same process 
impacts other wildlife. Heavy rains are not caught by plant life, because it is gone. We are experiencing 
heavier and more damaging runoff. 
 
When you value the Wasatch peaks merely as recreation, you are trading dollar signs lobbied for the 
resorts and developers over watershed and natural resources of our magnificent canyons. (32.2.7A, 
32.12A, and 32.12B) More skiers, more impact on snowfall. Instead of snow naturally melting and 
going into underground aquafers, the water melts and runs into gutters, off cars as they drive up and 
down the canyons, increasingly polluted by the everyday overuse. Also the water is diminished by 
increased development in the canyons which require water. (32.20F) Water is not coming downstream 
to our treatment plants and into our homes. How long can we continue this practice without irrepairable 
damage? (32.12A and 32.12B)  
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The best option by far is the bus option. (32.2.9A) Proceeding with option and then adding MORE and 
More ways to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. (32.2.4A) The unintended 
consequences may be devastating. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial 
gains or political favor. 
 
Where are the construction documents that show how the road in the ‘V’ of the canyons are going to be 
built? (32.2.6J) How are the towers and cable and machinery of the gondola system going to be set in 
place without severely destroying the canyon?? (32.13A) They ARE going to destroy, pollute and 
disfigure the environment we love and will displace wildlife (32.12A). High price for a nice view for 
tourists. 
 
Both solutions are encouraging more and more traffic. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) We all love the Canyons, 
but we don’t want an amusement park at the top of the Canyon, we want the natural wonder. Solutions 
should include preservation, not solutions that take advantage of Utah’s current popularity. Very short 
sighted.  
 
I included this podcast because in practice it is very much like the currect situation we are debating. It is 
a cautionary tale that applies not only to our Canyons but to the Source of the Snow in the canyons, the 
Great Salt Lake. Now that should raise a red flag even for the financiers and the developers. 
 
Doug Fabrizio | RadioWest (kuer.org) 
The State And Fate Of The Great Salt Lake 
By DOUG FABRIZIO -AUG 12, 2021 
 
RENEE BRIGHT / KUER 
ListenListening...49:42 
There’s no sugarcoating it: The Great Salt Lake is dying. In fact, the obituary has already been written, 
and according to the people studying the problem, we may only have a matter of months before the fate 
of the lake and all that it supports is sealed for good. 
 
Thankyou, 
Kathy Schmidt 
Cottonwood Heights, Utah 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMMENT #:  5980 

DATE:   8/15/21 3:46 PM 
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SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cy Ins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly choose the option to expand the bus system up Little Cottonwood Canyon! I strongly oppose 
the Gondola system. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) The Bus system should also move much of the traffic off of 
Wasatch and the mouths of the Canyons to remote locations throughout the valley. Better access to 
more people who live in Utah. (32.2.2I) 
 
The best option by far is the bus option. Proceed with this option and then add MORE and More ways 
to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. The unintended consequences may be 
devastating if we don’t. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial gains or 
political favor. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3D and 32.2.7A) 
 
I have encouraged many of my friends and associates to make their will know about the future of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Their opinions are thoughtful and well developed. Yet they do not express them to 
the deciding body. WHY? I have been told many times, “They will not pay any attention to what we say, 
it has already been decided. It is an economic decision. (32.2.9N) A few financial players are deciding 
the future of our neighborhoods and our water shed.” If this is not the case, I would certainly hope that 
you prove it. (32.2.9N and 32.29G) 
 
This is the MOST appropriate time to choose our water shed as a first priority. As we are currently in a 
drought in Utah, isn’t it time to openly choose options that recognize a few unalterable facts. In June the 
mountain river usually gush downstream, this year June looked like August. August looks like October. 
(32.29G, 32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
These mountain peaks and trails which are so alluring to all of us, are also, and more importantly our 
source of water. When one listens to your UDOT presentation, this fact is minimalized. (32.2.2FFF and 
32.29G) Understandably because UDOT is in charge of transportation. They have done their due 
diligence to study and propose good solutions to a transportation problem. But to massively under 
estimate the impact a gondola will have on the fragile environment of our canyons will seriously 
degrade one of our most precious resources. (32.4B, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) Once the water is 
gone. The allure of potential new skiers with potential dollars to spend will also be gone. 
 
If you have gone into the canyons in the last two years, I am sure you have personally witnessed the 
effects of over-use. Small wandering trails once crowded with flowers and wildlife, are now widened 
and trampled, dry and dusty. The ‘undergrowth’ is trampled back and covered with dust. Hikers have 
not stayed on the trails, and new unauthorized take off in many directions, further trampling the 
undergrowth. There are less insects because they feed on the flowers and plants. That same process 
impacts other wildlife. Heavy rains are not caught by plant life, because it is gone. We are experiencing 
heavier and more damaging runoff. 
 
When you value the Wasatch peaks merely as recreation, you are trading dollar signs lobbied for the 
resorts and developers over watershed and natural resources of our magnificent canyons. (32.2.7A, 
32.12A, and 32.12B) More skiers, more impact on snowfall. Instead of snow naturally melting and 
going into underground aquafers, the water melts and runs into gutters, off cars as they drive up and 
down the canyons, increasingly polluted by the everyday overuse. Also the water is diminished by 
increased development in the canyons which require water. (32.20F) Water is not coming downstream 
to our treatment plants and into our homes. How long can we continue this practice without irrepairable 
damage? (32.12A and 32.12B)  
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The best option by far is the bus option. (32.2.9A) Proceeding with option and then adding MORE and 
More ways to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. (32.2.4A) The unintended 
consequences may be devastating. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial 
gains or political favor. 
 
Where are the construction documents that show how the road in the ‘V’ of the canyons are going to be 
built? (32.2.6J) How are the towers and cable and machinery of the gondola system going to be set in 
place without severely destroying the canyon?? (32.13A) They ARE going to destroy, pollute and 
disfigure the environment we love and will displace wildlife (32.12A). High price for a nice view for 
tourists. 
 
Both solutions are encouraging more and more traffic. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) We all love the Canyons, 
but we don’t want an amusement park at the top of the Canyon, we want the natural wonder. Solutions 
should include preservation, not solutions that take advantage of Utah’s current popularity. Very short 
sighted.  
 
I included this podcast because in practice it is very much like the currect situation we are debating. It is 
a cautionary tale that applies not only to our Canyons but to the Source of the Snow in the canyons, the 
Great Salt Lake. Now that should raise a red flag even for the financiers and the developers. 
 
Doug Fabrizio | RadioWest (kuer.org) 
The State And Fate Of The Great Salt Lake 
By DOUG FABRIZIO -AUG 12, 2021 
 
RENEE BRIGHT / KUER 
ListenListening...49:42 
There’s no sugarcoating it: The Great Salt Lake is dying. In fact, the obituary has already been written, 
and according to the people studying the problem, we may only have a matter of months before the fate 
of the lake and all that it supports is sealed for good. 
 
Thankyou, 
Kathy Schmidt 
Cottonwood Heights, Utah 
 
I strongly choose the option to expand the bus system up Little Cottonwood Canyon! I strongly oppose 
the Gondola system. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) The Bus system should also move much of the traffic off of 
Wasatch and the mouths of the Canyons to remote locations throughout the valley. Better access to 
more people who live in Utah. (32.2.2I) 
 
The best option by far is the bus option. Proceed with this option and then add MORE and More ways 
to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. The unintended consequences may be 
devastating if we don’t. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial gains or 
political favor. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.7A) 
 
I have encouraged many of my friends and associates to make their will know about the future of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Their opinions are thoughtful and well developed. Yet they do not express them to 
the deciding body. WHY? I have been told many times, “They will not pay any attention to what we say, 
it has already been decided. It is an economic decision. (32.2.9N) A few financial players are deciding 
the future of our neighborhoods and our water shed.” If this is not the case, I would certainly hope that 
you prove it. (32.2.9N) 
 
This is the MOST appropriate time to choose our water shed as a first priority. As we are currently in a 
drought in Utah, isn’t it time to openly choose options that recognize a few unalterable facts. In June the 
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mountain river usually gush downstream, this year June looked like August. August looks like October. 
(32.29G, 32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
These mountain peaks and trails which are so alluring to all of us, are also, and more importantly our 
source of water. When one listens to your UDOT presentation, this fact is minimalized. (32.29G) 
Understandably because UDOT is in charge of transportation. They have done their due diligence to 
study and propose good solutions to a transportation problem. But to massively under estimate the 
impact a gondola will have on the fragile environment of our canyons will seriously degrade one of our 
most precious resources. (32.4B, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) Once the water is gone. The allure of 
potential new skiers with potential dollars to spend will also be gone. 
 
If you have gone into the canyons in the last two years, I am sure you have personally witnessed the 
effects of over-use. Small wandering trails once crowded with flowers and wildlife, are now widened 
and trampled, dry and dusty. The ‘undergrowth’ is trampled back and covered with dust. Hikers have 
not stayed on the trails, and new unauthorized take off in many directions, further trampling the 
undergrowth. There are less insects because they feed on the flowers and plants. That same process 
impacts other wildlife. Heavy rains are not caught by plant life, because it is gone. We are experiencing 
heavier and more damaging runoff. 
 
When you value the Wasatch peaks merely as recreation, you are trading dollar signs lobbied for the 
resorts and developers over watershed and natural resources of our magnificent canyons. (32.2.7A, 
32.12A, and 32.12B) More skiers, more impact on snowfall. Instead of snow naturally melting and 
going into underground aquafers, the water melts and runs into gutters, off cars as they drive up and 
down the canyons, increasingly polluted by the everyday overuse. Also the water is diminished by 
increased development in the canyons which require water. Water is not coming downstream to our 
treatment plants and into our homes. How long can we continue this practice without irrepairable 
damage? (32.12A and 32.12B)  
 
The best option by far is the bus option. (32.2.9A) Proceeding with option and then adding MORE and 
More ways to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. (32.2.4A) The unintended 
consequences may be devastating. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial 
gains or political favor. 
 
Where are the construction documents that show how the road in the ‘V’ of the canyons are going to be 
built? (32.2.6J) How are the towers and cable and machinery of the gondola system going to be set in 
place without severely destroying the canyon?? (32.13A) They ARE going to destroy, pollute and 
disfigure the environment we love and will displace wildlife (32.12A). High price for a nice view for 
tourists. 
 
Both solutions are encouraging more and more traffic. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) We all love the Canyons, 
but we don’t want an amusement park at the top of the Canyon, we want the natural wonder. Solutions 
should include preservation, not solutions that take advantage of Utah’s current popularity. Very short 
sighted.  
 
I included this podcast because in practice it is very much like the currect situation we are debating. It is 
a cautionary tale that applies not only to our Canyons but to the Source of the Snow in the canyons, the 
Great Salt Lake. Now that should raise a red flag even for the financiers and the developers. 
 
Doug Fabrizio | RadioWest (kuer.org) 
The State And Fate Of The Great Salt Lake 
By DOUG FABRIZIO -AUG 12, 2021 
 
RENEE BRIGHT / KUER 
ListenListening...49:42 
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There’s no sugarcoating it: The Great Salt Lake is dying. In fact, the obituary has already been written, 
and according to the people studying the problem, we may only have a matter of months before the fate 
of the lake and all that it supports is sealed for good. 
 
Thankyou, 
Kathy Schmidt 
8056 South Overhill Circle 
Cottonwood Heights, Utah 
 
 
 
I strongly choose the option to expand the bus system up Little Cottonwood Canyon! I strongly oppose 
the Gondola system. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) The Bus system should also move much of the traffic off of 
Wasatch and the mouths of the Canyons to remote locations throughout the valley. Better access to 
more people who live in Utah. (32.2.2I) 
 
The best option by far is the bus option. Proceed with this option and then add MORE and More ways 
to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. The unintended consequences may be 
devastating if we don’t. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial gains or 
political favor. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.7A) 
 
I have encouraged many of my friends and associates to make their will know about the future of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Their opinions are thoughtful and well developed. Yet they do not express them to 
the deciding body. WHY? I have been told many times, “They will not pay any attention to what we say, 
it has already been decided. It is an economic decision. (32.2.9N) A few financial players are deciding 
the future of our neighborhoods and our water shed.” If this is not the case, I would certainly hope that 
you prove it. (32.2.9N) 
 
This is the MOST appropriate time to choose our water shed as a first priority. As we are currently in a 
drought in Utah, isn’t it time to openly choose options that recognize a few unalterable facts. In June the 
mountain river usually gush downstream, this year June looked like August. August looks like October. 
(32.29G, 32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
These mountain peaks and trails which are so alluring to all of us, are also, and more importantly our 
source of water. When one listens to your UDOT presentation, this fact is minimalized. (32.29G) 
Understandably because UDOT is in charge of transportation. They have done their due diligence to 
study and propose good solutions to a transportation problem. But to massively under estimate the 
impact a gondola will have on the fragile environment of our canyons will seriously degrade one of our 
most precious resources. (32.4B, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) Once the water is gone. The allure of 
potential new skiers with potential dollars to spend will also be gone. 
 
If you have gone into the canyons in the last two years, I am sure you have personally witnessed the 
effects of over-use. Small wandering trails once crowded with flowers and wildlife, are now widened 
and trampled, dry and dusty. The ‘undergrowth’ is trampled back and covered with dust. Hikers have 
not stayed on the trails, and new unauthorized take off in many directions, further trampling the 
undergrowth. There are less insects because they feed on the flowers and plants. That same process 
impacts other wildlife. Heavy rains are not caught by plant life, because it is gone. We are experiencing 
heavier and more damaging runoff. 
 
When you value the Wasatch peaks merely as recreation, you are trading dollar signs lobbied for the 
resorts and developers over watershed and natural resources of our magnificent canyons. (32.2.7A, 
32.12A, and 32.12B) More skiers, more impact on snowfall. Instead of snow naturally melting and 
going into underground aquafers, the water melts and runs into gutters, off cars as they drive up and 
down the canyons, increasingly polluted by the everyday overuse. Also the water is diminished by 
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increased development in the canyons which require water. Water is not coming downstream to our 
treatment plants and into our homes. How long can we continue this practice without irrepairable 
damage? (32.12A and 32.12B)  
 
The best option by far is the bus option. (32.2.9A) Proceeding with option and then adding MORE and 
More ways to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. (32.2.4A) The unintended 
consequences may be devastating. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial 
gains or political favor. 
 
Where are the construction documents that show how the road in the ‘V’ of the canyons are going to be 
built? (32.2.6J) How are the towers and cable and machinery of the gondola system going to be set in 
place without severely destroying the canyon?? (32.13A) They ARE going to destroy, pollute and 
disfigure the environment we love and will displace wildlife (32.12A). High price for a nice view for 
tourists. 
 
Both solutions are encouraging more and more traffic. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) We all love the Canyons, 
but we don’t want an amusement park at the top of the Canyon, we want the natural wonder. Solutions 
should include preservation, not solutions that take advantage of Utah’s current popularity. Very short 
sighted.  
 
I included this podcast because in practice it is very much like the currect situation we are debating. It is 
a cautionary tale that applies not only to our Canyons but to the Source of the Snow in the canyons, the 
Great Salt Lake. Now that should raise a red flag even for the financiers and the developers. 
 
Doug Fabrizio | RadioWest (kuer.org) 
The State And Fate Of The Great Salt Lake 
By DOUG FABRIZIO -AUG 12, 2021" 
"RENEE BRIGHT / KUER 
ListenListening...49:42 
There’s no sugarcoating it: The Great Salt Lake is dying. In fact, the obituary has already been written, 
and according to the people studying the problem, we may only have a matter of months before the fate 
of the lake and all that it supports is sealed for good. 
 
Thankyou, 
Kathy Schmidt 
8056 South Overhill Circle 
Cottonwood Heights, Utah 
 
 
 
I strongly choose the option to expand the bus system up Little Cottonwood Canyon! I strongly oppose 
the Gondola system. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) The Bus system should also move much of the traffic off of 
Wasatch and the mouths of the Canyons to remote locations throughout the valley. Better access to 
more people who live in Utah. (32.2.2I) 
 
The best option by far is the bus option. Proceed with this option and then add MORE and More ways 
to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. The unintended consequences may be 
devastating if we don’t. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial gains or 
political favor. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.7A) 
 
I have encouraged many of my friends and associates to make their will know about the future of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Their opinions are thoughtful and well developed. Yet they do not express them to 
the deciding body. WHY? I have been told many times, “They will not pay any attention to what we say, 
it has already been decided. It is an economic decision. (32.2.9N) A few financial players are deciding 
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the future of our neighborhoods and our water shed.” If this is not the case, I would certainly hope that 
you prove it. (32.2.9N) 
 
This is the MOST appropriate time to choose our water shed as a first priority. As we are currently in a 
drought in Utah, isn’t it time to openly choose options that recognize a few unalterable facts. In June the 
mountain river usually gush downstream, this year June looked like August. August looks like October. 
(32.29G, 32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
These mountain peaks and trails which are so alluring to all of us, are also, and more importantly our 
source of water. When one listens to your UDOT presentation, this fact is minimalized. (32.29G) 
Understandably because UDOT is in charge of transportation. They have done their due diligence to 
study and propose good solutions to a transportation problem. But to massively under estimate the 
impact a gondola will have on the fragile environment of our canyons will seriously degrade one of our 
most precious resources. (32.4B, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) Once the water is gone. The allure of 
potential new skiers with potential dollars to spend will also be gone. 
 
If you have gone into the canyons in the last two years, I am sure you have personally witnessed the 
effects of over-use. Small wandering trails once crowded with flowers and wildlife, are now widened 
and trampled, dry and dusty. The ‘undergrowth’ is trampled back and covered with dust. Hikers have 
not stayed on the trails, and new unauthorized take off in many directions, further trampling the 
undergrowth. There are less insects because they feed on the flowers and plants. That same process 
impacts other wildlife. Heavy rains are not caught by plant life, because it is gone. We are experiencing 
heavier and more damaging runoff. 
 
When you value the Wasatch peaks merely as recreation, you are trading dollar signs lobbied for the 
resorts and developers over watershed and natural resources of our magnificent canyons. (32.2.7A, 
32.12A, and 32.12B) More skiers, more impact on snowfall. Instead of snow naturally melting and 
going into underground aquafers, the water melts and runs into gutters, off cars as they drive up and 
down the canyons, increasingly polluted by the everyday overuse. Also the water is diminished by 
increased development in the canyons which require water. Water is not coming downstream to our 
treatment plants and into our homes. How long can we continue this practice without irrepairable 
damage? (32.12A and 32.12B)  
 
The best option by far is the bus option. (32.2.9A) Proceeding with option and then adding MORE and 
More ways to manage the high influx of people into the canyons. (32.2.4A) The unintended 
consequences may be devastating. Create a plan that comes to term with valued water over financial 
gains or political favor. 
 
Where are the construction documents that show how the road in the ‘V’ of the canyons are going to be 
built? (32.2.6J) How are the towers and cable and machinery of the gondola system going to be set in 
place without severely destroying the canyon?? (32.13A) They ARE going to destroy, pollute and 
disfigure the environment we love and will displace wildlife (32.12A). High price for a nice view for 
tourists. 
 
Both solutions are encouraging more and more traffic. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) We all love the Canyons, 
but we don’t want an amusement park at the top of the Canyon, we want the natural wonder. Solutions 
should include preservation, not solutions that take advantage of Utah’s current popularity. Very short 
sighted.  
 
I included this podcast because in practice it is very much like the currect situation we are debating. It is 
a cautionary tale that applies not only to our Canyons but to the Source of the Snow in the canyons, the 
Great Salt Lake. Now that should raise a red flag even for the financiers and the developers.” 
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COMMENT #:  5981 

DATE:   8/15/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondala. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5982 

DATE:   8/15/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tess O'Sullivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm writing to urge you to go with the gondola option b/c it is a more sustainable long term solution that 
is better for the environment and addresses climate change. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  5983 

DATE:   8/15/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Hogarty Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in favor of the enhanced bus service with dedicated lanes (32.2.9B).  
 
I am 72 years old and a LCC skier since I was 7 years old. Population growth matters and is a fact of 
life. Growth impacts our experiences both on the ski slope and in life. At some point, there is just so 
much growth the environment can absorb. I favor a more flexible, less permanent, less expensive 
alternative because I know growth will not stop. (32.2.6.3D) In another generation or less, there will be 
a need for additional measures to address the current crowding issue all over again. I believe it is 
magical thinking to believe that ANY of the alternatives will eliminate the impact of population growth 
significantly. We will always feel this impact and we will adapt (as I have adapted to the benefits of 
improved high-speed six-packs and the detriment of crowded slopes, day lodges and the inability to 
choose to "go skiing" at whatever time of day I wish.)  
 
The gondola option is costly and of major environmental impact and will address, but not solve, today’s 
transportation issues. (32.7C, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) The bus/lane enhancement option will 
address, but not solve, today’s transportation issues. (32.7C) We are on the cusp of a major societal 
change in thinking about individual automobile travel. The more flexible alternatives will not “lock in” a 
solution for the long term. Twenty, thirty or forty years sounds like long time to some but to folks who 
have the gift of years, the cycle is obvious. It is enough time to create major societal change as well as 
undo thinking and solutions that are so cutting edge today. The gondola may become a tourist 
attraction but not a solution to traffic congestion. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
 
At some point, there will be a limit to the number of people who can fit on the mountain at one time. 
(32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) There will be a limit to the amount of profits the resorts can make. And 
there may well be the reduction of ski days, if not the demise, of snow-based recreation in the Wasatch 
front canyons. (32.2.2E) The more permanent solutions do not address these possibilities over time. 
They also do not address how growth will impact summer activity that is nature-based rather than 
resort-based. (32.1.2C) We can easily imagine bumper to bumper cars in July as outdoor enthusiasts 
seek time in nature along with the all the new families who will be driving to their timeshare condos 
loaded with groceries, bikes, and baby strollers. 
 
Neither group will be riding a gondola. (32.2.4A)  
 
Solutions that address the quality of experience in LCC, beyond getting more bodies in the canyon as 
quickly as possible, should also be considered. How about metering the number of vehicles in the 
canyon to a sustainable number? How about requiring a reservation to ski on a particular day and time? 
(Deer Valley seems to have marketed that concept nicely.) How about limiting the number of human 
beings in the canyon at a time? (32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) and How about adding safe bike and 
pedestrian lanes that are real lanes? (32.9A) How about we face the fact that there are limits to how 
many and how fast can we get people into Little Cottonwood Canyon? (32.20B) No one likes to stand in 
line, wait their turn or have to make a reservation to do an activity. But these things are required to keep 
the growing population somewhat functional. To do otherwise is the magical thinking that we can keep 
growing without noticing a change in how we live. 
 
Thanks you for the extensive efforts you have taken to allow for public input. 
Please do not choose the gondola option. (32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  5984 

DATE:   8/15/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a 27 year Sandy, UT resident, I firmly oppose a tram being built in little cottonwood canyon. 
(32.2.9E) Of the options proposed, I most support a bus lane, but would prefer no added lane (s). 
Instead, (32.2.9A) I propose the new parking lots be built at the mouth of the canyon, and a toll gate be 
built at the mouth operating only during winter months. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.4A) Those wishing to Ski 
must ride an authorized HOV to their resort of choice. (32.2.2B) Summer months are still tolled, but 
season passes be available for private vehicles. (32.2.4A and 32.1.2C) This presents the least amount 
of change to the LCC landscape and environment, and still allows citizens to recreate in the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  5985 

DATE:   8/15/21 6:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Lattin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option sounds like graft. Niederhauser and McCandless, who proposed the site for a 
possible gondola base station, would benefit. (32.6C) Alta would benefit, snowbasin would benefit, but 
the public would not. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  5986 

DATE:   8/15/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Bobetich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I disagree with the two leading proposed little cottonwood canyon transportation solutions. I feel that the 
plan to widen the road, or instal a gondola will both have too many long term negative repercussions 
that cannot be undone. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I also feel that alternative transportation solutions have 
not been widely implemented or tested. I believe that we need to try everything that does not destroy 
what we have before we move forward with destroying it. (32.29R) The worst traffic occurs during 
avalanche mitigation and neither of the proposed solutions will solve for this. (32.7A) Lastly I feel that to 
move forward with destructive construction inside the canyon will profit only the people that are pushing 
this agenda forward and will not have any positive impact on the people that want to travel through the 
canyon for recreational purposes. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  5987 

DATE:   8/15/21 6:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Holmberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If something must be done then I prefer the gondola so that we can preserve the bouldering and 
climbing areas that would be destroyed by a ground based solution (32.2.9D and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  5988 

DATE:   8/15/21 6:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivier Laguette 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In favor of the bus alternative. (32.2.9A) Not fond of seeing the visual impact of the gondola throughout 
the canyon for the rest of our lives. (32.27A) Have yet to read about the waiting time for a gondola at 
the La Caille station. (32.2.6.5C) The added use of the bus lane for pedestrians and especially bikes is 
added bonus in the summer time. (32.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  5989 

DATE:   8/15/21 8:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Beckett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in support of the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5990 

DATE:   8/15/21 9:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Graeme Bilenduke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great opportunity to make a difference, reducing emissions and congestion while providing 
improved access to year round recreation. (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  5991 

DATE:   8/15/21 11:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rosie Kaufman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family of nine is in favor of the Gondola solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. We believe this will 
have the smallest impact on the environment, keeping the canyon beautiful and still allowing people to 
enjoy the ski resorts. Please consider the gondola option over the expanded bus lane. (32.2.9D and 
32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  5992 

DATE:   8/16/21 12:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Varden Hadfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love skiing but on busy days the traffic in little cottonwood canyon prevents me from coming.  
 
I love the gondola B option for it's reduced impact on the beauty of the canyon, and the reliability year-
round and during storms. (32.2.9D) Canyons are busiest during and right after a big snowstorm--
everyone wants to get the fresh snow on a powder day. Widening the road for buses will still make this 
traffic difficult, where the gondola will run no matter the snow level. I like the Gondola B option for that 
reliability on heavy snow days, the speed of travel and the capacity to handle significant traffic by 
moving people every two minutes. Widening the road would not solve many of the problems, and would 
significantly harm the environment. (32.2.9C, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  5993 

DATE:   8/16/21 12:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Kimbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have stopped going to Snowbird and Alta because of the traffic and unpredictable road and traffic 
situation My kids have never skied there in 3 years because of it and only experienced Snowbasin, DV 
and PCMR. Please go with the ? Gondola ! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5994 

DATE:   8/16/21 12:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Zito 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola. Road solutions are not the answer. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  5995 

DATE:   8/16/21 4:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ellen Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ellen Young 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  5996 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Gumula 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a great alternative (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5997 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kerry Groebs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Given the options for improvement of travel in the canyon, I believe that the best solution would be a 
combination of road enhancements and parking options for hubs to use bus transit. (32.2.9A) The 
gondola proposal has many issues that I believe make it the worst option. (32.2.9E) A big problem with 
this option. It will only change were the traffic jams are going to occur as people will still need to get to 
the base station with vehicles and therefore create massive traffic problems getting to the station, 
(32.2.6.5E) unless only bus service from various points in the valley are allowed to the base station. 
(32.2.2I) Snow sheds and road enhancements and vehicle occupancy regulations as well as other 
traffic pattern enhancements as well as improved bus service on weekends and holidays and peak use 
days would be the better option in my opinion. (32.2.9K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  5998 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Critchfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please put the gondola in from the bottom of little cottonwood canyon to the top or to Alta. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  5999 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Gabbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi there; I support the gondola option. I have just visited Telluride, which has a gondola for 
transportation between the town and resort and it works beautifully. As a skier, I strongly support that 
option. (32.2.9D) I also support running many more buses up the canyon and closing the canyon to 
cars entirely. Zion National Park has done this quite successfully. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  6000 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Mohr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Little Cottonwood Canyon and travel the canyon as a season pass holder at Alta. It appears 
that neither of the proposals will accommodate my transportation needs. (32.1.2B and 32.7C) How will 
canyon dwellers access the ski areas? (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6001 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Blanchard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really think the gondola is a much better long term solution to the canyon's problems. we support the 
gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6002 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janet Tate 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of a gondola system. (32.2.9D) Less crowded parking and easier access to resorts would 
be helpful. Are shuttle busses the only way to get from Snowbird to Alta? I am curious about that, too. 
(32.2.6.5R) 

Page 32B-6131 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6003 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Asao 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to SLC to climb at LCC. Please do not destroy these boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) It is 
hypocritical to destroy nature and outdoor recreational sites in the name of increasing access to the 
outdoors. 
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COMMENT #:  6004 

DATE:   8/16/21 9:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alisha Matthews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Vote no on the gondola! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6005 

DATE:   8/16/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Michael 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support pathways to reducing congestion and I support the Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6006 

DATE:   8/16/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lauren Cwiklo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Give buses time, make a bigger effort for making buses a more attractive option. 
 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lauren Cwiklo 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6007 

DATE:   8/16/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Pennington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Little Cottonwood Gondola for the following reasons: 1) It will provide a more reliable 
access to the two ski areas, 2) it will reduce the amount as pollution from vehicle exhaust, 3) it will 
reduce the traffic congestion, and 4) it will improve the skier and public experience while improving the 
environment. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6008 

DATE:   8/16/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lorin Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in support of the gondola option. I think it is the best option, it better addresses the complications of 
road closures, avalanche issues, etc. I would suggest a toll to drive up the highway in a vehicle to 
encourage people to use the gondola. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)) I miss the good old days of driving up 
the canyon, and easily finding parking spots, but I'm Looking forward to the future, Lorin Lewis 
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COMMENT #:  6009 

DATE:   8/16/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Coy North 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the true goal is to minimize emissions and preserve the integrity and beauty of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon then, the only solution is the gondola. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.17A) I have been an Alta 
season pass holder since 2004. Making LCC a 4 lane "freeway" will not lower emissions, will not solve 
the inclement weather challenges and will not solve the road closures for avalanche mitigation. It will 
only encourage more cars in the canyon. (32.2.6.3B, 32.10A, 32.10A, 32.7C, and 32.7A) 
 
I currently carpool up the canyon. As the current bus is really not designed for skiers with gear, riders 
are crammed in if there is an inch of space to be had and takes forever to get to Alta with all the 
Snowbird stops, it has never been a viable option for me. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3M, and 32.2.6.3N) I would 
definitely take the gondola as gear would be accommodated for and the number of riders in each 
gondola would be limited. Even though the trip up the canyon would be a little longer than if I drove, it 
would be worth it to avoid the traffic and all of the cars and poor drivers that should not be navigating 
winter road conditions in the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  6010 

DATE:   8/16/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David McIntyre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have skied at Alta for many years, 63 to be exact. I am now 81 and intend to continue skiing. We also 
owned a house at Alta for 20 years and enjoyed Little Cottonwood Canyon in both the summer and 
winter. The increasing traffic has taken it's toll on the canyon and more busing is not the best answer. I 
favor the Gondola approach. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6011 

DATE:   8/16/21 1:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Donegan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expanding infrastructure in the canyon should be the last alternative to be implemented. Transportation 
hubs should be built outside of the canyon with restricted private vehicle access on high-demand days. 
(32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.4A) A parking garage/transit center with continuous bus service utilizing existing 
infrastructure should be prioritized at this time. (32.2.9A) It is a mistake to believe that these two 
proposed alternatives can be implemented without significantly impacting water quality for the valley 
and without sacrificing summer access to the canyons for the next decade so that the 2 ski resorts get 
priority transportation. There are more recreation opportunities in the canyon than simply resort skiing. 
(32.12A, 32.12B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  6012 

DATE:   8/16/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Blair 

 
COMMENT: 
 
From my perspective, the canyon and resorts are already at or beyond the capacity to accommodate 
additional visitation. (32.20C) Thus, it is unwise to advance projects that will only exacerbate loading to 
an ecosystem already at or beyond capacity. (32.20B) To me, the solution is to dramatically reduce 
automobile traffic in the canyon through toll and parking charges and then pursue the enhanced bus 
transportation alternative from valley transit locations. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2I) Due to parking limitations 
at the valley transit stations, additional enhancements to connecting bus service will also be required. 
Economic incentives should be provided to encourage use of the bus service. (32.2.4A) To avoid the 
current chaotic conditions, a strict resort and back country reservation system with daily limits needs to 
be implemented with canyon travel restricted to those holding a reservation. (32.2.2L, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  6013 

DATE:   8/16/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christophe Diezma 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I read with much alarm the proposals for little cottonwood canyon. We must must must severely limit 
the driving up that canyon with private cars . (32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) .. the main way to get up there 
should be by bus, which should run more often and free of charge. (32.2.2B) To make the road wider, 
let alone to building a gondola, should be off the table in the name of respecting that canyon. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6014 

DATE:   8/16/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robbi Lucas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
what if the ski resorts rented parking lot space at the empty Shopko parking, lot smiths etc and THEN 
enhanced the busses? (32.2.2FF and 32.2.6.2.1C) If the ski resorts want more people-which they can 
not support anyway-then THEY can foot the bill NOT the taxpayers. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) 

Page 32B-6143 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6015 

DATE:   8/16/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Skylar Casey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a Utah resident. I ski, climb, hunt, fish, and do everything outdoors and in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I do not support either of the current proposed alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) I think they 
are huge changes to the canyons and are huge public investments that mostly support private 
companies (ski resorts) operating in the canyon. I don't believe the Utah taxpayers should take on the 
burden of transportation to the ski resorts, without the private beneficiaries also contributing. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
I'm also concerned about the alternatives creating a bottleneck at the base of the canyon. (32.7B) Both 
alternatives also will destroy some of the rock climbing and bouldering in LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
I support a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other 
traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6016 

DATE:   8/16/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Viveiros 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I did not see a proposal of where the Gondola was going to start. I have been there several times it is a 
good plan. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6017 

DATE:   8/16/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maren Askins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am the General Manager of Alta Lodge and a resident of the Town of Alta. As I am lucky enough to 
live and work at the top of LCC, the transit problems do not impact me very often, other than having to 
strategically schedule my trips down canyon outside of peak transit times. Thus, my comments on the 
LCC EIS proposals are based on what I believe to be the best interest of Alta Lodge, our guests, and 
our employees. 
 
To be honest, the traffic problems of LCC actually benefit our business. Our ski-in-ski-out access to Alta 
Ski Area is primarily the reason our guests stay at the Lodge. An overwhelming majority of our guests 
do not use private vehicles to get to and from the Lodge; almost all of them use Alta Shuttle to and from 
the airport and contribute very little to the traffic on the road. More than half of our staff live in the Lodge 
and are not contributing to the traffic on the road. Our commuting employees do not typically travel 
during peak periods and have reserved parking spots on our property, so they are not heavily impacting 
road traffic either. For these reasons, Alta Lodge effectively reduces canyon traffic, and the more 
people staying and working at our property and other lodging properties in LCC, the fewer cars there 
are on the canyon road during peak transit times. While I recognize the transit problem in LCC should 
be addressed, doing nothing, or pursing less impactful, cheaper options, such as tolling only and 
incentives for carpooling, would be my preference over enhanced bus service or a gondola. (32.2.2Y, 
32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) We are trying to solve a mobility problem that happens maybe 20 times a year, 
so before we spend millions of taxpayer dollars on a permanent solution that only benefits a minority of 
stakeholders, we should consider cheaper, less impactful solutions first. It will be interesting to see how 
traffic patterns change after both ski areas in LCC implement paid parking reservation programs as 
well. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.2K) 
 
Another reason why increased mobility could be a detriment to our business and the community is that 
increased mobility brings more people into the canyon in a shorter timeframe. The more people there 
are in the canyon and in the ski areas, the more we detract from the Alta experience our guests pay for 
and expect. Lift lines have already grown exponentially in recent years, without any improved road 
mobility. There have been many public comments about the lack of canyon capacity analysis in this 
process. I agree that there needs to be a data-backed assessment of how many people our little box 
canyon can sustainably support. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) We live in a delicate ecosystem that 
not only provides world-class recreation, but also a vital and limited life resource to the ever-growing 
valley below us: water. If LCC is to sustain both the recreating desires of the Salt Lake valley, along 
with their water needs through the scope of this project and beyond, serious consideration needs to be 
made for its limited resources, both natural and economic. Bringing more and more people into our tiny 
town is going to decimate our resources and the Alta experience, and the only beneficiaries, 
economically, are Alta Ski Area and Snowbird-not the lodging properties, not the residents. 
Understanding a sustainable capacity and limiting access to that capacity may do better to improve 
mobility in the canyon, while also preserving it. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, and 32.4O) 
 
Also, placing the monetary burden, presumably through tax increases, on Alta residents, our 
employees, our guests, and many other groups that don’t benefit from either proposed traffic solution 
does not seem fair. (32.2.7A) I would endorse, with many others, that Alta Ski Area and Snowbird, the 
primary beneficiaries, bear a majority, if not all, of the monetary cost. (32.2.7A) 
 
If we have to decide between enhanced bus service and a gondola, then I would endorse enhanced 
bus service with road widening, as it could potentially offer a small benefit to our lodging guests, if one 
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concession is considered. (32.2.9B) I would like to propose that Alta Shuttle, the primary transportation 
for our guests, be allowed to use the bus only lane. (32.2.6.3B). Neither the enhanced bus service nor 
the gondola truly benefits our guests or our employees. Guests are not going to take a bus from the 
airport with all of their luggage, either to get on yet another bus to go up the canyon or to the gondola 
(32.2.4.A) . For our employees, many work late into the evening or have to come in very early, when 
busses are not operating. Unless the bus system or the gondola are going to run regularly from 3AM to 
midnight, the majority of our commuting employees will not be able to use it effectively. (32.2.6.3N). 
The only small benefit I see to a subset of our stakeholders is if Alta Shuttle can use the bus lane to 
provide our guests faster access to the Lodge, and I ask that this request be considered, as we would 
not benefit otherwise and will probably end up paying for it in some capacity. (32.2.6.3B)  
 
Thank you for putting time, effort, and money into this project and for considering the public’s opinions. I 
realize that my situation and perspective are rare, but as a leader in a long-standing business in this 
canyon and the Alta community, I feel compelled to speak on behalf of the best interest of Alta Lodge 
and believe our interests should be considered. 
 
Thanks again, 
Maren Askins 
General Manager 
Alta Lodge 
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COMMENT #:  6018 

DATE:   8/16/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marc Marrocco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the way to go. Buses in traffic hampered by snow and avalanche mitigation does not seem 
like a solution. Please go in the direction of the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6019 

DATE:   8/16/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth Eve King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
here we are with our world burning, skies black with smoke, temperatures over 100 degrees, and still 
we argue. 
 
Utah is making it impossible to go anywhere without a car. They build faster, nosier streets with never a 
thought to residents or wildlife. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.13D, and 32.11B) 
Even seagrass is harmed by noise. 
https://www.hakaimagazine.com/news/noise-pollution-affects-practically-everything-even-seagrass/  
And noise has been shown to increase risk of dementia. 
has been shown to dementia.https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/articles/neighborhood-noise-may-
increase-dementia-risk. 
Plus, it’s really unpleasant. (32.11I) 
 
Many people have submitted letters and propositions to make our neighborhoods more liveable and our 
roads safer. I heard so many brilliant proposals at the meetings. All have been ignored by politicians 
and UDOT. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
And what is my idea? What is my great plan? 
First, slow down. I want 20 mph speed limit. That would deal with much of the noise, and much of the 
danger. (32.2.6.2.2A). So what if it takes an extra 20 minutes to get to the ski lift, or an extra 15 minutes 
to get home? Slow down you move too fast. (32.2.6.2.2A). Second, plant shrubs and trees around the 
street, the 20-mph street. Then, you can consider how to expand. (32.2.6.2.2A) It’s stupid to build now 
for 2050. We will have much better technology then. If not, we are doomed. (32.29L)  
It’s not rocket science. If it were, billionaires would be investing in it. 
We need an environmental lawyer. There’s a lot of dirt, not topsoil, and a lot of pocket lining. 
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COMMENT #:  6020 

DATE:   8/16/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heidi Kasemir 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Looking at this infrastructure plan, I think it's a little bit ridiculous to go to the point of recommending the 
gondola alternative, considering that simply enhancing the bus service without making any widening 
efforts to the road would provide better commute times. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) It would cost $140 
million less, and have a much lower impact on the natural resources used by climbers and hikers in the 
area. I say go with the cheapest, most effective option that has no impact on the existing natural 
resources: just provide better bus service without expanding the road. If the stated objective is to 
reduce commute times, it looks like that does enough. (32.1.2B) If you want the gondola because it 
would be cool, then don't pretend you want lower commute times, because that's obviously not what 
your goal is. "meet (32.1.2B). the needs of the community while preserving the values of the Wasatch 
Mountains" - sounds like the simple bus strategy would accomplish this way faster and cheaper. 
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COMMENT #:  6021 

DATE:   8/16/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracy Woo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy this local area that many climbers from around the world visit. It’s an amazing 
natural place and destruction of this part of nature to serve a greater capitalism would be very tragic 
(32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6022 

DATE:   8/16/21 4:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Colby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for alternative solutions, like the gondola, for improving our canyons. The Little Cottonwood 
Gondola seems to be a viable, cost effective, and with less impact on our canyon alternative to a 4 lane 
highway up Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.3B)  
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COMMENT #:  6023 

DATE:   8/16/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth Eve King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I personally have lived in Los Angeles, Korea, New York, San Francisco, and Mexico, and never have 
had so much traffic outside my door. UDOT has turned our quiet community into a noisy high-speed 
throughway that benefits only commuters and tourists. “Wasatch Blvd has severe traffic that needs to 
be solved.” This is true, but it will not be corrected by catering to cars and traffic. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
We need to redesign Wasatch Blvd, making it one lane in each direction with slow speeds of hopefully 
20 but no more than 30mph. We need strict noise enforcement. All night and day, motorcycles without 
mufflers race by my house. This clearly is illegal, against the Cottonwood Heights City Council 
municipal code. In addition, UDOT has installed a yellow warning light that flashes into my living room 
all day and night. But does the city try to enforce the law? No, they get a lot of money from developers 
and have built a new city hall. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
ARE CITIZENS HELPLESS? We must stop urban sprawl and new high-density developments that are 
not near a transit node. We demand redesigned roads and a regionalized transit plan for the Salt Lake 
Valley. (32.2.2AA) We are requesting the press support our efforts. Utah has a population of about 2.9 
million, approximately 80% of whom live along the Wasatch Front. But have UDOT and local 
government worked with residents to redesign roads? No, cities are in debt to big developers like 
Giverny who pay for widening of roads and install lights so that the Council can build big new City 
buildings. Giverny would be more accurately rename Guernica, they have not created a garden but a 
nightmare. 
 
And when the City took money from developers and agreed with UDOT to widen Wasatch, how did 
they protect the community? By installing sound walls, to protect our yards and homes? NO! In fact, 
they even refused to repair a wall on their property. (32.11B and 32.4F) Instead they said we would be 
held responsible and sued if anyone was injured. They installed blink yellow lights right outside our 
window. Would The members of city hall and UDOT like a freeway and blinking lights outside their 
homes? 
 
Unlike the 2005 Cottonwood Heights City and 2017 Fort Union Boulevard master plans, which both 
included a long list of locals, the 2019 Wasatch Blvd Master Plan includes no locals (other than the City 
Council persons and their staff.). Can you guess the authors? Let me help: UDOT, Wasatch Front 
Regional Council and corporate consultants. An 830-person petition presented to the Cottonwood 
Heights City Council in June 2019, indicating preference for “maximum of 3-lanes, 35 mph maximum 
speed, improved egress/ingress to neighborhoods, and emphasizing paths and safety for pedestrians 
and bicyclists” was disregarded in favor of the plan city officials approved, which widens the road to five 
lanes and no specific slower speed limit. It’s a dream come true for UDOT, WFRC and developers 
everywhere. (32.2.6.2.2B). Buried within an extensive LCC, EIS, and unreported within the executive 
summary, are plans to widen and straighten SR 210's residential section of Wasatch Blvd into a fast-
moving, multi-laned arterial. (32.2.6.2.2A). Cycling, running, resident and environmental organizations 
have denounced a tax-funded organization like UDOT destroying and dividing our community by a fatal 
highway. (32.4F). This expansion flies in the face of UDOT's "Zero Fatalities", a campaign to reduce 
annual transportation related deaths from 300 down to 150 by 2030. Utah is currently on track to 
exceed 300 deaths for 2021. 
The 640 Salt Lake County residents who make up Save Not Pave, as well as several other citizen 
groups have been petitioning UDOT to represent their interest in safety first along this residential 
stretch since 2019. Despite UDOT's pledges in 2019 
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(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RlpLUJkpZXQ&feature=youtu.be&t=1675 after hiring new project 
managers, UDOT’s Blaine D. Leonard, Peter M. Jager, Charles P. Felice, Christopher F. Siavrakas, 
and Lisa Miller, (let their names be added to the list of infamy) UDOT announced there would be no 
slowing of speed within their Wasatch Blvd expansion plans. (32.2.6.2.2A). This type of federally 
supported activity needs to change: "Among high-income countries, the United States has the highest 
rate of traffic fatalities, with approximately 40,000 deaths annually.” NACTO Ellen Birrell of Cottonwood 
Heights said, “Why is this noisy, air-polluting, high-speed and dangerous roadway widening to be built 
at high taxpayer expense? When counting the shoulder on which UDOT plans to run Express Buses, 
the six to seven lane highway will fracture the community and introduce new danger for drivers, 
pedestrians, and cyclists, as well as discourage active transportation and transit, and degrade our air 
quality."(32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
Cottonwood Heights mayor and city councilwoman district 4 claimed at the May 22nd Save Not Pave 
Rally they "align with and support Save Not Pave." Let's seek the truth. They are aligned in this way: 
- They allow Cottonwood Heights Ordinance 14.12.090 Roadway design Section F (page 14-9) that 
dictates that Wasatch Blvd, as an arterial, remain at 50mph. - They are "meeting with UDOT each 
month pushing for the CH 2019 Wasatch Blvd Master Plan.” 
 
THROW THE LIARS OUT 
 
We must elect District 3, District 4 and mayoral seat with candidates who have demonstrated 
competence and dedication to a thriving community that protects residents. This would gain the 
majority vote within the council to overturn the direction in which the current majority is taking us.  
 
The project is termed by resident Audrey Pines as ‘The Highway to Nowhere.” 
 
The incidence of citizen push-back against unnecessary paving or widening of residential roads is not 
just happening here. Examples are Murray’s “SignTheVine.com” and “Dimple Dell Wild “ 
with 1,010 signatures protesting their 50% asphalt expansion funded at 93% by the federal 
government. Public health and safety have been lost in the shuffle. Our city and my neighbors feel 
helpless. Cities should protect their people and their environment. Please help us by printing our 
demands and complaints. This is not just a neighborhood issue. This is about the state of our future, 
our children’s future, our grandchildren’s future, and the destiny of the planet. 
 
E.E. King 
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COMMENT #:  6024 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Stein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
When the realization of the actual problem hits, the solution becomes obvious. Little Cottonwood does 
not need to have roads widened for buses nor have a gondola installed - neither solve the problem. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.7C) The problem is that Little Cottonwood is a finite space with limited 
capacity. (32.20B) Instead of trying to increase human capacity, the simplest, most cost effective and 
environmental friendly solution is to simply limit the number of users in the canyon at any one time. 
(32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) This principle applies not only to Little Cottonwood, but to many other 
areas across the state that are seeing the impacts of overuse.  
 
This opinion won’t be popular with the ski resorts, but in the long run it is a win for everyone and 
generations to come. 
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COMMENT #:  6025 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jana Nelsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road and adding more busses is the way to go. (32.2.9B). There is NO reason tax dollars 
should be spent on private interest. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We frequent little 
cottonwood canyon I. The winter along with many others and do not visit the resorts there. My tax 
dollars should not go toward a tram which only serves the resorts!  
No tram. (32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-6156 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6026 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Patrick Morrissey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Team Bus baby!!! 
 
Sincerely, 
Patrick Morrissey 
Midvale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6027 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex M 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon that is free for Snowbird season passholders. I do 
not want more busses, traffic congestion, and pollution. (32.2.9D, 32.7C, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  6028 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Malkie Wall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
BOTH options provided are expensive to tax payers and disruptive to the environment. But, if forced to 
chose one, the expanded bus service appears to be the lesser of two evils. (32.2.9B) The gondola is 
effectively a subsidy for the ski resorts - a government handout at the public expense. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) At least expanded bus service would serve the public (the actual 
public - not just those going to the resorts). (32.2.6.3C)  
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COMMENT #:  6029 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andre Hamm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I).. 
 
Sincerely, 
Andre Hamm 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6030 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryn Carey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option. Above surface lifts will provide the best solutions going forward, not only 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon but other canyons as well. (32.2.9D and 32.1.1A) 

Page 32B-6161 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6031 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alec Quick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, I am for adding mobility hubs to the base of the canyon and adding bus flow. 
(32.2.9A) Widening the road or implementing a gondola will ruin my experience in LCC. (32.4I) I have 
lived here my entire life and love the canyon dearly. The bouldering in LCC is amongst the best in the 
world and draws in a lot of tourism. Please do not ruin this for us. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6032 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Coleman Gerdes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Coleman Gerdes 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6033 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Sorenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
Thanks for your efforts to improve transportation. Can you help me understand why we don't fix this 
issue in about 3 months time and without spending billions of dollars of taxpayer money? Put in a toll 
booth/smart pass option with flex pricing. Powder days, it's $15 a car. That price declines as the day 
goes on, basic supply and demand. Use the funds to pay for additional bus services for those that don't 
want to pay the steep prices. Summer days the toll is $0.50. This use tax puts the burden on the small 
percentage of Utahns (like me) who want to enjoy the canyon but doesn't require payment from people 
who will never use the gondola. (32.2.2Y)  
 
Thanks, 
Scott 
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COMMENT #:  6034 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Heimburger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi. I am a long-time skier and Utah resident. I support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
The nature of the canyon makes it especially prone to the effects of too much traffic and too much 
pollution. (32.2.9D) This would be an enlightened way to balance access with sustainability. Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  6035 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Faithe Felt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
That road is very dangerous, widening the road may hurt the environment, but it could save some lives. 
(32.2.6.3B, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  6036 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allen Conners 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please put it in the road is so dangerous in the winter and one car wreck backs it up for hours. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6037 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Gross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi - resident in 84109 and very concerned about expanding any roads or adding the giant gondola for 
some reasons. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) To prioritize a small group of people (skiers) over the 
conservation of the beautiful canyon for current and future generations is utterly ridiculous... and the 
STATE would pay for it?? It then becomes a horrible joke that the city may force upon its residents. 
Please do better (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  6038 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Maier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand the need to fix the overcrowding of LCC in the winter, but I think the recreation in the 
summer should be considered as well. (32.1.2C) I hope you all take more time to consider the benefits 
that the summer recreation can bring as well. Both options currently impact climbing areas that many 
enjoy and would be heartbroken to see taken away to be replaced with a wider road or a gondola. 
Please consider more options!(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6039 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steele McGonegal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think there should be more options and a larger time frame for citizens to decide on better decisions. 
(32.2.2PP) If you are to choose one of these two I suggest you do the gondola. It is safer for the 
enivronment and helps mitigate damage to the natural beauty of the landscape. (32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  6040 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nico Hamberlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither option seems to consider the interests of the little man. While improving profits for the resorts it 
seems both the gondola and the wide road would benefit the tourists rather than the local population 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6041 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Holindrake 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I take back the previous comment. The gondola is for the resorts, not the public. And we need space 
and parking for those not paying for access to alta snowbird. They do now own the canyon. Widen the 
roads, add buses (32.2.9E, 32.2.7A, and 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  6042 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Tateyama 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There was a stand at momentum that showed me a gondola method, but they also told me that we’re 
still not certain on how these alternatives will impact bouldering and climbing in the cottonwoods. So it 
would be nice to have someone who climbs on the board so we can be represented. If anything I would 
want the LEAST intrusive gondola option, IF there’s not a better option. (32.4A, 32.4.B, and 32.2.9D) 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  6043 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nora Brunelle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Sandy resident who lives right off 9400 South, an attorney, and a frequent patron at Alta and 
lover of our beautiful mountain area. Each year I have many guests who visit from the east coast to ski 
and drive up Little Cottonwood Canyon, and if they have the good fortune to be here during a powder 
day, they sit in traffic for three hours.  
 
The gondola option is ridiculous. Besides being twice as expensive, (32.2.7C) it will hardly improve 
mobility. (32.7B and 32.7C) Given that you still have to park in one place and then take a bus to 
another and then wait in line for the gondola, people are not going to want to do that. (32.2.6.5J and 
32.2.4A) The simple, efficient, and most straight-forward and effective solution is enhanced bus 
service. The "mobility hubs" should also offer shelter and heat from the elements. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.2.1C) If a strong disincentive and penalty was added to those driving up (such as required 
reserved parking and/or expensive parking tickets), that would vastly improve the process. (32.2.4A) 
Please do not tear up the canyon with noisy, annoying, and unsightly construction for a massive project 
building a gondola that no one is even going to want to use and which won't improve much for anyone. 
(32.11D, 32.17A, 32.7C, and 32.2.4A)  
 
Thank you, Nora Brunelle 
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COMMENT #:  6044 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Lowe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses. (32.2.9A) No Gondola, no widening of the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) This serves all, not just 
the business’s at the top. It allows climbers, bikers, skiers, boarders and all to equal access with out 
paying out their butts for nothing but a scar. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  6045 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Wiegand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of these options seem to effectively address root cause in an adequate amount of time without 
harmful environmental effects. (32.7B and 32.7C) Better solutions would be to actually staff an 
employee to prevent unequipped vehicles going into the canyon in inclement weather, limiting the 
amount of people daily, having a toll, or only allowing employees or season pass holders up the canyon 
while all others must use a park n ride with more buses that service a large base parking lot. (32.2.2M, 
32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) The gondola will take years and ruin the canyon’s natural beauty and 
environment while also not being usable during windy, interlodge, or avalanche mitigation days. 
(32.2.7C, 32.17A, 32.2.6.5H, and 32.2.6.5K) That happens frequently in little cottonwood. It would also 
take too long to ride and lacks usability. The shoulder option also doesn’t prevent cars going up the 
canyon that are not equipped to and causing massive traffic delays. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3P) Instead of 
commencing on a massive endeavor, try the KISS methodology and Keep It Simple to gather data 
more quickly and assess and iterate. (32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  6046 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alessandra Meecham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Cottonwood Heights who uses the canyon all year round I feel as though the money 
that UDOT is currently planning on investing on either the road widening or the Gondola could be better 
spent by investing in the bus system that is already in place. (32.2.9A) I use the ski bus throughout the 
season and I have found it to be very adequate. Whereas widening the road and building a gondola 
would restrict so much accessible outdoor recreational area for climbers, hikers, and anyone else 
looking to enjoy Utah's beautiful outdoor. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  6047 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  A Hyde 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea with the busses and their own lanes. (32.2.9B) Busses need to be built with crush proof 
framing and roofs and some like snow cats to get up and down canyon in storms. All those who work in 
the canyon need to have free or highly discounted bus passes for their employment times only and all 
patrons whether shopping, photographing, skiing, snowboarding, etc and dining need to be able to 
validate their parking down below for their bus use (32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  6048 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Jenkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After review of the data provided, and regarding community impact (those living along Wasatch 
boulevard), environmental impact (wildlife habitat, destruction of some trailheads and some climbing 
boulders), the fact that traffic up Little Cottonwood Canyon is only an issue for 3-4 months of the year 
(climate change will likely mean 3 months), and that this issue only affects one user group, my choice is 
for enhanced bus service without shoulder lane, road tolls to prevent single vehicle users, and snow 
sheds (which are very common in other countries and assist in preventing frequent road closures). 
(32.2.2E, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9K) This would be combined with parking hubs. I question the need to 
jump to the most expensive and “invasive” options without trying the lower cost, less destructive options 
first. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  6049 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathaniel Hamlett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Toll road, snow sheds and busses (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6050 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bronson Plumb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a terrible idea. It prioritizes capitalistic convince over outdoor opportunities. This incentivizes 
more single car drivers, less carpooling, and will be detrimental to the climbing community. (32.2.4A, 
32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.7A) 

Page 32B-6181 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6051 

DATE:   8/16/21 6:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Leon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey, as a homeowner and current resident of SLC, I’m pretty disappointed that we are consistently 
undervaluing outdoor recreations value to the local economy. Established bouldering locations are a 
luxury that tons of states would kill to have and we’re about to destroy some world class spots for no 
good reason. (32.1.2B, 32.4A, and 34.4B) Imagine a world where Olympic athletes can be seen 
training on the boulders below while they ride the gondola. There is zero reason we can’t accommodate 
better gondola placement. (32.2.6.5DD) Stop being so short sighted. Climbing just became an Olympic 
sport and is exploding in popularity. Please protect the entire canyon for everyone. 
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COMMENT #:  6052 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frank Nederhand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t destroy our Boulder and rock climbs (32.4A and 32.4B) 

Page 32B-6183 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6053 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Myhre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider these options as they destroy the canyon especially the bouldering and the natural 
parts of the canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) There has to be another 
option than these two. (32.2.2PP) But if you have to choose one, do the road widening, not the gondola 
(32.2.9B). 
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COMMENT #:  6054 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Gartner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A great IDEA!!!!! Get it done!!!! Traffic will only get worse and everyone's desire to ski Pow in LCW 
canyon will only get bigger and more people will drive up the canyon!!!! (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6055 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Theodore Thueson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please review the other options available that will preserve our wonderful climbing ecosystem! 
(32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6056 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Doran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE use alternative measures to widening and gondola in LCC. This will destroy an important part 
of the salt lake community. We need to save the climbing. (32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  6057 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kamen Meier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s explore another option instead of destroying the boulders (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6058 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophie Penner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will only provide an excess of people to already crowded resorts as well as only be ready 
as of 2050. (32.1.2B, 32.20C, and 32.2.7C) An easier and quicker solution would be for a bus station to 
be developed at the lot at the bottom of BCC. The bus system does work, it just has to be given a 
chance. (32.2.7C and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6059 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max O’Grady 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These boulders are a huge feature in Utah’s climbing scene and need to be protected. The unique 
granite problems they have are known throughout the world. We can do better. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Better buses, train, toll road. It’s worth taking the time to come up with a way where these boulders can 
stay and we can reduce traffic and emissions in LCC (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.10A). 
 
Positively, 
Charles Max O’Grady 
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COMMENT #:  6060 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Markus Moezzi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is an totally ridiculous proposal and idea. LCC is a beautiful canyon and needs to remain that way, 
a gondola will ruin tons of bouldering access perminanely! A rich history of climbing will be lost as well 
(32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  6061 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Ferdon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposal is outrageous. The benefit is negligible while the tax burden, environmental impact, and 
outdoor recreation impact will ruin this treasured canyon. (32.7B, 32.7B, 32.2.7A, 32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  6062 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nikayla Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options will ultimately ruin multiple other outdoor activities within LCC and only serve the tourists 
ultimately ruining local activities (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.4P, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6063 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daysen Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t take away the best bouldering in Utah. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
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COMMENT #:  6064 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Hegewald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not approve of a gondola or an extension to the road. It will destroy climbing routes and natural 
features of the area. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6065 

DATE:   8/16/21 7:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Lentz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The top two proposals are purely for snowbird and altas profit at the expense of nature and nature 
lovers and Utah taxpayers. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are strong conservative and 
liberal reasons to choose another alternative. For those concerned with taxes, this is an outrageous 
levy on common Utahns to give corporate welfare to out of state resort owners. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) 
For the ecologically minded, this is massive destruction of nature on a large scale. (32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) For anyone but resort skiers, this sacrifices bouldering terrain 
and back country access to prioritize (mostly out of state) tourists. (32.4A, 32.4B and 32.4G) Stand up 
for Utah. Say no to widening and gondolas. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Say yes to tolls, vehicle 
enforcement, and carpooling incentives. (32.2.2Y, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.4A) 

Page 32B-6196 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6066 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivia Marsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More busses is a practical solution. (32.2.9A) Busses allow people to hop off at various spots in the 
canyon while also relieving drivers of looking for parking and potentially parking illegally. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.3C) Many popular mountain destinations have bus only hours where cars are limited to a few 
short hours in the morning and during low traffic times ie. Eastern Sierra Transit up in Mammoth. 
(32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  6067 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Larkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola for reduced emissions (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  6068 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Kravitz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Draft EIS, particularly in regards to reducing traffic and with regard to reducing 
environmental impact. (32.1.4A and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6069 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine McLain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t support either proposition because there are alternatives to widening the road or building a tram, 
but I am completely opposed to proposal to install a tram that will be for the sole benefit of the ski 
resorts. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I would ask the powers-that-be to vote 
down the tram proposal 
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COMMENT #:  6070 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Floyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sam Floyd 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6071 

DATE:   8/16/21 8:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola. (32.2.9E) Aside from the obvious negative visual impact to the 
canyon, the ecological damage seems too great compared to possibly alleviating traffic problems for 
Alta and snowbird. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.7A) Increasing bus service will be a more flexible 
solution to the problem and will serve all canyon users not just resort customers. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6072 

DATE:   8/16/21 9:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Denison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The environmental impact of the gondola or road widening would be too great a burden for our LCC. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I feel that the options being considered favor the ski resorts bottom line and the 
visitor experience. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Local opinion should take precedent! 
I agree with much of what Save Our Canyons has to say about the issue, preferring an improved 
busing option with fuel efficient and canyon road worthy vehicles. (32.2.2I, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2M) I also 
think a toll of some sorts would be a great idea, but should be waived for locals. (32.2.4A) The canyons 
shouldn't be just for the wealthy residents of our state and funneling more money into the ski resorts 
pockets will lead there. The most environmentally sustainable option should take equal precedent as 
local voices. Resources are being plundered left and right. The world is warming and we cannot afford 
to ignore the vulnerable ecosystems, the watersheds in our own backyards. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 
32.13B, and 32.29G) For goodness sakes, we don't let dogs in the canyons in the name of watershed 
protection, but we are going to blast and pave our way into allowing exponentially more humans into 
the canyons that cannot support that capacity from an environmental standpoint. (32.20B and 32.20C) 
The irony of destroying the very canyons that people move and travel here to be near is astonishing. 
Enough is enough. Be smart and responsible, not greedy. 
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COMMENT #:  6073 

DATE:   8/16/21 9:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Powell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two options being considered both fail to account for the recreation that happens in LCC the 
majority of the year. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) Furthermore, the gondola will not fix the traffic problems in 
the canyon in the winter. (32.7B and 32.7C) A robust bus system (without widening the road) in 
conjunction with winter tolls would encourage car pooling and public transportation, alleviate canyon 
traffic, and still maintain canyon resources in the pristine condition they are in today. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) Other options would better serve the members of this community than the gondola or 
widening the road. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) From a resident living in 84094" 
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COMMENT #:  6074 

DATE:   8/16/21 10:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robyn Christiansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My experience with Little Cottonwood Canyon extends from 1965 to the present and I have probably 
seen it all on that road. 
 
I was an employee of Alta for 47 years, initially as a ski instructor and then for the last 26 years of my 
tenure developing and directing the Alf Engen Ski School children’s instructional program. 
 
I would like to make the following comments: 
 
1. Ideally, both a gondola and improved bus service, as well as addressing safety concerns on the road 
would be the best long term options. However in reality, both may never be financially feasible, even in 
the future. (32.2.2W) 
 
2. Anything that can be done immediately to improve the number of cars in the canyon would be an 
improvement. I have always felt that cars are a huge polluter in our precious water shed. (32.29R and 
32.2.2Y) 
 
3. A dedicated bus lane, perhaps also accessible to multiple occupancy vehicles, similar to HOV lanes 
on freeways would help. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3B) 
 
At this time buses are not conducive to luring people out of their cars. (32.2.4A) Of course Covid is still 
a huge issue. Apart from that, the following reasons make bus travel undesirable. 
 
a.) No direct bus to Alta. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
b.) Not enough buses. More possibly smaller buses are needed. People frequently having to stand 
makes riding them unsafe. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
c.) Buses need to be electric or some other non-polluting fuel source. (32.2.6.3F)  
 
d.) There must be more storage facilities for equipment at the ski areas for locals to be induced to ride 
the buses. (32.2.3A)  
 
4. I would like to see a year round fee for canyon access. It could be a small daily amount for the 
occasional visitor and with annual passes available for locals, much like Mill Creek Canyon has already 
instituted. Many toll highways exist throughout the world with vehicles fitted with electronic devices to 
gain access. They seem to be very efficient with no impediment to traffic flow. (32.1.2C and 32.2.4A) 
 
5. If a gondola is feasible, it would be not only transportation for skiers, but a wonderful tourist 
attraction, so that visitors could enjoy the majesty of Little Cottonwood Canyon in all seasons. 
It seems to me that Utah would be better spending its dollars on tourist attractions than continuing to 
sink money into the extraction of fossil fuels. (32.2.9D) 
 
6. Snow sheds in known avalanche paths were being considered at the time I first came to Alta in the 
mid-60s, they are still under consideration many years down the line, after many disasters and property 
damage (32.2.9K) 
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In closing, road access to Little Cottonwood Canyon will always be part of a solution to travel in the 
canyon, but when cars must be restricted, how marvelous it would be to have a gondola too. 
 
Robyn Christiansen 
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COMMENT #:  6075 

DATE:   8/16/21 10:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Freeman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Thanks for all the information, consideration and extension to allow for public comment. I support 
neither the gondola nor the road widening bus routes. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The essential and primary 
goal should be for long term preservation of the remaining nature (ecologic and geographic) and beauty 
of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Full stop. (32.1.2B) The priorities of the skiing, biking, hiking and 
recreation of visitors (both local and out of state) should always remain secondary to this. You cannot 
have both as the primary priority.  
 
Better bus routines, a partial reservation system and a limit to # of private vehicles (and even toll/fee for 
PV) should be the culture we all support. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) The other transportation 
"developments" are NOT sustainable. The goal of more people up the canyon is NOT sustainable. 
(32.20B). I have lived, and worked in the SL Valley for 17 years, and being able to escape to the 
Wasatch is such a cherished privilege. But I have sadly watched how the increased # of canyon users 
has degraded the canyon already, having escalated significantly in the last 5 years. Moreover, one of 
the most essential privileges of getting to be in LCC is being able to get into nature and away from the 
masses. Proposals to mechanize or further degrade the canyon to put more people up there per day 
does not meet this essential goal. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) I am willing to use the canyon a little 
less to share that experience with others. And we should all continue to be supportive of the crews that 
manage the road on heavy snow days. We can wait for the roads to be safely cleared... even if that 
means missing a snow day here or there. We will miss a lot more quality snow days with more and 
more people up there every other day.  
 
The central value and beauty of the Wasatch Range accessed by Little Cottonwood Canyon are the 
natural resources and the ecological and geographic wonder that lays protected there. As a crucial 
portion of our watershed this is obvious. But in coming decades we will come to realize that the 
ecological, social and psychological value of wilderness and forest areas minimally touched by human 
manipulation will be more and more rare and priceless. The so called economic benefits of increased 
access to the canyons will be short lived if, like our national park systems, the goal is to get as many 
people up the canyons on a winter day as possible. (32.1.2B) This is not a decision for the ski resorts to 
get to make because their primary incentive is misguided. Preservation of natural resources and 
ecosystems should remain the priority. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
 
I grew up in CA and watched how time and again the degradative formula works: Areas of natural 
beauty --> push for more assess --> call it sustainable --> more development with ecosystem 
degradation (transportation lodging, access) --> more people --> overuse and more degradation --> 
eternal loss of the original natural state that was so desired in the first place (unless deconstruction and 
restoration is undertaken at huge expense). We need a better long term vision (decades and longer) of 
how to preserve our natural wonders. LCC is one of them locally. The plan does not need more 
developed transportation methods, it needs better long term ecosystem preservation plans. Once it's 
gone, it never comes back. (32.20B and 32.20F)  
 
Thank you.  
Andrew Freeman 
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COMMENT #:  6076 

DATE:   8/16/21 10:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Stanley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please add Bus Lanes up Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9B). Free busses that get people up to the slopes 
more quickly than cars will quickly change behavior. (32.2.4A). The Gondola is such a stupid idea. It 
won't operate in high winds, severe snowstorms, or during avalanche control periods. (32.2.2K) It will 
have long lines and will not alter driving behavior, as driving to the mtn will be faster than parking to bus 
to gondola to bus. (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.4A) 
 
Who controls the land at the base of the Gondola? (32.6C) 
Who will benefit from this option? (32.6C) 
Which politician stands to gain financially from this. 
Can you please name him - state senator?? (32.29DD)  
 
Please put this grift out for all to see and know prior to allowing this Gondola money grab to be 
considered. 
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COMMENT #:  6077 

DATE:   8/16/21 11:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucette Barbier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option. (32.2.9D) It makes the most sense, last forever and eventually makes the 
mountain more accessible to anyone. If snow covered road, avalanche, and road closures are safety 
issues for cars, they are even more for busses sliding off the road full of people!(32.2.6.3P). At that 
much money invested, the difference is minor, but the operation in the long run is a factor to not 
neglect. Obviously everyone has a point of view. I live off Creekroad close to Wasatch blvd and go up 
LCC summer and winter. While i see the 5 lanes being a tricky project to approve, i would like to be 
able to take my kids biking along this road more often without being concerned getting hit by a car. 
(32.9A and 32.9B). In the winter, if the solution is not extenuating by shoveling gears from point A to B 
to C, with a regular, timely and reliable frequency, i would totally take the Gondola. Busses don't offer 
the same reliability and safety. Good luck with the continuation of the project. 
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COMMENT #:  6078 

DATE:   8/16/21 11:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Brawley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s start with two simple things. Nov 1st - April 30th mandatory studded snow tires for canyon travel. 
(32.2.2M) Lobby the legislature to make this happen. This will take an incredible amount of cars out of 
the canyon and more butts in bus seats. Then just increase busses. (32.2.9A) Next add a toll and/or 
season pass such a Millcreek has. (32.2.4A) This can cover the wage for an individual at the bottom of 
the canyon checking tires. Let this play out for 2-3 years and then reassess if widening the 
road/dedicated bus lane is really needed. These two simple things with an expanded/increased bus 
service will drastically reduce canyon traffic from individual cars. Adding 20 more busses will do nothing 
when a car with improper tires spins out and blocks the road. (32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  6079 

DATE:   8/17/21 12:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallen Garner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer gondola over widening the road. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6080 

DATE:   8/17/21 1:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Pellerin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. It is with a heavy heart that I am writing this note, that I shouldn’t have to write in the first place. 
I’ll keep it short and sweet.  
 
In my opinion, the destruction of natural beauty to support a very limited use case wildly irresponsible. 
A gondola to appease a few weekends of heavy traffic is fiscally irresponsible, not to mention damaging 
to a place that so many people take a great joy in visiting. LCC should be protected, not ravaged by 
machinery to support the profits of the few. (32.2.9E, 32.12A, 32.13A, 32.17A, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7C, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6081 

DATE:   8/17/21 2:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lily Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
BUS!!!!!!!!! NO ROAD WIDENING!! AND A GONDOLA IS ABSOLUTELY 
UNNECESSARY!!!!!!!!!!!(32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E).  
DON’T WASTE MONEY THAT COULD BE SPENT ON MUCH MORE PERTINENT BUSINESS 
!!!!!!!!!!!! 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lily Johnson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6082 

DATE:   8/17/21 5:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cory Arthur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cory Arthur 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6083 

DATE:   8/17/21 5:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Wisland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing the materials, and careful consideration of the pluses and downside of both, I believe 
the Gondola oltion is by far the bestalternative, being quiet, electric, and compatible with all weather 
conditions, including avalanch. Its a year round solution. Also, I think it way more appealing to take, so I 
would opt this to driving or riding any day, so long as the cost isnt too excessive. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6084 

DATE:   8/17/21 5:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Susan Wilks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please add a bus lane. (32.2.9B) Make the buses free or no one will use them. (32.2.4A) Ski resorts 
subsidize the busses. (32.2.7A) The state pays the rest. (They get the tax dollars from all the 
tourism,right?) and PlEASE MAKE THE BUSES ELECTRIC. (32.2.6.3F) 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Wilks 
New Canaan, CT  
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COMMENT #:  6085 

DATE:   8/17/21 7:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Timothy Henglein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is such an ideal project form all aspects; environmental and financial. Would not only provide a 
sightseeing attraction would also create a new hub of activity in town life near the base of the lift station. 
Would be similar to Telluride which established multiple hubs of activity around Gondola stops in the 
box canyon. From an NYC financier (yes I know!), this is the wisest decision to take. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  6086 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Fowkes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think if changes are to be made we should go with busses because they will have the least amount of 
impact to our canyons. (32.2.9A) The gondola will disturb the ecosystem for the animals in the are 
more than teh busses will. (32.13A and 32.13B)
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COMMENT #:  6087 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelton Reichardt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola. (32.2.9D)  
 
Thank you. 
 
Shelton Reichardt 

Page 32B-6219 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6088 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't like either proposed options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I love the winter and the summer season in 
the canyon and both of these options only care about the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, and 
32.7C) What about all the hiking and picnic spots and backcountry areas? (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 
32.4P) I think both of these options only serve the ski resorts at the expense of the quality of the rest of 
the canyon. I urge you to go back to the drawing board and consider more simple options like 
increasing bus routes that start outside the mouth of the canyon where we can have more parking and 
ease of getting to the bus. (32.2.2I and 32.2.9A) Also, better data available for people wanting to use 
the canyons. Please don't destroy the canyon just to feed people to already overwhelmed chair lifts. 
This is not a better experience. 
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COMMENT #:  6089 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cydney Reeve 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6090 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Keller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
One of the gems of living in Salt Lake City is being able to easily access high quality climbing close to 
the road in the summer. Some of the solutions to the winter traffic problem will destroy this forever. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation 
strategies must be tried that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape 
changes are made. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  6091 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffery Barlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO gondola. use the existing road and increase bus choices as is. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6092 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Jewkes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I stand with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance as they say, "Transportation infrastructure that physically 
and permanently alter the canyon should only be considered after less impactful options have been 
implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A). Expanded electric bus service 
coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried that include dispersed recreation 
transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made." (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.6.3C)  
 
A drastic change to the landscape will have a massive effect on the climbing in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) Less impactful methods should be tested before such a drastic change is 
made. 
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COMMENT #:  6093 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Budge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Unless there is a very clear plan for reducing traffic to the base of the gondola, I don’t see it working. 
(32.2.6.5E) Living on Old Wasatch Blvd, I don’t want to see traffic at my house, backed up to I-15, I-
215, and all the way down wasatch blvd. This gondola is a plan to create more problems in the benches 
of Sandy, and Cottonwood Heights. Let’s help the locals for once. (32.7B)  
 
Buses and avalanche bridges are the way to go. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) Build/use parking lots away 
from the mouth of lcc in areas that can handle the traffic. (Like the 9400 s park and ride) (32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  6094 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsea Reimer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, PLEASE consider the effects that a gondola or widened road would have on local residents. 
(32.4F and 32.4I) Either of those options would be a travesty to those who live in the surrounding 
neighborhoods. Both of those options would only worsen the problem at hand, they are not solutions. 
(32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The only people who would benefit from them are the developers, who 
clearly don’t care about our ecosystem and environment, and tourists. (32.6C) It is not fair to those who 
live here all year long, and enjoy other outdoor aspects of the canyons, to prioritize the ski industry. 
(32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We need to encourage public transit infrastructure all around the 
valley to give people options to get to the resorts, and carpooling. (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A) Even if the 
road is expanded, then what? There will still be a massive bottleneck of traffic at the entrances to the 
resorts, so it would really just be expanding the problem. (32.7C and 32.2.4A) I believe the gondola 
and expanded road options would be a terrible detriment to the environment, ecosystem and 
surrounding local residents. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4F, and 32.4I) 
Please consider that and do not prioritize the big developers with cash in their pockets when making 
this decision. (32.2.9N) I also STRONGLY believe that all comments need to have a zip code tied to 
them. Why is it fair for tourists who live out of town to have a say in what we do to our neighborhoods 
and environment? My zip code is 84124. (32.29P) Please do the right thing for our environment and 
local residents. 
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COMMENT #:  6095 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alisa Tank 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Salt Lake County resident who recreates in Little Cottonwood Canyon regularly, I do not agree 
with the proposed options for traffic mitigation. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both options will irrevocably alter 
the canyon's landscape - impacting both popular climbing and bouldering areas - and make access 
more difficult for those looking to recreate outside of the ski areas. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.4G, and 32.4P) This seems like a narrow solution to one specific problem (ski traffic in the winter) 
that does not take into account other issues, such as access during other times of the year and access 
and recreation for those who do not use the ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There 
are other, less costly, options still on the table that should be tried - additional buses, tolling, etc. Please 
consider these first. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6096 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Budge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Implement tolls today! That’s a VERY easy fix to a lot of problems. (32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  6097 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennice Marin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The fact that big money beat out the environment and classic bouldering areas is ridiculous. (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.4.7A) Both of these options are terrible and greasing the palms of UDOT is disgusting! I 
know there is no way around this now but the road would be a better option of the two. But why not add 
a toll? (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Or reduces the number of ski passes sold? (32.2.2K) Hm? Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  6098 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rosemary Sepulveda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The fact that big money beat out the environment and classic bouldering areas is ridiculous. (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.2.7A) Both of these options are terrible and greasing the palms of UDOT is disgusting! I 
know there is no way around this now but the road would be a better option of the two. But why not add 
a toll? (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Or reduces the number of ski passes sold? (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  6099 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Marin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The fact that big money beat out the environment and classic bouldering areas is ridiculous. (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.2.7A) Both of these options are terrible and greasing the palms of UDOT is disgusting! I 
know there is no way around this now but the road would be a better option of the two. But why not add 
a toll? (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Or reduces the number of ski passes sold? (32.2.2K) Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  6100 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Marin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The fact that big money beat out the environment and classic bouldering areas is ridiculous. (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.2.7A) Both of these options are terrible and greasing the palms of UDOT is disgusting! I 
know there is no way around this now but the road would be a better option of the two. But why not add 
a toll? (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Or reduces the number of ski passes sold? (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  6101 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Ochoa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The fact that big money beat out the environment and classic bouldering areas is ridiculous. (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.2.7A) Both of these options are terrible and greasing the palms of UDOT is disgusting! I 
know there is no way around this now but the road would be a better option of the two. But why not add 
a toll? (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Or reduces the number of ski passes sold? (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  6102 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Hobush 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please just add more busses and make people pay to go up the canyon (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6103 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Zimmerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the Gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) While the current impact between the road widening 
and the Gondola may be similar, the future expansion options are vastly different. The Gondola only 
serves the resorts and to have serve any other part of the canyon would require another large 
investment. The road widening has the potential to serve ANY part of the canyon with very little 
modification. (32.2.6.3C) The road widening is clearly the less impactful solution for the canyon as a 
whole. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  6104 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paige Bolingbroke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective.  
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6105 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leanna West 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! I am an avid climber and skier in the Wasatch; I love these mountains in all seasons. I have been 
subject to long winter traffic lines and annoying closures on multiple occasions. I am a strong believer 
that if we want to enjoy recreating, and let's remember that the whole purpose of this draft proposal is 
to allow more people to recreate faster (play, have fun, enjoy nature, etc), (32.1.2B) we should also 
hold protection of these canyons with the same weight. (32.29G) More over, why are we prioritizing the 
ski resorts recreating over climbers and hikers who want to recreate? Because they make more 
money...right? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I encourage you, no I beg of you to take 
a step back and think of other alternatives that do not destroy an incredible natural environment 
including species, rock formations and places I love and find so much connection with out of a desire to 
ease the ski community's impatience. (32.2.9A) I beg you to look at other alternatives like tolls, 
increased bus with specific bus only travel times, and other non-rock formation damaging alternatives 
put forth by the SLCA. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) We all care about the Wasatch deeply, and I 
beg you to not move forward with this draft proposal. You may feel like you are solving the ski resorts 
problem, but you are so deeply hurting the climbers and hikers who loves these canyons as they are. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.4P) I am a firm believer that we could also use a little 
more patience in our lives. Thank you for your time and hard work on this and I look forward to seeing 
alternative solutions to the current proposals in the future. 
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COMMENT #:  6106 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer LaFountain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why isn't tolling of LCC considered in any of the proposals? (32.2.4A) Why aren't the resorts footing the 
bill of the gondola, since it serves ONLY the resorts? (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) I am in support of tax 
dollars for public transit, but only when the public transit serves the diverse needs of the community- ie. 
the climbers who want to access bouldering areas in the summer, families who want to hike at the 
trailheads in spring and fall, backcountry skiiers who access many points along LCC in the spring, AS 
WELL AS the resort skiiers. The proposal for the gondola is abbhorent. (32.1.2C and 32.2.9E)) 
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COMMENT #:  6107 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Turner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I wanted to reach out to state i oppose this change. Transportation infrastructure that physically 
and permanently alter the canyon should only be considered after less impactful options have been 
implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) There are plenty of 
options that have not yet been attempted for this canyon. I am an avid climber and cannot watch these 
beautiful boulders and nature be destroyed without even attempting other options. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Please listen to the community and reconsider. 
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COMMENT #:  6108 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Giselle Doyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of the gondola system. Having had Snowbird season passes for years, sometimes 
parking is so difficult and it seems like the canyons are getting more and more crowded. This would 
help the congestion so much and honestly would be so good for our city and mountains. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6109 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Chapin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective.  
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6110 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Downard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are a lot of more immediate answer to start heading down the path of making our canyons less 
crowded. The gondola I don't feel is the correct way. (32.2.9E) It doesn't serve the canyon, it serves the 
resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). and in doing so takes away from the canyons entirety as 
a place of nature and true solitude. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  6111 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Thorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before a permanent limited solution is put in place that may create greater traffic please consider the 
following: Limit canyon traffic to cars that are winter road worthy with more of your pilot program, 
(32.2.2M) Start doing safety inspection on all cars in Utah again - there are too many who have brakes 
and tires that are not appropriate for normal roads yet alone snowy canyon roads --winter driving 
certifications could be done at Safety inspections. (32.2.2M) No one likes to consider the impact of a 
bus lane in the canyon but it would be far less problematic and sustainable than a gondola. Gondolas 
will break down and fail, they are not immune to weather - what happens when they break with resorts 
full of people with no way to get down the canyon. (32.2.2K) The gondola would become its own tourist 
attraction bringing more people to the canyon. (32.20A and 32.20C) Diverting traffic from going up the 
canyon to the base of the canyon is not going to be a long term solution that will work, the areas in and 
around the mouth of BCC and LCC are going to be more heavily congested with traffic. (32.7B and 
32.2.6.5E) Those that want to use the canyons can pay an daily or annual fee, they can make certain 
their vehicles are snow and canyon worthy or they can stay home. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2M) Increasing 
access to the canyons and increasing crowds is not good business. (32.1.2B) The ski resorts can only 
hold so many people, we don't need to create VAIL in Utah. (32.20C) We do not need to create and 
pay for a business opportunity for the resorts to put more people on the mountain up the canyon etc.. 
there should be limits to the number of skiers that are allowed. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Positive progress 
does not always mean growth, it does not always mean increase of revenue through growth, it does not 
mean EVERYONE goes to the party, it is not all inclusive, those that want to ski can pay more for ski 
passes if the resorts need/want to make more money, they can pay for a canyon access pass, they can 
pay to have their cars appropriately outfitted for snowy weather and that does not mean simply having a 
4x4 or AWD, tires must be snow rated and in good condition. Those that do not have appropriatly 
equipped vehicles can ride the bus (32.2.2M). 
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COMMENT #:  6112 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordann Brendecke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think there needs to be a solution that doesn't involve a gondola or alter popular climbing spots within 
LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6113 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Woolsey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective.  
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6114 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Callaway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please, please explore non-invasive options (such as a toll, for example) for LCC for at least 2 
years before you tear apart the landscape for a tram or additional bus lane. (32.2.2Y) The tram will 
destroy the natural beauty of the canyon...for what? (32.17A) Ski resorts business? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is not a citizen concern and it is not one I'm wanting to pay for with my 
tax money. 
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COMMENT #:  6115 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jack Stauss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
I am extremely troubled by the preferred alternatives you have identified in the DEIS for LCC. Currently, 
the only acceptable plan is "No Action" and that saddens me greatly. (32.2.9G) Please see my public 
comment below on how I believe the two alternatives miss the mark and some suggestions for how we 
can do better. 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon has been subject to exploitation since Euro-American settlement in the Salt 
Lake Valley. The settlers drilled and dug deep into its limestone and granite walls, looking for minerals. 
When the few minerals they discovered were all gone, they cut down all of the trees, degrading the 
habitat and watershed. Since then, the ski resorts have driven the big business up canyon - lifts, 
lodges, and condos fill the upper reaches of LCC. They now operate on much of the best high elevation 
terrain and landscape. This debacle is not simply on the ski resorts though. It is a legacy of poor 
planning and our legislature bending to the whims of developers. There is big money to be made, and 
there’s no way that our policy makers will get in the way of that. At some point though there will be a 
reckoning. We must understand that this place has a carrying capacity. (32.20B). We can only load up 
the canyon with so many people and so much infrastructure. One day we'll wake up and there will 
simply be nowhere else to go. We want to keep planning for “mobility and reliability”? (32.1.2B) No. We 
must plan for something else. We must plan for the mountains, for the watershed, and for a hotter, drier 
future in the Mountain West. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.2.2E). We have to plan around the fact that 
winter mountain recreation and wilderness experience is innately based in scarcity, and that each year 
it is changing dramatically. This reality is not in the current DEIS. Neither a gondola nor road expansion 
will solve these problems. (32.1.2B) They will only further exacerbate the problems we already see - 
traffic jams, long lines, grumpy tourists, and people literally fighting for the last scraps of fresh snow. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) They play into the developers hand. They are marketable ways to push a money 
making agenda, to get MORE people up canyon, faster. (32.1.2B) The current plans only allow for 
winter recreation at the two ski areas. (32.1.2D) They will both demolish the canyon bottom, and worse 
still with the gondola, the viewshed itself. This is unacceptable. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.17B).. 
Let’s take a step back. What do we want to do? We want to help people better experience Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. All people, in all seasons, for all purposes. We want to maintain an 
environmentally sound canyon and to help restore regions that are degraded. We can accomplish this 
without massive development in the canyon, indeed we must. Pieces of the current DEIS are good. 
Let’s build a large parking structure at the gravel pit. Let’s run clean-burning busses up BOTH Big and 
Little Cottonwood from there and 9400 Highland. While many will be direct lines straight to the ski 
resorts, some should be flexible backcountry busses, running 12 months a year. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.3C) Let’s have variable lanes that only allow busses and HOVs during peak hours (32.2.2P). 
Let’s limit the amount of cars that go up the canyons on specific days. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) 
Let’s work with the USFS and counties to make a large-scale Wasatch plan. (32.1.1C) And let us all 
realize that there are some days we simply will not make it up LCC to go skiing! Mother nature and 
living in an urban metropolis should make that easy enough to understand. Let’s start with that. We 
don’t need to break ground when we really haven’t even made an earnest effort at a more holistic and 
less invasive solution. This sounds like a crazy torch to carry these days, but I just want to know that in 
the future, if LCC is lost to industrial development, I did my part to help future generations see and 
experience what I have in this amazing Little piece of the world. I owe it too much not to.” 
 
Thank you for your time,  
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COMMENT #:  6116 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alyssa Neidhart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective.  
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6117 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cindy Bruce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the bus option. (32.2.9A) Feel the cost of the gondola is passed on to the taxpayers that do not 
ski or board. (32.2.7A) Also with global warming, snow may not be as heavy as past negating need for 
gondola (32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  6118 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Bueche 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the Gondola! public dollars to help private ski resorts and ruin the whole canyon cannot be made 
a reality. (32.2.9E) Buses are not just the past but the future of efficiency and there is research to 
support increased bussing infrastructure and routes is better than any other method you can dream up. 
don't ruin the canyon and make some other assholes rich. (32.2.9A and 32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  6119 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nina West 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective.  
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6120 

DATE:   8/17/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Gold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the preferred options are good for this location unless we are purely here to ensure the ski 
resorts make even more money and don’t actually care for our canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Why aren’t we immediately starting to build booths to toll the road, require a 
minimum of dual occupancy in all winter entry vehicles, enforce 4WD/chains/capable vehicle entry only 
in snow season with an officer at the tool booths, increase bus times, limit canyon entry to bus-only 
certain times of the day, and still build the snow sheds over the roadway to prevent snow blockages in 
key areas? (32.2.2Y, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, 32.2.6.5N, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.9K) There is no reason to wreck 
this stunning canyon with an overpriced headline attention grabbing ridiculous gondola. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  6121 

DATE:   8/17/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Tennant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the options presented, the bus option is more appealing to me. (32.2.9A) It offers more flexibility as 
needs change. I urge the team to consider using this option to improve access to trailheads along the 
canyon, year-round. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) My main concern with this entire project is the focus on 
transportation to the ski areas and not improving options and experience for all canyon users. (32.1.2B, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6122 

DATE:   8/17/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Lam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The idea of a “public” gondola going from one private businesses parking lot to another is not beneficial 
to providing equitable access to the public and those recreating outside of the resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I believe that the use of more busses and, more importantly, the incentives 
to use them would be the least destructive and provide flexibility throughout the seasons. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  6123 

DATE:   8/17/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie Loots 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective.  
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6124 

DATE:   8/17/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frederick Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having reviewed the two EIS options I strongly prefer the Gondola option. (32.2.9D) Many thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  6125 

DATE:   8/17/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Philip Bartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, due to the incredible nature of the Little Cottonwood Canyon climbing at risk from your 
proposed transportation solutions, I must implore you to consider alternate methods of mitigating 
vehicular congestion (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) . Instead of a gondola and 
additional lanes, perhaps an advanced electric bus system coupled with tolls on the canyon road could 
prove both effective and less impactful? (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3F) I’m 16 years old and 
climbing is the focus of my life. Having Little Cottonwood to recreate in so close by is a wonderful 
blessing; please don’t scar it for me and my fellow climbers. 
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COMMENT #:  6126 

DATE:   8/17/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Beardmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
" I am an avid user of little cottonwood canyon on a year-round basis. I use the canyon for rock 
climbing, bouldering, mountain biking, hiking, trail running, backcountry skiing, and also buy a season 
pass every year to Alta ski resort. Of all these activities, there is only one that would benefit from the 
gondola alternative, skiing at Alta or Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
The canyon has greatly benefited in recent years from the trail system built from the park and ride to 
the new parking lot across from wasatch resort. In past years, I would have parked on the road as close 
as possible to any given use area and go from there. Now, I park at the park and ride and walk to the 
destinations. I’ve changed my behavior because the new trail system works better for accessing the 
recreation resources than the old way did.  
Similarly, I could see changing my behavior to access resort and backcountry skiing if the new system 
works better than the current one does. Driving to a park and ride, taking a bus to the gondola, waiting 
for the gondola, and then switching gondolas again at Snowbird seems like a royal pain. (32.2.6.5J and 
32.2.6.5R) I do not support the gondola alternative for the following reasons: 
1. There are too many transportation transfers and hauling ski gear through each transfer seems overly 
burdensome (32.2.6.5J) 
2. I typically carpool with at least 4 people and would forgo the gondola junk show and just drive up 
canyon like I currently do (32.2.4A) 
3. The gondola provides zero access to backcountry skiing (32.2.6.5G) 
4. The gondola is not proposed to run in the summer time use, the majority of summer use in little 
cottonwood is for upper canyon hiking or resort activities. (32.2.6.5F)  
5. The gondola would forever change the aesthetic of the canyon making it look like a big commercial 
tourist attraction. (32.17A) 
6. The gondola construction would impact climbing and bouldering natural resources which I frequent 
every spring/summer and fall. (32.4B) 
7. Using tax money to build and maintain a gondola only serves the interest of the ski resorts. It does 
not benefit all of the user groups for the canyon year round. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
Similarly, I reject the proposed for road widening. (32.2.9C) UDOT has failed to implement intermediate 
measures such as stronger vehicle restrictions and penalties, tolling, snow sheds, avalanche control 
improvements, widening wasatch blvd, and building mobility hubs to make riding the bus an easier 
option. (32.2.2M, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 32.2.6.2.2A, 32.2.2VV, and 32.2.6.2.1C) If the resorts ticketed 
every 2-wheel drive car without snow tires and chains, the offenders would quickly stop repeating their 
behavior, and this measure could similarly be implemented in big cottonwood. (32.2.2M) I would gladly 
purchase an access pass to the canyon or pay a toll for road use, assuming that mobility is not a 
problem. (32.2.4A) I would also ride the bus when skiing solo if I knew parking would be available at a 
mobility hub. (32.2.6.2.1C) Widening the road will permanently destroy many bouldering resources 
unnecessarily. (32.4A) UDOT should implement intermediate measure first, and then measure the 
strengths and weaknesses of the measures taken before committing to a full blown 1/2-billion-dollar 
project that primarily benefits commercial entities. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  6127 

DATE:   8/17/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gregory Rakozy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I).. 
 
Sincerely, 
Gregory Rakozy 
Salt Lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6128 

DATE:   8/17/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andreas Wiecks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wanted to write in favor of the bus lane as I think this is the best way to reduce congestion in the 
canyon. (32.2.9B) Widening the road significantly will only move the problem up the canyon as the 
resort entrances can only handle so much, especially with snowbird checking for parking now. 
(32.2.2P) The gondola is going to be a huge eye sore, let alone have a big impact on the wildlife and 
ecosystem. (32.13A and 32.17A) It will also only service the ski resorts and won’t provide any access 
to the other parts of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I don’t agree with tax 
payer money being used to only transport people to the resorts. Additionally, I’ve heard that comments 
are being collected from anyone and not just residents that live in the area. I don’t think it’s fair to 
consider any comments outside of those living in and around the area being impacted. (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  6129 

DATE:   8/17/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brooke Treece 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I would like to submit my comments about the two proposals for little cottonwood. As an avid climber, 
hiker, and runner that visits LCC multiple times a week, I believe UDOT should wait to permanently 
alter the LCC landscape until other options have been tried and proven inadequate (32.29R): 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  6130 

DATE:   8/17/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Briant Kimball 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I have been captive to the beauty and the incredible skiing of Little Cottonwood Canyon since 1962, 
when I learned to ski at Alta at the age of 10. I have hiked the canyon through the years. After 
becoming a geologist, I studied the impacts of mining on water quality in the canyon, I have literally 
walked the stream in waders and seen the beauty from a rare perspective. I truthfully cannot think of a 
time driving down that canyon, when the vista opens around one turn, when I did not consciously 
appreciate the amazing work of the glaciers, carving that "U" and creating the water cascades from the 
hanging valleys. It doesn't get much better than Little Cottonwood Canyon. It has become so apparent 
over the past 5 years how badly we need a solution to the traffic. For a solution, I am not thrilled with 
the expansion of the road, but when compared to the unnatural visual scar of a gondola, expansion is 
much, much preferable. (32.17A) A road serves the whole canyon, not just the two resort destinations, 
and will leave the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon as close to its present state as possible. 
(32.2.6.3C) I say no to an unsightly, gondola-and-tower-stain on one of Utah's gems. It would tarnish 
what we leave behind for generations to come. (32.2.9E) 
 
I did not write the comments below, but I agree with what has been written as a member of Save Our 
Canyons: 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I).. 
 
Sincerely, 
Briant Kimball 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6131 

DATE:   8/17/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tyler Slater 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tyler Slater 
COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6132 

DATE:   8/17/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Igor Baveda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS):  
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
I, of course, stand behind Save our Canyons and the Salt Lake Climber's Alliance statements. 
I'd like to add my own ideas as well. What does the UDOT do? I imagine it fixes roads, builds roads, 
manages traffic, and tries to come up with ideas "on how to better traffic flow to a specific area, by 
building more, since it's the only thing UDOT knows how to do. (32.1.2B). I strongly believe UDOT 
shouldn't even be allowed to conduct this study. After all the proposals, UDOT comes up with the 2 
least desirable ideas for LCC. Completely ignoring the public's input and siding with the 2, for-profit 
companies in the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). If UDOT and its decision-making 
employees really believe that an out-of-state, visiting family of 4 with 2 young kids will, after paying a 
hefty sum to rent a Suburban at the airport, bother to transfer twice just to make it to the resort, you are 
wrong. They will not use the gondola system or buses for that matter. (32.2.4A). The canyon is for all 
users, therefore, any solution should include all users in consideration. (32.7C) I believe the first step 
that should be taken here would be a solution that does NOT alter the environment, such as: 
Limit the sales of tickets in each resort. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Igor Baveda 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6133 

DATE:   8/17/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Austin Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I).. 
 
Sincerely, 
Austin Thompson 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6134 

DATE:   8/17/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Celeste Miner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No! This will negatively impact the huge climbing culture that we have in Utah. It will negatively impact 
the LCC experience for Utahns and visitors!(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  6135 

DATE:   8/17/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter kaplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea, seems like a no brainer (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6136 

DATE:   8/17/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Sorensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective.  
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6137 

DATE:   8/17/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  A W 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective.  
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6138 

DATE:   8/17/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Griffiths 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to gondola, no to widening the road ! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The rock climbing up little cottonwood 
canyon is just as world class as the skiing! Why permanently ruing the climbing experience for one 
month out of the year? (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.1.2B) Doesn’t seem fair to me . There is only one little 
cottonwood canyon! Can we please choose to protect this beautiful recreation area over resorts that 
want to make money! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6139 

DATE:   8/17/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Courtney Schatz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t ruin the climbs in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) There are people that are 
more educated than I am that have proposed alternative solutions and I would encourage whoever is 
reading this to please take time to consider their proposals. (32.2.2PP) Climbing means a lot to a lot of 
people. Please help preserve that. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6140 

DATE:   8/17/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Lamphier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Get rid of the EPIC pass. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  6141 

DATE:   8/17/21 2:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Gubdersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do NOT alter the landscape of the canyon just to suit the needs of 1 *seasonal* industry [snow sports]. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are other options!!(32.2.2PP) Hundeds of 
thousands of people come to our state to enjoy the incredible climbing experiences that those boulders 
offer. Those executives may have money to fund your re-election campaign but we won’t forget this. 
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COMMENT #:  6142 

DATE:   8/17/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Way 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find a solution to your issues that do not damage or degrade the climbing resources in that 
amazing canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6143 

DATE:   8/17/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hailey Meyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the implementation of less invasive solutions (ie-expanded bus services without additional 
lanes, tolling, etc) to evaluate their efficacy before landscape changing solutions are begun. (32.2.9A 
and 32.29R) The KISS (Keep-It-Simple-Sweetie) is always a prudent place to start when solving 
problems, especially before we make changes to our canyons that can't be reversed. 

Page 32B-6276 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6144 

DATE:   8/17/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented (there are MANY MANY IDEAS AND 
OPTIONS. Metering, bus service, mandatory bus service i.e. Zion, etc.) and shown to not be effective 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.2B, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) . Expanded bus service should be added. I know you never 
take the bus (yes you, whoever is reading this, and those who are financially supporting this 
HORRIBLE PLAN i.e. snowbird, alta, lacaille)(32.2.9E) but ME, the person you are supposed to help as 
a government worker, takes the bus. From personal experience the bus service is inadequate. So many 
people are always stuck in line waiting and the bus is packed to the maximum capacity. Simply 
increasing bus service will help this issue. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) How could any of the terrible 
solutions be implemented in big cottonwood? (32.1.1A) I have been stuck in traffic in that canyon as 
many times as little cottonwood. The solutions proposed are one dimensional and cannot be 
implemented where the other half of the traffic exists (BCC). I know that you have a different opinion 
and that snowbird and alta and lacaille are exclusively looking out for their own best interest, (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) but monetary persuasion to expand use of the canyon from these 
corrupt leaders will lead to a huge misuse of tax payer dollars to PERMANENTLY RUIN THIS 
BEAUTIFUL PLACE. PLEASE CONSIDER TAKING ACTION AND NOT RUINING THIS PERMANENT 
PLACE. PROTECT THIS FOR OUR FUTURE. (32.2.9A) I love this place and you will make it worse for 
the rest of human history by implementing these terrible ideas. Both preferred alternatives are terrible. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Make small changes first, like any logical person would do. PLEASE!!! To state 
the obvious, fires are a huge problem in the west. Has UDOT ever considered how a gondola will be 
effected by a fire in little cottonwood canyon? To pretend this will never happen is simply ignorant. At 
some point the gondola will interact with fire. Will $580 million be wasted due to one wildfire? (32.2.2K) 
Widening the road is also a terrible idea. As you know, science and studies on traffic has demonstrated 
that wider roads lead to more traffic. (32.20E) YOU KNOW THIS! Listen to what the leaders in these 
places want. People in Sandy, Cottonwood Heights, and all of the affected neighborhoods will forever 
HATE YOUR GUTS if you ruin this place. Please please please please do not ruin this amazing place! I 
am PLEADING WITH YOU. 
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COMMENT #:  6145 

DATE:   8/17/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tamara Lazarev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I).. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tamara Lazarev 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6146 

DATE:   8/17/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Calvin Freeman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand you have a job to do. I understand you may not be a rock climber. You may not know the 
impact that this canyon left in its natural state has on the community, and people. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Where will be once we have developed our last wildernesses? While this expansion plan may not seem 
to be much. I implore you to keep it as it is. (32.29G) To minimize human contamination of something 
so incomprehensibly beautiful. That is all I ask. Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  6147 

DATE:   8/17/21 3:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cutler Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand there is a real problem with the winter traffic. (32.1.2B) But it’s just not fair to destroy a 
bunch of boulders that climbers use because skiers don’t want to wait in line. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) You guys are trying to find a solution to this problem but instead 
of trying to get as many people up there as possible. You should be limiting the amount of people going 
up there. (32.2.2L, 32.2.4A, and 32.20B) It’s not all about the people that are making money. There are 
other people that use that canyon besides skiers and they have a right to it as much as anyone else!!! 
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COMMENT #:  6148 

DATE:   8/17/21 3:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Zheng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is home to many Climbers local to the salt lake area and who travel just to Boulder here. Please 
do not destroy our natural and love climbing spots.  
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  6149 

DATE:   8/17/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Kindred 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other 
traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6150 

DATE:   8/17/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joy Jackman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon SHOULD ONLY BE 
CONSIDERED after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
Expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried that 
include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made! (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6151 

DATE:   8/17/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arnold Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a professor who studies the changing climate, the short sidedness of this proposal is apparent!! 
Climate change may very well end skiing at these resorts in the time frame proposed to fix this issue. 
(32.2.2E) Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon SHOULD 
ONLY BE CONSIDERED after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be 
effective. Expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made! 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6152 

DATE:   8/17/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Laura McNeer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Laura McNeer 
Bountiful, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6153 

DATE:   8/17/21 3:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine Marek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a project manager of 9 years and manage large cross-functional and multi-year logistics projects. 
One of the keys to a successful project is thorough stakeholder assessment. After reviewing the 
proposals, it strikes me that the climbing community was not included as a stakeholder of this project. 
(32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
I would like to ask which stakeholders you are trying to serve with these proposals? Is a portion of the 
skiing community the only group the proposed options serve? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
I agree with the SLCA’s statement that “Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently 
alter the canyon should only be considered after less impactful options have been implemented and 
shown not to be effective.” (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) Destructive solutions that may solve a 
problem that occurs ~5% of days each year (I have heard an estimate of 20 days per year, 20/365 is 
5%) should not be considered at this time. (32.1.4D)  
 
The climbing history associated with the bouldering in Little Cottonwood Canyon should be preserved. 
If we truly cared about our canyons, we would work to improve our environmental impact and not 
exacerbate existing impacts. 
 
My zip code is 84102. 
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COMMENT #:  6154 

DATE:   8/17/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tamara Lazarev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It's absolutely shameful to know that UDOT, our elected officials and local government seem more than 
willing to spend millions of dollars of our local tax payers money to build a gondola that will only benefit 
those from out of town, ski resort owners and big developers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) We live at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon so know first hand how many days are a real 
traffic problem - it's about 10 days a year. (32.1.4D) The gondola will not prevent traffic through the 
canyon. (32.2.4A) The real investment should be made in enhancing the road all the way to Snowbird 
and Alta to include show sheds, tunnels and effective bus lanes to guarantee proper access year round 
and benefit locals as well as those from out of town. (32.2.9B) Other ideas would be a toll system or 
creating a connecting ski lift from the Park City area (where thousands of people travel from every 
year!!) to ski at Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2N) In addition, I don't know one local resident 
who is willing to pay 20+ dollars per person and spend twice the amount of time to get to their local ski 
resorts from a gondola. (32.2.4A) Please be considerate of the amount of taxes we pay to live where 
we do and find a solution that everyone can benefit from. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6155 

DATE:   8/17/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please add my voice to those against building a gondola to try to fix the traffic concerns in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) It seems much more cost-effective and flexible to have designated bus 
lanes. (32.2.9B) My family uses Little Cottonwood for more than just skiing. A designated bus lane (s) 
would also benefit hikers, climbers, back-country skiers and others (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) . Though 
we love skiing, please consider alternatives that would serve all the activities available up our beautiful 
canyons. Finally, a gondola would mar, in my opinion, the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) 
Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion. I hope it will be seriously considered. 
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COMMENT #:  6156 

DATE:   8/17/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Burdett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Cog Railway Preferred (32.2.9F) My support is with the cog rail line. It should be a stronger alternative 
for the DEIS. Perhaps the cost can be reduced by placing one termination point between Alta and 
Snowbird. Someplace perhaps north of the cliff lodge, between the heliport and the fire station. There 
could be shuttle bus service to all hotels and destinations at the resorts via the main road or the by-
pass road. Think of it as an expanded snowbird shuttle. Then, encourage a more pedestrian centric 
design to both villages, similar to Whistler and Blackcomb in British Columbia. (32.2.2CCC) 
 
It’s important for two legendary world class resorts, tucked into a sensitive eco-system, to minimize 
expansion of parking foot-prints in the canyon. Just because the Salt Lake region is developed with car 
a centric planning model, it doesn’t mean the resorts have to use the same model. Future demand for 
parking needs to be balanced with access demand to Little Cottonwood. A policy should be developed 
for parking outside the canyon with connections to transit. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.2I) One that places a 
greater emphasis (by percentage) outside Little Cottonwood Canyon than inside. It is paramount to get 
this balance right! Railway stops could easily then be included for the rock-climbing areas or other 
seasonal warmer-weather destinations in the canyon. (32.2.6.6A) 
 
Considering these points, the cog railway option will foster the least, and most mitigatable, 
environmental impact. A long-term strategy will be better for the environment and economic 
development than a short-term strategy. Incremental road/parking expansion is the policy method that 
has led to the existing transportation/environmental challenges. We cannot pave our way out of this 
trending predicament. Please adjust the concept design to allow the cog rail line to be a competitive 
preferred alternative. (32.2.2CCC, 32.2.6.6B, 32.2.7E, and 32.9F)  
 
There has been a cog railway on Pikes Peak for 130 years, starting in 1891. The newest cog railway on 
Pikes Peak ($100 mil) just opened in July. I’ve hiked, driven, skied and ridden the rails on Pikes Peak. 
Except for recreational skiing, the best travel experience is the cog railway.  
 
We should all remember Daniel Burnham’s words: “Make no little plans; they have no magic to stir 
men's blood and probably themselves will not be realized. Make big plans; aim high in hope and work, 
remembering that a noble, logical diagram once recorded will never die, but long after we are gone be a 
living thing, asserting itself with ever-growing insistency.”  
 
I’m offering to guide a trip to the Pikes Peak Cog Railway to interested parties (supporters and 
skeptics). It can be accomplished in a one (long) day or two-day trip. I’m reasonably confident (with my 
history there) speakers can be scheduled for a mobile workshop. It could include representatives from 
the U.S. Forest Service, Colorado Parks and Wildlife, Colorado Springs and the El Pomar Foundation 
(Broadmoor Hotel) to answer questions regarding their decision to rebuild the line on Pikes Peak. 
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COMMENT #:  6157 

DATE:   8/17/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shigeo Kawamura 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses. (32.2.9A) Do not ruin the canyon views with a gondola splitting the center of the canyon. 
(32.2.9E and 32.17A)  
 
This gondola is padding the pockets of the partners of la caille. (32.6C) 
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COMMENT #:  6158 

DATE:   8/17/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsey Selin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This proposal is targeted toward one industry...skiing. (32.1.2B) There is no need for expanded roads 
or gondolas during any other months than winter. (32.1.2B) Why should tax payers be paying for the 
profitability of Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
These proposals also don't account for the impact to the climbing community. Little cottonwood has 
world class granite climbing and bouldering along the entire length of the canyon. The proposed 
solutions would wipe out a lot of climbing boulders that many people have been projecting for years. 
(32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
I feel disappointed that UDOT would tailor to one industry without evaluating less impactful sollutions to 
others. 
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COMMENT #:  6159 

DATE:   8/17/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kurt Frehner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Little Cottonwood Gondola solution is the BEST! As a skier, I can't think of a better way to start and 
finish the day than enjoying the canyon vistas rather than stressing about the "red snake" and potential 
avalanches. And, it makes the most economic and environmental sense, as well. Please adopt this - 
the sooner the better!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6160 

DATE:   8/17/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sundev Lohr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi,  
This whole thing seems ridiculous. No one is going to use the gondola or the bus unless you incentivize 
them. (32.2.4A) So, why not try incentivizing the current bus and see how it goes. (32.2.2Y) And, I'm 
talking serious incentives: free bus fair and discounted tickets. See how that works out with the current 
system and go from there. (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
 
In addition, you'll be erasing one user groups recreation terrain. (32.4G) From what I've seen a number 
of boulders will be destroyed. (32.4A and 32.4B) These boulders have climbs on them with a rich 
history. Thousands of climbers from all over the world have been working on these climbs for years. 
They are lifelong goals for these folks. You'll wipe them out in a season just to get another user group 
that "might" use your new transportation for a total of what, like 6 days. (32.1.4D)  
 
I implore you to at least try a better incentive system prior to destroying so much of this terrain. I've 
spent a few decades climbing the boulders beside the road, and I hope to spend at least a few more 
completing these projects that I haven't quite succeeded at. 
 
Thanks for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  6161 

DATE:   8/17/21 5:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Summers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT refuses to hear the locals on this issue. We do not want induced traffic from a shiny Gondola. 
(32.2.6.5E) We don't want roadways wider - PERIOD. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Your death toll on 
Wasatch Blvd should be an indication of poor road management, ineffective buffers to slow cars down 
and inappropriate speed limits. (32.2.6.2.2A) When will you look at options other than wider lanes with 
zero buffer between opposing lanes of traffic. 
 
1. Require 4+ in cars going up the canyon (32.2.2Y) 
2. Improve Bus NODES/Micro Hubs (32.2.2I) 
 
Look at alternatives before you spend $600 building a conveyer belt of money for Alta and Snowbird. 
You are not listening to the Locals!(32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6162 

DATE:   8/17/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cole Schreiber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Charge a toll for road use. (Use that money to improve public transit. (32.2.4A) More people use this 
Canyon than resort skiers. It’s public land. That means it’s for everyone. Not just the most profitable 
demographic. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6163 

DATE:   8/17/21 5:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jason Summers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jason Summers 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6164 

DATE:   8/17/21 6:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Macklin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As one who came to love climbing and bouldering through my experiences in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, it is heartbreaking to me that the proposals would threaten the access to the climbing, as well 
as the experience. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) I think that we face woes that are felt in many cities, but 
that increased busses (not bus lanes) a real mandate against cars without chains or 4WD, as well as a 
toll per car for driving up canyon are better solutions. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  6165 

DATE:   8/17/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Church 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't do this. It is completely unnecessary and will ruin the climbing experience of many. (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6166 

DATE:   8/17/21 6:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Conrad Tallackson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Conrad Tallackson 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6167 

DATE:   8/17/21 6:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Wedemeyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.s. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Wedemeyer 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6168 

DATE:   8/17/21 6:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Clark 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6169 

DATE:   8/17/21 6:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Russ Knezic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.s. 
 
Sincerely, 
Russ Knezic 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6170 

DATE:   8/17/21 6:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Todd Langston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Todd Langston 
West Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6171 

DATE:   8/17/21 6:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joseph Hobby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Recent transplants, the uneducated and those with financial self-interest will be all for the gondola 
especially with the recent addition of ad targeting on social media. What they don’t realize is that by 
being the only outdoor space in the lower 48 with an attraction like this, we will exponentially GROW 
tourism after installing it to the point we’ll have another population/transportation crisis in a couple years 
to alleviate. (32.20C and 32.20E) 
 
Colorado was 1 of 4 states to be the FIRST to legalize marijuana. I witnessed firsthand how this state 
imploded overnight with new residents. Politics took a beautiful state that was already growing from the 
many attractions including the beautiful landscape and stressed out the populations around the state. 
Leaders believed they had to be the FIRST to adopt new marijuana laws instead of leaving for a state 
like New Mexico that needed an economic boost. 
 
At present, we are in a different situation but with the potential for a very similar outcome. Be careful 
what you wish for within the tourism industry and being ‘unique’. As a home owner at the mouth of the 
Cottonwood Canyons, I beg you to consider the alternatives below before changing the landscape of 
the canyons, SLC and Utah forever. 
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joseph Hobby 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6172 

DATE:   8/17/21 7:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Gilbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider funding a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) This “solution” does not 
consider the long-term and only considers the private ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) It would also have severely negative environmental effects. Climbers and hikers do not 
want their views obstructed by the world’s longest gondola. (32.13A and 32.17A) Taxpayers should not 
have to pay for a gondola which solely exists for private ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Ski resorts are already close to their realistic max for patrons, sending more people up is 
not the solution. (32.1.2B and 32.20C) There are much less detrimental options, like an increased bus 
system, that I believe would be more effective overall. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6173 

DATE:   8/17/21 7:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devin Vernick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have gratefully lived lived in, and loved Salt Lake City Utah since 2016. Personally, I find the rapid 
growth of our wonderful city and state rather alarming and threatening to the natural beauty that exists 
here. I am writing on behalf of many other citizens and outdoor enthusiasts who are deeply concerned 
about the plan changes to our natural habitat that so many cherish. Please see my points below: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, and please do right by your integrity and your conviction to be a good 
steward of this beautiful state. 
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COMMENT #:  6174 

DATE:   8/17/21 7:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Trey Torgerson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Trey Torgerson 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6175 

DATE:   8/17/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Gale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola in little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6176 

DATE:   8/17/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christopher Bond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
This is my second message. After further thought, I believe the road should stay AS IS. What is the 
point of more road capacity when the resorts will be just as crowded? (32.1.2B) I also am vehemently 
against removing the boulder and stick about a third of the way up the canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) If 
you can promise to keep that particular spot intact (using my fill and NO cut) I would continue to support 
the expanded road with enhanced bus service. (32.4A) 
 
Thank you 
 
Sincerely, 
Christopher Bond 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6177 

DATE:   8/17/21 7:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  J Brett Nelsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
J Brett Nelsen 
West Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6178 

DATE:   8/17/21 7:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jana Nelsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jana Nelsen 
West Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6179 

DATE:   8/17/21 7:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Edward Harrold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Edward Harrold 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6180 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Tuori 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As global warming continues and eventually snow falls decrease there will still likely be snow in LCC 
and therefore even more people skiing there. (32.2.2E) Do some forward thinking and put in an 
oversized gondola to anticipate future heavy usage. (32.2.6.5N) That canyon road is just not 
sustainable. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6181 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Foulger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support this plan, and would like to see a less impactful and permanent solution. (32.2.9G and 
32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6182 

DATE:   8/17/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tera Schirf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do Not support the additional lanes or gondola proposed. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We should use public 
buses that are already in place and make it mandatory to take these buses to the resort. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  6183 

DATE:   8/17/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lily Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola!! No road expansion!! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Keep the country country!! That money could 
be put towards saving human lives, not destroying nature. Also, the tax payers don’t want to pay for 
that. They can’t afford a ski pass, let alone to fund the gondola or road expansion they’ll never use. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please, please listen to the public on this one!!!! Not the 
resorts and their self-interest! 
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COMMENT #:  6184 

DATE:   8/17/21 10:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Daniel Leifson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Daniel Leifson 
West Bountiful, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6185 

DATE:   8/18/21 6:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luis Serrano Bellido 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
My name is Luis Serrano. I am from Spain. I have been a rock climber for over 24 years. I moved first 
to EEUU in 2012. When I saw what Utah offers for rock climbers I wanted to make my home here. This 
happened this year in 2021 after trying to move here for almost 8 years. I have been climbing over 
Europe and EEUU and Utah just got my heart from day 1. Little Cottonwood Canyon is my favorite area 
so far, and one of the reasons I moved to Utah. It would be devastating for this amazing climbing 
community to loose one of the best areas this territory has to offer. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please, make an 
effort to not remove one of the best things this land has for everybody. 
Thank you for your time, 
Luis Serrano 
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COMMENT #:  6186 

DATE:   8/18/21 7:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Give the buses a better chance. Provide more parking and pick up times. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) The 
gondola will ruin many things people move to SLC for including bouldering. (32.4B)  
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COMMENT #:  6187 

DATE:   8/18/21 8:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brock Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think a gondola would by appropriate for this (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6188 

DATE:   8/18/21 8:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Pirozzi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family boulders in Little Cottonwood multiple times per week in all seasons except winter. This 
involves climbing on the boulders which are slated for destruction under the current transportation 
solution plan. (32.4A and 32.4B) The transportation plan must not permanently alter the boulders of 
Little Cottonwood until less impactful options have been tried and shown to be ineffective. Additional 
bus service and tolls should be attempted prior to road widening or gondola installation. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  6189 

DATE:   8/18/21 8:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Krieg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski snd hike the areas in LCC and live in the SLC area. I suggest the bus alternative. (32.2.9A) The 
gondola approach is too intrusive to the area and would turn LCC into Disneyland. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  6190 

DATE:   8/18/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pat Normal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please. (32.2.9E) The area is used for recreation. Gondola will not help (32.7B and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6191 

DATE:   8/18/21 8:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Lindstrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the Gondola alternative and support enhanced bus service during peak periods. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9A)  
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COMMENT #:  6192 

DATE:   8/18/21 8:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Micki Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I).. 
 
Sincerely, 
Micki Harris 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6193 

DATE:   8/18/21 9:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Duchesneau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola's are the transportation of the future. Utah should lead the way and inspire the world. Projects 
around the world are studying this case closely (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  6194 

DATE:   8/18/21 9:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Norbert Kornyei 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola is not a viable option for many families either living in the Salt Lake City area or 
for visitors. For example: When my daughter and her family come to visit us for skiing we have four 
adults and three children that occupy one vehicle that gets us all to Alta in 45 minutes (except for 
powder weekends). If we were to use the gondola, we would have to drive to the bus parking area, 
unload the car (imagine a family with toddlers and young children) carry all gear and skis to the bus. 
Wait in line for the bus to the gondola, disembark the bus, carry gear and children to gondola line, wait 
for gondola, embark, carrying ski gear, backpacks, lunch, ski boots etc etc. then ride for thirty minutes. 
30 minutes to bus parking area/structure, 10 minutes to bus, min 10 minutes to gondola (how long 
would the lines be?) 30 minutes ride on gondola. So a 45 minute drive becomes easily an hour an a 
half to two hours. Ridiculous!(32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5O)
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COMMENT #:  6195 

DATE:   8/18/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Braig-Lindstom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola alternate!(32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6196 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise Keenan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to Utah in 1987 BECAUSE of the mountains, valleys, desert, ski resorts, cycling, camping, 
hiking trails and all outdoor recreation. I still live here full-time. I still recreate. Utah and the Salt Lake 
valley have grown exponentially in the past 34 years and this has absolutely impacted the recreation - 
participation has increased in every aspect. That is the way of growth and advancement. It does not 
have to completely ruin the recreational experiences. A VISION and a master plan for 10-25 years will 
maintain this quality. NOT a sector by sector of special interest protecting their "own" recreation and 
profit (I am referencing ski Alta and Snowbird ski resorts in LCC). 
 
Regarding LCC transportation, access, vehicle reduction specifically: for those of us who enjoy alpine 
skiing, backcountry skiing, snowshoeing, and hiking - I urge the Committee to STOP with any defined 
"Development Project". This is THE TIME to STOP supporting development if it means more human 
impact on the frail and gorgeous ecosystems. (32.2.9G)  
 
A PHASED APPROACH to "managing" LCC transportation access vehicle reduction is the BEST 
approach. This is no less than a 10-year process. It can begin this year! Apply a change then Assess its 
impact. Add more changes and Assess the impact. It is not a single "Project" to solve "the problem" as 
the growth will continue for years to come (32.29R).  
 
My recommendations/ ideas (thank you for inviting feedback): 
 
1. Fund and build snow bridges - stop. Assess the effect of keeping traffic moving on high avalanche 
risk days and keeping the road open in spite of the risk - by minimizing the damage/risk of avalanches. 
(32.29R and 32.2.9K))  
 
2. Charge for parking onsite at each resort - $25/car (irregardless of how many occupants) - stop. 
(32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Charge for every car, all winter days, if in spot > 2 hours. Voucher provided by 
restaurants for those only in the canyon for dining. Hotel guests pay as well. Large cities consistently 
charge for parking for hotel guests.  
 
3. Increase Bus service and Bus Parking lots - stop. (32.2.9A and 32.29R)  
Build/ or negotiate daily winter usage (weekend only) at a downtown location (hotel guests and 
residents access these), at La Caille site, along Ft Union Blvd, near I-15 in Midvale area, near I-15 in 
Lehi area.... multiple areas - with NONSTOP LCC/ ski resort transportation from each parking area. Bus 
frequency is based on # parking spots and riders at each location and may be different based on 
usage. Less frequent buses provided for stops at trailheads/ backcountry areas. Bus is free for Season 
Ski Pass holders (Alta, Snowbird, Ikon, etc). Bus is free for LCC Annual Pass holders (backcountry 
skiers, snowshoers, hikers, cross country skiers, photographers etc) and all others pay a round-trip fee 
- perhaps $5.00. (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A)  
Buses run in off-ski season at a less frequent basis but continue to run daily. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
4. Develop an Annual LCC Pass for folks to purchase - stop. $50/year per pass. Bus is free for LCC 
Annual Pass holders (backcountry skiers, snowshoers, hikers, cross country skiers, photographers etc) 
and all others pay a round-trip fee - perhaps $5.00. (32.2.4A)  
 
If each of these were put into effect with pauses to determine efficacy of the stated goal - reduce private 
vehicular traffic in LCC on winter days by 30% - the goal would hypothetically be achieved. One cannot 
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argue that it will not be achieved. None of us know, we can only surmise, human behavior. Yes, it is 
seems to collectively be impatient, convenient, inexpensive, individualized, comfortable, quick - but the 
wilderness and the earth don't follow ANY of these behaviors. (32.29R)  
 
Stop damaging our greatest economic value to the Salt Lake Valley - LCC brings tourism dollars and 
keeps tax paying residents here. Do not forget why many of us are here. And please consider that 
those residents who do not recreate in LCC will most likely NOT PASS a TAX HIKE to pay for the 
outrageously expensive Projects that are being considered. (32.2.7A and 32.29Z) Those who use the 
canyon (s) need to to contribute to the costs of preserving them. Further development (destruction, 
actually) is not the answer. 
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COMMENT #:  6197 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erika Kazi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
WE MUST ENCOURAGE BEHAVIORAL CHANGE BEFORE WE EXPECT PEOPLE TO TAKE A 
GONDOLA!!! 
 
Sincerely, 
Erika Kazi 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6198 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sara Wetzel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (30.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sara Wetzel 
Chicago, IL  
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COMMENT #:  6199 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Williamson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent visitor to little cottonwood canyon for the past 30+ years. I believe that the volumn of 
traffic is beyond capacity. It is bumper to bumper from the mouth of the canyon to alta/snowbird on the 
weekends that I was there skiing. I think with current climate conditions the gondola would be the best 
alternative for everybody. We don't need more buses even if they are electric powered. Less vehicles 
on the access road would be better for the water supply to SLC too. (32.2.2E and 32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6200 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeffrey Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Instead of spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening and destroying part of this beautiful canyon, I recommend that we first 
adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place 
today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and 
programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeffrey Johnson 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6201 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bill Arthur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Bill Arthur 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6202 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Adam Clark 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6203 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Roh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I really implore everyone to truly ask who the gondola serves and what, if any, problems does it solve. 
(32.1.2B) The answer is that it ONLY benefits the resorts. It does nothing for the increasing 
backcountry traffic at trailheads. Those will only become more and more congested as Utah's 
population swells. A bus service that stops at trailheads can and will alleviate that traffic. (32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.3C)  
And let's think long term - how many more seasons of winter do we have before climate change limits 
the amount and quality of snow? A decade? Maybe two? (32.2.2E) Considering how long it will take to 
construct the gondola, I imagine there will only be 5-15 years of it running before it's obsolete. Let's put 
that hefty bill to better use!(32.2.7C)  
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
James Roh 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6204 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Godin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
James Godin 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6205 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stephen W. Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
 
To whom it may concern. 
 
I was involved with the Forest Service in the Tri Canyon area, & the BLM statewide, re numerous EIS's 
& EA's dealing with ski resorts & then public lands in the state. 
 
i have specific long term background in dealing with the four Tri Canyon Resort areas, & have been 
involved in all of their EIS expansion. 
 
Traditionally the Forest Service & the resort use a contracted entity to organize and write the EIS; never 
before have i seen a state agency offer an EIS for the Tri Canyon area & be so profoundly out of touch 
& detached with what is going on in the winter and summer canyons. (32.1.2B)  
 
The Ski Resorts in their Forest Service Permits, have carrying capacity limits. 30 years ago, 20 years 
ago, 10 years ago, analysis showed that carrying capacity, particularly at Snowbird and Alta was past 
proper limits. (32.20B and 32.20C) And now, with a gondola, the resorts plan to push an additional 3K 
people an hour up to the resorts; & this is in addition to the vehicles that travel & park in the canyon. 
(32.20C and 32.2.6.5N) The proposal is a boondoggle & makes no sense as it foments a mass 
disregard for the intended carrying capacity concept. (32.20B) User crowds at the bottom of the resort 
are going to be unmanageable, unruly and upset. (32.20C)  
 
And where is the parking or bus carrying shuttles to get 3K visitors at the bottom of the gondola ride. 
(32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.2.1C) Are new football fields of parking going to be created out of "nowhere" or 
just how are citizens suppose to get from to the bottom of the tram? 
 
The prime winter concerns in the canyon are inadequate parking at the resorts, and then vehicles going 
up & then down the canyon with inadequate tires & vehicle. With the abandonment of the safety 
inspection by the state, many drivers drive with bald tires. The drive up in the morning may be dry or 
semi-dry & in the afternoon snow falls on the roadway, and those bald tires slip off the road and create 
mayhem. (32.2.2M)  
 
An alternative, not addressed (which should have been). 
A toll road at the bottom of the two canyons. (32.2.4A) 
 
In winter, only vehicles with 4WD or AWD. And all vehicles need to carry and show they have chains 
before they allowed up the canyon. (32.2.2M)  
 
Those with passenger vehicles that don't fit the above will have to go with others, take a shuttle or bus 
or not go up the canyon. The use patterns of citizens need to dramatically change, with safety & 
efficiency emphasized. (32.2.2.M) Managed reversible lanes should be looked at. (32.2.2D)  
 
The two alternative option the UDOT proposes is not artful, nuanced or fully contextual. With long 
winter drought, none of us know the future of snowpack & ski resorts in the Wasatch. To make believe 
that bounteous snow will exist for the next 30 years is a myth;(32.2.2E) & to guess that citizens will 
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have hundreds of dollars/per day just to use resorts is beyond belief. The footprints of each of the 
resorts should not be expanded, no parking expanded & if need be limits placed on users in the canyon 
to protect the watershed & the landscape (32.2.2F, 32.30B, 32.20F, and 32.2.2K) To industrialize the 
canyon with a Gondola or extra lane is showing a complete disaffection toward nature, other canyon 
users & the environment. 
 
Other alternatives that legally should be included. 
Reduced or no cost winter busses into the canyons. (32.2.4A)  
Reduced cost non-winter busses in the canyons. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C)  
Various express busses from a variety of points in the valley, so traffic is not bunched a the bottom of 
LCC & BCC Canyons. (32.2.2I) 
Shuttle vans that can take skiers to a handful of trailheads. (32.2.6.3C)  
 
Summer traffic in upper LCC Canyon already requires a toll fee, and it practically limits & manages 
users in the upper canyon & at parking areas. (32.1.2C and 32.2.4A)  
 
A changed mindset, & new alternatives need to follow, particularly for the winter season. Traffic use 
patterns have to change. With a toll, 4WD or AWD & required chains, & shuttles & more efficient and 
low cost busses, traffic can efficiently get up and down (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2M). the canyon, and 
the use numbers are limited. (32.20B) 
 
I am willing to meet with UDOT, Forest Service & Resort officials, speak to them & listen. 
Sincerely, 
Stephen W. Lewis 
South Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6206 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hugh Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Seems like the two proposals for solutions have skipped a lot of options. The Gondola option as 
portrayed by the promotional video seems very misleading. So many unanswered questions here. 
Bottom line is it would increase usage of ski areas. So increase revenue to ski areas. (32.20A, 32.20C, 
and 32.6A) As for canyon traffic and congestion I think it would not do a thing to decrease it. (32.2.4A 
and 32.7C) Time is still a huge commodity and the tram is more of a gimmick than a solution. Still huge 
incentive to drive with the tram. If the lift ride is best case scenario 37 minutes to Alta with a loading line 
at both ends and a parking situation at the bottom the transportation time would be a minimum of an 
hour on both ends with any sort of canyon volume. (32.2.6.5C) That is 2 hours of the day for just the 8 
miles of the canyon. Still a lot more time to get to the actual base of the gondola via private or pubic 
transport. I think some lane widening and snow sheds in the upper canyon that incentivizes buses by 
making their use quicker and less expensive than personal vehicle use would be a much better solution 
(32.2.9B). 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like the 
gondola , I am advocating that we work on snow sheds and some choke areas of road widening first, 
along with adequately funding programs and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC 
has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Some of these proven 
systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
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recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
We have seen what too much capacity has done to our big 5 national parks. It is inevitable that more 
people will come to use our canyons, but at some point there is a breaking point of how much the 
canyon can handle. I feel like we are very close to that point now. (32.20B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Hugh Ferguson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6207 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dan Mitrovich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Dan Mitrovich 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6208 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Hogarty Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in favor of the enhanced bus service with dedicated lanes (32.2.9B).  
 
I am 72 years old and a LCC skier since I was 7 years old. Population growth matters and is a fact of 
life. Growth impacts our experiences both on the ski slope and in life. At some point, there is just so 
much growth the environment can absorb. I favor a more flexible, less permanent, less expensive 
alternative because I know growth will not stop. (32.2.6.3D) In another generation or less, there will be 
a need for additional measures to address the current crowding issue all over again. I believe it is 
magical thinking to believe that ANY of the alternatives will eliminate the impact of population growth 
significantly. We will always feel this impact and we will adapt (as I have adapted to the benefits of 
improved high-speed six-packs and the detriment of crowded slopes, day lodges and the inability to 
choose to "go skiing" at whatever time of day I wish.)  
 
The gondola option is costly and of major environmental impact and will address, but not solve, today’s 
transportation issues. (32.7C, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) The bus/lane enhancement option will 
address, but not solve, today’s transportation issues. (32.7C) We are on the cusp of a major societal 
change in thinking about individual automobile travel. The more flexible alternatives will not “lock in” a 
solution for the long term. Twenty, thirty or forty years sounds like long time to some but to folks who 
have the gift of years, the cycle is obvious. It is enough time to create major societal change as well as 
undo thinking and solutions that are so cutting edge today. The gondola may become a tourist 
attraction but not a solution to traffic congestion. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
 
At some point, there will be a limit to the number of people who can fit on the mountain at one time. 
(32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) There will be a limit to the amount of profits the resorts can make. And 
there may well be the reduction of ski days, if not the demise, of snow-based recreation in the Wasatch 
front canyons. (32.2.2E) The more permanent solutions do not address these possibilities over time. 
They also do not address how growth will impact summer activity that is nature-based rather than 
resort-based. (32.1.2C) We can easily imagine bumper to bumper cars in July as outdoor enthusiasts 
seek time in nature along with the all the new families who will be driving to their timeshare condos 
loaded with groceries, bikes, and baby strollers. 
 
Neither group will be riding a gondola. (32.2.4A)  
 
Solutions that address the quality of experience in LCC, beyond getting more bodies in the canyon as 
quickly as possible, should also be considered. How about metering the number of vehicles in the 
canyon to a sustainable number? How about requiring a reservation to ski on a particular day and time? 
(Deer Valley seems to have marketed that concept nicely.) How about limiting the number of human 
beings in the canyon at a time? (32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) and How about adding safe bike and 
pedestrian lanes that are real lanes? (32.9A) How about we face the fact that there are limits to how 
many and how fast can we get people into Little Cottonwood Canyon? (32.20B) No one likes to stand in 
line, wait their turn or have to make a reservation to do an activity. But these things are required to keep 
the growing population somewhat functional. To do otherwise is the magical thinking that we can keep 
growing without noticing a change in how we live. 
 
Thanks you for the extensive efforts you have taken to allow for public input. 
Please do not choose the gondola option. (32.2.9E). 
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Sincerely, 
 
Nancy Hogarty Baker 
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COMMENT #:  6209 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build the gondola if it threatens local rock climbing access! Rock climbers are a growing and 
influential user group who offer economic stability to local areas because of their tourism. (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.6D) 
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COMMENT #:  6210 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brian Lewis 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6211 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tucker Castle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola, please no lane widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Please do not take away the 100’s 
of climbing options that LCC offers. (32.4A and 32.4B) We will pay a toll, we’ll wait in lines to ride a 
bus, whatever you want, just don’t take the boulders away (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  6212 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ken Yonemura 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The current road usage is untenable for the long term. I support the gondola and conversion of the 
roadway to a toll road. The current roadway would need avalanche protection and the number of 
potential avalanche sites makes the use of deflection tunnels equally or more expensive. (32.2.9D, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.9K) 
 
If we could have a railway system like Wengen in the alps I would also support the process and that 
would also include the elimination of cars. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2B) The downside would be the more 
limited access to some backcountry sites. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ken Yonemura 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-6349 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6213 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Porcher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
John Porcher 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6214 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ed Shaul 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ed Shaul 
Heber City, UT  
 

Page 32B-6351 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6215 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nathan Siegal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
As a frequent user of little cottonwood canyon over the last 30 yrs, I am very much against the thinly 
veiled idea of a gondola solving our current traffic and usage problems (32.2.9E) . That there are 
private individuals, worse, politicians, in a position to make enormous profits through the construction of 
this project should be enough for most critical thinking individuals to hit the pause button. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Aside from the obvious conflict of interest of those pushing the construction of a gondola, a larger 
problem still exists. The gondola does not address the issues with the very times the road experiences 
the worst congestion - during snow storms. The gondola of course will not run during interlodge, which 
happens frequently during winter. Why this is not brought up more is beyond me. (32.2.6.5H and 
32.2.6.5K) Of course we can not safely transport people up the canyon when you are not allowed to be 
outside at the top of the canyon. All this will accomplish is that on the handful of weekend powder days 
each year, we will move the major congestion from the canyon road over to a privately owned parking 
center at la caille. (32.2.6.5E)  
 
A bus solution will be less damaging to the end user experience, and will not create irreversible 
damage to the canyons aesthetic. (32.2.9A)  
 
A good starting point to improve traffic issues in the canyon would be simple. Snow tires (3pmsf) for 
ALL vehicles in the canyon from November to May. This would dramatically cut down on incidents of 
vehicles sliding off the road and keep cars not up to the task of driving the canyon out of the way of the 
rest of us. (32.2.2M) The fact that our police force cannot enforce a simple rule like this is a very basic 
problem that could be easily solved. But they need to be educated - the unified police force cars do not 
even use snow tires! Are you kidding? The police SUVs use Goodyear wrangler AT tires, not snow 
tires. A quick google of this will show tirerack tests showing that no allseason tires even comes close to 
the performance of an actual winter tire. No wonder they can’t enforce the rules! 
 
Some simple, common sense enforcement will go a long way towards alleviating the problems we see 
on snow days, and trying these with a legitimate effort should be done long before spending millions on 
the construction of a gondola or widening the road. (32.2.2M)  
 
Sincerely, 
Nathan Siegal 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6216 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Waldron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been skiing regularly at Alta and occasionally at Snowbird, for 25 years or more. I think that the 
Gondola plan to address the Little Cottonwood Canyon traffic issue will be more appropriate and more 
environmentally friendly. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6217 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Dziedzina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Dziedzina 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6218 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I want you to be fiscally and environmentally responsible conducting a 
capacity assessment of LCC. (32.20B) With a finite area, there is a finite number of people who can 
and should be able to recreate in the canyon at any one time. ONLY after deciding on what the 
sustainable capacity limit is should a solution be chosen. 
 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Davis 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6219 

DATE:   8/18/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steve Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Steve Hunt 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6220 

DATE:   8/18/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jiang Qian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I personally think Gondola is the best option from environment protection perspective and public safety 
side. It will bring more tourists and benefit the economy of Utah. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6221 

DATE:   8/18/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joseph Vargyas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joseph Vargyas 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6222 

DATE:   8/18/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steve Gourley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please do not build a gondola up little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) It does not address my needs as 
an outdoor enthusiast and it will make irreversible damage to the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, 32.7C, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) ) There is already too much happening in the canyon that 
adding more people will only make the problem worse. (32.20C) The gondola seems like a marketing 
stunt for the state and the ski resorts. I do not want the ski resorts to get bigger or dictate the planning 
for little cottonwood canyon. 
 
Please consider making bus transportation a more viable and better option. Consider updating traffic 
patterns to make the buses more efficient. Tolling to decrease single passenger cars. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A)  
 
Sincerely, 
Steve Gourley 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6223 

DATE:   8/18/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Patrick Kilbourn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Patrick Kilbourn 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6224 

DATE:   8/18/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivia Shan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola only adds to the problems we are already having. We have pristine climbing and natural 
ecosystems that would be direct affected in a negative way. (32.4B and 32.13A) Don’t take away the 
local stomping grounds that are much appreciated by adding easy transportation so the area has even 
more pollution/ environmental destruction. (32.2.9E) Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  6225 

DATE:   8/18/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mark Jensen 
Alpharetta, GA  
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COMMENT #:  6226 

DATE:   8/18/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eliza Van Wetter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am disheartened by the lack of small, less expensive solutions that could help in the short term. 
(32.2.2PP and 32.29R) I believe that there should be a huge emphasis on increasing parking capacity 
at the base of the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C) I think that it would be wise to combine a larger parking lot with 
an increase number of buses without expanding the road to see if this helps the problem before 
investing in a larger, more expensive alternative. (32.2.9A) If the road does need to be widened, I think 
the best option would be to add only one bus lane for buses going up the canyon in the morning and 
buses going down the canyon in the afternoon. (32.2.2D). I am very opposed to the idea of a gondola. 
(32.2.9E) I think it would be an unfair use of tax payer money given that it would only benefit a tiny 
fraction of Utah taxpayers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
I hope you consider all comments and please do not build a gondola.  
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COMMENT #:  6227 

DATE:   8/18/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Arthur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Bill Arthur 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6228 

DATE:   8/18/21 9:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chad Van Ginkel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I urge UDOT to consider alternatives to the gondola and widening of SR 210 before we go down a path 
from which there is no return. Permanent alteration of one of the most unique and beautiful outdoor 
recreational locations in the country is not an acceptable solution. The below listed alternatives must be 
tried before we spend billions of taxpayer dollars to benefit the ski resorts: 
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 
Also, any change to transportation within the canyon needs to address the needs of recreationalists 
beyond the patrons of the ski resorts.  
 
Sincerely, 
Chad Van Ginkel 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6229 

DATE:   8/16/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Richard Anthony 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT),  
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Richard Anthony 
Sandy, UT  
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Don't widen the roads. Don't build a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Consider the people who aren't 
going to the resorts. (32.1.2D) Create a bus system that serves everyone year round, not just skiers. 
Stop stealing our land. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  6230 

DATE:   8/18/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew parsons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We love skiing at Snowbird and Alta on weekend and powder days. I also love driving up to the 
uncrowned resort on most weekday with no congestion. But my family also loves snowshoeing, hiking, 
back country skiing, camping and picnicking in BCC and LCC and the gondola solution serves none of 
these recreation opportunities. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, and 32.7B) Bringing the crowds into our 
neighborhoods, creating an eyesore, spending millions on a project the benefits 2 resorts while fueling 
encouraging insatiable ski area expansion does not serve the Wasatch or our community. (32.2.6.2.2A, 
32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.17A) Please consider other immediate attainable transportation options above as 
you try to create the best option for the Wasatch.(32.29R) 
 
Thanks, 
 
Matt Parsons 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6231 

DATE:   8/18/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Derek Gustafson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Derek Gustafson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6232 

DATE:   8/18/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Parker Densmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I love LCC because it allows me to truly feel like I am out in the wilderness, away from people and 
stress, all within an hour of my apartment. I love the hikes, the ski tours, and the simple beauty of the 
drive itself. While I understand that the traffic is a problem, I believe there must be more thought put 
toward finding a solution that encompasses the environmental impacts and the many uses of the 
canyon. (32.29G) Is the solution really getting more people into the canyon? (32.1.2B) Should the ski 
resorts be the only people benefitting from taxpayer money and the destruction of more ecosystems? 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In a world where corporations are assaulting both the 
natural world and individuals, more time and effort must be incorporated to maintaining habitat and the 
support of outdoor recreationalists. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Parker Densmore 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6233 

DATE:   8/18/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  C Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Don't start building gondolas or expanding roads. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) These are not beneficial 
options. Any options that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current capacity 
limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
There isn't enough merit in either of the two options you've chosen for Little Cottonwood Cyn 
transportation. More research needs to be done. Carrying capacity of the canyons needs to be agreed 
upon. (32.20B) Also, be sure you are listening to voices from all sides, not just the ski resorts. The two 
options you are offering seem to have been chosen non-transparently, ignoring much of the work done 
by several citizens groups. A viable solution must consider the needs of all Utahns, not just resort 
skiiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Do not install gondolas.(32.2.9E) Gondolas are not likely to be useful in times of high winds or heavy 
snow, or yes, even during heat waves (during a recent heat wave, streetcar cables melted in Portland). 
(32.2.6.5K) Gondolas are unsightly and interfere with great rock climbing places (to say nothing of 
avalanche terrain.) (32.17A and 32.4B) Gondolas don't do enough to alleviate traffic congestion: Cars 
will still be needed by those who have cabins in the canyon, or those who would like to recreate in the 
backcountry using dispersed trailheads. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.5E, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
Busses are preferable to cars or gondolas. Bus stops can be located throughout the valley, providing 
direct transportation to the canyons. (32.2.2I) That would help alleviate congestion in the valley as well 
as in the canyons. But please don't widen the road until other solutions have been explored. (32.2.9C) 
If you do widen the road, start bit by bit, so you can watch the impacts carefully. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Without a plan in place to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even more crowded. (32.20B) 
This would be detrimental to our precious watershed, wildlife, riparian ecosystems, and just plain 
tranquility for users who appreciate the wildness and awesome beauty of nature. (32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.13A, 32.123B, and 32.4I) Exceeding carrying capacity will negatively impact the beauty of the 
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canyon as well as the recreational user experience. Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to 
increased ski resort expansion pressures (32.20A and 32.20C). 
 
Do not allow any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
C Clark 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6234 

DATE:   8/18/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tara Elmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tara Elmore 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6235 

DATE:   8/18/21 2:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jordan Diamond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 It is quite obvious that there are already too many people using LCC on busy winter ski days. Instead 
of trying to promote "easier" access utilizing alternative transportation concepts (tram, road widening), I 
think there should be a limit to the number of people allowed up in one day. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.20B) Once this limit is reached, the canyon should then be "closed"- and just like in any busy 
parking lot, once folks leave, then more should be allowed to go up- NEVER exceeding the 
predetermined limit. (32.2.2K) The Wasatch is a finite resource, and with the increase in non lift served 
skier numbers, it is crazy to suggest that ski areas should be allowed to expand into what is now 
'backcountry' terrain. Unless I am mistaken, this is forest service land which is leased to ski areas- 
meaning that it belongs to EVERYONE, and should be give no preferential treatment to these 
businesses in which the sole purpose is to maximize profits. 
 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
jordan Diamond 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6236 

DATE:   8/18/21 3:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Douglas Brockmeyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
My typical reasons for visiting LCC in the past: Beauty. Solitude. Recreation. 
 
Now, due to overcrowding, I factor these in as well: Traffic, Frustration, Lack of Parking, Degradation of 
user experience, Parking fees, Unsafe vehicles, etc... 
 
For that reason I haven't visited LCC in the winter for two years. It's just not worth it. I'm sure many 
other share my sentiments. I'd love to go back. I love LCC. But the vast majority of the time it's just not 
worth it.  
 
Imagine the impact during the multi-year project of building the gondola: Traffic delays due to heavy 
equipment, habitat destruction, skyline view degradation, no real "solution" to the problem during the 
period of construction leading to even more frustration, not to mention cost overruns and the ultimate 
inequitable entitlement to privileged skiers. (32.2.7C, 32.4C, and 32.2.7A) 
 
An augmented bus system with appropriate tolling, with even possibly a Zion-like shuttle system, is the 
easiest, most cost effective and equitable solution to this issue. A permit system should also be strongly 
considered, although it pains me to say it (32.2.2B, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K).  
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Douglas Brockmeyer 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6237 

DATE:   8/18/21 3:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Garrett Kemper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Garrett Kemper 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6238 

DATE:   8/18/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Woeste 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
John Woeste 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6239 

DATE:   8/18/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Allison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
John Allison 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6240 

DATE:   8/18/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Barbara Dahl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprintss. 
 
PLEASE DO NOT FUND A GONDOLA OR RAIL OPTION. THESE OPTIONS DO NOT MAKE 
PRACTICAL SENSE IN LIGHT OF MORE COST-EFFICIENT OPTIONS. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Barbara Dahl, MD 
 
Sincerely, 
Barbara Dahl 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6241 

DATE:   8/18/21 5:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mark Gardiner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Particularly in light of more frequent heavy down pours resulting from a more energetic atmosphere and 
the possibility of mudslides and debris flows I do not think unneccesary construction should be 
undertaken in the canyon. All solutions should be weighed against the effects of the climate crisis. 
(32.2.2E) 
 
I support the use of electric buses on existing roads in combination with tools like tolling, paid parking, 
express buses, shuttles for dispersed users and more. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
The choke point for the Cottonwood Canyons is at the resorts, at the trail heads, and in roadside 
parking. Any solution that puts more people in the canyons will degrade the watershed, the beauty of 
the natural setting, and the potential for enjoyment. (32.1.2B, 32.7C, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.17A, and 
32.17B) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Mark Gardiner 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-6379 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6242 

DATE:   8/18/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nolan Ingersoll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nolan Ingersoll 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6243 

DATE:   8/18/21 6:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Will Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
This is a very important item to me...the beauty of utah brought me to move here...its key to protect 
them for future generations. as a result, before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC 
to construct unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first 
adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place 
today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and 
programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Will Peterson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6244 

DATE:   8/18/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stephanie Mills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am advocating that we adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing 
infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems, rather 
than the stupidly expensive, environmentally irresponsible, and unproven road widening or gondola 
options. Some of these proven systems and programs include:  
 
- Bus only access on weekends during peak periods (excepting residents and a capped number of 
employees) (32.2.2B) 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation outside of peak times and manage canyon capacity 
(32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more express ski buses and the transition to electric buses (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3F) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express ski bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch 
Front - instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood 
hubs to avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I) 
- Ski shuttle to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.2.6.3C) 
- Funding for free high density parking (multi story) at key bus pick up points (32.2.6.2.1.C) 
 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints 
 
Sincerely, 
Stephanie Mills 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6245 

DATE:   8/18/21 7:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Keeling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
Expanded bus services: 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front - 
instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C)  
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
 
Traffic management options: 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 
I contest that any efforts that intentionally or unintentionallyincrease capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Anna Keeling 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6246 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bree Rounds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Sandy, and the future of the canyons is very important to me. I am asking the 
committee to research options that will create THE LEAST damage to our world class boulders. I use 
these boulders regularly, and regularly talk to people who come JUST to climb in LCC & on these 
boulders. (32.4A and 32.4B) There are more than 2 options (widening road or gondola) and these 
should be researched for the good of our climbing areas. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 

Page 32B-6384 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6247 

DATE:   8/18/21 10:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Molly Barth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is one and only one actual solution to the traffic problem in Little Cottonwood Canyon: reduce 
and limit the number of people who access the for-profit ski resorts on a daily basis while strongly 
discouraging personal vehicle use via hefty fees alongside improving public transportation up the 
canyon via more frequent bus service. Limiting people could be achieved by implementating a 
reservation system for non-season pass holders and charging expensive ($50+) per private vehicle that 
is parked up canyon and used to access the for-profit ski areas. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2L) 
 
A gondola would absolutely fundamentally change the canyon for the worse. LCC is a precious place 
and to have an atrocity such as the horrific gondola built in the canyon would be utterly devastating to 
hundreds of thousands of people. It would leave a long-lasting scar of shame on a canyon that offers so 
much to the people and wildlife of the Wasatch. (32.17A and 32.2.9E) 
 
Please consider limiting the number of people who travel up canyon in the first place as well as 
increasing bus service before significantly changing the canyon forever. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6248 

DATE:   8/19/21 7:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeff Hanna 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Like many before me and and many after me, I came to the Salt Lake Valley to ride the resorts. While 
building a relationship with the mountains I quickly came to love the other opportunities that Wasatch 
mountains provide, including backcountry split boarding, mountain biking and hiking. While the resorts 
are still an important part of my relationship, human powered accents are becoming a more viable 
option as my family beings to grow and time/money are being diverted away from the mountains. 
Please consider my user type as needing access to park/carpool for access public lands and trailheads 
to pursue early morning and after work adventures that the resorts currently to not support. (32.1.2B 
and 32.2.2PP) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeff Hanna 
Sandy, UT  
 

Page 32B-6386 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6249 

DATE:   8/19/21 7:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Spooner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider the Gondola option for other less destructive options are employed first. (32.2.9E) 
Expanded bus services and traffic mitigation strategies should be the first measure before a more 
drastic and costly implementation such as the Gondola option. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Additionally, a 
life cycle cost analysis is required to justify a Gondola that will only be required for a fraction of the year 
at peak times. (32.2.9E and 32.2.7E) Most of the year the Gondola will not be required or will be 
operational over a clear roadway.(32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  6250 

DATE:   8/19/21 8:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meagan Gallagher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT's gondola and road widening are both unacceptable options that create inequalities in dispersed-
year round recreation access. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.1.2D) Both of these proposals will demolish 
some of the most iconic climbing in the canyon, eliminating at least 64 boulders or 273 problems. SLC 
is regarded as one of the largest meccas for climbing in the country because of the variety of climbing 
and proximity to the city that areas such as Little Cottonwood Canyon offer. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
DOT's proposed parking lot "improvements" would limit access to climbing in the canyon by reducing 
parking currently available at the Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and 
Ride. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4N, and 32.4P) The gondola would only serve the private entities of the ski 
resorts, not stopping throughout the canyon for user groups wanting to backcountry ski, climb, bike, or 
hike. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Please consider new alternatives such as electric bus services coupled with tolling before permanent 
changes are made that will forever alter Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A and 32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  6251 

DATE:   8/19/21 8:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Carpenter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT's gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.9A,  
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP). Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little 
Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT's proposed parking lot "improvements" would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4N and 32.4P)
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COMMENT #:  6252 

DATE:   8/19/21 8:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leonardo Manon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't ruin this beautiful area;(32.17A and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  6253 

DATE:   8/19/21 8:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Hammond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do everything you can to avoid the destruction of the rock climbing boulders. The routes on 
those boulders have been established for decades, and some of them are world renowned among rock 
climbers. I and my friends and family have been regularly climbing those boulder problems since I was 
in high school over 20 years ago. We would be heartbroken to see any of them destroyed. (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
 
Also I would ask why the EIS doesn't take much consideration of accessing the canyon from the south. 
90th South from I-15 gets extremely congested. Highland Dr has an existing right of way corridor that 
extends all the way south to I-15 except with gaps through the Dimple Dell canyon and Hidden Valley 
country club. The completion of Highland Drive would be worth some attention in the analysis as an 
alternative route from I-15 coming from the south as well as residents from Draper and southern Sandy 
who currently use 1300 East and Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2CC) 
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COMMENT #:  6254 

DATE:   8/19/21 9:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clay Watson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've been recreating in Little Cottonwood Canyon for many years and consider it a vital part of living in 
Salt Lake. I love LCC enough that I've been volunteering for graffiti removal, trash cleanup, trail building 
and maintenance for many years. I truly love that canyon and recreating there is a huge part of the 
mental and physical health of my family. 
 
Turning the corner on the LCCanyon Road and seeing that striking glacial profile is one of the more 
dramatic scenes in all of Utah. I can't stop thinking of how a tramway for winter activities will 
dramatically alter the character of the canyon for ALL OTHER ACTIVITIES. I shudder to think of the 
visual impact of a tramway on the canyon. (32.17A) 
 
As a climber, I also think about how much the proposed roadway changes will a) potentially remove or 
change the roadside boulders and b) vastly alter our ability to access remote parts of the canyon. 
(32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
The proposal to eliminate roadside parking would dramatically worsen this problem because climbers, 
trail runners, hikers, back country skiers and mountain bikers would have far, far fewer options for 
accessing trails and remote portions of the canyon. (32.4P) 
 
For example, the current trailheads at Albion Basin, Lisa Falls, White Pine/RedPine, the Quarry Trail 
and the Grist Mill are already overcrowded. People hoping to recreate are forced to choose one of 
these choke points, which all have limited parking and access. THIS IS PARTICULARLY 
DANGEROUS WHEN ROADSIDE PARKING IS CONCENTRATED AT TRAILHEAD CHOKE POINTS. 
(32.4P)  
 
Dispersed roadside parking allows people to spread out and discover isolated parts of the canyon that 
would otherwise become inaccessible. (32.4P) 
 
I feel strongly that transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alters the canyon should 
only be considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP)  
 
I also feel that expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies 
must be tried that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are 
made. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) 
 
What do we have to lose by trying the least costly alternative before spending hundreds of millions and 
potentially billions? 
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COMMENT #:  6255 

DATE:   8/19/21 9:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cassady Bindrup 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have climbed in little cottonwood for years since I moved to slc in 2014 and the perfect granitic 
boulders there have become important to me and my community. These boulders truly represent our 
connection to the earth and to ourselves for so many of us working to climb them through patience and 
perseverance. They are no longer just rocks but milestones in our lives which have taught us valuable 
lessons about ourselves; our strengths, our weaknesses, and our optimism that the impossible boulder 
doesn't exist. So much time and effort has gone into not only climbing these boulders but mapping the 
terrain. So many of us are intimately familiar with the rise and fall of each hill and the cascading rock of 
each scree field. This canyon is more a home to me than any other canyon in the Wasatch and I cannot 
stand by and see it irreparably changed. (32.4A and 32.4B) The visual gauge-mark down this canyon 
will mirror a deeper mark in my mind and memory if construction is allowed. (32.17A and 32.17B) My 
community and I will fight tooth and nail to preserve these great granite monoliths which are already 
scarred and broken from industrial abuse of the past. Many of the threatened blocks will not survive 
another massive event involving the destruction of terrain which climbers have responsibly taken 
stewardship over for years. This is the land many generations have connected with, the riverbottoms, 
but it is most recently land which the youngest generation of boulderers have gravitated to in an era 
when connection to land is becoming less and less essential to young folks. Don't rip this from young 
people who need to understand the value of the earth now more than ever. 
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COMMENT #:  6256 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abigail St.Vaughan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Abigail St.Vaughan 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6257 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Del Draper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
https://1drv.ms/w/s!AjK6ufykWCr_geFkdVpRZzS9g8piBQ?e=Og26m0  
 below is the text version of this link: 
Del Draper 
Alta, Utah  
August 16, 2020 
 
Utah Department of Transportation, Et. Al.  
Re: Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS  
Comments on the Two Preferred Alternatives  
Identity of Commenter  
I am 70 years old and have had a family cabin at Alta since 1961. Over the decades I have driven up 
and down the canyon literally thousands of times and I am very familiar with traffic patterns in the 
Canyon. I am an avid skier and ski all Utah resorts. I both use the bus and drive my own car when I go 
skiing. 
General Comments: 
1) Neither of the two preferred options is acceptable (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) . They both involve a 
massive investment in a single solution, and it is possible that UDOT will miss the mark if it selects one 
of these two preferred options. UDOT should instead move incrementally. What is the impact on 
Canyon traffic if tolling is introduced? (32.2.2Y and 32.29R) Try it and see before selecting either of the 
two preferred options. What is the impact if Wasatch Blvd. is upgraded so that busses can pass cars 
stuck in a traffic jam? (32.2.6.2.2A) Try it and see before selecting either of the two preferred options. 
What is the impact of a Buses First program that restricts cars until after 10:00 AM on weekends and on 
powder days? Try it and see, and only after that knowledge is gained spend the money on the Gondola 
or widening the road in the Canyon. (32.29R)  
2) UDOT has defined the scope of the EIS too narrowly. (32.1.1C and 32.1.2B) The question is 
not just how to provide better mobility and reliability. The question must also include examining the 
impact of the increased mobility on the fragile Canyon environment. (32.29G) 
 Comments on the Enhanced Bus Alternative: 
1) The existing road in Little Cottonwood Canyon is adequate about 99% of the time. The traffic 
problem is limited to a few winter days - probably about 20 or 30 days a year. (32.1.4D). Some of these 
are weather related and some are too many cars all trying to get up the canyon at the same time. The 
rest of the year traffic flows just "fine. (32.1.2C) 
 
2) Even on the very worst days when there is fresh powder at the resorts and it may take over an 
hour to get from the mouth of Big Cottonwood to the mouth of Little Cottonwood, once you are in the 
Canyon the traffic flows. It usually picks up speed about one mile up the canyon and approaches the 
40-mph speed limit as it passes White Pine. (32.7C) 
 
3) There is no need to add a dedicated bus lane in the canyon since the traffic flows in the canyon 
on the existing road on all days except when there is a weather event.  
 
4) The same cannot be said of Wasatch Blvd. It is of critical importance to improve Wasatch Blvd 
and North Little Cottonwood Canyon Road so that busses can get by, around and ahead of any car 
traffic jams. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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5) The proposed improvements on Wasatch Blvd do not do this. "Signal Priority" for busses in not 
adequate. If not a dedicated lane, then some system is needed with traffic controls that closes one lane 
to all cars and dedicates it to busses on these critical days. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
6) Without adequate improvements on Wasatch Blvd the estimated travel times from the Gravel Pit 
Hub to the resorts in the EIS are meaningless. Busses will be caught in traffic. (32.7C) 
 
7) Conversely, travel time in the Canyon for busses without a dedicated lane only adds a few 
minutes to travel time over the alternative of having a dedicated bus lane.  
 
8) People will ride the bus if it is efficient and reliable and cost effective compared to the other 
choices. The bus is only efficient and reliable if it can pass the traffic jams on Wasatch. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
9) Tolling in the canyon and charging for parking can make the bus cost effective compared to 
driving. (32.2.4A) 
 
10)  A personal anecdote: I ride the bus frequently to Solitude. Not only do I avoid Wasatch Blvd 
traffic jams, I love how it delivers me right to the lift, I don't have to pay to park, nor do I have to walk a 
mile from the road if the parking lot is full. These same advantages that make the bus appealing can be 
made to apply to Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
Comparing the Enhanced Bus Service ("EBS") to the Gondola Alternative: 
1) Enhanced Bus Service is far less expensive. Since a dedicated bus lane in not needed in the 
Canyon, the cost of Enhanced Bus Service is not just $51 million less than the Gondola, it is $206 
million less. (Substitute the $355 capital cost for EBS without a dedicated lane in the Canyon for the 
$510 capital cost for EBS with the dedicated lane, and add the savings to the $51 million saving of EBS 
compared to the Gondola). (32.2.7C) 
 
2) Comparing EBS with a dedicated lane to the gondola is not only a false equivalency with 
respect to cost, but also a false equivalency with respect to environmental impact. The impact of the 
Gondola does not look so bad compared to the impact of EBS when the road needs to be widened. 
When it is acknowledged that EBS can work without a dedicated lane, the true additional adverse 
impacts of the Gondola are easier to recognize. (32.29G) 
3) Busses are scalable and flexible. (32.2.6.3D) As the dynamics of the ski business change, or if it 
dries up, changes can be made in bus schedules, or they can be put to other uses. Not so the Gondola. 
Rather than focusing on a solution that only addresses the present, UDOT should pursue flexible 
solutions that can adapt to changes in future demands and uses. By nature of its design the tram 
alternative will bring less flexibility in its use than an enhanced bus service. (32.2.6.5A) As the 
alignment will be more rigid, it will not provide easy opportunities to scale up or down and will have very 
exclusive infrastructure that can't be easily relocated to other areas with shifting demand. An improved 
bus system will allow for greater flexibility along the corridor, with express service, easy changes in 
service frequency and easy adaptation to other corridors when needed. 
4) If it is necessary to take the bus to access the Gondola, why not save time and stay on the bus 
and ride it up the canyon. (32.2.6.5J)  
 
5) While the Gondola adds a small amount of reliability on a few winter days, this additional 
reliability is simply is not worth the cost. (32.2.9E) 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
  
Del Draper 
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COMMENT #:  6258 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Micah Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Micah Jensen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6259 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Matt Murphy 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6260 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Karli Maynes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Karli Maynes 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6261 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bridgette Meinhold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Bridgette Meinhold 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6262 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Funk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Cottonwood Heights as well as a climber and outdoor professional. I am fortunate to 
have the opportunity to be so close to the climbing resources including boulders, cliffs and trails in little 
cottonwood canyon and have these resources be part of my daily life and livelihood. These resources 
are something that can not be replaced. Considering that ski resort access and safety improvement is 
only needed for a small window (2-3 months per year) and benefits certain user groups unequally ( ski 
resorts and users) the consequences of the proposed alternatives are not worth the irreversible 
damage to Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.4D, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Where I stand on 
UDOTs LCC EIS is with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance-UDOT's gondola and additional lane (s) 
proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing experience as well as year-round 
dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4C) 
With that said, UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled 
with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before 
any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. 
(32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) 
 
Thank you for your work on these issues 
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COMMENT #:  6263 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Forsyth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Forsyth 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6264 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Ovrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a hiker and climber I am concerned the gondola will not serve the diverse needs of different groups 
who want to utilize the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It prioritizes skiers/snowboarders 
only and disrupts views. (32.17A) I also think that some sort of cap on vehicles should be added on 
high traffic days/times. At a certain point we just need fewer cars to lessen the degradation of the 
canyon and to address ever worsening air quality concerns. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, and 32.10A) I 
believe enhanced bus service running frequently without the need for an additional lane would be the 
most efficient and least harmful to the canyon and wildlife. (32.2.9A) This paired with limitations on 
number of vehicles on high use days would actually incentivize folks to use the buses. (32.2.4A) Again, 
the cap on vehicles may only be need in winter/high ski travel days but would be better than destroying 
parts of wildlife habitat and negatively impacting the world class bouldering in LCC. (32.13A, 32.13B, 
32.4A, and 32.4B) It is irresponsible to continue to allow so many cars up the canyon all at once. 
Effective, efficient bus transportation that is given priority over cars makes the most sense. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.4A) Please no gondola- it seems inefficient, helps only high income folks who are already 
paying for a ski pass, and negatively impacts the view of LCC. (32.2.9E) Thank you for the opportunity 
to comment on this matter. 
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COMMENT #:  6265 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Paige Twitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Paige Twitchell 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6266 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diana Kretzschmar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote, to be honest, are for Parking decks! Most economic and accommodating idea that also will 
move traffic in faster. And I will explain why or what problems I see with the other options.  
1) Gondola and/or Buses would ONLY defer the traffice further down in the city! (32.2.4A) It seems to 
be completely forgotten that the masses are still going to be the same, still going to arrive the same 
time and still going to create a line that now isn't alone Wasatch that is mostly free of homes, but further 
down into residential streets with tons of houses. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
2) The cost is insane!!!! $870 million. Hell no. A cost you won't be able to recoup because it will be an 
inconvenience even if the idea sounds cool. Plus it will be costly that the average person doesn't want 
to or can pay. Or simply won't pay if they have other options. (32.2.4A) 
The reason why this isn't alleviating traffic is because there aren't 10 entrances where traffic is moving 
in fast. This will be clogging up major residential roads. Same as with Bus stops. Besides crime rates 
rising and leaving your car unattended will only lead to a lot break ins. The very reason the parking lot 
at Mt. Olympus was changed. And that is a nice area! (32.2.6F) 
Also with Buses, you're stuffed in with tons of people. Aside from covid, nobody wants to get sick or 
suffocate under a mask. Those that have nice gear probably don't want to get hit by edges or having 
their stuff stacked with others clunking to each other. (32.2.6C) 
People want their own cars. (32.2.4A) 
3) Widening the road. Is a good idea and probably my favorite BUT it may move cars faster up but 
there would still be traffic. Maybe not all along Wasatch till 6200 S. but it would still be moving slow. 
Why? Because there are only 3 or 4 small entrances with only so many cars moving so fast.  
So my ideal solution would be parking decks! With or without widening the road, traffic would be moving 
faster as they are quicker to get in. (32.29D) 
It will be more economic, affordable and you could make it cool looking. With slope down to lift or grass 
field on the roof in the summer with beach chairs. Cars stay protected, dry and close by for easy 
change of gear, clothes, etc. It also could have a few rooms with hostel like bunk beds in case people 
get stuck or a big conference room that could be used. Plenty of versatility there. Flexibility and 
Accommodatability has always been your biggest strength. The cool Vibe. The atmosphere. The 
energy. (32.29D or 32.2.2F). I'll help design the parking decks. :) Native German here. Engineering 
runs in my blood.  
Happy to answer more questions or insight. 
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COMMENT #:  6267 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Caroline Bigner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
PLEASE DO NOT BUILD THE GONDOLA!!!!! 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Caroline Bigner 
SLC 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6268 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
John Davis 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6269 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alexsis Lever 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
6.) The goal is to reduce traffic in LCC by 30%. This is achievable without putting watersheds, world 
renowned climbing resources, and the environment at risk. A more intricate, flexible bus system that 
can adapt to future needs has not yet been thoroughly tested. (32.2.9A) Widening any road should be 
the absolute last resort, especially when it comes with such a detrimental impact. Innovation is the way 
of the future, it must be if we are to revert from the impact we have had on the climate. We need to start 
innovating now. Minimizing impact and maximizing results whilst being prepared to make changes in 
the future as needed, which a gondola or road expansion does not do, must be our goal. (32.29R) 
 
Sincerely, 
Alexsis Lever 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6270 

DATE:   8/19/21 11:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
People will only take this gondola if the canyon is already backed up with traffic...it's slower, less 
convenient, and more expensive than just driving. (32.2.4A)  
 
The gondola will only put more people on the mountain and will not impact traffic at all. (32.7B and 
32.7C) 
 
Great for Alta/Snowbird, bad for LCC. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
No to the Gondola. (32.2.9E) 
 
Derek Tillotson 
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COMMENT #:  6271 

DATE:   8/19/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The traffic congestion problems facing the Cottonwood Canyons, and the solutions thereto, are neither 
novel nor complex. Many other outdoor recreation locales have faced congestion challenges and have 
implemented successful solutions that the passage of time has borne out. As Mark Twain said, the best 
mistakes to learn from are someone else's. Rather than embarking on our own mistake-laden path to 
fix the congestion in the Cottonwood Canyons, let's look to the tried and proven solutions as guidance 
to our own non-unique problems. 
Zion National Park struggled with the convergence of a couple of issues during peak times: increasing 
numbers of visitors, and topography that limits access, resulted in untenable congestion of private 
vehicles in the canyon. Zion's solution to the problem consists of a well-organized system of shuttle 
buses, together with a prohibition of private vehicles during peak hours. To solve the same problem and 
for the same reasons, the Cottonwood Canyons can implement a similar prohibition of private vehicles 
during peak hours in winter, perhaps from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. During these peak hours, a system of 
buses-some of which would stop at backcountry stops, and most of which would run directly to the 
resorts-would run very frequently and not be encumbered by private vehicle traffic. Perhaps larger and 
better-apportioned shelters at the various bus departure points could benefit skiers during their brief 
wait for the next shuttle. Once at the resorts, a greatly increased amounts of lockers and storage 
facilities would accommodate all the personal effects and gear of skiers. With very few exceptions, 
drivers would not be able drive personal vehicles in the canyons-Just like Zion N. P. and many other 
recreation sites with similar congestion use issues. No need to widen the road, no need to build and 
operate a gondola system, just follow the tried and true solutions others have already successfully 
implemented. (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  6272 

DATE:   8/19/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann Charat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expand the bus system to benefit ALL who use the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) It should not be exclusively for skiers. Hikers, snowshoers and xc skiers should be 
able to take a bus that would stop at locations appropriate for those activities. If you're only looking for a 
solution to get skiers up the canyon then let the resorts pay for it. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  6273 

DATE:   8/19/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Busby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These "improvements" do not take the climbing community into consideration, and will permanently 
alter the landscape and the climbing potential within LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please consider electric 
bus shuttles, tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies besides limiting parking or expanding the 
road! (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  6274 

DATE:   8/19/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacy Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm opposed to the current proposal of building a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon for the following 
reasons – (32.2.9E) 
1. Gondola will destroy iconic bouldering and climbing in Little Cottonwood. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
2. The Gondola is largely focused on transporting more people up the canyon when the focus should 
be on capping the number of people in the canyon at any one time. Ski resorts need to shift their focus 
from increasing traffic on already busy days to spreading out traffic throughout the season. (32.2.4A 
and 32.7C)  
3. This project will costs tax payers billions of dollars to address 30 days of the year and is largely 
centered around ski resort profits not multiple user groups being able to enjoy public lands in 
responsible numbers and ways. The high number of people recreating in the canyon and on public 
lands has become extremely environmentally destructive. (32.1.4D, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
4. Toll roads, increased bus service, car pooling incentives and capacity caps need to be implemented 
first before investing in such a large scale project that will be irreversible. (32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, 32.2.4A 
and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6275 

DATE:   8/19/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Tonetti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support an expanded bus system and canyon tolling without road widening. I think a future light rail 
option would be a better option for long term infrastructure. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  6276 

DATE:   8/19/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Sams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a wonderful idea and alternative to the bus. Better safety more environmentally friendly. 
This is very exciting news! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6277 

DATE:   8/19/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Patenaude 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Destroying the environment further to put in new infrastructure to potentially lesson overcrowding 
issues in LCC is a classic instance of humans yet again only being "environmentally conscience" when 
they feel directly impacted by it. The roads do not need to be widened. (32.1.2B) When you pack for a 
backpacking trip you do not go with the biggest pack, because you know you will inevitably end up 
filling it and creating weight issues. You go with a smaller pack and only have space for the essentials. 
With wider roads and a bus lane, we will create future problems and increase the amount of people in 
the canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.20C) A gondola is a ridiculous concept that clearly doesn't think at all 
about the impact the construction would have on the environment. (32.29G and 32.2.9E) The boulders 
there are classic and iconic for climbers. They serve to inspire the new generation that is getting 
international recognition for what they can accomplish, and hold so much history for rock climbing in 
Utah. (32.4A and 32.4B) Prioritizing getting people up the canyon over preserving the environment is 
the wrong move. Increased buses or even limiting the number of people allowed up in a day would be a 
better way to ensure that the canyon can be enjoyed for future generations. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 
and 32.2.2L) 
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COMMENT #:  6278 

DATE:   8/19/21 1:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Courtney Howard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
THIS IS A NO-BRAINER: I VOTE ENHANCED BUS (NO ROAD WIDENING). (32.2.9A) There is no 
valid reason to jump to any other solution before investing and implementing this one. Anyone who 
states otherwise is likely working for the resorts or has been manipulated by them into believing it 
solves more than it destroys. I am very strongly opposed to the gondola. (32.2.9E)  
 
The gondola is an extremely short sighted solution that will become obsolete quickly and is unable to 
adapt to every-changing needs of the canyon and its users. It will irreversibly disrupt an already fragile 
ecosystem and creates a manmade eyesore in one of the few natural environments surrounding Salt 
Lake City. (32.13A and 32.17A) It is also very strongly being pushed by the BIG, DEEP-POCKETED 
ski resorts which have very different motives than local residents and individuals recreating outside of 
the ski resorts (READ = they don't give a damn about traffic and its effect on recreators, they just want 
to make more money by creating a "ride" that draws a few more people in from out of state; it is a 
gimmick and a fad - not a way to improve traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
What will help with the enhanced bus service...  
- Motivate people by making buses AFFORDABLE (currently the prices are astronomical both for a 
family of 5 and for a local using the bus a few times a week) (32.2.4A) 
- ADD MORE BUSES (I can't count the number of times I've parked well down the road from a full park 
and ride, then been lined up at a park and ride and waited for one or more buses of people to go up the 
canyon) --- people WILL use the buses if you provide enough of them (with enough parking lots/stops) 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) 
- Designate more park and rides at other locations (with frequent bus service); there are plenty of 
existing lots in areas not right at the mouth that people would then not need to clog the roads getting to 
the closest parking lot (32.2.2I) 
- TOLL THE ROAD FOR CARS DRIVING UP!!!!!! (Make the toll more expensive than the bus)(32.2.4A) 
- Bus/auto technology is changing quickly and choosing this option allows us to keep up with 
improvements in sustainable transportation... gondolas are set in stone and steel = not adaptable. 
(32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A) 
 
 
I hope I have made my point clear. ENHANCED BUS IS THE SMART, ADAPTABLE SOLUTION. 
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COMMENT #:  6279 

DATE:   8/19/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David R. Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
In addition, any transportation system must benefit all user-groups (both resort customers and 
dispersed users). (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) To do this, it must be a year-round solution. 
(32.1.2C) A year-round bus system that stops at popular trail-heads is key to effectively serve 
dispersed users. (32.2.6.3C) If we expect tax-payers to finance the system it must benefit all users--not 
just wealthy resort customers! 
 
The visual impact of a gondola is completely unacceptable! We can do better.(32.17A and 32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
David R. Smith 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6280 

DATE:   8/19/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha McCoard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the building of the gondola. (32.2.9D) People have a stigma against busses. I like the zero 
emissions and it not being affected by snowfall where the busses will be affected. (32.10A) They built a 
huge bus system in Provo that has been free for the first couple years and the majority of people still 
won't use it. (32.2.4A) I think the busses were a waste of money and now they pay drivers to drive 
empty busses. However, the busses do make it so you can have multiple points of access where the 
gondola only has one point of access. (32.2.6.3C) You would want to make sure the roads were built to 
handle the traffic entering the gondola station or have busses dropping off at the gondola station. 
(32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5J) 
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COMMENT #:  6281 

DATE:   8/19/21 1:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Berriman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I personally love the Gondola Project! I attended a forum through the South Valley Chamber of 
Commerce, and I was thoroughly impressed. I have traveled to over 30 countries, and ridden gondolas 
in Mont Blanc, Chamonix, Rudesheim, and many more places. I think that from a tourism perspective, 
this will elevate our reputation as a winter sport destination. 
 
I also believe that the project will help to preserve our natural wonders by not interfering with as many 
acres of bouldering and hiking enjoyed by thousands yearly. 
 
Utah also struggles with air quality, so by eliminating the amount of vehicles up and down the canyon, 
we will help to reduce our negative impact on the air. (32.10A) 
 
This also makes much more sense from a safety perspective. If people are ever stranded again, just 
widening the road isn't going to make a difference. By have a second egress point, we can still reach 
people in the case of emergency. 
 
I think the proposed design is beautiful, and has been thoughtfully crafted to not impact the housing 
around them. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  6282 

DATE:   8/19/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Lemieux 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do NOT go ahead with the Gondola proposal for LCC. It makes no sense and I strongly oppose 
it. (32.2.9E) Plans to widen the road would also increase the # of cars, which I do not support. (32.2.4A 
and 32.7C). Any plan that involves the destruction of boulders or climbing areas should not be 
approved. (32.4A and 32.4B). There are less destructive and better options. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6283 

DATE:   8/19/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
When determining the solution for LCC traffic, please consider ALL canyon users. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) While I am a resort skier, I also access the canyons for hiking, snowshoeing, 
sledding, and backcountry skiing. The proposed gondola only serves the ski resorts, but parking at 
trailheads is extremely tight throughout the year. Buses provide a LOT more flexibility, with the ability to 
run more buses during the most crowded times and to help people reach more locations within the 
canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C and 32.7C) The gondola is extremely rigid, in comparison. 
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COMMENT #:  6284 

DATE:   8/19/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Bruce Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I DONT WANT A GONDOLA GOING UP LCC, IT'D BE AN EYE SORE AND WOULD WRECK A LOT 
OF THE WORLD FAMOUS CLIMBING AREAS! DONT BE DOUCHES PLEASE (32.17A. 32.4B, and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6285 

DATE:   8/19/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean O'Brien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Forget the gondola and "enhanced" bus douchebaggery. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
 
Backcountry ski/splitboarding is the future; on-piste is the past.  
 
Stop catering to dying resorts that profit off the exploitation of our Wasatch Mountains and resources.  
 
Prioritize human-powered, long-term and responsible enjoyment of our lands. The solutions are within 
how we recreate and how we get to/from the trailheads so, grow up, and make the hard decisions.  
 
PS - Screw Alta! 
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COMMENT #:  6286 

DATE:   8/19/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Hamos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brian Hamos 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6287 

DATE:   8/19/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lukas Gruber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The idea of a gondola in LCC, funded by anything other than the ski resorts that benefit from it is 
ludicrous. This is a misappropriation of taxpayer money. Nobody benefits, except for the ski resorts. 
Even people who ski Alta or Snowbird will be sorry, since the resorts cannot handle the amount of 
people we are trying to ship up there. (32.1.2B. 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Nobody else benefits from this outrageously expensive gondola nonsense. 
We live close to the mouth of LCC and and I bike in the canyon all year round. Yes, there are a few 
days in the winter, where the traffic gets backed up. (32.1.4D) But the truth is, most of this is caused by 
a combination of road closures and the fact that UDOT asked Unified Police not to enforce traffic 
control devices. The sign at the mouth of the canyon clearly states that snow tires are required, yet 
UDOT and Unified Police ignore the sign and allow anybody with M/S M+S All Season tires to drive up 
there in a snow storm. Usually these people can barely hang on no matter if it goes up or down.  
There is a very simple solution. On Snow days, restrict the canyon to vehicles with SNOW TIRES only. 
That means no M/S but tires with the three mountain peak snowflake symbol. (32.2.2M)  
Now, if you really have taxpayer money burning a whole in your pocket: 
1. Finish LCC trail from the bottom up to Alta. Now people like me can ride their bike from the bottom 
rather than driving up the canyon, to go biking up there in the summer. 
2. Widen the road. Use the extra lane exclusively for buses in the winter and road bikes in the summer. 
(32.2.9B) This encourages the use of buses in the winter an enhance quality of life for people cycling in 
the canyon in the summer, something the gondola does not do, while at the same time being cheaper.  
 
I have no doubt that UDOT already decided on the gondola and this is mainly for show, but people are 
watching. One can only hope that people in charge will be held accountable when the gondola turns out 
to be a flop. 
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COMMENT #:  6288 

DATE:   8/19/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Shanklin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, I moved to Utah because of my passion for its' unobstructed mountains that are, already, more 
accessible than anywhere else in the US. These mountains are a gift we are lucky to recreate in. It is 
worth realizing that we may be at the capacity for Little Cottonwood. What are the long term effects of 
severe overuse? (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C)  
 
No to the gondola, no to the bus lane. Yes, to protecting our wild places. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 
32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  6289 

DATE:   8/19/21 4:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Verlan Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  6290 

DATE:   8/19/21 5:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mandi Desmarteau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mandi Desmarteau 
Alta, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6291 

DATE:   8/19/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lauren Butler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Lauren Butler 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6292 

DATE:   8/19/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Billy Treacy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Billy Treacy 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6293 

DATE:   8/19/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Glaser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comments on Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Steven Glaser 
1.2.1. "UDOT intends to improve the transportation-related commuter, recreation, and tourism 
experiences for all users of S.R. 210 through transportation improvements that improve roadway safety, 
reliability, and mobility on S.R. 210." 
The purpose of this project is encapsulated by this statement. For the portion of S.R. 210 in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, the primary reason people travel on the road is for recreation and/or tourism, or 
they are commuting to a job that supports the tourism/recreation. However, the EIS appears to view the 
improvements in transportation as an end in of themselves. 
Certainly getting to one's destination quickly improves one's recreational experience. However, if the 
method by which this happens degrades the experience after one arrives, then these two outcomes 
must be weighed against each other. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
In Appendix 2G, most of the discussion as to why the Enhanced Bus Service and Gondola Alternative 
B were the preferred alternatives were focused on the transportation elements of mobility and reliability. 
There was no holistic discussion as to the extent to which people's overall experience in the canyon 
would be better or worse, and by how much. (32.2.9Wand 32.29G)  
There is obviously a level of subjectivity in such an analysis, and how it actually applies to individual 
people will vary. However, we have a rare gem of an area that serves people engaged in all manner of 
recreation. Some people like downhill skiing. Others like to experience a wild setting where they don't 
see man-made structures, and they power themselves with their own legs. Some people just like the 
views of the canyon. We should be incredibly leery about doing anything that disturbs the balance we 
have. (32.20B)  
For me, the gondola would be a horrible visual scar, made all the worse by the moving cabins and 
flashing lights that will draw my eye away from what I really want to look at - the mountains, the 
reflection of the sun off the snow, the songbirds, the flowers. (32.2.2.9E and 32.17A) And I say this as 
someone who buys an annual ski pass. I would much rather take a little longer to get to my destination 
on a powder day than be faced with views of the gondola in the backcountry every day I go there. I 
would even rather miss out on a few days at the resort altogether than to always have mentally force 
myself to look away from the ugly scar that would be begging for my attention.  
Even the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative is problematic. The 
Enhanced Bus Service (without the shoulder lane) meets the project criteria. No, it does not have as 
good of travel times as with a shoulder lane. But that was known without doing the EIS. The question 
isn't which of these two alternatives would improve transportation times the most. It is whether the 
improved transportation is worth the degradation in the environment and recreational opportunities that 
would occur, as well as the substantially higher cost. There is no clearly laid out rationale for why the 
additional gains in traffic flow are worth these costs. (32.2.9W)  
The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Should Lane Alternative is superior to Gondola Alternative 
B. The EIS should reconsider whether just plain Enhanced Bus Service might be the best of all. 
(32.2.9W). 2.2.2.1, 4th Paragraph. The phrase ‘Level 2 resources' is used here, but they are not 
defined. (32.2.9X). 2.2.4, Gondola Alternative B, Travel Reliability. It was stated in a local newspaper 
that gondola will be stopped whenever avalanche control work is performed to ensure no damage to 
the system before restarting. What if there is damage? What is the contingency for getting people off? 
What will happen to traffic on what is undoubtedly a superb powder day? What is the maximum length 
of time for getting the gondola system up and running again? Days? Weeks? The rest of the ski 
season? What are the implications for travel reliability of the gondola system? This does not appear to 
have been addressed in the EIS. (32.2.6.5K). 2.4.1, Tolling, 1st Paragraph. It is stated that "the toll 
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could range from $20 to $30 for most vehicles during peak periods, with possible variations based on 
the time of day and the day of the week." It would be best to state something along the lines of: "$20 - 
$30 would be the initial level of the toll for most vehicles during peak periods, with possible variations 
based on the time of day and the day of the week. However, the amount would be varied to achieve the 
necessary level of traffic reduction. Over time, the level could vary substantially from this range." I can 
imagine all sorts of degrees of " "sensitivity to price, and it would be silly to keep the toll this high if a 
lower amount would do the job, and it would also be silly to keep the toll this low if the road remained 
clogged. (32.2.4A) 
General Comment, All Little Cottonwood Transportation Alternatives. It is unclear if under the Gondola 
alternative whether there would be any continuing bus service in Little Cottonwood Canyon, or if that 
would be discontinued. (32.2.2W and 32.2.6L). Similarly, would there be any ‘local' bus service that 
would stop at the White Pine trailhead (and potentially other locations) under either of the Enhanced 
Bus alternatives? (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6L). Another option would be to have a shuttle from Snowbird to 
the White Pine trailhead. This may not be necessary given the additional parking spaces which are 
included under the preferred alternative. However, if at some point there is sufficient use that the 
spaces at this trailhead fill up, having no transit option is a setup for failure. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, 
32.2.6.5AA, and 32.2.6L) If people drive up to the White Pine trailhead and have no parking, a decent 
portion of them will take matters into their own hands and find a place to park, even if it isn't 
legal.(32.2.2M). Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report, Section 1.6 and 
Appendix B, Little Cottonwood Canyon Alternatives and Climate Change. The report discusses how 
climate change may affect the number of vehicles in the canyon. It does not address the frequency with 
which there will be substantial accumulations of snow on the road, and how those accumulations will 
compare to what occurs today. Some of the delays in the canyon are related to cars skidding out, either 
sliding off the road, or into the lane of on-coming traffic. If there are fewer snowfalls and these accidents 
are much less frequent, it should affect the evaluation of the alternatives. Therefore, such an analysis 
should be performed if possible. (32.2.2E). It may be that this analysis cannot be performed with any 
certainty, or that the complexity of such an analysis is unreasonable for this EIS. If so, this potential 
implication of climate change should be addressed qualitatively. For example, when the Draft 
Alternatives Development and Screening Report or the Preferred Alternative Selection Memorandum 
makes a statement such as "vehicle slideoffs or accidents during snow events could block the travel 
lane and delay bus service," it could be followed with "however, the frequency of such snow events 
may decline in the future as a result of climate change." (32.2.2E and 32.2.6.3P) This consideration 
should be accounted for in evaluating the reliability of the various alternatives. 
Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report, Section 2.2.2.2.1, Bus Only 
Alternative. It is stated that this alternative was ruled out because 1.6-minute headways would be 
necessary for it to work, whereas UTA concluded that due to the time to load and unload a bus, only 5-
minute headways could be achieved. UDOT should consult with UTA regarding whether the latter 
agency considered if faster headways could be achieved if buses were loaded and unloaded in parallel 
rather than in series. For example, if one could get on a bus at five different locations at the mobility 
hubs, and these buses unloaded at five different locations at the primary parking lots of each of the ski 
resorts (under a bus only alternative, there will be plenty of room for multiple bus stops at the resorts), 
one could theoretically achieve a 1-minute average headway, even if a single bus takes much longer to 
load or unload. (32.2.2B). If headways shorter than 1.6 minutes can indeed be achieved, the bus 
alternative should be carried forth into the Level 1 screening, and further as warranted. 
Appendix 2G (Preferred Alternative Selection Memorandum), Section 2.2.2, Estimated Costs. The 
relative robustness of the cost estimates should be discussed. There is a generic statement that "the 
costs are expected to increase proportionally among the various alternatives." However, it is unclear 
how solid the basis is for the capital cost estimate for the Gondola alternatives. It may be that the two 
preferred alternatives have similar best estimates for cost, but one of those has far greater uncertainty. 
The cost estimates in the EIS should give provide insight into how good each of those estimates is. 
Appendix E of Chapter 2G, Preferred Alternatives Technical Memo, Footnote 11, states that component 
costs for the gondola lift system were based on "the constructed cost of the Whistler-Blackcomb Peak-
to-Peak 3S Gondola in 2012." Estimating the cost of a project from a single data point without knowing 
whether the Whistler Blackcomb project cost is typical, or substantially higher or lower than typical, 
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introduces huge unknowns into the cost estimate. Footnote 11 also states that UDOT commissioned a 
budget-level cost estimate for a gondola going from the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon to 
Snowbird. The footnote does not state whether this cost estimate was similar to what would be arrived 
at based on the Whistler Blackcomb data. If so, that adds confidence. Conversely, if the cost one would 
arrive at using these two sources of information are substantially different, that should be prominently 
discussed. It should also be discussed whether these two sources of information are independent. If the 
budget-level cost estimate was developed based on looking at the Whistler-Blackcomb gondola data, it 
does not add confidence to the gondola cost estimate, regardless of how similar the budget-level cost 
estimate is to what is arrived at by using the Whistler Blackcomb data.  
This footnote also goes on to state that UDOT reviewed the costs identified in feasibility studies for 
three other gondolas in Miami and San Diego. Left unstated is what data were employed in these 
feasibility studies, and how similar the systems were to the one contemplated for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Also unstated is whether these sources of information gave similar conclusions about what the 
cost of the Little Cottonwood system would be. In other words, the EIS should identify how many truly 
independent cost data sets were examined for the gondola, how relevant each one is to the system 
being contemplated, and whether the relevant, independent data sets provide similar or dissimilar cost 
estimates. (32.2.7H). 
Appendix 2G (Preferred Alternative Selection Memorandum), Section 2.2.4, Preferred Alternatives 
Selection. This section is too vague to justify the selection of the two alternatives. Just listing an 
alternative's attributes and how the negative impacts could be mitigated is not sufficient. This could be 
done to justify the selection of any of the alternatives. For example, when it comes to cost, it is stated 
that the Enhanced Bus with Shoulder Lane Alternative has the second lowest capital cost, and the 
Gondola Alternative B has the second highest cost. Merely mentioning the rankings is not sufficient 
characterization, as these statements would be the same if the cost differentials were $1 million, $1 
billion, or $1 trillion. The EIS should describe in detail why it is worth spending an additional $150 
million for the Enhanced Bus with Shoulder Lane (versus the Enhanced Bus Alternative), and an 
additional $240 million for the Gondola Alternative B. This comment is just one example. Other factors 
should also be included in this analysis. For the Enhanced Bus with Shoulder Lane Alternative, in 
addition to cost, this section should also discuss why this alternative's selection is warranted given the 
additional effects on wildlife and the natural environment (including the specific amount of additional 
wildlife habitat impacted, the specific amount of additional pavement, and the impact on streams, 
riparian areas, and floodplains) and recreation (including impacts to more recreation areas, climbing 
resources, and trailheads, and the additional visual impact), compared to the Enhanced Bus 
Alternative. (32.2.9W) . For the Gondola Alternative B, there should be a similar discussion, guided by 
the summary characteristics of the alternative provided by Table 6. In addition to cost, there would be a 
discussion of why this alternative is warranted in the face of the negative visual impacts it would have, 
not to mention many of the other factors listed for the Enhanced Bus with Shoulder Lane Alternative, 
such as the acres of wildlife habitat impacted, floodplain impacts, recreation areas and trail effected, 
etc.The reasons for comparing the impacts to those of the Enhanced Bus Alternative are that 1) the 
Enhanced Bus Alternative satisfies the Project Purpose and Need, and 2) it is the least costly 
alternative and, 3) based on Table 6, this alternative has the smallest environmental impact for every 
listed characteristic (where environmental impacts are used in the sense of the table title). (32.2.9W) 
Appendix 2G (Preferred Alternative Selection Memorandum), Section 2.2.4, Gondola Alternative B, 
Visual Resources. In Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report, Section 
2.2.2.1.3, Managed Lane Concepts, Reversible-lane Alternative with Overhead Lane-control Signs, this 
alternative was eliminated because "the visual impacts of overhead signs would be in conflict with the 
strategies in the Cottonwood Canyons Scenic Byways Corridor Management Plan for protecting scenic 
vistas." It is by no means evident that the visual impacts from the overhead lane-control signs would be 
greater than those from the gondola. The EIS should either 1) explain why the visual impact was 
disqualifying at an early stage for one alternative but not the other, 2) further evaluate the reversible-
lane alternative with overhead lane-control signs, or 3) eliminate the gondola alternatives. (32.2.2D) 
Appendix 2G (Preferred Alternative Selection Memorandum), Table 6, Footnote (d). The second 
sentence states "the visual change for the primary alternative and supporting elements such as snow 
sheds." Please correct this sentence so that it makes sense. (32.29EE) 
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4.4.4.2. - Regional, Paragraph Two. This paragraph states: ". . . some recreation users might see the 
gondola as a negative visual impact, reducing the quality of their recreation experience."  
 For me personally, it is highly likely that I will view the gondola as a negative visual impact, and that 
this will reduce the quality of my recreational experience. I say this based on how I have reacted to 
other developments in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon (e.g., Snowbird's development of Mineral 
Basin, and the condominium development at Solitude). I now generally avoid certain hikes/snowshoes 
that I used to enjoy as a result. I have spoken with my wife, and she also believes that it is highly likely 
that the gondola will have a negative visual impact, and reduce the quality of her recreational 
experience. I have spoken to several friends who have the same opinion. In total, I have spoken with 
enough people who share this opinion to qualify as ‘some.' Therefore, this sentence should be edited to 
state: "It is highly likely that some recreational users will see the gondola as a negative visual impact, 
reducing the quality of their recreational experience." Furthermore, since a small sampling readily 
turned up so many people with this perspective, an inquiry should be conducted to determine if in fact 
the sentence should actually read "It is highly likely that large numbers of recreational users will see the 
gondola as a negative visual impact, reducing the quality of their recreational experience." (italicized 
phrases for the purposes of the comment only). (32.4I) 
7.4.2.2, 4th Paragraph. This paragraph includes the following text: "With the Enhanced Bus Service 
Alternative, the current UTA ski bus routes into Little Cottonwood Canyon would be eliminated, and bus 
users would need to drive to a mobility hub to board a bus to the gondola base station." This " 
"statement is incorrect, and should be revised to reflect that provided elsewhere in the EIS; e.g., in 
Table 2.2-10, where the alternative is described as having "winter point-to-point bus service from each 
mobility hub directly to the ski resorts." (32.7G)  
9.4.3.1.1 and 9.4.3.1.2. These paragraphs indicate that conditions would be much better for cyclists 
following the widening of Wasatch Boulevard. With respect to those using the shoulder lanes, certainly 
having a consistent, wider lane would be an improvement. However, the EIS also indicates that traffic 
would flow much faster and more consistently, especially under the five lane alternative.  
Having five lanes of traffic traveling at 50 mph (the current speed limit) or faster (Section 2.3.1 indicates 
that the speed limit is the 85th percentile speed) is a loud, intimidating, and not particularly pleasant 
cycling environment (note that the EIS did not evaluate noise levels on Wasatch for cyclists). This is 
especially so given that with the extra lanes, vehicles would now have the opportunity to pass, 
inevitably sometimes on the right. These factors should be discussed in the EIS. It would be best if the 
EIS could look at other, similarly constructed (modified?) roads, and see in real life whether cyclists 
actually view this set up as a desirable environment for riding, or if it discourages riding. (32.2.6.2.2A 
and 32.11J). Note also that the multi-use path is not a replacement for cycling on the shoulder of 
Wasatch Boulevard. Mingling with pedestrians means necessarily traveling at a lower speed in order to 
maintain safety. While the path may create an enjoyable outing for some, it is much less suitable for 
people who use their bicycle for transportation, and for those who wish to engage in either longer or 
more intense rides. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
11.4.3.1. Bicyclists and pedestrians using Wasatch Boulevard have not been included as receptors. As 
noted in Table 9.3-1, Wasatch is an important road for both of these populations. If noise levels would 
increase significantly, this should be noted in Sections 9.4.3.1.1 and 9.4.3.1.2 and elsewhere as 
applicable. For example, if noise levels would increase to a point such that many cyclists would stop 
using this street, that is an important detrimental aspect of the project, especially given the lack of 
nearby alternative routes to Draper and the southern part of Sandy that connect with communities to 
the north. The “implications of any substantial increase in noise should also be noted where appropriate 
throughout the EIS, including (potentially) the appropriate preferred alternative. (32.11J) 
17.4.5.2. Visual Resources, Gondola, SR210 - North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta. Would the 
gondola cabins also need to have obstruction lighting, given that they will be over 200 feet above the 
ground in places? If so, the string of flashing lights would 1) be greater in number, and 2) be moving. If 
this is the case, please discuss. (32.17A) 
Table 17.3-1, Key Observation Points. Almost all of the key observation points (KOPs) are quite close 
to the road. While (for example), the gondola will appear smaller from greater distances, that does not 
mean that only locations nearest the gondola need to be evaluated. One could potentially see the 
gondola for hours while returning to a trailhead for example. The longer time, with the view of the 
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gondola looming ever larger, is a factor that would need to be considered. The Key Observation Points 
should be comprehensive enough to allow some sense for how long a person would notice the gondola 
while hiking, mountain biking, snowshoeing, or backcountry skiing. This includes the Red Pine Trail, the 
White Pine Trail, and the trail to Cardiff Pass/Flagstaff Peak/Mt. Superior and Monte Cristo from the 
town of Alta. (32.17A) There should also be KOPs on the ridgeline between Little and Big Cottonwood 
Canyon, and on the ridgeline between Little Cottonwood and American Fork Canyon. These are all 
popular with backcountry users (including myself), and should be included in the evaluation of visual 
impacts. (32.17A).  
17.3.3. Visual Resources, Key Observation Points. The third paragraph of this section seems to imply 
that wilderness areas were often excluded from the evaluation of impacts on visual resources, based 
on the law associated with their creation. I can't be certain, but it appears that the Red Pine trail KOPs 
are not within a wilderness area. If these observation points are within wilderness, perhaps better 
language would be "Views from the Twin Peaks and Lone Peak Wilderness Areas were not 
preferentially assessed in this analysis." (32.17A) On the other hand, if potential KOP locations were 
dismissed because they were within one of the wilderness areas, surely that is a misreading of the bill 
language. While the wilderness areas may not deserve special protection for their views, they also 
should not receive less protection than any other location in the canyon. In that case, wilderness 
locations should be added back in and evaluated. (32.17A).  
20.4.3, 20.4.4, and 21.3.1. As was noted in Section 4 of the EIS, for some people engaged in 
backcountry recreation, the views of the gondola will detract from their experience. (32.4I) It is likely 
that many of them will decide to hike/snowshoe/mountain bike/backcountry ski elsewhere, at least 
some of the time. In addition, with the elimination of roadside parking by the White Pine trailhead, 
people may be uncertain if they will be able to find parking at this trailhead. (32.20G) These people may 
also decide to recreate elsewhere.Likely destinations are Big Cottonwood Canyon and Millcreek 
Canyon. (32.4R) Many of the trails and trailheads in these canyons are already congested, and this 
displacement would worsen the conditions in these latter two canyons. The EIS should discuss the 
potential for, and impacts of, additional crowding of trails and trailheads in other canyons by people who 
do not wish to view the gondola, or who are uncertain if they are able to find parking at the White Pine 
trailhead. (32.20I) 
Chapter 28, U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service Forest Plan Amendments, and Especially 
28.3.4, Potential Forest Plan Amendment Language. In Appendix 2A, Draft Alternatives Development 
and Screening Report, Section 2.2.2.1.3, Managed Lane Concepts, Reversible-lane Alternative with 
Overhead Lane-control Signs, this alternative was eliminated because "the visual impacts of overhead 
signs would be in conflict with the strategies in the Cottonwood Canyons Scenic Byways Corridor 
Management Plan for protecting scenic vistas." However, the EIS sees no problem in asking for an 
amendment to the Forest Plan for the Wasatch Cache National Forest. The EIS should either 1) explain 
why the Cottonwood Canyons Scenic Byways Corridor Management Plan deserves deference but not 
the Wasatch-Cache Forest Plan, 2) further evaluate the reversible-lane alternative with overhead lane-
control signs, or 3) eliminate the gondola alternatives. (32.2.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  6294 

DATE:   8/19/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ann Treacy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ann Treacy 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6295 

DATE:   8/19/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Candace Morriss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola!! I've gotten stuck up The canyon with little kids too many times! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6296 

DATE:   8/19/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a great opportunity for Utah to protect its environment for future generations! By using an electric-
powered gondola system to move people in and out of Little Cottonwood Canyon, UDOT will not only 
protect the canyon from disruption and (ongoing) damage from widening the road, it would help protect 
the air quality, reduce emissions, and provide a safe and efficient transportation alternative. (32.2.9D 
and 32.10A)  
 
 Save the Environment. The gondola plan is the most responsible solution. It represents minimal 
impact upon the canyon, the waterways, the air and the wildlife - especially when compared to the 
impact that would result from road expansion in a narrow and dangerous canyon, next to a waterway 
and forest, just to accommodate a large number of polluting buses. The electric powered gondola 
system would be exciting, forward-thinking, and environmentally clean. Besides the "big" benefits, even 
litter would be reduced. (32.10A, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
 
 Safe and Continuing Transport. Unlike expanding the road and using buses, the gondola would 
offer safe transportation both ways -- up and down the canyon - in all kinds of weather and even when 
the roads are impassable (as they can be). (32.2.6.5K) The gondolas offer flexibility to match or 
address the circumstances. A gondola can safely ascend or descend the canyon when needed, even 
during storms and after avalanches. So, it would provide for safe evacuation to keep people from being 
stranded. And, the gondolas can offer gate-keeping control to reduce the number of people entering the 
canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) The gondola system would undoubtedly save lives. If there is a medical 
emergency, a victim could be transported quickly and safely out of the canyon. And, since they would 
not be driving, travelers would not be risking their lives and those of others.  
 
 It is Cool! Don't forget tourism! The gondola will be a fun and unique attraction. Tourists (and 
locals) would enjoy seeing the canyon in a way never before available. 
 
 The gondola is the future. Its impact is minimal. Its benefits are huge. 
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COMMENT #:  6297 

DATE:   8/19/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paige Dubrow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"I think this project does little to solve the immediate issue of canyon congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon during peak winter months. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Both options will 
take significant amounts of tax payer money to create "solutions" that will do irreparable harm to the 
canyon. UDOT has not been transparent enough in proposing the gondola and enhanced bus service 
options. As a Salt Lake resident and tax payer I do not approve of my tax money going towards either 
of these options (32.1.2C and 32.1.2E). I hope that UDOT will consider any and all other alternative 
options before turning to building a gondola or road widening. (32.29R) 
The congestion in LCC is almost exclusively due to the demand for the two ski resorts within the 
canyon. (32.1.2B) These solutions only serve to allow the resorts to further profit from the resources 
within the canyon. (32.2.7A) They do little to aid individuals who are interested in other forms of 
recreation in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If these options are to 
exclusively serve the ski resorts, then it would be logical that the resorts should substantially fund the 
chosen solution. However, there has been no information published about what portion of the project 
will be funded by the resorts if they will be doing so at all. (32.2.7A) There is little information about the 
cost of utilizing these proposed options for the average individual. (32.2.4A) No further information has 
been shared by UDOT about their research into other alternatives that do less damage to the canyon 
and utilize existing infrastructure such as increasing the number of ski buses or tolling access to the 
canyon during peak winter months. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 As an avid outdoors person and amateur rock climber, I am deeply concerned about the 
permanent damage that rode widening or gondola construction will do to the world class climbing areas 
within LCC. Salt Lake Climbers Association has estimated that over 100 popular climbs will be 
destroyed or no longer accessible should this proposed project be completed. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
These solutions do little to consider the other resources and recreation opportunities that the canyon 
has to offer aside from skiing. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.4P) It does not recognize that many people 
have no interest in the winter sports that have created the congestion in the canyons and harms the 
recreational experience of those with other interests.  
 Finally, these projects are years in the making and do little to solve the problem immediately. 
(32.29R) These projects will likely only increase congestion in the coming years and decrease access 
to the canyon for other outdoor enthusiast during the rest of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) I beg UDOT to deeply and thoroughly reconsider all alternative options before 
turning to the gondola or road widening. These should be last resort options that should only be 
considered after all other alternative have been explored to ensure the integrity and beauty of LCC is 
maintained for all outdoor adventure seekers rather than place a priority on providing access to the 
resorts for seasonal tourists." 
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COMMENT #:  6298 

DATE:   8/19/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emilyr Drape 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). The drastic measures of building a gondola or widening the road are uncalled for. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9C, 
and 32.2.9E) This is to better traffic on less than 20 days a year. (32.1.4D) A gondola is a ploy for the 
big resorts- it does not service locals that use the road most frequently. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.4B, and 32.4C) Before such drastic measures are taken, we should opt for more environmentally 
sustainable, impactful and less costly solutions. This could include the current bus service that runs 
more often, as well as a toll for single passenger vehicles. A plan should also include expanding 
parking at the base of the mountain, or increasing public transit to the base of the mountain. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.2I)  
 
2). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.1.2C) 
 
3). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
4). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Draper 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6299 

DATE:   8/19/21 7:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Berry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I think that the continued development of the canyon will be a detriment to the natural beauty of 
the canyon there is a growing issue of traffic and accessibility. (32.1.2B) The gondola is not the solution 
to this issue since it only serves the resorts and amounts to tax payer dollars funding the resorts 
directly. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In addition, the gondola would be visible from 
everywhere in the canyon including the ridges on either side. (32.17A) While they are quiet, the foot 
print and size of the towers would affect the entire feel of the canyon. A new bus schedule with the 
additional lane would be the best option for several reasons. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9B) 
 
1. Increased adoption of public transit from existing hubs, no need to build additional transit hubs. 
(32.2.2I)  
2. Reduced visibility of the changes in the canyon from most vantage points. (32.17A)  
3. Additional stops to include backcountry areas such as white pine will provide more accessibility to all 
of LCC. (32.2.6.3C)  
4. Just as fast or faster transit times to the top of LCC. 
 
Protect the canyon and their future. Go with the buses. 
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COMMENT #:  6300 

DATE:   8/19/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a no brainer. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6301 

DATE:   8/19/21 9:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Colby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a great idea if it can help protect our mountains. I would love to see it as energy effecient 
as possible. However, the state would be able to save so much by having this in place. An absolutely 
great idea. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  6302 

DATE:   8/19/21 9:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mia Garrard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a climber, and love little cottonwood canyon. I think both widening the road and building the 
gondola threaten this iconic climbing area, so I do not support either option. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9C, 
and 32.2.9E) Many skiers are climbers and vise versa, as outdoor enthusiasts, it is our duty to minimize 
out impact whenever possible, and this includes not permanently damaging a great climbing resource. I 
urge us to find a better, less invasive solution for the traffic in order to maintain the natural beauty of the 
area and access for other sports such as climbing (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  6303 

DATE:   8/19/21 9:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6304 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah McCloskey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The congestion I have observed in Little Cottonwood Canyon over the last several years is definitely 
worse when it is snowing and the road is challenging for some drivers, often driving improperly 
equipped vehicles. I can't imagine what the road would be like with a third lane under these conditions, 
so I don't think the enhanced bus alternative is a good solution. (32.2.6.3P) The gondola alternative 
would work well in these situations, however with the logistics of parking, buses and transfers I am 
wondering who will ride it. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5J) It sounds like it would be cheaper for a full car to 
drive up. The proposed hours are such that few employees would be able to ride it. Who is it for? 
Visitors, locals, or both? (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5F) I do not think the exorbitant cost and 
environmental/visual impacts for either alternative are worth it for the 20-30 days of the year that it is 
snowing and the traffic is high (32.1.4D) . I would rather see less invasive measures such as increased 
bus service, tolling and snowsheds before the road is widened or a gondola is built. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) Thank you for your efforts. 
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COMMENT #:  6305 

DATE:   8/19/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
no to the gandala! (32.2.9E) I can't believe that the city is even considering the funding for a gondola! 
There's so many roads in Sandy/cottonwood heights that need improving! I have many questions but 
most important one is when was the last time you went hiking in Little cottonwood canyon. You I vote 
for this gondola you will change the dynamic of the canyons forever. Do you really want that legacy to 
pass on to your children, the person's who changed the cottonwoods for worse? How much money 
does it take for you all to ignore and do the right thing? Take a hike (32.4I and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  6306 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Brooks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Excellent idea. Exactly what they do in europe with extremely positive results. (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6307 

DATE:   8/20/21 5:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as a public private partnership project sooner rather than later (32.2.9D and 
32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  6308 

DATE:   8/20/21 5:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Dorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't live in SLC, but have skied and climbed dozens of time in that canyon. Being a Civil Engineer I 
admire any infrastructure improvements. If the roadway is improved, also improve all the 
erosion/flooding and avalanche issues while you're mobilized in there. (32.2.6.3B and 32.2.9K)  
We rode the City buses many times up this road, so any improvements to capacity and travel times 
would be great!  
 
If they decide on a gondola, please keep the cost to riders down as much as possible to encourage 
use. (32.2.4A) Also don't pack people in like sardines. We've rode these inter-mountain cable cars in 
Europe and they provided very pleasant conditions. (32.2.6.5C). I know there's great cost to run these, 
but the resorts and resident/owners up in the canyon would be benefiting from the gondola, so make 
sure they're paying their share. (32.2.7A). Suppose if they charge $40 per car to park ip at the resorts, 
the locals will use the new proposals more, or carpool very efficiently. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6309 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Bromley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned that taxpayer money will be used to subsidize Alta and Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Busses will serve everybody year round. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) I 
understand that gondolas will only stop at Snowbird and Alta. What good does that do for summer 
hikers, bikers or winter backcountry skiers? (32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  6310 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ned Bair 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the best idea to relieve congested mountain access in the US. I hope that Utah will look past the 
high initial cost and acknowledge this project is key to a sustainable future for LCC. (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6311 

DATE:   8/20/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew McCloskey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for the gondola. (32.2.9D) Cable transportation is an environmentally responsible, efficient, and 
reliable mode of transportation. It will create a second form of transportation in the canyon, an 
alternative to the road.  
 
I would like to see a couple issues addressed though. First, the gondola should operate year round. 
There is just as much summer use in LCC as the winter, and although there isn't snow to cause 
multiple hour traffic congestion, it would be a responsible means of transportation for summertime 
users. With that in mind, there should be a stop at Tanner's Flat or White Pine to facilitate users in that 
area of the canyon. (32.2.6.5F and 32.2.6.5G)  
 
I would like to see the hours of operation be long enough to facilitate use for people who might be 
dining or socializing after skiing. (32.2.6.5F) 
 
I also think it is key to operate the gondola under UTA or UDOT authority, not a private company, and 
to have it be reasonably priced to ensure use. Like the ski bus system, maybe ski passes can cover 
fares for the gondola. (32.2.6I and 32.2.4A)  
 
As far as the bus option goes, it is just not a solution. Buses are often times a main contributor to 
congestion as they slide sideways or off the road, creating a huge problem. More buses equals even 
more less qualified drivers. We do not have a pool of skilled bus drivers now, and if we had more buses 
we would have even more bad drivers, causing more problems. (32.2.9C, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.2.4A)  
 
Let's get a gondola in LCC to pave the way for using more cable transportation in the central Wasatch. 
It would be great to see a gondola in Big Cottonwood, as well as connecting the cottonwoods to Park 
City. Less cars, less accidents, less pollution! (32.1.5B)
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COMMENT #:  6312 

DATE:   8/20/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryant Foulger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola proposal for LCC. (32.2.9D) I've skied Alta and LCC for nearly 60 years 
and have spent hours and hours waiting for road to clear. I've waited for hours for traffic down the 
canyon to work it's way out. I've seen the majority of the cars waiting with me over those countless 
hours idling and spewing pollution into the air. (32.10A) The gondola reduces emissions, reduces 
traffic, minimizes impact on the canyon, is safe from avalanche danger, etc while allowing the public 
better and safer access to a beautiful resource that needs protection. Please support the gondola!! 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  6313 

DATE:   8/20/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elvis Hoffmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do the gondola. It is clearly the best way forward. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6314 

DATE:   8/20/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Mikell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After in-depth review, engaement throught the entire proess, my many years of heavy civil construction 
expereince (including large alturnative delivery UDOT project and costs estimimation) and my 30 years 
of local, hands on knowledge of the issues/problems that need to be adressed in the canyon....my 
overwelming conclusion and support goes to support the snow sheds and enhanced busing (including 
tolling and permits) prefered alturnatives presented in the draft EIS. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9A) The 
Gondala option doesn't get off the starting line for me due to a variety of many, many reasons, including 
but not limited to: Environment impacts, logistical use deficeincies, and the costs estiamtes compiled 
and compared do not seem completely accurate to me. Respectfully, Jeff Mikell Cottonwood Heights. 
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COMMENT #:  6315 

DATE:   8/20/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becky Sackler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifelong Alta skier and current Alta resident, I am strongly opposed to the gondola plan. (32.2.9E) I 
have seen how other incentives to minimize traffic in the canyon have failed repeatedly and people will 
not change their behavior simply because the gondola is an alternative. (32.2.4A) The huge hassle of 
having to park in one area, take a bus to the gondola, take the gondola, and then get themselves to the 
bottom of the ski lift will not be an attractive alternative to most people. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.4B) There 
is an inherent convenience of being able to drive your own car with your own equipment rather than 
lugging it around various public transportation options. (32.2.4A) The only people who will take the 
gondola are the people who are already taking public transit, therefore no significant improvement in 
personal car numbers will be seen in the canyon. (32.7C) I believe the only way to disincentivize people 
from driving their own cars up the canyon is to have a pretty pricey toll to enter the canyon for day use 
which is reduced or eliminated for carpooling vehicles. (32.2.4A) I don't believe the gondola option will 
work without this toll in conjunction, but it would be much simpler, cheaper, and easier to implement the 
toll first and see how it changes people's behavior. (32.2.2Y) If it is successful in pushing enough 
people to carpool and public transit options, then the gondola could potentially be considered as a 
better option than enhanced bussing. But why not try tolling first (with enhanced bussing potentially in 
conjunction). Another benefit is that the revenue from the toll could be used to cover some of the 
exorbitant cost of the gondola. (32.2.4A) At the very least, you could use the toll for carbon offset which 
would be a nice environmental policy. This is just looking at the issue from a human behavior and 
incentive perspective and doesn't even get into the numerous other problems with the gondola option 
(cost, ruining the beauty of LCC, logistical issues, etc). But for me, this is one of the strongest 
arguments against the gondola plan as currently described and I hope that UDOT will take these 
concerns seriously. I know a lot of time, effort, and money has already been poured into this project and 
somehow this has come out as the best option but I honestly do not believe it will be successful in 
meeting the aims of UDOT. It will be such a huge expense and endeavor that will be seen as a massive 
failure when nobody uses the gondola and the traffic problems in LCC persist (32.2.9E). 
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COMMENT #:  6316 

DATE:   8/20/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Mikell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After carefull review, engaement throughtout the entire process, and a resdient of Cottonwood Heights 
who lives at the mouth of LCC just off Wasatch BLVD - I do not yet support and I'm adamently opposed 
to any construction that would add car lanes, reduce speed limits, or change the general existing 
charactoristics of Wasatch BLVD between Bengal and and where 210 merges with 209 at the mouth of 
the canyon. (32.2.9L, 32.2.6.2.2A, and 32.4F) My position and thoughts are that the EIS/ROD for the 
work on Wasatch BLVD between the referanced locations should be "phased", and shall only be 
finalized and implimented after the prefered alturnatives are implimented up the canyon (i.e at SR209 
up). (32.29R) Respectfully, Jeff Mikell Cottonwood Heights 

Page 32B-6459 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6317 

DATE:   8/20/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go with the gondola, please! We need less road traffic/fewer vehicles EVERYWHERE in the decades 
ahead, especially in LCC. (32.2.9D) Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  6318 

DATE:   8/20/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't do a gondola that costs us money while serving private resorts on public lands. (32.2.9E) 
Toll road. Widen. Bus like national parks. (32.2.4A, 3.2.9B, and 32.2.2B) Let the resorts fix their 
parking lots instead of profiting off Ikon passes and people from Texas. Seriously. (32.2.7A 
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COMMENT #:  6319 
DATE:   8/20/21 11:45 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Taylor Anderson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No road widening. No gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  6320 

DATE:   8/20/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  May-Rose Reece 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a local and very opposed to the Gondola. (32.2.9E)  
 
I would prefer Enhanced Bus Service. And, I feel we should make both Little and Big Canyons, fee 
canyons to reduce cars. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 
I feel this would be a better choice for the wildlife, the environment, the locals and for preserving the 
canyons as long as we can.  
 
I also do not think taxpayers should pay for a development that clearly benefits the ski resorts and 
hotels. They shouls pay for at least part of the Gondola if that is chosen. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Adding the Gondola will forever change the culture of those canyons, inviting a tourist element that 
most likely do not appreciate nor know how to respect and care for the local environment.  
 
Please consider the Enhanced Bus Service and Fee Stations first.  
 
Thank you!! 
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COMMENT #:  6321 

DATE:   8/20/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Risch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The preferred alternative should account for climate impact;(32.2.2E) That would make the Gondola B 
alternative the best choice. It would also enhance the users' experience in the canyon as well as for 
those who live there (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  6322 

DATE:   8/20/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonah Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola to feed resorts. (32.2.9E) The are already full of lines/capacity. (32.20C) They need to build 
parking first. Or just limit the number of people in the canyon to parking capacity. (32.2.2K) National 
park buses work. (32.2.2B) Get rid of the Ikon passes. (32.2.2K) A gondola will feed the resorts, cause 
over crowding on the slopes...and soon Alta will want to expand into Grizzly and Superior (because you 
will have given the cash through our taxes). (32.1.2D and 32.20C) Please NO gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  6323 

DATE:   8/20/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracy Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the gondola would be the best long range solution for the traffic issue in the canyon. The 
last thing the canyon needs is MORE vehicles. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6324 

DATE:   8/20/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam Fleming 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
I am highly opposed to a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) Not only will it heavily impact 
the environment in which it is placed, it will also not achieve the goal for which it is designed. (32.7B 
and 32.7C) If two ski resorts are the only stops, there will not actually be less traffic in the canyon. 
(32.2.4A and 32.7C) Congestion will still exist at the entrance to the gondola, other user groups will not 
be served, and precious natural areas will forever be destroyed. (32.2.6.5E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.13A) To build something that so clearly only serves a small fraction of people 
(really it serves the ski industry) is a ridiculous use of money, time, and energy. Please consider other 
options instead of a gondola. 
 
Sincerely, 
Adam Fleming 
Moab, UT  

Page 32B-6467 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6325 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rich Winwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have a hard time believing that the annual operating costs for expanded bus service comes anywhere 
close to the costs of running and maintaining the gondola. you will have to run the gondola every day 
for specific hours. (32.2.7C and 32.2.6.5F)  
 
The 'problem' with traffic in the canyon is really only on 10-15 mornings each season. (32.1.4D) What 
are your operating assumptions for the expanded bus schedules??? (32.2.6.3N) The whole idea of the 
buses is that it is flexible and adjustable. If you only need to add some additional busses on busy days 
or weekends, what do those numbers look like? Are you forecasting adding additional buses every day, 
all day long, for the whole season? (32.2.6.3N) They will be empty most of the time. Disclose your 
forecasting assumptions. 
 
Also, why don't you have any photos that depict what the canyon will look like with 22 gondola 
towers?!! (32.17A) Your spokesman at a recent open house mentioned the 'environmental impacts' of 
adding a new bus lane, but didn't even mention that 24 towers would be erected up and down the 
canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B)  
 
Your process is a joke and you will destroy the canyon and its views if you build this monstrosity! 
(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6326 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident and homeowner in Cottonwood heights, the prospect of a taxpayer gondola installation 
seems like the wrong solution to this problem statement. (32.2.9E and 32.1.2B) The root cause of 
traffic is accidents and volume. (32.1.2B) 
 
1. Accidents need to be eliminated by avalanche coverings, and better snow removal. (32.2.2K and 
32.2.2II)  
 
 2. volume needs to be addressed with busses. More busses on peak hours. (32.2.6.3N) More busses 
period. Ski anywhere else and they bus you in from a remote lot. Turn the shoulders of wasatch blvd 
into a parking lot, which it is already when it's backed up!!(32.2.6.2.2A) 2 steps, simple, community 
approved. Thank you fo reading 
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COMMENT #:  6327 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremiah Watt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I still feel this is completely out of line and in direct contrast to all users interest (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Neither of these do anything to mitigate the cluster at the mouth of Big 
Cottonwood. (32.2.6.2.2A) They both disregard other user groups - especially the impact on climbers. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There's zero interfacing to allow other 
users access to the canyon - backcountry skiers, bikers, climbers, hikers, etc. AND it utilizes tax dollars 
to benefit a single user profile during the ski season. As a snowboarder I'm not even allowed in Alta 
when these are proposed.  
 
I'm not only opposed, I'm outraged at the concept of either of these moving forward. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6328 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert McKinnie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola plan does not improve reliability except for out-of-town guests residing at the resort hotels. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It does nothing for the majority of skiers who live in the 
Salt Lake City area. It is nothing more than a subsidy to resort owners in exchange for further 
environmental degredation. (32.2.7A)  
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COMMENT #:  6329 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Rekuc 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola that takes an hour sounds really expensive and ineffective. (32.2.4A)  
Increased buses without incentive sounds ineffective. (32.2.4A)  
Why can't you just charge a toll? A toll will encourage people to consolidate into fewer vehicles and 
provide UDOT with more revenue to implement other alternatives. (32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  6330 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Watt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a SLC resident, and I support the option of the gondola! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6331 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Webster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is an established and existing precident for tolls in Little Cottonwood Canyon to protect the 
investment of private property owners as is administered by the U. S. Forest Service et.al. (32.2.4A) All 
other private interests can and should be accommodated by the collection of funds for maintenance of 
roadways, mitigation of traffic impact, and most important the incentive for alternative means of transit 
as in the case of Zion National Park and other presidential circumstances throughout the country. 
(32.2.4A) It is not and should not be the deferred responsibility of Utah taxpayers in general to 
subsidize the private ski industry. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As demand for day 
use in the canyon decreases seasonly, access at no charge or as subject to the toll impact fee can be 
abated. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6332 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Matthews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"I believe the the gondola is a far better alternate both environmentally and in reliability. (32.2.9D) 
However, if a bus lane and expanded service are chosen I believe that added measures to discourage 
auto traffic will also be necessary. (32.2.4A) For example, bus service should be free and driving 
should be taxed during peak periods. For example, a rather significant toll, perhaps $10-$20, should be 
implemented for auto traffic during peak periods. In addition to discouraging traffic the toll could also be 
used to help cover the costs of very frequent bus service."(32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  6333 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aidan Garrity 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the funding and construction of any additional transportation infrastructure in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Prioritizing the interests of 2 private businesses that serve an affluent client base 
over the urgent public transportation needs of under-resourced communities is an egregious and 
inequitable misuse of time and money. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I urge UDOT to 
build projects that specifically serve people of color and people at 80% or below area median income. 
(32.5A)  
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COMMENT #:  6334 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Webster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is an established and existing precident for tolls in Little Cottonwood Canyon to protect the 
investment of private property owners as is administered by the U. S. Forest Service et.al. (32.2.4A) All 
other private interests can and should be accommodated by the collection of funds for maintenance of 
roadways, mitigation of traffic impact, and most important the incentive for alternative means of transit 
as in the case of Zion National Park and other presidential circumstances throughout the country. 
(32.2.4A) It is not and should not be the deferred responsibility of Utah taxpayers in general to 
subsidize the private ski industry. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As demand for day 
use in the canyon decreases seasonly, access at no charge or as subject to the toll impact fee can be 
abated. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6335 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Veals 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As flashy as a gondola looks, it is an inferior solution to the problem (32.2.9E) . There is nowhere near 
enough parking proposed by the gondola, so people would need to take a car to a bus to a gondola, 
and then wait in a huge line to go up. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5C) I also fear that the wait on busy days 
will be made even worse by sightseers. On top of that, no one can go backcountry skiing or hiking, 
because it only stops at Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.6.5G) The gondola is a giveaway to big corporations 
at the expense of the people. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I know busses aren't 
flashy or sexy, but with dedicated lanes and snow sheds, they have more pros than the gondola option. 
(32.2.9B)  
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COMMENT #:  6336 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Rickards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
 
I've given two prior comments with expanded considerations on my viewpoint. This is the last and less 
factual comment I will submit and it should make you laugh or maybe roll your eyes with disgust, I 
apologize, and no I'm not an idiot.  
 
Comment: buses and canyons just don't mix with other vehicles so if you're going with buses, I would 
expect to see a total closure of vehicles for the recreational enthusiast to use a car. (32.2.2B)  
 
Why don't they mix: 
 
They don't stay in their lane due to turn radius 
 
They are slow and cause more anxiety to the common motorist and that translates to bad driving 
behavior for some 
 
They are never there when you want to go up the canyon, limited schedules, not willing to be late so I 
can take a last run, and they are not easy to navigate with gear (32.2.6.3N)  
 
I want to see the gondola as the prime solution and possibly keep buses as they currently service the 
canyons for those that want to get off mid way and go back country skiing. (32.2.9D, 32.1.2C, and 
32.2.2W)  
 
That's all I have in me on this subject 
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COMMENT #:  6337 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Cap 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. 
 
I already submitted one comment for my personal point of view, but I decided to add few more 
comments why I think neither of the two proposed options is a good solution. 
 
In short, I think the alternatives with lowest permanent impact to the canyon should be explored and 
tested first. In the 5-alternatives summary, if I leave out "no-action" alternative aside, there is only the 
"Enhanced bus with no additional roadway capacity in LCC" that would not affect the canyon 
permanently (32.2.9A and 32.29R). 
 
I strongly believe that this option should be explored first. It is as fast as gondola and only few minutes 
slower than the enhanced bus with road widening. While it does not help with vehicle backup as much 
as the other options, this is a problem that occurs on handful of days each winter. (32.1.4D) It has also 
the lowest capital costs, and it should be possible to implement it relatively easily. In combination with 
carpooling or tolling system in the canyon on peak days, it might be sufficient. (32.2.4A)  
 
If after several winters in "pilot phase" this version without permanent LCC changes proves ineffective, 
more radical options should be definitely explored. But I would like to avoid making permanent changes 
to LCC if other cheaper and easier options exist. (32.29R)  
 
Thank you for your consideration 
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COMMENT #:  6338 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucy Cheung 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to Salt Lake City for the climbing. The climbing culture here is unlike anywhere else in the 
states and that is largely because of Little Cottonwood bouldering. I understand the need for an 
effective solution for traffic in the canyon but destroying boulders that mean so much to the climbing 
community is NOT the way. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please consider non-destructive alternatives as the 
community will suffer a great loss otherwise. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6339 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Riley Willetts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reading the most recent information regarding tolling, I believe that it is best to toll near the 
resorts, giving other users the freedom to use the canyon. (32.2.4A) I am interested to see what the toll 
is, and will you work with ski resorts to make the toll a part of the new pay to park systems at the 
resorts? Will the toll booths require more harm to the landscape at the top of the already heavily 
commercialized land at the top of the canyons? (32.2.4A) Finally, will increasing the lanes at the bottom 
of the canyons only lead to more of a bottleneck at the mouth? (32.7B and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6340 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Huff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in firm support of the Enhanced Bus with Roadway Widening and suggest additional auto parking 
fees. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  6341 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  MATTHEW LARS PETERSON 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus service alone Carpooling incentives Would be more than enough to solve the traffic 
problem in LCC. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Single occupancy vehicles are the main driver behind the 
problem. If buses and carpools of 3 or more were the only vehicles allowed up before 10 AM, that 
would do it. 2 person cars from 10-noon. (32.2.4A)  

Page 32B-6484 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6342 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Bowen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a HUGE supporter of the gondola. (32.2.9D) There are plenty of gondolas across the European alps 
and they do not impact the view or scenery. (32.17A) We have WAY too many cars in the canyon and 
adding more lanes for busses is not the answer. (32.7C) Please put in the gondola! 
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COMMENT #:  6343 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Gavin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against adding a gondola up LCC. (32.2.9E) It is unnecessary to use tax payer dollars in this way 
when we could more easily and cost effectively add more busses and mandates to use the buses up 
the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  6344 

DATE:   8/20/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Edelman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of the options are a disaster and should not move forward. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The capacity of 
the canyon at the resorts should be capped on peaks days. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) In the mornings 
downhill vehicle traffic should be stopped and both lanes should be used for uphill travel. The reverse 
should be down in the evenings for two hours once the resorts close. (32.2.2EE) 
 
The gondola is a disaster plan that will not be used. It will cost too much money to justify taking to get to 
the resorts and does not service the trailheads for non ski resorts users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6345 

DATE:   8/20/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Webster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a Reason that the 2002 Winter Olympics were not Held in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
 
  The drive to legislatively protect the watershed in Little Cottonwood Canyon dates back to Theodore 
Roosevelt in 1901. As he drove Federal initiatives to protect the irreplaceable resource providing clean 
water to the Salt Lake Valley he stated that "We are prone to speak of the resources of this county as 
inexhaustible; this is not so". He further went on to say "As a people we have the right and duty...to 
protect ourselves and our children against the wasteful development of our national resources." 
President Roosevelt firmly believed that there are sustainable limits on the development of any natural 
resource.  
 I vehemently agree with him and firmly believe that the sustainable level of development in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon has already been met and exceeded. Any plans to expand the number of visitors 
to the canyon will bring additional development with associated pollution and irreversible damage to the 
watershed and the fragile ecosystems that insure the water that flows from the canyon is clear and 
pure. (32.20B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.20A, and 32.20C)  
 Beginning in 1914 through 1934 Congress passed legislation affirming the main focus of City Creek, 
Parleys, Big Cottonwood and Little Cottonwood Canyons as the supply of drinking water for the Salt 
Lake Valley. In addition to the Federal legislation, Utah State, Salt Lake City and County have also 
passed protective legislation. In 1998 the Salt Lake City Water Management Plan was passed. That 
plan in clearly stated that: 
  The "DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION [is that] Successful implementation of the ‘98 Watershed Plan 
will achieve a desired future condition in the Wasatch Canyons that maintains excellent water quality 
and continues to strive for superior water quality. The management emphasis prioritizes water quality 
first and multiple use of the watershed second. The Wasatch Canyons are protected to maintain a 
healthy ecological balance with stable environmental conditions, healthy streams and riparian areas, 
and minimal sources of pollution. Existing and potential uses that could lead to the deterioration of 
water quality are limited, mitigated, or eliminated. To the extent that, in the reasonable judgment of the 
City, a proposed development or activity, either individually or collectively, poses an actual or potential 
impact to the watershed or water quality Salt Lake City will either oppose, or seek to modify, manage, 
control, regulate or otherwise influence such proposed development or activity so as to eliminate or 
mitigate potential impacts". (32.20B, 32.12A and 32.12B) 
 Further, Salt Lake City's watershed is protected by ordinance, contained in the City Code Chapter 
17.04, Articles I through VIII. The Utah Department of Public Utilities has the legal responsibility to 
protect the watershed and the fragile environments that exist in the canyons. Laura Briefer, Director of 
the Utah Department of Public Utilities, clearly stated in an interview that in terms of protections of the 
watershed in Little Cottonwood Canyon "the vulnerabilities are related to pollution from development 
and recreational use". 
 
 For all of the above reasons and many others, the 2002 Winter Olympics were not held in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. The development of the recreational resource has reached its maximum 
sustainable limit and the preservation of the watershed and the essential ecosystems that support it 
must take priority. (32.20B) Since when does the debate over tram vs. buses proceed discussion of 
whether or not more visitors a year is even a viable option? Where are the voices of those with the 
century old legal responsibility to protect the resource? It is not difficult to "follow the money" to identify 
the key promoters of the UDOT sponsored initiative. However, as we look to the future of our children 
and our children's children ...there is much more at stake here than near term dollars and the 
permanent and irreparable harm of the proposed project (s) cannot be ignored.  
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 Since when does a Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS not have a detailed discussion of watershed 
impacts, ecosystem impacts or other environmental impact mitigation for damage caused by a 
significant increase in the number of annual visitors? (32.20A and 32.20C) What infrastructure 
expansions will be required to manage that many more visitors creating new pollution. (32.20C) How 
will the additional law enforcement, sewer, water, medical, rescue, restaurant and power requirements 
be met? (32.20C) Will all of this bring necessary expansions of the ski resorts and backcountry 
facilities. The parking lots at the resorts will still be full in the winter and now we are bringing hoards 
more people by tram or bus. (32.20C) What impacts will all of these infrastructure expansions have on 
the precious watershed that provided the Salt Lake Valley with drinking water. Why is none of this 
addressed in the EIS? Really? (32.20A and 32.20C)  
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COMMENT #:  6346 

DATE:   8/20/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Dugery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that gondola B is the best option because it will also reduce the carbon footprint in the canyon 
and reduce traffic accidents and fatalities (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  6347 

DATE:   8/20/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We love the gondola idea. As a family with kids the past few years have been challenging to get them 
excited about skiing as sitting in a car for hours trying to get up the hill is not fun for them. Managing 
kids on a bus seems miserable and they are prone to motion sickness so that would be tough for them. 
The gondola would be a wonderful option and create more excitement about skiing while providing a 
great method to get to the slopes. I would just hope to make sure there is more than ample parking at 
the base of the gondola to accommodate future growth and not create another stressor in trying to get 
there early to just find a parking spot. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5J) 
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COMMENT #:  6348 

DATE:   8/20/21 1:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Woller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola at la caillle option nicely diminishes automobile impact during the most challenging time, 
winter. This is the option that I prefer. (32.2.9D) Avoiding snow sheds will mitigate impact to our 
beautiful vistas. (32.2.6.5Z) While some might remarked that a gondola is an eye sore, it is not an 
uncommon site seen in Europe and around the world, and I believe that the benefit would outweigh the 
risk/harm. (32.17A) Thank you. 

Page 32B-6492 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6349 

DATE:   8/20/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dincan Van Arsdale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Prefer e-train over bus or cable car. (32.2.9F)  
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COMMENT #:  6350 

DATE:   8/20/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vilma Helmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT of course will vote for the Bus but the Gondola also is more reliable & more mobility because it is 
safer in slippery road than driving a bus, more quicker with less waiting every 5 mins transport, 
Consistently lessen traffic, no problem with noise, no dirty air, no wild fires, & preserve the pristine of 
the canyon, generate money in the summer, no maintenance so cheaper than bus. (32.7C, 32.11A, 
32.11D, 32.10A, 32.2.6.5K, 32.13A, and 32.17A) These evidences have been shown in countries with 
gondolas in Switzerland, Germany, Spain,Portugal, Italy, Pyrennes, even Vietnam,Thailand. These 
countries are much less richer than Utah & smaller geographic areas than Utah but could afford the 
gondolas. It's common knowledge that Bus always cause traffic & causes close physical contact & 
spread of diseases, more expenses in snow clean up, more & future widening of the road until the road 
can no longer be widen & destroys mountain beauty, more maintenance, gets stuck with avalanches, 
all these will increase expenses for the bus. (32.2.6.3P and 32.2.6C) Also can you imagine a freeway in 
the canyon amidst narrow strip of trees. (32.2.6.3B) Who wants to ski Utah when all you see are buses 
causing traffic, noises, carbons, people will not ski Utah & willgo to Idaho. In the long run, buses will be 
more expensive & poor Utah, they will lose the future Olympics. Main goal: preserve canyons nature 
with safety, increase mobility, reliabity, economy are all achievable with the gondola. Bus still can get 
money by using them outside the canyon. UDOT should visit Vietnam & Thailand , poor countries , to 
see for themselves that the Gondola is much better. Vision the Gondola vs Bus. In long run, Bus will be 
more expensive. (32.2.9D and 32.2.7C) Thank you for listening. 
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COMMENT #:  6351 

DATE:   8/20/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Sadlik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the two preferred alternatives, it is unquestionable that the impacts from the gondola b proposal 
have much too large of an environmental and visual impact. (32.2.9E, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
Building the gondola will drastically change the natural character of LCC for the worse, with large 
towers obscuring the otherwise beautiful natural views that exist now. (32.17A) The enhanced bus 
proposal is thus clearly the best alternative, based on its maintenance of the present character of the 
canyon and improvement to average travel time. (32.2.9A) These two alternatives are both not ideal, 
however, and I think that the best solution would be to ban all personal vehicle traffic on SR 210 during 
peak hours. (32.2.2B) This would also allow for dramatically increased bus service on SR 210 to deal 
with the increased demand, and would further require no additional construction. 
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COMMENT #:  6352 

DATE:   8/20/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Ginley-Hidinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS Team, 
 
I am writing in opposition of placing a toll on Little Cottonwood Canyon and to propose rethinking the 
Little Cottonwood Project necessity in entirety. (32.2.4A)  
 
From the beginning, this project has proposed spending hundreds of millions of dollars to fix a problem 
that occurs close to 30 days a year or on 8% of days in a year. Currently both the bus option and the 
gondola option are paid for with taxpayer money. (32.1.4D and 32.2.7A)  
 
In addition, a Little Cottonwood specific ski pass costs over $1,000 a year. I see this as a price I am 
willing to pay to participate in my favorite activity, but I recognize it as being extremely pricey and one of 
the most expensive things I buy each year.  
 
The additional fees, both to ride the bus/gondola or to drive up the canyon are beginning to make 
accessing skiing impossible to afford for me and many long-time locals, families, and the working-class 
population. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) The solutions outlined in the Tolling factsheet, labeled "Tolling 
Considerations" are both inequitable and insulting. Low-income people in our community should not be 
treated as second class citizens who don't have the same rights to access their public lands in the 
upper canyon because they cannot afford parking, as alludes your second point "This would allow all 
users including low-income populations wanting to recreate outside the ski resorts in the lower portions 
of Little Cottonwood Canyon to avoid having to pay the toll." In addition, people from low-income 
backgrounds should have an equal opportunity to ski powder in the morning as someone who can 
comfortably pay the toll. (32.5A) And not be forced to stay in the valley until 10 am, as alludes your third 
bullet, "Have the toll in effect only during the morning peak-period (7 a.m. to 10 a.m.), which would 
allow low-income populations to avoid paying the toll in the upper canyon by recreating after 10 
a.m."(32.5A). This project negatively affects people from low-income backgrounds and much of the 
local population two-fold because we are using tax payer dollars to complete this project. Tax payer 
dollars that could be better used for community programs, in-city improvements, more Trax lines in the 
valley, etc. that would benefit the population throughout the year. In addition, it seems we are doubly 
responsible to pay additional fees to recreate in our own backyards. I believe that we need to 
completely rethink the Little Cottonwood project as every single solution negatively effects locals, both 
financially and by affecting the overall skiing experience. If the traffic is an issue on only 30 days a year, 
I suggest that on those 30 days, the team meters cars that go up Little Cottonwood to reduce the 
amount of traffic in the canyon or caps the number of people allowed at the resorts. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 
and 32.2.2L) But as an avid skier and a resident of Salt Lake, I will not stand for being charged through 
taxes, a ski pass, and a road or bus/gondola fee to access my public lands. (32.2.4A and 32.4G).  
Thank you for your time and please consider what is best for our community. 
 
Sincerely,  
Nicole 
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COMMENT #:  6353 

DATE:   8/20/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Samlowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please! Less is more! A gondola will have a huge impact on the fragile canyon. (32.2.9E) Why do we 
want to encourage more people to want to come up there, which will impact the environment more than 
ever. (32.1.2B)  
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COMMENT #:  6354 

DATE:   8/20/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Steinman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full opposition to the proposed changes to LCC transportation. The gondola is a gimmick that 
only serves the resorts, does little for year-round transportation, and will likely be only the start of a 
destructive canyon interconnect system. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 
32.1.5B) Widening the roads will also be unacceptably destructive. The loss of the boulders, precious 
to many climbers around the globe is reason enough to eliminate this option. (32.4B) I believe the 
transportation problem can be solved with existing infrastructure through expanded bus service that 
would also stop at popular trailheads along the canyon instead of only the resorts at the end. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.6.3C) Also, tolls that encourage more car pooling will serve to reduce traffic. (32.2.4A) Please 
implement these non-destructive policies before jumping to an ineffective solution that will permanently 
scar one of the state's greatest treasures. (32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  6355 

DATE:   8/20/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Pearce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option. While more expensive I believe it to be a better investment in the future of 
LCC and those costs to be recouped with increased usage and traffic over the following years. I believe 
the goldolas would get higher usage than the bus lanes in summer and winter in addition to having less 
of an impact during development. (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  6356 

DATE:   8/20/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Jansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing all the alternatives and attending the open sessions, I'm still in favor of the Gondola 
solution. (32.2.9D) I live inside LCC and will be able to see the Gondola out my kitchen window, but I 
believe the Gondola is the best solution. I ski 100 days a season and have driven down the canyon on 
storm days . I don't see how a bus land will speed things up for downhill traffic. It will probably lead to 
more accidents...bus's and cars. (32.2.6.3P) The Gondola, if done right, with convenient parking is an 
option I will use on crowded days and quiet days. It will become a viable and unique tourist attraction in 
itself in the off-season. I'm also against widening the road a having to build the bigger snowsheds due 
to the cost and negative environmental impact. (32.2.6.5Z) I also believe that the bus solution will not 
be convenient enough to gain ridership. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  6357 

DATE:   8/20/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  R Gamble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't start building gondolas or expanding roads. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) These are not beneficial 
options. Any options that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current capacity 
limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.1.2B and 32.20B) 
 
There isn't enough merit in either of the two options you've chosen for Little Cottonwood Cyn 
transportation. More research needs to be done. Carrying capacity of the canyons needs to be agreed 
upon. (32.20B) Also, be sure you are listening to voices from all sides, not just the ski resorts. The two 
options you are offering seem to have been chosen non-transparently, ignoring much of the work done 
by several citizens groups. A viable solution must consider the needs of all Utahns, not just resort 
skiiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Do not install gondolas. (32.2.9E) Gondolas are not likely to be useful in times of high winds or heavy 
snow, or yes, even during heat waves (during a recent heat wave, streetcar cables melted in Portland). 
(32.2.6.5K) Gondolas are unsightly and interfere with great rock climbing places (to say nothing of 
avalanche terrain.) (32.17A and 32.4B) Gondolas don't do enough to alleviate traffic congestion: Cars 
will still be needed by those who have cabins in the canyon, or those who would like to recreate in the 
backcountry using dispersed trailheads. (32.7C, 32.2.6.5D, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.5G)  
 
Busses are preferable to cars or gondolas. Bus stops can be located throughout the valley, providing 
direct transportation to the canyons. That would help alleviate congestion in the valley as well as in the 
canyons. But please don't widen the road until other solutions have been explored. If you do widen the 
road, start bit by bit, so you can watch the impacts carefully. (32.2.2I and 32.29R) 
 
Most importantly, before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven 
solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, think outside the box to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. (32.2.2PP) The first step should be to adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure that is already in place today in LCC.  
 
Here are some examples of systems and programs that have been shown to work elsewhere, and 
could be readily applied in our canyons:  
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
  

Page 32B-6501 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

Without a plan in place to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even more crowded. (32.20B) 
This would be detrimental to our precious watershed, wildlife, riparian ecosystems, and just plain 
tranquility for users who appreciate the wildness and awesome beauty of nature. (32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.13A, 32.123B, and 32.4I) Exceeding carrying capacity will negatively impact the beauty of the 
canyon as well as the recreational user experience. Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to 
increased ski resort expansion pressures (32.20A and 32.20C).  
 
Do not allow any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  6358 

DATE:   8/20/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bridges 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Snow sheds and buses. Creating a bus lane will also create access for emergency vehicles food 
service vehicles staffing and other types of transportation that are not just people in cars going skiing. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.9K) 
Thank you for your consideration 
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COMMENT #:  6359 

DATE:   8/20/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Gallo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Gallo 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6360 

DATE:   8/20/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carrie Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider demolishing the canyon for the purpose of trucking more people to an already over 
crowded area. (32.29G) This is NOT THE ANSWER!!!!!!!!! 
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COMMENT #:  6361 

DATE:   8/20/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ulla-Britt Libre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"I think that both the gondola and expanding the Little Cottonwood Canyon road would be 
environmentally detrimental. (32.2.9C and 3.2.9E) We are in a climate emergency, and to contribute 
anymore to fossil fuels would be absolutely unfair to the mountains we know and love. (32.18A) 
Therefore, I believe that we should put more effort into the bus system we currently have, as well as toll 
Highway 210."(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  6362 

DATE:   8/20/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Hendrickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Wife and I are return residents after a 15-year grad school journey. Boy have things changed. We've 
been enjoying LCC/BCC for 25 years. I support Gondola-B, but will say (apologies if not fully informed), 
if the road is closed to car traffic in favor of the Gondola plan, that would be a shame. (32.2.9D, 
32.2.6.5D,  and 32.2.4A) The many other awesome sites like Tanner Flat campground, the lower 
climbing areas, etc., that would be much, much less accessible in the summer? (32.4G) I guess what 
I'd really like to see is Gondola-B with a toll booth for access that charges on a per-axis basis (trucks, 
cars, etc.). Upcharge in the winter months. (32.2.4A) Expand the PnR lot to encourage the local 
climbers and stuff to meet up there, then carpool up to desired spot. 
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COMMENT #:  6363 

DATE:   8/20/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Scheer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
None of the alternatives address the real problem- there are simply too many people trying to use LCC. 
(32.20B) The gondola is a public subsidy for the ski areas since it doesn't serve trailheads and other 
locations. Was mandatory carpooling considered? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 
32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  6364 

DATE:   8/20/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennis Pruzan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You must show that the minimalist plans that do not include large construction projects (i.e. tolling, 
increased bus routes) do not work before undergoing huge construction efforts that permanently affect 
the future of the canyon! (32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  6365 

DATE:   8/20/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Glick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't like the idea of a gondola. (32.2.9E) I think a cog rail system would be better, even though it 
might be more expensive (32.2.9F and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6366 

DATE:   8/20/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adrienne Bean-Winter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO gondola! I'd rather you not widen the road at all but one Expedited bus lane and canyon tolls are 
better than gondola (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9A)  

Page 32B-6511 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6367 

DATE:   8/20/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carrie Tall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE simplify canyon transportation year round by only allowing buses and having stops frequently 
enough so people can ride and leave their cars at secure public parking. (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.3C) Any 
other solution like widening the road or gondolas are just a waste of money. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Use 
electric buses if you want. (32.2.6.3F) Ski racks are a must as well as CLEAN buses. Run Canyon 
Buses every 10-15 minutes. (32.2.6.3N) Parking should have on site security guards as well as 
cameras. (32.2.6F)  
 
Thanks for listening. 
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COMMENT #:  6368 

DATE:   8/20/21 3:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Alternate B the gondola is clearly the best solution for many reasons. (32.2.9D) One that has not been 
discussed that I know if is that by eliminating personal cars much if not all of the current parking lots 
can be reclaimed improving environmental issues like oil but also the visual impact of parking. (32.2.4A, 
32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) Trees etc could be planted The restoration could be beautiful. I was the original 
architect fir Snowbird and I proposed a tram from the base of the canyon over 50 years ago because I 
could foresee the tragic problem. Snow sheds and widening the road is not a could solution (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.6J)  
Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  6369 

DATE:   8/20/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikako Trachtenberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Best solution, with the least impact and cost, and most equity, is to toll the road and expand bus service 
without widening the road (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)  
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COMMENT #:  6370 

DATE:   8/20/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Grant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is for the gondola in the long term it's the best option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6371 

DATE:   8/20/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Kimball 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for trying to help find a solution for the current and future transportation challenges in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. I live close to the canyon and rely on it for recreation and exercise. I know you are 
not asking for my vote on the proposal; however, I do feel that the Gondola is the better option with 
reduced impact to the environment. It will also provide a mitigating alternative during inclement 
weather. (32.2.9D) Additionally, I am interested in improved solutions for biking safety on the road 
shoulder. (32.9B) Thank you for your work on this project. 
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COMMENT #:  6372 

DATE:   8/20/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Wagner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola System appears to be the best choice for the future. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6373 

DATE:   8/20/21 4:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not like Gondola idea (32.2.9E). It's one thing to be on a gondola at ski resort which travels a mile or 
so, but a gondola that travels 8-9 miles up canyon would be cost prohibitive. Snowbird and Alta should 
build 4 story parking garages like Vail. Partially underground and above ground. Lot 4 at snowbird 
would be perfect for parking garage (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  6374 

DATE:   8/20/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adrienne Krueger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
Of the options available to UDOT, I would greatly prefer the Enhanced Bus. (32.2.9A) This would cause 
a minimal visual and environmental impact as opposed to the gondola option. (32.17A) It would also 
cost a lot less money than installing a gondola! I value our canyons and I want to keep visual pollution 
out of them. I don't want to see giant gondola towers when I'm hiking in Red Pine. (32.17A) I think we 
have an obligation to not develop Little Cottonwood Canyon any more than it already is. The Enhanced 
Bus option would allow for this while still easing the traffic problem in the canyon. 
Thank you, 
Adrienne Krueger 
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COMMENT #:  6375 

DATE:   8/20/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kenneth White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a great idea! Let's make it happen! (32.29D) 
 
Ken White 
Ivins, UT" 
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COMMENT #:  6376 

DATE:   8/20/21 4:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build it, great idea (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6377 

DATE:   8/20/21 5:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandy Chandler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been skiing Alta and Snowbird for 45 years and driving up the canyon is the only bad part! A 
gondola and parking lot makes so much sense! Show the world that Utah knows how to do things!!! 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6378 

DATE:   8/20/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kevin Tolton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You guys are such fools. 
You think a snow shed and shoulder lane are going to solve this now gargantuan transportation 
problem. (32.7A and 32.7C). You have all been sitting on your hands for way too long and now you 
come up with these inadequate and weak-minded solutions.The pulse gondola is the only real solution. 
25 to 50 person gondolas leaving every 45 seconds. Buy at least 200 of them. Do it fast before we fire 
all of you idiots. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6379 

DATE:   8/20/21 6:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Shiembob 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to make a comment in favor of increased busing and against the idea of developing a 
gondola up the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) Buses are practical transportation solutions that offer 
much more flexibility than a gondola can. (32.2.6.3D) I believe improving the road and scheduling 
plentiful bus routes going up the canyon would help our transportation problems immensely. A key 
advantage buses have over the gondola plan is that routes can originate in multiple locations, making 
parking much less of an issue. Bus routes could originate from any location in the valley with a parking 
lot, whereas the gondola will always be departing from its base station. (32.2.2I) This means the base 
station area will be congested and people will still be stuck in traffic. (32.2.6.5E) Others will end up 
needing bus service just to get to the gondola. The only thing the gondola has going for it is that it will 
be a flashy selling point for tourism advertising. This is not a high priority for the millions of us who 
already live here and will be funding these solutions. Please say no to permanently altering LCC to 
build a gondola boondoggle and say yes to providing a transportation solution that will meet the needs 
of the greatest number of people - buses. 
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COMMENT #:  6380 

DATE:   8/20/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glen Hartman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola makes alot of sense. (32.2.9D) Will Shuttle skiers during peak hours and draw tourists in 
summer. Widen road or busses not economical as buses only needed during a few peak times. 
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COMMENT #:  6381 

DATE:   8/20/21 6:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Lasko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should not alter the canyon through road widening or building a gondola before attempting to solve 
the transportation problem through non-destructive, non permanant means. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 
and 32.29R) 
 
Our state's natural beauty is one of our greatest assets. Please don't ruin more of the canyon until 
we've tried improve bussing in good faith. 
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COMMENT #:  6382 

DATE:   8/20/21 6:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the expanded bus route option. In my opinion, it would be much harder to take my family skiing 
if I had to schlep everything onto a gondola and then to a resort. Cars and busses make family outings 
much easier. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6383 

DATE:   8/20/21 6:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Evensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live by mouth of canyon and fully support the gondola. It will be best for traffic and canyon use 
(32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  6384 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support expanded bus transportation in the LCC. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6385 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Earth Jacobs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Trax. Am I missing something? Where is Trax in your EIS study. (32.2.2I) The start of the Ski bus is the 
Trax station for both canyons, 72nd and 9th. Are you kidding me. Run the Trax up to the mouth of both 
canyons, build your bus hub there. Have stop on the eat west line, just like the north south ones. This 
would benefit the entire valley, Sandy Amphitheater, all the business and restaurants, supermarkets, 
bars and even churches. (32.2.2I) Its the most effective way to move lots of people. Everyone going to 
a Set destination, Ski resorts, take the bus. Homeowners, workers, backcountry skier should have 
priorities on the road. Alta/Bird season pass holdders with a parking pass should drive. (32.2.4A) They 
should do so with the proper tires, chains and 9ther safety gear in their cars at all time. (32.2.2M) You 
can be trap between two Avy, be always prepared. I live in Liberty well, ski all winter, over 60 days a 
season and I Bus it 90% of the time. No Trax, get real. It moves people in large numbers. Redo. 
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COMMENT #:  6386 

DATE:   8/20/21 8:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Iverson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have time share on the road side of Iron Blosam. 
We prefer GONDOLA! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6387 

DATE:   8/20/21 8:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dale Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will eliminate a lot of the traffic accidents in the canyon during snowstorms. Twice my car 
was in an accident when an out of state skier/driver lost control of his vehicle and slid into my car. What 
a way to ruin a great powder day. I'm supporting the gondola in little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6388 

DATE:   8/20/21 8:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Newberry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither option is acceptable. (32.29D). 
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COMMENT #:  6389 

DATE:   8/20/21 8:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Imbriglio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a home owner in cottonwood heights. I believe the gondola is the correct solution. Widening the 
road, adding buses or a bus lane is not an option that I think will work. (32.7B and 32.7C) The gondola 
is a safe solution for those high risk days when the road is closed, going to close, or they is just insane 
traffic trying to get up the canyon. I look forward to having the gondola as an option. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6390 

DATE:   8/20/21 9:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dale Aychman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of a public transport gondola instead of road widening up Little Cottonwood Canyon. I would 
think it would be less expensive to build than widening the road to 4 lanes, and avoid closures due to 
avalanche and extreme weather. I would ride the gondola if it was available. (32.2.9D, 32.2.9C, and 
32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6391 

DATE:   8/20/21 9:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Walter Widmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My wife Pat and I are opting for the enhanced bus alternative with the snowsheds (32.2.9A). 

Page 32B-6536 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6392 

DATE:   8/20/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Reeve 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6393 

DATE:   8/20/21 9:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vivian Oakes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Limit cars to only those that live, work or are vendors. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) No one needs a 
car in the canyon. Make parking in lots in the middle of the valley instead of at the mouths of the 
canyons. The crowded canyon entrances need to be limited for the locals living there. If express buses 
are provided then people could get to the resorts in a reasonable amount of time. (32.2.2I) Include BCC 
in the plans, if you make people jump through hoops to ski LCC then BCC will become more of a mess. 
(32.1.1A and 32.20D) Look at Crested Butte, what they did for busing as there is no parking at the 
resort so buses are the way to get to the ski resort. 
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COMMENT #:  6394 

DATE:   8/20/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andonis Pavlantos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a use of tax payer funding that only benefits private resort traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This invades natural resources and open public land without benefit to 
backcountry users. Please invent a teleportation machine if you want to service private industry. The 
use of the word sustainable in the gondola advertising is a green washed statement that is not true 
there is nothing sustainable about the new infrastructure period. (32.2.9E) Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  6395 

DATE:   8/21/21 6:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Colin Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I much prefer the gondola method, or alternative 2. (32.2.9D) I have tried going up the canyon on many 
powder snow days, and it's always a mess. Adding separate bus lanes would only improve traffic when 
there wasn't a big storm. (32.2.6.3P) One of the major attractions of the two ski resorts is being able to 
ski on a powder day. Only the gondola would completely solve this problem, and be reliable Regardless 
of the weather. Additionally, the pollution and noise of the buses would be worse for the canyons in the 
gondola. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.10A, 32.11A, and 32.11D) Also, the gondola would certainly attract 
tourists, and you would have a lot of tourists from overseas or out of state who would be happy to use it 
during the summer and winter and enjoy the ride up the canyon. Currently on the bus or in a car, it's not 
an enjoyable ride, and you can't enjoy the view, the way you would on the gondola. Also, on the stormy 
days, the buses don't run reliably, and there are huge crowds to ride them. With a controller departing 
every two minutes, it would be much easier to get on and get up to the resorts quickly. I strongly favor 
the gondola alternative. 
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COMMENT #:  6396 

DATE:   8/21/21 6:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Beth Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I use that road several times per year, all seasons. I am very much in favor of the Enhanced Bus 
system with the peak traffic alternatives. (32.2.9B) 
 
 Last resort is cog rail. 
 
 Beth Young, Bountiful 
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COMMENT #:  6397 

DATE:   8/21/21 6:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Beth Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for acting to improve access to our beloved canyon. Traffic issues are the result of how 
much we all love it!  
 
Please considered most strongly the Enhanced Bus and peak times alternatives, such as both lanes 
going up in the morning and both going downhill in the evening. And shoulder use during peaks. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.2EE) 
 
 Thank you, especially, for giving an extra 70 days to weigh in on this. Doris S. Young 
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COMMENT #:  6398 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mo Sykes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't support the gondola idea. (32.2.9E) It feels like a taxpayer handout to Snowbird and Alta, seeing 
as they are the only ones who benefit. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) At least a 
dedicated bus lane will benefit us all. I support running busses up the Cottonwoods year round. 
(32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) If UDOT doesn't want to run busses year round then the dedicated bus lane 
can become a pedestrian/cyclist lane during summer which would be better for us all, not just the 
resorts. (32.9A) The gondola would also ruin the viewshed of Little Cottonwood. (32.17A) I would 
personally hate to see 200+ Foot towers lining the canyon, and the access roads needed to maintain 
them. (32.2.6.5L) If we are going to screw up the canyon with either project, at least widening the road 
keeps the disturbance limited to an area that's already been disturbed. (32.13B and 32.17B) These 
new gondola towers are going to be placed in undisturbed areas. (32.17A) Them its worth considering 
the realities of the gondola project: huge lines, traffic to the base, what happens on a Saturday snow 
pay and the gondola has a mechanical problem, the fact that the gondola ride is twice as long as 
driving up canyon with no traffic... (32.2.6.5C, 32.2.6.5E, and 32.2.6.5K) I don't believe that the gondola 
will incentivize people to ride it over driving up canyon, especially on low traffic days where the gondola 
ride will be twice as long, provide you with nowhere to store your gear, and subject you to lines both up 
and down canyon just to get on the dang thing. (32.2.4A). The Wasatch isn't a big range, and there is 
an upper limit on how many people should be up there. There isn't room for unlimited growth, so we 
have to be smart about how we proceed here. (32.20B) A bus lane for all, or a gondola handout for the 
resorts. Don't give them a handout. 
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COMMENT #:  6399 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Gilchrist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I hardly go to the resorts in lcc. I am forced to drive or hitch to the many trail heads I frequent. A better 
buss schedule and more stops would be way more beneficial in my case. I also wouldn't mind paying 
tolls to access the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Please don't mess the beauty of the canyon up with a gondola. (32.17A and 32.2.9E)  
 
Sincerely, 
John gilchrist 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6400 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glenn Horner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I very much prefer the gondola option. (32.2.9D) I must note that tolling and taxing I am so very tired of 
by the government. (32.2.4A and 32.2.7A) The example of this study alone years already spent years 
to go before anything is done. Incompetent isn't strong enough a word for the people that can actually 
make something happen. 
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COMMENT #:  6401 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabriel Bautista 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support :) (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6402 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Morra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer Gondola B. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6403 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Sharpe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a gondola system. Gondolas are silent, hardly visible and have the potential to connect 
communities. (32.2.9D and 32.11D) Buses are a miserable way to travel. 
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COMMENT #:  6404 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Rade 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a great idea! This will reduce traffic and parking limitations. (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6405 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tommy Heymann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola would serve as a great tourism attraction and also intrigue the many 801 areas 
natives who have never ventured into LCC in the winter because of the lack of snow sports interests! 
This would bring a lot of things positive to the area. But with that there a lot of cons to the pros as there 
is in everything in life!! But the main questions my peers and I have found are: 
-Is the price to ride, comfortability, ease of equipment lugging, and the time it takes from bottom to top 
going to be a truly easier or better option for most or is it going to be there just like buses are now, But 
who actually rides them out of choice? (32.2.4A) Only people I ever heard was 2WD owners, and non 
licensed individuals and tourists!!! So it needs to be a truly thought out and aimed at convenience and 
almost fun and exciting in a sense!! Then it would really draw the vast majority of all people.  
-The parking lot (s) need to be well beyond capacity expectations or this will cause frustration and deter 
people before it brings them back. (32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.5J,  and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
-Should have some snacks breakfast and drink stations while waiting or even on board also to create 
one less stop for groups to make thus appealing for those meticulous schedulers!!(32.2.3A)  
-the stop at n the bird needs to be quick for the whining alta cry babies or they won't ever consider 
riding a gondola having to be in the same room and breathing the same air as a snowboarder!!-or have 
alternating cars type thing and alta group just continues right on and doesn't even stop at the bird.. then 
the bird one drops and heads back down bypassing alta! (32.2.6.5R). 
-season pass holders should absolutely ride free to truly get people to even consider it. (32.2.4A)  
-possibly make the entire UTA bus system and Trax system entirely free and tax dollared!! That would 
draw immense people (32.2.4A). Who would ever wanna lug gear, pay up and pay down to be sardines 
in a hot full bus, stand in line to do so, to then being vehicle less for the day, having to worry about 
another's driving skills, on a steep canyon side with no seat belts in a bus. (32.2.4A) Rather then your 
own empty warm seat belted vehicle ya know???? The public bus system should be free to ever ever 
get considered as a option by most people that's for sure. Have WiFi on bus, upgraded seats, gear 
racks, TV with weather forecast and status of lift openings and things on the buses!!! (32.2.4A and 
32.2.6.5E)) Widening the lanes some or adding two major highways with 12 lanes up and down is in no 
way going to influence someone's decision making regarding how to travel!!  
- plus of all things the most important is we are in top 3 resorts in USA on everyone's book. We should 
be the face of reducing carbon emissions and so on. (32.10A) Or tearing down the beautiful land for 
more roads etc. 
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COMMENT #:  6406 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula Gellner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola makes far more sense compared to major road works and busing to Snowbird and Alta. 
(32.2.9D) Europe has been using gondolas for decades with huge success and the US is behind the 
times. Let's move away from wheels on the ground which will still lead to congestion when the roads 
are imperfect. I vote to start the EIA process so planning and construction can start asap (which will 
probably still be 5-10 years out). (32.2.7C) I vote a solid NO to any modes of transportation (gondola, 
lift) to areas outside of the resort footprints. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) If you want to get to Superior or 
other out of bounds areas, you should have the fortitude to get there on your own, NOT ride to the top. 
We don't need a bunch of newbies trying to ski areas way out of their limits. Stick to the resorts if you 
can't hike a peak on your own. 
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COMMENT #:  6407 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sussette Newsom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola makes the most sense, with regards to safety and efficacy, please make that the choice. I 
ski and travel this canyon every year-let's get this one right! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6408 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Howelk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've always thought the best way to reduce the amount of vehicles is to reduce the amount of 
vehicles...mandatory 3/4 person carpool or you have to pay 20 bucks at the mouth of the canyon before 
coming in. Something like this will encourage people to ride the bus or carpool. (32.2.4A) The Gondola 
in my opinion makes zero sense, that's just a gimmick for the resorts and widening the road is a 
massive project that just allows more cars to be in the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.7C) Doesn't 
really solve the issue. The issue is people refuse to ride the bus or carpool (32.2.4A). That's the key. 
More busses, mandatory carpooling. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  6409 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Visnovsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The projections to sell this project are typical "tree-hugger" propaganda. How do you mitigate the huge 
crowds waiting to get on at 9am and again at 4pm during the winter? (32.2.6.5C) Are you going to shut 
it down everytime some bureaucrat says to because of some pandemic? (32.2.6C) There also needs to 
be some fare stratification between locals and out-of-staters. (32.2.4A). There should also be a 
"seniors" low rate. There are a lot of nice view/stop areas for photos during the fall- how does one get 
to those if the tram doesn't have multiple drop offs? (32.2.6.5G) You also need to post a detailed map 
of the location of the actual tram route and tower locations. (32.2.6J) This system should never be 
allowed to be some cash cow for the state. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6410 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Tremper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In summary, of the two preferred alternatives, I favor the Enhanced Bus Alternative with roadway 
widening. (32.2.9B) But I also have other concerns, questions and comments:  
 
1. I am not aware of any rigorous studies on the carrying capacity of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
What is the ideal number of people at each ski area and in the backcountry? How many people are 
simply too many people? How much expansion should each ski area be allowed? This information 
should be the first step and all other plans should follow. (32.20B) 
2. Are the ski resorts helping to pay for this project, and if so, how much? Since the transportation 
system, both summer and winter, largely benefit them, it seems that they should be paying for a 
significant amount. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
3. The EIS does not address whether some busses will stop at the backcountry trailheads. Bus 
service to the backcountry trailheads would significantly reduce the need for additional parking at the 
trailheads. Plus it allows for cross-canyon tours without shuttling cars both summer and winter. 
(32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
4. If people continue to use cars to access backcountry trailheads, I love the design for expanded 
parking lots and facilities at the trailheads. White Pine especially needs an upgrade because the exit to 
that lot is astoundingly dangerous on the inside of a curve with little visibility and two uphill lanes with 
almost everyone traveling well over the speed limit. There are many near-misses or worse each day. I 
always turn uphill and ascend to a pull off on the outside of the next curve where I can do a U-turn with 
good visibility, which is illegal but much safer. (32.2.6.2.4A) 
5. The gondola is by far the worst alternative since it serves only the ski areas and no one else, 
both summer and winter. It's slower with more transitions and less flexibility. It seems that most people 
will choose to drive if they can. (32.2.9E and 32.2.4A) 
6. I feel strongly that there should be an automobile toll for the canyon. There must be a penalty 
for bringing a ton or two of steel with you to ski each day, which also has to rise 3,600 vertical feet. As a 
minimum, there should be a toll for internal combustion engine vehicles and a no toll for electric 
vehicles, which at least recover much of their energy going downhill. For the same reason, all new 
busses should be electric. I have a friend in Switzerland who designs electric bus systems and the 
technology is definitely there and actively implemented. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3F) 
7. This EIS is just for Little Cottonwood Canyon and does not address the greater need for a 
unified, transportation system serving Big Cottonwood Canyon and Park City as well. (32.1.1A, 
32.1.1B, and 32.20D) I have always thought that the ultimate solution would be a fast train system 
between Salt Lake City and Park City with a connected branch from Salt Lake City to Little Cottonwood, 
Big Cottonwood to Park City. (32.2.2I) Much of the mountain branch would be in tunnels. Yes, it would 
be much more expensive, but my wife and I regularly visit Europe, and that is the way they do it in the 
Alps, and it works great. Recently, we spent 3 + months traveling in Europe and we rode trains 
everywhere and we never once drove a car. By clear necessity, we need to rapidly transition away from 
fossil fuels, and we need to responsibly plan a future with fewer cars as well as twice as many people 
living in northern Utah. 
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COMMENT #:  6411 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Kenyon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't think the gondola makes any sense and is going to destroy the gorgeous look and feel of the 
canyon permanently. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4B)  
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COMMENT #:  6412 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roy Hardiman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the La Caille Gondola alternative as it will provide the best approach for mitigating traffic, air 
quality, and skier experience in Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  6413 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reed Rombough 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Salt Lake rock climber, ice climber, skier, trail runner, and mountain biker of over 10 years, I 
vehemently oppose the gondola and the widening of the roads. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) This will 
drastically effect the state of bouldering as a major source of tourism and local recreation, create an 
eyesore in the canyon, and only supports a single recreation run by corporations. (32.17A, 32.17B, 
32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I say no to the gondola, no to the 
widening of the road, UDOT needs more time to come up with an appropriate traffic solution that caters 
to all users of LCC. (32.2.2PP and 32.1.2B) 

Page 32B-6558 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6414 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathaniel Shultz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for all the work that you have put into exploring both of these options to better manage the 
traffic flow on busy winter LCC days. I personally have terrible concerns with BOTH options presented 
as a 15 year resident and frequent user of LCC year round. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I would like to see 
the canyon remain as is and am improved bus system implemented for a few years of further study 
before an infrastructural changed be made in the canyon. (32.29R) I think an improved/ increased/ 
subsidized bus system could greatly improve the situation without having to alter the canyon further. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I hope you will listen to the many concerned SLC residents and consider 
alternate options. I also think before either of the 2 proposed options can move forward the public 
should be informed of user cost. I also disagree that the project should be tax payer funded as it 
benefits specifically Alta and Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
A very concerned citizen.  
Nathaniel Shultz 
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COMMENT #:  6415 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the bus alternative to improve Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation. A gondola is not the 
effective solution. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6416 

DATE:   8/21/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Soper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my opinion, the gondola alternative is the most appealing alternative that has been proposed. I agree 
with some of the statements made by the SLCA. I believe that it is important to consider less impactful 
alternatives before permanently altering the area. (32.2.9A and 3.2.2PP) However, I also feel that the 
alternatives listed by the SLCA would not satisfy the issue on a long term basis. That being said I also 
feel that the greatest concern should be placed on the environmental impact of any given alternative, 
an opinion that does not seem to directly coincide with SLCA's. (32.29G) The reason why this area is 
so popular is because there is something up road 210 that is worth seeing that cannot be found in the 
city (the natural environmen). So, if this means that in order to more effectively protect that natural 
environment, a gondola that effects climbing areas is necessary, then I feel that we should proceed in 
that direction. (32.2.9D and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6417 

DATE:   8/21/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Waldo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've been a cabin owner in Albion basin since 1972. During the winter I need to bring gas up so I need a 
car but I've seen increase of cars people and avalanches. One of my cars snd a snow cat we're in 
avalanches. I fully support the gondola. Europeans have been using them for decades. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6418 

DATE:   8/21/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy McKerrow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus lanes will provide year-round benefit to all drivers, passengers, cyclists, and pedestrians in the 
canyon. (32.2.9B and 32.9A) A gondola will only provide benefit for a fraction of the year that already 
grows shorter as the climate changes and average snow levels inevitably rise. (32.2.2E) It will only 
benefit an elite minority of Utah residents mixed with very wealthy people from out of state. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Gondola construction would be Utah taxpayers subsidizing the 
private seasonal businesses that operate in the canyon. They offer zero benefit for the majority of 
Utahns, who do not engage in the very expensive and unquestionably hazardous activities of these 2 
large businesses. Should a gondola be constructed, those 2 businesses should pay for it. (32.2.7A) 
UDOT funds should be used for the benefit of all Utah travelers, which the bus lanes and associated 
highway improvements will accomplish. I am in favor of the bus lanes. I AM a skier, but I am not ok with 
channeling UDOT's limited funds into a project that is just for the recreation of a wealthy and elite 
minority. 
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COMMENT #:  6419 

DATE:   8/21/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Kimmel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola option. (32.2.9E) We need to be more intelligent with our money and more 
intelligent with our design. There are few days throughout the year that would seriously require modified 
transit options and adding an extremely expensive gondola for those days is not reasonable. (32.1.4D)  
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COMMENT #:  6420 

DATE:   8/21/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Bartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a skier making travel decisions, the modernization of the transit system in little cottonwood canyon 
brings Utah to the top of my list as a travel destination. I fully support the Gondola option with La Caille 
base station as I believe it provides the best access to the canyon. As a guest in the region, the Bus 
service is much less attractive than simply driving a rental vehicle. (32.2.4A) The gondola provides an 
option that is more attractive than the personal vehicle, a requirement for any option to actually result in 
behavior change. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6421 

DATE:   8/21/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Morgan Millar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I am writing to express concerns about the limitations of the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft 
Environmental Impact Study (DEIS). I am a Salt Lake resident who frequently travels to LCC for 
numerous outdoor activities year-round and value solutions that solve congestion problems with least 
possible impact on the natural environment. It does not seem like the actual plans will reduce the 
number of cars on the roads. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) A gondola is not the solution to this problem, and 
this is even shown in the EIS. Furthermore, the gondola approach is focused solely on ski resorts, while 
traffic and car congestion are year-round problems affecting all sorts of users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). There are other solutions that are cheaper, more effective, and 
serve more users all while not further damaging the ecosystem. The bus system could be enhanced 
dramatically without even expanding the road. If buses were convenient to use, people would actually 
be incentivized to use them. Currently, the public transit system is far too cumbersome for people to 
select this option over driving. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N). 
If the real goal is reducing the number of cars on the road, it seems obvious that improving the bus 
system while also enacting some combination of private vehicle occupancy restrictions, tolls, and 
quotas during peak times could effectively solve the problem without any added environmental 
destruction. (32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) The fact that these simple solutions have been completely 
overlooked in favor of outlandish construction plans servicing only the ski resorts leads residents who 
have experienced the massive congestion problems even in the summers wondering what the real 
purpose of this effort is. It seems more about enhancing the marketability of the ski resorts for tourists 
than actually reducing congestion and creating sustainable solutions to traffic for both tourists and 
residents. I write to ask you to please reconsider the possible approaches to address this problem. 
Adding another lane to the road or installing a gondola will not solve the issues we currently have, only 
create new ones. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C)  
thank you, 
Morgan Millar 
Salt Lake City 
 
Sincerely, 
Morgan Millar 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6422 

DATE:   8/21/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Attaullah Baig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola feels better (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6423 

DATE:   8/21/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Bellaimey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the thoughtful attention that went into all of the plans. To me the bus and the Gondola seem 
similar in terms of long term cost and speed with maybe the gondola having higher capacity (esp with 
bad roads). A perhaps unmeasurable X-factor may be the novelty of a gondola. Warranted or not, I 
think I'd be more likely to hop on a gondola for the "experience" and stay riding because of the speed 
and environmental benefit. A bus feels less "sexy" and I worry that fewer people would be as excited 
about riding a bus compared to a gondola. At the end of the day the solution needs to attract as many 
riders as possible and I think the Gondola has a better likelihood of doing that. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  6424 

DATE:   8/21/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jake Decola 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
No gondola, no road widening. (32.2.7E and 32.2.7C) No private cars during certain hours, increased 
bus service akin to Zion, a bus every 5 minutes. (32.2.2B) No changes to the canyon should be made 
until a system like this has been proven to work or not work. I also agree with everything stated below. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
Sincerely, 
Jake 
 
Jake Decola 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-6569 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6425 

DATE:   8/21/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Vargo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree something has to be done to protect the canyon and also to make it useable to our ever 
increasing population. The gondola idea is the way to go. It will impact the canyon less and provide 
accessibility. (32.2.9D) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6426 

DATE:   8/21/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brodie Lower 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No development should happen until public transit is explored. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  6427 

DATE:   8/21/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karl Mudge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel we should first implement enhanced bus service without additional lanes, in addition to toll and 
passenger restriction measures before proceeding to the 2 preferred alternatives being proposed by the 
project team. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) 
 
Regarding tolls, I support implementing it only for the resort skiers, which I suppose would require 
placing toll gantries at the resort entrances, not at the mouth of the canyon, or even just below 
Snowbird Entry 1, as has been proposed. I do support charging tolls between 7-10 am on weekends 
and holidays only. And tolls should be reduced as the number of passengers in the vehicle increase, to 
encourage car pooling. (32.2.4A) 
 
Even if we decide to implement one of the DEIS preferred alternatives once it's been determined 
enhanced bus service without additional lanes and toll and passenger restriction measures aren't 
enough, we should not build snow sheds. If avalanches close the road until they can be cleared and 
reopened, so be it. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9J, and 32.7A) I shouldn't have to foot the bill to build them just so 
the ski resorts can make more money. And if you do build snow sheds, a 4' wide bike lane around them 
isn't wide enough for bikes to safely pass one another. (32.2.6.2.3A) 
 
Also, if one of the Gondola alternatives is chosen, will bus service still be expanded, left as is, or 
eliminated? (32.2.2W) 
 
I might be persuaded to go with a gondola service if all ski resort skiers other than those staying at one 
of the resort lodges is required to take the gondola and not allowed to drive their vehicle and park at the 
resort. (32.2.2L) 
 
The expanded bus service without additional lanes and toll and passenger restrictions approach should 
include the additional mobility sites identified in the DEIS, as well as improving the parking at the 
trailheads. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9O) For the trailhead (TH) parking, I feel we need to: 
1) expand the parking at the Gate Buttress TH, not reduce it from 30 cars to 21 as proposed. Don't 
expand the parking at Lisa Falls at this point; I don't recall the parking there to ever have been a 
problem. (32.2.6.2.4A, 32.4N and 32.4P) . 
2) the Gate, Bridge, and Lisa Falls TH's don't need a restrooms. Maybe 1 additional restroom is 
warranted at the White Pine TH, but not 2. (32.4P) 
3) I definitely oppose Alternative C for parking that eliminates roadside parking in the summer months. 

Page 32B-6572 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6428 

DATE:   8/21/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Avery Higgins Lopez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the idea of widening the road in Little Cotton Wood canyon or building a Gondola. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) While the issue of heavy traffic in the canyons does need to be addressed, a 
Gondola would only allow more people to get up the canyons while the same amount of people if not 
more would still drive their cars. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6429 

DATE:   8/21/21 1:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Warnock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More lanes and more vehicles is not sustainable!!(32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) Some of the best mountains in 
the world have gondolas and they're part of the experience. People who are against the gondola 
obviously don't know/care about the avalanche danger in LCC. As a former employee of both Alta & 
Snowbird I can tell you, interlodge gets old, fast! We want to go home to our families and pets at night. 
I've also sat in traffic for 4+ hours going up and down that canyon. That's ridiculous! A gondola just 
makes sense (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6430 

DATE:   8/21/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Valerie Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I much prefer the gondola method, or alternative 2. (32.2.9D) I have tried going up the canyon on many 
powder snow days, and it's always a mess. Adding separate bus lanes would only improve traffic when 
there wasn't a big storm. (32.2.6.3P) One of the major attractions of the two ski resorts is being able to 
ski on a powder day. Only the gondola would completely solve this problem, and be reliable Regardless 
of the weather. Additionally, the pollution and noise of the buses would be worse for the canyons in the 
gondola. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.10A, 32.11A, and 32.11D) Also, the gondola would certainly attract 
tourists, and you would have a lot of tourists from overseas or out of state who would be happy to use it 
during the summer and winter and enjoy the ride up the canyon. Currently on the bus or in a car, it's not 
an enjoyable ride, and you can't enjoy the view, the way you would on the gondola. Also, on the stormy 
days, the buses don't run reliably, and there are huge crowds to ride them. With a controller departing 
every two minutes, it would be much easier to get on and get up to the resorts quickly. I strongly favor 
the gondola alternative. 
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COMMENT #:  6431 

DATE:   8/21/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kip Slaugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build two big dams across the canyon use the gondola transportation idea store the water instead of 
loosing it and install hydro generators for electricity. Two problems solved easy greenie idea (32.1.2B 
and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6432 

DATE:   8/21/21 3:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vo Martz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think skiers will still prefer to drive to SB or Alta as they have their preferences where to start skiing 
from. Snowbird, has several start points. Same with Alta. Those riding a gondola will need to take a 
shuttle to their skiing start point. (32.2.6.5R) What will be the avg hours the gondolas will run? 
(32.2.6.5F) Also on snow control mornings will the gondola's run, probably not. That will create a back 
up at the base gondola station. (32.2.6.5K) 

Page 32B-6577 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6433 

DATE:   8/21/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trish Gordon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of toll roads. I'm in favor of bus options because they're flexible. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) I'm 
not in favor of the tram idea. (32.2.9E) I'm in favor of limiting the number of cars driving up the canyon 
by using a reservation system. Permits can be applied for online (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A). If you need to 
go up the canyon, and you're not an employee or homeowner, you take the bus or get a permit. Every 
limited resource has to be regulated. (32.29D) We need to decide our priority, is it the canyon? Or is it 
the businesses? (32.1.2B) Once the priority is defined, the solution will be obvious. 
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COMMENT #:  6434 

DATE:   8/21/21 3:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Nicholson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6435 

DATE:   8/21/21 3:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Nickolay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Get it done! (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6436 

DATE:   8/21/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Knut Simonsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support the Gondola alternative over bus. (32.2.9D) Recognize this being late to suggest new 
alternatives - as FDR stated: Look to Norway - especially as Alta is named after one of northernmost 
towns in Europe. They build avalanche covers above train and roads - picture robust roofs that still is 
open on downhill side. This keeps roads dry even with light snow (which also slows traffic to a snail's 
pace). They also invest the extra money where it makes sense to tunnel to straighten otherwise very 
curvy and steep road (32.2.9K) 

Page 32B-6581 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6437 

DATE:   8/21/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Glaser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comments on Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Steven Glaser 
 
1. Table 1.4-6. This table should include the units for the crash rate. (32.1.4G) 
 
2. The visual impacts of the gondola would be in conflict with the strategies in the Cottonwood Canyons 
Scenic Byways Corridor Management Plan for protecting scenic vistas. The Managed Lane Concepts, 
Reversible-lane Alternative with Overhead Lane-control Signs alternative was eliminated on this basis 
and without further analysis. Shouldn't the gondola alternatives should be eliminated on this basis? 
(32.2.2D)  
 
3. Appendix 2A (Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report) 2.2.2.3.3 Level 1 Screening 
Methodology, 2nd Full Paragraph, 3rd Sentence. It is stated that "a 1.2% growth rate was applied 
based on historical growth rates for a 22-year period starting in 2018 and ending in 2050." This 
sentence should be corrected; the length of the period is 32 years. (32.2.2DDD). 
 
4. Appendix 2A (Draft Alternatives Development and Screening Report) 2.2.2.3.3 Level 1 Screening 
Methodology, 2nd Full Paragraph, 3rd and 4th Sentences. The 3rd sentence states that a 1.2% annual 
rate of growth in Little Cottonwood Canyon traffic was assumed, such that the 30th highest hour level of 
traffic would increase from 1061 cars in 2018 to 1555 cars in 2050. The 4th sentence then states that 
the expected traffic growth was combined with the projected growth in the regional population to arrive 
at the same estimate of 1555 cars for the 30th highest hour in 2050. The EIS should explain how the 
projected growth in the regional population affected the estimate, given that it is no different that what is 
arrived at using the historical growth rate. (32.2.2EEE) 
 
5. Within Little Cottonwood Canyon, the project goal is to reduce traffic during peak hours by 30 
percent. The EIS analysis concludes that Gondola Alternative B meets this goal. However, the gondola 
is not a scalable form of transportation. An uncertainty analysis should be conducted to determine the 
likelihood that the gondola will succeed in meeting the project goals. This is because the traffic demand 
model has substantial "uncertainties, as it requires projecting the amount of road use out to 2050; i.e., 
by decades. (32.2.6.5A and 32.2.6.5N)  
 
Appendix I (Draft Vehicle Mobility Analysis) to Appendix 2A (Draft Alternatives Development and 
Screening Report), Section 2.1, used a study that concluded that total traffic has been increasing in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon at a rate of 1.2 percent per year. (This study was published in 2018 although 
the EIS does not provide the years included in the data set.) It was then assumed that the 30th busiest 
hour would increase by exactly this same rate (for a total increase of 46 percent) through 2050.  
Modest changes in the assumed growth rate will result in quite different traffic levels by 2050. It would 
not be surprising if the 30th highest hour was substantially different. To give some perspective, note 
that Ski Utah (https://www.skiutah.com/news/authors/pr/utah-sets-record-for-skier-days-in) stated that 
skier days in 2018-2019 for all of Utah were 12 percent higher than in 2017-18, and 24 percent higher 
than for 2016-17. These data are for all of Utah and are not specific to Snowbird and Alta, much less 
Little Cottonwood Canyon as a whole. However, it is still notable that there was a 24 percent increase 
in two years, whereas the model is predicting only a 46 percent increase in 32 years. 
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It should be further noted that the traffic growth rate in Little Cottonwood Canyon as a whole is not 
necessarily the same as the growth rate of the 30th hour. For instance, it is possible that skier visitation 
is going up at greater than the average growth rate at peak times (holidays and powder days), balanced 
out by declines in November and April as climate change makes these months less reliable/desirable 
for skiing. (32.2.2E and 32.2.2DDD) 
 
As a second example, the EIS states in its Draft Vehicle Mobility Analysis that "According to an analysis 
conducted for UDOT (Fehr & Peers 2018b), traffic on S.R. 210 has been increasing at a rate of 1.2% 
per year." (Appendix I (Draft Vehicle Mobility Analysis) to Appendix 2A (Draft Alternatives Development 
and Screening Report). Assuming this is an accurate summary of the Fehr and Peers report, the 1.2 
percent growth rate is an average for the year as a whole and is not specific to the ski season (much 
less the " "busiest months of the ski season). It may well be that ski traffic has been increasing (or could 
increase) at a greater rate than the 1.2 percent, and traffic the rest of the year has been increasing by a 
smaller amount. (32.2.2DDD) 
 
It would be inanity to spend half a billion dollars on a project and then have it fail. This is especially so if 
an uncertainty analysis would have shown that even though the most likely result would be for the 
gondola to be up to the task, there was also a reasonable probability that it would fail to meet the 
project objectives, and leave us with a consistently clogged road. Given that the capacity of the gondola 
cannot be increased, an uncertainty analysis needs to be conducted to determine the robustness of this 
solution with regards to meeting the project goals. (32.2.6.5N) 
 
6. I wish to clarify a comment I previously submitted (Comments by Steven Glaser, August 19th, 2021, 
Comment on Section 1.2.1 of the Draft EIS). I asked that a holistic discussion be provided as to the 
extent to which people's overall experience in the canyon would be better or worse, and by how much, 
considering transportation times but also other factors. However, UDOT has made it clear in the Draft 
EIS that they are concerned with the transportation-related commuter, recreation, and tourism 
experience, and that transportation is UDOT's mission and jurisdiction. (32.1.2B).  
 
While these may be true statements, it is still the case that if UDOT achieves its project goals by 
making people less interested in coming up Little Cottonwood Canyon, they will have failed on this 
project. If the only way to make the gondola work was to place towers at the ski resorts such that many 
a visitor would think "ugh, I was hoping for a nicer looking resort,"(32.4I) the gondola would not be 
further considered. The same deference should be given to people who come up Little Cottonwood 
Canyon for other purposes, going to other destinations. For a successful project, it is critical that factors 
beyond transportation mobility, reliability, and safety be not just described in the EIS, but also be 
robustly considered in determining which alternative is the optimal transportation solution. (32.2.9W) 
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COMMENT #:  6438 

DATE:   8/21/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dawn Fowler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that many more busses would solve the problems in the canyon. We would get there much faster 
and it would save so much money. It would also be safer. (32.2.9A) 

Page 32B-6584 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6439 

DATE:   8/21/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Beretvas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds like a great idea. Do it (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6440 

DATE:   8/21/21 5:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Martain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This option is, by far, the best choice. (32.29D)  

Page 32B-6586 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6441 

DATE:   8/21/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caitlin Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, you can not take these boulders away. (32.4A and 32.4B) Look at how much revenue they 
bring in to the community. Climbing gear is expensive, and you have headquarters of outdoor gear all 
over salt lake. It would be financially beneficial to keep the CLASSIC climbing routes. (32.6D) World 
class: I have climbed all around the planet. And little cotton wood canyon is one of the best: quality of 
rock, density of climbs, proximity to the road, and absolutely gorgeous scenery. Please don't destroy 
them. I will pay you to keep them. Name your price. (And you wouldn't have to pay for this very 
expensive project you're thinking about executing. 
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COMMENT #:  6442 

DATE:   8/21/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hunter Page 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Hunter Page 
Saratoga Springs, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6443 

DATE:   8/21/21 6:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dana Patterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a skier, but I DO NOT support the gondola as this serves ONLY the ski resorts and has a heavy 
environmental impact. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I support a phased-in, flexible, expanded, and year-round bus system for LCC. Preferably, this could be 
tried first without expanding the road. (32.29R and 32.2.9A)  
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COMMENT #:  6444 

DATE:   8/21/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Wuthrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please (32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  6445 

DATE:   8/21/21 7:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arthur Hanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option has several problems: 
1. Visual impact - the road is bad enough, gondola towers are unacceptable (32.17A)  
2. Inflexible system designed for ski resort access only, reducing capacity to meet demand does not 
reduce costs-the gondola operates at one cost (32.2.6.5A) 
2. Gondola does not allow stops at hiking and climbing trail heads-this alone should disqualify the 
gondola option (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5G) 
3. Safety - a break down of a gondola system leaves many people stranded with rescue becoming a 
considerable effort. There is much less risk of massive breakdown with buses and much less rescue 
effort (32.2.6.5K) 
4.Operation issues. The longest Gondola in the world at present is 4.5 miles long (with 5.5  
gondola in the wings). This Gondola installation would be 7 miles long minimum. What experience does 
UDOT have with operating such a long Gondola system safely (32.2.6.5BB). 
 
My view is that a bus system is more feasible and if private vehicle traffic is reduced (toll perhaps), the 
least disruptive to the canyon environment and the most flexible for offering drop offs at other trail 
heads (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  6446 

DATE:   8/21/21 7:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Mangelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that like every other resource, access to the canyon and resorts are finite, and should be treated 
as such. (32.20B) Both "preferred alternatives" carry with them them significant environmental 
implications, and are not guaranteed to remedy the issue at hand. (32.7B and 32.7C) Bottom line, the 
canyon can only accommodate so many people, and that number has already been reached. (32.20B) 
Using tax-payer dollars to enrich the pockets of the ski resorts is short-sided and ill-advised. (32.2.7A) If 
preventing the expansion of the canyon or diversion of the traffic means the resorts means that they 
can't make more money than they already do, so be it! 
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COMMENT #:  6447 

DATE:   8/21/21 7:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becky Arrowood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been to Switzerland. Gondolas are the way to go!!!(32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6448 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emilio Ortiz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with the projects to alter little cottonwood canyon. This will not only cause 
detrimental environmental impact, it will also greatly harm the rock climbing community. (32.4A and 
32.4B) As climbers we strive to minimize our trace and respect the environment knowing that it is only 
through these ethical practices that we can sustainably continue our precious way of life. Please 
consider alternate means that do not involve destruction or historic boulders to the rock climbing 
community and that do not involve forever scarring the landscape and damaging the environment. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  6449 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Laura Lincoln 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
As a nearly 20 year resident of the wasatch front, I am supportive of growth in the local economy and 
population. I greatly value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my 
comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Laura Lincoln 
 
Sincerely, 
Laura Lincoln 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6450 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Callister 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a consistent visitor to Little Cottonwood Canyon. I love the mountains both during the summer and 
winter. I have driven the road many times during the winter and think a bus system would be best. 
(32.2.9A) I have taken the ski bus and have always had an enjoyable time taking it. The gondola would 
be a terrible addition to the canyon. (32.2.9E) First off it would ruin some of the most iconic views of the 
Salt Lake Valley that many locals have come to love. (32.17A) Also, let's be real the gondola is not 
going to be used much during the summer due to the lack of stops. (32.2.6.5G) Many individuals love to 
hike White Pine and hike or rock climb in different areas in the canyon. These individuals will not use 
the gondola. This is why a bus service is better. During the summer it is easier to limit the number of 
buses in the canyon. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) After taking the time to learn about the different options, 
the bus system is a better solution. Thank you for taking the time to read my comment. From a very 
concerned citizen of Sandy. 
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COMMENT #:  6451 

DATE:   8/21/21 8:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madison Hughston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While the two main alternatives proposed by UDOT help to reach the mobility and reliability goals of 
transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon, other, less destructive alternatives should be explored and 
tried first. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) The Enhanced Bus with roadway widening alternative creates a 
medium visual change and the Gondola creates a high visual change. (32.17A and 32.17B) These 
changes impact popular and legendary bouldering routes that LCC is known for. The Gondola would 
impact 142 problems and the Enhanced Bus with roadway widening would impact 131 problems. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) While these alternatives are suggested as an option for a solution, they are drastic 
and detrimental changes to the property, landscape, and wildlife of LCC. (32.13A and 32.13B) 
Alternatives that are permanent to LCC's landscape should not be explored unless other alternatives 
such as the Enhanced Bus and Park and Ride options are examined. (32.2.9A) Perhaps the option of 
limiting the number of people allowed into the canyon on each given day should be addressed. 
(32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) There should be more Park and Ride locations and buses operating 
throughout the winter, including buses that stop at classic backcountry skiing routes as well. (32.2.6.3C) 
A reservation system would be useful to avoid congestion at the mouth of the canyon on any given day. 
(32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  6452 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Savannah Knudson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Savannah knudson 
Layton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6453 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Froerer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the bus route, not the gondola!!(32.2.9A and 32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  6454 

DATE:   8/21/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  S Douglas Wismer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the idea of the Gondola. Please build it!(32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6455 

DATE:   8/21/21 10:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Cannon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sandy resident, skier, and octoberfest patron. I 100% support the gondola idea. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6456 

DATE:   8/21/21 10:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Abbott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Letter written to Governor Cox on August 2, 2021 
 
Governor Cox, 
 
The Gondola Works Utah group is spending a lot of money on advertising trying to convince a lot of 
people - including you - that the Gondola is the right solution for reducing traffic in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I am a long-time season pass holder to Snowbird, and have formerly skied whole seasons at 
Alta, Solitude and taught skiing at Deer Valley for two years. I am also a former Wall Street equity 
analyst and I am a senior executive at one of Utah's largest employers. Thank you for allowing me to 
share my view; I hope I might bring to light some considerations which I believe make the Bus 
approach the superior one, based upon reason alone: (32.2.9A) 
 
- Simply stated, the Gondola plan costs more, as you've noted in your comments to the media on 
the subject. As a former Wall Street equity analyst, I've analyzed more than 100 businesses and 
evaluated their business models. Cost is not the only factor, but it is a considerable one. The Gondola 
costs approximately 20% more than the Bus+ proposal (busses, plus the widening of the road), and 
therefore one must consider carefully if the extra cost comes with an extra benefit. I strongly question 
whether it does: the cost of the debt service alone on the additional $3 million a year more than the bus 
solution, immediately eliminating the lower annual operating cost benefit of the Gondola. A final note on 
dollars and cents: we all have watched big projects such as the Gondola run over budget - sometimes 
by 2x and 3x; with busses, the costs are reasonably certain. Unlike the Federal government, if local and 
state politicians have to raise taxes to balance project overruns, then there are almost certain political 
consequences to such an unpopular moves. (32.2.7C and 32.2.7E)  
 
- Nine (9) hours and 54% less efficient. What is the value of the citizens' time? How much is the 
value of nine hours, per person, per year? The Gondola takes 54% more time - 13 minutes longer - 
each way, when compared to a Bus. A typical skiing family that visits the resorts 20 times per season 
will spend approximately nine hours more sitting in the Gondola than they would on a Bus. In your 
comment in the Deseret News, you "stated that you were leaning to the Gondola solution because, in 
part "Just the ability to move people at such a high rate of speed and get people up and down very 
quickly - it's much more efficient than the bus system would be." I suspect that when you said that, the 
Gondola Works folks had not yet alerted you to the additional 13 minutes of travel time each way on the 
Gondola. In percentage terms, the duration of the Gondola is 54% longer (37 minutes to Alta) than the 
Bus (24 minutes to Alta). Yikes! 
 
- Avalanche delays are still highly likely to persist. The Gondola Works folks will tell you that the 
Gondola will work even when there is an avalanche closure. I would question that very heavily. It is 
commonly said that SR 210 (aka Little Cottonwood Canyon) is the only road in North America where it 
is legal to shoot heavy artillery over the road; I cannot imagine the Gondola - or busses - running while 
such mortars are being fired across the path. That means the Gondola will be sitting idle, awaiting the 
completion of avalanche control work, just like the busses and cars. And for the one or two times every 
five years that an avalanche blocks the road (and the Gondola would likely still be able to run), please 
consider the other disadvantages of the Gondola that are continual and recurring, rather than the 
episodic road closure. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5Z) 
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- Wind and lightning holds. If you ski Snowbird regularly, you'd be very familiar with wind holds on 
the Aerial Tram. This even applies to chairlifts. And lightning holds (less common in the winter, but not 
uncommon during the other seasons). Although Gondola Works delights in highlighting the lack of 
stopping the Gondola due to avalanche holds (which I am not at all ready to invest in this narrative), 
Gondola Works fails to acknowledge the continual wind holds that occur for all aerial tramway systems. 
(32.2.6.5K)  
 
- Would you put all the eggs in one basket? All mechanical systems will be in need of 
maintenance, and inevitably things break that render the system to fail or stop for a period of time 
needed to fix them. The Gondola would have - on a busy Saturday, holiday, or powder day - about 650 
passengers suspended above ground. For this thought experiment, assume the mechanical failure 
takes one hour to repair. One thousand and fifty passengers (1,050 - the hourly " "capacity of the 
Gondola) are delayed by an hour in arriving at the resort - and in reality, all the others waiting to get on 
at the bottom are also delayed by an hour - perhaps another 500 to 1,000? Now you have at least 
1,050 cumulative hours spent waiting in the delay, and perhaps as much as 2,000 hours. The Bus 
solution also carries more than 1,000 passengers per hour. But when a bus fails (UTA could provide 
the statistics on its mechanical failure rate), only 42 people are delayed by an hour, while the other 
busses run without problem. Diversification - busses provide diversification against mechanical failure. 
The lost or "wasted" hours spent awaiting a mechanical fix are 96% less per incident in the Bus 
solution. (32.2.6.5K)  
Is the Gondola more sexy than Busses? Sure - of course aerial tramways are beautiful. But in this use 
case, would you want to pay 15% to 20% more for a solution that actually reduces efficiency compared 
to the less sexy, but cheaper, faster, and lower risk solution? I might also encourage you to also 
consider adding heavy tolls to any traffic heading up the canyon on a busy day. Similar to the Utah 
Jazz' flash seats, motorists who still want to drive can do so based upon a finite number of day (or 
possibly hourly) licenses, with an auction system that opens at 6:00 a.m.; similar to the way computers 
match buy and sell orders in the capital markets, or HOV lanes are priced based upon demand, the 
market price for a car would be determined based upon demand that day or hour (maybe $50 for a car 
on President's Day when there is two feet of fresh powder, and maybe only $2 on a day in May when 
Alta is closed and almost no one is heading up to Snowbird). The cost of the license would be used to 
cover the cost of the Bus+ solution, thus making it very affordable for anyone to ride the bus. This 
solution attempts to add sensitivity for lower-income families and individuals who want to use the 
canyon's services, but may not be able to afford the hefty price tag of driving a personal vehicle on the 
heaviest days of the year. Of course, lower-income folks would likely be able to afford traveling in the 
canyon on non-peak days. (32.2.4A and 32.5A)  
Thank you for your time in considering this rebuttal to the Gondola Works' large budget that is 
attempting to sway people to its solution. Hopefully logic wins over marketing dollars spent. 
Regards, 
-James Abbott, Holladay, Utah 
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COMMENT #:  6457 

DATE:   8/21/21 11:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Bills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been driving the canyon for over 50 year's and employed at Snowbird for 41 years. I am now 67 
years old. Driving the canyon is a chore, often dangerous during bad conditions. However, I need to get 
there to work. Oftentimes, I'm stuck there on snow nights or asked to stay. Please al√≠viate this hassle 
and danger. Build the gondola. It's not the perfect solution. But, nobody knows of a better one. Build it! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  6458 

DATE:   8/21/21 11:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Weaver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any solution that irreversibly alters the landscape is an undesirable option, and I'd argue not a solution 
at all. If the solution is to be truly supportive and inclusive to all recreationalists, a gondola or 
constructing a road system that destroys world famous boulders would be detrimental. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Tolling and single occupancy restrictions are much less invasive, will help 
add revenue for the department, and preserve the integrity of the areas we all love so much. (32.2.2Y 
and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  6459 

DATE:   8/22/21 1:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Harvath 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been driving the canyon for over 15 years. As time goes on I have seen traffic grow more than I 
thought it ever could. Without the gondola problems consist of, traffic, crashes emissions, parking ect. I 
believe that this gondola can help all of us who enjoy the canyon and it's nature. I am all for it. (32.2.9D 
and 32.10A)  
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COMMENT #:  6460 

DATE:   8/22/21 3:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Slocum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this gondola is an excellent solution to reduce traffic and carbon emissions and also improve the 
value of the community. (32.2.9D, 32.7C, and 32.10A)  
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COMMENT #:  6461 

DATE:   8/22/21 7:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brand Hawkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expand the bus routes. The gondola sounds cool but comes across as another gimmick of theme park 
ride. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6462 

DATE:   8/22/21 7:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbing in Utah is important to me personally, and I am therefore quite concerned about the UDOT 
proposals that would drastically alter the natural boulder landscape in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
Without the boulders in LCC, I would not have found a lasting connection to nature that has had a 
profoundly positive impact on my life. Please reconsider the measures that UDOT has proposed: 
 
 UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
. 
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COMMENT #:  6463 

DATE:   8/22/21 8:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Farver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a former resident of the Salt Lake valley, avid outdoor enthusiast, and Utahn who still makes his way 
to Little Cottonwood Canyon, I oppose both solutions UDOT has offered for traffic mitigation in the 
canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Any solution must balance between the needs to the population, the 
needs of the environment and the character of the space. Neither the gondola nor the enhanced bus 
service with lane widening do that. The gondola would be a visual blight on a truly special canyon and 
forever change its character. (32.17A) The enhanced bus service with lane widening is an expensive 
solution that does not first attempt more creative ways of dealing with traffic in the canyon. (32.7B and 
32.7C ) Instead, I support enhanced bus service without lane widening. (32.2.9A) By having the busses 
use the lanes that are already in existence, and having certain points at which gates would stop 
individual car traffic while busses go through, we would incentivize riding mass transit rather than in 
individual vehicles. (32.2.4A) Adding an extra lane only encourages more use of single vehicles. 
(32.2.4A) Does something need to be done about the traffic at LCC? Yes. However, we must start with 
the most prudent solution first, as changing the character of the canyon is largely irreversible. 
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COMMENT #:  6464 

DATE:   8/22/21 8:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Kolbay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifetime resident of Salt Lake, a member of Salt Lake County SAR and Brighton ski patrol, I very 
clearly understand the increasing issue of traffic in our canyons. However, of the litany of reasonable 
approaches to solving this issue, building a gondola does not remotely fit the bill. (32.2.9E) Having a 
large gondola fill them canyon seems antithetical to the reason these canyons are already so popular: 
experiencing nature and escaping the city jungle. This solution seems more intent on generating 
publicity for tourism than actually fixing our issues. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I 
certainly support efforts for Utah to utilize tourism as a major component of its commerce, but the 
gondola is beyond the pale. Particularly when we have yet to implement so many other options ranging 
from increased public transportation and parking (in the valley), toll booths, etc. (32.29R, 32.2.2I and 
32.2.4A) Building a gondola is, at best, a last resort solution. 
 
Thanks for considering my comments. 
 
-Patrick- 
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COMMENT #:  6465 

DATE:   8/22/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is my opinion that the gondola should be the winner. (32.2.9D) Some of the primary goals have to be 
a reduction of traffic and ability to operate in bad weather. The gondola option meets both of those 
better than improving the road. I will allow that there is a visual impact, but the canyon is far from 
pristine and the trade off for fewer vehicle emissions of both noise and air pollution is, for me, a trade 
that favors the gondola. (32.17A, 32.10A, and 32.11D) A reasonable question has to be if either of 
these is worth the cost considering the small number of days when it matters and overall the small 
number of users. 
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COMMENT #:  6466 

DATE:   8/22/21 8:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Lloyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that neither the gondola nor the proposed enhanced bus service will best meet the needs and 
interests of all canyon users, with both of these proposed options causing unnecessary harm to the 
canyon ecosystems. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.13A, and 32.13B) Before jumping to one of these two 
options, I believe we should exhaust all other alternatives prior to causing irreparable harm to our 
canyon. (32.2.2PP) 
 
In my opinion, this would involve closing the canyon entirely to private vehicles (with some exceptions, 
i.e., canyon residents, other essential workers and staff, etc.), building sufficient parking for private 
vehicles at existing park and ride lots, and providing an enhanced bus service without widening the 
road. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2I) Busses would run frequently enough to meet demand, with a majority of 
busses being "express busses" with direct service to resorts and a smaller number of busses making 
stops to service backcountry trailheads. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.6.3C) Doing this would cause the least 
harm to canyon ecosystems, would have the smallest visual impact on the canyon, and would best 
meet the needs of all users; presumably, it would also be cheaper than the other proposed solutions. 
Not only could this serve as a solution to Little Cottonwood Canyon, but it could also serve as a solution 
for Big Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
Perhaps we would find that this doesn't fully meet the demands of canyon users, and that would be ok; 
if such is the case, we will have done minimal harm to our canyons and can reevaluate what may be 
the best solution for canyon users at that point. 
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COMMENT #:  6467 

DATE:   8/22/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Kirk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom it May Concern, 
 
I'm writing to express my concerns on several issues involved with the current Little Cottonwood 
Canyon transportation proposals.  
 
The first item I want to address is the expansion of Wasatch Blvd. As a resident of Cottonwood Heights 
who lives directly below Wasatch Blvd, I am STRONGLY OPPOSED to any road widening of Wasatch. 
(32.2.9L) This is due to safety concerns. With added lanes brings higher speeds. For anyone who 
drives Wasatch Blvd regularly, it is common knowledge that by the gravel pit where Wasatch is 4 lanes 
wide most vehicles travel 60-70mph!! I fear that these high speeds will continue if we further expand 
Wasatch. Do we really want traffic going freeway speeds near residential neighborhoods? I sure don't!!! 
Heck, I'm afraid now to walk, run, or cycle on the current two lane road with a 50mph speed limit. 
(32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
I've been told that the extra lanes will help ease congestion. In my opinion this is a hoax. I have seen 
the 3-4 days per year where Wasatch becomes a parking lot due to canyon closure for avalanche 
control. (32.7A, 32.7B, and 32.1.4D) Yes it is annoying when this happens, but how is a widen road 
going to solve this problem when the canyon is closed while everyone is trying to go up it? The same 
thing will happen with a widen road. This time instead of having to cross 2 lanes of traffic to leave my 
neighborhood I will now have to cross 3 or 4 lanes of backed up traffic (much more dangerous). Why 
expand the road to "solve" an issue that occurs only a few times a year? (32.1.2B and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
Plus, the road will eventually narrow to two lanes again as it reaches the mouth of the canyon. This 
creates another bottle neck situation where cars going 60-70mph will have to merge together all at 
once. Hence, creating another safety issue. 
 
As for the gondola proposal. I'm against it. (32.2.9E) I feel that this is a taxpayer funded project only 
serves the ski resorts (private businesses). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Many 
people use the canyon apart from skiing or visiting the resorts. This gondola will not serve their needs 
as it will only stop at Snowbird or Alta. What about those that want to go elsewhere in the Canyon (i.e. 
White Pine, Tanners Flat, Lisa Falls, etc.)? (32.2.6.5G and 32.4G)  
 
If anything I would support an expanded bus service. (32.2.9A) However, the current bus service 
proposal I feel won't do enough. Instead, I think UDOT should look at what Zion NP has done with their 
shuttle system and mimic that alternative. During busy days in the winter and summer I feel that the 
canyon should be closed to private vehicle traffic (with exceptions for special circumstances) and only 
shuttle buses allowed. (32.2.2B) This will eliminate congestion, reduce emissions, and having multiple 
stops along the route will allow visitors to get off and on where they wish. The money that would have 
been used to expand the road instead could be used to build large parking areas at the mouth of the 
canyon, covered shuttle stops along the canyon route, and pay for operations of the shuttle system. 
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COMMENT #:  6468 

DATE:   8/22/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Beesley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do NOT put a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) I am a lifetime resident of Salt 
Lake and recreate in Little Cottonwood Canyon year round climbing, hiking and skiing. I have been a 
season pass holder at Alta for the past 6 years. Allowing a gondola up LLC with forever destroy the 
natural beauty of this beautiful canyon that so many use to escape the city. (32.17A) This land is not an 
amusement park. The problem with the canyon and the ski resorts is not that there are not enough 
parking spots or people in the canyon and the solution is not how to get more people into the canyon. 
(32.1.2B and 32.2.4B) We have a limited resource. A wider road with bus lane, incentivizing 
carpooling, and perhaps putting a capacity on the number of cars allowed in the canyon at one time is 
the only solution to improving the experience in LLC now and in the future. (32.2.9B, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.2L) We are a family of 5 and I can't imagine driving to the base of the canyon, getting on a bus to 
the base of the gondola, taking the gondola to Snowbird, potentially transferring gondolas to Alta, and 
then unloading all the gear for a family of 5. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5R) And then having to do this all 
over again a few hours later. A gondola would ruin the opportunity and experience for young families 
looking to enjoy a day of skiing up at Alta. And while a gondola may work for access to the 2 ski resorts 
in LLC, it could never work to access the many climbing routes and trails that line the walls of LLC. 
(32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5G) A gondola is a bad idea now and a bad idea in the future. It may sound 
exciting to some to take an elevated ride up LLC, but once the excitement wears off we are left with an 
eyesore and a less accessible and less usable canyon. A wider road that allows a bus lane is the only 
reasonable solution to maintain the natural beauty and ease of accessibility to this treasured land. 
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COMMENT #:  6469 

DATE:   8/22/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Beltran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I used to love the idea of gondolas in the Cottonwoods for many lofty reasons, but this plan for one is a 
hard NO. (32.2.9E) If you build it like this, no one will be able to access any trails along the way. 
(32.4G) That's unjust. The resorts and stupid French restaurant will profit off the people's taxes while 
only helping the rich people who already ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It'll 
get shut down for winds. (32.2.6.5K) The road plan is better. It could benefit cyclists in the summers as 
well as skiers in the winter. (32.2.9B) The bussing currently proposed is inadequate, but it can be 
improved before the new road opens. (32.2.6.3N) We need bus stops at all major trailheads/picnic 
areas/uphill starts, not just the resorts (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5C) . We need real public transit routes all 
over the city, incl express routes perhaps on weekend mornings, to get to the canyon shuttle starts. 
(32.2.2I) The avalanche prevention mechanisms will help keep the road open and safe for all people 
unlike gondola winds (Who wants to be stuck dangling in the air for hours on such a long trip needing 
evac?). 
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COMMENT #:  6470 

DATE:   8/22/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Ralphs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for gondola. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6471 

DATE:   8/22/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Pilstl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please focus on creating transportation alternatives that will not effect the terrain as the gondola will. 
The express bus service seems like the best option to move forward with. (32.2.9A)  
 
Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  6472 

DATE:   8/22/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jan Franzen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The EIS needs to consider other recreational uses than resort skiing in LCC, such as back country 
skiing and snowshoeing in the winter and hiking in the summer. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Parking in the canyon fills up fast at White Pine trail head in the summer and winter and 
alternatives to car transportation will be needed in the future. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) The gondola 
alternative does not provide the flexibility to solve these issues. Also, the visual impact of the large 
gondola towers will severely degrade the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) The only alternative that has 
the flexibility to improve the experience for all recreational users and preserve as much of the beauty of 
the canyon as possible is the enhanced bus service. However, a 3 lane alternative to widening the road 
should be considered with an alternating dedicated bus lane. (32.2.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  6473 

DATE:   8/22/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shirley Streff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The EIS needs to consider other recreational uses than resort skiing in LCC, such as back country 
skiing and snowshoeing in the winter and hiking in the summer. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Parking in the canyon fills up fast at White Pine trail head in the summer and winter and 
alternatives to car transportation will be needed in the future. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) The gondola 
alternative does not provide the flexibility to solve these issues. Also, the visual impact of the large 
gondola towers will severely degrade the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) The only alternative that has 
the flexibility to improve the experience for all recreational users and preserve as much of the beauty of 
the canyon as possible is the enhanced bus service. However, a 3 lane alternative to widening the road 
should be considered with the lane alternating for morning and afternoon traffic. (32.2.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  6474 

DATE:   8/22/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donna Jacobs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus service in Little Cottonwood Canyon preserves the access and scenery of our stunningly beautiful 
mountain environment. As in urban commutes, bus stops provide multiple access points. (32.2.6.3C) 
Corporations aren't the sole interests and skiers aren't the sole users of our canyons. Do respect 
cyclists, hikers, and mountain bikers who access canyon roads and trails. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6475 

DATE:   8/22/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeline Kaminski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see traffic moderating alternatives that do not involve such invasive construction. 
(32.2.2PP) I do not feel like enough effort has been put towards basic traffic mitigation to justify full 
canyon lane expansion or a gondola. Little Cottonwood Canyon still hold so much natural environment 
and a lot of that would be devastated if there were to be such large construction project. I oppose both 
the gondola and lane expansion options (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) . The climbing areas and hiking trail up 
and down the canyon are extremely important places to me and I would be heartbroken to see them 
ruined just so more people can spend more money at the ski resorts. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 
32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  6476 

DATE:   8/22/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Heidi Gledhill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Heidi Gledhill 
Springdale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6477 

DATE:   8/22/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fredrick Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In general terms I support both of the two preferred alternatives, with my preference being for the 
Gondola from Le Caille option. (32.2.9D) Americans hate busses (the mentality is ‘that's what poor 
people use') but they can get behind using a gondola (that's a ski lift, the sort of thing rich people use). 
It is unfortunate but that is our mentality and which option we choose will strongly affect people 
willingness to use it. (32.2.4A)  
 
While both of these options could work, the determining factor in their success is going to be in how 
they are implemented and how we get people to actually use the public transport option, i.e. the bus or 
gondola. If there is a fee, any fee, to ride either the gondola or the bus, people will be highly unlikely to 
use the service. (32.2.4A) I certainly will not be using it. It must be substantially financially 
advantageous to use these services as they will certainly be a hassle in comparison to driving. If we are 
to look at a road as we do in this case, as a socialize-able public infrastructure that should be free 
(except to reduce congestion) then there is no reason we should not look at the gondola or even the 
bus as the same sort of public infrastructure that should be free. A fee is a disincentive. If the bus or 
gondola has a fee, we will have spent a great deal of money on something that will not be used. The 
pro ski area propaganda website gondolaworks.com says the cost of maintenance and operation of the 
gondola will be paid for by users. This is a terrible idea. Individual cars do not pay to use that particular 
road directly. If we decide the bus or gondola operation and maintenance must be paid for by users it 
should be an indirect fee. The fee should be rolled into the lift ticket prices and then anyone regardless 
of if they have a lift ticket or not should be allowed to ride for no fee. Please do not spend over ¬Ω a 
billion dollars for a project that will be unused and unsuccessful. Implementation is key. (32.2.4A) 
 
I understand that the mission statement of this project is not to reduce emissions but it feels like they 
should be given heavier consideration considering we cannot see the sky in the Salt Lake Valley during 
much of the winter and we are making our planet largely uninhabitable. I see that chapter 10 on air 
quality touches on emissions but as far as I can tell it only talks about on going net emissions. (32.10A) 
That's a start but shouldn't we also consider construction emissions and the location of the emissions. 
(32.19D) With every pound of concrete generating its weight in CO2 emissions, this is a very big deal. 
Also will how often will these infrastructure options need to be renewed generating more emissions? 
(32.19D) Given the inversion in the valley we should also look at where the emissions are generated. 
(32.10A) Will the power for the gondola be generated outside of the Salt Lake Valley and thus not 
contribute as much to inversion trapped smog during high pressure? Along with this it might be worth 
factoring how much of. The vehicular traffic emissions are generated at an elevation that is higher than 
the inversion and thus not a a contributor to the "trapped" air quality. Finally when talking about our 
poor air quality we should be doing more than trying to reduce road congestion by such a small factor. 
(32.10A)  
 
Funding...I understand that this project will take tax payer dollars but lets not forget that we are paying 
to help deliver Alta and Snowbirds customers. Those businesses should share the financial burden of 
either of these projects. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) They are highly profitable and 
we should not be solely responsible for delivering their customers to them. If we solely bar the burden, 
it will be a matter of time before they are trying to get us to pay for their new lifts because of the 
financial benefits their businesses offer our tourism industry. Let us be realistic we only need to 
consider these projects because of the need to deliver their customers. Plenty of people see these 
businesses as doing nothing but hampering access to the free to use forest service land. These 
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projects are not about access but about the delivery of customers and there is no reason the ski areas 
cannot assist in funding. 
 
 As a bit of a side note and to enhance cycling usage in the non-winter months, I would like to see 
cycling climbing markers (like they have in Europe) or signs placed along the road. They could display 
distance to top, elevation and climb gradient to next marker. This is important and relevant as Chapter 
S.3 of the EIS says that the Mountain Accord said we should have a goal of increasing bicycling. This 
will help. (32.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  6478 

DATE:   8/22/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Edouard Saget 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

In considering longer term plans, what solutions are considered that are impacting further the beauty of 
the Canyon while also not solely promoting the ski resort industry agenda. Our tax dollars do not need 
to fund their "already expensive resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7A) 
 
Switzerland and France have managed to controlled traffic without impacting landscape and access. 
Some consideration to underground solutions, especially since technology in that space has greatly 
and is continuously improving, even around fault lines, should be part of the plans. as a tax payers I d 
like to see more reporting on these types of solutions. (32.2.2C and 32.2.2PP) 
 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. They have yet to invest in 
improving their access inside their own existing capacity. There are no poma and they have not fixed 
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their own lift lines with better lift access as is the norm in other resorts, especially Europe, which has 
just as much or more technical terrain and high altitudes.  
 
Before any land is considere for expansion of ski resorts, before we consider as a community 
expanding capacity or spend a dime on d√©congestion, we need a global plan that includes a co-share 
of issues to be fixed and a long term commitment to evaluate options that are known, and the ones that 
are coming. A sole focus on the issue that relates to the mouth of the Canyon to the end of the road is 
not enough. (32.2.2PP) 
 
Sincerely, 
Edouard Saget 
Midvale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6479 

DATE:   8/22/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Offerdahl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build it ASAP!!!!! (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6480 

DATE:   8/22/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Daniel Larkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first solve a more timely and dire problem by 
adequately funding HCR-10 to divert more water to the Great Salt Lake before it dies and winters in 
Utah diminish forever. (32.1.2B)  
 
Why think long teen about canyon infrastructure before first ensuring long term ecological sustainability 
of our lake system that is foundational to the sustainability of both the local economy as well as the 
snowfall that draws so many people onto the canyons to begin with. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Daniel Larkin 
Lehi, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6481 

DATE:   8/22/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fernando Calderon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not install a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) This will forever change the world-class climbing in 
the canyon, both during and after construction. (32.4B) NO GONDOLA!!! More eco-friendly options 
exist! (32.2.9A)  
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COMMENT #:  6482 

DATE:   8/22/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Peer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In response to the two preferred solutions to the travel congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon (1-
improved bus service and parking, 2) gondola and parking) 
The gondola is a bigger, longer lasting, more expensive and less flexible solution than improved bus 
service, a wider road, and more bus parking. In this time of accelerating climate change, I think a 
gondola is backward looking idea. (32.2.2E and 32.2.9E) Given the change in the Wasatch snow pack, 
improved bus service in the canyon and improved parking for the bus service is a much better idea for 
skiers, and for the tax paying public. (32.2.9A)  
The 2020-2021 ski season was not stellar. Much of the snow that falls in the Wasatch is lake effect, and 
the Great Salt Lake is shrinking. Might that have contributed to the recent lame snowpack? With the 
drought in the West the Great Salt Lake could easily disappear, creating a new toxic dust problem in 
the valley and a lack of snow in the mountains.  
 
https://radiowest.kuer.org/post/state-and-fate-great-salt-lake  
 
It is unlikely that anyone with water rights will give up water to keep the Great Salt Lake wet, or to 
maintain the snow pack for the ski areas. The Great Salt Lake itself has no rights to any water.  
Given the unlikelyhood of the Wasatch continuing to be a great place to ski, I believe that the most 
flexible solution to the current traffic problem is the most intelligent solution. Please choose improved 
bus service and parking. (32.2.9A)  
Best Wishes, and wishes for a good result to this. 
Linda Peer 
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COMMENT #:  6483 

DATE:   8/22/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sidney Garrido 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
What is the carrying capacity of LCC? (32.20B) 
The experience that resorts provide is significantly compromised when the number of people exceed 
the resources we have. No matter what we do we need to consider the environment before all else. 
(32.29G). Please utilize the infrastructure we have, slow steady growth helps us know the long term 
impacts. (32.2.9A) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sidney Garrido 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6484 

DATE:   8/22/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Weber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go for the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6485 

DATE:   8/22/21 2:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Schreiber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We live at the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon, where traffic stacks up in our neighborhood on 
mornings where the canyon is closed for avalanche control. (32.7B) We support the gondola solution 
(plus a toll for other cars going up LCC) as the best proposed solution. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) If the 
buses proposed were electric or natural gas, we would be more partial to that solution - but I have read 
that they are considered to be not as cost-effective (32.2.6.3F) ... in that case, we would strongly 
oppose more gas or diesel buses going up LCC and further contributing to the valley's air pollution 
problem (32.10A) - not to mention more runoff from a widened road up the canyon. (32.12B) Gondolas 
are employed successfully in Europe and would be a more weather-reliable mode of transport up and 
down the mountain. As long as sound planning goes into the parking hub at La Caille and does not 
cause further traffic backups on Wasatch and LCC Road, we would favor this option. (32.2.6.5E)  
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COMMENT #:  6486 

DATE:   8/22/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Burkardt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, My name is Thomas I have coming to Utah for years to ski. I have been stuck in traffic in the 
canyons a few times. Cars bumper to bumper all running couldn't be good for the air quality or the plant 
life in the canyon,and to widen the the road would be tragic. I've been in the salt lake area during the 
inversion, sometimes it's so bad you can't breath. I think it's a wonderful idea. I hope the project moves 
forward. (32.10A and 32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6487 

DATE:   8/22/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Bsumek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The problem is congestion, leading to air pollution in the form of inversion. (32.10A) People wish to use 
the available ski resorts in winter and hiking trails in summer. The answer lies not in building an 
expensive tram system, but in using Electric Buses, adding only a few required passing lanes, and 
where needed additional load/unload stations. (32.2.6.3F and 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  6488 

DATE:   8/22/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wes Burningham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've grown up in Utah my entire life and enjoyed using Little Cottonwood canyon. I am opposed to both 
proposed UDOT "solutions" to improve transportation. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The problem is that we 
are overextending our use of resources in Utah. This is apparent in how we are trying to put more 
people in the canyon or in our current drought where we have areas running out of water. The solution 
is not to continue the habit of entitlement or accommodation, the solution is to teach the importance of 
preserving what resources we have and if so limiting access (applies to Little Cottonwood canyon and 
water usage). (32.1.2B, 32.7C, and 32.2.4A)  
 
Please consider my voice and the voice of many other that we should be building new transportation 
systems in the canyon. We need to first address the issue of us as stewards overextending ourselves. 
 
Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  6489 

DATE:   8/22/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Frazier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While the enhanced bus alternative is less expensive and shortens travel time, the gondola b 
alternative has less of an impact on the environment because there is a lot less land being used for 
construction. Also, I feel like this would allow for fewer cars and busses on the road which would 
potentially decrease transmissions and I feel like this is very important in Salt Lake due to the existing 
pollution. (32.2.9D, 32.7C, and 32.10A)  
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COMMENT #:  6490 

DATE:   8/22/21 3:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sierra Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please look more into limiting the amount of drivers going up the canyon each day. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, 
and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6491 

DATE:   8/22/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Cullen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reading all the materials and attending the hearings I am struck that no one has asked or 
answered the question: "What is the problem you are trying to solve"? (32.1.2B)  
 
Until and unless you permanently address the road closures, none of this fixes anything. (32.7A) You 
will still have queues waiting for the road to open or the gondola to open so what does any of this 
solve? You can't shoot artillery over a running gondola and you've said you have to inspect the cables 
after doing control work before you can run the gondola. Thus, the gondola will not run any sooner than 
the road. You have to create an avalanche control program that makes road closures rare or 
nonexistent, otherwise, all of this is an exercise in futility. (32.7A)  
 
The Draft EIS further fails to address the simple queuing theory problem that is the real issue: On any 
given powder day there are 12,000 skiers (7,000 at Alta, 5,000 at Snowbird, backcountry is a rounding 
error) trying to get up the canyon. Both resorts feel crowded above those numbers. So...how do you 
move those people? At 1450 people an hour, the gondola, by itself is an abject failure. When you add in 
the cost, it's an uncommonly silly idea. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.5D)  
 
So how about this unsexy solution: 
 
Go buy some Swiss JetBrooms and plow the road with some more modern technology. Hire more 
people to run said JetBrooms. (32.2.2II) Base them closer to the mouth of the canyon. Run them more 
frequently. (Hint: the JetBroom works independent of travel speed) Then...make UTA buy better, faster 
busses designed for this route, not the old POS they currently. Anybody want to venture a guess what a 
bus doing 15mph does to the road capacity? (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.3R) 
 
Ban vehicles without snow tires, Chains are too slow. No more 4wd pickups with bald all season tires. 
(32.2.2M) 
 
Unless you address the basic issues all the glitz and glamour aren't going to get you squat. 
 
One other issue: who's paying for Disneyland rides? The users? Right. The Utah taxpayer? Good luck 
with that. (32.2.7A)  
 
Simple. Keep it simple. At least you can build that. 
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COMMENT #:  6492 

DATE:   8/22/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jordan Emery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Let us consider further research into a proper permanent fix. The issue at hand is experienced less 
than one total month of the year. (32.1.4D) All of the proposed alternatives would result in the same 
excessive traffic that carries over into all surrounding areas. (32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola 
does not serve the people of Utah who are the majority of tax payers that would pay for this 
infrastructure. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola and roadway widening are purely for 
the gain of two privately owned ski areas, not for the people of Utah. (32.2.7A) And seriously, the cog 
rail is unrealistic and would not provide any benefit. (32.2.9M) Being a Sandy resident and LCC 
recreationist, I feel the strain on these busy winter days and despite this, I truly feel that no action is 
better than any of the current proposals. (32.2.9G) Let's increase bus service throughout the valley into 
the canyons and find a permanent and less destructive fix that is not purely for the benefit of two ski 
areas (32.2.2I). 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 
Sincerely, 
Jordan Emery 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6493 

DATE:   8/22/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Daniel Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
So far, every option proposed is in favor of the resorts and the ski community, not the ENTIRE 
population of Utah. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We need to be considerate of 
everyone that may want to access the canyon. Not everyone skis and the canyon is used in a variety of 
ways. For example, the rock climbing in many parts of the canyon would be destroyed. (32.4A and 
32.4B) Therefore, each option needs to be weighed to fit the needs of every Utahn, not just those who 
are fortunate enough to ski. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Daniel Harris 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6494 

DATE:   8/22/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any reduction in traffic, pollution (including oils, break dust, and tire particulate) will be a good thing if 
the Wasatch is serious about protecting its water shed. Now if it's also faster and more efficient then the 
busses and cars then you have a system worth its weight in gold. (32.12A and 32.12B)  
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COMMENT #:  6495 

DATE:   8/22/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Dunn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! (32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  6496 

DATE:   8/22/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Elliott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Being an avid rock climber, mountain bike and skiing, I support any alternative that doesn't not visually 
impact the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) Why are we as residents having to pay for the profits of the 
ski resorts? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). I think the best options were the extra 
bussing, and the carpool limitations. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Thank you for your time 
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COMMENT #:  6497 

DATE:   8/22/21 5:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daryl Link 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah's air quality is bad enough. We need a solution that cuts down on carbon emissions and reduces 
dependence on cars on the road. (32.10A. 32.7C, and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  6498 

DATE:   8/22/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Marks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The reliability of a gondola makes it easier to plan a day around skiing, hiking, or rock climbing with my 
buddies and family. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6499 

DATE:   8/22/21 5:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsea Marks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any road option is short-sighted and doesn't solve the problem. Getting people off the road is the only 
way we can protect the canyon and plan for future demand. (32.29D, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  6500 

DATE:   8/22/21 5:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clark Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah deserves the cleanest air and water possible and that is why I support the gondola. 
Straightforward, a gondola is the best thing for Utah as a whole. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.12A)  
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COMMENT #:  6501 

DATE:   8/22/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becca Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't widen the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon!(32.2.9C) The gondola is a much better 
choice. Whenever I visit my alma mater I want to enjoy as much of Utah's beauty as possible. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6502 

DATE:   8/22/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Juice Mackins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the smart, safe and popular choice! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6503 

DATE:   8/22/21 5:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am tired of traffic in the canyon with my kids in the car and I think a gondola is a great alternative. 
(32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6504 

DATE:   8/22/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dre Fackrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a gondola to and from the beer festival would take away all the stress of worrying about 
inebriated drivers on the narrow canyon roads. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6505 

DATE:   8/22/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cian Philbrick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am a Salt Lake resident in my 3rd year at Westminster College. As an avid user of all the 
natural playgrounds, Little Cottonwood Canyon has to offer the proposed solutions to solving the 
canyon traffic have me a little worried about the impact on the natural features I love to recreate. I 
believe that widening the roadways will intrude on 29 of the bouldering spots in LLC. (32.4A) The 
gondola will affect 35 of the boulder problems in LCC, and will also block the gorgeous views LCC has 
to offer. (32.4B and 32.17A) The gondola will also become a tourist attraction and will only worsen the 
problem of canyon traffic (32.7C). I believe that to solve this problem UDOT should impose a toll during 
the busy season to reduce the number of cars in the canyon and encourage people to take the bus. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) This will reduct the traffic without causing visible defects to the environment in 
LCC. Please consider this as you come to a conclusion! 
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COMMENT #:  6506 

DATE:   8/22/21 6:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Barry Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Barry Petersen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6507 

DATE:   8/22/21 6:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola is a horrible idea for little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) Widening the road is also a 
horrible idea. (32.2.9C) I've been climbing hiking skiing in that canyon for 44 years and I love the 
freedom of driving myself up that canyon. (32.4G and 32.2.4A) I recognize those days should be over. I 
believe the preferred alternative should be no more private vehicles in the canyon other than residents 
and employees. Buses only. (32.2.2B) This would provide equal access for all users of the canyon, not 
just resort skiers. It would also limit irreversible environmental degradation of an irreplaceable resource. 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6508 

DATE:   8/22/21 6:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Crognale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How many cars will be able to park at la Callie? (32.2.6.5J) It's a long walk from my house to a usable 
bus stop which adds another level of aggravation and inconvenience. Given the size of the parking lots 
at Alta and Snowbird I don't see where there is room at la Callie. Will there be seating for everybody in 
the gondola or will you be forced to stand the whole way? (32.2.6.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  6509 

DATE:   8/22/21 7:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Ryser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I attended the July 13th townhall and listened to many of the opinions expressed as well as spoke with 
the UDOT staff at the exhibits. I live only a half mile from LCC and use it frequently, primarily for hiking, 
camping, jogging, and skiing.  
 
A number of the speakers stated that a study of the maximum use capacity of the canyon has not been 
completed. (32.20B) I assume this means that the number of skiers and other uses the canyon as a 
whole can reasonably accommodate has not been determined or estimated. (32.20C) Clearly, it is finite 
and I wonder if we are approaching it. I spend much of my time since retirement volunteering for groups 
concerned with stewardship of our environment. The concept of unrestrained growth is not sustainable 
or rational. My recommendations regarding the proposed LC Canyon options are as follows: 
Complete the avalanche sheds. I understand, they have long been identified as necessary for safe and 
reliable use of the canyon during ski season and if done well would be an acceptable tradeoff to avoid 
the worst events that harm our canyon access - the long backups and delays that extend past my home 
near 9400 south on some winter mornings. Long lines of idling vehicles are harmful to the canyon and 
our environment in general. (32.2.9K, 32.7A, and 32.7B)  
Enhance canyon bus service but without roadway widening. The 18 minute difference in commute time 
is acceptable to preserve the canyon ecology and beauty and less than the gondola commute time. 
Along with this option I support the mobility hubs, trailhead parking improvements, and limited Wasatch 
Blvd improvements. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9O, and 32.2.9Q)  
Don't expand the roadway, and do not build the gondola - these are ski resort specific solutions that 
seriously harm aspects of the canyon ecology or appearance without doing much for non-skiers. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Increased incentive for public transportation use and discouraging private vehicle use needs strong 
support. (32.2.4A) I assume this means a rational road use toll for skiers and probably a lower toll for 
non-skiers. Consider buying the property where the gondola station would go to preserve future options 
and the canyon entrance. Buses need to be hybrid or electric, perhaps phased in as technology 
improves. (32.2.6.3F) Smaller electric vans (driverless once available) should be provided for use 
between trail heads. (32.2.6.3C) Ski resorts must pay their fair share of any major upgrades that benefit 
them. (32.2.7A)  
 
My rationale for avoiding the gondola or road widening options is that canyon use will eventually 
expand to overwhelm the capacity of the canyon ecosystem. Let's make it reasonably accessible and 
above all safe and scalable as demand and technology improve but for the sake of this singular and 
irreplaceable canyon, we should not open the gates wide without proper constraints until we 
understand the full impact on future generations.  
 
 Sincerely, David Ryser, MD, MEBE 
 
Sandy, Utah 
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COMMENT #:  6510 

DATE:   8/22/21 7:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennifer Gaia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
jennifer gaia 
francis, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6511 

DATE:   8/22/21 7:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marilyn Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea! (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6512 

DATE:   8/22/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Wiggins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola plan should be rejected. (32.2.9E) It serves only Alta and Snowbird: a high-priced public 
subsidy of profitable out-of-state businesses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Further, it 
doe not serve those who wish to enjoy other areas of the canyon. Enhanced bus system is scaleable to 
match the demand which will be variable as climate changes. (32.2.6.3D) The gondola has a higher up-
front cost. If demand decreases due to lack of snow, these costs will never be repaid. The bus system, 
including parking at two bases, will better serve both canyons, while the gondola addresses only the 
congestion in Little Cottonwood.(32.1.1A) 
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COMMENT #:  6513 

DATE:   8/22/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Zerba 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe a better promotion and 'enforcement' of ride-sharing from the UDOT and resorts should be 
implemented. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) I believe the resorts should offer better deals to those who take 
the bus and ride share and offer less benefits to those who ride solo.(32.2.2K) Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  6514 

DATE:   8/22/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Zerba 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More ride-share and bus travel benefits! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6515 

DATE:   8/22/21 7:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
James Wilson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6516 

DATE:   8/22/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola is a Great idea to reduce car traffic. This is the best alternative for the canyon. They do 
similar projects in Europe and it is about time we catch on. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6517 

DATE:   8/22/21 8:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tate Michener 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I personally believe that nothing should be done to change the traffic in LCC. (32.2.9G) I think that 
people will continue to recreate there regardless and creating large scale environmental impact is not 
worth the reward. Increasing the efficiency of the travel would only increase people at the resorts. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I think if people really want to ski and board in the LCC 
resorts they will wait and do what they have to, to get up. 
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COMMENT #:  6518 

DATE:   8/22/21 8:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike McCabe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support both the gondola to LaCaile and enhanced bus to the resorts (32.2.2W, 32.2.9D, and 
32.2.9A)  
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COMMENT #:  6519 

DATE:   8/22/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Richardson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an environmental studies major at Westminster college and after looking at all of the options put 
out I do not think the gondola idea benefits anyone but the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) As being a native of Salt Lake I have enjoyed the canyon as a hiker and climber for 
years. The land need and destruction of climbing and hiking areas for future generations would be 
absolutely horrible. (32.4B and 32.4I) As a more land sustainable idea I think more shuttles and busses 
for the ski resorts would be a good idea to lower individual cars up the canyon in the winter. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  6520 

DATE:   8/22/21 8:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frances Tullis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah is second to none in its access to the outdoors. It is a huge draw for people as they can recreate 
and work outdoors so close to their homes. However, our growing valley means that there is little to no 
space to recreate responsibly so close to town. The increased traffic up our canyons specifically in the 
winter causes huge interpersonal and environmental problems. But the answer is not to furthur these 
environmental impacts. Building a gondola would not only destroy areas that people recreate and 
specifically climb but also harm sacred land, and land that is not ours to further desecrate. (32.2.9E, 
32.4B, and 32.17A) The convenience of a gondola is not worth the environmental impact. (32.1.2B and 
32.1.2D) As for wideining the road, while not as drastic, this too will harm our canyons forever. 
(32.2.9B) The answer lies somewhere in expanding and promoting public transportation not only in the 
canyon but also throughout the valley. (32.2.2I) Salt lake and its surrounding areas has grown past the 
point where free and reliable public transportation is an option. It is now imperative to the future of our 
city and our nature both. 
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COMMENT #:  6521 

DATE:   8/22/21 8:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Trettin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to voice my opposition to the two proposed transit plans for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both options (the gondola or road widening) will destroy several popular 
bouldering areas and limit access to other rock climbing and outdoor recreation access points 
throughout the canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) I would prefer UDOT to consider transportation solutions 
that can be implemented within the existing infrastructure or with the smallest impact possible. For 
example, a bus system similar to what has been implemented in Zion National Park during it's peak 
season could be an option. (32.2.2B) I would also support substantial tolling for private vehicles to 
avoid road widening for dedicated bus lanes. (32.2.4A) I strongly encourage UDOT to try something out 
before launching into an expensive project that primarily benefits tourists and ski resorts at the expense 
of other user groups that frequent the entirety of Little Cottonwood Canyon and not just the ski resorts. 
(32.29R, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6522 

DATE:   8/22/21 9:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in strong support of the gondola option -- it seems to have lesser overall impact on the Canyon, and 
it will be more resilient in poor weather (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5K). 
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COMMENT #:  6523 

DATE:   8/22/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colm Coyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a passionate environmentalist and recreational who benefits from access to the Cottonwood 
Cantons, these issues are extremely important to me. Little Cottonwood Canyon is a special place 
conveniently located for people all around the world to enjoy. So this makes this issue of the utmost 
importance. We need to be able to accommodate for the growing influx of recreation in LCC and the 
rest of Utah. However, it is vital we ensure the natural integrity of our environment. For this reason, I am 
supportive of increasing and updating parking and including the widening of the road for bus access. 
(32.2.9B) this will not only make driving up LCC safe and more efficient but won't scare what is left of 
the canyon with a gondola. (32.17A) it is extremely important to maintain our lands for many 
generations to enjoy them and the actions we take now will have a long-lasting effect on the access 
ability to our canyons. (32.4G and 32.9P) I appreciate you considering my comment and thoughts on 
the matter.  
Thank you,  
Colm Coyle 
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COMMENT #:  6524 

DATE:   8/22/21 9:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Shannon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't widen the road (32.2.9C) . I greatly value the world-class boulders up little cottonwood and 
would be broken hearted to see them go. I've been climbing up little cottonwood for over ten years. It's 
so wonderful to have a place to climb that is outside of an indoor gym that offers problems for beginner 
to advanced climbers. It's a place for climbers to go and to become part of the amazing outdoor 
community. (32.4A) Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  6525 

DATE:   8/22/21 9:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The alternative that I would choose for improving little cottonwood canyons red snake and 
environmental impact would be the gondola. (3.2.9D) I see how the bus could be a great option as well, 
but by keeping the roads we have and not disrupting a lot of little cottonwoods environment a gondola 
could be the better option. (32.13A and 32.13B) Travel time wouldn't be much more on the gondola, 
much more reliable and more environmentally sustainable. Plan B would be more safe and also a fun 
way to get to Alta. 

Page 32B-6674 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6526 

DATE:   8/22/21 9:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maile Kilmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support construction of the proposed gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) Not only will this impose 
significant environmental destruction in the area, but the gondola itself is wildly inefficient and does not 
have enough parking to significantly reduce cars in the canyon. (32.2.6.5J, 32.7C, and 32.2.4A) 
Moreover, the presence of the gondola in the canyon will likely increase tourism within the canyons, 
perpetuating the issue of congestion. (32.7C and 32.20A) I believe that the best option at this time is to 
enhance bus services, with more buses available to reduce the overall amount of cars entering the 
canyon. (32.2.9A) With the increase of buses means the increase in parking lots at the base of the 
canyon, not the most environmentally sound option, however we should be shooting for mitigating the 
amount of cars in the canyon while also avoiding further development in the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C) I feel 
that the implementation of electric buses would also be beneficial in shooting for a minimal 
environmental impact. (32.2.6.3F) This solution proves to be the most cost and time effective moving 
forward. 
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COMMENT #:  6527 

DATE:   8/22/21 10:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Acuff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly urge UDOT to more closely reconsider the significant impact that road expansion or gondola 
construction will have on outdoor recreation and climbing (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  6528 

DATE:   8/22/21 10:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Del Valle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i do not agree with either proposal. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) There are other option to try before going 
straight in on destroying what little of nature we have left due to overpopulation and constant traffic from 
the resorts.(32.2.2PP) Destroying natural habitats and outdoor recreation sources is detrimental for 
every community that visits little cottonwood canyon. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.4P) 
Please refrain from destroying our landscape. 
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COMMENT #:  6529 

DATE:   8/22/21 10:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Koralewski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I can't believe you would consider destroying the beauty of this canyon just to improve traffic for mainly 
four problematic days per year. (32.1.4D) Add a few bus shuttles for those days and the problem will be 
completely solved. (32.2.9A) It is a corporate issue, not a taxpayer issue. Snowbird should pay for the 
buses on the days that they decide. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A)  
 
 I love bouldering at the cabbage patch, the secret garden, and five mile boulders. You will destroy 
these areas if you start construction on towers or widen the road. (32.4A) If you must go ahead with 
your destructive construction, please do not touch these god-given boulders. (32.4A and 32.4B) Thank 
you for your thoughtful, altruistic, non-economically motivated response to these concerns. 
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COMMENT #:  6530 

DATE:   8/22/21 10:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annie La Roche 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber, I feel very strongly about the Little Cottonwood UDOT issue. The two main proposals 
being considered, a gondola or road widening, would be detrimental to the environment of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon as well as the climbing, particularly that of bouldering. (32.4A and 32.4B) The 
gondola, a drastic consideration for such a matter, would be extremely costly and disrupting. The 
gondola, which would most likely take years to actually be up and running from the amount of 
construction time, would cause more harm than good. (32.2.7C) It would cause noise disruption to the 
environment, unnecessary means of construction and traffic, and pointless expenses when there are 
many other options that could be considered. (32.11D and 32.4C) In terms of our other main option, 
road widening, many of the gondola's negative impacts are still applied. The road widening implies 
there'd be a lot of road construction meaning heavier traffic, which is already the root of our problem. 
(32.4C) This would cause massive frustration and delays for Utah's locals. In the big picture once 
again, it also wipes out a major area of LCC's world famous boulder problems that climbers, such as 
Adam Ondra and Alexander Megos travel to just to recreate at and advertise Utah as such an authentic 
climbing state. (32.4A and 32.4B) This recreational area is for people to use responsibly without 
completely disrupting the wildlife and species surrounding. (32.13A and 32.13B) These two options 
being considered are heavily drastic and extreme without regards to Utah's locals who actually care 
about their home environment and don't just think about skiing and money. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6531 

DATE:   8/22/21 10:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura correa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that all of it is a horrible idea, it will only create more congestion not only during the whole 
building of it but also after. (32.2.4A, 32.4C and 32.7C) The hills are not big enough to maintain that 
large of a crowd. I am against both udot proposals. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  6532 

DATE:   8/22/21 11:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Schulte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against both of udots proposals! (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  6533 

DATE:   8/23/21 12:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Melissa Brooks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
There are lessons to be learned from history. Let's talk about the Moab gondola. Yeah, that. End 
scene. 
 
And even stretching beyond the state of Utah into other states. Many projects in infrastructure that were 
packaged to "improve" a situation that, actually, only created new challenges. 
 
In a world that needs less asphalt and more trees, roads and Gondolas do not serve the challenge 
holistically.  
 
The location of the Gondola parking is in the armpit of where the backup and challenge is. It doesn't 
eliminate the issues. (32.2.6.5E) It is a solution focused only on the last mile." Not a whole and 
complete solution to a challenge and not a consideration that the "challenge" is only about 15-20 days a 
year when powder is dry. (32.1.4B)  
 
A Gondola system, as expensive as the proposal suggests, sharply reduces accessibility to a whole 
population. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In trying to solve for one issue, this proposal 
creates a new one. Not only a divide among class that can or cannot afford it, but in the invasion of 
privacy and lack of material impact on traffic, for those living in the shadow of this system. (32.5A, 
32.4M, and 32.7B) 
 
Many have suggested holding off on large infrastructure while alternative solutions provide for gathering 
more data about the circumstance. In a Covid year, the scheduled parking through Snowbord sharply 
reduced traffic - and this for someone living in the belly of the "triangle" that watches the flow of cars 
daily and participated in this beautiful Democratic system. Imagine if additional and similar measures 
were crafted - that were less invasive. Like eliminating the IKON pass. (32.2.2K) Like looking at the 15 
days a year that individuals are not frenzying up the hill. (32.1.4D)  
 
Why not crawl, walk then run? Why are we running? (32.29R) 
 
Regards, 
Melissa 
 
> 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
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- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
> 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Melissa Brooks 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6534 

DATE:   8/23/21 12:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Brooks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
two words: Moab gondola.  
before you pour asphalt where trees can grow no more, or build a gondola system for 15 days of 365 
and is cost prohibitive to all of those that wish to access nature's beauty, try crawling before walking 
before running. (32.1.4D and 32.2.9E) perfect existing systems and add on small incremental steps. 
test, try, adapt, learn. (32.29R) Once you pour asphalt, you are creating a forever commitment. ask 
Moab if they thought about that. 15 year eye sore (32.17A). 
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COMMENT #:  6535 

DATE:   8/23/21 1:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Neilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the canyon for the need of the resorts for fraction of the year. (32.1.4D) I moved 
to salt lake over 6 years ago for this canyon. Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried that include dispersed recreation transit needs before 
permanent landscape changes are made. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.5F, 32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  6536 

DATE:   8/23/21 7:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harriet Wallis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Stop the gondola!!! (32.2.9E) Do the simplest thing first. Improve busing. The scheduled can be 
changed, adjusted, altered, etc (32.2.9A). -But the gondola is cut-and-dried forever with no flexibility. 
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COMMENT #:  6537 

DATE:   8/23/21 7:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Sorrentino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be an amazing addition to the canyon. (32.2.9D) It offers a different route to relieve 
the current bottleneck instead of just widening it. Additionally the decrease in the amount of vehicle 
traffic would be great for the environment as transportation is the #1 contributor to CO2 emissions. 
(32.10A) Add to that the reduced efficiency of driving up a mountain. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) Additionally, 
it removed highly inefficient cars that may only be transporting 1-3 people. A hybrid approach that 
combines the gondola with a carpool system could greatly improve the flow of transportation. (32.2.4A) 
But the most important factor, the gondola reliability, shouldn't be overlooked, as safely getting 
passengers up and down the mountain in any event should be a top priority.(32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  6538 

DATE:   8/23/21 7:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenton Williamson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is the best option for protecting the canyon, the environment as a whole and 
providing a great experience for locals and visitors to enjoy the space. This is a long term solution and 
the right way to do it. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6539 

DATE:   8/23/21 7:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Hemann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I Support the Gondola! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6540 

DATE:   8/23/21 7:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erin Bowers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The impact to residents will increase if the gondola is built, for self/serving profits to those getting the 
contracts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is not a solution and other things should 
be trialed first. Toll booth, enhanced bussing, enforced carpooling, traffic control with dedicated officers, 
among a few. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2II) 
 
Please consider alternatives and impact to the canyon and residents before ruining everything with a 
gondola. (32.2.9E)  
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Bowers 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6541 

DATE:   8/23/21 8:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Rollins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We continue to support the Gondola option. Please proceed. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6542 

DATE:   8/23/21 8:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Barnett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Constructing a gondola would be a misuse of taxpayer funds. (32.1.2B) The primary purpose of the 
gondola would be to transport skiers to Alta and Snowbird, both of which are private companies. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Citizens wishing to access other parts of the canyon 
would not be able to use this form of transportation. (32.2.6.5G) As such, a gondola only benefits Alta 
and Snowbird and therefore they should be paying for the gondola, not Utah taxpayers. If Utah citizens 
are footing the bill, the solution needs to benefit us, not a private company. The better solutions would 
be 1) expanded bus service or 2) Create a shuttle system similar to what Zions National Park does. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.2B)  
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COMMENT #:  6543 

DATE:   8/23/21 8:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kamiya Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In any situation, the Mobility hubs at the gravel pit near BCC and on 9400 S are necessary. 
(32.2.6.2.1C) Many people today are discourage to ride the bus because of how difficult it is to find 
parking/make bus connections to get to the resort. For example, many college students would be open 
to taking the bus because of the free UTA pass, however it is such a hassle to get from the university to 
the ski bus that many would rather drive. Additionally, all four resorts have limited parking already. By 
utilizing the space we have outside of the canyon, these parking structures and transportation hubs can 
help reduce the pressure on our limited parking spaces in the canyon.  
 
Our canyons are beautiful spaces, attracting 6 million or so people a year. Because of this, it is 
important to keep the integrity and beauty of the canyons. We should first and foremost be serving our 
natural spaces before altering the land significantly for our own convenience. Thus, widening the road 
will have immense impacts on our flora and fauna, as well as our communities that enjoy the canyon 
(hikers, climbers etc.)  
 
The largest issue I see with the gondola is that is is serving the resorts, does not address summer 
traffic, and will directly increase the number of people entering the canyon.. which, does our canyon 
have to infrastructure to a accommodate for those people once they are up there? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.20C) This gondola is primarily a tourist attraction. While it may 
help ski traffic, it will also draw in more tourists to take a ride on the famous LCC gondola. Thus, people 
who's motives are not to ski will still be riding the gondola. Additionally, how does the gondola serve the 
very large backcountry recreation that our canyons sees? (32.1.2D and 32.7C) with direct access to 
only the resorts, and encouragement to not drive your own car, what will be beneficial for backcountry 
users to take the gondola instead? Lastly, this solution does not solve the summer traffic problems! 
(32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) While there are peak congestion times in the winter, the canyon see's just as 
much, if not more visitors in the summer. The traffic in the summer shifts from peak times, to a 
consistent flow all day. If we are putting In so much time and infrastructure into this traffic problem, it 
should be able to be used in the summer as well! we already don't have enough parking at trail heads 
for hikers, and only giving the option to be dropped off at the ski resorts will be unappealing for those to 
ride it if their destination is at other popular trail heads... Other options (like increased bus service and 
road tolling will provide better year round solutions that serve all communities - not just the resort 
skiers) (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.2.4A)  
 
Lastly, how much will the gondola cost? will it be financially accessible to those with a lower income. 
(32.2.7C, 32.2.4A and 32.5A) Will people have to put another $100-$300 into a gondola pass as well 
as a ski pass down the line. 
 
While road tolling does create an economic barrier, there can be incentives for carpooling or having 
weekend/season passes. With road tolling, that will create a constant flow of money that can go directly 
back into supporting the canyon and infrastructure such as trail head maintenance. (32.2.4A)  
 
I urge you to consider the importance of a YEAR ROUND SOLUTION, versus a solution the serves on 
community and one business. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C)  
 
Having mobility stations with increased parking will help take pressure off of the canyon limited parking 
and incentives people to take public transport. Having an increase bus system that has multiple options 
for stops, as well as incentives will help reduce traffic while keeping the natural integrity of the canyon. 

Page 32B-6693 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

(32.2.6.3C). As a resident of the canyon, I strongly believe it is important to please consider these 
things, and avoid building a gondola that doesn't really solve the overall issue, but instead just makes 
the resorts happy (32.2.9E). 
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COMMENT #:  6544 

DATE:   8/23/21 8:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Moe Elhaddi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've been skiing Snowbird and Alta since 2010 when I first moved to the Sandy area, and what I can 
say regarding the project would be super beneficial especially with the growth. The only thing I could 
see against this project is if our community + visitors annually is large enough that it's much needed 
rather than being an innovative ski resort trip. I see our area increasing by 25% by 2025-26, and if this 
were to be done right by that time frame, I think it would start supporting the growth. But if done before 
2023-24, would make it too much room. Pile up the investment, and keep innovating! Can't wait for 
what the future holds! (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6545 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Burleson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin our Canyon and climbing access by adding a gondola for the super rich. (32.4B and 
32.2.9E) This will permanently destroy the most accesible climbing our state has. 
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COMMENT #:  6546 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheryl Walczak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am VERY STRONGLY in favor of the GONDOLA OPTION. (32.2.9D) Overall, less environmental 
impact (fossil fuel emissions into the canyons; leaves road open for safety vehicles, less wear and tear 
on the roadways, no wildlife will get smashed by the speeding drivers on the road, gondola ride can let 
us mentally prepare to ski powder rather than put up with the creeping lines of car traffic and nutty 
drivers. (32.13A and 32.13B) More revenue for the food facilities as not many people will be bringing 
tailgating food!! Sincerely, a 40+ year Alta/Snowbird skier 
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COMMENT #:  6547 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Rollins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the clear choice for transportation now and into the future. It is the best on the environment, 
brings tourism to the state and can flex with the needs of the community. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6548 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Rollins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. It will have the best impact for Utah now and in the future. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6549 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Gabbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do it – now (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6550 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mason Rollins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for gondola. It is the clear choice for transportation in LCC. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6551 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conor Conkling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Even with expanded traffic systems, I fear that the ecosystems of the canyons will still be traumatized 
by the increase in people. How can we work to make it so there is a vehicle limit rather than 
expanding? (32.2.4A, 32.20C and 32.20B)  
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COMMENT #:  6552 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Wynter Mindnich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Wynter Mindnich 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6553 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jenna Templeton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C). The beauty 
of this canyon is unmatched and is enriched by the variety of species of animals and plants visible from 
the roadway. The gondola will not only obstruct and degrade these views, but also ruin the habitat and 
biodiversity of this area. (32.17A and 32.13A) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC "the red snake" will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) Plus - I have many friends who care about traffic congestion and clean air, yet STILL 
refuse to carpool to ski on a powder day. I feel like the gondola will not change congestion in the 
canyon when folks are motivated to get to the top of the canyon faster. The gondola ride is slow and is 
not appealing to most canyon recreationists. (32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jenna Templeton 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6554 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kelsey Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
PLEASE DO NOT BUILD GONDOLAS!!! (32.2.9E) We need to expand bus service and encourage car 
pool. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Maybe even a fee to use the canyon before we start building and take 
away even more of our mountains!! (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6555 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kristen Clifford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristen Clifford 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6556 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Palmer Daniels 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Palmer Daniels 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6557 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vince Sellers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. This option has the least impact on the 
canyon and provides for the safest transportation up and down the canyon. This is one of the most 
dangerous roads in America! The fewer vehicles driving on it the better. This is also an opportunity to 
show the world how much we value this unique resource that we are fortunate to have in our backyard. 
(32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6558 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Daniel Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Thanks for the hard work you've put into researching options and sharing your ideas with the public. I 
realize how complex this issue is and how many stakeholders you're trying to serve. 
 
I've lived in Salt Lake for about 36 of my 44 years, having grown up in the avenues. I am a frequent 
backcountry skier, less frequent Alta resort skier, trail runner and mountain biker. I'm a father and love 
sharing the canyons with my family and friends. 
 
Between the bus and gondola options, I favor widening the roads and using electric/natural gas buses 
to get people up and down the canyon. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3F) This system seems much more flexible 
and scalable over time. (32.2.6.5D) I live in Sugarhouse. The idea of driving to the gravel pit, switching 
to a bus from there to the base of the gondola, taking the gondola up to Snowbird, then swapping to a 
gondola to get to Alta sounds cruel and unusual to me. (32.2.6.4A, 32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5R) That 
simply is not a realistic option. It will take 2.5 hours to get up there. Why not commit to buses? Have a 
bus from Sugarhouse that runs every hour straight to Snowbird/alta. The same can be done from 
Bountiful, West Valley, Draper, Sandy, etc. We could avoid the unpleasant and time consuming 
transfers that would make the gondola painful. (32.2.2I) I think the gondola would end up as an 
expensive gimmick that would only be useful for the few people who live close to the base of LCC. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
However, before we spent half a billion dollars, we need to really attack the low hanging fruit here. I 
know that the Utah DOT has worked on merges by Snowbird, etc but they haven't done anything real to 
attack the number of cars headed up LCC. Before we expand the roads or build a gondola, we should 
put in a nice permanent guard station at the base of the canyon. Charge people $15 to drive up the 
canyon alone, $7 if there are 2 in the car, and nothing if there are 3 or more. (32.2.2Y) The numbers 
are not important but the concept is key. I would estimate that 1/2 to 2/3 of the cars that go up LCC 
year round are driven by lone drivers. This is totally insane and very easy to change. Let's do that now. 
Start in October and have it ready to go by ski season 21-22. I bet that 1/3 of the cars will evaporate the 
first season. Please do that NOW. To think that we pay $5 to drive up Millcreek and can drive up LCC 
(and BCC) for free is not rational. 
 
Sincerely, 
Daniel Johnson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6559 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glen Kaplan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the cultural, recreational, and historical significance of ALL the Little Cottonwood Bouldering, 
Climbing, and Hiking/Biking far outweigh the need for additional traffic. (32.29G) I believe IF something 
has to be done, it should only be enhanced bus service. Possibly additional fees, permits. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6560 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh McBeain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should not build a gondola or rail system to move people up Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9M) One of the two bus options makes the most sense. Road widening is the best option. 
(32.2.9B)  
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COMMENT #:  6561 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kristin Gavin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristin Gavin 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6562 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Blake Funston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Thank You, 
 
Blake Funston 
 
Sincerely, 
Blake Funston 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6563 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Slawson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Has anyone considered a hybrid approach in which the gondola AND expanded bus service is 
implemented? (32.2.2W) The gondola will serve the crush of people to the ski resorts, while clean 
busses will serve the trailheads. (32.2.6.3C) ..this needs to occur year-round. (32.1.2C) A permit/fee is 
assessed to all private vehicles (no rental cars) entering the canyon (with discounts for green vehicles). 
(32.2.4A) The need to expand the road is eliminated and the number of tailpipes in the canyon is 
reduced...yes it will be expensive, but less expensive than waiting another 20 years...enough half-
measures...time to go big. 
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COMMENT #:  6564 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kylee Love 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kylee Love 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6565 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As I understand it, the proposed gondola would only serve Snowbird and Alta. If true, then the cost of 
the proposed gondola should be substantially born by the resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Use of the gondola then would be free for resort guests. (32.2.4A) The gondola is only part 
of the solution with snow sheds, expanded bus service also part of the mix. (32.2.2W and 32.2.6.5Z) 
Cars entering the canyon should pay a toll with consideration for number of occupants (32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  6566 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meredith Spackman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear udot, 
I am from Utah and have worked up Little cottonwood canyon as well as spent most my life going up 
both canyons. I have since moved out of state for work and was quite frankly shocked to see that these 
were the only two options. (32.2.2PP) As I feel that there is one that actually solves the problem as well 
as creates jobs. When you have to sit in line just to get up the canyon you see why traffic is so bad 
besides the point that tourism is growing the reason that all become victim to sitting and waiting is 
because both canyons are dangerous to drive on after it's been snowing all night and they have to do 
avalanche control but not only this but the main issue that happens is people slide off the road blocking 
traffic which is something that you cannot control. So I don't feel widening the road would make much 
of a difference as that just puts more people on a dangerous road at the same time and I don't think a 
gondola is going to do anything other than spend money and not fix the problem. (32.2.6.3P, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) The solution I would propose is to install a building at the base of both canyons that acts as 
a special operation udot building. Where canyon specific tow trucks and plows are easily accessible to 
the canyon moving cars out of the way far quicker than they're able to now which most have to come 
from all over the valley at this time, making waits for a tow truck hours as they have to wait in line which 
only gets longer with every car stuck. I feel this would clear the road more effectively and cut down on 
wait times for tow trucks as well as any other special vehicles that the canyon depends on. Most days 
when the canyon is at its worst with snow and ice on the road with people that have never experienced 
a day like that and they get to the base of the canyon and see that it's clear only to get up to the last 5 
to 10 MI and realize that their vehicle isn't capable of making it any further. (32.2.2M) I think we have 
done an amazing job as utahns by creating beautiful places to visit simply because we've left things 
natural. I feel a gondola would only cheapen the experience and create an unfair biased towards those 
that can hop on a gondola and pass all the people that were waiting in the line early early in the 
morning which the law of the canyon has always been snooze you lose. As well powder days are very 
exhausting and if we keep accommodating tourists that will most likely do one or two runs then we are 
no better than the quick cash grabs of other resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Overall I do feel that the other two options the gondola and widening the road is jumping the gun for 
now. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) And that installing UDOT buildings with tows, plows and salters at the base 
of the canyon would clear the road far quicker and actually solve the problem that cause these traffic 
buildups instead of creating more problems. (32.2.2M) And adding jobs doesn't hurt either. I hope you'll 
reconsider making drastic changes and try this one instead. As I feel the need for it would never expire. 
-Meredith 
 
Sincerely, 
Meredith Spackman 
Ashland, OR  
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COMMENT #:  6567 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Cheever 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
A gondola is not a viable option that would allow UDOT to pivot in the future. (32.2.9E) As 
transportation methods improve, using the current infrastructure, or even adding a bus lane - will allow 
adaptaptation as times change. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3D)  
Committing to a gondola system is something that Utah residents and officials will soon regret. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jonathan Cheever 
Park City, UT  
 

Page 32B-6718 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6568 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Buchsbaum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We at flaik firmly believe UDOT should move forward with the gondola proposal for three core reasons. 
(1) it will allow for seamless transportation regardless of snowfall conditions; (2) it has the great 
potential to have a very low, if not zero, carbon footprint if built into a VPPA; and (3) it results in the 
least disruption to natural resources, therefore leading to the lowest environmental impact. (32.2.9D, 
32.10A, and 32.13A)  
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COMMENT #:  6569 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Miles Eyre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really think you need to give busses a chance. (32.2.9A and 32.29R). 
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COMMENT #:  6570 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Galanes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The mobility hub, which I believe is just going to be where that old pit is, and wasatch boulevard 
improves are long over due. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9Q) But please, for the love of nature, do not 
implement a cog or gondola system. (32.2.9M and 32.2.9E) At what point are we no longer going into 
nature to ski. This is going to alter the land for the rest of its existence. I absolutely love the addition of 
a bus lane. (32.2.9B) I do not love the tunnels, but could understand their necessity if it means no 
gondola or cog. (32.7A) Also banning single occupancy cars is ludacris, there's simply no way I can 
perfectly match my schedule with everyone I know, and it seems like an unjust punishment to those 
who work weird schedules (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  6571 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meagan Oltman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
No gondolas and no enhanced bus! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Meagan Oltman 
North Ogden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6572 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jan Striefel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Date: August 23, 2021 
To: UDOT LCC EIS Consultant Team 
From: League of Women Voters of Salt Lake City Re: LCC EIS Comments on Draft Alternatives 
Dear UDOT Personnel and Consultant Team, 
The League of Women Voters of Salt Lake City (LWVSL) is disappointed that the draft preferred 
alternatives identified are limited in their approach, unnecessarily complex and expensive, in- 
appropriately focused on ski area desires, and environmentally damaging with long-term con- 
sequences that have not been addressed. (32.1.2B) Additionally, the draft preferred alternatives com- 
pletely ignore less impactful actions with important good outcomes over expensive, environ- mentally 
and visually damaging consequences to the canyon and our enjoyment of them.(32.2.2PP) 
We believe that more incentives coupled with tolls and restrictions on single-occupancy vehi- cles, a 
more efficient bus system with preference for bus transit users at peak times, and en- forcement 
strategies that ticket illegal on-road parking could have almost immediate and effec- tive positive 
impacts. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2M) We question the need/value for a gondola, and have 
concerns about the environmental consequences of either of the snowshed solutions proposed. (32.7A 
and 32.7B) Therefore, we cannot support either of these draft preferred alternatives as presented; 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9J) however, we can sup- port a modified Enhanced Bus Alternative that reduces 
the potential damaging consequences mentioned and incorporates a phased approach with small and 
meaningful first steps. (32.2.9A)  
Specifically, we have the following comments: 
-We cannot support widening of the roadway in the canyon. (32.2.9C)  
-We believe that the proposed snowsheds are unnecessary when balancing the minor incon- 
venience of waiting for snow to be cleared a few days a year, with the unavoidable environmental 
damage that will result from their construction and maintenance. (32.1.2B, 32.7A, and 32.7B)  
-We prefer less intrusive approaches before investing in major construction projects, such as tolling, 
bus-only access at designated times, restrictions on single-occupancy vehicles, and 
better information systems for canyon users. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) 
-We support electric buses and more of them. (32.2.6.3F) 
-We support more and strategically placed bus access points that reduce congestion at the canyons, 
and incentives to mass transit use valley-wide. (32.2.2I)  
-We support bus service that is fairly allocated to serve a variety of recreational areas and uses and not 
just the ski resorts; thus we support year-round bus service. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C)  
-We support options and actions that increase opportunities for all recreational interests in-cluding 
those of underserved populations. (32.5A) 
-We support all efforts to more fully understand all canyon users and their expectations when 
visiting the canyons, and the current visitor use and management studies being undertaken. 
They will provide valuable information that is at present, missing (32.20B) . 
-We believe the time has come to invest in solutions that prioritize the preservation and main- 
tenance of a healthy canyon environment that is sustainable. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
Our primary concern with the canyons is their environmental integrity, most especially the wa tershed 
we all rely on. (32.12A and 32.12B) As the climate changes with anticipated less snow pack and 
warmer temperatures, our reliance on that incredibly valuable resource - the Wasatch Mountains and 
the seven creeks that flow through its canyons - becomes even more vital to our survival and quality of 
life. The draft preferred alternatives presented will both have environmental conse quences that cannot 
be mitigated. (32.12A and 32.12B) Only a more focused approach with incremental changes 
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can achieve the positive results desired with the least damage, and will afford time to ade quately and 
thoroughly assess the consequences of these proposed actions before undertak ing illconceived 
solutions. (32.29R) 
As you know, the League is a non-partisan organization which relies on study, discussion, and 
consensus before our carefully considered positions are announced. We urge UDOT to recon sider and 
reevaluate these preferred alternatives and seek alternatives with a lighter touch and a considered, 
more sustainable and less costly approach. 
Respectfully, 
Jan Striefel, President, LWVSL 
 

Page 32B-6724 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6573 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Lyons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of any of the proposed solutions for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9G) There should 
be a gatehouse at the bottom of each canyon to limit cars into the ski areas. No parking spots = no 
more cars allowed up the canyon. (32.2.2K) Utah taxpayer's should not foot the bill to fund any of these 
"preferred" solutions. 
 Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  6574 

DATE:   8/23/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abigail White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
I am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
Abigail White 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6575 

DATE:   8/23/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Milliner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of enhanced bus service. I think that this option improves access to the canyon for all 
users in a practical way, while minimizing visual impact to the canyon. Furthermore, this approach 
could potentially be applicable to help with traffic in big cottonwood as well. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
I oppose the gondola; I think this plan prioritizes the interest of private business (snowbird and alta) 
above the interests of local citizens, and will fundamentally scar the landscape of the canyon. (32.1.9E, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.17A) 

Page 32B-6727 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6576 

DATE:   8/23/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alyssa Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I have recreated in Little Cottonwood Canyon since I was a baby. I learned to ski at Alta, experienced 
my first backpacking trip at Red Pine, and I ski at Alta every season. Protection of the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon means preserving drinking water for future generations, making Salt Lake City more resilient 
against the climate crisis, and maintains the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.29G)  
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Alyssa Richards 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6577 

DATE:   8/23/21 1:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First of all, I appreciate the efforts you all are putting forth. I do wonder if a simpler solution has ever 
been discussed that wouldn’t cause an eyesore or negatively impact our environment. During peak 
days/times no one is allowed up the canyon unless they take the bus. My example would be Zion NP 
where you may drive in before buses start at 7am or after buses stop running at 5pm but in between we 
increase the buses and make them free. (32.2.2B) As well as having less frequent ones that are 
designated to stop for hikers, backcountry skiers and sledders along the way because there are plenty 
of people of use the canyons for reasons other than skiing at resorts (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) Thanks 
for reading! 
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COMMENT #:  6578 

DATE:   8/23/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anita Drew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go with the gondola plan (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6579 

DATE:   8/23/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No one is mentioning that this is going to cost you on TOP of a ski ticket! How much? Bus round trip 
now $9.00. Gondola? $18-$20??? To much and slower. Will see good use on red snake snowy days 
but hey, why use it on others? Save your money. (32.2.4A) Oh wait! Your going to toll the road too lol! 
I'm off to Powder MT. SO LONG LCC. 
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COMMENT #:  6580 

DATE:   8/23/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsey McGuire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My thoughts here are shared by countless individuals who adore and recreate in our amazing Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. I first was drawn to this issue because I am a boulderer and spend a significant 
amount of time rock climbing in LCC. My initial reaction was devastation because of how either of these 
permanent changes will destroy so many outstanding, world class boulders that I have climbed and 
have goals to climb. As I have done more research regarding the options UDOT is posing, I realize that 
not only will both choices harm the climbing in LCC, but also the beauty, environment, and overall 
experience in the canyon for anyone who visits it. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 
32.17B) The gondola and road widening are both permanent choices that should not be considered 
until honest effort towards a less invasive approach has been attempted. (32.29R, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 
and 32.2.9A) So many options such as incentivizing and enhancing public transportation systems, 
tolling, vehicle limiting, and many more creative strategies exist that are just as likely to solve the 
problem. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Shouldn't we do our best to take care of our beautiful canyon in the 
most effective, yet least altering way? Once the road is widened or a gondola is built, there is no going 
back from that. There is no guarantee that either of those choices will solve the problem, so why start 
with such an aggressive approach when an easier, cheaper choice is present that can preserve the 
beauty, climbing, and experience. (32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Just because you can widen roads and 
build gondolas does not mean you should.  
 
Regarding the gondola, it seems like it is a huge investment into a fixed system that only benefits those 
who are going to Alta or Snowbird. While skiing is prominent, that is only one of the countless reasons 
people visit LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are truly only a handful of days 
a year where the gondola could be helpful, and for the rest of the year it will stagnantly sit, detracting 
from the beauty and standing in the place of previously well-used boulders, trails, and land. (32.1.4D) 
And for the days that the gondola would be necessary due to high volumes of people, can the ski 
resorts even support the extra bodies it will bring? (32.20C) On the busiest days, one can wait hours to 
get onto the ski lift. This will worsen if there is no limit to the amount of people who could potentially pile 
in from the gondola. The canyon is finite and precious, and I worry that the posed solutions focus too 
heavily on maximizing the amount of people to possibly to shuttle in to the canyon. Just because you 
can get up to 1000 individuals an hour into the canyon on the gondola, is that really a sustainable 
solution? Where will all those people go when they land? How will they reasonably fit once they arrive 
at Alta or Snowbird? (32.20A and 32.20C)  
 
Human impact on nature can be devastating, and I worry that the natural beauty of the canyon will be 
trampled by too many humans trying to occupy such a small place at once. I wish that anyone and 
everyone could enjoy LCC on any given day, but realistically I believe there must be a compromise 
between the amount of people wanting to recreate and the physical space we have to work with in the 
canyon. (32.20B) I would gladly give up my unlimited access in my private car if it meant that the 
canyon could be preserved and I could still visit on designated days, or on a bus, or other similar 
alternative. I believe that the majority of people feel the same. What is the point of visiting a canyon that 
has been destroyed by infrastructure and human impact. People go to the canyon to be in nature, feel 
peace, enjoy the air and beauty, and so much more.  
 
I am begging reconsideration of the two alternatives posed. Please consider a less invasive approach 
that can preserve the ever loved boulders and general canyon experience. Utah is fiercely loved for its 
mountains, and it is our responsibility to protect their integrity. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6581 

DATE:   8/23/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stefanie Naden 

 
COMMENT: 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
6) I LOVE public transportation when I visit areas where it is well done. I take the bus when I visit 
Jackson Hole Mountain Resort and Aspen Snowmass. I've TRIED taking the bus on multiple occasions 
in our canyons and it has been an awful experience. Crammed, infrequent, and not well designed for 
the use as a ski bus. I've been writing to improve this option first for YEARS. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
7) The “red snake” is often caused by someone who does not have the experience or proper car/tires 
on these exceptional delay time days. It would be unpopular for the businesses that UDOT seems 
beholden to, but there needs to be a limit on rental cars going up the canyon. These are the least 
prepared drivers, as well as the teenagers with balding tires on a Ford Fusion. We've all seen countless 
California license plates spun out on the side of the canyon road. I. believe this can be addressed with 
the tolling option before any road expansion. (32.2.2M and 32.2.2Y) 
 
8) Instead of the bus having a priority lane up the entire canyon, which is likely to be blocked on heavy 
snowfall days when the pavement markings can't be seen, I recommend that the buses get priority for 
the first 60-90 minutes on canyon closure days. (32.2.2B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Stefanie Naden 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6582 

DATE:   8/23/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Whitmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  6583 

DATE:   8/23/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  K Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I hate to see the classic serenity of La Qaille disappear ALMOST as much as the canyon itself (32.4M) 

Page 32B-6735 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6584 

DATE:   8/23/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6585 

DATE:   8/23/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GIVE ME BETTER BUSES! (32.2.9A) as an actual rider of these things, I do not want a gondola or cog 
rail. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) Just give me better buses and encourage Alta/Snowbird to help pay costs. 
(32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) Heres an even better idea for them: Create BUS DROP OFF LOCATIONS that 
don't suck! I'd love to be able to have a convenient spot to put on/take off gear. (32.2.3A) Also, they 
could charge for parking spots!!! (32.2.2F, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6586 

DATE:   8/23/21 2:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tiffany Casper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm for the gondola or a monorail (above the roadway on rail that won't be affected by avalanche). 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.2I) Busses are archaic/way outdated/won't be used. (32.2.9C) AND $20 per car 
should be instituted NOW! (32.2.2Y) The canyons are being loved to death by TMFP. We need to limit 
visitors to the canyon each day and when capacity is reached (say, 1000 cars), the canyon is shut 
down to further cars. (32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, 32.2.4A, and 32.20B) Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  6587 

DATE:   8/23/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Amann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Im a professional Urban Planner. The lowest impact would be having zero humans in the canyon. This 
is obvious. The next best thing would be having the least amount of humans in the canyon. This would 
be discouraging use of the canyon. THIS IS HARD TO HEAR, I understand. But it teaches us some 
things about use. In reality, we want to make the most money with the least impact on the canyon. 
Can't you agree that this is your goal? (32.1.2B) The best economic benefit with the least amount of 
environmental impact. Chant that like a mantra! Then you will see the obvious: the best solution lies not 
in developing further/more construction in the canyon but in working with what we already have. 
Therefore, the best solutions are the SAME solutions we have in Metropolis Downtown areas around 
the world. (PAID PARKING and BUSES). (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) The best solution is creating a better 
bus system that people will actually use. Why will people use it? Because it will cost money to park at 
the resort, just as it costs money to park on the sidewalk near a meter in any downtown city in the 
US.(32.2.2F) If people pay money to park, then the economic impact goes up! Which is what ya'll want, 
(remember the mantra?). As a bus rider, it is often inconvenient to ride the bus with all my gear. THATS 
the only problem you/Alta/Snowbird need to solve. If you solve that problem, then people wont mind 
riding the bus/taking public transit. IF THIS PROBLEM EXISTS on buses, IT WILL STILL EXIST ON 
GONDOLAS/RAIL. That problem should first be solved on buses, which have no more lasting impact 
than they already have. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6588 

DATE:   8/23/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Amann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
in short: NO TO GONDOLAS! NO TO COG RAIL! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) YES TO IMPROVED 
BUSES!(32.2.9A) YES TO MAKING SNOWBIRD/ALTA PAY FOR THINGS THAT BENEFIT THEM! 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) YES TO PAID PARKING! YES TO FORCING ALTA/SNOWBIRD 
TO ENCOURAGE BUS RIDERSHIP BY CREATING BETTER PICK UP/DROP OFF LOCATIONS. 
(32.2.4A and 3.2.2F) If alta and snowbird don't do anything to encourage bus ridership, why would 
anyone ride the bus? NO GONDOLAS PLEASE GOD NO. 

Page 32B-6740 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6589 

DATE:   8/23/21 2:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Decola 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola no road widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.7C) No private vehicles during peek hours increased 
bussing. (32.2.2B) Busses every few minutes. (32.2.6.3N) Build a massive parking lot at base of 
canyons. (32.2.6.2.1C) Saves millions of dollars and is the best option for the people and the 
environment rather than the best option for the resorts. 
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COMMENT #:  6590 

DATE:   8/23/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Comber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a 5+ years resident of Salt Lake County. I strongly oppose construction of a sky tram to the 
commercial ski resorts in LCC. (32.2.9E) I strongly oppose widening the road; this would destroy iconic 
bouldering problems. (32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4B) RE: Wasatch Backcountry Alliance podcast series 
on this problem... main takeaway is Return to the main goal! Major stakeholders clearly on not on same 
page that the main goal is: improving traffic mobility in LCC. (32.1.2B) Give buses a fighting chance 
before investing in major infrastructure changes. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6591 

DATE:   8/23/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to offer my support for the gondola alternative to the current traffic and safety problems 
confronting LCC. There are a number of reasons I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D)  
1 - Safety: it is the only option under consideration that is not affected by avalanches and offers an 
egress solution to LCC that is not dependent upon road conditions. 
2. Experience: the gondola will help provide a transportation experience commensurate with the 
grandeur of LCC, and actually add to the overall experience of going up LCC. 
3. Better than bus: having used the ski bus multiple times, it is not a pleasant experience, whereas the 
alternative will be such a better experience. Additionally, the bus option, even with avalanche 
precautions does not provide the robust egress from the canyon the gondola does when road 
conditions are poor. (32.2.6.3P) 
4. Environmental: the environmental impact of the gondola is far less than the bus option. LCC is only 
going to have more demand as the population in the area grows and tourists become increasingly 
aware of all that it has to offer. Protecting what we have should be a critical focus. Expanding the road 
is too large of a footprint in comparison to gondola towers. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.10A, 32.13A, 32.13B, 
32.17A, and 32.17C)  
 
I would like to see the name of the base station changed. Naming it after the current name of a nearby 
restaurant seems weird given the vast number of "cool" names it could have given the area it will be in. 
Granite, Quarry, Cottonwood, Canyon, etc... 
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COMMENT #:  6592 

DATE:   8/23/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Neunzert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Oh, the glorious enticing gondola! People will be driving past it for decades. (32.2.4A) It cannot provide 
the flexibility, passenger rate or low cost of a transportation system evolving for decades to provide the 
maximum freedom and inclusiveness. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9E) 
 
Martin Neunzert 
Ogden, Utah  
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COMMENT #:  6593 

DATE:   8/23/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mackenzie Domingues 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Mackenzie Domingues 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6594 

DATE:   8/23/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Lightbody 

 
COMMENT: 
 
YES, GONDOLA! It's the obvious solution. (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  6595 

DATE:   8/23/21 3:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lewis Collins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
I want to see the quality of the environment and experience preserved in Little Cottonwood canyon 
winter and summer. I reject both the gondola and road widening approaches. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I 
feel the best approach is to limit the amount of people coming into the canyon summer and winter. 
(32.20B) This can be done through tolling at the mouth and higher season pass prices for the resorts in 
the canyon. (32.2.2K, 32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Lewis Collins 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6596 

DATE:   8/23/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dan Buehner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Dan Buehner 
North Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6597 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gia Bower 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am fully against a gondola situation in the canyons. (32.2.9E) I am a skier but do not feel the impact to 
the environment is worth the hope of easing congestion with the gondola system. Increased Bussing 
options feels like the best choice, with least impact, to our beautiful canyons. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6598 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann Treacy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against both plans. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Limit visitors, improve carpooling and busing. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.9A) Don't ruin this pristine canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  6599 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Hammock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, when implementing changes to bus system, design buses to have a majority of front-facing 
seats. Currently the buses have seats that mostly face perpendicular to the road, which is fine in city 
buses, but the long, fast, steep winding roads in the Cottonwood Canyons creates serious carsickness 
and motion sickness which dissuades potential riders. Having more front-facing seats would make the 
bus experience much more pleasant and would encourage more riders. (32.2.6.3O) Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  6600 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Ricketts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The current proposals (gondola or roadway widening) are extremely expensive and will have a large 
impact on the surrounding landscape. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) I think there are other 
solutions we could try that leverage the existing infrastructure before committing to the cost and 
environmental impact of the two proposals.((32.2.2PP and 32.29R) 
 
What if there was a toll to drive a private car up the canyon? Something similar to Millcreek Canyon 
could help promote carpooling. A tolling station along the lines of an EZPass could be implemented to 
avoid long lines - this option might be more expensive but I imagine it would still be less than the 
existing proposals. Tolling private cars but reducing bus tickets (or making them free) could encourage 
carpooling or public transportation even more. (32.2.4A)  
 
What if we take notes from Zion National Park and increase the number of buses up the canyon? If 
there are more buses that are running more often, people would be more inclined to use public 
transportation. What if, as part of that plan, we close the canyon to private vehicles during certain peak 
hours (perhaps Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays until noon). (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.2B) 
 
What if we encourage Alta and Snowbird to charge for parking? That means in their specific parking 
lots and not the Town of Alta? What if we encourage Alta and Snowbird to upgrade and enhance their 
public storage / lockers? If people can leave their skis and gear at the resort, it would make it much 
easier to take the bus or carpool. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
 
The gondola is very expensive and will have a significant impact on the surrounding environment. That 
public expense would primarily benefit two private businesses (Alta and Snowbird) while making access 
to our backcountry public lands more difficult. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Increasing parking capacity up the canyon is not ideal. We should do everything in our power to 
decrease the use of private vehicles, not encourage more people to drive up the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
 
I am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort 
expansion pressures. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I am against any future ski resort expansion 
outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  6601 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Hampshire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not turn our canyons I to amusement parks. The gondola does NOT work as I viable options. 
(32.2.9E). I the idea of saving our canyons the gondola is only an solution for those who are in benefit 
to gain from it. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
If we were to out a gondola up the canyon then have the two resorts who benefit most from it pay for it.  
The idea of site lines be ruined by towers and cables makes me sad. (32.17A) instead of responsible 
stewardship to our lands we want to continue to just build.  
 
The snow sheds can blend into the mountains. And in some cases like in Colorado this summer with 
the mudslides save lives. (32.2.9K) 
 
NO GONDOLA! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6602 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Weston Gastrock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Weston Gastrock 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6603 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liz Longhurst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a cottonwood heights resident, I would like to see a regulated bus system work at the canyon 
instead of building something new. On peak days or during peak seasons, if you were required to take 
a shuttle or have an overnight pass for the lodges, it would meet the goals of reducing traffic without the 
expense or harming the natural beauty of the canyon. I don't necessarily like that I have to take a 
shuttle at locations like Zions, but I understand what the system does to preserving the area. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  6604 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Suzette Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Suzette Johnson 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6605 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Ayers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both scenarios proposed within the draft EIS (gondola and road widening) fail the taxpayers of SLC in 
many ways. Neither option supports multiuse dispersed recreators, least of all the gondola. (32.1.2C, 
32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.3G) The EIS is planned to cost over $500 million dollars to solve a traffic 
problem that exists only a few months a year and specifically serves the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Beyond the economics (and the blatant gift to the ski resorts) we 
must consider the permanent alterations to the canyon. Both scenarios will have an irreversible impact 
on the environment (in a watershed canyon) while also destroying the experience dispersed recreators 
enjoy all year round. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) I believe more 
reasonable, less expensive option (s) to solve traffic in the winter months should be exhausted before 
considering options of such magnitude. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6606 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Pineau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build this magnificent tram up the little cottonwoods. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6607 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kara Sonntag 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up skiing at Snowbird every weekend. My dad taught skiing there for over 25 years so I’m 
extremely familiar with Little Cottonwood Canyon. We mountain biked the temple quarry trail for years 
until moving to Davis County. We still hike cecret lake, red pine and white pine trails. I have loved 
recreating up little cottonwood canyon until recently!!! We have had ski passes to snow bird and Alta 
and I will never get them again. Not only is there too much traffic on the roads there are TOO MANY 
PEOPLE at the resorts and careless skiers. There are too many people up Albion basin to enjoy the 
wildflowers. I know the solution is not to figure out how to get more people up the canyon. It needs to 
be how to reduce the amount of people up the canyon. (32.20B and 32.1.2B) I think the Icon and 
mountain collective passes (as well as epic) have ruined our canyons during the winter. There are too 
many people up there to enjoy it. I feel like the resorts don’t care about the locals and just want money!! 
I think the solution to reducing traffic is put a toll booth at the mouth and have the resorts cap the 
amount of ticket sales and get rid of the multi park passes. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2K) The 
environmental impact on the mountains for having that amount of people up there during summer and 
winter must be huge. (32.20A and 32.20C) We need to LOVE our canyons not increase the lanes or 
build a multi million dollar gondola with tax payer money...that seems to benefit La Caille?!(32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, and 32.6C) That would be a HUGE waste of money!!! I Have 4 kids and definitely wouldn’t use 
the gondola to get up to the resort. (32.2.4A) I also think the gondola wouldn’t run with avalanches 
because the towers would need to be checked to make sure they are sound. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
I love skiing with my family but the amount of people in the mountains ruins it for me!! There should the 
solution of reducing people up there, not increasing it. Utah’s growing and if the highway is expanded or 
the atrocious gondola is installed I feel like UDOT is saying, “We don’t care about what the locals think. 
We’re doing this in the name of tourism!!” These are not solutions. Both of the proposed ideas only 
continue to wreak havoc on our precious mountains!" 
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COMMENT #:  6608 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"We avoid LCC mainly because we’ve been locked out due to avi slides on our last 2 trips to Utah. 
This proposed Gondi would help avoid that."(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6609 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Renae Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preference to resolve the congestion at Little Cottonwood Canyon is for enhanced bus service for a 
number of reasons. (32.2.9A) 1) Busses offer greater flexibility - they would benefit back and cross 
country skiers rather than just stopping at two commercial resorts as a gondola provides. (32.2.6.3C) 2- 
This option offers flexibility to add or subtract seat accommodations in line with increased or decreased 
demand and reduces emissions. (32.2.6.3D) 3- This option does not require users to transfer at 3 
locations. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.4B) 4- This option is minimally invasive to the aesthics, geology and 
safety of the canyon. 5- This option would be less expensive to users. (32.2.4A) A current tram ride at 
Snowbird costs between $20 and $27 depending on demand. I am certain this option would be more 
costly as a much greater distance is traveled. (32.2.4A) A family of 4 could easily spend more than 
$100 more simply for a day trip making it cost prohibitive for many. 6- The gondola option puts the 
highly impactful option in a permanent position - there is no option for change or improvement down the 
road if better options become available or additional flexibility is needed. (32.2.6.5A) The scaring on the 
mountain is lamentable. (32.17A) Please look beyond desire to imitate Europe and focus on what is 
best for Utah. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6610 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mimi Blackstone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of the proposed gondola for many reasons including but not limited to: (32.2.9E) Cost 
to build, Cost to ride (which I'm sure will go up every year) Maintenance, Damage to the canyon and 
ecosystems, (32.13A) Amount of added traffic to the neighborhoods, (32.2.6.5E) Limited hours is runs. 
Many workers have touted the importance of this to help them get to and from work but 7a-7p leaves 
out many of the workers due to scheduling issues. (32.2.6.5F) The best solution/s I have heard are to 
stop overselling the ski resorts, charge a fee for less than 2 passengers per car and/or create a toll road 
on the way down similar to Millcreek. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Living in CH, I have no fear that our taxes 
will go up due to this endeavor. Will there me yearly passes to the gondola? Discounts for locals? 
Punch-tickets? (32.2.4A) I see no advantage to the gondola other than moving 1000s of people up and 
overcrowding the resorts even more. (32.20C) My prediction is that there will be just as much 
congestion on the road but we'll have thousands more on the mountains. I would definitely not support 
this unless there was a tunnel or overpass into and out of the 1500 stall parking pass. (32.2.6.5E) What 
a traffic nightmare. 
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COMMENT #:  6611 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Weaver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I am writing in strong opposition to both proposed transit options being present for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.7E) I consider myself both a climber and a snowboarder and have done 
both sports in Little Cottonwood Canyon. However, I cannot comprehend the choices that are being 
proposed for this canyon. I have bouldered, trad climbed, and sport climbing in this world renown 
climbing destination but that is all being threatened. UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals 
would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed 
recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic 
climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) https://www.saltlakeclimbers.org/lcc-udot-eis Iconic climbing will be lost for 
ever as prioritization of the corporate usage (ski resorts) is prioritized over pristine nature and other 
outdoor canyon users. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is having these types of amazing 
canyons at our disposal that make Utah one of the greatest outdoor experiences. I am asking you to 
please reconsider finding a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with 
tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any 
permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. 
(32.29R, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2PP) I would hope you would strongly consider all 
canyon recreationalist and not just the ski resorts.  
Sincerely, 
Christian Weaver 
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COMMENT #:  6612 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Olivia Maynard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Olivia Maynard 
Ada, MI  
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COMMENT #:  6613 

DATE:   8/23/21 4:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For the love of the canyon please do not expand the road or build a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I 
would rather see a bus system that works then finishing off the last bit of beauty we have left in this 
canyon (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6614 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have carefully studied the UDOT proposals and listened to the two public comments videos and have 
been an avid user of the LLC for 40 years. 
The 2 proposals are far too expensive at half a billion dollars and will just make an expensive sport 
even more unaffordable for local skiers. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Also they are far too destructive to our 
beautiful canyon to solve a problem that happens about 20 times a year. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 
32.1.4D) Additionally, the resort lift capacity is not changing and the lift lines are already far too long 
now. On a powder morning the lift lines are already ridiculous, even on the snowiest of mornings. Why 
increase transportation up the canyon when the resorts can't handle what is already there? (32.20C) 
The best solutions would be to do the following: 
1. Build snow sheds at the only the very worst avalanche paths. (32.2.9K) 
2. Increase existing bus service but do not widen the road in the canyon. Once up the canyon a little 
ways up the traffic flows well even on the worst of days. (32.2.9A) 
3. Add just one (1) express bus lane on Wasatch Blvd from BCC to the mouth of LCC. This alone will 
incentivize people to use the bus because this is the area with the worst problem. Please don't wreck 
Wasatch Blvd. with more than one lane added!!! (32.2.6.2.2A) 
4. Snowbird should continue to use the FREE parking reservation system to limit the number of skiers 
and cars. Alta should adopt the same system. This will also help with the end user experience. We 
don't need to increase skiers cost to limit the number of cars. It can be done for free!!! (32.2.2K) 
5. Eliminate the ICON and Wasatch Collective passes for both LCC and BCC. This alone will greatly 
eliminate the demand for the canyons since those passes caused much of the problem. (32.2.2K) 
6. Increase the snow removal and deicing capability. (32.2.2II) 
7. Increase the busing and canyon transportation services for tourist who don't know how to drive in the 
canyon. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6615 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Keeley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support an Enhanced Bus Service and Road Widening. This option gives us more flexibility versus 
erecting permanent structures. Unfortunately, climate change has made the future of LCC uncertain. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  6616 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Brooks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Air quality is important to me and I support the gondola. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6617 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Britney Justice 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would feel so much safer taking a gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than sitting in a 
bus. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6618 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joey Contreras 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.18A) 
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COMMENT #:  6619 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joni Sweet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joni Sweet 
Midvale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6620 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler McKenzie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road and building snow sheds does more harm to the enviornment that is already at risk 
of being damaged and lost. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9J, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  6621 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pepe Munoz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a bus up and down the canyon with a young family is stressful, uncomfortable, and unreliable. A 
gondola is a much more enjoyable experience and allows me and my boyfriend to see Utah’s beauty 
from a new perspective. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6622 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Rhodes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Too many times people get stuck up the canyon when an avalanche shuts down the road. It makes me 
worry for my elderly parents. A gondola takes that problem away entirely. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  6623 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darcy Link 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand why a gondola is ideal for skiers on peak snow days, but it also provides another activity 
for me to enjoy during the summer as someone who isn't a snow activity person. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6624 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Wilkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Gondola! My husband and I would love that for our many visits to Utah. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6625 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daisy Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a cost-effective, long-term solution to problems that Utah has been trying to tackle for 
years. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-6777 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6626 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Messina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is ridiculous that the state is considering a gondola that is nothing more than an extension of the ski 
resorts at tax payer expense. With only 2 stops, Alta and Snowbird, this is nothing but catering to 
special interests. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Additional investment in busses should be made that access the entire canyon before catering to two 
small areas at the top of the canyon. Create a year-round free or low cost bus system and fund it 
through an oppressively expense toll ($100/private vehicle) for those that feel they “need” to drive up 
the canyon. Do not allow any annual passes. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.4A) 
If someone is paying $500+/night to stay at the resorts, or $150+/person to ski, the toll is a minor add to 
the expense of the vacation. Study the traffic impacts from a toll of that magnitude before spending 
hundreds of millions to expand roads and parking. (32.29R and 32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  6627 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lena Owens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola provides the safest way to get up and down the canyon in winter weather. The idea of being 
able to get up to ski without worrying about sliding off the road is extremely valuable. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6628 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Lemley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I see no reason for either option to be put into place. This is to address a problem, that is really only a 
problem a handful of days every year. (32.1.4D, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E). Even if the impacts of traffic 
were that bad, it would still be a lasting impact to address a problem that only occurs 1/4 to 1/3 of the 
year. Finally, tax payers should not be responsible for any upfront, or enduring cost for this project. This 
problem could 100% be addressed by the resorts up little cotton wood implementing a reservation 
system that limited the amount of people going up the canyon in the winter. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.2K, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6629 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maura O'Neil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Part of the canyon experience is the ride to the top and back. I understand snow sheds may help keep 
snow off the road, but I don’t want to spend a portion of my ride in a concrete tunnel. (32.7A and 
32.2.9J) 
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COMMENT #:  6630 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Pohlman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More buses and a wider road don’t solve the problem. If an accident or avalanche shuts down the 
canyon, it doesn’t matter how many buses or bus lanes you have -everyone has to wait and everyone 
is stuck in traffic. (32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  6631 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Greene 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that more sustainable solutions should be considered before moving forward with the Gondola 
or Road widening occur in Little Cottonwood Canyon.(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I would support less 
impactful options first like limiting the amount of private vehicles with a variable toll or closing the 
canyon completely to only bus service only on certain high demand days to reduce traffic before we 
make a change that will permanently change the nature and use of the canyon. Please consider other 
options before proceeding with these two destructive options. (32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, 32.2.2B, and 
32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6632 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Giandiletti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Finding parking is often a deterrent to heading up the canyon in the summer. An alternative way to get 
there without the parking hassle and dangerous roadside conditions would make it so much easier. 
(32.1.2C, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  6633 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phillip Giandiletti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Canyon closures due to planned avalanche mitigation will no longer be a problem with the gondola. 
(32.7A, 32.2.6.5D, 32.2.6.5H, and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6634 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ari Marks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola would be underutilized for the cost. (32.2.4A) Please investigate a Zion style bus 
system. No public traffic. Only employees and residents of the town of Alta. This would be the least 
environmentally and visually impactful. And you won’t have cars driving up the canyon without proper 
traction. (32.2.2M and 32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  6635 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taurean Everitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in the neighborhoods surrounding the entrance of the canyon is unbearable when the canyon is 
backed up. (32.7B) A gondola will allow locals to commute without hassle. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6636 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peyton Royal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would feel so much safer taking a gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than sitting in a 
bus. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  6637 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Bogart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a gondola up the canyon would make me feel much safer. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6638 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Gassett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola feels like the safest choice of all options. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6639 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We have a timeshare at iron blossom. We have to transport all of our food and essential items for a 
week do I need to be able to drive up the canyon. Want to ensure that we are not required to ride a bus 
or a gondola. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6640 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Whitmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Clean air is important to me, I support the gondola. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6641 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Liebson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Consistency is key for travel and daily plans, especially after spending money on a ski ticket. I choose 
the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6642 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carly Sebouhian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My husband, dog, and I love the canyon and don't want to see any more traffic or pollution. Please pick 
the gondola. (32.7C, 32.10A, and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6643 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cooper Stanton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding roads won't' fix the problems long term, we need a new way to travel. That is clearly the 
gondola solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6644 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Julie Zamora 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
6). We should not attempt to facilitate the recreation of one group at the expense of destroying 
recreation for another. LCC is home to WORLD CLASS bouldering, it is a regular destination for Utah 
climbers and we cannot undermine the impact on our lands. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
Also, a gondola is a complete eye sore and puts an awful blemish against a beautiful backdrop. It is not 
worth it. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Julie Zamora 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6645 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daryl Tofa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah is my home, I love it. I only want the best for it. Please choose the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6646 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Tofa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think Utah is awesome, expect our air quality. That sucks. Anything to improve that is what we should 
do. That seems like the gondola to me. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6647 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garett Hawe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No more terrible traffic in the canyon. Choose the gondola, please! (32.7C and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6648 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harris Milgrim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally-friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. (32.10A, 32.12A, 32.18A, and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6649 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine Bennett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the way to go, no doubt. Better for the environment and better for the traffic and 
movement of the people traveling up the canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  6650 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Douglas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola's are so much fun. Please choose the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6651 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Samuel Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Samuel Cook 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6652 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kamal Lado 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't damage the already existing life around the canyon, save the habitat. (32.13A, 32.13B, 
and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  6653 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Swindler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel like the gondola is the only viable option. Wider roads and more buses will only push the problem 
further down the road when everything is congested again. (32.2.9D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Also, by far my worst experiences with traffic in this canyon have been when the road was closed for 
hours because of avalanches or vehicle slide-offs from driving on snow and ice. (32.7A) 
 
We absolutely must have a transit option that doesn’t rely on driving. 

Page 32B-6805 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6654 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Yancy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I care about the ease of travel in the canyon. No more roads will fix the current condition. The gondola 
is THE choice. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6655 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Emery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Busses allow for flexibility and accessibility to trailheads. (32.2.1C and 32.2.6.3C) Ban cars and require 
only busses such as Zion national park does (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  6656 

DATE:   8/23/21 5:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Skip Beitzel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Busses! (32.2.9A) 
Electric!! (32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  6657 

DATE:   8/23/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clint Karren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
I have lived in Utah all my life and grew up in Sandy just minutes from the mouth of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. The Cottonwood Canyons are my playground, and Little Cottonwood in particular is a special 
place to me. Having witnessed first-hand the popularity of this canyon grow over the past few decades I 
can't help but recognize the need to both increase access to the canyon as well as reduce the over-
crowding traffic. As an engineer myself, I acknowledge that both proposed options, the Gondola and 
Express Bus, will meet the challenges of this unique goal... but neither option is perfect. However, one 
of the options is more versatile, dynamic and all-encompassing for the total usage of the canyon (both 
activities and times year), while the other focuses exclusively on the ski resorts in winter. The Gondola 
is a great option if the sole purpose is to reduce traffic to the ski resorts, however it provides very little 
benefit to anything other activities within the canyon. (32.7C) I do not ski, but I love using the canyon 
throughout the year to hike, backpack, camp, snowshoe and sled. The gondola will provide no benefit 
to these activities (as well as biking, rock climbing and back-country skiing too) nor will it ease the over-
crowded parking lots at every trailhead between the mouth of the canyon and Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I also have to mention the detriment it will have to the incredible 
views the canyon has to offer, with +200 ft columns towering above the forested canyon floor. (32.17A) 
Although, I fully admit that a widened road for express buses will not enhance the aesthetics of the 
canyon either;(32.17B) at least it will be much-less detrimental to the scenery. Simply put, the gondola 
is a one-dimensional option for a multi-dimensional problem. The Express Bus is much more versatile 
as it will aid in all uses within the canyon along the entire length of the road. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9B, 32.1.2C 
and 32.2.6.3C) It will allow for more dynamic solutions to address all sources of over-crowding and 
their unique circumstances (e.g. more buses on busier days, express buses vs. buses that stop along 
the route, usage on summer weekends, added lanes for cyclists when not in use, etc.), not to mention 
potential cost savings that come with more efficient usage. Although The Express Bus is not the perfect 
solution, for me and others like me (i.e. hikers, campers, backpackers, snowshoers, sledders, bikers, 
climbers and back-country skiers), it is the far superior option. Please consider all the stakeholders and 
their many uses of the canyon in your decision. 
Regards. 
Clint Karren 
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COMMENT #:  6658 

DATE:   8/23/21 6:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Coby Hudac 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that in the interest of preserving little cottonwood canyon, an attempt should be made at 
making do before building an expensive and environmentally impactful gondola or wider road. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) More busses should be assigned to the route up the canyon, and parking at both 
Snowbird and Alta should be closed to the general public at risk of a ticket or towing. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.2B, and 32.2.2K) A gate could be built at the base of the canyon and passes given to resort 
employees, residents, other essential people, and guests. (32.2.2B) Parking for backcountry access 
could remain free, so long as you don’t park up above the white pine trailhead. This may require riding 
the bus to be able to get to grizzly gulch or superior, but I believe that it’s a necessary compromise to 
be able to maintain general free backcountry access 
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COMMENT #:  6659 

DATE:   8/23/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Gomez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I continue to believe that the cost of a gondola is way to expensive, and is not the best step. (32.2.9E) 
Maintenance costs, and the fact that when, not if, this solution fails or breaks down, riders will be forced 
to use the better, less expensive solution of buses. (32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  6660 

DATE:   8/23/21 6:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elliot Gleich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The extra bus express lane is the best for the canyon and it’s people. (32.2.9B) It has the least effect 
on view and would reward people more for using less cars which should be the goal. (32.17B and 
32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6661 

DATE:   8/23/21 6:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carla Patton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Alternative bus option please (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6662 

DATE:   8/23/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Mikell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've the following questions of concern regarding the gondla option: 
1) As lifts sometimes do - what happens if the lift breaks down? How are 7-8 miles of people on cable 
Gondola's evacuated? Wouldn't the road (SR210) need to be open to access the lift at select locations 
for evacuation/safety/maintenance or Is there a groomed "cat" road that goes up underneith the lift? If 
groomed "cat" road underneith the lift wouldn't that need to be the same road and/or other maintenance 
roads in the summer? Or are there merely roads/access off of SR210 to get to Gondola alighment and 
the base of each tower? Such needed access seems alot more of an environemtal impact or foot-print 
than presented in the EIS - i.e. a cable flying over everything without impact? (32.2.6.5H, 32.2.6.5K, 
and 32.2.6.5L) 
2) How much would the gonola cost users? Most of the time folks will merely drive up the canyon, 
whilst the gondola runs, under-utilized. Who collects the revenue and where does it go? Are the ski 
areas contributing to the costs of construction or maintenace, seems appropriate they would be as they 
are primary benefactors. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
3) The gondola only addresses skier traffic to Alta or Snowbird (and that is why those resorts support 
it!) and the fact that it does not service any of the other canyon users seems unacceptable to me and a 
biased towards two private, for profit businesses. (32.2.7A and 32.2.9E) 
4) The Gondola requires user (mostly, and on busy, snowey, needed days) - to use 3 forms of travel 
(Car, bus, gondola) and all the "changing" to the different moses (parking, walking, riding, changing, 
walking, riding, etc). Seems like too much effort/work/hasstle for the average person or family. 
(32.2.6.4B and 32.2.6.5J) 
5) Goldola is pitched as fool-proof relaible access and use, yet storms and high winds frequently exist 
in the canyon that would shut it down (like all ski lifts). So what happens when if a bunch of people go 
up the gondola in the AM but it gets shut-down and cannot operate later in the day or early 
evening/apres ski? How do those people get down the canyon and/or are they not stranded up there - 
looking and needing to use a road? Does UDOT foresee an access scenario where the road is closed 
yet people are permiited to go up the Gondola? Going up the Gonda when the road is closed doesn't 
seem safe or an acceptable idea to me (32.2.6.5K and 32.2.6.5H). 
6) It seems like snow sheds and improvements to the road and enhancement of existing busing are 
needed anyway and regardless of whether a gondola is installed, why wouldn't UDOT first build the 
snow sheds, improve the road, improve bussing, and impliment the identified other controls (tolling and 
parking permits, limitted users) before we spend 1/2 billion dollars on a Gondola system that is more of 
an idea/experiment that "might" solve some problems only on some the snowiest of days (20-40 dyas 
of the year). (32.2.9K, 32.2.9S, 32.29R, 32.2.9B and 32.1.4D) Regarding the snowiest powder days, 
the resorts are either inter-lodged or have limmitted terrain/capacity to handle recreationalists being 
dumped at their door by a "non-stop" Gondola. Wouldn't not operate on those days anyway for fear of 
getting folks up the canyon with no-where to go and notheing to do? (32.2.6.5H) Respectfully - Jeff 
Mikell Cottonwood Heights. 
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COMMENT #:  6663 

DATE:   8/23/21 7:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Toni McKinnon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live close to the canyon and I am opposed to making it easier for Snowbird and Alta to bring in more 
skiers and more profit. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Stop the further destruction of 
our beautiful canyon. Limit the number of cars allowed in the canyon during ski season and make them 
pay a hefty fee to drive to one of these resorts. (32.2.4A) No gondola, no widening of Wasatch. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9L) Protecting the canyon and surrounding neighborhoods from over use should be 
the priority. (32.20B) Not catering to the resorts and special interests (like Wayne Neiderhauser) who 
plan to make a lot of money off your decision.  
The people that live close to the canyon and will be majorly impacted by your decision should be 
listened to. 
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COMMENT #:  6664 

DATE:   8/23/21 7:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabe Strand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is dope (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6665 

DATE:   8/23/21 7:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mindy Ramsey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the UDOT bus proposal. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6666 

DATE:   8/23/21 7:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Adkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There don’t need to be any changes in LCC. (32.2.9G) Adding more transportation will only help ski 
resorts cram more people on to their slopes and lifts. (32.20C) The gondola will be a permanent 
eyesore on a beautiful natural area. (32.17A) Bus lanes will just add more people to areas that are 
already at their limit. (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) No taxpayer dollars to boost ski resort profits! 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  6667 

DATE:   8/23/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janine Langer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a life long avid skier and love the unique views and beautiful natural experience when skiing 
Snowbird and Alta. Adding a transportation gondola will take so much away from the incredible Little 
Cottonwood experience. (32.17A and 32.4I) Please consider alternatives that will not forever change 
the landscape and feel of this unique canyon. (32.2.9A) 
Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  6668 

DATE:   8/23/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandra Correa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Stop this bs (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6669 

DATE:   8/23/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dale Wendell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do it! The future population and grid lock will only get worse. The gondola idea would have the least 
impact on the access road through the canyon. I am 71 years old and I hope this gets completed in my 
lifetime! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6670 

DATE:   8/23/21 8:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Rowland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is terrible and should not be considered. (32.2.9E) The footprint of the project will 
be enormous and will forever destroy the character of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4I and 32.17A) 
There is already a highway up the canyon. Improve it (32.2.9B). Do not create a second astronomically 
expensive transportation corridor up the canyon. Taxpayers will end up supporting two extraordinarily 
expensive modes of transportation that largely benefits a select sector of the population that is 
economically advantaged (skiers, tourists). (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The environmental 
footprint and cost of the gondola option is absurd when a highway already exists. The highway will have 
to be improved regardless. (32.7C) Do not provide a half billion dollar subsidy to the ski industry. Its 
absurd and a shameful useful of public resources. 
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COMMENT #:  6671 

DATE:   8/23/21 8:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Ricketts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let me start by saying that I am an avid user of LCC. I moved to Salt Lake City 15 years ago because 
of the access to recreation provided by the Wasatch Mountains. I believe that both of the preferred 
options will negatively impact my experience in the canyon in spring, summer, and fall. (32.4I, 32.2.9C, 
and 32.2.9E) 
 
Both of the preferred alternatives destroy treasured bouldering resources in the canyon and both 
alternatives dramatically reduce parking and access to some of my favorite areas to rock climb. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) 
 
The gondola would pass directly overhead of many, many boulder problems, and would be very close 
to one of the most popular climbing areas in the canyon. This would greatly change the climbing 
experience for the worse. (32.4B) 
 
Widening the road would again, heavily impact all or destroy much of the roadside bouldering and 
reduce or eliminate parking at a time when we are maxing out and overflowing existing parking during 
spring, summer, and fall. (32.4A and 32.4P) 
 
These 2 preferred alternatives would negatively impact my experience for 3 seasons of the year just so 
users can shave off a few minutes of time on weekends of winter months. This doesn't make sense. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
What about the option for increased bus service with no road enhancements? (32.2.9A) UDOTs 
summary says this will take the average user 46 minutes. Enhanced bus service with road expansion 
will reduce this by 9 minutes for a limited number of days a winter at the expense of users experience 
for the rest of the year and at the same time costing an additional $155,000,000. (32.1.4D and 32.2.7C) 
This seems to do much more harm than good in my opinion.  
 
While I am an Alta season pass holder, I also spend half my days in the winter backcountry skiing. 
Again, neither of the preferred alternatives would make backcountry skiing access better. Both 
alternatives seem to favor public subsidies for private businesses with little regard to users that recreate 
in Little Cottonwood outside these two ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
I would at the very least prefer to see us try every alternative possible that has the least impact on the 
canyons, before we add major.permanent infrastructure like a gondola or widening the road. It seems 
like we are jumping straight to construction before we've even tried some less invasive steps.(32.29R) 
 
Zion National Park has a very successful bus model with no or very limited private vehicles up the 
canyon. Has this option been explored? (32.2.2B) What about dispersed parking locations throughout 
the valley with dedicated buses leaving at close intervals during peak hours? (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  6672 

DATE:   8/23/21 8:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lillie Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The earth is not yours to mold and alter as you wish, but to coexist with. Why must humanity be so 
hellbent on destroying everything they get their hands on? (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  6673 

DATE:   8/23/21 8:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Meredith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What will happen to all the additional people who will arrive at the resort. Currently the ski resorts 
cannot manage the people who arrive. Lift lines and eating places are overwhelmed with the current 
users (32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  6674 

DATE:   8/23/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Megan Karis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Megan Karis 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6675 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madison Merrill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see us utilize existing infrastructure before we invest in something that will damage the 
environment. (32.2.9A) The gondola seems like a flashy option that will not actually solve the problem. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) The fact that you have to take a bus (waiting in two lines) to take the gondola seems 
very inconvenient. (32.2.6.4B and 32.2.6.5J) Tolling the road and only serving the ski resorts is 
inequitable for other canyon users (snow shoes, back country skiers, etc.)! (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Why should tax payers pay for a solution that only serves the ski resort? If I had to chose 
between the two alternatives, I’d rather have the road widening. However, closing the existing road to 
all vehicles and having frequent bus service (express route to ski resorts and a route servicing all major 
trailheads) seems like the most affordable and most effective option. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  6676 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Nanfito 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider your plans to destroy the area for monetary gain. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Other options exist and I urge you to consider them over anything else. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6677 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Jow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the two preferred alternatives I vote for enhanced bus service. It is cheaper, has less visual impact, 
has greater potential for increased people moving capability and can more easily service backcountry 
trailheads in the mid canyon. (32.2.9B, 32.17B, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  6678 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Griffith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola plan! This would be so good for those who travel this canyon year round. It 
would also be a major attraction for out of state visitors. This is the coolest idea!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6679 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Dillon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no doubt that you all have received many solutions to the issues presented in the traffic 
patterns of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.2PP) My hope is that we will be able to reach a conclusion 
via majority consensus. (32.2.9N) One that is practical and simple and most importantly, solves the 
problem. 
I was disheartened to see the train eliminated in the last round of discussion, however I feel that there 
is still a low-impact solution that would dramatically reduce car traffic, create revenue for the state and 
move people up and down the canyon safely and efficiently. (32.2.9F) The model comes from Zion 
National Park and is essentially a 'bus only' canyon. In this case, there would be operating hours, say 
5:30 am to 8 pm, as an example, during the winter season, which is when the canyon sees the worst of 
its traffic problems. Buses would run every 20 or so and make the regular stops that UTA makes now 
with the addition of a trailhead stop at the White Pine lot. (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.3C)  
Exceptions for the 'bus only' rule would be for canyon employees, lodge guests and those willing to 
drive up and down the canyon outside of bus operating hours. 
It is debatable whether we would even need to widen the road for just buses and in the interest of 
safety, aside from the stellar job that UDOT does in mitigating avalanches in the canyon, perhaps 
snowsheds would be considered to shield the road from avalanches as is done in Roger's Pass and 
many other ski destinations. (32.2.9K) 
A season bus pass would be necessary to quell backlash from potentially gouging pass holders who 
frequently travel in the canyon as well as a one-time, round-trip fare for visitors spending a single day in 
the canyon. I would suggest that the price of the single ride and the season pass not be terribly different 
to encourage purchase of the season pass even for day-use visitors, i.e. the American Fork day use toll 
vs. the annual fee. (32.2.4A)  
Not only would a 'bus only' canyon be more efficient, it would also have the lowest environmental 
impact, which is a major concern for a large population effected by this infrastructure change. And that 
is something to be taken very seriously. As you know, the legacy and reputation of your decision will 
have a lasting effect on the Utah ski industry and the winter sports industry all over the world. Perhaps 
we could be a guiding light for areas facing similar problems and for the future of tourism as a whole. 
Thank you for taking the time and I appreciate your consideration, 
James Dillon 
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COMMENT #:  6680 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dana Knudsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Hello, 
 
As a former resident of Utah and a frequent visitor, I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch 
Mountains, please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental 
Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Dana 
 
Sincerely, 
Dana Knudsen 
Palo Alto, CA  
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COMMENT #:  6681 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Genther 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. I am voicing my concern that I do not support either the gondola or the increased bus / road 
widening plan. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both of these plans drastically and permanently change the 
nature of the canyon. Climbing and other activities will be negatively impacted by the construction of 
either plan. (32.4A and 32.4B) In bothers me that Both plans are tax-payer funded but really they seek 
to boost the financials of Alta and Snowbird which are privately funded. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I am requesting that other solutions such as charging for parking or tolls (fees go to UDOT, not 
ski resorts) be considered instead. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  6682 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Williamson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be a great asset to our community and easily makes the most sense to alleviate 
congestion in the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6683 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaclyn Long 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think smaller scale interventions should be tested first. (32.29R)  
1) more down canyon park and rides for carpooling (32.2.6.2.1C) 
2) carpool only weekends, no single riders can drive up canyon, they must bus or carpool (32.2.4A) 
3) from dec-march four wheel snow tire cars only up the canyon, pre screened prior with easy pass 
type scanners check point. Those that pass without are fined. The canyon is dangerous largely due to 
the incapable vehicles that continue to go up and down, not always by stubbornness but by need in 
getting stuck mid storm. (32.2.2M)  
 
There are so many different types of users in the canyons. This plans do not serve our community and 
those that travel here for various reasons; they serve the ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C). Maximize enjoyment of the canyons and protection of our lands, views, watershed, wildlife. 
(32.29G) 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  6684 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Hurst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is bigger than just Snowbird and Alta. Pumping more people up the canyon 
will just increase lift lines. (32.20C) I would like to see the default transportation during peak hours to be 
buses. (32.2.2B) A gondola is expensive, destructive, and only serves the ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6685 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Delaney Dangerfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Delaney Dangerfield 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6686 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Phyllis Mandel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have shared this article with you in the past, but am sending it again as part of my official comment on 
the proposed LCC "transit" plan. I will get to the relevance of the content of the article in my comments 
below. 
 
The idea of building a gondola in LCC is absurd. It will destroy the natural beauty and scenic qualities of 
the canyon in an irreversible way. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) It is being touted as an option with minimal 
environmental impact, but it is likely that the work of putting the stanchions necessary to support the 
gondola will require blasting into the rock of the canyon. I find it hard to imagine that it will not disturb 
the wildlife, and would also be shocked if it doesn't run into tremendous cost overruns. (32.13A) And 
once it is there, it will completely scar the canyon. (32.17A) Not to mention the fact that a gondola only 
services the two resorts in LCC. It does not provide service for hikers or backcountry skiers. And why 
should two private corporations, Alta and Snowbird, have this built with taxpayer money, when they are 
the ones that benefit from it? (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
And if you still need to park remotely, and take a bus to get to the gondola, what's the point? It is so 
inconvenient, no families will use it if it means multiple transfers with children and gear in tow! 
(32.2.6.4B and 32.2.6.5J) 
 
It makes much more sense to me to implement a better bus system. With more frequent, better busses, 
people will be more willing to ride them. They board one bus, and it takes them to their destination, 
whether it's a ski resort, or a hiking trail. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.6.3C) And for every bus that goes up the 
mountain, that's probably twenty cars that won't! And why is there no discussion of electric, non-
polluting busses? (32.2.6.3F) Put the park and rides at locations other than the canyon base, to help 
ease congestion. The 6200 South and 9400 south areas could be expanded and improved. 
(32.2.6.2.1C) And if a better bus system turns out to not solve the traffic congestion, you can always 
reconsider a gondola. But once you build a gondola, you can't un-build it! (32.2.9A)  
 
And regarding the expansion of Wasatch Blvd, I would refer you to the attached article, sited below. 
(32.2.6.2.2C) As it currently exists, Wasatch Blvd is a mostly two-lane road, from Fort Union to the start 
of LCC, and it runs through a residential neighborhood. I live in that neighborhood, east of Wasatch. If I 
had wanted to live near a 6-lane road, I could have bought a house off 1300 East, or Highland Blvd, 
when I bought my house ten years ago. But I chose this location because it is QUIET! (32.4F and 
32.11B) A house near 1300 East or Highland would probably have cost me a lot less, since the noise 
and pollution factors makes such neighborhoods very unappealing to many people, including myself. 
But I chose to live here. If you expand Wasatch, as proposed, you will completely destroy this quiet 
residential neighborhood. (32.11B) Such a plan is completely out of touch with modern urban planning 
thinking. It is a plan consistent with thinking from the 1960's and 70's. You should instead be thinking 
about how Wasatch Blvd can be improved in a way that makes it user-friendly to cyclists and 
pedestrians. There should be bike lanes, pedestrian paths and greenways in the plan. The speed limit 
should be 35 mph, to improve pedestrian safety. At least one person has already been killed while 
crossing the street. How many more deaths do you want to see? (32.2.6.2.2A) Take your lesson from 
the examples in this excellent article. Highways that were built in communities are being re-purposed as 
gathering and recreational places. (32.2.6.2.2C) Use I-215 as the major north-south route, 
supplemented by EXISTING larger roadways. Expand THEM if necessary. Don't take a quiet residential 
neighborhood, and destroy it in this way. Don't pave paradise! Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6687 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Vincent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Since Snowbird and Alta stand to gain the most from either project occurring, they owe it to you and I 
(aka taxpayers) to pick up the lions share of the cost to make things happen. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) I would also hope that our decision makers see this through from beginning to end and 
don't allow developers to walk away with fistfuls of money midway through the project by selling things 
off prior to completion. 
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COMMENT #:  6688 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Judy Hunsaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either plan. Both would be detrimental to the community and the canyon and the 
environment. (32.4I, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6689 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Franny Gleave 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Franny Gleave 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6690 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Quilter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am so opposed to the gondola. (32.2.9E) Little Cottonwood Canyon is more than just a ski access 
corridor. It is used all year round and man made towers, cables, and gondola cars will permanently scar 
the canyon. (32.17A) I am an avid skier, hiker, biker, and patron of Alta and Snowbird and have been 
so for all my native Utah life. This is not a debate of safety, it is greed. Follow the money. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  6691 

DATE:   8/23/21 10:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Pratt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am happy to see that tolling the canyon is something that would happen regardless of the accepted 
plan. I do not agree either are the right choice. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I see the need that something 
needs to be done to reduce vehicles in the canyon. Road widening and a gondola are both irreversibly 
damage the beauty in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) I know that compromises must 
be made but I believe we are acting very prematurely for actions that CANNOT be undone. I believe 
that the toll booth and an expanded ski bus service could be implemented in less than 5 years. The toll 
booth would provide enough incentive to take vehicles off the road, and the better bus service would 
give them sufficient means to still navigate the cottonwood canyons. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)  
 
The gondola or road widening would be a very long time to construct and likely only cause further traffic 
during the construction period. (32.4C) We must face the inevitable now, climate change is happening 
now. Some day in the not-so-distant future ski season will cease to be a reality, and when those days 
come what do we do with our $590 million gondola or our $500 million freeway? (32.2.2E) We must 
know that these structures can’t be just disassembled, and the canyon will return to original grandeur, 
when they are no longer needed, they will remain as the biggest eyesore in the state.  
 
We must consider that Little Cottonwood Canyon has a carrying capacity, and with multi-resort passes 
getting more popular LCC is reaching that capacity very quickly. (32.20B and 32.2.2K) If we allow a 
gondola to be built, how do we limit the number of people in the canyon? (32.2.4A, 32.20A, and 
32.20C) Unlike we all like to think, not everyone is a good steward to the land and the more people that 
come up the canyon the more trash and human waste is left in the canyon. The proposed plan only 
tries to achieve one thing, fixing existing transportation issues. (32.1.2B) We must consider the future of 
the Wasatch, the mountains, the water shed, the shrinking water supply, the trees, and the hotter years 
that are going to come. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) The more we develop the Wasatch the 
more we line the biggest corporations in the canyons, benefitting only the top of those corporations 
while the lowest struggle with seasonal housing. We set the fight as tourist vs tourist, local vs local, we 
make the cottonwoods just one massive fight, fighting for every sliver of fresh powder. 
 
I don’t understand the benefit of UDOT’s sticker program when the entire 2020 -2021 ski season I did 
not see a single officer enforcing or checking any sort of tire tread, 4x4, or sticker. Unified claims they 
can’t restrict the canyon until the weather becomes severe enough, often too late in the day when ill-
equipped vehicles are up the canyon. Why can’t we change that so that when a severe weather system 
is moving in, we restrict the canyons before the storm starts and before enough ill equipped vehicles 
have entered the canyons. (32.2.2M)  
 
There are good parts of the proposed plan. Put parking structures at the gravel pit, run clean energy 
busses up the canyons. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) Toll the canyons. (32.2.4A) Allow most of the busses 
to travel straight to resorts but allow some of the busses to stop at major trailheads for the backcountry 
skiers. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.6.3C) Let’s accept the fact that some days skiing won’t happen, looking at 
the storm this past season that kept Snowbird and Alta closed for nearly 3 days, not just because the 
road was closed but because the avalanche danger was too extreme even in-bounds.  
 
If a few years from now the tolling and expanded busses prove to be ineffective, maybe then we can 
revisit these two plans. But let’s not cause avoidable damage to LCC. (32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  6692 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gavyn Caldwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Gavyn Caldwell 
Clearfield, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6693 

DATE:   8/23/21 11:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gordon Mortensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the final alternatives the gondola is the best choice. (32.2.9D) I would have preferred a rail solution. 
(32.2.9F). The gondola creates a very good solution for winter skiing and summer hiking enthusiasts 
with the least impact on the waterways in the area. (32.2.6.5G and 32.12A) If offers parking expansion 
in the valley with future line extension options (32.2.2I). A wider road is never wide enough and busing 
options are not really a real solution at all. Looks at all the predominately empty public busses running 
now.  
The gondola will be fast, unique and a tourist attraction in and of itself.  
 
Do something great and put in the gondola! 
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COMMENT #:  6694 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A late comment, but no matter the choice, this "The Tragedy of the Commons" will happen again. Buy a 
plane; ferry Utah resident skiers to other resorts nationwide. May be cheaper. When the "Big One" 
(large earthquake) strikes, priorities will change. (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6695 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Demie Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a now 35+ year user of Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC), almost 30 year resident of UT, and visitor 
to a number of other major hiking/skiing alpine regions in Europe, I fully support improving 
transportation in LCC. In that regard, I find the Gondola B alternative to have many advantages over 
the Peak-Period Shoulder Lane (PPSL) alternative. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) The advantages of the 
Gondola B alternative are quite well presented in the impacts table in the executive summary of the EIS 
-and of course in further details in the chapters. However, I think there can be more emphasis in the 
document on some of these advantages -in contrast to the PPSL alternative and to doing nothing.  
 
Starting with the Executive Summary, one thing that seems to me to be missing -although addressed 
more in the huge rest of the document -is more explanation of the current problems. Yes, the 
‘Purpose...’ section mentions the goals/objectives, but I don’t think the current problems are very well 
presented -thus allowing the ‘No Action’ alternative to be considered viable. It is probably assumed that 
the problems are recognized, however seeing some of the comments against the project (s), it seems 
that there are people who would just rather do nothing. I think it is important to make it clear that choice 
would be really just sticking heads in the sand, or kicking the can down the road etc. The case for doing 
something ‘now’ vs nothing needs to be spelled out as strongly as possible. (32.2.6.1A) 
 
Looking at the goals and environmental impacts of for the project and EIS - while both selected 
alternatives help with the mobility goal, the Gondola B alternative has clear advantage for the goals of 
reliability and also safety. I think these differences -comparing the 2 - could be more extensively spelled 
out than in the current draft (particularly the ability to run when road is closed, and extra egress 
possibilities) -and that greater detail summarized in the final Executive Summary as well. (32.2.6.5H 
and 32.2.6.5K) Regarding environmental impact, the Gondola alternative also clearly has less impact 
both on the physical area, the wildlife, and air and water quality over time due to emissions. (32.2.9D, 
32.10A, 32.13A, 32.12A, and 32.17A) Again, I think these differences (especially the difference in 
emissions!) could be more clearly spelled out -and summarized in final Executive Summary. 
(32.2.6.1A) While it is true that there will be some greater visual impact from the Gondola, that 
argument seems to come heavily from those who would prefer to do nothing; and at some point in the 
final EIS (which I hope will be for the Gondola) this can be addressed. Comparing all aspects like cost, 
impact, etc. -as summarized in the Executive Summary -the Gondola B alternative, even in short term 
has more advantages. I think the long term effects are better as well and that information could be 
presented in more detail as comparison. 
 
My last comments relate to the frequent argument against the Gondola: that it ‘only serves the ski 
industry’, added value of a gondola, the ‘life-cycle’ of the alternatives, the long term impacts. Those that 
protest based on the Gondola only serving the ski industry seem to not want to recognize that the 
busses also only stop at the ski areas. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I am sure it will be, but 
this argument needs to be put down. (32.2.6.3C) Also -there are many others who do and would be 
more easily able to travel up beautiful LCC with no additional pressure on the road if the Gondola 
alternative is chosen. Related to this, the gondola provides added value for providing 
access/exposing/showing off the beauty, not only of LCC, but also the whole Salt Lake valley. (32.17A) 
Having visited other major hiking ski areas, especially in Europe, being able to increase access while at 
the same time limiting crowded roads and emissions has been embraced and is beautiful. It’s time for 
us to do the same. Finally as far as long-term impacts and life-cycle -I think these topics are missing at 
least from the Executive Summary and, esp life-cycle, from the whole document (as far as I could tell.) 
(32.2.7E) The long-term impacts are addressed in the document -but, in my opinion, very factually and 
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not very critically/practically/completely. Clearly a no emissions gondola is going to have less overall 
impact on the environment of LCC (and beyond) -than increased busses. (32.10A) Strongly suggest 
including this. Likewise for the life-cycle of the alternatives. Based on the information from Gondola 
Works -the gondola option has a much longer life-cycle which most certainly should be considered in 
the EIS review and selection of the final candidate. All these points would be valuable in the final 
Executive Summary as well.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Success with the final deliberations which I sincerely hope 
will lead to presentation of the Gondola B alternative as the strong must do alternative of choice.  
 
Sincerely, 
Demie Moore 
Resident Salt Lake City 
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COMMENT #:  6696 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jacob Novotne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jacob Novotne 
Lehi, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6697 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hunter Klingensmith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Hunter Klingensmith 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6698 

DATE:   8/24/21 7:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Neil Burk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the LCC gondola because it primarily serves the ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The canyon is used by many that don’t patronize the ski areas. 
The gondola restricts access points in the canyon, which will exclude certain canyon users 
(backcountry skiers, hikers and climbers). (32.4G) The best option is a transportation system that 
provides access to several locations in the canyon and not just the ski resorts. (32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  6699 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wesley Greenhalgh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have a comment and a question. 
I think it is a great alternative to more lanes and more cars in the canyon. It would also allow a beautiful 
experience of seeing the canyon from top to bottom during all seasons for many who don't want to drive 
the steep and winding road. The simulation make it appear that the gondola cars will be hundreds of 
feet above the ground as it goes up the canyon this I think is not realistic and could be harming the 
effect of promoting this alternative. My question is on average how tall will the support towers really be 
above the adjacent ground? (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5L) 
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COMMENT #:  6700 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chet Brett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Better for everyone and the environment! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6701 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lina Farra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lina Farra 
Heber City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6702 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryder Patano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryder Patano 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6703 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan DeGray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
 
As an active user of all the canyons along the Wasatch front I love and respect our state. Having 
traveled throughout the world I've seen other countries techniques for mitigating risk of avalanches and 
increasing access. The use of snow sheds with increased Lane capacity for public transit fits with my 
experience as the best option for LCC. I look forward either way to the increased access. (32.2.9B and 
32.2.9K)  
 
Thanks, 
Evan 
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COMMENT #:  6704 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Coffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The city has grown way faster than it has in decades over the last couple years. This requires a drastic 
change in order for the city to adjust. The “red snake” of brake lights all the way up the canyons is as 
bad for the environment as it is frustrating for the avid mountain goer. We can not have this issue 
continue. Which is why I am happy we are having this discussion. 
 
However, the proposed plans currently are, to be Frank, as asinine as I have ever seen. I followed a 
link here and the prewritten script was useless. You do NOT get to state it’s between either a gondola 
or a more buses. That’s criminal. This is a republic and it should practice according to the majority vote 
and you as the elected official have no right to vote otherwise. Put every option placed forth on the 
ballot and allow everyone to pick their favorite. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 3.2.9N) 
 
So, in hopes to not sound conceited, here is my proposed plan: 
 
The state of Utah’s department of transportation builds a Trax line up the canyon. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I) 
 
Here’s why: 
1. The university of Utah has almost solved it’s parking issues with the use of trax. It’s a proven 
TRUSTED method among constituents. 
2. You can have multiple stops along the track so more access is provided than just to the resorts 
(32.2.6.6A) 
3. Most businesses supply their workers with a UTA pass. And that’s more revenue for the state if more 
people buy passes (32.2.4A) 
4. The electric trax will cut down emissions from cars which has been proven to be the cause of the 
inversion we see seasonally in SLC (32.2.2I and 32.2.3B) 
5. Have you ever tried to walk onto a bus in ski boots? Trax allows ADA access and does not require 
stairs making it even more appealing to mountain goers.(32.2.6M) 
6. This is a method is used in Europe. They have designs and they have data from what worked and 
what didn’t. Which we can utilize to avoid mishaps and costly errors in building ours 
7. You don’t obstruct the view of the canyon. (32.17D)  
8. The tax payers will be more happy paying for something that does solve the problem than with 
paying off the grant you write for the third party gondola. (32.2.7A) 
9. You don’t get pulverized in the news for having your pockets greased by lobbyists. 
10. It’s the right thing to do. 
 
Thank you for your time. Please do the right thing and solve the issue of the city not just the issue of 
where you vacation this year with your lobbyist money. 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Coffman 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6705 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Newberry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go the Gondola route. Not only will it help save the canyon but it will have the best impact on 
our environment and people will enjoy it! My vote is FOR the Gondola! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6706 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Leah Oland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the hard work that has gone into plans to improve the traffic situation in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I moved to LCC in 1981. I was an employee there for 7 years and lived in the canyon. I then 
lived in the canyon and commuted to work in the valley for 14 years. I currently live in Sandy. LCC is a 
very special place. I believe that calling it a sacred place is not over stating it. I am an avid skier. As a 
weekend skier for over 30 years I have spent a fair amount of time stuck on the road trying to get to and 
from Alta. It is certainly an inconvenience.I also think that it is just part of the deal. If we cherish the 
wildness of our canyon are we willing to ruin it for convenience? Being able to ski Alta and Snowbird is 
a very special experience with all that a mountain environment involves and can’t be taken for granted. 
It is also important to remember that it is not always a problem but is dependent on weather, holidays 
and weekends. (32.1.2B) The options that you are suggesting have their own set of inconveniences. 
I believe that neither option is a good one. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both plans will change recreation in 
the non resort areas of the canyon forever. It is important to remember that LCC is not ONLY used for 
skiing. (32.1.2B. 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I especially enjoy hiking in the canyon because 
of the beauty and opportunity to experience nature. I seldom choose to hike in the ski areas because I 
feel that the ski structures interfere with my ability to enjoy the natural beauty. The idea of huge gondola 
towers is horrifying. (32.17A) I also think the “Alta station” will change the character of the town of Alta. 
The public needs more information and an idea what the station will look like. Once again it is important 
to realize that Alta is also a summer destination that gives people the opportunity to get away from a 
growing urban center (32.4I and 32.4O). 
There is no doubt that the gondola is a unique idea. I understand that it captures peoples imagination. I 
do not agree with Dave Fields, the general manager for Snowbird Resort that it is “unobtrusive”. “An 
amazing experience to get this new perspective of the canyon from above” was another comment of 
Mr. Fields. Seriously? Not Disneyland! It will be a permanent scar in a beautiful, natural canyon. It will 
be a visual distraction for an expensive, unproven solution that is only to be used in the winter. (32.17A, 
32.2.6.5K, and 32.2.6.5F) It is an advantage for the two businesses in the canyon. It is not faster, 
probably not cheaper, not convenient and unproven. (32.2.6.5BB) It appears to be an attempt to bring 
more people to an already overcrowded canyon. (32.20C) I would also say that there is more to Salt 
Lake City than tourism.How many people can the canyon hold? (32.20B) That is another question that 
has not been addressed. Of course there is the cost! The funding has not been determined. Are 
taxpayers expected to finance an expensive gondola for the good of Alta Ski Lifts and Snowbird? What 
will be the cost to ride the gondola? (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) The public has the right to know that as 
well. I often hear the comment that in Europe they have this and that. This is Not Europe. It is Little 
Cottonwood Canyon a beautiful and relatively pristine environment. It should remain as pristine even if 
people are inconvenienced. 
 Of the two options I prefer but do not support the road option. I believe that the environmental impact is 
a serious concern. I do not think the road should be widened without more attempts to use 
nonpermanent strategies first. More and convenient buses (electric buses will help with emissions), 
carpooling, both resorts using vans for their employees, continuing the sticker program, monitoring for 
snow tires, are all strategies that have not been given enough of a chance to make a difference. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.29R) And what about that base station at the base of 
the canyon? It certainly seems that 1,500 easily accessed parking spaces could help the bus system! 
(32.2.6.2.1C) I use the park and ride lot in both canyons all the time in the summer to organize car 
pooling.Wouldn’t it be great if the base station was set up for buses and carpooling. We don’t only ski 
with the people next door. Getting together with people from both sides of the valley on a powder day 
can be tricky. I have read that Niederhauser and McCandless say that they won’t make any money 
selling the land to UDOT. If that is the case then they should be willing to sell it to UDOT for a 
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transportation hub at the bottom of LCC. That would give 3 options for people to ride the bus and 
carpool. 
 I understand that this is a difficult and complicated situation. Let’s put the canyon first. Let’s hold on 
tight to the resources that we all depend on. It is time to put good stewardship of the land ahead of 
profit. Please protect LCC! Let’s all take a step back and consider what is most important. 
 
Leah Oland 
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COMMENT #:  6707 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Curtis Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

STOP CATERING TO SNOWBIRD AND ALTA!! Not everyone going up the canyon is going to ski at 
the resort. Please realize this.(32.1.2D) 
 
Sincerely, 
Curtis Hunt 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6708 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cannon Holbrook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To be honest, I really struggle with forming an opinion to determine what would be best for the 
Canyons. 
 
I am a recreational user. I ski. I hike. I bike. 
 
What I would like to see: 1) Less traffic/congestion in the canyon. 2) Minimal environmental impact to 
the canyon. (32.7C and 32.29G)  
 
As a Utah skier, I prefer not to see more people on the mountains without more areas served by lifts. 
Often times, the lift lines are horrendous. Why add to that. (32.1.2B and 32.20C) 
 
As a back country user, I'd like to see improved access to trailheads. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 
32.2.6.5G) That being said, I would not want to see a lot of under-prepared people head off into the 
backcountry creating safety/emergency response issues. 
 
I also would like a plan that contemplates the use of both Canyons, not just LCC. (32.1.1A) 
 
We live in a beautiful place. Very accessible to a major metropolitan area. What a blessing to all who 
want to use it. 
 
At this point, I hesitate to support any plans that increase user traffic and invades sensitive areas 
beyond the current road system. I'd just assume leave everything as is. Perhaps add a toll to the rode 
to reduce traffic and increase bus service. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6709 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Mershon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the gondola and road widening are expensive ideas that will make the canyon overused and harm 
its natural beauty. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) There are more options for improving traffic flow up the 
canyon. An alterative to the gondola and lane widening should be chosen. Improved carpooling, canyon 
entrance fees, and electric buses are all options that would better serve all the users of the canyon. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.3F) Widening lanes or a gondola mostly benefit the ski 
resorts. (32.1.2B. 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6710 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Preite 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am confused why there is so much attention and money being thrown at at a “trafific” problem when in 
reality, there are only a handful of big powder days (usually on the weekends) when the canyon traffic 
is bad. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) I skied 120 days last year and even with limited carpooling due to the 
pandemic, most days were easy to get up and down the canyon. The limited amount of parking actually 
controls the number of skiers that can enter the canyon and preserves the skiing experience for those 
who made it up. (32.1.2B) When the parking spots are full, close the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) A 
gondola would only allow way too many skier to enter the canyon and it might help the traffic but will 
ruin the skiing! (32.20C) If you are going to do something, the additional lane would help and give room 
for cars to maneuver on those snow days when getting down the canyon can be slow and slippery 
(32.2.9B). UDOT should also dedicate more plows to the road on those days and not let the road get so 
bad. (32.2.2II) The gondola only benefits the ski resorts and the tours and leaves the locals with all the 
costs! (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B. 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  6711 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Pitcher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a big fan of the gondola idea. I love the idea of having quick, safe, and reliable public 
transportation that is environmentally friendly. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6712 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Stein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of additional buses with no road widening and NO snowsheds. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, and 
32.2.9J) The additional buses can simply be run from a distributed number of existing parking lots 
around the valley with more on busy days. No “mobility hub” as that will be a bottleneck. The traffic 
jams are always up-canyon in the morning and down-canyon in the afternoon. During peak hours 
(08:00-12:00, 2:00-6:00?) on peak days, implement the following: (32.2.2I) 
 
S.R. 210 in LCC on busy days in the morning: The right up lane for usual traffic. Left lane alternate 
up/down traffic (like trains going through Donner Pass, single track). Buses only in the left lane going 
up. After last bus, wait until that bus gets to Alta. Then allow empty buses and queued cars go down 
(after last bus leaves, queue cars to go down). After last bus/car gets down, switch back to upward 
buses. (32.2.2D and 32.2.2EE)  
 
On busy days in the afternoon: The right down lane for usual traffic. Left lane alternate down/up traffic. 
Buses only in left lane going down. After last bus, wait until that bus gets to LCC mouth. Then allow 
empty buses and queued cars go up. After last up bus leaves, start queue of cars to go up. (32.2.2EE) 
 
With cell communications this would be relatively simple to set up, with minimal signage. People are 
used to not being able to drive in the left lane on S.R. 210, especially with police enforcement. Add 
tolling to discourage automobile usage and to pay for bus O&M costs. (32.2.4A) Only 9 miles from 
mouth of LCC to Alta/Albion. At 45 mph that is 12 minutes. Relatively short up/down cycling time. 
Switch from diesel buses to EV buses when the technology advances to make it advisable. (32.2.6.3F) 
 
The snowshed design is dangerous and destructive with very limited benefit (10 days a year). (32.7A) 
With a 50’ wide roof at a 12% grade, melt water and rain run-off will accelerate across the roof then 
drop 20’ in a sheet of high-pressure waterfall, eroding and destroying any “bike path” and eroding and 
destroying the road shoulder. This will also seriously degrade water quality and access by wildlife on 
the north side of S.R. 210. Look under any 20’ waterfall to see the effects of falling water. It would also 
funnel wildlife seeking water to the ends of the snowshed, increasing predation. After the first rainstorm 
the bike path (with an average 8% grade, which is a steep hill) will be strewn with sand, gravel, sticks, 
sagebrush and potholes. With concrete columns on one side and a rocky drop into Little Cottonwood 
Creek on the other, suicidal. Unusable. (32.12E) 
 
I am against a gondola for many compelling logical reasons. (32.2.9E) It would destroy the beauty of 
LCC. (32.17A) Since there are only three access points (La Caille, Snowbird, and Alta) it will still be a 
bottleneck, just moved a little. (32.2.6.5E) It does a very poor job on the CWC Staff Recommended 
Attributes and Objectives for a MTS. When technology advances and a MTS is developed that actually 
has these Attributes and meets the Objectives for a MTS, the gondola will go out of business in a Very 
short time. (32.1.2E) At that time it will become an unused or underused relic and be considered a 
boondoggle. Who will be responsible (labor and cost) for removing it and, if even possible, mitigating 
the environmental and scenic damage? The taxpayers who paid for it to be built will then need to pay 
for it to be removed? (32.2.7I) 
 
Will a gondola (G) have the CWC Staff Recommended Mountain Transportation System (MTS) 
Attributes: (32.1.2E) 
o Environmental impacts are minimal and compatible with sustainable environmental results. G: 
Disruption during construction. Construction roads and maintenance paths. Bridges to any towers on 
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south side of LC Creek. Watershed impact of sheave lubricant drippings. Low-level noise impact. Large 
high-level visual impact. (32.4C, 32.2.6.5L, 32.12A, 32.11D, and 32.17A) 
o Reliability during all mountain conditions. G: Must be closed during avalanche control. Must be closed 
during wildfires. (32.2.6.5K) 
o Adequate frequency. G: Limited schedule. Limited capacity. Only three access points. (32.2.6.5G, 
32.2.6.5F, and 32.2.6.5N) 
o Effect on the quality of recreational opportunities are protected. G: No utility for hikers, climbers, 
cyclists. (32.2.6.5G and 32.2.6.5N) Ineffective for lodging guests with luggage. (32.2.4A) No BCC or 
Wasatch Back access. (32.2.2Q)  
o Equitable access. G: Limited access points give poor tie-ins to TRAX and UTA transit systems. 
(32.2.2I) Tolls would be regressive taxation. Taxes to fund O&M costs affect all Utahns, even those not 
using system. (32.2.4A and 32.2.7A)  
o Safety. G: Avalanches occasionally happen outside avalanche control. Susceptible to wildfires, 
earthquake impacts. Mechanical issues can cause closure or evacuation. (32.2.6.5K)  
o Efficient in moving people. G: Limited hours, capacity, and convenience. Subject to bottlenecks (only 
moving where they occur). (32.2.6.5C, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.6.5F, and 32.2.6.5N)  
o Enhance experience for Central Wasatch Mountain visitors. G: Only benefit is nice views (for those 
on the outside of each group of gondola passengers). You have to stand the whole time. (32.2.6.5C)  
Will a gondola (G) satisfy the CWC Staff Recommended Mountain Transportation System (MTS) 
Objectives: (32.1.2E) 
o Improve Transit. G: Replaces some auto traffic but slower (without road widening to three lanes) and 
less convenient (limited hours of operation, more changes of mode of transportation (32.2.6.5J and 
32.2.6.5F) 
o Disincentivize vehicles. G: 2-3 modal changes (auto to bus to gondola, maybe to shuttle bus). Limited 
hours, slow. (32.2.6.4B, 32.2.6.5J, and 32.2.6.5F) 
o Assure year-round transit. G: Expensive to operate during shoulder seasons and during times of little 
or no utilization. Budget and maintenance will dictate down periods. (32.2.6.5F)  
o Ensure trailhead access. G: No trailhead access without slowing travel and major capital and O&M 
expense. (32.2.6.5G) 
o Evaluate mix of private and public funding options. G: Public funding (taxes). (32.2.7A) 
o Achieve a sustainable result. G: Powered by grid electricity, as grid transitions to renewable energy 
so will the gondola. Currently mainly fossil fueled generation. Uses power during all times of operation, 
whether utilized or not. (32.18A)  
o Preserve wilderness characteristics in suitable areas. G: Wildernesses do NOT have gondolas. 
(32.3A)  
o Improve trailheads as part of transportation improvements. G: Trailheads will not be served by a 
gondola. (32.2.6.5G)  
o Reduce traffic congestion. G: Any decrease in congestion will be temporary due to population and 
canyon usage growth. (32.7B and 32.7C)  
o Improve resort-user amenities as part of MTS. G: Gondolas are not amenable to skiers/riders carrying 
gear bags and gear. Especially with multiple mode transfers. (32.2.6.4B, 32.2.6.5J, and 32.2.3A) 
o Provide better ski resort connections. G: Only Snowbird to Alta, and inconvenient. (32.2.6.5G) 
o Increase transit use. G: Will have some usage but it's not compelling. Gondolas are used most when 
there is no other option (such as accessing remote peaks). (32.2.4A) 
o Provide access for homeowners. G: "Really not at all convenient or useful for homeowners. (32.1.2B) 
o Protect the environment. G: Major visual impact. Tower sheave lubricant drips (look under any ski lift 
sheaves for example). Low-level noise pollution. Construction impact, maintenance roads, bridges to 
towers on far side of Little Cottonwood Creek. Large end stations and angle station (s) with electrical, 
water, passenger, and vehicle access. (32.4C, 32.2.6.5L, 32.12A, 32.11D, and 32.17A)  
o Assure protection of the watershed and water quality. G: Additional erosion from construction and 
maintenance roads and bridges. Sheaves lubricant water pollution. (32.12A) Will not reduce auto traffic 
much, and not at all during off-hours. Traffic will grow back to current state in short time and gondola 
capacity cannot be increased. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.4A, and 32.20E) No benefits to BCC or Wasatch 
Back watersheds or water quality. (32.12A) 
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o Development around transit nodes. G: Since all nodes are in already developed spaces, will have no 
positive effect on development sprawl in canyons. (32.20F) No positive effect in BCC or Wasatch Back.  
o Use technology to optimize a MTS. G: Gondolas are 1960's technology. They haven't improved much 
in decades. (32.2.6H and 32.2.2JJ)  
o Reduce or eliminate personal vehicles. G: Will never eliminate use of personal vehicles. Will 
temporarily reduce use, but with population growth that won’t last. (32.2.4A and 32.7C)  
o Emergency egress. G: Cannot operate in a wildfire, almost no protection from smoke. Interlodge 
Restriction would shut down access. Very limited evacuation capacity. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
o Reduce fuels/wildfires. G: Increased wildfire starting risk due to overhead travel and thoughtless 
casting of cigarette butts. (32.2.6.5K) 
o Reduce or continue to limit parking in the canyons. G: Will have little effect on number of vehicles, 
especially over time with population growth. No effect outside hours of operation. (32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 
and 32.20C) 
o Improve communications to the public about traffic conditions. G: No effect.(32.2.4E) 
o Accommodate current and increasing recreation demand. G: Not expandable or extendable to BCC 
or the Wasatch Back. Limited capacity. Limited hours/days of operation. (32.2.2Q, 32.2.6.5F, and 
32.2.6.5N)  
o Consider both short-term solutions and long-term solutions. G: A short term, inadequate “solution” 
that doesn’t solve the root problems. Doesn’t address BCC, the Wasatch Back, or regional 
transportation issues. (32.2.9E and 32.1.1A))  
o Protect visual quality of the Central Wasatch Mountains. G: Visually intrusive structures that does little 
to reduce air pollution that obscures views. (32.10A and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  6713 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello and thank you for your consideration; I live in the Glendale area of Salt Lake City and regularly 
access Little Cottonwood Canyon for cycling, running, and backcountry skiing. 
I recognize the need to redesign transportation in the canyon as the present system is wholly inefficient 
and unnecessarily impactful. I wish to add my comments to express my support for any measures 
which disincentivize personal vehicle use, give consideration to non-resort canyon users (including 
preserving natural features close to the highway), and which avoid increased impact due to induced 
demand. (32.1.4A) While I do not feel a strong preference for a gondola or expanded bus service, I 
trust that UDOT will perform a sufficiently rigorous analysis to determine which is ideal.  
I do wish to express my strong feeling that personal vehicle use must be disincentivized, and that any 
reduction in congestion without deterrents to car travel will be lost as induced demand results in 
increased use. (32.2.4A and 32.20E) While high-quality transit is the obvious solution, I do not believe 
that its existence alone is enough to break reliance on cars; rather, direct limitations must be imposed 
on personal transportation such that, in certain scenarios, transit use is compulsory. (32.2.4A) I feel that 
traffic metering would be a good measure to address this. (32.2.2OO) The toll system currently 
proposed would be helpful but would be more burdensome for less wealthy canyon users. (32.5A) 
Monitoring vehicle counts and limiting the total number bound for resorts would be more equitable while 
also allowing for a distinction between resort and non-resort traffic (for instance, vehicles could still 
reach trailheads while being denied access to resort parking lots at full capacity). (32.2.2K and 
32.2.4A) In this scenario, the only burden imposed would be one of convenience, and it would fall on 
resort users, who are already responsible for most congestion while also being a highly affluent 
demographic. 
Thank you again for your consideration of my comments; I look forward to seeing UDOT's finalized 
plans. 
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COMMENT #:  6714 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallen Garner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an avid climber and backcountry skier. I see the logic and obvious reasons why a gondola is the 
best solution to every problem faced with transportation in little cottonwood canyon. I vote gondola. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6715 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carol Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Carol HANSEN 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6716 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abraham Haggart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should not extend lanes or add a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Expand the bus system to get 
people to the base of the canyon as well as up it and make a $50 toll capped at a predetermined 
amount of cars and non-UTA buses. It encourages car pooling by splitting the cost or taking buses to 
negate the fee. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
I've lived here since 2002- albeit there are many more people here in the last two decades, the 
mountains are more accessible than ever. There are literally seven ski resorts within a two and a half 
hour drive of each other. In the case whomever reading this does not do winter sports I will list them- 
Powder Mountain, Nordic valley formerly Wolf Mountain, Snowbasin, Park City one of the largest in the 
world, Deer Valley, Sundance, and that's EXCLUDING LCC and BCC. 
 
I really believe this will lay the groundwork to destroy a lot of wildlife and the nature around it in the not 
so distant future- which attracts so many people here in the first place. (32.13A and 32.13B) What will 
happen when there is a fire in the canyon- worse if the construction of this gondola starts it? (32.2.6.5K) 
What happens if it gets damaged by a fire in the future, is it repaired, who pays for that or does it sit like 
the one in Moab as a failed experiment? (32.2.7A) The Parleys canyon fire is a prime example of a fire 
happening- and it's a much wider canyon with double sided entry for fire crews, unlike LCC or BCC.  
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Abraham Haggart 
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COMMENT #:  6717 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Antony Lapointe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a great eco friendly way to get up the mountain. As long as there is enough parking I 
would take this everytime. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6718 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rachel Jepsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Rachel Jepsen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6719 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark C 

 
COMMENT: 
 
From what i know about this. I really like the idea. I am a supporter. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6720 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the goal is not to feed private resorts but remains reducing traffic by 30%. (32.1.2D and 
32.7C) This should also include the traffic immediately surrounding the entrance to the canyon ie 9400 
s. And wasatch blvd. since the east end of these roads have no alternate egress. (32.7B) The gondola 
adds an additional tourist attraction to the canyon that surely increases traffic instead of reducing it in 
these these key feeder routes. (32.2.6.5E) With the gondola you are permanently ruining a significant 
part of the canyons appeal on a gamble that existing drivers will be persuaded to leave their cars and 
switch to the gondola. Aside from that gamble which has multiple challenges, it is a for sure fact that it 
will be well advertised and that you will now attract more people to this congested canyon. That was not 
the original assignment. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, 32.20A, and 32.20C)  
 
Buses. Before we blast away the beauty we came to the canyon to see I believe bus more priority 
measures should be tried. What if the road was bus only between 7- 9 or 10am and between 4 to 5 pm. 
(32.2.2B) The resorts have publicly stated that they won’t allow any car restrictions but their voice 
should not be controlling this decision. Those unwilling or unable to use the bus can still go but they 
won’t be first in line. It’s a choice. (32.2.4A) We are mainly talking about resort skiers who 2-3 days a 
year can not get to their resort of choice. (32.1.4D) How does this rate as a reason to permanently 
change this pristine landscape and rate as one of our states highest funding priorities? (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  6721 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maya Kobe-Rundio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Salt Lake City and have recreated in Little Cottonwood Canyon for years. I'm tired of hearing 
massive, expensive, and invasive plans for "fixing" LCC when we haven't really tried a more holistic 
approach. The fact is, these mountains are changing. The future that we should be planning for is 
hotter, drier, and water scarce. (32.2.2E) These mountains have a limit, and in many ways we've 
already reached their carrying capacity. (32.20B) We have to look beyond the money to be made by 
developing and consider an environmentally sound plan that gives all people, in all seasons, access to 
LCC, while acknowledging that there are some days when we simply won't be able to go into the 
mountains. A gondola or road expansion will only worsen our current problems while further degrading 
the canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C) I do support some parts of the current DEIS. I support building a large 
parking structure at the gravel pit, and running clean fuel busses up Big and Little Cottonwood canyons. 
The bus system shouldn't just support ski resorts, but should be a system that allows people to reach 
the canyons year round. (32.2.9A and 32.6.6.3C) During the canyon's busiest hours and days, let's 
dedicate variable lanes that only allow high-occupancy vehicles and busses. (32.2.4A) Let's start here 
before we completely lose Little Cottonwood to industrial development. 
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COMMENT #:  6722 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Wilder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
As someone who was born in the foothills of the Wasatch and has spent years enjoying the scenic 
beauty of the Wasatch, it shocked me to hear that UDOT was even remotely considering putting a 
gondola up Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9E) I've been climbing and recreating in the mountains of the 
Western US and Canada for 20 years and one of the biggest draws to that recreation is the solitude 
that being in the mountains brings- even when there is a road close by. A few steps around a corner or 
up a hill, and the quiet is upon you and it is blissful and life changing. I first went to Squamish, BC in the 
late 00's, and I experienced that- a major climbing destination right off a major highway, but just a few 
minutes hike and it was quiet and just lovely to experience. After the Whistler Winter Olympics, a 
company convinced the province to allow them to put a Gondola in next to the Chief- and ever since, 
the low hum of the Gondola has absolutely ruined the backside hiking and climbing experience in that 
area. (32.11D) There are no more animals, the hum can be headache inducing- it's just awful and 
absolutely tarnishes what was once one of the best climbing destinations on earth. (32.4B and 32.13A) 
 
UDOT- Little Cottonwood is a world class climbing destination during the summer months and the 
thought of a gondola running up that canyon makes me cringe- the view would be forever tarnished, the 
hum would hurt peoples and animals ears, and it doesn't seem to be a real solution to the problem. 
(32.4B, 32.11D, and 32.13A) Please reconsider this option- I can tell you from experience that it will 
impact visitation and people's experience. (32.4I) The Squamish Gondola has has such a negative 
impact, that the cables on it have been cut not once, but twice in its short lifespan by vigilantes- costing 
the gondola millions and endangering lives- and that gondola is a tiny fraction of the size of gondola 
UDOT is proposing. 
 
Please, please, please do not do this. 
 
Thanks, 
John Wilder 
Bountiful, UT (born) 
 
Sincerely, 
John Wilder 
LAS VEGAS, NV  
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COMMENT #:  6723 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Winder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It sounds like the best plan. (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6724 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Connelly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for it! Let’s anticipate the pop. growth and help the environment. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6725 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cindy Enkhtugs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola For Sure (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6726 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Steele 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I honestly don't understand why anyone would not want the gondola. It makes complete sense and 
over the long term, sets up our canyons for the future with less pollution, less impact and less cost. I 
completely 100% support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6727 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tonia Fuller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not a skier. But I do breathe air. I don't like paying for unnecessary projects. But I do like looking 
ahead, making smart decision and paying smart costs before they become more costly. The gondola 
seems like a well-thought out plan to preserve access to recreation, to preserve a beautiful canyon, and 
limit bus emissions in a targeted, guaranteed way. I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  6728 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emmeline Wang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
As a climber, I’d hate to see the beauty of our natural world continue to degrade and turn into an 
industrialized area that is meant to only serve a niche group of people. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Emmeline Wang 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6729 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Graeme Milton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
 The Gondola will not accomplish its goals of reducing traffic, as it will increase traffic to the Gondola 
base. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5E) I suggest restricting travel to buses during peak periods - 
the period can be adjusted from season to season or year to year according to needs (32.2.2B) 

Page 32B-6901 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6730 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Roxy Sylvester 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
This money should be put to focus on expanding bussing systems outside of the canyon leading to the 
bottom of the canyon bus stop. (32.2.2I) A gondola sounds interesting and attractive until the 
consideration of how awful it will be to the sights and natural beauty of our canyons. Do not take this 
away from all the people. (32.17A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Roxy Sylvester 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6731 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Menk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not allow a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) This project would only serve the ski areas and would 
be funded by tax payers and I do not support that as a tax paying citizen. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6732 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dimitri Cocorinis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Dimitri Cocorinis 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6733 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam G 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up in Sandy, and spent lots of time up and around Little Cottonwood canyon. It's wild coming 
home and seeing how much Salt Lake has changed. I've lived in big cities, small towns, and the issues 
facing Salt Lake valley are to be found everywhere. I've yet to see a magic solution that solves all the 
problems of a growing population. Here's my suggestion regarding the traffic problems in the canyon: 
Do Nothing. Just maintain the road as it is and let people suffer in the traffic. Is it necessary to ensure 
that we can get tens of thousands up the canyon quickly? (32.1.2B) Doesn't that fundamentally change 
the thing that people are headed up there to find (peace and solitude)? I see no reason that the road 
out of civilization needs to be wider than one lane in either direction. If the ski resorts want to find ways 
to get more customers and increase their profits, let them figure that out on their own dime using the 
existing infrastructure. Let's not ruin a good thing we have. (32.2.9G) 
Thank you for your time. 
Best, 
Adam 

Page 32B-6905 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6734 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shawna Noyes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Shawna Noyes 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6735 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Caleb Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Caleb Robinson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6736 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Noall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find another solution that doesn't involve permanently changing the canyon. (32.2.2PP) Perhaps 
more electric buses on the existing road, and stricter enforcement of carpooling. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A 
and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6737 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordann Player 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this would be so cool I couldn’t imagine all the views you would get to see I am 100% in for 
having a gondola for little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6738 

DATE:   8/24/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eden Sloan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Eden Sloan 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6739 

DATE:   8/24/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrea Faust 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
6). Also as someone who has visited Colorado many times, I had hopes of climbing there in the future; 
so this is very sad to hear (32.4A and 32.4B). 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrea Faust 
Watertown, MA  
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COMMENT #:  6740 

DATE:   8/24/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Chambers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
David Chambers 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6741 

DATE:   8/24/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Eastman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO TO GONDOLA!!!!! (32.2.9E) 
YES TO IMPROVED BUS SERVICE-year around (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
OFFER MORE INCENTIVES FOR CARPOOLING (32.2.4A) 
ROAD WIDENING ONLY IF NECESSARY 
 
I have been a resident and avid outdoors person for 40 years. I ski (both area, crosscountry and 
backcountry), hike, cycle and was a former world class climber. Now that I'm retired, I ski anywhere 
from 80-100 days a year with about 25 of those days being at resorts; I'm an Alta season pass holder. 
I've read many articles and letters on the various proposals. I unequically say NO To the Gondola. 
(32.2.9E) It will only serve two ski areas, and offer little flexibility for changing needs and traffic. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Much environmental damage will occur in the building 
of the towers and they will create an eye sore. (32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) I question using public 
funds to service two privately owned ski resorts that service only the middle class and wealthy. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Then there are the problems of how do you get people 
to the Gondola loading zone, and provide for adequate parkiing at that sight. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5J)  
 
Of the two options: I support the improved bus system. (32.2.9A) It can service various trailheads as 
well as the 2 ski areas during all seasons. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) We need public transport in Little 
Cottonwood in the summer and fall hiking seasons. (32.1.2C) White Pine trail head has had over 300 
cars parked along the road on some of the busiest days. (32.2.6.2.4A) During the ski season there 
needs to be Alta express buses; that would encourage Alta skiers to ride the bus. (32.2.6.3N) We have 
all read the climate predictions that predict lower snow accumulations at ski areas and shortened 
seasons. (32.2.2E) Using buses will allow for adjustment in ridership and seasonal demands.  
I've recently read about the impact the widening of Little cottonwood road would have on our world 
class climbing boulders and area near the Gate Buttress. I think every effort should be made to 
preserve this climbing area. (32.4A) I came to Salt Lake 40 years ago, because I knew that Salt Lake 
offered year round climbing and was viewed as world class. I hope you will maintain a conversation 
with the climbing community as to how to mitigate any damage to this world class area. 
 
Also an effort needs to be made to encourage car pooling.  
NO TO GONDOLA!!!!! 
YES TO IMPROVED BUS SERVICE-year around 
IMPROVE INCENTIVES FOR CARPOOLING 
ROAD WIDENING ONLY IF NECESSARY 
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COMMENT #:  6742 

DATE:   8/24/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Max Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Max Jones 
Midvale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6743 

DATE:   8/24/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Ehrman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola option. (32.2.9E) It would serve skiiers and the resorts but not others who 
want to use the canyon for other forms of recreation year round. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) We don't need to encourage more tourists (op ed piece in 8/22 SL Trib by Scott Anderson). 
The solution should effectively and efficiently serve locals first. I support the bus solution along with 
finding less-polluting vehicles to increase the frequency of a bus/shuttle. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  6744 

DATE:   8/24/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sierra Hastings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Sierra Hastings 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6745 

DATE:   8/24/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Webb WhatcottWebb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yeah do this project. The bigger the better! I can’t wait to see this functioning! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6746 

DATE:   8/24/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Zach Galla 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Zach Galla 
Suwanee, GA  
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COMMENT #:  6747 

DATE:   8/24/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andy Haley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Andy Haley 
June Lake, CA  
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COMMENT #:  6748 

DATE:   8/24/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Colter Hulet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Colter Hulet 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6749 

DATE:   8/24/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rebecca Babicz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Rebecca Babicz 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6750 

DATE:   8/24/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Canterbury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
As a resident of of Salt Lake City and a frequent user of of BCC and LCC I vehemently oppose the 
proposed widening of the road or the construction of a Gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The canyons 
that we have right at our doorstep are too great of an asset to put yet another scar on. (32.17A and 
32.17B) Once the damage is done it can not be undone. I believe there are other ways we can reduce 
the traffic issues and over crowding without either of the two proposed methods. Why are we jumping 
straight to these large destructive solutions without trying simpler methods first? (32.1.2B and 32.29R) I 
really hope UDOT decides to listen to the people and not the corporations who this would mainly 
benefit. (32.2.9N, 32.29G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Thanks for you time. 
 
Sean Canterbury, SLC Resident 
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COMMENT #:  6751 

DATE:   8/24/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cameron Clarke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Cameron Clarke 
Alpine, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6752 

DATE:   8/24/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ginny C 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that option A, combined snow sheds and a toll booth at the base of the canyon with the option 
of an annual or season-only pass is a reasonable alternative method. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) The 
gondola is an innovative idea however I think there are less impactful options such as mentioned 
above. (32.2.9E) The gondola also wouldn’t stop at most places locals and others might use for 
recreation such as climbing, hiking, and mountain biking trails. (32.2.6.5G and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  6753 

DATE:   8/24/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Kennedy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road for extra bus lanes would bring in foreign resources that will have a direct impact on 
LCC’s ecosystem. (32.13B) I truly feel the amount of gravel/topsoil needed to widen the road would 
harm the caynon along with destroy the natural beauty the caynon has to offer. (32.17B) Once this 
action is pursued it cannot be taken back. I believe that we need to keep Alta and snowbird wild. The 
development needs to happen down caynon. Installation of a gondola seems like a much more 
sustainable and regenerative way to protect LCC. (32.2.9D) Develop sandy, cottonwood heights and 
keep development out of the canyons. The last thing these canyons need is more rich families that 
buy/build houses up caynon to then not even enjoy the landscape up there. (32.20F) When I am up 
there skiing I want to look at the beautiful Wasatch range. Not a mansion next to a Starbucks. Alta is for 
skiers, keep it that way. Park city is right close enough so let’s remember our target market and aim to 
please these sort of people. 
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COMMENT #:  6754 

DATE:   8/24/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kelly Burnham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kelly Burnham 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6755 

DATE:   8/24/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Coltin Kerstin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the parking garage and make it $5-10 and make solo skier parking at the resort $30+ Between 
7:30-11. Ether you get there early or late or pay. Don’t ruin the canyon with a gondola or years of 
building a road. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  6756 

DATE:   8/24/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider requiring snowtires or 4wd for all cars all winter season. (32.2.2M) 
The gondola will move people in most any weather. (32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  6757 

DATE:   8/24/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erin Davidson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Davidson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6758 

DATE:   8/24/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sally Gallagher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to voice my concern about UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals. This would 
have an unacceptable impact on the climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation 
access throughout all of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
I originally moved to Salt Lake City for the skiing. Although I introduced my children to skiing at a young 
age they found climbing to be their passion. Little Cottonwood Canyon is just as valuable a resource to 
the climbing community as it is to the skiers. Please take a long term view and find solutions that are in 
no way harm this unique resource. (32.29G and 32.2.2PP) There will be no going back! 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Sally Gallagher 
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COMMENT #:  6759 

DATE:   8/24/21 3:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Hayward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GO GONDOLA WOOOOO  
 
PLEASE DO THE GONDOLA (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6760 

DATE:   8/24/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meherban Khalsa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor enhanced bus service but not as presented. I am opposed to widening the road. Instead, run 
many more buses up the canyon and give them precedence. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.2A) Give the bus 
its own lane at places where the road is already wide enough for car lanes plus bus lane. When the 
road gets narrow, cars have to stop as bus goes through. This is an inexpensive solution and will 
strongly encourage people to take the bus. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6761 

DATE:   8/24/21 3:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Udall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the construction of a gondola or any mode of transportation that would further detract 
from the natural setting of the Canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I am supportive of the building of snow 
sheds/tunnels, and enhanced bus service. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9A) Additionally, I think a fee for drivers 
to use the Canyon is warranted. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6762 

DATE:   8/24/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that we should not do either option and just add more bus options to the table without 
widening the road. (32.2.9A) The resorts don’t have the slightest care for their land or the people that 
live around them. Putting tax payers money towards the resort is absurd and i’m not sure why this is 
even at question (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). the gondola is more destructive and 
won’t help traffic below the resorts. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If we just cut off the road in the 
winter and only had buses we would reduce emissions and lessen risk. (32.2.2B and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  6763 

DATE:   8/24/21 4:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Dahlquist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider protecting a natural landscape over profiting off of a major infrastructure project that is 
not needed. (32.29G) Please consider the climate forecasts and the newly released IPCC Climate 
Change 2021 report in the decision to add anything to a small glacial valley that has a limit on the 
number of users and recreationists it can support. (32.2.2E) No investigation was conducted on if it is a 
good idea to pump people up to the top of the canyon so ski resorts can sell more tickets, make more 
money, and have overcrowded ski slopes. (32.20A, 32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Do any of the decision-makers ski? Do you want to have promotional videos that show lines 
longer than the red snake (cars waiting on SR-210) to get on the lift? (32.20C) There are so many 
issues with expanding the capacity to travel up and down LCC that the motives of the decision-makers 
are clear; it isn't what's best for the canyon and the community as a whole, but what is best for business 
and how we can "grow." (32.2.9W and 32.29G) I implore you to reconsider what action is needed, and 
if it is inevitable for development, then consider what is the least impactful to the resource, the Canyon. 
As an avid recreationist and user of LCC for far more than just winter skiing, I am happy to report that 
the traffic isn't that bad and I'd be super happy to require permits to drive up the canyon and ride the 
bus along with everyone else. (32.1.2B, 32.1.4D, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) Yes, avalanches occur and 
block the road. Yes, it sucks missing out on good skiing. But if everyone and their dog is at the resort 
skiing with "easy and appealing transportation up canyon" what would set us apart from other 
overcrowded ski resorts. Again, there is too much to address in this comment, but know that there are 
many citizens who would rather wait longer to get up the canyon or even miss a day altogether to 
prevent unneeded development in one of the best natural resources that the State of Utah has, Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.20F) 
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COMMENT #:  6764 

DATE:   8/24/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Werner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
john werner 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6765 

DATE:   8/24/21 4:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bradley Penrod 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I pay property taxes in the Little Cottonwood Area. I’ve never once used a ski resort since moving to 
Salt Lake 11 years ago, I’ve done nothing but spend my time on skin tracks, 5 days a week or more, I 
hate chair lifts. I don’t think my money should go to something I hate. (32.1.2B)  
 
I think we should have to purchase a season pass to drive up the canyon that I would gladly pay as I 
am an avid dawn patroller. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) This pass would push most people who don’t do 
anything but ski at the resorts to use public transportation, the pass would probably be used only by 
die-hards who nothing but work for their own tracks. (32.2.4A) 
 
Please, no gondola. (32.2.9E) It would break the hearts of so many that depend on being away from 
other humans. Some people don’t enjoy powder days with other people. Some of us enjoy that 
desolation, our very souls are dependent on that abyss of alone time that winter can provide.  
 
Sincerely, 
Bradley Penrod 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6766 

DATE:   8/24/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stephanie Aswad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Stephanie Aswad 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6767 

DATE:   8/24/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been skiing Little Cottonwood Canyon for the last 14 years and also commute up and down the 
canyon almost every day for work. As a resident of Alta I am going to 100% vote for the option of more 
bus use and NOT the gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E)  
 
My vote is to increase bus capacity with no additional road work. Build the parking lot at the mouth of 
the canyon and let people take the bus from there with direct access to Alta and Snowbird. Make Little 
Cottonwood Canyon a BUS ONLY road (i.e. Zion National Park) during the busy hours, holiday weeks, 
or weekends only to start. (32.2.2B) If people feel the need to drive, I agree that there should be a toll 
gate at the mouth of the canyon. (32.2.4A) Maybe the pilot sticker (from the pilot sticker program) has a 
RFID chip in it, and people with fully equipped and capable vehicles could enter the canyon through the 
toll gate, almost like the EZ-pass used on major highways. The RFID should be attached to a credit 
card and charged if driving the road in a personal vehicle. If your car does not have the correct 
credentials, someone could man the booth at the mouth and let cars up as they see fit and charge the 
fee. This would keep track of the amount of cars in the canyon and help alleviate the amount of 
incapable cars up the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
 
If the amount of cars allowed up canyon has maxed out for the day, turn people around at the mouth. 
(32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) Inform them of where they can catch the nearest bus or come back at 
a later time. No one should be idling on the bypass road, waiting for a parking spot at Alta. Also, the 
busses had to wait behind all the cars on the bypass road during peak skiing hours making the bus 
times longer and inconsistent. 
 
The bus system should be free for everyone, therefore encouraging people to use public transit. 
(32.2.4A) The buses should have the right to skip all traffic at the mouth and head up the canyon swiftly 
and easily. The toll money collected from private vehicles should then be used to fund the bus 
transportation, public roads, and the forest service.  
 
I believe that there were maybe around 10-15 days where Alta and Snowbird parking was full and even 
less days people were stuck in traffic trying to get up and down the canyon. (32.1.4D) Why are we even 
contemplating the idea of a gondola or cog railway for a maximum of 20 days out of 365 where people 
are "inconvenienced" by not being able to get to the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Little Cottonwood Canyon is one of the most beautifully natural canyons in the world. I would 
hate to see its views ruined by huge towers and gondola stations. (32.17A) This is NOT the solution. 
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COMMENT #:  6768 

DATE:   8/24/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phil Secker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea although some more skiable terrain up top might be needable (32.29D and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  6769 

DATE:   8/24/21 4:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keely Carolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Utah resident I am urging the UDOT to not put a gondola or widen the lanes in Little Cottonwood 
Canyons. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The impact on the environment and local recreation would just be too 
detrimental. I implore you to explore other means of regulation, such as limiting traffic capacity. 
(32.2.2PP, 32.2.2K, 32.4I, and 32.2.4A) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6770 

DATE:   8/24/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Bowling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build this gondola. (32.2.9E) Little Cottonwood Canyon is one of the most beautiful and 
scenic canyons. Even when traffic is rough in the canyon, the massive granite walls and beautiful 
scenery are a great respite. The value of skiing and snowboarding for alot of people is the beautiful 
natural feel of it. Building this gondola would destroy the soul and beauty of LCC. (32.17A) Not only will 
it be an eyesore, but creating more infrastructure will open the canyon and the Wasatch in general to 
more development. (32.20F and 32.20H) The LCC resorts are great because theyre tucked away in the 
back of a box canyon. There's not a ton of development and thats what real skiers and snowboarders 
want. This gondola will also limit access to many different groups such as climbers and other 
outdoorspeople and endanger pur watershed. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.12A)) 
There are no dogs allowed in the canyon but you want to build a $500 million gondola? Please stop 
trying to turn Alta and Snowbird into Park City. Stop being concerned with the almighty dollar by 
pushing massive amounts of people up from the city into the ski areas and worry about the intrinsic 
value and experience these ski resorts bring in their current state. (32.1.2B) You will ruin this canyon 
with this gondola and drive long time locals and people who love the LCC ski areas away. Please do 
not build this gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  6771 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Grisham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a backcountry skier, resort skier, climber, and hiker I support a bus only option for LCC. (32.2.2B 
and 32.2.9A) A gondola would be unsightly, cause a large ecological disruption, and would not support 
the thousands of non ski resort users that use LCC. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.13A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A bus option similar to Zion NP is the most environmentally friendly option 
that also supports more than just the ski resorts. (32.2.2B, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  6772 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mollie Delahunty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
For the last five months, I lived and worked in Zion National Park. One of the most visited parks in the 
nations. They have so many visitors that they could not reasonably let all the tens of thousands of 
visitors in the main canyon each day. Their solution is to make the main canyon only accessible via 
shuttle. Obviously those who work and stay at the lodge have a code to go to and from the main 
canyon. But the rest of the guest must take the shuttle. 
 
My idea for a solution to the little cottonwood canyon traffic problem is to follow the Zion Model. 
(32.2.2B). During the busiest winter season, close the canyon to traffic completely, regulating the road 
like how the NP does and run shuttles like how Zion does it. It works for them and they have so many 
more visitors than LCC. And open it in the evenings so that the early birds can get the alpine start at 3 
am for back country skiing. Maybe this is something that could be considered. I know I am a small fish 
in a big pond. But if it works for Zion, I imagine it could work for us. 
 
And most importantly it would preserve our pristine wilderness. 
Thanks for listening, 
 
Mollie Delahunty 
Outdoor enthusiast, Utah Native and skier 
Sincerely, 
Mollie Delahunty 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6773 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  McKenzie Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I was born and raised in Sandy, just a 7 minute drive from the mouth of LCC. I’ve seen the traffic 
increase each winter at Alta and Snowbird have become increasingly popular for tourists and as Utah’s 
population grows. The traffic is frustrating and even maddening at times when I’m in a rush to get 
home. (32.7B) More maddening though, is the thought of destroying natural land in order to 
accommodate more skiers/reduce traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A gondola is 
not the answer. Destroying climbing, biking, and hiking routes is not the answer. (32.2.9E, 32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) Destroying homes for local floral and fauna is not the answer. (32.13A 
and 32.13B) It’s incredulous that we would rather increase profits at ski resorts than protect and 
cherish natural land. Please halt this project at all costs. Preserve the Wasatch. (32.2.9G) 
-Kenzie Peterson 
 
 
Sincerely, 
McKenzie Peterson 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6774 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devin Logan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the bus plan is the best option to continue to access and conserve our amazing canyon 
(32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6775 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Ellis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
My concern for attempting to get more people up the canyon is that then instead of waiting to get in the 
canyon, we will then be waiting at the resorts to even get on the hill. (32.1.2B and 32.20C) This 
proposal just shoves the problem uphill, literally. I am a bigger fan of implementing fees for driving and 
supporting the bus system. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)  
 
Thank you 

Page 32B-6947 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6776 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  BJ Viehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No expanded lanes. No gandola. No train. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 3.2.9M) 
 
Only more buses and a car hub. (32.2.9A) 
 
We don’t need to figure out how to cram more people up into the canyon. There are already too many 
people due population growth and the ikon pass. (32.1.2B and 32.2.2K)  
 
None of the proposed solutions that alter the canyon are viable solutions. We need to protect the 
canyon, not hurt it and cramming 1000 people per hour up it will forever damage the canyon. (32.20C) 
 
The only solution is to increase buses, and to cap the resorts with the amount of people that can use 
the resort at a time. (32.2.2K) 
 
Make a bigger parking lot with bus access near the canyons. Cycle buses every 15 minutes during 
peak hours. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9A) 
 
Don’t add more people to the canyon. It will only destroy the environment and it won’t fix the problem of 
vehicle traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.4A and 32.7C) 
 
Adding lanes, a train, or a gandola will not fix the vehicle traffic problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) Incentivize 
people to use mass transit or car people. (32.2.4A) Limit the amount of people they can get up there. 
Snowbird and Alta are the only other benefactors od these proposals. The canyon and the locals will 
lose at the tax payers expense. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
This won’t pan out. Just leave the canyon alone. Thank you for coming to my Ted talk. 
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COMMENT #:  6777 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vanessa Wall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a multi-sport user in LCC, I want to strongly voice my opposition to proposals that physically and 
permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9M) These should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
(32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) One model that could be particularly beneficial would be the addition of parking 
structures near the base of the canyon with continual free shuttle services up to ski areas. (32.2.6.2.1C, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) While ski resorts are one aspect of the Wasatch, these canyons are not the 
property of ski resorts and their access should not be dictated by the resorts. It is important to consider 
options that will serve the whole community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  6778 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The canyon needs a tolling system for peak traffic times to make any real difference in canyon capacity. 
Weekends and holidays. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6779 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Gilman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will not be used by anyone more than once. (32.2.4A) Why would anyone sit in a gondola 
line and than on a gondola when they can sit in their air conditioned car drink a cup of coffee and drive 
up the canyon. (32.2.4A) I ask you to scrap this option and instead please lean toward bus lanes and 
snowsheds. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9B). Thank you 

Page 32B-6951 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6780 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Omeed Nagahi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Ok I live up big cottonwood and recreated in these mountains my entire life. (31 years).  
Gondola alternative is a trash idea that will destroy the land and cost the tax payers only to benefit the 
ski resorts that operate in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C). All that is truly needed is better parking near the gravel pit at the bottom of big Cottonwood 
Canyon and the possibly near the bottom LCC . (32.2.6.2.1C). Possible Tolls to limit vehicles in both 
canyons and more incentive to take the bus. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6781 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Greminger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for no on either one but if it is going to happen no matter what then whichever one hurts the least 
amount of climbing area has my support (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  6782 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcus Porter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been climbing in little cottonwood canyon for 35 years. Please let my sons enjoy that experience 
like I did. We need to stop developing our canyons now! (32.20F) Let everyone enjoy the canyon, not 
just the resort people. This is all about revenue for the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) How much public land do they need to destroy! Stop the development! Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6783 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Galen Graham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s simple. Don’t be greedy. The canyon is known for climbing, hiking, and yes skiing. This plan needs 
to address the concern of traffic in the canyon during ski season without causing great harm to the 
other activities the area is known for. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Do not build a 
gondola or expand the road as that will destruct the very things that the canyon is known for. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) Listen to SLCA and seek other options. PLEASE (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6784 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Coffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traveling with my snowboard on a gondola would be so much more efficient than trying to squeeze it 
into my small car. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6785 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Flesner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I imagine myself going up the canyon a lot more than I already do if there was a gondola option. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6786 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donald DeBlieux 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't want a gondola or widening of the roads because they will impact climbing areas that I have 
been enjoying for 20 years. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Please find a suitable alternative to 
this plan that only caters to winter users, which I am one of, but primarily benefits the ski corporations. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6787 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Hartung 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My fiance and I wanted to take our wedding party somewhere special, with such a large group it makes 
it hard to navigate the canyon. The gondola would be a perfect solution for so many people. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6788 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mikayla Renfrow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think gondolas are so romantic. It sounds like a perfect date night after having dinner at LaCaille. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6789 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Steel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who enjoys beer, it would be so much safer for me to be able to park my car at the base of 
the canyon and safely take a gondola up instead of driving, having to wait until I sober up after a long 
night and am tried to drive down the canyon again. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6790 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Meahl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I care so much about the environment and its safety and wellbeing. The gondola is the best option for 
our beautiful state. Please protect the wilderness. (32.2.9D and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  6791 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shonica Gooden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My baby and I cannot drive up that scary canyon in the dark or in bad road conditions. I need a safer 
option that takes me off the road and protects me and my baby without exposing us to COVID. Choose 
the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6792 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James McCloskey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local Sandy resident I support a phases approach of beginning to implement strategies which 
have not been attempted to date. (32.29R) These would include a number of approaches such as an 
advertising campaign to promote ride sharing/partnering with supporting app and increasing the 
occupancy based toll system to 4 people per car. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) The core of these 
approaches is to change the public attitude in these changing times not changing the wilderness 
character of the canyon which cannot be fundamentally improved since conservation not addition is 
essential. I am opposed to a gondola project as it would damage the natural enviornment and would 
essentially become a resort of entertainment in and of its self. (32.2.9E, 32.13A, and 32.17A) This 
would also be a complete distraction from the natural beauty which currently extists. There still is an 
obvious need for more research and brainstorming into these non additive approaches. The options 
under current consideration are ones that demand the conversion of wild and natural characteristics of 
the Wasatch for monetary purposes. (32.2.2PP) 
 
The present transportation situation in LCC is not an isolated case, the entire Wasatch as a region has 
yet to deal with transportation as a regional issue. Since locals and tourists alike love variety, the 
movement from one canyon to the next and throughout the region indicates the need for a 
comprehensive plan instead of a fragmented one. (32.1.1C) The greatest public benefit is to focus on 
investments on mass-transit in the Salt Lake Valley that treats all the canyons of the Wasatch as a 
whole with a single comprehensive strategy to deal with transportation not simply in each "isolated" 
case. (32.2.2I) Up to now the focus of these issues has been too narrowly defined and is still not being 
addressed that I can see. As an example: Is there a plan if demand and crowding from Big and Little 
Cottonwood canyons' mobility hubs increases? (32.1.1A and 32.20D) This question is not being 
addressed or investigated within the current scope of UDOT. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  6793 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Waldy Villanueva 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"I understand why a gondola is ideal for skiers on peak snow days, but it also provides another activity 
for my family to enjoy during the summer. This would be something I could share with out-of-town 
visitors for a day outing." (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6794 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola option. I feel it is not only efficient but is a far safer option for both 
employees of the resorts and those who use the canyon recreationally. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6795 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Marsden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love any type of ride at all. The gondola would be a big incentive to go up the canyon. It's like a roller 
coaster but more relaxing. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6796 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tara Janae 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6797 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Slade Dahlen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There’s a near infinite number of people that want to ski. There’s not an infinite amount of space to ski. 
In every other outdoor sport, the access is limited to maintain the environment and the experience. 
Wanna go hunting? Get your tags. Wanna take a trip down the grand? Get your permit. So why are we 
looking at building more infrastructure (on tax payers dime) just to get more people up to Snowbird and 
Alta? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) When there is higher demand then supply, we 
need to share the supply. If you wanna drive up then register for that day. (32.2.4A) Otherwise, the bus 
is always available. (32.2.9A) A system like that would cost far less and would preserve the entire 
canyon." 
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COMMENT #:  6798 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Hart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon! The gondola is a much better choice. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6799 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tara Suter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Large parking structure at gravel pit. (32.2.6.2.1C) Clean-burning busses up both big and little from 
there and 9400 highland. (32.2.6.3F) Some busses making backcountry stops. (32.2.6.3C) Variable 
lanes for busses and HOVs during peak hours. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.5B) Limit cars up canyon on 
specific days. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L) Start with less invasive solution before jumping to building a 
gondola that may not even help with traffic (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  6800 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scot Struble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Air quality is important to me and I support the gondola. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6801 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road and building snow sheds does more harm to landscape that is already at risk of 
being damaged and lost. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9J, 32.13B, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  6802 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Too many times people are stuck up the canyon when an avalanche shuts down the road. A gondola 
takes that problem away entirely. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6803 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Hamblin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to be able to enjoy Utah's nature for my entire life. I am so young, and we as a society need to 
do more to protect it. The gondola is a smart choice for that. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6804 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Hamblin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My son cares so much about the environment and it has inspired me to do the same and support him. 
Pick the more environmentally friendly option, the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6805 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Souther 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a bus up and down the canyon with a young family is stressful, uncomfortable, and unreliable. A 
gondola is a much more enjoyable experience and allows my kids to see Utah’s beauty from a new 
perspective. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6806 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brittany Souther 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family and I want a better way to enjoy the canyon. When my husband is at work I don't want to feel 
like I can't handle small kids on a canyon trip, so I would really appreciate the help of an option that isn't 
a bus or car. (32.2.9D or 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  6807 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaycee Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6808 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am fervently against the proposed expansions in LCC. They benefit only the ski resorts’ profits and 
destroy climbing in the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.4A, and 32.4B) The SLCA has 
drafted concise points that I have copied below that expound on this, and I stand with them to represent 
climbers’ interests in Little Cottonwood. Climbers are a large portion of Utah and Salt Lake’s population 
and this is the equivalent of carving out chunks of the mountain that host historic ski runs to expand a 
road there.  
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.29R, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  6809 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashtyn Roskelly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola provides the safest way to get up and down the canyon in winter weather. The idea of being 
able to get up to ski without worrying about sliding off the road is extremely valuable. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6810 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tiare Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More buses and a wider road don’t solve the problem. If an accident or avalanche shuts down the 
canyon, it doesn’t matter how many buses or bus lanes you have -everyone has to wait and everyone 
is stuck in traffic. (32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  6811 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pick the gondola, please. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6812 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Rudd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Canyon closures due to planned avalanche mitigation will no longer be a problem with the gondola. 
(32.2.6.5H and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6813 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Braden Duke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would feel so much safer taking a gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than sitting in a 
bus. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6814 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Marsden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the smart, safe and popular choice! (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-6986 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6815 

DATE:   8/24/21 5:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abby Ford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The reliability of a gondola makes it easier to plan a day around skiing, hiking, or rock climbing. Which 
means more fun with friends and family. (32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6816 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liam Hunsaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to take my girlfriend up the canyon in a romantic gondola ride and propose to her when we get to 
the top. Doesn't that sound perfect? (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6817 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tiffany Richmond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Tiffany Richmond 
Layton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6818 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Suhr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola plan is the way to go. It will be world class and talked about all over the world, 
putting you on the map bigger than you are already. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6819 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joad Stein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider just adding more busses and giving them priority, for example the bus gets to be the 
first one through the last traffic light leading into the canyon. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.9A) That way the 
bus can zip up and not get stuck behind 2wd. And PLEASE ADD WVEN MORE BUSSES PEOPLE 
WILL USE THEM (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  6820 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah S 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah S 
Golden, CO  
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COMMENT #:  6821 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rachael Richmond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Rachael Richmond 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6822 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clark Hendry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a no. annual up keep to $$$. (32.2.9E) more damage to terrain using it. (32.13A) 
Extended bus with enlarged parking area. extras lane. less cost easier to maintain best option. (32.2.9B 
and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6823 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Batt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the widening of the road or gondola in Little Cottonwoof Canyon. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6824 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shannon Conk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Some of the best years of my life were spent working in Alta in the LCC. The beauty of the Wasatch 
Mountains is inherently valuable, as is the habitat for wildlife and plants in the ever-shrinking 
wilderness, and the many ecosystem services the canyon provides to the Salt Lake City community. 
Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Shannon Conk 
Minneapolis, MN  
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COMMENT #:  6825 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Seamus Foster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Seamus Foster 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6826 

DATE:   8/24/21 6:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trenton Cladouhos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A tram in Little Cottonwood Canyon is a great idea! Lower emissions, less traffic, less parking hassles, 
etc. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6827 

DATE:   8/24/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The unique appeal to SLC and a contributing factor to the growth of silicone slopes is the quick access 
to natural beauty. A gondola will be a scare of urban life in the natural world not allowing visitors to feel 
like they are escaping the city. (32.2.9E, 32.17A and 32.4I) Additionally, the is great historical value in 
the climbing community with the bolders along the road that would be impacted. (32.4B and 32.26B) 
LLC is the root of why SLC has become the climbing capital of the US. 
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COMMENT #:  6828 

DATE:   8/24/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Stobaugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a complete waste of money & resources. (32.2.9E) Y’all know that people are still going 
to want to drive their cars so they can haul all their stuff up the mountain (32.2.4A). Also think about all 
the people staying in lodges in LCC, highly unlikely they will take the gondola. Along with this if the 
gondola was present during covid, what does social distancing look like. (32.2.6C) I live in Portland 
right now and we have a gondola but it makes sense for where it’s located & the purposes it’s serving. 
This gondola does not make the same kind of sense. Being someone who studied urban planning, 
environment & sustainability & deeply looked into the solutions for transportation, this does not make a 
whole lot of sense when looking at all the factors that go into this. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) There are better solutions out there than spending precious money & finite earth resources. 
Being someone who is educated on the many layers of impact this gondola has, I’m not a fan. 
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COMMENT #:  6829 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Annie Platt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Annie Platt 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6830 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joshua Paterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Joshua Paterson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6831 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Osborne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am OPPOSED to the gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) I’m in favor of making road improvements such as 
exist in the French Alps: avalanche tunnels / covers over the road to prevent avalanche snow/ debris 
from shutting down the road to bus and car traffic. (32.2.9K) 
 
Respectfully,  
Robert Osborne 
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COMMENT #:  6832 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arnold Reitze 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus service without increasing the capacity of the road. (32.2.9A) We may need 
to limit the use of the Canyon during high peak use times to protect the Canyon's environment.  
(32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) We also need to consider all users of the canyon, including its wildlife, and not 
use large amounts of public money to primarily benefit two ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  6833 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Parent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola and cog rail options for little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) The main 
issues that LCC are facing are not how people access the land, but rather the volume of people 
accessing the land. (32.20B) While the gondola does offer a way to shove more people up there, Alta, 
Snowbird, the backcountry, and the canyon itself does not have the capacity to to do so. (32.1.2B, 
32.20B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) The canyon is a natural beauty just as bcc is and it does need to be 
preserved. One of the main arguments I have heard for the gondola is the emissions. This is a silly 
argument as the bus system has great potential to actually produce less emissions than the gondola. 
(32.10A) This can be achieved through an investment in electric busses powered by clean energy. 
(32.2.6.3F) While the gondola on the other hand may be powered by electricity, that electricity is most 
likely coming from coal. And when that power fails (and it will) the APU is going to be diesel. (32.10A 
and 32.18A) The other issue is safety. LCC is home to gale force winds and extreme weather patterns. 
As climate changes worsens, these storms will become more severe and more damaging to high 
altitude lines such as a gondola. Look at noaa records for evidence of such weather events. We had 
many the past couple years at Solitude that shut down lifts for days. The gondola would create mass 
casualty scenarios should an evacuation need to take place. This would lead to the local ski areas and 
SLCSAR being overrun and a lack of trained personal to help. (32.2.6.5K) Truly the best option is to 
create a bus hub, widen wasatch, invest in clean energy and buses, and enforce a winter driver's 
license that allows a fast track for certified drivers. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.2.2A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  6834 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryland Hosenfeld 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The suggestion of a gondola or a cog rail shows the intentions of UDOT and others involved. They want 
to solve the congestion issue in the canyon, and nothing else. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
People go to the canyons to get away from development and the city life. Placing a gondola or train in 
the canyon is 10x worse than the city. You will ruin the canyon experience for us locals and there is no 
going back from that. (32.4I) 
 
These options place a damn eyesore in Utah’s most important place. There is an extreme amount of 
pride in the ski community, to live in Utah. These options will destroy any pride that I have and most 
likely others too. (32.17A and 32.17D) 
 
If any measure is to be taken, it must be the addition of snow sheds. (32.2.9K) 
 
Leave the canyons alone. Limit the amount of tickets and passes purchased. (32.2.2K) If it takes awhile 
to get to the resorts, so be it. I would wait an incredible amount of time, stalled in the canyon, before 
wanting this change. 
 
Don’t you dare let greed get in the way of Utah’s locals. This is fucking insane 
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COMMENT #:  6835 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Erhardt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a bad idea. (32.2.9E) There is only a traffic problem in the winter. (32.1.2C) An eye sore 
like the gondola would only really be utilized in the winter. Increase the bussing and add a toll booth like 
milcreek. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6836 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Frommer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s so unnecessary, all this is going to do is promote more traffic on a already dangerous road and 
mess with the wildlife more than we already have. (32.1.2B, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.13A, and 32.13B) Salt 
lake is under enough construction as it is. Vote NO xoxo (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  6837 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Babbitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A good solution to the traffic situation for Little Cottonwood canyon would be to provide parking passes 
to people who need to drive to the resorts for work and invest in more busses for the public that drive 
up and down the canyon regularly. (32.2.2B or 32.2.9A) Use the money that would otherwise be used 
for the construction of a gondola for more busses. The city saves money, the climbing in the canyon is 
protected, and Alta/Snowbird still get a lot of business. Alta and Snowbird could sell discounted UTA 
bus passes to those who purchase season passes so we can take the bus. (32.2.4A) 
Win, win, win. 
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COMMENT #:  6838 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kylie Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Shoving more people up the canyon is not the answer. (32.1.2B) None of the options are best for the 
environment. The gondola directly supports the privately owned ski resorts only and would be a huge 
eye sore. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Climate change will probably destroy 
the canyon before any of these plans actually happen (32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  6839 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Ubelhor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I urge you to not build a gondola! (32.2.9E) This will ruin such a beautiful canyon and destroy local 
habitat and several climbing areas. (32.17A, 32.13A, and 32.4B) Preserve! 
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COMMENT #:  6840 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Hicken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6841 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ben Hanna 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ben Hanna 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6842 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tom Giarratano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Tom Giarratano 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6843 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zanna Stutz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a canyon employee and user, I am strongly opposed to the gondola proposition. (32.2.9E) Increased 
capacity is not what is needed for the health and longevity of the canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.20B) 
Because a gondola will not replace the car users but rather increase the canyon users in an 
unsustainable way. (32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.20C) Using the existing road infrastructure to implement 
bussing and other incentives for responsible canyon usership is a much more appealing, effective, and 
sustainable way to manage canyon traffic while maintaining the canyon’s wilderness authenticity. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6844 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colton Oberhansly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello my name is colton I am was born and raised near Ogden. But I found happiness in the 
cottonwood. I dont believe that this project is good for nature, the locals and any one that wants to 
enjoy the beautiful scenery without a giant hunk of metal in your face. (32.13A, 32.4I, 32.17A, and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6845 

DATE:   8/24/21 9:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Ashby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Ashby 
Alpine, UT  

Page 32B-7017 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6846 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dean Raynes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing sufficient time for the public to form 
opinions. I am fully in support that we need to begin mitigating the use of the road in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I will start by saying that we need to make sure that any solution needs to provide solutions for 
all user groups and be something that is sustainable for the next 30+ years. (32.1.2D) That is why I am 
in support of the Cog rail System. (32.2.9F) I understand that this option is much more expensive. 
However, this solution can be adapted to provide TH stopping points for all user groups including 
summer. (32.2.6.6A and 32.1.2C) This is something that the Gondola truly fails to incorporate. This is 
why it at least appears to be only a solution for the resort user group only with all others not being 
considered, including the views of this incredibly beautiful canyon and very few others. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I also believe that the cog system should be adapted to stop all 
traffic into the canyon except emergency & special permission vehicles only. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) 
This allows for minimal road clearing needed and the savings from that. By stopping traffic or majority 
of traffic in the canyon will allow for building the train on the road and minimize the need to excavate 
more of the canyon. (32.2.6.6D) This of course would require a robust train schedule all year. This 
solution can also be phased in using paid canyon entry only, with a good bus system all year. Then 
narrowing that down to bus only, this will for easier passage during construction periods. Building a very 
large system like a Gondola will put a scare on the canyon that will be permanent and really define the 
area. (32.17A) Once again in 30 years what is the population of SL Valley, and the growth of outdoor 
sports especially in this city. We can not afford to be such short sighted to think of only resort users and 
that will be only group increasing in size and need for solutions as well. All other user groups are 
increasing and need to be considered in such a long term plan. 

Page 32B-7018 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6847 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Eggleston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber, resort skier, backcountry skier, and supporter of the conservation of our canyons, I 
oppose both proposals. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Lane widening and gondola construction would destroy 
recreational resources (world renown bouldering), forever scar the canyons, and change the 
wild/natural feel of LCC. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.13A, and 32.13B). I believe less 
invasive options need to be prioritized and explored first. Increased parking infrastructure, increased 
bus service and how-to-ride signage, as well as a peak-time private vehicle restriction (i.e. 3+ carpool 
only or bus only 7-9:30am) would be a more economical and ecologically sustainable option. (32.29R, 
32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) This would serve all user groups instead of providing tax payer funded 
infrastructure to private ski resorts. (32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Current 
bus service has little to no appeal to skiers as you are stuck in the same traffic as anyone else and 
parking is difficult/fills up quickly. Restricting private vehicles at peak times, providing convenient/ample 
parking, and efficient bus service would encourage widespread use. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  6848 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Metcalf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Little Cottonwood Gondola proposal is - by far - the best solution to improving safety for residents, 
guests and local visitors to the area. (32.2.9D) Without it, no one government agency, business, friend 
or parent can guarantee to evacuate any persons in need of emergency medical assistance. 
(32.2.6.5H)  
 
Beyond the emergency imperatives that this project will immediately alleviate, a project of this forward 
thought and magnitude will also honor the inclusive and welcoming spirit which is foundational to Utah 
tourism and attractions. 
 
Let us welcome the world to our beautiful canyon without the fear or stigma attached to driving up/down 
safely with frequent storms, curves and impatient locals. Let this project literally rise above the static of 
debate to showcase the wonder of the Wasatch range without the danger or stress of forging a path 
through dangerous avalanche conditions or treacherous rockfall. 
 
This project, if successful, will be remembered as a true gift - not just to Utahns, but to an entire world 
that has long craved to view the idyllic crags and cornices of Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
All the traffic and accidents and tourism pressure we are all now enduring is simply emblematic of the 
moment and opportunity at hand: the opportunity to do the right thing; to put each persons safety to the 
front of the line while also advancing the Little Cottonwood experience to be on par with some of the 
greatest alpine attractions on the planet. Chamonix France. Grindelwald & Zermatt Switzerland. 
Whistler British Columbia. Little Cottonwood Canyon, Utah.  
 
To the naysayers and far left barkers, elevating Little Cottonwood with the gondola project will provide 
an unlimited opportunity for visitors to personalize the entire scope and intrinsic value of the Wasatch 
Range environment. It will provide a platform like none other through which to implore the world to 
protect this natural wonder through advocacy, action and donations. 
 
If we just rise above the fray of discord and debate, we (and future generations) can truly have it all.  
 
Sincerely, 
Steve Metcalf 
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COMMENT #:  6849 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meredith Lenz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
There is enough man made shit already. We gotta protect the wilderness by preserving it as it is. 
People need to learn patience if they want to explore beautiful wild places. Utah does not need any 
more tourists. Our economy is thriving already. We do not need bigger roads or to cater to more cars 
on the roads. We need more preservation of wilderness. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Meredith Lenz 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6850 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Eby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola. (32.2.9E) This is invasive, disruptive to the canyon experience, and will ultimately 
be a silly relic of years gone by when there used to be enough snow to ski LCC. (32.4I, 32.17A, and 
32.2.2E) . Unfortunately probably sooner than later. Save taxpayers' money. Save the mountain 
skyline. No gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  6851 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Poelman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the bus option over the aerial tram option. The aerial tram option will require buses anyway and 
will be unsightly. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.5J, and 32.2.9E) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6852 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Vetter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against the gondola transportation proposal. (32.2.9E) I am strongly in favor of a serious 
expansion in bus access, with or without widening lanes. (32.2.9A or 32.2.9B) This should prioritize 
reducing total traffic on peak days, with as little environmental impact as possible. (32.2.4A and 
32.29G) And emphasis on reducing noise through electric busses would also be great. (32.2.6.3F) 
Further, I want to express that simply expanding the bus service will not be enough. There needs to be 
sufficient parking at the bus service point to allow for high volume. (32.2.6.2.1C) There should also be 
infrastructure to protect and separate cyclists and pedestrians from the canyon road if possible. (32.9A) 
Tolling, our parking in the canyon, or simply reducing access through restrictions are all poor 
alternatives that will disproportionately affect the poorest residents that enjoy the canyons. (32.2.4A 
and 32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  6853 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ariel Hanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid explorer of little cottonwood, I enjoy going to LCC for the convenient trip to the outdoors. I 
really enjoy the two lane road and sitting in traffic is just a way of life with the canyons. Creating a wider 
freeway or gondola is only going to create traffic worst somewhere else such as in cottonwood heights 
or Sandy. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.6.5E) Leave the canyons as they are because these two ideas will ruin 
the landscape that we are so fortunate to have so close to our homes. (32.2.9G) If snowbird or Alta 
want more business then they can build more parking garages. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Leave the rest of the canyon alone. Please listen to those who frequent the canyons the most. 
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COMMENT #:  6854 

DATE:   8/24/21 10:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Noah Humphrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is no way that I want to see my tax dollars being wasted towards some huge project, our dollars 
should be put towards practical real solutions not some pie in the sky gondola. (32.2.9E) Keep Utah’s 
natural beauty while we still can, this really is our greatest asset. And once we fill all the empty spaces 
with man made structures, well there’s no reset button. 
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COMMENT #:  6855 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brenna Moody 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Brenna Moody 
Lehi, UT  

Page 32B-7027 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6856 

DATE:   8/24/21 11:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Griffin Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood canyon, the town of Alta, and the general public that has been, and will be using this 
area would benefit most with no alteration to Highway 210. Widening the road would devastate the 
ecosystem, delicate water shed, and world class recreation climbing area, and hiking areas. (32.13B, 
32.12B, 32.4A, 32.4I, and 32.4P). There would be more accidents with more fatalities in addition to 
widening the road. (32.2.9C) 
 
A gondola would be a massive view obstruction, and could prevent search rescues, via helicopter,from 
executing operations. (32.17A, 32.2.6.4C, and 32.2.9E) The best and only option is to enhance the bus 
system as well as recognize Little Cottonwood canyon as state park and toll highway 210, much like 
Millcreek canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 
Please hear my words and consider them, thank you for you time.  
 
Best, 
Griffin Neil Rasmussen 
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COMMENT #:  6857 

DATE:   8/25/21 1:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elijah Gregory 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think it is a smart use of money to permanently add an additional lane or a gondola system to 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B) Adding additional buses without an extra lane would be vastly 
more affordable and could be scaled up just when it's needed. (32.2.9A)  
 
I've lived in SLC for nearly 40 years and have always been incredibly proud of how we've kept from 
overdeveloping our beautiful canyons. It would be a betrayal of the character of the city to build a 
gondola and an extra lane is not necessary to implement increased frequency shuttles. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  6858 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
I would propose a required bus and lot at base system. Private cars only allowed off peak hours. 
(32.2.2B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Thomas 
Ogden, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6859 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew Conn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Conn 
Cottonwood heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6860 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
New Gondola plan would be such a great solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6861 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Goff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! It would be expensive, ugly, and inefficient! (32.2.9E, 32.2.7C, and 32.17A) Yes, there’s a 
traffic problem, but a gondola is mot going to fix that. There are better alternatives including limits on 
cars, ticket/pass office, providing more busses from UTA (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A). All of these 
would be more efficient, less expensive, and less obstructive to the views and the environment. 
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COMMENT #:  6862 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steph Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Im a year round resident up in Big Cottonwood, and I do support making some changes to the existing 
nightmare that is traffic in the canyons but I feel like there are a few VERY simple changes that people 
are skipping over. The issue with snow tires is so monumental because one tiny accident in the 
watershed has regulation that requires UDOT to stop all traffic and move the car while thousands of 
cars idle and wait. In my time in the Canyon I’ve seen that take well over 6 hours on some days. Those 
thousands of Idling cars can’t have a lower environmental impact than one crashed car sitting for an 
extra 10 hours? And this happens nearly EVERY SINGLE snow day. The accidents are the main 
reason we have traffic. And also cars without snow tires driving 20 below the speed limit inching down 
the road. There are a few very easy changes that can greatly reduce this. (32.2.2M)  
 
1- UDOT and UPD complain that they don’t have enough staffing to actually have someone sit at the 
mouths of the canyon every snow day dawn to dusk. Understandable but these proposals show we 
have huge budgets that can be dedicated to these issues. This can’t be more than a say a ~20,000 
extra budget to have dedicated staff. If we have millions or even billions to dedicate to gondolas or 
other plans, I think we have enough money to set aside a dedicated budget to that. Maybe if you’re 
willing to since it’s so hard to hire workers at the moment, build a little mini shack with a heater at the 
base of the canyons and have staff that sits there all day every day, and if there is the money, maybe at 
the exits of the parking lots leaving the resorts at the end of the day too. But we NEED to get this snow 
tire situation figured out better. (32.2.2M) 
 
2- canyon, UDOT, and watershed regulations. Currently there are 2 regulations really hurting traffic in 
the canyon. The first, by watershed regulation, is that UDOT & UPD must removed crashed cars 
immediately and stop all traffic for it rather than letting them sit on the side of the road for 10 hours for 
traffic to die down by say 8 or 9pm. We wouldn’t have such bad traffic if UDOT wouldn’t stop it every 
single day for hours for the various (non snow tire) cars. Everyone understands getting dangerous 
situations removed, but a car off the road needs to stay there till the end of the traffic cycle. By all 
means set up regulation too so that it’s obvious all costs of the extraction must be paid by any car 
without proper snow tires. If they don’t have the tires make that car sit in the ditch for 5 days for the 
storm to end for all I care, but stop making traffic wait for the tow trucks to help these people if we can 
just let the thousands of people go by. (32.2.2M) 
 
The second piece of regulation is that UDOT is only allowed to put on the flashing lights Snow Tire/ 
Chain Law based on current conditions. We have good snow forecasting now, and we know with 
certainty that some days storms blow in at 10am, and by then thousands of cars that don’t meet the 
chain law standards go up canyon and will try to come down at the end of the day. We NEED to have 
that UDOT regulation changed so that storm days block any non-snow tire cars from dawn. The PM 
snowy traffic with all those cars is a nightmare every single day that this happens. And it always 
happens so frequently. And we always have accidents. That regulation is a hazard. It should be some 
set snow amount decided by the forecasters like any day with greater than 20% chance of snow at any 
time of the day has the flashing lights on from dawn with people checking tires. (32.2.2M) 
 
People complain about UDOT, but their hands are tied by these regulations and they can’t actually fix 
or help the current problems we have that cause the traffic. The local and state governments need to 
adjust these regulations.  
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If we have as much money to dedicate to this issue as all these proposals suggest, I think we certainly 
have enough to make a budget for a snow tire checking employee force. I know the developers pushing 
the big plans have lobbyists dedicated to having that money go to them, but these two tiny changes 
would make a huge difference in traffic without any construction. Try it out for this coming year while 
you debate the next big plan. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  6863 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Caraballo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Road widening and gondola construction will destroy 100s of boulders and other climbing resources. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) We must preserve the beauty and nature of our canyon. Please pursue less 
destructive options. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6864 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Willie Maahs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am AGAINST the LCC gondola and I am for productive and consistent backcountry buses and carpool 
abilities. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3C) As someone who doesn’t use the canyon for Snowbird or 
Alta I would never ride it, and so many others wouldn’t either. (32.2.4A) Buses would be far more 
beneficial to all. 
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COMMENT #:  6865 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcus Lyon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to support the proposed gondola solution. Having skied many times at Sunshine Village in 
Alberta, Canada, who moved from buses to a gondola decades ago, I feel the gondola proposal for 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is the best solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6866 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Ollivier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t build a gondola. Think about the future and climate change. (32.2.9E and 32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  6867 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Ream 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The parking lot on Wasatch Blvd seems to be the best place to develop a parking lot and transportation 
hub for the canyons. (32.2.6.2.1C) I believe that a slow measured approach to canyon transportation 
issues is the best approach. (32.29R) The gondola should NOT be built! (32.2.9E) Along with the 
parking lot, expanded bus service will be the best alternative before widening the road. (32.2.9A) 
However snow sheds should be constructed on the Little Pine, White Pine and White Pine fingers slide 
paths to improve safety on LCC road. (32.2.9K) Implement reasonable restriction to encourage car 
pooling and bus ridership. (32.2.4A) The wilderness acts should be modified to allow for the 
modernization of avalanche control technology allowing for the installation of Wyssen avalanche 
towers, gas X, etc. on critical avalanche paths affecting the road, and leading to the eventual removal of 
military weapons currently being used. (32.2.2TT) Thank you for the chance to comment on these 
important issues. 
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COMMENT #:  6868 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashley Reynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the bouldering in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6869 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Mott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These boulders and routes are part of a longstanding tradition of climbing in the area. They are so 
important not only to those who learned on them but to those who are learning and will learn on them. 
Climbers like me who are just starting out will never get to experience them and each climb is too 
unique to ever replicate. Please consider how much will be lost before taking permanent action, we will 
never get them back. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6870 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Schindler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, 
and 32.29R) Don't permanently change the beautiful canyon with widening roads or gondola!!!(32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  6871 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Perry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see an enhanced roadway for busses, NO gondola. (32.2.9B and 32.2.7E) 
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COMMENT #:  6872 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harini Ilam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the roads. (32.2.9C) Cottonwood canyons is used by all ages for recreational rock 
climbing and it will be disrupted by this project (32.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  6873 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph McDowell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Instead of destroying even more land in the Wasatch why don’t you we look into more reasonable ideas 
of levitating traffic in LCC. (32.2.2PP and 32.29D) More buses and tolling could help congested traffic. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Possibly not charging tolls for those who carpool to save on congestion in the 
canyon. (32.2.4A) Why must we always jump to wooden roads and destroying wild areas before 
looking at other measures of fixing this issue. Wouldn’t it be more cost effective to not widen roads or 
build a gondola. (32.2.7C) It would save tax payers money as well as preserve our beautiful canyon. 
How would construction affect our watershed as well. (32.12A and 32.12B) Building in the watershed 
could lead to spills and contamination of water we are already trying to protect. We are already in a 
drought and having issues with water why risk even more issues. 
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COMMENT #:  6874 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Rawlings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This plan will ruin / destroy an iconic climbing destination. This can’t be approved. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6875 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Rodriguez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These bouldering areas are vital to the local climbing community! Additionally many visitors to the 
climbing area come from out of state and bring tourism dollars so the destruction of these climbing 
areas would negatively affect the local economy! (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.6D) 
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COMMENT #:  6876 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Forgie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do NOT build a gondola or widen the roads. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) There are better 
alternatives. (32.2.2PP) Save our natural Utah landscape. This will destroy wildlife, habitats, and 
everything that Utah stands for. (32.13A and 32.13B) This isn’t Aspen. We don’t need the eye sore. 
(32.17A and 32.17B) Not to mention all the natural climbing routes and locations that will be destroyed. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) Please keep our little canyon clear of the commercialized attractions that “some” 
people want. 
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COMMENT #:  6877 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tasha Woolley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  6878 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jerry Eldredge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the best solution is a gondola. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  6879 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Philup Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Consideration for canyon capacity must be held high. (32.20B)  
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COMMENT #:  6880 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teri Jenkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please, please, do NOT build a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon to appease and please 
the two major ski resorts, Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.9E) Not only is it an extremely pricey option, it only 
benefits the wealthy who ski and frequent these two resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I am a hiker, and snowshoer, and I have hiked and snowshoed in this canyon for almost fifty 
years. I am a Salt Lake native, who finds LCC to be one of the most beautiful canyons we are blessed 
to have for recreating both in summer and winter. To put an enormous gondola up the canyon is to 
disregard the thousands of people in Utah who do NOT ski. We cannot afford to ski. (32.5A) Or we 
have made a choice to engage in other activities beyond resort skiing so that we can also enjoy the 
natural beauty, quiet solitude and natural wonders of this canyon. (32.4I) A gondola will truly destroy 
this canyon and close it to the thousands who choose not to resort ski. I am appalled and deeply 
disheartened that such an environmentally destructive option is being considered. Please look more 
closely at tolls, bus systems, and limiting automobile traffic up the canyon on key ski days to deal with 
the people/car/traffic overload we are experiencing on snow days in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) To build a gondola is so wrong, so destructive, so disregarding of so many 
Utahns who do NOT ski. Thank you so much for listening. 
Teri D. Jenkins 
Member of Wasatch Mountain Hiking Club 
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COMMENT #:  6881 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Crawford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Cottonwood Heights who lives within 1500ft of Wasatch Blvd near the water treatment 
plant, I have serious concerns about the proposed bus infrastructure. Under UDOTs current proposal, 
the only place to board busses headed up Little Cottonwood Canyon would be at the two transportation 
hubs; no intermediate stops would be made anywhere along the route. Any non-bus traffic would be 
required to pay the canyon toll. Under UDOTs proposal, citizens of Cottonwood Heights would be 
required to travel 3-4 miles--through heavy traffic--in the wrong direction to get to either mobility hub 
and then catch a bus up Little Cottonwood Canyon. The only alternative would be to bear the undue 
burden of paying for the toll EVERY time travel up the canyon was required (initial estimates at the toll 
were $30). (32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.3Q, and 32.2.4A) This is disturbing because the citizens who are most 
impacted by the proposed infrastructure--the citizens of Cottonwood Heights who live between the 
canyons--are the LEAST serviced by the bus system. It is unethical to build infrastructure through the 
middle of our community that serves only those who live outside of it. Should such a bus system be 
implemented, I propose that citizens of cottonwood heights who would be unduly burdened by 
omittance of intermediate bus stops be given a toll-free pass for travel up little cottonwood canyon. 
(32.2.4A) Such a system would be based on address. E.g. you cannot expect residents of Golden Hills, 
Top of the World or Danish to pay a toll up the canyon if their options for catching a bus in the 
community have been removed. The proposed system preferentially services those outside the 
community without any consideration for those whom it impacts most. Either retain intermediate stops 
for our community or make us exempt from a canyon toll. We cannot be made to bear an undue burden 
to meet UDOTs service goals. 
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COMMENT #:  6882 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Noble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT: I first came to Utah nearly 50 years ago in order to ski in Little Cottonwood Canyon so I 
have sympathy for the ski resorts. However, like thousands of others who enjoy the canyon year round, 
resort skiing is a small part of what I love about LCC, thats why I oppose your two recommended 
solutions for ski season traffic, both of which would negatively impact all other dispersed recreation 
opportunities in the canyon while irreversibly altering the beauty of one of our most important 
resources. And finally, we need more parking along the highway for dispersed recreation not less! 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, 32.4P, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  6883 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Crawford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOTs proposed changes to Wasatch Blvd contain a fatal flaw that impacts commuter traffic in a 
significant way. Both southbound lanes on Wasatch Blvd continue through the High-T intersection 
before merging into a single lane. If traffic flow is the real concern, the right-hand lane should be forced 
to turn right at the high-t and continue southbound on Wasatch Blvd. Under the current solution, traffic 
will simply back up in BOTH lanes all the way to Bengal/Big Cottonwood on bad traffic powder days. To 
prevent gridlock on powder days, please reconsider the proposed striping allowing only the lefthand 
lane to continue through the high-t intersection. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  6884 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Heath 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am disappointed with the two recommendations that UDOT has come up with for traffic issue 
mitigation in Little Cottonwood. There are many things that could be done that would cost less and be 
less impactful (which I'll suggest some) that would help the issues LCC faces. I feel like we are jumping 
straight to the most damaging options without considering lower impact alternatives first. (32.29R, 
32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
LCC is a place I love more than anywhere else. I have spent thousands of hours in that canyon 
enjoying all of the activities it offers - mountain biking, hiking, skiing (inbounds and BC), trail running, 
enjoying the wildflowers at Albion basin, climbing to the top of hidden peak, and riding the tram down to 
enjoy a brew at Oktoberfest. I bought a house on 94th specifically, so I could be as close to LCC as I 
could afford.  
 
More than anything, I have spent time up LCC bouldering on the many hundreds of boulders within the 
canyon. Over the 20 years I have spent climbing, I've probably spent more time in LCC bouldering than 
about 90% of the climbing population. It was for many years my love and passion and something I hope 
to continue to get to do for many years to come. More recently, I have spent lots of time introducing my 
two little children to the wonders of the canyon, and I hope that they can enjoy the magic I see there 
and that I can continue to introduce them to the things I love, such as the roadside bouldering 
opportunities (they are a bit too young to hike through talus).  
 
With the amount of time I have spent there, I have naturally come across all the myriad issues we face 
in the canyon, including bad traffic during big powder days, lack of parking access up at the top, slide-
offs, interlodges, crime at trailheads, etc. I absolutely agree that there should be things put in place that 
we can use to try and mitigate some of these issues.  
 
However - the gondola and widening the road should be the last options we choose. Both of those 
options would be hugely damaging to the bouldering in the canyon and permanently change the entire 
landscape and makeup of LCC. These should only be considered possible last resort options after 
other measures are put in place to try and mitigate the issues before we look at permanently altering 
the entire landscape. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I)  
 
Examples of other possible measures that could help out, not just with the issues during ski season, but 
with all the other issues the canyon faces while not destroying the landscape, would be: 
 
1. Implement mandatory parking pass purchases for all ski resorts during the season. (32.2.2K) 2. 
Require bus access without a parking pass, or after the canyon, parking is full, if going up to ski at the 
resorts. (32.2.4A) 3. Expand the parking structure at the Walgreens on 94th and highland, could even 
put in a 3 level parking garage or another structure. (32.2.6.2.1C) 4 Expand bus service WITHOUT 
providing a dedicated bus lane (You could close the canyon to public traffic at the mouth once parking 
is exhausted, Alta does this today with the summer road) (32.2.9A and 32.2.2B) 5. Implement a toll/fee 
structure like Millcreek and AF already have, with an option of purchasing an annual pass (this would 
help with crime issues in the summertime). (32.2.4A) 
 
Any of the above options could be implemented at a much lower cost and much lower impact than the 
proposed solutions that UDOT has today. I'm sure there are many other potential options for others 
who are more knowledgeable than I could come up with. If these kinds of things do not work, there is 
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always the possibility of revisiting more impactful options in the future - but if we destroy the canyon 
today, there is never an option for going back and restoring it to its prior state.  
 
Please - scrap both the gondola and the road widening, consider alternate options instead, and save 
our canyon! 
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COMMENT #:  6885 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Rhodes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The recently published Draft Environmental Impact Statement clearly asserts that neither preferred 
alternative will have a positive environmental impact. The gondola is a destructive and ineffective 
"solution." More development will not help solve any problem. Who bears the cost of maintenance each 
year? (32.2.7C and 32.2.7A) It is widely known that new roads and infrastructure get built and then 
remain unmaintained and in disarray. Widening the road? Who will pay to upkeep it? (32.2.7A) 
Obviously not the gas tax. Expand electric bus service up the canyon and add tolls for busy days. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F) Tolls must be expensive enough to provide incentive to use bus 
service and disincentivize passenger vehicles carrying one or two people. It's not that hard. Adding 
capacity adds demand (induced demand). You won't solve any problems with constant, idealistic 
development. (32.20E) 
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COMMENT #:  6886 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Soren Feola 

 
COMMENT: 
 
From an environmental standpoint the gondola is a bad idea. (32.2.9E) Think about the beautiful 
landscape that will be destroyed if the gondola is put into place (32.17A). There should instead be more 
parking at the base of the canyon and better bus transport. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9A) Also and 
incentive to drive with 3 or more people should be put into place to promote carpooling (32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  6887 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bethany Lopez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly advocate for expanded bus service without roadway expansion. (32.2.9A) I've studied all the 
proposal materials carefully and listened to all sides of the argument, and feel extremely clear in this 
decision. Infinite expansion of lanes and gondola-type structures isn't the solution, and it SURELY isn't 
a solution for anyone other than the ski resorts. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) It leaves out backcountry skiers/snowshoers/hikers, summer users, and anyone fighting the 
Big Cottonwood traffic jams too, for that matter. (32.7C, 32.1.1A, and 32.1.1C) The only long term 
solution for all users needing a wide array of stops, trailheads, destinations, etc. is to look at how to 
make bus service SO appealing and convenient that canyon users desire to use the bus rather than 
driving themselves. (32.2.6.3C) I look at what Zion National Park has done--it's the automatic (indeed, 
mandatory) solution ... Everyone has to bark at the bottom of Zion canyon, hop a convenient shuttle 
that comes every few minutes, and hop off at any desired trailhead. It's perfect. (32.2.2B) No one had 
to blast a new roadway or new lanes out of Zion Canyon--it could stay pristine while we humans 
adapted with a minimal footprint on the environment. I also see a future in which, if expanded bus 
service is widely adopted in LCC, it can be looked at as a solution in BCC, where the traffic is nearly as 
bad and cars park along the roadway for miles around the ski resorts now. Please, don't destroy the 
natural environment LCC's popularity and preciousness is predicated upon. Please, find a way to let 
lots of humans up the canyon to recreate and enjoy--while leaving the absolute minimal environmental 
impact possible. A gondola is a taxpayer-subsidized feature built for for-profit ski resorts (Alta, by the 
way, has done little to improve the parking situation--they only gripe about backcountry users parking 
on the *public* highway and blame everything on them). Whereas expanded bus service is a solution 
FOR the people, all people, whether they're spending money at the resorts or they spend their money 
on backcountry hiking and touring gear. THIS is a solution that deserves taxpayer funding. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6888 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oakley Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A tram would be harmful and obstructive to the canyon. (32.2.9E) Plus the benefit would be for people 
are resort skiers and bikers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A better option in my 
opinion would be a tolled road/season passes to use the road, and an overhaul of the bus 
system/parking situation. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Hikers, climbers, backcountry skiers campers, hunters, 
and more use the canyon road to access side canyons. (32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  6889 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Fairchild 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola needs to be taken out, it is a seriously bad idea and the traffic in the canyon is still going to 
be the same. (32.2.9E and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  6890 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Weiler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on UDOTs proposals. I have grown up and lived here in SLC 
for 61 years and I have a great appreciation for the canyons and have fond memories of hiking, skiing, 
and picnicking in them. 
 
As I have reviewed the two preferred proposals put forth by UDOT, I have some serious concerns 
about both options and I believe we should not do either of them. 
 
Here are my thoughts: 
 
1) For better or worse, we love our cars here in the west. Providing a gondola option that will increase 
travel times for skiers will not pull most people from their cars. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) I can see it pulling 
people only when the resort parking lots are full and there are no other options. My guess is that a 
gondola would only increase the number of people at the resorts, and would not decrease the number 
of cars by 30% as UDOT suggests. (32.20C and 32.2.4A) The resorts are packed as it is, so adding 
another % of any amount would either diminish the skiing experience further or give justification to 
Snowbird and Alta to add more lifts and terrain.  
 
2) Adding a large parking structure (s) near LaCaille or the gravel pit just adds another element of traffic 
congestion in nearby neighborhoods. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) 
 
3) The cost of widening the road or installing a gondola is somewhere between $500 and $600 million! 
Do we really think it wise to invest taxpayer dollars to primarily benefit 2 resorts? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I know there is ancillary benefit to restaurants, hotels, etc., but where else 
do we provide this amount of investment to benefit a couple of businesses? How soon before Brighton 
and Solitude want something similar? Why only Snowbird and Alta? Development begets development 
and I fear that either of the UDOT options will just lead to more development in the canyons.  
 
4) The harm to the watershed, canyon landscape and visual pollution is forever changed with either of 
these proposals. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) The gondola will hardly be used in the 
summer since it only goes to the resorts. The widening of the road is also not necessary in the summer. 
Many of us love to use the trails all through the canyon and the gondola will only be an eyesore, not 
provide any access to these trailheads. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
5) UDOT says one area of their focus is transportation reliability and that the gondola would provide this 
when the road is snowy or there are avalanches. I know I have been on the tram at Snowbird when it is 
shut down due to wind. Wouldn't the gondola be subject to the same safety precautions? I'm not sure 
UDOT is correct on this issue of reliability. Additionally, if the road is shut down due to heavy snow 
does UDOT really think the gondola that takes a maximum of 20 people per car will provide adequate 
transport? (32.2.6.5K and 32.2.6.5C) 
 
I know that we have a growing population with outdoor recreation becoming more and more popular. 
But our natural resources have a limit and we cannot continue to just push more people into these 
spaces. (32.20B) We now have limits on all kinds of recreational endeavors. There is a limit to the 
number that can attend a Utah football game, we have to make tee times to golf, Zions Park requires a 
shuttle ride, we had to use a timed entry system when we visited Rocky Mtn. Park this summer. There 
are lotteries to get permits for many of our hikes in southern Utah. The list goes on. I know I prefer the 
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old days when you could just show up and pretty much get in wherever you wanted. But those days are 
gone and we need to provide alternatives that are sustainable (32.2.2B). 
 
I think before we ask the public to fund a half billion dollars for something that will probably only be 
needed about 20 days a year, we need to try some other options. (32.1.4D and 32.2.2PP) 
 
I think providing bus services from local park and ride lots would be a good place to start. If I could pick 
up the bus in Millcreek, Sandy, Draper, Sugarhouse or other locations and it would take me directly to a 
resort then that would be something I would use. Offering more reliable and frequent buses should at 
least be tried. This is an option that is flexible and can adjust seasonally. (32.2.2I) 
 
Other options would be to utilize tolls to encourage more car pooling. (32.2.4A) The toll booth in 
Millcreek Canyon has been used now for several years. I know that there is much heavier traffic in the 
Cottonwood Canyons, but there must be a way to manage the collecting of the toll. The gondola ride 
will cost some amount of money as well, so again, if I am going to either pay for the gondola or a toll, I 
will probably choose to use my car and pay the toll. Having a reservation system may also be an 
alternative. It is not what we are accustomed to but times have changed. (32.2.4A) 
 
I think we need to just face the reality that the Canyons have a finite capacity limit. (32.20B) We need to 
acknowledge that and put some limits on how many people can go up the canyon on a given day. We 
cannot continue to just try to accommodate the resorts so that they can grow bigger and bigger. Deer 
Valley limits the number of skiers per day. I think Snowbird and Alta can accommodate a greater 
number but there needs to be a limit. I am a skier too and have raised a family of skiers. But we have 
reached a point that we cannot continue to overuse and over develop these resources. 
 
Thanks for listening. 
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COMMENT #:  6891 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Stansfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want the bouldering areas that are used for rock climbing to be destroyed. I want the alternate 
route and is least destructive to the canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  6892 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Josey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the road or build a gondola in Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) It is a 
magical place and with revised efforts with buses the other less destructive solutions the integrity of the 
canyon can be preserved. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) Thank you, Tanner Josey 

Page 32B-7067 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6893 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Wu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please! (32.2.9E) Public transportation is the way to go! (32.2.9A) Thank you, Shannon Wu 
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COMMENT #:  6894 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Jensen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6895 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mason Eyre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need this road to be improved. Please don't mind the climbers and their fight to preserve some 
rocks. This canyon gets too congested and too many accidents happen here. We need the road 
improved! (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  6896 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Mastanduno 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm an avid climber, hiker, and skier. I support the gondola option as it most directly addresses the 
largest problem in the LCC, traffic on storm days. (32.2.9D) I believe that adding more busses with 
leave us in the same situation we are in today with too much dependence on the road. (32.2.6.3P) 
Travel through rugged, avalanche prone terrain has been solved all over Europe using trams and 
gondolas. We should use that example and build a proven solution. We know from today that buses are 
merely tolerated by the public and are highly affected by the weather. 
 
There are a lot of people advocating that the gondola doesn't support all LCC recreationists. This is 
true, but if you remove the Alta/Snowbird traffic, our current infrastructure supports everyone else just 
fine. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The problem is the number of people going to the 
resorts, especially to ski powder. The gondola best addresses that problem and will make room for 
other canyon users. 
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COMMENT #:  6897 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Lofland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is much time and consideration going into this project. Thank you for your hard work. I would like 
to propose a toll throughout the months of Nov-April. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Additionally putting a limit 
on car traffic would benefit the canyon, for example only allowing busses up the canyon on even or odd 
days would be a great way to minimize individual driver traffic. (32.2.4A) This could be extened to 
buses only, on weekends. (32.2.2B) This sort of policy implemented with an added bus lane could 
really improve traffic flow without out impeding wildlife habitat, or other recreation opportunities for other 
mountain goers who don't ski. (32.2.9B, 32.13A, and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  6898 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Franke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola/tram is a good idea, but there needs to be massive expansion of parking at the 
bottom. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5J) People will not use public transit to get to the tram so if there is not 
adequate parking ~1000 spots then there will be little to no benefit. I think a tunnel with a lite rail is the 
best idea. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2C) It minimizes impact above ground, it is weather resistant, it is 
environmentally friendly. 
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COMMENT #:  6899 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Paige Twitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Paige Twitchell 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6900 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devin Loertscher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see an improved bus system in LCC. (32.2.9A) I believe a flexible bus system year-round 
would benefit all canyon users, all year round. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) My family and I don't ski at the 
resorts but we do, however, utilize the canyons for hiking, mountain biking, rock climbing and 
backcountry skiing. Having a bus system to access trailheads is much more ideal for the users of both 
canyons. (32.1.1A and 32.1.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  6901 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan de Vries 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Ok I have a lot of readons why to not have the gondola haha. - this gondola does not serve all 
recreationalists in the canyon. It ONLY serves alta and snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) I Backcountry ski and it wouldn't let me out at any trailheads for that... Only serves 
businesses not people. Taxpayers are paying for it as well.... If taxpayers are paying for it it should 
accommodate to everyone not just snowbird and alta. (32.2.6.5G) I believe is a 500 million dollar 
project, I could be wrong. That being said if it did accommodate for everyone I still wouldn't want it. -
there is not a lot of space in that canyon to build the towers. Where there is space it there is lots of 
climbing and hiking. Building the gondola would limit access to all of the other activities the canyon has 
to offer... Climbing, Backcountry skiing, snowshoeing, canyoneering, ice climbing etc.. (32.4G) . Again 
to serve two businesses... Snowbird and alta. This is not really for the canyon or the people. It's for 
snowbird and alta and will be paid by taxes. The canyons natural beauty will be tainted by the towers. 
This is obviously an opinion but I grew up at the base of that canyon and nothing makes me more sad 
than to see development in it.. 
Sincerely, 
Ryan de Vries 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6902 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Wolfe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option will create a highly visible scar that will forever change the landscape of a beautiful 
canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) This is a highly destructive option that will benefit 2 ski resorts on a 
small handful of days each year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) While the 
advantage of the gondola may be convenient for the very few days each year, the destruction and 
visible sore to the canyon will be present forever. (32.17A and 32.4I) The gondola is a very short 
sighted and selfish (for the resorts) option. Winters will continue to get shorter in years to come making 
the usefulness of the gondola even less. (32.2.2E) There are so many alternatives. The gondola only 
services the resorts and their users, it does not take into account the many other users and recreation 
opportunities of the canyon. Why not build a parking structure at the base of the canyon and make 
every recreational user shuttle up? (32.2.2B) Ban single occupancy vehicles. Charge a fee for cars that 
want to drive up the canyon instead of using a vastly expanded shuttle system. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
Jumping straight to a gondola option and forever changing our beautiful canyon all for the benefit of 2 
ski resorts is a disgusting option. In the end I don't imagine anyone with control of the money/power in 
this situation will give any thought to any of these concerns of the citizens who actually use the canyon 
regularly and work to preserve it. I hope I am wrong. 
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COMMENT #:  6903 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Vidal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am firmly against any development that would directly impact climbing in the Cottonwoods. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) Along with its long history and influence on modern climbing, the region serves as one of 
the best climbing destinations in the area, particularly for the boulders that would be most impacted by 
these construction options. I bet that UDOT considers these issues, preserves and honors the area’s 
rich climbing history, and allow the region to remain a pinnacle destination for climbers strong the world. 
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COMMENT #:  6904 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stephen Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Stephen Brown 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-7079 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6905 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nic DeSeelhorst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the development of transportation hubs for the sustained growth SLC is seeing. Rapid bus 
lanes and the bus proposal is appealing to me for the economic impact. With busses and a 
transportation hub people will spend money at restaurants and shops in proximity to them, where the 
Gondola is a delightful European scene and marketing pull there is less economic impact as people will 
drive to the gondola ride it up ride it down and go home. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9B) 
 
I think it’s also fair to say that we should be thinking of the future with self driving vehicles. We don’t 
need as much parking, and wider rides could be a waste of money at that point. Think of what the 
future holds! (32.2.6H) 
 
So main take away is we need the development of transportation hubs and one at the base of LCC 
would be great! - 1 vote foe gondola for me because I think it supports the future more than busses. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6906 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chloe Menlove 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I’m a little cottonwood canyon local, I’ve skied snowbird for 19 years. I’ve worked at snowbird for 5 
years. I am not in support of a gondola. (32.2.9E)  
 
The gondola only supports two private businesses, it won’t help with the backcountry skiers, climbers, 
or hikers. The gondola also won’t reduce traffic as everyone will drive to a certain spot and park there, 
thus continuing the red snake. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The officials need to listen to us locals who are not in support. (32.2.9N) The ski industry workers are 
not in support. The gondola is a permanent change that doesn’t solve any problems. 
 
Sincerely, 
Chloe Menlove 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6907 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ricco Cordova 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ricco Cordova 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6908 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Van Drimmelen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It would be a shame to impact the world class climbing offered in this canyon of other transportation 
options haven’t been studied. Please look at alternatives to the gondola. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, 
32.2.2PP, and 32.29E) 
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COMMENT #:  6909 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reid Simplot 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The repercussions of this expansion far outweigh its benefits. The memories I have in this area are 
priceless. Widening the road is unnecessary. (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  6910 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aimee Jacobs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Aimee Jacobs 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6911 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Justin Austad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Justin Austad 
Lake Forest Park, WA  
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COMMENT #:  6912 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lexi Kaili 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having completed a Masters of Public Administration at the University of Utah with an undergraduate 
degree in Environmental and Sustainability Studies + Urban Planning, both of the proposed options are 
logically not long-term solutions. A gondola and widening the lanes are both the most expensive 
options and there has not been appropriate measures taken to start projects that will significantly 
degrade the canyons, their watershed and the wildlife. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 
32.13B) 
 
A Comprehensive Capacity study should be the first step to guide and inform the decision-making 
process through factual information and data collection. Evidence-based decisionmaking should be 
prioritized, leveraged and implemented across all levels of this process. (32.20B)  
 
As a regular mass transit user for the past 15 years in Salt Lake City, it has been a slow but needed 
transition for people to incorporate public transport into their daily lives. I have witnessed growth of 
public transport use over the past few years, but there needs to be more pressure to reduce single 
passenger commutes (i.e., educational campaigns, incentive programs, employer programs/discounts, 
etc). The efforts that were implemented between the years of 2015-2019 (not counting covid years) 
returned a significant increase in public transport users.  
 
But we can do better. We have some of the worst inversion in the world during winter and summer 
months, so why are we not implementing long-term strategies and taking advantage of the low hanging 
fruit? The infrastructure largely exists for mass transit to reduce vehicle emissions significantly if more 
people made the decision to use it. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)  
 
We need to first focus our efforts on gathering data (carrying capacity study), bolstering and utilizing the 
existing infrastructure (mass transit), encouraging ride share opportunities (Lyft/Uber and other services 
for carpooling), enforcing strict 4x4 vehicles in the canyon during snow days (I cannot tell you how 
many times a canyon patrol officer was at the bottom of the canyon and there were still FWD/RWD 
vehicles getting stuck in the canyon), and implementing a fee station for canyon users (single 
passenger vehicles and non-residents are charged a higher rate, while residents are charged a 
lower/annual rate). (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2M)  
 
 
- Walkable cities (focus on existing infrastructure should be first step) (32.2.9A) 
- 
- Strict 4x4 vehicles during snow days (32.2.2M)  
 
The Gondola option will service one type of mountain recreator (ski resort user) and one canyon activity 
for only part of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This option should not even be 
offered as a “solution” because it prioritizes the ski resorts (private interests) over public access, 
reduced congestion, and preserving the integrity and health of the canyon. LCC is seven miles long. 
The canyon already has an enormous amount of pressure from visitors and instead of spending almost 
$700million on a gondola, why not invest more money and resources into low dollar/low impact 
solutions? (32.2.7C) 
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Our efforts need to be focused on changing human behaviors and creating multi-beneficial solutions 
(i.e., connecting all districts in the Salt Lake valley to regularly operation mass transit, and connecting 
the east bench to TRAX/busses that meet the canyon buses). (32.2.4A and 32.2.2I)  
 
By keeping cars parked at people's homes (or hotels if they are visiting), you reduce the need for 
creating the endless need parking plazas. By laying infrastructure with long-term solutions in mind, you 
reduce the need for expensive “solutions” to arise every decade. By incentivising the use of mass 
transit, you change human behaviors. Think of the East Coast and many European cities. Most people 
don't even own cars because you can hop on the train and be to your destination faster than you would 
if you drove. We need to stop prioritizing the automobile and start investing in the future of our 
community, our residents, and our health. (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A)  
 
Lastly, small incremental changes allow us to document effects and make data-driven decisions. If we 
go all-in with a gondola or widening the lanes, we're making the decision to create more problems and 
expensive challenges for ourselves in the short and long term. (32.29R) 
 
With a city that battles poor air quality for a handful of months out of the year, and the data showing us 
that it has long-term and negative effects on our health... why aren't we investing in the infrastructure 
and utilization of mass transit? Why are we still wasting money on creating more pavement? 
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COMMENT #:  6913 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robbie Carty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of these options are awful (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  6914 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Poulson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the rest of the recreation in Little cottonwood canyon to make room for more 
tourists. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) climbers from around the world come here to 
climb. You are planning to eradicate them from the earth forever in one destructive swipe! This is big 
money over the environment again. Shame on you for caving to the big resorts. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6915 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicole Villanueva 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicole Villanueva 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6916 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kellie Gerbers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Kellie Gerbers. I am a resident of Salt Lake County. I am a professor of Outdoor 
Leadership and Education at Westminster College. 
 
The two primary proposals from UDOT would have significant permanent impacts on the canyon 
landscape, and from what I've read in the EIS documents, primarily serve to benefit the ski resorts and 
skiers/snowboarders. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The Gondola and additional bus lane would have permanent lasting impacts on the canyon in ways that 
would destroy many of LCC's most cherished climbing sites. As SLC is a major destination for climbers 
worldwide, this seems like a tremendous loss. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
I am strongly in favor of increased measures to improve safety (including avalanche mitigation) but I 
would encourage UDOT to consider other alternatives (e.g. increased bus service, banning cars, 
tolling) that could potentially mitigate traffic without drastically altering the landscape itself. (32.2.9K, 
32.2.9A, 32.2.2B, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Are their possibilities of adding additional mobility hubs further away from the mouth of the canyon? 
(32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.2FF) For example, repurposing the Rice-Eccles football stadium parking lot (s) 
during the winter when they are not in use for football? Minimizing the number of people that have to 
DRIVE to a mobility hub seems like an effective way to reduce canyon traffic while increasing access to 
bus services. (32.2.2I) 
 
In summary, I am NOT in favor of the two proposed UDOT alternatives for what they would do--critically 
alter the landscape of the canyon--for the climbing community. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  6917 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Knoblock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
CWC Commissioners:  
 
Thank you for all of your efforts to give input to the UDOT LCC EIS process. That is certainly 
challenging on many levels! 
Here is my brief and hopefully clear view of the issue: 
 
1) What's the problem that UDOT is trying to solve with the LCC EIS? (32.1.2B)  
They are primarily trying to resolve the big traffic jams going to and from our important ski resorts 
during ski season. This impacts your residents who want to ski, the ski tourist industry, and residents 
near the base of the canyon. 
 
2) How do we protect the environment if we put in higher capacity transit to solve the traffic problem? 
a- We simply increase road tolls and limit the transit loading up the canyon. (32.2.4A)  
b- We design transit that only drops people off at the ski resorts that are designed for large crowds. 
 
3) If we hate the thought of snowsheds, widening the road, or putting in a gondola, how do we solve the 
problem? We know that the traditional buses on the existing road do not have the capacity or reliability 
(or user comfort) needed to get ski crowds to the resorts.We know that the ski resorts are important to 
our State and local economies and to our residents that ski.We know that the existing ski buses cost 
$500,000 each with over a two-year lead time to purchase. We know that the present road reliability is 
always a problem with snow, ice, avalanche control, poor visibility, and accidents. (32.2.6.3P) 
 
To head the UDOT proposal off at the pass, you need to try something innovative quickly. 
Something that could possibly have a chance would be for you to come up with $50M to buy five 
hundred 16 passenger 4x4 vans to shuttle skiers to and from the resorts, ready for the 2022 ski season. 
(8,000 people per hour) Yes, Carl and I can agree on something! Vans can have all the passengers 
comfortably seated and pick up from dispersed areas in the valley. And shuttle buses can be flexible to 
increase service when needed on weekends, holidays, and powder days. (32.2.2I and 32.29R)  
Get the canyon road tolling system in place and Wasatch Blvd set for shoulder use for the transit vans 
in 2022. The trick is getting qualified drivers when needed, schedule logistics, meeting ADA 
requirements, O&M funding, storage, and servicing of vehicles- all difficult problems! 
Possibly the 'power of the mayors' can convince UTA to try an 'out of the box' idea. If it is successful, 
you can delay or prevent UDOT from moving forward with the implementation of the other divisive 
options. (32.29R, 32.2.2I, 32.2.2LLL, and 32.2.2KKK)   
 
Just my two cents. Thank you- 
 
John Knoblock 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6918 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Danielle LeCourt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Danielle LeCourt 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6919 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to make sure that gondola service goes year-round with public transport from the bottom and the 
top of the lift. What a waste to build it if it's underutilized because of lack of infrastructure to and from 
(32.2.6.5F) 

Page 32B-7095 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6920 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Colton Smart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Colton Smart 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6921 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Luke Helsel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Luke Helsel 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6922 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Zach Medlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Please consider the long term (permanent) consequences of all these plans. SAVE THE BEAUTY, 
SAVE THE CANYONS. (32.29G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Zach Medlin 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6923 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brittany Spencer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Brittany Spencer 
Orem, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6924 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marc Norman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in support of either option at this time as I do not think they adequately resolve the 
transportation problems associated with LCC. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The Gondola especially only 
resolves travel issues for the ski resorts and does not provide access to any other part of the canyon. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Any solution should consider access points not just for 
those going to the ski resorts and should minimize impact on the natural environment of the canyon. 
(32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  6925 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kas Knutson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why are these the only 2 options? (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) How come there has been no discussion of 
a toll system, or holding the resorts accountable for the influx of people and traffic they bring to the 
canyons?? (32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There has to be a way to not 
destroy our canyons (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  6926 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Husmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options are negative for public recreation in the canyon. (32.4I) It is foolish to ruin the incredible 
recration in the the canyon not contained within the resort areas to make travel to the resorts more 
convenient. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The non-resort areas are an important part 
of the recreation in the salt lake area and the prioritization of resort spaces will hurt the incredible 
outdoor culture the Salt Lake area has built. (32.4A, 32.4B, 34.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  6927 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS) and PLEASE PLEASE PLEASE 
PLEASE PLEASE employ less destructive alternatives PRIOR to these preferred alternatives and leave 
the canyon landscape alone. (32.29R) These changes are permanent and forever will negatively impact 
this beautiful place. (32.17A and 32.17B) Do not make negative and preemptive changes in exchange 
for money your legacy. PLEASE PLEASE PLEASE LEAVE THIS PLACE ALONE AND SEEK LESS 
DESTRUCTIVE ALTERANTIVES!!! (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Sam Bloom 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6928 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Hudson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for reviewing my comment. 
 
I live in Sandy along Wasatch Blvd. and I am a heavy, year-round canyon user. Between LCC, BCC, 
and Millcreek I am in the canyons over 100 days per year skiing, running, camping, climbing, biking, 
and hiking. I am also a life-long Snowbird skier and still renew my season's pass every year. In addition 
to recreation, I also commute along Wasatch Blvd. every day. MY LIFE WILL BE HEAVILY IMPACTED 
BY THE OUTCOME OF THIS PROCESS. 
 
I STRONGLY OPPOSE both of the current preferred alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I believe that 
they are both too expensive and disruptive. I believe that there are simpler, cheaper, less disruptive, 
common-sense approaches available. I believe that spending over half a billion dollars to solve a 
problem that occurs only a few days a year is fiscally irresponsible. (32.1.4D)  
 
I SUPPORT:  
- Show sheds in strategic spots over the road in LCC. (32.2.2K)  
- Better, environmentally-friendly, more frequent bus service on the existing road (with show sheds). 
- The transportation hub at the gravel pit (this would help both LCC and BCC). (32.2.9A)  
- More remotely-triggered avalanche devices in LCC such as those that have been installed around Alta 
in recent years. (32.2.2TT) 
- Tolling to restrict the total number of users to a sustainable level on heavy-use days. (32.2.4A) 
- Restrictions on vehicles unprepared for winter travel (I got a sticker last year, but it made no 
difference). (32.2.2M)  
- A solution that considers all of the Wasatch Front Canyons (not just LCC). (32.1.1C) 
- Preserving the visual experience of LCC. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
 
I OPPOSE: 
- Widening the LCC road. (32.2.9C)  
- Widening Wasatch Blvd. (3.2.9L) 
- The Gondola Alternative. (32.2.9E) I believe this solution only benefits Alta and Snowbird and makes 
things worse for dispersed users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I loath the visual 
impact this would have on the canyon. (32.17A)  
- Such a massive subsidy for 2 commercial businesses (Alta and Snowbird). 
- Any solution that does not consider the entire Wasatch Front canyon system. 
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  6929 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anneliese Hammond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I know I already commented, but I feel pretty strongly about this and thought I would expound on my 
previous comment in opposition to both proposed solutions. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola 
sounds like an expensive, inefficient, eyesore. (32.17A) As a resident of Cottonwood Heights I'm also 
concerned about traffic and safety. (32.2.6.5E) I understand that the expanded lane would help improve 
the bussing system. However, can't they add more busses without a designated lane? (32.2.9A) Also, I 
would prefer adding a toll booth to deter canyon traffic. (32.2.4A) Again, I'm opposed to both proposed 
ideas, they both sound costly, they would both change the landscape of LCC. I like climbing and 
bouldering which would both be affected with either solution. (32.4A and 32.4B) Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  6930 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kasey Lindley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon does not need a gondola or a wider road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I am 
horrified that anyone would consider either options a good idea. If there is not enough room for all of 
the traffic, then the best option (s) would be to regulate the influx of visitors using either a toll and/or a 
shuttle system. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) I’m personally not a fan of not being able to access LCC to way 
I’m used to, but we need put it’s natural beauty and care first. A wider road or a gondola will just lead to 
more unnecessary development and degradation. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kasey Lindley 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6931 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rockwell Rumel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed transportation revisions will destroy hundreds of recreational climbing areas. (32.4A and 
32.4B) Less destructive options exist. Expanded bus services, tolling and other traffic mitigation 
strategies should be strongly considered before irreversibly destroying a communities cherished areas. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6932 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Bown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) The last thing we need is another 
draw for increased usage in the canyon which a gondola ride surely would be. (32.1.2B and 32.20C) 
 
The Enhanced Bus Service alternative should probably be the long-term goal, but not an immediate 
solution. There are a number of immediate improvements that can and should be made, each of which 
would contribute towards the Enhanced Bus Service. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
 
Reducing the number of cars in the canyon, especially single occupancy cars, is critical. Tolling with 
incentives to increase the number of passengers in each car would be a great first step. Paid parking, 
also with incentives for increased passengers would also. Restricting or eliminating roadside parking 
must happen in order for paid parking to succeed. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9Q) 
 
As the mayor of Park City observed some years ago, everyone thinks everyone else ought to take the 
bus. In addition to increasing the cost of using an automobile in the canyon, increasing but service 
frequency would greatly help. (32.2.9A) Also, providing more dispersed locations for boarding a bus 
would be a valuable step towards increasing bus usage. (32.2.2I)  
 
Each of the preceding actions will contribute towards a successful enhanced bus service. All of these 
actions in concert may well eliminate the need for enhanced bus service. Please minimize any 
additional construction in Little Cottonwood Canyon until all less invasive steps have been used. Thank 
you, Joel Bown 
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COMMENT #:  6933 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Briefer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The process and final product of the DEIS is fundamentally flawed in many ways large and small. 
 
1. The purpose and need statement are so narrow as to predetermine a development proposal as a 
"solution" while avoiding attending to the larger problem of regional transportation. How will the 
proposed "solutions" impact traffic, use patterns and natural resources in the nearby canyons and 
Wasatch Blvd and their communities? (32.1.1C, 32.20I, 32.20D, and 32.4F)  
 
2. To consider transportation in one canyon without regard to how many people the canyon and its 
resources can bear (without regard to impact to watershed, wildlife, user experience, environmental 
sustainability, etc.) is not just shortsighted but fundamentally fails the smell test as a good faith effort to 
solve the problem or engage in the NEPA process. (32.20B)  
 
3. A gondola serves the interests of three businesses (Alta, Snowbird and the developers of the La 
Caille property) at the expense of the public taxpayer and the potential potential recipients of real and 
effective transportation solutions in the rapidly urbanizing areas of Utah. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
4. The proposed "solutions" threaten to industrialize the State Scenic Byway of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
 
5. The gondola increases potential delivery of people up the canyon but does nothing to reduce the 
number of cars on the highway. (32.2.4A) An integrated regional transit plan coupled with canyon 
tolling and/or traffic restriction could. (32.2.2I) 
 
5. The amount of public money required to build these options is enormous and could do so much more 
for improving existing transportation prolems, air and water quality. (32.1.2B)  
 
6. Without any plan to understand and manage capacity for people in the canyon, we are only (at best) 
moving the problem from the highway to a point after which they have bought their lift tickets and then 
we have a canyon full of people waiting in lift lines, using overflowing bathrooms, trampling wildlife 
habitat and degrading watershed. (32.20B, 32.20A, 32.20C, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
 
7. A bus system can be implemented now using existing infrastructure. It can be scaled seasonally and 
adjusted based on changing use patterns. It can be electrified and/or improved over time. It can serve a 
broader population than just well-heeled ski area traffic. It can serve dispersed recreation sites. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.1.2D)  
 
In total, the framing was flawed. The subsequent analyses were therefore incomplete and fail to 
account for the range of environmental impacts and the resulting “solution” is simply a development 
proposal seeking to sidestep accountability to the public and the NEPA process. 

Page 32B-7109 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6934 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sophia Bartlit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
sophia bartlit 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6935 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Lowes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Lowes 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6936 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Ticotin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Toll road and frequent buses is the best solution. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Added lanes and especially a 
gondola are an unnecessary permanent scar on such a beautiful landscape. (32.17A and 32.17B) We 
do not need to resort to either of those options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6937 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Braxton Schindler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't take away our boulders! Look at other options first before destroying the land! (32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6938 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JoAn Ishimatsu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, NO GONDOLA. (32.2.9E) Build a parking structure, at the gravel pit. Clean burning buses, at 
regular intervals, up both big and little canyons. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.9A) Many stops, so 
all can enjoy these canyons. (32.2.6.3C) Limit amount of folks. No cars between 8am and 4pm 
(32.2.2B). 
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COMMENT #:  6939 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hannah Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Leave our canyons alone. Make a toll booth to mediate traffic. (32.2.2Y) 
 
Contruction of a gondola would scare native species, cause havoc for workers, residents, and visitors 
of said canyons. (32.2.9E, 32.13A, and 32.4I)  
 
We live in a world where nobody seems to care about wilderness itself but only the convenience of the 
human population. (32.29G)  
 
As Edward Abbey, an activist of the wilderness once said, "Wilderness is not a luxury but a necessity of 
the human spirit, and as vital to our lives as water and good bread. A civilization which destroys what 
little remains of the wild, the spare, the original, is cutting itself off from its origins and betraying the 
principle of civilization itself. 
 
Sincerely, 
Hannah Martin 
Murray, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6940 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Cunningham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the gondola and the widening of the highway will alter the canyon irreversibly. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) Please consider other options! (32.2.2PP) We all love Little Cottonwood Canyon the way it is; 
there are ways to address the traffic issues that won't permanently alter it. For example, charge a toll to 
go up the canyon. (32.2.4A) Or require the purchase of a parking pass at the resorts during ski season, 
with UTA buses running more frequently. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) These major construction 
projects should be an absolute last resort. We haven't exhausted all other options yet. 
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COMMENT #:  6941 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in SLC 
 
I am extremely concerned about the two UDOT proposals for construction in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
These proposals would do enormous damage to recreational use of the canyon, to its appeal as a 
tourist destination, and to the environment. The damage would be permanent and irreversible. 
I urge you to prevent either proposal from happening. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, 32.4P, 32.2.9C, and 
32.2.9E) 
 
The “problem” the proposals are meant to solve does not actually exist. (32.1.2B) What exists is 
significant ski traffic on a modest number of powder days per year, especially if the good snow aligns 
with a weekend. (32.1.4D). I ski a few days a week at Alta/Snowbird and have yet to experience 
meaningful traffic. The occasional traffic “problem” can be solved without new construction by, for 
example, activating a toll booth (encourages carpooling), doubling the buses, and giving buses traffic 
priority in LCC on high-traffic days. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, or 32.2.9B) 
 
Please consider all the people that use LCC for its wonderful recreation outside of Alta/Snowbird 
(hiking, climbing, backcountry skiing, biking). Both proposals, especially the absurd gondola, are 
enormously damaging to all recreation outside of Alta/Snowbird as well as to the environment. 
 
I can hardly imagine an SLC issue that is more important to me. Why would we consider such damage 
to such a precious resource as our world-class canyons? (32.1.2B) 
 
Robert Parker 
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COMMENT #:  6942 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jordan Badger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jordan Badger 
Boulder, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6943 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Carlson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I am opposed to the Gondola. (32.2.9E) Installing such an invasive project that will damage the habitat 
permanently, for an industry that could be ended in the next 20 to 40 years, is very short range 
planning. (32.13A and 32.2.2E) I am opposed to public expense for private profits, meaning the public 
is funding, damaging and ruining public lands to benefit to ski resorts. The ski resorts are so expensive, 
that only a small portion of the community can actually use them. (3.1.2B, 3.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) With climate change, the ski industry as we know it today, may not even be viable in 20 years 
(32.2.2E) . We have been propping up snow pack with "artificial snow" for a long time, which also has 
huge costs, financially as well as environmentally. Artificial snow is very damaging to the Alpine 
environment, as well as high water usage, which we don't have. We need different solutions that 
involve being realistic about what the climate of the Wasatch front is going to look like in 10/20/30 years 
for short term planning, 50/100 years for long term planning. Please think about more than propping up 
the ski industry. Please do not further hasten the destruction of our Alpine forest canyons! 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Carlson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6944 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meghan Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Meghan Shaw 
Ogden, UT 

Page 32B-7120 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6945 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emma Brady 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Emma Brady 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6946 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carter Budge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT! I’m glad you have provided an area for sandy and other residents to have a comment 
section about this new improvement being made in sandy! There are many things that will and will not 
make people happy with this project and unfortunately many people are not a fan of the gondola 
solution for many reasons. First because there will still be just as bad of traffic getting to the la Callie 
station. (32.2.6.5E) On a busy weekend day the traffic usually breaks free a couple miles after entering 
the canyon and with the la Callie station it will be the same if not worse. Second with the gondola there 
will be no accommodations for back country skiers and other hikes that don’t stop at snowbird or Alta. 
(32.2.6.5G) The gondola is all about money for land owners, and the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Other than the money there are no logical reasoning for it. What I believe 
would be the best solution is leaving the road as is and including more busses and also having a toll for 
those who choose not to ride with uta. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) To make the busses work and have 
people ride them you at udot need to recognize and accommodate. Having the busses drop skiers off 
at a place where you can instantly ski to the lift instead of having to walk several minutes (32.2.6.3N). 
Also not having as many stops from snowbird to Alta. This idea makes most sense because it is the 
cheapest way for the best solution. Also if the solution doesn’t work there would be room for more 
improvement other than building a multi million dollar gondola and realizing its not any better and then 
there will be a useless ugly gondola through what was almost a national park and still is the most 
beautiful place on this earth! Thank you  
 
Carter Budge 
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COMMENT #:  6947 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madelyn Allred 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of enhancing bus service and gondola b options. This will lessen environmental impact on 
the beautiful canyon that I love (32.2.2W)  

Page 32B-7123 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6948 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dalton Bunker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Dalton Bunker 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6949 

DATE:   8/18/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Redd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB)  
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely,  
Sarah Redd 
Logan, UT  

Page 32B-7125 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6950 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Annie Platt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Annie Platt 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6951 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joshua Paterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joshua Paterson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6952 

DATE:   8/25/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Randi Upshaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Please please do not build the gondola. (32.2.9E) The gondola will not solve the issues at hand, but will 
further destroy the green space we have left. Please look for a solution that actually solves the issues 
without creating more. (32.2.2PP, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Randi 
 
Sincerely, 
Randi Upshaw 
Alpine, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6953 

DATE:   8/25/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt Spencer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Matt Spencer 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6954 

DATE:   8/25/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harleigh Poulson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against destroying the boulders and climbs. (32.4A and 32.4B) It would be destroying one outdoor 
activity (rock climbing) just because skiiing and snowboarding are profitable. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  6955 

DATE:   8/25/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Atkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m supportive of the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6956 

DATE:   8/25/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the climbing community and climbing area for LCC. We have love this area for years 
as a born and raised Salt Lake citizen (32.4A and 32.4B). I’m in favor of charging a fee to those who 
commute similar to Millcreek canyon. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6957 

DATE:   8/25/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rodney Boynton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I could accept enhanced bus routes, but DO NOT widen the road. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9C) Further study 
of safety and environmental impact should be completed before a $500M solution is set in place. 
(32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  6958 

DATE:   8/25/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alana Yates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Alana Yates 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  6959 

DATE:   8/25/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rodney Boynton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More study should be put into options around tolling. (32.2.4A) More data should be generated along 
with testing to see how tolling actually reduces canyon traffic. (32.2.2Y and 32.29R) 

Page 32B-7135 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6960 

DATE:   8/25/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kyler McGee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Build the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kyler McGee 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6961 

DATE:   8/25/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider less destructive and invasive options like tollway Ng and expanded bus services 
before road widening and gondola additions. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) The only people who 
want a gondola are the big ski resorts. Tax payers should not pay to benefit ski resorts. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  6962 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Audrey Morrison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Audrey Morrison 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6963 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Bridge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola option as I believe that it has the greatest long lasting reduction in impact to 
the canyon, moves winter recreators to and from the mountain in a manner that is safer than road 
travel, and will also serve as an icon to represent the ski industry in Utah. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6964 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kevin Keller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kevin Keller 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6965 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kendra Wilde 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the best solution is the Gondola. (32.2.9D) Widening the road and putting in snow sheds will 
destroy the canyon. (32.2.9J, 32.12B, 32.13B, and 32.17B) Bus transportation is not an incentive. 
People will still drive to the resorts. (I am one of those people.) (32.2.4A) The Gondola cuts down the 
travel time, puts less vehicles on the road and preserves the canyon. (32.7C) I support the Gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  6966 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bailey Edelstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is time to utilize some of the ideas you have outlined here before you go to drastic measures (i.e. 
build a gondola and destroy the natural landscape). (32.29R) 
 
YES! to mobility hubs (larger-capacity park-and-ride lots with transit service). More parking, more 
bussing. That is the answer. Restrict the number of vehicles allowed in the canyon at a given moment 
(moving, not parked) by employing a sort of Canyon mouth "bouncer" (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.4A) 
 
YES! Tolling --- to pay for bussing, parking, bus drivers (32.2.4A) 
 
YES! Single occupancy restrictions -- carpool or turn around and take the bus! (32.2.4A) 
 
YES! to any combination of the above. 
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COMMENT #:  6967 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Girard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d love to utilize this. Just moved here from out of state. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  6968 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raymond Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola, if run at hours of 7am to 7pm will not help resort employees. (32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  6969 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raymond Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Alta/Snowbird are getting busier every year. They are doing more business and selling more lift tickets 
and making more money. They can build thier own parking garages on their own property at their own 
cost. This is not a public problem to be solved by tax payers. (32.2.2F, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)

Page 32B-7145 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  6970 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Pawlak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have read the EIS and I really do not like the idea of putting a gondola up the canyon. (32.2.9E) There 
are so many potential medical and rescue scenarios that would be extremely hard to accommodate 
with such a structure and the chances of foul play like what occurred at the sea2sky gondola in BC are 
too high to say that this is actually a reliable solution. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
I would be extremely sad to lose roadside bouldering and I think that this is a resource that needs just 
as much consideration as the ski access. (3.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) With that in mind, I support 
making a more dedicated lane for summer cyclist traffic up the canyon that should hopefully allow for 
safer travel up the canyon. I also think bus alternatives help service more of the canyon in general. 
(32.2.9B and 32.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  6971 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raymond Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please consider exactly what the problem is we're trying to solve. (32.1.2B) The road only gets backed 
up at rush hours, on busy days, when its snowing. This only happens 20 or so times a year. 99% of the 
time the road is a 10 minute drive. (32.1.4D) Please don't spend $500,000,000+++ on a problem that 
barley exists. (32.2.9G) Could spend that money on traffic problems that effect many thousands of 
people EVERY day.
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COMMENT #:  6972 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raymond Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I can't see who is actually going to ride a gondola when %99 of the time its only a ten minte drive to get 
up the canyon. (32.2.4A) And on busy days the gondola will likely take over 2 hours anyway. 
(32.2.6.5C). The gondola seems like its just a publicly funded publicity stunt for AltaSnowbird. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  6973 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raymond Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
AltaSnowbird has offered to cover the fares for their employees to ride the gondola. Please consider 
that currently most employees, most of the time can get up the canyon in 10 minutes. If Altasnowbird 
forces them to take an hour long gondola process instead they will be adding many hours to their 
employees workweeks in the form of a commute. Is Altasnowbird going to compensate their employees 
for the additional time they will have to spend commuting? (32.2.6.5F and 32.29FF) 
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COMMENT #:  6974 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raymond Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Currently AltaSnowbird will pay employees 2 hours wages for waiting at the bottom of the canyon on a 
road delay to get to work. If forced to spend extra hours every day riding a gondola to work will 
Altasnowbird be compensating their employees an additional 2 hours of pay every day that they work? 
(32.2.6.5F and 32.29FF) 
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COMMENT #:  6975 

DATE:   8/25/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Arce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is SUCH a treasure, and, in particular, those boulders are a source of world-class climbing routes. 
Please don’t destroy them!! (32.4A and 32.4B) They’re such a unique feature of this beautiful canyon, 
which I love living next to! (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  6976 

DATE:   8/25/21 3:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raymond Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why don't you try just enforcing the laws you have already put in place to solve traffic problems on 
snow days? Instead of spending $500,000,000+ on unpopular infrastructure, spend $500,000 to have a 
someone actually enforce the canyon winter tire laws 24/7. Maybe this could solve most of the snow 
day traffic problems. Maybe just try it? Its a cheap solution!! (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  6977 

DATE:   8/25/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raymond Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why don't we know what the fare to ride the Gondola and the toll for the road is going to be?? Is it a 
secret? What kind of business pushes a $500,000,000 product development without having an idea of 
the consumer cost??? (32.2.4A) As a Utah taxpayers we would be investors in this gondola plan and 
you can't even tell us what the fee to ride or drive is going to be?? (32.2.4A) Seems like there are a lot 
more questions than answers at this point leading me to believe the plan is not viable or poorly 
designed and then likely to be poorly executed. I vote no on the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  6978 

DATE:   8/25/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Boehnke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is one of the most special places in the US. But, there is no need to turn it 
into an expensive circus attraction with a gondola, just to serve two ski areas in the winter. The gondola 
will also not serve the many other activities in the canyon. It's not just about skiing and making money. 
(32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Also, more could be done at the bottom of the 
canyon to regulate the traffic before committing to the enhanced bus lanes. Both plans will contribute 
significantly to the traffic in the neighborhoods below the mouth of the canyon. (32.7B) Maybe stop 
downhill traffic for a time to ease the uphill crunch and vice versa for the downhill crunch. (32.2.2D and 
32.2.2DD) Once the canyon is full, shut it down. (32.2.2L) If the avalanche danger is too great to open, 
well let it stayed closed until it's safer to open. Nature doesn't always allow us to do whatever we want, 
whenever we want. Salt Lake County Mayor Jenny Wilson seems to be the only one who gets it. I 
applaud the efforts to help solve the problem, but the two choices are being made for logistics, without 
accounting for the truly unique and superior outdoor recreation opportunities in LCC. (32.4I) Please try 
to work with what is already in place before any drastic remedies. (32.29R) I can stand in the parking lot 
of my apartment in Sandy and see the Snowbird gondola. I will never get over that for the rest of my 
life. 
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COMMENT #:  6979 

DATE:   8/25/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt OBrien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To the Authors, UDOT, and whom it may concern, 
 
I am a graduate student at the University of Utah working towards my Masters of Science and 
Technology specializing in Environmental Science and Sustainability. One chapter of the EIS in 
particular stood out to me -- LCC DEIS Chapter 18 - Energy. Especially section 18.4.9, stating "No 
mitigation measures for energy impacts are proposed. The amount of energy required for each 
alternative actually requires more energy than the no-action alternative. It is absolutely absurd that no 
initiatives are proposed to mitigate the amount of energy and fossil fuels needed in the creation and use 
of this piece of infrastructure. In chapter 18, it is also assumed that the average fuel consumption of 
private vehicles will be 25mpg in 2050. Why are possible technological advancements in the 
automobile industry not accounted for or questioned? There are too many flaws in this chapter and 
throughout the report to discuss in a single email. (32.18C)  
 
The economic and environmental costs of the proposed alternatives are enormous; and the cost will 
inevitably be forced onto citizens and taxpayers whether they use the gondola/buses or not. (32.2.7A) 
Is the project goal really to cram as many people per day into LCC as possible by 2050? (32.1.2B) That 
is what it seems. Highway 210 does not have the capacity to accommodate for the amount of traffic 
projected by 2050, so a gondola or bus system is required to offset that extra traffic. (32.7C and 
32.2.4A)  
 
The best alternative not offered is to use the capital to enhance the bus system and use infrastructure 
already in place but rarely used. In other words, UTA Trax parking lots in Draper are infrastructure in 
place and used by few. A bus route from these unused Trax parking lots all the way up the canyon (with 
backcountry trailhead stops on the way) would be most feasible. (32.2.2I, 32.2.6.3C) On weekends, 
powder days, and avalanche mitigation days, (when traffic is worst) busses should be the only vehicles 
allowed on Highway 210. (32.2.2B)  
 
Finally, there should be no further mechanisation in LCC beside two wilderness area borders. This itself 
is in direct misconduct with the Wilderness Act of 1964. Indeed, you are degrading the values of these 
two wilderness areas. One being Lone Peak Wilderness Area, Utah's first designated wilderness area. 
It breaks my heart to hear of this development in such an iconic canyon. (32.3A) 
 
Please reachout with questions, concerns, or perhaps the need to collaborate with a forward thinking 
expert in the sustainability field. 
 
Best, 
Matthew O'Brien
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COMMENT #:  6980 

DATE:   8/25/21 3:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Beacco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced buses are my choice. (32.2.9A) Need to have an express bus to Alta multiple times per day. 
Charge a ton of $$ to park at Alta or Snowbird. (32.2.4A) UDOT needs to get car traffic down to a 
minimum. Also, strictly enforce snow tire laws! (32.2.2M) I know of LCC residents who don't have snow 
tires on their vehicle in the winter! 
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COMMENT #:  6981 

DATE:   8/25/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Geyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola is a great solution to keep traffic off the road and reduce the environmental impact of 
the ski areas (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  6982 

DATE:   8/25/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Nash 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to both major infrastructure projects being proposed as solutions to the traffic 
and access issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both the gondola and road-
widening "solutions" would involve further destruction of an already delicate and overused canyon 
during the building period, in addition to exacerbating the main problem already faced by the canyon: 
overcrowding. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, and 32.19A) We have to face the reality that LCC has a 
carrying capacity and we are already dangerously close to that limit. (32.20B). I am confused as to why 
these extreme, destructive, and ridiculously expensive infrastructure projects are being considered 
before any attempt at updating and improving the existing transit system of busses for canyon travel. 
(32.29R) Improved bus service requires little to no construction in the canyon itself (one more lane is 
totally unnecessary), will be significantly cheaper than the two plans currently proposed, are more 
flexible to servicing all canyon users in all seasons (not just to benefit the ski resorts), and can easily be 
made effective through simple economic incentives. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.4A) On high traffic 
days (weekends, holidays, and heavy snow days) there should be a fairly significant toll to drive your 
car up the canyon road. Taking the bus should be free to all. Through this method you can incentivize 
canyon-users to take the bus system, which will be vastly improved and more reliable with "Local" 
busses stopping at backcountry access areas and the ski resorts, and "Express" busses that stop only 
at the two ski resorts. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.3C). The fact that this is not even being 
considered is mind boggling. 
 
The proposed gondola, and it's hefty price tag, fail to take into account the massive amount of 
infrastructure that will be required at and near the mouth of the canyon to accommodate all of the cars 
of the people that it plans to transport. This will require the city to create and fund an entirely new bus 
line just for the gondola. The traffic issue will not be solved, but rather relocated to the base of the 
canyon. (32.2.6.5E) The gondola also ignores all canyon-users besides those who ski/snowboard at 
either Alta or Snowbird. The canyon is not owned by these two resorts. They should not receive a state-
funded subsidy in the form of a gondola at the expense of both the taxpayers who choose to recreate in 
the canyon in other ways and the canyon itself. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Please look ahead to the future and realize that both of these high-impact solutions will alter the face 
and character of our beloved Little Cottonwood Canyon FOREVER. (32.4I) Trying a low-impact, 
relatively low cost solution that uses the simple power of incentives to limit canyon access and lower 
the number of vehicles on the road deserves and needs to be seriously considered by UDOT and 
everyone who uses the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6983 

DATE:   8/25/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Zschiesche 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good day, 
 
Regarding the two proposed measures for correcting the perceived traffic problem in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, I strongly oppose both of these transportation options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The impact to 
the canyon, and all the people that find recreation (especially in the lower and middle sections of the 
canyon) would be pronounced. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) I can well appreciate the need to help people 
arrive at the ski resorts in a timely and effective manner, however, destroying sections of the canyon, 
and building more human infrastructure is not how to do it. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
I have found both recreation and solace and beauty in this wonderful canyon since the early 1980's. 
Please, do not build this transportation travesty. 
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COMMENT #:  6984 

DATE:   8/25/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophie Chernosky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please enhance the bus service rather than widening the road. Protect our outdoor recreation and 
climbing locations! (32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6985 

DATE:   8/25/21 3:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophie Morton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe there are many other alternatives that would not permanently alter the natural beauty of the 
surrounding environment. This current strategy would also destroy many recreational climbing areas 
that are unique and world renowned. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6986 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reilly Beckstrand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand how the proposed gondola and road widening options would be effective at fixing traffic 
concerns. However, since the most sever traffic concerns take place during the snow sport seasons, it 
doesn’t seem to make sense to permanently alter the summer scenery. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) I would support the UDOT proposals, but only after less destructive methods had 
been shown to not work. Try a season or two of less destructive options that more efficiently use 
existing infrastructure before we permanently impact the beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  6987 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laurent Meillon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Like many out of state climbers, i sometimes travel to UT to climb in Little Cottonwood. Contrary to 
UDOT's recent parking proposals, i hope you will decide to protect climbing access. It would be good 
for Utah's tourist revenues. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.6A) 
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COMMENT #:  6988 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am fully against the two proposed “solutions” until all other non invasive means have been met. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) As a tax payer, I value efficiency and making my contribution count. Please 
reconsider. The below highlights what I agree and disagree with. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
John Martin 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6989 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christeen Munford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Christeen Munford 
Orem, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6990 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Hickerson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why not a train? (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  6991 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Rothacher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not flexible and costs too much. (32.2.9E) Instead just increase bus service and install 
snow sheds. (32.2.9A) The road does not need to be significantly widened. (32.2.9C) Restrict 
automobiles on heaviest traffic days. (3.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  6992 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Aretz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If you move forward with construction that destroys climbing I will not ski there. I will stay in CO and CA 
(32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  6993 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  6994 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t destroy these boulders. There has to be an end to putting profits over interacting with 
nature. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Please make this decision from a humane standpoint, not a business one. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  6995 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Steenburgh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed options in the EIS fail consider recreation throughout the canyon, and therefore must be 
reconsidered. (32.29G, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) 
 
Little cottonwood canyon is home to world class bouldering that must be protected. In the many years 
that I have been a rock climber, I have come across people from all over the world including Germany, 
Puerto Rico, the UK and many more. Each of these people came to Salt Lake City just for the world 
class rock climbing. Any traffic solution must consider and protect the resources throughout the entire 
canyon both summer and winter recreation. Additionally, a route was recently established that is one of 
the hardest climbs in the entire world and cannot be destroyed by gondola construction. (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
 
I personally believe that the road has plenty of capacity as is, except during storms. (32.1.2B) 
Expanding the capacity or building a gondola will each fail to completely address the traffic problem and 
will attract more people to use the canyon, making traffic worse. (32.7B and 32.7C) Little cottonwood is 
a precious resource both at the ski areas and away from the ski areas. The people of Salt Lake deserve 
a solution that preserves the natural resources in the canyon, provides adequate access for the entire 
canyon, and effectively mitigates traffic. If all three of these items are not met, no solution should be 
pursued. (32.2.9G)  
 
Please reconsider the transportation options, and propose new options that do not destroy the beauty 
that is Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  6996 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bailee Koi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy our natural land here in UT. (32.29G) We are known not only for world class 
bouldering, but also skiing, hiking, and many other outdoor activities. This change will will snap Utah’s 
future to be more of a city destination rather than a natural wonder full of history. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 
32.4I, and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  6997 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emil Geisler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is disgraceful that the gondola is being so seriously considered - it is a transportation system that will 
solely benefit the companies at the top of the mountain, while excluding the interests of all other canyon 
users. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Additionally, this will cause permanent 
damage to the LCC landscape, destroying boulders that have been loved for years, and disrupting the 
scenery. (32.4B and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  6998 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Amanda Lundberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Amanda Lundberg 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  6999 

DATE:   8/25/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Reedy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support Gondola option as means of traffic relief in LCC. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  7000 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Watson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, improved bus systems, snow sheds in critical locations, and tolls for single occupant 
vehicles is the answer. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7001 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jamie Doxey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jamie Doxey 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7002 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Todd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the best immediate option is no 2x4 vehicles in the canyon from October to April or at least from 
november threw March. (32.2.2M) 
 
Then I think we need a revised sticker program. We pay enough in vehicle taxes to get 1 free sticker 
every year. These stickers could be colored or labeled similar to registration for the car. But this would 
serve as winter tire registration and the sticker can go on bottom of license plate or front ware one 
would be normally, or in like driver corner windshield or something that makes sense, and you simply 
get a new one every year from any place that can do emissions testing and or safety, and I would 
imagine tire shops would love it. Because it takes 2 minutes of one guys time and if the tires don’t meet 
the standards they can sell them some. Thinking like find 10 or so shops in the valley that would want 
to do this. I bet Burt brothers and big O and hillside tire ect. Would love the extra chance to sell tires at 
minimal investment if there time, and now that everyone has awd and a vehicle with snow worthy tires 
in the canyon we will all be safer and get home sooner with less damage to the church environment. 
And if you cause a wreck because you tried to sneak by with no awd and no winter tires or sticker you 
would have a hefty fine. Plenty enough to pay for stickers. (32.2.2M)  
 
Then I think we need a bike lane going up and down the canyon ideally on both sides and during the 
winter some could choose to buss up or gondola up or something else and possibly ski down. If done 
correctly could even be a big attraction. (32.9A and 32.9B)  
 
Then at the mouth as your leaving we should lengthen the crap out of the left hand Turing lane so as 
many cars as possible can line up to turn left and not block cars going straight, and add even a short 2-
4 car length right hand turn lane for pulling into the park and ride. This way all traffic can free flow and 
there is much much less of wasted time and flow due to design. (32.29R)  
 
Next I think the canyon busses need to be awd , heck it could just be nice even in the valley and up on 
the bench. Could probably modify current busses and get electric motors up front for front drive/hybrid 
may mean better fuel economy and therefore save money long term to cover the maintenance long 
term of the nee hardware. (32.2.6.3F) But that’s definitely last , and I really believe the gondola has the 
best option especially with a possible down hill ski lane. Or a kind of down hill train cart. Doesn’t need 
to have much power just enough to resist the slope, maybe something like the size of a mine cart. 
Definitely a out there idea but it could be Awsome especially if the snow melts and you need yo get 
down the rest of the canyon you could hop on that or a little scooter station and ride down hill to the 
parking lot. (32.29D)  
 
The last few are definitely not easily done but the first few I think definitely are 
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COMMENT #:  7003 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Barber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
I believe the forest service should be urged to reconduct a capacity limit study on LCC. (32.20B) I don’t 
believe the canyon can handle more capacity as they currently have analyzed. The solutions UDOT are 
inadequate and will lead to the destruction of an amazing canyon. LCC has already been destroyed 
enough. Let’s figure out a much smaller footprint plan. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7004 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah’s air quality is bad enough. (32.10A) We need a solution that cuts down on carbon emissions and 
reduces dependence on cars on the road. 
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COMMENT #:  7005 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carynn Butler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon! The gondola is a much better choice. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7006 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Memmott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really dislike the traffic in the canyon and I think a gondola is a great alternative. (32.7C and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7007 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Air quality is important to me and I support the gondola. (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-7183 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7008 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7009 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angie Call 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Finding parking is often a deterrent to heading up the canyon in the summer. An alternative way to get 
there without the parking hassle and dangerous roadside conditions would make it so much easier. 
(32.1.2C and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7010 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid snowboarder, ski lifts are always so convenient and ideal for navigating the mountain. The 
gondola would do the exact same thing for the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7011 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Call 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a bus up and down the canyon with a young family is stressful, uncomfortable, and unreliable. A 
gondola is a much more enjoyable experience and allows my kids to see Utah’s beauty from a new 
perspective. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7012 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Todd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
One more comment/idea. I think if UDOT instigated a required parking charge especially when not 
parking on Alta or snow bird property and just from October to April. $10 for 1 person in a car and $5 for 
two and 3 or more is free. Not enough to generate a lot of income and would definitely need to figure 
out how exactly to charge and know how many people are in a car, but it would go a long long way to 
subtly incentivize people to try to carpool more. $5 or $10 isn’t a lot of money but it’s just enough that 
it’s annoying especially to go pull out of a atm. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Therefore less cars in canyon 
and less cars means large change in commute time especially if everyone has good tires and awd/4x4. 
(32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  7013 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Call 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love gondolas. They are so fun to ride with my friends and to soar in the air. I think it sounds like a 
great choice. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7014 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Romney Matthewson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid hiker safety is important to me. If there happened to be a canyon closure due to an avalance 
on the road or I was too exhausted from a long day of hiking a gondola would provide security and 
ensure I would be able to get down the canyon without drowsy driving or a delay due to bad weather. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7015 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  McKenna Jenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Too many times people get stuck up the canyon when an avalanche shuts down the road. A gondola 
takes that problem away entirely. (32.7A and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  7016 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love Utah's wildlife and I want to see it preserved. Please choose the gondola that has the smallest 
impact on our nature. (32.13A and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7017 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shantel Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Shantel Smith 
Slc, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7018 

DATE:   8/25/21 5:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Romano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Public comment seems to have little bearing on EIS decisions- the Smith River mine springs to mind- 
but here goes nothing. (32.2.9N) I do not see how this proposal -either the gondola or the road 
expansion- does not amount to a half billion dollar handout to the ski resorts at the expense of every 
other user of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is evident to anyone who 
has spent time in the canyon that a wider road or gondola infrastructure would be hugely detrimental to 
the ecology of the area and the experience of other users of the canyon. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.4I) 
The canyon is just too narrow and to ecologically sensitive for the kind of development that is being 
proposed. Why do the needs of resort skiers and a mere 30 days of elevated traffic during the ski 
season take precedence over other users who recreate in the canyon year around? (32.1.4D and 
32.1.2B) There is a much more economically and environmentally sensible approach that is not even 
on offer unfortunately. Expand electric bus services and infrastructure and impose toll fees on users 
who insist on driving their vehicles- especially resort skiers. (32.2.6.5F, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) Let's get 
real, the users with the largest environmental footprint are unquestionably those who use the resorts. 
Modern ski resorts are insanely energy and resource intensive. Resort users and the resorts 
themselves should be on the hook for an alternative proposal that does not impact other users of Little 
Cottonwood and the ecology of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I realize 
this is not an option for this impact statement but I am opposed to both measures and hope that the 
state legislature does not approve funding for either option. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  7019 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris McCandless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
August 25, 2021 
 
Dear UDOT Team, 
 
Thanks for all the hard work. Please take into consideration the following comments as it relates to the 
DEIS. 
 
UDOT is taking the travel times into account from the mobility hubs (BCC and Sandy) and shows that it 
that takes a single bus ride to the Gondola. However, using the 1500-1800 parking stalls at the LaCaille 
Base/Gondola station, Snowbird is only a 31-minute ride, and the ride is the beginning of his/her 
mountain experience. The Gondola ride is an experiential enhancement while a bus is not a pleasant 
mountain experience, it’s a bus ride. Some travel time consideration should be made for this difference 
between the two options and a column for the shorter gondola travel time from the base station should 
be reflected. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5O) 
 
Furthermore, the Sandy Mobility hub as we understand it only has one road lane travelling from 
Highland Drive to the Highway 210/209 intersection. As a result of the lack of a dedicated bus lane, the 
travel time is increased. This travel time should be increased as stated in the DEIS to reflect this 
inconsistency. Additionally, this element will increase the number of people wanting to ride from the 
BCC Wasatch Boulevards Mobility Hub and its dedicated bus lane and inadvertently increase the 
personal vehicles/traffic coming from Sandy and areas south through Cottonwood Heights City along 
Wasatch Boulevard having an unforeseen circumstance on the increased traffic impact to the residents 
in this area. (32.7E) 
 
We also need to acknowledge that the Snowbird and Alta bus drops people off on the road (by 
comparison to the present bus stops inside the parking lots) and the walking time to the ski lifts will take 
an additional 15 minutes. This travel time increase should be added to the bus trip and included in the 
DEIS. By comparison, the Gondola drops passengers off at a mountainside location and passengers 
can immediately access the skiable terrain on the mountain saving the alternatives bus stops walking 
distance/time to the ski lifts. This bus stop versus gondola travel time differential should be a factor in 
the UDOT DEIS. (32.2.6.3A) 
 
The question of the total travel time is skewed due to the lack of weather or similar related delays 
incorporated into the total travel time projections in the bus alternative. As stated in numerous places 
the bus travel time is estimated only when the weather is good or there is no congestion. (32.2.6.3P) 
 
Any vehicle congestion, bad weather, a stalled/stuck or wrecked cars delays/stops the bus traveling 
time into and out of the canyon. These delays are almost always accentuated on weekends, holidays, 
powder, and bad weather days with the delay often reaching a 2-3-hour one-way delay. These delays 
are common and should not be counted as part of the complete road closure times which is when the 
bus system completely shuts down, we are talking about delays only - not closures. With that stated 
and based upon this re-occurring event/actual impact to busses (which that type of delay will never be a 
Gondola problem) it is estimated that these delays occur approximately 40-50 times per year. These 
specific delay times should then be added to the good weather projected travel time that exceed ten 
times the estimated UDOT travel time as stated in the EIS. This actual bad weather/weekend 
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congestion travel time impact is not mentioned in the bus related travel time estimates and to be fair, it 
should be included. (32.2.6.5P)  
 
It would be greatly appreciated if these scenarios as defined above are analyzed and included as part 
of the DEIS when making an informed and final ROD for the EIS. 
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COMMENT #:  7020 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maddie Frommelt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Maddie Frommelt 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7021 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hannah Bruns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Hannah Bruns 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7022 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Mackintosh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned about the environmental impact of both of these options to LCC. I do not think that this 
project has been well thought out and both of these measures are extreme. I would like to see other 
options that are less of a negative impact on the em unique and beautiful environment of the canyon. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7023 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Geary 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save the boulders. Add more buses without adding lanes (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7024 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenny Rudin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Reside to other options. We’re losing so much climbing activities in doing so. (32.2.2PP, 32.4A, and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7025 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Henriksen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing the material, please put in a more robust bus system. Please make sure those buses 
are clean energy buses. It leverage his existing infrastructure. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  7026 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Riley Aspinwall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
keep the wild, wild!!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7027 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Markovsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not continue either of the options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) There is a large group of dedicated 
climbers that actively use this land and serve as stewards of the land. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please 
engage in an open dialogue and discuss the alternatives rather than desecrating this landscape further! 
(32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7028 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Ford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I approve of the enhanced bus plan as I would use it. It also leaves room for more improvements in the 
future rather than blowing it all on the gondola. It’s important to me to address the problem of capacity 
in the canyon, not just travel (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  7029 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Kendell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey we should probably look into other options that don’t impact the canyon as much as these two 
solutions. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7030 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nathan Huff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nathan Huff 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7031 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reagan Mccracken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that there needs to be more buses and more bus parking, buses bring traffic down significantly 
and are far less invasive to the environment than widening the road. (32.2.9A and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7032 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Claudia Wiese 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am greatly concerned and upset that the options UDOT has narrowed down. Why did they not 
consider furthering options that implement public transportation when many studies show that is the 
most effective way to lessen traffic. (32.2.2PP and 32.7C) They’ve shown that when roads are widened 
traffic doesn’t lessen, it just increases to the increased capacity. (32.20E) Please reconsider long term 
impact and the most sustain and quick solution.(32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7033 

DATE:   8/25/21 6:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dawn Hendry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The road widening and gondola options are poor options, given the number of other options. Agreed 
the canyon is narrow and traffic is an issue, and can’t support the population using it, but both of these 
options are shortsighted and reckless and impact climbers. (32.4A and 32.4B) This canyon is narrow, 
and widening the road would remove natural features. Please consider other, non-destructive options 
with less environmental impact. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7034 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s join forces to find a solution that works for everyone who wants to enjoy the canyon (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7035 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Villalobos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking down nature for our convenience is getting out of hand. Other projects can be considered first! 
(32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7036 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Family 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Climb utah (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7037 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheyenne Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
this isn’t right!! No land widening and gondola, need a bus system! (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7038 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeline voloshin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
- Ski areas will be the primary beneficiaries of the prospsed changes to little cottonwood, why is it 
beinig funded by taxpayers/state money? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- Is this mitigating traffic or a way to just move more people up the canyon for the resorts? 
(32.1.2B) What are the determined capacities of the canyon and will the options help mitigate traffic but 
not go over capacity? (32.20B and 32.2.4A)  
- Why hasn’t a capacity study not been conducted? (32.20B) 
- Will tolling be year round? (32.2.4A) 
- Will there be incentives to take the gondola or bus? (32.2.4A) 
- Will the easement under/around the gondola be accessible for use by recreators? (32.4B) 
- Permanent solution to temporary problem, congested traffic only occurs seasonally, and not 
even every day of the season. (32.1.4D) The EIS is meant to address the purpose and need-which is 
all canyon users-but neither of these options meet the purpose and need. (32.1.2B)  
- Has it been considered that bus technology will continue to improve while gondola technology 
will not? (32.2.6.3F) 

Page 32B-7215 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7039 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Clint Hoffar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
I am an avid climbing and skier and would hate to see little cottonwood destroyed with a gondola or the 
roads widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C). I love being up on the granite walls and looking down seeing 
the natural beautiful of what the canyon truly is. (32.17A and 32.17B) If this were to change with a 
gondola that only has a sole purpose of bring skiers to snowbird and Alta that would deter me from 
heading up little. (32.4I) It also doesn’t address the problem of what you will do with the other nine 
months of the year. (32.1.2C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Clint Hoffar 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-7216 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7040 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Zastrow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not demolish great rock climbing. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7041 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brandon Ussery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Commenting once again because I feel that the gondola is a taxpayer funded marketing scheme for the 
resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I understand that those at UDOT are likely 
being paid out by resorts to get this done, and nothing I can do can stop this, but I have not met a 
SINGLE person who wants a gondola built. You guys need to seriously consider what you are about to 
do. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9N)  
 
Sincerely, 
Brandon Ussery 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7042 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike McBride 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for the Gondola option. If it’s cheap, people will prefer it to driving. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7043 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hailey Ihlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save LCC, less invasive more nature (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7044 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alden Brom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please realize that climbers are equally valid users of this space, and given the climate change that is 
occurring, our sport will probably be viable longer.The only people whose claim supercedes any 
recreation group would be the indigenous people from whom the land was stolen. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 
32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  7045 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolina Terrazas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save LCC less invasive more nature (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7046 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Koo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save LCC (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  7047 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Salzman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposals are detrimental to climbing and other recreation. I do not support either proposal. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7048 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeline Gronset 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of these proposals are not good for the environment nor the recreational access for climbers and 
beyond. Both would be detrimental. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, 32.4P, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 
32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  7049 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenny Byers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber and regular visitor to Utah, I come to Little Cottonwood to climb, in particular on boulders. 
The gondola option and road option will remkve many of these world class, social problems. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) I support bussing as an alternate option that may protect these boulders. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7050 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Quirk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola!!! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7051 

DATE:   8/25/21 7:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Josi Frommelt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Josi Frommelt 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7052 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Coury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed solutions, gondola and road widening, cause permanent damage that cannot be undone. 
They also almost entirely serve users of the ski resorts, and ignore the many other uses, especially 
backcountry skiing and climbing. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Additionally, severe 
damage will be done to local fragile ecosystems. (32.13A and 32.13B) A less invasive and aggressive 
solution must be explored before we take this dramatic of steps. (32.29R and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7053 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kate Osborne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Kate Osborne 
Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7054 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola thing actually seems awful everybody. (32.2.9E) It’ll just sit around most of the year doing 
nothing, get shut down during bad weather. (32.2.6.5F and 32.2.6.5K) Listen to the SLCA and make a 
comprehensive solution (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7055 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Danielle Gaztambide 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Danielle Gaztambide 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7056 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Caroline Flood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Caroline Flood 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7057 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Greer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t change anything (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  7058 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Milarmsi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7059 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lea Lazaris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola or any construction up little cottonwood is going to ruin outdoor access for climbers and skiers. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) Add more buses. Limit Cars driving up. PLEASE save lil 
cottonwood (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7060 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola would destroy environment for flora and fauna, as well as disturb outdoor recreation. (32.2.9E, 
32.13A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7061 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Dingman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We can explore other ways before making permanent damage. Such as regulating busses, and other 
methods of traffic mitigation. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7062 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thorn Merrill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options will cause irreversible damage to the canyon. We should explore other traffic mitigation 
and public transit options before damaging the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7063 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kate Osborne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kate Osborne 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7064 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build a fucking gondola in LCC (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7065 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Anderson-Ayers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor tolls, shuttles and increased carpool incentives to help decrease traffic in the Canyon year-
round, for all users. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) As a hiker, runner, and biker, I don't 
feeI the plan should cater only to skiers and the resorts, and favor more bus service over a gondola 
system which appears to be set up to allow the 2 ski resorts to increase capacity and convenience 
solely for their customers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7066 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brenda Rios 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
brenda rios 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7067 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cindi Grant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d like to see a toll on LCC & BCC Roads. (32.2.4A) This will decrease congestion and encourage 
using the bus. (32.2.9A) I think the gondola is very short sighted and a bad idea for such an iconic 
natural canyon. (32.2.9E) It already has enough development. We need to be stewards of the canyon 
and preserve its character for future generations. Not pack more people and vehicles in it. (32.1.2B and 
32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  7068 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Ayers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have previously commented in favor of increased bus service over a gondola system, but would like to 
further state that I prefer carpool incentives, shuttles and tolls for motorists over either of the 2 
presented options. (32.2.4A) I visit the canyon most outside of winter, as a biker and hiker, and don't 
expect the gondola system to help me much. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  7069 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Corso 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Horrible idea! Utilizing our tax dollars to fund a means for Alta’s and Snowbird’s winter profits 
destroying the canyon for their business. The canyons ARE Utah. The resorts ARE accessible. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Please seek out alternate solutions!! (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7070 

DATE:   8/25/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Katelin Goings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Katelin Goings 
SLC, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7071 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Collins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola has only one goal, to help sustain growth at the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The traffic that is talked about mostly occurs on hood powder days... what 
a dozen times a year? (32.1.4D) This is a waste of tax payers money. The proposal only Benegits the 
elite who can afford to ski. It has no hearing for the rest of us. I think both suggestions are horrible. 
Leave the canyon as is. Create a reservation system during huge powder days or create a toll for busy 
days. Enforce car pooling. Don’t destroy our canyon! (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  7072 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kayla Kantor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kayla Kantor 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7073 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brigetta Utai 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Brigetta Utai 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7074 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alexis Abelow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alexis Abelow 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7075 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glen Nickle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build it! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7076 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory Ducker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm writing to oppose the draft EIS as presented. Both preferred options involve substantial and 
irreversible changes to the canyon that would cause significant negative impact for benefits that would 
only be apparent a few days each year. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.1.4D) In particular, the 
gondola option will have a significant visual impact and risks being a white elephant. (32.17A) Users 
would have to crowd into a new parking structure to access the gondola and once that was full, use 
buses just to get to the gondola itself- an unattractive option that is unlikely to be used except for the 
busiest 5 days a year. (32.2.4A) It is clear that a more modest set of physical improvements (1-2 
snowsheds in the most avalanche prone areas, enhanced bus service, new park and ride lots) in 
conjunction with private vehicle tolling to both reduce traffic and help finance them would be a more 
sustainable solution for the near future, with much less environmental impact. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, and 
32.2.4A) I would hope that UDOT would consider cost and how the current plans are very expensive for 
taxpayers for only minimal benefit and that cheaper, less construction heavy alternatives should be 
phased in for several years before moving on to such significant changes that would truly harm LCC for 
everyone. 
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COMMENT #:  7077 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Madden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the enhanced bus system would be the best because it would bring some of the running and 
biking traffic out of big cotton wood and would also help with the traffic. (32.2.9A) The second best 
option would be the gondola because it would have the least effect on the ecosystem in little cotton 
wood (32.2.9D and 32.13A)
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COMMENT #:  7078 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Is the integrity of our canyons really worth an expensive and frankly temporary solution that will only 
benefit resort using winter althetes? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are better 
ways to mitigate the issue that don't involve permanently altering the landscape so many call home. Do 
better. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7079 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Janelle Blessing 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Janelle Blessing 
Ogden, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7080 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Payne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola, very economical and environmentally safe. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7081 

DATE:   8/25/21 9:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meera Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Get the hell out of here with your gondola bullshit. (32.2.9E) And don't try to expand capacity. (32.20B 
and 32.20C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Meera Andersen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7082 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Evan Heyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Evan Heyman 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7083 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rochelle Jonswold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola would be a welcome change to the traffic. We live in Park City and gave up trying to get 
up Little Cotton Wood Canyon. This is eliminate parking issues too. Great plan. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7084 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Decola 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes do the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7085 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michell Wang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Please consider other solutions. Gondola is not the way! (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Michell Wang 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7086 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabriel Kemling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
 
I am a boulderer from Oregon and would like to voice my strong opposition to destroying Cottonwood 
Canyon in order to put a new road in to alleviate ski traffic for 30 days per year. (32.2.9C, 32.1.4D, and 
32.4A) I hope that UDOT can come up with a solution that does not negatively impact the climbing 
area, or the rest of the environment there. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) I am sure that future generations of 
climbers will be appreciative of the canyon being left in tact.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Gabriel Kemling  
Avid climber and outdoor enthusiast 
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COMMENT #:  7087 

DATE:   8/25/21 10:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kelly Hammon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kelly Hammon 
Wayzata, MN  
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COMMENT #:  7088 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean We must seek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please allow for an extension of the planned LCC EIS. Formal Comment Period from 45 days to 60 
days. (32.29A) Other options must be reviewed prior to moving forward with a gondola or bus lane. 
(32.2.2PP) I recreate frequently in LCC as a climber and Backcountry skier and value the dispersed 
activities within. Altering access to bouldering and other climbing will forever tarnish the canyon. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) All in the name of the mighty dollar. (32.1.2B) Let's work together to seek other options 
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COMMENT #:  7089 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ben Lazenby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ben Lazenby 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7090 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nick Cramer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Nick Cramer 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7091 

DATE:   8/25/21 11:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Austin Zetting 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Austin Zetting 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7092 

DATE:   8/26/21 12:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a home owner in Cottonwood Heights and Canyon employee. I’m 100 percent against the gondola. 
(32.2.9E) Id prefer to see the road turned into a toll road. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Use the money for 
canyon conservation. To tax home owners for a gondola that will benefit the ski resorts is insanity. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I drive up the canyon daily and rarely get stuck in traffic. 
I’ve altered my driving schedule to miss the high traffic powder day times. Please contact me with any 
additional questions. 
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COMMENT #:  7093 

DATE:   8/26/21 12:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Washburn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't put a gondola in little cottonwood. (32.2.9E) You're not considering the impact it has on the 
other users in the canyon, and ski traffic is only about half the year so you're alienating more than half 
of the canyon users (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  7094 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Arnold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The busses have great potential, if they really expanded the service. Start of by building a trax line up 
to the smiths on 9400s and 2000e. (32.2.2I) Have four additional buses going up each canyon leaving 
from this point. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.9A) we can expand if necessary. Have them run every 15 min 
during peak hours. This makes way more sense when it comes to parking issues and the fact tax payer 
dollars will be used. Not only would we benefit from the trax line in way more ways then the gondola. 
we wouldn’t be creating an eye sore or threatening our watershed. (32.17A and 32.12A) As well as 
creating jobs that would go year round with the trax line. I don’t think the road should be widened or 
anything should be done inside of lcc. (32.2.7C) We must protect our watershed (32.12B). That is more 
important then a tourist attraction. That really doesn’t benefit your average Salt Lake City resident and 
we are the ones paying for it. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please take this into 
strong consideration let’s protect our watershed by not touching lcc you would already have to get on a 
bus from the parking garage to get to the gondola. (32.2.6.4B and 32.2.6.5J) 
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COMMENT #:  7095 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jere Gimbel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the tram/gondola up little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  7096 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Copeland Corley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It's a shame that both options you're considering destroy long established boulder fields loved by the 
climbing community. (32.4A and 32.4B) I understand the desire to reduce carbon emissions, but 
preserving such natural features as the Little Cottonwoord boulders is equally if not just as important. 
(32.10A) Have you thought about less destructive options? For example, increasing bussing to the ski 
resort while discouraging individual drivers with toll booths. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7097 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Lawlor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While much thought has clearly gone into this, I believe we should attempt to address the transportation 
issue through other, less impactful measures such as additional bussing and tolling the road before we 
make permanent changes that would forever change the wild character of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) We have something that is so special and we should do everything we can to 
preserve it. 
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COMMENT #:  7098 

DATE:   8/26/21 6:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Deborah Candler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Deborah Candler 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7099 

DATE:   8/26/21 6:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mathias Simmons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand that sometimes changes that permanently change the landscape are necessary. However 
I do not feel as if these proposed options have taken into account all of the activity that occurs in the 
canyon. Instead, I feel these options are hyper-focused on one problem at the expense of everyone 
else that visits the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT’s gondola and 
additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing experience as well as 
year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A).
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COMMENT #:  7100 

DATE:   8/26/21 6:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chad Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Chad Moore 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7101 

DATE:   8/26/21 6:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Cortesi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I just wanted to weigh in that LCC is one of the Backcountry gems of the wasatch and provide for those 
who live in Salt Lake the opportunity to have unparalleled access to some of the most impressive 
mountains in the area and be able to do a myriad of things such as run, ski and climb. Any unnecessary 
development in the canyon will likely result in losing the impressive alpine environment you are trying to 
make more accessible. (32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) Also the damage done with the mass amount of 
construction to the area will likely impact the watershed and the ecosystems which run through little 
cottonwood. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) This is a very special place to lots of people and 
further development will change the canyon and the wasatch beyond recognition. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7102 

DATE:   8/26/21 6:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emiline Twitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Emiline Twitchell 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7103 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ani Haas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please think about the world your children and grandchildren are inheriting. Let’s preserve the wildness 
that was the very thing that shaped us into our existence. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7104 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alec Finke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hello, I have lived at the base of LCC and have skied up there my whole life. I am 24 now and LCC has 
grown to be my favorite place in the whole world, the same for many other locals here in the salt lake 
valley.. And I am very concerned about these recent options that we are given to “decide” on when they 
both only benefit the resorts which will bring them more and more money. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) This is not the solution we need. I think it is very unnecessary to force a gondola 
into LCC when that is just going to double the amount of people that are ABLE to get up there. (32.20A, 
32.20B, and 32.20C) We need to do a better job at limiting people, not including more of them. We can 
start by charging a toll at the mouth of the canyon and using that money to invest in systems that we 
already have in place. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) I also love the idea of constructing snow sheds like they 
have in Alaska in Europe at the base of our avalanche runout zones, drastically improving the bus 
system (bigger parking lots at Lodi stations along valley, more buses, more bus schedule marketing, 
etc.) (32.2.9K, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.2.1C) It seems like a better option than the gondola all around and I 
would like to see it talked about more. I also like the idea of having a locals/employees time to drive up 
the canyon for backcountry users. Just some ideas but all in all, I say NO to the gondola! (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Alec Finke 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7105 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steve Gottfredson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Steve Gottfredson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7106 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Skyler Nichol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I live the gondola idea, it only services the resorts, and provides little to no benefit for other 
canyon users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Improved bussing can provide 
opportunity for multiple stops for other users, and will receive more use during summer as well. 
(32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2C)  
 
If the lanes are to be widened, historic rock climbing boulders should be undisturbed when possible, or 
relocated. (32.4A) Little Cottonwood is a world-renowned climbing area just as it is a world-renowned 
skiing area. These boulders and climbs are destinations too, and should be maintained. If a rock 
garden were constructed near the new mobility hub, using the relocated boulders, this would keep 
these boulders around for continual use while still allowing for road expansion. (32.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7107 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bonnie Rothman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a seasonal resident of LCC. I support developing environmentally responsible options to transport 
recreators up into the canyon. I strongly prefer the enhanced bus service option over the gondola 
option. (32.2.9A) The gondola would be inconvenient and prohibitively expensive for most canyon 
enthusiasts. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5J) It would also be unsightly to those of us who value the natural 
beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) The Enhanced Bus Service would be easy for all to use. It would be 
aesthetically preferable. There should also be a toll for cars driving up into the canyon to encourage 
bus usage. (32.2.4A) I welcome further discussion. 
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COMMENT #:  7108 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola very much appears to be a viable long-term solution to a long-term problem that has 
plagued the area for a good while. Not to mention, I can get behind a solution that has the ability to 
saves lives (less vehicular traffic = less accidents) and lessens are footprint in terms of emissions and 
new road construction (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7109 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennifer Spencer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Sprncer 
Slc, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7110 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Powell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This project would only benefit the ski resorts and not the other users of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As a climber in this canyon, I would prefer not to have the natural beauty 
deteriorated and access reduced by these measures. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
Surely, there is another solution that benefits all. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7111 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Meredith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do we really need more humans going up Little Cottonwood Canyon? (32.1.2B) Yes, I have waited in 
that line in the winter and I always turn around when I get stuck in it. There’s got to be a better solution 
than expanding transportation. (32.2.2PP) The mountains are full anyway no matter how soon anybody 
gets there-unless there will also be more lifts up there and expansion of ski areas! (32.20C) The current 
chairlift capacity up there seems too small to justify these major transportation developments. 
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COMMENT #:  7112 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jakob Niemeyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t go through with either of these plans they will destroy hundreds of iconic boulders in the 
wilderness that are cherished by outdoor enthusiasts and climbers alike. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A and 
32.4B) Please respect this slice of wilderness and don’t make any renovations to our natural lands. 
(32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  7113 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erin Knoeck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Knoeck 
South Salt Lake, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7114 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Losaunne White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Losaunne White 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7115 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicholas Kean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicholas Kean 
South Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7116 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Sargent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Protect access for other's and ensure the longevity of the region by picking the more flexible bussing 
program, without expansion of lanes, over the gondola plan (32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7117 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alec Penttila 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The construction of a gondola / cog train will cause irreparable scarring in our canyon and cost 
taxpayers too much money. (32.17A, 32.17D, and 32.2.7A) Do not expand the wasatch boulevard into 
a highway that will certainly increase the rate of vehicle vs animal collision further damaging our fragile 
ecosystem. (32.2.9L and 32.13D) My solution to you is expansion of parking garages at the resorts or 
at the mouth of the canyon, increased bus access with incentive to use it, and monitored access to the 
canyon ie. time slots, canyon pass, cops checking for 4x4 and chains more consistently on storm days 
even if the storm is coming in the afternoon. These options may not be as fancy as a gondola but they 
are sure to be less destructive. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.2K, 32.2.2F, and 32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  7118 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabriel Rainisch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please revisit your solution to the traffic congestion with those that balance the interests of outdoor 
enthusiasts (hikers and climbers) who find it heartbreaking to learn treasured land will be permanently 
destroyed by your plans. (32.29G, 32.2.2PP, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7119 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Hutchings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe neither of these two proposed plans are the best course of action in LCC. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) It takes into account only one portion of the users of the Canyon (the skiers) and only makes 
access and the space harder to use for a larger group of people that use the space for other outdoor 
activities. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I) Of the two plans 
the bussing plan makes the most sense, but I believe should be implemented without widening the road 
and potentially a toll implemented for passenger cars in order to incentivize people to take the busses. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 

Page 32B-7296 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7120 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Danielle White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. I am not in agreement with the creation of 
more traffic lanes or the addition of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
Ways to REDUCE traffic and redirect the use of private vehicles to mass transportation must be found. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Leaving the ecosystem intact is imperative. Furthermore, I am amongst the Salt 
Lake valley’s rock climbers who do not wish to see the boulders close to the road sacrificed. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) 
 
Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Danielle White 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7121 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Frisby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What you are proposing is going to forever alter the canyon for other users to cater to a very narrow 
group of users for a very limited part of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I 
oppose both options being considered. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Less destructive options exist. (32.2.9A) 
I DO NOT support the gondola or widening the road especially since YOU have not considered other 
less destructive options. (32.2.2PP) Tax payer dollars SHOULD NOT be going to help the private ski 
resorts at the top of the canyon to the detriment of all other users of the canyon. Climbing, hiking, and 
other uses will be forever changed with both these options. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7122 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Yaraslau Kaushovik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No additional lanes or gondolas please. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Increasing bus traffic and limiting car 
access is the simplest, cheapest and non-destructive solution! (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  7123 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory Collins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on vehicle transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Under no 
circumstances should you alter (again) the resting place of the granite boulders in the canyon. They 
were placed by god. The boulders are sacred, any manipulation of them will be sacrilege. Think of, and 
honor future generations. (32.4A and 32.4B) 

Page 32B-7300 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7124 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kyle Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
This is a terrible idea. No gondola! (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kyle Price 
Ogden, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7125 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Jeffries 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon has been a very impotant part of our family life. My husband proposed to me 
here. My son has spent thousands of hours in the canyon, some of the best times in his life have been 
in LCC. Now my grandchildren are learning to love it like their Dad. I am OPPOSED to both the 
solutions proposed. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Widening the road ruins many areas that rock climbers use 
for bouldering, a sport that many in Utah and around the US enjoy. (32.4A) I can't even imagine a 
gondola going overhead. It would spoil the beauty of the area (32.17A). My family in NY used to come 
to ski at Alta and Snowbird for over 40 years.I moved to Utah 43 years ago to ski at Alta. Utah gained a 
taxpayer when I moved here in 1976 LCC has always been such a majestic beautiful place. I ask that 
UDOT consider other traffic mitigation that doesn't physically damage Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
Thank you for your consideration of my request. 
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COMMENT #:  7126 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Bold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm writing because I am concerned about the proposed plans for LCC. Widening the road or adding a 
gondola would require UDOT to destroy valuable rock climbing resources and hiking access along 
LCC. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) this may seem like a good economic move in the present, but I implore 
you to consider the long-term economic loss and consequences. (32.29G) Climbing as a sport is 
exploding in popularity, especially with it's recent debut in the Olympic games. Utah is set up to be a 
pinnacle world climbing destination in the future years, and will be able to economically capitalize on 
this natural resource. If you destroy irreplaceable rocks now, you are greatly damaging your future 
economic gains. (32.6D) 
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COMMENT #:  7127 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Gregory 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am NOT in support of the Gondola. (32.2.9E). I don’t think the gondola is flexible enough. It serves a 
small purpose and creates a massive impact on the area. It only solves a portion of the canyons issues. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7128 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Bull 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I had lofty climbing goals I was looking forward to going after this fall once the temperature drops. 
Unfortunately, and you’ve likely seen the video, I was bitten by an alligator, thus throwing a wrench in 
those plans. I don’t want to have to imagine accepting that some of those goals will never be realized 
because of this project. (32.4A and 32.4B) I know there’s an issue of economics going into this 
decision, and so emotional responses don’t necessarily bare the same weight, but please consider that 
people travel from outside the country to climb in LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4I, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Thanks for your time and consideration! 
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COMMENT #:  7129 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Bradshaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love skiing up the cottonwoods. Snowbird is where I first had a chance to hit powder. I have so many 
fond memories. I also have scary memories as my family was involved in an accident up the canyon. I 
believe something needs to change with how traffic is regulated going up to the resorts. However from 
my vantage point it seams these improvements are direct towards the well-being of the resorts and not 
those who love the canyons. Sure a gondola or wider roads would help get more people up the ski and 
thus make the resorts more money, but it hurts so many other people who enjoy the rest of the canyon. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Other solutions exist and are worth trying before we 
jump to sure expensive permanent conclusions. Let’s try canyon limits, added electric busses, 
metering. (32.29R, 32.2.2OO, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) Why not make it mandatory that those 
traveling to the resorts take buses from below unless they pay extra to drive? (32.2.4A) There exists 
other options, let’s try to save the canyon first and then make money second. Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  7130 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Parrish 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These road widening and gondola solutions are both unacceptable to the climbers of Utah. Little 
cottonwood has been pivotal in the sport of climbing in Utah and it would be a waste and a shame to 
destroy these well known boulders. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please instead choose a lower impact solution 
such as an electric bus system. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  7131 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelton Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Think it’s something that should be more thought out and not just be thinking what’s best for traffic and 
what not. (32.29G) Sometimes you need to realize how much history has been made in those canyons 
and if you just wanna take away the history and uniqueness of the canyon then go ahead. But utah is 
known for its canyons and its beauty. So don’t ruin that. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7132 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ainsley Warren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t destroy the boulders!!!!! Do a bus system! (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  7133 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennis Goreham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Wasatch Mountain Club LCC Draft EIS comment 
To: UDOT LCC EIS team 
Date: 8/25/2021 
 
The Wasatch Mountain Club has participated in all phases of the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon 
Environmental Impact Statement process so far and looks forward to helping UDOT complete the 
process and develop a solution acceptable to all. We are pleased to provide our comments to the Draft 
EIS. The WMC currently has over 1200 paid members. We have been recreating in LCC for over a 
century and have a special interest in the canyons of the Wasatch and preserving their beauty and 
recreation opportunities for future generations. 
 
Our comments here are focused on three primary issues related to UDOT’s preferred alternatives and 
the WMC preferred alternative. 
1) Ensuring that any alternative accommodates dispersed recreation in all areas of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and includes year-round transit service. 
2) Ensuring that the problems associated with heavy visitor use are understood and addressed.. 
3) Ensuring that the transportation solution preserves the natural resources of LCC including the 
visual quality of the canyon’s environment. 
 
Year-round transit for all Little Cottonwood Canyon Users 
With this EIS process, UDOT missed an opportunity to address traffic and parking in LCC in a 
comprehensive and holistic way. The Utah State Legislature directed UDOT to prioritize projects that 
“have a significant economic and development impact associated with recreation and tourism within the 
state”. At a minimum this should have included year-round issues within LCC but should have included 
a broader analysis of the entire central Wasatch and associated regional transit. (32.1.2C and 32.1.1C) 
 
We believe the long-term transportation solution for LCC must focus on mass transit for all LCC users 
to the maximum extent possible. A solution must be developed to not only meet the needs of the ski 
resorts but also the needs of dispersed recreation users throughout the entire canyon. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The focus of this EIS is on winter use only and is very 
shortsighted. (32.1.2C) This is a year-round issue and transportation solutions should not just address 
winter ski area concerns. Any transportation solution must address this comprehensive and holistic 
approach and be integrated with a county-wide transit solution. (32.1.1C) 
 
The WMC agrees with UDOT’s intention of improving the “commuter, recreation, and tourism 
experience” for all users in the canyon. We are concerned however, that nothing be done in this 
process that could limit or degrade the recreation activities WMC members currently participate in. 
(32.4I) 
 
We support the proposals in this document to improve parking at existing trailheads and other locations 
to enhance safety, allow additional recreational opportunities, and protect the environment. These 
projects are likely a once in a lifetime opportunity to improve current conditions and facilitate long term 
strategies. With the improved trailhead plans, however, UDOT failed to include transit stops which must 
be an absolute requirement for all future trailhead enhancements. (32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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Any solution must include bus stops at the proposed improved trailhead parking areas. Current use 
demonstrates the need for year-round buses to trailheads and other dispersed recreation locations. 
(32.1.2D) 
 
We believe there are short-term and intermediate steps that will accommodate current needs and 
ensure easy implementation of a long-term solution. Solutions should be implemented in stages. Mass 
transit options need to be implemented soon to alleviate traffic on weekends, holidays, and ski days. In 
the short to intermediate time frame, cars should be allowed to access trailheads and dispersed areas, 
during mid-week and off-peak times. This includes roadside parking necessary for many dispersed 
activities. We do not agree with UDOT’s alternatives that would eliminate roadside parking below the 
ski areas. (32.29R, 32.2.4A, and 32.4P) 
 
By implementing a comprehensive year-round strategy for buses in LCC, UDOT can alleviate much of 
the congestion and parking issues we are currently experiencing. This will get us a long way toward the 
goal of substantially reducing personal cars in LCC. 
 
Better understand visitor use in the Wasatch 
Another problem with this EIS is that UDOT is trying to develop a solution to manage canyon use 
without even knowing what the current or future use is. This is especially true for dispersed recreation 
users. 
 
We appreciate UDOT’s recognition that the need for this study was prompted by the “anticipated future 
increases in visitation to Little Cottonwood Canyon as a result of population growth in Utah”. 
Unfortunately, the future is already here as our canyons are being loved to death and something needs 
to be done now to improve transportation and ensure access to areas we recreate in. 
 
UDOT’s two preferred alternatives pose a risk of over-use in the upper portion of LCC while limiting 
legitimate uses in the rest of the canyon. The current use must be better understood to determine 
preferred levels of use throughout the canyon. Only then should a comprehensive transportation 
solution be determined. (32.20B) 
 
All users have seen growth of use in LCC and experienced crowds at busy times. Efforts to restrict 
parking and access to areas within LCC make no sense until we actually know what the capacity is. 
There is no information on capacity of trails, off-trail backcountry use, or roadside and creek-side use. 
These are all legitimate uses of our public lands and should not be reduced. (32.4P) 
 
We believe efforts to determine carrying capacity of the Wasatch mountains needs to be accelerated - 
especially of back county users and undeveloped areas users. This must be done to sustain that type 
of recreation, and transportation solutions must enable these uses for both our citizens and tourists. 
(32.20B) 
 
Maintain water quality and visual aesthetics of LCC 
Another concern we have is to make sure we protect the environment of Little Cottonwood Canyon for 
future generations. Any transportation solution must not create negative environmental, watershed, or 
water resource impacts. Impacts must be minimal from both new transportation infrastructure, and from 
increased use of the canyon because of the transportation solution. (32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
The Wasatch Mountain Club believes it is important to maintain the visual quality of the viewshed 
contained in Little Cottonwood Canyon. We have made this known throughout this EIS process and 
recommended that visual assessment be part of the screening process. So far UDOT has only 
minimally done this important and necessary analysis. (32.2.2FFF, 32.17A and 32.17B) 
 
According to Transportation Research Board documents “NEPA requires that visual impacts be 
considered for transportation projects”. AT this point, UDOT can check the box they did it, but only from 
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their perspective. Stakeholders were never engaged in defining visual quality as required by the TRB. 
(32.17E) 
 
The TRB identifies a number of foundational concepts for Visual Impact Assessments. The first two are: 
1) Perception of visual quality is an interaction between people and their environment. (This is 
absolutely true and the EIS process should talk to users of LCC, especially those involved in dispersed 
recreation who care about the aesthetics of the canyon). 
2) It is important that the public be directly involved in defining existing visual quality and visual 
quality management goals and determining visual impact. (This has certainly not been done by UDOT) 
 
UDOT must involve users immediately to establish what viewers value in LCC, what views could be 
affected by any of the alternatives and how those alternatives will affect the views in the canyon. Doing 
these simple things must be done now and will help meet NEPA’s aesthetic mandate before publishing 
the Final EIS. (32.17E) 
 
In addition to the TRBs methodology, the Federal Highway Administration has Guidelines for Visual 
Impact Assessment that have not been followed. Here are just two of FHWA requirements: 
1.1 “Community acceptance of a proposed transportation project is frequently influenced by the extent 
of its visual impacts. Anticipating and responding appropriately to these impacts avoids unnecessary 
delay in delivering needed transportation improvements.” 
2.2 NEPA was established, in part, to “assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and 
aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings” Sec. 101 [42 U.S.C. ¬ß 4331]. NEPA is the primary 
governing rule that established the country's national environmental policy. NEPA requires Federal 
agencies to undertake an assessment of the environmental effects of their proposed actions prior to 
making decisions. Visual impacts are included among those environmental effects. (32.17E) 
 
The DRAFT EIS indicates that “the landscape would appear to be severely altered, and the gondola 
infrastructure would dominate the visual setting”. (32.17A)  
 
The aerial gondola alternative undoubtedly has the greatest visual quality impact. According to this 
report, gondola towers will be 130 - 230 feet tall. These will be visible from many scenic view points and 
sensitive areas. Also, the cables and gondola cars will obstruct views. No one using the canyon would 
be able to fix an image in their mind or take a photo without these unnatural obstructions. 
 
Although UDOT addressed the visual Resources in Chapter 17, they did their best to minimize the 
impacts of the aerial gondola. There are many deficiencies in this section. 
1) UDOT identified a very limited set of Key Observation Points (KOPs). Some points like the Gate 
Buttress trailhead are a discreet point, while climbers recreate in a much broader area served from that 
point. Even though the visual impact might be moderate at the parking lot, it is extremely high on the 
face of the cliffs affecting thousands of climbers annually. (32.17F) 
2) UDOT’s KOPs are all observation points, while in reality visitors view the canyon from many other 
locations that are not points, but are linear. Examples include various trails in the canyon where towers, 
cables, and gondola cabins would be visible from; as well as the highway itself that would have nearly 
constant view of the gondola infrastructure and in UDOT’s words, views along the highway “would be 
dominated by gondola infrastructure, and the visitor experience would be degraded”. (32.17A) 
3) UDOT references the Wasatch-Cache Forest Plan where it states that views “will be carefully 
managed to sustain scenic resources”. UDOT admits that the gondola infrastructure would not be in 
compliance with the Scenic Integrity Objectives, then disregards the Forest Plan in selecting the 
gondola as one of the preferred alternatives. (32.17F)  
4) UDOT discusses lights on towers to meet FAA requirements but does not acknowledge that cabins 
will be lighted causing additional adverse visual impact in the night sky. (32.17G) 
 
5) In some places, UDOT concludes that the impact to the landscape from the gondola would be 
moderate, which is inconsistent with other sections of the Draft EIS. This opinion is just plain wrong. 
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The impact to the landscape would be, by their own definition, high. High meaning the “landscape 
would be severely altered, and project elements would dominate the visual setting”. (32.17A) 
6) UDOT has not completed a Line-of-sight GIS analysis on the gondola towers using the high-quality 
DEM data for LCC. The WMC has requested this throughout the entire process in previous EIS 
comments, meetings with UDOT EIS team, and emails. So far, UDOT has refused to do so. (32.17F) 
 
Because of the visual quality issues and other environmental issues, the Gondola alternative should not 
be considered. (32.2.9E) 
 
Wasatch Mountain Club preferred alternative 
Neither of UDOT’s preferred alternatives are satisfactory. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both have significant 
environmental problems. Both will result in irreversible adverse changes to the canyon. Both are too 
expensive for the limited issue they address. The DEIS inadequately addresses the effects of climate 
change; (32.2.2E) but a phased approach with buses would be more flexible and more easily adaptable 
to a changing climate. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
 
For a fraction of the cost of the proposed alternatives, year-around buses from various feeder locations 
to hubs that serve the resorts, trailheads, and dispersed users, makes the most sense. (32.2.2I and 
32.2.6.3C) In UDOT’s own analysis, the Enhanced Bus best meets these needs. (32.2.9A)  
 
There are many advantages to the Enhanced Bus Alternative: 
- the lowest capital cost 
- the least environmental impact 
- it is easy scalable which allows phased implementation 
- low mechanical and operations concerns 
This alternative has basically the same travel times as any of the other alternatives except the faster 
Enhance Bus with Shoulder Lane Alternative. Some of the other alternatives may get people to the 
resorts a couple more days a year, but at a cost of hundreds of millions of dollars to do so, and do 
nothing for dispersed recreation uses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
We look forward to participating with UDOT in the final phase of the EIS where this alternative is 
reconsidered as the preferred solution. 
 
Dennis Goreham 
Conservation Director 
Wasatch Mountain Club 
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COMMENT #:  7134 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jane Hudson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for reviewing my comment. 
 
Until about 3 months ago, I lived in Sandy along Wasatch Blvd and now I live just north of there in the 
Millcreek neighborhood. I am a heavy, year-round canyon user. Between LCC, BCC, and Millcreek I am 
probably in the canyons 100+ days per year skiing, running, camping, biking, and hiking. I am also a 
life-long Snowbird skier and still renew my season's pass every year. MY LIFE WILL BE HEAVILY 
IMPACTED BY THE OUTCOME OF THIS PROCESS. 
 
I STRONGLY OPPOSE both of the current preferred alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I believe that 
they are both too expensive and disruptive. I believe that there are simpler, cheaper, less disruptive, 
common-sense approaches available. I believe that spending over half a billion dollars to solve a 
problem that occurs only a few days a year is fiscally irresponsible (32.1.4D).  
 
I SUPPORT:  
- Show sheds in strategic spots over the road in LCC. (32.2.9K) 
- Better, environmentally-friendly, more frequent bus service on the existing road (with or without show 
sheds). (32.2.9A) 
- The transportation hub at the gravel pit (this would help both LCC and BCC). Right now there is too 
little parking available and therefore people are not encouraged or able to carpool. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
- More remotely-triggered avalanche devices in LCC such as those that have been installed around Alta 
in recent years. (32.2.2TT) 
- Tolling to restrict the total number of users to a sustainable level on heavy-use days (32.2.4A). 
- Restrictions on vehicles unprepared for winter travel (I got a sticker last year, but it made no 
difference). UDOT was hardly EVER patrolling the canyon mouths to make sure only appropriate 
vehicles were going up the canyon. (32.2.2M) 
- Preserving the visual experience of LCC. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
- A solution that considers all of the Wasatch Front Canyons (not just LCC) and dispersed users as well 
as ski resort users. (32.1.1C)  
 
I OPPOSE: 
- Widening the LCC road. (32.2.9C)  
- Widening Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.9L) 
- The gondola alternative. I believe this solution only benefits Alta and Snowbird and makes things 
worse for dispersed users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I loath the visual impact this 
would have on the canyon. (32.17A) It will INCREASE CROWDING in the canyon due to the volume of 
people it can carry up the canyon. (32.20A and 32.20C) It still wouldn't be able to run on high danger 
days while large avalanches are actively occurring in LCC. (32.2.6.5H) 
- Such a massive subsidy for 2 commercial businesses (Alta and Snowbird). 
- Any solution that does not consider the ENTIRE Wasatch Front canyon system & community. 
(32.1.1C) 
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  7135 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Federico 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Non-physical measures MUST be taken, & PROVEN to be unsustainable, before any physical 
alteration can be done to LCC! (32.29R) We must explore tiered tolling, tiered by # ridesharing in 
vehicle, as well as tire restrictions before we change the landscape of the canyon! (32.2.2M, 32.2.4A 
and 32.2.2Y) 
 
This entire project is supposed to facilitate the use of our beautiful canyon, while keeping it safe for all. 
The issue is access is irreparably damaged for the boulders that many of us love so much. (32.4A and 
32.4B) Us summer-use canyon-goers are being totally overlooked with both propositions :( (32.1.2C 
and 32.4I) I love skiing, have an Alta-Bird pass, but will NEVER advocate for removing the climbs next 
to the road that are so characteristic of the entire LCC experience. (32.4A) For the sake of all that enjoy 
the FULL canyon experience, not just skiing, PLEASE take this in to consideration. Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  7136 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbing has helped save my life. The community and locations are what make another day worth it. 
Please allow this community to grow and don’t disturb the land. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7137 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Will Matheson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). I have great concerns about the fiscal responsibility of this project. This substantial spending seems 
frivolous given the broader state of our economy, and if it must be spent for transportation I would urge 
an investment in repairing our aging infrastructure instead. (32.1.2B) Economically, I am not convinced 
this project is NPV positive, as benefits extend far into the future. Due to worsening drought, the ski 
industry will contract and seasons will shrink, meaning the projected benefits for this project are 
artificially high. (32.2.2E) For an administration that supposedly values fiscal responsibility I am 
extremely frustrated with the approach 
 
2). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
3). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
4). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G). 
 
5). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
6). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Will Matheson 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7138 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conner Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
In support of salt lake climbers alliance I support looking for another solution to the canyon road 
expansion or gondola. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) It seems logical there are other 
means to reduce traffic with larger parking lots at the base and added bus services to shuttle people up 
the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  7139 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Feliciano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I make the trek to Utah once a year to ski your beautiful mountains. Now is the time to preserve Little 
Cottonwood Canyon for future generations.  
 
Let's reduce our reliance on vehicles and go with the gondola option. Not only will it avoid more paving, 
emissions and drastic permanent changes in the canyon required by the expanded bus proposal, but 
the gondola will provide a more reliable long-term solution. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7140 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory Hirst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola alternative for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) It is too detrimental to the 
environment which it crosses over. (32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) All this seems to do is to solve the 
problem of skiers for about 30 days out of the year. (32.1.4D) Although these are deemed 
"improvements," I affirm that they are not.
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COMMENT #:  7141 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Grant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No, just no. Enough is enough. Put in a toll booth. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) That will decrease traffic and 
encourage people to use public transportation or carpool. The money raised at the toll can help 
everyone, not just the resorts. The funds can go to trailhead improvements, trail maintenance, restroom 
cleanliness, and road maintenance. (32.2.4A) There’s a good chance with a toll booth that there will be 
a dramatic decrease in vandalism, car break ins, theft, graffiti, and overall less riffraff. We don’t need 
anymore development in our mountains. (32.2.9G) The end. 
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COMMENT #:  7142 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jane Maus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please please protect our canyon and consider alternative options. There are so many 
alternative options, there is no need to immediately go with the most extreme option. (32.2.2PP) This 
will destroy an iconic location for rock climbers. (32.4A and 32.4B) Why are we prioritizing skiing over 
climbing? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Let's keep both accessible with an alternative 
option. Please. 
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COMMENT #:  7143 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex McCoy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex McCoy 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7144 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Jensen 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7145 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ashleen McGirk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ashleen McGirk 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7146 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Santistevan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of this project! Long term sustainability and efficacy of transporting people up the 
canyon, regardless of weather, is why this should be a no-brainer!" (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7147 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brandon Thomson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brandon Thomson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7148 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaron Earle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think that building a gondola in the canyon is a good solution to the issue at hand. (32.2.9E) 
Not only would it be unsightly, its construction would also permanently alter and destroy many 
bouldering and climbing access area throughout the canyon. (32.17A and 32.4B). How about 
considering a less invasive option? Improving the buses and shuttling services from the existing park 
and rides or mandating bus/shuttle only days on busy or powder days? (32.2.2I and 32.2.2B)  
Many alternative solutions exist and should be considered. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7149 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Dugan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
Please reconsider your current proposal for little cottonwood canyon. While the solutions are aimed at 
making one public space more accessible for recreation, it in turn destroys another area of recreation. 
(32.4I) There are solutions that can increase the ability to travel more efficiently to the ski mountain 
without disturbing the area so many climbers and hikers call home. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP)  
 
This must be in everyone's best interest, not just a few individuals. 
 
Thanks for listening! 
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COMMENT #:  7150 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ash Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t do anything that will harm the world-class bouldering found in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I 
know there are alternatives, and those boulders mean so much to the Salt Lake Community. (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7151 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Siegel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have enjoyed skiing at Alta during ski vacations in Utah for many years. Every trip up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon is chaotic with drivers racing to pass one another through the passing zones. And 
the evidence of numerous avalanches highlight the danger of travel through the area. I support the 
development of the gondola to bring skiers and others through the area in a safe and reliable manner. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7152 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sawyer Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The project you have proposed would destroy countless climbing routes that can never be replaced. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) Find another option that has a much less invasive and destructive outcome. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7153 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chase Gesteland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sacrificing the boulders and beautiful pine trees for a destructive gondola or wider road is absolutely 
not worth it, we can have a less invasive solution (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  7154 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zoe Bitters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of the widening of lanes and the gondolas threaten the climbing in Little Cottonwood. This is 
unacceptable as an entire community values these climbs. There has to be other ways to satisfy both 
communities. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7155 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Carey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT and Utah legislature, 
Please consider the impact of what the expansion is proposing. (32.29G) It is destroying hundreds of 
boulders and climbing routes for the climbers in the canyon. The damage to boulders is irreversible and 
irreplacable. The canyon is a sanctuary for climbers like myself. I come from Texas to climb in Utah at 
these boulders, I stay in your hotels and buy your food on these trips. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.6D) 
Thanks for you time and attention. 
 
DC 
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COMMENT #:  7156 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Sneider-Cotter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of either proposal for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) However, if I 
must choose one it would have to be a flexible bussing option that does not include adding additional 
lanes. (32.2.9A) There is clear research to suggest adding lanes does not solve traffic problems. 
(32.7C) This is a ski resort problem and does not factor in other users and other season of recreation. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thank you for taking the time to read and consider my 
comments. 
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COMMENT #:  7157 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Fruge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE do NOT widen the roads or put a gondola in! (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The environmental 
impact this can have on our Canyon and what makes SLC so special is FAR more devastating than the 
traffic we wait in to ski. Further incentives for carpooling, public transport and ride share will be a more 
beneficial and long term option for traffic, the air pollution we breathe & the recreation we get to enjoy. 
(32.29G, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.7C, 32.10A, 32.4G, and 32.4I) Please please do NOT destroy this 
canyon that is so near & dear to our hearts 
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COMMENT #:  7158 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hannah Satein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Hannah Satein 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7159 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Raboutou 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Protect Little Cottonwood canyon!!! (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7160 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Meyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe these proposals are a threat to the Wasatch-Cache National Forest, and as such the U.S. 
Forest Service should be involved with sustainability planning. (32.20B) The September deadline is far 
too soon to make rational decisions. (32.29A) 
 
I am not a resident of Utah, but each state has a duty to keep national resources clean. 
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COMMENT #:  7161 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Lloyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the two options that have been put forth, widening the road for more buses or a gondola, 
are two extreme options in terms of environmental impact as well as cost. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These 
seem to just benefit the ski resorts and does not take into account recreationalists who backcountry ski, 
hike, mtn bike, climb or any other adventure. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) To have 
such a gross impact on the canyon, more conservative options should be explored first. Increasing 
parking at the canyon mouth/La Calle like is already proposed then more bus service/shuttles in the 
canyon would begin easily with the parking area which is needed for either proposed option, and then 
the additional buses are also in one proposal and could be explored without affecting the canyons 
wildlife, water and recreational areas. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9A) There is no need for such an extreme, 
costly and impactful proposals such as the two that are on the table. Please, let us try something less 
impactful, cheaper and go from there. (32.2.2PP and 32.29G)  Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  7162 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Neveadomi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in regard of the climbing community in Salt Lake City in hope of you to reconsider the 
proposed plans to include the impact that will occur to the climbing community. SLC is often revered as 
one of the best climbing destinations in the US and LCC is part of that reason. I am even personally 
moving to SLC in September because of the climbing, and I personally want to climb the boulders in 
LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please consider another plan that minimizes the impact. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7163 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Kaserman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Examples of other possible measures that could help out, not just with the issues during ski season, but 
with all the other issues the canyon faces while not destroying the landscape, would be: 
1. Implement mandatory parking pass purchases for all ski resorts during the season. (32.2.2K and 
32.2.4A) 2. Require bus access without a parking pass, or after the canyon, parking is full, if going up to 
ski at the resorts. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 3. Expand the parking structure at the Walgreens on 94th and 
highland, could even put in a 3 level parking garage or another structure. (32.2.6.2.1C) 4 Expand bus 
service WITHOUT providing a dedicated bus lane (You could close the canyon to public traffic at the 
mouth once parking is exhausted, Alta does this today with the summer road) (32.2.9A and 32.2.2L) 5. 
Implement a toll/fee structure like Millcreek and AF already have, with an option of purchasing an 
annual pass (this would help with crime issues in the summertime). (32.2.4A)  
Any of the above options could be implemented at a much lower cost and much lower impact than the 
proposed solutions that UDOT has today. I'm sure there are many other potential options for others 
who are more knowledgeable than I could come up with. (32.2.2PP) If these kinds of things do not 
work, there is always the possibility of revisiting more impactful options in the future - but if we destroy 
the canyon today, there is never an option for going back and restoring it to its prior state.  
Please - scrap both the gondola and the road widening, consider alternate options instead, and save 
our canyon! (32.29R, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7164 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Walker Frahm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My 12 year old son Atticus just began climbing a couple years ago. He took to it immediately and 
managed to make the momentum climbing team shortly before Covid locked down the gyms.  
 
During a long 18 month period when we took great care to avoid risky Covid situations, LCC was his 
haven. We had never climbed outdoors before, and discovering the riches of the canyon was like 
stumbling upon a gold mine of climbing riches. By climbing there 3-4 days a week for over a year during 
lockdown, Atticus grew by leaps and bounds. He and I literally spent hundreds of hours at Secret 
Garden, the Cabbage Patch, 5 Mile, the Gate, and many other locations up and down the canyon. The 
day he first finally climbed a particular tricky boulder, Twisted, was, according to him, one of the 
greatest days of his life. ?  
 
Climbing in Little Cottonwood also led us to find a community we had never known before. Climbing in 
the gym is impersonal and the routes are constantly changing. In bouldering outdoors, you come into 
conversation with a whole generation of climbers who have struggled and sweat and trained and 
triumphed on those very same boulders. Atticus, who is on the spectrum (high functioning), has 
sometimes really struggled to know how and where he fits in. Climbing in LCC helped him hone his 
passion and find an entire community in the process. Losing access to those boulders near the road 
that have become a primary training ground and community touchstone for him and so many others 
would be no less than devastating. (32.4A) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this. Please do what you can to conserve our world class natural 
resources and to find a more charitable, conscientious solution that wouldn't crush the spirits of my 
LCC-obsessed kiddo. 
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COMMENT #:  7165 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Van 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think you should try less invasive things, a tollgate. (32.2.2Y) You will destroy some of the natural 
beauty and wonders to see through the canyon. (32.4I)  
 
Also mess with the bouldering in the area. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please consider other options (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.2PP)

Page 32B-7345 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7166 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eliza Zenger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid hiker, climber, and general outdoor enthusiast, I do not support the proposal for either the 
gondola or widening the roads. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We need more shuttle services but that should 
not come at the cost of losing our beautiful bouldering areas. (32.4A and 32.4B) We need to allow 
more to enjoy the ski season but that should not come at the cost of ruining the view with a gigantic 
gondola (32.17A). Leave the canyon alone. We are guests here. 
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COMMENT #:  7167 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Fischer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an active user of the canyon for both winter and summer activities. By far the best solution for my 
needs is to leave the road as it is, but increase bus frequency up and down the canyon. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) It’s the most financially responsible solution that also is the most useful! Expanding the road 
would destroy much of what makes the canyon special to me-an escape from the hustle and bustle of 
the city. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7168 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Otto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a local climber and concerned that the two current proposals would have an unacceptable impact 
on the climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. This is a world-class climbing area that should be protected.  
- UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with 
tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any 
permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
- Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 
boulders and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
- UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular 
climbing in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the 
Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  7169 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Dominesey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is clear that there are issues with traffic going up and down LCC, but that doesn’t mean we should 
destroy the canyon in attempting to fix it. Road widening and a gondola sound good in theory, but will 
come at a large environmental cost which will only benefit the resorts and not the people. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please find a new solution (buses) or amend the current ones to 
limit the environmental impact (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7170 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsea Millward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would support year-round tolls in the 3-5$ range and a 20$ per car toll during ski season. (32.2.4A) 
this would reduce traffic and would avoid impacting the rest of the user groups like me. please do not 
demo boulders that my husband and I enjoy climbing on! (32.2.2Y, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7171 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Fields 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the Gondola B (from La Caile) Option. (32.2.9D) Additionally, I'd like to see UDOT work with the 
Salt Lake Climbers Alliance to prioritize placement of the gondola towers to allow the least amount of 
disruption possible to the canyon's bouldering and climbing resources. (32.2.6.5DD) Access to said 
climbing and bouldering resources should be maintained after tower construction is complete, even if 
this means allowing the public directly near the base of the towers. (32.4B) I'd also like to see a 
beginner-skier appropriate cat track created between Alta and Snowbird that does not require a chairlift 
ride (The current down canyon connection, the Keyhole Run, is appropriate for expert skiers only.) and 
another added from from Snowbird's Baby Thunder Area to the White Pine Trailhead. I'd also like to 
see an improved visitor center/bathroom facility/warming hut built at the White Pine Trailhead and 
regular shuttle transport from there to the Snowbird gondola stop/station, both in winter and summer. 
(32.2.6.5AA and 32.29M) I'd like to see the canyon's peak times bus service maintained after the 
gondola is completed, mostly for employee access to the canyon, but available to resort passholders or 
canyon transportation pass holders. (32.2.2W) I'd like to see vehicular access into the canyon 
eliminated, following Zion National Park's model; available to lodging guests and essential employees 
only. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  7172 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jackie Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jackie Smith 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7173 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mina Urbina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with both suggested solutions for the Little Cottonwood Area. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
While I recognize that skiing brings in much wealthy tourism potential for the city and state, it should not 
be the only consideration when Little Cottonwood Canyon houses many other sporting and tourism 
opportunities for a variety of different communities, including rock climbing and mountain biking to 
name two. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The expansion of the road would quite 
literally crush some of the most famous and world renowned boulders in the United States. (32.4A) It 
would prevent climbers, and hiking onlookers, from experiencing the joys of climbing outdoors (32.4I). 
As someone who loves Salt Lake City and LCC, it would be more than just sad to see this welcoming, 
communal space become nothing more than a clear-cut forest for a few skiers to ride up on, or for it to 
become a dirty, and most likely still congested, highway. (32.2.6.5B and 32.2.6.3B)  
I ask that UDOT kindly consider the impact these decisions will have on more than just one outdoor 
community. (32.29G) I also hope that UDOT considers new options that do not permanently alter one of 
the many beautiful areas of the state, but instead look to more electric buses, carpool only times for 
entering the roadway, and more in order to resolve the concern at hand. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.2PP) Thank you for listening. 
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COMMENT #:  7174 

DATE:   8/26/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Camille Pierce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a 72 year old native Utahn. I tried downhill skiing. I didn't like the crowds of people, lift lines, noise, 
cost and fear of an errant skier crashing into and injuring me.  
For 50 years now, I have been enjoying canyon nature in a variety of different ways. I've hiked, cross 
country skied, snowshoed, gone fall 'leaf peeping', picnicked, bird watched, examined the geology, and 
walked appreciating the wildflowers. I deeply value the canyon's natural qualities. I enjoy just driving up 
canyon in ALL SEASONS and hope to continue doing my activities for some years, yet. 
If a gondola canyon transportation system is chosen, I would be paying for something I would never 
use. I would not benefit from a gondola, as I will continue to car pool and take mass transit. The 
gondola serves the ski resorts but will not serve me. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
While none of my interests are supported by either the gondola or enhanced bus systems, they will 
significantly impact the quality of my canyon experience. As a senior, my exposure to nature is a key 
ingredient to my continued emotional and physical health. (32.4I)  
When out of town guests stay with me, our activities do not center just on being in the canyon. We go 
out to eat, attend a cultural event or take in a local tourist attraction within the whole of Salt Lake 
County. We contribute to the wider economy, not just the downhill ski industry.  
The downhill ski industry has already caused swaths of trees to be removed to create runs and built 
many structures over the land. Please do not enable new transportation solutions to be another harmful 
impact to the canyon.  
Thank you for the opportunity to respond. 

Page 32B-7354 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7175 

DATE:   8/26/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Milano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why are you going to destroy unreplaceable nature in the name of a ski resort. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7176 

DATE:   8/26/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aaron Porter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Aaron Porter 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7177 

DATE:   8/26/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Wellik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see a proposal from UDOT that explores an expanded bus service before continuing to 
explore more costly, intrusive, and irreversible options (such as a gondola and lane additions). 
(32.2.9A) Using existing lanes to support more public transportation could service those interested in 
hiking, climbing, running, backcountry skiing and inbound skiing while also reducing the existing traffic 
issues. (32.2.6.3C) This could be paid for through a combination of bus fees and higher fees for driving. 
(32.2.4A) Parking expansion would be inevitable but could come by way of building garages on existing 
lot surfaces, not by cutting into more of the existing recreational land. (32.2.6.2.1C) This would be a 
less impactful alternative and such an alternative could potentially eliminate the need for roadway 
widening. I do NOT support the idea of a gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7178 

DATE:   8/26/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabe Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
this is going to destroy world class climbing for the sake of padding the pockets of the ski resorts. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7179 

DATE:   8/26/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Widner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider other options that don’t destroy our beautiful mountains for the sake of capitalist ski 
resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Limit the number of people in the canyon 
before you destroy the canyon. (32.2.2L and 32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  7180 

DATE:   8/26/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Tuttle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against widening the road and adding the gondola, as it would retract from the natural beauty, 
history, and climbing access in the canyon (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7181 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Nazzaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern,  
As a resident of the top of the world neighborhood, I use Wasatch Boulevard every day. I also am an 
avid skier who goes up Little Cottonwood Canyon often. I am greatly concerned about the suggested 
widening of Wasatch Boulevard and the negative effect this will have on our city and neighborhood. 
(32.2.9L and 32.4F) With adding lanes, this is allowing more vehicles to travel through our 
neighborhoods bringing more congestion and pollution. Higher speeds result from increased lanes and 
this makes leaving my neighborhood and walking or biking on Wasatch Boulevard more dangerous. 
Adding lanes also fails to solve the problem of congestion at the mouth of Little cottonwood Canyon if 
these additional lanes funnel down to one lane in each direction. It just allows more cars to be idling on 
our streets on busy ski days. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Widening Wasatch Boulevard with additional lanes is the opposite direction we should be taking for our 
city. Improving pedestrian and bike lanes should be the priority, not making Wasatch Boulevard into a 
freeway running through our city. Cottonwood Heights is a city filled with people who love to recreate 
and visitors who come here to enjoy our skiing, biking, hiking and active lifestyle. We must improve the 
safety of our roads for our neighbors to leave their houses, provide a safe way for children to walk to 
school and enhance the walkability and bikability of our city for it’s citizens and visitors. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
Adding lanes to Wasatch Boulevard and sound barriers to nearby neighborhoods also creates an ugly 
eyesore. (32.11B). I would also like to strongly voice my opinions against the proposed gondola idea. 
(32.2.9E) This solution does not shorten times to get to ski resorts and will employ a cost to riders. 
(32.7C and 32.2.4A) If the gondola trip is slower and more expensive than a car driving up the canyon, 
no one will use this. (32.2.4A) The proposed gondola can not handle the volume of people that go up 
the canyon during busy ski days and this will lead to a long wait and ultimately less people using it. 
(32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.5N) The gondola also doesn’t serve any purpose the rest of the year when 
people frequent the canyon for hiking, climbing and other recreation. (32.1.2C) I believe increasing bus 
service with a bus specific lane down Wasatch Boulevard and Little Cottonwood Canyon is the best 
solution to incentivize people to take public transportation and leave their cars behind. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) When people see a bus zooming past the traffic line they are sitting in, they will think twice 
about driving next time. This will reduce traffic on Wasatch Boulevard and Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
Thank you, 
Jenny Nazzaro 
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COMMENT #:  7182 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marni Epstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose both options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both options serve the ski resorts only and 
ignore the needs of individual who use Little Cottonwood Canyon for other purposes such as hiking, 
backcountry skiing, and climbing. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I believe a more 
equitable and less environmentally tolling alternative would be to improve the bus system, making it a 
viable alternative to driving, and improving the road, including adding in avalanche protections. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) As it currently stands, the bus is extremely uncomfortable and does not run that 
frequently. When I have taken it, I have had to stand with my skiis or try to fit them into the crowded 
bus. If the buses were replaced with more comfortable models, or more buses were run so that people 
didn't have to stand, I would much prefer to take the bus than to drive. (32.2.6.3N) I hope that UDOT 
decides to invest in our current systems before taking the extreme measure of permanently altering the 
canyon, negatively affecting wildlife, the canyon itself, climbers, and other independent outdoorists, 
while only benefiting the two ski resorts. (32.4I, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 

Page 32B-7362 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7183 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Macfarlane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have had a season pass at Snowbird for over 15 years and I ride there over 75 days per season. I 
also split board in the LCC backcountry 10-20 days per year. I believe the EIS is incomplete as there is 
not details on vehicle occupancy rates on the peak winter travel days for the past 2-3 years. I believe 
that data should be gathered and then a toll booth put in place with tiered peak pricing. (32.2.4A) 
Vehicles with 4+ occupants can go free of charge and even get preferred resort parking at Alta and 
Snowbird. Single occupant cars pay a high price and may even be restricted on peak weekend days. 
UDOT should collaborate with resorts to find or develop an app to encourage carpooling. (32.2.4A) 
Spending over $500M to benefit a resort like Snowbird owned by a billionaire family to help alleviate a 
problem that only exists on 20-30 peak days in winter and can be solved more cheaply with tolls and 
incentives as well as slightly better and more frequent bus service makes no sense and should not be 
pursued until low cost and simple solutions are attempted. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Presenting only the high costs options creates a false choice and more 
data and simpler, lower cost and impact solutions should be exhausted before spending massive levels 
of public dollars. A gondola is not something I would ride as it would be hard to get to and slower than a 
vehicle when the total travel time is accounted for. (32.2.9E and 32.2.4A) 
 
The EIS also fails to consider what the maximum carrying capacity is for the resorts on peak winter 
days and what an optimal experience is on the public lands. (32.20B and 32.20C) The gondola also 
does not address the needs of backcountry skiers, ice climbers, snowshoers and other users who plan 
to recreate in other parts of the lower canyon. (32.2.6.5G and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7184 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Holly Peck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I am opposed to the gondola which will only serve the ski resorts. (32.2.9E) I think the better alternative 
would be a dedicated bus lane that provides pick up and drop off services at multiple points in the 
canyon. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Holly Peck 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7185 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Singley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up both skiing and climbing. I understand you are trying to mitigate a problem that primarily 
exists for about 1 month a year, at it's peak, to allow more people to more easily access private 
company property for a recreational activity, but you are entertaining two plans to allow people to 
access this one specific activity to the great and irrevocable detriment of a much more accessible 
activity, namely bouldering and climbing. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
I would not expect that any of the ski resorts would be ok in any way with reducing their lifts and runs to 
allow climbers and mountain bikers better access to anything, so how are skiers and snowboarders 
being granted such a massive preference, at such a permanent loss for the climbing community? 
(32.1.2D) Just like with Utah's ski resorts, people come from all over to climb Little Cottonwood. Come 
up with something better, that doesn't reek of pandering to a single for-profit industry.  
 
Sincerely, a climber and former resident of Utah. 
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COMMENT #:  7186 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Drilling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This boulders are a deep part of the areas history, and a huge draw for both locals and tourists alike. 
There has to be a better way to achieve your goals that don't include the distruction of so much history 
and passion. Please! (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  7187 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabe Fillmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's do the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7188 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Marshall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really hope you consider not going with either proposal. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) You are risking 
destroying incredibly important climbing recreational areas. (32.4A and 32.4B) I was planning on 
visiting Utah specifically for climbing at little cottonwood and if these projects destroy the area I 
probably won't visit Utah at all. 
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COMMENT #:  7189 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Lyon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't build a gondola! (32.2.9E) 
 
The gondola will not reduce traffic as effectively as the bus. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) The gondola only 
stops at the two ski resorts. What about all the trailheads and attractions throughout the canyon? 
(32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) Little Cottonwood is so much more than a two ski resort canyon! The 
gondola will force people to either backtrack quite a distance on foot--which most won't do--or drive 
their cars, thus defeating the purpose of the gondola.  
 
The gondola fundamentally changes, for the worse, the look and feel of one of Utah's prettiest canyons. 
Giant poles and gondolas would only mar a beautiful landscape. (32.17A)  
 
The bus lanes better accomplish the purpose of reducing traffic. Once people see how easily and 
quickly buses jet up the canyon, more riders will come. And as someone who has been riding mass 
transit for years, I can tell you that people will try it out and stick with it. As noted above, the buses will 
service all parts of the canyon, not just two resorts. (32.2.6.3C)  
 
The bus option will both reduce traffic and better meet the needs of everyone that recreates in the 
canyon. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  7190 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Whitney Berger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Whitney Berger 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7191 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Hartner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not widen the road or make changes that would remove bouldering boulders in LCC. 
(32.2.9C, 32.4A and 32.4B) As a rock climber myself I would hate to see boulderers lose their 
playgrounds. Practicing hobbies outside is wonderful for the body and soul and this would be 
detrimental to climbers who prefer to boulder. 
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COMMENT #:  7192 

DATE:   8/26/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ashley Lodmell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ashley Lodmell 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7193 

DATE:   8/26/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirby Coggins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake is the only city I return to year after year and it’s because of these boulders (32.4A and 
32.4B). 
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COMMENT #:  7194 

DATE:   8/26/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option and sincerely hope it will happen. Thank you! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  7195 

DATE:   8/26/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tori Sailor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not do this. The things that make UT so special include rock climbing and the mountains as 
they are. (32.4A and 32.4B) By expanding you are asking for more tourists to come and destroy our 
homeland like they have done everywhere else. Keep UT secret and please don’t do this to the 
climbers. You are asking for more millionaires and billionaires to push the middle class and lower level 
environmentalist out. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please don’t be corrupt. 
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COMMENT #:  7196 

DATE:   8/26/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Hyatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The cottonwoods provide more monetary value than simply acting as a means to get to ski resorts. The 
hiking, nature preservation, climbing, etc communities have been and are still what makes SLC one of 
the best cities to live in. A gondola or wider road will turn the canyons into a place to avoid within the 
greater salt lake outdoors. (32.4I, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7197 

DATE:   8/26/21 2:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Loren Butler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear elected official: do the right thing and spare the world-class recreation in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Specifically, spare the boulders. A few points: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  7198 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolyn Keigley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon has snow avalanches during the winter. Big Cottonwood Canyon has 
"human avalanches" year around. The level of visitation is unsustainable not only on the road but on 
many of the trails. Increasing the ability of bringing more people via mass transit is therefore 
unsustainable no matter what mass transit UDOT chooses. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) This is a 
fact that is being acknowledged across our country in many National Parks and Recreational areas. In 
other words this is a problem not just for the Cottonwood Canyons. How are these other areas solving 
this problem? Many are realizing that increased infrastructure is not a sustainable solution and they are 
looking at solutions that are cheap and much quicker in implementing, although politically painful - a 
reservation policy which also limits the #s of visitation during the busy times. If we spend millions of 
dollars into a mass transit system it will only be outdated in 20 or so years as the visitation and 
population increases. WE will have wasted public $s and destroyed the visitor experience by 
overcrowding and destroyed the beauty and solitude that we all enjoy in these canyons. (32.2.2K) 
 
Second comment - Toll both canyons immediately regardless of what or when a mass transit goes in! 
Do it now! (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) AND for Big Cottonwood Canyon the tolling needs to be at the mouth 
of the canyon and at the top of Guardsman Pass. The reasoning for this is due to the "Human 
Avalanches that are occurring year around, resort in the winter, and trailheads in the summer. (32.20D) 
Canyon Patrol reports that 32.23% of all calls and cases in all canyons surrounding Salt Lake Valley 
occur within the Town of Brighton boundaries and the majority of that action occurred not at the ski 
resorts but at Cardiff/Donut Falls parking area. That is a summer problem, not a winter ski problem. 
(32.1.2C) We do have a winter ski problem in Big Cottonwood Canyon with parking along the road 
when the resort parking lots are full, but nothing compared to what is happening parking areas at 
trailheads and on the trails. (32.1.1A) True, the highway traffic congestion is more visible but I am more 
worried about what is happening to the canyon that is not seen - crime, overcrowded trails, the low 
ration of bathrooms to visitors, etc. Multiple weddings trampling the meadows in the Cardiff area, 
leaving their glitter and trash, side by side vehicles driving on trails and right next to the creek, etc. 
Simply out of control with the USFS not having the money to manage the huge numbers of visitors. 
(32.1.1A) 3 - comment - Parking on the highway for the commercial business of the resorts should not 
be allowed! (32.2.9P) When their parking lots are full, that should be it, they are full, period. What other 
businesses are allowed to use a public highway as a parking lot??? This is a huge safety risk in the 
winter when snow and ice is on the road and you have the public including children walking in the road 
for more than a mile when cars, buses and snow plows are traveling 45 MPH on a narrow icy road. The 
day that a child is killed on the road in those conditions, who will be responsible? I would squaring put 
the blame on UDOT for plowing the sides of road to enable more cars to park, ski resorts for 
encouraging their excess customers to park on the road when they parking lots are full and any other 
government entity that encouraged this unsafe practice. I can't tell you how many times I have seen car 
doors opening into the lane of traffic with the occupants stepping out into the road or are sitting in the 
cars putting on their ski boots with their doors opening into the oncoming traffic. Then you have the 
hazard of the people walking in their slippery ski boots on the road in the mix of moving vehicles 
because there is not enough room between the parked cars and the moving traffic on the road. One 
day three pedestrians were not only walking in the road but were swinging their snowboards at the 
moving cars that were trying to go around the walkers and at the same time cars were coming in the 
opposite direction but had no clearance. The pedestrians were laughing and mocking the drivers as if 
they had a “right” to walk in the middle of the highway. This must stop and the only way that it will be 
safe again is if parking on the road is not allowed - period!!!"(32.2.9P) 
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COMMENT #:  7199 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Iddison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider the Cog Train. A cog rail train up Little Cottonwood Canyon would not only allow for 
much higher thorough-put of travelers, but it would become a tourist attraction in its own right. We 
should do it. (32.2.9F)  
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COMMENT #:  7200 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vicky Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How did climate change factor into your primary choices? Snow conditions could change dramatically in 
coming years, either too much or too little snow, both of which would impact the ski industry. (32.2.2E) 
as for the gondola, it seems to me that is designed to serve only the ski industry as the only stops are 
at the resorts in question. This seems an unfair economic burden on the taxpayers, many of whom do 
not ski and would not/could not use this expensive people moving machine. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) And while it might improve safety for those riding it, there is still the 
concern for safe roadways for those who choose to drive up the canyon--the gondola itself does 
nothing to address this problem. (32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  7201 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All options offered right now are very destructive and only serve ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) While I am sympathetic to the issue resorts are facing the following options are 
much better alternatives to start with. 1. Implement mandatory parking pass purchases for all ski resorts 
during the season. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 2. Require bus access without a parking pass, or after the 
canyon, parking is full, if going up to ski at the resorts. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 3. Expand the parking 
structure at the Walgreens on 94th and highland, could even put in a 3 level parking garage or another 
structure. (32.2.6.2.1C) 4 Expand bus service WITHOUT providing a dedicated bus lane (You could 
close the canyon to public traffic at the mouth once parking is exhausted, Alta does this today with the 
summer road) (32.2.9A and 32.2.2L) 5. Implement a toll/fee structure like Millcreek and AF already 
have, with an option of purchasing an annual pass (this would help with crime issues in the 
summertime). (32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  7202 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Ogles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a part of the rapidly growing climbing community in Utah. It's easy to find choose a different 
solution, it's impossible to replace outdoor climbs. (32.2.2PP, 32.4A and 32.4B) Please reconsider. 
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COMMENT #:  7203 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kali Roy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These two propositions have the biggest environmental impact possible. UDOT needs to consider 
lower environmental impact options before resorting to destroying the canyon for road widening or a 
gondola. We choose to live in and near this canyon and community because of the nature and wildlife. 
Please do not destroy this for commercial gain. (32.2.9A, 32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.13B)  
 
With climate change and our warmer winters, who knows how long the ski resorts will even be able to 
continue to operate at the level that is needed for current car traffic. (32.2.2E) Please consider other 
low impact options (fee booths, canyon passes, dedicated bus-only hours, etc. ) Please dont destroy 
the nature we love"(32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  7204 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joe Kiffney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
A gondola is just such a bad idea. (32.2.9E) A selfish push to make the canyons more profitable for 
outside tourists. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Joe Kiffney 
2911 S Hudson Cir 
Salt Lake City, UT 84106 
" 
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COMMENT #:  7205 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Beall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"Before I attended one of your virtual meetings, I was enthusiastic about the Gondola plan. Now my 
preference is regular, frequent UTA bus trips up and down the canyon, preferably without widening the 
road, and it's reasonable to charge private vehicles a toll to enter the canyon. If this is done, I will return 
as a UTA user (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7206 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carol HANSEN 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
NO Gondola! (32.2.9E) No on spending money for new lanes to transport to ski areas only. (32.2.9C) 
Make Icon pay for it. Or better yet set up a list or lottery to everyone gets a chance to use the canyon 
as they would like without the crowds. (32.2.2K) The gondola is STUPID!!! More corporate greed and 
corruption is what brought on the gondola. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Stop any 
discussion. No one wants to add two hours of transit time to their very expensive ski day (32.2.6.5C) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). So 
 
Sincerely, 
Carol HANSEN 
1789 S Yuma 
Salt Lake City, UT 84108” 

Page 32B-7386 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7207 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Sailor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t believe this is fair or accurate. Rock climbing has minimal impact. Certainly far less so than other 
forms of uses in the park. Climbers are also more mindful of their environment and are far better 
stewards of the parks than tourists. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7208 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dawn Bardon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm completely opposed to using tax payer money to slightly help a small subgroup of the skiing 
population while substantially negativity impacting the canyon environment. The only ones who really 
win with any plan are the resort owners. What actually are those who stand to benefit the most 
contributing? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7209 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Smith 
1416 E Ramona Ave Salt Lake City, UT 84105-3708 
ryananthony21@yahoo.com" 
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COMMENT #:  7210 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Hendrickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not the right decision for this canyon, and for our state. (32.2.9E) The current 
infrastructure needs to be improved without expanding infrastructure in the canyon. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.2PP) So many great climbing and bouldering will be routes will be impacted and taken from us 
forever. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please do not make this rushed decision without more consideration. 
(32.29G)  
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COMMENT #:  7211 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kinde Nebeker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is critical at this time in our cultural development that we make a radical shift from seeing the 
beautiful, gorgeous, powerful planet we live on as an endless source of material and financial gain but 
as PART OF US. If we overcrowd the Wasatch and pollute the natural systems and the beauty of these 
mountains, we deplete ourselves at a spiritual and energetic level. I do not overstate the issue when I 
say that developing these mountains with widening a road OR putting in a gondola will be a loss 
beyond understanding. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I) The very premise we are starting from -of having to 
have more access for people is out of balance. Many of us will have parts of our soul ripped out if this 
development goes through. It will rip everyone's soul, whether they consciously feel it or not. Can we 
not reconsider the premise?"(32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  7212 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wes Haskell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a cost-effective, long-term solution to problems we’ve been trying to tackle for years 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7213 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Barton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola provides the safest way to get up and down the canyon in winter weather. The idea of being 
able to get up to ski without worrying about sliding off the road is extremely valuable. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7214 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Gooden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"Part of the canyon experience is the ride to the top and back. I understand snow sheds may help keep 
snow off the road, but I don’t want to spend a portion of my ride in a concrete tunnel (32.2.9J) 

Page 32B-7394 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7215 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Billy Bustamante 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"More buses and a wider road don’t solve the problem. (32.2.9C) If an accident or avalanche shuts 
down the canyon, it doesn’t matter how many buses or bus lanes you have - everyone has to wait and 
everyone is stuck in traffic (32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  7216 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kam Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Kam Nielsen and I have lived in Salt Lake my entire life. I am an avid rock climber and 
boulderer, and I love spending hundreds of hours each year bouldering in Little Cottonwood. Hundreds 
of climbing and bouldering routes are located close to the road in LC and could be either destroyed or 
removed in the process of expanding the road or building a gondola. (32.4A and 32.4B) I believe in the 
importance of nature conservation and I also would like to continue to enjoy Little Cottonwood for years 
to come. Salt Lake City is the climbing capital of the United States, and the interests of the growing 
global sport should be considered along with those of skiing. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) In lieu of the options presented, UDOT should consider alternative solutions to alleviate traffic 
congestion, such as a bus system along with car quotas in the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.20C) 
Bussing has been an effective method for national parks and ski resorts across the United States to 
accommodate more visitors while reducing traffic, and UDOT should adopt a similar model to achieve 
this goal in Little Cottonwood. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  7217 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ed Leash 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Finding parking is often a deterrent to heading up the canyon in the summer. An alternative way to get 
there without the parking hassle and dangerous roadside conditions would make it so much easier. 
(32.1.2C and 32.2.6.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7218 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chase Madigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Canyon closures due to planned avalanche mitigation will no longer be a problem with the gondola. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  7219 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oyoyo Joi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in the neighborhoods surrounding the entrance of the canyon is unbearable when the canyon is 
backed up. A gondola will allow locals to commute without hassle. (32.2.9D and 32.7B) 
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COMMENT #:  7220 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Neil Fashel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would feel so much safer taking a gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than sitting in a 
bus. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7221 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Hunter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a gondola to and from seasonal festivals would take away all the stress of worrying about 
inebriated drivers on the narrow canyon roads. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7222 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Cates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the smart, safe and popular choice! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7223 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelli Youngman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah deserves the cleanest air and water possible and that is why I support the gondola. Simply put, a 
gondola is the best thing for Utah as a whole. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.12A) 
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COMMENT #:  7224 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The reliability of a gondola makes it easier to plan a day around skiing, hiking, or rock climbing. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7225 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Garcia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As i travel around the country for my various jobs I love exploring their beauty but rarely do I have 
access to a car the whole time. This seems like a great opportunity for tourists to see the beauty of 
Utah (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7226 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roberto Gutierrez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect the access & boulders in Little Cottonwood Canyon! (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7227 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meghan DeGemmis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Meghan DeGemmis 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7228 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lesley Sheppard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a former resident of Alta, Utah, why not limit the amount of uphill traffic and thus the number of 
people? (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) This solves the traffic/crowding/environmental impacts of 
bus/train/gondola and is easy to implement. The only downside is fewer people/perhaps less revenue, 
but a toll for non-public bus traffic and higher overall costs to ski/snowboard will offset the decreased 
revenue from packing as many people in the canyon as possible. Show some concern for experience 
and not just profits! (32.2.4A and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  7229 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Parker Garrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support changes to the current transportation system in place at LCC. This will negatively 
impact myself and the rest of the climbing community (32.2.9G, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7230 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michal Kolaczwaski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola encompasses the long-term vision that we need to think about as we build a better world 
and infrastructure. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7231 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Bauman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Many people drive up the canyon to visit, moving people off the roads would create a safer environment 
and cleaner air. (32.2.4A. 32.7C, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7232 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Landon Haycock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have spent days and hours recreating in Little Cottonwood canyon. I think it would be disastrous to go 
with either of UDOT's ideas. (32.4I, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) They both only benefit the resorts. What 
about all the people who want to climb the roadside boulders? how about making the people that want 
to ski at resorts take a bus that doesn't need widening a road to do so? (32.2.9A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Leave the roads the way they are for all the other people that want to 
recreate- not at the resorts.(32.2.4A) People need wild, open spaces to re-energize and recharge. That 
is part of the beauty of LCC is it is not completely overdeveloped. Please keep it that way. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7233 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Gnyra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm canadian and travel often to slc to Boulder at little cotton wood. It's an amazing place and many 
travelers stop here for the bouldering. (32.4A and 32.4B) I would probably think twice if these boulders 
didn't exist to visit Utah again 
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COMMENT #:  7234 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabe Spencer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in bad weather isn't the only issue, a lot of pollution comes from the canyon regardless of the 
season. A gondola secures a reduction in pollution by taking people off the roads. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7235 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Haak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems the gondola would have the smallest impact on the surrounding nature. I appreciate any care 
that is taken to save our earth. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7236 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lance Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to protect against the pollution of the watershed in the canyon. A road expansion does not 
consider that, whereas a gondola does. (32.2.9D, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 

Page 32B-7416 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7237 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallas Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola allows for access in and out of the canyon during and immediately following an avalanche 
which could be life-saving in so many situations. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  7238 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pascal Pastrana 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a safe, and more reliable transportation system regardless of canyon weather conditions 
(32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  7239 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erica Nuttall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola in Cottonwood Canyon. It would ruin the incredible rare beauty. (32.2.9E 
and 32.17A) I support buses/public transportation for visitors. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7240 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Metzger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would save taxpayers a lot of money as it is an opportunity for private companies to 
endorse and advertise on the gondola and its expenses. (32.2.9D and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  7241 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dickie Heart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The ski resorts up the canyon would help cover the cost of the gondola by providing automatic riders 
that work up the canyon and would choose to ride it. (32.2.7A and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7242 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aiden Dewitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More buses would require more roads, and that means more damage to nature in the canyon. Please 
don't harm the wildlife and its habitat. (32.13B) The gondola has far less effect on the environment and 
I support it. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7243 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Bohn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola can be used year-round for transportation and as its own attraction. I don't know one person 
who doesn't like a gondola ride. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7244 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alli Berry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both gondola and road widening projects. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) They would threaten all the 
historic climbing and bouldering on the roadside in LCC and it makes me sad to think of the history and 
access we would lose. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7245 

DATE:   8/26/21 5:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt DeBusscher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a tourist who frequently comes to Utah for skiing.The Gondola proposal for LCC is absolutely the 
best option and would be an immediate go-to option for accessing Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.9D) Traffic 
up LCC is terrible, and I often wake up multiple hours before lifts open to either beat the avalanche 
work on the highway, or I choose to ignore and go to different resorts not wanting to face long traffic 
jams. Parking at Snowbird/Alta is also limited and exacerbates my drive to arrive early. A gondola 
option would 100% eliminate this issue. Not only can it continue to function with ongoing avalanche 
work, it provides an wasy parking lot that does not have the traffic issues that LCC presents. I would 
definitely use this option and am willing to pay extra ($10) to park and ride. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.4A) 
Being forward, this is obviously also the environmentally conscious decision to help limit car pollution in 
LCC. (32.10A) Please do the right thing and choos this gondola. This is the most practical and 
environmentally friendly option and the long-term benefits vastly outweigh the short term 
considerations.  
Looking forward to riding the LCC Gondola in the next few years! 
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COMMENT #:  7246 

DATE:   8/26/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kristine Gebauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Do not ruin our beautiful canyon with a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) There are few untouched places 
in the world and LCC needs to stay untouched. Alta is a special place to many of us residents and 
though it might be convenient we don’t want a gondola scarring the beautiful terrain. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristine Gebauer 
Midvale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7247 

DATE:   8/26/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Haily Wilbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Haily Wilbert 
Farmington, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7248 

DATE:   8/26/21 6:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Royer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
I was born and have lived in Utah my entire 30 years. Over this period of time I have watched the 
Cottonwood Canyons become increasingly crowded year after year. After seeing the debate regarding 
mitigation of traffic and crowding in the canyons it is clear that there is no easy solution for congestion 
or overcrowding as the population in and around the Wasatch Range increases. Big, fun solutions such 
as the gondola are easy to pitch and fun to look at for Ski company executives as a marketing ploy, 
while widened roads and increased bus coverage seems more of a stop-gap half measure than any 
kind of real solution. Neither solution will completely solve any of the problems that they are prescribed 
to fix. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) What scares me is the idea of permanently 
altering the character of the canyon and its wonderful resources that come along with it. (32.4I) Don't 
widen the road, don't destroy any boulders, don't put massive metal tram poles and wires along the 
bottom of the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.17A) Keep Little Cottonwood Little. As 
an avid outdoor re-creationist, and a land planner and natural resource manager by trade, I don't think 
that either of the proposed UDOT solutions are what the canyon or the population need or want. 
Recognize the size and limitations of the canyon and restrict the amount of people in it through tolls or 
by a bus-only system such as Zion National Park employs, or keep it crowded and let the ski resorts 
whine about their potentially missed profits. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2B) Regardless there won't be 
much of a ski season anyway in ten years, so why waste the money on an expensive tram. (32.2.2E)  
 
From a place of love, 
 
Will 
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COMMENT #:  7249 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live and own my own house in Sugarhouse (Emerson Heights). 
I support that a carrying capacity assessment needs to be performed to help inform these strategic 
decisions. The USFS should not propose this only as an addendum, but a full, revised assessment. 
(32.20B). I do not favor either alternative as the best solution. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I think we should 
make better use of the existing road by investing in better public transit (modern, comfortable, well-run, 
appropriately available and incentivized) buses and mass transit using the existing roadway, and 
adjusting according to usage. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) And ALL of the mentioned parking areas- as 
offered in both alternatives, should be developed as transit hubs with expanded parking (and open to 
supportive commercial co-development) to support the expanded bus service. This could happen on 
the soonest timeline also. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.7C). I support the staged re-development of Wasatch 
Boulevard to see how it works before expanding to 4 lanes. A safe bike path should be a community 
asset. (32.2.6.2.2A) 

Page 32B-7429 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7250 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  7251 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
500 to 600 million dollars is outrageous! How much are Alta or Snowbird contributing to the project? My 
guess is 0 dollars. (32.2.7A) There has to be better options; electric buses, tolls etc.. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.5F, and 32.2.4A) I can't stand the idea of my tax dollars going to make it easier to ski for the 
wealthy. Stop the madness
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COMMENT #:  7252 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cy McIntosh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbing is the biggest part of my life and despite never climbing in Little Cottonwood I am aware of it’s 
legendary status in the sport and would hate to see it destroyed. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7253 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Bollschweilr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
For many years I have enjoyed hiking, rock climbing, and skiing both at resorts and in the backcountry 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon and believe that a gondola is not the appropriate solution to the traffic 
problem in the canyon which is largely experienced during the winter months, mainly Nov. through 
March. (32.2.9E) Other options exist which I believe would be more beneficial for everyone. 
 
The proposed gondola would only serve skiers and resort goers and would not help the population who 
recreate outside the ski resorts whether it be hiking, rock climbing, backcountry skiing, snowshoeing, 
etc. and may cause access issues for groups recreating outside the resorts due to restrictions of where 
the gondola towers would be placed. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Another issue with a gondola running the entire length of the canyon would be that gondolas are 
routinely shut down during strong weather i.e. high wind, heavy precipitation, lightning, etc. where as 
motor vehicles can still safely be operated during inclement weather. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
If one looks at the bus/shuttle transportation system utilized in Zion National Park during the peak 
season one would see an opportunity to apply similar transportation methods to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon (32.2.2B). 
 
Similar to Zion National Park there is already a bus system set in place by UTA for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and would simply need to increase the amount of busses that could also be used throughout 
the state for transportation during the summer and fall months of the year. UTA also has several 
parking lots already in place for the ski busses. The already existing ski bus parking lots could either be 
expanded or have multi level parking garages built in the existing lots for increased capacity if needed. 
(32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9A) 
 
Another option with utilizing buses similar to Zion National Park would be to place a gated booth at the 
mouth of the canyon and close the road to non-bus traffic during peak season use, in this case during 
the winter months Nov. through March, with the exception of people who live and work in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon who would receive a special permit pass to drive in the canyon. With closing the 
road to all but bus traffic and special use permits during the peak winter season months the road would 
not need to be widened or changed (32.2.2B). 
 
 As far as providing service to non resort recreational users a few bus stops could be added to the 
current routes up and down the canyon and be called upon to stop at the next bus pickup/ drop off 
location when the next stop line is pulled by a patron on the bus. Additional UTA pick up and drop off 
locations could be placed at the major trail heads and parking lots currently located in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Locations could include but are not limited to the Gate Buttress parking lot, Tanners Flat 
Campground, and White Pine Trailhead. (32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2D, and 32.1.2C) 
 
I believe that the best option for solving traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon during the winter 
months would be to increase the amount of ski busses already in place by UTA and to close the road 
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during the winter months to non-bus traffic with the exception of residents and workers in the canyon. 
(32.2.2B) 
Thank you for taking the time to read my input. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Bollschweiler 
 
Sincerely, 
David Bollschweilr 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7254 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brayden Harbaugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am fairly new to rock climbing and it makes me so sad to hear things like these boulders being 
destroyed. (32.4A and 32.4B) I am making my voice heard, do NOT destroy the boulders please 
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COMMENT #:  7255 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randall Baum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I oppose both of the options set forth by UDOT in regards to alleviating congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Instead, I strongly encourage authorities to set up a blessing system so 
much of that found in Zion National Park and/or to incentivize carpooling with discounted lift tickets and 
other measures. (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) 
 
Best, 
 
Randy Baum 
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COMMENT #:  7256 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Molly Grenlie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Molly Grenlie 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7257 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Landon Crowther 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Little Cottonwood EIS and UDOT, 
 
As a Salt Lake resident and avid backcountry skier and climber, I find myself enjoying the natural 
wonders of Little Cottonwood Canyon 2-3 times per week. It is a canyon full of incredible terrain and 
beauty. While access to the canyon is one of the major perks of living in the Salt Lake Valley, it comes 
with its own challenges as well. Specifically, access during the wintertime can be limited due to extreme 
weather and increasing tourism.  
 
The proposed transportation solutions have been gaining a lot of attention since the first round of 
comment solutions, with the main two proposals being the gondola and enhanced bus service with road 
widening. I believe that neither of these options is a great solution and will cause permanent destruction 
to the canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These “solutions” will eliminate some of the most iconic 
bouldering problems that Utah has to offer, which attract climbers from all over the world. (32.4A and 
32.4B) Additionally, both proposals will have significant impacts on the watershed that provides water 
to thousands of Salt Lake residents. (32.12A and 32.12B)  
 
The gondola solution will only serve users of Alta and Snowbird. In reality, there are many other users 
of the canyon who will not benefit from this destructive construction. Backcountry skiers, rock climbers, 
snowshoers, bikers, hikers, bird watchers, and campers alike will not benefit from the gondola. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Additionally, at the rate climate change is affecting the 
world, it’s possible that a time will exist where snow is a rarity in our canyons. Then what? Taxpayer 
money will have funded millions of dollars to a for-profit ski resort that may no longer be in operation. 
(32.2.2E).  
 
Before any major construction happens in our precious canyons, we need to give an honest effort at 
making our current infrastructure work for us. We have a bus system in place that, while lacking, has 
huge potential. If taxpayer money is going to go anywhere, it should go to enhancing the public 
transportation system both to and within the canyons. We need to make carpooling a priority, add 
additional parking infrastructure near the base of the canyon so that the current bus service can be 
better utilized, toll or limit personal vehicle use, and better utilize less destructive transportation 
methods. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.4A) Don’t think it will work? Look at Zion National Park: they 
have implemented a shuttle system that does not allow personal vehicles up and down the canyon. 
While it may be inconvenient, it is a very efficient system that serves all types of visitors and stops at 
multiple locations within the canyon. (32.2.2B)  
 
These canyons took millions of years to form, and we could ruin them very easily if we are not careful 
about our decisions during such a critical time. We should be making decisions that best protect the 
canyons and ensure access for generations to come. Once any massive infrastructure has been built, 
the canyons will never be the same. 
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COMMENT #:  7258 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Bretz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't destroy the excellent and historic climbing in LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B) Not only are the 
boulders in the canyon accessible, but they truly constitute a world class climbing experience. Traffic in 
Little Cottonwood has gotten worse over the years, but at what cost are the alleviations worth it? 
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COMMENT #:  7259 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenna Brooks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not move forward with either the Gondola or the widening of the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
I specifically chose where I live to be close to little cottonwood canyon (LCC) because of my deep and 
abiding love for this canyon. I am a climber, and the world class climbing and bouldering would be 
significantly damaged with either proposal. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
Please consider making the canyon have fees. Building larger parking lots for parking at the bottom of 
9400 s. Or having a parking permit for the ski resorts. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A)  
 
Please do not irreversibly ruin our beloved canyon. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7260 

DATE:   8/26/21 8:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Osborn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t like either of the proposed options for trying to resolve the traffic issues in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) They are excessively expensive and negatively impact 
the environment. Please don’t destroy our beautiful canyon. (32.4I) It is a natural treasure that we can’t 
reclaim if we build gondola towers or a wider road. There are more affordable and less impactful 
solutions to the ski traffic problem. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) I don’t think that those who stand to profit 
from the gondola option should have an influence on the decision. Why can’t there be a toll for entering 
the canyon during peak traffic times and also limit access to only those who have parking passes and 
are carpooling. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  7261 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Priyam Patel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the gondola and widening the roads in LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I am a professor 
at the university of Utah and climb in my free time. The bouldering area that would be affected if either 
plan was approved is one of my favorite areas when work makes it hard to find time to climb. The area 
is so accessible and has deepened my love for climbing immensely. I understand that more people 
want to get up the canyon to ski but bouldering is an incredible sport that is highly accessible for people 
of color and those from lower socioeconomic backgrounds in comparison to more expensive sports like 
skiing. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.5A) I think it would be a real travesty to lose some of the climbing 
grounds that Utah and Salt Lake City are so famous for. We should be able to find another way. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7262 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Becker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi there. I recently saw something from the SLCA about a couple climbing areas being affected by 
some project. (32.4A and 32.4B) I don’t know much about it, but as a climber, I understand how hard it 
is to get access to certain places, especially places with the incredibly beautiful lines that it has. Please 
reconsider this decision. It is desecrating something enjoyed both by the nature around it and humans 
alike, and ruining said habitat would be incredibly disheartening. (32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  7263 

DATE:   8/26/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Manubay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t destroy the bouldering in this wonderful place. (32.4A and 32.4B) This is a recreation area 
for everyone. Disrupting it to add capacity to the ski resorts in the area is selfish and unnecessary. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Runners, hikers, bikers and climbers alike love this 
canyon and want to maintain it the way it is (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  7264 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexandria Cantrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, trains, road widening or physical changes to the canyon!! (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9M) 
The canyon is for more than just skiers and the road to the ski resorts! World class boulders, fishing, 
climbing and wildlife also exist here. Don’t damage this place. Put a toll on the canyon. Allow the money 
from the toll to take care of the canyon and fund other projects. Also, move the bus stop that used to be 
at the park and ride at the base of the canyon to the other side of the road to fix the problem of turning 
left into and out of the lot. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  7265 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John FitzGerald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please make this happen! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7266 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Gearing 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great idea that will relieve traffic congestion and greatly reduce the the levels of 
pollution in the canyon due to the reduced vehicle traffic (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7267 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sydney Dowben 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There has to be a cheaper, less invasive option. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) What makes LCC enjoyable is 
being in nature no matter what season it is. The mountains would be changed forever. (32.4I) 
Furthermore, the gondola doesn’t solve the unsolvable problem: there simply isn’t enough space 
(32.20A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
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COMMENT #:  7268 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Callie Wiesman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I just think it's not necessary. Why do you have to widen the gondola opening, and why widen it there. 
(32.1.2B) If you just want money, there are other avenues, and if you want money fueling the economy 
in the area, my suggestion is to put resources into furthering access to outdoor climbing. (32.1.2B) 
Invest in protecting and helping the world around us instead of tearing down more. There's enough 
tearing down of mother earth :( Please please reconsider your expansion and it's long term effects on 
the wildlife and communities around. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7269 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jarrid Casero 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Udot, please consider bussing as an alternative option to the less flexible, less inclusive, and more 
destructive gondola plan (32.2.9E) Adding tolls and increasing incentives for riding busses is a step that 
will cost less and if not effective can be built and expanded on. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Rather than 
these all or nothing approaches, choose the least destructive method that services more than just the 
skiing community 
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COMMENT #:  7270 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Canyon Bryso 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My friends and I, who have been climbing for a few years, have recently been coming to little 
cottonwood more often as it's the best around. We've met climbers from across the nation there, so we 
speak for them too when we say there's nothing quote like it. It should be preserved for its positive 
national, statewide, and local impact (32.4A and 32.4B). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
Please consider the voices of all the non locals who have not heard of these proposals, yet would 
oppose them. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  7271 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support multi use access to the gondola, or no gondola. (32.2.6.5G and 32.2.9E) This has to serve 
summer users and non resort winter users too. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7272 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gene Desideraggio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't blow up the rocks. Climbing is a growing sport and as more people get outdoors, climbing 
areas or routes become crowded. (32.4A and 32.4B) Where I live we don't have a bouldering area like 
Little Cottonwood Canyon, we don't even have granite here! Please save the climbs. Backcountry 
skiing is getting more and more popular who needs a chairlift! (32.1.2B)

Page 32B-7453 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7273 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Huber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please preserve the native lands! I haven’t been able to visit them yet, and I don’t want them to 
disappear (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  7274 

DATE:   8/20/21 12:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Cassell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola!!! (32.2.9E) This is not a sustainable option and will ruin our beautiful canyon. (32.4I and 
32.17A) Make it so only busses can go up the canyon. (32.2.2B) Not a gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  7275 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ashleen McGirk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ashleen McGirk 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7276 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brandon Thomson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brandon Thomson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7277 

DATE:   8/26/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hannah Satein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Hannah Satein 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7278 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joe Kiffney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
A gondola is just such a bad idea. A selfish push to make the canyons more profitable for outside 
tourists. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Joe Kiffney 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7279 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carol Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
NO Gondola!(32.2.9E) No on spending money for new lanes to transport to ski areas only. (32.2.9C) 
Make Icon pay for it. Or better yet set up a list or lottery to everyone gets a chance to use the canyon 
as they would like without the crowds. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) The gondola is STUPID!!! More corporate 
greed and corruption is what brought on the gondola. Stop any discussion. No one wants to add two 
hours of transit time to their very expensive ski day (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). So 
 
Sincerely, 
Carol HANSEN 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7280 

DATE:   8/26/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Smith 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7281 

DATE:   8/26/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meghan DeGemmis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Meghan DeGemmis 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7282 

DATE:   8/26/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kristine Gebauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Do not ruin our beautiful canyon with a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) There are few untouched places 
in the world and LCC needs to stay untouched. Alta is a special place to many of us residents and 
though it might be convenient we don't want a gondola scarring the beautiful terrain. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristine Gebauer 
Midvale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7283 

DATE:   8/26/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Haily Wilbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Haily Wilbert 
Farmington, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7284 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Bollschweilr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
For many years I have enjoyed hiking, rock climbing, and skiing both at resorts and in the backcountry 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon and believe that a gondola is not the appropriate solution to the traffic 
problem in the canyon which is largely experienced during the winter months, mainly Nov. through 
March. (32.2.9E and 32.1.2B) Other options exist which I believe would be more beneficial for 
everyone. 
 
The proposed gondola would only serve skiers and resort goers and would not help the population who 
recreate outside the ski resorts whether it be hiking, rock climbing, backcountry skiing, snowshoeing, 
etc. and may cause access issues for groups recreating outside the resorts due to restrictions of where 
the gondola towers would be placed. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Another issue with a gondola running the entire length of the canyon would be that gondolas are 
routinely shut down during strong weather i.e. high wind, heavy precipitation, lightning, etc. where as 
motor vehicles can still safely be operated during inclement weather. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
If one looks at the bus/shuttle transportation system utilized in Zion National Park during the peak 
season one would see an opportunity to apply similar transportation methods to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon (32.2.2B). 
 
Similar to Zion National Park there is already a bus system set in place by UTA for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and would simply need to increase the amount of busses that could also be used throughout 
the state for transportation during the summer and fall months of the year. UTA also has several 
parking lots already in place for the ski busses. The already existing ski bus parking lots could either be 
expanded or have multi level parking garages built in the existing lots for increased capacity if needed. 
(32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9A) 
 
Another option with utilizing buses similar to Zion National Park would be to place a gated booth at the 
mouth of the canyon and close the road to non-bus traffic during peak season use, in this case during 
the winter months Nov. through March, with the exception of people who live and work in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon who would receive a special permit pass to drive in the canyon. With closing the 
road to all but bus traffic and special use permits during the peak winter season months the road would 
not need to be widened or changed (32.2.2B). 
 
 As far as providing service to non resort recreational users a few bus stops could be added to the 
current routes up and down the canyon and be called upon to stop at the next bus pickup/ drop off 
location when the next stop line is pulled by a patron on the bus. Additional UTA pick up and drop off 
locations could be placed at the major trail heads and parking lots currently located in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Locations could include but are not limited to the Gate Buttress parking lot, Tanners Flat 
Campground, and White Pine Trailhead. (32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2D, and 32.1.2C) 
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I believe that the best option for solving traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon during the winter 
months would be to increase the amount of ski busses already in place by UTA and to close the road 
during the winter months to non-bus traffic with the exception of residents and workers in the canyon. 
(32.2.2B) 
Thank you for taking the time to read my input. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Bollschweiler 
 
Sincerely, 
David Bollschweilr 
Salt Lake City, UT. 
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COMMENT #:  7285 

DATE:   8/26/21 7:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Molly Grenlie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Molly Grenlie 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7286 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ema Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It would cost taxpayers money to both widen the lanes or place a gondola there. Rather than destroying 
more of salt lake's wildlife and rad climbing areas, (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) start charging 
people going skiing up the canyon. Similar to Millcreek. Either one time fees or annual passes. People 
need to start being aware and respecting the beautiful mountains that salt lake has to offer. Stop 
destroying them. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  7287 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  J Ware 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose both the gondola and road expansion in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) UDOT is about to embark on infrastructure changes that will mar the landscape for 
generations to come. (32.17A and 32.17B)  
 
Please further consider options that will reduce our footprint in the canyon and protect our natural 
resources. I would be in favor of a solution that implements improved bus service without widening the 
road in conjunction with a substantial toll for private vehicles. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 
Let's determine a sustainable capacity for the canyon and implement solutions that match. (32.20B) 
 
Thank you for your efforts to protect our state, roads, and our future. 
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COMMENT #:  7288 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitchell Boynton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I encourage UDOT to consider the impact of the canyon traffic mitigation plan on all users of the area. 
(32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) The permanent loss of climbing routes due to widened bus lanes would short 
change a growing tourism opportunity for the future. (32.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7289 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Larson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider what we will lose and not be able to take back with the current 2 proposals. Both 
permanently damage trail access, iconic climbing spots, and trails around. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, 
and 32.4P) These activities are available and accessible for most of the year whereas these 2 
proposals only serve a short period in the winter and favor those that have financial access to these 
high end winter sports. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The climbing and hiking areas 
around cottonwood canyon are available for practically free for everyone. Taking this away affects the 
essentially everyone. As a climber and outdoor enthusiast, I ask that you reconsider the alternative 
options that have a much smaller impact on the environment. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7290 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teresa Crockett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Comments 
Submitted by Teresa Crockett 
8/27/2021 
 
The LCC DEIS is lacking in many areas beginning with inadequate scoping. Of the two selected 
preferred alternatives, the Gondola is by far the more objectionable and the Enhanced Bus option is the 
lesser of evils, while a phased bus approach that utilizes a more connected bus system that penetrates 
further into the Salt Lake valley offers many benefits to the broader community including reduced 
impact on climate change and air quality as well as improving accessibility to minority and low-income 
populations. (32.2.9E, 32.2.2I, 32.10A, and 32.5A) Furthermore, without a carrying capacity study for 
LCC, the cumulative and full impacts to the true affected environment, especially water quality, cannot 
be analyzed as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. (32.20B) 
 
A phased, integrated bus approach provides many advantages not fully considered for this project. A 
phased approach does not preclude the enhanced bus alternative and provides a relatively low-cost, 
low-impact and scalable solution. The enhanced bus alternative described includes the use of mobility 
hubs that, like the gondola alternative, will concentrate traffic around the parking structures. A more 
integrated and phased approach could utilize commercial areas throughout the city for parking which 
would get users out of their cars closer to home without having to make several transfers and without 
concentrating traffic near and on Wasatch Blvd and LCC and while reducing air emissions throughout 
the Salt Lake valley. It would allow for adjustments as riders become accustomed to using the buses for 
LCC access, as ridership increases, as user destinations and travel patterns become better 
understood, and as the effects of additional measures alter usage. Additional measures should include 
tolling (perhaps occupancy based), enforcement of proper winter traction and, prohibition during peak 
hours of private vehicles with fewer than 2-4 occupants. This approach could prove effective enough to 
not warrant a dedicated bus lane and can allow for the adoption of cleaner technology buses as it 
becomes available. It would allow for a phased approach to funding "the project requiring considerably 
less funds in the near future and would better ensure the solution will meet the needs as behaviors 
change and public transit improves. (32.2.2I, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.29R) 
 
- The identified preferred alternatives are drastic actions to address roughly 30 of the worst traffic 
days for the area at huge cost to Utah taxpayers and the environment, and to almost exclusively benefit 
two ski resorts. (32.1.4D, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- Buses should be utilized throughout the year with options for stopping at trailheads within the 
canyon on at least some of the buses. According to one study, 70% of LCC users are dispersed users. 
Neither preferred alternative provides transit for these users but the bus option would provide flexibility 
to alter schedules to serve these users. Bus service to trailheads would reduce demand for trailhead 
parking which is a frequent problem. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) 
- The DEIS states that the area closest to the proposed project does not consist of predominantly 
minority and low-income populations. From an environmental justice standpoint, however, the preferred 
alternatives would perpetuate the existing disparity among users in that no effective public transit is 
provided to LCC recreation sites exists now nor would it with the implementation of either of the 
preferred alternatives. Rather, the preferred alternatives primarily focus on serving skiers who can 
afford to transport themselves to near the base of the canyon and then pay the undetermined fare of 
the gondola or express bus to two of the most expensive resorts within the state. It provides little to no 
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benefits to lower-income or other users who seek to enjoy free use of the public lands within LCC. 
(32.5A) 
- Cost to users for the various options is not addressed. (32.2.4A)  
- Given the Salt Lake valley's air quality and non-attainment history, along with the projected 
growth in the region, the selected alternative must minimize the number of cars and vehicle miles 
traveled to get users from their homes/accommodations to their point of use within the canyon and 
utilize clean technology (32.10A). 
-  
- A phased approach, particularly that utilizes better integration with the bus system throughout 
the valley, allows for the use of cleaner bus technology as it becomes available, lessens travel time and 
gets cars off the road earlier in the user's trip. The latter reduces impacts to air quality and minimizes 
congestion on the approach to LCC. (32.2.2I, 32.10A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
- Any bus alternative must provide for stops throughout the canyon at least during non-peak 
hours or on specific buses. (32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.3C) 
- The gondola alternative is not scalable and adaptive; rather, it focuses congestion in the areas 
near the proposed parking and as population and use swell, the road conditions will return to the 
existing conditions but with a limited number of resort users using the gondola in addition. It doesn't 
solve congestion - it just moves it, including around the base station. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.5E, 32.1.2D, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- The gondola will concentrate traffic around the traffic structures (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) 
- The DEIS does not adequately present the preferred alternatives, especially for the gondola. 
(32.29D)  
o The fact that the gondola will be shut down during and right after avalanche control artillery firing 
and interlodge lockdowns is buried where most people are unaware of this fact. (32.2.6.5H and 
32.2.6.5K)  
o Realistic renderings of the visual impact of the gondola are from a very limited set of Key 
Observation Points (KOPs) yet there are multitudes of users who will be impacted by it from throughout 
the canyon including the two wilderness areas which were generally excluded from the analysis. “Views 
from the Twin Peaks and Lone Peak Wilderness Areas were not specifically assessed in this 
analysis...” Very few KOPs were identified beyond trailheads. A full and accurate rendering must be 
presented for informed public input. (32.17A and 32.17F) 
o The fact that the towers will be equipped with FAA-compliant red lights that flash 20 to 40 times 
per minute with wind turbine generators is also not highlighted for the general public to grapple with and 
which will be visible from much of the canyon locations. Although an alternative for using aircraft 
detection lighting systems was mentioned but the added cost was not apparent although the flashing 
red lights is probably an unacceptable visual impact to the public thus the cost of the alternative must 
be included. The FAA-compliant lights were not illustrated nor were included in the scoring presented in 
17A. (32.17A) 
o The completed Visual Contrast Rating Worksheets appear to be biased in that the assessments 
for the gondola option played down the visual impact from the gondola option. For example, no mention 
was made of the red flashing lights in the included worksheets. There was no rendering of the gondola 
alternative presented in 17A for KOP7 to substantiate the corresponding assessment while there were 
for other alternatives, but more importantly, the renderings did not give a realistic view of the proposed 
alternative from all the impacted perspectives, including at night. (32.17A and 32.17F)  
- The identified preferred alternatives only project a reduction in vehicles in the immediate area of 
30% by 2050 during peak congestion hours (based on what fares?). (32.2.4A) If this is actually the 
case, a more connected and integrated bus approach that penetrates further into the valley could more 
substantially reduce vehicle miles traveled and associated emissions. This would reduce emissions 
throughout the valley. Buses could be used throughout the year to further reduce emissions in part by 
delivering year-round users to various trailheads and recreation sites rather than just reducing the 
number of drivers going to the resorts. (32.2.2I and 32.1.2C)  
- Given that on peak days over 12,000 vehicles use LCC. The two proposed mobility hubs, and 
base station for the gondola alternative, will only provide 2,500 parking stalls or parking for 21% of 
those 12,000 cars. As population and users increase, it will still only provide 2,500 parking stalls but will 
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only accommodate a decreasing percentage of the vehicles using LCC. This assumes the parking is 
only used by people using the bus or gondola to reach the LCC ski resorts. This is unlikely to be the 
case. (32.2.4A) 
- Cars approaching La Caille from the south, such as from Granite, Sandy and Draper, will have 
to pass by the mouth of LCC in order to park and gain access to the gondola adding unnecessary traffic 
at the mouth of LCC. (32.2.6.5E) 
- The indirect impact of ever-increasing traffic to and up Big Cottonwood Canyon and the likely 
use of the northern mobility hub by those users is not adequately addressed. (32.20D) 
- The cumulative effect of future developments and transit projects for traffic congestion 
associated with Big Cottonwood Canyon was not addressed although such projects and increasing 
traffic there have been acknowledged. (32.20D) 
- LCC is a critical watershed for a huge population and is highly affected by its carrying capacity 
and the demands placed on it. Without establishing LCC's carrying capacity, a comprehensive EIS 
cannot be completed. It is also critical to know the carrying capacity before choosing the preferred 
alternative. The gondola infrastructure could not be scaled back once built if the Forest Service were to 
impose a visitation/use limit but a bus system could be. (32.20B) 
- With the identified preferred alternatives, Wasatch Blvd will convey many more cars to the 
congestion points leading to an increase in the vehicle miles driven and generally the amount of 
emissions in the long run, further disrupts the local community, and doesn't provide for a safe buffer for 
bike and multi-use paths on each side nor prioritized bus transit during peak ski mornings and 
afternoons. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.4F)
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COMMENT #:  7291 

DATE:   8/27/21 1:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zosia Piotrowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please don't change this landscape or remove these boulders. (32.4A and 32.4B) These being 
great joy to unnumbered people. Please. Even if you have to move them, don't destroy them 
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COMMENT #:  7292 

DATE:   8/27/21 1:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Rodrigues 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't go ahead with the projects, it's not necessary and us hikers and climbers lose so much if you go 
ahead. (32.2.9G, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7293 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Nichols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This sounds like a solution in search of a problem. (32.1.2B) Rather than create additional impact on 
the land for roughly a problem. That is only extreme 10 to 15% of the time, expand bussing and 
carpooling services. Make the busses easy to use and ski friendly. Run them in the summer, (we'd use 
them to go hiking). Sell passes for high traffic days. (32.1.4D, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.4A) 
 
Do not destroy the land building gondolas or bus lanes. (32.2.9E and 3.2.9C) Please. 
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COMMENT #:  7294 

DATE:   8/27/21 5:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Sailor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is so wrong! Tourism money at expense of some of best rock climbing in world. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
BAD priorities and you are anti climate change! (32.2.2E) Obviously you are not from Utah . 
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COMMENT #:  7295 

DATE:   8/27/21 5:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachael Swenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbing in little cottonwood canyon is a dream of mine. To live up to all my climbing heros and climb 
where they have climbed. Please do not destroy this beautiful piece of nature. Areas like these are 
under threat from so many avenues. I would hate to see little cottonwood canyon on the list as another 
of our countries environmental conservation failures. Please protect this area and help me live up to my 
dream of experiencing this beautiful climbing spot. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7296 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Petrinitz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please save our natural resources from increased human traffic. do not develop a tramway into this 
precious climbing landmark (32.4B and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7297 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Spedden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the two plans currently proposed by UDOT for Little Cottonwood Canyon are in the best 
interest of the majority of canyon users or the people in the State who will pay for them. Below are my 
comments on the proposals and an outline of an alternate path for your consideration. 
1.  The Gondola proposal. This costly proposal benefits a very small portion of the canyon users. It 
seems to be driven by the special interests of two businesses in the canyon at the expense of everyone 
else in the state, including competing ski areas. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The 
Gondola line will be a permanent scar on the beauty of a rugged and accessible glacial valley. (32.17A) 
The Gondola is also very inflexible in its load carrying capacity. (32.2.6.5N) Access to the ski areas 
tends to be at peak times on peak days, a scenario not well serviced by gondola technology. 
2. The Bus scenario. This scenario has some positive points but it would be premature to execute 
on other aspects of it. The avalanche tunnels in the upper reaches of the canyon will significantly 
reduce the need to close the canyon for avalanche control work. This will be a big step in reducing 
canyon backups on powder days. (32.7A) There is a fallacious argument being presented that the 
tunnels will be an “eyesore”; actually the tunnels will be less intrusive on the landscape if vegetation is 
allowed on the top and they are designed to permit wildlife movement. (32.17C and 32.13E) Bus 
service can be added or reduced based on need. The buses can also run year-round and service the 
hiking and climbing community. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) Finally, bus technology will not be a static 
thing. Bus technology will evolve to cleaner alternatives. (32.2.6.3F) While the added bus lane does 
have an appeal for speeding transit time and as a bike lane in the summer, it would require significant 
excavation and disruption of existing features in the lower half of the canyon. 
I think a third proposal would allow near-term benefits and permit additional data to be gathered to 
make a more informed decision. Following are the elements of that alternate path: 
1. Change Little Cottonwood Canyon to a toll road during the winter. (32.2.4A) Those funds would 
appropriately be used to mitigate the cost of avalanche control work. During heavy traffic loading times, 
change this toll basis to a reservation basis with a given tag provided an allowable window of travel. 
This second point is preferable to allowing traffic to block all roads leading to the canyon. Homeowners 
in the area cannot get to their homes during those backups; that needs to change immediately. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.7B) 
2. Increase the level of bus service and give buses priority on heavy loading days. Additionally, 
implement bus service to the White Pine trailhead and, during the summer, to multiple points in the 
canyon. (32.2.6.3N, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.2.2A)  
3. There is a current and very dangerous problem in the canyon: the “bike lane” is clearly marked 
as a bike lane at the entrance to the canyon; in general it is illegal to park in a bike lane because that 
forces bicycles out into traffic; however, in LCC cars park blocking the bike lane in many locations, this 
is a very dangerous situation - it is either a bike lane and restrictions need to be enforced, or it isn't. 
(32.9A and 32.9B) 
4. Proceed with planning and construction of the avalanche tunnels. Getting away from having to 
control the avalanches in the upper reaches has a lot of benefits encompassing safety, cost savings 
and improved and reliable traffic flow. (32.2.9K)  
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a marvelous resource. The path forward needs to be done in a thoughtful 
and stepwise manner. Neither of the two current UDOT proposals meet this need. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-7481 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7298 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Myers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While admittedly I am not a "local" I have been skiing SLC area resorts for a long time. I watched the 
UDOT public meeting. It is interesting to me that the proposed cost of the gondola is higher than the 
other option of adding a extra lane for bus transit as it would seem the lane addition would be more 
expensive due to the amount of cut and fill, paving, drainage, etc. (32.2.7C) I also find it odd that the 
one stated "negative" about the gondola is that it was the more "visually detrimental of the two" which I 
strongly disagree with. First, there are already many lifts in the region, so while not up the canyon, ski 
lifts are not an uncommon sight in the surrounding mountain region. Second, all of the cut and fill, 
excavation, associated drainage, and addition of a extra lane in my opinion is way more of a visual 
impairment/change than the addition of a gondola. Furthermore, in the future the gondola could be 
easily removed with little remaining evidence it was ever installed, adding a bus lane is basically forever 
and will greatly impact the canyon in terms of excavation, cut and fill, additional impervious surface, 
visually, environmental impacts, impacts on wildlife, etc. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) I 
strongly support the gondola as the preferred alternative for LCC. I look forward to continuing to visit 
LLC on a regular basis and riding the gondola sooner rather than later. (32.2.9D)  
Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  7299 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Quang Vo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not consider construction of a gondola system or widening of the roads in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. This will cause so much damage in the natural spaces and be a pointless endeavor of 
financial resources. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  7300 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin this beautiful landscape. I remember driving up for my first time as a kid and feeling 
like I flew to another planet. A gondola and widening the road would destroy what lcc is all about...it's 
beauty. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Just use the Zion National park system where they 
shuttle people in. (32.2.2B) Our planet has already taken such a beating from us. We are a parasite to 
the planet. 
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COMMENT #:  7301 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Hwang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While many folks want to patch the solution with only the addition of more buses, the gondola is a 
transformative solution that will create smoother access to the canyon and boost the local tourism. 
Despite many folks complaining about the visitors, there's no option to make them disappear. We may 
as well accept it headfirst and create a world class solution. The gondola will be an elegant solution 
with minimal environmental impacts which will occur regardless of the solution we pick. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  7302 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joyce Marder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We use the canyon in the summer to experience nature. So much of what I once enjoyed has been 
paved over. Rather than increase transit options, I vote to limit visitation. (32.2.9G and 32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  7303 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Giewont 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Drill a tunnel under the canyon up to the resorts. It will not obstruct any views and still provide 
streamlined access to and from the resorts. (32.2.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  7304 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Cantwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a one season solution for a year round problem. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) Furthermore, it 
will use tax payer dollars to directly support privately held businesses, while only providing access to 
Alta or Snowbird. The capital intensive nature and lack of scalability makes this an inequitable plan for 
tax payers and year round users of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7305 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stella Mosher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was very concerned to learn about UDOTs plans to spend at least $500 million dollars of largely 
taxpayer money, on a multi-year (multi-decadal?) and highly destructive project to benefit only a select 
group of people, a few days out of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Little 
Cottonwood Canyon is, by itself, one of the reasons that I moved to Salt Lake City nearly 6 years ago. 
Since then, I have spent countless days, early mornings and late nights appreciating the access and 
beauty of this local bouldering hot spot. Both of UDOTs suggested plans will destroy, potentially, 100s 
of world class boulder climbs. (32.4A and 32.4B) I cannot emphasize this enough - this is a gorgeous 
canyon with bouldering that attracts climbers from all over the world to visit Salt Lake City, or to move 
here and call this canyon home. I am completely devastated that UDOT is proposing these highly 
destructive solutions without considering less destructive modalities to alleviate some winter traffic. 
Why not road tolls? Reservation parking at the ski areas as was implemented during covid-19? 
Increased parking structures outside the canyon for carpooling/park-and-ride bus transport? (32.2.4A, 
32.2.2K, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.9A) Why can't we consider other methods for reducing traffic that don't 
involve creating a mechanical eyesore (gondola) or turning our gorgeous canyon into a multi-lane 
highway? (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.2.6.3B, and 32.2.9C) I don't beleive that many skiiers would choose to 
take a gondola to the resorts - that feels like a tourist attaraction that will do nothing but destroy LCC. 
(32.2.4A) Additionally, Snowbird already offers a tram for skiiers, mountain bikers and visitors alike, so 
the attraction of getting a birds-eye-view of the canyon already exisits. There is no need to create a 
highly destructive and redundant service. (32.1.2B) It also seems that the true bottleneck in accessing 
the canyon is on 6200, not LCC itself. Why not incentivise carpool lots or bus service and additional 
parking somewhere closer to town to reduce traffice on 6200 and within LCC? (32.2.6.2.1C and 
32.2.9A) Further, we should all be incetivised to protect the LCC watershed, and increased traffic via 
wider roads is certainly not the answer. (32.12B and 32.7C) Please consider working with other stake-
holder groups, such as the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance, who represent a vast community of outdoor 
enthusists recreating in LCC. Please remember that this canyon serves a greater population than 
skiiers, and that a few days of bad traffic each year do not warrant such destruction of an important and 
beautiful local natural space. (32.29D) Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  7306 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Oliver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a native Salt Lake resident and former Alta/Snowbird skier, I've awaited acceptance of a gondola in 
Little Cottonwood canyon for over 40 years. Decades ago, gondola technology did not seem enough to 
handle our situation here - now, it's time. Please do not hesitate - GO GONDOLA!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7307 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the building of the gondola. (32.2.9D) We must discontinue the ikon pass ASAP. (32.2.2K) We 
need to regulate vehicles that are I'll equipped to enter the canyon during winter months! (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  7308 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annalyn Osborn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We do not want a gondola nor a wider highway. We believe the best solution for everyone is a better 
bus system. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7309 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Pacaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not widen the roads, UDOT. Keep the climbing in LCC. (32.2.9C and 32.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7310 

DATE:   8/27/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Carignan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is critical that we preserve both the natural beauty, environmental importance, and historical 
significance of the Utah wilderness. (32.4I) As we are so privileged to live and exist in such close 
proximity with the natural elements of Utah, it is important that use and ease of access are emphasized 
for all. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The impending decision by the UDOT on the 
development of additional transportation into the canyon MUST take in to consideration the historical 
and economic importance of climbing boulders in and near the Canyon. The boulders attract thousands 
of visitors every year bringing renown to Utah for its excellent climbing and significant eco tourism 
revenue. Additionally these boulders and there climbing routes have been the bedrock of a thriving 
local community for decades which would be devastated by their destruction or removal. (32.4A, 32.4B, 
and 32.6D) While it is desirable by all parties to increase travel volume to the wonderful paradise 
offered in the canyon and at ski resorts, it should not be done at the expense of the boulders and 
climbing community. Any development proposal should minimize the impact to known climbing sites 
and include rigorous mitigations for access and preservation. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4P) In this 
interest, the highway widening project should be given priority due to its reduced impact when 
compared to the Gondala project. It is possible for all users of Utah's natural wonders to coexist and 
enjoy the outdoors while bringing revenue and prosperity to Utah. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  7311 

DATE:   8/27/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Nanfito 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the proposed solutions are ideal, as they are both absurdly expensive for taxpayers to solve 
a problem for a few ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Expanding bussing is 
fine. (32.2.9A) Spending $500m widening roads is not. (32.2.9C) Ruining the skyline with a stupid 
expensive gondola gimmick is the worst solution of all. (32.17A and 32.2.9E) Ideally, bussing should be 
expanded and strongly encouraged through the use of tolls or other means. (32.2.4A) The proposed 
solutions are so overkill they seem ridiculous, I can't believe these projects are being allotted $500m 
which could be spent better anywhere else. 
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COMMENT #:  7312 

DATE:   8/27/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Wu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT's proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4G, 32.4N, and 32.4P) 
 
As a local climbing guide, my livelihood depends on continued access to these areas. This proposal 
would benefit the ski industry at the equal expense of the climbing industry. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP)  

Page 32B-7496 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7313 

DATE:   8/27/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stefan Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the proposed options work for solving the problem. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I believe the enhanced bus system fails in environmental impact due to constructing the 
necessary infrastructure, and the gondola system fails in that it can only serve 2 businesses for a few 
months of the year. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
We should first try increasing frequency of our current bus system (without widening the road) and 
incentivizing usage of that bus system. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)

Page 32B-7497 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7314 

DATE:   8/27/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Hughston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Cottonwood canyon is a watershed for the salt lake valley. None of these options should be explored 
any further. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) I think that more parking for uta buses should be 
explored as well as adding more uta busses to the route. Allowing bus stops for backcountry skiing 
areas would be a great addition. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.6.3C) Tearing up the canyon is an 
awful idea. The cottonwood ski resorts need to limit the amount of people coming into the ski resorts for 
safety of skiers as well as making it a more enjoyable experience for everyone else. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  7315 

DATE:   8/27/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Wissa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not disrupt the nature of Little Cottonwood with a huge gondola project. (32.2.9E) The 
gondola would ruin so much of the recreation that people go into the canyon for. It's unnecessary and 
would cause massive destruction not to mention time wasted on construction. Please don't do the 
gondola! Choose a less destructive alternative! (32.4I, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7316 

DATE:   8/27/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Cerchiari 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save LCC. Don't build gondalas, don't widen the roads. Save nature. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7317 

DATE:   8/27/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Wissa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building a gondola won't even help the traffic up the canyon, which is the worst part. (32.7C) Making a 
train system seems like a much better option and wouldn't ruin the nature. (32.2.9F) The sides of the 
roads hold tons of climbing opportunities that bring in famous climbers from all over the world. Don't 
build a gondola, please! (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4D, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7318 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Zangrilli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UTDOT Study Team, 
 
 I support the bus alternative as an attempt to address the congestion problem in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A) I use the word “attempt” because we cannot build our way out of 
congestion. This alternative shows 1,008 people per hour using the buses. If this happens, those riders 
will be replaced on the roadway by others in personal vehicles who see less congestion. (32.2.4A and 
32.20E) Eventually, SR 209 and SR 210 will be backed up as they are now. 
 
 Nevertheless, the bus alternative is far superior to the gondola. First and foremost, buses can 
deliver skiers to several points at each resort (Creekside and the Tram Base at Snowbird; Collins and 
Albion at Alta). For a senior skier such as me, being dropped off a few steps from my locker at Albion is 
much better than bus, gondola, bus. In addition, would it be possible for buses to stop at White Pine for 
backcountry skiers? (32.2.6.3A and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
 Second, I consider the views in Little Cottonwood Canyon as something worth preserving. 
Towers and cables will destroy those views. (32.17A) 
 
 Third, a gondola would serve only skiers at Alta and Snowbird. It seems to me that if the owners 
of Alta and Snowbird want a gondola, then they should pay for it. Alta is tracked out within two hours of 
opening and I don't see the need to put more people on the mountain at taxpayer expense. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The argument that the gondola would run during avalanche 
conditions overlooks the fact that it would not when control operations are in progress and that the 
cable would have to be inspected for shell fragments after control work has stopped. What happens if 
fragments are found in the cables? How long would the gondola be out of service then? And how many 
times are the resorts open when the road is closed? (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
 Finally, we are in a drought and are seeing the effects of climate change on Utah. Alta's historic 
average snowfall is around 550 inches. In the last ten years, however, the average is 467 inches. If 
these trends continue and fewer people choose to ski, then the number of buses could easily be 
reduced. (32.2.2E) The gondola would still remain as a fixed system and an eyesore. (32.17A) 
 
 The needs of the climbing community must also be addressed. My career was in highway 
construction, so I know that designers and contractors can modify alignments to fit environmental 
considerations. If the road has to be shifted to preserve significant climbing areas, I would urge UDOT 
to do that. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  7319 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randall LaLonde 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both of the current 'solutions.' (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We need to look at Little Cottonwood 
Canyon holistically, as a mountain and watershed that will be drier and hotter in the future, not one that 
is just going to carry more and more people forever. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.1.2B) We should plan for 
sustainability, not maximizing carrying capacity. (32.20B) An honest wilderness experience is based on 
minimal numbers of people, not maximum. Why are both plans built around just downhill skiing? What 
about back-country skiing, now the fastest growing winter sport? What about all the other non-winter 
uses of the canyon--hiking, rock climbing, mountain biking, etc.? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) As to the gondola plan, what will prevent downhill skiers from just ignoring the gondola 
system entirely and still driving up the canyon? (32.2.4A) The current EIS has some good ideas, like 
larger parking structures at the gravel pit. Instead of building another lane for buses, why not create a 
12-month schedule, with stops at popular climbing and back country skiing spots? (32.1.2C) How about 
having variable lanes that only allow buses and HOV's during peak hours? (32.2.2D) Why not put limits 
on the number of cars that can go up the canyon on certain days, or even ban them completely? 
(32.2.2L, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2B) You should start over and work with the U.S. Forest Service, the 
counties, and all the other stakeholder groups--climbers, for example--to create a larger scale plan for 
the Wasatch front, not a plan aimed solely for the proprietors of Alta and Snowbird, not to mention the 
millions of dollars that will be footed by the taxpayers, no matter which plan is approved. (32.1.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  7320 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Ellias 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an outdoor enthusiast and I love to use trails to enjoy the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon. I 
have concerns about the access to trailheads which will be reduced by inhibition of on-road parking. 
Access will be limited to the parking spaces at the trailhead. This will also force climbers to park at 
trailheads where a lot of climbing access trails will not be. This will reduce our safety as we will have to 
walk along the road for a longer amount of time than if we are able to park proximal to the climbing 
access trail. (32.4P) 
 
The EIS states that the purpose is to increase mobility, safety, and reliability for all S.R. 210 users. 
However, climbing and trail access will be very limited, decreasing reliability, and safety for climbers will 
potentially be reduced too. (32.4P) Running the gondola year round is useless for dispersed users. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A bus system can increase the mobility, safety and 
reliability for everyone year-round. (32.1.2C) It seems to me the purpose/goal of the EIS is not being 
met by the preferred alternatives. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  7321 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eddie Claridge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel an extra lane & increased bus service is a better alternative to the gondola with less 
environmental impact to the canyon. (32.2.9B) The wil be insufficient parking for gondola use requiring 
a shuttle to the base making it even less likely people will use it. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.4B, 32.2.6.5J and 
32.2.4A) The ski areas are in favor of the it will allow them to sell more tickets with little infrastructure 
expense. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) That doesn't mean it's a good idea for LCC. I 
want to live in a (relatively) pristine mountain environment, not Disneyland. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  7322 

DATE:   8/27/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cyrus McDowell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Maybe look up the triple convergence theory before you decide to widen the roads. (32.2.4A and 
32.7F) Road widening DOESN'T WORK and you are simply going to be impacting a large part of the 
culture and community utilizing LCC. Please reconsider your proposal. (32.2.9C, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7323 

DATE:   8/27/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Tobey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT's gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4I). UDOT must find a new alternative based on an 
expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies that includes 
dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2PP)  
 
Please work to utilize a less impactful option for transit in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon before 
resorting to the most impactful option that is currently being proposed. (32.1.1A, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.2PP) 
 
As a climber and faith leader in Northern Utah, it is of vast importance to me that we follow humanity's 
call to serve and protect the earth, as is laid out to the first humans in Genesis. Please work to figure 
out the best way to serve and protect this piece of earth, so the least amount of impact possible may 
occur. (32.29G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Rev. Adam Tobey 
Ogden, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7324 

DATE:   8/27/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Sieverts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have spent a lot of time up Little Cottonwood Canyon. It has been and still is the closest canyon to 
where I live. Over the years, I have enjoyed skiing, biking, climbing, and hiking up the canyon. Some of 
my best memories have taken place enjoying the adventure and beauty the canyon offers. As a lifetime 
user of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I request lower impact options be explored to address the traffic 
issue during peak ski season. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I do not believe the gondola or road widening 
options are appropriate solutions. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Options that minimally alter the landscape we 
enjoy in the canyon should receive UDOT's full attention and consideration. (32.2.2PP and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7325 

DATE:   8/27/21 1:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a single season solution to a year round problem. (32.1.2C) Also, it's funded with tax 
dollars and will directly benefit privately held businesses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) The solution should be scalable, year round and also benefit all users of the canyon; the 
gondola is none of those. (32.1.2C) The gondola will merely be an expensive bandaid. Not to mention 
one hell of an eye sore. (32.17A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7326 

DATE:   8/27/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Kleinman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not add a gondola in our canyon! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7327 

DATE:   8/27/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Swindler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Another comment from me, on the pushback from the rock climbers. I enjoy rock climbing too, but I 
don't see how any boulders under the gondola lines would be affected. Am I missing something? 
(32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7328 

DATE:   8/27/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Travis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To: Utah Department of Transportation 
Little Cottonwood decision of Tramway vs. Enhanced Bus Service 
 
This very important decision should not be made until more definitive information is available in an 
easy-to-read and easy-to-find format as to the path of an overhead tram and it's physical dimensions is 
made available to the public. The same information should be made available regarding the actual 
locations of the expanded bus lanes, as well as parking plans and expanded parking lots for both 
propositions (32.2.6J). What has been presented to us so far leaves many more questions than 
answers. Searching through your thousand pages of explanations is not good enough. 
 
Also, UDOT has ignored the in-canyon residents' wishes and concerns and is focused on a one-size-
fits-all project when in fact there are a myriad of concerns for those who live and work in the canyon. 
 
Overhead Tramway: 
1.  If tram users get stuck up canyon (Interlodged or malfunctioning tram), where will people stay, 
and will their cars be able to safely be left in whatever parking structures are created down canyon? 
(32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6F) Lodges may be full. COVID has left massive accommodations impossible. 
2. What happens if the tram cable ices up, heavy winds keep the tram from operating, or a 
mechanical problem shuts the tram down? How do people then get up or down the canyon? Who is 
responsible for evacuating the tram cars in any of these situations? Are these people trained and 
available as rescuers? (32.2.6.5K) 
3. Do I presume that even with the tram, the highway will be kept open for vehicles (service 
vehicles, residents, employees, and others who are not able to ride the tram within the allotted hours)? 
(32.2.4A) What about emergency vehicles? Or will the tram run 24 hours a day as a service for 
everyone that needs to get in and out of the canyon? (32.2.6.5D) 
4. Will each tram car be equipped with phone/radio service to the base in case of an emergency? 
(32.2.6.5K)  
5. Will each car stop at Snowbird, or will there be express cars to and from Alta? (32.2.6.5R) 
6. If a resident, business owner, or service personnel needs to get to the valley ASAP for a needed 
supply, mechanical part, or other emergency business (i.e. a suddenly broken snowblower, furnace, hot 
water boiler, snowcat, etc.), how difficult will it be to get down and back up the canyon with the repaired 
appliance or new part to do the job? (32.2.6.5D) 
7. Others who may not have been considered in this plan are those residents who may have jobs 
in the Salt Lake Valley and have odd schedules. How do they conveniently get up and down the 
highway in all weather conditions, especially if they are dependent upon a tram? Or a limited bus 
schedule? (32.2.6.5D and 32.2.4A)  
8. Will avalanche control work continue in order to protect homes and businesses in the canyon? 
(32.2.6.5K) 
9. Will the tram run in the summer as well as winter? What do you envision as a schedule for the 
tram (days of the week, hours of the day, seasons of the year)? (32.2.6.5F) 
10. Please address the fact of whether or not there will be a fee to ride the tram, and if so, what you 
project that fee to be? Would that fee pertain to employees and residents too? (32.2.4A) 
 
Expanded Bus Lanes: 
1. This option could easily be tested out right now on a limited basis in that UTA could expand their 
less-than-desired canyon bus schedule to be more frequent. I know people that used to ride but bus, 
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want to ride the bus, but will no longer ride the bus because of 1) filled parking lots, 2) overcrowded 
busses with standing room only which is not only uncomfortable but also dangerous, 3) inconvenient 
scheduling, 4) no express busses to Alta so the Snowbird stops add too much time to the trip. These 
problems could be ironed out right now and the entire idea of more busses more frequently could be 
tested in real time. (32.29R, 32.2.7C, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.4A) 
2. Will the bus lanes (one uphill and one downhill) be fully restricted to busses, or will there be a 
time that they will be available for other vehicle traffic? (32.2.6.3B) There is always someone in a car 
that needs a passing lane. Will concrete trucks, for example, us the bus lanes or automobile lanes? 
There are a lot of slow-moving vehicles that use the canyon, so what is the plan for them once the bus 
lanes are created? (32.2.6.3B) 
3. Where are cyclists expected to ride once the two bus lanes are added? Cycling up and down 
the canyon has exploded over these past years and they cannot be ignored. (32.2.6.3B and 32.9A) 
4. Will snow sheds need to be built over the road in the most avalanche prone areas, and what will 
they look like? Will they be heated to keep ice from forming on the roadway? (32.2.9K, 32.2.2II, and 
32.17C) 
5. What will a winter bus schedule look like? (32.2.6.3N) What will a summer bus schedule look 
like? (32.2.6.3C) Will there be stops at main trail heads, especially the popular White Pine (both 
seasons) and Lisa Falls (summer & fall)? 
6. What fees are envisioned for this new and expanded bus service? What hours will the busses 
run? (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3N) 
 
I'm sure there are many more questions that we, the public, need answered before we can reasonable 
back either of these proposals. And maybe both proposals are too limiting, creating more problems 
than they solve. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
 
Why not first try managing Little Cottonwood Canyon traffic with a toll (including a season pass 
structure for canyon residents and employees) and see how much that reduces traffic? (32.2.2Y) 
Combined with a more efficient bus service, these two options might just save some time and money in 
the long run. It would also give businesses and residents more flexibility rather than restricting 
necessary highway use. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 
Also, spend some time and thought on what services will be needed for the public once they exit the 
tram or the bus. More public space for ski lockers, bathroom facilities, indoor waiting rooms, etc. 
(32.2.3A) 
 
I have lived and worked in Alta for over 50 years. I was at work when the Goldminer's Daughter 
exploded. I was at work the night the rescue helicopter crashed at White Pine. I was at work in a lodge 
when it was hit by avalanches (several times). I was at work when we were desperate for a mechanic 
or a repairman or specific emergency parts in the midst of snowstorms. I was heading to work when a 
Sugarplum condominium was in flames a few years ago. I've been Interlodged with guests many, many 
times, for days (and a week) at a time. I was not there when all guests and employees were required to 
ski out of the canyon after a huge snowstorm but have talked to friends who were. Many of these 
scenarios are what are on my mind as I wonder how we would have to proceed in these or similar 
circumstances with the transportation changes that are coming to our canyon. 
 
Karen Travis 
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COMMENT #:  7329 

DATE:   8/27/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Nordan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
So while I realize this comment period is mostly about Little Cottonwood Canyon, I feel a solution 
should apply to Big Cottonwood Canyon as well. It suffers from over crowding issues as well, granted 
more parking related than traffic related compared to Little. (32.1.1A) 
 
That said, I am against a gondola. (32.2.9E) This is a very narrow focused solution, with too much tax 
payer funding, at the benefit of a couple private companies. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) The gondola would always be there, even when not necessary, especially during summer 
months. How much of the time would it be cost effective to have the gondola spinning over the course 
of a year, yet it will always be there (32.2.6.5F) . And then what is being done to address the traffic 
situation of getting to the gondola and then parking when there? (32.2.6.5E)  
 
I would much rather see expanded bus routes, with improved parking facilities at the primary park-n-
ride locations. For example, there used to be a route that went north up Wasatch and then up BCC, but 
no longer. So now the only route up BCC comes down Ft Union, meaning those of us living or in a hotel 
south of BCC have to drive to get on a bus, why not just then drive up BCC? Additionally, the parking 
lots fill up so fast. And then the busses fill up early in their routes, meaning those later on the route may 
have to wait multiple busses. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.2I) 
 
Thus, increased bus frequency and routes, along with improved parking facilities is my preferred 
solution. And during off times, the busses can be parked. While the parking facilities could be used for 
other events during other times of the year. 
 
And if improved busses are not sufficient, then investigate and build a 3rd lane. (32.2.2P) But to repeat, 
against a gondola in LCC and would like a solution that can be applied to both BCC and LCC. 
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COMMENT #:  7330 
DATE:   8/27/21 2:34 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Elizabeth Kimball 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To the Utah Department of Transportation,  
 
As a nonprofit organization that supports the adaptive community through outdoor recreation in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, Wasatch Adaptive Sports (WAS) is eager to share our thoughts on the proposed 
plan for the Little Cottonwood EIS. An overarching question we have for both the bus and the gondola 
option is whether or not the design and functionality will increase access to the mountains for the 
community of people with disabilities. For either solution to compete with the often essential 
accessibility afforded by driving one's vehicle, we first and foremost strongly recommend 1) valuing the 
representation of people with adaptive needs in this decision-making, design, and implementation 
process to ensure standards beyond minimum ADA requirements are prioritized and 2) encourage a 
universal design to benefit all people of all ages and ability, to the greatest extent possible, without the 
need for adaptation or specialized design. Based on the information currently available on either option, 
specific areas of concern include the following list. We invite you to see these concerns from the 
perspective of a person using a wheelchair who is carrying not only a sit ski and all other personal and 
medical equipment but also from the perspective of a parent utilizing a stroller regardless of their child 
having an adaptive need. (32.2.6M)  
 
- Accessibility of the snow and lifts from the top station  
- Accessibility of the bottom station from the parking lot  
- Use of elevators instead of escalators or stairs in all locations  
- Use of ramps instead of stairs in all locations including the pedestrian tunnel  
- Need for proactive and ongoing snow removal at all locations  
- Affordable ticket pricing to ensure this is not cost-prohibitive 
- Accessibility of inter-resort transportation to move between buildings. WAS offers thousands of 
lessons out of the Creekside building at Snowbird throughout the winter.  
- Widely available, affordable gear storage such as sizeable lockers to store personal assistive 
devices (32.5A, 32.2.6F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.3A) 
 
It is central to WAS's mission to make skiing and the mountains accessible to the adaptive community, 
particularly those who live along the Wasatch Front. Accordingly, we seek to play an active role in 
helping UDOT ensure the community of people with disabilities is represented in this process. Please 
reach out to me directly to discuss further at the information below. Like you and many in our 
community, WAS would like to see a reduction of congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Regardless 
of the solution, these transportation options must consider the lived experiences of people with adaptive 
needs should UDOT, the State of Utah, and the resorts desire to improve access for this population to 
whom recreation is greatly valued. Thank you for your consideration of this input. 
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COMMENT #:  7331 

DATE:   8/27/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eddie Claridge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a winter long traction requirement with stiff penalties would in itself go a long way towards 
mitigating traffic congestion. As has been shown , time and again, it only takes one ill equipped car 
sliding off the road to wreak havoc. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  7332 

DATE:   8/27/21 3:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shauna Ehninger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA! Don't destroy the beautiful rocks of the canyon even more than the Mormon's already 
have. (32.2.9E and 32.4B) Find creative ways to utilize the existing infrastructure without defacing 
nature with an unviable solution. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7333 

DATE:   8/27/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Juraschka 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Rarely is 1 problem solved by one flashy solution. I would advocate against the gondola and for more 
busses. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) Additionally, I think it's time to address the series of small problems. 
Tongue in cheek I say make like the TSA and create a problem and sell us the solution! How about 
charging for access? (32.2.4A) Or a for an annual 4wd inspection and certification? (32.2.2M) That'll 
take a few cars off the roads.  
 
Maybe some disincentives to go up on certain days? Charge a toll to get up canyon (32.2.4A).  
 
An hour ride up a gondola will lose its novelty fast, the bill and the crowds aren't going anywhere. Try 
the cheaper option and pilot an all out bus campaign amd use other disincentives to keep people off the 
road and/or abiding by current rules. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  7334 

DATE:   8/27/21 3:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeleine Docherty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please follow through with a solution that keeps all current bouldering and climbing locations fully intact, 
while still working to meet the transportation elements that are necessary. Thank you for your time and 
consideration. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9A) 
 
- Madeleine 
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COMMENT #:  7335 

DATE:   8/27/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Siemer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't destroy the boulders in Little Cottonwood. My kids still haven't gotten to climb on them yet. 
Or my kids kids. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7336 

DATE:   8/27/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise Marlowe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been rock climbing, resort skiing, and backcountry skiing in Little Cottonwood canyon for over 25 
years. I am very concerned about and totally against the current proposals of a gondola or additional 
lanes in the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both of these options would have a devastating, permanent 
impact on LCC and the experiences of climbing, skiing and basically any experience in LCC that 
involves recreation. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) The fact that there is not another alternative rather than 
these permanent changes to the landscape is unacceptable.. I am in full support of tolling and 
expanded bus service. Instead of forever altering the landscape, we need to consider these options 
first. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7337 

DATE:   8/27/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Armitage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would welcome and love a gondola be transport system. We travel up the canyon a lot in the winter 
and fairly frequently in the summer. We have snowbird season passes and would love a better and 
cleaner options for getting to the ski resorts and hiking trails. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7338 

DATE:   8/27/21 3:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Dominesey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having worked and Skied in Little Cottonwood for years, and having thought about this issue for a 
while, I believe an expanded bus system is the best move forward. (32.2.9A) Unfortunately the ski 
resorts, a private profit center are the causes to traffic issues in LCC. Season pass programs like the 
Ikon pass have only exasperated the problem in recent years. I think that the resorts should have a 
greater responsibility in managing their traffic but understand the difficulties in that as well. (32.2.2K) 
UTA does not and has never had enough buses to service the canyon. Simply expanding that service 
would alleviate some of the problem. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) I believe that a transit hub at the 
site of the gravel pit would help to serve both canyons into the future. (32.2.6.2.1C) Of course creating 
an incentive to ride the bus versus private cars would have to be implemented through tolls, parking 
permits or whatever. (32.2.4A) We must remember that the canyons are used not just by skiers but 
climbers, bikers, hikers etc and they should not be hindered from accessing the canyon with private 
vehicles at the same time. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Although a gondola up LCC 
would be cool, I feel that it would also create another "attraction" that would only amplify the problem of 
parking space limits. (32.2.6.5J) I also cannot in good faith support putting towers in the canyon even if 
their footprints would be minimal. (32.2.9E) Expanded bus service and better enforcement during 
closures is the most prudent decision. 

Page 32B-7523 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7339 

DATE:   8/27/21 3:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Wiecks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a tax payer and have significant issues with my tax money being spent on a gondola. (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  7340 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't like buses. I see them empty all the time. And when they're full they seem unsanitary in this day 
and age. Gondolas seem better but expensive. It seems transportation options are changing rapidly. 
Why the rush to decide? Ski Popularity may also wain. (32.1.2B, 32.1.4C, and 32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  7341 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Berry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of a the 3-lane solution: 2 lane up and 1 down in the AM; and 1 lane up and 2 down in the 
PM. There is no need for movable barrier wall that was proposed some time ago. There are numerous 
examples of lane direction switches during the day in the USA that do not use barrier walls. Appropriate 
signage and striping, along with all the coming advances of our information connected highways make 
this a viable solution. Traffic flow is the key to the traffic problem in LCC, not parking capacity. (32.2.2D) 
The canyon backs up when there are bottlenecks that are largely caused due to the current two lanes 
that do not allow for passing, whether it is a fast driver, a bus, a delivery, or a emergency vehicle. If you 
have traffic flow, when the parking lots are full, people simply get turned around and head back down 
the canyon-just like everywhere else when the parking is full. 
The snow shed idea is ridiculous. (32.2.9J) You do not want cars taking shelter under a snowshed - 
simply close the canyon when there is avalanche danger or control work going on. (32.7A) The gondola 
is also ridiculous, it will be like light rail, people will ride it once, then never again. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.4A) We have been requesting that UTA have a small mountain bus fleet for over 40 years to serve 
the canyons to no avail. If we can not afford a small mountain bus fleet to serve LCC and BCC how can 
we afford a 9 mile long gondola! (32.2.2B) The gondola alternative is a tourist attraction that serves no 
one year around. (32.1.2C) The ski tourist will still take an Uber over the gondola in most cases given 
the choice. (32.2.4A) The gondola would be susceptible to avalanches (fires and debris flows) also, that 
problem would not go away. (32.2.6.5K) The only way you could make the gondola pay for some of 
itself is by closing the road and that would cause a civil war. How many gondolas do you see running in 
the summer now? The gondola alternative is a white elephant.  
I support all of your improved trailhead proposals. (32.2.9O) Remember that if you go a Utah home 
football game it is going to be crowded. Crowds at Utah football home games are handled with extra 
people directing traffic, but we we don't build gondolas from Sugarhouse to the 'U' to the handle the 
problem - we just work on keeping the traffic flowing. More traffic helpers are needed at the mouths on 
snow days. (32.2.2II) The single person checking for snow tires now needs help because he is the 
person saving the day, what a great solution, hire some people to specifically help in the canyon all the 
time. (32.2.2M). From UDOT'S recent improvements near the entrances of Snowbird and Alta, as well 
as the three lane section near Tanners, it is obvious how a three lane solution helps traffic flow. An 
improved 3-lane road (2 up AM and 2 down PM) will improve access for all user groups. (32.2.2D) Only 
a select few will find the gondola an improvement in access - for instance will we be able to get off the 
gondola at trail heads? (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5G) Of course not. UDOT you now have the opportunity to 
construct the best operating busy canyon road in the USA. Do what you do best, build a world class 
roadway. Reconstruct the LCC canyon road so that there are 3-lanes the entire length of the canyon 
with the middle lane bi-directional daily. Thank you and remember, “keep right except to pass”. 
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COMMENT #:  7342 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Deady 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola that 1. only serves the ski areas, 2. is only open in the winter, and 3. 
would completely ruin the aesthetic/natural beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.6.5F, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  7343 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darrel Jorgensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Could there not be only one bus-only lane? One-way in in the morning and reverse in the afternoon. 
Much like Dallas does with rush hour traffic. (32.2.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  7344 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frederic Barbier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the Gondola, this is the way to go to make LLC accessible year round. Busses are not a 
solution!! They are the ones on the size of the road every times it snows. Gondola will improve access 
in winter and summer and will be much better for the environment. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7345 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Wegrzyn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
hi, I just wanted to say that a gondola can run during snow, when a bus needs a snowplow, would be 
an amazing journey, and more enviromentially friendly. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7346 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert C. Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a brilliant idea and a perfect solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. It will not only 
dramatically cut down traffic admissions and all of those kinds of problems it will turn the ski resorts and 
the entire canyon into a world class alpine Marvel. It will be similar in some ways to Zermat Switzerland 
which does not allow any cars into the city. That creates a wonderful clean alpine environment that is 
perfect for all kinds of outdoors with dramatically less environmental impact. End it ultimately makes the 
entire area a much more pleasant place for everyone who participates in using those Alpine venues. 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  7347 

DATE:   8/27/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phoenix Bloomfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of a gondola for little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) Not only does this provide an 
additional method of evacuating the area in the event of an avalanche or other road closure, it also is 
more environmentally friendly than running gasoline buses. (32.2.6.5H and 32.10A) In addition, a 
gondola cannot be stuck in traffic or affected by road issues, ensuring a consistent commute time. 
Furthermore, in the United States there is a stigma among many about riding a bus. A gondola is 
thought of as fancy and ritzy making it more likely for middle and upper class skiers to ride it than they 
would be to ride a bus. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7348 

DATE:   8/27/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Carmichael 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support using a gondola in little cottonwood. It is by far the best solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7349 

DATE:   8/27/21 5:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am currently a resident in Cottonwood Heights. Also, I have been a lifelong resident in the area. The 
gondola concept is a clear winner for me. (32.2.9D) I will use the gondola where I will not use the bus 
system. (32.2.4A) Why? A gondola is a quieter, more peaceful ride up the canyon. I would even use it 
in the summer. The buses are jerky, noisy, and the scenery is not very enjoyable. If it is dumping snow, 
the buses will have a hard time getting up the mountain because the “bus” lane will have too much 
snow accumulation unless you have the plow trucks consistently going up and down. Why will the snow 
accumulate so much? Because heavy car traffic helps dissipate the snow. (32.2.6.3P) You will not have 
car traffic in the bus lane. Gondola it is a much “greener” solution (this is not the hugest deal for me). 
Yes, you can have electric busses, but the battery capacity is not there. (32.2.6.3F) The plow trucks are 
not electric. Also, you will have to re asphalt the road every 5-7 years, which is not the best for the 
environment. I think it will be cool for Utah to have a long gondola instead of a four-lane highway going 
up the mountain. (32.2.6.3B) No offense UDOT- you do a great job with our current highway system 
compared to other states, which I do appreciate. The press would be great for Utah. People not being 
stuck at the resorts if an avalanche occurred is also a big plus. (32.2.6.5H) You will have two access 
points instead of one. This is good for safety. I know the backcountry people hate the idea of gondola 
because it may allow more people on the mountain. (32.20C) The busses will allow this as well. 
Unfortunately, the population of Utah is on the rise so we will have to learn to share. I am sure you 
thought about all these scenarios but thanks for reading my note anyways. 

Page 32B-7534 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7350 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm very much in favor of the enhanced bus service in peak period shoulder lane alternative (32.2.9B)  
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COMMENT #:  7351 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Sprague 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LLC is an icon the climbing world. I am from New Mexico and have been there often. Coleman is a 
silver medalist. (32.4A and 32.4B) Respect the boulders that you see in the way of development for r 
day skiers. Simply only allow busses and perhaps cars for those that work there. (32.2.2B) Widening 
the road is unnecessary and only lines the pockets of the rich ski area owners. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.2.9C, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please find another way. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7352 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Malina Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Okay, once again, I am voicing my extreme concern regarding the gondola option. (32.2.9E) Widening 
the road is the sensible choice, and certainly not an eyesore. (32.2.9B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Using the 
tax dollars of the people of Utah to fund a project to benefit 2 ski resorts and a limited ski season is 
outrageous. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Designing and building the worlds longest 
gondola at the expense of Utah taxpayers is ludicrous. With a difficult landscape, it will surely cause 
engineering issues that will cause the project to exceed their anticipated budget by 2 to 3 times. 
(32.2.6.5K) Does Utah have 1.5-2 billion dollars to spare to engineer/design/build a gondola with 
extreme engineering design challenges. We need to vote NO to the gondola option. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7353 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Creighton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a former resident of Sandy, former employee of Snowbird, and continued recreational user of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, I recognize the problem that ski traffic in the winter can present, however, neither 
of the solutions presented - widening SR-210 and adding MORE traffic in the form of larger 
vehicles/busses (?!) or installing a gondola that will have a massive footprint on the canyon floor) is an 
appropriate solution. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These are both narrow minded solutions that are 
addressing 1 access issue during ski season, but neglecting the many alternate forms of use that Little 
Cottonwood Canyon sees throughout the year. (32.1.2C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
In fact, it may be sacrificing spring/summer/fall recreation opportunities for the benefit of ski traffic. 
Ski/Snowboard recreation is not the ONLY recreation that Little Cottonwood is used for and other 
options need to be considered that can improve canyon usage for ALL season recreationalist, not just 
the winter crowds. Climbers, Bikers, Hikers, Runners, Bird & Wildlife watchers and many others use 
this canyon, and adding more traffic or a large infrastructure gondola system will not be a "benefit" for 
those users. I urge UDOT to reconsider and look at other options. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7354 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gordon Roberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save over 400 million and string up a few lifts to connect Park City, Solitude and Alta. Best of all it will 
be paid AND maintained by the private companies. If hundreds of ski areas in Europe and Squaw 
Valley, CA can do it so can Utah. Now let's get out there and ski and stop talking about it! (32.2.2N) 
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COMMENT #:  7355 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Daly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any road option is short-sighted and doesn't solve the problem. Getting people off the road is the only 
way we can protect the canyon and plan for future demand. (32.2.2B, 32.2.9C, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7356 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Corey Rives 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't widen the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon! (32.2.9C) The gondola is a much more 
unique choice that is far more accessible than roads that can be unpredicatble. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7357 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Johnathan Savage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I always hate driving the canyon in bad weather in my van and I think a gondola is a great alternative. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7358 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chip Abbott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola and its lack of contamination to the environment and air quality. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 
and 32.12A) 
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COMMENT #:  7359 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Keen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally friendly option and it's energy-efficient as well. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7360 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I get so frustrated with road construction, and I know that widening the roads will only cause more 
frustration down the line as the roads continually have to be fixed after harsh winters. We need the 
gondola to keep flow of traffic off the roads (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  7361 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Michaels 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a bus up and down the canyon with all of my snow equipment is always unpleasant. A gondola 
is a much more enjoyable experience. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7362 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fredrick Odgarrd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand why a gondola is ideal for people who ski but as someone who uses the canyon in the 
summer, it seems great for hikers and people wanting to explore the canyon year-round. Especially the 
fall. (32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7363 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb Dicke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Too many times people get stuck up the canyon when an avalanche shuts down the road. A gondola 
takes that problem away entirely. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7364 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Chalebois 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Gondola!(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7365 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Rivera 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a cost-effective, long-term solution to the problems Utah has had for such a long time. 
(32.2.9D)  

Page 32B-7550 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7366 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Elem 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola provides the safest way to get up and down the canyon in winter weather but also will 
provide a beautiful view in the fall, just like the sundance lift rides. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  7367 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Grant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'll for the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7368 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellie Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Part of the canyon experience is the ride to the top and back. The other solutions that require me to be 
in a tunnel ruin the enjoyment of the canyon beauty. (32.2.6.5Z, 32.2.9J, and 32.17C) 
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COMMENT #:  7369 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More buses up the canyon will still have issues with bad weather. (32.2.6.3P) It doesn't really solve 
anything. (32.7B and 32.7C) 

Page 32B-7554 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7370 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janine Davita 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Arriving at the top of the canyon after a long drive to find there is no parking and then being forced to 
drive back down or have a long walk is so frustrating. If I was able to park at the bottom and know I had 
a parking spot and then take the gondola would bring me peace of mind. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7371 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The resorts at the top of the canyon will no longer suffer due to closure for avalanches with a gondola 
constantly keeping things running. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7372 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellie Fishman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in the neighborhoods surrounding the entrance of the canyon is unbearable when the canyon is 
backed up. A gondola will allow locals to commute without hassle. (32.7B and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7373 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Lukas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would feel so much safer taking a gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than sitting in a 
crowded bus, particularly while dealing with a global pandemic. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6C) 
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COMMENT #:  7374 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelby Finnie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the smart, safe and fun choice! It would be absolutely breathtaking to enjoy year round. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7375 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Preston Perez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah deserves the cleanest air and water possible and that is why I support the gondola. Simply put, a 
gondola is the best thing for Utah as a whole. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.12A) 
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COMMENT #:  7376 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The reliability of a gondola makes it easier to plan a day around hiking, rock climbing or simply going up 
the canyon for a picnic. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7377 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Haralson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to be making smart choices for our earth during this exponential climate change occurring. 
Make the smart decision and choose the gondola. (32.2.2E and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7378 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clinton Foster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Anything short of the gondola is a shortcut that we as taxpayers will end up paying for, for decades to 
come. That is unfair. (32.2.9D and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  7379 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaxon Neiman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. Please choose it. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7380 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Dema 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The lifespan of the gondola is incredible compared to the road widening. It has 3x the longevity. Why 
wouldn't we choose this to save money and environmental impact? Exactly. (32.2.9D and 32.2.7E) 
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COMMENT #:  7381 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sariah Hopkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the sustainability of the gondola as a zero-carbon emission. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7382 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Seewald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Get rid of IKON pass in LCC, problem solved. Multi resort passes ruined LCC. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  7383 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michele Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea....we'll worth the cost! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7384 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Roche 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Safety First. UDOT has responsibility for providing safe access between destinations. UDOT existing 
LCC road has observed natural hazards. Globally supported equipment is an available alternative 
transportation by ropeway gondola. Per evacuation considerations, an alternate egress means shall 
exist. A gondola qualifies, as no other reasonable means of safe travel have been presented for land 
travel. (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7385 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Lawson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah deserves the cleanest air and water possible and that is why I support the gondola. Simply put, a 
gondola is the best thing for Utah as a whole. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.12A) 
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COMMENT #:  7386 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Stevens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would feel so much safer taking a gondola up the canyon during heavy snow days than sitting in a 
bus. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7387 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachelle Elbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a gondola to and from Oktoberfest would take away all the stress of worrying about inebriated 
drivers on the narrow canyon roads. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7388 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Prus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build these roads/gondolas!! (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These are precious irreplaceable 
problems that a whole community relies on and loves dearly. Please don't steal that from us (32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  7389 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  DeMarius Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola provides a lot of opportunities for tourists who don't want to pay for an uber up the canyon 
which can be very expensive. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7390 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bailee Brinkerhoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taking a bus up and down the canyon with a young family is stressful, uncomfortable, and unreliable. A 
gondola is a much more enjoyable experience and allows my kids to see Utah's beauty from a new 
perspective. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7391 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Collette Astle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the most environmentally friendly option that takes into account air quality, water quality, 
and energy efficiency. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.18A) 
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COMMENT #:  7392 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Drew Redd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't widen the roads in Little Cottonwood Canyon! The gondola is a much better choice. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  7393 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Blackman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7394 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Gilmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a safe option for people who want to enjoy alcohol. It gets them off the roads and keeps 
everyone including them safe. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7395 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Hartman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in the neighborhoods surrounding the entrance of the canyon is unbearable when the canyon is 
backed up. (32.7B) A gondola will allow locals to commute without hassle. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7396 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucas Geerts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option because I think it has a smaller environmental footprint (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7397 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  jeorge lakewood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola because I think it will be more reliable in the winter. I also hope that it will be a good 
long term solution for the problem. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7398 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  jackson bufford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the activities that the canyon has to offer, and I like anything to make it more accessible. But, I 
think the cablecar is better for the environment. I have seen some amazing systems in Europe, and I 
think we can replicate that. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7399 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Holden Wolfenbarger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I feel that many of the proposed ideas are beneficial, I am strongly against the idea of a gondola 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon at this time. (32.2.9E) I believe we ought to examine the root cause of the 
issues and consider alternatives such as improved bus schedules, private vehicle tolls and snow sheds 
(32.1.2B, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9K). The Gondola would only serve Alta and Snowbird while 
creating a very large financial and environment impact (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  7400 

DATE:   8/27/21 10:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Stocker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've skied in Europe many times, and the use of gondolas and cog trains does not affect the overall look 
of the areas. In fact in many ways it enhances the allure of the mountains. (32.17A) I believe the 
gondola option makes the most sense and will attract more users and visitors than the road alternative 
while enhancing safety. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7401 

DATE:   8/27/21 10:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Graf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
One thing about Utah I love is the many ways to escape the world and get outside. Rock climbing is a 
form of therapy to me and many others. We can't keep expanding and cutting into what makes Utah so 
beautiful which is it's mountains. Please protect Little Cottonwood and it's popular climbing routes from 
being ruined!(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7402 

DATE:   8/28/21 1:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolyn Sorensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to protest the creation of a gondola system in LCC. (32.2.9E) The is an incredibly 
expensive project that only serves a very small group, and greatly endangers the natural areas of LCC. 
(32.13A, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please consider the many alternatives to 
improve traffic, not just in LCC but many of our busy canyons! (32.1.1C and 32.2.2PP) Better and more 
frequent bus services, transit hubs that service multiple canyons, adding significant congestion pricing 
on high volume days, encouraging carpooling and booking space at resorts in advance are just a few 
steps to take before taking this drastic, expensive and environmentally destructive project. (32.2.4A, 
32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  7403 

DATE:   8/28/21 6:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Gongaware 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a fundamental issue that, in my mind, remains unresolved. One side says we need to increase 
access to the skiing in Little Cottonwood canyon. The other side says wait a minute. This canyon can 
only support so many skiers. (32.20C and 32.20B) 
 
LCC has some of the best skiing on the planet. So many want to ski here. We already see what 
happens on big days. Huge lift lines. Illegal parking everywhere. It's a mess and it's bad for business 
because it leaves many unhappy with their experience. (32.1.2B) 
 
The only solution short of somehow adding more lifts and terrain is to price lifts and services high 
enough to control demand. As you raise prices, less people go. It's disturbing to think that some will be 
cut out economically in order to make the canyon work as it should. But that's the natural arc of where 
this will go. There is huge demand and fixed supply. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2K) 
 
Adding uphill transportation is needed. But the current projections suggest that LCC will have 50% 
more skiers than we currently have when the skiing is totally maxed out now. The canyon simply can't 
handle it. (32.20C) 
 
We must address this sad fact before we can continue transport planning. 
 
Paul Gongaware 
Alta, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7404 

DATE:   8/28/21 6:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian McClane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the gondola option should NOT be pursued, as it will be an eyesore in the canyon, and is 
extremely expensive and really only benefits the 2 resorts in LCC. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I love spending time in the canyon year round, and having to look at a 
gondola system all the time would definitely detract from the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) I 
am in favor of expanding / requiring bus service up the canyon, and constructing a large enough 
parking lot to actually make public transit in the canyon feasible. I also think snow sheds over the road 
in slide paths would be a good idea (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.9K). Thanks! - Ian 
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COMMENT #:  7405 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brock Smedley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not move forward with constructing a gondola in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) This 
would ruins views, and affect the accessibility of roadside bouldering locations, which many Utahns 
enjoy. (32.17A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7406 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  randy sailer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i am in favor of busing but not widening road s r 210 in the little cottonwood canyon.thankyou (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  7407 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emina Alibegovic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both solutions to the transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon: gondola and widening of the 
road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The usage impact is already great and instead providing opportunities for 
an increased usage, we must provide opportunities for smarter usage that will leave less impact on the 
canyon. (32.20C and 32.20B) The only people who would benefit from these two solutions are the ski 
resorts and it is not our responsibility to make their coffers fuller. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) I am a skier and I, too, get frustrated when I can't get to the top of the canyon. But if there 
were a bus that leaves from a location convenient for me and I didn't have to change bus 3 times 
(which is what happened last time I tried that experiment) I'd take the bus. Increasing number of 
express buses from various locations in town and ensuring there are some that do stop at various 
points in the canyon for those who are not riding the resorts would solve part of the problem. (32.2.2I 
and 32.2.6.3C) The other part can be solved by either heavily restricting vehicles (fees and such) or 
outright not allowing them (as Zion does). (32.2.2B)  
 
No to gondola. No to widening of the road. Yes to more buses. Yes to restricting vehicle access. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.2L)  
 
Thank you,  
emina" 
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COMMENT #:  7408 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Belt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the gondola project in LCC for several reasons. (32.2.9E) I am a skier who travels LCC 
100 days during the ski season. This project is swatting a fly with a sledge hammer. Yes LCC can be a 
problem on big snow days but to spend hundreds of millions of dollars to "fix" a problem that occurs on 
maybe 30 days of the year is for lack of a better description silly. (32.1.4D) We have transportation 
issues in many parts of the valley including I-15 every day of the year. Adding mass transit options, light 
rail or trains to transport workers every day of the year not only makes more sense on a cost benefit 
basis but would vastly reduce pollution year round. (32.2.9F) Considering the gondola will not have an 
environmental impact when it is not running in the spring, summer or fall there are better places to 
spend money. (32.2.6.5F) The solution using a gondola is essentially a giant subsidy for two ski areas, 
private businesses so they can make more money. . (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
UDOT should not be picking winners and losers. The other issue that should be viewed is that the ski 
areas are already at max capacity on big snow days. Adding another form of transportation will only 
make that problem worse. (32.20C)  
 
Speeding what could easily be $750 million dollars (not counting operational costs) by the time this 
would proceed when 90% of the time driving up the canyon takes 15 minutes is a terrible waste of 
money."(32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  7409 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Sherwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"These changes would forever impact the amazing rock climbing in the area. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Please, before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the 
landscape, a new alternative based on an expanded bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies be analyzed that includes dispersed recreation transit needs. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Proposals that physically and permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon should only be considered 
after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective."(32.2.9A, 32.29R, 
and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7410 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Renee Mackin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the building of towers in LLC ! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  7411 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Mackin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against building towers of any kind in LLC (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7412 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Tabke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! (32.2.9E) Very expensive to build let alone maintain. Not enough capacity. (32.2.6.5N) 
Why not a more comprehensive public transport option and it is a MUST to build snow sheds over the 
road at avalanche zones. Snow sheds should be solution #1 - how has this not yet been done. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  7413 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Hawk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"You bastards. Don't you dare destroy any part of LCC with your blasted gondola. (32.2.9E) You sicken 
me. You decrepit, vile, mistakes somehow confuses with human beings. Pull your heads out of each 
others asses and stop pushing your heinous ideology."(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7414 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenacee Booth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build the gondola. (32.2.9E) This is a huge waste of tax dollars. (32.2.7A) There are a 
myriad of lower dollar options we have not tried like: additional bussing, increasing the parking capacity 
at some of the bus pick ups, charging for resort parking, tolling the canyon, a bus only lane just at the 
mouth of the canyon etc. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2B) A gondola is an ineffective, 
landscape altering quantum leap ahead of the smaller steps we should be trying first. (32.29R) Please 
please don't build this gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  7415 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Sitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not add a gondola to cottonwood canyon. It's so beautiful and it would it be a shame to get in 
the way of its beauty. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  7416 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced busing to support year-round use with show sheds, backcountry (non-resort) stops, and 
tolling for private vehicles. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, 32.2.9K and 32.2.6.3C) The gondola is a partial, 
taxpayer-funded solution to benefit two ski resorts during the winter. . (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) While none of the proposed alternatives address the fundamental problem of LCC 
(and BCC) carrying capacity management for enjoyable recreation, busses offer far more optionality 
and flexibility.(32.20B) I looked at Gondola Works, Wasatch Backcountry Alliance, and the EIS to get a 
fuller picture, and as an avid canyon visitor, I don't think the case for a gondola is compelling from a 
cost, efficiency, or overall regional transportation management standpoint. (32.1.1C and 32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-7601 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7417 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Joyce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the enhanced bus option with shoulder lane. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  7418 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Drage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All of the proposals, alternatives and ideas are the most fiscally irresponsible concepts I've heard in my 
life and the 30 years I've lived in Salt Lake. (32.2.9G) The amount of time, resources and money to 
alleviate a small, seasonal amount of traffic for an already dwindling and shorter ski season is insane. 
(32.1.4D and 32.2.2E) The cost benefit analysis alone should shut down this project but more 
importantly the damage to the beauty, view, skyline, Mountain Views and wilderness mandates that this 
idea die. (32.17A and 32.17B) What is the goal? (32.1.2B) Cram as many people up the canyons as 
possible for a few extra seasonal bucks? (32.20C) Is this city land state about the beauty, views, 
serenity and peace we get from our wilderness or about exploiting the wilderness at any cost to make a 
few extra bucks. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Things are fine as is. Why not 
just post a traffic monitor at the base of the canyon to be sure that only buses and cars with at least 4 
people in them can get up the canyon during peak days? (32.2.2B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) The 
community will find their ways to car pool and that would cost a lot less and manage some of the 
“problems.” My point, there are better ways to deal with the perceived problems than irreversibly ripping 
up the canyons, destroying the beauty and spending my tax dollars. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7419 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keren Mazanec 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for this. My only request would be that the company hired to do the project has a resume of 
building these types of gondolas even if it means our tax dollars are paying some European firm. Do it 
right or don't do it. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5BB) 
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COMMENT #:  7420 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Francine Forney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola project as described, to ensure the minimal impact on environment. I am NOT 
supportive of any widening or expansion of Wasatch Blvd for a variety of reasons. (32.2.9D, 32.2.9C, 
and 32.2.9L) 
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COMMENT #:  7421 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luca Terziotti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a local climber, skier, trail runner, and medical device engineer. Both proposals for Little 
Cottonwood would irreparably harm the canyon and thus our community. (32.4I, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
The Little Cottonwood boulders are a treasure. It's extremely rare that such a high quality climbing 
resource is so concentrated and accessible, and even rarer still that it is in a major metropolitan area. 
(32.4A and 32.4B). The Gondola is too expensive, too slow, and of too limited capacity to solve the 
canyon's traffic issues. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5N) It would be a shame to build a novelty at 
taxpayers' expense. . (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Either proposed option would be 
a travesty for the canyon. There are far less destructive options that must be explored. (32.2.2PP and 
32.2.9A)  
Thank you, 
Luca Terziotti 
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COMMENT #:  7422 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Francine Forney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola and expanded parking and additional buses. (32.2.9D and 32.2.2W) I Do NOT favor 
any expansion of Wasatch Blvd. given that I live in Oaks at Wasatch, on same side that you would 
extend, hence creating more traffic and potentially bringing traffic way too close to my property. Plus I 
do not believe it makes sense to expand Wasatch Blvd, given that you just create more congestion in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon, and more bottlenecks. (32.2.9L and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  7423 

DATE:   8/28/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Thibaudeau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Cottonwood Heights native from before we were incorporated. One would think that by 
designating ourselves as an official city, we would also define our identity. Sadly, we seem to be a city 
without one. I would think that as the "city between two canyons" we would ground our identity in the 
beautiful natural treasures our location affords us - access to the great outdoors. And that we would 
preserve those aspects of our city. We're just another 'burb in the SL valley with no character or 
personality. I strongly disapprove of the options presented and believe we need to focus on preserving 
our natural resources by limiting traffic all together. The option that does the best job of that along with 
the least environmental impact is the option I prefer. I'm not certain any of the options do that however. 
(32.2.9G and 32.4F) 
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COMMENT #:  7424 

DATE:   8/28/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Kauffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the enhanced bus service over a gondola option for Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
The gondola would be a huge visual and environmental impact on the canyon. (32.17A) The gondola 
would also seem to just service the ski areas. . (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thanks 
Steve Kauffman 

Page 32B-7609 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7425 

DATE:   8/28/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Wagner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! Improve bus system. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7426 

DATE:   8/28/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Cruz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an engineer who lives in Salt Lake and regularly use LCC, especially during the winter season to 
go skiing. If you have ever skied at Snowbird, you know that pumping more people in this canyon is not 
possible. (32.20B and 32.20C) Having a gondola or bus lane will attract more people who currently go 
to BCC to avoid LCC traffic. Not only more people means you will still have traffic, but Alta and 
Snowbird will be crowded to a non bearable point. (32.2.4A, 32.7C, 32.20E, and 32.20C)  
The only viable solution to traffic is to limit the number of skiers per day in Alta/Bird, and construct 
tunnels for avalanche protection. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.9K) This solves the following issues: 
- traffic in LCC  
- less emissions  
- project will cost much less than Gondola or new lanes 
- ski traffic in the resorts 
 
If you pump more people in LCC you will not solve the traffic issue, and you will bring massive other 
problems (cost of the project, too many skiers in the resorts, visual pollution, etc.)(32.7B, 32.7C, 
32.2.7C, 32.20C, 32.17A, and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  7427 

DATE:   8/28/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nico Savoia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please take different actions to decrease traffic that will not have a large negative impact on other 
outdoor communities that call Salt Lake City home. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) One of the main reasons 
people come to Salt Lake City is to enjoy the outdoors. Let's keep that thriving outdoor community 
alive! 

Page 32B-7612 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7428 
DATE:   8/28/21 12:05 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dan Goodwin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
I've been coming to Little Cottonwood Canyon since the 1980s. I established the first ascent of Fallen 
Arches (2 pitches linked together as one), and I played a major role in the First International Sport 
Climbing Championship at Snowbird with Dick Bass and Jeff Lowe. I helped design and built the wall, 
and I was the color commentator for CBS Sports.  
 
See video https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-WesviDhxKw  
 
I understand the need to expand the road and to provide a gondola to accommodate the growing 
crowds, however, I do have a suggestion that may save the trees and the boulders that climbers have 
always cherished:  
 
Solution: Build a TUNNEL with the boulders and trees untouched on top. (32.2.2C)  
 
Chopping down the trees and removing the boulders would be an environmental catastrophe and a 
stain on Salt Lake City city council for not embracing an alternative plan. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.13A, and 
32.13B)  
 
I am encouraging you to do the right thing.  
 
Sincerely yours,  
 
Dan Goodwin  
www.dangoodwin.com  
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dan_Goodwin   
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COMMENT #:  7429 

DATE:   8/28/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Wittenberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please work with local climbing organizations to find a solution. Please do not destroy climbing 
opportunities. (32.4A and 32.4B) Outdoor recreation of all kinds is important - now more than ever. 
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COMMENT #:  7430 

DATE:   8/28/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachael Hemmert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Salt Lake County resident and a frequent visitor to LCC, I do not support either option presented in 
the EIS. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) However, I am ardently against the gondola option for the following 
reasons: 1) the gondola will be an eyesore polluting the beautiful views that make LCC special (32.17A) 
2) it is expensive: the tax payers should not pay for a gondola that only serves Alta and Snowbird and . 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 3) I don't believe the gondola will be used as frequently 
as presented in the plan: No one is going to want to park, ride a bus to the gondola, then take the 
gondola. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.4B, and 32.2.6.5J) My preferred solution to the congestion in LCC is to 
implement a visitor bus service similar to Zions National Park with stops at all the trailheads. (32.2.2B 
and 32.2.6.3C) Residents and employees of the resort can continue to drive along the road. (32.2.4A) 
As Utah's population grows, we need to preserve and protect LCC, not destroy it in order to fill the 
coffers of Alta/Snowbird. 
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COMMENT #:  7431 

DATE:   8/28/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bertrand Marchand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi. The proposed solutions are only allowing more people to be shoved up canyon, but would do 
nothing to restrict or limit traffic up canyon (32.2.4A, 32.7C, 32.1.2B, and 32.20C). Implementing either 
a gondola or a bus lane will not reduce the number of cars up canyon, and making that assumption 
would be a mistake, and a very costly one. (32.2.4A) Let's not be naive, parking lots at Alta and 
Snowbird will still be full by 9am on those "heavy traffic" days. Whatever small percentage of skiers will 
actually opt to take a public transport instead of their car on a powder day certainly won't be enough to 
"clear the road" or make any notable difference, traffic will still be a mess. (32.7B and 32.7C). All this 
will allow is to shove more people up when the parking lots are already full, making an already 
impacted skiing experience (lift lines are already awful on those days) even worse. (32.20C). The 
proposed solutions would only benefit the private companies operating the resorts while doing nothing 
for the community, skiers and taxpayers. . (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). These ideas 
are not worth the significant cost, both financial and environmental. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7432 

DATE:   8/28/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monique Cho 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose in the strongest term possible the building of gondola towers in our canyon. I can't stress my 
opposition strongly enough. Please do not let this happen. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7433 

DATE:   8/28/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Helene Min 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose building of gondola towers in the strongest term possible. The thought is unimaginable and 
keeps me up at night. Please do NOT let this happen. (32.2.9E)  
 
Helene 
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COMMENT #:  7434 

DATE:   8/28/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Ambrosi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7435 

DATE:   8/28/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashley Chandler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the peace and beauty of LCC. Having huge structures supporting the gondolas will take away 
from the natural beauty of the canyon and can never be restored. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) There 
has to be a better solutions to the traffic issues that doesn't involve destroying the views of the 
mountains: more buses, limited car entry during peek time etc. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7436 

DATE:   8/28/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Shanks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While the improved infrastructure is needed, the enjoyment and preservation of the canyon for all 
visitors is paramount. To do this, a solution that leaves the climbing in the canyon with the littlest impact 
is the most desired option for all parts. (32.4A and 32.4B) I hope to see the hard work of our local 
government to meet the needs and uses of all the visitors of the canyon for years to come. Please hear 
the voices of the many climbers who wish to preserve this incredible location. (32.2.9A and 32.29G) 
Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  7437 

DATE:   8/28/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellie Murray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola in LCC, it's such a waste of money and resources and will do nothing to 
solve the problem at hand. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please consider 
adding busses and incentives to ride public transportation, not try to solve one problem and thus 
creating another. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) The citizens of Utah do not want the gondola, they want real 
solutions. 
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COMMENT #:  7438 

DATE:   8/28/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Mazurkewycz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Prefer the enhanced bus with road widening option. (32.2.9B) I work up canyon and already utilize the 
bus, think with these improvements it will be a great service and attract a lot of riders. 
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COMMENT #:  7439 

DATE:   8/28/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Hayes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
My name is Anna Hayes and I'm a constituent here in Salt Lake City. I am against the construction of 
the gondola because ultimately it won't solve the issue. It will only benefit the resorts and tourists rather 
than the actual tax payers in Salt Lake City. . (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I 
am also a rock climber and the construction will demolish some famous and treasured lines that we all 
grew up climbing (32.4B). I know the traffic up the canyon can be horrible, but I think we would be 
better served working harder on other ride share options. I personally use the bus during the weekends 
to minimize my impact on the area. It takes the same amount of time to get up and the wait for a bus 
back is minimal. What if we looked into a benefit program for taking the buses? Maybe cheaper resort 
prices? Maybe swag options? Maybe having the money for the gondola go towards making the bus 
even cheaper or free? (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I just don't think we have exhausted all the options. 
(32.2.2PP)  
 
Thank you for considering,  
Anna 
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COMMENT #:  7440 

DATE:   8/28/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dani Babbel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider an option that does not solely prioritize profits for ski resorts, but one that recognizes 
the canyon as a prized natural resource that attracts not just skiers but climbers, hikers, runners, etc. 
The proposed gondola is an expensive project that will ultimately not contribute significantly to the 
alleviation of traffic in the canyon, and will serve only to funnel customers to ski resorts. . (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The taxpayer should not be responsible for funding a project that 
serves to benefit a private enterprise, especially one that is already so lucrative. Widening of the road 
will have a large environmental impact and lead to the loss of several areas where climbers, a large 
portion of the SLC outdoor community, recreate. (32.4A and 32.4I) Again, the opinion of all stake 
holders should be sought.(32.2.9N) The least impactful, most cost-appropriate solution would be to 
enhance bus use and limit cars entering the canyon during the busiest winter months. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.2L) Please consider this as the solution before it is too late and the damage has 
been done. 
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COMMENT #:  7441 

DATE:   8/28/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carl Trettin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the proposal for widening the road or the gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Suggest 
following the model used at Zion NP, and utilize buses during peak season, and preclude private 
vehicles. (32.2.2B) Or do something really daring, limit to buses and electric cars. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  7442 

DATE:   8/28/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Monson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7443 

DATE:   8/28/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Schreiber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Improving bussing infrastructure will best preserve the natural beauty of the area and keep access 
open to a beautiful bouldering area that is legendary throughout the country. (32.2.9A) Its a growing 
sport and should not be impeded in such a hub for the sport. This brings people to SLC just like Skiing 
and will help stimulate the economy all year round! (32.6D) 
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COMMENT #:  7444 

DATE:   8/28/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lillian Trettin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a sensitive area that requires protection. We have family living in the area and visit regularly. 
Why not just require everyone to park below and bus up? Why isn't that an alternative? (32.2.2B) 

Page 32B-7629 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7445 

DATE:   8/28/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitch McDermott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name it Mitch McDermott, I am a software engineer, resident of Sandy and outdoor enthusiast.  
 
A phrase often said now-a-days about places that are overcrowded and not longer what they once 
were, are being ‘loved to death.' Personally I don't believe such a thing exists. If you love something, 
you'll care for it, protect it and preserve it for future generations. However, there is such a thing as 
being ‘developed to death', and Little Cottonwood Canyon is at risk of that with both of the proposed 
solutions. I not only believe these two solutions are not a fix to the problem, but I know there is a better, 
less invasive option that exists. 
 
The two proposed solutions are ignoring a few big issues. First, neither solution will work without a 
public transportation overhaul. There needs to be adequate mobility hubs across the Salt Lake valley to 
transport passengers. Having everyone park between a couple of lots will result in the same gridlock 
that we currently experience, especially if one of those lots is a parking garage. (32.2.2I and 
32.2.6.2.1D) Second, another huge issue being ignored is the canyon capacity. I'm not sure why it's not 
being discussed, but transporting more people up the canyon then we currently have will result in a 
worse experience for everyone. Longer lift lines, more angry tourists, a greater number of people to 
transport down canyon once ski resorts close. (32.20B and 32.20C) No matter the transportation 
solution, it is not feasibly possible to transport 3000-4000 people down the canyon all at 3 or 4pm. 
(32.2.4A) Many people who frequent the canyon know this is already a growing problem, and 
increasing uphill capacity will only exacerbate it. (32.1.2B) Lastly, why is Big Cottonwood Canyon being 
ignored? (32.1.1A) This issue is just as prevalent in its neighboring canyon and we're talking about 
preparing for 2030/2050, so why is that not being addressed? The same system I'm proposing could be 
scaled to fit BCC needs almost flawlessly. Why not kill two birds with one stone? 
 
For months I have been voicing my opinion, and in favor of, a Zion-like shuttle system. This means 
busses would be the only option for getting up and down canyon during peak hours, with no private 
vehicles on the road. I believe this is the only path to achieve what this project set out to do. In 2000, 
Zion National Park established a shuttle system to eliminate traffic and parking problems, protect 
vegetation, and "restore tranquility to Zion Canyon. The shuttle system runs during peak periods of the 
year to transport visitors in Zion Canyon, without giving visitors the option to drive through the canyon. 
In 2017 alone, the park estimated the shuttles transported more than 6.3 million passengers. It's now 
been over 20 years and the shuttle system is still in place, and if you've visited in that time, you can 
appreciate the lack of cars in the canyon. I came across a guy named Brian Kissmer who had the same 
idea, and he had already crunched the numbers to compare it to proposed solutions. Below is a direct 
quote pulled from his work discussing costs more in detail (32.2.2B) 
 
The Proterra Catalyst E2, an all-electric transit bus, has been shown to outcompete both diesel and EV 
competitors for various metrics including maximum hill grade, climb speed, and maintenance cost. The 
bus can maintain a speed of 40 mph on a 10% uphill grade, utilizes regenerative downhill braking, and 
maintains excellent energy efficiency. This specific model set the world record for the longest electric 
bus drive on a single charge at 1,101.2 miles and has a recharge rate of approximately six hours. While 
the $750,000 cost of a single bus is higher than that of a diesel bus (~$500,000), maintenance costs of 
the Proterra are on average 30% cheaper than the maintenance costs of a diesel bus. The average 
lifetime maintenance cost of an electric bus is $.60/ a mile, versus $.85/mile for an average diesel bus. 
(32.2.6.3F)  
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The cost of 30 Proterra Catalyst E2 buses totals to about $22.5M. The additional charging ports will 
cost up to $50,000 each with a total cost of $1.5M. Total operation and maintenance costs for 30 buses 
over a lifespan of 250,000 miles (12 years) is approximately $4.5M.  
 
if the gravel lot does not provide enough parking for the drivers that would normally drive themselves 
during peak hours, high estimates for the construction of a parking garage give a cost of about $28,000 
per space, or $14.2M for a garage with 500 parking spaces. Building a parking garage will reduce the 
amount of square footage required to house the cars for passengers and will remove the necessity for 
development within the canyon. Between the bus fleet and parking garage this liberal estimate adds up 
to about $42.7M, or 7.21% of the $592M price tag of the proposed gondola system. If the bus fleet is 
completely replaced after 12 years the cost will total $71.2M, or 11% of the gondola project. 
Furthermore, this project could be expanded if my estimates are too low to accommodate the amount of 
commuters without ever coming close to the price of the gondola project. (32.2.7C).  
 
The EIS suggests that gondolas will carry 35 people and leave every two minutes from the station, 
transporting a total of 1050 riders per hour. The buses that are currently used have a capacity of about 
50 people. To match the capacity of the gondola, the canyon would need to run about 21 buses per 
hour (~3 buses per minute). (32.2.6.3N) The construction of the gondola will cost approximately half a 
billion of taxpayer dollars. The average cost for a public transit bus is anywhere between $500,000 and 
$800,000 USD depending on the fuel used. Even if the state were to add 30 additional buses to its 
current fleet, the total cost with a liberal estimate would be about $24,000,000, or ~5% the price of the 
gondola system. *Doesn't include maintenance or replacement costs but those are mentioned 
above*(32.2.7C and 32.2.7E) 
 
I love Little Cottonwood Canyon and would hate to see it forever tarnished by following through with 
one of the two solutions proposed. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The two proposed solutions are not iterable, 
scalable, or, worst of all, temporary. The solution I proposed is much less damaging, and doesn't effect 
the watershed or viewshed. (32.7C, 32.2.6.3D, 32.2.6.5A, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) On 
top of that, is it much simpler to implement, and much cheaper. It can also be scaled further in the 
future to meet capacity, and could be a model for a solution in Big Cottonwood Canyon. Beyond winter, 
my proposed solution provides an option for summer use as the canyons continue to get more popular. 
 
I hope I have brought light to another possible solution to the problem at hand, and that your team will 
strongly consider weighing all possible options and impacts. Thanks for your time.  
 
Stay Stoked, 
Mitch McDermott 
 
 
Works Cited (via Brian) 
https:https://escholarship.org/content/qt5pj337gw/qt5pj337gw_noSplash_f8a62967aab7706cad021020
4e946ce7.pdf?t=moa5jb  
https://slideplayer.com/slide/6068778/  
https://insideevs.com/news/337499/watch-proterra-electric-bus-conquer-utahs-steepest-roads/  
https://www.publicpower.org/periodical/article/electric-buses-mass-transit-seen-cost-effective  
https://afdc.energy.gov/files/u/publication/financial_analysis_be_transit_buses.pdf  
https://afdc.energy.gov/files/u/publication/evse_cost_report_2015.pdf  
https://wginc.com/parking-outlook/  ****There's a useful graphic in this one**** 
//pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1118&context=trec_seminar  
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COMMENT #:  7446 

DATE:   8/28/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey He 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the impact for all other outdoor activities in little cottonwood canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The outdoors are meant to be shared by all, it would be a tragedy to 
destroy the history of climbing in one of the most legendary locations in all of the northeast. (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7447 

DATE:   8/28/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Henry Gifford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I find neither of the solutions to be acceptable. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I expect UDOT to consider all the 
impacts its projects will have, balancing the needs of the local community equally with tourism dollars. 
(32.29G and 32.2.9N) Bill 277 charges UDOT to choose projects that “have a significant economic 
development impact associated with recreation and tourism within the state” and that “address 
significant needs for congestion mitigation.” Perhaps the fault lies with the legislature. Nevertheless, 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is an important natural resource that needs to be protected not exploited for 
economic gain. There should have been added instructions to consider the local quality of life and the 
impact more visitors will have on the canyon's beauty and most importantly the watershed we all rely 
on. (32.4I, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, and 32.12B)  
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a treasure and should be treated as such. Isn't that why tourist and locals 
flock there? You're harming the very thing we should be protecting. Both solutions will drive more 
people into LCC, and may not resolve traffic congestion. (32.2.4A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 
32.20E) Both solutions will permanently scar the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) As a longtime user of 
LCC, I know the traffic issues are limited to heavy ski weeks. (32.1.4D) It is extreme and fiscally 
irresponsible to have two proposals that cost nearly half a billion dollars each to solve a problem that 
exists a few weeks a year. (32.1.2B) It's obvious the only ones who will most benefit from these 
solutions are the ski related businesses, not the citizens of Utah who enjoy the canyon year round for 
its natural beauty. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT should work harder to find 
sustainable and practical solutions that will serve all Utahns. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7448 

DATE:   8/28/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liam Shea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Considerations should be taken for ALL outdoor recreation in the region and construction plans should 
not ruin the historic climbing areas nearby. (32.29G, 32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7449 

DATE:   8/28/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucie Chaviere 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All this is going to do is pump more people in the Canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) Traffic will 
stay the same just more people in the resorts that are already packed. (32.2.4A) The only viable 
solution is a toll at the canyon entry and limit the number of people. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.2L) This saves 
the environment, the traffic, and will bring you money. 
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COMMENT #:  7450 

DATE:   8/28/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wissile Sogoyou 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need less people in the canyons not more. (32.1.2B) You are not solving the issue this will only 
increase the number of people. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) Build anti avalanche tunnels, and enforce the 
snow tire law to avoid accidents. (32.2.9K and 32.2.2M) Any of those projects is a loss of money and 
environmental waste since this will not reduce car traffic just increase the number of people who 
choose to ski LCC instead of BCC (32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7451 

DATE:   8/28/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zachary Winigrad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bussing is the better option given the environmental impact of the gondola (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7452 

DATE:   8/28/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sri Harsha Tallapragada 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option. (32.2.9D) SR210 gets quite busy and unsafe during winters and it needs 
to be addressed. The solution must be completely independent of SR210 and associated avalanche 
and road closure related risks. Since underground railroad isn't an option here, (32.2.2C) that leaves us 
with the Gondola option. Impact to climbing resources must be seriously considered and minimized to 
the maximum extent possible. (32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7453 

DATE:   8/28/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Malina Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The rich get richer. The poor get poorer. And I'm talking the owners of Snowbird/Alta get richer while 
the citizens of Utah handle the extreme expense of building/maintaining a gondola system. . (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Let's utilize an expanded bus system to handle the few 
days of heavy traffic that occur each season. (32.2.9A and 32.1.4D) This handles usage AND allows all 
Utahns to use the entire canyon for biking, hiking and bouldering and enjoying the natural beauty of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  7454 

DATE:   8/28/21 4:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Collins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Little Cottonwood Canyon (LLC) Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). LLC is a tremendous resource that needs to be protected 
while appropriate improvements need to be taken to develop a sustainable solution to transportation 
congestion for users of the canyon. As described in the LLC DEIS, both of the Preferred Alternatives 
create considerable environmental impacts visually and to the physical environment at the base of the 
LCC. (32.17A and 32.17B) Before proceeding with either Preferred Alternative which will forever alter 
the landscape of LCC we owe it to ourselves to try alternatives that do not cause a permanent impact. 
 
Gondola B Preferred Alternative 
First, I want to express my opposition to the Preferred Gondola Alternative B since it is not the 
environmentally preferred alternative. (32.2.9E) This alternative is the most expensive and would only 
operate during the winter months. (32.2.7C and 32.2.6.5F) It would result in a high level of visual 
impacts to LCC and additional impacts to wildlife habitat to construct footings and access roads. 
(32.17A and 32.13A) In addition, it would require an additional transfer from a bus to the gondola base, 
increasing the travel time and barrier to use by families. (32.2.6.5J) As noted in Section 6.3.1 LCC sees 
equal use in summer and winter. Creating a winter only solution does not account for the broad user 
groups who visit the canyon throughout the year. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) I do not agree that this 
alternative best meets the reliability goals of the project. 
 
Recommended Modifications to the Enhanced Bus with Roadway Widening Preferred Alternative 
As a resident of Millcreek and a year-round user of Little Cottonwood Canyon for resort skiing, 
backcountry skiing, rock climbing and hiking, I would like to provide recommendations for modifying the 
“Preferred Alternative of Enhanced Bus with Roadway Widening for Peak-Period (Shoulder Lane) in 
LCC” (EBRW). My concern with the EBRW Alternative as currently proposed are the additional impacts 
to the physical environment including climbing and visual resources, wildlife habitats, floodplains and 
the creation of additional impervious surfaces, as well as additional project costs. (32.4A, 32.12B,  
32.17B, 32.13B, and 32.14A) To meet the purpose and need of the project and reduce environmental 
impacts and project costs, I recommend that Roadway Widening component of this alternative be 
eliminated and replaced "with Peak Period Bus Only Enhanced Service (PPBOES). This modified 
alternative would close the canyon at the mouth to all users on high traffic days (winter weekends and 
holidays and possibly other peak periods) and only allow buses up the canyon during these times. 
(32.2.2B) On weekdays with modest traffic, users would able to drive up canyon to the resorts. This 
model of restricting private vehicle usage and replacing it with buses has been effectively utilized in 
national parks such as Zion and Yosemite National Parks. Limited exceptions for private vehicles would 
need to be allowed for Town of Alta residents, guests at lodges at the bases of Snowbird / Alta and 
potentially resort employees. 
With very limited private vehicle traffic in the canyon, buses would become a highly efficient mode of 
transport in LCC that would be able to support all user groups. On weekends when parking at the 
mouth of the canyon becomes problematic, schools are closed. School parking lots provide an 
excellent opportunity for shared parking at no additional capital expense or physical impacts to the 
environment. Skyline High School alone has approximately 450 available spaces and Albion Middle 
School has approximately 200 spaces. Utilizing school parking on the weekends has been an effective 
solution within our own communities as PCMR utilizes this strategy on the weekends. (32.2.2I and 
32.2.2FF) Both of these options could be further supported by proposed expansion conversion of the 
Granite Construction Company's gravel pit to a parking lot as part of either of the DEIS two preferred 
alternatives. This recommended modification EBRW Alternative would not provide additional cyclist and 
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pedestrian facilities in the summer. However, with additional resource and needs analysis, limited and 
thoughtful roadway expansion in specific areas could be included to improve pedestrian and bike 
access in the non-winter months. In closing, I would greatly appreciate your review and consideration of 
modifying the Preferred Bus Enhanced Alternative to replace the road widening with severely restricting 
private vehicle use in LLC during peak periods. As the public's desire to use and enjoy natural 
resources throughout the country continues to increase, a higher reliance on public transportation to 
reduce traffic congestion is becoming more and more common. I believe that this modified project 
“alternatives warrants serious consideration in that it meets the Project Needs and Objectives, reduces 
environmental impacts and reduces the overall project costs. 
Sincerely, 
 
Ryan Collins 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7455 

DATE:   8/28/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Big Cottonwood Community Council Submitted by Barbara Cameron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Big Cottonwood Community Council is grateful for the vast amount of research and public outreach 
done by UDOT during the LCC-EIS process. We would like to offer the following suggestions: 
 
1. If LCC is tolled, then BCC should be tolled. Variable tolling at the mouth of LCC and BCC could 
provide an incremental approach that promotes use of public transit on busy days. (32.20D) 
2. Residents, property owners and commercial vehicles should not be subject to canyon tolls. 
(32.2.4A) 
3. Provide a toll refund or validation for business customers in both canyons, subject to minimum 
purchase requirements established by canyon business owners. (32.2.4A) 
4. Ensure that the design for the gravel pit parking garage is sized for needed parking in both Big 
and Little Cottonwood Canyons. (32.20D) 
5. Consider using timed reservations to enter the canyon in order to space out arrival times for 
cars on crowded days. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7456 

DATE:   8/28/21 4:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Swift 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I live in SLC and use LCC and BCC year round for resort skiing, backcountry skiing, hiking and 
mountain biking. The gondola and the road widening up the canyon are ridiculously expensive options 
that "might" solve a problem that is for only 20 days a year. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, and 32.1.4D) 
Those days being winter powder days. Other than those few days, there is minimal issue and both of 
the proposed options are not only expensive but degrade the canyons environmental and aesthetic 
appeal. Plus they are very permanent. I think there are other options to explore before going all in on 
that. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
 
Skiing up LCC is the best skiing in the US and a large part of why I moved here. I currently ski way less 
than I would like because of the traffic and parking situation. It is so stressful and annoying that I end up 
just not going because it is not worth the hassle, which is sad. I say all this because I do indeed think 
something needs to be done but just not one of the proposed solutions. On this note, BCC needs the 
same attention to alleviate the traffic. The only thing BCC does not have compared to LCC are the 
avalanche issues. (32.1.1A) 
 
Instead of starting out with my issues on the proposed solutions I am going to start out with what I think 
should be done. THE ISSUE IS THAT DRIVING NEEDS TO BE DISINCENTIVIZED. Unless you only 
own a 2WD vehicle that is not allowed in the canyon there is no incentive to take a bus. When I ski I 
drive my 4WD personal car. I do this because it is more comfortable and reliable than the bus. I can 
come and go when I want and not wait at the bus station for packed buses only to pass me by. Why 
should I take the bus to help alleviate traffic when so many others don't? (32.2.2M and 32.2.4A) 
 
I would like to see no road widening or gondola but instead more incentive to not drive your personal 
car and take a bus. (32.2.4A) This could be adjustable, low-ish cost, not permanent, and simple. Ideally 
everyone should be forced to ride the bus/shuttle. (32.2.2B) Obviously there will be some exceptions 
such as homeowners, essential workers, etc but the vast population should not be allowed up. If 
everyone must do this then it will just be accepted and people will get used to it. Maybe this is just on 
weekends for now? But could be scalable in the future. There would need to be increased parking 
structures and buses in the valley but that is not a big deal compared to the road widening or gondola 
plan. (32.2.2I) Tolls or a fixed number of parking permits would also make people not want to drive or 
allow them to drive up. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) I would also like to see more tire/4WD checks and fines 
for people entering the canyon in vehicles not equipped to handle winter conditions. (32.2.2M) 
 
I see the gondola becoming a tourist attraction and only adding to the crowds. (32.7C and 32.20C) The 
canyons can only hold so many people so even if we could get a million people up there quickly, safely 
and reliably, the canyon experience would be ruined. (32.4I and 32.20B) The gondola will still run and 
be there when it is not needed on weekday non-powder days and the spring, summer fall. (32.1.2C) So 
maybe 250 days a year. And what will the incentive be for people to ride it instead of taking their own 
car? (32.2.4A) Perhaps you still would get the same amount of traffic plus now the addition of all the 
people the gondola could bring up. (32.20A) I see the gondola mainly benefiting the resorts and if we 
go with the gondola they should be massively chipping in. Not the tax payers. The gondola also does 
nothing for non-resort skiers who utilize the other trailheads for backcountry skiing or snowshoeing. The 
road widening is also quite the undertaking and once again falls in the expensive, permanent, and 
unnecessary category. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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To summarize, I do not support either of the two proposed options and would like to explore ways to 
incentivize taking the bus and not driving a personal vehicle through forced shuttles/buses, tolls or a 
combination. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
-Doug 
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COMMENT #:  7457 

DATE:   8/28/21 5:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Croitoru 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This development project's aim is to facilitate access to recreational ski areas in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, yet this development comes at the cost of destroying recreational climbing areas in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) It does not seem logical nor in anyone's best 
interest to solve one problem at the expense of creating an equally big problem. Both skiing and 
climbing in LCC have long, important histories and deep meaning to countless people. Both are 
enjoyed by a large number of people annually, many of whom enjoy both climbing in the summer and 
skiing in the winter. Why destroy something someone loves so that they can enjoy something else they 
love slightly more? . (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) To those who look at this 
development solely from an economic point of view, it is not smart to invest in improving skiing in LCC 
only to divest from climbing in LCC, when both generate significant revenue, jobs, and opportunity to 
the local communities and the state of Utah. (32.6D) 
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COMMENT #:  7458 

DATE:   8/28/21 6:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Ann and Robert Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are in favor of the UDOT preferred solution to the transportation problems in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon of Enhanced Bus Service in Peak Periods with Roadway Widening. (32.2.9B) The worst 
solution we can imagine would be a gondola towers, cables and multiple gondolas constantly traveling 
up and down, forever ruining the pristine natural beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) Why does nature and our natural environment not take precedence over some public 
inconvenience. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2F, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7459 

DATE:   8/28/21 6:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Ottati 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options will be extremely expensive and will be a huge handout to the ski industry and the 
wealthy. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If I had to chose between either option, I would 
chose the bus lane option as it has much faster travel times, and could be expanded to connect with 
other transit networks. (32.2.9B) I would prefer the road be closed to all private vehicles during peak 
periods and be made bus only. (32.2.2B) This would be cheap and easy to implement, and would 
dramatically reduce VMT congestion and travel times. - Anthony Ottati EIT, Sustainable Transportation 
Masters Student 
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COMMENT #:  7460 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucas Kretvix 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  7461 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Pelletier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I admire all the work you guys and gals do, especially in the winter up the canyons. That being said, not 
only would this Gondola be an eyesore, it will take away from some great climbing and trails myself and 
many others like to run, hike and MTB. (32.17A and 32.4B) I would kinda understand a little more for 
the construction of this, if it served for more use. However, it doesn't. It only serves the two ski resorts 
for the winter season. . (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) To make them 
money, while us tax payers front the bill. They have no respect for the canyon anymore. I grew up in 
this canyon. 35 years later, I still enjoy everything it has to offer, during every season of the year. They 
only care about money. Hell, Alta wants to charge $25 for us back country skiers to park in a forest 
service parking lot. The only people that want this are the upper management of the resorts, who don't 
even remember what joy the canyon brings, and rich out of staters who wreck everything they touch. 
Please stand with all of us, who actually care about the sanctity of the canyon. (32.29G) Thank you 
again for everything you all do. 
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COMMENT #:  7462 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Chavez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To those who support making it possible to allow for more cars and buses up the canyon, I lay down 
this challenge: From Snowbird Superior parking lot make your way down to the creek and take a look at 
the murky water and the scumminess of the creekbed. This is not what an alpine stream should look 
like. (32.12A and 32.12B) 
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COMMENT #:  7463 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Tannenbaum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am a young climber who has mainly trained indoors. It is one of my dreams to climb in the 
Midwest, and this is a very important area for climbers. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please consider altering 
your plan for ski traffic so that this famous and significant climbing spot is preserved. (32.2.2PP) Thank 
you. 
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COMMENT #:  7464 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber moving to salt lake, I'm super upset to hear that hundreds of climbs are going to be 
destroyed. This is an action that cannot be reversed, once destroyed that will be it, current climbs and 
potential future classic climbs will be ruined. As climbing is a growing sport, it's important to keep all 
natural options open. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7465 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Harder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I go skiing at Alta at least once per week in the winter. I have never had a problem with canyon traffic. 
Even at peak season, after perfect snowfall, on a Saturday, the canyon traffic is a non issue. I have run 
into problems finding parking at the resorts though and had to leave. (32.1.2D and 32.1.4D) Seems like 
that would be a much better improvement, an improvement tax payers won't have to pay for. Instead 
the ski resorts can build a parking structure. Seriously though getting there is such a small problem it's 
essentially a non issue. (32.2.2QQ) Either option, the Gondola or road widening would be a enormous 
waste of our natural resources, the beauty of the canyon, and tax money.. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.13A, 
32.13B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Seems like for $600 million we could build a few 
more ski resorts instead of a road. That would also lessen the strain on the roads assuming another ski 
resort would be built up a different canyon. (32.2.2V) 
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COMMENT #:  7466 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Fowls 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC serves as an irreplaceable climbing destination for boulderers from all over the globe. While traffic 
can be problematic, the answer is not to destroy significant natural resources that simply cannot be 
duplicated. (32.4A and 32.4B) project should not move forward in any manner that compromises the 
integrity of the bouldering in LCC. 
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COMMENT #:  7467 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michele Savoia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am sure there are alternatives beside bombing the mountain. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7468 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Radhika Ratnabalasuriar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bouldering in LCC cannot be replaced. As a global climbing destination, it provides irreplaceable 
climbing resources that the current proposal will destroy. (32.4A and 32.4B) Climbers from all over the 
world frequent LCC to test themselves on many of the Boulder problems that will be destroyed by this 
construction. Should this project proceed, Utah will lose on of the primary destinations that makes it a 
world class climbing destination. I am opposed to this project. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  7469 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cynthia Savoia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect bouldering in LCC! (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7470 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Fowls 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to this project. It will destroy bouldering problems that people from all over the world 
cherish. Utah will no longer be as attractive to climbers. (32.2.9G, 32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7471 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucas Fowls 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I climbed my first outdoor Boulder problem on a climb that will be destroyed by this construction. From 
Arizona, I will no longer travel to Utah for climbing should the bouldering in LCC be destroyed, in whole 
or in part, by this project. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7472 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel West 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not demolish an entire climbing area. There must be a more reasonable way to address the 
traffic issue than to plow down a climbing area. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9A) Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  7473 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Fu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've been dreaming for years of coming to Utah to boulder at LCC. I've seen dozens of videos and have 
had many friends tell me how incredible the boulders at this place are and it's been one of my life list 
destinations to go to experience the world class climbing. To have this area demolished before I, and 
thousands of other climbers after me, can experience these incredible works of nature is disrespectful 
to the climbing community. (32.4A and 32.4B) There has to be a better way. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7474 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a descendant of early settlers in this valley, a life-long resident, and as a rock-climber who has spent 
most of my life in and around Little Cottonwood Canyon, I would be deeply saddened to witness many 
roadside boulders, that I and many others consider sacred, destroyed in order to accommodate an 
unnecessary road expansion or worse a gondola, ruining the rugged and wild landscape we all love. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) I firmly REJECT both of these short-sighted proposals!(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) This 
canyon is cherished by the climbing community who have been careful stewards of this land for the 
LDS church for decades. Most boulders and cliffs in this canyon are named, mapped, and a great deal 
of care is taken to maintain each and every one, including trail building, roadside trash clean-up, and 
graffiti removal. Please consider preserving our sacred roadside boulders. (32.4A and 32.4B) Thank 
you. 
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COMMENT #:  7475 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angel Ruiz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's do it, we're on the 21 century, and we have the greatest snow on earth on little cottonwood 
canyon we world class ski resorts!!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7476 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lara Jennings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a better choice. It reduces congestion on the road and won't be impacted by snow 
storms like the roads will be. It's better for the environment because we won't have increased emissions 
from cars and buses. It can also be used during the summer. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7477 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harrison Steinbrecher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
 
I do support this project. Move forward. Harrison from Portland, Oregon. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7478 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Carlston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the better way forward (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7479 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle McFarley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support fewer vehicles on the roads and greener solutions to moving humans around in the mountains 
and elsewhere. I think this will be a great solution to congestion. (32.29D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7480 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallin Wallentine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For the safety and reliability of travel I am in favor of the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7481 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rollin Grimmett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that both proposed plans do not serve the interests of the many other users of little cottonwood 
canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Both a gondola and the road expansion will 
negatively affect my experience in the canyon which I use for rock and ice climbing. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Less destructive options must be explored. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) These proposed plans will affect 
the boulders I climb on, the parking I access, and the views I enjoy. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4P, 
32.17A, and 32.17B) Please reconsider these plans. (32.29G) 
-Rollin 
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COMMENT #:  7482 

DATE:   8/28/21 11:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Monosson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Personally, as a kid who grew up skiing up Lcc I feel a gondola would only ruin the canyon. (32.2.9E 
and 32.4I) If u add the gondola it will only add more traffic at the ski resorts while not really effecting 
canyon road traffic. (32.7C, 32.2.4A, and 32.20C) To put the gondola up is a crime to the canyon and 
locals by greedy ass ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7483 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harper Peach-Riley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood canyon is an amazing, beautiful spot for bouldering. Many climbers cherish it and all 
would be devastated if it was destroyed. This canyon means so much to so many people, and should 
be kept safe. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7484 

DATE:   8/29/21 3:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonas Biack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
One day I want to travel to the US and try all these amazing boulders. If you destroy that, that sadly 
won't be possible. (32.4A and 32.4B) And in the age were cars shouldn't be the main transportation 
device maybe invest that money into a train infrastructure which is green and is good for the 
environment (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  7485 

DATE:   8/29/21 5:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Schreiber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't do this, the canyon is a special place and once it's destroyed it's gone forever. (32.4I) Ski 
resorts are a dying industry and desperate at any cost. Any changes to the canyon will not stop lack of 
snow. (32.2.2.E) Please rethink distorting this natural beauty. (32.29G) Please! 
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COMMENT #:  7486 

DATE:   8/29/21 5:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ro Wardle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will be good for the environment, be good for tourism, and allow Utah residents to enjoy the 
canyon with a unique perspective. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7487 

DATE:   8/29/21 7:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bennett Zug 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4P, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  7488 

DATE:   8/29/21 8:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Moon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is clearly designed to support resort guests at Snowbird and Alta. It does not address how 
to support locals that use the canyon for other winter sports and activities throughout the canyon. It is 
also a potential target for terrorists. . (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The cost is 
exorbitant to the taxpayers. Toll the road based on residency - out of staters should pay double what 
locals pay on a toll; locals will most likely carpool and rideshare. Increase buses, number and size - use 
articulated buses or trams with trailers, that can carry more people. Do not erect the gondola! (32.2.4A, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3E) 
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COMMENT #:  7489 

DATE:   8/29/21 8:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Reid 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the worst option. (32.2.9E) Cost and the number of passengers don't make it a good option. 
Fees widened roads and more parking is the answer (32.2.4A, 32.2.2O, and 32.2.9.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  7490 

DATE:   8/29/21 8:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaden Rhodes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just build really nice trails to the ski destinations. Please dont ruin this beautiful valley. (32.17A and 
32.17B) It's the only one we have guys. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7491 

DATE:   8/29/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nazanin Galehdari 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We do not support the gondola proposal in little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) It will pollute our views, 
the air and disrupt natural beauty of the canyons. (32.17A, 32.10A, and 32.4I) Say NO TO 
GONDOLAS IN OUR BACKYARD. 
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COMMENT #:  7492 

DATE:   8/29/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Parker Newcomer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not exploit the LCC boulders in the name of road infrastructure. (32.4A) With climate change 
there may not even be a skiing season within the next decades. (32.2.2E) But the boulders and those 
who climb them will be there no matter what. Climbing is a way of life - skiing is just a season. 
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COMMENT #:  7493 

DATE:   8/29/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elliott Becker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think either the gondola or lane-widening is poorly considered and I oppose it. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I 
think UDOT should pursue an option that does not degrade the canyon in order provide benefits to 
private ski resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  7494 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellie Degeneffe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please save these boulders and the nature around it (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7495 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zane Dordai 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The current EIS proposals (roadway widening and gondola) seek to improve the experience of a single 
user group in the canyon at the expense of many others. . (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Our canyon's high alpine terrain has already been compromised by the resorts; precious 
watershed and natural resource is forever changed by their presence. Creating yet another physical 
change in the canyon itself without properly understanding the impacts it may have on the canyon 
seems wildly short sighted, even if profit is the main motive. (32.20B and 32.29G)  
 
Please consider additional/improved bus access as an alternative to the two options mentioned in the 
EIS. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7496 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Nugent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't destroy our boulders just to make more money for ski resorts. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 
32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  7497 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Finola McDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom it May Concern: 
 
Upon reading the developmental plans for Little Cottonwood Canyon, I was not only outraged, but 
disgusted by the sheer lack of disregard for not only our sport, but more importantly the natural beauty 
we as climber feel privileged to use every day. Your plans to entirely wipe out a world renowned area 
for bouldering is shameful. (32.4A and 32.4B) Why not keep your city diverse? Why not celebrate the 
natural beauty that affords not only skiers, but climbers and hikers the chance to revel in the outdoors? 
. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Climbing is more than a sport. It is a place where 
anybody can reach out and be a part of something- outdoor climbing SPECIFICALLY does this with its 
ease of access for those otherwise unable to be in a gym which can be costly and unsustainable. This 
choice not only destroys a beloved area for millions dedicated to the climbing community, but is yet 
another way of enhancing the privileged over others.  
 
I truly hope you reconsider this choice as it not only reflects poorly on you, but on the future of our 
outdoors. (32.29G)  
 
With rage and sorrow,  
 
Finola H. McDonald 
Climber and Advocate 
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COMMENT #:  7498 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandi Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is too limited and not necessary, enhanced bus service with restrictions on single occupant 
vehicles on peak days would eliminate the need for adding an additional bus lane. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, and 32.2.9A) Bus service would allow back service for country users with stops at White Pine 
and other locations. (32.2.6.3C) It will be crucial to serve other canyon users as resorts have more 
limited snowpack in the future. (32.2.2E).
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COMMENT #:  7499 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Tetzl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose both of the proposed options due to their destructive nature and the lack of support 
for non snowbird and Alta recreational use. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I am in favor of tolls and an expanded electric bus system as well as temporary closures for bus 
only traffic windows. (3.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2B) To propose a solution that only serves a 
small consumer group while also destroying the activities for another is not the answer. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I am willing to pay to preserve the heritage of bouldering and 
backcountry skiing in little cottonwood canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  7500 

DATE:   8/29/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susi Hauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comments for EIS for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
 
From: Susi Hauser 
Date: August 28, 2021 
 
What I like about the plan. 
I prefer the enhanced roadway/bus route. (32.2.9A) At least with the bus option, the plan can later be 
part of a more comprehensive transportation plan for the entire Salt Lake area. Ideally, people should 
be able to catch public transportation valley wide that could also access Little Cottonwood. (32.2.2I) 
With our air and climate change problems, people should not have to drive their cars in order to get to 
transportation to take them up the canyon. (32.2.2B)  
 
I also like that the trailhead parking lots will be enlarged and, especially, that the White Pine Trailhead 
will have a new exit which will be much safer than the current one. (32.2.9O)  
 
What I do not like about the plan. 
I really do not like the gondola plan for a number of reasons. (32.2.9E) First, it seems like the entire 
concept is a ski area gimmick. People use the canyons for many reasons and yet this plan benefits only 
ski areas. And I am guessing that the taxpayer is footing most of this bill and, therefore, should reap the 
largest benefit. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Secondly, the towers are visually 
unappealing. Mountains are majestic on their own, visual blight degrades them and these towers are 
visual blight. (32.17A)  
 
Wishlist for the Final Plan 
Scientists, the United Nations, informed citizens, many governments all agree that we need to 
completely switch over to renewable energy within the next 10 years. It is evident that our planet is 
changing rapidly by the flooding, drought, fires, yearly record breaking temperatures, etc. that we have 
already experienced. So, it is unfathomable to me how you can propose a bus plan without using 
electric buses. This simply needs to be changed. (32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  7501 

DATE:   8/29/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Torrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First, I would like to thank everyone from UDOT for their work to prepare the Draft EIS proposals and 
creating a space for members of the public to have their voices heard. I would especially like to thank 
Josh Van Jura for managing this project. I urge UDOT, and Josh, and all others involved to not take any 
criticism of the proposals personally or become defensive. It is human nature to do so when one's work 
is publicly criticized however, this is not aimed to be a personal jab but rather a passionate critique of 
the proposals themselves and a desire to find a solution that best serves the canyon, the city, and the 
people who live here. On that note, I think it's unacceptable how UDOT has postured themselves and 
the Draft EIS so that public perception is thus that we have to pick between the two proposed 
“solutions” instead of clearly acknowledging that other solutions exist and can be considered. 
(32.2.2PP) 
 
I do not support either of the proposed solutions and it's clear from attending public hearings that the 
overwhelming majority of community members also reject the proposals. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 
32.2.9N) I am advocating that we adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing 
infrastructure the Cottonwood Canyons have in place today. It is at best irresponsible, and at worst 
irreversibly destructive to move forward with either of the proposals. The gondola does not solve the 
traffic and congestion problem and only truly serves as a cheeky tourist attraction with no practical 
improvement to canyon visitors other than those wishing to visit the ski areas. What about those looking 
to backcountry ski? Or visit another trailhead within the canyons? . (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.6.5G, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola would continue to be at the mercy of the 
unpredictable weather of the canyon. It's not uncommon for lightning to occur during heavy snowstorms 
as cold fronts approach, or strong winds to shut down gondolas, or icing to prevent gondolas from 
operating. How reliable and efficient would the gondola be able to operate during those snow events 
that correspond on the days when traffic and congestion are at their worst? What are the safety 
procedures for reopening the gondola following an avalanche mitigation mission? (32.2.6.5H and 
32.2.6.5K)  
 
Widening the road should not be an option either given the numerous historical mine sites located 
along the road that contain hazardous materials and metals within them. Opening those "sites up 
increases the number of hazardous materials flowing into a primary water source for a growing city, and 
a shrinking water supply. (32.16A) For decades the solution to traffic problems has continued to be to 
add another lane. If history has taught us anything it's that that does not solve congestions it only 
furthers the capacity for congestion to worsen. (32.7C, 32.2.4A, and 32.20E) These proposals are 
completely unacceptable and prioritize tourism, financial growth for ski areas, and continue to push 
locals out of the canyons. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
There are other options to address the canyon transportation issues that are far less invasive to the 
viewshed, the landscape, and the water as well as significantly cheaper and more holistic. If the 
proposed solutions are based on 2050 projections then why is there not added focus on a more holistic 
city-wide transportation plan? Why would UDOT not partner with UTA and conduct canyon user 
surveys to gather data on where people are traveling from within the Salt Lake valley to understand 
transportation habits and identify the most practical locations for transportation hubs? Hubs located at 
or near the mouths of the canyons do little to curb congestion and just move the problem elsewhere. 
(32.2.2I and 32.7C) We need solutions now. Adding more buses to the existing roadway can be more 
quickly implemented while providing more long-term flexibility. (32.2.9A) Buses can be successful 
without widening the road. Expanded bus service that picks people up from numerous locations across 
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the valley, with express buses to the resorts, and shuttles for dispersed trailhead users, combined with 
tolling/paid parking for private vehicles and effective enforcement of the traction policies, is a formula to 
address the problem at lower costs, and without permanently damaging the canyon. Utah has never 
invested enough resources to make the canyon ski bus system truly effective. We need to try this 
approach now, and with proper funding. (32.2.2I, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2M) 
 
It is also imperative that a capacity study of the Central Wasatch Canyons be conducted to make an 
informed decision based on real data. It's a vital step in planning for any long-term solution considering 
the fragile ecosystems and limited space of the Cottonwood Canyons. Furthermore, any efforts that 
intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current capacity limit (as " defined by 
current parking spots) are unacceptable. I am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage 
canyon capacity, the canyons will become even more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty 
of the canyon, the watershed, and the recreational user experience. The increased capacity will also 
inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. I am against any future ski resort expansion 
outside of their current footprints. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C)  
 
There are several steps that should be implemented first before considering more invasive and 
expensive solutions. Tolling personal vehicles, 4-wheel drive rental car restrictions, and increased 
busing without road widening can start this season. (32.2.2M, 32.2.7C, 32.2.2Y, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) 
Buses offer the most practical solution considering the relatively few number of days the canyon 
experiences multi-hour travel times. Bussing is scalable, meaning that on days where traffic is expected 
to be worse more buses can be added, and buses could pick passengers up at a higher frequency 
(every 2-3 minutes). (32.2.2B) On the flip side, on days when traffic is anticipated to be less the number 
of buses could be reduced. It's a practical common-sense solution for the problem. Added infrastructure 
for bus loading and unloading and strategic stop locations along the roadway will be needed for this 
system to truly function efficiently. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
With the surge in popularity of e-bikes and continued use of the canyons by recreational cyclists, I feel 
it's worthwhile to consider bicycles and bicycle infrastructure as a practical component to the 
transportation solution during the summer months. A protected bike lane may not be feasible given the 
constraints of the roadway but existing pathways could be repurposed and improved to create a 
separate and safe transportation corridor for cyclists. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.9A, and 32.9B) 
 
The 500 million dollar price tag is laughable consider who and what that amount of money is being 
used to serve. I do not want my tax dollars being spent to provide corporate subsidies for the ski areas 
and lead to the destruction of our public lands. The proposals here serve a particular population of 
people whose problem is the several-hour travel time from their home to the ski area on just a handful 
of days a season. (32.1.4D, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Wouldn't these funds be 
better served to help populations who are houseless or food insecure? I think yes. 
 
Furthermore, it is imperative that there is be an additional 90-day public comment period following the 
release of the final EIS report. (32.29T) 
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COMMENT #:  7502 

DATE:   8/29/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Judi Gooding 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the enhanced bus solution with no road widening. (32.2.9A) I think this will best serve 
all users in LCC year round and have the least impact on wildlife. (32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  7503 

DATE:   8/29/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Hadfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1 question only 
 
Do you honestly believe that the proposed Gondola will alleviate personal vehicle traffic? (32.2.4A and 
32.7C) 
 
We both know the answer, and it will not. As we have seen the ridership of TRAX. The gondola will 
serve a small fraction of people wanting to go to the canyon. It however will certainly increase visitors to 
the Ski Resorts. (32.1.2D and 32.20C) 
 
Please step back and give busing with restricted personal vehicle traffic a chance. This can be 
achieved certainly much easier and in the much nearer future. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2B)  
 
I realize that this option is not as near as glamorous and does not look as well on a resume, but let 
common sense prevail. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Gary Hadfield 
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COMMENT #:  7504 

DATE:   8/29/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donald Schroeder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Certainly work needs to be done for access to LCC. Maybe bus only or gondola. both require parking, 
so choice is based on cost of gondola or more buses (32.1.4A, 32.2.7C, 32.2.9D, and 32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  7505 

DATE:   8/29/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Zollo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To think that a local government who understands the value of climbing in that area. One of the best 
areas in the entire country to climb would even think to harm one recreational sport just to boost 
another is unreasonable to say the least. Climbing is the most popular up-and-coming sport in the world 
right now. To destroy one of the most beautiful crags in the country is unthinkable. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Both parties need to meet in the middle and find common ground so that both sports can thrive with 
little to no damage done to each entity. I truly hope you reconsider. (32.29G) With all the things going 
on in the world right now this is the last thing we need to do to hurt people who thrive outdoors 
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COMMENT #:  7506 

DATE:   8/29/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Coffelt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly believe the best idea for the near future is to maintain the existing infrastructure in LCC and 
mitigate ski traffic by running buses every 5 minutes. You could create a system that prioritizes the bus 
and penalizes cars. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
It is crucial not to add additional lanes or build this ridiculously priced gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E).  
LCC is a community treasure that is not just for skiers. The two suggested infrastructure changes would 
severely harm the rock climbing routes in the canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) It is essential we keep 
maintain the integrity of our world class climbing canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  7507 

DATE:   8/29/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Freeman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it is a fantastic solution. I would carry it one step further to have booths at the mouth of the 
canyon to make sure cars are equipped properly on restricted days. So important!!!! Even if there has 
to be a charge to head up the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  7508 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Kasner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We live in North Draper and are FOR the Gondola! Build it!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7509 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Betsy Wolf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the time and effort spent on the Little Cottonwood EIS, however I cannot endorse either 
one of the two preferred alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) It would be wise to take a slow and 
measured approach to canyon transportation issues. Implementation first of some of the mitigation 
efforts planned between now and building either alternative would allow incremental changes to help 
alleviate winter road difficulties. The relatively small changes that have already been implemented over 
the past few years in providing passing lanes, entrances at Snowbird, etc. have already had an 
outsized positive effect. Other changes such as adding a substantial park and ride at the gravel pit on 
Wasatch so that people CAN ride buses, adding snow sheds over dangerous avalanche paths and 
more regulation of appropriate winter tires can do much to improve the road situation even in snowy 
conditions. (32.29R)  
 
I'm deeply opposed to building a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon because it is hugely visually 
impactful on the beauty and serenity that makes Little Cottonwood Canyon unique in the world. 
(32.17A) As a long time skier at Alta, I understand the difficulty that winter snowstorms present for Hwy 
210 and the people who occasionally get stuck in traffic on the road. But the number of times a year 
this happens is minimal while the gondola is costly to build and operate, will increase most people's 
travel times greatly (between parking, getting to the gondola and riding it to a resort), will inundate the 
resorts with skiers and thus will benefit little more than the two ski resorts. (32.1.4D, 32.20A, 32.20C, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It seems an inappropriate use of public funds for private 
benefit. It also does not solve the transportation issues for people who want to recreate elsewhere in 
the canyon other than the drop off points - either in the summer or winter.  
 
The expansive bus alternative also has large impacts on the scenic quality of the canyon, on air and 
water quality as well as negative impacts for other user groups in the canyon such as climbers. 
(32.2.9C, 32.17B, 32.10A, 32.12B, and 32.4A) Incremental Improved bus service, along with adequate 
convenient parking, would be beneficial and could additionally benefit hikers and skiers who want to 
recreate in the canyon in areas other than the resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
A go slow approach with mitigation projects outlined above would both improve road conditions in the 
winter as well as providing needed transportation alternatives for summer use. (32.1.2C) Most 
important, it will help preserve the attributes that bring local residents and people from around the world 
to Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. 
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COMMENT #:  7510 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Ann Woods 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please save our canyons, go the gondola route, what a way to start the ski day with a wonderful ride up 
the canyon and a wonderful way to end the day as well. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7511 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Elkington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love Little Cottonwood Canyon. I oppose measures that will promote and accelerate the use and 
development of this natural treasure. The gondola system is a costly solution that will not solve the 
problems it is purported to fix. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The expansion of busing 
and widening of the road up Little Cottonwood Canyon is also flawed. (32.2.9C) Both proposals would 
do permanent damage to our beloved canyon. (32.4I) There are better alternatives. I prefer enhanced 
busing to the gondola. (32.2.9A) Enhanced busing does not need to all be accomplished at once. 
(32.29R) An incremental approach would allow (1) better matching between equipment capacity and 
actual demand (2) delay/eliminate the widening of the road (3) allow access to improving technologies 
such as electric buses, and (4) in coordination with traffic control strategies perhaps perhaps defer 
much of the cost for decades. (32.29R)  
 
Below are seven actionable solutions that will meet or exceed UDOT's goals, all the while protecting 
what makes the Wasatch unique and inspiring. 
 
1. UDOT's goal of 30% reduction in private vehicles could be accomplished without major construction 
but requires higher vehicle occupancy during peak hours, weekends and holidays. By requiring 4 or 
more people in cars that enter these canyons, you could remove 50% of the current vehicles in the 
canyon, 20% more than UDOT's $500 million+ solution in search of a problem. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
 
2. A flexible YEAR-ROUND bus system that gets people out of their cars, nearer their origins (homes, 
hotels, work, etc), aided by canyon centers across the valley where you can park your car, visit outdoor 
shops, get food and drink, even have affordable housing. (32.2.2I) 
 
3. Increase enforcement of the UDOT Cottonwood Canyon sticker program to ensure vehicles are 
compliant with snow tire and chain requirements under the Traction Law, making the traction inspection 
part of vehicle inspections. Some weather events (or known busy days) may warrant banning private 
automobiles in the canyons. (32.2.2M) 
 
4. Innovate and implement an occupancy based toll to increase vehicular occupancy from current 1.7 
people per vehicle to 4. (32.2.4A) 
 
5. Big Cottonwood Canyon users parking at “LCC mobility hubs” - If people going into Big Cottonwood 
Canyon make use of the LCC mobility hubs demand and crowding will increase, but this hasn't been 
included in UDOT's scope. (32.20D and 32.1.1A) 
 
6. Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.1.2C) 
 
7. Consider the use of parking reservations or staggered starts at both resorts. (32.2.2K) 
 
Thank you for your service and consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  7512 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Elkington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love Little Cottonwood Canyon. I oppose measures that will promote and accelerate the use and 
development of this natural treasure. The gondola system is a costly solution that will not solve the 
problems it is purported to fix. (32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The expansion of busing and 
widening of the road up Little Cottonwood Canyon is also flawed. (32.2.9C) Both proposals would do 
permanent damage to our beloved canyon. (32.4I) There are better alternatives. I prefer enhanced 
busing to the gondola. (32.2.9A) Enhanced busing does not need to all be accomplished at once. 
(32.29R) An incremental approach would allow (1) better matching between equipment capacity and 
actual demand (2) delay/eliminate the widening of the road (3) allow access to improving technologies 
such as electric buses, and (4) in coordination with traffic control strategies perhaps perhaps defer 
much of the cost for decades. (32.29R)  
 
Below are seven actionable solutions that will meet or exceed UDOT's goals, all the while protecting 
what makes the Wasatch unique and inspiring. 
 
1. UDOT's goal of 30% reduction in private vehicles could be accomplished without major construction 
but requires higher vehicle occupancy during peak hours, weekends and holidays. By requiring 4 or 
more people in cars that enter these canyons, you could remove 50% of the current vehicles in the 
canyon, 20% more than UDOT's $500 million+ solution in search of a problem. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
 
2. A flexible YEAR-ROUND bus system that gets people out of their cars, nearer their origins (homes, 
hotels, work, etc), aided by canyon centers across the valley where you can park your car, visit outdoor 
shops, get food and drink, even have affordable housing. (32.2.2I) 
 
3. Increase enforcement of the UDOT Cottonwood Canyon sticker program to ensure vehicles are 
compliant with snow tire and chain requirements under the Traction Law, making the traction inspection 
part of vehicle inspections. Some weather events (or known busy days) may warrant banning private 
automobiles in the canyons. (32.2.2M) 
 
4. Innovate and implement an occupancy based toll to increase vehicular occupancy from current 1.7 
people per vehicle to 4. (32.2.4A) 
 
5. Big Cottonwood Canyon users parking at “LCC mobility hubs” - If people going into Big Cottonwood 
Canyon make use of the LCC mobility hubs demand and crowding will increase, but this hasn't been 
included in UDOT's scope. (32.20D and 32.1.1A) 
 
6. Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.1.2C) 
 
7. Consider the use of parking reservations or staggered starts at both resorts. (32.2.2K) 
 
 
Thank you for your service and consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  7513 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Daly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. I write to you today to communicate my concerns regarding UDOT's proposals for both gondola 
construction and road widening in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Both of these proposed transportation 
solutions create unacceptable lifelong consequences for quality of recreation and access in the canyon. 
(32.4I) As noted by the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance, either of these solutions will threaten the existence 
of as many as 64 climbing boulders, which would be bulldozed to make way for construction. This is 
completely impermissible, as Little Cottonwood Canyon is a world class rock climbing destination that 
attracts tourism from around the globe. We must protect climbing access in Little Cottonwood Canyon! I 
moved to Utah in 2018 for this unparalleled access to quality rock climbing. Nowhere else in this 
country can you live in a thriving city but still have access to five-star rock climbing within 20-minutes of 
your front door. It is because of this that I decided to remain in Utah and create my business here, as 
have countless other young entrepreneurs who enjoy to climb in their free time. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Rather than resort to the most destructive option such as a gondola or road widening, we must first 
explore less harmful solutions to traffic in the canyon. An electric bus service, coupled with snow sheds 
and tolling on the road during peak hours would serve to relieve winter traffic congestion. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.9K) For these reasons, I strongly oppose both gondola construction and road 
widening in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  7514 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  J F 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of the gondola, but 55 minutes is just way too long. I cannot see myself driving to the 
gondola station, waiting in however long of a line (30min-1hr?) to get on a gondola, then 55 min just to 
get to the base of the ski area! (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.5O) That would be followed by the hour long 
snowbird tram wait. I really wish there could be some high speed underground train option. Same 
benefits as the gondola - being reliable and independent of the car traffic and road conditions - but 
much much faster. (32.2.2C) Thanks for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  7515 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Timothy Dixon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the gondola. (32.2.9D) Chairlift poles don't much ruin the scenery, and I doubt the gondola 
would either. (32.17A) Widening the road and adding more parking at the top would be a much less 
aesthetic way to solve the issue. (32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  7516 

DATE:   8/29/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Yang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fully support gondola to co2, reduce traffic, and accidents! (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7517 

DATE:   8/29/21 3:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Garrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7518 

DATE:   8/29/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Hobday 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comments to the Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation alternatives identified in UDOT's Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) published on 7/02/2021.  
I adamantly oppose both the gondola and the road widening alternatives. Neither is acceptable for the 
reasons stated below. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
UDOT is fundamentally the wrong organization to be leading this effort. UDOT has demonstrated that it 
is inherently incapable of putting forth a wide range of alternatives for the public to consider. UDOT is 
only capable to providing a single solution, namely using billions of dollars of taxpayer money to fund 
infrastructure to increase access from the west (downhill side) of the Canyon to the resorts. Whether it's 
a gondola or a wider road, it's simply a minor variation of a single alternative and a narrow mindset. 
(32.2.2PP) UDOT must be replaced with an organization that can objectively evaluate a wide range of 
alternatives.  
Two alternatives that need to be considered, are the following: 
A. Rather than sizing the solution to meet the ever-growing demands of Alta and Snowbird, the 
resorts should be resized to where they operate within the confines of the existing infrastructure. Alta 
and Snowbird both operate on public lands under special use permits from the US Forest Service. It is 
clearly no longer in the public's interest for Alta and Snowbird to continue to have these special use 
permits. Their permits should be revoked. This would reduce the size of the resorts to where they only 
operate on private land. The benefits of this solution include (1) existing infrastructure in the canyon can 
support the resized resorts (2) this solution would not cost the taxpayers any money (3) it would 
maintain the current character of the canyon and, very significantly, not adversely impact the other uses 
of the canyon such as back country skiers, snowshoers, hikers, trail runners, rock climbers, boulderers, 
cyclists, bird watchers and sightseers. (32.29GG) 
B. While the alternative above is my preferred alternative, there is another one that should be 
considered. That alternative is that the resorts pay 100% of the cost to provide access to their lifts 
without negatively impacting other users of the canyon. This can be accomplished as follows. Both Alta 
and Snowbird are at the east end of the canyon. Increasing access from the west, which impacts the 
entire length of the canyon, is in a word, stupid. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Access to Alta and Snowbird should come from the east. This would be accomplished by permitting 
Alta and Snowbird to construct at their expense, a tunnel from Park City to their resorts. A ski train 
would then transport the resort skiers to and from Park City to the resorts. (32.2.2N) As part of this plan, 
the resorts would significantly reduce the size of their parking lots. In essence, Salt Lake locals could 
still drive up the canyon, but the destination resort skiers would all access the resorts from Park City. In 
order not to negatively impact the upper reaches of the canyon, the train must remain a tunnel into it 
reaches Alta. (An above ground solution such as the “Ski Link” that was proposed for BCC a few years 
ago, is total non-starter.) Between Alta to Snowbird the train could run on the surface with only a de 
minimis negative impact to other users of the canyon. The benefits of this alternative include that it 
places the cost burden right where it belongs: on Alta and Snowbird, the two entities which caused the 
traffic problem in the first place and benefits (2) and (3) from Alternative A, above. If the resorts do not 
want to pay to clean up the mess they created, then their special use permits should be revoked per 
Alternative A, above. (32.2.2N) 
UDOT must not forget that Alta and Snowbird do not have an inalienable right to exploit public lands for 
private financial gain, especially if that exploitation is not in the public's best interest.  
Specific comments to the alternatives (really just one) UDOT provided are:  
1. The widened road will be an eyesore. The gondola even more so (32.17A and 32.17B). 
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2. UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the 
climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and specifically on the climbing experience. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
3. Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 
boulders and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B). This is unacceptable. 
4. UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular 
climbing in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the 
Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). This is 
also unacceptable. 
5. The other comments of the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance are incorporated into my comments by 
reference. 
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COMMENT #:  7519 

DATE:   8/29/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Kleitman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My comment once again has to do with handicapped skier access to the two solutions. A Gondola is 
very sexy unless you are handicapped and have to get on it and endure the longer ride in some 
uncomfortable position. Busses, on the other hand have handicapped modifications already built in. 
This is not only a cost savings, but is safer because handicapped riders need not learn a whole new 
ingress system. As a daily handicapped skier, I must tell you I NEVER ride the tram. It is simply not an 
option for me. The same would hold true for a Tram accessing the area from the valley. PLEASE - 
carefully consider the handicapped riders that frequent Little Cottonwood Canyon. If you have any 
questions about what its like, just duct tape your legs together and try and get on the Snowbird's 
existing tram after standing in a long line for half an hour. (32.2.6M and 32.2.6.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  7520 

DATE:   8/29/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradford Mills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In full support of the gondola. As an employee at Alta I hope this is something we'd be able to take 
advantage of in terms of getting to and from work. Along with this, would help save gas money and cut 
down in emissions in the canyon. Not sure why everybody is so grumpy about this idea, seems like the 
best long term decision. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7521 

DATE:   8/29/21 3:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cory Eighan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the climbing community and the impact it will have on the outdoor boulders in this 
growing sport. Please do not remove the classic boulders we live. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7522 

DATE:   8/29/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of these plans will destroy many classic climbs in Cottonwood Canyon! Please do not destroy this 
climbing area! (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7523 

DATE:   8/29/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Scopes Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are letting the ski industry take over our canyons! There should be a reservation system at the 
resort with a minimum number of skiers per day transported by bus. Look at Zion National Park. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2B) We can't let a good thing run wild! Make it exclusive and improve the 
experience for everyone! 
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COMMENT #:  7524 

DATE:   8/29/21 4:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Asay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a very bad idea in my opinion. (32.2.9E) Let's just limit the number of people whom access 
the canyon instead of of over burdening the canyon. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7525 

DATE:   8/29/21 4:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Downes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am extremely disappointed with the two options presented as solutions to transit issues in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon (LCC). (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Neither the gondola nor the road widening plus 
enhanced bus service are options that will help most canyon users on a year round basis. Both options 
appear to serve both Snowbird and Alta ski resorts well and the gondola option appears tailor made to 
enhance a Salt Lake Olympic bid. What is fairly transparent is that Alta and Snowbird want a massive 
(tax funded) hand out to help them to get paying customers up to their resorts in winter. It is also 
apparent that Governor Cox is eager to help them out in this regard, given his “great for business” 
stance about the alternate plans (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
 
The environmental impact statements come nowhere close to even estimating the massive impact that 
both of these plans, if executed, will have on LCC. The towers for the gondola will have huge and long 
lasting detrimental impact on the viewshed and on the ground. (32.17A) Also construction work on 
them will impact the watershed considerably. (32.12A) The road widening will also impact the 
viewshed. (32.17B) Further, it will result in the removal of countless priceless outdoor resources in the 
form of rock climbing/bouldering areas along the canyon. (32.4A) Construction of the new road will 
have a detrimental impact on the watershed and after construction will impact water flow in the canyon. 
(32.12B) The impact of both of these projects on wildlife in the canyon is incalculable. (32.13A and 
32.13B) 
 
Neither option appears to seriously address the transportation needs of canyon users, such as hikers, 
climbers (rock climbers in summer and ice climbers in winter), snowshoers and backcountry skiers and 
snowboarders. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) One recreation group who may receive 
a side benefit from the enhanced bus option are cyclists, who may gain a bike lane but this is far from 
clear. (32.9A and 32.9B) This summer, LCC is a madhouse. Cars are parked along the road up and 
down the canyon, a situation that is crying out for alternate transit solutions but neither of these 
proposals will provide any help for this situation. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) Big Cottonwood Canyon is 
also packed to the gills too this summer, emphasising the point that we have two major canyons 
outside Salt Lake, each of which access ski resorts and much more, both of which are crying out for 
transit solutions and only one of which is addressed in the current plan. (32.1.1A) 
 
Finally, I urge that in cooperation with UTA and city authorities who have access to parking (e.g. Sandy 
mayor offered up large amounts of parking in an earlier version of the canyon transit plans) something 
is put in place this year. (32.2.7C and 32.29R) Massively increased bus service, increased base 
parking access along with canyon driving restrictions (such as tolls) could be implemented on a trial 
basis this winter. (32.2.7C and 32.29R) Winter is just around the corner and whether or not the two, I 
think disastrous, options on the table are adopted, they are not going to help the upcoming ski season 
in any way.  
 
Please abandon the two proposed plans. And please implement some improvements (additional buses 
and base parking) in time for this winter. Also, let's consider bus service (and tolls) in summer too in 
both canyons from here on out. (32.1.2C)
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COMMENT #:  7526 

DATE:   8/29/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzie Ellison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With so many other solutions to try first, UDOT jumps to $592 million taxpayer funded gondola or $355 
million road widening to solve our 15 heavy ski days out of the year. (32.1.4D) The gondola can only 
perform one job and that is delivering skiers to private ski resorts. Is UDOT prioritizing businesses over 
Utah citizens? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
In our current drought situation, Utahns cannot afford to contaminate or lose any of our precious water 
supply. (32.12A and 32.12B) The towers to the gondola require 2 acres of cement to ensure the 
stability and safety of our overhead ski commuters. UDOT must conduct more studies proving that one 
of Utah's essential water sources will not be disrupted. (32.12A). How is UDOT going to encourage 
skiers to utilize a $$$$ gondola ride if travel time takes 59 mins and 3 transfers of ski equipment? 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.6.4B, and 32.2.6.5J) People who can afford to ski can afford to take their cars. They will 
find a way to enjoy the canyon journey in the comfort of their personal vehicle vs sharing it with 35 
packed strangers. If the purpose of the gondola is to decrease traffic in the canyon, the incentive to ride 
the gondola is not there. (32.2.4A) 
 
Has UDOT budgeted for the added costs of lawsuit ramifications that will ensue in regards to 
designated forest land, landowner's rights, and invasion of privacy that will result from the gondola 
being built? (32.4E) 
 
We are all too familiar with the danger and damage an avalanche can destroy when it decides to slide. 
Looking at the Gondola Alternative B map, angle stations are placed by Tanner's Flat and just before 
Snowbird where in the past, common avalanche slides have taken place. What studies have been done 
to ensure that these towers and the gondola cabins wouldn't be taken out if an unpredictable avalanche 
slide were to occur at the base of one of those towers? (32.2.6.5K)  
 
Let's expand what we already have in place. If UDOT were to toll cars with less than 2 people, run 
energy efficient buses, and make it easy for people to get on and ride wherever they live, then we can 
do away with both expensive proposals. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I oppose both the Gondola Alt B and 
the Enhanced Bus with Road Widening for LCC. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7527 

DATE:   8/29/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula Breen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These two alternatives are very far removed from the ideas that were presented to residents at the city 
council meetings. When I attended those I heard what I naively believed were sincere efforts by UDOT 
and other representatives to reduce the speed limit to 35 mph and to keep the footprint of Wasatch Blvd 
improvements as small and low impact as possible. I now feel like those initial efforts were meant to 
placate the community while those with deep pockets were allowed to influence and ultimately benefit 
from the final proposals. (32.2.6.2.2A) Where is the option that doesn't include widening the road??? 
(32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.2AA) 
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COMMENT #:  7528 

DATE:   8/29/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This EIS process should be restarted by first considering HOW MANY people should be up in the 
canyons, rather than just assuming we should maximize that number. (32.20B) 
 
Furthermore, why can't we try alternatives first? For instance, last year we tried the current ski bus. 
They were beyond crowded with covid, and went to both resorts even if they were full. Why not instead 
have separate bus lines to each resort, running every 10 minutes? (32.2.6.3N) 
 
Before we spend millions or billions destroying the canyon with additional infrastructure to support 
private ski areas, I would like to see us improve the existing bus service, and encourage use by 
providing it for free and maybe considering peak use tolling in the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 
Please do not destroy LCC with either of these options. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7529 

DATE:   8/29/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Tabak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT has proposed solutions that come with a hefty price to Utah taxpayers and significant impacts to 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. The two proposed solutions, the gondola and the road widening do not 
adequately address the impact to other recreationists and the increase in summer trailhead traffic. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The EIS also neglects potential solutions that 
could be quickly implemented, cost significantly less, and NOT negatively impact other types of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon recreation. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
 
 
Impact to Recreationists 
Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) is used by many recreationists in every season. This includes 
climbers, hikers, trail runners, backpackers, campers, mountain bikers, road bikers, and more in 
addition to the snowboarders and skiers at the resorts. The EIS in it's current state lacks a solution that 
does not negatively impact other recreationists. (32.2.9A)  
 
Climbers would be most significantly impacted by both the gondola and road widening proposals, and 
would see a loss of 142 or 131 bouldering problems respectively 1. These roadside boulders are world 
class and see a significant amount of use from both local climbers and climbers traveling to Salt Lake 
City for these boulders. These boulders are important to the local and global climbing community, and 
the effects would be felt near and far. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Other Types of Canyon Traffic Not Addressed 
While traffic is most severe on peak winter days for resort recreation, LCC is seeing an increase in 
recreation year-round with trailhead parking lots filling on summer weekends and parking spilling over 
to the shoulder significantly. While summer recreation and trailhead parking does not impact traffic to 
the same degree as ski resort traffic, this is an issue that will only increase in the coming years and 
needs to be equally addressed in a mountain transportation solution. The gondola and road widening 
proposals do not adequately address this transportation issue. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.2.4A)  
 
Proposed Solutions by Local Stakeholders 
There are solutions that will address and alleviate traffic congestion for both ski resort traffic and 
summer trailhead parking. Save Our Canyons has developed a transportation plan 2 to "improve 
congestion and canyon-users' experiences. Their plan includes developing a shuttle system that has an 
increased capacity scaled to demand, building mobility hubs outside of the canyons, and implementing 
a tolling system. (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A)  
 
UDOT already has a ski bus system in place, and Save Our Canyons proposes to improve that system 
without road widening¬≤. This includes building mobility hubs outside of the canyons alongside a toll 
system for LCC that would encourage users to ride the bus. A problem with the current ski bus system 
is that there are limited parking spaces in the current mobility hubs, and the mobility hubs require many 
bus users to drive to the mouth of the canyon to get on the bus. By having mobility hubs in central 
downtown locations throughout the valley, less cars will congest the highways and Wasatch Boulevard 
in particular and it will be more convenient to drive a few minutes away to catch a bus rather than 10-30 
minutes and then also get on the bus.  
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Increasing the frequency of the current ski buses would also show an improvement in traffic. Riders are 
more likely to take the bus if it is frequent and they know that they can catch a bus within several 
minutes of arriving at a mobility hub. (32.2.2I)  
 
Ski Resort Responsibility  
Paid ski resort parking is another part of reducing ski traffic. Solitude Mountain Resort has already 
successfully implemented a parking fee that encourages carpooling. The price of the parking fee goes 
down with the number of people in the vehicle and encourages people to either carpool or take the ski 
bus rather than pay a 25$ fee as an individual driver. The main traffic congestion occurs with ski traffic 
and the ski resorts should take some responsibility and personal action to alleviate this congestion 
alongside an increased and improved shuttle service provided at a low to no cost to encourage users. 
(32.2.2K)  
 
Impact to Watershed  
Salt Lake Valley relies on our watershed to provide 60% of our water and LCC is a major source of 
water. Water resources are already threatened by the D4 exceptional drought the Salt Lake Valley is 
facing which is the most severe drought classification. A major infrastructure project such as roadway 
widening or a gondola poses a threat to Salt Lake Valley's watershed. Construction would increase 
sediment and pollution in stormwater runoff and could contaminate the LCC watershed. (32.12A, 
32.12B, and 32.19A) 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a highly used and loved place for both locals and tourists. There are many 
recreationists outside of the ski resort users who will be impacted by this Mountain Transportation 
Solution, and their experience should be equally considered. (32.29G and 32.4I) This transportation 
solution should prioritize the least impactful solution to the canyon and its users. Utah taxpayers are the 
ones who will likely have to foot the bill and their opinion should be prioritized over people who only 
recreate in LCC one weekend a year and will not be paying for the transportation solution. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
 
Sources 
1. https://www.savelittlecottonwood.com/recreation  
2. https://saveourcanyons.org/issues/access-and-transportation  
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COMMENT #:  7530 

DATE:   8/29/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jan Brewer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave wasatch blvd alone. Improve 1300 East . Wasatch is only a problem when the canyon is closed . 
We have lived in our home that backs up to Wasatch. We moved here for the beauty, you're taking it 
away! (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.2.9L, and 32.4F) 
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COMMENT #:  7531 

DATE:   8/29/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Gabel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO TRAM in LCC (32.2.9E)  
I have skied at Snowbird for the last 20 years and ski 40 - 100 days a year on a season pass. I was a 
Snowbird employee and rode the ski bus for 8 years. The chaos in the canyon only happens when it is 
snowing moderately or more, especially on weekends or holidays, estimated to occur 8-10 days a year. 
(32.1.4D) All of this was aggravated this year when it seemed everyone had to go ski because of Covid 
lock downs and many storms came on Friday night into Saturday. With this infrequency of chaos, you 
want to spend upwards of a billion dollars on a tram. Here are my suggestions/comments: 
 
IKON and Mountain Collective Passes: Although great for the average family, I suggest that the resorts 
eliminate or curtail the IKON and Mountain Collective ski passes. The resorts decided to stuff as many 
skiers as they could on the hill with these passes. Traffic/parking were not a huge issue until these 
passes started several years ago. Every out of state guest with the IKON and MC drives! Look at the 
crowding Big Sky, Jackson Hole and Aspen encountered as a result. But Jackson Hole and Aspen 
solved their problem without spending taxpayer dollars. They surcharged the IKON pass $150. Why 
can't Snowbird / Alta do the same? (32.2.2K) 
 
Road: My suggestion is to finally build the snow sheds where needed, then make the entire canyon 3 
lanes (as well as 90th South to 20th East). You can have 2 lanes up in the morning, 2 lanes down in the 
afternoon. (32.2.2D and 32.2.9K) On really busy/snowy days (enforced by police) only the up buses 
take over the middle lane in the am, down buses take the center lane in the pm. Snowbird needs to 
construct bus lanes on property to eliminate or minimize bus travel thru their parking lots. Add a bus 
lane direct from the portico up to the canyon road via a new exit road (up thru where SEVEN SUMMITS 
lot is currently), avoiding the parking lot traverse. Down buses could also benefit from this and arrive 
directly at the portico, again without looping thru the parking lot. (32.2.2D and 32.2.6.3A) 
 
Buses: THERE IS NO CURRENT ADVANTAGE TO THE BUS ON SNOWY DAYS. After riding the bus 
for 8 years I learned that the bus currently works great on clear weather days. Throw in snow, add a 
weekend or holiday and it is a nightmare. They get trapped in traffic right out of the parking lot and their 
schedule is obliterated. It has taken me up to 4.5 hours to get up canyon, and not leaving till 8pm due to 
canyon traffic issues. 3 lanes solves most of these issues. And the buses with chains can navigate 
almost any snowfall. Consider a bus transfer at the lower LCC parking lot to a 'canyon runner' bus. 
Smaller more maneuverable but high frequency as needed. Keep the big buses on the city streets. 
(32.2.2D, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Canyon Tram: It is impractical, inconvenient, slow, hugely expensive, ONLY services the 2 resorts and 
does nothing to reduce car volume. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) You think I would increase my travel time from 
20-25 minutes to over an hour? And the resorts will use the tram in their marketing to cram more 
people in. (32.2.4A and 32.20C) 
 
Resorts: Pitch in. Are they offering anything in return for the taxpayer largess? (32.2.7A) How about 
reduced pass prices for locals, free ski days or something to show appreciation for the benefit only they 
will accrue. (32.2.2K). The traffic issues are due in fairly large part to some of the resorts practices 
(IKON pass). Cram people in, complain about traffic, take huge taxpayer subsidy! Time for them to 
contribute to the solution. A lot can be done. Spending upwards of a billion dollars for a canyon tram is 
not the solution. 
Mark Gabel 
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COMMENT #:  7532 
DATE:   8/29/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allyson Kimball 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola, and other options, may be realistic in the future, but we haven't even tried to implement 
traffic lights, and traffic directing. (32.2.2II) This is an issue that impacts both Big and Little Cottonwood 
(both are not being addressed) about 22 days a year. (32.1.4D) The simplest solution is usually the 
best and for now I think that's true. Investing in the two plans out is totally irresponsible to our 
community and environment. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7533 

DATE:   8/29/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Landon Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm an avid skier and born and raised in the area. I'm avidly opposed to the gondola and widening 
wasatch blvd. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) the traffic is only an issue on powder days. (32.1.4D) The eyesore 
is not worth gain. (32.17A and 32.17B) Much of the traffic are fly-in skiers. We over advertise our 
resources, damaging the experience for locals. A shuttle system like Zion's would be preferred to 
operate out of major parking lots on powder days. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  7534 

DATE:   8/29/21 5:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annette Mahler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the tram. (32.2.9E) I believe it will ruin the canyon with the equipment installed to run the 
tram. (32.4I and 32.17A) I often hike little cottonwood canyon and dislike man made materials on the 
slopes. The ski resorts are bad enough with cables and metal. I also do not think those heading to ski 
resorts will park, take a shuttle to get to the tram. (32.2.4A) The drive is so short after 1 tram ride, 
drivers will be back in their cars and forgo the tram cost. The amount of cars should be limited when it 
gets very busy. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L)
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COMMENT #:  7535 

DATE:   8/29/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Overstreet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the plans should not be enacted, because they will greatly affect the amazing, long 
established and highly respected rock climbing routes in the area. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)The climbing 
in that area is a tourist attraction that has had professional athletes from all over the world travel there 
to climb some of the amazing routes. (32.4A and 32.4B) Enacting the plans that benefit the ski industry 
will permanently destroy and change many world famous climbing routes in the area. This would be a 
similar travesty to permanently altering the clifside of a famous Utah hike such as arches, making the 
hike inaccessible or destroying the arch. If Udot was going to try to help the Utah ski industry, it should 
not be at the cost of another industry, outdoor community, or destroy the hard work that others have 
done to establish these climbing areas. (32.29D)  
 
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  7536 

DATE:   8/29/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bo Hong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With so many other solutions to try first, UDOT jumps to $592 million taxpayer funded gondola or $355 
million road widening to solve our 15 heavy ski days out of the year. (32.1.4D) The gondola can only 
perform one job and that is delivering skiers to private ski resorts. Is UDOT prioritizing businesses over 
Utah citizens and protection natural environment? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
In our current drought situation, Utahans cannot afford to contaminate or lose any of their precious 
water supply. The towers to the gondola require 2 acres of cement to ensure the stability and safety of 
our overhead ski commuters. UDOT must conduct more studies proving that one of Utah's essential 
water sources will not be disrupted. (32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
I oppose both the Gondola Alt B and the Enhanced Bus with Road Widening for LCC. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7537 

DATE:   8/29/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Olson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the gondola and the widening of the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) When considering 
what needs to be done, I think it would be unfair to prioritize certain canyon users over others. The 
gondola would only help Snowbird and Alta users, but backcountry touring would be left completely in 
the dust, and from my understanding, several bouldering areas would also be destroyed. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.4A, and 32.4B) As a user of the backcountry and a rock climber, 
I'm obviously opposed to this. The widening of the road would also have similar impacts. Having an 
improved bus system is a solution that could help all users of LCC. A bus system could stop at popular 
backcountry areas in the winter, and in the summer it could stop at popular bouldering areas, crags, 
and trailheads. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.1.2C)
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COMMENT #:  7538 

DATE:   8/29/21 6:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Kevin Dolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the 'SAVE not pave ' direction in improving Wasatch blvd and lowering the speed limit to 35 
mph with crosswalks and roundabouts instead of overpasses. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  7539 

DATE:   8/29/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tami Derezotes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please! Do not put a gondola in the canyon. (32.2.9E) That is by no means a good way to solve this 
issue. (32.7B and 32.7C) Thank you for listening. 
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COMMENT #:  7540 

DATE:   8/29/21 6:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Holt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I recommend that UDOT choose the enhanced bus service option over the gondola. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.9E) The gondola option is incredibly limited in its benefits and is ultimately short-sighted. (32.7B 
and 32.7C) In addition to aesthetics, a major problem with the gondola is that it exclusively serves 
skiers and not the thousands of other recreational users including climbers, bikers, hikers, etc. (32.17A, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The enhanced bus option is far more useful, versatile, 
flexible, and forward-thinking. With the expected growth in population among the Wasatch Front and 
the increasing popularity of outdoor recreation of all types, recreational traffic in LCC will only increase. 
While non-ski traffic may not be very bad nowadays, it will almost certainly be much worse in the 
coming years. The enhanced bus option will serve all recreational users and will help put Utah ahead of 
the game in mitigating future year-round crowding. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) The gondola fails to do any 
of this and will certainly end up as an obviously short-sighted boondoggle, leaving us wishing that we 
had pursued expanded bus service (enhanced or not) as the Wasatch Front population grows and 
more hikers, climbers, runners, bikers, etc. flood the canyon. Additionally, the flexibility of expanded bus 
service could benefit all of the Wasatch Front. During non-peak times, buses could be diverted to serve 
the rest of the city benefiting air quality and anyone in need of public transit. Again, the gondola would 
only serve skiers and likely only during peak times. (32.2.6.3E)  
Another major potential problem with the gondola is the potential ticket price. While ticket prices have 
not been decided, if it is significantly more than a bus fare, I expect that few people would ride it. 
(32.2.4A) Not very many people would opt to pay, say $40 for a ticket and would rather drive up the 
canyon even if it means a longer transit time. (32.2.4A) A high ticket price would absolutely limit the 
potential congestion-reduction benefits of the gondola, especially during non-peak times when traffic is 
the main incentive not to drive. Again, this further limits the benefits of the Gondola to only serving 
skiers and only during peak times. Bus service would benefit all users at all times and could benefit the 
entire city.I would also like to say that I do not consider the road-widening proposal to be ideal. 
(32.2.9C) The primary concern is the destruction of many climbing boulders, though the visual and 
ecological impacts are not ideal. (32.4A, 32.17A, and 32.13B) I would hope that UDOT would first 
consider expanded bus service and additional transit hubs without road widening, though I would 
certainly prefer road widening and buses over the gondola. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7541 

DATE:   8/29/21 6:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Malina Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Are our voices being heard? Somehow considering a huge parking structure at my back door is insane. 
I already can't get to my neighborhood on ski days. (32.7B) Now I will for sure have a wait, and deal 
with all the pollution from cars waiting to enter the parking structure. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) 590 
million taxpayer dollars to satisfy less than 1% of the population is a wasteful way to spend our money. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We should be using money to preserve the beauty of 
Utah. A gondola would be an eternal eye sore to our beautiful state. (32.17A) Enhanced busing service 
should be the choice, or like we do at Arches National Park we limit the number of visitors on a daily 
basis, and Zions National Park actually buses in the people to the park. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2B) These 
restrictions have not changed peoples minds about visiting and sight seeing in our great state.  
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COMMENT #:  7542 

DATE:   8/29/21 7:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Bache 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I graduated with a civil engineering degree in 2020 from Minnesota State University Mankato. I 
am an avid rock climber and snowboarder. I believe this project unfairly impacts the climbing 
community in favor of capitalist ideals. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The canyon 
doesn't exist solely to support the large resorts that exist there. I would hope and believe that the 
engineers at UDOT could design better solutions than this. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7543 

DATE:   8/29/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Mabry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two proposed options for reducing traffic in peak ski season are unacceptable. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) The canyon is home to sports and recreation other than skiing. As a skiier, I can appreciate 
the need to improve traffic conditions during the ski season, but destroying natural rock features of LCC 
is not the right way to do it. (32.4A and 32.4B) Additionally, the tax payer burden to carry out either 
proposed change is unreasonable, especially when considering the proposals will only serve resort 
pass holders instead of those who also backcountry ski. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Please reconsider both of these options for others that are less impactful on LCC. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7544 

DATE:   8/29/21 8:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colleen Rock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Millcreek resident and year-round recreational user of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Thank you for 
UDOT's efforts to address the safety, mobility, and reliability of transportation on SR210, both in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and in Cottonwood Heights. 
 
Based on current solutions under consideration, I believe the following steps should be taken 
immediately to address safety and congestion concerns on the highway and within the canyon: 1) 
Increase the number and frequency of buses running up and down the canyon. This should include 
express bus service from locations throughout the Salt Lake Valley, and not just from the area at the 
mouth of the canyons;(32.2.2I) 2) Toll the entry of private vehicles entering the canyon, regardless of 
number of passengers. Exemptions for employees and canyon residents should be considered 
(32.2.4A); 3) Create a 35 mph speed limit on Wasatch Blvd through Cottonwood Heights; (32.2.6.2.2A) 
4) Complete a capacity study to understand inevitable capacity limitations that will be needed in LCC 
and design solutions based on an understanding of this capacity limit (32.20B). 
 
Impacts of these immediate solutions should be evaluated and considered before finalizing a decision 
on either of the currently preferred alternatives under consideration. (32.29R) In consideration of the 
currently preferred alternatives, only the enhanced bus service with road widening alternative provides 
the option to maintain/improve access to public lands for Utah residents and visitors. In contrast, the 
gondola will create a longer commute for those of us wishing to enjoy the privately owned ski resorts; 
(32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5F) while the ski resorts will be the primary financial benefactors of this 
alternative. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased transparency regarding the 
funding source for each of these projects is essential, and those who stand to financially benefit most 
should be responsible for providing a majority of funding for the project.  
 
I share the concerns of other stakeholders regarding the environmental impact of widening SR210 in 
Little Cottonwood and understand the gondola may provide for less impacts in this regard. However, 
the visual impacts of the gondola will destroy the essence of Little Cottonwood Canyon's natural 
beauty, which is precisely what makes it such a desirable place for so many of us to visit. (32.2.9E, 
32.17A and 32.17B) Please identify a solution that preserves the environmental beauty of this special 
place. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  7545 

DATE:   8/29/21 8:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Culligan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I find it frustrating that this box for comment seems to be structured for a comment the size of a tweet. 
The transportation issues in the Cottonwood Canyons is much larger than just 140 characters. (32.29S)  
First and foremost, we seem to have completely forgotten/ignored that this problem exists in Big 
Cottonwood just as much as it does in Little Cottonwood. (32.1.1A) Hundreds of millions of dollars to 
create a four-lane road or for the worlds longest gondola does nothing to assist the red snake that we 
see every Saturday and Sunday in Big Cottonwood during the winter. How can we except either 
proposal when best case they solve 50% of the problem? (32.1.1A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Second, both options will require a massive amount of construction and development throughout the 
canyon. We all saw what recently occurred in Millcreek Canyon when a construction company spilled 
concrete into the creek, killing fish and ruining a habitat. Do we really expect that a massive 
construction project in LCC will not result in similar failure? (32.19A) I don't need to tell you how 
important the watershed of LCC is especially now, as the reservoirs all across the state hit historic lows. 
How can you ensure either plan will not cause irreparable damage to a canyon that holds a large 
portion of our dwindling supply of fresh water? (32.12A and 32.12B)  
While you may reassure us that the company that lands this lucrative development contract won't ruin 
the water, they will most certainly ruin hundreds of boulder problems and climbing routes that have 
brought people to Salt Lake City for decades to test themselves, or to even find themselves. How can 
you justify removing these cultural corner pieces without first searching for other solutions? (32.1.2B, 
32.4A, and 32.4B). This leads me to my main concern; Why are proven, more cost-effective, and less 
damaging options not being considered first? If you truly read these comments, you will surely have 
seen many local residents reference the Zion National Park Bussing system. Zion has been able to 
handle millions of visitors year-round while limiting congestion. Investing in a consistent and efficient 
bussing system modelled after that of Zion Canyon is a glaringly obvious answer to our problem, which 
can also be implemented in Big Cottonwood, and therefore it will address 100% of the problem not 
50%. (32.2.2B) Furthermore, investing in buses is a much cheaper option than a 500 million dollar 
gondola. Brian Kissmer model shows that even with a liberal estimate, the busing system enhanced to 
properly model Zion and adequately shuttle people at the rate of one bus every 3 minutes would cost 
around 11% of the gondola, including operation and maintenance. (32.2.2B) This option would also 
preserve our incredible boulders and our watershed. Additionally a proven system such as tolling to 
incentivize carpooling, or even simply enforce the traction laws regardless of the weather are worth 
researching before investing millions more into a drastic and permanent change. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, 
and 32.2.2M). With all of this said, if you are going to hold us to either a rock or a hard place with the 
two final options mentioned. I unequivocally support the enhanced bussing and widened road option. 
(32.2.9B) This is because the issues and concerns mentioned above will occur regardless of the option 
chosen, however the gondola has additional problems that are much worse. The first of which is the 
cost of a half billion dollars. The second is the lack of stops at public trailheads. (32.2.6.5G and 
32.2.6.3C) The result being that the public is essentially funding two private companies continued 
exploitation of the canyon, without even attempting to throw a bone to other public land users. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is atrocious. The cherry on top is the gondola will forever 
impair our viewshed. 
 
I thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Garrett Culligan 
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COMMENT #:  7546 

DATE:   8/29/21 8:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Cianfrocca 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These plans are not going to effect the canyons in a positive way...they will not fix the traffic problem 
and will just waste millions on tax payer dollars. (32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please don't ruin our 
canyons with our money... 
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COMMENT #:  7547 

DATE:   8/29/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Melchior 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A very simple solution is to toll vehicles going up the canyon. People can buy a season LCC pass and 
put it in their dash. Encouraging ride sharing is our future. (32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  7548 

DATE:   8/29/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heidi Timpson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please revisit all the options, both the expanded bus option and gondola seem very radical and will 
destroy precious canyon that we will never get back. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I am a native Utahn and 
know how much the canyons have increased in popularity. If I want to go up to Alta, I plan it and go 
early. We should not be trying to stuff as many people as possible up there. (32.1.2B) It will ruin the 
beauty and uniqueness of our wonderful state and mountains. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4I) Please, 
from the bottom of my heart. Don't destroy our canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  7549 

DATE:   8/29/21 9:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nikki Cavin-Grace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Stop, you are destroying this valley and the canyons. No one knows what will be needed in 2050. Right 
now you are proposing a blistering asphalt gash across the foothill. With a brutal utilitarian style. Not 
needed, not wanted. Stop, stop stop. And those massive ugly towers for a gondola? (32.17A) Please 
stop! (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  7550 

DATE:   8/29/21 9:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Patterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's work with the services we already have in place. If UDOT were to toll cars with less than 2 people, 
run energy efficient buses, and make it easy for people to get on and ride wherever they live, then we 
can do away with both expensive proposals. (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A) I oppose both the Gondola Alt B and 
the Enhanced Bus with Road Widening for LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  7551 

DATE:   8/29/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hediyeh Baradaran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm opposed to both plans as presented. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The scope of the problem does not 
merit such expensive “solutions.” Both suggested solutions will negatively impact the canyon and will 
not adequately address the problem. (32.4I, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Also, this huge expense from tax payer 
dollars is only benefiting a very small minority of Utahns. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I'm opposed to both plans as a SLC resident. 
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COMMENT #:  7552 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Coombs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to rescind my previous comment in favor of the gondola and vote for neither the road or 
gondola as they are both a waste of money for not a big problem. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, and 
32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  7553 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Jost 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  7554 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Fogelman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I 100% support the gondola solution in LCC! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7555 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monica McKeown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a rock climber and very sad to hear the plans for LCC might involve the destruction of classic 
boulders along the canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please take into consideration the large climbing 
community in the area. (32.29G) Sincerely, Monica. 
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COMMENT #:  7556 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Dunfey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola alternative please: limit the cars in Little Cottonwood. Don't make a decision that is 
environmentally outdated before it is enacted. Thank you. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7557 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  F Wenke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The public does not want this project. Keep the canyon as is, or find alternate methods of improving 
traffic flow without disturbing the land. (32.29D or 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  7558 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Ornyas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the busing option not the gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) The climbing there is 
awesome and I travel from Virginia to do it every year. (32.4A and 32.4B) We don't need a gonola as 
an eye soar either. (32.17A) thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  7559 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Carrigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Stop this destructions of our beautiful canyons and mountain lands! There is absolutely no need to get 
more people up the canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  7560 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laurie O'Connor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's expand what we already have in place. If UDOT were to toll cars with less than 2 people, run 
energy efficient buses, and make it easy for people to get on and ride wherever they live, then we can 
do away with both expensive proposals. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2I) I oppose both the Gondola Alt B 
and the Enhanced Bus with Road Widening for LCC. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) How is UDOT going to 
encourage skiers to utilize a $$$$ gondola ride if travel time takes 59 mins and 3 transfers of ski 
equipment? (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.4B, and 32.2.6.5J) People who can afford to ski can afford to take their 
cars. They will find a way to enjoy the canyon journey in the comfort of their personal vehicle vs sharing 
it with 35 packed strangers. If the purpose of the gondola is to decrease traffic in the canyon, the 
incentive to ride the gondola is not there. (32.2.4A) 
 
In our current drought situation, Utahans cannot afford to contaminate or lose any of their precious 
water supply. The towers to the gondola require 2 acres of cement to ensure the stability and safety of 
our overhead ski commuters. UDOT must conduct more studies proving that one of Utah's essential 
water sources will not be disrupted. (32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
With so many other solutions to try first, UDOT jumps to $592 million taxpayer funded gondola or $355 
million road widening to solve our 15 heavy ski days out of the year. (32.1.4D) The gondola can only 
perform one job and that is delivering skiers to private ski resorts. Is UDOT prioritizing businesses over 
Utah citizens? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7561 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chrissy Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not permanently scar the canyon with a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) We should be 
keeping the canyons as wild and free from development as possible. The gondola does very little to 
address the actual problems that we set out to solve. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A 
combination of tolls, better bus service, and limiting parking will naturally curb the amount of people in 
the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7562 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Everett Less 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus option is far better for canyon mobility. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7563 

DATE:   8/30/21 8:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathryn Paulsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi I'm Kathryn Paulsen 
My home property line is at 3802 East and Little Cottonwood Road. I can see all the traffic that goes 
into Little Cottonwood Canyon from both roads. 
The main traffic problem is on snow days from about 7:00 to 9:00 am when the Canyon Road IS 
Closed. This road closure for avalanche control causes the traffic backup every snow day. 
The problem is solved by not closing the road during the heaviest traffic time!!! 
Could avalanche control happen some other time. Could GPS shooting during the dark solve the 
problem. (32.7A and 32.2.2VV) 
Do not build a gondola or add busing lanes. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Stop closing the road!!! 
Do build more off road parking spaces that are plowed allowing parking during the winter. do build more 
biking and hiking trails with parking. (32.2.9O) Do add biking lanes on the road. (32.9A and 32.9B)  
No Gondolas or busing lanes.  Open the road and let the traffic go up!!!! (32.7A) 
thank you 
Kathryn Paulsen 
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COMMENT #:  7564 

DATE:   8/30/21 8:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Grzymala 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT, 
 
I am commenting regarding the traffic mitigation plan for traffic through the canyon to Alta and Snowbird 
ski resorts as a Salt Lake City, Utah vacationer. I urge the UDOT and legislature to consider an 
approach with the least impact to natural outdoor recreation sites (outdoor rock climbing areas, back 
country skiing, and hiking trails) and the least environmental impact (low carbon emissions, less 
energy, and least impact to water resources). (32.2.9A and 32.29G)  
For these reasons I would encourage considering a new plan to be investigated with these impacts in 
mind. I would also encourage the plan to consider how travel will increase in the future through the 
canyon and servicing access to these outdoor recreation trailheads (an equal issue with vehicles 
parking on the road shoulder) and locations as well as the ski resorts. (32.1.2B) 
I am in favor of a gondola approach for the innovative solution and energy conservation but would 
again encourage more considerate implementation to service more than just the major resorts. 
(32.2.9D, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
Thank you for your time, 
Christopher Grzymala 
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COMMENT #:  7565 

DATE:   8/30/21 8:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cynthia Levinthal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am extremely disappointed with the two options presented as solutions to transit issues in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon (LCC). (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Neither the gondola nor the road widening plus 
enhanced bus service are options that will help most canyon users on a year round basis. Both options 
appear to serve both Snowbird and Alta ski resorts well and the gondola option appears tailor made to 
enhance a Salt Lake Olympic bid. What is fairly transparent is that Alta and Snowbird want a massive 
(tax funded) hand out to help them to get paying customers up to their resorts in winter. It is also 
apparent that Governor Cox is eager to help them out in this regard, given his “great for business” 
stance about the alternate plans (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
 
The environmental impact statements come nowhere close to even estimating the massive impact that 
both of these plans, if executed, will have on LCC. The towers for the gondola will have huge and long 
lasting detrimental impact on the viewshed and on the ground. (32.17A) Also construction work on 
them will impact the watershed considerably. (32.12A) The road widening will also impact the 
viewshed. (32.17B) Further, it will result in the removal of countless priceless outdoor resources in the 
form of rock climbing/bouldering areas along the canyon. (32.4A) Construction of the new road will 
have a detrimental impact on the watershed and after construction will impact water flow in the canyon. 
(32.12B) The impact of both of these projects on wildlife in the canyon is incalculable. (32.13A and 
32.13B) 
 
Neither option appears to seriously address the transportation needs of canyon users, such as hikers, 
climbers (rock climbers in summer and ice climbers in winter), snowshoers and backcountry skiers and 
snowboarders. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) One recreation group who may receive 
a side benefit from the enhanced bus option are cyclists, who may gain a bike lane but this is far from 
clear. (32.9A and 32.9B) This summer, LCC is a madhouse. Cars are parked along the road up and 
down the canyon, a situation that is crying out for alternate transit solutions but neither of these 
proposals will provide any help for this situation. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) Big Cottonwood Canyon is 
also packed to the gills too this summer, emphasising the point that we have two major canyons 
outside Salt Lake, each of which access ski resorts and much more, both of which are crying out for 
transit solutions and only one of which is addressed in the current plan. 
 
Finally, I urge that in cooperation with UTA and city authorities who have access to parking (e.g. Sandy 
mayor offered up large amounts of parking in an earlier version of the canyon transit plans) something 
is put in place this year. (32.2.7C and 32.29R) Massively increased bus service, increased base 
parking access along with canyon driving restrictions (such as tolls) could be implemented on a trial 
basis this winter. (32.2.7C and 32.29R) Winter is just around the corner and whether or not the two, I 
think disastrous, options on the table are adopted, they are not going to help the upcoming ski season 
in any way.  
 
Please abandon the two proposed plans. And please implement some improvements (additional buses 
and base parking) in time for this winter. Also, let's consider bus service (and tolls) in summer too in 
both canyons from here on out. (32.1.2C)  
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COMMENT #:  7566 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Lloyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is for the gondola (3.2.9D)

Page 32B-7757 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7567 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Stohlton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'd like to see UDOT and the state explore solutions that don't require massive capital expenditures (eg 
Gondola), especially when less expensive, less invasive, and more flexible solutions exist such as 
carpooling, enhanced busing, etc. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) Little Cottonwood is an amazing natural 
asset and we should be sensitive in preserving it for the next generation and ensuring that the 
transportation solution is one that can service the community year round and be capable of stops along 
the way (vs just serving Snowbird and Alta. Thank you. (32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  7568 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brennan Wade 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of the Gondola Project. (32.2.9E) I think that this would negatively impact Little 
Cottonwood canyon and our resident for the long term. I think there should be some form of expanded 
bussing and reduction of people able to drive their own vehicles up the canyons. Priority should be 
given to locals for getting up the canyons. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7569 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Francis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't continue with the cottonwoods road widening. (32.2.9C) Having lived in Utah my whole life 
I know the value the canyon brings. (32.4I) There are other solutions. (32.2.2PP) Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  7570 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clayton Lowther 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the gondola! No more concrete! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7571 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  McKenzie Papenfuss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not believe any of the proposed alternatives truly reflect the needs and desires of the local 
community writ large. Each option stands to benefit private interests at Snowbird and Alta at the 
expense of current and future citizens of Salt Lake County and the surrounding area. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I vehemently oppose all proposed options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
Please consider limiting vehicle traffic through tolling and expanding bus service, including express bus 
service from trax stations and a new parking lot at the base of the canyon, before permanently altering 
the natural beauty of LCC (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2I, 32.17A, and 32.17B). Furthermore, this service 
and accompanying limits on vehicle traffic should be year-round to alleviate crowding for summer 
hiking, climbing, and sight-seeing activities. (32.1.2C) 

Page 32B-7762 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7572 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matheson Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been following this process closely for years and I am against the gondola being built in the 
canyon. (32.2.9E) It is very expensive, will mainly benefit the developers of the land, add to the tax 
burden of many people who will never use it, and only really be useful a handful of days in the year on 
powder days or with avalanches. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Less 
expensive measures should be used first, such as expanded bus use, which can be used all year and 
can access all of the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) If the ski resorts want a gondola, they 
should be paying for it.
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COMMENT #:  7573 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Barron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola only services Snowbird / Alta so for that reason I support expanded bus service with a 
designated bus lane or no changes at all. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9B, or 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  7574 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitchell Brower 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The canyons cannot accomodate more people than we saw this past season. Snowbird and Alta should 
fund this if they want, but taxpayers should not. (32.2.7A) Getting rid of the IKON pass will be effective 
in limiting traffic and spreading covid. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  7575 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Drennan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I hope you guys truly listen to these comments. Once lcc is scarred by a gondola, this pristine space 
will never be the same. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) I also disagree with the added lanes option. 
(32.2.9C) The canyon is nearing its useable capacity; just because you can send more people up 
doesn't mean they will fit up there. (32.20B)
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COMMENT #:  7576 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anne Fuller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to argue AGAINST the gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) I have enjoyed the canyon for 30 years, 
skiing, hiking and snowshoeing. Taxpayer money should not be used to support two private for profit ski 
areas whose business model may change due to Climate change. (32.2.7A and 32.2.2E) Snowfall has 
already been impacted in the last few years. Less snow and just a few huge storms a season. Both ski 
areas have instituted parking reservation system at least on weekends and holidays which will impact 
traffic. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) I bet locals will not take the gondola due to price and inconvenience..so 
you are using taxpayer money for out of state destination skiers. (32.2.4A) Shame on UDOT. The 
canyon is beautiful and should remain free of a Disneyland gondola, so that everyone who wants to 
enjoy the canyon for many recreational pursuits still can. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7577 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Summers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a mistake that will only enrich a couple of insiders. (32.2.9E) Stick with the busses. 
(32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7578 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  J P Householder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7579 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Springsteen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not do anything.Bunch of spoiled brats. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  7580 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gwendolyn Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good morning, I believe I have already submitted comments but wasn't sure if it was during the same 
time period. I have concerns about both of the options you offer. I do not believe either are good for the 
local surrounding community or for the environmental impact. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Please come up 
with other alternatives that maintain safe commuting, the natural environment, as well as the priority of 
the locals over the tourists. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) We are the ones who are here 365 days of the 
year. These options that you are offering are not the right fit for those few days a year where our 
canyons are over-packed. (32.1.4D) There are other ways to problem solve that you have not explored 
yet. Please listen to the people that live right at the mouth of this canyon. 

Page 32B-7771 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7581 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Knutson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a skier, rock climber, and mountain biker, and I moved here for the mountains. *Please* don't 
destroy the climbing/bouldering in LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B) If you can make sure the climbing isn't 
ruined, and if the visual impact isn't too great, then Gondola seems like a decent solution, but please 
make sure not to destroy the beauty of the canyon for everyone, just to line the pockets of the ski 
resorts and the rich guys funding the Gondola. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7582 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Schaul 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After much thought and review of the information I am changing my opinion to having the road being 
modified, however that to may be unnecessary. Yes the gondola would be another cool attraction to the 
canyon which in my estimations would significantly increase the number of people in the canyon they 
may not be there for any reason other than to ride the gondola. (32.20A and 32.20C) More people is 
not what is needed as the slopes and trails are already very crowded. (32.1.2B) Ski traffic is worst on 
snow days and weekends when the hoards of people from the valley and outlying areas come to ski 
and hike. More people on the mountain is not favorable and takes away from the experience of being in 
the mountains. (32.20C) The hiking trails are very crowded now and once again, putting more people in 
the canyon is only going to make the crowds bigger. (32.1.2B) A toll to enter the canyon that is high 
enough cost would definitely limit the number of vehicles and people in the canyon. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.2Y) If this is done there should be a season or annual canyon pass for those of us to purchase 
that use the recreational amenities on a regular basis. 
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COMMENT #:  7583 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Martinez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus with flex lane , avalanche sheds with wildlife . (32.2.2D and 32.2.2K) Gondola too slow, unreliable 
in wind and power outages. Just a eye sore. (32.2.6.5K and 32.17A) More parking with buses. 
(32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7584 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Beesley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It's pretty clear the public sentiment is against the gondola plan. (32.2.9E) Why is UDOT pushing for 
something where the major benefactors are Alta/Snowbird resorts at a tax payer cost. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7585 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason McPhie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with the gondola option. (32.2.9E) It will not solve the traffic problem but merely 
pushes the traffic down into the mouth of the canyon..and does not consider wind closures that I can 
see. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  7586 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sylvia McMillan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am 100% opposed to the gondola. (32.2.9E) That will completely ruin the integrity of the canyon. 
Increased bussing is the answer. (32.4I and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7587 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Elegante 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. Below are some of thoughts 
 
As I read through the proposal, I'm not really sure we understand the root cause of the problem. Why 
are cars idling on the road up to the resorts? Is it an issue with road maintenance, total capacity for 
parking or something else? Why are people not using existing mass transit options (or are they at 
capacity)? Perhaps I'm missing something but I can't really find answers to these questions. (32.1.2B) 
 
RE: proposed solutions 
I feel like we're jumping the gun by looking at projects that will require huge investments and years to 
come to fruition, not to mention potential legal challenges and associated costs. Why not start with the 
low hanging fruit? Here are some opportunities I would like to see more investigation into: 
 
* Charge a demand-rate fee for canyon access (year-round if necessary, including canyon residents) 
and provide options for low-income valley residents to access the canyons if that is a concern. Law of 
supply and demand will help alleviate congestion (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.5A) 
 
* Limit the number of cars that can enter the canyon by establishing a capacity limit, particularly for the 
resort areas which seem to be the main choke point (32.20B). Several national parks have similar 
models which are quite effective. Restricting the choice of driving will incentivize people to seek out 
mass transit alternatives. (32.2.2B) 
 
* Increase the number of busses that transport people from existing mass transit points such as 
downtown hotel areas, trax stations, etc... to create an interconnected car-free way to get to the resorts. 
Reduce the friction for people to choose mass transit (32.2.2I) 
 
Looking forward to your responses. 
 
Best, 
 
Drew 
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COMMENT #:  7588 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trudy Toss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9D) Extra busing up that canyon is not going to make that big a 
difference. (32.7B and 32.7C) The gondola would be a great alternative to pushing more buses and 
cars at that canyon. Besides that, I feel like the gondola would be a great way to see the canyon in the 
summertime and he'll pay for it as well. 

Page 32B-7779 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7589 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Barlage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against both options because (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E):  
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
 
I think more options need to be considered. (32.2.2PP) Year-round consideration must be made 
(32.1.2C). 
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COMMENT #:  7590 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Trepanier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against both options proposed. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I am concerned about the cost, 
environmental impact, non-resort-ski recreational impact, time to implement and practicality of the 
solutions. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) 
 
The gondola will fundamentally be frustrating to deal with (parking lot, to bus, to long gondola ride, to 
another gondola?), severely affect non-resort based recreation, extremely expensive, and extremely 
slow to build. (32.2.6.4B, 32.2.6.5J, 32.4B, and 32.2.7C) 
 
The bus with widened road is too heavy handed. It will destroy a lot of recreation, marginally solve the 
problem, and be expensive. (32.4A, 32.4P, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
My solution is: 
- Close all resort day parking. 
- Add parking infrastructure at the base of the canyon. 
- Significantly increase amount of busses. 
- Run busses early enough/late enough to service back country skiiers and resort employees. (32.2.2B) 
 
I think any solution that does not close day parking at the resorts will always fall short. People will 
always be more inclined to park at the resort. (32.2.4A) 
 
Parking in the canyon at white pine and below should still be allowed. This will allow back country 
skiiers, hikers, bikers, climbers and other people doing things in the canyon that aren't based near the 
resorts to park where needed. Back country skiiers leaving from areas near the resort will still need to 
ride the bus. 
 
Finally, this solution scales really well for big cottonwood canyon. We would be able to build the parking 
infrastructure now, and then scale the amount of busses needed to support both canyons. (32.1.1A) 
 
The final point that I'd like the make is I think the resorts should be made more financially responsible 
for whatever solution is chosen. They are private business, some of them are operating on public land, 
and they should not just be gifted hundreds of millions of dollars of infrastructure that will allow them to 
make more money at the expense of all other canyon activities. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this. 
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COMMENT #:  7591 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Nistler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
I recently purchased a home near Little Cottonwood Canyon because of my love of all of the 
recreational opportunities it provides. I am extremely concerned about the impact that a gondola would 
have on the beauty of the canyon and also the overall accessibility of all things in the canyon that are 
not part of Snowbird and Alta. (32.17, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) It is irresponsible to expect 
taxpayers to support an exorbitantly expensive project that is only designed to service two private 
entities (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). This option would also make the resorts more 
crowded than they already are. (32.20A and 32.20C) I hope that better options are researched and 
more consideration is placed on the impact of this project, who it will serve, and how it would forever 
change our breathtaking public lands (32.2.2PP). 
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COMMENT #:  7592 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallen Garner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the obvious best long term solution to the transit problems we face in the canyon. Widening 
the road will only increase private traffic regardless of any improvements to the bus system. I vote yes 
for gondola and no for widening the road. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  7593 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Swift 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid skier and hiker who lives in this area and is regularly affected by the traffic, I support the 
gondola as it provides a safe and different way to get people in and out of the canyon, even when 
avalanche issues may be high. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  7594 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maggie Laun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please. NO Gondola!! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7595 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conley Perry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I say NO to the 2 proposed ideas for little cotton wood canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These ideas are 
going to ruin the beauty of the canyon, ecosystem, and benefit the resorts only. (32.17A, 32.17B, 
32.13A, 32.13B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We can not turn back if one of these or 
both is done to out canyon. I have an idea we should use zion national park as an example. Bus 
system only during peak times in the canyon. Its costs less, and impacts the environment less. For 
example December through March and Thursday through sunday from 6am-4pm the canyon closes to 
private traffic uphill and becomes bus system only. (32.2.2B) I think this is the best idea its cheaper, 
less environmental impact, and if it does not work we can try something else. If we put in a gondola, or 
widen the road and it doesn't work there is no turning back and we have drastically changed our 
canyon in an irreversible way (32.29R). Again I say NO to the gondola and widening of the road. These 
canyons are unique we love them we need to protect them for future generations. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7596 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Spahr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola alternative B with enhancements like snow sheds, improved trailhead parking, 
canyon tolls for cars, and continued bus service for lower canyon trailheads. (32.2.9D, 32.2.9K, and 
32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  7597 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dallas Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon needs a gondola, not wider roads. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) Widening roads in 
Utah, historically, has seemed like a solution that can't keep up with growth in our communities. More 
importantly, the natural areas of the Cottonwoods are already under pressure with ski resort and 
recreation traffic - widening roads disrupts more ground, encourages more emissions in the canyon, 
allows litter, and doesn't improve driver safety.  
 
I'm in favor of a gondola soaring over the existing roads in Little Cottonwood. I'd also like to see a 
significant toll for vehicles (single-driver especially) introduced alongside the gondola. (32.2.4A) Finally, 
I'd like to see Snowbird and Alta work together to provide transportation from resort Gondola stations to 
other popular trailheads in the canyon so hikers, climbers, and others can benefit from the gondola 
immediately. (32.2.6.5AA) 
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COMMENT #:  7598 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshi Haskell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the use of gondolas up through our canyons as they are imposing, not fairly 
accessible, and expensive. (32.2.9E) Please keep our canyons as close to their original state as 
possible for inhabitants and generations to come. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  7599 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenacee Booth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please just do buses. (32.2.9A) My sentiment is shared by neighbors friends and coworkers who do not 
want the gondola. (32.2.9E) Better busing is the solution we want 
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COMMENT #:  7600 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am totally opposed to the Gondola B for all the reasons I am sure you have received already. 
(32.2.9E) Focus your efforts on implementing a solution that will actually solve the problem, save the 
canyon and meet the needs of the taxpayers, not just the owners of Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Some variant on the Enhanced Bus Service has a better chance 
of achieving these goals. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7601 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kael Thalas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DONT PUT MORE CONCRETE IN THE CANYON. Gondola will make this better! (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-7792 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7602 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gordon Mortensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Make a reliable solution that will actually improve travel when it snows and slides. Put in the Gondola. It 
will be a great solution for a very long time. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7603 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Sanders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to any changes made in the canyon. I am opposed to widening the road, 
opposed to adding a tram, railway, or gondola. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9M) I am opposed to pretty 
much any construction to expand transportation infrastructure in the canyon, except maybe adding 
more facilities for busing. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7604 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cayce Terrill Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
As a Sandy resident and year-round enjoyer of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I found both the approaches 
being considered to be insufficient (in regards to considering all users of LCC) and drastic (exploring 
permanent, irreversible solutions when more moderate and reversible solutions can be tested first). 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
 
I am pleading that consider an alternative solution.  
 
Thank you,  
Cayce 
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COMMENT #:  7605 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Mishow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
That concrete is ugly and takes away from the natural beauty of the area. It's a shame all the 
Californians move here and every road has to turn into the 405 (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7606 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jorga Giambusso 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) It will be the least disruption of the land and can be removed 
more easily if needed in the future. Also, I believe those who assert that it will be limited seasonal 
transportation I suggest that summer tourists could likely be attracted to using the scenic ride. 
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COMMENT #:  7607 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stan Freeman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for getting up the canyon as quickly as possible, but the gondola makes better since. It run's no 
matter what the weather is. Decreases pollution from vehicle exhaust, Smaller ecological impacted and 
is much quieter than a herd of buses rolling up and down the canyon. My vote is for the gondola!!! 
(32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.13A, and 32.11D) 
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COMMENT #:  7608 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Cable 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We don't need a gondola or widening of the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both these option hurt little 
cottonwood and only benefit the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) They 
remove many popular climbing areas and hurt the beauty of the canyon (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 
32.17B) Both options only drop people of at the ski resorts creating more revenue for them but an 
overcrowded resort for locals. (32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  7609 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Stop allowing parking along Utah 210. Allow resorts to have more Parking Spaces. (32.2.9P) What ever 
happened to the idea of earthen covered over road slide Tunnels and Road Improvements. (32.2.9K) 
Gondola from further than the base of LLC is too long of time (32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  7610 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Vaught 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see gondola b (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-7801 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7611 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Boyczuk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It appears the two proposed options for improvement of S.R. 210 do little in the way of improving travel 
times, accessibility, or safety with minimal environmental impact. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C). The road is already built, this impact has occurred and is now marginally stabilized in 
terms of it's environmental impact. Surface water runoff and other erosion concerns, together with the 
history of mining in LCC, will undoubtedly release heavy metals and other toxins back into the 
environment and watershed. (32.16A) LCC is already under a TMDL for Zinc, and has seen elevated 
Copper and Cadmium (a known carcinogen) from the numerous unmitigated mining tailings within the 
canyon. (32.12A and 32.12B)  
 
Heavy metal contamination will only increase if a major earthwork solution like the gondola is pursued. 
Driving piles and leveling areas for stanchions will continue disturbing the area and allow for even more 
unmitigated metals to harm the drinking water and ecosystem of LCC. The high proposed cost of this 
solution becomes even less financially viable if the necessary remediation and mitigation steps are 
added to the project to guarantee no additional metals contamination of the watershed. (32.16A) 
 
The next major obstacle with the gondola option is around accessibility and taxpayer burden. Taxes 
paid by the public should be used for projects that benefit the public good. However this solution only 
allows for increased access to the ski resorts, and does not increase access to the many national forest 
options in the canyon. If this project is of primary benefit to the ski resorts, then they should be 
responsible for installing a system like this. The public should only get involved if the project increases 
access to ALL recreational types within LCC. So far the UDOT proposed gondola does not add access 
beyond the resorts, and therefore cannot be the fiscal responsibility of local taxpayers. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Road improvement is likely the better option, but still need to be well thought out to ensure minimal 
environmental impact. Options such as road widening will clearly introduce similar heavy metal 
contamination issues as the gondola. (32.12B and 32.16A) Improvements like snow sheds are a 
welcome improvement that should have been implemented years ago. (32.2.9K) Constructing a system 
where the road can remain open without avalanche concern will go great lengths to allowing the canyon 
to remain open and accessible to all users. This should be your primary concern.
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COMMENT #:  7612 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivier Laguette 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus with road widening seems to be the most sensible solution from a cost and visual impact 
stand point. (32.2.9B and 32.17B) Also concerned that traffic up and down Wasatch blvd would back 
up with cars trying to get to the gondola parking lot (I live off south Wasatch blvd.) (32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  7613 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Hilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola for better reliability over the bus and less crowded canyon roads (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7614 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Courtney Fleming 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both ideas. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) To start, this is a financial gain for the resort at the expense 
of the tax payers, and actually does not solve the issue, volume. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Looking accommodate the volume of people is the wrong approach. Minimizing the volume 
of people should be the approach through different means, ie. weekend holiday tolls, reserved/paid 
parking, carpool only up Canyon between certain hours/days, etc. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) 
 
The number of days a year we have major congestion does not warrant permanent alteration of the 
landscape. (32.1.4D) People will still drive up there and bus hubs to the tram is a major deterrent. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5J)  
 
Considering nothing has been tried to address the issue of congestion to date, at least try ideas as 
mentioned above which don't cost the tax payers before considering to environmentally impact LCC. 
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COMMENT #:  7615 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Wilcox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola in the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon to support the "needs' of a small number of 
companies and a small percentage of the populace would create perhaps the worst eyesore in Salt 
Lake County, rivaling the Copper Mine. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) It would be visible for miles around, marring the view of a world-class natural wonder. Anyone 
associated with the creation of such an eyesore should be reviled for generations. 
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COMMENT #:  7616 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Monson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't believe the Gondola is the right solution. (32.2.9E) I would like to see a lower impact approach 
such as increased bus service, vehicle tolls (or parking fees) for vehicles with fewer than 4 people or 
other solutions that decrease traffic and align incentives. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Perhaps some 
avalanche snow shed tunnels in the common slide areas would be helpful as well, but there should be 
an emphasis on reducing the environmental impact. (32.2.9K) At this point, it seems we only need a 
"solution" for the winter ski season and that no changes need to be implemented during the non-ski 
season months of the year. (32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  7617 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer McNatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think you should not do either proposed option and should instead expand bus service- perhaps give 
them a designated lane- and reduce how much traffic they allow up on busy winter days. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9C, and 32.2.6.3A) Hopefully you would't need to do that year round but you need to incentivize 
buses and reduce traffic. (32.2.4A).  
Both the gondola and widening the road would hurt wildlife, views, and destroy world class bouldering 
in the canyon. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, and 32.4B). Plus the two options you've 
proposed seem to only benefit skiers and the rich resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) They need a solution that caters to all the diverse activities including hiking and climbing. 
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COMMENT #:  7618 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Cowan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO Gondola! Do not destroy the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon or Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) More buses on the few days that we have congestion. (32.2.9A and 32.1.4D) I have a birds 
eye view of this issue from my home, the problem is only a few times a year, for a couple of months. 
This is not the answer. (32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  7619 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Edelstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to strongly ask that we consider other options beyond the two (gondola and expanded bus 
lanes) before spending hundreds of millions of dollars and permanently altering LCC. I'm asking that we 
first optimize programs that better use the existing resources today and could positively impact the 
traffic flows/congestion with proven outcomes (and positive cash flow, rather than negative!). 
 
These systems include:  
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) The biggest thing is that we need to avoid any 
efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current capacity limit (as 
defined by current parking spots). The canyon is a natural environment, it is our watershed, it is our eco 
diversity, it is a global natural wonder--it has a carrying capacity past which we will be guaranteed to 
negatively impact it. (32.20B) Our goal should be perpetual, sustainable enjoyment of the canyon, so 
that all future generations can have the same if not better experience than we do in this magical place. 
We should not leverage its enjoyment today for increased crowds that diminishes its recreational 
offerings in the future. Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion 
pressures--I am strongly opposed to any resort expansion outside their current footprints. (32.20C) 
Right now, resorts are profitable, many people get to ski when they want for reasonable canyon access 
prices , the backcountry is a respectable and respected place--changing any of this to increase capacity 
for more revenue to two resorts is not a sustainable approach. (32.1.2B) It is a money grab. SLC and 
the surrounding population continues to grow, but that does not mean that it LCC's natural environment 
should pay the price so that every individual today can have the same speed/ease of access up the 
canyon as people may have had 20 years ago. Quite the opposite--it is our duty to protect the canyon 
and make sure that it receives the same respect and limits on human impact that it has had since 
people first settled SLC. I strongly vote no on the gondola, I strongly vote no on expanded bus lanes, 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) and instead, implore the committee to find non-invasive ways to maximize equity 
in LCC usages at or below its current volumes of traffic. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7620 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Carroll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I applaud the work of UDOT's EIS Little Cottonwood Canyon team. Throughout they have made an 
effort to be thorough and inclusive. I also feel that there are some underlying biases that have 
influenced weighing arguments favoring the preferred alternatives. I would agree in general terms with 
the purpose and need as articulated in the EIS. Without a doubt SR 210 is often at capacity in the 
winter particularly during peak periods on particular days. Traffic stoppages due to slide offs, road 
conditions or accidents are facts and that those incidents cause risks to safety indisputable. The road 
has a notorious avalanche risk. Traffic currently backs up well into every major and minor road leading 
into the canyon. On occasion people are stuck in their cars for protracted periods when traffic comes to 
a stand-still. There is a severe shortage of parking in the vicinity and the road network is insufficient to 
handle even the current traffic volume at peak times. (32.1.2B) 
 
I am also proponent of a bus-based solution. However, I also question that the peak-period shoulder 
lanes will be necessary. Given that either the enhanced bus in peak period shoulder lane or the 
gondola B alternative will be chosen I support the former, but with strong reservations. (32.2.9B) My 
argument for perhaps moving slowly on road widening, beside its cost, is that I believe phased 
implementation of enhanced bus service with other measures will demonstrate that shoulder lanes are 
unnecessary. Indisputably the construction of two additional lanes will be a great expense and 
environmentally destructive. (32.29R)  
 
I believe the EIS was remiss in not considering the cumulative benefits of multiple measures (those 
both in and unaddressed in the EIS). First, enhanced bus service will result in an overall reduction in 
road traffic increasing the safety of the road. (32.7C) Solving the lack of parking and incentivizing 
people to use mass transit, with tools like tolling, will alter behaviors. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.4A) If 
rigorously enforced the traction law could significantly dent the frequency of slide-offs. (32.2.2M) Snow 
sheds and avalanche related road realignments will reduce the risk to road traffic in the avalanche 
paths where slides most frequently hit the road. (32.2.9K and 32.7A) Where feasible the expansion of 
RAC measures like Wyssen towers and Gazex will markedly improve the efficiency of avalanche 
mitigation and reduce the current reliance on artillery. (32.2.2VV)  
 
The elimination of near trail roadside parking (with increased trailhead parking) and winter roadside 
parking near Snowbird will enhance overall safety on the road. (32.2.9O and 32.2.9Q) The cumulative 
effect of all of these factors will reduce traffic thus reducing accidents, increase safety, enhance 
reliability, and achieve the goal of improving mobility.  
 
Because it is possible to implement enhanced bus, tolling and other measures in phases it is also 
possible to determine the degree to which these measures are effective in improving the conditions on 
SR 210. Adjustments can easily be made as more is learned about the efficacy of the various 
measures. (32.29R) The EIS doesn't seem to consider that the availability of alternate means to access 
the entirety of the canyon and disincentivizing cars might radically alter the collective behavior of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon users. Given the cost monetarily and environmentally, and the possibility of a 
significant improvement over the status quo, I would strongly suggest a phased program with the 
addition of lanes as the lowest priority. (32.29R) 
 
My support of the enhanced bus alternative (with or without peak period shoulder lanes) is based on 
several additional considerations. First, I feel that the proposed alternative has been at least 
preliminarily tested. It is clear in the EIS that experience with bus mass transit in Little Cottonwood 
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Canyon weighs in the planned upscaling of that service as the enhanced bus alternative. It is a 
demonstrably feasible alternative based on current technology, with the prospect that future technology 
(perhaps electric buses?) will only improve this option. (32.2.6.3C) The bus alternative also has a high 
level of redundancy which I believe is a vastly understated benefit for satisfying the requirement of 
reliability. The failure of a single or even multiple buses would not significantly cripple this alternative. In 
addition, a power failure or certain weather events might hinder, but would not entirely hamstring the 
bus-based system. The shortcomings of the status quo are well known and have been sufficiently 
studied. I think it would be accurate to say that the benefits of the improvements proposed for the 
enhance bus alternative are likely to yield the intended results. This picture contrasts markedly with the 
gondola alternative where more is unknown than known, and a giant leap of faith is required. (32.29R) 
 
Other reasons for supporting enhanced bus service are that it can be implemented in phases with a 
relatively quick start up for the earliest phase. (32.2.6.3D) It is also to a greater degree scalable since 
buses and their requisite infrastructure can be added in accordance with demand. It is also inherently 
more flexible offering options for adjusting schedules, substituting equipment, modifying facilities, and 
even adding destinations to meet demand. In these particulars there is a marked contrast with the 
gondola. With the gondola a base usage must be presumed and the system built to that standard. 
Adding a few cabins might be an option, but in comparison it cannot rival a bus system for flexibility. 
The rigidity of the gondola concept is also demonstrated by the fact that it will never serve more than 
two destinations. A gondola would also require securing an enormous amount of funding up front - and 
in contrast with the enhanced bus, phasing implementation isn't an option. (32.2.6.5A) 
 
With the gondola road improvements would still be required. A gondola cannot supplant the importance 
of the road for the passage of equipment, and the delivery of goods and services to residents and 
businesses especially in the upper canyon. A better road is still a necessity to improve the safety, 
reliability, and mobility for commercial users, Alta residents, and those whose access needs would not 
be accommodated. The enhanced bus alternative is more cost effective since at the least the snow 
sheds and road realignment will undertaken. (32.2.6.5Z) 
 
Another major weakness of the gondola alternative is there is virtually no evidence that it will be 
successful in the context for which it is proposed. Where are the analogous examples demonstrating 
the proof of this concept? Isn't it a bit of a gamble to propose putting absolute faith in something 
untested? (32.2.4A and 32.7C) The Screening chapter references only one example of a functioning 
gondola system in North America. That one is the Whistler Blackcomb “Peak to Peak” which is a 
conveyance for getting resort patrons from point-to-point in a very large ski resort and is also marketed 
as a tourist amenity. Other projects were mentioned that exist on paper only as feasibility studies.  
These other “examples” are part of transportation plans, but they are in urban areas, much shorter in 
length, and in very different physical environments (Southern California and Florida) from Utah. There 
are certainly other examples of gondolas if one looks further, but the context is hardly analogous to the 
conditions of Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.6.5BB) 
 
I also suspect that it is optimistic to suggest that the gondola's target users can be accommodated in 
the 1500 parking spaces proposed for the La Caille base. Everyone else will still be parking at a distant 
lot and bused to the gondola base. This means the inconvenience of transfers for patrons, more travel 
time, and yet another layer of complexity with an accompanying potential for system breakdown. 
(32.2.6.5J) This, like the gondola, seems based on a hypothetical which assumes that something vital, 
but untested will work as planned.  
 
The gondola is proposed as a reliable alternative when avalanches threaten the road. However, the 
gondola would not be immune to the impacts of avalanche control. It is my understanding that using 
artillery over the route of the gondola would require closing the gondola, unloading cabins from the 
cables, inspection of the system, and remounting the cabins before operation could resume. On days 
when avalanche control work is done in the morning and mid-day this could effectively preclude 
operation of the gondola during the very conditions that have been used to promote it. I would 

Page 32B-7812 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

hypothesize that other weather events: high winds, ice storms and lightening, or power outages could 
also ground it. A gondola is a mechanical system and differs mainly from modern high speed ski lifts in 
scale and complexity. Those with long experience of ski resort conveyances undoubtedly also have 
some experience of their mechanical failure. A gondola system, should it fail for any reason, 
automatically becomes a bottle neck. There is no redundancy and no inherent flexibility in the system to 
provide a work around. If reliability is a major rationale for this alternative, it would only be true in a 
“perfect world” scenario. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K)  
 
The gondola alternative is designed to convey people from a common point of departure to two 
businesses - ski resorts yes, but also businesses. I find the very idea of using public money (my tax 
dollars) for the nearly exclusive benefit of two businesses and their patrons, offensive to say the least. 
The gondola alternative is inherently more exclusive. Its intent is only to convenience the needs of ski 
resort patrons and solve a business problem for ski resort owners. For everyone else who uses the 
canyon it offers little direct benefit. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
The primary argument for the gondola is that it will enhance reliability and safety for the public. Because 
of its inherent exclusivity that supposed benefit only applies to a discrete segment of the public - those 
embarking for the two ski resorts. Everyone else presumedly assumes greater risk to life and limb. A 
diversity of people already uses the upper canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In 
winter many people use the Albion summer road for walking and site seeing (uses not mentioned in the 
EIS). In addition, there are ever growing numbers of backcountry riders and snowshoers useing the 
upper canyon, and mid-canyon from the White Pine trail, and smaller numbers accessing steeper mid-
canyon terrain on the north side of the road. As I previously pointed out a bus-based system has the 
potential to convey people to various destinations without prejudice. (32.2.6.3C) Of the two alternatives 
the enhanced bus is more egalitarian and best answers a mandate for environmental justice. 
 
Without question the gondola alternative will have the highest visual impact. (32.17A) The evaluative 
tools used for assessing visual impacts (USFS, BLM, and FHWA) are intended to consider the impacts 
of landscape alterations at the level of a road. The assessment tools applied to the Key Observation 
Points selected for Little Cottonwood Canyon seem mainly useful for considering the visual impacts to 
the road. I don't think this truly encompasses the visual impact of towers, cables, and cabins dangling 
far over-head. The evaluative tools may be industry standards for roads, but perhaps deceptive as 
applied to the addition of a gondola system suspended above an existing road. The visual impacts of 
tall towers and cables running the length of Little Cottonwood Canyon will be far more intrusive than 
even a four-lane road with snow sheds. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
 
I sympathize with the desires of those living adjacent to Wasatch Boulevard for a quiet, slow-speed, 
neighborhood road. However, the road is also the only route to one of the most popular recreation 
destinations on the Wasatch Front. Though I have long term hopes that the tendrils of efficient public 
transportation will eventually connect to Little Cottonwood Canyon there is little to suggest that this will 
happen soon. In the mean-time large numbers of people will still be congregating in this part of the 
valley for the sole purpose of ascending the canyon. For that reason, I do endorse the supporting 
alternatives like construction of the proposed mobility hubs/parking structures at the gravel pit and 9400 
South and the preferred alternative for widening Wasatch Boulevard. Getting people efficiently to a 
parking structure, out of their cars and onto a public transit system will be necessary regardless of the 
alternative chosen to get people up the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9Q)  
 
Worth mentioning is that nowhere in the EIS was limiting the numbers of visitors considered (32.20B). 
All of the alternatives preferred or not share the assumption that population growth will occur and that 
accommodating the desire of that growing population to access Little Cottonwood Canyon is a 
mandate. (32.1.2B) As a resource the canyon is finite and the only conduit for access - SR 210, 
challenging. In my thirty-plus years of recreating in the Cottonwoods the quality of my experience has 
significantly diminished, not to mention the roads are often congested to the point where I won't bother 
going up either Big or Little Cottonwood. The cheapest way to impact access problems and perhaps the 
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only way to preserve the quality of experience in either canyon would be reducing the quantity of 
visitors (32.20B and 32.2.4A). 
 
Perhaps it's time to consider that we can't build our way out of this problem. Arches National Park, like 
Little Cottonwood Canyon, is a finite resource accessed by a narrow low-capacity road. Accepting that 
there are significant differences between the two situations my point is that there are also overarching 
similarities. The access road in Arches is a bottleneck, the park is small and overwhelmed by visitors 
with damage to the resource and impingement on the quality of a shared experience. Is it possible to 
reeducate the public that they could plan ahead and that if they didn't their plans might be thwarted? In 
exchange the public would regain some of the quality of experience that has been lost and reduce the 
stress on resources. All infrastructure upgrades have a functional lifespan that may be reached with 
either alternative even sooner than projected. What then? In conjunction with other measures limiting 
numbers could be part of a successful mitigation strategy. (32.20B and 32.2.2L)  
 
I recognize that the problems of Little Cottonwood Canyon have been discussed, described and studied 
- perhaps add nauseum over the years. At the same-time I realize the overwhelming scale of the 
problem and that remedies must be successful. I also know that what is done will forever alter the 
locale suggesting that proceeding slowly, carefully and respectfully is imperative. 

Page 32B-7814 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7621 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the Gondola alternative and want the bus alternative. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) In short, 
the bus option serves the community and many users in both canyons. The gondola option only serves 
the two ski resorts in just one canyon. (32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C)  
Here are the reasons:  
1) The Gondola will have a negative visual impact. No one wants to see massive gondola towers going 
up this beautiful canyon. (32.17A) 
2) The Gondola is fixed so it can only go to two Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) ski resorts and is 
limited to only LCC, but Big Cottonwood Canyon (BCC) is increasingly having congestion problems too. 
(32.1.1A)  
3) The bus alternative allows for expansion up Big Cottonwood Canyon in the future. (32.20D) The bus 
alternative has a bigger parking structure at the mouth of BCC so that will be useful to those using that 
canyon and not taking a bus up LCC. The Gondola option has the biggest parking garage at the 
Gondola so only people going to those two resorts would park there.  
4) The bus alternative allows for stops to be changed in the future such as adding stops at White Pine 
trailhead and other trailheads in LCC, thus serving the community of hikers and backcountry skiers and 
not just serving the two ski resorts. (32.2.6.3C)  
5) The Gondola looks like it might be able to be extended over Grizzly Gulch, backcountry skiers want 
to maintain access to Grizzly Gulch, which is hugely important for them. (32.2.2N) 
In summary, the bus option serves the community and many users in both canyons. The gondola 
option mostly serves the two ski resorts in just one canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) If we go with the Gondola option, then the two ski resorts should pay for it, not the public. 
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COMMENT #:  7622 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.
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COMMENT #:  7623 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Nicole Ammott 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  7624 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kristin Anderson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7625 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kenneth Applehans 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7626 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ashley Applehans 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7627 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Samuel Armstrong 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7628 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Tristan Atkins 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  7629 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Bella Babbel 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  7630 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Cooper Babbel 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  7631 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ashley Babbitt 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7632 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kelsey Baron 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7633 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Beverly Beasley 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  7634 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Cayrn Beck 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7635 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Greg Bellessa 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7636 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Julianne Best 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7637 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  AnneMarie Bitter 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  7638 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mark Black 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7639 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Miriam Borno 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7640 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Taylor Bosch 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7641 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Patty Bowles 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7642 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Patrick Burns 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7643 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Scott Carpenter 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7644 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Craig Casazza 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7645 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Alejandro Castro 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7646 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Brian Castro 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7647 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Holly Cazo 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7648 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  David Chapman 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7649 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Holly Christensen 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7650 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Madden Clark 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7651 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jack Cockfield 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7652 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lewis Collins 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.1.2D, 32.2.2B, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 32.7C, 32.20A, and 32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  7653 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lisa Conley 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7654 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kai Conty 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7655 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Eddie Cook 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7656 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Hugo Cortez 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.18A) 
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COMMENT #:  7657 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Patrick Coveyn 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7658 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kyra Cramer 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7659 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Len Crotty 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7660 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Evan Culp 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7661 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Gabby Davis 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7662 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Paul Derderien 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.5D, 32.2.6.5H, 32.7C, 32.10A, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7663 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ashely Drake 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7664 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ireland Dunn 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7665 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ludd Eldregle 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7666 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Joe Farley 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7667 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Robin Farley 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7668 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Andrea Feldman 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7669 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Enrique Feria-Arias 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7670 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Madeleine Ferrce 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9E, 32.20C, 32.17A, 32.12A, and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  7671 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Matthew Fix 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7672 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jimmy Flam 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7673 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Daniel Flemming 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7867 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7674 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  James Fordgce 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7868 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7675 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Thomas FoMerra III 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7869 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7676 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Paige Fornek 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7870 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7677 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Julie Ganze 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7871 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7678 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  David Garza 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7872 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7679 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Alexandra Gero 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9E) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7873 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7680 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Forrest Gillette 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7874 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7681 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Damren Goatson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7875 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7682 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Nigel Godston 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7876 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7683 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Maria Gonzalez 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7877 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7684 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Elizabeth Greenwood 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-7878 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7685 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mark Greenwood 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7879 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7686 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jimmy Gutierrez 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7880 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7687 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Heather Janke 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7881 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7688 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kade Hancock 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7882 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7689 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Megan Hannah 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7883 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7690 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kenny Hartman 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7884 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7691 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Austin Hashron 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-7885 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7692 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Maija Hayley 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7886 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7693 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Chris Heath 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7887 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7694 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Bri Herbert 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7888 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7695 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Eveann Herbert 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7889 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7696 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sydney Hintz 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7890 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7697 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kimberley Hizeatt 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7891 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7698 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sheryl Hoyt 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7892 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7699 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Bob Hutchins 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7893 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7700 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Joe Hyder 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7894 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7701 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Emma Iverson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7895 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7702 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Michael Iverson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7896 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7703 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Garrett James 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7897 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7704 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kaiya Jefferson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7898 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7705 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  James Jensen 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7899 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7706 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Benji Judd 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7900 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7707 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Chase Johnson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7901 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7708 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Imoli Kearns 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7902 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7709 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kerinne Kehl 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7903 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7710 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kaylee Kehl 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 
 

Page 32B-7904 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7711 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Gavin Kenley 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-7905 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7712 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Pat Kristensen 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7906 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7713 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Marci Lahee 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7907 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7714 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kacee Larson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7908 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7715 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Miroslave Landis 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7909 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7716 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Johm Laurich 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7910 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7717 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lisa Laurish 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.12A, 32.10A, 32.7C, and 32.2.9C) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7911 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7718 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Johnny Laurish 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7912 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7719 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Edder Leon 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7913 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7720 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lia Liu 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7914 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7721 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Minnie Markkel 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.2.9C, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7915 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7722 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Bri Marshall 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7916 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7723 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kaelei Marshall 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7917 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7724 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Samuel Mason 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7918 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7725 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ben Mason 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7919 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7726 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lisa May 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7920 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7727 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Emily May 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7921 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7728 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Emily McCabe 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7922 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7729 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mark McKain 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7923 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7730 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Connie McCormack 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7924 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7731 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Brian McCormack 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.18A) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7925 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7732 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mickey McCormack 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7926 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7733 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Trapper Mckay 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

 

Page 32B-7927 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7734 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kate Michael 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7928 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7735 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Emily Millard 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7929 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7736 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ethan Millard 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7930 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7737 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kyle Moren 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7931 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7738 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  McCall Moody 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7932 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7739 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jake Moutimer 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7933 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7740 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kaillin Nasella 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7934 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7741 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Darian Nevares 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7935 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7742 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ashley Nicole 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7936 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7743 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Joseph Ninge 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7937 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7744 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Daniel Norton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7938 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7745 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mason Norton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7939 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7746 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Scott Norton 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7940 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7747 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lori Onsea 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9E) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7941 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7748 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  William O'Neal 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7942 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7749 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Katie Ontiveros 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7943 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7750 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Nathalia Padua 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7944 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7751 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Isabella Pantoia 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7945 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7752 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  David Paquette 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7946 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7753 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Margeret Pedicini 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7947 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7754 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sara Pruserrp 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7948 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7755 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Frank Pittman 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

 
 

Page 32B-7949 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7756 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mason Porter 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7950 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7757 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Megan Puckett 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7951 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7758 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Rachel McCadams 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.18A) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7952 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7759 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Rosana Melo 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7953 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7760 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Tom Ramsey 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7954 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7761 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sean Redman 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7955 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7762 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Colin Redman 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7956 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7763 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Maddie Reese 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7957 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7764 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  C- ReRelfancer 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7958 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7765 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jeff Resen 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7959 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7766 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Nick Robbins 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7B) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7960 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7767 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Daniel Roberts 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.13A) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7961 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7768 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Suzanna/Isabel Olsen-Rodriguez 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7962 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7769 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Gabe Rothman 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7963 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7770 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Charlie Rum 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7964 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7771 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Stacey Applehans 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7965 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7772 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Susan Gable 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7966 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7773 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sara Halbert 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7967 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7774 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sierra Johnson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7968 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7775 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Shayan Samimi 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.2.7C, and 32.12B) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7969 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7776 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jordan Salisbury 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7970 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7777 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Cassidy Salisbury 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7971 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7778 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ethan Siegway 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
 

 

 

Page 32B-7972 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  7779 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mark Smith 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7780 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mark Smith 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7781 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Joanne Smith 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7782 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ian Spencer 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  7783 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Joe Spriggs 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7784 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jerry Stitson 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7785 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ashley Stoner 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7786 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Taylor Marie 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7787 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Spencer Tallman 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7788 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Tylee Waters 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.17A, and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  7789 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Edwin Tanner 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7790 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Taylor Traxel 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7791 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kevin Tuck 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7792 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jessianne Turner 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7793 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Trent Vernon 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7794 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Liam Villalobes 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7795 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  William May 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  7796 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jhon Wacklebe 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7797 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Nick Waters 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7798 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Robert Weyher 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7799 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Emily Whiteford 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  7800 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Rebecca Wintce 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7801 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Zach Smith 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7802 

DATE:   8/20/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Noah Armphie 

 
COMMENT: (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7803 

DATE:   8/26/21 2:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kyle Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kyle Nelson 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7804 

DATE:   8/26/21 10:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christopher Tomasetti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Christopher Tomasetti 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7805 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Hayes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Hayes 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7806 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Coulam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Coulam 
Ogden, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7807 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brett Carroll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
While this is a form letter from Wasatch Backcountry Alliance, I agree with 98% of it. My personal 
changes/additions are that I would like tolling for personal vehicles in the canyon to directly subsidize 
improved bus service. (32.2.4A) Second, while I’m not in favor of a blanket ban on increasing human 
capacity of the canyons, I would like a study to be done to determine what that carrying capacity is, and 
then base future decisions off that number. (32.20B) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brett Carroll 
South Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7808 

DATE:   8/27/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cameron French 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cameron French 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7809 

DATE:   8/27/21 11:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Neal Caldwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Neal Caldwell 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7810 

DATE:   8/27/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rhea Cone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Rhea Cone 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7811 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Terry Heinrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Terry Heinrich 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7812 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eric Jerome 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
When I moved to SLC in Fall of 2017, I saw LCC as the proving ground for my completionist approach 
to climbing. Being from Maryland, it was not that crazy of an idea to have climbed every problem in the 
state- after all, there are not that many. For me, by the end of high school the mid-Atlantic had started 
to become tapped out and it was time to journey to a bigger pond- one with more room to grow, fail, 
and learn. 
 
Having watched climbing media of Little Cottonwood Canyon for many years, it was clear that having a 
cityside playground with hundreds of punishingly difficult moderates, hard hard test pieces, and dozens 
of hair-raising, rarely climbed highballs pioneered by heroes like Tim Kemple, Sam Tingey, and Kyle 
O’Meara, would provide the stimulus I needed to improve as a climber. I chose to attend the University 
of Utah for this reason. 
 
As I spent my first days in the canyon, scaling legendary blocs like ‘Bearhug,’ ‘Prime Rib,’ and ‘Blue 
Steel,’ I became obsessed with the lore and mystique of these hillsides. Local LCC granite aficionados 
can attest to my psyche, as I’d incessantly berate folks like JWoo and Tommy Rigby with grainy 
nighttime photos of boulders inquiring about starting positions and beta and spontaneous video calls to 
help me navigate the dense forest en route to elusive, mysterious chunks of rock. 
 
Having climbed more classics than not, this year I finally felt confident I could switch my mindset to 
developing and leaving my own legacy within this majestic canyon. Problems I am proud to have 
brought to life such as ‘Rodeo F*ck’ and ‘Dead on Arrival’ will stand out in my mind as contributions that 
are sure to become timeless; gems that were known all along but required new vision and a little bit of 
determination to actualize. 
 
While Little Cottonwood feels like somewhat of a second home to me now, there is so much left to do. 
My notes-app cumulative list of every problem in the canyon is just over half-way finished, and I'd be 
devastated to not finish what I have started. Every Salt Lake climber has their own memorable stories, 
formative experiences, and innate connection to the magical canyon that is Little Cottonwood. I urge 
you to protect and defend the boulders we love by exploring less destructive alternatives. (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation (32.29D) 
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Sincerely, 
Eric Jerome 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7813 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Julie Gustin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Julie Gustin 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7814 

DATE:   8/27/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Oliver Liston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Oliver Liston 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7815 

DATE:   8/27/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Levi Kammer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, This is my comment 
 
Understand that both Little Cottonwood Canyon and Big Cottonwood Canyon have human capacity 
limits. (32.20B) Without any further infrastructure please impose restrictions on the amount of people 
that can access both canyons during high demand days, like Saturdays and holidays. We can reduce 
the traffic problem up both canyons by just reducing the amount of people that go up there. I am an 
avid skier in both canyons and have been for the last 20 years and I’m OK with restrictions on human 
capacity. (32.20B, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) 
 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Levi Kammer 
Cedar Hills, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7816 

DATE:   8/27/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sean Done 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
I absolutely love LLC and spending time in the canyon, please do not ruin it with a gondola or widening 
the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Sean Done 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7817 

DATE:   8/27/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  P. Robert Augason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
P. Robert Augason 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7818 

DATE:   8/27/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Hackbarth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Hackbarth 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7819 

DATE:   8/27/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hannah Follender 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Hannah Follender 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7820 

DATE:   8/27/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Diego Monroy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please build a continuous transportation system. Gondola, tram, monorail, train. Anything but buses. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) We need something that can be agnostic to weather (unless severe), traffic, 
weekends, etc. if people cannot predict how long the trip will take or the availability of the transportation 
they will not use it. (32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Diego Monroy 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7821 

DATE:   8/27/21 3:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dwight Hibdon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
dwight hibdon 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7822 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ethan Taft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ethan Taft 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7823 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sara Gemmell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sara Gemmell 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7824 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ran Yehushua 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ran Yehushua 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7825 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tristan Mayfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
From my view any proposed solution that attempts to build large amounts of new infrastructure in LCC 
is a short sighted attempt to solve this problem and will only serve to line the pockets of vested 
businessmen. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola specifically does not 
address the issue of vehicle traffic because it will be more expensive and will take longer to get up the 
canyon to the two private resorts. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) The gondola will only serve as a temporary 
tourist attraction and no locals will use it. (32.2.4A) Not only that, but a gondola will ruin the pristine 
views and nature of the beautiful canyon not only in winter, but the rest of the year as well. (32.17A) I 
am a full year mountain enjoyer and the idea of the gondola in the canyon ONLY for a subset of winter 
users with no thought of other winter users or the rest of the year is remarkably shortsighted. 
Not only this, but I am concerned that the gondola will embolden resorts to encroach further on our 
pristine backcountry areas. Efforts that have been fought in the past. (32.20C) 
Overall I prefer an approach with less impact such as widening the road, improving bussing, and even 
adding tolling to attempt to solve the traffic issues before moving forward with a decision that will scar 
the canyon for decades to come. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Tristan Mayfield 
Bluffdale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7826 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nola Peshkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nola Peshkin 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7827 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Migliore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brian Migliore 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7828 

DATE:   8/27/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeff Mikell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeff Mikell 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7829 

DATE:   8/27/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kristian Knuths 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristian Knuths 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7830 

DATE:   8/27/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joshua Figgins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joshua Figgins 
 
Sincerely, 
Joshua Figgins 
Orem, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7831 

DATE:   8/27/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Graham Noteboom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
We need to direct traffic away from LCC. The slowest most painful traffic is always getting to the mouth 
of the canyon. Once you are in the canyon traffic flows at an acceptable pace. The gondola would be 
an acceptable answer, but it have to be expand out a mile away from the canyon if there is any hope of 
reducing traffic. Putting a large parking area at the base of the canyon will still make it so everyone is 
headed to the same spot. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
I beg that we find a solution that helps to reduce traffic near and around the base of LCC. It is not going 
up the canyon, but getting to the canyon. (32.7B) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C). 
Sincerely, 
Graham Noteboom 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7832 
DATE:   8/27/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tony Lau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola B (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7833 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Blenkhorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Blenkhorn 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7834 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matti Graves 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Matti Graves 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7835 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Corey Larrabee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Corey Larrabee 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7836 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Colin Monahan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Colin Monahan 
ATLANTA, GA  
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COMMENT #:  7837 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Hutchins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
James Hutchins 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7838 

DATE:   8/27/21 6:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tanya Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tanya Hunt 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-8033 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7839 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Derek Kristal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please don’t build a gondola! (32.2.9E) 
Please leave LCC wild and beautiful! 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Derek K 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-8034 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7840 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalie Fillerup 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please don’t make this permanent mistake! 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Natalie Fillerup 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7841 

DATE:   8/27/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sofia Tuttle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sofia Tuttle 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7842 

DATE:   8/27/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ally Marringa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ally Marringa 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7843 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emma Lowe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Emma Lowe 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7844 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Polly Nevins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Polly Nevins 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7845 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madelin Perkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I grew up and I am from cottonwood heights, at the base of little cottonwood canyon. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Madelin Perkins 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7846 

DATE:   8/27/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Howard Eyre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Howard Eyre 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7847 

DATE:   8/27/21 10:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Victoria Violette 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Victoria Violette 
Orem, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7848 

DATE:   8/28/21 4:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elisabeth Morrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Elisabeth Morrey 
Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-8043 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7849 

DATE:   8/28/21 5:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Donovan Lynch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The tram option is clearly favoring the ski resorts and offers absolutely no resolution to the real problem 
in LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A tram would only move congestion 
from the canyon to the roads that access the tram and to the resorts themselves. Instead of sitting in 4 
hours of traffic in the canyon, people will still in two hours of traffic trying to get to the tram and then wait 
in longer lift lines at the resort. (32.2.6.5E, 32.2.6.5C, and 32.20C) Not to mention the fact that is offers 
absolutely no resolution to backcountry trailhead parking that is now an issue all year around. (32.1.2C 
and 32.1.2B) 
 
We have to face the fact that we all live in a desirable area in terms of outdoor recreation, and to make 
everyone's experience better, we'll have to make some sacrifices that, while may not be super 
convenient to everyone, help protect the environment and make everyone experience in the canyon 
better when they are up there. Take Zion as an example and close down the canyon to passenger cars 
(unless you have a reservation at a hotel) during weekends/holidays (at least) and offer enhanced 
buses that stop at backcountry trailheads and ski resorts. (32.2.2B) Maybe consider permits to park at 
backcountry trailheads if a bus is not taken (they are doing this with great success at trailheads in the 
Adirondacks). (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) These permits could be traded amongst users, and some sort 
of preference could be given to locals. I'd rather go up the canyon less frequently but be guaranteed a 
pleasant experience than having to stress about traffic and parking each time I go up. The tram does 
nothing to relieve this stress; it only shifts it from one place to another. (32.1.2B and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Bottom line is that a tram is a thoughtless solution to the problem and is insulting to anyone except the 
ski resorts. Let's be smarter about how we approach this problem before we put yet another unsightly 
piece of infrastructure in the canyon that only benefits corporations. (32.2.7A and 32.17A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Donovan Lynch 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7850 

DATE:   8/28/21 6:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kylie Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kylie Mitchell 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7851 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meaghan Kelliher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
As a lifelong Utahn, I stand in significant opposition to the current proposed gondola or roadway 
widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The idea that we would have negative impacts on one of our most 
beautiful (and environmentally important) canyons for the benefit of a VERY small handful of private 
businesses (basically just 2), is shocking and appalling to me. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, and 
32.7C) Furthermore, those businesses are already at their capacity as it is with current numbers of 
visitors, as lines seem to get longer and longer each year for lifts. Without capacity management, what 
will become of these places? (32.20C and 32.20B)  
 
Lastly, as an avid hiker and climber, it’s crazy to me that we would just ignore these uses of the canyon 
completely and instead invest untold amounts of money into supporting an industry that stands to 
shrink over the years with our changing climate. (32.2.7A and 32.2.2E) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 
Sincerely, 
Meaghan Kelliher 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7852 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brad Buchanan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brad Buchanan 
Taylorsville, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7853 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Charlie Barta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Charlie Barta 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7854 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jasmine Williamson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

- Use of reservation systems both on the ski mountain and in the public transportation system to get 
there (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
 
Having previously lived in Breckenridge, CO, a very congested ski town, I have seen some of these 
being put into place successfully both for winter and summer traffic. They have successfully created 
parking/shuttle areas up and down the mountain, and are currently building a new parking garage so as 
the ease the burden of parking on the small town. Furthermore, one of the most popular summer "14er" 
hikes at Quandary Peak has suffered from parking issues creating traffic and erosion problems at the 
trailhead. The city of Breckenridge has just created system where you must buy a permit in advance in 
order to park at this trail, in order to protect the logistics and ecology of that space. A designated 
parking and shuttle area has been created for all other visitors who want to hike the trail. This has been 
done at the inconvenience of some visitors who in the past have been able to drive up and stick their 
car in the wildflowers and hike up whenever they would like, but has been done with the greatest care 
for the beauty and longevity of some of the county's greatest recreational attributes. 
 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. I am concerned that without a 
plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even more crowded, which will 
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negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the recreational user experience. 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. I am against 
any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. (32.20B, 32.20C, 32.12A, 32.12B, 
and 32.4I) 
 
While I know that recreation is one of the major income drivers of the city and state, wildly increasing 
access for additional people will certainly have detrimental effects in the long term to this canyon. If we 
don't treat this place appropriately, we will be paying for it in the decades to come by way of impacting 
wildlife and the watershed through both the construction required for the project and the imminent 
impact of bring so many more people into what is already an overcrowded canyon. (32.13A, 32.13B, 
32.19A, 32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jasmine Williamson 
Taylorsville, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7855 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scott Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Fellas, 
 
Please don’t build this gondola or proceed with roadway widening. Bad ideas. Gondola will forever ruin 
the vista of our beautiful canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
Furthermore, I am against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. (32.20C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Scott Jones 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7856 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Megan Grimmett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
My favorite thing about Salt Lake is the local access to the outdoors. Little Cottonwood is a quiet 
escape I take advantage of to enjoy my favorite activities throughout the year. I particularly spend a lot 
of time (3 days/week) in the canyon bouldering in the spring and fall. Some of my favorite boulders that 
I re-visit again and again are in danger with the destructive options being considered. (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
 
Little Cottonwood canyon makes Salt Lake City unique. 30 minutes from the heart of Salt Lake, you can 
be in a stunning and peaceful canyon to mountain bike, climb, hike, or ski. With Salt Lake becoming a 
relocation destination, it is important to be proactive in preserving our outdoor spaces. (32.29G) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Megan Grimmett 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7857 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sienna Pickard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sienna Pickard 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7858 

DATE:   8/28/21 8:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Teresa Crockett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Teresa Crockett 
Bountiful, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7859 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Budge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I do not support the gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) The impact to the environment, 
views, and experience will be forever changed for the worse. (32.12A, 32.13A, 32.17A, and 32.4I) This 
plan does not meet the criteria which it set out to do which is to alleviate congestion in the canyon. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) There will be just as many cars with the gondola as there is without. (32.2.4A) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Budge 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7860 

DATE:   8/28/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Craig Locante 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please don't vote to waste tax dollars on the gondola that will primarily benefit the 2 ski areas. (32.2.9N, 
32.2.9E, and 32.2.7A) We also need to preserve this natural treasure. Let's give expanded bus service 
a chance. (32.2.9A) 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Craig Locante 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7861 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jonathan White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jonathan White 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7862 

DATE:   8/28/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sebastien Levin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sebastien Levin 
Homewood, CA  
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COMMENT #:  7863 

DATE:   8/28/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Selene Russo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I do not live in Utah, but for the past 10 years I have spent a week in the winter skiing at the resorts in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. Yes, the traffic is bad, but there is an easy fix...buses!! I have both driven 
and used the current bus system multiple times on different trips. Honestly, I love the bus, it made the 
trip less stressful for me without worrying about the drive. If there were more frequent buses, and 
pickups from different parts of Salt Lake City metro area, wow! It would be an incredible. Please please 
listen to local voices and give buses a true shot. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2I) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Selene Russo 
Seattle, WA  
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COMMENT #:  7864 

DATE:   8/28/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Caitlin Parker Gammage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Caitlin Parker Gammage 
South Lake Tahoe, CA  
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COMMENT #:  7865 

DATE:   8/28/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Katie Owens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Katie Owens 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7866 

DATE:   8/28/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Kissell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Canyon Passes - Provide a limited number of winter driver passes to access the canyon (32.2.2K and 
32.2.4A) 
- Public Transportation - Increase the number and frequency of buses, increase number of bus lines. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.6.5N) 
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Kissell 
Bozeman, MT  
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COMMENT #:  7867 

DATE:   8/28/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Eixenberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS). As such, I ask that you PLEASE 
refrain from building a gondola, reconsider the benefit of road expansion, and evaluate the possibility of 
a more elaborate (City-wide) bus system. 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Eixenberger 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7868 

DATE:   8/28/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ellie Cutting 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ellie Cutting 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7869 

DATE:   8/28/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mitch McDermott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey team, 
 
I just recently went to share my comment about the two proposed solutions and mentioned an 
alternative solution. I just wanted to email you guys directly with the data/sources so you could maybe 
look into it a bit as a possible solution. 
 
The Proterra Catalyst E2, an all-electric transit bus, has been shown to outcompete both diesel and EV 
competitors for various metrics including maximum hill grade, climb speed, and maintenance cost. The 
bus can maintain a speed of 40 mph on a 10% uphill grade, utilizes regenerative downhill braking, and 
maintains excellent energy efficiency. This specific model set the world record for the longest electric 
bus drive on a single charge at 1,101.2 miles and has a recharge rate of approximately six hours. While 
the $750,000 cost of a single bus is higher than that of a diesel bus (~$500,000), maintenance costs of 
the Proterra are on average 30% cheaper than the maintenance costs of a diesel bus. The average 
lifetime maintenance cost of an electric bus is $.60/ a mile, versus $.85/mile for an average diesel bus 
(32.2.6.5F)..6  
 
The cost of 30 Proterra Catalyst E2 buses totals to about $22.5M. The additional charging ports will 
cost up to $50,000 each with a total cost of $1.5M. Total operation and maintenance costs for 30 buses 
over a lifespan of 250,000 miles (12 years) is approximately $4.5M.  
 
Closing the road to private vehicles during peak hours will remove the apparent necessity to increase 
the number of lanes within the canyon, cutting down on renovation costs. It will also prevent a handful 
of ill-prepared drivers from slowing down the entire train of commuters in the event of inclement 
weather. The combined efforts of our current bus fleet and the additional electric buses would 
sufficiently cover the amount of commuters to the resorts, and the reduction of traffic congestion would 
increase the turnaround rate for buses as they return to the parking area to pick up more passengers. 
(32.2.2B) 
 
Finally, if the gravel lot does not provide enough parking for the drivers that would normally drive 
themselves during peak hours, high estimates for the construction of a parking garage give a cost of 
about $28,000 per space, or $14.2M for a garage with 500 parking spaces. Building a parking garage 
will reduce the amount of square footage required to house the cars for passengers and will remove the 
necessity for development within the canyon. Between the bus fleet and parking garage this liberal 
estimate adds up to about $42.7M, or 7.21% of the $592M price tag of the proposed gondola system. If 
the bus fleet is completely replaced after 12 years the cost will total $71.2M, or 11% of the gondola 
project. Furthermore, this project could be expanded if my estimates are too low to accommodate the 
amount of commuters without ever coming close to the price of the gondola project. (32.2.7C). 
 
The EIS suggests that gondolas will carry 35 people and leave every two minutes from the station, 
transporting a total of 1050 riders per hour. The buses that are currently used have a capacity of about 
50 people. To match the capacity of the gondola, the canyon would need to run about 21 buses per 
hour (~3 buses per minute). (32.2.6.5N) The construction of the gondola will cost approximately half a 
billion of taxpayer dollars. The average cost for a public transit bus is anywhere between $500,000 and 
$800,000 USD depending on the fuel used. Even if the state were to add 30 additional buses to its 
current fleet, the total cost with a liberal estimate would be about $24,000,000, or ~5% the price of the 

Page 32B-8065 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

gondola system. *Doesn't include maintenance or replacement costs but those are mentioned above 
*(32.2.7C) 
 
Reach out to me if you have any questions or want to discuss more! 
 
Thanks, 
Mitch McDermott 
 
PS - I’ll be out of service all next week, but will get back to you when I’m back!  
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COMMENT #:  7870 

DATE:   8/28/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marissa Popp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Marissa Popp 
Huntsville, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7871 

DATE:   8/28/21 4:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Doug Swift 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
 
I live in SLC and use LCC and BCC year round for resort skiing, backcountry skiing, hiking and 
mountain biking. The gondola and the road widening up the canyon are ridiculously expensive options 
that "might" solve a problem that is for only 20 days a year. (32.1.4D) Those days being winter powder 
days. Other than those few days, there is minimal issue and both of the proposed options are not only 
expensive but degrade the canyons environmental and aesthetic appeal. (32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
Plus they are very permanent. I think there are other options to explore before going all in on that. 
 
Skiing up LCC is the best skiing in the US and a large part of why I moved here. I currently ski way less 
than I would like because of the traffic and parking situation. It is so stressful and annoying that I end up 
just not going because it is not worth the hassle, which is sad. (32.1.2B) I say all this because I do 
indeed think something needs to be done but just not one of the proposed solutions (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E). On this note, BCC needs the same attention to alleviate the traffic. The only thing BCC does 
not have compared to LCC are the avalanche issues. (32.1.1A) 
 
Instead of starting out with my issues on the proposed solutions I am going to start out with what I think 
should be done. THE ISSUE IS THAT DRIVING NEEDS TO BE DISINCENTIVIZED. Unless you only 
own a 2WD vehicle that is not allowed in the canyon there is no incentive to take a bus. When I ski I 
drive my 4WD personal car. I do this because it is more comfortable and reliable than the bus. I can 
come and go when I want and not wait at the bus station for packed buses only to pass me by. Why 
should I take the bus to help alleviate traffic when so many others don't? (32.2.2M and 32.2.4A) 
 
I would like to see no road widening or gondola but instead more incentive to not drive your personal 
car and take a bus. (32.2.4A) This could be adjustable, low-ish cost, not permanent, and simple. Ideally 
everyone should be forced to ride the bus/shuttle. (32.2.2B) Obviously there will be some exceptions 
such as homeowners, essential workers, etc but the vast population should not be allowed up. If 
everyone must do this then it will just be accepted and people will get used to it. Maybe this is just on 
weekends for now? But could be scalable in the future. There would need to be increased parking 
structures and buses in the valley but that is not a big deal compared to the road widening or gondola 
plan. (32.2.6.2.1C) Tolls or a fixed number of parking permits would also make people not want to drive 
or allow them to drive up. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) I would also like to see more tire/4WD checks and 
fines for people entering the canyon in vehicles not equipped to handle winter conditions. (32.2.2M) 
 
I see the gondola becoming a tourist attraction and only adding to the skier crowds. The canyons can 
only hold so many people so even if we could get a million people up there quickly, safely and reliably, 
the canyon experience would be ruined. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) The gondola will still 
run and be there when it is not needed on weekday non-powder days and the spring, summer fall. So 
maybe 250 days a year. (32.1.4D) And what will the incentive be for people to ride it instead of taking 
their own car? (32.2.4A) Perhaps you still would get the same amount of traffic plus now the addition of 
all the people the gondola could bring up. (32.7C) I see the gondola mainly benefiting the resorts and if 
we go with the gondola they should be massively chipping in. Not the tax payers. The gondola also 
does nothing for non-resort skiers who utilize the other trailheads for backcountry skiing or 
snowshoeing. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The road widening is also quite the 
undertaking and once again falls in the expensive, permanent, and unnecessary category. (32.2.9C) 
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To summarize, I do not support either of the two proposed options and would like to explore ways to 
incentivize taking the bus and not driving a personal vehicle through forced shuttles/buses, tolls or a 
combination. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
-Doug 
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COMMENT #:  7872 

DATE:   8/28/21 7:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ed Mineau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Will the gondola operate all year around? (32.2.6.5F) 
 
Will it operate at full capacity year round? (32.2.6.5C) 
 
Is the 35 person gondola capacity with seating for all, including skis, poles, backpacks? (32.2.6.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  7873 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eric Botshon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Eric Botshon 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7874 

DATE:   8/28/21 10:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Leighton Ronshagen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Leighton Ronshagen 
Layton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7875 

DATE:   8/29/21 12:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joaquim Rodriguez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I have been fortunate enough to grow up within the fabulous confines of the mouth of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon (LCC). My parents are avid skiers and cyclists and moved to Utah just before I was born to 
take advantage of the beauty and recreational opportunities that this state provides. LCC represents 
the flagship example of what the Wasatch, in particular, has to offer. Its huge, glacier carved walls and 
preponderance of snow compared to the other nearby areas are just a couple of the reasons that LCC, 
for me, is the jewel of our valley. It is a place whose beauty I would like to preserve for my children and 
their eventual offspring. Unfortunately, a gondola would strongly militate against said objective and 
forever scar the canyon's natural allure and charm. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
 
The discussion would be completely different if one were weighing the advantages of disadvantages of 
what construction of a gondola would offer. Regrettably, the advantages are vanishingly few, if any. 
Given that the house in which I live is subjected to the increasingly long line of traffic that works its way 
up the canyon on big snow days, I am acutely aware of the problem that UDOT is attempting to solve. 
This issue, however, arises on only a handful of days throughout the year and simply represents the 
natural consequence of LCC's glacial origins...namely the presence of multiple avalanche paths along 
its course. (32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) While other solutions such as enhanced public transportation, 
tolling for cars lacking a full complement of passengers, superior traffic control by authorities, and 
charging for parking at the ski resorts should all be considered and will likely be much more effective at 
achieving a sustainable goal for the canyon's preservation and safety of it users, we should also accept 
that there will be times when the canyon is simply too dangerous to utilize and we need to wait until it is 
considered safe again. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) From what I have read, the travel times during 
the remaining portion of the ski season when avalanche danger is not restrictive are actually longer 
than alternatives that exist and have been proposed. (32.7A) The idea of installing an expensive eye 
sore for the sake of theoretically reducing the number of instances when we can avoid the admitted 
havoc along the roads seems shortsighted. I believe that our efforts should prioritize preservation and 
relegate delivery of customers to the ski resorts as a distant subsequent goal. (32.1.2B) Enhancing 
access to the resorts is antithetical to this objective as it is also likely to promote their efforts to expand 
beyond their current footprints. (32.20C)  
 
Having lived in Europe for a couple of years at the base of a ski resort, I have gleaned an appreciation 
for how they attempt to balance development and preservation. I think that in certain overdeveloped 
regions of the Alps, the local governments have come to realize that one cannot return to what they 
originally enjoyed once permanent alterations have been implemented. We stand now at a critical 
juncture for LCC's future. Let us learn from the mistakes that others have made in the name of 
“progress” and select a path from which we can all benefit without forever altering one of nature's most 
precious gifts to the residents and visitors of the Salt Lake Valley. (32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Joaquim Rodriguez 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7876 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Roman Takasaki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I know that there is a problem with the number of people trying to access LCC. There needs to be a 
solution but I don’t think the proposal for a gondola is it. (32.2.9E) Please consider some if these less 
costly and more eco friendly alternatives. (32.2.9A) 
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Roman Takasaki 
Spanish Fork, UT  
 

Page 32B-8074 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7877 

DATE:   8/29/21 7:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kim Noteboom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kim Noteboom 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7878 

DATE:   8/29/21 7:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  William Nevins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
UDOT and to whom it may concern, 
As a life time citizen of Salt Lake, and a long time backcountry user of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I urge 
you to please consider the problematic gondola proposal. There are much more economic, 
environmentally conscious, and manageable steps that we could realistically take prior to such a big 
costly installation which threatens the ecosystem that we are trying to enhance. (32.2.2PP, 32.29R, 
and 32.13B) This is a conundrum to say the least. Please start with real life solutions that could be 
implemented tomorrow! (32.29R) Steps that can be revised, added too, improved, etc. not one giant 
expensive band aid that can't be undone. Why start with the most expensive, invasive, and 
experimental "fix," when other solutions are being proposed, solutions that have room to grow and 
improve. (32.2.9E and 32.29R) 
please consider the talking points outlined by "Save Our Canyons" below. thank you. 
Willy Nevins 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
william nevins 
salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7879 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Merili Stokes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please leave LCC alone. Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct 
unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund 
programs and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to 
address the traffic and congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could 
include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Merili Stokes 
Bountiful, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7880 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jessica Van Norman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Van Norman 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7881 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bridget Berg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Bridget Berg 
Cottonwood heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7882 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Vivian Bengtson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Vivian Bengtson 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7883 

DATE:   8/29/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michelle West 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Michelle West 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7884 

DATE:   8/29/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Susi Hauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was not sure whether or not my comments went through on the website, so here it is.  
 
Comments for EIS for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
 
From: Susi Hauser 
 
Date: August 28, 2021 
 
What I like about the plan. 
 
I prefer the enhanced roadway/bus route. (32.2.9A or 32.2.9B) At least with the bus option, the plan 
can later be part of a more comprehensive transportation plan for the entire Salt Lake area. Ideally, 
people should be able to catch public transportation valley wide that could also access Little 
Cottonwood. (32.2.2I) With our air and climate change problems, people should not have to drive their 
cars in order to get to transportation to take them up the canyon. (32.10A and 32.2.2E) 
 
I also like that the trailhead parking lots will be enlarged and, especially, that the White Pine Trailhead 
will have a new exit which will be much safer than the current one. (32.2.9O)  
 
What I do not like about the plan. 
 
I really do not like the gondola plan for a number of reasons. (32.2.9E) First, it seems like the entire 
concept is a ski area gimmick. People use the canyons for many reasons and yet this plan benefits only 
ski areas. And I am guessing that the taxpayer is footing most of this bill and, therefore, should reap the 
largest benefit. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Secondly, the towers are visually 
unappealing. Mountains are majestic on their own, visual blight degrades them and these towers are 
visual blight. (32.17A) 
 
Wishlist for the Final Plan 
 
Scientists, the United Nations, informed citizens, many governments all agree that we need to 
completely switch over to renewable energy within the next 10 years. It is evident that our planet is 
changing rapidly by the flooding, drought, fires, yearly record breaking temperatures, etc. that we have 
already experienced. So, it is unfathomable to me how you can propose a bus plan without using 
electric buses. This simply needs to be changed. (32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  7885 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rebecca Diehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I moved to Utah just to ski in Little Cottonwood Canyon in 2001. My first job here was at Snowbird 
where my husband and I, combined 30 of our years of employment. We bought our first home near 
3000 East and Fort Union and raised our now 15 year old son on hikes, explorations in nature, and 
skiing in the canyon. While it is no secret that the pressure on the Little Cottonwood has exploded in the 
last 10 years, I cannot see that spending millions of dollars on a gondola is a sustainable or agreeable 
solution to the many lovers and users of LCC. (32.2.9E) Instead, I would like to see a toll for cars 
driving in the Canyon and funding for more user friendly public transportation- the kind that even 
families with loads of ski equipment or picnic supplies will be able to use with ease. I understand that it 
requires both sides to think with logic outside the box, but the gondola solution is illogical and really 
inappropriate for the area. It works in Chamonix- but comparing our population to theirs is 
preposterous. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
 
A wholistic approach would also be to focus on some of the real reasons we have so much increased 
traffic, which I believe is unrestrained growth and the relentless marketing of the treasures in our 
beautiful state. At some point, we need to turn away from the easy money and invest in protecting the 
open spaces we have left. The people who live near Little Cottonwood Canyon are arguably the best 
stewards of the land there, yet, they have slowly been squeezed out in favor of a higher bidder. That is 
an unsustainable choice. (32.29F and 32.29G) 
 
This leads me to my final remark, which is that I am opposed to anything that encourages more people 
to visit a Canyon that has a finite threshold for visitation. I am opposed to any ski resort expansions 
outside of their current footprints. (32.2.9G, 32.1.2B, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Rebecca Diehl 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7886 

DATE:   8/29/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nick Sisk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Greetings. First, Thank You for the opportunity to comment on this issue. Second, I hope this is a 
genuine effort on the part of UDOT to gather further input and consensus from stakeholders and not 
merely following required guidelines when a decision has already been made. 
 
This is clearly a multi - faceted and complex problem and congestion is not the problem, rather, it is the 
symptom. The problem is overcrowding in the greater Salt Lake area combined with an increase in ski 
tourism. We are all here for the same reason, there's just not room for all of us. This is not likely to 
change so on with something we can change. 
 
I am not outrightly for or against any of the proposals. They all have benefits and drawbacks. (32.29D) 
 
I, do, though, have the following concerns regarding the Gondola option. 
 
This option seems to be a direct benefit to Alta and Snowbird. Clearly the indirect benefit to citizens is 
potentially easier access to Alta and Snowbird. As planned there will be no direct benefit to backcountry 
users. The Gondola does not stop at any of the common winter access points. The winter backcountry 
user group has increased substantially in recent years and, especially, last year. The White Pine 
parking lot and others are very often beyond capacity. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Visual impact: this is obvious and well covered. (32.17A) 
 
Potential effect on air medical helicopters responding in LCC. The Gondola structure will be an 
additional hazard when landing and departing in LCC where winds, etc, already create challenges for 
helicopter operations. (32.2.6.4C) 
 
Disruption and destruction of climbing areas / boulders. The climbing user group in SLC is huge and 
growing and increasingly affluent. (32.4B) 
 
How will the Gondola be effected by high winds? Snowbird has to shut the Tram down during periods of 
high winds. What is the operation plan with respect to high winds? As well, what is the evacuation plan 
for the gondolas? (32.2.6.5K) 
 
We live in crazy times. Have security "risks been addressed with respect to potential hostile 
passengers? If one tower fails does the whole gondola system fail? (32.2.6F and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
In a news article there was, essentially, a sub - highlight noting that the gondola itself would likely be a 
tourist attraction. Again, we don't need more traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
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- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Nick Sisk 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7887 

DATE:   8/29/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Hubbard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Thank you for receiving my comments and for your thoughtful consideration. 
 
I am concerned about any efforts to increase usage capacity of LCC without further impact studies. 
Specifically, how will more people in LCC impact the watershed? (32.20B, 32.20A, 32.20C, 32.12A, 
and 32.12B) What is the carbon footprint of increasing the number of people who utilize LCC? (32.10A) 
When does the ecosystem of LCC break down due to overuse? (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.20C) These 
are the questions that are relevant today as we address climate change, population growth in UT, and 
resource management. I do not see the answers to these questions in the draft EIS proposals (32.2.2E 
and 32.20B). 
 
As distasteful as our current reality is, we can no longer afford to carry on with "business as usual" 
plans. The "problem" is not congestion. The problem is increased population and user demand and 
these plans do not address resource management/sustainability. We can not continue to avoid this fact. 
(32.1.2B) Let's not invest millions of dollars today in a plan that denies the real problem. 
 
That said, I agree that something needs to be done. 
 
I would like to advocate a step by step approach to change (rather than implementing a lot of change at 
once) that leverages our current infrastructure. (32.29R) 
 
I support the plans to increase safety via avalanche mitigation and building parking lots at trailheads. 
(32.2.9K and 32.2.9O) 
 
I support the plan to toll to incentivize use of public transportation and to decrease single occupancy 
vehicles heading into LCC. (32.2.4A) 
 
Currently buses do service LCC. Instead of constructing mobility hubs, what if we increased funding to 
create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front. The popularity of 
particular origin sites could be measured to help refine express bus routes over time. Are there parking 
lots in existence that are underutilized? I'm thinking of failing malls, as one example (32.2.2I). 
 
Rather than jumping to solutions such as mobility hubs or widening the road in LCC let's start with 
these changes first. 
 
Overall, I do not support the gondola or cog train options. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) These options are 
much less flexible and less adaptable (e.g., it's easier to add an additional bus stop than it is to add an 
additional gondola stop; it's easier to run fewer buses in 30-50 years if we have less user demand -- 
something that could happen if climate change decreases snow and ski resort use). (32.2.6.3D and 
32.2.2E) 
 
The visual impact of the gondola is appalling to me. (32.17A) I also, frankly, worry about safety on the 
gondola. It is much harder to exit a gondola if something goes wrong (e.g., medical incident, mental 
health incident, terrorist incident, environmental incident). (32.2.6.5K) 
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In summary, I hope you will not push forward with the proposed plans without further consideration of 
LCC user capacity and increased user impact on LCC. It's not too late. (32.20B).  
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Hubbard 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7888 

DATE:   8/29/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brittanie Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brittanie Hansen 
West Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7889 

DATE:   8/29/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Evan Tobin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling at heavy traffic times to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling single rider vehicles during peak hours to manage canyon car capacity (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling revenue should be used towards funding busses (32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.4A and 32.2.7C) 
- Increased funding to allow busses more frequently and running later. Busses need to run until at least 
11pm! (32.2.6.3N) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front - 
instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3C) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 
If the ski areas want to fund and build the gondola, that changes things. But as a taxpayer, I refuse to 
fund the gondola! (32.2.7A) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Evan Tobin 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7890 

DATE:   8/29/21 10:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kim Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The option to put a gondola in to taxi people up to the resorts is a ridiculous use of taxpayer dollars that 
doesn’t solve any of the capacity issues but only creates disproportionate access to LCC and favors the 
resorts of Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.20B, and 32.20C) Policies 
and solutions should be considered to address the limited capacity. (32.20B) Before spending more 
than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway 
widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the 
existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion 
problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
We need to protect our beautiful but limited resource and outdoor recreational space. (32.29G) Further 
development will strangle LCC and make it even more exclusive to the wealthy. Our mountains and 
canyons should be accessible to all in a responsible and ethical way that preserves the beauty and 
wildlife for all to enjoy. (32.4I and 32.5A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kim Johnson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7891 

DATE:   8/29/21 11:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tyler Jette 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tyler Jette 
Salt Lake City, UT 
 

Page 32B-8091 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7892 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Caroline Jansson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am fortunate to own a house within the fabulous confines of the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon 
(LCC). We moved here over 10 years ago to take advantage of the beauty and recreational 
opportunities that this state provides. LCC represents the flagship example of what the Wasatch, in 
particular, has to offer. Its huge, glacier carved walls and preponderance of snow compared to the other 
nearby areas are just a couple of the reasons that LCC, for me, is the jewel of our valley. It is a place 
whose beauty I would like to preserve for generations to come. Unfortunately, a gondola would strongly 
militate against said objective and forever scar the canyon's natural allure and charm. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) 
 
The discussion would be completely different if one were weighing the advantages of disadvantages of 
what construction of a gondola would offer. Regrettably, the advantages are vanishingly few, if any. 
Given that the house in which I live is subjected to the increasingly long line of traffic that works its way 
up the canyon on big snow days, I am acutely aware of the problem that UDOT is attempting to solve. 
This issue, however, arises on only a handful of days throughout the year and simply represents the 
natural consequence of LCC's glacial origins...namely the presence of multiple avalanche paths along 
its course. (32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) While other solutions such as enhanced public transportation, 
tolling for cars lacking a full complement of passengers, superior traffic control by authorities, and 
charging for parking at the ski resorts should all be considered and will likely be much more effective at 
achieving a sustainable goal for the canyon's preservation and safety of it users, we should also accept 
that there will be times when the canyon is simply too dangerous to utilize and we need to wait until it is 
considered safe again. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) From what I have read, the travel times during 
the remaining portion of the ski season when avalanche danger is not restrictive are actually longer 
than alternatives that exist and have been proposed. (32.7A) The idea of installing an expensive eye 
sore for the sake of theoretically reducing the number of instances when we can avoid the admitted 
havoc along the roads seems shortsighted. I believe that our efforts should prioritize preservation and 
relegate delivery of customers to the ski resorts as a distant subsequent goal. (32.29G and 32.1.2B) 
Enhancing access to the resorts is antithetical to this objective as it is also likely to promote their efforts 
to expand beyond their current footprints. (32.20C)  
 
Having lived in Europe for a couple of years at the base of a ski resort, I have gleaned an appreciation 
for how they attempt to balance development and preservation. I think that in certain overdeveloped 
regions of the Alps, the local governments have come to realize that one cannot return to what they 
originally enjoyed once permanent alterations have been implemented. We stand now at a critical 
juncture for LCC's future. Let us learn from the mistakes that others have made in the name of 
“progress” and select a path from which we can all benefit without forever altering one of nature's most 
precious gifts to the residents and visitors of the Salt Lake Valley. (32.4I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Caroline Jansson 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7893 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Claire Lu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I do not want to see my beloved canyon ruined with an ugly gondola solely for the benefit of corporate 
ski entities. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.17A) Let’s protect the wild and 
encourage others to take the bus or ride share (32.2.4A and 32.29G). 
 
Why do we have to love our land to death? There is a limit to what we should do to access the outdoors 
and this gondola is well above the limit (and ridiculous). Although I love sharing the outdoors with 
everyone, the main problem is that the number of people skiing/boarding has increased exponentially. 
There is a limit to what we should do to experience the outdoors. (32.20B and 32.20C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Claire Lu 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7894 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Gerstenberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Gerstenberger 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7895 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Wise 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
 
I oppose the construction of a gondola in little cottonwood canyon. It would obstruct the view shed and 
benefit private corporations over public access. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
I would prefer expanded bus service using energy and fuel efficient vehicles, protecting the roads from 
avalanches with snow sheds, and implementing a more equitable solution for access to areas outside 
the private communities and corporate interests. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) 
 
Sincerely, 
John Wise 
Ogden, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7896 

DATE:   8/30/21 8:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Davis Lentz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Tearing up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening is rash first step, I 
am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing 
infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Some 
of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
As it stands, both LCC and BCC are nearing capacity both in the winter and summer months. It's 
unsustainable to add more people with a massive change like the gondola or road widening. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Davis Lentz 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7897 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cameron Chasse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Dear UDOT and the powers that be, 
 
Living up canyon, I certainly appreciate all the work you do keeping the road safe throughout the year. I 
hope that you can come up with an alternative plan to the gondola, like some of those mentioned in the 
pre-written comment by the WBA. (32.2.9E) The gondola is just too big of a project for this canyon that 
affects it, and its patrons, in so many ways. I can’t imagine standing on top of Mt. Baldy, whether winter 
or summer, and seeing 20 loft towers dotting the canyon all the way down. It would be a shame. 
(32.17A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Cameron Chasse 
Alta, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7898 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shannon McCann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Shannon McCann 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7899 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Todd Passey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Todd Passey 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7900 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Allen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7901 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennifer Sonntag 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I strongly urge you to abandon plans to drastically alter one of the gems of the Wasatch Range - Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. The damage caused will not offset the perceived traffic mitigation goals. This is a 
short term view with long term damaging implications. Ultimately if this gondola is built only a small few 
would benefit at the great cost to Mother Nature and all those who enjoy the natural beauty of the 
canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.4A, and 32.17A)) Other options exist that can be 
implemented right now that don't require such a cost to taxpayers and Mother Nature. Please put effort 
and funds behind those lesser invasive options first.  
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Sonntag 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7902 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maura Duhig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Maura Duhig 
Chicago, IL 
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COMMENT #:  7903 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Drew Quinn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Re: Cottonwood Canyon proposals 
 
Please listen to the residents of the Salt Lake area! During the past month I have received numerous 
emails opposing the gondola and none in support of it. (32.2.9E)  
 
The gondola would service only the ski resorts. Any visitors to other areas in the canyon would still be 
required to drive their own vehicles. It would certainly be unique and supply great tourism photos, but 
we already have plenty of out of state visitors, as the records for ski days attest. If UDOT and state 
leaders are determined to put a gondola in, let the ski resorts pay for it rather than the taxpayers. It is 
the resorts that will benefit. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Thanks, 
Drew Quinn 
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COMMENT #:  7904 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ellie Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Growing up in the Wasatch mountains has been a blessing. But seeing it getting torn down as I have 
grown up is very depressing. As a young adult, 23 years old, knowing my future children wouldn’t be 
able to experience the immense beauty and peace these mountains bring as I did is very scary to me. 
We cannot build more backcountry, let’s keep our canyons clean so they can prosper for generations to 
come. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Ellie Andersen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7905 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Arleen Watkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Arleen Watkins 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7906 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Paige Twitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Paige Twitchell 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7907 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew Hannigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Hannigan 
Chicago, IL 
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COMMENT #:  7908 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christeen Munford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Christeen Munford 
Orem, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7909 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Guinevere Cummings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the road widening/snow shed approach with e-buses. Im not sure if that’s going to 
mandatory but should be. If not, a toll road would help push skiers to ride the buses. (32.2.9B, 32.2.9K,  
and 32.2.6.3F) Additionally, I didn’t see anything discussing the risk, frequency and contingency plan 
for a gondola that might be shutdown due to winds, rime or other inclement conditions. This needs to 
be factored into your reliability calculations. (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  7910 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Hennington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to strongly support the Gondola B alternative for Little Cottonwood Canyon. Reliability is 
critical for a solution to LCC traffic problems to be effective. I'd love to see both the Gondola B and the 
Enhanced Bus alternatives be implemented in the future, but I believe that Gondola B should be the 
priority. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7911 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Cantwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As stated, the goal of UDOT is “to identify the preferred alternatives, UDOT considered an alternative’s 
ability to substantially improve transportation-related safety, reliability, and mobility for all users on S.R. 
210 from Fort Union Boulevard through the Town of Alta.” 
 
The key words are FOR ALL USERS and THROUGH THE TOWN OF ALTA. The gondola fails both of 
those requirements. It only serves TO the town of Alta and for users going to the main resorts. All other 
users will not benefit. Clearly to gondola does not satisfy the requirements. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
As a result, the gondola is nothing more than private business interests being subsidized by tax payers. 
(32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  7912 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kody Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola for LCC. (32.2.9E) It’s an embarrassment that this is even being considered. It will not 
solve congestion in any way and will serve to simply line powerful pockets at tax payer expense. 
(32.7C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  7913 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christena Buonforte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tram up little cottonwood canyon please (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7914 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Rogers-Iversen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola, absolutely. (32.2.9E) It makes the canyon accessible to those who can afford the 
price tag, and is horrendously intrusive on our beautiful canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.5A, and 32.17A) I would 
urge you also to consider an alternative that does not require road widening, and there have been good 
alternatives proposed. (32.2.9C) Please take them seriously. We only have one Little Cottonwood. 
Views, habitat, climbing areas, and more are impacted by the two "favored" alternatives. Please 
consider less destructive choices! (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7915 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chester Jacobs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have major concerns about how these transportation options only service the needs of the resorts and 
not the greater backcountry recreation community (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  7916 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Gustaveson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I still believe the best alternative for the environment is the gondola. (32.2.9D) Build more lanes or 
bringing more buses up the canyon would be more dangerous for our watershed and the traffic would 
increase air pollution. (32.12B and 32.10A) Should avalanches take place the buses would be filled 
with people continuing to pollute the atmosphere with everything coming to a standstill with people 
perhaps injured or stuck inside the buses until the avalanche could be cleared. (32.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  7917 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Wellskopf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m against the gondola options because it does not realistically solve moving the volume of people that 
need to be moved and it has a huge visual/landscape impakt in the canyon. (32.2.6.5N and 32.17A) 
Please consider enhanced bus with no road widening. (32.2.9A) Also, who were the designers on the 
gondola??? It looks so bad. If it comes down to it and y’all wanna put in a gondola, at least make it look 
state I’d the art and clean.  
 
Best, 
-Sam 
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COMMENT #:  7918 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephon Gilbert-Ouahib 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.29R) 
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies that includes 
dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent changes are made (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 
32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  7919 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Steven Clark 
UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS comment 
 
As a lifelong resident of Utah, I have experienced a lot of change of the Salt Lake Valley and Wasatch 
Mountains. Much of this change has been good; through increased diversity, environmental impact 
awareness, and economic opportunities. That said, the resources in the Salt Lake Valley are becoming 
unable to handle the increased demands of local and visiting populations, Little Cottonwood Canyon 
being a focal point of this problem. The two preferred transportation solutions are flawed for the 
following reasons: 
 
Gondola B option: 
-Minimal reduction in personal vehicle traffic along Wasatch Boulevard and surround Cottonwood 
Heights Neighborhoods (32.7B, 32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
-Not a scalable (32.2.6.5A) 
-Viewshed impacts (32.17A) 
-Noise impacts in addition to highway traffic noise (32.11D) 
-Destruction of climbing resources with no mitigation plan (moving boulders, creating a bouldering park 
with impacted boulders, etc) (32.4B) 
-No public transit hub at either Snowbird or Alta (32.2.6.5G) 
-Does not consider impacts from avalanches within the Town of Alta (32.2.6.5K) 
 
Enhanced Bus with Peak Period Shoulder Lane: 
-Double traffic lanes during a winter storms will not be maintainable by UDOT plow crews. This will 
make the peak period shoulder lane non navigable once busses are in the canyon. (32.2.6.3P) 
-Does not enhance canyon user access to any location below Snowbird. This is especially important 
during summer months (32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2C) 
-Destruction of climbing resources with no mitigation plan (moving boulders, creating a bouldering park 
with impacted boulders, etc.) (32.4A) 
-No public transit hub at either Snowbird or Alta. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.6.3A) 
 
My Preferred Alternative Solution 
I feel the enhanced bus solution with no roadway widening is the best solution. (32.2.9A) UDOT and 
the Utah Transit Authority (UTA) could use the difference in capital of the preferred alternatives to 
increase the level of service within the canyon with additional snow removal equipment and roadway 
improvements in problem areas This could include installing high friction surfaces or heating of the 
roadway in problem areas. UTA could implement four-wheel drive buses and improved driver training to 
keep qualified drivers in the canyon. (32.2.6.3E) This solution could also be implemented in the 
summer to address trailhead and roadway parking issues. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) In my opinion, this 
alternative has the best cost/benefit/implementation ratio of the proposed solutions. While the preferred 
alternatives put forth by the EIS are not perfect in my opinion, I applaud your work to develop a 
transportation solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
Thank You 
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COMMENT #:  7920 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elliott Gray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is going to permanently ruin the canyon. Please do not build it. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  7921 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacqueline Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Regardless of the plan- what are the resorts finically contributing to this project? Many of these plans 
are directly benefiting them. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Maybe in winter, there is 
just a reservation system to go into place to get up the canyon that requires ending location. (32.2.2K)  
 
I do not think the road should be widened any more. (32.2.9C) I think required bus service to resorts 
should be made mandatory. (32.2.2B) No one should take their personal car up the canyon in winter, 
unless they live or work in the canyon.  
 
As for the gondola, with the only stops being at the resorts and not popular trailheads - this is really for 
the resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) They should contribute more finically. 
Additionally why aren’t the gondolas smaller, 6 person max? Seems like that would be less visually 
invasive and enable more drop off points up the canyon for year around access to trailheads. (32.1.2C, 
32.2.6.5C, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.2.6.5N) 
 
This plan doesn’t take account for potentially future snow losses due to climate change- I think that 
should be baked into the plan. (32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  7922 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Unfortunately the Gondola is a concept that I cannot support. (32.2.9E) Skiers will ride it...once...for the 
'experience' but not again. (32.2.4A) Parents will not want to schleep all their kids gear through the 
parking structure and onto the gondola and back again with tired toddlers an hour each way. (32.2.4A) 
Powder skiers will not wait the 60 minute ride (plus parking) time, and the half-day skiers will also be 
wary of time and effort. The gondola would be a good mix for a walkable ski town (Whistler or even PC) 
but not Salt Lake. And the cost to the community in dollars and infrastructure is exorbitant. Perhaps its 
time to limit skier days...limit the IKON/EPIC pass sales. (32.2.2K).. Don't disneyland Little Cottonwood 
any more than it already is... 
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COMMENT #:  7923 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kasandra Lundquist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against both proposals but I am against the gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola will 
destroy the beauty of LCC, only serves 2 drops off points, offers no incentive for people to change their 
habit from driving, adversely affects the environment, and supports private business in a short-sided 
way. (32.17A, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Utah needs to go back to the drawing board and find solutions that actually decrease traffic, serve 
multiple stopping points, limit the environmental impact, multi-season use, and create incentives for 
people to actually use it. (32.2.2PP, 32.1.2D, 32.7C, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7924 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula Carl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to express my disappointment with your preferred options of widening the road or installing a 
gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I believe that traffic congestion could be 
better ameliorated through expanded use of year round bus service, tolls on single occupant vehicles, 
or dedicated bus lanes. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.4A) Preservation of the ecosystem of the canyon 
should be of utmost concern, and both road widening and construction of a gondola system would be 
irreversibly damaging. (32.29G, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 

Page 32B-8124 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7925 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
“Outrageous! 
With so many other solutions to try first, UDOT jumps to $592 million taxpayer funded gondola or $355 
million road widening to solve our 15 heavy ski days out of the year. (32.1.4D) The gondola can only 
perform one job and that is delivering skiers to private ski resorts. UDOT is prioritizing businesses over 
Utah citizens. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
In our current drought situation, Utahans cannot afford to contaminate or lose any of their precious 
water supply. The towers to the gondola require 2 acres of cement to ensure the stability and safety of 
our overhead ski commuters. UDOT must conduct more studies proving that one of Utah's essential 
water sources will not be disrupted."(32.12B) 
"How is UDOT going to encourage skiers to utilize a $$$$ gondola ride if travel time takes 59 mins and 
3 transfers of ski equipment? (32.2.6.4B) People who can afford to ski can afford to take their cars. 
They will find a way to enjoy the canyon journey in the comfort of their personal vehicle vs sharing it 
with 35 packed strangers. If the purpose of the gondola is to decrease traffic in the canyon, the 
incentive to ride the gondola is not there."(32.2.4A and 32.7C) 
 
"Has UDOT budgeted for the added costs of lawsuit ramifications that will ensue in regards to 
designated forest land, landowner's rights, and invasion of privacy that will result from the gondola 
being built?" (32.2.7J) 
 
"We are all too familiar with the danger and damage an avalanche can destroy when it decides to slide. 
Looking at the Gondola Alternative B map, angle stations are placed by Tanner's Flat and just before 
Snowbird where in the past, common avalanche slides have taken place. What studies have been done 
to ensure that these towers and the gondola cabins wouldn't be taken out if an unpredictable avalanche 
slide were to occur at the base of one of those towers? "(32.2.6.5K) 
 
"Let's expand what we already have in place. If UDOT were to toll cars with less than 2 people, run 
energy efficient buses, and make it easy for people to get on and ride wherever they live, then we can 
do away with both expensive proposals. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I oppose both the Gondola Alt B and 
the Enhanced Bus with Road Widening for LCC.”(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  7926 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diana Brixner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE consider the option of not doing either of these. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Acknowledge the 
unique beauty of LLC and that it is not designed to take on the massive amount of people you are 
proposing. (32.20B and 32.20C) PLEASE simply reconsidered the commitment of ALTA and 
SNOWBIRD to be part of the IKON pass. (32.2.2K) We do NOT need all these additional people in 
LLC, we need to preserve the LLC for those who live here and are willing to pay to vacation here, not 
fee ride on our canyon and create problems we are apparently willing to pay almost a billion dollars to 
solve. (32.1.2B) Reconsider the route problem, DROP participation in the IKON pass, invest the 
millions into the resort and the people that live here and pay to come here, and appreciate LLC for what 
it is, not just another free place to ski. 
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COMMENT #:  7927 

DATE:   8/30/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevan King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both the Gondola Alt B and the Enhanced Bus with Road Widening for LCC (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) If UDOT were to toll cars with less than 2 people, run energy efficient buses, and make it easy 
for people to get on and ride wherever they live, then we can do away with both expensive proposals. 
We need TO slow down and plant trees and bushes. (32.2.2I, 32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  7928 

DATE:   8/30/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth Happel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea. There were many days I was not able to make it to the mountain due to the road 
closures. It would help with the old skiing catch 22. That you need snow to ski but when it snows you 
can not always get to the mountain. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  7929 

DATE:   8/30/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Sturgis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are three things that seem wrong with the gondola proposal for LLC. 
I) It looks like, feels like and stinks like a subsidy for the ski areas. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
2) Given the very successful marketing for Utah's "greatest snow on Earth" this project seems to have a 
certain shelf life and then what, another project to bring more skiers into an already overwhelmed 
canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.20C) 
3) It time for the the ski areas to consider chasing the low hanging fruit; summertime business. At the 
end of the day this could be the saving grace, a balanced year round business. 
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COMMENT #:  7930 

DATE:   8/30/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Woeste 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please implement a plan using only buses. (32.2.2B) Effective use of more buses, with planning that 
includes better schedules needs to be attempted. Please do not proceed with either preferred 
alternative. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) There is no rush and we need to explore the results of simply using 
more buses before proceeding. If necessary, the canyon should be closed to vehicular traffic and only 
buses used, as with Zion Canyon. (32.2.2B) The current two alternatives are both far too 
environmentally damaging. Please do not use our tax dollars for projects that are not necessary when 
other, less expensive solutions like buses have not been attempted. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
Government should be conservative with our tax dollars and both alternatives now on the table are 
fiscally wasteful and environmentally damaging. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  7931 

DATE:   8/30/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paige Guidotti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wholeheartedly support The Gondola B alternative and am frankly surprised that a bus option is even 
being considered, given it would add to our already significant C02 emissions problem. (32.10A) 
Climate change is already a huge problem, we don’t need to make it worse. The gondola option is 
climate friendly and more reliable. Thank you for your efforts to improve transportation in LCC. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7932 

DATE:   8/30/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Hotchkiss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a year-round resident of Park City, I would welcome and utilize improved year-round access up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2C) The only option that removes vehicles from the roadway is a gondola. 
In addition to being a beautiful and relaxing solution, it would be a tourist attraction in its own right.  
 
Having recently revisited the European alps, I am a strong proponent of the Gondola B proposal which 
can drastically reduce the use of cars within the canyon. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-8132 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7933 

DATE:   8/30/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Landgraf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC), UT210 response; 
 
My opinion is that a tramway is a bad idea and a waste of money. (32.2.9E) 
 
If someone wants to kingdom build in order to increase head count and budget then the tramway is a 
good solution. For the rest of Salt Lake County and other taxpayers it does not represent good value. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Tramway:  
 What will the utilization rate actually turn out to be? To my thinking it’s not favorable. You put in 
expensive infrastructure with high overhead costs. Someone has to pay for the land and the building. 
You have to staff it. Then you have to maintain it. When it no longer fits its intended purpose you’re 
stuck with it. (32.2.4A and 32.2.7C) 
 
The canyon has very high vehicle counts ,on average, how many days per year? (32.1.4D) These 
would be snow days, followed by sunny Saturdays during ski season. How many operating hours out of 
8,760 hours a year does this work out to be. To build and maintain an extensive facility justified by the 
limited number of hours for peak travel does not win the competition for funding. There are more high 
performance investments UDOT can make. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Road: 
 If a tram were to be built what does this do for service traffic supporting the town of Alta and the 
resorts. Nothing. You still require a viable road. Concrete trucks and heavy equipment building and 
rebuilding Alta, service trucks bringing up supplies to the resorts, maintenance personnel supporting all 
of it. Do you think for a second electricians, HVAC or plumbing technicians are going to be able to use 
the tramway while bringing the tools they require? What would the costs be for a homeowner or 
business if this were the transportation used. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5D) 
 
For the majority of people who don’t use Little Cottonwood Canyon why should they be subsidizing a 
large facility at the mouth of LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As for the save not 
pave group I feel your pain. Looking out the office window here, where for 40 years there was blue sky, 
there is now the wall of a townhouse being built. Every morning you wake to the sound of nail guns. 
That is the reality of growth in Salt Lake and other counties around the state. It represents change and 
most of us don’t like change but that is the hard truth. Should many people elsewhere in the valley 
lower their standard of living to support yours that is the question. We live in a community. More people 
should try to act like they’re part of it though that rarely happens due to our selfish and self serving 
nature. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Future: 
 To some of us it is obvious transportation technology will play a big role in keeping our standard 
of living moving forward. Public transit in 10 years is likely to look different than it does now. My thinking 
is autonomous vehicles, something smaller and faster than today’s buses, will become a key part of the 
solution and an important transportation option. (32.2.6H) Some of these vans will be plying the 
canyons to cut down the number of single occupant vehicles. These vans are likely be both public and 
private. For peak days in LCC the self organizing that we do as consumers to deal with expenses and 
personal budgets will dictate the actual mix of transportation used. There is more benefit for the 
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community having a cellular approach to transportation than using fixed infrastructure like a tramway or 
rail for that matter. On most of the hours of the year when canyon transportation would go unused a 
cellular approach allows these assets to keep working supporting other peak events such as football or 
basketball games. As these vehicles become obsolete there is no single large expense like a bond 
needed to cover their replacement. (32.2.6H) 
 The wildcard here is that canyon weather conditions will be challenging for autonomous 
vehicles. Whatever work is done to UT210 should have specifications that factor in what is needed for 
automation. Grade control will be one of them and at the moment, August 2021, it appears this is a 
foreign concept for most contractors UDOT currently works with. When a contractor, who will remain 
anonymous, cannot even backfill a trench correctly on a large drainage project for I-80 in Parleys 
Canyon it does not bode well that construction details required for safe autonomous vehicle travel will 
be completed successfully. Training must become a bigger part of UDOT’s mission. Only then will goals 
like Vision Zero see substantial progress. 
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COMMENT #:  7934 

DATE:   8/30/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Goodfellow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have worked in Little Cottonwood Canyon for the last 28 years, and as one of the very few people who 
can enter when the canyon is closed. I can tell you, neither of these proposals will be successful unless 
it is mandated by policy that skiers utilize whichever system gets approved. (32.2.4A) Having the 
choice to drive your car up the canyon will always be simpler. It needs to become a standard that if you 
want to ski at Snowbird or Alta, then you take the gondola or buses up the canyon. (32.2.2B) It would 
be revolutionary, but it will be the only way to prevent a massive waste of taxpayer's money unless 
these solutions become mandatory. (32.1.2D and 32.2.2L) I've dealt with the crowds of people at the 
bottom of the canyon. I've maintained plow vehicles and road maintenance and facility issues under the 
harshest of conditions over the years. I'm also a skier who's kids all learned to ski in this canyon. I know 
the choices I would have selected as a parent of a family, and as a sole powder worshiper. This will not 
be successful unless mandated. (32.2.4A) If mandated, I'm not choosing to go to other resorts. I'm still 
going to Little Cottonwood Canyon... and I'll do it with a smile on my face, even if mandated. I am not 
against the gondola option as I think it might actually become one of the reasons people choose to ski 
in our great canyon. I am definitely opposed to increased bus service without skier mandates as I have 
yet to have an enjoyable experience in taking buses up the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  7935 

DATE:   8/30/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Deborah Felt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Deborah Felt 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7936 

DATE:   8/30/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennis Mills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the enhanced bus service including road widening and avalanche sheds. (32.2.9B and 
32.2.9K) I don't like the visual effect of the gondola, nor do I believe it will be effective to alleviate the 
overall challenge we face in resolving the LCC issue. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  7937 

DATE:   8/30/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adelaide Corey-Disch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned for the environmental impact of either proposed alternative, but the bus seems to be 
the lesser of two evils. (32.29G and 32.2.9A) 

Page 32B-8138 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7938 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cassandra Stokes-Wylie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Cassandra Stokes-Wylie 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7939 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  R Gamble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Don’t start building gondolas or expanding roads. These are not beneficial options. Any options that 
intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current capacity limit (as defined by current 
parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
There isn’t enough merit in either of the two options you've chosen for Little Cottonwood Cyn 
transportation. More research needs to be done. Carrying capacity of the canyons needs to be agreed 
upon. (32.20B) Also, be sure you are listening to voices from all sides, not just the ski resorts. The two 
options you are offering seem to have been chosen non-transparently, ignoring much of the work done 
by several citizens groups. A viable solution must consider the needs of all Utahns, not just resort 
skiiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Do not install gondolas. (32.2.9E) Gondolas are not likely to be useful in times of high winds or heavy 
snow, or yes, even during heat waves (during a recent heat wave, streetcar cables melted in Portland). 
Gondolas are unsightly and interfere with great rock climbing places (to say nothing of avalanche 
terrain.) Gondolas don’t do enough to alleviate traffic congestion: Cars will still be needed by those who 
have cabins in the canyon, or those who would like to recreate in the backcountry using dispersed 
trailheads. (32.2.6.5K, 32.17A, 32.4B, and 32.7C) 
 
Busses are preferable to cars or gondolas. Bus stops can be located throughout the valley, providing 
direct transportation to the canyons. (32.2.2I) That would help alleviate congestion in the valley as well 
as in the canyons. But please don’t widen the road until other solutions have been explored. If you do 
widen the road, start bit by bit, so you can watch the impacts carefully. (32.2.9C and 32.29R) 
 
Most importantly, before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven 
solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, think outside the box to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. (32.7B and 32.7C) The first step should be to adequately fund programs and 
resources that leverage the existing infrastructure that is already in place today in LCC. (32.2.9A)  
 
Here are some examples of systems and programs that have been shown to work elsewhere, and 
could be readily applied in our canyons:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
R Gamble 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7940 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anonymous Anon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote "no" for the gondola and I wish to remain anonymous in my comment. (32.2.9E) I do not think the 
gondola is the answer to the problem. I do not agree that tax dollars will be going towards basically two 
ski resorts to line their pockets. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Both of which DO NOT 
have the infrastructure to accommodate an influx of guests. (32.2.6.5N) I don't agree also because how 
would you access popular hikes like White Pine area when taking the gondola? (32.2.6.5G) The answer 
to that is a waste of time and a long walk down. The project says it's for all to enjoy but I am keen to 
believe the ones who will benefit most are Snowbird and Alta excluding those who enjoy the view of the 
canyon and the hikes/areas within the canyon. (32.4I) Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  7941 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Chenault 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to express strong disapproval of either of the preferred alternatives for the LCC traffic jams. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both subsidize for profit corporations and are short sighted. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Expanding parking in the valley and banning private vehicle traffic on the 
road during certain hours is, along with public busing, a more desirable, cheaper, and more 
environmentally friendly solution. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  7942 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cicada Ternes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
cicada ternes 
salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7943 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Glaser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comments on air quality analysis: 
 
10.2.3, Paragraph 1, Last Sentence. The final sentence states that the absence of national ambient air 
quality standards (NAAQS) for hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) makes the evaluation of their impacts 
more subjective. This conclusion is incorrect. An NAAQS is designed to protect public health with an 
adequate margin for safety. This is very similar to the criteria used in developing a reference 
concentration (RfC) for a HAP (and where the potential for health effects is determined by whether an 
exposure concentration exceeds the RfC). (32.10E) 
 
10.4.1, Paragraph 2. Is AERMOD an appropriate model when temperature inversions are present? If 
not, supplemental analysis should be performed that accounts for this phenomenon. (32.10F).  
 
10.4.1, Paragraph 4. The worst air quality in the Salt Lake Valley is associated with temperature 
inversions. How does the air stability in December and February compare to January? Which of these 
months has more severe and more frequent inversions? If January is not the worst month for this 
phenomenon, please perform additional modeling using data from whichever month for which the 
inversions are the worst. (32.10F) 
 
10.4.8.1, 4th Paragraph. This paragraph obscures the fact that the uncertainties with evaluating the 
potential for health effects for mobile source air toxic emissions (MSATs) are not substantially greater 
than those for criteria pollutants. The text states “The methodologies for forecasting health impacts 
include emissions modeling, dispersion modeling, exposure modeling, and then a final determination of 
health impacts, with each step in the process building on the model predictions obtained in the previous 
step.” However, this statement is also largely true when evaluating criteria pollutants, and is therefore 
not a reason to not quantify MSAT health risks. 
 
This EIS explicitly performs emissions and dispersion modeling, which is the same whether the focus is 
a criteria pollutant or an MSAT. The health impacts are based on a comparison to National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards, which is analogous to comparing MSAT concentrations to reference concentrations 
(RfCs) that have been developed for the non-carcinogenic MSATs (such as diesel exhaust 
particulates). It is true that since the standards for criteria pollutants are based on exposure periods of 
no more than one day, they do not have the uncertainties that MSATs have with exposure modeling. 
However, the exposure modeling uncertainties, which are associated with the amount of time a person 
is at a receptor location (e.g., at their home), are far lower than those for the emissions modeling, the 
dispersion modeling, and the toxicity assessment. If there was perfect information for the exposure 
modeling, the overall uncertainty with the assessment would be largely unchanged. (32.10E)  
 
10.4.8.1, 4th and 5th Paragraphs, 70-year lifetime. With regards to the uncertainties, the EIS especially 
discusses the difficulties with making reliable estimates of 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations for the 
purposes of estimating the cancer risk associated with these chemicals. This statement is not 
consistent with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance. The EPA’s Human Health 
Evaluation Manual, Supplemental Guidance: Update of Standard Default Exposure Factors (OSWER 
Directive 9200.1-120, February 6, 2014), has a default residential exposure duration of 26 years. In 
other words, evaluating the carcinogenic impact would only require evaluating emissions through 
approximately 2050, the date used for evaluating the air quality impact of criteria pollutants. 
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The EIS states “These difficulties are magnified for lifetime (that is, 70-year) assessments, particularly 
because unsupportable assumptions would need to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and 
vehicle technology (both of which affect emissions rates) over that timeframe, since such information is 
unavailable.” This sentence is more applicable to criteria pollutants, whose risks have only been 
evaluated for the year 2050. In quantifying the cancer risk for an MSAT, the emissions in the year 2050 
constitute only about 4 percent of the total emissions - the same as for the first year of the exposure 
period when emissions estimates have much greater certainty. In other words, the average emissions 
of MSATs from 2025 to 2050 - where every year has an equal weight, and the years closest to the 
present have the least uncertainty - will have less uncertainty than those from criteria pollutants, which 
have only been evaluated in 2050. (32.10E)  
 
10.4.8.1, 6th Paragraph, Risks from Diesel Exhaust. This paragraph is misleading. While the EPA has 
not established a toxicity value for quantifying cancer risks associated with diesel exhaust, it has 
established a reference concentration of 0.005 mg/m3 (see the Integrated Risk Information System 
(IRIS) database (epa.gov/iris)). Furthermore, Section 10.2.3 of the EIS cites EPA’s 2011 National Air 
Toxics Assessment as identifying nine MSATs that should be included in a NEPA analysis based on 
their being either a cancer risk driver or a noncancer hazard contributor. Diesel exhaust is cited in the 
National Air Toxics Assessment as a driver of non-cancer hazards, and it should be considered in that 
context. (32.10A, 32.10E, and 32.10F) 
 
This paragraph also states that “there is no national consensus on air dose-response values assumed 
to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT compounds.” It is unclear what is meant by national 
consensus. It is true that toxicity values for MSATs have not gone through a formal rule-making 
process. However, EPA has established toxicity values for the MSATs, and has published them on the 
IRIS database. This database is based on a compendium of available toxicological data, containing 
both United States and international studies, and peer-reviewed and non-peer reviewed research. The 
toxicity values on the IRIS database have been used in evaluating risks from chemicals in soil, 
groundwater, and air in a variety of settings. They are completely appropriate for use in the context of 
an EIS. (32.10A, 32.10E, and 32.10F) 
 
10.4.8.1, 7h and 8th Paragraphs. The fact that an acceptable cancer risk level has not been formally 
established for this context does not obviate the potential benefits of evaluating the risks. Risks below 
one-in-one million have been considered de minimis in all regulatory contexts involving toxic chemicals 
that I am aware of. Similarly, when there are potential exposures by the general public, risks of one-in-
ten thousand or greater are uniformly considered to be significant risks requiring attention. Given the 
benefits of the project cited in the EIS of reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus 
improved access for emergency response, it would be reasonable to use the one-in-ten-thousand 
criterion for this project. For non-carcinogenic effects, a hazard quotient in excess of 1 is the standard 
by which risks are considered to be potentially significant. (32.10A, 32.10E, and 32.10F) 
 
10.4.8.1, Last Paragraph. While uncertainties can by no means be eliminated from a risk assessment of 
MSATs, they are not of a different order of magnitude than those associated with criteria pollutants. The 
conclusion of this paragraph should be reconsidered in light of the fact that criteria pollutant risks have 
been modeled, quantified, and presumably been found useful to the development of the EIS. The effect 
of not evaluating MSAT risks is to zero them out - that is, their risks are not being considered in the 
decision regardless of how substantial they are. A more appropriate picture of their impact would be 
obtained if their risks were estimated, with uncertainties similar to those associated with the evaluation 
of criteria pollutants. (32.10A, 32.10E, and 32.10F)
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COMMENT #:  7944 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a plea to consider this project with a different mindset for the reasons listed below. Please 
consider implementing the stated 'other elements' of your project first before moving forward with either 
of the two major infrastructure alternatives you identified in the EIS! (32.29R)  
 - As UDOT states, the UDOT EIS action alternatives only address the peak period travel 
demand on the 30th busiest travel days that occur in the winter for LCC, and there is no consideration 
of BCC, which outside of the avalanche hazards, has the same traffic issues as LCC. (32.1.1A) 
 - The avalanche issue in LCC that causes road closures will nearly be resolved with the planned 
snowsheds, which as a starting point will put LCC on par with BCC regarding the effect of avalanches 
on canyon traffic. (32.1.1A) 
 - With this consideration as a starting point, busses are the only option where the transportation 
resources can be ramped up and down as needed, and can also be shared to support the 4 ski resorts 
across both Big and Little Cottonwood canyons. Overcapacity of busses for LCC can be diverted for 
BCC and vice versa. This can never be the case for a gondola and this is an undeniable reason to not 
move forward with the gondola option. (32.2.9E) You cannot ignore BCC just by stating that the focus 
right now is only LCC because working on both canyons at the same time is too much. If you only have 
the capacity to work on one canyon at a time which is reasonable, regardless of which canyon you start 
with, the other canyon needs to be in the big picture planning. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) 
 - However, with the focus now on the bus alternative, adding busses should be done with the 
existing roadways first as the environmental impacts of adding a new lane to LCC are not fully vetted 
out, and there has been no capacity study done on enabling another 1,000 bodies up the canyon per 
hour. Additionally, the 'other elements' components listed in the EIS by UDOT to address personal 
vehicles in the canyon have not yet even been tried. (32.29R, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 - Before spending taxpayer money to widen LCC...before adding a new lane and the potential 
negative impacts to the Wasatch that can never be reversed...before adding thousands of more people 
into the forest service land with no capacity study; we must first try to accomplish the transportation-
related safety, reliability, and mobility goals with UDOT's stated other elements that could achieve 
these goals without widening the road. (32.29R) These other elements are far less expensive, have 
proven to be effective in other areas, and have yet to be implemented for BCC and/or LCC to test their 
merit. These project other elements include snow sheds, mobility hubs (larger-capacity park-and-ride 
lots with transit service); increase busses on the existing roadway; tolling or single occupancy 
restrictions; personal vehicle restrictions during peak driving hours; addressing trailhead parking and 
enforcing chains/4x4 driving restrictions before people drive up the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.2.4A, and 32.2.2M) 
 - All of these can be done far more quickly where the feedback of their success in achieving the 
goals of safety, reliability, and mobility for the 30 busy days of the year can be seen immediately. 
 - Only after these efforts are in place and potentially showing failure should the permanence of 
road widening be considered. (32.29R) 
 - UDTO - PLEASE recognize that this is not a standard highway project where your current and 
proven process to increase traffic throughput should be followed. (32.1.2B) Although SR190 and 
SR210 are state roads, these are as unique as they get for the state of Utah given that they go into box 
canyons that have a people capacity limit, a skier capacity limit, and not to mention the precious and 
shrinking source of drinking water for the Salt Lake Valley. (32.20B, 32.12A, and 32.12B) We need to 
accept that this project should be approached differently by UDOT and that it does not make sense to 
try to solve for consistent 365 day travel time up the canyon in the same way you have to do for 
highways and major throughways. In this instance, we beg that you consider the less invasive and cost-
saving alternatives to help with the traffic issues that happen only 30 days a year, and give these 
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alternatives a fighting chance before we risk the potential negative outcomes of adding capacity up the 
canyon with a new lane for traffic, or an Alta/Snowbird self-serving gondola at the expense of all 
taxpayers. (32.2.6.3B, 32.10A, 32.10E, and 32.10F) 
This is a plea to consider this project with a different mindset. When an engineering mindset is applied 
it tends to narrow rather than widens perspectives. We all accept that not everyone can go to any given 
Super Bowl football game and no one tries to engineer a way around that. Everyone being at the ski 
resorts in the fresh powder on a Saturday morning is no different and with this mindset, we must 
attempt traffics solutions that consider the restriction of personal vehicles versus expansion of roads to 
add vehicles (in this case busses). We cannot afford to approach this road project through the same 
lens as a more traditional highway project. Let's give the 'other elements' of the project planning a 
chance first. The ski resorts are already above capacity on these 30 busy days and these other 
elements that don't entail permanent infrastructure have the ability to address the traffic issues on these 
30 busy travel days. (32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  7945 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Herman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Central City neighborhood resident in Salt Lake City and I am writing to submit my comment on 
UDOT’s LCC development proposals. I do not support either proposal, as both gondola and additional 
lane (s) alternatives would have severe and unacceptable impacts on the canyon and do not solve the 
transportation issues at hand. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT must find a new alternative 
based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies 
that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent changes are made to Little 
Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
Let us explore a non-developmental approach before causing irrevocable damage to a beloved canyon. 
(32.2.9A)  
 
Thank you for considering my comment.  
 
Sincerely, 
Jordan 
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COMMENT #:  7946 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dewayne Pond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You are missing the best transportation - a electric rail line (32.2.9F) 
bus service is just a poor choice 
so sad 
dewayne pond 
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COMMENT #:  7947 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Laugeman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't believe we have given the most non-invasive option enough of a look, and any option will require 
a major public transportation overhaul anyway. We need more "mobility hubs" throughout the valley, 
not just at the mouths of the Cottonwoods, because those hubs will be gridlocked anyway. (32.2.2I and 
32.2.6.2.1D) Transporting MORE people up the canyons is not the solution, it is just for the ski resorts' 
profits. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This will result in the same amount of people 
having to come back down the canyons all at 3 or 4pm each day. Also, why is Big Cottonwood not 
included in any of this? Brighton and Solitude have had just as many parking and crowding issues the 
past couple of seasons, not to mention the other great trailheads lower canyon, some of which only 
have 4-6 parking spaces (32.1.1A).  
 
I suggest looking harder at increased bus service and more mobility hubs, for both canyons, and in 
extreme situations allowing buses only in the canyons when crowding is at its max. (32.2.2B and 
32.2.9A) That is something we can do NOW, and if it doesn't improve conditions in the canyons, then 
we look at other options. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  7948 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Pimentel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Initially I was ambivalent about the two alternative proposals but after gathering more information and 
reflection, I have decided that the tram is a bad idea. (32.2.9E) One reason is the additional time 
required to get to the resort. I think this will be a deal killer, especially on powder days, and most skiers 
will continue to use their cars. (32.2.4A) Also, if artillery has to be used to bring down avalanches and 
they shoot over the tram line or if the slide hits a tram tower then the tram has to be stopped, down 
loaded, towers and line inspected, and trams reloaded. That will shutdown the tram for quite a while. 
The road would also be closed during control work but it will reopen quite quickly. (32.2.6.5H)  
 
The final problem with the tram is that it is only going to stop at Alta and Snowbird. This leaves the 
hundreds of people that use the White Pine trail head no option but to drive their vehicle up the canyon. 
This tram basically is a half a billion dollar subsidy for the ski resorts. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
More frequent buses, a dedicated bus lane, tolling private cars, and not letting two wheel drive cars up 
the canyon on storm days can have a very positive affect on traffic flow (32.2.9B, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.2M).  
 
I hope you will abandon the tram idea. 
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COMMENT #:  7949 

DATE:   8/30/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Allen Nevins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Allen Nevins 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7950 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Savana Eaves 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Savana Eaves 
Bluffdale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7951 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Harrison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I find it difficult to believe that no attempt has been made to simply charge a massive toll for private cars 
going up the canyons ($25? $50?) and make bus service free and frequent. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Use 
a fast pass system and let property owners in the canyons buy annual passes at a discount. We don't 
need to build anything. This is simple supply and demand. 
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COMMENT #:  7952 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Thorne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Good afternoon, my comments will be brief. I am firmly opposed to the tram option, blatant purpose 
being to cram as many people into the resorts as possible. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, and 32.20C) We're far 
past a point where the LCC experience is diminished because of too many users, resorts and 
backcountry. (32.20B) Effectively managing this is better addressed with one or more busing options on 
the table. (32.2.9A or 32.2.9B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Thorne 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7953 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Edwards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
We must exhaust all options before making permanent changes to the canyon. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) 
Further LCC and BCC must be considered in tandem for any solution! Buses and tolling! (32.1.1.A, 
32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.20D) 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Edwards 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7954 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edie Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Edie Mason 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7955 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Gessel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My wife and I have lived at Wasatch Resort in Little Cottonwood Canyon for 40 years. We know 
personally the traffic issues, for we have lived them. These 2 “fixes” to the 6-10 days that the traffic is 
“bad”, are outrageous expensive and have many signs of big money deception and corruption. 
(32.1.4D, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 600 million dollars are not needed to solve this 
problem. Let’s take a step back and use some common sense. Charge for parking at the resorts. $100 
per car if 1 or 2 passengers. $50 per car if 3 or more in the car. Use this revenue to fund more buses 
and build more lockers at the resorts. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.9A) The buses would be free and 
the lockers too. (32.2.4A and 32.2.3A) Other things could also be used like tolling or reservations. 
(32.2.4A) Safety can be addressed by installing snow sheds (32.2.9K). Access to trails and other 
summer time activities can be serviced by more bus service in the summer months. (32.1.2C) A 
gondola only services the resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If Snowbird and Alta 
had to pay for these “improvements” would they really build them. Not likely. Don’t forget to do a 
capacity study to determine the carrying capacity of the canyon, both summer and winter. (32.20B)
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COMMENT #:  7956 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ron Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ron Mason 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7957 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the two preferred plans provided by UDOT do not directly answer the problems at hand. 
(32.1.2B) I believe that the two projected plans are more destructive to the environment to Little 
cottonwood canyon, and sets a dangerous precedent for ski resorts to use gondolas and impact 
wilderness areas in the future. (32.20C) I believe that a transit hub, increased bus schedules, increased 
parking (via raised level parking structures in the already established park and rides), and a paid toll for 
access to the canyon would inhibit standing/idling traffic and provide a greater incentive for people to 
take more accessible transit. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.2FF, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2I)

Page 32B-8161 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7958 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Quinton Sledge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Quinton Sledge 
Chicago, IL 
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COMMENT #:  7959 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalie Knight 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Natalie Knight 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7960 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wilder Daniels 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it is a bad idea to build a gondola to mitigate this issue. (32.2.9E) With the amount of people that 
want to recreate in LCC on a given day, A gondola is not a viable solution. I would suggest 1. improved 
the public transportation options a) More buses running more frequently. b) incentive people for using 
buses c) road widening etc. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  7961 

DATE:   8/30/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Rizzo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would support the gondola option. Please be mindful that the drive terminal where the bus to the 
gondola would emanate from should have multiple access points. (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.2.1D, and 
32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  7962 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think you should establish a toll to get into Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.4A) From 12/1- 5/1 the toll 
should be $6,000/Yr, from 5/1 - 11/30 the toll should be $4,000/Yr.. This will eliminate traffic congestion, 
it will raise funds for the UDOT to maintain the canyon. And save a ton of bucks for the improvements 
that you are planning. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) I don' want Wasatch to become a 4 lane freeway. 
(32.2.9L and 32.2.6.2.2A) Add a lane so that folks who are not going to the resorts can bypass traffic. 
Extend Highland Drive through to Hidden Valley Country Club, so there is another way to access the 
southern end of the valley. (32.2.2CC) A gondola will not solve the problem in bad weather. Snowbird 
tram stops running when there are high winds. If the gondola has to stop because of high winds what 
are you going to do with all the people that are trapped at either the bottom or top of the mountain? 
(32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  7963 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitch Henderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Littlecottonwood canyon is a sanctuary that we all want to protect for years and generations to come. 
However, I worry that the construction of the gondola will negatively impact the canyon's solace, 
energy, climbing, and environment-all for just one interest group. (32.4I, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I believe that there are better ways to decongest the traffic on SR210 with mandated bus routes during 
peak season. (32.2.2B) Widening the road may also be challenging, but it is the lesser of two evils. 
Strategic road widening should be explored. Maybe there are sections of the canyon where it can be 
easier to widen the road for a shoulder lane. (32.2.9B) 
 
I have no experience in city planning; however, I am a frequenter in the canyon and would hate to see 
the beautiful environment be tainted by a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) There have got to be better 
alternatives that cater to all user groups-climbers, hikers, backcountry skiers, etc. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  7964 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isaac Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Airport-Bus Hub-Hotel-Resort System (ABHR) Concept by Isaac “Mitt” Stewart (Sandy Resident) 

- Placing of a large Bus Hub/station at 10600 S and State Street perhaps in the South Town 
Parking lot as well at other locations (215/Ft Union, 215/Wasatch Blvd) There are 12 hotels near 10000 
S- 10600 S and State Street/I15. Out of State Skiers could take a free express UTA bus from the airport 
(Uber as well) to the Bus Hub at 10600 S and State Street. Hotel shuttle busses (either owned by the 
hotels or UTA) could shuttle the guests from the Bus Hub to neighboring hotels. Out of state skiers 
would wake up, get on a shuttle bus (either owned by the hotels or UTA) to the Bus hub and then get 
on a bus that goes straight to the resorts. At the end of the day the skiers take the bus from the resort 
back to their hotel, walk across the street to go out to eat and shop at South Town and neighboring 
restaurants. An evening Hotel-Mall shuttle could be put in place for hotels that aren’t in walking distance 
from South Town Mall so these guests could get to the restaurants from their hotel at the end of the 
day. (32.2.2ZZ) 
-  This option decreases rental cars on the road not only in the canyons but on all other roadway 
resulting in less traffic and smog = Environmentally Friendly. 
- This option would reduce traffic in the neighborhoods at the base of the ski resorts. 
- Out of State Skiers would come to love this Bus Hub option as it would simplify the logistics of 
their ski vacation. They would save money on not having to rent an expensive rental car ($200+ dollars 
day in some instances) during their trip. Their logistics are on “auto-pilot”. Another reason to make Utah 
their preferred ski destination. This is a win for the Ski Resorts = more return/ loyal customers. 
- The use of the Bus Hub option by out of state skiers could be encouraged by the ski 
resorts/IKON pass etc. by providing special discounts/deals for users and or surcharges for non-users. 
Example Surcharge: Rental Car pays a toll to go up the canyon. (32.2.4A) Additionally, out-of-state 
IKON pass holders pay an extra fee at the ski ticket window if not using the Bus Hub option. The 
passes have scanning data that could be scanned/tracked by scanners in the busses and 
communicated to the IKON Company/Ski Resorts. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) 
- The Bus Hub/station at 10600 S "and State St. could be dual purpose and be used by Utah I15 
commuters (Express UTA from Utah County to Salt Lake County etc). This would help with public 
opinion of funding the project. Currently, there is outcry among many that this proposed project is single 
use and will benefit only a couple private companies. (32.2.2I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
  https://www.sltrib.com/opinion/commentary/2021/07/29/david-p-carter-udots/  
- Similar type Bus Hubs could be placed at 215/Wasatch Blvd and 215/Fort Union. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
There are 4 hotels in 215/Wasatch area along with restaurants. The Old Mill and Mill Rock Business 
Parks have multi-level parking lots that UDOT could propose to lease on weekends/non-business days. 
Usage of already in place infrastructure is economically and environmentally more friendly than building 
brand new/single purpose structures at taxpayer expense. The same goes for the 215/Fort Union area 
as there are 7 hotels there as well as multi-level parking structures, all or some of which are vacant on 
weekends. (32.2.2FF)       
 
Reasons not to expand the 9400 S and Highland Bus Station 
- Increased Traffic to the neighborhood: The goal of the UDOT solution should not only reduce 
traffic in the canyons but also in the neighborhoods. This option increases the traffic to this 
neighborhood. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.2.1E) 
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- Increased Drug Addicted Pan Handling: There is already a drug addicted panhandling problem 
at 9400 S and Highland Dr. With a larger bus hub, this problem will increase. I’ve spoken to Sandy 
Police and the pan handlers use TRAX and busses. (32.2.6F) 
- Economically not sound: The $20-$30 million dollars spent to expand this location will only be 
used during winter. It’s going to be a hard sell to get commuters to fill this location during non-winter 
months. Moreover, it’s more logical to have a commuter/bus hub at or near a freeway exit to facilitate 
traffic in the mornings away from neighborhoods not to them. (32.2.6.2.1F)  
- Does not serve Out of State Ski Tourists (30% of Canyon Traffic)/ Will not reduce rental car 
usage: Expanding the 9400 S and Highland Location will not serve ski tourists as there are no hotels in 
the area. It’s hard to imagine a tourist who pays over $200 day for a rental car is going to drive their 
rental car from their hotel and then get on a bus. They are more likely to just drive up the canyon. 
(32.2.4A) Driving your rental car from your hotel across town to a bus station would be very 
inconvenient and time consuming defeating the purpose of renting a car in the very first place. 
   WHAT % OF CANYON TRAFFIC IS OUT-OUT OF STATE SKIERS/RENTAL CARS 
- SL Tribune article said that at any given time near 30% of the cars in the parking lot at Alta are 
rental cars. https://www.sltrib.com/news/environment/2019/03/31/ikon-epic-ski-passes-may/  
- My observation during Covid: A good 25% of cars in the ski parking lots were out of state plates. 
This doesn’t account for visitors that were using rental cars with Utah plates. You then could assume 
that during non-covid years the percentage of out of state canyon users is higher (30+%) (32.2.2GGG) 
- It is my understanding that all 3 options (Gondola, Buses, Tramway) at best could only reduce 
traffic in the Canyon by 30% during peak usage times. (32.1.2D) 
- If we could get the majority of the out of state skiers (30% of canyon traffic) utilizing the ABHR 
System you could potentially solve the canyon traffic problem. Additionally, it might be that you wouldn’t 
have to widen the roadways or make any existing changes. (32.2.2GGG) 
- Many local skiers find taking a bus up the canyon as inconvenient and won’t do it. (32.2.4A) It 
could be a big mistake and wasted resources if you focus and spend on infrastructure encouraging 
locals to use the ski bus and they end up not using it. Rather, it would be prudent to first focus 
resources and infrastructure on facilitating out of state skiers (30% of canyon traffic) to use the bus and 
not rent a rental car. As mentioned above, if designed correctly, this Bus Hub option could be viewed as 
super convenient and money saving further cementing Utah as the best/most convenient place to ski. 
(32.2.2GGG) 
- Before any public funds are spent on a proposed project, it is very important for UDOT to find 
out the true percentage of the canyon traffic that is due to Utahns and what percentage is due to out of 
state skiers and rental cars. This information could steer and change the final solution. Without knowing 
this, it’s potentially a $500 Million Crapshoot at the public’s expense (32.2.2GGG). 
         
 
         Road Tolls 
Many see it not fair to tax Utahns to use their own roads especially when a great amount of the 
problematic traffic in the canyon (30%) is due to out-of-state visitors. To many, Utahn’s quality of life 
with regards to the outdoors has greatly decreased due to the increased number of out-of-state skiers 
driving in their canyon. It’s unfair to make Utahns pay for a solution to a problem that they did not want 
or create. (32.2.2GGG) 
 
Out of state visitors with rental cars should pay a toll. (32.2.4A) This would encourage them to use the 
ABHR system. You could require that Utah rental cars have a sticker on their plate/or windshield that if 
driven up the Cottonwood Canyons would incur a toll. 
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COMMENT #:  7965 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Roberds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We live on Wasatch Blvd. south of the signal at No. LCC Road. We are retired and have passes to ski 
several resorts locally and ski a lot. We favor the enhanced bus lane option. (32.2.9B)  
We would like to see Alta and Snowbird sell a limited number of passes (like Powder Mtn.) with sales 
for each day posted on line so people can see when there is no room for them at the resort. (32.2.2K) 
Parking on the road near the resorts would not be allowed; we saw what happens at Solitude - 
sometimes almost a mile away. (32.2.9P) Dawn Patrollers would be parked before other skiers go up. 
Snow sheds and large mobility hubs would be good. (32.2.9K and 32.2.6.2.1C) Widening Wasatch 
would not be necessary (protect this scenic route); in fact, build some small roundabouts to encourage 
large trucks to stay off. Post it and patrol it if necessary. (32.2.6.2.2A) Do not toll or have single skier 
restrictions. (32.2.4A) It is hard to get others to join you because of various schedules. Make bus 
passes reasonably priced. (32.2.4A) Whether it is a bus or gondola, it will be big pain for a family to 
take their young kids, all equipment, and lunches up; last season, some resorts did not provide much 
space for eating during a storm. With the gondola, there will be a lot more traffic on Wasatch and 9800 
S. as people try to get to the parking lot at the base. (32.2.6.5E) We could see vehicles blocking 
Wasatch south of LCC road again - we saw it once last season without enforcement of the No Parking 
signs. 
Actually, we believe that if you do nothing, people will regulate themselves. We leave home between 
6:30 AM and 7:00 AM and rarely have a problem. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  7966 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Haddox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve only lived in Utah for a few years, but LCC has grown to become one of my favorite places in the 
world. Please consider the vast amount of climbing and climbing history that is being threatened by the 
proposed changes. (32.4A and 32.4B) Save climbing in LCC and find a solution that focuses on 
conservation first, not just packing more people to the ski resorts. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  7967 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bob Bennett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Bob Bennett 
Salt Lake, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7968 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Menasco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to godolas. I favor electric buses (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  7969 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Malina Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Vote NO to the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
Has anyone spent a minute to consider the safety issues involved with the gondola? An outage could 
strand many skiers over 200 feet in the air. How are we going to rescue passengers in upset 
conditions? What if a passenger has a medical emergency on the gondola.....Sorry buddy, it'll be 
another 30 minutes until we can get you off. (32.2.6.5K) These are factors in addition to natural issues 
including the East wind storms we get that will shut the gondola down and earthquakes, lest we forget 
there was the 5.7 one last year. And lets not think about how important quality maintenance is, as in 
Italy, when steps were taken that disabled a safety switch and lives were lost. (32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  7970 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gordy Peifer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
When I very first heard about a gondola up LCC I thought someone was playing a joke on me, that's 
how bad the idea is. (32.2.9E) It's like cutting off the arm because there is a scratch. The limited 
number of days with heavy traffic due to fresh snow do not warrant this gross permanent structure in 
our beautiful canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) Please increase bus service instead. (32.2.9A) Thank you 

Page 32B-8175 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  7971 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pedro Granados 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I please hope you reconsider this. The value this place has for the climbing community is huge. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  7972 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert McFarland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The challenge with transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon is not limited to the ski season or the ski 
resorts. (32.1.2B) The parking lots at popular hiking trail heads and climbing areas are so crowded that 
the cars are backed up on the roadside for miles in either direction. (32.2.6.2.4A) I would like to ask that 
UDOT please consider alternative options that benefit the larger SLC community and how outdoor 
enthusiasts of all types, not just skiers, might benefit from an improvement. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The challenge we face is not just how to get more people up the canyon, but how to encourage them to 
choose a more responsible method of doing so. Please consider increasing bus and shuttle service and 
charging a fee for Canyon access before taking destructive, permanent steps that will forever alter our 
landscape. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Utah prides itself on our outdoor resources, open spaces, and National Parks. Please prioritize these 
same spaces here in SLC. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  7973 

DATE:   8/30/21 4:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Oskar Bates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Visualize industrial collapse. #LANDBACK 
NO FURTHER INDUSTRIALIZATION OF STOLEN LAND. FREE THE WATERS. 
 
Sincerely, 
Oskar Bates 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7974 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Sorrentino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is an amazing solution - economical, moves more people, and more environmentally friendly. I 
highly support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7975 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Ford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We definitely support the Gondola for Little Cottonwood Canyon. Time to stop keep kicking the can 
down the road. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7976 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Youngren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7977 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teri Whitney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just got a fabulous update from Chris McCandless and Nathan Rafferty and I was extremely impressed 
with the thought that went into this. (32.2.9D) As it’s been said, the Canyon as is has failed, widening 
the road and adding busses is not going to make it better. (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  7978 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maxwell Taysom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This canyon is a staple for Utah climbing and culture. Yeah is known as one of the best states for 
outdoor activities and that includes climbing. Why take this away from the community? FIND AN 
ALTERNATIVE (32.4A,32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  7979 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jemma Lotzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jemma Lotzer 
Milwaukee, WI 
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COMMENT #:  7980 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Preston Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm for the Gondola, DO NOT do buses and make the road wider. Go with the future which is cleaner 
and cheaper (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  7981 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Hendrickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Lot of talk over the years, time to move forward. Gondola works and is a solution that checks many 
boxes. Let's Go! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7982 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lizzie Bosen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"Please prioritize nature, sustainability, and local Utahns, it affects us all. (32.29G) We need to prioritize 
nature, public transit, carpoolers, and Utah skiers/snowboarders, vs tourists, and single driver 
cars...there aren’t effective incentives for carpooling, and public transit. (32.2.4A) Solve the issue, don’t 
create more issues. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  7983 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Vriens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) The bus option, while a good option, seems like it would require 
much more disturbance to the existing canyon without really solving the problem of avalanche closures 
or reducing emissions in the canyon. (32.13A, 32.13G, 32.7A and 32.10A) This seems like the easiest, 
cleanest, least physically impactful and sustainable option. 
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COMMENT #:  7984 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Desmond Barker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola proposal. (32.2.9D) Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation is at failure now. 
After reviewing ALL the previously proposed solutions, the Gondola is the least environmentally 
impactful. There is no magic solution, but Gondola is making the best of a tough transportation 
challenge. I believe the widening of the road, with massive retaining walls, to be much more impactful 
to LCC. (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  7985 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Spring 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t build the gondola. It would be great to have a solution that doesn’t impact the beauty of 
the canyon (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  7986 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nathan Florence 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
As a longtime resident and frequent year-round user of Little Cottonwood Canyon I object to the 
gondola system. First of all, it benefits mostly resorts at tax payer expense. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nathan Florence 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7987 

DATE:   8/30/21 5:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although I said I would prefer a gondola, I think Snowbird and Alta should pay for the majority of it.I 
(32.2.7A) think the real solution is to limit the number of skiers allowed in the canyon per day. Simplest 
solution (32.2.2K and 32.2.2L). 
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COMMENT #:  7988 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Bowers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the bus option far above gondola which will negatively impact residents considerably. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.9E) The things that need to happen are limiting numbers skiing and eliminating the 
cooperative passes to these ski resorts, which hasn't even been looked at. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  7989 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elise Soukup 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! I'm writing concerning the proposal of using tax money to fund a gondola project in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.7A) I'm a Holladay citizen and am against this project. (32.2.9E) My main 
concern is that it won't solve the traffic problem that it's intended to fix. (32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I 
think that the majority of skiers are going to balk at the hassle of taking a gondola (parking at La Caille 
OR busing from an overflow site, commuting with their ski gear, a longer commute time up the canyon) 
as well as the proposed cost of $30 to take the gondola. (32.2.4A) We are a family of eight and the 
gondola is not a feasible option for my family. I am having a hard time seeing more than a narrow sliver 
of the population that this would appeal to. (32.2.4A) I think that even after spending $592 million of 
taxpayer money, the majority of skiers are still going to opt for using their personal car--even with the 
addition of tolling (which I support!). Using $592 million dollars of taxpayer money to install a gondola 
system that will forever change the nature of the canyon seems like an extreme solution to a traffic 
problem and one that only benefits a narrow population of skiers, the ski resorts and Gondola Works/La 
Caille. Please vote against this project. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Thanks, 
 
Elise Soukup 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  7990 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrea Brickey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
*** I have lived in slc for 53 years. My dad was on Alta Ski Patrol in the 60’s. He volunteered when he 
wasn’t flying for Pan Am Airlines. We loved Alta and hiking to Secret Lake every summer with our best 
friends. Well... we don’t drive up Little Cottonwood now for almost anything due to the high traffic and 
development. 
Please please please do what you can to save and preserve what we have now. (32.29G) 
No more growth!  
No gondola! (32.2.9E) 
 
Thank you- 
Andrea Brickey 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrea Brickey 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7991 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Jankowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are only going to use the gondola and not the bus option. Face reality of the upper income users 
and not some study of cost alone. A rapid bus route will not reduce traffic, sorry to break it to you. 
(32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  7992 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jonah Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jonah Phillips 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7993 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are not the giant Alps. We are not the Great Pyrenees. The Wasatch mountains are a tiny gem that, 
once altered, will never be the same. There us no more of it to go around. There is very little thst 
remains wild. Any decisions we consider for managing traffic should be viewed through the lens of 
irreversible change. (32.29G)  
If the money runs out or not enough people ride, what is left? Do we want giant towers (or their 
remnants) FOREVER scarring our landscape regardless of the success or failure of the endeavor? 
(32.17A) Unused busses can be reallocated, sold, or parked elsewhere. (32.2.6.3E) 
As a resident at the mouth of the canyon, I have concern about the impact to our neighborhood, as well 
as the drastic visible change that will make to our canyon, but that pales in comparison to the fears I 
have that decisions like this will forever alter the wild spaces that are Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4E, 
32.4M, 32.7B, and 32.17A)  
My eight year old son informed me that the Cannibal ride at Lagoon is only 208 feet tall...smaller than 
many of the height of the proposed towers. Let's save the carnival rides for the proper spaces.  
I am firmly against the gondola and implore you to seek out and consider less impactful solutions to this 
issue. (32.2.9E and 32.2.2PP) 
Our mountains are worth our care. 
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COMMENT #:  7994 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cathryn Cordray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the bus alternative will serve the community best and provide an accessible option for all 
income levels. (32.2.9A and 32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  7995 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keely Vandenberge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best option to ensure access to the canyons for all. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  7996 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashley Osborne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please perserve nature. We do not need a wider road! (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  7997 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madison Grayson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Madison Grayson 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7998 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brett Cole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brett Cole 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  7999 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Budge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm writing my comment in favor of Alterative Gondola B (from LaCaille). (32.2.9D) As a lifelong Little 
Cottonwood skier, this alternative makes the most sense to me. I have visited areas in Europe where 
transportation in similar mountain venues was handled with lifts and it was a very effective solution 
there.  I would much rather take a gondola than use the ski bus because the bus is still subject to 
surface road conditions and traffic. (32.2.6.3P) I like that the gondola removes car traffic from the 
canyon, highway, and parking lots. The use of the mobility hubs to get to the gondola base station 
seem like the most efficient way to handle the issue of powder day peak traffic when the canyon is 
closed for Avalanche mitigation. I have studied the draft EIS extensively and after my review, I would 
prefer to see the Gondola installed as a way to solve the transportation issues here. 
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COMMENT #:  8000 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anne Elliott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I visit LCC year round to hike and ski. My choice is enhanced bus service. (32.2.9A) To me this means: 
separate buses for Alta and Snowbird, buses running all day so you can leave or arrive mid-day, 
enough seats for everyone, and free or low cost. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.4A) I think that during the winter 
there are only about 30 days that the canyon is overcrowded (weekends, holiday periods, and powder 
days). (32.1.4D) Snowbird’s free parking reservation system appears to address this issue. It also 
would be helpful to have bus service to hiking trailheads all day long in the summer on weekends and 
holidays. (32.2.2K and 32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  8001 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for it. Whatever it takes to get the cars out of the canyon I'm for. Plus, just think how relaxing it 
would be to ride that thing up the canyon? Ahhhhhh! And the views have gotta be awesome right? I say 
we do it. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8002 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Fiore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There seems to be a lot of focus about transportation times and capacity, is there or can we get an 
estimate of travel times and congestion for the heavy snow days these projects are attempting to 
address? (32.2.6.3P) Many of those against the gondola discuss the visual impact of the towers and 
cars, are we evaluating the noise, viewshed, and water quality impacts as equal? In my opinion a 
decrease in the aesthetic quality is not the same as a decrease in the environmental quality and the two 
should not be considered on the same level. (32.1.5E) Also the view of a four lane highway with 
massive retaining walls at that bottom of the canyon also creates a large impact on the aesthetics. 
(32.17A and 32.17B) I am interested to know how often we expect to have to shut down the gondola 
for avalanche and snow vs a bus system delay. (32.7A and 32.2.6.5K) There have been comments 
about how every time artillery is fired for avalanche control the gondola would have to be shut down 
and inspected. Is this true? what would the impact be? what do ski resorts do about this currently? 
(32.2.6.5K) What is the process if a project is selected and more detailed engineering assessment 
shows a large change in the expected cost do we go back and reevaluate or do we just stick with it? 
(32.2.7F) Overall I am leaning toward the gondola option for the lower environmental impact and more 
reliability but am glad you all are putting so much work into choosing the right option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8003 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Beardsley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  8004 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Heinritz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The problem with traffic in LCC is private autos. (32.1.2B) So the best solution is to ban them in the 
winter. That it a simple solution. The bus is the best solution. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2B) Especially if there 
were electric busses. (32.2.6.3F) The gondola is not a reasonable solution. (32.2.9E) It takes too long 
to get from door to door. The road will still need to be maintained for daily use no matter what decision 
is made. Banning private vehicles could start without widening the road but the bus service and parking 
would have to be ramped up first. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) I realize there would be some cars allowed but 
only with a permit. (32.2.2B) But if 70% of the autos were taken off the road it would make a 
tremendous difference. (32.1.2D) And snow sheds are a must. (32.2.9K) There is only one large piece 
of land left near the canyons, the gravel pit. When it is gone that's it. Cottonwood heights has big plans 
to develop it. It is imperative the UDOT buys as much of it as possible. We do not need more condos 
and retail. I have been in Utah for 43 years. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
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COMMENT #:  8005 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joel Paterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I believe that there are other options that need to be implemented prior to expending over $500 million 
dollars to construct a gondola or to widen Little Cottonwood Canyon Road and adding avalanche 
sheds. (32.2.2PP) 
 
Evaluate the current bus system and adequately fund the system to provide high quality service with a 
much higher volume of busses. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) this effort cannot just focus on Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. We need to look at the entire system - providing quality service to all of our 
canyons is just a part of a larger system. (32.1.1A and 3.1.1C)  
 
UTA has never adequately funded the busses providing service to the Cottonwood Canyons. Prioritize 
bus traffic in the canyons and give users real incentive to ride the bus. (32.2.4A) UTA could do a much 
better job of using express buses that have different destinations. Shuttles could be used to provide 
access to trailheads and other user areas, such as the climbing and bouldering hotspots in the canyon. 
(32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
Some will argue that the bus system should not be subsidized by reducing or eliminating the fare and 
that the system should pay for itself. I never hear this same argument for the gondola, or our streets or 
freeways. (32.2.4A) All of these systems are subsidized. Creating a world class bus system to serve 
our canyons (not just Little Cottonwood Canyon could be accomplished at a much lower level of funding 
that constructing and maintaining the gondola. Implement a toll to enter the canyon by personal 
vehicles. (32.2.7E and 32.2.4A) 
 
In addition to improvements to the bus system, improvements to the existing roadway can be 
implemented to better handle the volume of vehicles. Charge a toll. (32.2.4A) Implement reversible 
lanes. (32.2.2D) Enforce traction regulations. I routinely see Highway Patrol Officers at the mouth of the 
canyons but rarely are enforcing the regulations. Charge for parking. (32.2.2M, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Evaluate the carrying capacity of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.20B) It seems clear that the canyon 
has reach or exceeded this capacity based on the lack of parking, overcrowding at trailheads. The 
capacity analysis needs to go beyond the number of people the canyon can handle, the analysis must 
"also look at ecological and environmental elements as well. (32.20B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit are unacceptable. (32.1.2B and 32.20C) I am concerned that without a plan in place now 
to manage canyon capacity, Little Cottonwood Canyon will become even more crowded, which will 
negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the recreational user experience. 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. I am against 
any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. (32.20C) 
 
The gondola proposal does not make sense in so many ways. This gondola would be the longest 
gondola in the world. The cost is staggering, especially when you look at the number of days per year 
that it would operate. (32.2.7C) The current proposal is to operate the gondola during the winter ski 
season only. (32.2.6.5F) This proposal doesn't solve the transportation problems that plague the 
canyon year round. (32.1.2C) The gondola will certainly cost more to operate than buses and will take 
20 to 30 minutes longer to travel through the canyon than cars or buses. (32.2.7C and 32.2.6.5O) The 
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gondola ha been promoted by both Alta and Snowbird. Of course! The gondola only serves their 
interests. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It would instantly become a marketing tool for 
both resort but doesn't really serve all users of the canyon. The gondola does not provide access to 
trailheads or other user areas in the canyon. 
 
The gondola will appear more like a tram because of the massive towers. Most of the towers are 
between 160' and 230' in height. The map showing location of towers indicates that some of the towers 
will be vulnerable to avalanche. (32.2.6.5K) The towers will be unsightly and severely degrade the 
visual qualities of the canyon. (32.17A) With 20 towers between the base station and Alta, there will be 
a massive tower about every 4/10th of a mile. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Joel Paterson 
 
Sincerely, 
Joel Paterson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8006 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the bouldering in little cottonwood for the UDOT construction. (32.4A and 32.4B) 

Page 32B-8212 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8007 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Kenn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This entire plan is horrifying and grossly negligent for the communities it will impact. Tolling with the 
preferred alternatives or the price to take the bus or gondola would REDUCE to low-income 
populations. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) Currently the lack of tolling allows EVERYONE to enter the canyon 
without a fee. Presumedly low-income individuals do not own expensive ski passes so winter canyon 
users are using the non-Alta/Snowbird recreation areas. The transit solutions DO NOT serve them. 
(32.5A, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) However, the likely lower price of the 
bus (coming soon) and the ability to add multiple bus stops (you can't add more stops to a gondola 
once it's built) makes the bus alternative better able to serve low-income populations. (32.2.6.3C) Low-
income populations will have disproportionally high and adverse effects compared to middle/high-
income people who will be the least able to enter the canyon. (32.5A) I think this has not been 
evaluated adequately in the Environmental Justice chapter considering by the definition of low-income 
in FHWA Order 6640.23a. Why are we going to make this population pay to access the canyon in the 
winer when the preferred alternatives DON'T create the same barrier to entry!? (32.5A) It's just 
unnecessary. If I want to ride a gondola I will head to an amusement park, not a place of natural beauty 
and wonder. 
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COMMENT #:  8008 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Wanserski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This traffic issue is a ski resort issue. The resorts should be taking responsibility for the traffic. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) They should be mandating or heavily incentivizing bus use or car 
pooling. I don’t think we should be spending all this public money on a private ski resort issue. 
(32.1.2B) I think we should test out increasing bus services heavily m and also charging resort skiers 
heavily if they have less than 4 people in a car (like $100). (32.29R and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8009 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Pitts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was really leaning toward the Gondola but didn't realize how obtrusive the towers would be taking 
away from the beauty of the canyon unless they were designed to kind of blend in/match the character 
of the canyons granite walls, Pines and other natural features unique to Little Cottonwood. (32.17A) 
The latest big point was finding out it would bypass White Pine and only go to the resorts, maybe it 
should have more stops along the way to utilize for more that just the ski resort and year round as well. 
(32.2.6.5G) 
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COMMENT #:  8010 

DATE:   8/30/21 7:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  jennifer cherland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a HORRIBLE waste of money. (32.2.9E) Why can we not have a TRIAL period for 
several electronic buses to be purchased for 2-3 million dollars (instead of HUNDREDS of MILLIONS 
spent on this gondola option) to have on HIGH POWDER DAYS AND HOLIDAYS a Bus ONLY & 
employees travel UP THE CANYON FROM 8AM-10:30AM. (32.2.2B, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.29R) This 
would eliminate pollution and congestion during problematic times and be SO MUCH MORE 
EFFICIENT!! If it doesn’t work, not out much, just reallocate E-Buses to regular city bus routes. If this 
option DOES work, it is WAY CHEAPER to build some designated parking structures where they were 
intending on building them for the gondola! 
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COMMENT #:  8011 

DATE:   8/30/21 8:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Margie Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I do not support the gondola or avalanche sheds. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9J). I am a resident of Salt Lake 
and a frequent user of Little Cottonwood Canyon year round. This canyon would be ruined permanently 
with the proposed gondola and avalanche sheds. (32.4I)  
 
There is a very important term - "Carrying Capacity". Little Cottonwood Canyon can only accommodate 
a specific number of people before skiing and other user experiences are diminished. This DEIS only 
considers transportation needs and does not consider the idea of carrying capacity - reducing the 
number of vehicles in the canyon, of resorts limiting the amount of passes available per day or the 
number of users on the hill. (32.20B, 32.20C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) 
 
I do care and believe bus service needs to be upgraded. (32.2.9A) The huge amounts of monies to be 
spent on the gondola or road widening/avalanche shelters should only be considered after lower cost 
alternatives such as toll booths and more buses. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) The Gondola idea only serves 
the ski resorts and their winter users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4B, and 32.7C) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
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Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Margie Jensen 
 
Sincerely, 
Margie Jensen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8012 

DATE:   8/30/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Micki Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Micki Harris 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8013 

DATE:   8/30/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsey Voss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola and road widening options will forever change Little Cottonwood’s iconic landscape. 
(32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Please consider less destructive alternatives. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  8014 

DATE:   8/30/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tucker Voss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the natural beauties that make our home the beautiful place that it is. Less 
destructive alternatives need to be looked at. (32.17A and 32.17B) Winter tolls and increased electric is 
options could be great for traffic mitigation. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  8015 

DATE:   8/30/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Saad Saad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex Saad Saad 
Bozeman, MT  
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COMMENT #:  8016 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Cantwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The first deficiency listed in the Executive summary is "Decreased mobility in winter during the morning 
(AM) and afternoon (PM) peak travel periods related to visits to ski areas, with the greatest traffic 
volumes on weekends and holidays and during and after snowstorms. " 
 
The gondola may help this initially, but is not scalable if more capacity is needed. It also does not 
consider ALL users of S.R. 210. (32.2.6.5N and 32.1.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  8017 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Cantwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The second deficiency of S.R. 210 listed in the Executive Summary states "Decreased mobility on 
Wasatch Boulevard resulting from weekday commuter traffic." 
 
The gondola base at La Caille does not solve this deficiency. In fact, it will exacerbate it by putting a 
destination point close to Little Cottonwood Canyon. I believe this will cause backups in both directions 
on Wasatch Boulevard during peak periods. (32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  8018 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christina Kazemzadeh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Christina Kazemzadeh 
Portland, OR 

Page 32B-8225 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8019 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Cantwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The third deficiency of S.R. 210 the Executive Summary lists is "Safety concerns associated with 
avalanche hazard and traffic delays caused by the current avalanche-mitigation program in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Periodic road closures for avalanche mitigation can cause 2-to-4-hour travel 
delays or longer, which can cause traffic to back up in the neighborhoods at the entrance of the 
canyon." 
 
Considering that all alternatives include some kind of snow shed and that the gondola would also need 
to be shut down when actively doing avalanche control work, the gondola would not be immune from 
these delays. (32.7A and 32.2.6.5H) Given the location of the base station on Wasatch Boulevard, the 
traffic will still back up into the neighborhoods. (32.2.6.5E)  
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COMMENT #:  8020 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Cantwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The final deficiency of S.R. 210 in the Executive Summary states "Limited parking at trailheads and ski 
areas that leads to roadside parking." 
 
I would like to reiterate that the purpose of the EIS is to “provide an integrated transportation 
system...for all users on S.R. 210.” (Quote from the executive summary) The gondola may help 
alleviate SOME of this, however the gondola does not serve ALL users of S.R. 210. The gondola is 
specifically for ski resort visitors, and neglects all other trailhead and recreational users of the canyon. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8021 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Cantwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The enhanced bus service with roadway widening is the lesser of two evils at this point. The extra lane 
in both directions feels like an excessive exploitation of the canyon. Has a flex lane in the canyon, 
similar to what was implemented on 5400 South in the Taylorsville/Kearns area, been considered? 
(32.2.2D)  
 
It would require only one additional lane which could be used for uphill busses in the morning and 
downhill buses in the evening. In the summer, the additional lane could then be used for bikers and 
pedestrian uses. (32.2.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  8022 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Bromley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building a gondola that only operates in the winter that only stops at ski resorts that is paid by 
taxpayers is ludicrous and wrong. This should not even be an option. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8023 

DATE:   8/30/21 9:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Miki Karg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against both current proposals of enhanced bus with road widening and the gondola. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) Wasatch Boulevard and the roads to Little Cottonwood Canyon are not meant to be major 
thoroughfares through our Cottonwood Heights RESIDENTIAL area. South of about 90th south, 
Wasatch Boulevard has a reduced speed of 35 mph , as opposed to the 50 mph limit from BCC to the 
mouth of LCC, which is as much of a residential area as that past 90th south. The existing boulevard is 
already very dangerous for cyclists and pedestrians and almost impossible to turn onto from side 
streets. The proposal of up to six lanes is not acceptable- it would basically turn it into a freeway!!!!! 
(32.2.6.2.2A) 
 A gondola will absolutely ruin the beauty and serenity of LCC and stands to benefit those behind it and 
Alta and Snowbird. (32.17A, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are 
recreational opportunities all the way up LCC which will not be served by the gondola. The complexity 
of getting skiers to the gondola - parking in some lot, perhaps loading their gear and taking a bus to the 
gondola station, reloading their gear onto the gondola, and then paying and taking a 1 hour ride up the 
canyon is not an attractive option! Anyone who skis with their children can only imagine what a 
nightmare this option would be. And it is my understanding the gondola will operate only during ski 
season (at best Nov. through May). (32.2.6.4B, 32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5F) 
 The expense to taxpayers of both options is major. Why not start with simpler options like a very 
enhanced bus system (buses running very frequently to eliminate wait time and guarantee a space on 
the bus) that does not require widening the road, a toll for cars going up the canyon, and a parking fee 
at the resorts to discourage taking private transportation (or at least encourage carpooling to share the 
cost). (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 Both of the proposed options would significantly scar our east bench and canyon, and once done could 
not be undone. Please try more reasonable options first!!!!!! 
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COMMENT #:  8024 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Lyon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola because it is the least polluting option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8025 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Myron Lyon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola because road traffic on 210 will only get worse, sometimes threatened by slides 
and avalanches. (32.2.9D and 32.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8026 

DATE:   8/30/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie Wingfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not implement any strategy that removes or affects the climbing areas in LCC. (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  8027 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madelein Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Madelein Johnson 
Glendale, AZ  
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COMMENT #:  8028 

DATE:   8/30/21 11:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janaye Lakey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid rock climber, I am very concerned about the impact that this project could have on climbing 
in the area. I would hope that this would be taken into consideration, since Utah is home to many 
outdoor sports that locals and visitors alike enjoy. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  8029 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The road extension preferred alternative is far more fair to all canyon users. (32.2.9B) The gondola 
would only serve the ski resorts. If the gondola is chosen the ski resorts should pay for all of it and no 
tax dollars used because it is no longer a public good that serves all canyon users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Hikers, mountain bikers, road bikers, runners, picnicking families, and 
campers deserve better access to the canyon if they are taxed for the improvements. Please choose an 
alternative that will serve everyone’s needs. Thank you. Justin Ferguson 
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COMMENT #:  8030 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Daluga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What about improvements on road 209!  
 
Tolling is absurd! It is a public road and everyone should have access to it! Tolling some people and not 
others for using the same road is also absurd giving backcountry users a free pass the the same road 
to save some people money and not others is discriminatory they are contributing to the congestion like 
anyone else. (32.2.4A) But no one should be tolled! Are you tolling the students at uvu you just spent 
millions of taxpayer dollars to build an absurd bridge just to save them a 1000ft walk to the road. 
Taxpayers funded that very biased project they should fund this that is a huge revenue generator for 
the state. Tolling would also deter travel here and desirability for locals living here to Access to skiing 
we have. It’s already an expensive sport that toll would impact the ease to acccess. (32.2.4A) 
 
2). 40%. Of congestion comes from 209 I don’t see any added bus lanes there? Why are you only 
concentrating on 210 you should be fixing and widening both roads. (32.7E) 
 
3) U can’t ban single occupancy cars only! You have to ban all cars all morning you should not punish 
people if they can’t carpool all cars should be banned or none, what about single occupancy 
handicapped if you ban that it’s a rightful lawsuit waiting to happen. (32.2.4A) 
 
Where is the drawings for the lacalle access points? That should be presented better before people 
make up their minds. (32.2.6J) 
 
Has anyone considered a boring tunnel that is the future! (32.2.2C) Not gondolas (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8031 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Daluga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If a tunnel is not an option my vote is for the gondola since it reduces road closure and avalanche 
issues but I am worried about getting to the gondola with the traffic standstill waiting for the canyons to 
open? (32.2.2C and 32.2.9D) How are you going to create access to gondola if the roads aren’t moving 
(32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  8032 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chuck Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chuck Scott 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-8239 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8033 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeff Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeff Parker 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8034 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Runolfson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Once built, there will be no going back to the pristine, natural look of that great canyon. It will forever 
have the mark of man...large and visible. (32.17A). Electric busses, which can be deployed to meet 
daily demand, are the best option. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  8035 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Opie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider these options. There are more activities that take place in the canyon which will be 
permanently destroyed (boulders) especially if you go the gondola route. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9E) 
Not only that, do we need to continue to flood the canyon with even more humans, exhaust and stress 
on the environment? (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) The winters are bad enough with everyone lined 
up to get to a resort, but it's time we stop putting us first and think about how detrimental this will be to 
the canyon in general. (32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  8036 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Gross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola!!! (32.2.9E) Invest in better public transportation options and limit private vehicles 
instead! (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Please don't waste my taxpayer dollars on a gondola that will not solve 
the current problems. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8037 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Ney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not a gondola. (32.2.9E) A gondola will ruin too much of the canyon visually and environmentally. 
(32.17A and 32.13B) I love fishing in little cottonwood and I am worried the gondola will ruin the creek 
habitat for the trout that live there, even if it’s only temporary it takes years for fish to recover (32.19A, 
32.12A and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  8038 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gloria Leonard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is for ALL citizens, not just skiers. Although a gondola would be convenient 
for skiers during the ski season it does not address the other hikers, bikers, picnic-ers, back country 
skiers, snowshoers, campers, etc. who love and use the canyon and appreciate it's wilderness. (32.4I, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I would love to see a more equitable bus service that 
would take me to a trailhead for a hike or accommodate my bike. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
Please don't tear up the canyon constructing a gondola when reasonable solutions exist to 
accommodate everyone, not just skiers. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8039 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roman Samul 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Sandy homeowner who lives less than 5 minutes from the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
I've seen comments on KSL and Reddit advocating for a cog rail system, so I looked into it. After 
researching this, we should settle for nothing less than a cog rail system which connects to the main 
TRAX line in Sandy. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I) Locals and tourists alike would be able to take a train from 
anywhere in the valley including from the airport, directly to the ski resorts. As a commenter on KSL 
stated, this cog rail should go up from the main Sandy TRAX line to Alta, go over the mountain to 
Brighton, go over the other mountain to Park City, and then come back down through Alta and back to 
the main Sandy TRAX station. (32.2.2N) Is it expensive? Yes. Is it unequivocally the best option? Yes. 
We as Americans need to start thinking big, again. We didn't worry about cost when we built the 
interstate highway system, Hoover Dam, or sent astronauts to the moon. Now it seems like we're afraid 
to do anything big because of the cost. Well, as a commenter on KSL stated, the government 
absolutely will spend money either way. It's what makes our economy go. If Utah asks for this, in the 
midst of bidding for an Olympics the federal government will almost certainly pick up the bill. And they 
won't even spend extra money to do it. They'll just budget it in and cut out some of the pork in the 
infrastructure bill in order to pay for it. Utah does not get their fair share from the federal government 
because we never ask for it. It's time we start asking for it. Other nations around the world have these 
cog rail systems already. Other nations around the world have 200 MPH trains connecting their cities. 
The USA is the richest country in the history of the world, so why do we act like it's too expensive to 
have things that other nations consider basic infrastructure? And why do we still act like this is to 
expensive when the federal government had already said they're going to spend around 3 trillion dollars 
on infrastructure, even if they have to break it up into separate bills? We should be lobbying the federal 
government to put in this cog rail from Park City, Alta, and Brighton which connects to the main TRAX 
line in Sandy. (32.2.2I) While we're bidding for an Olympics is the perfect time. And after the Olympics it 
will make it easier to commute to and from Park City (and the ski resorts in Little and Big Cottonwood 
Canyons). Think big. Think like Americans used to. 
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COMMENT #:  8040 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kimberly Sanders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hello, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kimberly Sanders 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8041 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Baer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex Baer 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8042 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jill Silverberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin LCC with this monstrosity! We must prioritize the health of the canyon over the 
income of Snowbird. LCC is a gem and must be protected. The tourists are not worth an accelerated 
destruction of one of our areas greatest gifts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8043 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pamela Van Andel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the best option is enhanced bus service up little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9A) The bus would 
have the ability to stop at all the trailheads both winter and summer. (32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2C) Access 
would be improved for canyon users. A gondola would be cumbersome and only serve the resorts 
leaving out the other canyon users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Enhanced buss 
service makes sense. 
Thank You 
Pamela Van Andel 
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COMMENT #:  8044 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ronald Sawdey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is a wonderful gift to Snowbird and Alta. I believe that the term 'corporate welfare' 
applies here. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8045 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Agardy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to take a moment to comment on the part of the DEIS that hasn't received that much 
attention, the Wasatch Blvd expansion piece of the proposal. As a resident of the Kings Hill 
neighborhood above Wasatch - I am deeply concerned about the safety of vehicle access to and from 
Kings Hill / Wasatch and Golden Hills Wasatch. Currently - it is sometimes very difficult - and 
dangerous to utilize these intersections coming and going from this area. The expansion of wasatch in 
accordance with both proposals has the potential to make this situation worse. I feel the need for a 
reduced speed zone between the swamp lot / or Bengal and Wasatch to the High T would go a long 
way towards alleviating these dangerous access issues that currently exist. This would also provide 
safer pedestrian and bicycle alternatives along the proposed bikeway. Please take these comments to 
heart when setting a speed limit thru this population sensitive area. (32.2.6.2.2A) Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  8046 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kristin Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I do not think that the Gondola option will help to fix the issues that we have in LCC. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
I think that this option is not only expensive and unsightly, but will create more problems. There is no 
efficiency to get up the canyon with the gondola; getting to the gondola base will be a nightmare 
(driving, or using the bus to get there), users going to Alta will have to do an additional transfer (less 
efficent), and it takes away any potential options for trailhead stops for user groups other than resort-
users. (32.2.6.5E, 32.2.6.5R, and 32.2.6.5G). Having increased number of busses, as well as bus 
routes is a much better option because there will be fewer transfers which is easier, faster, and more 
efficient (load at the bus stop, and be taken right up to the resort - no transfers). (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.5N) I think we should have more bus routes that start in locations across the Wasatch front so 
that users do not all have to come to Wasatch BLVD in order to access the canyons. (32.2.2I) The bus 
option ALSO has the potential to give other user groups (winter and summer backcountry users) more 
options with potential stops at trailheads, and more options for versatility overall. (32.2.6.3C and 
32.1.2C) 
 
Other ideas that would be more appropriate are: 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Increasing the number of people who can go up the canyon does not help the situation. (32.1.2B, 
32.20A, and 32.20C) 
 
I think the Gondola option pigeon-hole's everyone into a very specific pattern that has no way to 
change with whatever our future holds.  
 
Sincerely, 
Kristin Thompson 
Murray, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8047 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jon Starr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I do not think that the Gondola option will help to fix the issues that we have in LCC. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
I think that this option is not only expensive and unsightly, but will create more problems. There is no 
efficiency to get up the canyon with the gondola; getting to the gondola base will be a nightmare 
(driving, or using the bus to get there), users going to Alta will have to do an additional transfer (less 
efficent), and it takes away any potential options for trailhead stops for user groups other than resort-
users. (32.2.6.5E, 32.2.6.5R, and 32.2.6.5G). Having increased number of busses, as well as bus 
routes is a much better option because there will be fewer transfers which is easier, faster, and more 
efficient (load at the bus stop, and be taken right up to the resort - no transfers). (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.5N) I think we should have more bus routes that start in locations across the Wasatch front so 
that users do not all have to come to Wasatch BLVD in order to access the canyons. (32.2.2I) The bus 
option ALSO has the potential to give other user groups (winter and summer backcountry users) more 
options with potential stops at trailheads, and more options for versatility overall. (32.2.6.3C and 
32.1.2C) 
 
Other ideas that would be more appropriate are: 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Increasing the number of people who can go up the canyon does not help the situation. (32.1.2B, 
32.20A, and 32.20C) 
 
I think the Gondola option pigeon-hole's everyone into a very specific pattern that has no way to 
change with whatever our future holds.  
 
Sincerely, 
Jon Starr 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8048 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Kaltenback 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My concern is focused on the end of the day ride down canyon. Has anyone ever tried to get on the bus 
at Snowbird at 3pm down canyon? The Alta stops totally fill the bus and there is no room for Snowbird 
people. I can just imagine the pushing and shoving that is going to occur. People are not so nice when 
they are trying to get home. (32.2.6.5R) 
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COMMENT #:  8049 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Fulton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Enhanced Bus option for the Little Cottonwood expanded transportation project. (32.2.9A) 
Though the bus may incur slightly higher expenses, it's a far more flexible and versatile option than the 
alternatives. An enhanced bus would provide faster transport up the canyon, but it remains available if 
other buses fail. It also is much easier to connect a bus with other UDOT transit options, such as future 
rail extensions, bus rapid-transit lanes, or existing bus routes. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8050 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Osborn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Develop a system of small busses that would stop at the ski resorts and trailheads (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  8051 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kelli Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kelli Anderson 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8052 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Camryn Bukowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Camryn Bukowski 
South Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8053 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Allenick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Anyone who skis Little Cottonwood Canyon, especially on storm days, holidays, and weekends, can 
immediately see there’s a problem with the transportation in and out of the canyon and something 
needs to change. Multi-hour backups in the morning and evening are a nightmare for all involved, is 
bad for air quality, and is dangerous in case of emergency. (32.1.2B and 32.10A)  
 
The leading solutions offered in the Draft EIS, however, are extremely expensive, permanent (building 
infrastructure), and impactful on the environment, watershed, and viewshed. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, 
32.12B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
Rather than building an expensive and limited capacity gondola or widening the road, existing options 
such as bus service should be invested in to increase ridership and decrease transit times. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9C, and 32.2.9A) More parking close to I-215 must be offered to decrease congestion on Wasatch 
Blvd. (32.2.6.2.1C) The carrying capacity of LCC must be determined rather than getting as many 
people as possible into the canyon (32.20B). Tolling and limiting the number of people allowed in the 
canyon on a given day will help. (32.2.4A) 
 
Enforcing chain laws/snow tires/AWD/4x4 restrictions from Nov 1-April 30 will prevent ill-equipped 
vehicles from entering the canyon. (32.2.2M) Anecdotally, it seems there are always slides-offs on SR-
210 when the road is clear in the morning, folks with 2WD cars and/or bald tires drive up because no 
restrictions are in place, it then snows through the day, and those folks slide off the road in the 
afternoon. Season-long vehicle/tire restrictions and preventing rental cars from entering the canyon 
during winter months will make a huge different. (32.2.2M) 
 
Before making permanent changes to the road or adding a gondola, please consider increasing 
investment in public transportation (buses and shuttles), incentivizing bus ridership and carpooling, and 
disincentivize single-occupancy vehicles. A toll gate with an RFID or other type of scanner to allow pre-
approved vehicles into the canyon would allow for smooth canyon access for those pre-approved 
vehicles. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you for reading and considering this comment.
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COMMENT #:  8054 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abby Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the stupidest thing I've ever heard. Building a gondola will increase carbon emissions, won't 
reduce traffic congestion, will look bad, and won't provide any benefit. (32.2.9E, 32.10A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C.). It'll increase carbon emissions because we'll have the increased pollution from the 
construction, not to mention the pollution from building and delivering the building materials. (32.19A) 
And it won't be as fast as just driving up, because you'll have to park your car, walk like half a mile with 
all your ski gear, and wait for the gondola to come back, then wait for the gondola to leave. (32.2.6.5C) 
So no one is going to use the gondola. (32.2.4A) It'll also look bad. (32.17A) In 2016, I started hiking 
extensively up Little Cottonwood Canyon because it was so beautiful. But the cables for the gondola 
and the gondola itself will look terrible. Lastly, it won't provide any benefit. People claim it'll be useful 
when there are avalanche things being set off, but you won't be able to ride the stupid gondola when 
they're setting off the avalanche things. (32.7C and 32.2.6.5H). Save yourself millions of dollars, save 
the planet from increased carbon emissions, and save the canyon from becoming an eyesore. Don't 
build the gondola."(32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  8055 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the rail system. (32.2.9F) I do however wonder if a monorail could be built. (32.2.2I) It 
would be more environmentally friendly and would no be as effected by snow. would allow more space 
on the road for cars and bikes. I also would love to see a toll at the bottom of the canyon. (32.2.4A) If 
you use it you should pay a small fee to maintain it. fee will also decrease the amount of people who 
are not trying to carpool. 
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COMMENT #:  8056 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In regards to traffic and environmental impact in Little Cottonwood Canyon, let me mention again that a 
sign or two stating "Use Lower Gear" is needed for downhill drivers in the upper canyon. I drove LCC 
again last weekend, and there is still the smell of burning brakes in the lower canyon on a regular basis. 
Many drivers do not understand that they should use a lower gear on a steep grade.  
A logical place for one sign stating "USE LOWER GEAR" is on the wood signpost that has the "9% 
Grade" sign. An additional post is not needed there. It would be very simple to install. (32.29HH)  
Thank you,  
Bill Hunt 
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COMMENT #:  8057 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Decker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola will be 1. Safer in storms 2. Safer for minors 3. Safer for emergency crews 4. Overall mess 
impact to eco system due to bus down time and traffic 5. People won’t ride the bus-let’s be honest. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8058 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Serina Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Okay look, humankind as a whole is absolutely destroying our planet and our future survival as it is for 
our own convenience. This destroys our canyon, permanently. And for what? 25 days of extra 
convenience, out of 364 in a year? (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) That’s less than 1/14th of the year. We don’t 
need to continue destroying our planet for personal convenience. Don’t move ahead with any of the 
plans or proposals, leave the canyon alone. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  8059 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rosalie OMalley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No on the gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8060 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Krista Griffiths 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Being a former Utahan and formerly living in the Little Cottonwood Canyon I still have great concern for 
its conservation. Any expansion for skiing would be detrimental to its environment and watershed. 
(32.29G and 32.20C)  
 
Sincerely, 
Krista Griffiths 
Long Beach, CA  
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COMMENT #:  8061 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Hirtzel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. I urge you and your team to consider ALL the options and implement a change to the bussing 
system before altering the land, which cannot be undone and is less costly than the two main options. 
Your decision impacts hundreds of thousands of people and needs the upmost sincerity. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.9R, and 32.29G) Thanks you. 
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COMMENT #:  8062 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Collins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to both the gondola and bus options for lcc. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Neither of these 
options take into account that ski resorts are already at capacity. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Bringing more people up the canyon will do nothing. I feel that caps should be placed on season tickets 
holders and day passes sold to account for the available capacity of the road system and parking. 
Concerned, (32.2.2K) 
Brian Collins 
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COMMENT #:  8063 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Mullins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus service would better meet the needs of canyon users both short and long term. 
(32.2.9A) Although, gondolas may appeal to the ski resorts as a glitzy solution, it does not serve the 
many other members of the public whose destination is not a ski resort nor does it serve as a year-
round benefit to reduce traffic in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.6.3C, 32.2.7B, 32.4B, and 
32.7C) Many users will not want the time delays and inconvenience of having to use multiple means of 
public transportation to access the gondola. (32.2.6.4B and 32.2.6.5J) There are many incentives that 
can be imposed to discourage the use of single-occupancy vehicles at the resorts, such as tolls and 
limited, more expensive parking. (32.2.4A) These and other measures (free bus service) should be 
imposed in addition to enhanced bus service before resorting to major widening of the roadway. 
(32.29R) An all out effort should be made to avoid and limit environmental and aesthetic damage to the 
canyon. (32.29G) 
Thank you, 
Chad Mullins

Page 32B-8270 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8064 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Wong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Salt Lake City and love recreating in the canyons during all seasons. I spend about 3-5 days in 
the canyons during an average week, whether that be running, climbing, skiing (backcountry and 
resort), or something else. I believe that the canyons are world-class treasures that ought to be 
protected. We should think of the long-term impact to the canyons when we consider development 
solutions. I know that staff working on this project understand the importance of these commitments. 
(32.29G) 
 
I oppose the construction of a gondola and strongly support the option for the enhanced busway. 
(32.2.9E) Based on the predictions in the DEIS, the enhanced busway seems clearly better in every 
way: quicker to get to the top of the canyon, cheaper, and less visual impact. (32.2.9B, 32.2.7C, and 
32.17B) 
 
Taking a widened roadway, either by bus or car, will be a much better experience than taking the 
gondola. I don't want to park somewhere, wait in line, take a bus, wait in line, take a gondola, and 
repeat that on the way down. It's far more convenient to just get on the bus once (32.2.6.5J and 
32.2.6.5C). 
 
Additionally, the roadway will still provide utility in the summer. Who is going to take the gondola in the 
summer? I don't see much reason to do so. So we're just going to have a gondola operating for 1/3 - 
1/2 of the year? (32.2.6.5F and 32.20A) That doesn't seem reasonable. The widened roadway seems 
like it could help ease traffic congestion... not as bad during the summer, but I regularly get stuck 
behind slower drivers on the way up during the summer. (32.2.6.3B) 
 
I also think that the gondola will severely harm the landscape. (32.17A) I do not want to look down and 
see a gondola station. It's natural to have a road at the bottom of a canyon. Less natural to have a 
gondola. The stations and the lines will significantly detract from the beauty of LCC.  
 
Finally, the gondola reeks of political corruption. It would award a contract and convenience to 
entrenched financial interests. If the governor is friends with these people, or benefits from their political 
support as has been reported, it seems very problematic, especially when the gondola does not seem 
to offer any benefit over the bus. (32.2.7A and 32.6C) 
 
I strongly, strongly oppose construction of the gondola because I think it will be less convenient, a scar 
on the landscape, and it reeks of political corruption. I support a widened roadway + enhanced bus. 
(32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  8065 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Reische 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in favor of the gondola alternative (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8066 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Wolpert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the gondola idea. (32.2.9D) Although, I do worry about the amount of people in the canyons, just 
not the transportation up / down. (32.20B) Not a huge fan of the bus idea because that does not help 
with accidents and/or avalanche situations. Restricting vehicles that should not be in the canyons is 
something I would support as well. (32.2.2M)  
 
Good luck with your decision because no matter what you decide on, not everyone is going to be 
happy. 
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COMMENT #:  8067 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Baldwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to comment in opposition to all proposed option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9G) 
Increasing access and speed will only lead to more crowding at the resorts. (32.1.2B and 32.20C) 
Anyone who visits the resorts knows that a winter weekend involves long lines at the lifts. Adding 
capacity to the road or adding a tram would increase the load on resorts which are already 
overcrowded. Without expansion to resort lift service, the proposed solutions only move the crowding 
further up canyon to a different pinch point. (32.20C) 
 
Further to this, the problem of traffic only occurs during the high part of the ski season, from Christmas 
to Spring Break, and only on weekend. This is a maximum of 12 weeks, or 24 days. We are proposing 
spending a half a billion tax dollars to support an upper class recreational activity for 6.5% of the year. 
(32.1.4D and 32.1.2B)  
 
If it is a choice of buses vs the tram, buses offer more flexibility for the other 93.5% of the days of the 
year, without the infrastructure of a lift. However, a more appopriate solution is to recognize that the 
resorts lift and base areas are at capacity when the road is at capacity, and the traffic and road closures 
are a natural solution to the crowding of the areas. 
 
Bob 
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COMMENT #:  8068 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Camille Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to strongly oppose both proposed solutions to the LCC traffic and propose a third option 
that I feel would be the best option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Our family of 6 are avid hikers in the 
cottonwood canyons and skiers. We have had Alta season passes the last two years and before that 
we have held passes at snowbird and Brighton.  
 
My proposed solution would require the ski resorts to become involved in the solution. I propose a three 
prong approach. In addition to more frequent buses durning peak times (buses are always full from my 
experience), the ski resorts need to offer incentives for skiers to ride the buses. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
From my observations and experience, cars are preferred because first and foremost buses are not 
reliable and not frequent enough. (32.2.6.5N) Additionally skiers prefer their cars because it is a spot to 
take a break from skiing; to take off their boots, have a snack and a place to warm up. The ski resorts 
do not allow outside food in their eating establishments. Outside food is only allowed outside. In the 
winter, skiers want to come inside where it is warm for a break and a snack. Individual cars provide this 
for skiers. This is a BIG deterrent for many local skiers. Additionally more lockers for 
backpacks/waterbottles need to be added to resorts for guest use. (32.2.3A)  
 
I also believe another incentive the ski resorts need to give their skiers is a reward based system for 
riding public transportation or using the rideshare app that many resorts started to utilize in 2019-2020. 
(32.2.4A) Rewards can include a punch pass for a ski pass, free food or other swag that the skier can 
choose. UDOT can help subsidize this program. The ride share app needs be utilized again by the ski 
resorts. The app already has built in rewards systems and resorts were fully onboard with the program 
before covid-19. The app can still be safely used with the use of masks. To summarize, my three prong 
approach is to increase frequency and reliability of buses, ski resorts need to allow outside food inside 
their establishments and skiers who use buses and the rideshare app need to be rewarded with 
discounted tickets, food or other swag. (32.2.4A)  
 
The options proposed would scare and forever disfigure the natural beauty of our cottonwood canyons. 
(32.17A and 32.17B) The gondola does not address the real reason people do not use the buses. The 
reason skiers do not ride buses have been listed above. The gondola would be the same as a bus and 
would only cater to tourist and further limit locals from using our canyons. (32.2.4A) 
 
These other options need to be well advertised and upheld by resorts and udot so that skiers will feel 
comfortable riding buses or carpooling with others. 
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COMMENT #:  8069 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Zito 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options are years long, expensive, and do not solve the winter driving safety concern as it exists 
today. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) Building a checkpoint at the entrance to both 
cottonwood canyons to enforce the traction laws would result in a safer travel along the canyon in the 
winter, would save 100s of millions of taxpayer's money, and allow us to reassess the safety and traffic 
concerns after a season or two to see if a permanent change to the entire canyon is necessary. 
(32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  8070 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Hunter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola proposal would be an eyesore in this beautiful canyon. (32.17A) I fully support adding 
parking at the base of the canyon and increasing the use of buses. (32.2.9A) This option in my opinion 
is optimal in getting the most people to and from these resorts in the fastest way possible. 
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COMMENT #:  8071 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julieana Rusnak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus service without road changes is the best option. (32.2.9A) The second best option would 
be to widen the road as well. Please do not build a Gondola. (32.2.9E) It is expensive, intrusive, and 
does nothing to help with backcountry skier traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B)
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COMMENT #:  8072 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Orville Clarke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am appalled at both of the solutions proposed by UDOT regarding the transportation "fixes" in LCC. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These are not only ugly solutions which lessen the beauty of this important 
place, but serve to further the business interests of the resorts at the expense of the community. 
(32.17A, 32.17B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) Both solutions will irreparably harm the 
world renowned climbing. (32.4A and 32.4B) Both solutions are being considered hastily, without 
attempt for less invasive solutions like tolls and improved bussing. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R) 
Additionally, both solutions are half a billion dollar subsidies to the ultra rich resorts; the transportation 
solutions are not geared towards back country skiing, running, cycling, climbing, etc. I am very 
disappointed in UDOT. 
 
If I was forced to choose an option, I endorse option A, the "road widening". (32.2.9B) This option has a 
lower visual impact which is a highly important fact when considering the important aesthetic beauty of 
LCC. (32.17A and 32.17B) Also the usage of the road will benefit non-resort users more than the 
gondola. (32.7C) 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. I consider these projects by UDOT nothing less than a rape 
of one of the most beautiful places on earth. 
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COMMENT #:  8073 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Mohr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The gondola proposal exacerbates transportation problems especially for canyon residents. Instead of 
driving 8 miles to Alta on ski days, I will be forced to travel 3 miles down the canyon, find parking, wait 
for a gondola and endure the ride. Furthermore, the gondola will be a major eyesore for me and my 
neighbors whether we use it or not. (32.2.6.5J and 32.17A ) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Mohr 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8074 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Walters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a dedicated rock climber of more than 20 years, I have regularly enjoyed Little Cottonwood Canyon 
for the past 10 years myself, and now LCC has become an important part of both mine and my 12 year 
old sons life. My concerns with the proposals for this canyon include the facts that UDOT’s gondola and 
additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing experience as well as 
year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.4G, and 32.4P), Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at 
least 64 boulders and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B). UDOT’s proposed parking lot 
“improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing in the canyon by dramatically 
reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower 
Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals 
would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed 
recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G), UDOT must 
find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent changes 
are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.4A). 
 
I ask that my comments are taken into serious consideration and that considerations are taken into 
account for the other users of the canyon outside of ski use. (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  8075 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Newcomb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support enhanced bus service with dedicated lanes or cog rail. My support for cog rail is contingent on 
a connection to Trax. (32.2.9B and 32.2.2I) 
 
In the short term, we desperately need adequate tire and equipment checks. That would help our traffic 
situation a lot. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  8076 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diane Forster-Burke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT members,  
I am strongly opposed to the gondola proposal for LCC as it is a huge boondoggle of spending tax 
payer money (500 million) to benefit the ski resort owners, and the men who own the property by La 
Caille. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.7B) This proposal is mostly limited to the ski 
season for its use as hikers, bikers, and climbers during non-ski season want to access trailheads in 
between the mouth of LCC and the ski resorts. (32.1.2C) The gondolas would be a mess to operate so 
frequently as needed to transport all skiers.  
There was an excellent commentary in the Tribune 
https://www.sltrib.com/opinion/commentary/2021/08/26/brad-t-rutledge-pick/ and the previous week a 
great commentary from Jack Stauss who proposed that the canyon transportation be handled like Zion 
National Park; when it is full, no one else goes up. Both men proposed that expanded bus service is the 
answer. (32.2.2B and 32.2.9A)  
Diane Forster-Burke 
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COMMENT #:  8077 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kain Kutz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am a SLC resident and recreate within either Cottonwood Canyons several times per week 
during the winter months. Please rescind the two preferred options and come up with other solutions 
that do not alter or change the beauty and uniqueness of the canyons. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9A) 
It is apparent that the goal of the EIS was to identify the best solution to get as many people up the 
canyon as possible. (32.1.2B) I am concerned that the Gondola will not be used if selected. (32.2.4A) I 
would like to see tolling, carpool incentives, and increased bus services/incentives initiated before a 
drastic option like the current preferred options are selected. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) I would also like to 
see canyon and resort capacity be a major element during the EIS process. (32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  8078 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Kotok 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We live in the neighborhood that is near the base of the proposed gondola station (Glacio Park), so this 
project is in our backyard. Beyond the fact that it is ugly and a tourist incentive, I have a few issues that 
should be addressed (32.17A) 
 
1. Can the canyon handle the anticipated increase in human traffic? (32.20B) 
2. We've been told all along that there would be no parking at the terminus, not even a "kiss-and-go" 
drop off. Now, spots for 1,500 to 1,800 cars is in the plans. This does not alleviate congestion in the 
neighborhoods surrounding the mouth of the canyon as you've just moved the issue down-canyon. 
(32.2.6.5E)  
3. Both Snowbird and Alta have institutes paid/reserved parking which will help with congestion as it is 
no longer a derby to get a parking spot up-canyon. (32.2.2K) 
4. Avy mitigation will close the gondola, congestion will thus worsen on those days where avy mitigation 
is necessary. (32.2.6.5K and 32.7A) 
5. All the gondola does is potentially remove ding-dongs from Texas in rented cars with poor tires and 
no driving skills, all other problems remain. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8079 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Vita Rice 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Vita Rice 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8080 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dain Smoland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support UDOTs work developing alternatives to address the congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I 
live in Salt Lake City and visit the canyon frequently, for rock climbing, hiking, and snowboarding (in 
that order of frequency). As a rock climber, I am concerned that many of my favorite bouldering areas 
would be negatively impacted by lane-widening or gondola construction, as so many of them are close 
to the road already. (32.4A and 32.4B) I am also concerned that the gondola option would make 
access to dispersed recreation sites like climbing areas very difficult. (32.4B) I therefore am most 
supportive of the enhanced bus service alternative. (32.2.9A) Thanks for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  8081 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eugene Arnold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Improvement by diminishing visual natural beauty and further altering landscape is by definition not 
improvement. Simply limited access of personal vehicles and adjusting frequency of bus service and 
ease of access to said service is all that is necessary to preserve and protect and thus improve access 
to the natural resource that is ours as long as we can keep it. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8082 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicki Nixon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicki Nixon 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8083 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David R. Penelope Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our comments concerning UDOT's Preferred Alternatives for a transportation system for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon were expressed in my letter to the editor of the Salt Lake Tribune published (on-
line) on Aug. 25, 2021. As we consider UDOT's Preferred Alternatives, risks due to global warming 
resulting from climate change should be seriously considered. The current climate variability (drought, 
forest fires, flooding and poor air quality) may well indicate a new normal. Increased year-round and 
dispersed use is also occurring in the canyon. UDOT’s preferred alternatives should be evaluated in 
light of these potential changes and the need to insure water quality for a growing metropolitan area. 
(32.2.2E, 32.12A, and 32.12B)  
 Unfortunately, UDOT’s preferred alternatives: “Enhanced Bus Service in Peak Period Shoulder 
Lane and Gondola Alternative B (La Caille)” both come up woefully short. Neither alternative will run 
outside the ski season, nor does either feature any stops other than at Alta or Snowbird. (32.1.2C, 
32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) Both of the alternatives will primarily benefit ski area customers 
and the areas’ profits! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B)  
 That we need an improved transit system for Little Cottonwood is clear, but the system should 
be adaptable to changing conditions, be scalable, and should serve all canyon users. (32.2.9A, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) To do that it must be a year-round system, as a 
significant portion of canyon use occurs outside the ski season. (32.1.2C) Further, it must serve the 
needs of not only wealthy resort customers but the needs of the many dispersed canyon users. 
(32.1.2D) Of note is that both the Salt Lake Climber’s Alliance (SLCA) and Wasatch Backcountry 
Alliance (WBA) oppose both alternatives, due to their adverse impacts on climbing and failure to serve 
backcountry skiing/boarding in the canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 Incremental improvements that could be rapidly implemented without requiring the half billion 
dollar investment of either of UDOT’s preferred alternatives could include: adequate tire requirements 
(with enforcement), tolling (with discounts based on vehicle occupancy), express buses during the ski 
season and year-round bus service with stops at the popular trailheads. (32.2.2M, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 
and 32.1.2C) These changes would benefit more canyon users than the two preferred alternatives 
would. If taxpayers are going to have to pay for the system, they should benefit from it! 
 One recalls the experience with the "Bangerter Pumps". These cost the tax payers some $60 million 
and were used for only 26 months. They reportedly resulted in a drop in the lake level of only 18 inches, 
at a cost of over 3 million dollars per inch. Global warming due to potential climate change may well 
mean that we will not have a ski season in the future: let's not gamble a half billion dollars of public 
money on a system (s) that will only benefit ski area customers!(32.2.2E and 32.2.7A))
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COMMENT #:  8084 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandra Salvas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'd love to see a solution that solves the larger issue of traffic in both cottonwood canyons. (32.1.1A) 
The Gondola and Extended highway only offer a scratch at the issue to ski resort users in LCC. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) This doesn't solve the larger issue of BCC users at all 
and doesn't serve other recreation opportunities in LCC. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) It's an economic grab 
for ski areas and private landowners, leaving the forest service high and dry with infrastructure only 
driving more people to the public land use and not offering resources to help maintain their portion of 
the canyon. (32.2.7A)  
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COMMENT #:  8085 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelli Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of busses only. (32.2.9A) As for the other proposals, the “benefits” don’t out way the 
cost. I see more and more people opposed to UDOTs EIS plans then I do those who are for it. Those 
who are for it seem to have something to gain from it. All proposals, except for the extra buses, are too 
damaging to our beautiful LCC. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9F) People lose property and recreation 
options. And for what? 10 traffic days a year?! (32.1.4D) That’s ridiculous. Add the busses. Give more 
incentive to ride the buses and back off our canyon (32.2.4A)! 
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COMMENT #:  8086 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maryann Wang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the gondola project because it will clog the canyon and ruin the natural beauty. 
(32.2.9E, 32.7C, and 32.17A) It’ll also take longer to get to where you want to go! I love the bus option 
and hope that’s the clear choice. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8087 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Marr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the real issue is overcrowding at the ski areas due to population growth and the advent of 
“super passes” such as Ikon and Mountain Collective. These incentives have resulted in dramatic 
increases in traffic and should be mitigated or managed to keep user numbers at a threshold level. The 
canyon has limits to occupancy and that is now very apparent as to what those limits look like. (32.20B) 
The gondola would only serve those supporting private business. There are many other users in the 
canyon that require access especially those people who wish to access public land via trailheads. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) Any major changes to the modes or transport need to 
be at least in part paid for by the resorts that benefit from its implementation. My vote is no gondola and 
implementation of capacity limits for canyon traffic. (32.2.9E and 32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  8088 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Bratsman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am *strongly* in favor of the gondola option for three main reasons: (32.2.9D) 
 
1. Utah air is already bad enough year-round, and we especially need to protect our canyon 
air/environment. Buses would spew out literally tons of hot and potentially dirty exhaust air and noise 
versus a silent, clean gondola. (32.10A and 32.11D) 
 
2. The gondola is much more future-proof, with the potential to move significantly more people if 
needed. (32.2.6.5J) 
 
3. Just as at Disney World and some other (especially international) ski destinations, adding a gondola 
will improve and modernize our destination year-round and make things much more efficient in the 
canyon versus adding more vehicles even to a widened road. 
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  8089 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Kohl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is truly a first world problem. That said I am in favor of a Highbred solution. While the long term 
goals will surely be best served with a Gondola I believe that a $50m to $200m fix to the most pressing 
road issues should be included. (32.29R) There are many users where the gondola is not really 
convenient and will still need to access by personnel or public transport. This needs to be a complete 
solution. (32.1.2B and 32.29D)  
tk 
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COMMENT #:  8090 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Barry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in the Atlanta metro area. Thank you for allowing public comment. I feel the gondola will be the 
best option due to 1) year-round use with little impact from weather, 2) scenic ride, 3) proven 
technology, 4) small environmental impact and finally 5) travel speed can be adjusted and/or more 
gongolas used on busy days. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5J)
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COMMENT #:  8091 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Vellinga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Sandy City local, I am deeply saddened that a gondola option is still being considered to alleviate 
traffic congestion in LCC. (32.2.9E) As a massive and overly expensive eyesore in LCC, it will tarnish 
pristine views and depreciate the scenery of the canyon, not to mention the cost in more ways than just 
money. (32.17A and 32.2.7C) There are better options! Other options such as an extended bus service 
or peak travel fees should be exhausted before undertaking such a massive, destructive, and 
irreversible project. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Please think about those that live near LCC...would you 
want even more commercialization and tarnished canyon views in your backyard? Didn’t think so. A 
gondola only moves the problem of peak period congestion down to the mouth of the canyon instead of 
along the road. (32.2.6.5E) Will we build ski lifts over houses to transport people to the base station 
because there isn’t adequate parking available? (32.4E and 32.2.2I) Will we build a giant parking 
garage to house all the cars that otherwise would have been on the canyon road? (32.2.6.5J) The 
gondola option only creates more problems in different places! Please exhaust all other options before 
the most impactful/costly option is considered!!! (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  8092 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Giles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! (32.2.9E) Use the resources to provide access to the entire community, not just the money 
hungry resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) 
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COMMENT #:  8093 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Pepp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose UDOT’s two preferred proposals. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
They both support a limited band of canyon recreation and are primarily used during one season. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
They excessively benefit Alta and Snowbird’s balance sheet, not the public good! 
As a climber, skier (in and out of bounds), hiker, biker, and general canyon enthusiast, I support 
enhancing the bus service (not with an added lane!) and mandating bans and tolls on personal traffic in 
canyons on high volume days. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Bussing can be made mandatory (with some 
obvious exceptions), and improved by (1) electric power systems, (2) parking lot expansion in the 
valley, (3) customized interior to store equipment optimally and comfortably, (4) increased frequency, 
(5) optional stops at popular ski-touring trailheads, and (6) storage lockers/infrastructure at the ski 
resorts. (32.2.2B, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.3A). We should not build any further infrastructure 
(apart from avalanche protection tunnels) in the canyon and stop any further disturbance to the 
canyon’s present natural state. 
Furthermore, as Salt Lake Climbers Alliance has identified: 
- UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the 
climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P). 
- UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with 
tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any 
permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A), 
- Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 
boulders and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
- UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular 
climbing in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the 
Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
 
Thank you for your careful consideration! 
Kyle Pepp 
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COMMENT #:  8094 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adan Morales 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I'm Adan Morales, the CEO of Baboon Outdoors. 
I read EIS document I understand the two preferred method is the cheapest and most effective in 
getting people up to the ski resort. However, these two methods (especially the gondola) will cause the 
most negative impact to the outdoor resources for rock climbers. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Little Cottonwood has been a place for climbers to go to for decades and this tourist attraction brought 
great revenue to SLC. SLC hosted a World Cup for climbing in May 2021 and brought hundreds of 
tourist to the city and they got to experience SLC's outdoor climbing areas. I encourage you to look for 
a more sustainable alternative. I know this is request will not be an easy task, but giving up because it's 
difficult is unacceptable. I'm willing to help out and work with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance to find an 
alternative method that will satisfy most, if not all, criteria. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A)  
 
Please, protect this world renowned historic and irreplaceable climbing area known as Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  8095 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rebecca Spross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Can we not just put a toll on the canyon to deter people from driving their private cars up, (32.2.2Y) in 
Addition to bulking up the bussing system? (32.2.9A) Make the busses free, cars can subsidise the 
busses. Less construction all around. 
 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Rebecca Spross 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8096 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Dahlberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have looked on-line at the Loop system that has been developed by the Boring Company. This system 
appears to be the lowest cost alternative for transporting people up to the ski areas. It also appears to 
be superior in regard to all criteria that were used to evaluate transportation alternatives when 
compared to the alternatives being considered now. The cost for these tunnels is approximately $10 
million per mile. If one assumes 9 miles up and 9 miles down the cost would be $180 million. If the 
Boring Company Loop Alternative has been considered, would you please send me the evaluation? 
Note that a demonstration project of the Loop system has been built in Las Vegas with a capacity of 
4,400 passengers per hour. (32.2.2C) 

Page 32B-8303 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8097 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Dahle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Far better to widen the road to three lanes the whole way (especially if we build snow sheds at the 2 or 
3 main culprits) and have a reversible lane for buses only at peak times than to build a gondola. 
(32.2.2D and 32.2.9E) The gondola only benefits those going to the ski resorts and requires a fixed 
base. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) Multiple and additional bus bases can be added 
anywhere in the valley at any time. It's a much more flexible solution. (32.2.2I and 32.2.9B) 
 
When combined with FREQUENT, FREE buses, people will naturally ride the bus once they sit in a 
traffic line once or twice watching 30 buses go past them and get their powder. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
James Dahle 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8098 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Haak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Haak 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8099 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mary Neville 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mary Neville 
Slc, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8100 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Myers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"First off, I'm VERY excited that we're finally getting snowsheds. We will finally have caught up with a 
technology that every other avalanche-prone area in the western world has had for 50+ years. 
(32.2.9K)  
 
I have lived in Germany and Switzerland and spent lots of time in ski towns that have gondolas, so I'm 
quite familiar with them as a skier and member of the public. And the proposed gondola is absolutely 
the wrong solution for our canyons. (32.2.9E) It's a permanent change to a natural treasure. (32.17A) 
It's an aesthetic blight. It's not scalable. (32.2.6.5A) Unless it's free, it will do almost nothing to alleviate 
traffic, because people won't use it. (32.7C and 32.2.4A) It simply doesn't have the capacity to deal 
with the opening and closing crush. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5C) And the lack of non-resort access makes 
it nothing but a handout to the very well-financed ski resorts at the expense of taxpayers who will 
receive very little benefit. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) 
 
The only viable solution that I see is to add lots more buses. Build more base parking. I love taking the 
bus to the resort, but frankly, I'm unable to find a space at the park-n-ride many days and end up 
driving. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
Make sure that these buses stop at trailheads along the way. (Local trailhead buses combined with 
express ones that go straight to the resorts would be fine, I think.)(32.2.6.3C) 
 
Tolling is a great idea, but it should only affect those to whom you've provided an alternative. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.2Y) My backcountry day shouldn't suddenly become expensive because the ski resorts insist 
on making more and more profit and shoving the cost burden onto taxpayers and non-customers. I 
shouldn't have to pay a pricey toll if you've given me no other way to access the trailhead. (32.2.4A) 
 
That said, I'd be happy to pay a reasonable amount for a season access pass like Millcreek Canyon 
has. 
 
Last, but certainly not least: Enforce the traction laws! It's absolutely infuriating to follow a fishtailing 
Honda Civic up the canyon, and it's terrifying to see one coming down at you from the opposite 
direction. (32.2.2M) 
 
It cannot possibly be that expensive to staff a checkpoint at the canyon base and the exits of both 
resort parking lots in both canyons. If you're already charging a toll, there is zero additional cost to task 
the toll collectors with confirming traction compliance. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2M) 
 
And please enforce the laws in both directions. If the traction law is in effect at the end of the day, those 
who drove up in non-compliant vehicles should not be allowed to leave the parking lots until conditions 
allow. It's inconvenient for them, but their presence on the road is a menace to the rest of us. 
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  8101 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Sam Bloom, I am a resident of Salt lake city and I love to spend time in little cottonwood 
canyon, hiking climbing, mountain biking, and snowboarding, both in and out of resort boundaries. 
What I love most about little cottonwood is it's rugged, raw, and beautiful landscape. However, it is this 
same landscape that lends lcc to being acceptionally avalanche prone. As a season pass holder to 
snowbird for many years, I recognize the difficulties that come with avalanche mitigation, as many days, 
snowbird is unable to open all of it's terrain, leading to long lift lines while avalanche mitigation is 
underway. Transporting people up the canyon via the “reliable" gondola when weather conditions are 
unreliable and unsafe will not benefit resort users or put them in a safe position. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
Although this is inconvenient for the resorts and their users, the physical landscape of lcc poses even 
greater threats that have not been considered in the design of a large, permanent structure through this 
landscape. (32.17A) 
 
As we can see by looking outside any day for the last several months, fire has become a part of life in 
the western united states. On the news yesterday, I watched as flames engulfed the forests at the 
Sierra Resort in Tahoe surrounding a ski lift at sierra at Tahoe.  
 
To think that we are exempt from this sort of future is naive as we saw several weeks ago in the parleys 
canyon fire. What happens to the 592 million dollar tax payer gift to the ski resorts when there is a fire 
in the canyon? To my knowledge this has not been explored in the current eis. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
A downstream consequence of fire is that rocks and debris that were once rooted are more likely to be 
swept away by flash floods. 
 
Even without a fire, it takes only a few seconds on Google to find story's about rock slides and rock fall 
in little cottonwood canyon. For example, on August 2 of this year udot noted that shoulders and 
culverts in little cottonwood were jam packed with debris from the previous nights storm and that 
damage repairs were severe enough that they would take weeks to be fixed. On August 9th it stormed 
again. From this damage, it was estimated by Bryan Adams of UDOT that it would cost 1 million dollars 
to fix as debris was up to 15 feet deep in some places. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
What happens when torrential rains sweep large amounts of debris into the gondola towers, or freeze 
thaw cycles loosen massive granite slabs above? What happens when torrential rains sweep large 
amounts of debris into the gondola towers, or freeze thaw cycles loosen massive granite slabs above? 
(32.2.6.5K)  
 
These flaws have not been addressed by the current eis. Really, what citizens need is to protect this 
canyon from development using solutions that start now! Solutions that are scalable and do not require 
permanent changes to this precious natural resource. These include increased bus service, tolling of 
cars, enforcement traction laws, and utilizing mobility hubs throughout the valley. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.2M, and 32.2.2I) Trying a phased approach is the only responsible and logical way to address this 
issue. (32.29R) Thinking we can tame nature and its powerful winter storms, summer fires, and year-
round rockfall is naive. Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  8102 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Krauss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola is a terrible solution for our traffic problems (32.2.9E and 32.7C) . The resorts are 
already busy enough for lift lines and this won't solve anything until the problem is worse than it already 
is. (32.20C) My vote is to add more buses, incentives to ride said buses, and have those buses offer 
multiple drop-off points to allow for backcountry access. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C) It is a waste 
of money, an eyesore for the canyon, will destroy too many precious wilderness and recreation areas, 
and help no one but the profits of the already greedy ski resorts (while taxpayers are fronting the bill) 
(32.17A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) . The gondola is an awful idea 
and should be removed from the idea board.  
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COMMENT #:  8103 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Beaufort 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Previously, I'd submitted a comment contending only the widened road and the gondola. I hadn't 
thought about other options. I think for the good of the community (Skiers are not the only people of the 
community) we should not build anything. (32.2.9G) We need to develop a better relationship with the 
current infrastructure we already have. The idea of increasing bus traffic is great, but would add 
potential traffic. I believe if we limit by permit the number of cars allowed up the canyon during the 
heavy season, we'd solve a lot of the issues and free up space to increase bus load. (32.2.2B, 32.2.9A, 
and 32.2.4A) This would work with two things: 1.) by ticketing and not allowing entry of cars to ski 
resorts and 2.) by increasing parking solutions before the canyon. (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.2.1C) If we 
move forward with building anything BEFORE we attempt any of the least impactful (on the 
environment), we will only shoot ourselves in the foot. People of the community will not easily and 
willingly give up their freedom to drive wherever they wish, our culture revolves around this. (32.2.4A) 
We need to limit their possibility to do so by limiting physical access to the resorts by car to those 
staying in lodging and those whom work there. Make it a mandatory part of the solution and we will 
need no new development. 
 
It is critical to our community, to our constituents, to our ecology, and to our moral to not sacrifice the 
sanctity of our canyons to tourists. Our community is already in an upheaval because of unaffordable 
housing, don't take our backyard treasures away from us until it is an absolute necessity. 
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COMMENT #:  8104 

DATE:   8/31/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Hartman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it would be much better to have a rail system or more robust bussing system that is scalable. 
(32.2.9F or 32.2.9A) Powder days are huge and a gondola will become obsolete in a few years. 
(32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8105 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel West 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Salt Lake, I enjoy easy access to climbing and skiing, both backcountry and resort. 
Traffic in the canyons on a powder day can be atrocious. However, the proposed solutions for LCC put 
forward by UDOT are both unacceptable responses to a relatively rare problem. (32.1.4D) Both the 
gondola and expanded lane count fall short by not considering other popular user groups and would be 
eyesores and unnecessary for much of the year. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.1.4D, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.4A, and 32.7B) I propose a greatly expanded electric bus service, with a toll booth at the top of the 
canyon, just before the two resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) The toll booth would charge 
those who wish to drive to the resorts an astronomical, cost-prohibitive rate to pass. This money should 
be used for conservation in the canyons. The extremely high toll would discourage many drivers from 
entering LCC, while still allowing access to backcountry trailheads and residences. (32.2.4A) Access 
for backcountry skiers must not be overlooked. Secondly, the improved bus service and expanded 
park-n-rides would provide access for resort skiers. These busses should be constantly picking and 
dropping folks off with a bus ready to pull in as soon as the one being loaded is full. These should not 
stop at trailheads; they should go directly to Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.6.5N) They should be free with a 
ski pass. I am sure there are excess busses (ideally electric) sitting idle on the weekend, because more 
busses are used during the work week. (32.2.4A) 
Lastly, UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular 
climbing in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the 
Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4P) This is disturbing. 
Climbing is a very large, low-impact, ever-growing user group. Judging by the expansion of climbing 
gyms in Salt Lake and around the country, this popular sport is becoming even more popular. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) Overlooking climbers, who are often stewards of the land we use, is unacceptable and 
highlights the desire of state and local officials to only cater towards corporations like those running the 
large ski resorts, and to ignore voting locals engaged in the community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.4A, and 32.7B). The gondola and expanded lanes would destroy many valuable, classic climbing 
areas and restrict access. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please try low cost and low impact alternatives first, 
before changing the landscape of the canyon. If need be, erect avalanche tunnels below common slide 
paths. These paths are low use areas by nature and impacts there only minimally affects climbers and 
backcountry skiers. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K). Those of us who resort ski and climb are happy to get 40 
ski days in a year, while climbing 100 days a year is not uncommon. Many dedicated climbers far 
exceed 100 days. Climbers are not a concentrated group- by nature our sport is dispersed. This may 
make it harder to notice our presence, but we are an active group of tax-paying individuals who should 
not be ignored.  
Sincerely,  
Sam 
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COMMENT #:  8106 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynn Hardies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the building of a gondola to the ski areas. (32.2.9E) Many people who are not skiers 
utilize the canyons. I do not think that money should be used to benefit only people who ski. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) I am a season pass holder at one of the resorts but I cannot 
support a measure that benefits only a few 
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COMMENT #:  8107 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Wavle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid recreationalist in both BCC and LCC I do not believe the gondola fixes any of our 
outstanding issues. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The bus is much more scalable, cost effective, and 
efficient for ALL types of user; while the gondola uses public money to service 2 private resorts. 
(32.2.6.3D, 32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) I hope you all listen to reason and 
work to enhance the user experience of both canyons and not use public money to line the pockets of a 
couple private entities. The gondola will be an eyesore for generations to come and I hope and pray 
that you all listen to the public and move forward with the enhanced bus option. (32.17A and 32.2.9A) 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  8108 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Gardner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The amount of money being pumped into advertisements to sway public opinion by the Gondola Works 
corp is a disingenuous way for big money interests - namely those of the gondola company and the 
private ski resorts - to try to manipulate projects funded by public dollars into their favor. (32.2.6E) The 
gondola proposal is the most costly, the least friendly to user groups not frequenting the private resorts, 
and the option I see as most susceptible to overblown expectations and the inability to meet them. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) The gondola would take the average family 13 minutes 
longer to reach the resorts. How does the gondola plan to accommodate peak travel times during the 
winter? (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5N) I imagine gondola stations packed full of waiting people, winds 
delaying gondola travel, and a permanent metal monstrosity we look at for decades to come when it is 
a failed project. (32.2.6.5K, 32.2.6.5C, and 32.17A) I support tolls and limited personal vehicle travel, 
mandatory snow tires at ALL times (not just when snow is bad), perhaps even raised parking prices at 
the private resorts to discourage personal travel and encourage use of a free bus system. Increased 
use of busses, increased bus parking near the mouth of the canyon for families to leave vehicles. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
The gondola proposed, if it passes, supports only corporate interests and not the values of the outdoor 
community that live and recreate in these canyons daily. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 
32.7B) LCC is known for so much more than Alta and Snowbird. Don't screw over locals and 
backcountry users to appease private companies that will continue on financially unscathed even 
without their lobbied for gondola. Public dollars shouldn't benefit private resorts in this way, period." 
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COMMENT #:  8109 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Weber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I am an avid skier and enjoy recreating in Little Cottonwood Canyon, like many other Salt Lake City 
locals, Utah residents, and tourists. The proposed plans to funnel traffic through the canyon up to Alta 
and Snowbird sound beautiful, efficient, and too perfect to come without a cost.  
 
What I feel is being largely ignored is the impact that either of the proposed plans have on the 
recreation activities that take place outside of winter months. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) 
While I am a skier, I am also a climber and a boulderer. I regularly travel to Little Cottonwood Canyon to 
sport climb, trad climb, and boulder at areas such as the Gate Buttress, White Pine Area, and 
Pentapitch Area. These regions offer world class climbing, and specifically the Gate Buttress and it 
surrounding boulders are threatened by the expansion of commuting options in the canyon. (32.4N) 
The UDOT is looking to address a seasonal issue by possibly implementing a gondola which will exist 
and operate year-round, when the issue being addressed is only present in the winter. To me, the bus 
option makes more sense as it is more flexible with the seasonal demands of recreation in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.1.2C)  
 
Either option will have negative impacts on the climbing areas close to the road winding up the canyon, 
but I believe there is a far better solution that consists of combining the bus solution with a capacity limit 
in the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2L, and 32.20B) Big businesses don’t like to hear options that limit their 
revenue, but what’s at stake is the preservation of an iconic landscape. The beauty of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon is going to diminish continuously until the maximum occupancy issue is addressed and 
resolved. With the Wasatch’s growing popularity, the limit will be reached, and this is something we 
cannot afford to push past. Little Cottonwood Canyon deserves to be protected, preserved in as natural 
of a state as possible, and respected by those who recreate within its bounds. The bus solution, in 
combination with a driving capacity limit that is fiscally regulated, offers the most flexibility to the winter 
patrons of the canyon, while preserving its appeal to the summer patrons as well. I know many of my 
fellow Salt Lake City residents are in agreement with a toll-based canyon access system. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) 
 
I am a skier, climber, and most importantly, a mechanical engineer.  
 
Things will fail. The gondola will need emergency maintenance, rendering thousands helpless and 
impatient. (32.2.6.5K) Busses will need repairing, but won’t leave thousands stuck. People and 
corporations will push the canyon past its limit, and we will see an overcrowding like never before 
unless measures are implemented to limit the number of people driving on SR-210 and flocking to ski 
resorts. (32.20A and 32.20C) I am a firm believer that the implementation of a regular, efficient, and 
public bus system will address the crowding of the canyon, but only in conjunction with a capacity limit. 
Little Cottonwood Canyon has a finite size, and as much as no one likes to hear it, that size will not 
increase to accommodate the demands we are increasingly placing on the canyon right now. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Stephanie Weber 
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COMMENT #:  8110 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wil Wardle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola will ruin LCC. (32.2.9E) How can this possible be a feasible option? (32.7B and 32.7C) This 
can not happen 
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COMMENT #:  8111 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Mager 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid skier, once resident of the town of Alta, and a multi-sport user of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I 
feel that the most thoughtful, sustainable, and inclusive way forward is the enhanced bus with road 
widening alternative. (32.2.9B) This isn't a perfect solution, but it is a step in the right direction. A 
gondola up LCC would change its character in an irreversible way. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) I understand 
that we need to change infrastructure over time based on the needs of the users, but the gondola 
solution isn't inclusive to all users of the canyon, and will be a permanent scar on a special place that 
otherwise can be an escape from the technology-driven world we live in. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) Expanded bussing also has the potential to spur a more reliable public 
transportation system in the Salt Lake Valley, leading to healthier air conditions during peak inversion. 
Please, as a caring local, do not implement the gondola alternative. (32.2.2I and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8112 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Hudson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Sandy along Wasatch Blvd. and I use the canyons frequently all year between skiing, running, 
camping, climbing, biking, and hiking. I have also been a Snowbird skier my entire life. Wasatch Blvd is 
also my daily commute to work. Any changes here would be directly relevant to my life. 
 
I believe that both of the proposed ideas are too expensive and disruptive. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
There are simpler, cheaper, less disruptive approaches available if we want to decrease traffic on 
heavy snow days and spending over half a billion dollars to solve a problem that occurs only a few days 
a year is fiscally irresponsible. 
 
I SUPPORT:  
 
- Show sheds in strategic spots over the road in LCC. (32.2.9K) 
 
- Better, environmentally-friendly, more frequent bus service on the existing road (with show sheds) 
(32.2.9A). 
 
- The transportation hub at the gravel pit (this would help both LCC and BCC). (32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
- More remotely-triggered avalanche devices in LCC such as those that have been installed around Alta 
in recent years. (32.2.2TT) 
 
- Tolling to restrict the total number of users to a sustainable level on heavy-use days. (32.2.4A) 
 
- Restrictions on vehicles unprepared for winter travel (I got a sticker last year, but it made no 
difference). (32.2.2M) 
 
- Preserving the visual experience of LCC. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
 
- A solution that considers all of the Wasatch Front Canyons (not just LCC). (32.1.1A and 32.1.1C) 
 
I OPPOSE: 
 
- Widening the LCC road. (32.2.9C)  
 
- Such a massive subsidy for 2 commercial businesses (Alta and Snowbird). (32.2.7A) 
 
- Any solution that does not consider the entire Wasatch Front canyon system. (32.1.1C) 
 
- Widening Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.9L) 
 
- The gondola alternative. I believe this solution only benefits Alta and Snowbird and makes things 
worse for people who use the canyon for other activities (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, 
and 32.7B)
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COMMENT #:  8113 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melanie McDaniels 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Firstly I want to state my opposition to the gondola. (32.2.9E) What you have proposed will not only 
damage habitat and views but it will ultimately not actually solve the problem. (32.13A, 32.17A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) No matter what is said about the reliability of a gondola, the fact is that the extreme weather 
that LCC receives will dictate how fast it runs, whether it runs at all and if it’s not running the purpose is 
defeated from the get go. (32.2.6.5K) It’s also EXPENSIVE. I do not believe this committee has in good 
faith exhausted reasonable alternatives: one such alternative being the enhanced bus service, but 
tolling the road and requiring permits for those who live in the canyon or work in the canyon to drive 
there. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Tolls don’t hinder the Uber wealthy and enhanced bus service with more 
frequent busses will continue to provide needed transport to those who may not want to drive anyway. 
Requiring tolls and utilizing public transit is the only viable solution to cars up the canyon. With 
enhanced bus service you CANNOT leave out service that stops at multiple trailheads for backcountry 
users. (32.2.6.3C) If you continue to cater to only those who utilize the ski resorts you will only stand for 
the corporate shills to make more (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) 
Money while leaving the common man/woman/person out. Toll the canyon, put up some high density 
parking structures at the mouth and park and ride lots. (32.2.6.2.1C) Offer busses every 10-15 minutes 
with every 3rd or 4th bus a specific backcountry trail bus and permit the employees and residents of the 
canyon. (32.2.6.3N) Snowbird and Alta want people to stay at the lodging available then they can fork 
over some $$ to provide shuttles for their guests. If the guests want to take public transit they can do 
that as well. But don’t ruin LCC with a pricy gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  8114 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chantal Papillon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's improve what we already have in place. If UDOT were to toll cars with less than 2 people, run 
energy efficient buses, and make it easy for people to get on and ride wherever they live, then we can 
do away with both expensive proposals. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2I) I oppose both the Gondola Alt 
B and the Enhanced Bus with Road Widening for LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  8115 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chantal Papillon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With so many other solutions to try first, UDOT jumps to $592 million taxpayer funded gondola or $355 
million road widening to solve our 15 heavy ski days out of the year. (32.1.4D and 32.2.2PP) The 
gondola can only perform one job and that is delivering skiers to private ski resorts. Is UDOT prioritizing 
businesses over Utah citizens? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B)
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COMMENT #:  8116 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chantal Papillon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How is UDOT going to encourage skiers to utilize a $$$$ gondola ride if travel time takes 59 mins and 3 
transfers of ski equipment? (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5J) People who can afford to ski can afford to take 
their cars. They will find a way to enjoy the canyon journey in the comfort of their personal vehicle vs 
sharing it with 35 packed strangers. If the purpose of the gondola is to decrease traffic in the canyon, 
the incentive to ride the gondola is not there. (32.2.4A) 

Page 32B-8323 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8117 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Godbout 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are all too familiar with the danger and damage an avalanche can destroy when it decides to slide. 
Looking at the Gondola Alternative B map, angle stations are placed by Tanner's Flat and just before 
Snowbird where in the past, common avalanche slides have taken place. What studies have been done 
to ensure that these towers and the gondola cabins wouldn't be taken out if an unpredictable avalanche 
slide were to occur at the base of one of those towers? (32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  8118 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Kaufmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned that the gondola option primarily serves the resorts in the canyon and not the public at 
large. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) Increased bus service with a dedicated bus lane 
and avalanche shelters serves the widest number of users and potentially includes those users not 
traveling only to resorts (32.2.9B, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.6.3C) . It also does not mar the beauty of our 
canyon with ugly towers and lines. (32.17A and 32.17B) I support expanded bus service and I strongly 
do not support a gondola in the canyon!(32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8119 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chantal Papillon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In our current drought situation, Utahans cannot afford to contaminate or lose any of their precious 
water supply. The towers to the gondola require 2 acres of cement to ensure the stability and safety of 
our overhead ski commuters. UDOT must conduct more studies proving that one of Utah's essential 
water sources will not be disrupted. (32.12B) 
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COMMENT #:  8120 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chantal Papillon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Has UDOT budgeted for the added costs of lawsuit ramifications that will ensue in regards to 
designated forest land, landowner's rights, and invasion of privacy that will result from the gondola 
being built? (32.2.7J) 
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COMMENT #:  8121 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Weaver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What we need in LCC is less people, NOT a team seeking only to serve the interests of two resorts at 
the top of the canyon. (32.20B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) LCC is for everyone, not 
just ski pass holders. The gondola will hurt climbing, biking, hiking, and all of the many many many 
other reasons that people access the canyon! (32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) NO TO THE 
GONDOLA (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8122 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support neither of the two options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola is a handout to two ski resorts, 
won't help congestion or traffic year round. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) And road 
widening will ruin much of the canyon. (32.4I) Please give the Bus a real shot please. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8123 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hisayo McCloskey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Sandy resident I support an approach to LCC which leaves the canyon undeveloped and wild so I 
can see the canyon in its full beauty as I hike and not some man made structure. Any further road 
development or gondola would damage the beauty which so many people come to see. This pristine 
wilderness we inherited is what I what I want to pass on to future generations. (32.2.9G, 32.2.9C, and 
32.2.9E)  
 
There are ways to alleviate traffic which have not yet been attempted or maximized. For example, an 
increase in the minimum occupancy per car requirement, a campaign of some sort to promote a ride 
app for carpooling, increasing enforcement of the UDOT sticker program, more rigid compliance of the 
Traction Law including traction inspections as part of vehicle inspections. These could all be 
implemented for less than $500 million. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2M) 
 
While I see the need for a local transportation solution I also do not see any comprehensive plan for the 
Wasatch as a whole. Since it is an entire ecosystem we can innovate something more comprehensive 
than splintered first aid to each canyon going forward. In other words the issues at hand are much 
larger than what I am led to believe. I find UDOT is unresponsive to my concerns, comments and 
strategies which protect my community in the Wasatch, I hope my elected officials are listening. 
(32.1.1C and 32.29G) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Hisayo McCloskey 
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COMMENT #:  8124 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexian Silberberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not install the gondola! (32.2.9E) The whole point of LCC is to admire and preserve the natural 
beauty surrounding the area. Placing cement pillars and massive gondolas will not only disrupt wildlife, 
but destroy the view that people come from all over the world to see. (32.13A and 32.17A) I grew up in 
that canyon coming to Utah every year to go skiing from California. And it would be the worst possible 
thing to install that. (32.4I) Plus the years worth of pollution and materials that’ll get thrown into the river 
and surrounding areas would destroy the fragile ecosystem. (32.12A and 32.13A)  
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COMMENT #:  8125 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Dunlea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment. I've been traveling Hwy 210 for 40 years as a skier and hiker, 
living in the valley. Now I'm a resident of Alta. 
 
The EIS Alternatives 
Enhanced Bus with Roadway Widening is the current EIS alternative that UDOT should select. 
(32.2.9B) It's the only alternative offering improvement in mobility by decrease in travel time, and also 
improves accessibility for all users, at all times of year and for all destinations in the canyon (32.1.2C 
and 32.2.6.3C). 
 
May thru October, the canyon road should be 3 lanes for motor vehicles, with expanded passing lanes. 
The 4th lane should be a 2-lane dedicated bike path separated with hard barriers. Bike lanes would 
become an attraction instead of a hazard, and with rapid advances in e-bikes, would become a viable 
summer transportation option for many more people. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3J, 32.9A, and 32.9B)  
 
Nov thru May, the dedicated bus lanes should also provide access for airport shuttle services serving 
visitors, such as Alta Shuttle and Canyon Transportation. (32.2.6.3B)  
 
The road improvements should anticipate the coming changes in networked and autonomous vehicle 
tech. One thing that won't change is the need for pavement - the vehicles of the future will run on 
asphalt. Another thing that will not change any time soon is the need for avalanche protection on Hwy 
210. Road improvements and avalanche protection - which will be needed no matter what forms 
transportation takes - should take priority over increasing vehicle capacity. As vehicles become more 
autonomous, they will still need guidance, especially in hazardous terrain and winter weather. Smart-
road systems should be built into the roadway to communicate with smart vehicles. (32.2.9K and 
32.2.6H) 
 
The proposed massive aerial tramway that is being called a "gondola" will be: 
-slow - requiring over 20 min travel time than the Enhanced Bus/Roadway Widening alternative, it 
would detract from rather than serve the project purpose of mobility (32.7B, and 32.7C) 
-visually obstructive - it would create high visual environmental impacts (32.17A) 
-narrow in function (32.29D) 
-severely limited and inflexible in points of ingress and egress (32.2.6.5G)  
-intrusive and out of scale to the Alta "community (32.17A and 32.4O) 
-the subject of years of protracted litigation over environmental impacts, property rights and purported 
rights of eminent domain. (32.2.7J) 
 
I love Alta Ski Area and Snowbird Resort, and it's apparent that the aerial tramway would serve their 
purposes; however, that's not UDOT's mission. UDOT's mission is to serve the citizens and travelers. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) 
 
Other Solutions - Faster, Cheaper and Better 
Although my comments are directed to the current EIS alternatives, please don't loose sight of canyon 
transportation solutions that would be more effective and much cheaper, and could be made starting 
now. 
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Passing lanes and pullouts should be added and improved. Slow vehicles delaying 5 or more cars 
should be required to pull out. Then traction law should be strengthened and strictly enforced Nov thru 
Apr, limiting entry to Hwy 210 to vehicles with true snow tires and all wheel drive. Entry from Snowbird 
should be limited to a single point at Entry 1, so that vehicles coming from Alta have equal roadway 
access. (32.29R, 32.2.2M, 32.2.2UU, and 32.2.2XX) 
 
The problem on Hwy 210 in the canyon is too many vehicles. (32.2.4A) The solution is to have more 
people in each vehicle. The path toward that solution is carpooling and new transit tech. Transit tech 
will evolve in ways that we do not yet understand. Carpooling, however, can take place now. We should 
make incentives such as tolling, preferred parking, carpooling networks and apps, and easy pickup and 
drop off locations. Carpooling improvements are light on infrastructure and offer a great return on 
investment. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2KK) 
 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
 
Barbara Dunlea 
Alta resident 
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COMMENT #:  8126 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kayla Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think UDOT should consider Enhanced Bus as the best option for for addressing traffic impacts in 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A) 
 
This option offers a shorter commute than driving for the 25 (or so) days a year that traffic is very heavy 
in the canyon for a reasonable price. (32.1.4D)  
 
While I think the Gondolas do have a certain je ne sais quoi luxury, at the end of the day it's a tax-
payer-funded subsidy for the two resorts it will serve. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 
32.7B) 
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COMMENT #:  8127 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise Donlon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola (32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-8335 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8128 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Judy McCorvey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Best interest for everyone to choose least invasive option the electric buses. We can always go back 
and utilize another option if this proves to be inefficient. Let's take the least invasive path and consider 
the environment and our beautiful mountains. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F)  
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COMMENT #:  8129 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Coyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I object to the gondola. (32.2.9E) I have frequented Alta with my family now for 4 seasons. 
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COMMENT #:  8130 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Dunlea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus service with express lanes. (32.2.9B)  
The gondola is a “ sexy” solution but really only benefits Alta / Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.4A, and 32.7B) 
I’m a full time resident at Alta.  
I try to avoid tris to the City..." 
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COMMENT #:  8131 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Dreyfous 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe your two options do not represent the best alternative. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I am a regular 
skier at Alta and and avid flower and bird guy. Too mant cars going into Little Cottonwood canyon have 
only one occupant' the driver. No cars with one person unless have a special permit in their window ( 
For transportation, a parent picking up a child in a ski program, pre-approved and with a few exceptions 
employees]. Charge cars with two people $20 and cars with three or more travel freely. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.2Y). A 
This will greatly reduce number of cars in the canyon and free up limited parking. Also much less costly. 
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COMMENT #:  8132 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Sims 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a great idea to reduce traffic and modernize our infrastructure. The resorts are a major 
part of outdoor recreation in the salt lake valley and locals deserve a solution that will make these 
winter activities more accessible. (32.2.9D) Busses will only add to the traffic. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
Please don’t let the environmentalists ruin this. 
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COMMENT #:  8133 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Nichols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the preferred alternatives keep the number of people down. (32.1.2B) Only allow going up 
the canyon on a bus except for those who live or work up there or those who get a special permit. 
(32.2.2B) Doing this doesn't mess up the canyon with a gondola or extra wide roads and will thus save 
a lot of money and can be started much sooner. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8134 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melvin Gold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus option is better in my opinion. (32.2.9A) The gondola is a huge eyesore that will only be used 3 
months a year. (32.17A, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.6.5F) There is hardly any traffic except in the heavy winter 
months the rest of the year you can drive up no problem. (32.1.4D and 32.1.2C) The bus system can 
be eliminated in the summer costing no money other than upfront cost of the road. Are the multimillion 
dollar snow sheds really our first priority? (32.7A) Only a few days tops per year is the road that 
delayed, not worth it in my opinion. (32.1.2B) If you charge a toll or annual pass to drive up you will 
save space that way and make better parking along bus routes and incentivize taking the bus the 
problem will be solved. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  8135 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the proposed gondola system in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) A bus system is 
a more efficient, flexible, and viable option. (32.2.9A) The gondola would only service two major 
businesses in the canyon, without providing any access to alternative trailheads. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) People will still be clogging the roads to access those places. (32.1.2D) A 
bus system (potentially electric or hybrid buses) can bring people from all over the valley, have multiple 
stops along the highway, and can more more people per hour than a gondola. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  8136 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Berner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
CARBON NEUTRAL: The 3S gondola system is carbon neutral. And would eliminate thousands of tons 
of carbon emissions a year in the canyon through reduced vehicle travel. (32.10A) 
NO CHANGES TO WIDTH OF ROADWAY: Under the gondola proposal, no road widening in the 
canyon would be needed. Under the expanded bus service proposal, S.R. 210 would be widened to 4 
lanes (2 lanes in each direction) from the mouth of the canyon to the Alta Bypass Road. (32.2.6.3C)  
LAND CONSERVATION: Snowbird has committed to putting the approximately 1,100 acres originally 
earmarked for the Mountain Accord land exchange in a permanent land conservation easement. This 
includes most of Mt. Superior. (32.29F)  
IN CASE OF EMERGENCY: The gondola provides an additional and safe escape route in the event of 
road closures due to avalanches. (32.2.6.5H) 
EFFECTIVENESS DURING STORMS/ROAD CLOSURES: The Doppelmayr 3S system gondola is 
designed to run in 60 mph sustained winds and 80-90 mph gusts. With the exception of periods of 
active avalanche control, the gondola can run in nearly every weather condition. The enhanced bus 
service would not operate during road closures, avalanche control and would be slowed due to snowy 
or icy conditions. (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.5H, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  8137 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Mangum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the gondola as a solution to the winter traffic congestion experienced in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I believe this approach provides the lowest impact to the environment and the most cost 
effective method of moving people up the Canyon. This approach eliminates the need to widen 
Wasatch Blvd and the canyon and eliminates the problems associated with avalanches and other 
delays, particularly on snow days, which is when the heaviest traffic is experienced. (32.2.9D, 
32.2.6.2.2A, and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  8138 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Bourgeois 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
Reading through the Draft EIS for Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC), I do not believe either solution will 
help to address the traffic concerns in this canyon, without trying other less expensive alternatives first. 
(32.7B, and 32.7C) However, between the two proposed alternatives I believe the Enhanced Bus 
Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane is the best alternative and the Gondola Alternative B (base 
station from La Caille), should not even be considered. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) 
I do not believe the Gondola Alternative B will do what is needed to provide an integrated transportation 
system that improves the reliability, mobility and safety for residents, visitors, and commuters who use 
S.R. 210. This option will only benefit a select number of people, while causing irreversible damage to 
the Little Cottonwood Canyon environmental landscape. This objective defined by Utah Department of 
Transportation (UDOT), Utah Transit Authority (UTA) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest 
Service, is to make improvements for residents, visitors, and commuters. I do not see how the gondola 
meets any of those objectives, as it brings users to only two locations in the canyon (Alta and 
Snowbird). In addition, the damage to the environment by creating this will take away from why we are 
there to begin with. (32.17A, 32.13A, 32.12A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, and 32.7B) 
As a resident of Salt Lake City and a visitor to LCC, I frequent LCC anywhere from 3-5 times per week 
throughout the year for various activities. This includes backcountry snowboarding, resort 
snowboarding at Snowbird, hiking, climbing and mountain biking. I go to the canyon to get away from 
the city and enjoy the quiet and pristine landscape it has to offer. With the gondola being installed, I 
would lose my ability to experience the wilderness. (32.4I) The gondola will fall between two designated 
wilderness areas (Twin Peaks and Lone Peak). While it is not directly on the property, it takes away 
from why those two areas were designated in the first place. These two wilderness areas were 
established through the Wilderness Act. The Wilderness Act was established to protect designated 
areas so ecosystems can flourish with the least amount of human impact as possible. The gondola 
would forever change that in this area, as the construction and use of gondola would affect this 
ecosystem. (32.13A, 32.17A, and 32.4A) 
In addition, this gondola would not help to meet my purpose or many others for visiting the canyon, 
other than going to Snowbird or Alta, which I still do not see as helpful. Looking at this proposal, I see 
this gondola only benefiting the resorts of Alta and Snowbird, with the intention of getting as many 
people to their resort as possible. Getting people to these two resorts was not the goal created by 
UDOT, UTA and the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, 
and 32.7B). My recommendation is for tolling and increased bus service in the canyons. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9A) This alternative is lower cost and has less of an environmental impact. Giving people an 
incentive for riding the bus will result in less traffic up the canyon and can be used year-round. I would 
like to see UDOT make small, reversible changes first, before implementing an irreversible change, 
which only benefits profits for two companies. 
Thank you, 
Brent Bourgeois 
 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8139 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marilyn Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the bus option over gondola by far..a bus allows much more flexibility, and the more crowded 
it gets you may have to run shuttles (buses) only up the canyon, except employees who need cars. 
(32.2.2B and 32.2.9E) Also the idea of a dedicated bike lane in the summer, when the buses are not 
running is a fantastic idea. (32.2.9B) A shuttle system similar to Zion will eventually be needed, and the 
resorts are going to have to limit the amount of skiers like Deer Valley does..if only doing shuttles, you 
would not need expand the road for a full lane..maybe half??..could allow some dedicated shuttles to 
stop at certain places so people can snowshoe and xcountry ski (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.3C)  
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COMMENT #:  8140 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shauna Bona 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a long-time resident of Salt Lake County resident, having lived in both Salt Lake City and Sandy. I 
would like to express my "no thank you" opinion on both widening the canyon roads and installing a 
gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I believe we need to limit traffic up the canyon by using regularly 
running, electric buses that pull people in from multiple points in the valley, including the hotels for 
tourists. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.3F) I prefer that we do not scar the canyon with either a gondola or wider 
roads, and I prefer not to create an incentive for hundreds of cars to be parked at the base of the 
canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) Let's slow down and preserve this natural treasure in a state as close as 
possible to the way it is now (32.2.9G). Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  8141 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please No gondola!!!!(32.2.9E) We’ve all written a million comments-are you listening?? 

Page 32B-8349 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8142 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Sorweid 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Unfortunately, this whole thing is short-sighted by looking at LCC only in a vacuum. BCC also has huge 
issues and it makes no sense why we are not examining these problems together to come up with a 
comprehensive solution. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) Sadly, as a parent with two small children, either of 
these solutions will exclude us from being able to access our favorite resorts. (32.2.4A) Clearly nobody 
in charge has small children and understands the extreme difficulty in preparing and teaching a child to 
ski. I only have so many hands and it will be impossible for me to deal with two small children on a bus 
or gondola with all their gear, snacks, apparel, etc. So my only comments are....stop discriminating 
against families and come up with a plan to make it accessible for small children (like we do with 
handicapped). (32.2.4A and 32.2.6M) Also, as an avid cyclist who routinely travels Wasatch Blvd to 
reach the canyon, now is the time to improve safety on Wasatch Blvd for cyclists and pedestrians. 
(32.2.6.2.2A) There have been way too many incidents (including deaths) due to distracted driving. 
Since the road will clearly need to be widened under either option, please add a dedicated and 
PROTECTED bike lane. Now is the time to plan and save lives. There are thousands of cyclists every 
week that use this route and right now each trip could be our last. It doesn't need to be this way....If the 
dedicated bus lane is chosen then have that lane be dedicated to cyclists in the summer months. This 
would make the city stand out as a biking destination. 
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COMMENT #:  8143 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Micki Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With so many other solutions to try first, UDOT jumps to $592 million taxpayer funded gondola or $355 
million road widening to solve our 15 heavy ski days out of the year. (32.1.4D) The gondola can only 
perform one job and that is delivering skiers to private ski resorts. UDOT is prioritizing businesses over 
Utah citizens. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
In our current drought situation, Utahans cannot afford to contaminate or lose any of their precious 
water supply. The towers to the gondola require 2 acres of cement to ensure the stability and safety of 
our overhead ski commuters. UDOT must conduct more studies proving that one of Utah's essential 
water sources will not be disrupted."(32.12B) 
"How is UDOT going to encourage skiers to utilize a $$$$ gondola ride if travel time takes 59 mins and 
3 transfers of ski equipment? People who can afford to ski can afford to take their cars. They will find a 
way to enjoy the canyon journey in the comfort of their personal vehicle vs sharing it with 35 packed 
strangers. If the purpose of the gondola is to decrease traffic in the canyon, the incentive to ride the 
gondola is not there."(32.2.4A and 32.7C) 
 
"Has UDOT budgeted for the added costs of lawsuit ramifications that will ensue in regards to 
designated forest land, landowner's rights, and invasion of privacy that will result from the gondola 
being built?"(32.2.7J ( 
 
"We are all too familiar with the danger and damage an avalanche can destroy when it decides to slide. 
Looking at the Gondola Alternative B map, angle stations are placed by Tanner's Flat and just before 
Snowbird where in the past, common avalanche slides have taken place. What studies have been done 
to ensure that these towers and the gondola cabins wouldn't be taken out if an unpredictable avalanche 
slide were to occur at the base of one of those towers? " (32.2.6.5K) 
 
"Let's expand what we already have in place. If UDOT were to toll cars with less than 2 people, run 
energy efficient buses, and make it easy for people to get on and ride wherever they live, then we can 
do away with both expensive proposals. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I oppose both the Gondola Alt B and 
the Enhanced Bus with Road Widening for LCC.”(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C). 
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COMMENT #:  8144 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Woodbury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola installation in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) A Bus system is a 
perfectly acceptable and much cheaper alternative which would allow minimal disturbance to the 
surroundings and a better overall experience for ALL in the canyon, not just the big wigs at the ski 
resort. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) ) I frequent the canyon on 
average about once per week, and would gladly use a bus. 
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COMMENT #:  8145 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Rodgers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposed solutions will pump more people in the canyon which we should avoid at all cost. 
(32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C). The solution is to add a toll to both canyons, as well as limit the total 
number of cars that can go up the canyons each day (workers, locals, & season passholders should 
take priority). (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Adding avalanche protection to the roads would also drastically 
help on bad weather days. (32.2.9K and 32.7A) PLEASE, for the sake of our future and the mountain's 
future, do not move forward with either proposed option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) PLEASE take time to 
solve the REAL problem here. The real issue is the number of people, NOT the traffic. If you solve the 
traffic problem it will only create more problems up the canyon (long lift lines, not enough infrastructure 
to support so many people, safety issues, etc.). (32.20C) Please don't ruin the LCC/BCC skiing 
experience by shoving more people up to ski resorts that cannot handle the capacity. (32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  8146 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie C 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, while I didn't think it was appropriate for someone to speak up who has just barely got to know 
the canyons and Utah itself (2-year resident) I figured I wouldn't let history pass me by. I do not believe 
ALL the options have NOT been explored. (32.2.2PP) While SLC has the most European feel of almost 
any western city in USA, I don't believe a European solution will suit LCC (ala gondi) (32.2.9E) . If we 
were to take a page out of the Alps book, let’s just dig a damn tunnel ! Never was a more pleasant drive 
then traveling from Innsbruck to Arlberg and not just moving with the mountains but through them! 
(32.2.2C) I understand this isn’t realistic (especially tax payer funded) but what about D.U.M.B.s ?! 
Anyway ... try harder ! Easy for an environmental impact study backseat driver top say but investigate 
the actual usage 500 million $ would do for expanded bus service with makeshift “tunnels” over 
avalanche paths ? (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) I understand this isn’t easy and perhaps someone reading 
this right now has dedicated their lives to installing a gondola up LCC so it seems silly for someone not 
fully invested to comment but why aren’t we investigating both canyons ? (32.1.1A) Why is the ONLY 
support I see from one group of people for anything expanded up the canyon besides buses?!? Lawd 
almighty just BAN damn sedans from driving up the cayon or TOLL the living heck out of them. (32.2.2L 
and 32.2.4A) Whatever it is we need to do ... we need to strongly rethink any physically permanent 
changes to LCC. Thank you for taking the time to read this. I recently bought a house in SL valley and I 
plan to see this project out for the rest of my life. Please be careful. 

Page 32B-8354 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8147 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will McKay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the Gondola option. (32.2.9E) I think the bus system is better, but not perfect. (32.2.9A)  
 
I think the most efficient way to regulate traffic in the canyon is by requiring a canyon driving pass for 
the weekends or placing tolling similar to how Zion National Park operates. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) 
 
The Gondola is expensive, harmful to surrounding environment and really only benefitting the ski 
resorts and not the local community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8148 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Haley Brenkmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider another option for the future of the environment and generations after us. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8149 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liza Springmeyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus alternative with NO road widening in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A)  
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COMMENT #:  8150 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pat Guinn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"As a Utah native, lifelong skier, and 25+ year season pass holder in Little Cottonwood Canyon I am 
opposed to the construction of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) Not only is it more 
expensive than the bus/widening of the road alternative it also does less to alleviate the traffic in the 
canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C) The gondola takes longer than the bus to transport people up the canyon 
and the towers will be a permanent eyesore. (32.17A) Although widening the road will also have an 
environmental impact, the bus solution is more nimble and will allow us to add/subtract busses as 
needed since the majority of the traffic up LCC is in the winter. (32.2.6.3D) The gondola will largely only 
be used half of the year and will primarily benefit two private resorts. We need to be thinking of 
everyone who uses the canyon, including backcountry skiers and climbers who are looking to access 
areas lower in the canyon that won't have gondola access. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) While I would love to see a train that would service the entirety of the canyon, of the two 
presented options the expanded bus service/widening of the road is the only equitable option. (32.2.9B) 
I do not want private resorts to be the primary beneficiaries of my tax dollars, especially when the 
construction of the gondola will permanently scar my favorite place in the Wasatch and one of the most 
beautiful landscapes in Utah. (32.17A)  
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COMMENT #:  8151 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Buxton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"No gondola! The gondola is an awful option. (32.2.9E) The bus option isn't great either. (32.2.9C) 
If Snowbird and Alta want a gondola, they can fund it themselves. (32.2.7A) The uphill capacity at the 
resorts needs to be increased before the uphill capacity of the canyon increases (32.20C). 
As a backcountry skiier, the gondola is way more time consuming and inconvenient. 
As a resort skiier, I will still have to put up with difficult parking and lines to get on the gondola and 
back. (32.2.6.5C) If there is a power outage, high wind event or any mechanical issue the gondola will 
be shut down. (32.2.6.5K) A train is a more reasonable and practical option. Europe and Asia all do 
trains very well. (32.2.9F) Follow their examples. However taxpayer money to benefit a few 
corporations is just ridiculous. 
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COMMENT #:  8152 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Hafele 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid user of our public lands in Little Cottonwood, I think the gondola is a near-sighted money 
grab that only stands to financially benefit Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Furthermore, it will only bring the bottleneck of traffic outside of the canyon. 
(32.2.6.5E) Please do NOT move forward with tax payers fronting the bill for a useless eyesore. 
(32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  8153 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brok Dixon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
This has been my home and backyard growing up. Please do not feed the rich with a gondola (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.7A). 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brok Dixon 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8154 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Orwig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi UDOT, 
The way I see it the best option is to charge a toll and keep the road as is. (32.2.2Y) Widening a road or 
doing a major construction project in the canyon is a poor use of tax dollars and harms a sensitive 
environment that our community uses as a water source. (32.1.2B and 32.12B) If the area is too 
sensitive to allow dogs into the canyon how can we justify a large scale construction effort? (32.1.2B)  
Further charging a toll that works on a sliding scale based on demand is a revenue positive project 
versus construction that is a costly solution. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Even further using tax payer dollars 
for a construction project that benefits two private businesses is corporate welfare. This does not align 
with Utah's conservative values. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Currently trail 
maintenance is not funded by tax dollars so why should large scale construction projects to bring 
people up the canyon to ski at privately help corporations that are already receiving tax incentives. 
I'm amazed the opportunity to have a self funded/revenue generating project versus spending millions 
in tax payer dollars has been in debate for so long. As a voter, tax payer, political donor I strongly 
encourage you to do what's fiscally responsible and environmentally sustainable. (32.29G)  
Regards,  
Josh Orwig 
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COMMENT #:  8155 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Bryan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake does NOT want a Gondola! (32.2.9E) It only serves the resorts and would be a ridiculous 
addition to the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Try non permanent solutions 
such as tolling, increased shuttling, not allowing private vehicles within certain hours, etc. (32.2.4A, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.2B) If those aren't working, then think about expanding busses. (32.29R) But NOT a 
Gondola, EVER.  
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COMMENT #:  8156 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Kapes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't think either preferred alternative makes sense. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both are unnecessary. 
(32.1.2B) Just build the gravel pit and la caille parking lots and heavily incentivize and drastically 
increase bus service. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Make driving up the canyon in the winter only available to 
those who have a 4 wheel drive/ awd and real snow tires and make them pay $100/year pass. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.2M) Don't eliminate parking above alta. Backcountry skiers make up a huge part of the users 
and culture of lcc. (32.2.9H) Both preferred alternatives don't work well for them. (32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8157 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an environmental engineer and 40-year-plus user of Wasatch Blvd, SR 210, Alta, Snowbird, and 
many recreational access points along LCC and through-out the Wasatch Front. My comment is based 
on professional opinion relative to planning for population increase and traffic flow as well as personal 
experience using the study area. I present and support three points: 1) The study area is too limited to 
meet the need so the Purpose and Need are inadequate to address the current (2021) demand for 
users in the broader traffic system, (32.1.1C) 2) any modifications to transportation up LCC that benefit 
Alta and/or Snowbird and associated vendors should include coordinated modifications by those 
beneficiaries recognizing those benefits, (32.29D) and 3) the “Alternative Commonalities” are well 
thought out and important. My conclusion is that the No Action alternative, accompanied by the 
“Alternative Commonalities” is the current (2021) smartest approach of those evaluated. (32.29R) 
 
Before continuing to discuss these three points, it is important to mention that climate change will 
significantly impact much in our society in the next years. Planning for anticipated road conditions and 
population in 2050 without recognizing the reality of impacts from climate change before that is 
irresponsible, especially with respect to weather dependent activities along the Wasatch front. (32.2.2E) 
We need solutions to the crowding up LCC that address the next 5-10 years, because it is unlikely that 
the problems requiring our energy and funding will be the same after that. (32.29R) To keep all of this in 
perspective, it feels like a team of cooperative planners from Alta, Snowbird, UDOT, and UTA, among 
many others, will be necessary to develop ideas that document and quantify the real problems and 
develop reasonable short- and long-term solutions. (32.2.2PP) 
 
On the 1st point, the Purpose stated in the DRAFT LCC EIS is inadequate:  
“... one primary objective for S.R. 210: to substantially improve roadway safety, reliability, and mobility 
on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard through the town of Alta for all users on S.R. 210.  
The transportation needs in the study area are related primarily to traffic during peak periods, 
avalanche risk and avalanche mitigation in Little Cottonwood Canyon, multiple on-road users in 
constrained areas, and anticipated future increases in visitation to Little Cottonwood Canyon as a result 
of population growth in Utah.” 
 
The limited study area does not address congestion and queuing which are substantially responsible 
for the severity of “safety, reliability, and mobility” concerns in LCC itself. (32.1.2B) A more 
representative need statement should reflect a study area that extends beyond SR 210 because the 
current and future most-impacted areas include SR 190 from I-215 to Fort Union Blvd, SR 210 from 
Fort Union Blvd to junction with SR 209 (a.k.a. the zipper), SR 209 from Highland DR, South Wasatch 
Blvd, AND ALL ROADS WITHIN THIS REGIONAL NETWORK OF STREETS. (32.1.1C) Part of the 
current (2021) problem is the traffic congestion from spillage due to queuing through-out this affected 
area, under a set of definable conditions. (32.7C) These conditions occur about 30 days/year. (32.1.4D) 
Yes, there are issues on SR 210 in LCC, but those are accentuated because of vehicular traffic volume 
on those 30 days and can be reduced by reducing the number of vehicles that travel to and into LCC. 
(32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) Addressing the problem only in LCC will not solve the bigger problem that 
happens in that impacted area where traffic lines up to wait to merge, and merge, and merge toward 
LCC. (32.7B) A more appropriate approach is to develop a multi-organizational strategy that includes a 
traffic management system to limit the number of vehicles in the larger study area by moving merge 
points and parking locations (nodes) further away from the last merge point, the zipper. (32.2.2I and 
32.2.6.2.1C)  
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Neither the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane nor the Gondola Alternative B (base 
station from La Caille) alternatives adequately address this larger area of impact. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7B 
and 32.2.6.2.1C) Building parking infrastructure for any up-canyon transportation within the area of 
impact will not address the problem unless the speed that vehicles are removed from roadways (e.g., 
by parking, visiting other destinations, or driving up LCC) is greater than the speed that vehicles enter 
that area. Viable alternatives for addressing the problems described in the Purpose and Need for this 
Draft EIS and the real needs for the whole area of impact must include reducing the number of vehicles 
in LCC and moving merging/ parking nodes out into the valley. (32.2.2I) For comparison the integrated, 
average per person travel time should be measured from the edge of the area of impact from any 
direction, not just along SR 210.  
 
On the 2nd point, neither the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane nor the Gondola 
Alternative B (base station from La Caille) alternatives address the needs of day users of Alta and 
Snowbird. Day users choose to drive instead of taking currently available buses because there are not 
adequate facilities at either resort to provide the conveniences necessary to offset the inconvenience of 
not having their own vehicle. Some amenities that could be provided at the resorts to encourage using 
mass transportation options include: reservable parking (emphasizing carpooling);(32.2.2K) adequate 
safe storage with access to personal items at the resorts; comfortable locations for resting, eating, 
changing, warming, and child care. (32.2.3A and 32.2.4A) In addition, day users and those staying at 
the resorts need to be able to travel between Alta and Snowbird and between the different base areas 
at each resort. (32.2.2S)  
 
On the 3rd point, the “Commonalities” included in all alternatives in the EIS reflect helpful problem 
solving on the part of UDOT and the EIS partners. These ideas should be implemented as soon as 
possible. The two mobility hubs are on the outskirts of the impacted area and well-designed bus 
systems incorporating stops at these locations should help reduce the number of cars in LCC but ONLY 
IF THIS IS MORE CONVENIENT OR LESS EXPENSIVE THAN DRIVING UP IN A PERSONAL 
VEHICLE. (32.2.4A) Therefore, tolling, robust parking limitations and reservation systems and 
enforcement, in the form of ticketing and towing, will also be necessary. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 
32.2.6.2.5A) Widening Wasatch Blvd may address current traffic issues and is worth pursuing, but 
population projections for the Salt Lake valley suggest that this may be only a short-duration 
improvement. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.6H) Snow sheds are a must and should have been constructed 
years ago as with modifications to trailheads for Summer and Winter users. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9O) 
 
In conclusion, an analysis addressing the demand for users of LCC in the broader traffic system should 
be conducted. (32.1.1C) In the meantime, for this EIS, the No Action alternative, accompanied by the 
“Alternative Commonalities” is the current (2021) smartest approach of those evaluated. "The 
Commonalities should be implemented as soon as possible, regardless of the status of more 
aggressive and wide-ranging modifications that are selected. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  8158 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennis Magaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the Gondola or making the road wider (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Enhanced bus service is 
necessary. (32.2.9A) Possibly up traffic only 7 to 10 down traffic 3 to 6 pm (32.2.2B or 32.2.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  8159 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Friedman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the gondola! Cleaner, safer, more reliable, less destructive to the canyon floor." (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8160 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Owens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a very bad idea. (32.2.9D) As a local I would never use it simply because it takes 
more time to get to the resorts. (32.2.4A) I think nothing is going to improve unless there is a strong 
incentive to use the public ski buses or public transport to the ski resorts. We should figure out a way to 
make the ski buses free for all and charge a toll for cars that go up the canyon. (32.2.4A) Locals can 
get a low cost yearly pass. Gondola only makes sense in winter in the summer it will not be used as 
much. (32.1.2B) With the bus system we can add or subtract the number of busses based on the 
season and busiest times. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) I honestly think this should be held to a public vote 
because I think a vast amount of the local residents here do not want the gondola!! (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  8161 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Golic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I definitely support enhanced bus service. (32.2.9A) I would suggest using electric buses to cut down 
substantially on noise and air pollution. (32.2.6.3F, 32.10A, and 32.11A) I don't think the bus will be 
able to reduce the congestion as much as I would like. (32.7B and 32.7C) For this reason I would also 
suggest a toll in the canyon. (32.2.4A) This would definitely, in my opinion, persuade some people to 
car pool or take the bus. I think money is the bottom line. Skiing isn't cheap and if there is an additional 
cost to get up the canyon, I think this could make a big impact on the # of cars going up.  
I definitely do NOT support the gondola in any way, shape or form. (32.2.9E) It's a horrible idea for 
many reasons, and I hope that you will find the bus the best alternative!  
Good Luck! 
M. Golic 
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COMMENT #:  8162 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kjersten Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dedicated bus lane, no gondola (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  8163 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Grober 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of park city, I support the gondola and look forward to riding it up to snowbird/alta 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8164 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Rampton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please save our little cottonwood canyon......once gone, gone forever. (32.29G) NO disney gondola 
with huge parking structures, not enough room in the existing canyon, and everything else that goes 
with it, high rise condos all along wasatch blvd (32.2.9E and 32.20H) We all saw what happened to our 
park city..which is now just for the wealthy. Skiiers can take buses, and leave their personal 
transportation to preserve what is left of what made Utah so natural and unique (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  8165 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bryce Astill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Bryce Astill 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8166 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Zane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the Gondola option. I think it's the only option that solves more problems than it 
creates, as well as would be the most reliable. I wouldn't want to ride a bus. But would ride a Gondola. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8167 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Adam Johnson 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8168 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Megan Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Megan Johnson 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8169 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jake Hardy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jake Hardy 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8170 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abbey Ostrander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Abbey Ostrander 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8171 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd S 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. (32.2.9E)  
1) It does not have the capacity to replace the road. You will still have traffic. (32.2.6.5N and 32.7C) 
2) 200 foot towers will be ugly. (32.17A) 
3) 200 foot towers will make it very difficult to do an emergency rescue. (32.2.6.5K and 32.2.6.4C) 
4) I suspect you won't be able to run it when the road is closed because you will need to road to assist 
in an emergency evacuation of the gondola. (32.2.6.5H) 
5) You will need to cut down all the trees below it so you can do an emergency rescue. This will be ugly 
and ruin the pretty hikes. (32.2.6.5B) 
6) This will be huge boondoggle that will make some people very rich. (32.6A) 
7) If you are trying to solve pollution there are better was to spend $500 million. This only helps about 
30 days a year. (32.2.2PP and 32.1.4D)  
8) Spend the money better. You could probably buy a fleet of 4WD electric cars and loan them to 
people going up LCC and do a more effective job at reducing pollution and reducing traffic because of 
the 4WD. (32.2.2M) 
9) Spend the money on snowsheds. This will make the road safer and reduce traffic/pollution. (32.2.9K) 
10) Enforce snowtire and 4WD/AWD rules all winter. Traffic on powder days is largely due to the idiot 
with the poorly equipped car. Big tickets for cars that are poorly equipped. (32.2.2M) 
11) Alta and Snowbird are already too crowded. Increase the acreage of them before you add more 
people. I am NOT saying get bigger/faster lifts. The runs are already too crowded. We don't want to be 
another Vermont. (32.20C and 32.29M)
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COMMENT #:  8172 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Bass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom it May Concern,  
Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) is a national treasure and a natural gem that we are very blessed to 
have access to here in Northern Utah. I believe it would be an absolute shame and a mistake to spend 
more than half a billion dollars to construct a gondola that would forever obstruct and mar the natural 
beauty of this canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) The canyon is not a renewable resource, and rather than 
solely think about how we can jam as many people through it as possible, we should step back and 
ensure that we are preserving the canyon first, even if this means reduced throughput. (32.1.2B and 
32.29G) 
 
Before spending enormous amounts of taxpayer money to tear up LCC and construct unproven 
solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, I believe there are other much lower impact solutions that 
should be explored. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.2PP) I believe these solutions would all cost 
significantly less than new construction. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
- Tolls for personal vehicles 
- Tolling could be used to manage capacity and incentivize the use of public transportation. The funds 
raised from the tolls could probably be used to fund more bus runs as well, helping to offset the cost of 
more public transportation. (32.2.4A) 
 
- Mandatory busing for ski resort patrons 
 - This is an approach that has been used successfully in many national parks, including Zion National 
Park here in Utah, for decades. The ski resorts could sell a number of parking permits online equal to 
the number of parking spots they have on their property. Then, any skiers without a parking permit 
would be required to take the bus to the resort. This would significantly cut down on canyon congestion 
and would allow buses using the currently available lanes to get riders to the resorts in less time than 
the gondola anyway. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2K)  
 - This could also be extended to all trailheads in the canyon. Recreational users without a parking 
permit would be required to take a bus to their trailhead. (32.2.6.3C) The fees from these parking spots, 
like tolls, could also be used to help fund the buses that would need to run more often.  
 
The above proposals have been used successfully at many locations across the country. Both serve a 
wider population than a gondola would, at an exponentially lower cost. (32.2.7C) However, even mild 
measures could be taken that would help some with congestion, while preserving the natural beauty 
and health of our watershed within our canyons. (32.12A and 32.12B) Some of these measures 
include: 
 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A) 
- Increased funding to create/operate bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front - instead 
of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to avoid the 
crush of people on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttle vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Managed and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
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am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely,  
Brian Bass
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COMMENT #:  8173 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keane Horner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the only solution that actually innovates and preserves the canyon. The gondola is the 
only way forward, everything else is more of the status quo. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8174 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalie Montanez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Natalie Montanez 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8175 

DATE:   8/31/21 4:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alec Schnitzler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote Gondola! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  8176 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mason Boos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t rush this decision. If anything start small with snow sheds covering all the major avalanche 
paths. (32.29R and 32.2.9K) Force snowbird and Alta to also build some parking garages in already 
existing lots. (32.2.2F) If they want more people, the gotta have a place to park all of them, simple as 
that. (32.1.2B) It still makes no sense to me way the taxpayer is paying for this. (32.2.7A) Make the 
resorts pay for it and then let’s see what they think is a good idea because the gondola will most 
definitely not fix anything. (32.7B and 32.7C) Please don’t rush the decision to change one of the best 
canyons in the United States.

Page 32B-8386 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8177 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Nisbet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please dont put a gonadal or tram in they suck (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8178 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Lyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think that a gondola is going to address the underlying problem of canyon congestion. (32.2.9E, 
32.7B and 32.7C) I think that the carrying capacity of the canyon won’t be increased and you are just 
going to degrade the skiing experience in LCC with longer lift lines. (32.20C) I also don’t think it’s right 
to use tax payer money that mostly benefits a private organization (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8179 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steve Slate 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
It's ridiculous that this is even an option. I worked at Breckenridge ski resort in CO for three years as a 
lift operations manager. In those three years I witnessed the disfunction of a gondola system first hand. 
People refuse to share gondola space and slow down the speed of the line, the gondola system has 
trouble with wind more than regular chair systems, and they are much slower than ground transport. 
(32.2.6.5C, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.2.6.5O) This goes without saying that it would be a massive eyesore. 
(32.17A) I've also read in the proposal the ride up would take almost an hour. This whole proposal is 
just ridiculous. Do the sensible thing and expand the operation of the bus system and create a massive 
parking lot for people to get picked up by the busses. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
Sincerely, 
Steve Slate 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8180 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Cardon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who cares a lot about skiing and a lot about the environment, I am in support of this 
project. Something needs to be done to reduce emissions and provide safe transportation for 
emergencies. I was stuck in traffic at Alta for 5 hours once due to an avalanche on the road. I think if 
there was some need to evacuate, or a medical emergency (say a diabetic or anaphylactic at the top) 
then they would be in big trouble. This project in my opinion is a great alternative to roadway traffic. 
(32.1.2B and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8181 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Coombs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
John Coombs 
Magna, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8182 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colton Korpi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a terrible idea. Please don’t be stupid and ruin the beauty of the canyon by putting in a dumb 
gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) I get avalanches are a thing that could happen but is it really necessary 
(32.1.2B)  
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COMMENT #:  8183 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Barton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think the Little Cottonwood Gondola should be completed in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) 
First, the Gondola is said to be funded publicly while mostly benefitting the ski resorts. Why are 
taxpayer dollars, which are acquired from non-skiers as well as skiers, being used to fund such a 
project? That seems very strange and is mostly benefitting the resorts who already make a pretty 
penny from high lift ticket and lodging prices. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Secondly, 
the gondola is only going to cause more disruption to the beautiful natural environment the canyon 
possesses. (32.17A) Little Cottonwood Canyon is one of the most beautiful canyons in the world and to 
put large gondola posts all along the canyon is an eye sore and will disrupt the natural beauty and 
uniqueness of the canyon. (32.4I) A much cheaper and simpler fix to the issues in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon is to require the resorts to require reservations for parking at the resorts (32.2.2K) This will 
automatically limit the number of people who can go up the canyon. UDOT could even regulate the 
number of cars going up the canyon at its base providing a very efficient way of checking reservations. 
(32.2.2K) Any additional people wanting to recreate up the canyon must ride the UTA buses to go up 
the canyon. This will automatically decrease canyon traffic, lower emissions, and preserve the natural 
beauty of the canyon at a much cheaper price. 
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COMMENT #:  8184 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Newberry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Institute some form of ‘mandatory’ car pooling on the days when you KNOW snow is forecasted....have 
a UDOT individual at the base turning single driver vehicles around just like vehicles not equipped to 
handle the road on heavy snow days...I admit there are some holes re: staff, etc, but they could be 
issued a sticker allowing them to drive up...a gondola/train/road widening isn’t the answer... they’ve 
‘mandated’ masks for hell’s sake, make this happen...it’s an easy option to at least try first... (32.2.2Y, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9M) 
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COMMENT #:  8185 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh West 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8186 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lydia West 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would be awesome! I’m just a teenager that loves to ski! I don’t love driving in the canyon and 
there a way too many crashes up this canyon! And less idealizing and carbon emissions from the car!! 
Plus it’s a very awesome European style love it!! (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8187 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Desiree Jenkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. (32.2.9E) Increase bus service and mitigate personal use traffic through carpools, paid 
parking and cultural norms. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  8188 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nkenna Onwuzuruoha 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm not in favor of the gondola or expanding the roads. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Let's have the UTA bus 
run more frequently and have the resorts set up their own shuttles instead. (32.2.9A) We can continue 
to destroy the canyons to convenience skiers with M-F, 9-5s. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8189 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good Day UDOT,  
Please know I appreciate and respect the work you are putting into finding the best traffic solution for 
LCC. Unfortunately, neither of the proposed solutions will satisfy the demand and only harm the 
canyon’s ecosystem and experience. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.13A, and 32.13B) As someone who enjoys 
LCC year-round (skiing, hiking, climbing, biking), I find only a few days a year where access to the 
canyon is inaccessible. (32.1.4D) I do not see how a gondola or increased roadway will solve the 
transportation issue in LCC during those high traffic days. (32.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Skiing is a luxury, 
not a societal need, and should not take precedent over other LCC features. Spending hundreds of 
millions of taxpayer dollars to support two private entities is reckless and irresponsible. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) My recommendation is to maximize the bus effort and to toll those 
going up the canyon privately. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Please do not permanently alter one of the most 
beautiful places in the USA to allow a few more people to ski a couple of weekends a year. (32.17A, 
32.17B, and 32.1.4D)  
Questions of Concerns: 
Why is it fair to remove access to other canyon parts (i.e. boulders, native habitat, etc.) to benefit 
skiing? (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Why haven’t the busses and their routes been optimized for high-demand skiing? Something similar to 
Zion NP. (32.2.2B)  
How will people be encouraged or forced to take the gondola? Cars are immensely convenient when 
skiing, especially with a family. Taking a family skiing via a gondola seems impractical. (32.2.4A) 
What use is the gondola during non-peak ski season? (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5F)  
Thank you for not taking action to impact our home playground negatively!
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COMMENT #:  8190 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michelangelo Nicholas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Anything but the gondola. (32.2.9E) I love the canyon and hate traffic but I would take a bus as 
opposed to paying a toll. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Michelangelo Nicholas 
Park City, UT  
 

Page 32B-8400 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8191 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Hernon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Overcrowding is the problem, so mass transit is definitely NOT the answer. We are better off leaving 
things as they are, it limits the number of people that can go up the canyons. (32.2.9G and 32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  8192 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Veronica Asmus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of these options takes into account the overcrowding and fitness of the ski areas and trailheads 
themselves. (32.1.2B) 
 
The gondola is not a public utility- it's a way for the ski areas to get tax payers to pay for even MORE 
people to hammer the mountains. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The bus option is still bad- the roads are the issue, so why do we think a ton of busses on the same 
snowy roads (with or without snow sheds) is the solution? (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.3P)  
 
Neither of these options suffices until the resorts limit ticket sales and number of people on the 
mountain. (32.2.2K) Do that first and immediately, because we're running out of spaces in the valley to 
put transportation hubs, whether it's for busses, a gondy, a train, whatever. (32.2.6.2.1C) As it is, the 
ski area terrain can't support the influx of visitors. (32.20C) Limiting the number of day tickets sold 
(including discount passes like Ikon and Mountain Collective passes) is the first move to implement- 
better yet, it doesn't require construction or infrastructure changes! (32.2.2K) Honor the locals and the 
passholders, respect the terrain and the mountains, and start from there. 
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COMMENT #:  8193 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tyson Rider 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. I am against a gondola being 
constructed to carry skiers from the base of LCC to the ski resorts at the top. (32.2.9E) It WILL NOT 
carry enough people per hour to make up for what increased bus transportation could do instead. 
(32.2.6.5N) It will also affect backcountry skiers who desire to dawn patrol before the gondola would 
even be running, and in the springtime the gondola would be closed before many would be down from 
skiing in the evening. (32.2.6.5O) Popular rock climbing areas and other recreational activities within 
the canyon will be affected heavily by the gondola construction and could destroy premiere bouldering 
areas along the Quarry trail. (32.4B) 
 
Please reconsider all other options before pursuing the construction of a gondola. (32.2.2PP) 
Eventually the gondola won’t be enough to get skiers up by itself, and will require another costly and 
unnecessary expansion for transportation within the canyon. (32.2.6.5N) This will only benefit Snowbird 
and Alta and not the public at large. It will also only increase the pressure to build Ski Utah’s One 
Wasatch project to interlink all ski resorts by chairlift. (32.1.5B) That will absolutely destroy the 
backcountry experience for all Utah skiers, and will take away from the ability to feel like you are in 
nature and away from the city. (32.4I) 
Sincerely, 
Tyson Rider 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8194 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tally Koren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tally Koren 
Lehi, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8195 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey folks. I appreciate what we're trying to do here. The population of the valley is growing and it's not 
going to stop. Pressure on our wilderness is going to continue, outdoor recreation activities will grow. 
Knowing this, I'm frankly baffled by the serious consideration of a two-stop tram that is going to cost 
taxpayers a half billion dollars and benefit ... whom? The multi-billion dollar ski resorts? If we're really 
talking about easing traffic and congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon, why are we talking about a 
transportation system that will only benefit few. The resorts are not the only reason people go up that 
canyon. And a gaudy, never-been-proven gondola system is the last thing we should be considering. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Make no mistake, I'm a carpet bagger. I moved here at the end of the last century to enjoy the outdoors 
Utah has to offer. These past two seasons, outdoors pressure along the Wasatch Front has been 
difficult, and a solution is required. But not this. It's a bit absurd, really. We have salient, viable 
opportunities outside of a gondola: bus routes, reversible lanes, expanded roads. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2D, 
and 32.2.2P) 
 
Please don't make this mistake. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  8196 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maxwell Walters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please focus on bus alternatives and traffic control solutions. The gondola is not needed at this time. 
Please try less invasive options first. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8197 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alison Harrington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preference would be the gondola plus an additional bus only lane. (32.2.2W) Right now there is no 
incentive to sit in a bus in traffic. Might as well be in my car. (32.2.4A) The gondola would be family 
friendly I think , more so than a packed bus. Tolls would be good as well. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8198 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Slack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the gondola is a bad option because it will overcrowded the ski resorts even more and harm 
the aesthetic and nature of little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.20C, and 32.17A) A bus lane and a 
wider road would be a much better option. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  8199 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Cheston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola built by the tax payers money to benefit two private organizations is robbery from the 
citizens. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Not to mention the amount of 
environmental impact it is going to cause. Not to mention almost 100 years of climbing history that will 
be jeopardized in the making of this gondola. (32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  8200 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carson Hepworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola proposal! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8201 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola! Traffic and parking is a nightmare. (32.2.9D and 32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  8202 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Battaglia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely not! The resorts benefit from the increases traffic then the mega resorts should pay for the 
solution. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The team is the most expensive and moves 
the fewest people and is the largest eye sore. (32.2.7C, 32.2.6.5N and 32.17A) Explore the train option 
like what is used in Europe. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  8203 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Pasmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building a gondola from the bottom to the top of Little Cottonwood Canyon will cause permanent 
environmental and scenic damage. (32.2.9E, 32.13A, and 32.17A) Building a gondola and widening 
the highway road only benefit the ski resorts of Alta and Snowbird; blatantly ignoring the other uses of 
the canyon. The hiking, camping, rock climbing, mountain biking, etc. communities will not benefit from 
the proposed drafts but will suffer the consequence of environmental damage, and the 'eye sore' of a 
gondola. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I believe 
in order to decrease carbon emission from the endless ski traffic in Little Cottonwood, the IKON pass 
should not be available to Alta and Snowbird ski areas. The IKON pass brings thousands of additional 
tourists to the ski areas who may only ski there a few days out of the winter. (32.2.2K) Local skiers 
understand how to utilize the UTA bus system, and carpool with others in order to minimize traffic. If 
these drafts truly are to decrease carbon emission, the IKON should be banned from Little Cottonwood 
Canyon.  
 
Most importantly, I strongly believe the air gondola will have irreversible environmental and scenic 
damage to the canyon thousands call home, and where countless more love to recreate. (32.4I, 32.13A 
and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  8204 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt Park 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
It does not seem prudent for UDOT to pay for and install infrastructure that directly and exclusively 
benefits private businesses and brings more crowds to LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Rather than looking for solutions to shoehorn more people up the canyon we should be 
exploring the number of people the canyon can support and either implementing a reservation system 
or capping numbers of vehicles/people. (32.20B, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) This common sense 
and more financially responsible plan of using what is already available and building up services before 
infrastructure seems like a better step than the massive jump to road widening or gondola building. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Matt Park 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8205 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Grolley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola. (32.2.9E) Build a large parking structure close to both canyon mouths, increase bus 
service, and implement tolling to reduce personal vehicle use. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
Thank you for hearing my comment. 
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COMMENT #:  8206 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dylan Harding 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Dylan Harding 
West Valley City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8207 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Talmage Sanders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no doubt a problem with traffic in LCC. This traffic problem causes large, sad, negative 
environmental impacts by contributing to e.g. worse air quality. (32.10A) Something must be done. 
(32.1.2B). However, UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable 
impact year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) It would also damage the amazing beauty of the canyon while taking 
years of work (that would undoubtedly and drastically slow down the already present traffic problem)! 
(32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4C) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
The canyon has such amazing beauty, and making permanent physical changes before trying other 
alternatives is poor logic. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) We must first try clean bus expansion and further 
incentives for use of public transit with disincentives for single person travel. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.4A)

Page 32B-8417 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8208 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Valovic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! This is my fifth year living in the salt lake valley, and just moved to the base of lcc, just a walk 
away from la caille. I am an avid endurance athlete and use little cottonwood on a daily basis. I think 
the addition of a gondola in the canyon would be a extremely detrimental to the residents of sandy, 
canyon users, and most importantly, the canyon itself. (32.4E, 32.4I, and 32.4M) I cannot understand 
how this is a “solution” to the traffic problem, when there is only a problem a few days a year (I am one 
of those people in the canyon on all powder days). (32.1.4D) I strongly think that only having the 
gondola go to the resorts is an extreme cash grab for the resorts, and will not solve anything else. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The ride up is too lengthy, there are not enough 
incentives to use it over driving, and I cannot understand why this wouldn’t stop at any other trailhead- 
an actual solution would address everyone’s needs, which includes backcountry skiers getting to white 
pine, tanners, and all of the access in the summer time that construction would destroy forever. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2C, and 32.4I) gondola would most likely strongly increase traffic and 
tourism, which is exactly what the canyon does NOT need. (32.7B and 32.7C) Please please do not 
build this gondola and destroy this beautiful canyon- no one but the resorts will be benefiting (they 
make enough money already- sheesh!) (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.2.7A) Sincerely- an avid canyon user 
and sandy resident 
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COMMENT #:  8209 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Heather Wybrow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Heather Wybrow 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8210 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Battaglia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Also extreamly suspicious that the quail run property was just purchased by old Sandy City political 
cronies. Why is that information being disclosed to the public or who is the money behind this focus 
only on a LCC solution (32.29D or 32.6C) 
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COMMENT #:  8211 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pattilyn McLaughlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of all the proposed ideas for mitigating traffic in little cottonwood canyon, the gondola is the worst 
(32.2.9E) It's a blatant misuse of public tax dollars to fund the interests of private businesses (in this 
case, snowbird and alta). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I support increased bus 
access including routes from mutiple park and rides throughout the valley. (32.2.2I) The public will not 
use the gondola to the extent needed to lower traffic if private transportation is less time-consuming. 
(32.2.4A and 32.7C) There is no need to saddle the canyon with DECADES of construction when other 
options exist especially when those other options are more strongly supported by the skiing community 
(32.2.7C) Don't let the interests of private businesses dictate the transportation needs of the canyon. 
Plenty of skiers and recreationalists use different portions of the canyon that would not be served by the 
gondola. (32.2.6.5G) Please do not let little cottonwood canyon become famous for a failed attempt at 
the world's longest gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  8212 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isabel Hanewicz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe both the plans have issues that should be addressed before moving forward. First, both 
involve irreversible damage to the environment in LCC that affects other trail users (climbers, hikers, 
etc.) without impacting the party with the most money and agency to improve traffic in the canyon, the 
ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Before implementing such an 
environmentally destructive measure, we should try less intrusive measures such as tolling and setting 
daily limits on canyon occupancy. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) Furthermore, providing a smart public transit 
solution for LCC should seek to reduce CURRENT traffic issues and their associated environmental 
impacts, as well as preparing to mitigate FUTURE impacts. (32.2.9A) Failing to provide service in the 
summer ignores the many users that visit, and take their private vehicles, up the canyon in the summer. 
(32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) Additionally, a lack of public transit alternatives to popular trailheads in any 
season means that canyon access is restricted to those who have the economic means to own or 
borrow a car and drive up the canyon. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.5A) This especially impacts 
historically disadvantaged minority groups, such as Black people, who have faced economic racism 
that have hampered their ability to acquire wealth at the same rate as their White counterparts. We 
should be seeking to improve access to the outdoors for these groups, as oppose to perpetuating 
environmental racism. (32.5A) 
 
Of both options, I believe the bus is the best choice. We already have a bus that runs up the canyon, as 
well as buses that run throughout Salt Lake, Utah, and Summit Counties. Using a bus will help reinforce 
to upper-class people with means to drive that buses are efficient and effective forms of public transit, 
and not purely for the economically disadvantaged. Ideally, a bus encourages people to use a bus, 
Trax, and other public transit options to get to the mouth of the canyon. (32.2.2I, 32.2.9A or 32.2.9B) A 
gondola only serves to coddle the wealthy patrons of ski resorts, and reinforces anti-bus sentiment. It is 
less flexible than bus service and is a visual blight to users at all elevations of the canyons (32.17A). A 
gondola serves as a marketing point for ski resorts rather than a public transit solution. (32.1.2D and 
32.2.7A) Comparisons to smaller resort towns where gondolas work are invalid, as SLC is a MUCH 
bigger population than areas like Telluride. Our community is unique - a mid-sized city within 30 
minutes of world-class skiing. But it's not a resort town, and we shouldn't ruin our natural resources* by 
capitulating to the desires of wealthy ski resorts. 
 
*resources stolen from Indigenous people, whose views or thoughts are not represented in this EIS, 
another flaw (32.15A) 
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COMMENT #:  8213 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Moran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was once for the gondola at first glance. But now i see it as completely ineffective for the price tag it 
has, and the time it takes to build it. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.7C) If the locals have to drive up that 
canyon for 10 years while its being built. Thats gonna drive out all of the employees who loved the view 
i got while driving down to not a great city. (32.17A) As well as its being paid for by tax payers to 
support only 2 private resorts? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please dont do build a 
gondola as well as dont widen the road. That also solves nothing (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8214 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Franks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the only sustainable solution! Adding his routes or a light rail/train doesn’t solve the 
avalanche issues. (32.2.9D, 32.2.9M, and 32.7A) I fully support the gondola, as long as there are 
incentives to buy a variety passes for it. The partnering ski areas should offer discounts for lift tickets or 
season passes if the gondola is utilized. (32.2.4A) 

Page 32B-8424 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8215 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Stephenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that we should use busses to solve the problems in LCC. (32.2.9A) The gondola seems like it’d 
be an expense that would be paid for by the public that would primarily benefit private entities. (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Busses would be more flexible and would allow for use 
during summer months and stops in different locations in the canyon. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) There 
are obviously other parts of the plan that need to be implemented to make busses work, but busses are 
a better backbone for the plan than a gondola.
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COMMENT #:  8216 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Cincotta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola idea and feel that busses are a much better solution. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9A) The gondola only serves the ski resorts and will not permit access to any of the 
trailheads. (32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I see this as a way for ski resorts 
to actually have an even worse crowding issue by advertising the “longest gondola in the world”. 
(32.20C) Additionally, I strongly feel that the gondola will detract from the aesthetic nature of the 
canyon. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  8217 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aaron Gale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Aaron Gale 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8218 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristo Torgersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, I ask that you reconsider other alternatives to alleviate winter time congestion in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon that consider all other important stakeholders, such as rock climbers, as both of 
your current proposals permanently destroy irreplaceable climbing resources. (32.29G, 32.4A, 32.4B, 
and 32.4I) Salt Lake City and the surrounding metro area supports one of the largest climbing 
populations in the country, and Little Cottonwood Canyon bouldering is an extremely important 
resource of value to the area. It draws residents and visitors to climb on all but the coldest snowy days. 
Surely there must be a solution to the winter time ski traffic problem that doesn't come at the expense 
of those alternate season users and resources. (32.2.9A) I am both a skier and climber, enjoying both 
winter and non-winter activity in the canyon, and to experience an even more crowded winter-time 
canyon while also destroying the summertime opportunity seems a lose-lose situation to me, and I'm 
sure to most users. Other, less expensive solutions, that don't over-crowd the canyon, and better serve 
the people, should be of greater priority than funneling tax dollars to prop up the ski resort businesses. 
(32.2.9A, 32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) 
 
Kristo Torgersen 
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COMMENT #:  8219 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raya Wehner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake is home to many climbers who utalize the rock and boulders to get outside explore Thai 
beautiful area. Same as skiers utalize these mountains to participate in their outdoor activities. 
Destroying these rocks to will destroy lines that have been here for years and that many climbers travel 
here to experience. (32.4A and 32.4B) Skiers aren’t the only people using these mountains for outdoor 
enjoyment. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  8220 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aiden Pfaff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A 3S gondola ropeway in little cottonwood canyon would not only eliminate traffic, but create a safer 
ride to the top in the snow. The tower foundations of a ropeway are not large, and create little to no 
disruption to wildlife. Not to mention, the ropeway is powered by an electrical drive to minimize fuel 
emissions. (32.2.9D, 32.13A, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8221 

DATE:   8/31/21 6:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Mougey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is obviously a ploy to fund the ski resorts so they can make more money. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please for all people who aren't the ski corporations this is a bad move. 
(32.2.9E) The bus option is so much cheaper and is proven to solve the issue more effectively than the 
gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This seems like a no brainer please do the right thing and do the 
cheaper option that will actually help people. 
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COMMENT #:  8222 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frank Olsen-Tank 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two leading proposals busses and gondolas are at best both short sighted and limited in viability. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Between the two bad choices busses would work better and could be 
redeployed during non peak usage. The gondola would be sexier for advertising. Both bad choices only 
address 1 canyon. The best long term solution is extending Trax from Sandy to Park City in a tunnel, 
with stops in Sandy, LCC, BCC and PC. (32.2.2I, 32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q) Do it as a Public, Private 
Partnership (PPP) - Design Build Operate & Maintain (DBOM). And of course no matter what cover the 
roadway in the avalanche prone areas (32.2.9K).
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COMMENT #:  8223 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cedric Shaskey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola or road expansion proposals. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The cottonwood 
canyons have a limited capacity which must be respected. (32.20B and 32.20C) Expanded park and 
ride with bus services should be utilized before committing to an irreversible change of the canyon 
structure and ecosystem. (32.2.9A or 32.2.2I) The road expansion and gondola services would destroy 
many classic climbing, skiing and hiking routes in the area. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  8224 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elijah Kensler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the train or the gondola. I think more people would ride those over a bus (32.2.9D or 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  8225 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Greg Fritz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Greg Fritz 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8226 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Maynard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Little Cottonwood EIS Team 
 
For starters, this is a highly unusual EIS process, where the public is faced with the ambiguity of two 
“preferred alternatives.” Nowhere in NEPA or in common practice is two preferred alternatives common 
place. It would be in the EIS process’s best interest to go back and select a single preferred alternative. 
(32.2.9Z)  
 
Continuing in that vein, having two preferred alternatives seems less about the scientific process 
(because the EIS team at this point should be able to delineate a single alternatives) and more about 
the illusion of giving the public a choice in a highly controversial situation. When one has participated in 
whole process from the beginning to now, this honestly looks like the UDOT EIS team is pulling the 
Gondola alternative up in the “rankings” at every turn. Two examples are: (1) when the gondola 
alignment from Big Cottonwood was clearly not a good alternatives, UDOT happily entertained a 
proposal from the recently retired former Central Wasatch Commissioner Chairman - Chris 
McCandless, who served to benefit from the development of a transit hub at the mouth of LCC; 
(32.2.2X) (2) the current circumstance where the finance factors; environmental factors; and popular 
opinion factor all lean toward enhanced buses, UDOT has again lifted the gondola up. (32.2.9Z and 
32.2.9N)  
 
The undertones are not lost. It is not a secret that the Utah Legislature prefers the gondola alternative 
for tourism - which 100% legally shall not be considered as a factor. (32.2.9N) It is clear that the 
financial entities of the canyons - the ski areas - stand to benefit financial from the additional visitation 
via a non-stop service to their ski area. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In all, this gives 
a stink of impropriety that UDOT should aim to shed by moving back in the process and taken a clear 
step to pick a single alternative. One way or the other, deal with the fallout.  
 
On to the two preferred alternatives....  
 
The failure in this process is at its root. It makes no sense why the State would spend hundreds of 
millions of dollars on a transportation system that will fail to remove cars from the road. (32.1.2B, 
32.2.4A, and 32.7C) The explanation that UDOT is setting an attainable goal with removing 1/3 cars 
from Hwy 210 is fair but misguided. Removing 1/3 of cars is a great initial goal of either transit system, 
but both are capable of more and the EIS should and must examine more. UDOT could do a service to 
all patrons of the canyon by setting the higher goal of limiting cars to the maximum extent, particularly 
those in the back of the canyon who could utilize the gondola. (32.2.2L) 
 
However, the gondola, in this EIS, only attempts to remove 1000 people per hour from the road - 
leaving 2000 people on the Hwy 210. Looking to future growth and increased interested in outdoor 
recreation, the gondola will still allow for 1000 riders, but the road will return to its current (pre-EIS) 
capacity. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) Ultimately, this is a failure of the gondola alternative. (32.2.2L) The 
gondola entertains the pipedreams of those who thinks Little Cottonwood Canyon is a Zermatt-esq ski 
area. That is unfortunately not our culture’s relationship with personal vehicles, but also this modal 
denies the larger public (hikers, bikers, backcountry skiers, climbers, etc.) access public land below the 
ski areas. (32.2.4A, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) While This is not UDOT concern, its partner, the Forest 
Service, should be screaming to high heavens that this violates the public trust. Not only that, but the 
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gondola alignment will also destroy some of the best bouldering in the Wasatch Front AND it will 
obliterate the viewshed of one of the most iconic views of the Salt Lake Valley. (32.4B and 32.17A)  
 
The Enhanced Bus Alternative is the less sexy alternative...sure, but it comes with both immediate use 
and future flexibility. Granted, the widening of Hwy 210’s shoulder is not ideal and if aligned on the 
north side of the road also destroy bouldering in LCC. (32.2.9B and 32.4A) The designated bus lane 
should be placed on the south side of Hwy 210 so as to avoid impact to a valuable recreational 
resource. The impact to the watershed is mitigatable. (32.2.6.3B) The additional cost of mitigation 
would still be less than the total cost of the gondola. The final point for the bus is its ability to serve all 
users of the canyon. Stops can be used at multiple points below Snowbird, whereas the gondola only 
benefits the wealthy ski areas. (32.2.6.3C)  
 
In closing, I am pleading with UDOT to stop dragging the gondola alternative up by its bootstraps and 
pick a side. It is clear that the Enhanced Bus alternatives is cheaper, more flexible, and has the ability 
to benefit all users who are trying to recreate on public land - not just the patrons of Alta and Snowbird 
who can afford to pay the $150+ ticket to ski there. Protect our viewshed, our climbing, and ultimately 
the recreational experience of the canyon by selecting the Enhanced Bus alternative. (32.29G)  
 
Thanks,  
 
Kyle Maynard 
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COMMENT #:  8227 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alison Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alison Richards 
Taylorsville, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8228 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Connor Righter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please consider the lives of many over the convenience of some. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.29G) In 
the last 4 years alone exponential changes are occurring in LCC due to population influx. We have not 
yet explored other non-invasive methods to deal with said problems. (32.2.2PP) 2 months of the year, 
15 days of those months are not worth the integrity of the canyon for Alta and snowbirds gain. (32.1.4D) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Connor Righter 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8229 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joachim Meyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Kings Hill Drive, I am concerned to see the drafts that include widening of Wasatch 
Blvd. None of the concepts include any considerations for accessing the neighborhoods adjacent to the 
Blvd and how that can be accomplished safely. It is already a very tedious and dangerous turn to get 
from any of the intersections (Golden Hill or Kings Hill Dr.) onto Wasatch Blvd with the current speed 
limit. Adding more lanes and/or a multi use lane complicates this effort and makes it seem even more 
unrealistic. I would urge the planning committee to add residential access from and to Wasatch Blvd. 
This would increase the safety for residents and people trying to access the canyons. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  8230 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ashley McDougal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
This is obviously just a money grab for the ski corporations, I myself am an avid skier and snowboarder 
and I would hate the see this plan be put into place. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We 
are already seeing less and less snow every year and less water for the valley. (32.2.2E) This project 
will without a doubt only further our environmental problem and the worst part is that it isn’t necessary. 
(32.1.2B) No one likes sitting in a long line up the canyon but myself and most others would prefer to 
wait, take the bus, park further away, ect. then to see the place we love to spend our time torn up and 
polluted for the sole benefit of the ski resorts. These companies are already making plenty of profits 
and have had an extremely prominent footprint in our canyon as it is. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C). This gondola will not only make skiing less accessible for ev eryone besides the 
wealthy but it will also disregard all the other uses that come from LCC. (32.2.9E, 32.5A, 32.1.2D, and 
32.7C) That canyon is not just meant for Snowbird and Alta, it is where many people hike, climb, camp 
and find comfort. (32.4I) Skiing is something that not many people can afford to do but taking the 
accessibility out of all those other aspects of the canyon is greedy and unneeded. 
 
I think that these ideas bellow should be at least attempted properly with adequate funding before any 
decisions moving forward on this project should be made. 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ashley McDougal 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8231 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kevin Brower 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
As a life time skier of 35 in LCC and 3 children that I will support in skiing I am fully against the 
construction of the gondola. (32.2.9E) It does not solve the problem only creates more. (32.7B and 
32.7C) Let’s try some alternatives prior to such a huge taxpayer burden. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kevin Brower 
Draper, UT 

Page 32B-8442 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8232 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The idea that a gondola will help on the congestion in LCC is just insane. (32.7B and 32.7C) That 
option doesn’t include all the people that visit the canyon to hike, climb, bike or backcountry ski. 
(32.1.2D) The gondola would be paid for with taxpayer money and only benefit two privately owned ski 
resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The people are clearly not being thought of 
first. To add the environmental impact that a gondola would have on that canyon is something that can 
never be recovered from. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8233 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Davis Factor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is amazing i live in that neighborhood (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8234 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tymothy Davidson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Furthermore..... 
 
I greatly appreciate it if you would actually propose a plan that would IMPROVE our public lands and 
little cottonwood canyon.. not appease the corporations (32.29G and 32.2.7A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Tymothy Davidson 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8235 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bailey Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT should consider alternatives to the lane widening and/or gondola. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 
32.2.2PP) Both proposals with be devastating to little cottonwood bouldering. (32.4A and 32.4B) When 
I first came to Utah, I visited little cottonwood to climb it’s classic problems. That experience introduced 
me to the many outdoor adventures that salt Lake has to offer and to the community that makes the city 
a better place. (32.4I) Please don’t destroy the boulders! Find a different solution!!
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COMMENT #:  8236 

DATE:   8/31/21 7:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Rosenberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! I'd like to comment that is seems best to do iterative approaches to solving the problem. The red 
snake has been an issue for a long time but the solution doesn't need to be large and expensive off the 
bat. Let push for less invasive solutions like tolling, limiting resort parking, limiting car access to resorts, 
increasing benefits for busing. (32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.9A) The gondola doesn't solve the 
problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) Fort union and Wasatch are backed up for miles and they'll continue to be. 
(32.7B and 32.2.6.5E) We need a more comprehensive bus system with more hubs. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.2.1C) Please don't tax the citizens here to subsidize the ski resorts who aren't even pitching in 
(32.1.2D and 32.2.7A). Even if the gondola is successful it will only push the resorts to expand more 
into grizzly gulch Wolverine cirque and American fork. (32.20C) The gondola is INVASIVE. It will cause 
trails to be closed and boulders to be deprecated. (32.4B and 32.4G) It doesn't help summer access 
like busses can and it doesn't do anything to help other winter activities. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) The 
future of the watershed and the area is in your hands. (32.12A) Please go slow.  
 
Adam 
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COMMENT #:  8237 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Epperson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to go on record as opposing the gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) I do support increased busing and 
some widening of the road. (32.2.9B) We have a treasure in LCC and we should protect the views and 
the essence. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  8238 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonni Badger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose both proposals for little cottonwood canyon traffic and use issues. (32.2.9C and 
3.2.9E) Let’s not slap a bandaid on the problem just to be able to say we have a gondola and use it as 
a marketing tool for people to come to Utah. Utah is a “pretty” great state. Let’s keep it that way and 
enjoy what Utah has to offer. (32.4I) Don’t change the landscape or views. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
Shutdown the canyons to cars on stormy days and increase the busses going to and from resort. 
(32.2.2B) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  8239 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jessica Scheetz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Unfortunately the problem is not that the Cottonwood Canyons being small; it’s the pass that these 
companies joined. The Ikon Pass is what most people in California (5th largest economy in the world) 
purchase because they receive unlimited days at Mammoth and Squaw, making Utah the perfect 
vacations. It sounds more like the resorts have an ego and marketing problem they are trying to solve 
using the state to provide tax money to boost sales. (32.2.2K) 
 
Clearly they didn’t foresee that adding this would impact the entire city and state so much.  
 
Ultimately whether it’s a bus lane or an obnoxious, environment-destroying gondola, there will always 
be an insurance with the canyons. (32.29D) 
 
Metaphorically, no one buys a bigger house to hold less stuff. 
 
They need to figure out the efficient business, proper marketing, and smarter economics for the resorts, 
not having one state (out of how many states does Ikon cover?) fund their needs. (32.2.7A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Scheetz 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8240 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Doug Waine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Doug Waine 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8241 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meagan McCandless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola, because it solves all the major problems and concerns of the users of the 
canyon. (32.2.9D) The gondola is a safe travel option as opposed to busses as there will be fewer 
fatalities and crashes in the canyon. (32.2.6.3P) It alleviates the congestion in the canyon at a time 
when our canyons are being over loved. (32.7C) As an avid skier the average wait time from the resort 
to the base of the canyon at the end of the day is about 90 minutes. This gondola proposal will prevent 
not only that time from being spent, but the emissions from all those idling vehicles as we creep down 
the canyon after a day of skiing. (32.10A) It is by far the most environmentally friendly option for our 
canyon as impact goes with respect to the vegetation in the area, the surrounding properties and I fully 
support and look forward to saving and preserving this canyon with the best possible option- the 
gondola, it works. (32.13A and 32.13B) 

Page 32B-8452 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8242 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Lewand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Governor Cox, 
 
The Gondola Works Utah group is spending a lot of money on advertising trying to convince a lot of 
people - including you - that the Gondola is the right solution for reducing traffic in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E) I am a long-time season pass holder to Snowbird, and have formerly skied whole 
seasons at Alta, Solitude, and taught skiing at Deer Valley for two years. I am also a former Wall Street 
equity analyst and I am a senior executive at one of Utah's largest employers. Thank you for allowing 
me to share my view; I hope I might bring to light some considerations which I believe make the Bus 
approach the superior one, based upon reason alone: (32.2.9A) 
 
- Simply stated, the Gondola plan costs more, as you've noted in your comments to the media on the 
subject. As a former Wall Street equity analyst, I've analyzed more than 100 businesses and evaluated 
their business models. Cost is not the only factor, but it is a considerable one. The Gondola costs 
approximately 20% more than the Bus+ proposal (busses, plus the widening of the road), and therefore 
one must consider carefully if the extra cost comes with an extra benefit. I strongly question whether it 
does: the cost of the debt service alone on the additional $3 million a year more than the bus solution, 
immediately eliminating the lower annual operating cost benefit of the Gondola. A final note on dollars 
and cents: we all have watched big projects such as the Gondola run over budget - sometimes by 2x 
and 3x; with busses, the costs are reasonably certain. Unlike the Federal government, if local and state 
politicians have to raise taxes to balance project overruns, then there are almost certain political 
consequences to such an unpopular moves. (32.2.7C and 32.2.7E)  
 
- Nine (9) hours and 54% less efficient. What is the value of the citizens' time? How much is the 
value of nine hours, per person, per year? The Gondola takes 54% more time - 13 minutes longer - 
each way, when compared to a Bus. A typical skiing family that visits the resorts 20 times per season 
will spend approximately nine hours more sitting in the Gondola than they would on a Bus. In your 
comment in the Deseret News, you "stated that you were leaning to the Gondola solution because, in 
part "Just the ability to move people at such a high rate of speed and get people up and down very 
quickly - it's much more efficient than the bus system would be." I suspect that when you said that, the 
Gondola Works folks had not yet alerted you to the additional 13 minutes of travel time each way on the 
Gondola. In percentage terms, the duration of the Gondola is 54% longer (37 minutes to Alta) than the 
Bus (24 minutes to Alta). Yikes! 
 
- Avalanche delays are still highly likely to persist. The Gondola Works folks will tell you that the 
Gondola will work even when there is an avalanche closure. I would question that very heavily. It is 
commonly said that SR 210 (aka Little Cottonwood Canyon) is the only road in North America where it 
is legal to shoot heavy artillery over the road; I cannot imagine the Gondola - or busses - running while 
such mortars are being fired across the path. That means the Gondola will be sitting idle, awaiting the 
completion of avalanche control work, just like the busses and cars. And for the one or two times every 
five years that an avalanche blocks the road (and the Gondola would likely still be able to run), please 
consider the other disadvantages of the Gondola that are continual and recurring, rather than the 
episodic road closure. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5Z) 
 
- Wind and lightning holds. If you ski Snowbird regularly, you'd be very familiar with wind holds on 
the Aerial Tram. This even applies to chairlifts. And lightning holds (less common in the winter, but not 
uncommon during the other seasons). Although Gondola Works delights in highlighting the lack of 
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stopping the Gondola due to avalanche holds (which I am not at all ready to invest in this narrative), 
Gondola Works fails to acknowledge the continual wind holds that occur for all aerial tramway systems. 
(32.2.6.5K)  
 
- Would you put all the eggs in one basket? All mechanical systems will be in need of 
maintenance, and inevitably things break that render the system to fail or stop for a period of time 
needed to fix them. The Gondola would have - on a busy Saturday, holiday, or powder day - about 650 
passengers suspended above ground. For this thought experiment, assume the mechanical failure 
takes one hour to repair. One thousand and fifty passengers (1,050 - the hourly " "capacity of the 
Gondola) are delayed by an hour in arriving at the resort - and in reality, all the others waiting to get on 
at the bottom are also delayed by an hour - perhaps another 500 to 1,000? Now you have at least 
1,050 cumulative hours spent waiting in the delay, and perhaps as much as 2,000 hours. The Bus 
solution also carries more than 1,000 passengers per hour. But when a bus fails (UTA could provide 
the statistics on its mechanical failure rate), only 42 people are delayed by an hour, while the other 
busses run without problem. Diversification - busses provide diversification against mechanical failure. 
The lost or "wasted" hours spent awaiting a mechanical fix are 96% less per incident in the Bus 
solution. (32.2.6.5K)  
Is the Gondola more sexy than Busses? Sure - of course aerial tramways are beautiful. But in this use 
case, would you want to pay 15% to 20% more for a solution that actually reduces efficiency compared 
to the less sexy, but cheaper, faster, and lower risk solution? I might also encourage you to also 
consider adding heavy tolls to any traffic heading up the canyon on a busy day. Similar to the Utah 
Jazz' flash seats, motorists who still want to drive can do so based upon a finite number of day (or 
possibly hourly) licenses, with an auction system that opens at 6:00 a.m.; similar to the way computers 
match buy and sell orders in the capital markets, or HOV lanes are priced based upon demand, the 
market price for a car would be determined based upon demand that day or hour (maybe $50 for a car 
on President's Day when there is two feet of fresh powder, and maybe only $2 on a day in May when 
Alta is closed and almost no one is heading up to Snowbird). The cost of the license would be used to 
cover the cost of the Bus+ solution, thus making it very affordable for anyone to ride the bus. This 
solution attempts to add sensitivity for lower-income families and individuals who want to use the 
canyon's services, but may not be able to afford the hefty price tag of driving a personal vehicle on the 
heaviest days of the year. Of course, lower-income folks would likely be able to afford traveling in the 
canyon on non-peak days. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) 
. 
Thank you for your time in considering this rebuttal to the Gondola Works’ large budget that is 
attempting to sway people to its solution. Hopefully logic wins over marketing dollars spent. 
Regards, 
-Nate Lewand  
Park City, Utah 

Page 32B-8454 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8243 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Bittner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The EIS avoids the fundamental question of why general taxpayer funds will be expended for the 
benefit of two private ski areas. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Only a portion of the 
costs should be supported by the public. Some of the existing traffic issues could be mitigated by 
increased enforcement of existing traffic regulations and potential adoption of new ones such as tolling. 
(32.2.2M, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2Y) A subset of skier population will be unwilling to pay and this in itself 
will reduce congestion. The tolling can be adjusted to maintain the existing skier-days supported. The 
ability of more people to get up to the resorts only benefits the resorts and therefore, the resorts should 
fund any changes. Tolling would also result in users paying to use the trailheads that UDOT currently 
maintains by plowing. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8244 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Bittner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The preferred option of enhanced bus service does not sufficiently consider the impacts of road 
conditions and accidents. These impacts should be included in the evaluation. UDOT should be aware 
that during the storms, low traction cannot be avoided. When accidents/slide offs do occur, often both 
lanes are closed and will likely include the additional lane. These issues will be compounded if 
avalanche sheds are constructed. (32.2.6.3P) A gondola or cog rail avoids these issues. 
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COMMENT #:  8245 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Gaertner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the proposed solutions for LCC’s transportation do not address the overarching Opportunity to 
recognize nature, beauty, the outdoors, and ski resorts have limitations. (32.4I and 32.29G) Yearly I 
travel to Rocky Mountain national park - with this I know and understand I will need a timed entry permit 
and reservation with fee to drive through the park to my usual cabin spot on the other side. Also without 
planning accordingly I could get into a bind too. There are other significantly less invasive solutions to 
assist in the traffic obstacles of LCC such as paid entry, reservations, limitations, staggered entry (bus 
priority), benefits for carpooling, limitations for resorts/perks for off time entry. (32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, and 
32.2.4A) These less invasive options and others ideas that have been proposed should be considered 
and vetted before destroying the environment that draws so many to the canyon. (32.29R) There has to 
be a line where too much is too much - I believe LCC is faced with the reality many other parks have 
encountered where it is possible to be loved too much. We need to consider preserving the (literal) 
nature of the canyon (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  8246 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marec Serlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 

The boulders in LLC are a global destination for rock climbers. Any transportation option that destroys 
or removes access to them harms a major source of tourism to SLC in addition to the local climbing 
community. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.6D)
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COMMENT #:  8247 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Max Tuerpe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC why not simply not allow people to park 
at the mouth while waiting for them canyon to open on powder days while the stand still line continues 
to build up for hours? (32.2.2OO) I grew up at the mouth of LCC and have slid up LCC my whole life 
and in my observation and experience the lineup ups always happen simply because of the amount of 
people sitting at the mouth waiting for it to open. (32.7A and 32.7B) There’s usually always a police 
officer already there, why not simply turn everyone around that rolls up before the gate opens and not 
allow the stand still line up to even form?? Seems so simple, and cost effective. (32.1.2B) 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Max 
 
Sincerely, 
Max Tuerpe 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8248 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandra Marsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am discouraged by the lack of accommodation for people wanting to get into the back country. It 
seems our only alternative is to drive and pay a toll. (32.2.4A and 32.4G) Because we are not “taxing” 
the the canyon and road to the same degree, and we don’t have a convenient alternative to get to our 
destination, there should, minimally, be a reduced charge." (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.4G, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8249 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Grewe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only sensible solution. (32.2.9D) It can be the beginnings I get of carless travel from 
wasatch front to wasatch back (32.2.2N) 
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COMMENT #:  8250 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Berty Wardle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident heavily impacted by this project I would like comment that the destruction of our canyon 
seems to be of no concern to the powers that be. (32.4I and 32.29G) The two proposals will destroy it, 
particularly the Gondola! Which will also increase the existing traffic problem, which isn’t even being 
addressed with these proposals. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5E) 
 
Enhancing the existing bus transit system with mobility hubs, tolls, and/or buses only during peak times 
is the most cost effective and least invasive and destructive course of action. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
I haven’t even mentioned the impact on thousands of residents of this area should the Gondola or other 
option go through! That seems to be another point of NO concern to those of you in power. (32.4E and 
32.4M)  
 
We will remember come voting time. And our children will be well schooled on those who destroyed the 
canyon they and their parents love and grew up with, who had NO concern for it and the citizens of the 
area. As well as those who come from near and far to enjoy the gorgeous canyon. (32.4I) 
 
PLEASE RETHINK THIS WHOLE THING AND CONSIDER THE LEAST INVASIVE, MOST 
EFFICIENT AND LEAST COSTLY WAY FORWARD, INSTEAD OF THE RIDICULOUSLY HIGH COST 
OF THE OPTIONS YOU ARE PROPOSING. PARTICULARLY TO THE CANYON AND THE CITIZENS 
AND RESIDENTS OF THE AREA. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9N and 32.29G) 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Berty Wardle 

Page 32B-8462 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8251 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie D. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a terrible idea. Ultimately to line the pockets of the ski resorts. (32.29D, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 
32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8252 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Pundmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola. It's the most environmentally friendly solution and will generate tourism on it's on. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8253 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Andrews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Waste of money, destruction of the natural beauty of the canyons, excessively expensive compared 
with other more sustainable alternatives and only runs during the winter ... (32.2.7C, 32.17A, 32.17B, 
and 32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  8254 

DATE:   8/31/21 8:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in support of the gondola system. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8255 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jane Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hi, 
I am a Salt Lake City resident who enjoys recreating in the Cottonwood Canyons. I am also very 
concerned about spending tax-payer dollars to only benefit two private businesses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct 
unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund 
programs and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to 
address the traffic and congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could 
include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jane Tanner 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-8467 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8256 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Graham Brant-Zawadzki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola Works Utah group is spending a lot of money on advertising trying to convince a lot of 
people - including you - that the Gondola is the right solution for reducing traffic in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E) I am a long-time season pass holder to Snowbird, and have formerly skied whole 
seasons at Alta, Solitude, and taught skiing at Deer Valley for two years. I am also a former Wall Street 
equity analyst and I am a senior executive at one of Utah's largest employers. Thank you for allowing 
me to share my view; I hope I might bring to light some considerations which I believe make the Bus 
approach the superior one, based upon reason alone: (32.2.9A) 
 
- Simply stated, the Gondola plan costs more, as you've noted in your comments to the media on the 
subject. As a former Wall Street equity analyst, I've analyzed more than 100 businesses and evaluated 
their business models. Cost is not the only factor, but it is a considerable one. The Gondola costs 
approximately 20% more than the Bus+ proposal (busses, plus the widening of the road), and therefore 
one must consider carefully if the extra cost comes with an extra benefit. I strongly question whether it 
does: the cost of the debt service alone on the additional $3 million a year more than the bus solution, 
immediately eliminating the lower annual operating cost benefit of the Gondola. A final note on dollars 
and cents: we all have watched big projects such as the Gondola run over budget - sometimes by 2x 
and 3x; with busses, the costs are reasonably certain. Unlike the Federal government, if local and state 
politicians have to raise taxes to balance project overruns, then there are almost certain political 
consequences to such an unpopular moves. (32.2.7C and 32.2.7E)  
 
- Nine (9) hours and 54% less efficient. What is the value of the citizens' time? How much is the 
value of nine hours, per person, per year? The Gondola takes 54% more time - 13 minutes longer - 
each way, when compared to a Bus. A typical skiing family that visits the resorts 20 times per season 
will spend approximately nine hours more sitting in the Gondola than they would on a Bus. In your 
comment in the Deseret News, you "stated that you were leaning to the Gondola solution because, in 
part "Just the ability to move people at such a high rate of speed and get people up and down very 
quickly - it's much more efficient than the bus system would be." I suspect that when you said that, the 
Gondola Works folks had not yet alerted you to the additional 13 minutes of travel time each way on the 
Gondola. In percentage terms, the duration of the Gondola is 54% longer (37 minutes to Alta) than the 
Bus (24 minutes to Alta). Yikes! 
 
- Avalanche delays are still highly likely to persist. The Gondola Works folks will tell you that the 
Gondola will work even when there is an avalanche closure. I would question that very heavily. It is 
commonly said that SR 210 (aka Little Cottonwood Canyon) is the only road in North America where it 
is legal to shoot heavy artillery over the road; I cannot imagine the Gondola - or busses - running while 
such mortars are being fired across the path. That means the Gondola will be sitting idle, awaiting the 
completion of avalanche control work, just like the busses and cars. And for the one or two times every 
five years that an avalanche blocks the road (and the Gondola would likely still be able to run), please 
consider the other disadvantages of the Gondola that are continual and recurring, rather than the 
episodic road closure. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5Z) 
 
- Wind and lightning holds. If you ski Snowbird regularly, you'd be very familiar with wind holds on 
the Aerial Tram. This even applies to chairlifts. And lightning holds (less common in the winter, but not 
uncommon during the other seasons). Although Gondola Works delights in highlighting the lack of 
stopping the Gondola due to avalanche holds (which I am not at all ready to invest in this narrative), 
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Gondola Works fails to acknowledge the continual wind holds that occur for all aerial tramway systems. 
(32.2.6.5K)  
 
- Would you put all the eggs in one basket? All mechanical systems will be in need of 
maintenance, and inevitably things break that render the system to fail or stop for a period of time 
needed to fix them. The Gondola would have - on a busy Saturday, holiday, or powder day - about 650 
passengers suspended above ground. For this thought experiment, assume the mechanical failure 
takes one hour to repair. One thousand and fifty passengers (1,050 - the hourly " "capacity of the 
Gondola) are delayed by an hour in arriving at the resort - and in reality, all the others waiting to get on 
at the bottom are also delayed by an hour - perhaps another 500 to 1,000? Now you have at least 
1,050 cumulative hours spent waiting in the delay, and perhaps as much as 2,000 hours. The Bus 
solution also carries more than 1,000 passengers per hour. But when a bus fails (UTA could provide 
the statistics on its mechanical failure rate), only 42 people are delayed by an hour, while the other 
busses run without problem. Diversification - busses provide diversification against mechanical failure. 
The lost or "wasted" hours spent awaiting a mechanical fix are 96% less per incident in the Bus 
solution. (32.2.6.5K)  
Is the Gondola more sexy than Busses? Sure - of course aerial tramways are beautiful. But in this use 
case, would you want to pay 15% to 20% more for a solution that actually reduces efficiency compared 
to the less sexy, but cheaper, faster, and lower risk solution? I might also encourage you to also 
consider adding heavy tolls to any traffic heading up the canyon on a busy day. Similar to the Utah 
Jazz' flash seats, motorists who still want to drive can do so based upon a finite number of day (or 
possibly hourly) licenses, with an auction system that opens at 6:00 a.m.; similar to the way computers 
match buy and sell orders in the capital markets, or HOV lanes are priced based upon demand, the 
market price for a car would be determined based upon demand that day or hour (maybe $50 for a car 
on President's Day when there is two feet of fresh powder, and maybe only $2 on a day in May when 
Alta is closed and almost no one is heading up to Snowbird). The cost of the license would be used to 
cover the cost of the Bus+ solution, thus making it very affordable for anyone to ride the bus. This 
solution attempts to add sensitivity for lower-income families and individuals who want to use the 
canyon's services, but may not be able to afford the hefty price tag of driving a personal vehicle on the 
heaviest days of the year. Of course, lower-income folks would likely be able to afford traveling in the 
canyon on non-peak days. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) 
Thank you for your time in considering this rebuttal to the Gondola Works’ large budget that is 
attempting to sway people to its solution. Hopefully logic wins over marketing dollars spent. 
(I agree in entirety with the above, originally written by James Abbott)
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COMMENT #:  8257 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laurie Summers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of a gondola. (32.2.9E) I am a back country skier. I need stops and different points in 
the canyon. (32.2.6.5G) I think expanding the bus service would benefit ALL canyon users. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.6.3C) 

Page 32B-8470 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8258 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Reese 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) It will be much more of an eyesore than snow sheds 
and/or widening the road. (32.17A, 32.17A, and 32.17C) Ad a bus only lane and then people will use it! 
(32.2.9B) I live in Sandy, and I don’t want to drive to 6200 to park in Cottonwood Heights, get on a bus, 
to come back to the mouth of the canyon, and THEN get on a gondola. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.4B, and 
32.2.6.5J) This will literally turn my 20 minute commute to Snowbird/Alta into over an hour. People will 
not use something that takes longer than driving. (32.2.4A) I certainly won’t. So please don’t make me 
pay for it with my tax $$$. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  8259 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Brodey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tax payers should not subsidize a form of transportation that only benefits two private companies. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Also, the gondola does not solve the inherent traffic 
issues along Wasatch blvd. (32.2.6.5E) We need rapid bus lanes, tolls, and snow sheds. (32.2.9B, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  8260 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Larisa Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No way in heck does LCC need this ugly metal thing. (32.2.9E) Yes the snow days might be bad, but 
come on, we don’t need this. (32.1.2B) You guys can come up with a better plan that doesn’t ruin the 
beauty of LCC. (32.2.2PP) Also, I can’t believe how much tax payer dollars that would cost and take. 
Insane! Figure out a new plan that doesn’t cost so much money and doesn’t look so unity and ruin our 
canyon. (32.2.2PP and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  8261 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kassi Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kassi Johnson 
Sandy, UT  
 

Page 32B-8474 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8262 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan McCandless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go Gondola! The gondola is the ONLY system that will solve the transportation problems that plague 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.7C)  
It operates regardless of weather or road conditions-which is critical in health emergencies-and 
prevents people from being stranded, sometimes for days. (32.2.6.5H)  
It is the environmental choice! It would not require the massive and obtrusive concrete avalanche 
bunkers. (32.2.6.5Z) Unlike the road expansion proposal, it would NOT carve up the northern slope of 
the canyon, permanently damaging the views and environment. (32.17A and 32.17B) It cuts carbon 
emissions in the canyons by almost half. (32.10A)  
The annual operating costs are almost $4 million less per year than the busses, and it has a 
significantly longer "life expectancy" than busses. (32.2.7C and 32.2.7E) 
It is also future thinking. At best, the bus and road widening option is short term, even a bandaid 
solution. In a few years, we will have to address this issue again. The gondola solves the problem for 
the future. (32.7B) 
There are so many reasons to support the gondola. It is the most viable and even cost effective choice. 
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COMMENT #:  8263 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Sturm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola, yes! I am a 42 year Snowbird season pass holder. LCC has seen significant growth over the 
years. Tourism and Utah has flourished. A gondola system would not only make access easier and 
more comfortable than buses it would also be a huge draw for tourism which fuels our economy. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8264 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Shilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All proposed solutions are unacceptable. (32.2.9G). We must protect and preserve the natural wonders 
that make the Wasatch worth living in. (32.4I). We do not need more roads. We do not need more 
skiers. Growth for the sake of growth is the ideology of the cancer cell. (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  8265 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cait Brien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Cait Brien 
Lehi, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8266 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hallie Yurick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in the Golden Hills neighborhood and am an Alta employee. The options for me would take a lot 
longer to get up the hill to work and play. However, I've long wanted to be free of the car. For the last 
12 years, I've asked why there aren't resort specific buses, like in BCC where there is a resort specific 
bus to Solitude, which was historically a lot less busy than Alta. The only answer I've received is, "we 
tried it and it didn't work." I've wondered about that non-answer. Why not try again to add a few more 
buses, one an hour or half-hour? My reasoning for not taking the bus currently, besides being 
inconvenient for a family with 2 young kids, if it takes me 20 minutes to get up on a weekday non-snow 
day, why would I add double that to stop at the Snowbird stops? (32.2.6.3N) 
 
So my first choice, which I understand is not on the table is, could there be some more resort specific 
buses? (32.2.6.5N) Try the least invasive method first. (32.29R) Employees would use the bus if it was 
more convenient to our schedules. (32.2.6.5N) That's a lot of cars out of the canyon. Buses make more 
sense for year round travel, when people stop at different places along the road in summer than in 
winter. (32.1.2C) Parking to hike White Pine on a Saturday is already full at 8AM, yikes! I understand 
that buses mean more parking down the canyon and that the EIS includes widening Wasatch in front of 
my house and the road, so that's not ideal and that's why I'm partially supportive of buses but don't like 
the extras like wider roads. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
Then the gondola. I partially support it. (32.2.9D) I love the idea of taking a gondola up to work and ski, 
it will be beautiful and iconic. I appreciate how much safer it will make traveling and how emergencies 
can be handled more efficiently. Personally, I’m not thrilled that it would take me an hour to get to work 
on a regular Tuesday, rather than 20 minutes. (32.2.4A) We recently traveled to Boston and 
Connecticut where people build in an hour of one way travel to their day, they are used to it so why 
should I complain? I am going to though. I live 8 miles away. I can see guests loving it, at least the first 
time they travel. As Zion Canyon has shown us, mass fast transit works. (32.2.2B) I just wish it was 
shorter and had more stopping options. So my real favorite alternative would be a gondola with some 
resort specific buses- accessible to everyone without making it more of a chore for those of us who live 
close and who go up everyday, powder day or no.  
Thank you for your time, Hallie Yurick 
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COMMENT #:  8267 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Raquel Ellis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The restrictions to place cell towers in thecanyon have been strict for good reason. Cell towers provide 
necessary 911 access to citizens and allow for communications and social media, boosting canyon 
visibility and allure. Why then would we allow 20 towers as high as 230' to dot our beautiful canyon 
view and only provide winter access to the ski resorts? (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) Where suddenly did the 
rules change on what infrastructure is and isn't allowed in our beautiful forest? Towers of this height 
and quantity would be an atrocity. (32.17A and 32.2.9E) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Raquel Ellis 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8268 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Samuel Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I have lived my entire life in salt lake city. My career, personal passions, and so much more have all 
blossomed because of my access to pristine canyons as I grew up in Utah. I strongly suggest you 
reconsider spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like 
a gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
 
Don't be on the wrong side of history. Please listen to the citizens of this area instead of corporate 
interests. Thank you . 
 
Sincerely, 
Samuel Carter 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8269 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Cummings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to state my support for the gondola option proposed for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9D) It is a breathtaking place in Utah with enjoyable skiing, and I want to see it preserved for 
future generations. I hate seeing miles of cars idling and putting out emissions when there is high traffic 
or closures in the canyon. (32.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Seeing how successful gondolas have been in 
Europe, especially Switzerland, makes me think this is a viable, eco-conscious way to save Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  8270 

DATE:   8/31/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josie Osborn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ask that you strongly consider using a gondola in little cottonwood canyon to resolve transportation 
issues for the sake of the environment and canyon access regardless of road closures. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  8271 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Hales 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a Gondola would be great! Lower emissions, less impact, and a way up/down the canyon when 
roads are blocked (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8272 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Westley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not add any infrastructure to LCC. I know it sounds crazy, but suggest that the ski resorts charge for 
parking. They get their money, people who want to ski get to ski- and if they pay for a bus pass they 
don’t have to pay to park. Please do not add any infrastructure to the canyon. (32.2.2K and 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  8273 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shane Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Shane Hall 
Salem, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8274 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Ollivier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t build the gondola. We’re not Switzerland because we have way to much population 
(32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8275 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not sully our beautiful canyon with a gondola or larger road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
Improving bus access and carpooling can surely improve congestion on busy days while limiting our 
environmental impact. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Keep Utah BeaUtahful! 
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COMMENT #:  8276 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Mohr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please allow the gondola for easier more environmentally and safer transportation up the canyon. It can 
help reduce traffic, safety dangers, and environmentally more sound reducing carbon footprint of cars 
going up and down the canyon. (32.2.9D, 32.7C, and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  8277 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Travis Bellantino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Travis Bellantino 
West Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8278 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marci Houseman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the gondola is the right long term solution for Sandy residents. (32.2.9D) I also believe 
buses will continue to be a part of the solution but widening Little Cottonwood Road is the worst thing 
we could do for the watershed and the ecosystem in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Widening Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Road does not solve the congestion problem during bad weather or when an 
accident occurs. (32.2.9C and 32.2.6.3P) 
 
Our residents want the congestion problem solved and though there are many more conversations 
ahead--of which Sandy City will most definitely be a part--the problem currently before us that is waiting 
to be solved is the congestion in the canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C) I believe the best long term solution for 
that problem is the gondola. 
 
In my review of the draft EIS, I found a great deal of new information--information that despite my many 
hours of meetings and conversations with transit experts was informative and solidified my opinion on 
the gondola. Please find some of those takeaways below: 
 
1. Life Cycle Cost Analysis: https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/LCC-
EIS-Alternatives-Life-Cycle-Cost-June-2021.pdf  
- Cost for the buses with the widened lane exceed the cost for the gondola in 2041.  
- Repaving every 8 years-$4 million; doesn’t factor in the costs in time during the construction 
period; what is the cost of repaving if it is delayed for some reason and is not completed in time for the 
winter. These values can and should be represented statistically; as winters become less predictable, 
repaving could run into the winter season (32.2.7K) 
- Major factors of cost difference: repaving and snow removal on the widened lane contribute to 
the gondola catching up to the costs of the buses with widened lane at least 12 years sooner than 
without the widened one. (18 years into the 30 year life cycle)  
- At that point the cost of the gondola is far less than the cost of the buses with widened lane due 
to lower O & M. (32.2.7E) 
2. Chapter 6--Economics: https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2021/06/LCC_DEIS_06_Economics.pdf  
- The economic impacts from winter operation of Gondola Alternative A would be the same as 
those from the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative. Gondola Alternative A would also operate during the 
summer. UDOT conducted an assessment of induced summer use to estimate the number of additional 
trips that would occur on the gondola system beyond those trips that users were already planning to 
make by vehicle. The assessment estimated that there would be 198 additional summer visitors in the 
canyon per weekend day in 2050 with Gondola Alternative A or B (for more information, see Chapter 
20, Indirect Effects). No baseline data are available regarding the amount of money that summer 
visitors typically spend at Snowbird, Alta, and the surrounding businesses. UDOT anticipates that the 
estimated 198 additional visitors per weekend day would increase revenues at Snowbird, Alta, and the 
surrounding businesses, assuming that the additional visitors spend money on summer activities, 
lodging, food, or shopping during their trip. 
- Gondola Alternative A, including its supporting elements (trailhead parking and avalanche 
mitigation), would have de minimis impacts to Little Cottonwood Creek and the overall watershed as a 
primary drinking water source, so this alternative would not change the regional economic conditions 
supported by the drinking water. See Chapter 12, Water Resources, for more information regarding the 
expected impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon watershed including Little Cottonwood Creek as a 
drinking water source. 
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-  The economic impact in the winter is the same for the gondola as it is for the buses with 
widened lane with regards to skiers. Therefore, the argument being made that the gondola is being built 
exclusively for ski resorts is a false argument. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
3. Chapter 10-Air Quality: https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2021/06/LCC_DEIS_10_Air_Quality.pdf  
- With the No-Action Alternative, increased traffic would cause per-person travel times on S.R. 
210 from Fort Union Boulevard to the town of Alta to increase from 40 to 45 minutes in 2018 to 80 to 85 
minutes in 2050. (Table 10.4-2). Traffic backups on S.R. 209 would increase from 50 feet to 6,700 feet, 
or past the intersection of Wasatch Boulevard and 9400 South. On S.R. 210, traffic backups would 
increase from 2,775 feet to 13,000 feet, or past the intersection of Wasatch Boulevard and North Little 
Cottonwood Road. Compared to the existing conditions in 2018, vehicle emissions would be greater 
with the No-Action Alternative in 2050 due to increased traffic congestion and travel time. 
- Vehicle emissions would likely be reduced with the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period 
Shoulder Lane Alternative due to decreased traffic congestion and travel time compared to the No-
Action Alternative. Although bus emissions would increase due to increased trips, this increase would 
be more than offset by the reduction in personal vehicle emissions, congestion, and travel time (FTA 
2010). 
- Vehicle emissions would be reduced with Gondola Alternative B compared to the existing 
conditions and the No-Action Alternative due to decreased traffic congestion and travel time. With 
Gondola Alternative B, diesel bus emissions would be less than with Gondola Alternative A since fewer 
buses would service the base station. Therefore, Gondola Alternative B would not contribute to any 
new local violations, increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation, or delay timely 
attainment of the PM10 or PM2.5 NAAQS. Summer operation of Gondola Alternative B would not 
require bus service, so overall emissions during the summer would be less than during the winter.  
4. Chapter 13-Ecosystem Resources: https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2021/06/LCC_DEIS_13_Ecosystem_Resources.pdf  
- The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would convert about 85 
acres of shrubland, forest/woodland, and developed and/or disturbed habitat to transportation use for 
the peak-period shoulder lanes. The habitat that would be converted is primarily disturbed habitat 
immediately adjacent to the roadway that is degraded from roadside parking and other disturbance. It 
provides slight habitat value to wildlife.  
- If we eliminate off road parking, we could recover that disturbed habitat. Adding lanes assures 
us that we will never recover that disturbed habitat. 
- This alternative would convert about 85 acres of roadside habitat to transportation use. The 
wider roadway also would increase the barrier to wildlife crossing S.R. 210, increase its avoidance of 
the roadway, and increase the number of wildlife-vehicle collisions in this segment of S.R. 210. 
- With the addition of peak-period shoulder lanes, three traffic lanes would be in operation during 
peak traffic days (weekends, holidays, and busy ski days during the winter season) in the winter from 
late November through mid-April. The lanes would not be open to vehicles during the summer but 
would be available to cyclists and pedestrians. As with the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative, a toll 
would be added on S.R. 210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon with the goal of reducing personal vehicle 
use by about 30%. The additional lanes could increase the number of vehicle collisions with large 
mammals.  
- Suitable habitat for several USDA Forest Service sensitive bird species and monarch butterflies 
could be present in the impact analysis area. The loss of 33 acres of shrubland and forested/woodland 
habitat would reduce habitat for these sensitive species.  
- Impacts to migratory birds and raptors would include a loss of 33 acres of shrubland and 
forested/woodland habitat, which would reduce habitat and prey availability. Construction activities 
could take migratory birds and displace birds from habitat near construction areas. If construction takes 
place during the nesting season for migratory birds and raptors (March 15 through July 31), birds could 
lose or abandon their nests. Disturbance by construction workers and equipment might be substantial 
enough to cause stress to nesting birds and cause birds to abandon their nests and their young to be 
killed by predators. 
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- The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would permanently 
convert 1.44 acres of riparian habitat classified as RHCA to transportation use. Effects on riparian 
areas would occur as a result extending culverts to accommodate the wider roadway. 
- With Gondola Alternative B, the base station improvements and the three additional towers 
(compared to Gondola Alternative A) would not affect waters of the United States, riparian areas, 
threatened or endangered species, or special-status species.  
- Gondola Alternative B would convert about 29 acres of mostly developed and shrubland habitat 
to transportation use along North Little Cottonwood Road. Impacts to terrestrial and aquatic wildlife 
would be minor since this segment of S.R. 210 is already highly developed. 
- Short-term, local impacts to wildlife would occur during construction of Gondola Alternative A. 
Removing vegetation and increased noise and activity from construction could temporarily and/or 
permanently displace individual animals from these areas. Project construction could temporarily 
displace wildlife from the active construction areas because of increased noise, construction lighting, 
and human activity during construction. However, wildlife that currently occupies the area or uses the 
adjacent areas for foraging is likely habituated to noise and human disturbance due to the disturbed 
nature of the area, so the impacts from construction noise and lighting and displacement would be 
minor.  
- Impacts to migratory birds and raptors would include a minor loss of disturbed roadside habitat 
and increased noise and visual disturbance. 
5. Chapter 16--Hazardous Materials and Waste Sites: https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2021/06/LCC_DEIS_16_Hazardous.pdf  
The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative would widen S.R. 210. 
Substantial mining activity has occurred in Little Cottonwood Canyon; therefore, construction activities 
on or adjacent to S.R. 210 would impact soils that could contain higher levels of contaminants. The 
area of widening near Tanner’s Flat (about mileposts 7.9 to 8.2) would be adjacent to a site with a high 
probability of contamination: the Jones and Pardee Smelter Superfund (CERCLA) site that is located on 
the north side of S.R. 210 in this area. Prior to construction, UDOT would conduct an environmental site 
investigation to determine the extent of the potential contamination, if any. If contamination is found, an 
avoidance or a remediation plan would be developed. If remediation of the Pardee Smelter site is 
required, it is possible that remediation could delay the project at the location of the remediation and 
increase this alternative’s construction cost. 
 
6. Chapter 19--Construction Impacts: https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2021/06/LCC_DEIS_19_Construction.pdf  
 
Excavation, grading, blasting, and other construction activities could increase sediment and pollution 
(oil, gasoline, lubricants, cement, pollutants from temporary restrooms, and so on) levels in stormwater 
runoff, and these pollutants could enter nearby waterways used for public drinking water. The potential 
for sediment and pollution levels to increase would exist until the project construction is completed and 
permanent soil stabilization measures are fully functional. Any impact to waterways in the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon watershed could degrade the ability of the Little Cottonwood Water Treatment 
Plant to process drinking water (see Chapter 12, Water Resources). The primary alternatives and sub-
alternatives that could increase sedimentation and pollution in Little Cottonwood Canyon are the 
Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, the gondola alternatives, the Cog 
Rail Alternative, the avalanche mitigation alternatives, and the trailhead parking alternatives that 
improve parking at the trailheads. Based on acres of disturbance, the Cog Rail Alternative would have 
the greatest potential for construction-related water quality impacts followed by the Enhanced Bus 
Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, the avalanche mitigation alternatives, the gondola 
alternatives, and trailhead parking alternatives that improve parking. 
 
7. Chapter 22--Short-term Uses versus Long-term Productivity: 
https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/LCC_DEIS_22_Short_Term.pdf  
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The action alternatives would remove some natural resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon, and this 
removal could be considered an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources. The amount of 
wildlife habitat that would be removed by each action alternative including supporting elements 
(trailhead parking and avalanche mitigation) would be 13 acres with the Enhanced Bus Service 
Alternative, 37 acres with the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, 17 
acres with the gondola alternatives, and 78 acres with the Cog Rail Alternative. 

Page 32B-8494 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8279 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Goupil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola or widen lanes in LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both of these options are 
unnecessary and would only serve a portion of the population for a few month out of the year. (32.1.2B 
and 32.1.4D) They would also destroy recreation opportunities of other user groups in the canyon. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I) 
 
More buses, more parking at base of the canyon, and paid parking at ski resorts are much better places 
to start than the irreversible destructive options like the two being proposed. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 
32.2.2K, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  8280 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lorraine F Day 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Lorraine F Day 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8281 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jess Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All the road and bus ideas sound...well... sound. But the gondola is a joke right? I mean a scar that 
could be seen from the Oquirrhs. Please do not build that gondola, in case it’s not a joke. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  8282 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolee Scowcroft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Follow the Money - a state representative stands to gain quite a bit of money in this venture. So does 
La Caille who serves terrible food anyway. (32.2.2X and 32.6C) Please look into who stands to benefit 
monetarily and see for yourself. In addition, no one will use a gondola when it will take just as much 
time as in a car and the image will ruin our canyon views. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9E, 32.7C, and 32.17A) 
PLEASE do not built it! 
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COMMENT #:  8283 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Caitlin Andrew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Caitlin Andrew 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8284 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Burlison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex Burlison 
Slat lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8285 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sach Combs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that more simplified bus alternative needs to be considered. It is far more flexible and can start 
much sooner, be phased in, and ramped up. (32.2.6.3D) Additionally, this alternative is far less 
expensive. (The two current alternates are only financially equivalent because the bus service is so 
grand in scale.) (32.2.7C) I don't believe a 4 lane roadway is needed, rather the current two and three 
lanes are adequate to start. (32.2.9C) Snow sheds are not necessary at this time as the risk has be 
adequately mitigated through tradition means and the canyon can close if need be as this is often the 
case when the conditions are so extreme and the resorts are often closed or of limited operations. 
(32.1.2B, 32.7A, and 32.2.9J) Limiting cars and prioritizing the bus during the peak times is key to the 
success of the bus and will be gladly adopted with adequate parking and frequent bus service. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.6.5N) 
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COMMENT #:  8286 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Roger Bourke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
 

·      Junior Bounous 
 
August 31, 2021 
Josh Van Jura, EIS Project Manager  
Executive Director Carlos Braceras  
Utah Department of Transportation  
4501 South 2700 West 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 

 
Dear Messieurs Van Jura and Braceras, 
I have experience driving Little Cottonwood Canyon road for over 60 years as a full-time employee 
in the canyon. I continue to ski there, at age 96. 
 
1) Can we keep the popular Little Cottonwood Canyon experience, or will the future experience be 
affected negatively? The canyon is known for its snow, a reputation that comes from the area making 
the skiing experience enjoyable due to not overcrowding. "Old timers, and new skiers alike have 
enjoyed that experience and return for more of the same. (32.1.2B, 32.4I, and 32.20C) 
 
2) Is the future of the canyon going to evolve into more like an amusement park, or more like a 
national park? Or, is there something in-between those which will maximize the public's enjoyment 
and minimize the public's negative impacts? Zion National Park has needed to close its entrance 
gates  to all vehicles except buses. (32.20B, 32.2.2L and 32.2.2B) 

 
Mount Timpanogos once marketed an annual hike day. Celebratory pins were offered for all who 
reached the summit, approximately 4 to 4 thousand pins each year. That day, between 2 and 3 
thousand additional hikers participated, even if they did not summit. That program had to be stopped 
in 1970 though as more damage was done by that group of people than all the rest of the hikers over 
the year. More trails were widened, more rock slides and rolling rocks and other erosion events were 
caused. The same principle applies in Little Cottonwood Canyon; don't wait to close the canyon 
until after it is "overrun." Limiting the number of people should be undertaken by the resorts. What is 
the maximum number of skiers they can accommodate under present operations? (32.20B and 
32.20C) 

 
3) The ski season at Alta is about 150 days. Last season they had to close parking for 15 of those days 
sending business to Big Cottonwood Canyon. Resorts need to control the number of people and cars 
at the mouth of the canyon so that the canyon is closed as the limits at the resorts are reached. 
(32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) 

 
4) When the parking is full, the lift lines are long at both Alta and Snowbird. Many ski resorts have 
capped skier numbers. No matter what is adopted from suggestions, restrictions to skier loads is 
inevitable. (32.2.2K) 
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5) Roadway descending traffic tends to bottleneck in Alta and remains "locked" until roughly entry 1 at 
Snowbird. A possible solution is starting lifts earlier (8:30 instead of 9 or 9:15) and a morning pass 
which ends at 1:30. A morning only pass will encourage early exits. (32.2.2K) 

 
UDOT's road changes have made a significant improvement at entry 1 in Snowbird with the 
merging along U-210 without slowing or waiting for entry. Similar benefits exist at other merges at 
the mouth of the canyon with traffic flowing up from the North and the South. Increasing resort's parking 
staff would also aid congestion and traffic flows up the canyon. Traffic slows as it currently arrives 
faster than the ability of those vehicles to park. (32.1.2B and 32.2.2Q) 

 
During the busiest days, collaboration between Alta and Snowbird to cap the car numbers at the 
bottom of the canyon before skiers try to enter resort parking, will be essential. This can be 
automated with car counters or other modern technologies, but both resorts will have to sign on. 
(32.2.2K) 
 
If additional passing lanes are feasible they should be encouraged (with the reminder that slower 
traffic should use the right-hand lane). Heavy slow loads, such as, construction vehicles, delivery 
trucks and vans, school buses, should be restricted to off-peak hours. Continuous winter season 
traction enforcement with prior promotional information will improve traffic flows also. Normally, UTA 
buses are well equipped and travel the canyon at roadway speeds improving the flow of vehicles. 
(32.2.2M) 

 
UTA buses held in reserve at the resort for downhill travel (as Alta does on occasion) can also speed 
things along on high volume days. (32.2.9A) 

 
Congratulations are due UDOT for important improvements including installation and use of 
avalanche control towers. These newer systems allow snow to be brought down sooner, smaller 
quantities of snow slides from any such avalanches, making it less likely that those slides will even 
reach the roadway. 

 
I remember once many years ago, getting snowed in for two weeks with Alf Engen. This circumstance 
necessitated a twin engine airplane arriving with supplies. That plane circled in upper Albion Basin with 
the side door open to drop food. 

 
Any form of enhanced canyon travel, whether by air, bus, or car, should not place customers into the 
canyon before conditions permit safe travel. As stated above, modem UTA buses which are 
designed for canyon travel, do not need special lanes. They already go at posted limits. 

 
I am against the alternatives UDOT has advanced in the EIS; I do not want an additional lane for 
buses nor a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Controlling the numbers of people and cars will 
accomplish the goal of a better skier experience and will have much smaller impacts. (32.2.2L, 
32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) 

 
Longer term climate forecasts present concerns over water and snow quantities. Skier demand is 
an uncertainty, whether in a pandemic or after one. With less snow and less snow-making, skier 
numbers may fall rather than rise. (32.2.2E) 

 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a closed, confined canyon, not at all like Park City nor Deer Valley which 
could accommodate greater numbers of people. But, even there, the resorts are capable of 
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accommodating only so many people. (32.20B and 32.20C). 

 
 

Let's not hurry into any major canyon improvements. 
 

Sincerely yours, 
 

 
 

Junior Bounous 

 
Cc 
Governor, Spencer Cox 
Lt. Governor Deidre Henderson 
Senator Kirk A. Cullimore Senator 
Kathleen Riebe Representative Gay 
Lynn Bennion 
Salt Lake County Mayor Jenny Wilson Salt 
Lake City Mayor Erin Mendenhall 
USFS, Uinta Wasatch Cache National Forest: Acting Supervisor Chad Hudson 
USFS, Salt Lake Ranger District, Ranger Bekee Hotze Town 
of Alta Mayor Harris Sondak 
Alta Council-at-Large members 

Margaret Bourke 
Cliff Curry Sheridan 
Davis Elise Morgan 

Save our Canyons, Executive Director Carl Fischer 
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COMMENT #:  8287 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madelyn Corey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support more the bus option. Not the gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8288 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Willow Toso 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
I am also against decreasing the current parking and telling families to walk a mile down the road to 
reach a trailhead, ( in addition to destroying our watershed and the unique experience of having 
Wilderness so close to an urban area. The ski resorts do not have the right to destroy our environment 
and take away opportunities from non-skiers and users of their resort, destroying the urban 
environment as well by threatening their watershed. (32.2.9Y, 32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Willow Toso 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8289 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natasha Eldredge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This isn't a solution, it's a business proposal to benefit 2 ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
32.7C) There needs to be more options and listening to those who actually ski and recreate in the 
areas and drive the roads on a weekly basis. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  8290 

DATE:   8/31/21 10:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luca Osigli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I definitely appreciate if in a future visit to US for skiing this gondola solution will be in place. Weel 
done, environment need our decisions to be smarter than in the past. Thank you (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  8291 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mike Lautman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I live in Reno but I come to SLC every year to climb in Little Cottonwood. Rather than spending more 
than half a billion dollars in taxpayer money to tear up LCC with a gondola or roadway widening, how 
about using that money to better improve the lives of real people in SLC. Throwing away hundreds of 
millions of dollars to boost the profits of two ski hills is disgusting. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Mike Lautman 
Reno, NV  
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COMMENT #:  8292 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kenneth Libre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
to LittleCottonwoodEIS 
 
Dear UDOT, 
Thank you for the incredible effort and careful planning that you have put forth regarding proposed 
improvements to mobility and reliability in accessing Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
My comments represent my personal views and not that of any other entity. 
 
For the past 25 years, I have worked in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Since 2004 I have lived and worked 
full time at Alta (Powder Ridge). I opened the Alta Medical Clinic in November 2004; prior to that I 
worked at the Snowbird Clinic. I work nearly every day during the ski season. Also, over the past 3 
years I have worked for both Alta Ski Area and UDOT performing avalanche mitigation work at the 
105mm Howitzer on Peruvian Ridge.  
 
I have travelled up and down LCC in every manner of conveyance. UTA bus; rideshare van; personal 
vehicle, bicycle, hitchhiked, etc. I have even been in a two wheel drive vehicle that slid off the road 
(when I first moved here in 1996). Over the years various minor adjustments have happened to the 
road that overall are helpful e.g. getting rid of the stop sign and building the high speed merge at the 
bottom of the Canyon; and lane control (Jersey walls) out of entries 4 and 1 to help Alta traffic, etc.  
 
Most road delays happen when the road surface is wet and they are compounded by the sheer number 
of vehicles in the Canyon. A significant number of road delays involve UTA buses. 
 
While widening roadways (Wasatch Blvd and Hwy 210) will increase flow of traffic, fundamentally three 
problems exist. 
1. Single Occupancy 4wd Vehicles - that crowd the Canyon (32.2.4A and 32.2.2M) 
2. Two drive vehicles or vehicles without proper traction devices - cause delays when it snows 
(32.2.2M) 
3. UTA Canyon buses not equipped with frontwheel chain systems, nor studded tires - cause delays 
when it snows 
 
Solutions: 
1. Toll System to fund Free Bus Service (32.2.4A) 
We need to strongly discourage single occupany vehicles from travelling the Canyon. I APPLAUD AND 
SUPPORT THE TOLL IDEA. Tolling is a means to dissuade some single occupany vehicles from 
driving up the road. Ski Areas oppose this idea (I believe) because they would like to profit from 
parking, but they can still charge for parking. PROCEEDS FROM TOLLS (and possibly ski area parking 
fees) SHOULD BE USED TO MAKE THE UTA BUS FREE. Few people really enjoy riding the bus so 
every effort should be made to incentivize usage. (32.2.4A) 
 
2. Ban Two Wheel Drive Vehicles from Hwy 210 from Nov 15-May 15. Make violater fines steep. 
Enforcement may require increased UPD manpower (32.2.2M) 
 
3. There needs to be a dedicated fleet of winter-ready Canyon Buses that have studded snow tires or 
front chain systems. This has to be possible. I'm sure that UTA will resist this because it exists outside 
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of their paradigm. Ultimately electric buses (currently available) will be the preferred environmental 
alternative. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3E, and 32.2.6.3F)  
 
I am concerned that UDOTs two preferred alternatives are being put forth without trying other easier 
remedies first. (32.29R) Both preferred alternatives (road widening and gondola) involve significant 
changes to the natural landscape, potential environmental harm, and ill effects both for wildlife and 
residents of Alta. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.4O) Having >200 ft gondola towers directly 
in the viewshed and the continual daytime whirring of overhead gondola cables and clanging of gondola 
cars will degrade quality of life for many. (32.17A and 32.4I) The gondola will pass a few hundred feet 
to the SW of my house. The construction of about 20 gondola towers will certainly come with 
environmental destruction that seems understated in the EIS document. (32.19A, 32.4E and 32.4M) 
The damage to the viewshed of Little Cottonwood Canyon is devastating to ponder. The tallest tram 
tower at Snowbird is "only”140 ft; the gondola towers will mostly be >200ft in height. (32.17A and 32.4I) 
 
Also, the Gondola strikes me as undemocratic. With stops only at Alta and Snowbird, it serves almost 
exclusively the economic interests of the two ski areas. (32.2.6.5G) It will be expensive to ride so 
therefore will be exclusive. (32.2.4A) While I personally support these ski areas, I do think this is 
fundamentally unfair to the rest of the users of the Canyon (summer/fall hikers and backcountry skiers). 
Using public dollars to support two ski areas seems suspect to me. No doubt lawsuits will follow. At 
least the road serves everyone equally. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C)  
 
Ultimately, I support neither of your two preferred alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) If forced to make 
a decision between these two - I grudgingly would support road widening, but beseech you to please try 
less grand plans first (see my above suggestions for solutions). I AM ADAMANTLY OPPOSED TO THE 
GONDOLA.   
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a special little canyon. Please don't destroy it in the name of convenience 
for about 15 congested days a year. (32.29G and 32.1.4D) 
 
I appreciate your consideration and time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kenneth Libre, MD 
Alta Medical Clinic 
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COMMENT #:  8293 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Draper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is fine if the resorts pay for it. (32.2.7A) Really, that’s all it’s for. it’s a fancy ski lift to two 
privately owned ski resorts, why should taxpayers (not even skiers) pay for it when all it benefits are two 
massive private corporations owned by bigger private corporations with money pouring out their ears. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8294 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Bennion Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the Gondola project. Thank you! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8295 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Van den Broeke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in salt lake and am firmly against the gondola idea. (32.2.9E) Road upgrades and better 
parking/carpool/bus system is the way to go. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8296 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keaton Schoonover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin what makes Little Cottonwood canyon beautiful. (32.4I and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  8297 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Hoskisson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brian Hoskisson 
Dutch John, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8298 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scott Loyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The creation of a gondola doesn’t make sense. (32.2.9E) I do not know what is going on behind the 
scenes. But I can tell you it seems to be politically motivated with the dollar sign attached. Why do I 
think this? (32.1.2B) 
 
1. If it is only serving the resorts, why is it taxpayer funded? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C) 
2. This is only operating in the winter to the resorts (32.2.6.5F) 
3. The gondola doesn’t actually seem to have any support besides a very few people. If this is truly on 
the table for discussion still. Where is the support coming from? My guess would be the dollar sign of a 
few people. But not the majority of the canyon users. (32.2.9N) 
4. There have been more efficient options already brought to the table with busses. Those options are 
also more economically, and environmentally sustainable (environmental because within the next few 
years electric busses will be a lot more “canyon ready” then they currently are) (32.2.9A or 32.2.9B, 
and 32.2.6.3F) 
 
I could name a few more, but I am sure they have already been said. I also want to say even though I 
have read most things related to the proposals. I am not going to pretend I know 100% of the facts. 
 
I have been using little cottonwood canyon for 20+ years, 24 to be exact. Winter and summer, going to 
resorts or exploring the backcountry. I am also an Afghanistan veteran who is just trying to figure out 
how to not feel like what I did was worthless. Due to the current situation that has been going on that 
could have been handled better. 
 
I bring Afghanistan up in this topic because I am currently let down. I don’t do well in politics because I 
am brutally honest. I say things as they should be said. Utah, especially little cottonwood canyon, has 
always been a safe haven for me. It is somewhere I can go to enjoy the beauty and solitude, or time 
with friends. It is somewhere that helps me deal with the stressors that I have. Not only stressors from 
life, but war as well. 
 
A gondola going through the middle of the canyon, that I can not use during the summer, or winter 
because the resorts already get to crowded. (32.20A and 32.20C) Will not do anything besides take 
away from what little cottonwood canyon is. (32.4I) are not Europe with an abundance of canyons alike. 
we only have the cottonwood canyons in similarity, And that’s it! 
 
Utah’s population is currently growing at an unsustainable rate. When you factor in infrastructure, 
inflation, and resources used by just the population that is moving into utah. Why would 1. Utah, and 2. 
The resorts, support that? It seems to point to temporary political and monetary gain. (32.2.7A) 
 
If someone actually takes the time to read this, thank you. I only hope to give a different perspective of 
why I believe the gondola is not a good option. I already feel let down by the current situations going 
on. I do not want to get let down by this great state because of political or monetary gain. 
 
Sincerely, 
Scott Loyd 
Eagle Mountain, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8299 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tiffany Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please don’t ruin the beautiful of little cottonwood canyon the smaller road is what makes the canyon so 
nice nature that is untouched! it is a great recreational space for climbing these routes are so special! 
please find a different way then destroying this beautiful place (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  8300 

DATE:   8/31/21 11:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dexter Bjuveus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is relatively few climbing-areas as good as Little Cottonwood in the world and there isn’t going to 
be created anymore. Therefore we must protect the ones we already have. Don’t touch the boulders! 
(32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  8301 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Rackers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I was at Snowbird last weekend for Octoberfest and a 
beautiful ride on a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon would have made the trip just that much nicer. 
If these are the only two alternatives, a gondola wins hands down! (32.2.9D) As we drove up the 
canyon from my viewpoint I cannot imagine how another lane dedicated to buses could possibly added 
to that road. However, I would like to know why either alternative is needed, when there seems to be an 
easier third alternative. During ski season, anyone who is not spending the night at one of the resorts, 
or does not live up there, should not be allowed to drive their personal vehicle into the canyon. These 
folks should be required to park a the bottom and take bus. (32.2.2B) I believe this would drastically cut 
born on the traffic in the canyon. I went skiing at Powder Mountain several years ago and was required 
to take a bus to the resort. It was easy, convenient and made total sense. I realize this is the 
independent West and everyone thinks they should be able to drive, but it is high time we get real about 
traffic and pollution in the SLC area!!! 
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COMMENT #:  8302 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Backus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding a gondola would be detrimental to to canyon. It would harm the natural appeal and only improve 
the experience for skiers/snowboarders. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 3.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
The bus line, possibly combined with traffic control during peak season, seems like the best way to go. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8303 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Pieter Leeflang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I feel the the gondola and road widening will take away from the special place the canyon is today. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) Below are some good alternative to try before spending a lot of money. 
They’re simple things can help. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Pieter Leeflang 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8304 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Benjamin Van Ryzin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Benjamin Van Ryzin 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8305 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Decker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The parking situation at the ski resorts ALONE is reason enough for a gondola. It's a nightmare.  
The drive can be pretty dangerous as well.I've been stuck up the canyon for hours because of an 
accident, and it sucks. Sure, a gondola will impact the environment and the view, but it'll lower carbon 
emissions. (32.13A, 32.17A, and 32.10A) The gondola is safer, greener, and more time efficient. Even 
if the resorts don't want to pay for my gondola ticket, I see it as an absolute win. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  8306 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Turner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great project Do it (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  8307 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please expand the roads and allow for more traffic up the canyon or run a more expedient bus system 
to meet the transfer needs. (32.2.9B) A gondola would be expensive, invasive and impractical. My rule 
is to always start w least invasive. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  8308 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wyatt Berry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is better for the environment long term so the discussion should end there. But to go further, 
it’ll bring massive amounts of tourism, it’s better than sitting in traffic, and better than getting stuck up 
top when there’s an avalanche. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8309 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lincoln Perkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a brilliant solution, it not only is cleaner and safer for the environment, but it also gets skiers up 
tot the slopes faster than a bus stuck in traffic! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8310 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Truman Henderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
DONT CALIFORNIA MY UTAH. 
The reason Utah has such a draw to it is the untouched wilderness. (32.29G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Truman Henderson 
Genola, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8311 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Having spent over 30 winters in Little Cottonwood Canyon and having reviewed the EIS my personal 
opinion on the congestion solution most closely aligns with the position of the WBA as outlined here.  
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Adam Davis 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8312 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harriet Wallis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both the Gondola Alt B and the Enhanced Bus with Road Widening for LCC. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) How is UDOT going to encourage skiers to utilize a $$$$ gondola ride if travel time takes 59 
mins and 3 transfers of ski equipment? (32.2.4A) 
 
UDOT should run energy efficient buses, and make it easy for people to get on and ride wherever they 
live, then we can do away with both expensive proposals. (32.2.6.3F and 32.2.2I)  
 
In our current drought situation, Utahans cannot afford to contaminate or lose any of their precious 
water supply. The towers to the gondola require 2 acres of cement to ensure the stability and safety of 
our overhead ski commuters. UDOT must conduct more studies proving that one of Utah's essential 
water sources will not be disrupted. (32.12A) 
 
STOP the GONDOLA. (32.2.9E) 
With so many other solutions to try first, UDOT jumps to $592 million taxpayer funded gondola or $355 
million road widening to solve our 15 heavy ski days out of the year. (32.1.4D) The gondola can only 
perform one job and that is delivering skiers to private ski resorts. UDOT prioritizing businesses over 
Utah citizens. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
What's more gondolas are not safe from avalanches. The towers can be twisted by the power of 
avalanches. (32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  8313 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eric Strohacker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Eric Strohacker 
HOLLADAY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8314 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Doherty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the building of a tram and expansion of Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9L) 
Creating a pass system similar to that of the National Parks would immediately alleviate much of the 
traffic concerns as well as generate money for enhanced bus service and canyon highway 
improvement. (32.2.2K and 32.2.2B). 1) We must adapt rather than expand. (32.29D) Radical weather 
changes are likely to someday bring winds that no tram tower can withstand. (32.2.6.5K) 3) The drying 
up of the Great Salt Lake is likely to cause entire ski seasons to be nearly snowless periodically. 
(32.2.2E) 4) The taxpayer money spent of a tram will not be available when major storms, droughts, 
fires, or floods devastate parts of Utah because they will take priority over a recreation plan designed 
mostly for the wealthy and privileged. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please listen to 
the voices of reason and moderation.  
Mark Doherty, Retired Teacher, SLCounty 
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COMMENT #:  8315 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Coyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Coyle 
SLC, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8316 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Doherty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Doherty 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8317 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kathleen Merrill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kathleen Merrill 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8318 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Patrick Campana 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R) In addition BOTH COTTONWOOD 
CANYONS SUFFER FROM CONGESTION during ski season! We need a solution that works for both 
BCC and LCC (32.1.1A). Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Ban individual vechiles from going up the canyon during peak usage times (December-March) except 
for property owners and employees as well as those who opt to pay a ridiculously high fee ($1,000). 
(32.2.2B, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) Then incentivize the use of public transportation and subsidize its cost 
with the above fee. (32.2.4A) 
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Patrick Campana 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8319 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Amanda Clemmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
First of all, these gondola plans serve only the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Why would you undertake such a massive and narrow endeavor when you could simply set up 
a free bus transit for those willing to take mass transit, and charge with an annual fast pass or a pay-
per-day toll for those insistent on driving? (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) There is enough room at each 
entrance to the canyons to install these systems without molesting the entire canyon and impacting the 
wildlife unnecessarily. (32.13A and 32.13B) Not only would a toll system provide additional job 
opportunities, but it would also bring in sustainable income; meanwhile, the bus option would provide 
for those of all financial situations, thus enabling all socioeconomic levels to enjoy what makes Utah 
great - the outdoors. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Amanda Clemmer 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8320 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John O'Hare 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A smart sustainable idea. I’m supportive! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8321 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Gilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The EIS has a lot of focus on roadway capacity and transportation options to get people up the canyon.  
One of the biggest problems is getting thousands of cars up the canyon in the morning on a weekend 
or snow day. I've noticed that in 2021, we continue to open the resorts at 9 am with some limited 
exclusive access to the rich earlier. I know that there are many locals that would love to trade their 
weekend skiing for weekday skiing if we could go up at, say 6 am, ski 10 runs and be back down to 
work at 10 am, freeing up a parking stall at the time many people go up the canyon. This would spread 
the traffic volume over a longer period of time in the morning and allow limited parking to be used by 
two units per day instead of one. (32.2.2K) In the past, they have not opened earlier because 
avalanche control needed a visual for live ordinance. With GasX, opening runs earlier would 
significantly buffer the peak demand in the canyons and encourage better utilization of the existing 
infrastructure. (32.2.2VV) There are so many locals that would take advantage of this. Not everyone is 
an early bird, which is why this works well to spread demand, especially with the allure of hitting powder 
runs early in the morning BEFORE the backups impact the commuter traffic in Sandy and Cottonwood 
Heights. I also think the queuing further up the canyon is necessary during closures to prevent impact 
to local traffic. Let's build a relief lane and turn around and push a double lane queue further up the 
canyon. (32.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8322 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT should absolutely go forward with building the gondola, as it is the most practical option in every 
way. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8323 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  William Littig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Like goldfish in a bowl, they won't grow beyond a size adapted to their environment. The Canyon size 
won't grow so the occupancy must self regulate. Avalanched and lift capacity, parking and wait times 
will control these attractions. Added to that will be the cost versus value, skiers and boarders will find a 
new fish bowl. Widening the road and the ugly idea of a gondola will not enhance the experience. 
THINK ! (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
William Littig 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8324 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Gardner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is more expensive, slower and really only benefits the resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I am highly in favor of a bus solution to keep access to backcountry skiing, 
rock climbing, and hiking in the canyon (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C). please do what is right for 
the community, not what lines the pockets of a few resort owners. 
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COMMENT #:  8325 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Thomas Weed 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Weed 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8326 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robin Dale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Robin Dale 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8327 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erin Bowers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Bowers 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8328 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dan Walters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Dan Walters 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8329 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth Walsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth Walsh 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8330 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Read 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the vast expansion of Snowbird and Alta via a tram or a massive bus station. 
(32.1.2B, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) The ski resorts are small compared to the Alps where the trams work. 
What's next, Snowbird's expansion into White Pine Red Pine? (32.20C) Back in 1970's Dick Bass had 
great ideas of a very large ski resort. Snowbird took off the top of Hidden peak. Now the destruction of 
privacy, backcountry, wilderness, the beauty that brings so many here. Stop before it is too late. Look 
what has happened to our beautiful city. It is polluted, crowded, full of violence, all for money, money, 
money! This will happen more and more into the mountains. Please put natural constraints in first: 
Passes like along Mirror Lake Highway (150) or like Millcreek Canyon or National Parks. (32.2.2K and 
32.2.4A) The money that is proposed will not cover the two projects that you want. Our taxes have all 
ready doubled in Cottonwood Heights. Where is the moneys going to come from, Taxes?? (32.2.7A) 
Slow the growth, stop the flow, protect our precious water and air. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.10A) No 
more increase in taxes. 
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COMMENT #:  8331 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madeline Hileman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Madeline Hileman 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8332 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Heidi L. Westfall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
As a resident of BCC the traffic congestion and increase in the past 5 years is unsustainable. Both BCC 
and LCC need to be treated as whole with a unified solution to the traffic and user pressures. (32.1.1A) 
Building a gondola will not solve the overall problem of population pressure. (32.7B and 32.7C) Start 
with a permit system and look at a rail system for both canyons (32.2.2K, 32.1.1A, and 32.2.9F) 
Control and limit traffic better, now! (32.29R and 32.2.2Y) Enforce the access and parking, as well as 
noise and speeding. (32.2.2K, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.6.2.2A), and In a few decades the Wasatch front will 
be decimated by the increase in population both by daily user pressure and lack of water. Look to 
Europe and see how they solved and controlled access without stringing cables, building towers, 
widening roads or simply shut off access. UDOT’s motivation should not be personal gain, it should be 
legacy planning for the overall environment to which is provides access. (32.2.9A and 32.29G) 
 
Heidi Westfall 
 
Sincerely, 
Heidi L. Westfall 
Brighton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8333 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolyn Anctil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a full-time resident of the town of Alta for the past 17 years. I work as an Emergency 
Physician at Intermountain Medical Center and therefore my commute to work involves driving the 
canyon at various times a day in all types of weather. I applaud the changes made to the road: merge 
lanes at Snowbird/Alta, improved passing lanes, etc. I support improving transportation in LCC for all. 
You are attempting to make changes for a relatively small number of days of the year with excessive 
crowding and poor road conditions. (32.1.4D) The vast majority of days, travelling the canyon is 
relatively easy. Personally, I have been accident free. I drive studded snow tires on variety of AWD 
vehicles. 
I am adamantly opposed to the gondola. (32.2.9E)  
1. The travel time is too long. For example, if one of my ER partners wants to ski for a few hours 
before work, assuming it’s a “nice day” Currently, they can drive directly to the ski area. With the 
gondola they would need to commute to the gondola station, park and ride for 37 minutes to-from Alta. I 
estimate my partner would lose at least an hour of skiing. (32.2.4A) 
2. The current plan of 2 stops doesn’t serve most hikers or backcountry skiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
3. The “Disney like” amusement park ride look will permanently alter the beautiful, remote 
aesthetic of our small town (32.17A, 32.4I, and 32.4O) 
 
I grew up in Massachusetts and enjoyed many drives to Maine and New Hampshire. Tolling roads 
changes behavior. I would very much like to see LCC as a toll road. (32.2.4A) Any easy pass system 
could allow “approved” vehicles through. Rental car agencies could only issue “easy passes” to AWD-
snow tire vehicles. A second line with an easy turn around for unapproved vehicles would need to be 
available. Fines for non-approved vehicles that make it into LCC would be steep. I suspect that this 
simple change alone may drastically alter traffic patterns. (32.2.2M)  
 
I would very much like to see a trial of tolling prior to the enhanced bus service alternative. (32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  8334 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenna George 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola only serves the ski resorts, make them pay for it. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Increased busing and tolling the canyons makes better economical and environmental sense. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8335 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Pilstl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Pilstl 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8336 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Deborah Read 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put a tram up Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) The cheapest way is to improve bus 
service around the state, county , and city. (32.2.2I) Place a pass system similar to the National Park 
system instead of increasing our taxes. (32.2.2K and 32.2.2B) How can a pass system work? Place a 
booth system up just like Zion or Arches. They handle thousands of people daily. (32.2.4A) Now it is 
our turn. Alta and Snowbird need their own parking garages and pay for it themselves. (32.2.2F) They 
should pay for their own shuttle services not the residents and with taxes. If Alta and Snowbird want 
more they should pay for all of it not with our taxes. (32.2.7A) Thank you. Deborah Read, Backcountry 
advocate 
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COMMENT #:  8337 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ben Brisbay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Please no gondola! (32.2.9E) It would be a terrible and tragic blight on our canyon. I would much rather 
see a toll, similar to Millcreek or American Fork canyon, especially for people driving up to the ski 
resorts. (32.2.4A) The resorts are the most direct cause of the worst of the traffic problems, they should 
bear more responsibility in solving the issue. (32.2.7A) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ben Brisbay 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8338 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jane Garcia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jane Garcia 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8339 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terra Perez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood canyon is integral to the outdoor recreation that this wonderful city provides. Beyond 
skiing, little cottonwood canyon is a haven for hikers, bikers, and rock climbers a like. The proposed 
gondola will destroy much of the cherished landscape and ruin much of the recreation outside of skiing. 
(32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) The proposed “solution” at hand has a very narrow view of who uses the 
canyon. This canyon provides more than skiing, and the proposed gondola threatens to ruin those other 
recreation opportunities. (32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I) Not to mention increased urbanization of this 
canyon diminishes the wild beauty it provides. (32.17A) I plea that the UDOT considers alternative 
options to protect our canyon. Please, consider other alternatives such as tolling the road during busy 
winter seasons and increasing public transportation (i.e. more buses). (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I ask that 
UDOT please do not move forward with this proposed gondola and/or road widening. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C)  
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COMMENT #:  8340 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Ickowicz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would cause irreparable damage to LCC and forever alter the landscape. (32.4I and 32.17A) 
Tax dollars should not be used to benefit private companies. A gondola literally only helps the resorts 
and doesn't solve the root of the problem. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Additional 
bus routes, access fees, & metering at the mouth of the canyon should be attempted before any plans 
to alter the landscape. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8341 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William McGowan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. (32.2.9E) One thing I think a lot of people don’t realize is that riding the 
gondola is just as inconvenient as riding on the current bus system. You still need to park and leave all 
of your belongings at the base of the canyon and take a 30+ minute ride to the base in your ski boots at 
the end of the day. If people aren’t willing to do that now, what leads you to believe that they will do it 
after a $100 million+ dollar investment (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  8342 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Donovan Bagley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Donovan Bagley 
West Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8343 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joseph Timmins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
After reading as much information as I can about the facts of what the community (locals) want with 
regards to our use of the canyons, it seems to be summarized as “to enjoy what we have” and the 
question that follows seems to have led to this discussion and planning, “how best do we enjoy what we 
have?”If the problem is congestion on the roadways then why, logically, would you try to get more 
people up that canyon???? (32.1.2B) I really like what has transformed in Zions National Park. 
(32.2.2B) 
With our population growth increasing, all outdoor natural settings will be a preferred place to be so let’s 
think big picture, what’s best for our generations to come? Probably not more people, but educating 
them about respecting what we have in its natural state and regulating the numbers of people, 
especially vehicles. What really is the consensus goal behind this discussion and plan? (32.1.2B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Joseph Timmins 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8344 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Trunek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Hopefully this reaches the right people, even if it is not directly relevant to this petition. I don't have any 
specific comments on LCC other than our canyon traffic has gotten very bad, and it makes me not even 
want to go there. What I do have comments on for UDOT is relating to other major traffic issues in SLC. 
 
1. i15 
 
Since land is at a premium and congestion in the valley is a problem, I suggest the route forward is to 
make i15 a double decker highway throughout the greater salt lake area. This would allow the same 
traffic patterns in the city but would double the throughput of interstate traffic. Lower deck is for short 
jaunts through city, upper deck for through traffic. 
 
I don't think the cost of something like this should be much of a barrier given how premium land is in the 
city. (32.29D) 
 
 
2. Make Parleys Canyon a tunnel 
I admit I don't know the feasibility of this one, but given i80's importance in shipping and the volume of 
trucks on it, building a low angle tunnel from the base of canyon to Jeremy ranch would allow trucks to 
take a direct and efficient route without weather hazards. I know in a passenger vehicle up and over 
cost about 5-10 bucks in gas, so for a big rig it's probably at least 30 dollars in fuel that could be saved 
for each vehicle. Add a weight based toll (say $10 for a big rig) to pay for everything and it's a win win 
win. Cheaper and safer than the pass, less emissions in the valley, profitable operational model, more 
stable shipping infastructure. (32.29D) 
 
3. Parking Garages in canyons. 
Parking at the mountains is one of the main causes of traffic delays. I feel a part of the solution is 
eliminating massive parking lots and building parking garages. They are closer and more convenient, 
covered from the snow, fit an almost indefinite number of vehicles, and if you are clever could even 
include skiable ramps leading right up to the resorts. Since they are in the mountains, they don't block 
views like they do in the city. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration! I am happy to expand on anything if needed. Thank you! 
Christopher Trunek 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Trunek 
Salt lake, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8345 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scott Carrier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Scott Carrier 
Salt lake, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8346 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pieter Blauvelt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Below are my comments on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). The enhanced bus option SHOULD be selected because it is more flexible to supporting future 
mobility goals and provides better options for individuals and families seeking access to a full range of 
canyon activities and experiences, while effectively servicing ski resorts and minimizing negative 
impacts at the base of the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
2). The gondola option SHOULD NOT be selected because it is focused primarily on benefits to the ski 
industry and continues our current thinking of perpetuating mobility through increased private 
automobile use around the valley and along the Wasatch Front. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  8347 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Judith Engracia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Neither the gondola nor the road expansion proposal will alleviate the traffic issue enough to justify the 
environmental impact of the project on the landscape and the financial cost to taxpayers. (32.1.2B, 
32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.7B and 32.7C) I am a Sandy city resident and the reason I bought a house here is 
to enjoy the beauty of Little Cottonwood specifically. A gondola would destroy the view and would not 
transport enough people fast enough up the mountain to make a dent on the traffic. (32.17A, 32.2.4A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) We also should not be subsidizing business for ski resorts Alta and Snowbird. Alta 
and Snowbird have created this traffic issue by insisting on expanding and expanding their business 
with no limit, hence the traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) However, ski resorts have an inherent 
limit-land and parking and traffic. Alta and Snowbird cannot expand to infinity. They must accept that 
their business deals with a limited resource. We cannot just keep expanding the road or build a 
gondola, or else the resource they are selling will soon be gone itself. (32.20C) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Judith Engracia 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8348 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Megan Ravenscroft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
No on the gondola and no widening of the roads (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
 
I think we should have a bus system like in Zion that is a good alternative. (32.2.2B) 
Thanks, 
Megan 
 
Sincerely, 
Megan Ravenscroft 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8349 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam Sodano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hey, Alta seasonal employee here. I live in Montana in the summers and if this gondola gets built, you 
better believe I won’t be going back to Utah to work winters ever again. It would ruin the culture and 
environment of little cottonwood canyon. (32.4I) It would be an irreversible scar on the earth. (32.17A 
and 32.17B) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Adam Sodano 
Whitefish, MT  
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COMMENT #:  8350 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Bolton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is an area of the Wasatch where I spend a significant amount of time 
recreating. I have skied hundreds of days at Alta, Snowbird and in the backcountry, hundreds of days 
hiking/running and I would estimate 500 or more days climbing. Both of the proposed options are 
permanent alterations to an otherwise beautiful canyon that significantly reduce usability for groups 
other than skiers. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Not only is parking 
for hiking and climbing reduced but hundreds of irreplaceable boulder problems (short climbing routes) 
would be destroyed by the two proposed options. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4P) There are other less 
impactful options that should be explored before these alterations are considered including increased 
bussing and tolling to reduce traffic and increase carpooling in the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8351 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennifer Francl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please don’t permanently alter and forever ruin the vistas of our beautiful mountains. (32.4I) 
 
There must be a better solution. (32.2.2PP). They did not choose to put a tramway through Zion 
National Park and were able to reduce traffic congestion while maintaining access. (32.2.2B) 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Francl 
Layton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8352 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kathleen English 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kathleen English 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8353 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abbey Ostrander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Abbey Ostrander 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8354 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Benjamin Lignugaris Kraft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Benjamin Lignugaris Kraft 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8355 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jody Laird-Doner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jody Laird-Doner 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-8574 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8356 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eric Shmookler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Eric Shmookler 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8357 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carol Foster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Carol Foster 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8358 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Podis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I stand with the local nonprofit Save Our Canyons in advising against the gondola. (32.2.9E) The 
impact on the canyons would be tremendous, and it's clear that that solution is more about making 
more money for Alta and Snowbird than it is for improving mobility throughout the canyons as a whole. 
(32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I support increased bus infrastructure and a 
transit hub at the base of the canyon. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8359 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Diamond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola- Yes (32.2.9D)  
I would like there to be as station at White pine to accommodate the summer hiking trails. (32.2.6.5G)  
Also, I want a small parking lot at the base station but have parking along Wasatch Blvd, with a bus 
system from the gravel pit to drop people off at the gondola station. (32.2.9T) 
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COMMENT #:  8360 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola please no gondola. (32.2.9E) Please don’t commercialize and ruin that canyon!!! 
Pleeeeeaaaasee. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  8361 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  D Drag 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I offer you the cautionary tale of Springfield and the monorail...A town with money is a lot like a mule 
with a spinning wheel, no one knows how he got, danged if he knows what to do with it. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8362 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mark Burnett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
This plan is only a temporary resolution to a much larger problem that continues to grow as our 
population does. (32.1.2B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Mark Burnett 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8363 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cheryl Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cheryl Davis 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8364 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Karol Kumpfer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
As an owner of the highest cabin in Albion Basin, I oppose gondolas to solve transportation issues. 
(32.2.9E) More buses and car quotes would be my first choice. Owners should get priority passes. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Karol Kumpfer 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-8583 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8365 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jay Hydren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The S3 Gondola is a good idea and will work great! I support it. (32.2.9D) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jay Hydren 
Cottonwood, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8366 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Noah Miterko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Hello UDOT Board and Staff, 
 
I am writing as a concerned resident of the Wasatch Front. I do not believe the proposed Gondola will 
reduce private vehicle volume in the canyon, and UDOT's own data supports that concern (UDOT, LCC 
EIS, p.2-16). (32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.2.2BB) I enjoy both resorts and all different trailheads, though it 
is clear that the gondola option exists mainly to serve the resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) This creates an equity and access issue that will be a problem from the moment ground is 
broken on the gondola. The Central Wasatch must remain free and open to all people for true 
wilderness recreation experience. (32.5A and 32.4G) What is to happen to traditionally excluded 
communities in Utah when the Gondola is seen as another barrier to the entrance to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon? (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5D) What will our out of state residents think when they are deciding 
between a destination that offers easy access to backcountry and resort riding, as well as summer 
access? (32.1.2C) Surely they will avoid the circus and choose one of our many Western neighbors 
that choose to keep a nature experience intact. 
 
I also have additional concerns. Traffic congestion in LCC will still continue even with the gondola 
because the gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. (32.7C) We need to remove 
private vehicles from our roadways, not add them. (32.2.4A and 32.1.2D) Driving to the gravel pit and 
to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 
32.2.6.5E) Anyone who has been to Little or Big Cottonwood during peak season knows that this is a 
trouble area, so adding cars is unthinkable. Connecting people from their point of origin (homes, hotels, 
etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and allow equitable access 
for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Year-round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
Please consider adding buses and avalanche sheds, but please do not approve the construction of a 
gondola, an eyesore that once built, cannot be undone. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A) 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Kind Regards, 
Noah E. Miterko 
 
Sincerely, 
Noah Miterko 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-8585 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8367 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rachel Diehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Please don't approve the gondola! (32.2.9E) My preferred option of the two would be the BRT, but I'm 
frustrated that we need to spend this money at all when it mainly just supports the ski industry. 
(32.2.9B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I enjoy skiing on occasion, but my main 
enjoyment of the canyon is through hiking and picnicking with my family. Please don't destroy the sight 
lines and further pollute the canyon. (32.17A) Ideally, existing bus routes could be expanded and cars 
significantly reduced in the canyon through tolls or number limits in the winter months. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) Skiers and really the ski companies should have to deal with it and come up with solutions on 
their own and with their own money. (32.2.7A) That's probably not realistic, but why should we cater 
primarily to them? Many other enjoy the canyon in lower impact ways and we shouldn't have to pay the 
literal and figurative price. 
 
See below. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rachel Diehl 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8368 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Karen Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The gondola is a good thing to consider -- AND REJECT. (32.2.9E) It will ruin the canyon. It will cause 
vast damage, and will not be effective (32.4I, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Karen Miller 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8369 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Gibson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just open the resorts earlier. Let the season pass locals go up, ski, and get out of the canyon before 
the other users. Ski resorts make more money. Less cars at one time. No need for more parking (like a 
recycled parking spot!), no need to expand roadway capacity. Its time to do this! Operationally, let's 
make it happen. (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  8370 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Russell Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8371 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mona Marler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I would like to see more connected park and ride lots with enhanced busing. Not adding lanes or a 
gondola. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.2I) Use the Park city and Aspen model. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mona Marler 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8372 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stephen Trimble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wild refuge of the Wasatch Mountains. Please see my comments below on the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
Our goal is surely to reduce private vehicles in the canyons. UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola 
won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
A gondola that goes straight to Snowbird and Alta does not properly serve the many users to areas 
loved by hikers and rock climbers up and down the canyon. The gondola creates more frustration than 
it solves. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Expanding the road in this narrow canyon would degrade wildlife habitat and populations. (32.13B) 
Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a shared habitat to 
continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
We need to remove private vehicles from our roadways, not add them! (32.1.2B and 32.7C) Buses are 
clearly the next step. Dedicating a lane to buses at peak use times and charging a fee for private 
vehicles would require little infrastructure expense and would solve many of the problems. (32.2.9B 
and 32.2.4A) Let's try that, refine it, and see if that helps solve our problems--before irreversible 
damage and huge investment in what could become a divisive boondoggle--a gondola. (32.2.9E)  
 
Sincerely, 
Stephen Trimble 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8373 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Hoefelmeier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Hoefelmeier 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8374 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Carpenter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of a mountain community that has been overtaken by tourists, high rent costs, limited 
housing options, and limited access due to environmental and tourist related activity: it is absolutely 
asinine to consider installing a Gondi that will benefit the private shareholders while simultaneously not 
solving the problem of accessing LCC. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Furthermore, have we not learned our lesson on creating eye sores in beautiful natural areas? (32.17A) 
What a terrible idea. Start a helicopter service or something ffs. (32.29D)

Page 32B-8593 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8375 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Noah Syroid 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2) Please consider National Park "Shuttle" models, where shuttles can head towards electric buses (not 
necessary initially). (32.2.2B) No need for gondola or widening of road. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
Best wishes! 
 
Sincerely, 
Noah Syroid 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8376 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jake Folgert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jake Folgert 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8377 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Margo Becker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Margo Becker 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8378 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Ballard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Ballard 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8379 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scott Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Scott Davis 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8380 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Annie Simpson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Annie Simpson 
Lake Bluff, IL  
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COMMENT #:  8381 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Byrne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put in a gondola system. (32.2.9E) This would have a huge negative impact on the 
beauty. (32.17A) A toll makes a lot more sense (you charge for buses and would charge for the 
gondola!). Only people with spare money are skiers anyway. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  8382 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Allan Weddick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Allan Weddick 
Sandy, UT 

Page 32B-8601 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8383 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Norbutt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
A gondola will not help the situation with the growing popularity of winter activities in the canyons. 
Backcountry skiing and winter hiking in general has exploded in the recent years. Parking at these 
areas is impossible now. A gondola will not fix this. (32.7B and 32.7C) On top of that the visual impact 
is not one I want to see. (32.17A) It will just make our canyons look like a resort. Making buses easier 
and an option for our backcountry users will greatly help. I used to ride the bus all the time to go to 
brighton. But now as I backcountry ski I have to drive. (32.2.9A and 32.1.2D) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Norbutt 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8384 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rebekah Couper-Noles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains and our canyons. I want to share that I do 
NOT support the gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) I would recommend that we limit traffic overall by having 
mass transit only access the canyon, no private vehicles or severely restricted access to private 
vehicles (e.g. private home owners only (32.2.2B) I do not think we should widen or expand the road. 
(32.2.9C) 
 
Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Thank you for honoring and supporting the canyon and please do not place a gondola or road 
expansion in this site. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, Rebekah 
 
Sincerely, 
Rebekah Couper-Noles 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8385 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Shupe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider this. Rock climbing is a way of life and helps define Utah. Little cottonwood is one of 
the main hubs for rock climbers at all levels. Not to mention, outdoor activities, like what Little 
Cottonwood provides, is one of the gems that Utah has to offer. Taking this away will damage that. So 
please, reconsider. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  8386 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't ruin the canyon with either a gondola or wider road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C). I enjoy hiking and 
skiing in little cottonwood canyon and though it will make it more difficult i think the best solution at this 
point is to make busses mandatory like in Zion National Park. (32.4G and 32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  8387 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Mosher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola will not solve any real problems the residents and vistors of LCC face. (32.2.9E, 
32.7B and 32.7C) It is not a real or viable transportation solution. It only serves to further crowd the 
slopes of Alta and Snowbird. (32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It will not operate 
year round and will be a scar on the canyon for generations to come. (32.2.6.5F and 32.17A) We have 
to protect our canyon and work towards a functional solution to traffic in the canyon like enhanced bus 
systems. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8388 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Bird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please install gondola to help alleviate traffic through the canyon. I’m a huge supporter of this. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8389 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabriel Bellante 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I realize this is a complex issue but a gondola is not the answer. (32.2.9E) Few would benefit and it 
seems as though this is an idea to benefit the companies involved. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) The key will be to incentivize mass transit (bus or train) by keeping these options affordable 
and subsidized. (32.2.4A) Contrarily, personal vehicles should be discouraged with high costs for 
entering the canyon. (32.2.4A) Weighing all-in-all, I believe avalanche shelters for the road will be a 
worthy investment to keep the road open longer and cleanup quicker during avalanche season and bus 
travel should be incentivized with frequent stops at climbing and backcountry trailheads in addition to 
the resorts. (32.2.2K, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  8390 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexis Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a skier at both resorts and backcountry, I would love to see increased bus routing through the 
canyon, perhaps even with drop-offs or pick-ups at backcountry routes so those skiers don't need to 
drive. Taking out parking and destroying other recreation activities is irresponsible compared to offering 
more frequent bus options. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  8391 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicolette Deason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
 
THOUSANDS MORE NOT NECESSARY (32.29D) 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicolette Deason 
Burnsville, MN 
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COMMENT #:  8392 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Charles Huff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6). Road widening and enhanced bus service with expanded routes and more frequent (5 min) service 
from multiple points of origin, all year round would be a far better solution. Designated stops at popular 
trail and back country access points in both directions, not just “on demand” for entry and nothing for 
exit from LCC would serve those recreating at terrain other than the commercial resorts. Provide a 
parking permit system that encourages multiple riders. (32.2.2I, 32.2.6.3N, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Charles Huff 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8393 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jay Griffith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Thank you for taking note of my concerns. 
 
I am a trail runner and biker who lives about a mile from the mouth of Millcreek Canyon. I am 61 and 
adore these mountains and the life in them. Like many (if not most) who live along the Wasatch Front, 
skiing is not my first and highest use of Little Cottonwood Canyon or any of the canyons. I value the 
wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains and do not want them lost to poor planning and 
pandering to special narrow interests. That is simply not fair. Please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1- Will increasing the road capacity or building a gondola help a greater amount of moderate to low 
income people have access to the mountains or make it even more remote for them? No. (32.5A) 
 
2- What is the master plan here for all the canyons? With the expected growth rate along the Wasatch 
Front, what ideas need to be implemented to make the canyons accessible to all (not just the wealthy) 
without ruining them? A lottery system may need to be implemented for access. A limit on ski tickets 
sold. Like a concert, it sells out at certain carrying capacity. (32.2.2K) 
 
3- Less cars need to be in the canyon. UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t reduce private car 
traffic. (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
4- What is the carrying capacity of this canyon? How was that data derived? How does UDOT weigh 
that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B and 32.20C) 
 
5- A gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort does not seem to serve 
the rest of the canyon and trailheads well. It only seems to serve the profitability of the ski resorts. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
6- This is critical: Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on 
their ecosystem. (32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora 
and fauna won’t be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS 
process alternatives allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 
32.13C)  
 
7- We need to remove private vehicles from our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel 
pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D) Using 
public transportation to carry people from their point of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the 
Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and allow equitable access for all of us who 
wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jay Griffith 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8394 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Carroll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-8613 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8395 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Forrest Pailes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really value the climbing in little cottonwood canyon, and it's really important to me that we can have a 
free method of climbing there. A gondola would bring more people and leave more of a trace in our 
beautiful canyon, as well as destroying popular climbing routes (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.17A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  8396 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivier Bock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There must be a better way to solve this problem than by destroying a resource to climbers as well as 
anybody who enjoys natural beauty. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, 32.4A and 32.4B) I travel from Oregon to 
enjoy those boulders and support the local economy while I'm there. Climbers are a growing 
demographic, while winters are on the decline. Please make a decision that will protect resources for all 
users. (32.2.2E, 32.6D and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  8397 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Harley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9D) I have been skiing Little Cottonwood Canyon for over 30 years. 
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COMMENT #:  8398 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Black 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an SLC local and year round user of LCC via hiking, climbing, bouldering, and skiing both in the 
backcountry and the resort I am strongly against the gondola and road widening options. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) I think UDOT should trial improved bus service and tolls on peak days prior to any alternative 
that would subject lcc to extensive construction. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) Locals want to see 
udot maximizing the options that the current infrastructure allows before building more. I also support 
capacity limits at the resorts, and I think we need to consider how many people our canyon can handle, 
not just the most efficient way to pack the canyon full of people. (32.20B)  
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COMMENT #:  8399 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola! (32.2.9E) That would forever scar the beauty and unique experience that is LCC. (32.17A) 
A Utah treasure that deserves to be preserved and protected. (32.29G)  
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COMMENT #:  8400 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Corin Vance 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support saving little cottonwood canyon (32.29G)  
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COMMENT #:  8401 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Wingelaar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel very strongly that our path should be one of the least impact to the environment. Using clean 
buses is the decision we should follow. It is more flexible and would service more people's needs. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) 

Page 32B-8620 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8402 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Mann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Mann 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8403 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mason Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of all the options considered by UDOT to decrease canyon traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon only an increased bus service with no road widening should be implemented. (32.2.9A) Two 
new large travel hubs and increased bus frequency will allow all those who wish to enjoy the canyon to 
do so without negatively impacting the natural ecosystem or cramming people into the canyon past its 
capacity. Unlike any of the other options where construction and permanent installations will only 
benefit those who will directly earn profits from them. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
There is without a doubt a limit to how many people Little Cottonwood Canyon is able to service at one 
time. Despite the belief of those in charge of this EIS, it seems that the max is being met or is very 
close now. (32.20B) In twenty years we will be well past that max capacity considering the extreme 
growth the winter sports industry has seen in the past few years. This again is only beneficial to those 
directly profiting off of an over saturation of the ski resort business. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
This, again, means the best major alternative is an enhanced bus system without a widening of SR 
210. (32.2.9A) Sub-alternatives that would be beneficial without any extreme impact/disregard for the 
canyons ecosystem and the experience enjoyed by those who visit it are; tolling to personal vehicles 
before snowbird entrance one, a five lane Wasatch Blvd, no roadside parking from mouth to snowbird 
entrance one during peak winter months, no parking on road next to ski resorts, and snowsheds in high 
avalanche danger zones. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9P, 32.2.9Q, and 32.2.9K) The 4-wheel drive or chains/snow 
tire laws must also be more heavily enforced during peak winter months as every year vehicles without 
these requirements are allowed into the canyon. This regularly causes accidents which increase 
canyon congestion. (32.2.2M) 
Implementing these changes will, without a doubt, decrease congestions in and around LCC, allow 
visitors to continue enjoying the canyon without disruptive constructs and overcrowding, and have the 
least impact on the local environment. 
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COMMENT #:  8404 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonas Nyberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea and solution! Hoping that the funding of this project won’t be put on already very expensive 
ski passes (32.29D). 
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COMMENT #:  8405 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jerome Kuntz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I don’t understand why the solutions being considered are ones that will do absolutely nothing to curb 
the traffic and parking problems that still exist in the summer. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) The trail head 
parking is simply inadequate at every trailhead up the canyon. We have an opportunity to reduce 
vehicle emissions, car break-ins and increase pedestrian and cyclist safety by reducing the number of 
cars up the canyon in the summer a gondola simply is not the solution we need. (32.2.6.2.4A) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8406 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Owens-Baird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Okay UDOT..... 
 
There is a simple solution here and it has NOTHING to do with building a gondola or expanding the bus 
lane. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
 
It's called a toll... (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
 
1 person in a car = $20 
2 People in a car = $15 
3 People in a car = $10 
4+ People in a car = $0 
 
Take the money from this, put it into building more parking for bus stops along the Wasatch front, and 
help subsidize more busses to go to those locations. (32.2.2I) 
 
Tolls are designed to economically change the way people take action. Although all of the people going 
up the mountain have lots of money, I can 100% tell you they would be pissed knowing they had to pay 
$ to go up there. My old boss makes half a million dollars a year and is pissed to pay $20 bucks for 
parking at an event. 
 
Ways to go up the canyon is not the issue, its how many people are in each car... Perhaps you could 
table the issue for a year and review how many 1 person drivers go up the canyon. I think you'd find it's 
more than 50% of the cars go up there. (32.2.4A) 
 
If you think it creates limited access for poorer communities...it doesn't...there is a free option. (32.5A) 
 
The best part about this option? It can be tested for 1 year by building very cheap structures at the base 
of the canyons!!! (32.29R)  
 
Please please please do not build a Gondola in this amazing place. (32.2.9E) I climb, hike, and 
backcountry ski along the entire canyon and would be heartbroken to see something like that built in 
our backyard. 
 
Best, 
alex 
 
p.s. also a toll would allow a correct view into cars going up with chains or road tires and establish a 
better process than a cop going out there at 7am to watch for this. So much of this issue lies in cars 
that should NOT be driving up there doing it. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2M) 
Sincerely, 
Alex Owens-Baird 
Salt Lake, UT 84105 
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COMMENT #:  8407 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Athyn Scofield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Athyn Scofield 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8408 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Rushforth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
We own a home in Big Cottonwood Canyon. While we occasionally are troubled by excessive traffic, 
we are solidly against a larger, multi-lane road. (32.2.9C) We are likewise opposed to a gondola. 
(32.2.9E) Enhanced bus service along with some sort of daily pass system to limit cars in the canyons 
is a better option. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) 
 
Sincerely, 
Sam Rushforth 
Orem, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8409 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Denny 

 
COMMENT: 
 
no gondola,would prefer enhanced bus service. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) May incorporate places of 
service for parking to ease park and ride areas. (32.2.6.2.1C) Minimal impact on canyon.The buses can 
be managed by demand. Dont allow speculators and political hacks to influence this process. (32.2.9N) 
thank you 
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COMMENT #:  8410 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marty Tate 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the Gondola. (32.2.9E) We can accomplish something similar with low emission or 
electric busses. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) This would permanently scar the canyon. (32.17A) Please 
vote no. 
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COMMENT #:  8411 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hazel Coffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither the gondola nor road widening are appropriate for this situation. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The 
gondola would be a massive public expenditure to serve two private ski companies. That is wrong 
unless those resorts are paying for it. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Road widening is 
probably necessary in some locations but not the entire length of the canyon. The canyon environment 
does not have an unlimited capacity so we must include education and incentives to spread recreation 
out to other parts of the Wasatch and Utah. (32.20B, 32.20A, and 32.20C)  
Please re-examine the potential for more bus and shuttle type service along with incentives to get 
people out of their private cars and onto public transit. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A). As always, public transit 
has to be affordable and convenient. When those two criteria are met people will get out of their cars. 
Bus/shuttle along with an annual pass and more safe stops along the canyon corridor can 
accommodate hikers, climbers, photographers, birders, etc. along with taming (though not eliminating) 
the winter crush of skiers on a powder day. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) Bus/shuttle, plus well designed 
stops with bathrooms, is the smartest, most flexible, least impactful approach. It must be coupled with 
convenient affordable parking not just at the canyon base, but at other origin points throughout the 
valley. (32.2.2I) The Salt Lake Valley and Canyons quality of life that we will have in 20 years depends 
on smart flexible transportation options that move us away from driving individual cars for every little 
thing we do. That needs to be a top design criteria for this project and every other throughout the valley. 
(32.2.2I) Let's see some big picture, long term environment and budget friendly thinking NOW. I have 
lived in SLC and used the canyons for skiing, hiking, and camping, for almost 50 years. I have 
commuted daily by car, bike, and bus depending on cost/convenience. I have traveled by ferry, bus, 
train, light rail, and car throughout the USA and in several European countries. Neither of your current 
options are right for Little Cottonwood Canyon at this moment in history. Do the right thing and re-
evaluate. THANK YOU 
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COMMENT #:  8412 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Warren Miterko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A tram is only in the interest of Snowbird and Alta, believe a tram would irreversibly change the 
character of the wasatch for the worse. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) An improved bus system should be the solution, as it will benefit all canyon users and not only 
two ski areas and their patrons (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  8413 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Robb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any solution outside of the gondola. Ruins the view of the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Still need 
bussing to get to the gondola and only helps for profit companies. (32.2.6.5J, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8414 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mark Shockey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Ban private vehicles except for canyon residents and employees. (32.2.2B) Use electric buses. 
(32.2.6.3F) 
 
Sincerely, 
Mark Shockey 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8415 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Smithson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an avid climber and skier that visits LCC several times per month throughout out the year. I 
believe that both options (Gondola and road widening) are bad options. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Less 
harmful options exist. We need to work together to consider more than just the ski industry. 
Implementing either of these proposals would be a tragedy to the countless boulders that would be lost 
and the spirit of what LCC is today would be forever altered. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) UDOT needs to 
focusing efforts on more attainable goals such as: reducing single occupancy vehicles, implementing a 
toll system at peak times, increasing bus service, and building parking garages throughout SLC. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2I) I believe this money would be better served implementing a forest 
management plan that mitigates wildfire risk, daylighting the seven canyons that run from the Wasatch 
to the Jordan River, and improving people's access to the outdoors and not just the ski industry. 
(32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  8416 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a gondola option. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  8417 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Hogan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola, because of all the benefits, however i am very sad to hear about the 
climbing that would be destroyed. (32.2.9D and 32.4B) i am a climber and a skier. Certainly there must 
be a way to build the gondola without destroying climbing routes. Even if the towers of the gondola are 
amongst the climbing, that is ok, as long as the climbing is still available. (32.4B) thank you" 
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COMMENT #:  8418 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda Quinn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will destroy the canyon's beauty and serves such a small part of the population that 
recreates LCC. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A larger park and ride 
structure with increased bus service that serves several trail spurs is the way to go. (32.2.6.2.1C, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  8419 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Travis Oltman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Travis Oltman 
North Ogden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8420 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophie Cisar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8421 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalie Curtis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am extremely concerned, sad, and disappointed that the proposed options are the only things we 
could come up with to preserve our canyon. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) Neither are good solutions that 
have the canyon in mind. Do not move forward with either. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Natalie Curtis 
4558 S Loren Von Dr Slc, UT 84124-4730 
Nataliecurtis8@gmail.com"" 
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COMMENT #:  8422 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am supportive of the gondola project. I love all activities in our mountains - but access is untenable. 
This seems like a great solution that protects the environment and gives avid skiers and hikers the 
access we need. (32.2.9D) Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  8423 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tim Seeley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Please don't ruin the landscape with gondola and road widening. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4I) Tim 
Seeley 
 
Sincerely, 
Tim Seeley 
Kaysville, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8424 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Richlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to a Gondola solution. (32.2.9E) I think it will just move congestion to a different location. 
(32.7C and 32.2.6.5E) I believe bus parking should be expanded and covered. I think we need much 
better bus access. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
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COMMENT #:  8425 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darin Poulson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This project is too expensive and will be largely ineffective at getting more skiiers up the mountain 
expeditiously. (32.7C) For $600 million dollars, this will likely accomplish very little besides costing 
taxpayers a huge amount of money to be split between contractors and kicked back to the legislators 
and administrators re-election campaign funds. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) In the end, this will just produce 
a bottleneck of parking traffic, an eyesore for home owners, slow commute times up the mountain, and 
a huge tax bill for local residents. (32.2.6.2.1D, 32.2.6.5E, 32.2.4A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.7A) Make a 
parking lot, buy electric buses, and shuttle people up the mountain. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C, and 
32.2.6.3F) This is an overly elaborate and expensive solution that needs to be put back in the "stupid" 
category. 
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COMMENT #:  8426 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Daining 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a terrible idea and only benefits a small group of resort owners and powder day resort 
skiers. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We need improved bus service (not 
even an expanded road with more bus lanes). If the bus is reliable and regular, people will ride it. Don't 
give in to the resort greed at taxpayers expense. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.6.3N) 
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COMMENT #:  8427 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lyndsay Gang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lyndsay Gang 
Heber City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8428 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Dillworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this would be a fantastic improvement tor the area! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8429 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Philippe Montalette 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love that idea. It would be huge save traffic and parking PLUS environment!! Go for it. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8430 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Stephenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the Gondola will be an eye sore and the amount of infrastructure needed will destroy this 
canyon for ever. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) I also think that it will be a waste of money in 20-30 years 
when climate change has destroyed skiing. (32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  8431 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Morlock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Preserve the canyon by limiting the number of vehicles per day in an automated system and expanding 
mas transit- bus shuttles. (32.2.2K and 32.2.9A) A gondola only destroys more of the natural 
environment to put it in and ends up overcrowding the cnyon with usuage in the long run. (32.2.9E, 
32.17A, 32.20A, and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  8432 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tammy Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for a gondola/tram that takes us up to the mountain. And I am all for a parking structure that 
holds more cars. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5J) Maybe not 1800 but we need something like this since IKON 
has made it more affordable for people to ski. Let's finally do this! 
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COMMENT #:  8433 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sebastian Laskowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why are you going to destroy land used by many to serve private companies with public tax dollars. 
(32.1.2B) Please do not destroy the canyons and continue to preserve them. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  8434 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glennis Waltman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Against the gondola! (32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  8435 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Provolt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just do it! Think snow. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8436 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Swan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus service with widening of the road. (32.2.9A) As the extra capacity is only 
needed a few days a year for skiers this is the best solution over permanent structures such as the 
gondola. (32.1.4D and 32.2.9E) The gondola option is really for commercial enterprises and general 
public use and maintaining as much of the natural part of the canyon should be maintained (32.29G). 
The gondola will be a permanent structure whose damage to install and then be visually present will 
essentially turn the canyon into a commercial route then a natural wonder. (32.17A) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  8437 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sergio Molina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola Option to preserve Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8438 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Fletcher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is clearly the best long term solution. Other options merely provide short term easing of 
environmental problems and will ultimately exacerbate the situation. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8439 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Sheridan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Lower emissions and environmental impact by removing the heavy construction and maintainance 
burden of roads. SUPPORT THE GONDOLA (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  8440 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Morehouse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the use of the gondola to supplement the access to the resorts for employee's and guests 
alike. I don't believe a multi lane highway with Snow Sheds is a solution for current demands or parking 
and access to the resorts. (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.3E, and 32.2.6.5Z) 
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COMMENT #:  8441 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Much rather take a gondola up to the ski areas than drive up the canyon on a snow day (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8442 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Gordon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola and donating Mt Superior to conservation. (32.2.9D and 32.29F) 
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COMMENT #:  8443 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nyssa DeGrazio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support the gondola project! The Salt Lake Valley is desperately in need of cleaner air, 
especially in the winter months. Carbon neutral mass transit would be worth it in this case, even if it 
were the more expensive option, but in this case it's even the more cost effective choice. Please make 
the economical and ecological choice!" (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  8444 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda Chen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is more environmentally friendly as long as there’s sufficient parking at the start of the gondola 
(32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-8663 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8445 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caitlin Lowther 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of UDOT's recommendation for both the gondola and the widening of Wasatch Blvd. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.9Q) In order to keep up with the pace of growth in Utah, we need to be forward 
thinking in mix-use transportation options. Currently Utah has one of the best transportation systems in 
the U.S. and these solutions will ensure that we're meeting the needs of growing population, while also 
protecting our outdoors. 
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COMMENT #:  8446 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kris Olszewski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Totally in favor of the gondola (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  8447 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Dubock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UTA transit makes sense, give buses priority, flex with the crowds. (32.2.9A) No need for an expensive 
gondola with choke points. (32.2.9E) No one is listening to the lifties that know gear breaks down, 
people hate lines. (32.2.6.5K and 32.2.6.5C) I've volunteered at Snowbird for 14 years, listen to guests 
during road closures, low interest days. Stepping on a bus is so easy. UTA needs a dispatch desk at 
the Snowbird Portico, they have computers, phones, and yet refuse to disclose when a bus will arrive, 
pure Stone Age! Toll road LCC, the technology is there to scan windshields. No one skis in the 
shoulder seasons, gondola is a waste of money. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8448 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Hafner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m all for the gondola. Anything to help alleviate traffic up LCC is a win to me. Thanks (32.2.9D and 
32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  8449 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Wray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) It will be unsightly, not only for 
the ground but for mountain views. (32.17A) I can't believe it will also provide adequate transportation 
for those wishing to visit the canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  8450 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Walrath 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have traveled to Aspen and Snowmass and agree with Gondola supporters that it is a best choice for 
little cottonwood. That's my vote (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8451 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expand the bus system before building a gondola or expanding the roads (32.2.9A, 32.29R, 32.2.9E, 
and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  8452 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Chester 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8453 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edward Kramer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After all the years of studying the traffic problem in LCC, the gondola is a terrible alternative, clearly 
driven by the ski areas and business. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The 
enhanced bus service option is my preferred option, given the alternatives, but I still believe that tolling 
the road would significantly decrease the traffic. Unfortunately, the ski areas have never supported that 
option. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  8454 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Allison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My strong preference for Little Cottonwood going forward is the Gondola option (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8455 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Silon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is the better option as this would help to eliminate road traffic, decrease potential 
accidents in inclement weather and help to preserve the natural environmental ambiance. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8456 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amber Handy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola and believe it is the best choice for our canyons and environment. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8457 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devon Musson Rose 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a mixed approach, including those who want to pay for the privilege of convenience, while 
also increasing bus availability to make the canyon accessible to a wide range of our community that 
has a range socioeconomic resources. These approaches will also decrease the environmental impact 
of other proposed strategies, such as a gondola or widening roads. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.5A, 32.2.9E, 
and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  8458 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lisen Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lisen Green 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8459 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fred Schoenbrunn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola system makes the most sense in terms of alleviating the problems with traffic and parking 
at the resorts. Personally, I would love to take a gondola up the canyon. The gondola also allows 
access when the road is closed, for residents, resort employees and skiers. Adding a bus lane would 
help with parking, but is not nearly as environmentally friendly and does nothing for issues with 
avalanches closing the canyon. (32.2.9D, 32.2.9C, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8460 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brodi Sabiston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Reduce the emissions in Salt Lake City! The ability to access Little Cottonwood during times of traffic, 
or poor weather will be fantastic. (32.10A and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8461 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Liechty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) I think reducing the vehicles on the road would be ideal. 
(32.2.4A) I’ve skied sunshine village in Alberta Canada a few times. They have a similar but much 
smaller set up. Their gondola is great. Central parking area and everyone rides the Gondola up to the 
main mountain. The plan to widen road and add more buses doesn’t solve the problem of road closures 
during avalanche control work or accidents. (32.7A and 32.2.6.3P) The gondola will significantly reduce 
traffic in the canyon, allow people who wish to drive the ability to still drive with less traffic, and less 
busy parking lots. It will allow the masses to step right off the Gondola and quick access to the lifts. In 
my opinion the gondola is the no brainer option here and something I’m quite excited about. Here’s to 
many more years or quality winter recreation in LCC 
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COMMENT #:  8462 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Liston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I simply cannot believe that after years of skiing and growing up in Utah the government neverless my 
favorite ski resort, snowbird, thinks the solution is to destroy the beautiful landscape of LCC. (32.17A 
and 32.17B) People come from around the world to ski here and the only reason for less traffic seems 
to be to benefit the ski resorts financially. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Come up with 
a better idea that wont ruin landscapes and instead may just cost the resort some money to offer a 
better experience. Example different pass options, a local option, Etc. The Ikon pass is headed to ruin 
skiing in Utah and I feel is the largest reason for the traffic bump as I have seen throughout my life. 
(32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  8463 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Frechette 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola option for transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8464 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Jenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8465 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robin Dale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! No no no gondola. Corporate nightmare. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8466 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a great idea. But the tax payer should not bear the full responsibility of paying for 
this addition (32.2.9D and 32.2.7A) Those that use it should be required to pay a fee. (32.2.4A) Also, 
the ski resorts in the canyon should be required to help pay for some of the construction and 
maintenance costs. Because they will benefit greatly from the gondola. They are also the reason why 
the gondola is needed to begin with. There is no consideration for a gondola in similar canyons such as 
American Fork Canyon. That's because the ski resorts are the reason why there's so much traffic. 
(32.1.2B) Please be more transparent about how this project will be funded. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8467 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Walton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What provision for getting luggage and groceries up the canyon are being made? Many visitors will be 
staying overnight or for a week or two and bring a lot of luggage and several boxes of groceries. Is the 
gondola only for day skiers and the current roadway will remain as is for the long-term patrons? 
(32.2.6.5D) 
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COMMENT #:  8468 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for the gondola for sure (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-8687 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8469 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cale Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option to reduce traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon. A bus lane is not 
environmentally sound. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  8470 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kayley Cassity 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes! I fully support a gondola option to access Little Cottonwood Canyon. I grew up skiing and hiking at 
Snowbird and Alta, and the heavy use and over dependence on vehicles is harming this beautiful 
canyon. Please approve the Gondola for Little Cottonwood Canyon! (32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  8471 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frank Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola or tram would be an acceptable alternative to consider. (32.2.9D) 
 
Public ground transportation should be electric or carbon neutral. (32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8472 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Temple 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How do we expect a gondola to handle peak traffic loads? (32.2.6.5C) It doesn't make sense, and 
would choke mountain access off for many. (32.2.6.5D, 32.2.4A, 32.4G, and 32.7C) Imagine an hour-
long wait in the Gondola line when Oktoberfest closes for the day? Or when the ski-day begins. 
(32.2.6.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  8473 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Justin Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Where can I find information about how the gondola project is going to be funded? (32.2.7A) 
Thanks, 
Justin Martin 
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COMMENT #:  8474 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tram for sure. Bus lanes not as good. No Brainer given road maintenance cost etc + not as attractive. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  8475 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise Alexander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love this idea. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8476 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Moulton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes would prefer no action be taken. (32.2.9G) It doesn’t make sense to spend all of that tax payer 
money to mostly benefit two private resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I’d also 
prefer to keep the landscape as is and not affect the views, climbing, and more. 
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COMMENT #:  8477 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey DeLong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola plan makes the most sense. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8478 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kyle De Vries 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
  
Sincerely, 
Kyle De Vries 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8479 

DATE:   8/23/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Al Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Josh 
 
Thank you for speaking with me the other day. Here is a link to my website and most of the info is on 
there. As I mentioned, I think the bus system would be the fastest and easiest to implement and it could 
be in place for the 21 - 22 ski season. (32.2.9A, 32.2.7C, and 32.29R) 
 
I will also submit some of these points as public comments. 
 
www.cwc2014.com  
 
 
 
Thanks, 
 
Al Young 
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COMMENT #:  8480 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mike Lefebvre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mike Lefebvre 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8481 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jaime Hirsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
jaime hirsh 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8482 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Luke Werner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I appreciate the work put into the Little Cottonwood Canyon DEIS. Before spending more than half a 
billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, I am 
advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing 
infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Some 
of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Before we further destroy LCC and disrupt a vital watershed, we need to exhaust every possible option 
given the current infrastructure. (32.2.2PP) Let’s encourage people to take the buses by 
limiting/penalizing single riders during peak times/days, providing benefits to carpoolers, increasing bus 
frequency, enlarging car share parking lots in the valley, and utilizing the passing lanes for buses and 
HOV vehicles only. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3N) 
 
The gondola does not serve the people. (32.2.9E) It serves the resorts and does not provide equal 
opportunity to the outdoors. Unless you can afford to pay thousands of dollars for a season pass, your 
access to the outdoors will not benefit from the gondola. I think it’s ethically wrong for a private 
company to profit off of public lands that only seek to serve the privileged. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Let’s look at the easiest, cheapest, and most environmentally sound option we have. I ask that we do 
not move forward with installing a gondola, nor widening the lanes until we can definitively say that 
current infrastructure is inadequate. (32.29R, 32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Installation of either of these 
options will forever have an adverse impact on land that serves a diverse community and provides 
critical resources to the people of Utah. 
 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
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am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Luke Werner 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8483 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jacque Zimmerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
I love LCC and grew up here and have seen a lot of change and most of it has destroyed things I have 
loved seeing and enjoying in my youth. Please don’t take one more thing I love away. Gondolas are just 
going to destroy scenic beauty and bring far to many people to an already overcrowded resort systems. 
Please find another way (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.20C) 
Jacque 
 
Sincerely, 
Jacque Zimmerman 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8484 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lucas Gasienica 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lucas Gasienica 
North Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8485 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meredith Salas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Why wouldn’t you try alternatives with less impact to the 
canyon first, before jumping to such an expensive and intrusive alternative like the gondola? (32.29R) 
In my opinion, the canyon can only accommodate a certain amount of people in order to sustain its wild 
beauty and provide high quality recreational experiences. (32.20B) I think the numbers of visitors to the 
canyon should be capped in order to preserve what we all live about this area. It’s definitely worth 
seriously considering other ideas that will better serve different users rather than just skiers in the 
wintertime. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Meredith Salas 
Kaysville, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8486 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Becky Frawley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Becky Frawley 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8487 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Renee Yeoman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
We do not need to cram more people up little cottonwood canyon so that snowbird and Alta can make 
more money. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) Toll the road. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Let whoever can make it up 
make it up. Don’t destroy the canyon’s natural beauty and habitat be ruined for corporate greed. (32.4I, 
32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Renee Yeoman 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8488 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Foran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am commenting to voice my concerns for the current plans for LCC. I agree that drastic changes need 
to be undertaken to allow for long term environmental sustainable entry to the canyon. However the 
current plan fails to address and mitigate the existing issues. While winter access appears to mainly 
focus on the resorts, year round traffic enters the canyon for various activities ( hiking, biking, photos, 
climbing, etc). Failing to allow for new transit to access areas outside of the resort does not reduce long 
term impact in the canyon. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
Additionally, and most importantly, this plan fails to address the largest barrier to utilizing public transit. 
And that is parking. Without expanding and providing increased parking availability at the base of the 
canyon there is a sure guarantee that no option will result in decrease passenger car traffic. 
(32.2.6.2.1C) This is an existing barrier as there is currently such limited space and a time disincentive 
in utilizing existing transit option. Few canyon goers would select a time intensive option of busing from 
an open lot to wait in line in the cold for a gondola or bus transfer. (32.2.6.4B and 32.2.6.5J) Once a 
patron, myself Included, drives to the base of the canyon and finds it full, would turn around and drive 
the opposite way to find parking further away, wait for a different bus, just to get back to where they/I 
started. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5E) Therefore despite increase bus routes, or a gondola option, the 
average user will continue to make the decision to drive all the way up the canyon and park at their 
selected hike or ski resort. (32.2.4A) Until this is address, in my opinion, no option will be successful. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Foran 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8489 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Vicky Weaver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Vicky Weaver 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8490 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lauren Hawkes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Furthermore, some studies project that within 50-75 years, there will not be enough snow in the 
canyons to support ski resorts. UDOT must plan for long term climate changes and protect the 
mountains that provide valuable drinking water to the Valley (which will continue to grow exponentially 
and further stress water availability). (32.2.2E, 32.12A, and 32.12B) Expanding the road or building a 
gondola to increase capacity will only further stress and already vulnerable area. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
Securing the future of the Valley will require sacrifices by skiers and others who recreate in the canyon. 
Increased bus availability or shuttles may not be popular at first, but if UDOT invests in making it the 
new normal, people will adapt. (32.2.9A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Lauren Hawkes 
Herriman, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8491 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Milo Kluger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Milo Kluger 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8492 

DATE:   8/31/21 1:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dustin Eells 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Please consider the environmental impacts and not the money going into very specific pockets from the 
gondola (32.29G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Dustin Eells 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8493 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Linzy Vase 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Linzy Vase 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8494 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kayla Bobzien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kayla Bobzien 
Taylorsville, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8495 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Liz Venuto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
liz venuto 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8496 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dan Housley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I’m fot the gondola (32.29D) 
 
Sincerely, 
Dan Housley 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8497 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dayna Bachman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Dayna Bachman 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8498 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Bachman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Bachman 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8499 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Spencer Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Spencer Campbell 
Sandy, UT  
 

Page 32B-8719 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8500 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Megan Trapp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Megan Trapp 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8501 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Travis Morrison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I'm in favor of exploring the following options listed below: 
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

If these options fail and attempting them, I would rather see the placement of a train down LCC. Trains 
are sustainable, clean, and efficient. A train option could extend all the way to the front-runner and 
offset parking throughout the valley at the various train stops, instead of placing a cluster-show of 
parking at the base of the canyon. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I) The proposed plan will only lead to the same 
number of cars trying to reach the respective canyon and ski resorts. (32.7B and 32.7C) A train on the 
other hand will be a much more valid and long term solution. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Travis Morrison 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8502 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Corinne Snyder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Corinne Snyder 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-8722 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8503 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erin Cole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Cole 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8504 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Teresa Dudden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Teresa Dudden 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8505 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Corey Sautebin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
COREY SAUTEBIN 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8506 

DATE:   8/31/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kelly Jorgensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Please don’t ruin the Canyon! (32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kelly jorgensen 
American Fork, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8507 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Devyn Hannon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Devyn Hannon 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8508 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alma Elkaz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alma Elkaz 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8509 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kristen Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
I would also request that we consider having the ski resorts contribute more funds to this operation 
since they seem to benefit the most from any expansion project. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristen Walker 
Layton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8510 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Zoe Parmeter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Zoe Parmeter 
West Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8511 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Diane Emm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hard no on this proposal. Once again, it's a project that benefits the wealthy and dings the community, 
at a cost of some $1000/per person over 25 years to build this. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) The idea is extreme when little else has been tried. How about environment over money? 
(32.29G) Alta used to have a beloved "lottery" to get a season ski pass, limiting the number of skiers on 
the hill and wholly bettering the experience. (32.2.2K) This especially since Alta leases public land for 
the purpose of recreation. Not everyone skis or hikes, but USFA land is for all the people. (32.5A) 
Beyond the actual time, inconvenience, use of raw materials, great impact on wildlife, streams and 
natural resources, the gondola concept is nutty. (32.13A and 32.2.9E) 
 
Limit the number of cars, launch timed entry, increase buses, hell - ADD bus service for the summer 
blather blather blather. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.1.2C) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Diane Emm 
Slc, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8512 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Schmerse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
larger investment up front. Better long-term option for traffic and pollution. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8513 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Kippen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please install a gondola to help preserve the canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8514 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Berman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Snowbird and Alta needs to limit the capapicity of the ski areas. The canyon is already well passes 
maximum capacity bringing more people up lcc with additional infrastructure will make things way 
worse! (32.2.2K and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  8515 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Wiggins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola. (32.2.9E) This is NOT in the best interest of the citizens of UT and Salt 
Lake. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) 

Page 32B-8735 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8516 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Kushner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing this letter to emphatically support the Snowbird gondola. (32.2.9D) I have been a Snowbird 
skier since 1974, when my grandparents hosted us for a week long Snowbird vacation. Since then I 
have skied Snowbird regularly, buying annual season passes starting in 1988. However, over the past 
few decades the environment of Little Cottonwood Canyon has been dramatically damaged by traffic 
and increasing skier volume. Massive traffic jams are just part of the problem. (32.7C) We need a 
permanent solution to reduce skier and human impact on the canyon. Thus, I strongly support the 
gondola proposal, which will reduce vehicle traffic and create an environmentally sustainable solution to 
support this precious and unique canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8517 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randy Keisker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed gondola project. It’s really the only idea that will help with traffic issues when it 
snows (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8518 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Hammett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How about we leave the canyon alone! (32.2.9G) We can’t even fund a full day kinda garden or hire 
teachers but this is what we want to spend our money on? Something that will be useful a few weeks a 
year? (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  8519 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Cobourn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the implementation of the gondola option along with tolling in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8520 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Theresa Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8521 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of a gondola however why wouldn't it be a circular gondola starting at the mouth of Big 
Cottonwood canyon & going up Little Cottonwood & over to Big Cottonwood & back down. (32.2.2Q) I 
think building a parking garage over at the Gravel Pit location makes more sense. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  8522 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Zaugg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see something like this happen! Keep the roads open for emergency or other 
recreational activities (biking, hiking, etc) or allow "clean" (electric/hybrid/CNG) vehicles to travel up the 
canyon for free. (32.2.4A) To encourage use of the tram system, charge an access fee to drive up the 
canyon? or at least charge for parking everywhere up the canyon (use those fees to pay for the 
gondola and encourage others to use it by making that leg of the trip free to ride) I've always enjoyed 
Little Cottonwood Canyon and have been disappointed to see it degraded over the years due to air 
pollution from vehicles and people leaving trash behind everywhere. (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  8523 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kurt Grube 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the bus option not the gondola. How about only allowing single occupant vehicles up the 
canyon after 1:00 PM and having a ride share lot near the mouth to allow for single occupant vehicles 
to pair up riders. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8524 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Newhouse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As both a winter and summer user of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I must say that: The gondola system 
for LCC is NOT an acceptable solution. (32.2.9E) a bus improvement system is better by far, and an 
improved road system is the best option. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  8525 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Chamberlain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the way to go! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8526 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whitney Zaino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GREAT IDEA!!!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8527 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jefferson Mckenzie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor an expanded bus system for the added flexibility, capacity, and more reasonable cost. (32.2.9A) 

Page 32B-8747 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8528 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Rickers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Safer ways up the canyons that have smaller effect on this beautiful state we live in is always the better 
option (32.29A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  8529 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Sanders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The more we can preserve the better! The answer is gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8530 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Hallman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Designated hybrid shuttle bus lane...No tram or train they would be to large of an environmental 
disaster.. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9M) 
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COMMENT #:  8531 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marlow Springer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would vote to leave the canyon road as it is - maybe add a few over-road tunnels - no gondola, no 
extra lanes. (32.2.9K, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) If this is mainly for the skiers, let them pay an extra road-
access surcharge that adds cost to their tickets and have those funds go to road maintenance. The 
average Utah resident cannot afford to go skiing anymore, so the average taxpayer should not be 
funding those road issues mainly benefiting the skiers and ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Maybe add a $1 toll for summer use and non-skier winter use, but make it much 
more than that in the winter, and in a manner that only skiers pay the increased amount - by adding it to 
the lift ticket. (32.1.2C and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8532 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Candee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please construct snow sheds as a first step to LCC road improvement. (32.2.9K) it seems to be the 
best solution to deal with avalanche mitigation road closures. i am opposed to the gondola. i am in favor 
of bus service improvements (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  8533 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Birkley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
build the gondola!! save our canyons!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8534 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Chrysler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is abundantly clear that the gondola option primarily exists as a public subsidy to the private interests 
of the ski resorts. This alone should disqualify the gondola. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) However, if this is not enough, the visual appearance of LCC will be changed permanently in an 
undesirable way due to the presence of the gondola towers and access roads. (32.17A) It is clear that 
the bus option best serves the public interest. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8535 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Norman Levy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
go with the gondola for little cottonwood canyon. do not charge time share or condo and home owners 
a toll to drive up the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8536 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This makes zero sense to spend this much money to benefit Snowbird & Alta ski resorts which are two 
private entities. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  8537 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Stillman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm still undecided on the Gondola vs. the Road Widening and bus option. They both have pro's and 
con's. I try to envision the Gondola Towers going up the canyon and that image isn't one I like. 
However when it comes to pollution from increased buses that's not so swell either as the valley haze is 
moving further and further up the canyon it seems like every year during the inversions. Given that I am 
leaning towards the Gondola option. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  8538 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shauna Webster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
save our canyons (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  8539 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Blalock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
WHOLEHEARTEDLY in favor of the gondola solution over any kind of expanded road / mass transit 
approach. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8540 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Feldman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I think the gondola solution for traffic mitigation in LCC is the sexy optiion, and a great option for 
ski resort customers, like me, I think the enhanced bus solution, with purpose-designed busses, and 
increased frequency of service, combined with tolls/limits for cars gives the most flexibility and overall 
service, combined with traffic reduction, for all users of the canyon, especially those who are not 
planning to use the ski resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.5N, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.1.2D) We need a solution 
that will offer the most reach for all users of the canyon, and one that can be adjusted for seasonal 
variations of use. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  8541 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option. Thanks! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8542 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Elsholz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is easily the best option to effectively reduce canyon traffic and also thereby improve air 
quality. Gondola all the way! (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8543 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vince Craig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like more information regarding the traffic flow? Will all traffic to the gondola be coming off 
Wasatch at the current La Caille entrance? Will there be entrances from both the north and south little 
cottonwood rd (s)?? In short, how do we make sure we don't create a new problem? by bottlenecking 
Wasatch at the entrance to the new facilities? (32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  8544 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Hoag 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is actually the only viable SOLUTION. (32.2.9D) The enhanced busing alternative 
provides no solutions for avalanches and the lukewarm responses to the existing bus system is an 
indication that it will not be well utilized. (32.2.6.3P and 32.2.4A) 

Page 32B-8764 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8545 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is for gondola. (32.2.9D) We don’t need more fossil fuel vehicles on the road. People are afraid 
gondola will ruin the landscape and it’s silly argument. The mountains are already full of lifts and I’m 
sure the new gondola will blend in just great (32.17A). Done correctly, be ideal if large parking lots are 
added at the base and the canyon is closed to personal vehicles unless they have a permit or some 
proof they are staying at a hotel. (32.2.6.5D, 32.2.6.5J and 32.2.4A) We must get cars off the road. 
Only way we can save the canyon long term. Please install gondola. Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  8546 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vallen Blackburn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to the LA CAILLE BASE STATION gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8547 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Skylar Diamandis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Skylar Diamandis 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8548 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brandon Margetts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brandon Margetts 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8549 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Vera Mom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What are you thinking ? (32.1.2B) 
1. This can do nothing but deter skiers from going up the canyon! Do you think families with kids will go 
through all the hassle of a gondola to ski anymore. (32.2.4A) 
 
2. It’s a Federal Park. Putting a gondola in there will require considerable Environmental change that is 
not eco friendly. (32.4I, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) Especially since extra precautions for the gigantic 
 
 
Sent from Vera's cell phone
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COMMENT #:  8550 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abby Francl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Abby Francl 
Layton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8551 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My biggest concern with a gondola is that it is unaffordable to a typical hiker or canyon visitor. I would 
support the gondola concept if we can ensure it still makes the canyon, hiking, biking, and visiting 
AFFORDABLE to everyone. (32.2.4A) I love the idea of putting my kids on a gondola to send them up 
skiing for a day with safe transportation and lockers, I think this could be appealing for many people. 
(32.2.3A) For me, this would include a LOW COST monthly family pass in the $20 or less range, and in 
summer, a DEEPLY SUBSIDIZED ticket price under $2 per person. (32.2.4A) I have skied in Alta and 
Snowbird all my life and the ticket prices are high enough. Transportation cannot be prohibitive to the 
regular person. Please make this affordable! 
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COMMENT #:  8552 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Choate 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola project as long as it doesn’t interfere with the continued maintenance of the 
existing roadway. (32.2.6.5D, 32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8553 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Kenworthy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola - Transit plan and am impressed with the transparent process (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8554 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Hamby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is only one thing that makes sense for the environment.  
WE MUST APPROVE THE GONDOLAS!!!" (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8555 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raj Giandeep 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the additional parking. I do request say 20 - 50 level 2 charging stations for electric cars. 
(32.2.6.2.1C)  
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COMMENT #:  8556 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t put this gondola in. (32.2.9E) It will ruin the beautiful canyon (32.4I and 32.17A). It breaks 
my heart to think so much will be ruined to make the gondola happen. I think a huge thing that would 
cut down on the traffic on the canyon is to eliminate the IKON pass. I’ve contacted snowbird about this 
as well. Thank you for your time to read this! (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  8557 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Carlson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want a tram in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) I live in a home at the mouth of the canyon 
and I believe a tram hovering past my home every 10-20 minutes would be a complete eye sore for the 
entire canyon and degrade its visual beauty. (32.17A) To install a bunch of metal and concrete 
structures carrying people all day looking down on me while I mind my own buisness on my property is 
an uncomfortable thought. (32.4E) If snowbird wants to increase skier capacity, a massive parking 
garage near white pine would alleviate highway parking and not be a complete visual eyesore for 
everyone who lives here. (32.1.2B and 32.2.2F) 
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COMMENT #:  8558 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shigeo Kawamura 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not ruin the canyon views for skiing and boarding. Especially out of towners. Widening the road 
would look better than this expensive niche solution. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  8559 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamison Pexton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the idea of a gondola. I’ve seen it work in Switzerland and I think it’s a great option to help 
reduce traffic congestion in the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8560 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Emett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the proposed gondola solution. (32.2.9D) Access and egress from the canyon during 
avalanche and heavy snow conditions are my primary motivation. My family frequents Snowbird. The 
danger of driving down canyon in icy/snowy conditions is a concern which the proposed road solution 
won't address. (32.2.6.3P) Access to the canyons by gondola seems to be the better use of public 
funds. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8561 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chelsea Rowe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Chelsea Rowe 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8562 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Geoffrey Warren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not a good option. (32.2.9E) It only benefits the two ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It will ruin the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) Expanded bus 
service would be auch better option. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8563 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Averill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I can't believe we would think about creating a massive gondola that is only used 1/2 of the year at the 
expense of so many other activities in the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) To destroy countless boulder 
problems and disrupt the wildlife of LCC to create something that is only use 5 months out of the year is 
mind boggling to me. (32.13A and 32.4B) All while we haven't ever even given an enhanced bus 
system a true chance! (32.2.9A and 32.29R) Myself and many of my friends tried it last year and found 
ourselves waiting 1 hour each way just to get picked up by the bus! (32.2.6.3N) We have to give buses 
a fair chance before deciding to create a massive gondola system, paid for by the taxpayers, that only 
benefits the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  8564 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Ruhkamp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Midvale that enjoys skiing, hiking and biking in both canyons I heartily endorse the 
construction of a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9D)  
 
With the SLC valley continuing to grow, demands on our recreational infrastructure is only going to 
increase. We must take steps to preserve things as much as we can while blunting the growth of traffic. 
As such a gondola going up to Alta is a prudent first-step that will have minimal environmental impact 
while helping ease congestion. (32.7C) Hopefully, in the future a railway can be considered once again. 
(32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  8565 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Incardine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the Gondola. (32.2.9D) We’ve got to do all we can to reduce emissions. (32.10A) My 
concerns would be how close the parking is to residents? (32.2.6.5J) Will some traffic be allowed up? 
(32.2.6.5D and 32.2.4A) If yes, is that going to continue to add to the emissions problem? (32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8566 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Payne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to voice my opinion and my frustrations.,I think the canyons need to enforce car restrictions to 
minimum passenger cars to at least 4 people, ( carpool!) and better bus transportation. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9A) I do not support a gondola-CRAZY that we would spend money on this!) (32.2.9E) BUS BUS 
BUS..... 
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COMMENT #:  8567 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tram (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8568 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Zeman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola project, due to the reduced parking and increased traffic situation occurring in 
both Cottonwoods. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-8788 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8569 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colby Crossland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not a fan of the gondola with public money (32.2.9E and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8570 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Louis Bohn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option as the best solution to current and future congestion and environmental 
impacts on Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8571 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harini Ilam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will help thousands of people a day and will reduce accidents on the roads. It will be 
easier to access than the bus. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  8572 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Platt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola. Planning for future generations, including lowering emissions and preserving 
nature, are 2 things that I fully am in favor of. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8573 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Bennee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola option. (32.2.9D) Long term, it's a much better option for the preservation of 
the beautiful canyon and wildlife that inhabit it; as well as a better option on the environment. (32.17A 
and 32.13A) Snowbird's generous offer to turn land into a conservatory is an added bonus. (32.29F) 
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COMMENT #:  8574 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please add a gondola to LLC (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8575 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Neville Clynes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola over expanding bus transport up the canyon as I believe it is a more 
environmentally friendly solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8576 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Salam Mahi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please DO NOT build a gondola. (32.2.9E) Better bussing, tunnels over high avalanch paths, parking 
structures at bottom and top. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.2F) 
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COMMENT #:  8577 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Rogge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I recommend a train. (32.2.9F) Bus, is my second choice. My problem with the gondola proposal is that 
it does not have enough uphill capacity to satisfy the need. (32.2.6.5N) I do not support widening the 
ROAD. (32.2.9C) I support controlling the traffic (32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  8578 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eran Rosines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The best way to minimize reduce environmental impact of human recreation in LCC is to find ways to 
minimize the number of vehicles in LCC. (32.1.2D and 32.2.4A) Therefore, I would prefer the 
transportation option that commuters would most likely see as a viable alternative to driving. Of the 
proposed options, the gondola is most likely to meet this goal. (32.2.9D) Speed and convenience are 
the key to this and buses are slow on winter roads (especially with traffic) and extremely not fun when 
you are stuck standing with ski gear. However, I would prefer that UDOT be more forward thinking and 
talk to companies such as Virgin Hyoerloop or Boring Company to come up with next generation 
transportation that would be much faster resulting in more use. (32.2.2C and 32.2.2O) and It would 
take more time, but we are solving a transportation problem with 70 year old technology options and 
hoping it will be satisfactory 50 years from now, but that is very short sighted and I believe likely untrue. 

Page 32B-8798 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8579 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Danninger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8580 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Stephens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
One cushy gondola for 32 vs approximately 25 cars stuck in traffic and polluting that gorgeous canyon? 
There's no debate here! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8581 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the gondola is the preferred transportation option by the resorts, we are in for a real treat. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8582 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Shank 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it is time we grew up in the management of our overused canyons. I support the gondola! 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8583 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Timothy Pautler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Cottonwood Heights I oppose the gondola “solution”. (32.2.9E) Please improve bus 
service with hubs outside of Cottonwood Heights and Sandy (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  8584 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Put in the gondola, save Little Cottonwood Canyon! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8585 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennis Fitzgerald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola. I have been a homeowner in immediate area for 20 years (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8586 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Pulsipher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Put in a gondola to save our canyon!! Don’t expand the road and ruin the beauty of little cottonwood 
(32.2.9D, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I). 
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COMMENT #:  8587 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Bradley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived at the mouth of little cottonwood canyon since 1979. We moved here when I was 4 years 
old. After getting married I knew I wanted to stay close to Little Cottonwood canyon. I grew up skiing, 
hiking, mountain biking and climbing in this canyon. When I was younger and I could ski for $13 a day, 
traffic was not an issue. Now that people have realized what a gem we have so close in proximity to a 
healthy community, it has become a problem that certainly needs to be addressed. My family of 8 has a 
season pass to Alta. I also back country ski 2-4 times a week up little cottonwood canyon early in the 
mornings during the winter. I climb/boulder, hike and mountain bike the quarry trail and the white pine 
area regularly during the summer. Putting in a gondola to serve the 2 private/for profit resorts would be 
a permanent scar on the landscape I love. (32.17A, 32.4I, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) I chose to raise my family near this canyon because of its beauty. An extended bus system 
is a viable option to better serve the community, preserve the the canyon and utilize the existing 
infrastructure. (32.2.9A) Please don't ruin the canyon to profit 2 resorts. 
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COMMENT #:  8588 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt McKinney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Regardless of the gondola project being an eyesore, I do not agree with taxpayer dollars going to 
provide exclusive access to private ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) I hope that UDOT won't be swayed by corporate interest and instead listens to the 
taxpayers and end users. (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  8589 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola system would be an unsightly and expensive boondoggle. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  8590 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susie Johansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would recommend implementing the gondola solution to reduce the carbon footprint and to increase 
the access to the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8591 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Bradley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My strong preference would be to construct the gondola option. (32.2.9D) While the most expensive, it 
offers the best long term solution to the problem. They have been doing this successfully in Europe for 
many years. It is time we use this technology to improve the transportation in our great canyons. 
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COMMENT #:  8592 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rich Varga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Better busing system with at least 4 lanes and snow sheds. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9K) Have one of those 
lanes dedicated to busses. In the mornings dedicate 3 lanes going up with one coming down and in the 
afternoon evening dedicate 3 lanes going down and 1 going up. (32.2.2D)  
 
No Gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8593 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Stowell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola all the way!!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8594 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ann McBroom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ann McBroom 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8595 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Brunstetter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please expand bus service to LCC. (32.2.9A) DO NOT PUT IN THE GONDOLA. (32.2.9E) I can't 
believe these are the two final options. It's like having to choose between peanut butter and jelly and a 
glass shard sandwich. 
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COMMENT #:  8596 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Francis Whitby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a BAD idea. (32.2.9E) Just maintain the road and limit the number of vehicles that can use 
it. Add a bunch of buses to the mix and we are good to go. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.9A) DO NOT 
try anything fancy. Gondola is a BAD idea being pushed by commercial interests (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C).
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COMMENT #:  8597 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Berrett Emery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build the gondola!!!!!!!!! (32.2.9E) Widen the road and build snow tunnels. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9K) 
I live in cottonwood heights and the gondola will take way longer than driving. Will do nothing to lessen 
traffic. (32.7B and 32.7C) No one will use it and it only benefits Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  8598 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Coughlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola plan is excessively expensive and if it is implemented, the financial bill should be handed 
to Snowbird, and Alta instead of Utah tax payers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 
32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  8599 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Stone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I think that the gondola is a great option and I trust and believe in your team to make the best 
decision (s) for LCC, the environment, as well as the resorts. Overall, all the negativity is what people 
like to focus on when there are so many great people supporting this decision to positively benefit the 
canyon as a whole. Obviously there are always pros and cons to big decisions such as this, however 
we will find the best solutions to those problems as well. Keep up the great work and don't let the select 
few % of people who don't support the decision make all the noise for all residents and those who 
frequently vacation in the area. Thank you :) (32.2.9D and 32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  8600 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Revene 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. There will be less traffic on the canyon road and less pollution. 
(32.2.9D, 32.7C, and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  8601 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  B Bulut 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola, the option with the least emissions. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8602 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Makenzie Foulger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for no construction whatsoever in LLC! The canyon has been a place of recreation for years the 
way it is. No need to change it now. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  8603 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan bradley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please do not build a gondola ?? (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8604 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola idea makes some sense, but the parking structure in that location is an 
environmental nightmare. (32.4M) This is pristine mountain land and it all needs to be preserved. Put 
the gondola down 9400 south to the already built park and ride, don't do more damage to the east of 
Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2R) 

Page 32B-8824 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8605 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Brunson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Being realistic, with the population growth in Utah and the SL valley continuously increasing, demand 
for use of the canyon is bound to increase as well. A gondola, with capacity controls implemented, is, in 
my opinion, the best way to preserve the canyon and make it the most accessible for all. I'd love to see 
it go one step further and restrict all canyon traffic with the exception of residents, lodging guests, and 
those that recreate in lower parts of the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8606 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gerald Breeze 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds like great idea. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8607 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Budge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve grown up my whole life at the mouth of little cottonwood canyon. I’ve seen the changes and have 
been very involved and aware in the problem of congestion the canyon is having. I think it is ridiculous 
that there is so much talk and planning on a new solution because the real issue is the canyon 
capacity. These resorts CANNOT handle the amount of traffic that is trying to be achieved. The real 
planning should be in expanding resort and canyon capacity (32.20B and 32.20C). At the very least we 
should start with simple ways of reducing traffic such as a canyon entrance fee or increased buses. 
Definitely not the gondola. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  8608 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tyler Barton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tyler Barton 
Bryn Mawr, PA  
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COMMENT #:  8609 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh McLaughlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support this. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8610 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becky Brim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support expanded public transportation. LCC needs to be like Zion National Park and limit vehicles in 
the canyon during peak hours to UTA buses, workers and residents. (32.2.2B) Move the UTA hubs 
away from the residents that live along Wasatch and bus people in (32.2.2I). Have buses run 
continuously up and down the canyon (32.2.2B). I DO NOT support the gondola. (32.2.9E) I think it will 
move the traffic problem onto Wasatch BLVD and if the canyon road is closed there is a very high 
chance most of the resorts are closed too. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5H) I have lived here for 25 years and 
limiting access to buses only (with certain exceptions) seems like the most reasonable option. The 
gondola only supports the 2 big corporations at the top of the canyon and no one else. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I have been a snowbird pass holder for 20 years so am one of the 
people that uses LCC the most. PLEASE DO NOT WIDEN THE ROAD, JUST LIMIT ACCESS TO 
PUBLIC TRANSIT ONLY. Like Zion. Problem solved. (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  8611 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emit Meyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems like the best long term option. Assuming it decreases road traffic, it could also 
allow increased bus optionality (32.2.9D, 32.7C, and 32.2.2W).
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COMMENT #:  8612 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kate Handy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider moving forward with the gondola option. Utah doesn’t need more vehicle activity, 
especially in our canyons. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8613 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Quinn Graves 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either of the proposed solutions in the LCC DEIS. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) As shown in 
the public hearings, it is overwhelmingly obvious that the majority of the folks who recreate in and love 
Little Cottonwood Canyon also reject these proposed solutions. (32.2.9N) These “solutions” are at best 
irresponsible and at worst, which is the more likely outcome, irreversibly destructive to the ecosystems 
and lifeways that rely on Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.13A and 32.13B) It is ridiculous to posture, 
saying that either the road needs to be widened to add an express bus lane OR that a gondola needs 
to be built to mitigate personal vehicle traffic in LCC. The proposed gondola does NOT solve the traffic 
problem. (32.1.2B and 32.7C) It would be a fancy tourist attraction that will put money into the hands of 
Alta Ski Area and Snowbird. It does nothing to assist the backcountry recreationists - climbers, 
backcountry skiers, hikers, snowshoers - in arriving at their desired destinations. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola is also at risk of being shut down often during heavy snow 
storms, wind events, and icing events. (32.2.6.5K) It is an absurdly expensive and impractical “solution” 
to the LCC traffic issues.  
 
Widening the road to provide for an express bus lane is also an unnecessary and dangerous proposal 
to mitigate traffic in LCC. LCC is ridden with historic mines. Relics of the past exploitation of delicate 
ecosystems in the canyon. Construction to widen SR-210 will most likely result in the release of toxic 
mining materials into the LCC watershed. (32.16A) This is the water that the Salt Lake Valley relies on 
and cannot be further polluted with hazardous heavy metals! Widening this road is just asking for an 
extremely preventable environmental disaster. Both of these proposals prioritize tourism over 
sustainability. They prioritize financial growth for ski areas, which will ultimately rid the canyon of the 
locals who are essential in the functioning of LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I advocate that more funding should be given to a comprehensive, valley-wide busing system in 
addition to making Little Cottonwood Canyon a toll road for personal vehicles. This would be an 
incredibly cheaper, more flexible option and it wouldn’t harm the precious watershed and viewshed of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A)  
 
UDOT’s Draft EIS is not at all comprehensive. Why wasn’t there a visitor capacity study conducted in 
partnership with UTA to understand "where canyon users live and how a valley-wide busing system 
could be implemented to serve canyon users? (32.20A and 32.2.2I) There could be extensive research 
done to find the most practical and convenient locations for transportation hubs. A valley-wide bssing 
system would be more flexible, reliable, and long-term because it would serve a wide area and it would 
be able to drop recreationalists at trailheads, climbing areas, and ski areas. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
Buses can work without widening the road, as long as personal vehicle traffic is disincentivized through 
tiered tolls dependent on how many passengers are in each personal vehicle. (32.2.4A) The research 
for and implementation of a comprehensive, valley-wide busing systeming would be cheaper than 
irresponsibly widening the road or building a gondola. 
 
We need solutions now, and the solutions need to be sustainable. The locals and regular users of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon overwhelmingly disapprove of widening the road or building a gondola. (32.2.9N) 
Transportation solutions in LCC must be sustainable and it also must be understood that this canyon is 
fragile and has a limited carrying capacity. (32.20B) Unrestricted growth is not a sustainable model for 
anything, especially such a crucial ecosystem that provides so many living creatures, not just humans, 
with life-sustaining resources. (32.13A and 32.13B) Please, think about the long-term effects of 
widening SR-210 or building a massive gondola to the top of the canyon. I am a lifelong resident of the 
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Wasatch Mountains, and I cannot imagine seeing towers, hundreds of feet in the air, jutting up the 
middle of this incredible canyon. (32.17A) 
 
The history of Little Cottonwood Canyon after white colonizers pushed out Indigenous people is ridden 
with environmental destruction and exploitation for the sake of profit. From mining, to building a road, to 
cutting timber to create ski areas - it is all connected to capitalizing off of a fragile, crucial ecosystem. 
Whatever solution is eventually implemented, must prioritize the mountains and ecosystems above all 
else. (32.29G) Creating transportation “solutions” that will financially benefit already wealthy ski areas is 
a disgusting way to treat this canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The cost of $500 
million is disgraceful when considering how many people will actually be served by either one of these 
“solutions”. I do not want my taxpayer money to go to an environmentally destructive tourist destination 
on our public lands. This money would be much better spent on a less costly transportation solution like 
bussing and a toll road in tandem with funding folks in the Salt Lake Valley who don’t have access to 
food or housing. Funding unsustainable, costly transportation to ski areas should not be a top priority! 
(32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) 
 
Finally, it is absolutely crucial that there be an additional 90-day public comment period following the 
release of the final LCC EIS report. I am unimpressed and disappointed by the lack of comprehensive 
research that went into the Draft EIS. (32.29A and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  8614 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Charles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
doesn’t seem practical (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8615 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Mazelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in support of the gondola option. (32.2.9D) The road expansion won’t solve the avalanche problem. 
(32.7A) Which limits capacity up to the resorts. The gondola can be used almost at all times which can 
serve as an additional safety element when something catastrophic happens up the canyon and the 
roads are covered by an avy field. (32.2.6.5H) 
 
While I understand the gondola will be an “eye sore” all year round, I think it’s a small price to pay 
relative to the benefits. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  8616 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mario Ruiz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO TO THE GONDOLA. WHAT A DISASTER. (32.2.9E) JUST RUN MORE BUSES AND STOP 
INDIVIDUAL TRAVELERS. PROBLEM SOLVED !!! (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  8617 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Vickroy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) I believe it avoid excessive paving and drastic permanent 
changes in the canyon required by the expanded bus proposal. (32.2.9C) The gondola will provide a 
more environmentally friendly and reliable long-term solution. 
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COMMENT #:  8618 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
That's a slick video Snowbird and Doppelmayr have put together! Noticeably absent were ANY gondola 
towers. I could go back and watch it again but I'm pretty sure I didn't see any whatsoever. Why wouldn't 
they include towers in their marketing? Because aesthetics, of course. Aesthetics are a set of principles 
concerned with the nature and appreciation of beauty. What is LCC at its core? How will this 
monstrosity of a project impact the aesthetics of LCC? The producers of this video know. Why don't you 
ask them if you don't know yourself? (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  8619 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Zuckerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vehemently oppose a gondola solution. (32.2.9E) The canyon is first and foremost a natural place, not 
an amusement park. The gondola is a permanent solution to an issue that will change from year to 
year. Do the Zion Canyon model of dedicated bus routes. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  8620 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael A Stahler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Considering the remaining options, it seems to me that the best of these two solutions is to widen the 
road, add avalanche sheds, and increase bus usage. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9K) I cannot support the 
gondola option. (32.2.9E) It costs more and will not operate as often nor move as many people. 
(32.2.6.5F and 32.2.6.5N) UDOT is not in the "ski lift business". I think that the environmental impact 
will be much more significant with the gondola with less of an improvement. And Snowbird and Alta 
should pay for the road improvements rather than look to us taxpayers to subsidize them. Since they 
refuse to solve the issue by limiting access then they should not be rewarded by getting subsidies for 
solving the problem that they created. (32.2.7A)  
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COMMENT #:  8621 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Schwartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola project. (32.2.9E) Expand the roadway and use electric busses. (32.2.9B and 
32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  8622 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Matern 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolas are the very best solutions for high visitations to our natural resources. European countries 
have used them for years and have had great success. They move a lot of people verses cars and 
buses. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8623 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt deRosier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'd love to see a gondola running up the canyon. I'm in favor of anything that removes congestion along 
Wasatch Blvd and other roads, and gets the skier traffic up the mtn. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8624 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashley Simmons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola, I feel we need to do everything we can to cut down emissions and keep 
everyone safe at the same time. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8625 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Tessier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am writing to voice that I ABSOLUTELY DO NOT support building a gondola in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) I ski 4-5 days per week each winter (60% backcountry) and am a 
Snowbird season pass holder. This has been true for the past 6 years that I have lived in Salt Lake 
City. At least 10+ days per winter I wait 2-3 hours in line in my car in Little Cottonwood, and I still don't 
want a gondola! Here are my reasons.  
 
1. It's super expensive! (32.2.7C) It seems like a bit of an extreme step to go from fairly inadequate bus 
service to building a gondola. Why don't we try improving the bus service first in a substantial way, or 
charging for parking at Alta and Snowbird to encourage car-pooling, before building a gondola? 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) It seems that almost every time I drive up canyon, I see a bus broken 
down on the side of the road (even in good weather). I think we should demonstrate that we can 
maintain a bus system before we try to maintain a gondola. (32.29R) Additionally, UDOT has still 
consistently failed to actually check tires on slick conditions. I have seen so many cars off the road in 
the canyons that have no business being in the canyons in a snowstorm. (32.2.2M) If we make a 
substantial effort to find a less costly alternative, and no effort is found, then I would consider 
supporting the gondola. Please do not unnecessarily waste taxpayer money. (32.2.7A) 
 
2. It will detract from the beauty of the canyon. The proposed tower heights are huge, and will be an 
eyesore in the canyon. Many people enjoy hiking, biking, climbing, photography, and sightseeing in the 
canyon during all seasons, and the gondola provides no benefit to them while being a huge eye sore. 
(32.17A and 32.4I)  
 
3. The proposed tower locations will have a negative impact on Little Cottonwood's bouldering and 
climbing access. (32.4B) 
 
4. The gondola provides no benefit to hikers, backcountry skiers, or snowshoers. White Pine trailhead 
is completely full most weekends in the winter. It seems like the purpose of the gondola is to provide 
service and marketing potential for the resorts, while doing little to help those tax paying Utah citizens 
who live in Salt Lake and recreate in the canyons in all seasons! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
 
5. The gondola doesn't fix what I view to be a key reason that people drive to the resorts - it's simply the 
fastest, easiest option! It's nice to be able to bring your own snacks, multiple sets of skis, dry clothes to 
put on as soon as you get done skiing, tail-gating supplies, etc. You can leave the second you want to, 
without waiting on a bus or gondola, which might or might not be on schedule, and you don't have to 
smell strangers farts on the tram. Plus, your car is always the temperature you want it to be, unlike the 
buses or a gondola. Thus, I think a lot of people are still going to opt for driving up canyon over taking 
the gondola. (32.2.4A and 32.2.3A)  
 
6. There will probably be a wide variety of conditions the gondola can't operate in. You still can't run the 
gondola with a risk of large avalanches impacting the gondola or while avalanche control is being done. 
You can't run the gondola with high winds. Let's examine the tram at Snowbird. The line is almost 
always longer than the other lifts at Snowbird. Many times it is shut down due to high winds or 
avalanche control. I think the gondola is much more of a publicity stunt at the cost of Utah taxpayers 
than a real solution. (32.2.6.5C, 32.2.6.5K and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  8626 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachael Quinn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola system and not pouring more concrete all over our beautiful canyon. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8627 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristian Barney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola in LCC is the only viable long term solution for the canyon’s congestion. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8628 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Warrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enlarge the road. It will ultimately need to be done anyway. (32.2.9B) The Gondola will be ugly, 
expensive and is mechanical and will fail from time to time causing massive unpredictable backups. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.7C, and 32.2.6.5K) 

Page 32B-8849 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8629 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should not, in the name of supporting the economic profits of ski resorts, further damage the 
ecosystem of the canyons and impose unreasonable restricts on other canyon uses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
For this reason we should NOT 1) widen the highway, or 2) create a Gondola system. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) 
 
Instead the ski resorts should provide a free shuttle, paid for out of their profits, that loads people at the 
bottom of the canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) The resorts should also charge for parking and limit their 
capacity so that the shuttle is encouraged. (32.2.2K and 32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  8630 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Misiak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The plans to improve access to the ski resorts in LCC will destroy some of the most precious resources 
and activities in the canyon, climbing, bouldering, and backcountry skiing. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, 
and 32.4P) The solution needs to lie in improving carpooling, busing, and knowledge for travelers in the 
canyon (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A). Please do not destroy the best part of salt lake. 
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COMMENT #:  8631 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Darcy Littlefield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Darcy Littlefield 
Dallas, TX 
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COMMENT #:  8632 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Walsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not approve of the gondola at all. (32.2.9E) It service is to narrow to justify the impact it will have on 
beauty of the area. Gondolas don’t get you to trailheads for hiking, backcountry and other uses. It 
serves only the resorts which are big enough (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C). Charge a toll to all vehicles with less then 3 people in a vehicle and widen the road slightly to 
provide a bit more space for bicycles to safely ride and people to safely pass. (32.2.4A and 32.9B) 
Encourage car pooling. Snowbird and Alta are both profitable at their current sizes so we need bigger 
ski resorts on little cottonwood? (32.20C) This proposal in too many ways benefits only 2 resorts not the 
people of utah. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) My family skis in the winter and hikes in 
the summer in this canyon and unless it’s bad weather seldom run into problems. (32.1.2D) Bad 
weather will slow a gondola and busses. (32.2.6.5K and 32.2.6.3P) Extend the shoulders a bit and call 
it improved safety for the people. 
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COMMENT #:  8633 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Francis Whitby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DO NOT build a GONDOLA. GONDOLA IS BAD. (32.2.9E) Build some snow sheds for the road. 
(32.2.9K) Even if you build a gondola, the road needs maintenance anyway and so just stick with the 
road. Forget gondola or train ideas. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) Add snow sheds, upgrade the road, build a 
transit hub along Wasatch boulevard, and limit vehicle traffic in the canyons. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.2L) KEEP IT SIMPLE. 

Page 32B-8854 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8634 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Wyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If you build it they will come, and come, and come. A gondola will just attract more people to the area. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) I'm not sure this is what locals want. I for one, do not. 
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COMMENT #:  8635 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Zupon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any plan involving a tram system to transport people up the canyon is a terrible idea. (32.2.9E) It will 
negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, impact wildlife, and will not solve any congestion problem. 
(32.17A, 32.13A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is simply building a transportation system for rich ski resorts 
using taxpayer money. (32.2.7A) A shuttle bus system with multiple stops at key points throughout the 
canyon is the optimal method to reduce traffic and congestion in the canyons. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, 
32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  8636 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Stecklein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support this plan. The amount of traffic in both big and little cottonwood canyons is a huge 
issue. Being a local it has deterred me from going to these amazing resorts. If we can fix the issue it will 
be good for the environment and our economy. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8637 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan McConnell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Keep even more cars out of the canyon, not to mention the benefits of a gondola in events of traffic or 
avalanche. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  8638 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Thieme 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please! (32.2.9E)  
Buses are best! (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8639 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alexis Hernandez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alexis Hernandez 
West Valley City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8640 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tenzin Youngtok 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for the gondola. I would love that. So much mess will be alleviated by the move. Yes to gondola! 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8641 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Finn Navidomskis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have had a Snowbird season pass for 18 years. I am against the road widening and the gondola. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) It is not worth damaging the ecosystem and ruining the bouldering areas, just for 
a little less traffic on a few days of the year. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  8642 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against a Gindola and would like to suggest a train, like Trax or Frontrunner. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  8643 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Clarke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Very much support gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8644 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor expanding bus service or closing the to cars on weekends during weekend winter months. 
(32.2.9A or 32.2.2B) A gondola is a waste of taxpayer dollars and only profits two resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola addresses a problem that occurs Saturdays and 
sundays 3 months of the year. (32.1.4D) Traffic is not a problem the majority of the year so such a 
drastic and expensive solution is just gimmicky. If the environment is a primary concern cars and buses 
are moving toward electric vehicles and won’t be as polluting in the future anyway. (32.2.6.3F) Lastly, 
winters are becoming shorter and hotter here and so will the busy ski season in 20-30 years. (32.2.2E) 

Page 32B-8865 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8645 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Berg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8646 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amar Mekic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is nothing but a taxpayer-funded subsidy for wealthy ski resorts. Gondola will only serve 
skiers and does nothing to alleviate summer congestion. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Increaseing bus service will preserve LCC, while also providing increased access to all 
users. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  8647 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victor Ngai 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Best idea since the widening of I-15 for the Olympics! We are growing and we need new ideas to 
address traffic. If people think building this would attract more people to come they are sadly naive and 
mistaken. Just like most metros in the west people will move here with or without the gondola. Time to 
address the yearly misery up the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8648 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew L 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"Considering all available options, the Gondola option is the most optimal. Building and maintaining bus 
infrastructure makes NO sense in 2021, or 2031, or 2051! Be smart Utah!!! Vote GONDOLA!!!" 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8649 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Tomer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-8870 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8650 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Morgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola system is a poor decision because it uses public money to support the financial interests 
of two private businesses. The gondola plan is not a year round, every day solution to the congestion 
problems found in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  8651 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joseph Tamasonis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joseph Tamasonis 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8652 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Henry Hemingway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I urge you to adopt the bus plan rather than the gondola recommendation. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E)  
 
I am a Utah native who has been skiing, hiking, camping and enjoying LCC for over 50 years. I love this 
canyon and am truly concerned about permanently changing the character of our "little gem" so close 
to our home. (32.4I)  
 
First, how will we get to the various trailheads, campgrounds, throughout the canyon? (32.2.6.5G, 
32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, and 32.1.2D) 
 
Second, this benefits the owners of Snowbird, Alta, La Cai and the other commercial businesses up the 
canyon. How are we, the owners of the canyon, getting compensated for the financial windfall the 
resorts will be receiving? Are they paying for any of Gondola or is it another taxpayer subsidy for the 
owners of the resorts? In my opinion, they should be shouldering the costs in either case, not the 
taxpayers! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Finally, the view scape will be permanently altered! How many years has it taken Mother Nature to 
sculpt this beautiful canyon? With one short-term decision, we will permanently deface the beautiful this 
canyon for lifetimes to come. (32.17A) 
 
Do the right thing, do not build the gondola! (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Henry Hemingway 
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COMMENT #:  8653 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Utley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m opposed to the gondola plan. (32.2.9E) I am for widening the road and increasing parking lots. 
(32.2.9B) New parking lots could be used for future alternatives. 
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COMMENT #:  8654 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Nicholas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would bring emergency access anywhere in the canyon day or night, summer or winter, 
24/7. Each/every other car would need a winch, an intense lighting system, and emergency/survival 
kits. Must be ready to go anytime. (32.2.6.5H, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8655 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  April Nuttall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree with this solution and love the idea of clearing the congestion out of the canyon. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8656 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oliver Koken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola proposal or the increased bus system in our canyons. Both will increase 
traffic and be a large eyesore to the surrounding areas. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.7C, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  8657 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elise Lisonbee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola system, it is so disruptive of the canyons flow and an unnecessary addition to 
the transport system. (32.2.9E) I think snowbird should encourage people to take the busses by adding 
more busses and making parking in the resort more expensive. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) No 
need to add a bus lane if more people are using the busses as opposed to driving up (32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  8658 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Rhea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear LCC EIS team:  
 
I have been a season passholder at Alta and/or Snowbird off and on since 2001, when I moved to Utah. 
I also use Little Cottonwood for many other recreational purposes - I hike with my family (two 
elementary aged kids and wife), fly fish in the creek, backcountry ski, and am an avid mountain biker 
and cyclist. While I prefer the gondola over the widened road/bus solution due to less impact to the 
canyon terrain itself (I hope) vs. expanding the road, I have concerns over the limited access the 
gondola provides as proposed.  
 
My concerns are primarily with access (price) and seasonality. First, will the gondola function like a bus 
system with fees and be free to season pass holders like the current bus system? (32.2.4A) I can’t find 
any statements from the proposals covering this topic. If it is price prohibitive for many people, the 
gondola cannot be the answer. Second, the gondola should run in all seasons and serve all users of 
the canyon - not just resort skiers. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Having experienced the efficiency and ease-of-use of travel in the Alps such as in places 
like Le Chable, Switzerland where a gondola in town whisks people to Verbier all year round, this 
seems like a no-brainer. I do not understand why the gondola is being proposed as a “ski-only” solution. 
(32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) It should be expanded for all seasons and all users, similar to how the bus 
system is available now.  
 
I am also extremely concerned with the gondola’s implementation - the towers should not destroy 
existing hiking and mountain biking trails (Quarry trail and its offshoots), nor should they destroy our 
world-famous bouldering and climbing spots. (32.4B)  
 
Thank you, 
Josh Rhea 
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COMMENT #:  8659 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leighann Gilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
One solution that has not been explored is opening the resorts at 6am to allow for earlybirds to get their 
ski in early. This was prohibitive in the past due to the live ammo with site distances needed for 
avalanche control so ski resorts needed to wait until light to deploy these live rounds. With the use of 
GasX now - that is no longer necessary. Most resorts already open to the ski patrol at 7am - so opening 
to the general public beforehand would not be that big of a stretch. It would lengthen out the morning 
rush - alleviating peak arrival and parking congestion and the rush would not coincide with the 
traditional work rush hour traffic that already maximizes the surface streets in the area. (32.2.2VV and 
32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  8660 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Krumel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the proposed gondola. (32.2.9E) It will drastically harm the viewshed of LCC and only 
serves the two ski resorts without servicing any of the trailheads. (32.17A, 32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We shouldn't be using public funds to support private interests. We don't 
need a gondola, we need increased regular bus service. (32.2.9A) 

Page 32B-8881 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8661 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  LeLand Van Leer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8662 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the Gandola it seems the safest and most long term solution to getting skiers up this 
canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8663 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Leonard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola up the canyon sounds like it would cause more problems than it would solve. (32.7B and 
32.7C) It would help alleviate parking issues, but would do nothing for the crowded mountain situation. 
In fact it could possibly make it worse. The last thing we need is a way to deposit more people onto the 
hill (32.20A and 32.20C). 
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COMMENT #:  8664 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Markham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola provides the least flexible option as it only has stops at the big resorts. It will do very little 
to alleviate congestion during the summer when most users are accessing trails throughout the canyon. 
(32.1.2C) We need a more flexible option that provides more stops along the route allowing more users 
to access areas of the canyon other than the resorts. (32.1.2D and 32.2.6.6A) Busses are not used to 
the full extent available now. Why do we think that adding more cramped busses that rarely run on time 
would be helpful either. Please continue to consider a train option. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  8665 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Dyson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Dyson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8666 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bailey Hollingsworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Bailey Hollingsworth 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8667 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ian Hamilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ian Hamilton 
South salt lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8668 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Yeager 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In support of gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8669 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary New 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the new gondola over bus expansion. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8670 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Lenx 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not favor any of the current proposals. The gondola is a ridiculous idea:  
1) expensive (32.2.7C) 
2) impact to the whole canyon, to benefit only skiers (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
3) widening road is preferable to gondola (32.2.9B)  
4) improving bus service is best option (32.2.9B) 
5) limited lift ticket sales, and discouraging advertising of ski industry is mandatory (32.2.2K). 
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COMMENT #:  8671 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Perry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola Seems to be a better long term fix than buses that would be less reliable and still create auto 
congestion in the canyon (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8672 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Herkimer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up in Utah. I used to be able to leave school and fly up the canyon to Alta. Today - you can't play 
hooky on a Wednesday without experiencing heavy delays up Little Cottonwood Canyon. Our valley's 
air quality ranks up with the worst in the world when there is an inversion because of all the vehicles. 
Something must be done. This seems like the best option with small impact to our beautiful 
environment. (32.29D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8673 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexis Cho 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that the gondola would be the best option. (32.2.9D). It appears to be more practical. People won’t 
get stuck on the mountain in cases of avalanches or heavy snow. (32.2.6.5K) There would be less car 
and bus crashes, leaving emergency services available, less lives endangered, and roads open. 
(32.2.6.3P) It is a better long term solution and would bring in more money as it would draw tourist 
attention. Finally, it would be a big help to our environment, which the world very much needs right now. 
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COMMENT #:  8674 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Horlacher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Under either plan, the canyon will be impacted in a negative way, but the gondola option seems much 
less harmful, and is a better long term solution. Accordingly, I support moving forward with the gondola 
option. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-8895 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8675 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karla Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good morning! 
I would like to voice my support for the gondola. (32.2.9D) It will be less invasive as far as traffic is 
concerned during construction. (32.4C) It will be something that will give us world class status (not that 
we don't have that already!). It can be ridden in all seasons, especially if you put bike racks on the 
outside for the Mt. bikers (32.2.6.5I). I would compare it's benefits to those experienced by everyone in 
Banff. Though nothing is ideal, I know we must do something. Hikers are complaining about the 
intrusion to the paths, however, there are numerous paths on that mountain if they do not feel 
comforatble next to the towers. (32.4B) With one or the other - it is the gondola for me. Thanks for 
listening! 
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COMMENT #:  8676 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Ohlwiler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best program in my view. That is unless this leads the way for the interconnet from Park 
City to little cottonwood. (32.2.9D and 32.1.5B). 
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COMMENT #:  8677 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clara Louise 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am absolutely heartbroken imagining the manifold damage this project will bring to our beloved 
canyon. We do not need a gondola, nor do we need to decimate more areas on either side of the road. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) So much of what makes SLC a wonderful place to live is the access to nature, 
and this project aims to replace that access with a false promise - just for SKI RESORT's PROFIT! 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
I strongly oppose this effort, and am repulsed by the false messaging that attempts to cloak this in an 
environmentally conscious message. 
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COMMENT #:  8678 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Willie Maahs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why haven't effective bus services been proposed? This solution takes into account a single portion of 
the problem at hand. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) Will the gondola actually give people an option that is 
more efficient than driving? (32.7C) What if I don't want to go to Alta or Snowbird. (32.1.2D and 
32.2.6.5G) There are so many unanswered questions. If buses were to transport everyone we could 
start this winter in solving our problems in the canyon. (32.2.2B) I don't believe people will use this 
proposed solution (32.2.4A). 

Page 32B-8899 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8679 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Reynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Reynolds 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8680 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Katie Webb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Katie Webb 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8681 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Hicken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please select the gondola solution for Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8682 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Munger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I hike, ski, and climb in LCC, being able to enjoy a relatively quiet experience as well as enjoy views of 
the canyon are incredibly valuable to me and many others. I believe that the plan for a gondola and 
new lanes are a mistake and would negatively affect the experience many people have with the canyon 
permanently. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I) 
Please consider options that do not alter the landscape or nature of LCC (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8683 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Reynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the Gondola B plan. (32.2.9E) This is NOT an environmentally friendly option. A 
Gondola up Little Cottonwood canyon would leave a long and wide, lasting footprint up one of Utah's 
treasures. (32.17A) Of course SKI UTAH is in favor as it will INCREASE skier visits as it will be unique 
and novel. (32.20C) There are better options to maintain the beauty and pristineness of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) I rode LCC on my bike this am as I do every week. The 
thought of an unsightly Gondola running the length of that canyon is very, very sad. 
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COMMENT #:  8684 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah-Kate Ashworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah-Kate Ashworth 
Orem, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8685 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Cutler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A lot more parking at the base of the canyon along with a ton of electric or hydrogen powered busses 
designed to do exceptionally well in the snow. Busses could also be fitted with smaller snow plows to 
provide additional plowing as needed. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  8686 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monica Bulowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This makes perfect sense. What a nightmare to think of a commuter bus hit by an avalanche. It would 
definitely happen! (32.29D and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  8687 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Unsicker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would support a gondola option for little cottonwood canyon, IF Snow Bird and Alta corporations are 
paying a substantial part of the project. They stand to benefit the most and therefore should pay the 
major portion (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
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COMMENT #:  8688 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The addition of snow sheds (similar to what exist in British Columbia resorts) would make it safer for 
buses and car traffic and may be more cost effective than a gondola. (32.2.9K) If emissions is your 
biggest push, then advocate for electric buses. (32.2.6.3F) I don't see the gondola being able to 
transport enough people up the canyon to have a substantial impact on car traffic and we would be 
better served increasing the buses (32.2.6.5N, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8689 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Samantha Selkirk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Samantha Selkirk 
Murray, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8690 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt Bernard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Matt Bernard 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8691 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Rogler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option as the best long term solution, providing access during times that the road 
must be closed and limiting vehicles upend down the canyon" (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8692 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wojciech Koziarski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support building the Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8693 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Shea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO. NO. NO to the gondola. (32.2.9E) Without an ecological ground study of the potential impact of 
increased human visitation during all four seasons. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) A serious flaw which 
will be legally challenged in Court as a violation of NEPA. Be forewarned. 
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COMMENT #:  8694 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devin Loertscher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see an expanded bus service for Little Cottonwood canyon implemented. (32.2.9A)  
I believe all canyon users need access to the trailheads and usage areas in LCC. (32.1.2D and 
32.2.6.3C) A gondola is only going to bring more business to, an already, crowed ski resort (s). 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please protect the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon 
and leave the gondolas in Europe (32.2.9E). 
-DJ Loertscher 
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COMMENT #:  8695 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anjee Barber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would strongly urge us to not consider the gondola option for little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) In 
addition to it being a complete eyesore, it is extremely expensive and will do nothing to actually mitigate 
the problem with overcrowding in the canyons which is solely caused by resorts over selling season 
passes. (32.17A and 32.20C) This canyon and it’s beautiful mountains have been home to me for over 
40 years and I would hate to see them destroyed so that resorts and wealthy landowners can benefit. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I would suggest a more sustainable solution which 
includes more frequent buses and capping the number of season passes being sold, particularly ones 
that permit multi resort use. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2K) I do not see how or why resorts wanting to cram as 
many people as they can onto their chair lifts should be a burden for private citizens , had to pay for 
and that the ultra wealthy will ultimately benefit from. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8696 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Casey Ryan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Hello! 
 
I am a Millcreek resident and live off of Wasatch Blvd. I firmly OPPOSE the gondola option for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. An increased bus service is the best option for long term preservation of our 
beautiful Wasatch Mountains. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Thank you, 
Casey Ryan 
 
Sincerely, 
Casey Ryan 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8697 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Martha Lamb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Martha Lamb 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8698 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Can Cinbis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Given two choices, I support gondola option assuming it will have less detrimental environmental 
impact. (32.2.9D and 32.29G) I strongly believe there are other choices as well such as banning private 
cars and enhancing bus service, preferably minivans that could enhance efficiency of the service. 
(32.2.2B) If legally allowable, trained volunteers can drive the minivans with passengers as they are 
heading to their skiing destination. This would keep the operating cost down. 
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COMMENT #:  8699 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This concept makes complete sense and should be implemented as soon as feasible. My only concern 
is will gondola capacity meet the need. Folks were not keen on TRAX until it started and now its always 
full. Concept is great, you just need to insure capacity is there. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5N)
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COMMENT #:  8700 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cassi Knecht 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes for the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8701 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus service is BY FAR the better of the two alternatives. (32.2.9B) Unfortunately, I believe 
that UDOT is tasked with solving a UDOT problem, traffic congestion, when there are bigger issues at 
play regarding the preservation and use of the canyon. I think that if other stakeholders had a voice in 
this process not only would the gondola option be off the table, an improved version of the enhanced 
bus service option could be created to go beyond the narrowminded focus of just reducing traffic. 
(32.2.9E and 32.1.2B) If it's too late for all that, I'll gladly take the enhanced bus service alternative over 
the gondola option. 
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COMMENT #:  8702 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Quist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The arial tram is the best idea to ease the traffic in the canyon and to still allow access to the canyons 
during avalanche danger. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  8703 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a multi season LCC user, I agree that there is a problem that needs addressed. However, the 
current proposed solutions severely impact Little Cottonwood’s iconic bouldering areas which I will not 
support. (32.4A and 32.4B) If a road widening is possible while avoiding the established boulders then 
it might be the best option (32.4A). On top of that, it’s hard to swallow the image of a massive gondola 
in the middle of this gorgeous and wild place. (32.2.9E, 32.4I and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  8704 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whitney Ball 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My husband and I think the gondola option for the canyon is the best for now and future. (32.2.9D) Not 
only would the canyon not have to be paved more, but it wouldn’t have to be closed due to snow on the 
road (which happens a ton in the winter!). Please choose the gondola. Also, it would be best for the 
state as there would be some tourism available for the canyon. People would pay just for a ride up and 
back. (32.2.4A) Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  8705 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Nowicki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family and I moved to Salt Lake City because of the iconic Wasatch landscape, including Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. We'd like to see the canyon preserved, just like we hope to preserve all natural 
resources in Utah. (32.29G) Additional permanent infrastructure in the canyon, including gondolas and 
road expansions would go against our wishes and the best interest of the Wasatch front community. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P). UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded 
electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed 
recreation transit needs before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will 
forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic 
climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 
32.4B). UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular 
climbing in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the 
Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  8706 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Margolies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Margolies 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-8927 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8707 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Gluckman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
David Gluckman 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8708 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicholas Consiglio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) It will only add another Avenue for congestion 
likely only making park and rides and traffic to the canyons worse. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) It will 
also greatly damage the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) Adding a gondola will ruin the astetic without 
solving congestion and private vehicle use. (32.7B and 32.7C) I know I would never use the gondola 
over private vehicles and everyone I have talked to feels the same. (32.2.4A) I would be much more 
inclined to use bus or other public transport but a gondola will only server as a choke point just like 
every other gondola on every mountain that was ever installed. (32.2.6.5C) Go to park city and get to 
mid mountain from the canyons resort side on a busy day. It ass HOURS, there is zero factual data to 
support a gondola would ever reduce private vehicle congestion and I couldn’t be more against the 
proposition. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicholas Consiglio 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8709 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sid Path 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sid Path 
Ronkonkoma, NY  
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COMMENT #:  8710 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Bennett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support building the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola. (32.2.9D).  
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COMMENT #:  8711 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Griffith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
why should my tax dollars go to a solution that helps two private businesses? - neither of which I use. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) At the very least there needs to be a white pine 
trailhead stop (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) 
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COMMENT #:  8712 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cami Flygare 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I'm in favor of the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8713 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lucas Spann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lucas Spann 
Portland, OR  
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COMMENT #:  8714 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ashley Kinser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Ashley Kinser 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8715 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marlene Trienekens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We ski Snowbird 20 days a season and have been using the bus. A gondola would be an excellent 
transportation alternative for environmental reasons. We are in support of such a plan. 
Marlene, Willi, Julian and Stefan Trienekens (32.2.9D) 
Rye, NY
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COMMENT #:  8716 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Chapman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, I support a gondola & public transport to limit traffic & help support the preservation of our outdoor 
spaces, including Little Cottonwood Canyon. -Michelle Chapman (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8717 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Skyler Griffith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is strictly speaking the best solution we have to a complex problem, and should absolutely 
be the way we go about fixing the traffic issues (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8718 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beau M Carlson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please approve the Gondola initiative we love using the Canyon in the summer and with the air quality 
we feel really strongly about removing auto's in the canyon, would be great to ride the Gondola up 
patronage the business's up the canyon the ride Mtn down the canyon, thank you (32.2.9D and 
32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8719 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Friedman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This Gondola is the best option to reduce traffic, lower environmental impact and speed up traevel. 
(32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8720 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that enhancements to the road would provide the biggest positive impact for travel up and 
down Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9B) 
 
The road & bus enhancements can be beneficial year-round and improve access to the entirety of the 
canyon for everybody while best preserving the iconic scenes of the canyon and surrounding nature. 
(32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
The gondola, as awesome and useful as it would be, imposes on the natural beauty of the canyon and 
only serves the ski resorts which are a small portion of the canyon. Even as a LCC skier, I cannot bring 
myself to endorse this proposal because of the drastic effects it will have on the aspects of the canyon 
that I hold dear to myself. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The gondola has also been "marketed" to me at various points over the past several months. I've seen 
highly-produced *advertisements* for the gondola that taste similar to presidential campaigns. This kind 
of tactic has raised additional concerns about the driving force behind the gondola proposal. One of my 
fears is the continued corporatization of Little Cottonwood Canyon. I have seen this happen to some 
extent over the years around the resorts and I believe that the gondola option would accelerate these 
changes that intrude upon the canyon in an irresponsible and irreversible way. (32.2.9E and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  8721 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Jordan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If there was a Gondola option I would no longer drive. I will not take a bus (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  8722 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scott Silvers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
via salsalabs.org  
10:26 AM (4 hours ago) 
to me 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
scott silvers 
salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8723 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob DeGeorge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the LCC gondola proposal. It would be the most reliable, environmentally friendly, and safest 
option for improving the congestion/safety issues in LCC. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-8944 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8724 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellen Morrow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option, in support of our environment and economy (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8725 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Jenkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for taking the time to consider my concerns for Little Cottonwood Canyon and the potential 
impact to the world class climbing/bouldering by potential road widening/gondola/parking lots to ease 
skiing traffic. 
 
I moved to SLC in 1996 not for the skiing (though I love skiing) but for the climbing. In fact, it was the 
iconic and world class bouldering in LCC that was a large part of my draw to SLC. For 25 years I have 
enjoyed every inch of bouldering and climbing in LCC. It is where I have made memories with friends, it 
is where I have found solace in hard times, and it has even been a spiritual place for me as I have sat 
atop boulders and prayed. Now I and my four kids love to play and wander through these boulders with 
awe and with a heart of joy. I would hate to see the boulders that have been such a part of my life go 
away. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
I believe the boulders and climbing in LCC are part of the great outdoor resources that UT has to offer 
to the world, and many come to spend money in our restaurants, hotels, stores, just to be able to climb 
in LCC. (32.6D) I would hate to see these resources destroyed just to make room for more cars. 
(32.1.2B) I do realize the cars are a problem, though climbing has been my main sport I am also an 
avid backcountry skier and regularly also take my kids skiing at the resorts. I also worked at Brighton 
ski resort for many years while in college. The increase in traffic in the canyons in the winter has been 
insane over the last 5-10yrs. I do not even ski on the weekends at all anymore because it is too 
crowded. I only ski during the week. I would like to see a solution that minimizes cars, like a mandatory 
parking garage somewhere in the city with regular bus access for those going to the resorts. This would 
keep cars off the road and should reduce the need for widening the road. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.6.2.1C) I also believe we have to ask ourselves how much usage these canyons can take, just 
accommodating more is not necessarily the solution (32.20B). We need to find more sustainable 
business models for the resorts that don't demand more business, and champion the ski industry over 
against all other usages of these canyons. I also believe we need to find a solution that prioritizes locals 
and not just the tourist end of the business (though I realize that is where the dollars are). (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I believe there are better solutions to the problems facing our canyons than destroying our natural 
resources. Please consider alternate solutions that protect the boulders and climbing areas in LCC for 
the future. These are truly an important and historical resource to our city and state. (32.2.2PP and 
32.2.9A) 
 
As a side-note, I remember when the LDS church decided to mine the Green A Gully for the exterior 
paneling of the conference center downtown. I went to town meeting after town meeting to try and save 
many of the boulders, but in the end the church took what it wanted, and the canyon and community 
lost many wonderful boulders. Please don't do the same thing, but honor and value the creation found 
in LCC and the recreational resources that make our state what it is. (32.4I) 
 
I would love to talk with any of you personally (please call) or walk some of these areas with you and 
have a conversation about the area, the history, and alternate solutions. 
 
Best regards, 
Dr. Jared C. Jenkins 
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COMMENT #:  8726 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raj Chowdhary 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Support the Gondola... reduce traffic and vehicles! (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8727 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leo Lines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Put in the parking. People like to have a vehicle when they recreate. The gondola will expensive and 
not just one time money. Environmentalists want their cake and eat it to. Fix the road and put in a 
massive parking structure. (32.2.6.2.1C or 32.2.2F) 
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COMMENT #:  8728 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a life long season pass holder to either Alta, Snowbird or for the last 10 years both resorts. 
I have seen the changes over the past 20 years with the population growth and I do believe that 
something needs to be done. However, I think that the Gondola is a horrible idea. (32.2.9E) I believe 
that this will be an eyesore and is just more of a "Tourist Attraction" than a viable solution. (32.17A) On 
the rarest of deep powder days I can see the benefit of not having a line of cars on the road but that is 
just for a short time. (32.1.4D) I also don't see the gondola packed with people while UDOT is doing 
avalanche work on all the major slide paths. I still think there will be delays before the public can safely 
access the canyon. (32.2.6.5K) This is also not a good solution for those of us that enjoy backcountry 
skiing at White Pine. That is a long walk back up the canyon to access the gondola at Snowbird after a 
day of touring. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
I personally think that two things need to happen: 
1) Put more of an emphasis on dedicated bus lanes and increasing the number of buses accessing the 
canyon. (32.2.9B) 
2) Tolls for those that want to drive the canyon. I think you sell season toll passes for $500-$750 and a 
daily toll of $50. By doing this I feel it would significantly reduce the number of people wanting to take 
there personal vehicles up the canyon. (32.2.4A)  
Lastly I want to ask if we have seriously considered the use of snow sheds. By having these built at all 
the high slide areas I feel this would this would help with UDOT's avalanche mitigation and work. I do 
understand that these can be costly but would this really cost more than a gondola? I also feel that 
snow sheds, if done the right way, can fit in very well with the natural landscape. (32.2.9K and 32.7A) 
I would love to hear some feedback and reasons why snow sheds are not being considered at this time.  
 
Bottom line for me is that the gondola is the absolute worst option for the local skier. 
 
I thank you for your time and reading my comments. 
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COMMENT #:  8729 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin Moffat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am 100% in favor! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8730 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jake Palmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jake Palmer 
Moab, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8731 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Candice BIthell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There HAS to be a better way than ripping up our canyon and eliminating climbing spots, some of the 
best in Utah, because of GREED. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Skiing and snowboarding 
brings in more money! If you truly care for the people in this area you will NOT go through with any of 
these devastating plans that will do nothing but make the resorts MORE MONEY and they won't pay a 
dime for any of it. (32.2.7A) RIDICULOUS!! Please please find a better solution as any of these 
solutions rip up our canyon and eliminate rock climbing spots. (32.4A and 32.4B) THIS IS ALL ABOUT 
GREED and it's awful. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  8732 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vardhan Nadkarni 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  8733 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tucker Lund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Safety in actually getting up to Snowbird and Alta is a big deal for me. The canyon is so small and 
narrow I'm surprised there aren't more accidents on a regular basis. A gondola seems like a safe 
alternative to the drive. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8734 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The tram idea sucks. (32.2.9E) I ski snowbird 25 days a year. I come out every other weekend to ski. 
The bus plan is the best , cheapest and most efficient. (32.2.9A) If you will put heating strips in the road 
and cut them on only on days that it snows this would help also. Just put the strips on the parts of the 
road that have the steepest incline. There are only 4 of them where traffic has trouble going up the 
canyon and this only last a few hrs a day during heavy snowfall. (32.2.2II) Increasing the number of 
busses and making the canyon wider with more lanes would help greatly. (32.2.9B) However since i 
have been skiing snowbird for the past 30 years the last 4 years have sucked. The icon pass has 
changed the canyon. The lines at snowbird are terrible now and will only get worse as you move more 
people up the canyon. (32.20C) I will not be getting season passes there if this trend continues. Now it 
is a good 1 hr wait at the bottom just to get up the mountain and i am not talking about the road but 
once on the mountain. Snowbird has gone downhill since Dick and Bob no longer run the mountain. 
There are only about 25 days a year where traffic is a problem and they all are on days when the 
canyon is delayed or snow covered. (32.1.4D) Put snow slide covers for the road and put heat strips 
under road and put in more lanes on the road with more busses is the only why to fix this problem. 
(32.2.9K, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2II) I will not ever ski snowbird if there is a tram to go up mountain. Not 
going to wait that long to get to mountain plus 1 hr to get on 1st chair lift just to ski little cloud chair. 
(32.2.6.5C) Alta sucks now because they do not have foot rests on their chairs anymore. My legs are 
shot by 2pm because of no foot rest. I can ski snowbird all day and all week without any leg pain 
because they still have footrest. It is because of this that i now longer ski Alta . Alta use to be my 
favorite mountain. There is never a problem going down the mountain it is always going up the 
mountain and only on snow days and road delay days . Buses must run all day long and every 5 to 10 
minutes. (32.2.6.3N) On canyon delay days if you are not in line near the front 1 hr before mountain 
opens you will never get to ski that day. Buses will not help , they are always in the back of the line , so 
getting road covers for slides will help this a lot. (32.2.9K) Snowbird now charging for parking also 
sucks. Just one more reason why for the 1st time in my 40 year skiing i am now considering going 
somewhere else other that little cotton wood canyon. Hello powder mountain. 
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COMMENT #:  8735 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dariusz Wilczynski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola plan. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8736 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Miner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. Anything to preserve little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8737 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Wilkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm strongly in favor of the gondola option for the canyon. In addition to significantly improving the 
carbon emissions in the canyon, the fact that it is virtually risk-free regarding avalanches and heavy 
snowstorms makes it the best option in my opinion. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  8738 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Shirley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal as the best long range solution . Less disturbance during construction, 
more sustainable over time , and most convenient for users. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8739 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Schlag 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think bussing should be given a fair shot with proper disincentives created for using personal vehicles. 
There should not be a gondola put in. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  8740 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Bozack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  8741 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kent Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Given all options, gondola feels like the most functional and smallest impact to the canyons and water 
shed. (32.2.9D and 32.12A) 
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COMMENT #:  8742 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jack Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jack Davis 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8743 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Riley Stratton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why destroy a place so beautiful. Don’t you want you kids one day to go there. What if they become 
interested in climbing. Or your grand kids. Stop touching nature. We’ve already destroyed it enough. 
(32.4I, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  8744 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Orton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please!!! This is by far the best long term solution for the state of Utah. Our future should be 
worth the investment! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8745 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie James 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE, PLEASE minimize the impact on the Canyon and go with the gondola option if we must do 
anything. (32.2.9D and 32.1.2B) Myself and my family have spent our lives, every summer at 
Snowbird. It's a retreat during hard times, a place to go and get away from it all. It's one of the few 
places that isn't all developed and you can still be comfortable but enjoy the area in as natural a setting 
and as untouched as it possibly can be. Please do what you can to leave it that. way. From my family, 
we implore you to go with the Gondola! Please. Thank you for hearing my comment. 
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COMMENT #:  8746 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Giselle Slotboom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a community member I would like to speak out against the proposed gondola and against de 
widening of the road in little cottonwood. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C). I would like UDOT to consider the very 
manageable option, without spending so much tax payer dollars, of putting in a bus/shuttle system like 
Zion National park. Users will be required to take the bus, reducing the number of cars in the canyon 
and not leaving open the option to drive. Permits to drive can be given to those with property up at the 
canyon. Optional a 4+ carpool allowing people to drive. (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both current options of gondola and widening the road are very very costly. Significantly impact the 
environment in the area. And servicing the ski area s without them putting up the money. (32.13A, 
32.13B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.7A) Besides that there will be no drop-offs for hiking trails. Causing 
the gondola to spin without much use in the summers. (32.2.6.5G). All these negatives exist while there 
is a very reasonable third option which is not being considered. Please cancel the gondola and the 
widening of the road so that our tax payer money can be spend on more crucial things that do not 
service private companies (ski resorts) but the whole community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8747 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:34 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brent Cromar 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In favor on a scale of 1 to 10 I am a 6 (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  8748 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Harper Mack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Harper Mack 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8749 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Watabe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Utah and a skiier who enjoys Snowbird and Alta very much, I love the idea of a 
gondola system going up Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) I understand the concerns surrounding 
budget and implementation, but I think the extra money is a worthy investment into both protecting the 
watershed and creating something state-of-the-art not 45 minutes away from where I live. (32.12A) The 
only concern I hold for myself is that the attention drawn by such a large and ambitious gondola system 
would bring in larger crowds to two of my favorite ski resorts. I'm happy to share what Little Cottonwood 
Canyon has with other skiers and snowboarders from around the world, but on a selfish note I 
understand this will potentially have a negative impact on my experience there. (32.20C) Again, I think 
the gondola system would be amazing in and of itself, and I'm not ignorant to the fact that traffic to and 
from Snowbird and Alta will be increasing anyway, so I'm still largely in support of the proposal. My only 
request would be for Snowbird and Alta to continue to prioritize customer experience and not sacrifice 
reasonable lift lines and fresh patches of powder when chasing additional revenue from added crowds. 
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COMMENT #:  8750 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Jamison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the goal is to reduce pollution and preserve LCC, the gondola is the way to go. Once we pave the 
canyon it will never be the same again. Less impact is best. (32.1.2B and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8751 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lorraine Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a great long term solution for the environment, residents, and ski business. Please, make 
it so large it will benefit many generations yet to come (32.29D). 
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COMMENT #:  8752 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Chilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need a new third party estimate of all of the options, including the extension of Trax up the canyon. 
Over the lifetime of the options, a train is the better option. (32.2.6.6B, 32.2.7C and 32.2.7E)  
 
We live in a place where a lot of people sadly look down on busses, that will not change with an 
expansion of bus service. The same people that clog the canyon on a powder day rush will continue to 
opt for a car. (32.2.4A) 
 
A gondola is a gimmick, and while it might have a lot of people at the beginning, will surely become a 
tourist ride rather than legitimate transportation. (32.7C) If gondolas were the best option and not a 
tourist gimmick, then why are they not more prevalent throughout the developed world as a form of 
mass transportation? See the Telefric de Montjuc in Barcelona, which has more gondola cars than this 
Cottonwood option, and still is not a legitimate form of transportation (32.7C). 
 
To be able to jump on Trax anywhere along the Wasatch Front and ride that tax payer system directly 
up the canyon, is obviously the best option. (32.2.2I and 32.2.9F) To have two options that start at the 
mouth of the canyon means you are just shifting the guilt of a car clogged canyon to the mouth of the 
canyon, rather than relying on the transit system we have paid to develop since the 2002 Olympics. 
(32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.2.1D) 
 
Both options are terrible, let’s re-estimate the train option and invest in something nice for the long run, 
think of The Gateway vs City Creek as a case study of good materials and investment. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, and 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  8753 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent user of LCC over the past 3 decades I am extremely opposed to the gondola option 
(32.2.9E). 
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COMMENT #:  8754 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Hindsley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a silly stop gap that will not alleviate traffic or have any positive effect on the 
environment. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It's to make the resort more money. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I cannot think of a single positive beyond that. Not to mention snow and a 
reliable ski season is going to be a thing of the past shortly. (32.2.2E) Why can't we use eco-friendly 
buses, with stops, to get people up the pass for a variety of reasons? (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 
32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  8755 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Mann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Mann 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8756 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dave Baird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is loved by a lot of user groups that are not resort skiers at Alta or Snowbird, 
though the gondola proposal only provides value to those users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Hikers, backcountry skiers/ boarders, bikers, climbers, etc all would not find any benefit to a 
gondola that only stops at Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
Some kind of improved bus system would be the ideal plan to provide a solution for all user groups. 
(32.2.9A, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.3C) Things like expanded parking at the mouth, integration with city/ 
valley public transit, direct busses to Alta or Snowbird rather than 1 route for all, added stop at White 
Pine, improved storage and lockers at both resorts, incentives on riding the bus from resorts, year 
round bus service, etc. (32.1.2C, 32.2.2I, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.3A) 
 
I travel up the canyon 75+ days a winter, previously worked at Alta, and have ridden the bus or a UTA 
van for probably 50% of my days each season. For someone in my situation it works great, however 
understand the hassle for families or other people who might have different needs. I think the road 
needs to remain open for these folks, but some kind of incentive needs to be there for everyone else to 
ride the bus. (32.2.4A) 
 
Snowsheds on the highway in known historic paths that frequently hit the road could also reduce traffic 
and closure time. (32.2.9K) 
 
LCC is definitely changing but I don’t believe the gondola provides any kind of positive benefit for the 
future of the canyon. (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Dave Baird 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8757 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chandler Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  8758 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Hutchins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the gondola 100%. Europe uses a variety of transportation systems to convey people. The 
gondola will guarantee that people will be able to get in and out of the canyon under any conditions 
(32.2.9D). 

Page 32B-8979 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8759 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent user of both Cottonwood Canyons for Climbing, Skiing, Biking, and Hiking, I strongly 
oppose the Gondola and Expanded Bus Service (with additional lanes) options. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
Both options would permanently alter Little Cottonwood Canyon, and would destroy hundreds of 
Bouldering Problems that help make Little Cottonwood climbing some of the best in the world. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) Furthermore, the Gondola would essentially use taxpayer money to subsidize two private 
businesses, Snowbird and Alta, since the gondola would only stop at those two locations. I frequently 
ski at both of these ski areas, but using taxpayer money to fund a transit solution that only services 
these two businesses seems wrong. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Additionally, I believe that non-destructive solutions exist and should be implemented before 
permanently changing the landscape of our world-famous resource. For example, actively enforcing 
current traction laws, and heavily tolling personal vehicle use during peak ski season would get enough 
cars out of the canyon to increase bus service without needing to add additional lanes. (32.2.2M, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) If that doesn't work, I would strongly support closing the canyon during the 
winter to all personal vehicle travel, with the obvious exception of residents and employees of 
businesses up canyon. This would allow the entire road to be utilized by buses, and bus service could 
be heavily expanded without needing additional lanes. (32.2.2B) 
 
At the end of the day, I realize that canyon traffic is a massive problem, and something needs to be 
done about it. With that being said, I feel it would be incredibly stupid to jump straight to extreme, 
destructive, "solutions" without first trying to solve the problem in a non-destructive way. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  8760 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Parry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola alternative. Not only will the gondola provide an exciting and beautiful way to see 
the canyon, but it would avoid the drastic permanent changes that would have to be made to the 
canyon for the bus alternative. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8761 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joan Benson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Joan Benson 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8762 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Connor Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Connor Peterson 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8763 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula Colman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1. Contraflow (one way, both lanes, bus in one/cars the other) uphill traffic from 7-9am. NO COST 
(32.2.2D) 
2. Put ski school and ski team kids on buses at the bottom of LCC removing hundreds of cars from road 
at prime times. COST ABSORBED BY RESORTS AND USERS. (32.2.2HHH)  
3. No gondola. Will not solve traffic, will increase travel time to resorts, too dependent on weather for 
use, environmental impact, impact on homeowners below. (32.2.9E, 32.7C, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.4E)

Page 32B-8984 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8764 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kelbie Ockey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kelbie Ockey 
SLC, UT 

Page 32B-8985 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8765 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Russell Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for the gondola option (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-8986 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8766 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Theresa Heinrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Today September 1, 2021 I received an email from Snowbird. It is a video saying 
" Save Little Cottonwood Canyon" . Couldn't be the furthest from the truth. They must be getting scared 
that the gondola project is not popular so they have to put out this propaganda. It couldn't be farther 
from the truth. The gondola will not save our canyon. It will have a huge impact for years to come. 
(32.4I and 32.17A) I had a meet & greet at my home last night for all of my neighbors to meet city 
council candidates in Sandy. I live at the mouth of LCC. All people wanted to talk about was the 
gondola. They are unanimous in their feelings against it. (32.2.9E) That 1500 car parking structure in 
the video is obscene, worse than I could have imagined. People live in that neighborhood. How can you 
possibly think it is ok to put that structure in? (32.4M) Please think about the future of our community. 
We are Utahns who want planned communities with sensible transportation alternatives. The gondola is 
not the best alternative. We need to rethink this plan, especially in light of the fact that a huge 
percentage of our population is against it. (32.2.9N) Do what the people want in Utah! 
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COMMENT #:  8767 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Whitney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Snowbird and Alta have exacerbated the mountain crowding and traffic issues by accepting IKON and 
prioritizing the almighty $ over everything else. The mountain experience has deteriorated significantly 
in the 7 years I've lived here due to traffic and long lift lines, mostly in the last 3 years since IKON. Ski 
resorts need account for how many riders the mountain can handle rather than figuring out how to drive 
even more riders to the mountains creating an even more miserable consumer experience. (32.20B) 
The reservation system at Snowbird worked great last year but ONLY because I was out of work last 
ski season and could ski on the weekdays. Weekends were an absolute cluster, in the event you could 
even make a parking reservation at Snowbird for a weekend day. Snowbird and Alta should limit the 
number of riders on the mountain each day, give priority access to local Alta, Snowbird, or Alta/Bird 
season pass holders (NOT IKON), PERIOD. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  8768 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have skied at Snowbird for 32 years and I am a big fan of this resort. My concern is who is paying for 
this gondola? It should not be taxpayer dollars. It should be Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.7A) They are the 
ones that benefit the most from this which is why they are pushing for it so hard. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8769 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maureen Morris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not opposed necessarily with a Gondola system, something clearly has to be done but your offer 
of contributing 1000 acre easement if you get the Gondola is ridiculous. If it truly is in the interest or 
preservation and sustainability, you should give the acreage up anyway. (32.2.6.5FF) No doubt 
something needs to be done. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  8770 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donna Gramse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would really like to see the Gondola installed as it will protect the canyon from further vehicle traffic 
with emissions and wider roads also will remain open in case of avalanche road closures. (32.2.9D, 
32.10A, and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  8771 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Moran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
100% for the gondola plan. (32.2.9D)  
-Road closers won't matter for employees or riders if there is pre-emptive staffing 
-MUCH better rider experience for locals and tourists alike. Great views! 
-Better in the long run for mountain access in every way 
-Visual "eye-sore" is a temporary mindset, so long as it's maintained and colored appropriately. 
(32.17A)  
-Basically zero noise pollution. (32.11D) 
-Adds to the feel of being a modern city with modern solutions. 
-Less environmental impact (32.12A, 32.13B, and 32.17A) 
-The riding experience of busses is terrible, and contributes to the fact that people would rather drive. 
Motion sickness, nothing to look at, loud, annoying, feels like mass-transit. The people with enough 
money to ski don't want to ride busses, they all have AWD cars and want an enjoyable experience. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8772 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola over bussing! (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) I grew up in SLC and Snowbird/Alta are my 
Favorite resorts to ski at! I lived in Northern CA for many years and skiied at Squaw Valley, Alpine 
Meadows, Northstar, Heavenly and others. Heavenly has an excellent Gondola which takes skiiers 
(and summer hikers) from south lake Tahoe up to where the ski lifts start. The gondola has excellent 
access from the town, is quick and efficient. Squaw also uses Gondolas a lot on the mountain itself. But 
the heavenly one I'm referring to is more in line with what little cottonwood canyon is hoping to achieve. 
I moved back to Utah 4 years ago, partially because I still love skiing and Tahoe is just too much of a 
hassle from the bay area! The Gondola would probably be faster than busses as well and free up 
thousands of cars on little cottonwood canyon. (32.7C, 32.2.6.5C, and 32.2.6.3P) My kids all ski and 
find it very difficult to get up the canyon especially on the weekends. Have to leave very early to get up 
and park somewhere. Buses can't handle the volume a Gondola can. Having said all this. I would hope 
the mountains can build more lifts and have more terrain coverage as this would enable significantly 
more skiiers up the canyon. (32.20C) I would probably prefer to park and take the Gondola rather than 
Drive up/park/walk etc to the resorts. especially on a snowy day. 
 
btw, I hate taking buses up the canyon, i've done it several times but do NOT like it. They are jam 
packed and I feel I'm going to choke/passout from all the diesel fumes! (32.2.6.3F) And then getting 
back down the canyon, is more of a hassle as buses are full before they get to secondary or tertiary bus 
stops (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.3N). 
 
Sincerely 
 
Derek. 
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COMMENT #:  8773 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eli Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please DO NOT build a gondola in LCC (32.2.9E).  
 
- It will not solve the problem of congestion in the canyon. (32.7C) 
- It does not provide a convenient method of travel up the canyon, mainly in terms of travel time. 
(32.2.6.5C) 
- It will be an eyesore in one of the more beautiful places in our community. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  8774 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tara Cluff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. I believe it will help to preserve the canyon long term (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8775 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Lindsay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the Gondola. Absolute NOOO!! (32.2.9E) The towers needed to support and carry the Gondola 
will ruin the views and beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) The crowded roads in the canyon are for just a 
small portion and times during the year. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) What is the real problem here? A few 
crowded mornings and afternoons on ski days? (32.1.2B) This seems like just another way for UDOT to 
get another huge expensive project under their belts. Just increase bus service a little and that should 
take care of it. (32.2.9A) The Gondola is way too expensive and will be an eyesore. I live not far from 
the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon and my family and I are all opposed to the Gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  8776 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Micah Kagan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Under no circumstances should the road be widened. (32.2.2P and 32.2.9C) Widening the road will 
only encourage more automobile traffic up the canyon (induced demand), further degrading the natural 
environment and not solving the problem that is attempting to be solved. (32.2.6.3B and 32.20E) Any 
and all alternatives to road widening should be explored. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  8777 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luca Signorelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for two reasons: (32.2.9D) 1) it will take more vehicles off the already busy 
road through the LCC, reducing emissions compared to the bus option, (32.7C) and 2) it will be more 
reliable during times of heavy snowfall and increased avalanche risk, enabling people to get out of the 
canyon faster and allow more time for UDOT to perform mitigation (32.2.6.5H). 
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COMMENT #:  8778 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cassia Dippo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I stand in opposition to the Gondola as a transportation option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) I 
am in favor of looking at a variety of ways to enhance bus travel and carpooling to reduce the number 
of cars on the road. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Let’s think of creative solutions now that don’t leave us with a legacy that will change the Canyon 
forever. “First, do no harm.” (32.1.2B and 32.1.2F) 
 
My concerns regarding the Gondola are many.  
 
First, is that we haven’t done an adequate capacity study of the canyon. The Gondola would carry 
massive numbers of people into a fragile eco-system, a watershed that supplies a water to the valley. 
Lack of available infrastructure for this number of people, in regards to restrooms, food, and shelter is 
also a concern. (32.20B, 32.20C, 32.13A, and 32.12A)  
 
Second, the inconvenience of accessing and riding the Gondola. The parking lot proposed at La Caille 
would be full within the first couple of hours of operation. Therefore, a family would need to find a 
satellite parking area, then they would wait for a bus, then transfer to the Gondola at which time a 40-50 
minute ride (depends on which report I read - maximum speed of 8 mph on the best days) gets you to 
Snowbird where you transfer Gondolas to get to Alta (short ride) and again carry your equipment 
(hoping to find a locker to put your shoes etc.) to the doorway to start your ski day. (What about 
backcountry skiers and others who want to access other parts of the canyon?) (32.2.6.5J and 
32.2.6.5G) 
 
Third, is the possibility of equipment failure. What if the gondola, toted to be one of the longest, if not 
the longest, in the world, happens to have a design flaw? We would then be stuck with all of its 
infrastructure forever - a dinosaur which won’t go extinct. What if the gondola breaks down, how are all 
the thousands and thousands of people going to get back down the canyon? (32.2.6.5K and 
32.2.6.5BB) 
 
Fourth, the gondola has been touted as a means to get up and down the canyon when the road is 
closed. The road closes when there is a high risk of avalanches. It is also when the Town of Alta and 
Snowbird impose interlodge travel restrictions. The gondola won’t be able to run at these times. 
If there is a large avalanche that has crossed the road, I have read that the gondola will have to 
undergo inspection before it can be used. This could take several hours. (32.2.6.5H) 
The only real threat to people’s lives, fire, won’t be solved by the gondola, because you definitely 
shouldn’t get on a gondola during a fire, and besides they are not planning on running it in the summer. 
(32.2.6.5F) 
 
Bus: Easily scalable to meet demand. (32.2.6.3D))  
How to make the bus more desirable? 
Possibilities: First, express buses to Alta or Snowbird from a variety of parking locations. Options for 
letting off passengers at key locations within the canyon (32.2.6.5N, 32.2.2I, and 32.2.6.3C). 
Second, tolling the road. (32.2.4A) 
Third, paying for parking - decreases for carpoolers. (32.2.2K) 
Fourth, limiting the road to only buses during early morning hours on weekends and holidays. (32.2.2B) 
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3rd lane covers around a 1/5 to a ¼ of the road as it is now configured, and could be more if wide 
shoulders were paved. Buses only in 3rd lane. (32.2.9B) 
Fifth, buses could also be used in the summer especially during weekends and Oktoberfest. (32.1.2C 
and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Let’s start small and see what works !
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COMMENT #:  8779 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't see how the gondola is a long-term solution. (32.2.9E) The traffic will be worse leading up to the 
canyons the surrounding neighborhoods. (32.2.6.5E) By the time the gondola is completed, it will be 
basically useless. (32.7C) I am in full support of that a solution is required and I understand that there 
will be some sort of disruption to the natural landscape. (32.17A) I just don't believe the gondola 
provides that.  
 
Expanded road + buses + snow sheds may be a good solution that can be scaled up in the future. 
(32.2.9B) However, it still has the same adjacent neighborhood (Wasatch blvd) traffic problems. 
(32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.6.2.1D) In a matter of a couple of years, there will be so much traffic just trying to 
get to parking and onto the buses, it will still be insane. 
 
I feel like a train system is the best.. (32.2.9F) BUT it would require new trains in the city that bring you 
to the LCC train. A train from different regions of the valley that expedite riders to LCC train system. 
This could be a long-term solution and eventually expanded into BCC and maybe even into PC and 
return back to SLC. (32.2.2I) 

Page 32B-9001 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8780 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. As a resident of Cottonwood Heights I have 
skied and hiked LCC for over 20 years. I believe the gondola is the best option for traffic mitigation, 
especially on avalanche days, or times when an accident blocks the road for hours. This is a great 
investment for the future. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  8781 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. As a resident of Cottonwood Heights I have 
skied and hiked LCC for over 20 years. I believe the gondola is the best option for traffic mitigation, 
especially on avalanche days, or times when an accident blocks the road for hours. This is a great 
investment for the future. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H)
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COMMENT #:  8782 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Heidi Ewell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Heidi Ewell 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8783 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Henderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support Gondola transportation. For both practical and environmental and ease of access reasons. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8784 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. As a resident of Cottonwood Heights I have 
skied and hiked LCC for over 20 years. I believe the gondola is the best option for traffic mitigation, 
especially on avalanche days, or times when an accident blocks the road for hours. This is a great 
investment for the future. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  8785 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Riley Hodgson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid user of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I am vehemently opposed to alternative B, the gondola. 
(32.2.9E) This proposition not only destroys a vast number of recreation opportunities, such as climbing 
and bouldering routes, it also cannot be scaled to accommodate more users like the bus option could. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.6.5A) Busses can run more frequently to accommodate more users, but the 
gondola would be unable to grow over time. (32.2.6.5N) Additionally, commute times to the top of the 
canyon would be much shorter on a bus than on a gondola. It makes much more sense from an 
environmental, recreational, cost, and convenience point of view to go with option A, the bus option 
(32.2.9B). 
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COMMENT #:  8786 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anne Kilgore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I encourage you to use the expanded bus option. (32.2.9A or 32.2.9B) The gondola would be an eye 
sore up the canyon, would not reduce the parking problem at White Pine Canyon. (32.17A and 
32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  8787 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  RyLee Bradley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t ruin nature by putting a gondola right in the middle of it. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) The 
traffic is only an issue for a small section of the year just add more buses during that time period. 
(32.1.4D and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  8788 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. As a resident of Cottonwood Heights I have 
skied and hiked LCC for over 20 years. I believe the gondola is the best option for traffic mitigation, 
especially on avalanche days, or times when an accident blocks the road for hours. This is a great 
investment for the future. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H)
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COMMENT #:  8789 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Muse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before we move forward with making permanent changes to our canyon and losing some of its beauty 
and excellent climbing, we need to honestly try options that don’t destroy this precious resource in the 
name access to two private ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I have been 
climbing in little cottonwood canyon for over ten years. Many of the most unique and accessible 
boulders would be destroyed by road widening and the gondola options. (32.4A and 32.4B) Once 
those are gone, they will never come back. Climbing is a sport that is ever growing in popularity, and it 
is critical that we preserve the existence and access to the amazing climbing and bouldering routes in 
our canyon. While I also love to ski in the resort and back country, I feel that the road delays can largely 
be avoided, and only a few days a year is the congestion severe. (32.1.4D) While avalanche sheds 
seem like a good way to improve safety on the road, I’m not confident it would prevent it for closing for 
avalanche mitigation. (32.7A) The gondola is a terrible plan that will do nothing to improve traffic 
conditions and will only permanently scar our canyon in the name of creating a tourist trap. (32.2.9E, 
32.7C, and 32.17A) 
 
Some better nondestructive options include things like a toll or canyon pass, mandatory bus/shuttle 
days during high use periods (with more available stops and hours of operation to accommodate back 
country use.) Zion canyon switches to a shuttle only version in high use periods and did not try to blow 
out the canyon walls for a wider road or ruin the view with a hideous gondola. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) 
We can and must do better than these two suggested plans both for present and future users of lcc of 
all types. 
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COMMENT #:  8790 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pahoran Dasilva 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with the gondola option and keep our canyon untouched! Thank you (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8791 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jolene Christiansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE do the Gondola! Not only would it save on traffic, emissions, congestion, but it would be a 
beautiful scenic destination for everyone and quite the adventure for tourists! (32.2.9D, 32.7C, and 
32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8792 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tamar Economides 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why would the gondola station be inside a crowded residential neighborhood rather than in the dormant 
quarry area adjacent to the I 215 intersection? From a traffic flow perspective that seems more logical . 
(32.2.2R) 

Page 32B-9014 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8793 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kate Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. As a resident of Cottonwood Heights I have 
skied and hiked LCC for over 20 years. I believe the gondola is the best option for traffic mitigation, 
especially on avalanche days, or times when an accident blocks the road for hours. This is a great 
investment for the future (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H). 
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COMMENT #:  8794 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not install a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) 
1) Gondola will not allow for drop off points that are lower down in the canyon; namely anything other 
than Alta/Bird (32.2.6.5G) 
2) Yearly Avalanches would likely destroy sections of the Gondola...forcing it to be closed for a time 
and using more taxpayer dollars to rebuild. (32.2.6.5K) 
 2a) Back to square one with traffic if the gondola is down 
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COMMENT #:  8795 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Morrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola in LCC but only if Alta/Snowbird pay for AT MINIMUM 65% of the cost and 
ongoing maintenance. They will receive 90% of the benefit so tax payers shouldn’t be subsidizing their 
profits. (32.2.9D and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8796 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vikki Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe it’s a waste of tax payers money. Not a long term solution (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C). Do it tight. A train system is the only options. You also need to limit the amount of skiers. 
No cars (32.2.9F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2L). 
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COMMENT #:  8797 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Bird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola or train only. Rail might be expensive, but makes a lot of sense as possibility for expansion to 
BCC and PC. (32.2.9F, 32.2.2N, and 32.2.2Q) 
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COMMENT #:  8798 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Bocock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola idea. I have been a Snowbird season pass holder for years. It has 
become absurdly difficult to get up to Snowbird on powder days. The traffic is so bad that it almost 
takes the fun out of going. Anything to reduce the traffic would be a blessing. I support the gondola over 
the bus lane because I think it would be both cooler from an experience perspective and more effective 
at getting people up and down in bad weather (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5K). 
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COMMENT #:  8799 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Conway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon as the best solution to current congestion in 
the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8800 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sylvia Semper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola B alternative (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8801 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laurence Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm opposed to the gondola plan. (32.2.9E) I feel that the bus plan is much more scalable over time and 
will have the least impact to our canyons. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3D) 
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COMMENT #:  8802 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Griesemer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a time-share owner at Iron Blosam and I FAVOR the gondola solution. It will make canyon travel 
safer. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-9024 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8803 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Salmanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the only long-term solution. (32.2.9D) The bus option has greater impact on both the 
environmental and visual aspects of the canyon (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B). What is the 
worst part of hiking in the canyon? Coming out of the forest only to see concrete, cars, and the road 
below..a clear reminder that you are all to near the sprawl of civilization. The bus option will only 
magnify this reality, further diminishing the ability to “get away from it all” in this b-e-a-utiful canyon. 
More buses will quite literally do nothing to resolve any of the current problems in the winter either. This 
one was clearly proposed by someone with short-term “in the box” blinders on..ignorance at its finest at 
the taxpayers expense. (32.2.9C and 32.2.6.3P) 
 
Stop with the funny business and give us the only viable long term solution THE GONDOLA!!!
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COMMENT #:  8804 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Bennink 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the expanded bus system would be the way to go. (32.2.9A) More parking at the base, more 
frequent bus service, increased number of buses and an incentive to take public transit would be less 
impact. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.5N, and 32.2.4A) It will remove cars from the road, be applicable to both 
LCC and BCC and cost less. 
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COMMENT #:  8805 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sydney Szabo 

 
COMMENT: 
 

I’m in support of the gondola. (32.2.9D) It allows for larger groups of people to be brought up the 
canyon with no emissions, less cars in the canyon leading to fewer accidents. (32.10A and 32.7C) 
Ideally, traffic would be controlled better in the canyon but if the bus system or gondola are the two 
options; the gondola is the superior choice. It also doesn’t destroy the natural habitat of the canyon (not 
to the extent that the bus system would with the expansion of the road). (32.13A and 32.13B) The 
gondola would also allow people to experience a gorgeous ride up the canyon. There needs to be extra 
parking at the base for people so they can ride up without having to worry about where to park. 
(32.2.6.5J) Additionally, there needs to be a locker system (that should be free if one provides their own 
lock. People need a place to put stuff, especially if they have kids!). (32.2.3A) Also, the price of the 
gondola should be included in the price of the ski pass and should not be extra. That would be a big 
bummer if we have to pay for the gondola every time we wanted to ski. (32.2.4A). Another thing, there 
should be a system set in place that allows a certain number of cars to go up the canyon and that is all. 
(32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) The rest of the people would need to ride the gondola of wait until later in the 
day to ski. If that requires someone to work at the base and manage traffic, then that needs to happen. 
Last season, Alta has a “parking lot full” sign and that did NOT deter people from driving up the canyon. 
It prevented some from parking (if there were legit no spots, but it’s the emissions and extra cars that 
are impacting the canyon, not the people at the resorts, once they’re parked). Maybe there needs to be 
a booth - to pay to go up the canyon/get a pass for the year like Millcreek canyon. That may help with 
traffic as well. (32.2.4A)  
I appreciate what you’re all doing to help out the canyon and I know you’re doing your best. Thank you 
and I look forward to doing my part! 
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COMMENT #:  8806 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Hardman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for little cottonwood canyon. It has the least amount of negative impact on 
the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8807 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clark Nichol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
support for gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8808 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nathan Clevenger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Nobody wants your f*cking gondola (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Nathan Clevenger 
Bellevue, KY  
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COMMENT #:  8809 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Shaffer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am favor of the gondola option in Little Cottonwood Canyon to reduce the impact to the environment 
by personal vehicles & buses. This is the best offered solution. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-9031 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8810 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Julia Edwards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Julia Edwards 
Oakley, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8811 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amber DeDen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this could be a great solution to the traffic in the canyons and needs to happen. If this gondola 
project does happen I hope it is not heavily advertised because that could draw more people to the 
area. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8812 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is a great idea. Far better than additional buses or parking lots up the canyon. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8813 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexandre Chanoux 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the mass transit gondola system as it both offers a great transportation solution & 
decrease environmental impact. A toll for road use should be setup to contribute to costs and electric 
buses granted free access as well if/where needed to complement the gondola system (32.2.9D, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2W). 
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COMMENT #:  8814 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Hanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola. (32.2.9E) I feel it will not help out problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) It will be an eye 
sore. (32.17A) Building a gondola will damage the environment. It will make some people richer and we 
will still have the same issue. (32.2.7A). I suggest a toll road, increased traction enforcement and 
remove the ikon pass from the canyon and charge more for season passes. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, 
32.2.2M, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  8815 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Karen Collett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I appreciate the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. Thank you for the opportunity to 
comment on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
Year round canyon visitation, whether to ski areas or summer trailhead is not served by a gondola with 
two destination areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
KAREN COLLETT 
BOUNTIFUL, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8816 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kody Gubler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kody Gubler 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8817 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Haymond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expanded bus system with snow sheds (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  8818 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lance Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put a gondola in LCC! (32.2.9E) Please seriously reconsider widening the road! 
(32.2.9C) Promotion of wealth for private companies utilizing public lands is criminal and immoral. 
(32.2.7A) The canyon should be available for people of all backgrounds to do any outdoor activities 
they like, not a money cannon sending tourists wallets to the resorts while decimating the wild areas 
and animal populations of the lower canyon. (32.5A, 32.1.2B, and 32.1.2D) I’m sure you fuckers make 
a pretty penny from this deal and that anyone in charge of this sort of bs sold their soul for a greenback 
the first chance they got but try to focus a little on the community you’re meant to represent and not the 
money you’ve been promised. The climate crisis doesn’t need 100s of millions of destruction so they 
can make that much more.... (32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8819 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allene Lemons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t believe a gondola solves the issue especially on powder days. (32.7C) It will cause a backup 
further down canyon and all this does is make snowbird money! It doesn’t help with trailhead parking all 
summer which has seen hundredfold increase in use. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I believe that busing from many points to the canyon would help more. I live south of 9400 on 
Wasatch and many powder days I can’t get into wasatch south so I think a gondola would make for 
more traffic lineups and more anger. (32.2.6.5E) I also think it makes two little ski areas look better so 
they can make money. (32.2.7A) I think buses especially electric and continuous running. (32.2.6.3F 
and 32.2.6.3N) You’ve never even tried to address the traffic coming from daybreak and Lehi and from 
park city. (32.2.2J, 32.2.2N, and 32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  8820 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wynnette Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really oppose a gondola going up LCC (32.2.9E). Electric buses make much better sense (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  8821 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola will scar the mountains. (32.17A) Please consider adding a dedicated bus lane instead 
(32.2.9B). 
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COMMENT #:  8822 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Hoefelmeier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road is a terrible idea! (32.2.9C) The La Caille gondola option is the best idea. Don’t 
widen canyon road!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8823 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Menacho 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just want to say that I approve of this 100%. Parking has become so difficult I am no longer getting a 
season pass to snowbird. I hope this gets resolved soon so that I can start bringing my family there 
again (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8824 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsey Jorgensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola system. (32.2.9D) It is more cost efficient than the proposed bus system. 
(32.2.7C) More importantly, it is the most environmentally sustainable option. Many world class resorts 
successfully employ a gondola. This would be an asset to the Salt Lake Valley. Continually expanding 
the road system is not sustainable. We need to pursue the option that protects our most valuable asset, 
our incredible mountain playground. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8825 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Longoria 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Longoria 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8826 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Corsi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived by little cottonwood canyon most of my life and love the canyon and all it offers. I think the 
gondola option would provide the access people want and need to the canyon year round with having 
the least impact on the beautiful nature there. I fully support the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8827 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Spencer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of a gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8828 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Hetzel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do support the idea of the gondola. (32.2.9D) If we look at European countries that use rails and 
systems like a gondolas to transport the public, it works and allows access with minimal impact 
comparatively.I wonder how this would be funded, but do think it is a bolder, long-term solution to over-
crowding and access. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8829 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erin Stearns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Stearns 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-9051 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8830 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Polly Parkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is simple. Make the bus mandatory, like at Zion National Park. Build a huge parking garage funded 
by every person who goes up the canyon. (32.2.2B) Save the Canyon and insist people take the bus. 
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COMMENT #:  8831 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madi McIntyre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Madi McIntyre 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8832 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jon Hager 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jon Hager 
Riverton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8833 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stephen D and Jane Santora 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
StephenD Santora and Jane Santora 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8834 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam Sandoval 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Adam Sandoval 
Salt Lake City, UT
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APPENDIX 32B 

Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comments 08835–11677 



COMMENT #:  8835 

DATE:  8/31/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME: Andy Weuling 

COMMENT: 

Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 

Emotions are running high for this project. The old phrase 'if you have to ask, you probably shouldn't do 
it' comes to mind. However, I will offer a constructive opinion as a professional in the field of 
sustainable architecture and planning; 

An efficient bus system will utilize existing infrastructure and won't have a year round impact on the 
canyon. In the summer the canyon would stay almost the same as it is now (this verse a stationary 
gondola). If low impact is the goal, this is how that is met. (32.2.9A) 

Using the existing two lanes leaves options open for future changes. Even if we have no choice but to 
widen the road this will still be a more future proof and flexible solution. The world is changing and we 
need to leave our options open down the road (some pun intended). (32.2.6.3D) 

When talking about environmental impact the sheer amount of CO2 that will be emitted through 
production of steel towers, transporting and erecting the towers, as well as then running the equipment 
will not be offset by its replacement of cars within our lifetime. We already are directly experiencing the 
effects of climate change... just look out your window at the smoke... Please don't make it worse for us. 
(32.10A and 32.19C) 

I hope that you choose to do the right thing by us, our children, and our planet and do not build a 
gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.29D) 

Sincerely, 
Andy Weuling 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8836 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Daniel Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
A gondola is not a solution to LCCs traffic problem. (32.2.9E) Its an expensive marketing tool that will 
dig deep into taxpayers pockets and only benefit 2 private businesses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C). I've been skiing both cottonwood canyons for 15 years. How can a huge 
infrastructure investment solve the problem when UDOT and the SLC Sheriff cannot keep staff at the 
bottom of the canyons to enforce traction laws? (32.2.2M) 
 
Snowsheds over the slide paths, widening the road, increasing bus services, increasing funding for 
plowing, and increasing public education on canyon driving conditions will be more effective at solving 
the traffic flow problem. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9B) 
 
Gondolas will still have to cease operation in winter storms due to the incredible amount of wind. 
(32.2.6.5K) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Daniel Bell 
Kamas, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8837 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Amanda Shirley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
PLEASE IMPLEMENT CHANGE THAT DOESN'T INCUR THIS TYPE OF COST AND CAN BE 
BETTER UTILIZED BY THE POPULATION THAT ACTUALLY USE THE CANYON YEAR ROUND. 
(32.2.2PP and 32.1.2C) BUSES, PARKING PASSES, TOLL BOOTHS. These are optionas that can be 
implemented with less cost and without years of construction and DESTRUCTION to our canyons. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Amanda Shirley 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8838 

DATE:   8/31/21 3:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Berk Forbes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
LCC is a natural treasure to SLC and Utah. It serves not only as a world class skiing destination but 
also a world class climbing, biking, and hiking destination. It's use as a watershed provides an obvious 
supply of drinking to water to the valley, it's natural ecosystems a home to stunning wildlife, it's roaring 
creekside a space of peace and relaxation through spring summer and fall. To tear up classic boulders 
that have been a staple to the climbing community, install unsightly gondolas that operate at only very 
spcific times of the day and year, and have such disregard for the essence of the canyon is purely a 
short-sighted and self serving approach so typical of the behavior and mindset that has tumbled 
humanity down a path of devastating climate change. To put the financial burden of all of that on the tax 
paying public is absolutely criminal. (32.4I, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.17A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Berk Forbes 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8839 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Larry Newton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is the best option available. A stress free ride up and down the canyon winter or anytime of 
year. I am in favor of it. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8840 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kai Fletcher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that neither option is the best option for the people that are enjoying Little Cottonwood and for 
those that call this place home. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Either option would help the issue with getting 
more people to the resorts and faster, but this isn't the goal. (32.1.2B and 32.7C) I VOTE AGAINST 
BOTH OF THESE OPTIONS AND BELIEVE THE INFRASTRUCTURE IS PLENTY AS IS. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  8841 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Burnett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the most ridiculous idea, it is not one that benefits the residents of SLC, but it is one that will line 
the pockets of snowbird and Alta as they continue to cram and pack more and more people into LCC. 
(32.20A, 32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is not the best option, and it will 
be UGLY to see something of this magnitude in LCC. (32.17A) This is irresponsible business practices 
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COMMENT #:  8842 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) I believe the best option would be increased funding 
for busing. (32.2.9A) If there is an option where the canyons are permitted and you need a $5 permit in 
peak winter season to go in I think that would encourage people to carpool or take bussing. (32.2.4A) I 
believe the gondola is short sighted and extremely destructive to the canyon. It would impact much of 
the recreating that I enjoy doing in little. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  8843 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dave Sterret 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
PLEASE PLEASE listen to the citizens, as government should. Please do not exploit this canyon at the 
expense of TWO private businesses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) LCC is the way it 
is because it is still wild. Please leave it that way. (32.29G) There are much better methods to 
accomplish responsible recreation without permanently altering our beautiful canyon. (3.2.2PP) 
 
Sincerely, 
Dave Sterret 
Pleasant Grove, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8844 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elwood Hullinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Elwood Hullinger 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8845 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jared Jenkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for taking the time to consider my concerns for Little Cottonwood Canyon and the potential 
impact to the world class climbing/bouldering by potential road widening/gondola/parking lots to ease 
skiing traffic. 
 
I moved to SLC in 1996 not for the skiing (though I love skiing) but for the climbing. In fact, it was the 
iconic and world class bouldering in LCC that was a large part of my draw to SLC. For 25 years I have 
enjoyed every inch of bouldering and climbing in LCC. It is where I have made memories with friends, it 
is where I have found solace in hard times, and it has even been a spiritual place for me as I have sat 
atop boulders and prayed. Now I and my four kids love to play and wander through these boulders with 
awe and with a heart of joy. I would hate to see the boulders that have been such a part of my life go 
away. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
I believe the boulders and climbing in LCC are part of the great outdoor resources that UT has to offer 
to the world, and many come to spend money in our restaurants, hotels, stores, just to be able to climb 
in LCC. (32.6D) I would hate to see these resources destroyed just to make room for more cars. 
(32.1.2B) I do realize the cars are a problem, though climbing has been my main sport I am also an 
avid backcountry skier and regularly also take my kids skiing at the resorts. I also worked at Brighton 
ski resort for many years while in college. The increase in traffic in the canyons in the winter has been 
insane over the last 5-10yrs. I do not even ski on the weekends at all anymore because it is too 
crowded. I only ski during the week. I would like to see a solution that minimizes cars, like a mandatory 
parking garage somewhere in the city with regular bus access for those going to the resorts. This would 
keep cars off the road and should reduce the need for widening the road. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.6.2.1C) I also believe we have to ask ourselves how much usage these canyons can take, just 
accommodating more is not necessarily the solution (32.20B). We need to find more sustainable 
business models for the resorts that don't demand more business, and champion the ski industry over 
against all other usages of these canyons. I also believe we need to find a solution that prioritizes locals 
and not just the tourist end of the business (though I realize that is where the dollars are). (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I believe there are better solutions to the problems facing our canyons than destroying our natural 
resources. Please consider alternate solutions that protect the boulders and climbing areas in LCC for 
the future. These are truly an important and historical resource to our city and state. (32.2.2PP and 
32.2.9A) 
 
As a side-note, I remember when the LDS church decided to mine the Green A Gully for the exterior 
paneling of the conference center downtown. I went to town meeting after town meeting to try and save 
many of the boulders, but in the end the church took what it wanted, and the canyon and community 
lost many wonderful boulders. Please don't do the same thing, but honor and value the creation found 
in LCC and the recreational resources that make our state what it is. (32.4I) 
 
I would love to talk with any of you personally (please call) or walk some of these areas with you and 
have a conversation about the area, the history, and alternate solutions. 
 
Best regards, 
Jared C. Jenkins, Ph.D. 
 

Page 32B-9067 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8846 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eileen May-West 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have had to review the options presented in-depth in my professional capacity and I am submitting my 
personal comment to express my belief that none of the preferred options presented for LCC actually 
address the most pressing needs that you have laid out in your needs assessment. (32.1.2B) I believe 
that beginning with increased busses, tolling, and snow sheds, we will see gains made in traffic 
management without the massive amounts of time, money, and infrastructure you are proposing. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.4A) 
 
The most relevant reasons for my comment above include: 
1. There is a limit to the number of people that can fit in the canyon before the safety of those 
individuals and the environment is compromised. Perhaps that's not a popular opinion, but it is one I 
would hope those responsible for our community's future would consider. (32.20B) 
2. People will use the most convenient option. Full stop. It doesn't matter how great you tell people 
something is, if it takes longer and costs more, the majority of people will not make the change. As 
proposed, none of the options is compelling enough for large numbers of people to change their habits. 
(32.2.4A) 
 
For context, my personal lens is that of an employee who works in the canyon, a mother of small 
children, a member of the middle socioeconomic class, and a disability access advocate. My 
considerations and those of many with similar situations are that with toddlers and all of their gear in 
tow, driving my car is infinitely quicker and easier than transferring all of that from one mode of 
transportation to another and spending more time in transit all for a ski outing that will last an hour if I'm 
lucky. In addition, on days that I am working in the canyon and my kids are in daycare in SLC, I can't 
afford for it to take an hour to get down the canyon every day...if I need to wait 40 minutes for a bus that 
might be full or a gondola is going to take 45 minutes, I will not take that risk when I am responsible for 
responding to an urgent need for them. (32.2.4A) 
 
As it relates to individuals with disabilities accessing the canyon, none of the proposed options creates 
easier or more convenient access. Driving from one's home directly to their destination still provides the 
most accessible path to recreation in the canyon. (32.2.4A). From what I can interpret from the draft, 
the days which cause the most congestion are heavy snow days with high avalanche control needs and 
poor road conditions. (32.1.4D) It would seem irresponsible to begin a response that seems to only 
address those specific days with a multi-year, multi-billion dollar project that will take years to come into 
operation without first attempting to pilot increased resources to the existing canyon. (32.29R) 
 
Respectfully, 
Eileen May-West 
 

Page 32B-9068 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8847 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Britt Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote against either one of these plans being implemented. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I see the increase 
flow of humans into this pristine forest land as a negative on top of the increase in visual and emission 
pollution that these concepts would bring. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8848 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gretchen Hambke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either of the proposed initiatives (gondola or widening of the road for bus service). 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The gondola basically only services big ski resorts and will be a massive and 
disruptive project that threatens ecosystems and ruins the aesthetic beauty of the canyon. This ignores 
the needs of many other types of people who enjoy outdoor recreation in the canyons, including 
climbers, hikers, cyclists, and backcountry skiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.13A, 
and 32.17A) Similarly, widening of the road would remove many iconic bouldering destinations. (32.4A) 
It would be better to explore incentivized ridership on buses, greatly expanded and more reliable bus 
service, incentives to carpool, better and expanded parking and more stops at park & rides before 
pursuing costly and disruptive alternatives. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.2.1C) There are options that 
provide better, cheaper, more accessible and inclusive service to the canyon and are more welcoming 
to all types of outdoor recreation. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  8849 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivier Lesage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondolas (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8850 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Mellor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the extended bus system. (32.2.9A) I am sick and tired of the rich people getting whatever 
they want at the expense of the rest of us. The gondola would mess up the canyon, no matter how the 
proponents say nice things about it. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) They are going to get richer if it goes 
through. The extended bus system makes more sense on all counts. 
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COMMENT #:  8851 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kacey Hazam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the proposed options make much sense to me. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) They won’t decrease 
traffic- they’ll merely shift it further down Wasatch and likely increase the number of people in the 
canyon in total. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.20C) Cars will still be idling and lines at the resorts will 
still be long. And taxpayers will be financing increased business for Snowbird and Alta, while paying for 
a transportation method that doesn’t serve any other canyon use. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) I can’t imagine many locals will willingly take a commute from 30 minutes and bump it to 
over 40 (not counting their time spent to the hub and getting on a bus or gondola). (32.2.4A) Either 
option is still subject to inclement weather- the gondola won’t be in use during avalanche mitigation 
either. (32.2.6.3P and 32.2.6.5H) I don’t have the perfect solution but I have to think that waiting for it, 
instead of approving a plan for billions of dollars that doesn’t serve the community, is the better option. 
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COMMENT #:  8852 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Rich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Im for the gondola, but I have serious questions about the true costs and effectiveness of the solution. 
(32.2.9D) I look at the numbers and think that there is no way they could be that low, I also wonder 
about the uptime and cost of service over time. (32.2.7C) What are the contingencies in the plan for 
cost overruns. (32.2.7C) Who's paying for that? (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8853 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Landon Meier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Local born and raised in SL Valley. Ski enthusiast. I want to see a Little Cottonwood Canyon Gondola. 
Its a no brainer really. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8854 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the canyon experience needs to be preserved for ALL users not just skiers. As such, neither a 
gondola OR a widened road are good options. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Providing more effective electric 
shuttle service on the existing canyon road would be a more equitable solution for all users. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.6.3F)  
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COMMENT #:  8855 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Agustus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Either one of these plans go against the charm that Alta and Snowbird have helped the ski industry 
hold onto during this mass migration toward full-coverage ski passes supporting inundations of fair 
weather ski travelers. (32.2.9C and 3.2.9E) This will ruin the forest, ski resorts, and experience of those 
skiers that call this place their home resort. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  8856 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Fischer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My parents moved into the mouth of LLC to enjoy peace and quiet and beautiful views. The last thing 
they - or any of their property-owning neighbors - want is to see a giant GODOLA obstructing their 
views and the environment. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Forget about the people who owned the land, adding 
a gondola OR tram would ruin the natural environment that so many love near and dear. (32.4I) Not 
including that Alta and Snowbird are just being greedy about this all, so much "locals mountains" after 
this project. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8857 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conner Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not the solution to the traffic problem. (32.2.9E and 32.7C) Implementation of a toll 
(charge less for carpooling) on weekends and holidays would be a much more beneficial and wouldn’t 
use tax payer money to support private resorts. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  8858 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marshall Baillie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a taxpayer and an LCC public lands user, I am totally against the gondola. (32.2.9E) It will not suit 
my needs the majority of the time when I use the canyon for recreating. I don't ski, climb, bike, and or 
run where the gondola would drop transiters off. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I want 
the use of busses, with the main transit hub at the base of the canyon and direct satellite services from 
around the valley up the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.2I) Additionally, the busses used in the canyon 
are older city busses that would be eventually shuttered lending to an increase of the ROI for that mode 
of transit and the taxpayers. (32.2.7E) A system that only drops off folks at SB and Alta should be paid 
for by the benefactors of that said transportation. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8859 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Serino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expanding the roadway up Cottonwood Canyon would be very bad environmentally and would not be 
reliable given the storms that often occur in the area. (32.2.9C and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  8860 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christie Wnukowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not know the statistics on how many people will use alternative transportation options (gondola or 
bus), the cost, damage to the mountains, etc. However, I do think that the final decision should consider 
a simulation of the above factors or actual numbers and prioritize the following 1. Air quality, 2. Minimal 
"damage" to the mountain, 3. Money. Thanks. (32.10A, 32.4I, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.2.7C, and 32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  8861 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitchell Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola plan is foolish. (32.2.9E) You will ruin more natural land that is enjoyed in Little 
Cottonwood and charge tax payers an insane amount of money. (32.4I and 32.2.7C) Taking the bus 
option is a much better idea for now, either way, gondola or more buses won’t solve the issue long 
term. (32.2.9A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The only thing the gondola will do is put excessive amounts of traffic 
in other places, places that are already under heavy traffic considering the growth of Utah. (32.2.6.5E) 
The best solution in my opinion is to expand the busing system and hours, require carpooling, and to 
get rid of the ikon pass. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  8862 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Blair 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t put in a gondola or widen the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both of these solutions are way to 
expensive and damaging to the environment for the few days each ski season that they would be 
needed. (32.1.4D) Rather, close the canyons on those days and require skiers to ride shuttle buses like 
they do at Zion National Park. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  8863 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Quarles 

  
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8864 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Dent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My entire family skis and we typically all travel as a group in a single vehicle. This includes young and 
small children and it is important to me that I'm still able to drive to the mountain and park near the lifts 
as the logistics to try and carry all the gear and equipment for myself and children on a bus and/or 
gondola becomes an unworkable endeavor and would ruin the experience. (32.2.4A) Furthermore, 
having a large skiing family, simply accessing the mountain (lift passes) has become astronomically 
expensive and for this sport to continue to be affordable and enjoyable I also need the ability to bring 
my own food to the mountain for my entire family. Paying for a large family to eat on the mountain for a 
single day is prohibitively expensive for me. Riding a bus or gondola would make bringing my own food 
next to impossible given that we would already have to carry all our ski gear and many mountains do 
not welcome brown baggers and so we need our car to retreat to for a lunch break. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.3A)  
 
For solo skiers added bus capacity or a gondola would be helpful and welcome, but at the end of the 
day there still needs to be a way in which to drive medium and large groups/families of skiers directly to 
the mountain's base.  
 
Bottom line: I would be opposed to any solution that makes it more difficult and/or more costly (i.e., 
parking fees) for families of modest means to access LCC by vehicle. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8865 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Levitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a lifelong Alta resident and business owner. I am deeply concerned about the negative impact the 
gondola would have on residents here. (32.2.9E) This isn’t a lift company issue; Alta is first and 
foremost a town and that should be taken into greater consideration. (32.4O) No gondola, please! 
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COMMENT #:  8866 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Snowbord 30 years gondola from Lacallie will help the traffic congestion. (32.7C) Udot and unified need 
to work better together! Front and two wheel drive cars must not be allowed at anytime during the 
winter! This is part of the problem. Patrol car needs to be at mouth of little cottonwood canyon from 
6am to 4pm everyday. The rental cars and locals who do not have proper tires certifications should not 
be allowed ever up this canyon !! Thank you for reading this Good luck to whatever you decide to do. 
(32.2.2M) Sincerely Lori Gibbs 
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COMMENT #:  8867 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carly Poth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Carly Poth 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8868 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Amirkhanashvili 

 
COMMENT: 
 
One of the biggest issues we have in LCC is the avalanches bringing traffic to a standstill. (32.1.2B and 
32.7B) The Gondola option would mitigate that. You'd also be able to start charging a toll for those who 
choose not to use the gondola and still drive up the canyon bringing in an additional source of revenue. 
I think in the long run the Gondola is the more economic and eco-friendly opiton and should have been 
done long ago. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9D)

Page 32B-9090 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8869 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam LaFortune 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Apart from obvious detrimental impacts to the environment, character, and vistas of Little Cottonwood, 
a gondola is much less versatile, flexible, and future-proof than a bus/tram system would be. 
(32.2.6.5A) 
 
Ground vehicles would be able to serve the entire canyon, not favoring skiers only, but providing equal 
access to trails and other activities to all residents and visitors. (32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2D) 
 
Buses/trams would also be much more practical to maintain as vehicles age and to update as 
technology evolves. The routes, stops, etc. could also be adjusted to best adapt to seasonal volume 
and unforeseen future growth. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
The sheer volume of people a sophisticated bus/tram system could handle compared to a gondola 
should leave no question as to the best decision. A ground vehicle system could be easily expanded, 
reduced, or shuttered altogether as needed, where a gondola would be forever fixed in place with no 
option to accommodate growth without major added expense. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5J)  
 
To conclude, I think a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon is an absolutely terrible idea. (32.2.9E) The 
primary beneficiaries of this would be ski resort ownership at the expense of the public and the canyon 
itself. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Frankly, it's embarrassing that the discussion has 
gone this far without arriving at the conclusion that best serves the vast majority of nearby residents 
while also preserving the dignity and natural majesty of the Canyon for future generations.  
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  8870 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Seltenrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go for the Gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8871 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Cummings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All the negative impacts that a gondola system would have on Little Cottonwood far outweigh the 
benefits. (32.2.9E) I am concerned that fully funded, effective bus system and toll has never been 
explored or tried. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) A gondola would only serve the interests of two private 
companies. Why aren't Snowbird and Alta paying for it? Please reconsider the proposal to erect a 
gondola in LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  8872 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth R. Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am tired of waiting in traffic. The Utah Ski Resorts have been very good stewards of their and Forest 
Service lands. It is in their best interest and the public to keep as much traffic out of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon as possible. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) This would also help with air quality issues. (32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8873 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Pringle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the gondola approach is the best solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8874 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Kotok 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, 
 
I would like UDOT to seriously consider putting either an 8' or 10' wall along the North side of 209 near 
the "V". There is a proposed Wall #15 protecting some of the homes in our neighborhood but nothing 
up near Canyon View Place. Since this is the only single loaded part of the road, a wall is more needed 
here than anywhere else in the neighborhood. 
 
Please consider this wall to guard against noise pollution from additional traffic on 209 as well as safety 
for our residents. I know a lot of kids and pets live on our street. Hopefully udot can be proactive in 
preventing any future issues. (32.11F) 
 
Sincerely, 
Mike 
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COMMENT #:  8875 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clark Petschek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the gondola proposal for LCC. It's good for skiers, good for Utah, and good for the 
environment. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8876 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joanne Kotok 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, 
 
I would like UDOT to seriously consider putting either an 8' or 10' wall along the North side of 209 near 
the "V". There is a proposed Wall #15 protecting some of the homes in our neighborhood but nothing 
up near Canyon View Place. Since this is the only single loaded part of the road, a wall is more needed 
here than anywhere else in the neighborhood. 
 
Please consider this wall to guard against noise pollution from additional traffic on 209 as well as safety 
for our residents. I know a lot of kids and pets live on our street. Hopefully udot can be proactive in 
preventing any future issues. (32.11F) 
 
Sincerely, 
Joanne 
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COMMENT #:  8877 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  William Tedesco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
William Tedesco 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8878 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Greenberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems that Senate Bill 277, Highway General Obligation Bonds Authorization has been intrepreted by 
UDOT to subsidize just a handful of private businesses in Little Cottonwood Canyon. How do the two 
preferred alternatives also provide and yield easier access to public lands along the S.R. 210 corridor 
and not just access to private buisnesses? (How can the Gondola Alternative be interpreted any other 
way than just providing access to Snowbird, Alta, and a few other private businesses located within 
walking distances from the Snowbird and Alta stations? The enhanced bus service alternatives also 
makes no mention of adding stops and access to trailheads along S.R. 210. What is the purpose of 
Senate Bill 277 - to deny and limit access to public lands and only service private businesses? 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.3C) If the sole purpose of this project is to 
supplement the profits of Snowbird and Alta; how long would it take for the tax revenues of these select 
businesses be to recuperate the year-of-expenditure costs of $724,662,280 for the gondola alternative 
or $782,446,651 for the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane? (32.1.2B and 32.2.7C) 
What is the incentive for a tax paying citizen to condone a project like this, when it appears that the 
preferred solutions limit access to public lands along S.R. 210 while subsiding a few local businesses 
with no estimated rate of return on spent tax payer dollars from these businesses?" (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8879 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Todd Pellmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Considering only two alternatives when there are less expensive options that haven’t been tried or 
considered seems to be playing into the hands of construction firms. (32.2.2PP) 
 
The first option which should have been enacted years ago is increasing the number of buses. 
(32.2.9A) If people are standing on the buses, there need to be more running. If people have to wait 
more than 15 minutes to be seated and the bus moving, there need to be more running. People don’t 
want to wait in the cold and they don’t want to be uncomfortable, so provide a bus service to meet their 
expectations. Traffic is slow in the canyon sometimes, people expect that, just let them be comfortable 
during the trip. Yes this will cost, but so so so much less than the only two alternatives currently being 
considered. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
A second option is setting up a toll booth for the canyon. I would hope a study has been done 
assessing how many occupants each vehicle has going up the canyon; 4 or more no toll, rising to a big 
toll for single occupant vehicles. Nothing has been tried in the past truly encourage carpooling. 
(32.2.4A) 
 
A third option along the same lines: charge every vehicle for parking at the resorts and the county can 
assess a big ticket for parking on the side of the road. These revenue generating activities can be used 
to build additional parking and help pay for road maintenance. The costs would also be borne by the 
users. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K)  
 
The tram option should only be considered if it is set up as a private corporation. It shouldn’t be paid for 
with public money. (32.2.7A) What would a tram ticket cost for the stake holders to get the requisite 
return on investment? I’m fairly confident it would be much higher than bus fare, an expensive toll, 
pricey parking, or the current cost of gas and a little maintenance. (32.2.4A) At the very least it could be 
paid for through added hotel, restaurant, and resort taxes. For the truly small number of people the tram 
will carry up and down the canyon combined with the massive lifetime costs of a tram, it seems to be 
fantasy. (32.2.7A, 32.2.7C, and 32.2.7C) 
 
Adding a bus lane creates its own set of problems. First the speed limit in the canyon is 40 mph. What 
is the average speed in the sections where there are two lanes opposed to the rest of the canyon with 
only one lane? My observation is that two lanes invites some reckless speeding, now add winter driving 
conditions... (32.2.6.3B) As a cyclist my experience at the bottom of the canyon, with two lanes this 
year, is much worse with cars trying to get ahead of the cars in the other lane. What is the plan to 
enforce the bus lane? (32.2.6.3B) What is the plan to enforce the speed limit to reduce accidents. 
Cameras and an automated ticketing system needs to be included to keep the bus lane clear and 
reduce accidents from speeding. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Todd Pellmann 
Sandy, UT  

Page 32B-9101 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8880 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aaron London 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Aaron London 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8881 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scot Greeno 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon is just as unacceptable as the expansion of roads. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Please limit the number of cars admitted to the canyon, and expand bus service 
using electric busses. This is the only option that respects the canyon by acknowledging that further 
human impacts will destroy its basic character. Don’t wreck Little Cottonwood! (32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  8882 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fred Gruter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a huge expense for a travel problem that only exists on very few powder days during a 3-4 
month winter ski season. (32.1.4D) Last season's Snowbird parking pass worked very well by limiting 
the traffic allowed in the canyon. Even so, lift lines were the longest I've ever seen them in 60 years of 
skiing this canyon. This will only benefit developers and ski resorts at taxpayer expense, while 
diminishing the skier experience by overcrowding the resorts. (32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8883 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8884 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Ross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
At this point making a decision between multiple poor choices is not in the best interest of anyone other 
than the organizations that have a vested interest in the profits from these so called improvements. 
(32.2.7A). This project touches every part of the Wasatch front that will forever change something 
mother nature spent millions of years creating. (32.4I) The question no one wants to answer is when 
will exponential growth collide with a lack of natural resources. (32.20B) As an avid user of the canyons 
and a citizen of cottonwood heights I urge the state of Utah to stop advertising and soliciting this growth 
so we can preserve what is left of the Wasatch Front. Uncontrolled growth will lead to the destruction of 
the entire area! (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  8885 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Larry Beddome 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola much better option! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8886 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Laker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not sure of the term but how many people will the gondola take up the canyon in an hour? (32.2.6.5C 
and 32.2.6.5N) 
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COMMENT #:  8887 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lara Gallacher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lara Gallacher 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8888 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Knowlton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a big beautiful gondola in little cottonwood (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8889 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaren Devey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I haven't participated or heard any of the research done regarding this problem so I can't say I have all 
the facts and can weigh this decision adequately. That being said, I do feel the gondola is the correct 
approach to this problem and is one we should actively be pursuing. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8890 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Mager 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I skied little and big cottonwood over 20 times last year and the year before 30+ times. I think an 
extensive bus system is the cheaper and more viable way to go. (32.2.9A) There should be a larger 
multi level parking lot built at the bottom of the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C) There also should be officers 
posted at both little and big cottonwood base in the mornings that would control the flow of traffic. 
(32.2.2M) I have waited in line for over 2 hours to get to Brighton just to get up there and have no 
available parking. Instead of gondola, it would be WAY cheaper to hire some civil engineers to figure 
out maximum capacity of the parking lot and turn cars around before they even enter the canyons and 
at the top of mountains have a better control of the parking situation. (32.2.2K) 
 
In my opinion, if you snooze you lose. Its first come - first ski. I'll gladly leave my house at 6:30, 7am 
and sit at the base of mountain for 1-2 hours. 
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COMMENT #:  8891 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Petr Janata 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a teenager growing up in SLC, I would frequently walk to the UTA bus stop at Foothill Village and 
take a ski bus up to either of the Cottonwood Canyons, typically getting off at one of the ski resorts, but 
appreciating the fact that stops existed on the way up for non-resort users of the canyons. Much to my 
dismay, the ski bus routes from downtown disappeared in later years and it is now infeasible to take 
public transit the way I used to. If I want to take a ski bus now, I must first drive to one of the park and 
rides (very early so as to get a parking spot) that serve the bus routes that now integrate solely with the 
commercial and TRAX hubs at the southern end of the valley. While that model makes tremendous 
sense, given the TRAX (and therefore airport) integration, it leaves most residents of the Salt Lake 
Valley unable to utilize a convenient and environmentally sustainable option of public transit that serves 
both of the Cottonwood Canyons. 
 
The proposed Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) gondola does almost nothing to mitigate transportation 
issues while catering to a very small segment of the population for a short time of the year, all the while 
ruining the priceless viewscape of LCC among other likely environmental impacts. (32.7B, 32.7C, 
32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A vision of LCC in which it is a large ski area 
with a base terminus at the mouth of the canyon is myopic, given the precious nature of this resource 
and other options that have been proposed. (32.4I) That there are congestion and safety issues in both 
Cottonwood canyons, and LCC in particular, during much of the winter is without question, but these 
are readily addressed through a combination of a few snow sheds and a comprehensive bus 
transportation option, which includes large parking structures (at the proposed gondola base) and 
elsewhere, e.g. Wasatch Drive Park & Ride by the quarry, greater frequency of busses, and a bus route 
feeder system that serves downtown, university, and other higher population density areas. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.2I) By having a higher-volume bus service and road modifications, including 
snowsheds, and bus-only lanes on 210 and 209 from the park-and-rides, the ski areas can realize 
numbers of skier days that are simply not possible currently or even with the gondola option. 
 
Although the gondola option may well have a smaller environmental footprint than road-
widening/straightening and snow sheds in terms of the amount of land disturbed/moved, the visual and 
attendant psychological impacts should not be underestimated. (32.17A) The beauty and majesty of 
landscapes that have minimal evidence of human impact is awe-inspiring, grounding, and/or any other 
number of ineffable positive psychological qualities. Such is the view up LCC today. A gondola would 
shatter that. Wholly unnecessarily and to serve only the economic interests of a few. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
As someone who has lived in and/or regularly enjoyed the Salt Lake Valley and surrounding mountains 
since the mid-70s, I respectfully ask that UDOT and associated governmental agencies pursue a plan 
for LCC (and the Cottonwood Canyons/Wasatch more broadly) that serves a larger segment of the 
population than only resort skiers more effectively than an unnecessary eyesore that persists year-
round and serves primarily the interests of Snowbird and Alta. 
 
Sincerely, 
Petr Janata, Ph.D. 
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COMMENT #:  8892 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Halie Iavarone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Halie Iavarone 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8893 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all in favor of the gondola for Little Cottonwood Canyon, it is the most environmentally friendly, 
sustainable, and efficient mode of transport proposed. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-9115 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8894 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tahnee Sumner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Stay progressive Utah! Go for the gondola for all reasons related to preserving our canyon and earth! 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8895 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristoph Herron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed Gondola system! (32.2.9D) The parking garages needed to be designed so that 
they don't create or have their own bottlenecks. (32.2.6.5E) The shouldn't be paid parking as that will 
slow it down immensely. If the parking isn't fast to get in and out of then people won't want to use it. 
(32.2.4A)  
 
Buses won't solve the traffic problems at all. (32.7C) They will really only make it worse. They can't run 
fast enough for people to really want to adopt taking them. (32.2.6.3N) 
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COMMENT #:  8896 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Titus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm not in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9E) It's not a transportation solution. (32.7C) It's a ski lift that 
serves two for-profit private companies at the expense of the taxpayers of Utah and will only operate 
durning the winter ski season. It's not inclusive of the user base of LCC and will leave a permanet scar 
on the canyon. (32.2.6.5F, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
NO GONDOLA 
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COMMENT #:  8897 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ellen Guthrie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ellen Guthrie 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8898 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicholas Polhill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicholas Polhill 
South Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8899 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gavin Bailey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not carry out a plan that will impact the amazing wilderness recreation opportunities in the 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  8900 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why isn't bus access to popular trailheads ALONG with skier express buses listed as an alternative? 
(32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.3N) This whole plan seems to alienate a lot of people hoping to access 
the canyon and not go to Alta or Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I'm having a 
difficult time wrapping my head around why a gondola would be a better alternative than a Zion NP 
style shuttle system, unless the whole plan is to enhance the experience of the few who are fortunate 
enough to afford ski passes at Alta or Snowbird. (32.2.2B) 
 
If the Multiple-Use mandate aims to achieve the greatest use for the most amount of people for the 
longest amount of time, none of the alternatives seem to be effective. (32.1.2C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, and 
32.1.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  8901 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Buchanan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider a 8' or 10' noise wall along the north side of SR 209 between the entrance to S Little 
Cottonwood Ln and headed East to the Little Cottonwood Creek bridge. (32.11F) 
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COMMENT #:  8902 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cynthia Buchanan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider a 8' or 10' noise wall along the north side of SR 209 between the entrance to S Little 
Cottonwood Ln and headed East to the Little Cottonwood Creek bridge. (32.11F) 
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COMMENT #:  8903 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laurence Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local resident, I do NOT support the gondola project for Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) I 
believe that it is too costly, both in dollars as well as the environmental impact. I feel that the proposed 
bus system is the best option. It is less expensive and much more versatile. (32.2.9A) 
Thank you for considering my input 
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COMMENT #:  8904 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karla Twinting 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola only addresses ski resort traffic it does nothing for other trailheads in Little Cottonwood in 
the winter or anything for summer use. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It 
would be a permanent visual scar in the canyon year round. (32.17A) If the canyon is closed for 
avalanche danger the ski resorts are as well so I don’t see the purpose of transporting people to a 
closed resort. (32.2.6.5H) The road provides a natural filter. I feel an increased bus system is the 
answer with stops at trailheads eliminating personal cars and all of the parking problems in the canyon. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.2B, 32.2.6.3C, 32.4P)
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COMMENT #:  8905 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Gifford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before we spent hundreds of millions of dollars on a gondola or other costly and unsightly 
infrastructure, why not just try charging skiers for parking? (32.2.2K)  
 
Even a modest $10 or $20 daily fee (could be more on weekends, less or free on weekdays) would 
dramatically reduce canyon traffic. Especially if combined with improved bus service. This could be 
implemented THIS winter, with minimal effort. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A)  
 
There should be a few buses that go direct to Alta, too. (32.2.6.3N)  
 
I am a resident of Salt Lake City, and our family skis primarily at Alta. 
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COMMENT #:  8906 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lydia Trettis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi All, I am a SLC resident and skier/hiker. I believe that enhanced bus service is the very best solution 
to the whole increased use/traffic issue in the canyon. (32.2.9A) It will have less impact on the beauty 
that lines the canyon. We already have roads and busses. We just need to improve connections, 
frequency, parking garages in the valley and we will have a solution that can be amended due to 
need/weather/volume, etc. (32.2.6.2.1C or 32.2.2I) Thank you for your time. I have been thinking about 
this for a long time and still believe that while a bus isn't glamorous it is ecologically and practically the 
best idea. We can still look like an ecological hero in the eyes of the US and the world if we make these 
simple amendments to the existing infrastructure. Thanks again. 
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COMMENT #:  8907 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Honeysett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident who lives 3 minutes from the mouth of LCC, I support the Gondola option. The traffic has 
become a deterant to going up the Canyon at all in the Winter, and I believe this option is a great 
solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8908 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Micah Banks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please not a gondola!! (32.2.9E) I don't care who pays for it, the destruction of the canyon to serve 2 
resorts is insane. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The last thing the canyons 
need is more people. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I would love to see every car from November to 
May have good snow tires on and awd/4wd. (32.2.2M) Especially rental cars and people out of state, 
every car. Have a dedicated bus lane with more busses and additional parking for busses. (32.2.9B) 
The other lane can be tolled like a fast pass with huge fines for breaking the law $2,500 +, I think $25-
$50 a car yo be inspected and have a sticker or electronic fast pass is completely affordable and could 
offset the cost of the program but that's just my 2 cents. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8909 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Velasquez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid hiker and long term resident of Salt Lake County, I do not support Snowbird and the Utah 
DOT's proposed Gondola solution up Little Cottonwood Canyon and believe an expanded bus is the 
better solution. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9B) Construction of the gondola would take away from the natural 
beauty of our canyon, it would add unnecessary and unwanted noise in the canyon, would negatively 
impact everyone's experience enjoying the beauty of our canyon, and would be a negative distraction 
to all those who enjoy spending time hiking the trails and camping in the area. (32.17A, 32.11D, and 
32.4I) Construction of this gondola would also negatively impact the wildlife that inhabit this canyon. 
(32.13A) SORRY SNOWBIRD, BUT NO GONDOLA SERVICE. 
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COMMENT #:  8910 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth MacDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't support either alternative posed here. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Toll the canyon and use those tolls 
to fund more frequent bus service; we do not need any expansion of existing infrastructure to get more 
people up the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A) The bus system could easily double the capacity by 
just running twice as much. as soon as parking fills up, close the canyon to private vehicles. (32.2.6.3N) 
In the summer, there should be no problems as-is anyways. (32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  8911 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I see a lot of marketing is catering to singles and couples but as a family of 7, I would rather take 
gondola than a bus. A bus is too crowded for little kids and I don't want to put our lives in the hands of a 
stranger during an avalanche. It's hard enough carrying equipment, the crying fits, someone forgot 
something, then have to worry about getting a seat on a bus because the drive takes a long time when 
you're already exhausted from the preparation to ski. I think a bus is inadequate for families and you'll 
be excluding families, if not alienating us, if a bus lane is implemented. (32.2.9C) I think many families 
would rather drive their own cars than take a risky, slow, crammed bus up the canyon. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8912 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JD Eskelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Well, first choice was the cog train just like some Euro ski resorts! However, my vote is to Go for the 
GONDOLA!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8913 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sally Tauber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8914 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ed Harrold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely no gondola in its present form. (32.2.9E) I ski 5 days a week, 3 hours a day. The gondola 
would force me and many local folks away from The Bird. There are many options with 600 million to 
spend, the gondola would not be a short term or long term problem solver. (32.1.2B and 32.7C) Think 
outside the box and balance the bean counters with common sense customer service (32.2.2PP). 

Page 32B-9136 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8915 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Swanwick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Can UDOT please inform the public of the landholders and those with a vested interest or control over 
the land at the base of the Gondola. (32.2.2X). Can it be required that all political positions held by 
these parties be disclosed prior to continuation of this process. When political positions are used to 
leverage public spend on private land that those political interests own/gain from, is that considered 
corruption in the state of UT? Or is that acceptable business practice? (32.2.2X, 32.6C, and 32.29II) 

Page 32B-9137 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8916 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Parker Cluff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two major resorts up the canyon should have to pay for the *vast* majority of either plan since the 
canyon limits now affect their ability to grow. (32.2.7A) They want the growth, they need to invest for 
that growth. The gondola makes more sense so we're not widening the roads and disrupting things 
further. 
The road should also be turned into a toll system to limit any casual drives up the canyon. (32.2.9B, 
32.2.9D, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8917 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Quintero 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is too big of a jump from where we're at. It's too invasive, no matter how you justify it. I absolutely 
do NOT support the gondola as the next step for alleviating canyon congestion. (32.2.9E and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8918 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Bennett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The Wasatch canyons are beautiful and in danger of being loved to death. We need to limit the number 
of people using the canyons with a fee/lottery system regardless of the way that they are transported up 
to the ski resorts. (32.20B and 32.2.2K) If the road is to be expanded I would like to see an electrified 
railway rather than more buses or the gondola system. (32.2.9F, 32.2.3F, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.9C) 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
John Bennett 
SANDY, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8919 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jessica Flores 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Having grown up in Sandy just below the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I grew up skiing, hiking, 
and enjoying Little Cottonwood my whole life. There is no reason to take the beauty away for 
transportation, less a huge eyesore of a gondola. (32.1.2B and 32.17A). I think ideas for more 
carpooling or mandatory bus riding is a better idea. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) With climate change we 
aren’t going to have much of a winter for much longer, so there’s no use banking on that industry of ski 
resorts. (32.2.2E) 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Flores 
Draper, UT  

Page 32B-9141 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8920 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do it. But also build one from the PC side the serves both big and little C. CANYONS (32.2.9D, 
32.2.2N, and 32.2.2Q) 
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COMMENT #:  8921 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Bennett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see some near term solutions such as one way traffic during peak times, much more 
strict enforcement of 4x4 with snow tires or chains (no 2 wheel drive on powder days) and other 
solutions before permanently changing the canyon which really only helps Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.2M, 
32.2.2EE, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Both resorts need a lot more skin in the 
game. (32.2.7A) Snowbird has offered 1,000 acres put into conservation easement. Alta needs to do 
the same and put Grizzly Gulch into a conservation easement for protected Backcountry use. (32.29F) I 
oppose any taxpayer solution without the ski resorts contributing. I would also like to see consideration 
for other outdoor recreation on public lands such as access to White Pine Trailhead. (32.1.2B and 
32.2.6.2.4A) After exhausting all other near term solutions, I would hesitantly pick the gondola option. 
(32.29R and 32.2.9D) Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  8922 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Arcilesi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Please consider a 10' noise wall along the north side of SR 209 just west of the intersection between 
209 and N Little Cottonwood Rd (the "V"). We live on Canyon View Place between the entrance to S 
Little Cottonwood Ln and the Little Cottonwood Creek bridge. We are worried about the added noise 
that will be cause as a result of UDOT's actions. (32.11F) 
 
David 
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COMMENT #:  8923 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenda Arcilesi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Please consider a 10' noise wall along the north side of SR 209 just west of the intersection between 
209 and N Little Cottonwood Rd (the "V"). We live on Canyon View Place between the entrance to S 
Little Cottonwood Ln and the Little Cottonwood Creek bridge. We are worried about the added noise 
that will be cause as a result of UDOT's actions. (32.11F) 
 
Brenda

Page 32B-9145 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8924 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carol Omeara 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Has any consideration/plans for seniors who still want to ski but can't carry their skis very far. I pay for 
snowbird parking as I can longer carry my skis very far due to medical status and past injuries. As I 
senior who has had several decades of having a snowbird pass would still like to ski. WHAT 
accommodations are being made for seniors (32.2.4A and 32.2.6M) 
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COMMENT #:  8925 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Camdon Kay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Camdon Kay 
Pocatello, ID 
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COMMENT #:  8926 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Suel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option. (32.2.9D) However, I withdraw my support if you name anything La 
Caille- the ownership history of the restaurant is a dumpster fire and calling the station the La Caille 
station is ludicrous 

Page 32B-9148 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8927 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessi Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Sandy. I think the gondola idea is a horrible one and unnecessary. (32.2.9E) Do not destroy the 
canyon to serve the interests of the ski resorts. (32.4I and 32.2.7A) Lots of people enjoy that canyon for 
other uses. Leave it be. 
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COMMENT #:  8928 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Braun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola option is a brilliant solution (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  8929 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Meleca Fredrickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go gondola? (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8930 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leanne Brandt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been living and skiing in Utah for over 30 years. While I miss the "old days" I believe the gondola 
is the best solution for our future LCC transportation needs" (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8931 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Santiago 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The lack of environmental impact is unacceptable. We need to save and preserve our public land and 
not privatize for profit. (32.29G, 32.1.2B, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  8932 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron London 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The UDOT LCC EIS section on community impact fails to properly characterize community of or 
adequately analyze the impact on wintertime dispersed recreational users. Unlike the rock climbing 
community definition and impacts, wintertime dispersed recreational users are not properly identified as 
a cohesive community sharing a common goal of recreating in the mountains outside developed areas 
nor are any of the alternatives even mapped in relation to terrain and features in LCC used by this 
community. There are more than 30 named backcountry skiing areas and routes that will be subjected 
to new visual impacts which the EIS neither maps nor analyzes. (32.17A, 32.4I, 32.4G, and 32.4T)) 
This is totally unacceptable. 
 
The UDOT LCC EIS purpose and need is so narrowly scoped and inverted to the previous Mountain 
Accord process that it is fundamentally flawed. The EIS cannot even analyze impacts on Big 
Cottonwood Canyon due to the scope but at the same time mentions tolling will be required in BCC due 
to the anticipated affects of the alternatives. (32.1.1A and 32.1.1C) This is nonsensical and should be 
reason enough to return to the beginning of the process to get it right from the start. Otherwise 
discussion of affects on BCC should be eliminated from the EIS. UDOT cannot have it both ways on 
this point. (32.20D) 
 
Furthermore, though outside the scope of any NEPA regulations, it should be recognized that unlike the 
Mountain Accord which sought community consensus the UDOT LCC EIS is a document which pits 
community against community in a zero sum game where one group benefits at the expense of all 
others. This has led to conflicts of interest and political intervention of the process which fundamentally 
taints the supposed objectivity of the EIS. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9N, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The fact that all the trailhead parking alternatives reduce or eliminate wintertime parking for dispersed 
recreation users in LCC is all one needs to know to see that the EIS is unfairly tilted in the favor of 
resort skiers at the expense of all other users of and visitors to LCC. (32.2.6.2.4A, 32.4P, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The EIS further presents the two alternatives as equivalent when there should be a higher bar for 
effectively doubling the transportation infrastructure in LCC with the gondola alternative. This failure to 
address capacity throughout the EIS is a major flaw. Not once is induced demand in relation to 
transportation mentioned in the full EIS document. (32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.20E) 
 
The EIS also stipulates costly yet ultimately functionally unnecessary extra towers and tower painting to 
appease Granite Records Facility owners and ski resorts, while Granite community residents and non-
resort users of LCC are afforded no such special treatment. This is patently ridiculous and should be 
removed from the EIS. (32.4I) 
 
Ultimately the EIS fails at adequately analyzing the impact of the proposed alternatives on anyone 
except the major commercial interests in LCC. The unsubstantiated claims of de minimis impacts on 
the Salt Lake City water supply are particularly egregious. (32.12A and 32.12B) The proposals are not 
transportation solutions for Utah taxpayers but rather extensions of two private ski resorts. It's time to 
go back to the drawing board (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.2PP, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  8933 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan LaRue 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m here to voice my support for the gondola. (32.2.9D) I, however, press you to think bigger than a little 
cottonwood canyon solution. Gondola connecting to big cottonwood canyon, gondola going over to park 
city, etc. don’t just try to regionally reduce traffic. (32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q) Let’s go big and try to eliminate 
the need for traffic all together! I would be one of the first to say we love the ability to drive ourselves 
directly to slopes. In fact, we arrive early to get “our spots” to make ski in and out possible from parking. 
But, if this plan is done correctly and provides efficient mountain travel my group would have no 
problem converting in our ways. Good luck! 
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COMMENT #:  8934 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Good 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a user of LCC for the last 33 years, I am opposed to the gondola idea. (32.2.9E) The reasons 
include all of the against view points including aesthetics, flexibility and usage. Against the gondola. 
(32.17A and 32.2.6.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  8935 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Karen Meleca Fredrickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Question mark. 
Go gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  8936 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Rinehart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You should do the gondola alternative. It is such a waste to have people drive all the way up the 
canyon. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-9158 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8937 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joe Jacoby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Joe Jacoby 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8938 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Paulina Garcia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
No gondola or widening of the road!!!! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
 
this development is only needed for About 2 weeks out of the year during high season and powder 
days. (32.1.4D) Make the ski resorts do their part in making the canyons safe and accessible to 
everyone by implementing a reservation system for these high capacity days. (32.2.2K) We could go 
even as far to say no single riders in cars. (32.2.4A) 
 
I love skiing more than anything but we need to protect our canyons from million dollar companies who 
will only destroy them for their own profits. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Paulina Garcia 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8939 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tahir Razzaq 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tahir Razzaq 
Kearns, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8940 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Marmar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that expanded bus service (with or without an additional travel lane) is the cheapest and most 
effective solution to reduce congestion in the canyon. (32.2.9A or 32.2.9B) 
 
Expanded bus service is much lower impact than a gondola, will reduce emissions, will improve safety 
(fewer overall vehicles on the road, fewer vehicles that are not equipped with proper snow tires, less 
congestion), and is very flexible. (32.10A, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.3D)  
 
Bus service can be expanded very quickly and cheaply without building an additional lane and the 
impact on canyon congestion can be observed over the course of a trial season or two before deciding 
whether or not the destructive impact of an additional lane is necessary. (32.29R and 32.2.6.3D)  
 
On the other hand, the gondola is very expensive, destructive, and will only provide service to the top of 
the canyon which does not service many of the canyon users who are not specifically going to snowbird 
or alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  8941 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abigail MacKay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need a place for all to recreate, not just the rich and wealthy. A gondola makes the poor pay for 
something they can’t benefit from. Chose a more intersectional option. (32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8942 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Burns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I stopped skiing in little cottonwood because of the traffic and inefficiency in even getting to the resorts. 
A gondola that is still subject to winds and weather is NOT THE SOLUTION. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5K) I 
DON’T WANT MY TAX PAYER MONEY SIMPLY BENEFITING TWO PRIVATE CORPORATIONS 
THAT I NO LONGER CHOOSE TO SUPPORT. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Buses 
allow access to ALL PEOPLE, year round, and for the canyon as a WHOLE to be used and enjoyed by 
all recreation. Please don’t do something that serves so few and cannot be undone. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, 
and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  8943 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Roccanova 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support a gondola or widening the road in Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I 
do support increased bus trips and carpool incentives. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I am a backcountry user 
that needs stops other than the ski resort. (32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  8944 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grace Broussard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in support of the gondola. (32.2.9E) It will destroy our natural landscape and will not alleviate 
traffic as promised. (32.13A and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8945 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ying Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote against the expansions in little cottonwood canyon. It is going to destroy the natural beauty of this 
canyon. (32.2.9G and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  8946 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Sallee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against the gondola option. (32.2.9E) It does not support backcountry recreation and 
creates a massive eyesore. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Powdr Corp and 
Alta Ski Lift Co will only damage LCC at an even faster pace with the ability to increase ticket sales and 
congestion in the canyon. (32.20C) As an avid recreator in LCC, I sincerely hope this gondola plan is 
not recommended. 
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COMMENT #:  8947 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rachael Jacoby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rachael Jacoby 
156 s sandrun 
Salt Lake City, UT 84103" 
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COMMENT #:  8948 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Salmi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see a better solution that does not alter the landscape and rather preserve it. (32.2.2PP) 
A more efficient bus system and car pooling seems like a better, easier and maybe cheaper idea. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  8949 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eli Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best proposal of transportation through little cottonwood canyon. I have dealt with 
the traffic through the canyon and it can be absolutely miserable especially in snowy conditions. I would 
love to see the gondola as a solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8950 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sienna Pickard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I am against the gondola proposal in LCC. (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Sienna Pickard 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8951 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Barker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a UT resident and I support the proposed gondola. (32.2.9D) It would be an effective 
transportation solution. But even more than that, it would be a very unique and innovative attraction that 
would greatly benefit the UT skiing and mountain recreation businesses and community. 
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COMMENT #:  8952 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teresa Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please give us the gondola!!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8953 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Wheatley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
None of the solutions proposed are sufficient to meet future growth in this area. (32.2.9G) The only 
solution that will move enough people and be fast enough to make it an attractive alternative for drivers 
is the rail solution. (32.2.9F and 32.7C) The gondola will be plagued with winds and will be nothing 
more than a tourist attraction. (32.2.6.5K) Of the solutions suggested, the additional lane to be used up 
or down at peak times plus a bus lane and snow shed protection is the most pragmatic. (32.2.9B) 
Please reconsider a rail solution. (32.2.9F) Ideally consider a loop through to park city and back down 
big cottonwood with dual tracks for rail traffic in both directions. (32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q) Thank you for 
your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  8954 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to go with the gondola concept. (32.2.9D) Why. If you believe in global warming we need to 
reduce vehicle traffic and running buses every 5 minutes or 15 minutes up Little Cottonwood Canyon 
would be crazy. (32.10A) Then you will need to widen the road. Plus LCC is notorious for avalanches 
an icy road conditions in the winter. Wait for one of those buses slide of the road and see what 
happens. (32.2.6.5P and 32.7A) People will scream bloody murder. 
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COMMENT #:  8955 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Waddell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to the gondola! (32.2.9D) This project reminds me of Sunshine Village ski resort in Banff, Canada. 
They have a long gondola and it works very well. 
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COMMENT #:  8956 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Calle Ellingson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a horrible idea that I will never agree with. No no no no. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8957 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryanne Mayers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We've needed a solution for ages to alleviate traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon. This initiative is a 
great solution for an ever-increasing problem. The sooner we solve it, the better. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8958 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glenn Ricart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola option will make Utah skiing more attractive. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8959 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adriana Chavez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Other options should be looked into before looking into the options listed by udot. Both options by udot 
would do more harm then good to the outdoor community (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  8960 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hank Bates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave the canyon the way it is. (32.2.9G) This is only a problem on the weekends and if people don’t 
like it then go somewhere else. (32.1.4D and 32.1.2D) This idea is ridiculous, the canyon is at max 
capacity and anything you do won’t help crowding or traffic. (32.20B) Cut the bullshit utah. 
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COMMENT #:  8961 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Jacoby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please realize that the canyons are a precious and beautiful limited resource that cannot sustain the 
physical impact of allowing unlimited use by all who want to experience the wonderment without any 
restraint. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, and 32.29G) 
 
Filling a 500 seat theater with a 1000 people for an event, certainly destroys the experience for every 
one attending. 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Jacoby 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8962 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Danielle Lacroix 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Danielle Lacroix 
West Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  8963 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Trimble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to encourage you all to move forward with the Enhanced Bus without Roadway Widening 
proposal and not cause irreversible damage and complicated access issues for climbing and lower 
canyon activities by widening the road or constructing a gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Canyon 
traffic as well as air pollution can be mitigated with innovative shuttle services and bussing systems that 
could prove a concept that could be utilized throughout the valley to mitigate our inversions and 
persistent bad air quality. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  8964 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tax payer dollars should NOT be put toward for-profit resorts who stand to benefit from 
overdevelopment (the gondola "solution." The problem is greed. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) The Towers needed for a gondola will scar the very nature that draws millions to this 
canyon, irreparably. (32.17A and 32.4I) There is no going back on this environmental idiocy. We must 
protect public lands, and one way to do that is to not cave to the demands of the few with the most 
money. Zion national park and their clean busses are a great example of how to move mass amounts 
of people into a protected space in order for them to both enjoy it and preserve it's natural integrity and 
beauty. (32.2.2B) Please don't do this to us. I have been skiing and hiking LCC since I was born. This 
fight has completely changed my POV on my home resorts. (32.4I) It's great more people want to be up 
there, but there HAS to be a better way. (32.2.2PP) We are better than this. 
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COMMENT #:  8965 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ella Haverkampf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will not improve traffic in LCC. (32.7C) There’s just going to be more traffic with cars and 
people!! (32.2.4A, 32.20A, and 32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  8966 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mia Nafziger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose UDOT’s two preferred proposals. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
They both support a limited band of canyon recreation and are primarily used during one season. 
They excessively benefit Alta and Snowbird’s balance sheet, not the public good! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
As a climber, skier, hiker, biker, and general canyon enthusiast, I support enhancing the bus service 
(not with an added lane!) and mandating bans and tolls on personal traffic in canyons on high volume 
days. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Bussing can be made mandatory (with some obvious exceptions), and 
improved by (32.2.2B) (1) electric power systems, (32.2.6.3F) (2) parking lot expansion in the valley, 
(32.2.6.2.1C) (3) customized interior to store equipment optimally and comfortably, (32.2.6.3O) (4) 
increased frequency, (32.2.6.3N) (5) optional stops at popular ski-touring trailheads, (32.2.6.3C) and (6) 
storage lockers/infrastructure at the ski resorts. (32.2.3A) 
 
We should not build any further infrastructure (apart from avalanche protection tunnels) in the canyon 
and stop any further disturbance to the canyon’s present natural state. (32.2.9K) 
 
Furthermore, as Salt Lake Climbers Alliance has identified: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P). UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded 
electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed 
recreation transit needs before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will 
forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  8967 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Westfall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola would be a huge environmental mistake and not a legitimate solution. (32.2.9E and 
32.7C) Other options like buses are more environmentally friendly, less of an undertaking, and overall 
make way more sense. (32.2.9A) DONT DO THE GONDOLA!! 
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COMMENT #:  8968 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Dayton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am fine with this as long as Snowbird and Alta are footing the bill for it. (32.2.7A) They caused the 
problem, they benefit financially from it, so they should pay for it. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Also, Snowbird needs to stay out of American Fork Canyon. They can't ruin all the canyons 
here. It is time to stop them. 
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COMMENT #:  8969 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Odessa Winter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola should not be constructed in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) Tax payers should not 
shoulder the cost of a project that will only benefit private ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) The constructions of the gondola will destroy our already limited space for outdoor 
recreation. (32.4B and 32.4I) We need increased bussing that is convenient and accessible so more 
people can utilize this resource to access our wild spaces. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) Any 
solution taken to address the traffic and parking issue with little should be made with public benefit as 
the top priority. The ski resorts already benefit enough off of public lands and pollute our watershed. We 
should not be spending millions of dollars to benefit private corporations! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  8970 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Kovach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to let you know that even though I am a long-time skier and season-pass-holder for Snowbird, 
that I am completely against Snowbird's advocacy position with respect to the gondola. (32.2.9E) The 
gondola is a public-funding to corporate giveaway of valuable DOT funding. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Additionally, the gondola should be considered a "taking" of a public resource (the 
beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon plus the valuable watershed it provides). (32.17A and 32.12A) I 
would certainly be in favor of and would financially support lawsuits suing the DOT to block further 
Gondola action. If the DOT does not wake up to this taking, they will bear the burden of lengthy, 
contentious litigation in future that will simply waste public funding (32.2.7J). Protect Our Canyons and 
Protect Our Winters! Electric Buses on regular schedules! Toll booths in BOTH canyons !!! (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  8971 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Thomas Stephens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
I am opposed to a gondola solution for all the reasons other opponents have stated. (32.2.9E)  
This is a difficult problem to remedy in light of the continuing population growth, I admit. 
 
UDOT should seriously consider a train system -- again. (32.2.9F) 
 
Thanks, 
 
Tom Stephens 
 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Stephens 
Millcreek, UT 

Page 32B-9193 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8972 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sharon Roghaar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I definitely support a gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8973 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diana Lev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Environmentally, and out of convenience with snow storms, it is so much better to have the gondola 
than busses!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8974 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Horrocks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As SLC native and a Snowbird Iron Blosam property owner and a lover of Albion Basin, I fully support 
the gondola solution. Solving for an ever growing population of vehicular traffic is not sustainable. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8975 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Amis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi there! I visit LCC every week to climb, usually in the Alta/ Hellgate/ Mud Wall area. A gondola is just 
a silly plan and widening the road isn't necessary. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.1.2B) Instead lets run 
buses more often! (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.5N) I'd be fine to jump on a bus with my climbing pack. (32.1.2C 
and 32.2.6.3C) In fact that saves me the hassle of parking on the side of the road and would be more 
than worth the 5$ or whatever. 
 
Please preserve the beauty of this canyon --- NO structural changes PLEASE. 
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COMMENT #:  8976 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Angerbauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the bus peak lane alternative, combined with restricting single passenger vehicles 
and adding tolling during peak hours. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
 
I strongly support the largest mobility hub lots possible in the study area. (32.2.6.2.1C) The gondola 
alternative would greatly diminish those lots, and go the wrong direction in terms of how people are 
incented to travel up the canyon. The gondola has benefits, but its much longer travel time and visual 
impact are overriding negatives. (32.17A and 32.2.6.5O) 
 
Please go with the bus peak shoulder option. 
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COMMENT #:  8977 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Munier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the team project. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  8978 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Ashcraft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the gondola option. (32.2.9D) No need to cut further into the canyon. The gondola fixes 
so many issues including parking, traffic jams, and keeps cars from having to drive up and down the 
canyon when it’s been snowing and road conditions are unsafe. Plus a fun way to go up the canyon all 
year! 
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COMMENT #:  8979 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Noll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Representative, 
 
As an avid rock climber, backcountry skier, trail runner, and mountain biker I call the Wasatch my home 
because of the community that is drawn here due to the attraction and access this beautiful valley 
provides. I would like to voice my opinion not against both the proposed the ideas, but instead to push 
for trying a few lest invasive / damaging solutions first. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Let's put a toll at the base 
of the canyons and run shuttles like zion national park? (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) Let's only provide a 
certain number of vehicles up the canyon and actually monitor it? (32.2.2L) Let's put a toll in place? 
Force carpooling? Force every vehicle to be "certified" for winter travel. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2M) 
 
I would like to see some other options explored before a Gondola or widening of the road plan goes into 
place and creates visual and environmental impacts on the canyon that will be irreversible. (32.29R) 
 
Thanks much, 
 
Daniel Noll 
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COMMENT #:  8980 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robin Erhardy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the plan to build a gondola. (32.2.9E) I would be in favor of an expanded bus schedule 
with a toll. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8981 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Dechet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to gondola. (32.2.9E). I vote for expanded electric bus service and tolls. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 
32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8982 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aidan Pruett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E) It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the 
taxpayers, while ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.4A) Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not 
solve the issues at hand. (32.4I and 32.7C) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  8983 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zev Underwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC provides recreation and beauty beyond the ski resorts. In the winter, the canyon provides endless 
backcountry skiing opportunities and in the summer, similar hiking opportunities and climbing. 
The gondola idea is absurd; it only benefits the ski resorts while ruining the quiet and views of the 
valley. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It does not help the problem of 
accessing backcountry skiing and climbing destinations. Let's not reinvent the wheel here, please the 
idea is ridiculous--traffic only really exists on powder days so a gondola would only be useful on the few 
number of powder days we have in a year. (32.1.4D)  
Expanding the roads will ruin over 100 boulders and trees--this is needles environmental waste. It 
would also ruin classic climbing that define the SLC area. (32.4A and 32.2.9C)  
The best option is provide a comprehensive set of buses to shuttle people to the top. (32.2.9A or 
32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  8984 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edward Applebaum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the 'gondola' option. Well designed, energy efficient and environmentally sound with 
relatively low impact on the canyon." (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8985 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Whipple 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option is the best because of it's lower impact on the environment. I have heard the 
per ride price would be $35. I think this will prohibit use as resort skiing is already an expensive hobby. 
Especially for a family oriented society such as the Wasatch Front. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8986 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tate Moyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in support of the gondola, but would also like to see traffic limited going up the canyon during peak 
days/times. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)

Page 32B-9208 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8987 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Roghaar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola makes environmental sense. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8988 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Shields 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.2.2PP, 32.29R, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  8989 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Juran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Protect our beautiful mountain scapes and do not build further access options which will permanently 
destroy the sacred land that many of us use and respect for far more than skiing. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  8990 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scout Edmondson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s obvious that the majority of people who enjoy the public lands in Little Cottonwood Canyon do not 
want the gondola put in. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9N) Those who do are the very few; those who are rich and 
just want to continue earning revenue. They wish to privatize Little Cottonwood, a fact that they’ve 
poorly hidden behind a thin veil of environmental friendliness and efficiency. Please: block the 
gondola’s construction and listen to the people who love these public lands.  
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COMMENT #:  8991 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kimberly Curtis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kimberly Curtis 
Salt lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  8992 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Payden Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the Gondola is an awesome resolution to the traffic issue and for the safety of skiers and 
snowboarders alike. (32.2.9D) Although it would be a bit of an eye sore, it would get people up the 
mountain quickly and proficiently from what I understand at a rate of just shy of 4000 people an hour. 
(32.17A and 32.2.6.5N) The true problem deals with the parking at the La Caille base station. 
According to the SLC Tribune there are approximately 5,000 parking spots at Alta and Snowbird 
combined, but the plan is only to put in 1,800 spots at the gondola base with limited other parking spots 
that you can take a bus to get to the gondola? I've been turned away, due to full parking lots at Alta and 
Snowbird in the past. (32.2.6.5J) 
 
This is going to turn into a logistical nightmare the first heavy snowfall of the year. The proposal states 
that this is an alternative when the roads are closed due to avalanche or other conditions, but then that 
makes the gondola the primary means for transportation. Employees alone won't even have enough 
spots to park and get up to the mountain. Why not go above and beyond on the aspect of parking and 
plan for when it is a terrible snow day, which is expected several times a year? (32.2.6.5H and 
32.2.6.5J) 
 
Again, I think that the Gondola is a great idea for an alternate means of transportation, but I think there 
is going to create an even bigger issue if there isn't enough parking at the base station. 
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COMMENT #:  8993 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tor Boschen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola concept. Build it and move on. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8994 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Libby Biittner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola should not be considered as an option. (32.2.9E) It is too expensive and impactful and 
primarily serves private business interests, not users of the canyon at large. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Do not let Snowbird continue to destroy the canyon we love with man 
made eyesores that are for their profit (32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.2.7A). 
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COMMENT #:  8995 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janelle Dransfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposed solutions prioritize ski resorts and sacrifice accessible outdoor sports for less 
privileged/wealthy members of our communities. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Widening lanes or adding gondolas destroys a VERY beloved climbing environment that should not be 
placed lower in value to resorts. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) We want to protect our 
environment and our scenery, as well as improve the traffic in the canyon. Before permanently altering 
this beautiful landscape, please start with smaller changes such as a stronger shuttle system 
WITHOUT widening lanes, adding a toll booth, or other transitional steps. Please protect our canyons 
for ALL! (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  8996 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexandra Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm writing to voice my support for the gondola option. (32.2.9D) It is a sustainable long-term solution to 
reduce traffic in little cottonwood canyon, and much better than the alternatives. Additionally, I know 
that Snowbird has offered to dedicate over 1,000 acres of private land in little and big cottonwood 
canyons in a conservation easement, if the gondola plan is approved. I believe that it's a great option!! 
(32.29F)  

Page 32B-9218 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  8997 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garner Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I DO NOT LIKE THE IDEA OF SPENDING SUCH A LARGE SUM TO BENEFIT TWO BUSINESSES 
ALTA AND SNOWBIRD. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) BUT THE CONGESTION IS 
SO BAD WE NEED TO DO SOMETHING AND I SUPPORT THIS IDEA. (32.2.9D) BUSES JUST ADD 
TO THE CONGESTION. (32.7C) I WILL NOT EVEN GO UP LITTLE DURING SKI SEASON. WE GO 
TO DEER VALLEY ALONG A GREAT HIGHWAY. 
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COMMENT #:  8998 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pablo Montes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola solution because have less impact on the environment (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  8999 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tiffany Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer the Gondola option because it has better appeal to the environment and will be and 
attraction, not a deterrent. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9000 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara McFarlane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO to gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9001 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stefanos Apostle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both “constructive” options would decimate historical climbing areas within LCC, as a season pass 
holder to snowbird and an avid LCC climber, I’d rather see the attempt to improve public transportation 
without destroying these legendary sites, rather than create irreversible damage without trying these 
first. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  9002 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Kruse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation 
strategies, and do not create a gondola and additional lane (s). (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9C, 
and 32.2.9E) This will forever damage many iconic places in the canyon. (32.4I) We should not use 
taxpayer money to support the LCC ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  9003 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Sneddon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Reading the proposed plans and comments I am in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9D) My experience with 
the bus is okay, not great. standing after a long day of skiing on a crowded bus. Still dealing the 
weather and elements. (32.2.6.3P) If the gondola can transport nearly the same amount of people it 
sounds like a much better experience. (32.2.6.5N) 
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COMMENT #:  9004 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Moyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the IKON and Mountain Collective pass owners should help pay for the gondola since it is 
these very passes that have increased the traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon during the ski season. 
(32.2.7A) Affordable access to Alta and Snowbird has never been better. I hope the state can get a 
federal government grant to offset the costs for such a massive expensive undertaking. It will be the 
first of its kind in the United States. (32.2.7A) The Utah taxpayer should not have to take on this burden 
alone. Enough said. Former Bird employee during 86/87 and 87/88 winters when it was easy getting up 
and down the mountain to work and ski up there. 
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COMMENT #:  9005 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monica Cox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think looking at other places that have found success in their transportation needs like Europe for 
Example. If you look at what has worked a Gondola or train makes more sense. (32.2.9D or 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  9006 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jami Ballantine Sekaran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola that is being proposed. (32.2.9D) I live at 2918 E Ksel Dr in Sandy that is 
near the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon. We have enjoyed the natural beauty of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon in all seasons and want to preserve what we can. While adding more lanes may help in the 
near future, it seems that widening roads only helps for a period of time until more is needed. (32.4B 
and 32.7C) Also, this doesn’t address the avalanche concerns inherent in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.7A) The gondola seems to be the best option for the following reasons: 1) preserving the canyon, 
2) improving traffic for the years to come (long term gains), and 3) less shut downs due to 
avalanche/snow conditions. (32.2.6.5H) 
 
Thank you, 
Jami Ballantine 
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COMMENT #:  9007 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Lundgren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The boulders and routes of Little Cottonwood Canyon forge the character of our local climbing 
community. They are the connection between our historic legacy and the potential of our future climbing 
generations. Under UDOTs plans for a gondola or additional lanes, over 100 iconic boulders will be 
impacted and the beauty of the canyon forever altered. (32.4A and 32.4B) The current views of pristine 
granite and pines to be interrupted by towers and cables; the rush of the river replaced with the 
consistent hum of machinery. (32.4I, 32.11D, and 32.17A) Less destructive ways exist such as UDOT's 
Enhanced Bus without Roadway Widening proposal. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9008 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nolan Matthews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nolan Matthews 
Nice, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9009 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marguerite Slayman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the La Chaille gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9010 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ari Ferro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We're worried about the impact on our canyons. We want sustainable solutions. Bulldozing the canyon 
to get more people in it is not "sustainability." It is a farce. (32.1.2B) 
 
All of this effort to get more people into the canyons is not "Sustainability." It's "growth." (32.1.2B) 
 
If we want to talk sustainability, let's sustain the current number of visitors. Instead of trying to get 
people up the canyon, we should be trying to keep people out. (32.20B) 
 
Create limits on the numbers of day passes and season passes sold at the ski resorts. Use techniques 
like parking and skiing reservations to limit the number of people that will drive up the canyon in a day. 
(32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) 
 
The gondola is an absolute tourist trap. No locals will waste their time getting in line when driving is 
faster. (32.2.9E and 32.2.4A) 
 
And guess what's gonna happen when the road shuts down? 3+ hour line at the worlds slowest 
gondola. (1000 people/hr? It'll take 14 hours to get all the skiers to the resort) (32.2.6.5C and 
32.2.6.5K) 
 
Bulldozing the iconic bouldering used for the other 7-8 months of the year to accommodate traffic for 10 
days of the year is asinine. (32.4B and 32.1.4D) We're talking sustainability? Well we've got a resource 
(bouldering/climbing) that has been around for years. Access to such activities should be sustained, yet 
*both* options identified will eliminate key climbing access in the canyon (32.4A and 32.4B). 
 
None of the options are good. We don't need to worry about "growing" the canyons. Let's preserve 
them. Limit the amount of traffic, don't destroy the canyon in order to accommodate more traffic. 
(32.1.2B and 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  9011 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rhonda Hypio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reading about all the impacts to the canyon from widening the roads vs. gondola. I am more in 
favor of the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9012 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chuck Elander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I DO NOT support gondola transportation through little cottonwood canyon, this is America, not europe 
(32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9013 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dawn Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I will move out of this state if you follow through the the gondola. (32.2.9E) The impact on the natural 
environment and climbing in LCC is irreversible. (32.4I and 32.4B) The ski resorts are the only areas 
served by this taxpayer funded project and there's no reason to increase the volume of people up there 
on any given day. (32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is, flat out, the wrong 
solution. Utah has abused its natural resources enough. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9014 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Wussow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe UDOT has never made the current bus system an acceptable option to skiers/snowboarders. 
It seems that if there were more parking and the appropriate amount of buses available more people 
would consider using the bus. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Currently those potential bus riders don't think that they would have a parking spot when they arrive at 
a parking lot and if they do get a spot the other concern is that there will be a long wait for the next bus. 
The other issue is that if an Alta skier has to take a bus that goes through Snowbird first before it goes 
up to Alta it just takes much longer so they decide to drive their own car instead. There should be 
express buses that go directly to Alta without stopping at multiple stops at Snowbird first. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
I find it strange that the options that are on the table do not include simply upgrading the current bus 
system. This would be much less expensive option than the two options that are being considered. 
(32.2.9A) 
 
It is my opinion that if the bus is an easy option then people will start using it. I am not sure whether that 
requires a separate bus lane but I suppose if that is required it can added later. So why are we not 
discussing the easier (and cheaper) option of starting with something simple like adding a lot more 
parking spots and more busses - and not only for LCC. (32.2.9A) Too many cars and lack of parking is 
also a problem in BCC and certainly the only two options that are being considered are not taking these 
issues in Big Cottonwood Canyon into consideration. (32.1.1A) 
 
Please consider simpler solutions before spending the money required for the two options that are 
being debated. (32.29R) 
 
Thank you, Tom 
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COMMENT #:  9015 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wilford Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the Gondola opportunity. In 10-20 years when we look back at this decision I believe the Gondola 
will provide the best overall benefit to the canyon, users and longevity of use. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9016 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zev Gorfinkle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is clearly bad for Utah. (32.2.9E) Why would we further destroy one of the most cherished 
natural landscapes in our state to solely benefit two private businesses during the winter. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please think clearly on this issue and vote no (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  9017 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Dalby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I have been a resident of Sandy all my life (of 22 years) and have been privileged enough to 
have grown up minutes from the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon and been able to hike, bike, ski, 
and camp in the canyon.  
 
Over my life, I have seen a great change in the number of people who recreate in Little Cottonwood, 
especially during the ski season. This change comes along with more people moving to Utah, which 
brings many great things to Utah but also new challenges. One of these challenges is obviously the 
difficulty of accessing Little Cottonwood (and Big Cottonwood) with the increased number of recreators, 
especially on weekends during the ski season. I have read the draft EIS and I do not have a strong 
opinion for either proposal but here is my feedback: 
 
For the road expansion and increase in bus capacity:  
This plan encourages the use of buses to access the canyon which has used the ski bus frequently 
seems good in theory but I have found has issues in practice. I have found taking the bus works great 
and is convenient when the bus is in low demand like on weekdays but on a busy weekend it can be 
difficult to get on the bus in the first place and even if one gets on the bus it can result in standing for 
long periods of time as the bus jostles around, this may be fine for me but for many others, this can be 
an uncomfortable experience. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.2.1C) I have also had issues with being able to 
get back at the end of the day when the demand is the highest and results in large wait times which 
further discourages the use of the bus. (32.2.6.3N) The bus is also subject to the same traffic at the 
mouth of the canyon so this will have to be addressed or everyone, including the busses, will be sitting 
in traffic before getting to the canyon. (32.7C) If this plan is implemented it has to also come with a 
dramatic increase in bus capacity at peak times (which may be difficult in practice, but automated 
busing?). It also needs to come with a way to discourage people from driving such as a toll during peak 
times, although I may discourage this toll during other times as there are many other recreators in the 
Cottonwoods outside of skiing. (32.2.4A) In the end, if this plan is implemented it needs to be done with 
the busing focus in mind (and with the users of the bus in mind), adding more lanes without thought of 
discouraging driving during peak times will just be an expensive way to have the same thing happening. 
 
For the gondola: 
Adding a gondola to Little Cottonwood also seems good in theory but I would especially be concerned 
about how this gondola would be used the rest of the year and for non-resort skiing activities. 
(32.2.6.5G and 32.2.6.5F) Resort skiing is most definitely not the only thing that happens in Little 
Cottonwood and so I would hope this plan keeps that in mind. The gondola would likely be the best 
plan for just resort skiing as it avoids the problems of avalanches and other issues with the road but I 
still could see this having issues for any other recreation. If this was implemented I would encourage 
UDOT to think of how this would be used the rest of the year (if it would even be available?) and how it 
should be treated as public transit, not some extension of Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.6.5G) Overall I'm 
skeptical about this plan and even if it seems best for just resort skiing I think there is a capacity at 
these ski resorts and sometimes the cold hard truth is that there isn't much to get around that capacity 
and still have the experience be enjoyable. (32.20C) 
 
In the end, I don't have a super-strong opinion on either but I wanted to submit my experiences as 
someone who uses the canyon and has grown up here. I would also encourage UDOT to be forward-
thinking (and agile) with these issues and keep in mind the bigger picture including issues with traffic in 
Big Cottonwood and the rest of the Wasatch that will only continue to get worse. I understand that for 
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many who have lived here all their life this is unwelcome and many of the solutions won't be perfect 
involving tolls etc. but I hope that from everyone's feedback UDOT can find a viable (and likely not 
cheap) way to give reasonable access to the Wasatch for all types of recreation.  
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COMMENT #:  9018 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Keith Skyta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Keith Skyta 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9019 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angela Haynes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t do it (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  9020 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Dillon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the bus option as the gondola would cost a fortune for tax payers in Utah but only benefit the 
private industry (Alta and snowbird) which only wealthy people can afford to patronage anyway. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9021 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Idstrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wanna train (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  9022 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Anderson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9023 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ruby Oland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Hello! I was born and raised in central salt lake and have been visiting the canyons my entire life. 
Please leave them pristine. (32.29G). I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, 
please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ruby Oland 
Portland, OR  
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COMMENT #:  9024 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brent Curtis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brent Curtis 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9025 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Herman Rottinghaus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The resorts will become too crowded with these alternatives. (32.20A and 32.20C) I vote for nothing 
and at the least bus service/road widening. (32.2.9G or 32.2.9B) Tolls are a stupid idea as they add to 
the already crazy prices paid to access the canyons in the first place. (32.2.4A) Let the early bird get 
the worm. 
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COMMENT #:  9026 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Beers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am adamantly opposed to the ridiculous gondola idea (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9027 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Patterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9028 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Nason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either of the proposed solutions, especially the tram. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I do not 
believe that a public utility like this should only benefit two private companies interests. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I believe and support the realization that the canyon has a 
carrying capacity that has been exceeded. The answer is not to figure out how to bring more people 
into this place, the answer is to manage the number of people already here. (32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  9029 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Waxman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an owner in LCC I would strongly support the Gondola project. Something needs to be done to limit 
traffic and protect the canyon - this would be a safe and minimally impactful way of improving things. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9030 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Broadwater 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9031 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Bornstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
13yr SLC resident here and regular at LCC resorts. Please consider additional bus routes with no road 
widening. (32.2.9A) A gondola that benefits the ski resorts at the expense of the taxpayers is crony 
capitalism at its worst. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) LCC needs fewer 
people up canyon, not more. (32.20B and 32.1.2B) Charge $10/car to go up the canyon and use the 
money to protect the natural beauty. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  9032 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Carlson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t ruin the canyon so the ski resorts can make more money. (32.4I and 32.2.7A) I want to be 
able to take my children up this canyon in the future as it is now. This has to be the first priority. 
(32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9033 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Narvaez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The mountain Gondola would only benefit the ski resorts during ski season. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We need a long term solution that will work even after the resorts are 
gone. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  9034 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Bullock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a proud resident of Cottonwood Heights and one who frequents the Wasatch mountains, I cannot 
support UDOT’s Gondola B transportation alternative. (32.2.9E) I am attuned to the inevitability of 
increased visitation and population growth, but I believe it is in our best interest to preserve the spirit 
and aesthetic of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.17A) The gondola disproportionately favors the private 
enterprises of Snowbird and Alta ski areas at the expense of local taxpayers, and ignores 
recreationalists on the fringe (climbers, hikers, backcountry enthusiasts, and the like). (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) While it will be challenging to keep the Wasatch as wild as it once 
was, we should make every effort to do so. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9035 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Myranda Welborn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Myranda Welborn 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9036 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Fleming 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LISTEN TO THE PEOPLE. THE TAXPAYERS. AND THE VISITORS OF LITTLE COTTONWOOD 
CANYON. NOT ALTA. NOT SNOWBIRD. (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  9037 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Porter Trapp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola seems like it would really ruin LCC. (32.2.9E) Expanding buses and working on improving the 
road would be preferred (32.2.9B)  
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COMMENT #:  9038 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Torrey Lyons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed solution will be costly and do little to solve congestion and emissions. (32.7C and 
32.10A) Additionally, it only stands to serve a small constituency rather than a broad section of 
stakeholders. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is an imprudent use of funds, vastly 
inferior to improved frequent bus service and associated parking. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9039 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not support of a gondola. (32.2.9E) It will only serve the ski resorts in the winter and provide no 
benefit otherwise. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The ski resorts aren’t even paying for 
it. I support increased bus capacity first and snow sheds. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) I support widening the 
roads before a gondola. Do not make the locals pay for an eyesore gondola they will see no benefit 
from and that won’t even be built or completed for years. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  9040 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Turner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I endorse the bus option for transportation up LCC. (32.2.9A) I enjoy the canyon year round all days of 
the week. I have a very good idea of traffic problems (season pass holder at Alta) and weaknesses that 
continue to be inadequately addressed the solutions of which are not that complicated. Just takes some 
commitment and an unbiased view. I have ridden the bus and driven in the winter. Buses are not the 
problem. Enough buses are more efficient, convenient (especially if there is an Alta express), and 
flexible. (32.2.6.3N) I have participated in numerous comment periods regarding canyon transport for 
decades. Considering the few days of closures, the bus option supports transportation of all to all 
trailheads and recreational areas up the canyon (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C). I support a "phased" 
approach to transport (as supported by some groups) that integrates transportation throughout valley 
and supports parking and express bus routes from focal points such as the University of Utah, and 
addresses carrying capacity and the future of our canyon resources more simply and thoroughly. 
(32.2.2I and 32.20B) The canyon road access can be made more efficient by eliminated parking along 
highway and providing safe entry and egress at established trailheads. (32.4P) Parking can still be 
provided at TH's with minimal improvements. A tolling system can help to eliminate excess cars and 
proceeds used towards TH maintenance. Shelters need to be build to provide for safety at resorts and 
TH's as well. (32.2.6.2.4A and 32.2.4A)  
 
The gondola option does not provide a solution, only another ski lift/amusement ride (?) that favors 
resort users and and a blight on the view shed. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) This is a quick "fix" for special 
interests and does not address carrying capacity, the importance of preserving our water resources that 
are becoming scarcer, and other issues that effect canyon resources. (32.20B, 32.7C, and 32.12A) 
The average number of closed days due to snow is minimal and snow plows will still have operate and 
maintain the road. (32.1.4D) The gondola will also be subject to closure at times. (32.2.6.5H) And, to 
ferry all of those people up canyon, what is the safety plan at resorts to accomodate those who may be 
stuck up there? (32.2.6.5K) This is a safety issue that should be addressed no matter the transport 
method.  
 
The sudden dropping of Big Cottonwood Canyon from the EIS study is indicative of the hasty nature of 
this study. This is a regional problem and demands a regional solution. (32.1.1A) Cars will still be in the 
canyon. The 4 lane Wasatch Blvd highway will be there to mostly ferry cars to a development. The 
people along Wasatch Blvd do not favor this. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
I am for the bus option with improvements and attention paid to our watershed and recognizing limits to 
carrying capacity in our canyons, along with a more integrated approach to transport from throughout 
the valley. (32.2.9A, 32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.20B) 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the options.
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COMMENT #:  9041 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abigail Chidlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Abigail Chidlow 
Logan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9042 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Mckean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m pro gondola as I don’t want to live in a world that involves widening the road in LCC/construction for 
his knows how long. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) Also I don’t believe anyone will ride the bus. No one rides it 
now. Only critique is you should increase the size of the gondola cars now. If it works they’ll fill up 
quickly. (32.2.6.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  9043 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Galanes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a mistake, it will alter and destroy our environment to a point of no return. (32.2.9E and 
32.4I) I am an avid skier, but you have to consider the non skiers here. This beautiful natural resource 
will be forever ruined for them, no longer a bastion of nature an escape, a gondola will make these 
beautiful, natural canyons a monument to capitalism and greed. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) A bus lane only is by far the best and least damaging of the options. (32.2.9B) 
Please, please do not put in a gondola or a cog rail. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) 
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COMMENT #:  9044 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Vashisth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not add a gondola. (32.2.9E) We are currently in the worst climate crisis recorded and the 
money making convenient option, will lead to further destruction and devastation, eventually causing 
you to lose the money you put into this project and cost us aspects of the canyon we will not be able to 
get back (32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  9045 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Ladouceur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This proposed gondola does not fix issues in the cottonwoods. (32.2.9E) There will still be canyon 
congestion and parking difficulties even with it installed. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7E, and 32.2.6.5J) Installing this 
new system does nothing but support two private ski resorts with taxpayer dollars. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If the resorts in little cottonwood want a gondola system they should be the 
ones paying for it. I think that the taxpayer dollars should be used towards avalanche slide path tunnels 
and other systems to make the congested canyons safer (32.2.9K). 
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COMMENT #:  9046 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Baldwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed Gondola to be built in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. As a fifth generation Utahan and resident of this State, I would like to 
express my opposition to this proposal for a number of reasons:  
 
1) The Gondola is an eye-sore that will obstruct the views and pristine landscape that defines the 
Canyons. People go there to escape the industrial infrastructure of the City, not to see towers and 
excessive amounts of concrete. (32.17A) 
2) Little Cottonwood is one of Salt Lake Valley's primary watersheds and water sources, and we should 
be doing everything we can to avoid polluting and impacting the watershed. Construction, debris, and 
the overall impact of a Gondola would do irreparable harm to the landscape and our precious water 
sources. Remediation is not a solution, it is a band-aid. (32.12A) 
3) The Gondola will really only serve the wealthy and the elite. This is not a solution for the average 
Utahn who wants to go up the Canyon to enjoy its picnic areas, climbing areas, and hiking. This 
Gondola is a hatched plan to serve the ski resorts--it is not in the public interest. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
4) Traffic is a problem. Other solutions exist that are less impactful and more equitable, such as 
expanding bus service (making it free on weekends), creating a carpool service or shuttle that serves 
major hiking areas, and creating more strategic parking and/or pull-outs throughout the canyon so there 
are fewer accidents and incidents. Also, reducing the speed limit and enforcing bad driving will help 
avoid safety issues that are all-too-common. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.2M) 
5) The proposed Gondola will impact world-renowned climbing and bouldering areas, for which Utah is 
known and lauded. Assuming the rocks are expendable in this project is a reflection of the ignorance 
and disconnection the project's developers. They don't care about why we love the canyon, they care 
about money and profits. (32.4B) 
 
For the reasons stated above and for many more, I urge you to stop the Gondola proposal and continue 
exploring other less impactful alternatives that do not have such an adverse impact on the beautiful, 
pristine, and unparalleled Canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.2PP) 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these and other comments.  
 
Sara 
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COMMENT #:  9047 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Stafsholt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I supported enhanced electric bussing. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) Sacrificing the canyon's natural 
splendor by building a gondola or additional lanes is not the solution. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.2.9E, and 
32.2.9C) I support the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance's proposal. The two proposals jeopardize so much of 
the canyon's appeal to both residents as well as tourists. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9048 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Lorenzon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a yes for the gondola, I think it is a great solution for the long term. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9049 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jackson Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jackson Smith 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9050 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natasha Hodges 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save LCC bouldering!!! (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  9051 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Willmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t see how a tram would lower impact to the canyon. It can’t take up enough volume - people will 
just prefer to drive anyways. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) I’d like to see something more like a restriction on 
vehicles with less than 1 person on weekends from 6:30am to 10am. If they want to come up later, 
that’s fine, but give priority to those who carpool. Also this could be combined with various other ideas 
to lower the impact. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  9052 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Moorman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  9053 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola system will be the best option for everyone and our environment! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9054 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Tardif 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will only ruin the natural landscape and cram more people into LCC without alleviating the 
canyon traffic. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.20C, and 32.7C) When will it stop? When will you 
put the customers and locals first? 
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COMMENT #:  9055 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Ogden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not a proponent of the gondola. (32.2.9E) I have watched the video that came out from 
you.explaining the two options I think a bus and widening the road is a better option year-round than 
having a gondola which serves only the ski resorts. (32.2.9B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I’m sure there are plenty of comments on the reasons why both ways but I’m just going to say 
Simply I am for the bus system only 
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COMMENT #:  9056 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrison Kearl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E) It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the 
taxpayers, while ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, and 32.17A) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base of the canyon 
and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 
and 32.2.4A). Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the 
issues at hand. (32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9057 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zachary Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d totally use it. Put it up :) (32.29D) 

Page 32B-9280 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9058 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Sutton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola for sure. Then BCC then over to park City (32.2.9D, 32.2.2N, and 32.2.2Q) 
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COMMENT #:  9059 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conall Borden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will not fix the issues we are experiencing in lcc. (32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The resorts 
are already overcrowded and the gondola would just make this issue even worse. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
I also think the gondola would take away some of beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  9060 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paige Klugherz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Installing a gondola or widening the road are terrible options for all users of LCC except the ski resorts- 
who are not users, but businesses. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) It would be a tragedy to destroy the beauty 
of the canyon and the world class bouldering all for the sake of lining the pockets of the ski resorts. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.7A) Salt Lake is already a hub for climbing, and with rock climbing just having 
been featured in the olympics, that will only continue to grow. The people who hike out of the trailheads 
all summer long would not benefit from a gondola. I think the best option is to leave the road how it is 
and increase the amount of shuttles running in the canyon. (32.2.9A) Other places have faced this 
same issue and have come to a solution that doesn’t further damage the existing landscape and could 
be argued actually improves user experience- just look at Zion. (32.2.2B) Please leave our canyon as 
she is and don’t give in to the greed of the ski resorts. 
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COMMENT #:  9061 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cariann Hughes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not install the gondola and ruin our canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) These private companies exploit 
tax payers and are only out for the money, not the canyon experience. (32.2.7A) NO to the gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  9062 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Molly Miloscia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of elected 
officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to gather 
and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying Capacity” 
known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the gondola 
still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from our 
roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car 
congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point of 
origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and 
allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch Range. 
(32.2.2I). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMMENT #:  9063 
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DATE:   9/1/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robin Fults 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am vehemently opposed to both the gondola and road widening of LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both 
are terrible long term options for mitigating traffic during the winter. They both permanently mar the 
canyon in a way that would negatively impact more people than it would positively impact. (32.4I, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). An increased electric bus system, winter canyon tolls, 
or eliminating the ikon pass would have a much less harmful impact on the environment they would 
also be cheaper. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) Resort skiers are not the sole owners of 
LCC, these current propositions destroy world class climbing, and don’t help backcountry skiers or 
hikers. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I) At the very least the tax payers should not aid in the expenses 
of either of these methods as they only benefit two private businesses, Snowbird and Alta. 
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COMMENT #:  9064 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Clair 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Improving public transportation should included serving trailheads. (32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, and 
32.2.6.5G) Our tax money should support public transportation to backcountry skiing locations as well 
as popular climbing and hiking locations not just resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Also any major construction project in our canyons should have as little impact on our 
WATERSHED as possible. (32.12A and 32.12B) The gondola will not only be an eyesore in our 
beautiful canyon but it will not help with traffic - 1000 people an hour to two resorts is not enough to 
reduce traffic in the canyons. (32.17A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Other busier ski resorts across the globe 
have found ways to move people that do not include a ski resort. There should be more options on the 
table with tax payer money than a bus lane vs a gondola. More buses. Less cars. More buses. Per 
hour. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9065 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenda Barney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for the gondola. They should do it like Heavenly Valley and have it begin down in Sandy by 
Smiths, there is plenty of room for parking there. It would also revitalize that area. (32.2.9D and 32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  9066 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenton Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Enhanced Bus Service with Peak Period Shoulder Lanes. (32.2.9B). However, the 
new shoulder lanes must be designed so that they do not adversely affect the bouldering areas and 
climbing areas in the lower canyon. (32.4A). This enhanced bus alternative must also serve all canyon 
users - not just Alta and Snowbird skiers - to provide service to winter and summer trailheads along the 
length of the canyon. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C). Snowsheds as required should also be part of this 
solution to allow more consistent road usage throughout the winter. (32.2.9K). I prefer the enhanced 
bus solution over the gondola concept for several reasons: 1) it offers a transit solution for ALL canyon 
users, not just Alta/Snowbird visitors (32.2.6.3C) 2) Bus trips can be scaled according to the season of 
use and demand for the use. (32.2.6.3D) 3) As vehicle technology improves the buses can be powered 
by natural gas in the short term and be electric buses as they become viable (32.2.6.3F) 4) the bus 
solution can also be applied to Big Cottonwood Canyon to address its traffic issues. (32.1.1A) The 
gondola only addresses Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.1.1C) 5) an excellent location for a bus terminal / 
parking structure / retail facility is already found at the existing quarry near the mouth of BCC. 
(32.2.6.2.1C) This would eliminate the need to create a huge new facility in the current La Caille 
location thereby keeping the LCC approach relatively natural and attractive. 
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COMMENT #:  9067 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Albrecht 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option, it is the ony sure way to access the Canyon when the road is closed due 
to an avalanche. I believe that it will also have the lowest impact to the environment and it will decrease 
the number of cars and buses that are already clogging up the highway and parking lots. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9068 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nick Montella 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nick Montella 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-9291 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9069 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Josh Hauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Josh Hauer 
Santa fe, NM 
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COMMENT #:  9070 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dwight Butler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dwight Butler 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9071 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyndall Bounous 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please just limit the amount of cars you allow in the canyon! (32.2.2L) Allow buses always and limit 
cars until the afternoon. (32.2.2B) That will be the quickest and least costly and an effective way to 
handle this problem. We don’t need a new way to get more people up the canyon we need to limit the 
amount of people on busy days. (32.2.2K) I have worked up the canyon for years and grew up at the 
base of LCC and honestly most days are not horrific traffic days. It’s only the really big serious powder 
days. (32.1.4D) I think the gondola or a third lane is excessive and an over the top way to respond to 
traffic issues when the simplest solution would be to limit number and use a reservation system 
perhaps for ticket purchasing to come up the canyon on the high traffic days (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  9072 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Buhnerkemper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1 more lane. Increase bus service . Create lane along wasatch so that buses don’t have to wait in line 
to get into canyon. Put more blame on Alta/Snowbird. (32.2.9B).
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COMMENT #:  9073 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Ransom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm writing in favor of expanded bus service, and to oppose the gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) As a 
Cottonwood Heights resident, I love visiting Little Cottonwood Canyon. My preference is we implement 
an expanded bus service before exploring far more expensive and invasive solutions. The gondola 
serves to benefit two companies and their customers, with little benefit to the general population. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
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COMMENT #:  9074 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Murphey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I am a homeowner and resident in Cottonwood Heights - I live 1 block from Wasatch and Bengal. I 
agree with the comments of No Gondola - as discussed on the hearings the time factor is too much. 
(32.2.9E) Many of us only have a window of 2-3 hours to ski and be on-snow. We can't have it take 
~2hrs to get up and down on the gondola from the hub. (32.2.6.5C) The time factor just kills this idea, 
and it does not make sense to invest in a permanent structure (that will start to become dated once up 
and running) before alternatives are tried and proven if they work or not first. (32.29R) This make no 
sense and is agenda driven w/ the gondola direction. Also, a gondola is a huge eyesore in the Canyon, 
can't run when shooting for avy control, has a wind concern, no bikes allowed, the most expensive 
option and will only be used by tourists 1-2 times on ski time and for sightseeing. (32.2.6.5H, 32.17A, 
32.2.6.5K, 32.2.6.5I, and 32.2.4A) This does not help the issue or local ski community (or climbing 
community) - this would just be a new feature to advertise as an attraction and to add to the trail map. 
This area is getting much too developed, please keep LCC as natural as possible. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Ideas and directions I do support: 
 
Enhanced Bus Service and year-round bus service (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
Possible New Bus Lane (s), Carpool Lane (32.2.9B) 
All cars must have 2+ people in them to go up LCC (or carpool lane) (32.2.4A) 
Toll / Annual Pass (like Mill Creek Canyon) (32.2.4A) 
No 2WD vehicles actually enforced by the Police (32.2.2M) 
Morning lane up for those w/ Traction Control UDOT sticker (32.2.2M) 
2 lanes up in morning open for cars and buses and 2 lanes open down in afternoon (32.2.2D) 
No cars at all in canyon for the public, buses only (esp. on weekends and holidays) (32.2.2B) 
Snowbird / Alta buses they run for bus service (not relying on or in addition to UTA buses). They need 
to serve the guest better and help with this issue, not just build a gondola for a new tourist attraction 
(32.2.2S). Making Wasatch Blvd more green, inviting and walk/bike/family friendly (not a highway). If 
lanes are added these point needs to be part of the plan. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
Consider what would Dick Bass do? 
 
Issue with the buses though if you get them later on the line at later stops on Wasatch etc - they are 
filled up. This defeats the purpose and needs to be resolved with express no local stop bus and local 
stop buses on peak times / days. Or local bus lines not starting from massive park-n-rides for SLC city 
folks. (32.2.6.1.2C) 
 
Thank you, 
Brendan Murphey
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COMMENT #:  9075 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Samuel Novey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Do not sell the beauty of our canyon, a public space, to the private interests of the ski resort. (32.1.2B 
and 32.2.7A) If traffic in the canyon is a concern, we could always limit the visitation volume of the 
resorts - why isn’t that on the table? (32.2.2K) 
 
Sincerely, 
Samuel Novey 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9076 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Asia Kehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Asia Kehl 
Orem, UT 

Page 32B-9299 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9077 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Ladouceur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If I had one recommendation for how to fix the canyon congestion it would be to take little cottonwood 
off the ikon pass. Getting rid of the ikon pass would decrease the congestion of the cottonwoods and 
limit the amount of clueless drivers who a danger to others on the narrow canyons roads. Even limiting 
access on the ikon pass like Jackson hole did with not allowing ikon pass holders to use the tram would 
be a step in the right direction. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  9078 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Kenney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not widen any lanes or add a gondola to Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
There are pristine areas including natural boulders that climbers enjoy as well as hikers that should not 
be disturbed. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Adding additional machinery or lanes would take 
away from the charm and the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.4I) Electric buses are the way to go! 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F)  
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COMMENT #:  9079 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Lowes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am extremely concerned with both initiatives of installing a gondola in LCC and also lane widening. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We need to find a better option that does not destroy our playgrounds. 
(32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9080 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Reuter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. (32.2.9E) I think it is a solution to make snowbird and alta more money from 
tourism. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I personally would still drive my car if they had 
a gondola as would most locals. (32.2.4A) I think bus transportation is the best option and doesn’t leave 
a huge eyesore in the greatest canyon on earth. (32.2.9A and 32.17A) I also think there should be a 
toll booth at the base in winter to check tires and 4wd. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2M) I think that booth should 
charge tourists that dont take the bus and it will lead to less slide offs and people getting stuck trying to 
bring there civic up the canyon in 2 feet of snow. Please reconsider the gondola proposal and come up 
with a better solution rather than giving the resorts another source of income. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  9081 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Helms 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support enhanced bus service with lane widening. (32.2.9B) I've been a bus rider when I can for 
years, but waiting around for full buses and being left at the parking lot over and over does not 
incentivize anyone to ride. If buses come regularly without long lines, more people will be willing to ride. 
(32.2.6.3N) Currently, riding the bus up is a gamble. If you have any reason to be home at a certain 
time (picking kids up at a school, working nights, etc) there is no way to know if the next 5 buses will be 
full or not. I can't even give an accurate 2 hr range of when I'll be home some days. If you ride with 
children, they usually have nowhere to sit or hold and are getting tossed around the bus at every turn, 
bumping other riders and ski edges. More busses will help this issue. Some lane widening and areas 
for buses to intermittently pass would be needed to make bus riding more desirable than driving a car 
up. I oppose the gondola because the canyons are about so much more than just the resorts, and I 
want my children to grow up with the same beauty and outdoor opportunities in the canyons that I've 
had. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) A more robust bus system allows them to reach other areas of the canyon for 
outdoor recreation. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  9082 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Edman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither option is particularly appealing because they both require multiple loading and unloading of 
equipment. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) As my wife and I approach 80 years of age, the additional effort and 
time spent diminishes our ability to participate. For us, that probably means not skiing Little Cottonwood 
in favor of other choices. 
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COMMENT #:  9083 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Trettel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the gondola option. We have a winter rental in Cottonwood Heights and would like to see 
Little Cottonwood Canyon with less traffic (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9084 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Trawick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my opinion the gondola option would be a better solution. (32.2.9D) I don’t like the idea of having the 
towers in the canyon, but building additional lanes and adding buses will not solve the issue of having 
too many cars/careless drivers/rockfalls and slide offs. (32.17A, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.3P) I agree that 
tolling and encouraging HOV is a good start, unfortunately no matter how much we want to preserve 
the canyons, people will come regardless of how much we - skiers/hikers climbers- don’t want them to. 
(32.2.4A) So instead of waiting till the issue becomes more severe, going with an option that could 
potentially cause less destruction to the canyon and wildlife as well as has the option to grow and 
increase the number of people transferred to and from the resorts would be a smart decision. (32.13A 
and 32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  9085 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pleas do not widen this road. (32.2.9C) It is such a beautiful canyon, it would be a shame to see it 
marred with more pavement! (32.17B) Of the two options, the gondola would be much preferred. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9086 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brendan Murphey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
FYI this will not load / submit on your website comments page: 
https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/#comment-form  
 
My comment and thoughts: 
Hello, 
 
I am a homeowner and resident in Cottonwood Heights - I live 1 block from Wasatch and Bengal. I 
agree with the comments of No Gondola - as discussed on the hearings the time factor is too much. 
(32.2.9E) Many of us only have a window of 2-3 hours to ski and be on-snow. We can't have it take 
~2hrs to get up and down on the gondola from the hub. (32.2.6.5C) The time factor just kills this idea, 
and it does not make sense to invest in a permanent structure (that will start to become dated once up 
and running) before alternatives are tried and proven if they work or not first. (32.29R) This make no 
sense and is agenda driven w/ the gondola direction. Also, a gondola is a huge eyesore in the Canyon, 
can't run when shooting for avy control, has a wind concern, no bikes allowed, the most expensive 
option and will only be used by tourists 1-2 times on ski time and for sightseeing. (32.2.6.5H, 32.17A, 
32.2.6.5K, 32.2.6.5I, and 32.2.4A) This does not help the issue or local ski community (or climbing 
community) - this would just be a new feature to advertise as an attraction and to add to the trail map. 
This area is getting much too developed, please keep LCC as natural as possible. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Ideas and directions I do support: 
 
Enhanced Bus Service and year-round bus service (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
Possible New Bus Lane (s), Carpool Lane (32.2.9B) 
All cars must have 2+ people in them to go up LCC (or carpool lane) (32.2.4A) 
Toll / Annual Pass (like Mill Creek Canyon) (32.2.4A) 
No 2WD vehicles actually enforced by the Police (32.2.2M) 
Morning lane up for those w/ Traction Control UDOT sticker (32.2.2M) 
2 lanes up in morning open for cars and buses and 2 lanes open down in afternoon (32.2.2D) 
No cars at all in canyon for the public, buses only (esp. on weekends and holidays) (32.2.2B) 
Snowbird / Alta buses they run for bus service (not relying on or in addition to UTA buses). They need 
to serve the guest better and help with this issue, not just build a gondola for a new tourist attraction 
(32.2.2S). Making Wasatch Blvd more green, inviting and walk/bike/family friendly (not a highway). If 
lanes are added these point needs to be part of the plan. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
Consider what would Dick Bass do? 
 
Issue with the buses though if you get them later on the line at later stops on Wasatch etc - they are 
filled up. This defeats the purpose and needs to be resolved with express no local stop bus and local 
stop buses on peak times / days. Or local bus lines not starting from massive park-n-rides for SLC city 
folks. (32.2.6.1.2C) 
. 
 
 
 
 
Thank you, 
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Brendan Murphey 
 
 
Brendan Murphey 
Sr. Marketing Manager - North America  
 
POC North America  
 
1755 Prospector Ave - Suite 101 
 
Park City, UT 84060 
USA  
 
 
 
na.pocsports.com 
 
 
Our mission_ 
Protect lives and reduce the consequences of accidents for athletes and anyone inspired to be one.
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COMMENT #:  9087 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kate Bowman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide a formal comment on the draft EIS.  
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola, because of the outsized environmental impact from such a large 
and permanent infrastructure project relative to the benefits it would provide. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.13A, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The gondola will have significant environmental impacts in Little Cottonwood Canyon due to the 
disturbance and erosion from construction of the towers, visual impact of the gondola and towers once 
they are built, and noise and vibrations during its operations. (32.17A, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.11D) 
Yet the gondola will not result in meaningful benefits to reduce congestion and traffic in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola will only travel to 
Alta and Snowbird, and will only operate in the winter. (32.2.6.5F) I've been an Alta or Snowbird 
passholder for more than 10 years, but more than half of my trips to Little Cottonwood Canyon in the 
winter are to backcountry ski, and the gondola is not a viable transportation solution to visit the many, 
many trailheads that draw people to Little Cottonwood Canyon apart from the ski resorts. Even for 
those going to the ski resorts, the gondola is not an attractive option. The gondola will take longer to get 
to the ski resorts compared to the road, Alta skiers will experience additional delays due to stops at 
Snowbird, and skiers will have to first travel to a parking area at the base of the gondola change into 
their ski gear (presumably in a cold parking lot), and either leave additional clothes and possessions 
they might want throughout the day behind or else haul them up on the gondola and find a place to 
stash them at the resorts. Given these inconveniences, the gondola will not be a reasonable or 
attractive transportation solution for many canyon visitors, especially large families or low-income users 
who will be burdened by the cost of a ticket. (32.2.4A, 32.2.3A, 32.2.6.5C, 32.2.6.3O, 32.2.6.5J, 
32.2.6.5G, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5R) 
 
Instead of an expensive and permanent investment in gondola infrastructure, I support enhanced buses 
with minimal lane widening only where absolutely necessary. I also support further exploration of 
options not considered in this EIS, including electric buses and incentives for carpooling or traveling in 
a low-emissions vehicle. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Enhancing the current bus system is a low commitment and low impact option that is scalable to 
address changing needs in the canyon. (32.2.6.3D) It is worth testing enhanced bus service, which is 
easily reversible, before pursuing expensive options that will result in permanent environmental 
impacts. (32.29R) Increasing the frequency of bus service, making busses free for all travelers, 
improving the ski racks on the buses, and providing additional pickup/dropoff options will make the 
buses more appealing and increase use. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.3N) I also support consideration of a 
reasonable toll to discourage driving in the canyon, especially for single-occupancy vehicles, as long as 
there are reasonable day pass and season pass options available. Unlike the gondola, these solutions 
would also be available and useful during the summer months. (32.2.4A and 32.1.2C) 
 
Last, I recognize that the traffic in the canyon results in significant vehicle emissions and resulting air 
quality impacts, and support investigation of increasing zero-emissions vehicle use in the canyons, 
including electric buses. (32.2.6.3F and 32.10A) The short route up Little Cottonwood Canyon is very 
suitable for electric bus use, and electric buses also cost less to operate relative to a diesel bus. The 
adoption of light-duty passenger electric vehicles is also increasing rapidly, and electric vehicles will be 
cheaper to purchase than a gas vehicle by 2025 (the total cost of ownership, accounting for fuel and 
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maintenance, is already cheaper). Incentives to ride an electric bus or drive an electric car, or 
disincentives to drive a gas vehicle can help to reduce air pollution. These solutions will have the 
additional benefit of encouraging market growth for zero-emissions vehicles more generally, resulting in 
greater air quality benefits than a gondola, which only provides a solution for one very specific type of 
trip. (32.2.4A and 32.10A)  
 
The traffic problem in Little Cottonwood Canyon is extremely time-limited. Serious congestion occurs 
almost entirely during a few hours in the morning and evening on a few weekend days of the year when 
weather conditions are particularly adverse. (32.1.4D). Given this acute problem, solutions should be 
targeted at solving this acute problem while minimizing cost and environmental impact. I support 
solutions that provide a viable and appealing alternative to driving a vehicle for wintertime, weekend 
canyon users, whether they are traveling to a resort or a backcountry trailhead. I also support solutions 
that are scalable, in order to adapt to changing use of the canyon seasonally and over time while 
minimizing environmental impact. I am strongly opposed to a gondola because it is an expensive 
project with high environmental impact that will not result in commensurate benefits. I generally support 
the proposals of the Salt Lake Climber's Alliance and Wasatch Backcountry Alliance. I support 
enhanced bus service with minimal lane widening. I also support exploration of strategies to reduce 
emissions in the canyon through increased use of electric buses and passenger vehicles. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
 
Thank you for your careful consideration of this issue, 
 
Kate Bowman 
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COMMENT #:  9088 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Bradley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best solution for preserving LCC (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9089 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean McLean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want a solution that meets the needs of everyone (backcountry/cross country skiers, snow shoers, 
etc) that uses the canyon. Buses seems to be the most logical, or a rail system. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 
and 32.2.9F) 

Page 32B-9314 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9090 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please please do the gondola ! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9091 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oliver Birth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I highly prefer widened roads and enhanced public transportation to a "gondola. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9092 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bailey Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against both the gondola and the road expansion proposals for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) As a homeowner and resident of Salt Lake City that also regularly enjoys the 
climbing, hiking, and skiing in this canyon, I think that permanent, destructive, and irreversible options 
should ONLY be used when all other options have been exhausted. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) Expanded 
electric bus service, tolling, and other traffic mitigation including dispersed recreation transit should be 
given a chance first.  (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C) Only when these less destructive 
measures are shown to ineffective should more radical and environmentally impactive options be 
explored. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  9093 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Ussery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9D) It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the 
taxpayers, while ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C) Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will 
likely not solve the issues at hand. (32.7B and 32.7C) Thank you. 

Page 32B-9318 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9094 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cody Gray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
Please don’t do this, I beg sincerely Cody, aka snowbum 
 
Sincerely, 
Cody Gray 
Layton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9095 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  S. Max Kloeppel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a skier and climber who has been frequently visiting Little Cottonwood Canyon for almost 20 
years. I have worked in the ski industry for over 20 years and worked with clients in LCC.  
 
I have to see proposed gondola or road widening as irresponsible and a terrible idea. Although the 
traffic in LCC has been terrible in the past few years, the traffic does not justify these options in my 
opinion. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C)  
 
Widening the road only addresses one symptom and does nothing to address the issue of closures for 
avalanches or otherwise. (32.7A and 32.7B) The proposed gondola addresses traffic, but does not 
account for mechanical issues with the gondola that are guaranteed with the wind, conditions and 
general fallibility of all lifts. (32.2.6.5K) Neither of these inadequate solutions justify the destruction of 
climbing areas or wilderness in the canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I)  
 
I strongly encourage UDOT and all parties involved to invest in more public transportation solutions 
before any other options are further explored. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9096 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Beck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe an expanded bus system is the way to go for the future of LCC. (32.2.9A) A gondola system 
would be an eyesore that distracts from the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) We 
need to consider all users of the canyon-not just two private companies and the tourism they support. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9097 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Remy Lattin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I find that the simplest solutions are most often the best. Please don't waste billions of tax payer dollars 
widening roads or building a gondola that will permanently change the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 
32.4I) All we need is a larger parking lot at the base of the canyon and a much better bussing system. 
(32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9A) Close the parking lots at the resorts, and make everyone pay for a bus 
ticket. (32.2.2K and 32.2.2B) Make the bus ticket prices reasonable and get them to come one right 
after another during peak times so that we don't have to wait. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3N) This is much 
more sustainable and doesn't destroy our anything in the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  9098 
DATE:   9/1/21 12:20 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Marissa Muse 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The road-widening and gondola options would permanently alter the landscape of the canyon, and 
impact recreation opportunities for climbers and backcountry skiers. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.4A, 
and 34.4B) I feel like the impact of either of these options will be huge, and that we have not tried hard 
enough to identify alternatives. (32.2.2PP) Snowbird, and now Alta, have implemented parking 
reservation systems within the last year. I think it would be essential to review how these reservation 
systems impact the number of cars on the road in the canyon on peak days, and we certainly have not 
had time to gather that data. (32.2.2K) I think that some onus should be put on the resorts to incentivize 
carpooling as well, such as a rewards phone app (I believe Snowbird was using something like this pre-
COVID). I think that canyon tolling is another way to incentivize carpooling and bus utilization. (32.2.4A) 
Another suggestion that I have is for canyon users to be more closely examined for snow tires/4x4. If 
we are tolling people to enter the canyon, we could also use that stop as a means for making sure their 
tires are actually fit for the conditions. (32.2.2M) Another item to consider would be bus routes. Many 
people I know live Downtown or in Sugarhouse. If there were direct-to-canyon bus service with a 
decent-sized park'n'ride lot from one of these areas I feel that bus-usership would increase 
substantially. (32.2.2I) When I have used the park'n'rides by LCC, I feel like I have to drive pretty far to 
get there, and it is sometimes a gamble whether the busses will be full already. A final idea is a 
messaging campaign (ideally paid for by the resorts), regarding the impact of driving up the canyon on 
the environment. People are becoming more environmentally minded, but they may not understand to 
what extent their drive up the canyon contributes to emissions or increases their carbon footprint. I think 
if you could quantify that and get that message out to people, many would be more inclined to carpool. 
(32.29JJ and 32.2.4A) My final thought to share is that I feel like backcountry users are left out by the 
plans of the gondola and the lane widening, as their parking options would be more limited, and the 
bus/gondola would not stop at popular trailheads. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Please reconsider these options that would permanently alter our landscape and hamper our ability to 
enjoy Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9099 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Richard Middleton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. That's why I retired here. That's why I spent 
over 10 years as a volunteer guiding school field trips and the general public in the Cottonwood 
Canyons, winter and summer. So please take my comments on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft 
Environmental Impact Study (DEIS) seriously. 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB). 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017, and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission, there has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the "carrying capacity" of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” now known, and if so how has it been taken into account in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year-round visitation, whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead, is not served by a 
gondola that has only two terminus areas, one at Alta Ski Resort and the other at Snowbird Resort. 
(32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5G). That makes it clear that the purpose of the proposals is not to serve the 
general public who live here, nor the many visitors who want to explore the canyons, but only the 
resorts. This is not a valid use of taxpayer money. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
4). Any development in the canyons will inevitably impact the 1,200 plant species and many animal 
species that rely on this ecosystem. (32.13A and 32.3B) How can we as a community help to ensure 
that the flora and fauna won’t be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” section of 
the UDOT EIS process alternatives make sufficient allowance for a shared habitat to continue to thrive 
in the face of future increased visitation, and ensure full restoration after completion of whatever 
proposals are eventually adopted? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC, “the red snake”, will still continue even with the gondola, because the 
gondola only serves a limited clientele (the resort visitors), and therefore as a a "solution" is highly 
reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. (32.7C) We need to adopt a solution that reduce the number 
of private vehicles from the canyon roads. (32.2.4A) I am convinced that only enhanced bus service will 
do this. (32.2.9A) 
 
6). As a professional civil engineer, I'm profoundly skeptical about cost estimates for major capital 
projects, especially those in challenging terrain and potentially inclement weather. A massive and 
inherently inflexible civil engineering project such as the gondola is an extremely high-risk undertaking 
in every respect, environmental as well as financial. (32.2.7C) Bus service has a limited environmental 
footprint, has infinitely more flexibility, can easily be adjusted seasonally, can serve every part of the 
canyon, and can be implemented in stages as demand develops. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3D, and 32.2.6.3C) 
(It also is the only solution to reducing or eliminating the “red snake” , which otherwise will grow much 
worse as the state's population increases. (32.7C) 
Sincerely, 
Richard Middleton 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9100 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elysia Malloy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The use and implement of the gondola in LCC would just give one more access point to getting up the 
mountain that will inevitably be flooded and not reduce the amount of people going up. (32.2.4A, 
32.20A, and 32.20C) As well as the effect on the landscape and environment in order to build such a 
structure is very large and obstructive and costly to maintain. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.2.7C).  
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COMMENT #:  9101 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Ettinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will ruin the pristine views and purity of the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Limiting the 
number of people allowed up with lift tickets to resorts and even increasing prices is the way to increase 
profits and to preserve the canyon. (32.2.2K) Increasing footprints and head counts in the canyon will 
irreversibly damage such a pure and protected canyon. (32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.4I)  
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COMMENT #:  9102 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Laporte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola makes the most sense (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9103 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randy Winzeler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I DO NOT support gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9104 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Crystal Jagels 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not deface this beautiful canyon in the name of profit for private businesses. You know this is 
not the way! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9105 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rob Witt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rob Witt 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9106 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Katie Perry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Katie Perry 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9107 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elise Jeppsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have utilized this canyon my whole 25 years of living and lived up in this canyon for 2 of them. I have 
experienced the frustrations of commuting up and down with the influx of nature lovers over the years. 
A gondola is a destructive, dysfunctional solution. (32.2.9E) While it seems like an attractive answer, 
there are so many reasons that aren’t being considered that would seem obvious to not follow through 
with this operation. 
 
I support a wild and healthy ecosystem that provides our water, supports 1,200 species of plants and 
animals, and is depended upon for healthy outdoor recreation by millions of people both locals and 
visitors each year. (32.13A and 32.13B) We don't need elaborate gondolas or expansion of the 
roadways that damage the magnificent Wasatch Mountains. (32.2.9C) Let’s start with some solutions 
that won’t create a detrimental impact to our everlasting canyons!" (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  9108 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please whatever u do, DONOT put a Gondola. (32.2.9E) 1st the canyon is therapy for many people. the 
last thing we want when we are sitting on the side of a slope or wandering around enjoying the silence. 
the last thing we want is gondolas full of people going over head non stop. this canyon is a sanctuary 
for many of us. (32.4I, 32.11D, and 32.17A) have been coming up the canyon 2 to 4 times a week, 
winter and summer for the last 25 yrs. i hike, i bike, i run, i snowshoe, i sit on rocks and ponder life. 
(I=all the people that spend time in canyon other then your weekend tourist. the gondola will be a eye 
sore, it will contribute noise. and when i say noise i mean more a distraction cruising thru the air un-
missible from any direction. (32.17A and 32.11D) i also believe its just the start to connect all mountain 
resorts by gondola leaving even less areas to find solitude. (32.1.5B) to me its just another way for 
snowbird to max out on advertising Wow. I can see it now, come join us at snowbird with a ride on our 
new gondola 7 to 9 scenic mile of traffic free blah blah blah. unfortunately this system does absolutely 
nothing for the skier experience, if anything its going to make it worse. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) the parking lots will still b packed, the buses will be packed and then the gondola 
will bring even more people to the mountain so now when any busy weekend wait is already brutal it 
will be even worse..... (32.20C) i could not imagine being a visitor who spend 2 to 3 hours traveling 
back and forth, spending 130 dollars each on a family of 4 or more, waiting 40 minutes at zoom then 
repeat at all other overcrowded chairlifts, (mineral is a trap) gotten worse wait times especially with ski 
guides going thru with 20 clients at a time cutting in front of everyone, which is total,,,,, spending 18 
dollars on cheeseburgers, fries no longer included. now additional 4 to 6 dollars. Electric buses and 3rd 
lane for busy times is def the way to go. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3F) 
snow sheds over highway to prevent the common closures. fine people who are too dumb to drive up 
canyon with 2 wheel drive when its snowing (32.2.9K and 32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  9109 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Sherman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
In addition, I believe the gondola plan is essentially driven by an interest in profits for private 
businesses and not in conservation of the delicate ecosystem of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I support a plan that reduces cars in the canyon and does not add road, 
parking, or gondola construction. (32.2.2I) 
 
Thanks for your consideration! 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Sherman 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9110 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Marcy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Marcy 
Carmel Valley, CA 
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COMMENT #:  9111 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachael Zerr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m saying NO to the gondola. (32.2.9E) If TWO PRIVATE ski resorts want to put that in, which is an 
UGLY eye sore, that also will only be used maybbbeeee half the year, they can pay for it themselves. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.17A) Alta and Snowbird make millions of 
dollars, they can afford to put it in them selves. We need more busses, not a gondola. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9112 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Lyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly prefer the added bus lane to Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9B) This option is more 
accessible, more likely to run year round and much better for the environment. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
It is a more flexible solution that will be easier to maintain and will do more to reduce traffic in the 
canyon. (32.7C) The bus is a solution for everyone, while the gondola is a solution that only benefits 
large corporations like snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Gondolas are also 
generally less safe and can lead to worse accidents than a bus, which is much safer to ride. (32.2.6.5K) 
Further, the gondola just honestly sounds like it will be so ugly. I don't want to have to look at a bunch 
of wires and towers when I'm trying to enjoy the natural beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.17A). 
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COMMENT #:  9113 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melinda Birth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly prefer the option of the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane Option as well 
as widening the roadways through Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9B) 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9114 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brianna Forcier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in support of further construction in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) There 
are many outdoor athletes who use the boulders for rock climbing, and the construction would 
permanently get rid of many of the amazing boulders that people travel here to climb (32.4A and 
32.4B). Expanded bus services and park and ride lots is my preferred alternative, maybe even 
enforcing a paid toll for automobiles. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  9115 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erica Okada 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Erica Okada 
Taylorsville, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9116 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Regina Grapentine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that both the road widening and gondola options are drastic measures that can be avoided by 
simpler options. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Improving the bus system (think Zion bus system), making Big 
Cottonwood and Little Cottonwood canyon Toll/Fee roads (think Uintas, American Fork, Millcreek 
canyon) are options worth implementing before changing our canyon forever. (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) 
Locals, season pass holders (true season pass, not Ikon and other multi-resort passes) and employees 
have canyon access by vehicle when carpooling. (32.2.4A) 
 
As an employee at both Alta and Snowbird, I’ve seen first hand the chaos. I used to ride the bus almost 
exclusively but my job as a nurse in the canyon makes it difficult when I don’t know how long I will be at 
work and the bus stops by 6pm. Extended service bus could help multiple employees feel comfortable 
with catching the bus at the end of that day and, help bar/restaurant establishments get their patrons 
down canyon safely later in the evening. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
I would also suggest canyon employee only buses in the morning that are Alta or Snowbird specific. 
(32.2.6.5N). I would be crushed to see a place that I be spent my adult life changed forever by road 
widening or a gondola, it just seems unnecessary when other options have not been 
explored/implemented correctly. (32.4I and 32.2.2PP) Please consider my above suggestion (s).  
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9117 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon. It current takes 15 minutes to drive to Snowbird and 20 
minutes to Alta Albion Basin.  
 
As a 73-year old that has been an avid skier for 60+ years, I no longer rush to the mountain on powder 
days. I prefer to wait for midweek days when traffic up the canyon is minimal or drive up for a few runs 
after 1 pm.  
 
I am an AltaBird season pass holder.  
 
I sure hope there are accommodations for local skiers like me to continue to drive up to Alta and 
Snowbird on low-traffic days. (32.2.4A)  
 
Although I am a strong supporter of the Goldola, by the time I drive to the base station (which is less 
than a two minute drive from home), park and take the Goldola to the Snowbird, it will take at least 45 
minutes to get on the slopes. That is a lot longer and much more inconvenient than my current 
commute to the mountain. (32.2.6.5D, 32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)  
 
What are the restrictions on local skiers that prefer to drive up to the resorts on off-peak hours and 
days? (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  9118 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Walter Haas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The only successful attempt to manage canyon traffic has been in Zion Canyon in Zion NP. This 
worked by banning private vehicles from the canyon and forcing visitors to ride the free shuttle. This is 
likely to be a much cheaper and more successful approach than any of the alternatives now being 
considered. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  9119 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cynthia Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
cynthia cook 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9120 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Lazechko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please refrain from either of these plans that will affect bouldering in Little Cottonwood! (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) I'm a climber from Missouri and my friends and I have many trips planned 
to Little Cottonwood in the future. Destroying these problems would undoubtedly have a major impact 
on tourism to Utah to climb. (32.6D) Please please please reconsider. 
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COMMENT #:  9121 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tobias Hubbard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a middle class boarder it's a deliberate insult to all of us that have to enjoy the resorts on a budget. If 
you care about the community and not just two private businesses you know the gondola is 
unacceptable. (32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, and 32.5A)  Can't say I have much faith in you though since you 
seem to already be bought off. 
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COMMENT #:  9122 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
From the available options, I SUPPORT the ENHANCED BUS plan. (32.2.9A) Future usage of canyon 
trailheads for local and visitor recreation other than downhill resort skiing is on track to exceed parking 
lot capacities by a factor of 10 or more. The inherent FLEXIBILITY of roadways and busses best fits 
these UTAH resident TAXPAYER concerns. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  9123 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bimini Horstmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Bimini Horstmann 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9124 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grace Larson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding any sort of infrastructure that would increase the traffic in both Little Cottonwood Canyon and 
Big Cottonwood Canyon in the future will just make the resort experience that much less enjoyable. 
(32.1.1A, 32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.20C) It is up to UDOT and the resorts to strive for a more 
environmentally AND patron friendly experience. Rather than spending a ridiculous amount of money 
just for the resorts to be racking in more money, we should all be looking for an approach that will 
REDUCE the amount of patrons crowding the resorts; not just reducing traffic. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 
32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) They are simply not large enough to 
accommodate the existing, and anticipated, number of guests. (32.20B) 

Page 32B-9349 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9125 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Corey Machen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not proceed with the gondola. (32.2.9E) This is a prime example of public funds being used 
to benefit private stakeholders aka corporate welfare. There is little evidence a gondola will help with 
traffic problems that arise in the canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C) This solution will benefit the few at the 
expense of the many and specifically benefits Snowbird and Alta’s top line and does nothing for me as 
a local resident & backcountry skier. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9126 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anne Vincenti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not suppot a gondola - it will destroy the scenic view, and ruin world-class rock climbing. I support a 
larger number of small and nimble buses or shuttles. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9127 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Chen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see more consideration for the overall environmental. (32.29G) Both options would 
destroy boulders that many climbers climb on. (32.4A and 32.4B) Both options are for the ski resorts to 
make more money, while the taxpayers will be funding this. I am a skier of both resorts so either of 
these would definitely benefit me but not all the others. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9128 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cynthia Chan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
brilliant plan (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  9129 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Chapin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9130 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Allgaier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.7C) It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of 
the taxpayers, while ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.17A) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at 
the base of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.4A) Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will 
likely not solve the issues at hand. (32.7C) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9131 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brady Hart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm all for a gondola for the canyon. It will benefit in many ways I believe! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9132 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Cole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is outrageous that taxpayers are going to be the ones supporting a project that only benefits Snowbird 
and Alta. Resort skiers and riders are the only user group benefited by both plans. The plans neglect to 
consider the backcountry skiing/snowboarding community and climbing community. Both user groups 
are growing, and the access that LCC provides to world class backcountry terrain and climbing 
continues to draw people to Salt Lake City. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Subsequently, a gondola going up the canyon would be an extreme eye-sore. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  9133 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Edwards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see the gandola over the proposed road changes. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9134 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaden Aland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against any major landscape changes without prior attempts to other means to reduce traffic in 
LCC. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.29R) I have spent many years climbing and bouldering on the classic 
routes that will be affected by these changes. They have helped me battle depression, create lifelong 
friends and memories. I wish to enjoy the same areas with my children to discover the joy and 
camaraderie for themselves. As many before have done. Destroying these areas will be destroying rich 
Utah culture and history. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9135 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Dvorak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a TERRIBLE idea. (32.2.9E) It unfairly benefits Alta and Snowbird and does not truly 
improve the congestion in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Improving the 
road and the public transportation in the short term is a much better solution for all. (32.29R) Snowbird 
and Alta are private businesses and should be a secondary thought when planning for the future of 
Little cottonwood canyon. Please don't continue with the idea of a gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  9136 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9137 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jordan Marcroft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). The financial burden will be laid on the back of the local tax payers and the sole beneficiary of the 
improvements will be the ski resorts. They won’t even contribute paying for half of the expenses and yet 
they will reap all of the rewards. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
2). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
3). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
4). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
5). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
6). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jordan Marcroft 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9138 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Cimino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in LCC, especially during winter months, is definitely something to consider. However, a gondola 
is not the correct path forward. (32.2.9E) This would destroy LCC’s natural beauty, and have minimal 
effect on traffic. (32.17A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) All it would do is make resorts more crowded. (32.20A and 
32.20C) Why are we jumping to this solution when we haven’t tried more busses? (32.2.9A) That 
seems like an obvious first step. (32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  9139 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Singleton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey UDOT, thanks for all your hard work making the canyons available and safe to users all winter. I’m 
very disappointed in the options presented in the plan, and think you should consider less 
development-based alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The existing infrastructure plans are not long-
term solutions, and fail to (seriously) consider impact on the landscape, snowpack in 10 years, and 
non-resort users. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.2.2E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I think you 
should use methods to limit traffic and encourage carpooling, such as even and odd days based on 
license plate numbers to access the canyons. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) While this would not be 
a popular solution, it would be cheaper, encourage bus use/carpooling, and reduce the traffic in the 
canyon without a heavy price tag and detrimental impacts. Thanks for considering!! 
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COMMENT #:  9140 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bradshaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As lifetime resident, and having skied Snowbird since its opening, I welcome the gondola option. I want 
to protect the canyons, improve air quality, AND use them. I think it would be a good idea if the gondola 
eventually connected the other resorts as well. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.1.5B) 
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COMMENT #:  9141 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Dainesi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel as if other options have not been exhausted yet. (32.2.2PP) Carpool incentives can help the 
canyon. Or capping the number of resorts skiers per day will help. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) The gondola 
is going to be hideous and will still need a wider road in 10 years! (32.17A and 32.7C) We should be 
widening the road or doing nothing. (32.2.9B) Gondola is a very short term fix. Long term better 
solutions are: 
-Widen the road (32.2.9B or 32.2.2P) 
-Cap number of resort skiers/snowboarders on weekends. (32.2.2K)  
-Incentivize carpooling (32.2.4A) 
 
The gondola is a massive waste of tax payer money to fund ski resorts. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  9142 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Sheinberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
May have the highest up front cost but is the best for the environment and is likely to be cost effective 
over many years. Highly preferable to busses. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  9143 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Isaac Acosta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Isaac Acosta 
Provo, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9144 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brandon Root 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
****NO GONDOLA****(32.2.9E) 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brandon Root 
SANDY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9145 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Segal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Limit resort capacity. (32.2.2K) The canyon is a limited resource. Bringing more people doesn’t help the 
problem of increased demand and limited supply. Lines make the resorts almost unskiable anyway. 
Allowing more people in the canyons just makes their experience worse. Resorts need to cap the 
numbers. That’s a hard pill to swallow. I worked in marketing at snowbird and I understand that, but I 
also understand that no one who regularly goes to Alta or Snowbird will want to sit in a gondola for an 
inordinate amount of time. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, and 32.2.2K) People will still not want to take it. 
(32.2.4A) Backcountry skiers have no access from this, so they could maybe pay a toll to drive. I think 
that’s fair, but then everyone will do that. (32.4G) As for the bus solution, widening the road will ruin 
some of the legendary climbing in the canyon and destroy more of the limited nature we need to 
protect. (32.2.9C and 32.4A) The solution must be that less people are able to ski in a day. (32.1.2B) 
We’ve now seen from all the covid protocol that this is doable. The resorts make plenty of money and 
making taxpayers fund a gondola is just wrong. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9146 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karla Jennison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We do not need a gondola or wider roads. We need to limit the number of people allowed in the canyon 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  9147 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Sinner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the road or build a gondola until you have expanded the shuttle system and put 
limits on personal vehicle use during peak times. Start with the simplest solution first. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  9148 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Ades 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m against the gondola, doesn’t provide year round or trailhead access and only benefits the resorts 
(32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9149 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Theadora Sakata 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Theadora Sakata 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9150 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please limit resort capacity. Gondola will not solve any congestion issues. (32.2.2K, 32.7B, 32.7C, 
32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9151 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wesley Seybold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will not solve travel issues facing LCC! It only serves Alta and snowbird. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Electric busses running year round to all trail heads as well as 
resorts is how I want to see my taxes spent. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  9152 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Amerling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  9153 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean M Walsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9154 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Delcorps 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is good for ski resorts and no one else. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Do what’s right for Utahns, not out of state conglomerates and don’t ruin tons of climbing, skiing, 
hiking, and views just so more people can wait in lift lines all day. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.17A, 32.17B, 
and 32.20C).
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COMMENT #:  9155 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deb Mylonakis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please. For the love of God, listen to Mayor Jenny Wilson. (32.2.2I) The key words here are 
"wilderness area". Just the proposed picture of a monsterous Gondola masking the beauty and 
openness of our mountain scenery is enough to make people cringe. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) The 
massive towers, wires, mechanics, etc etc. Once our natural wilderness is gone, there is no getting it 
back. We are moving into every open space and building, building, building. (32.4I) Our ski season is 
just that... a season. How will you safely and quickly get to anyone who may experience a medical 
emergency while in the Gondola ? What about malfunctions of the Gondola ? (32.2.6.5K) The very 
bottom line is natural beauty and wilderness area are being destroyed for the sake of time and 
acquiring more money to get more and more people to the top of the mountain. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9156 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb Rudd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of a gondola. (32.2.9D) I brought that idea up a couple years ago to my family and they 
didn’t like it. I feel like a couple other options could be to make the whole canyon road 3 lanes. In the 
morning have 2 lanes go up and 1 down. Then at noon it switches, 2 lanes down, 1 lane up. Also 
increase the number of buses. (32.2.2P and 32.2.2D)
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COMMENT #:  9157 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Day 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe bussing would be far less invasive to the natural environment as well as being more flexible to 
other users than just the ski resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.29G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9158 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aidan Braun Freck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived in utah my whole life and it’s very important to me. I remember growing up in nature and 
slowly watching it disappear in utah as years have gone by. I would hate for future generations to not 
even be provided the joy of nature that will inevitably be stripped away by progress. That is why I 
support the gandola, if we don’t save our mountains and nature, who will? (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9159 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim J 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a terrible idea. (32.2.9E) It’s bad for the environment and not worth it. (32.4I) Why 
should all taxpayers be forced to pay for skiers having a more convenient ride up. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9160 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Solace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't destroy our beautiful canyon any further by adding a huge parking lot. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
Having a damn roller coaster making noise all the time, in our once quiet canyon is bad enough! 
(32.29D)  
Thank you and kind regards, Richard Solace
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COMMENT #:  9161 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Gregersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
The current two proposals solve nothing. NO gondola and NO road expansion. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.9E, 
and 32.2.9C). Either one of these destroys LCC . (32.4I) My only suggestion is to really make 
enhanced bus system work during those critical few days. (32.1.4D and 32.2.9A) Limit the nr. of cars 
per day. (32.2.4A) Inforce the requirements for vehicles (the sticker idea for days for 4x vehicles only). 
(32.2.2M) It is totally insane to spend the money being proposed to ONLY help the ski resorts (and I am 
a resort skier). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please do not destroy the LCC.
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COMMENT #:  9162 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Fielding 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While others feel like a gondola isn’t the option, I would say it is as it takes traffic from the resorts and 
alleviates the congestion even when road conditions deteriorate. (32.2.9D) Adding more bus service is 
not going to change the headaches come from the canyon becoming clogged with traffic especially 
when an accident occurs due to individuals with vehicles not suited for the canyon. (32.2.6.3P) I for one 
support the idea of a gondola service to ski resorts as an alternative method of transportation.
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COMMENT #:  9163 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlotte Figgins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE do not destroy the natural beauty of LCC. (32.17A) One might think that a gondola system will 
provide less congestion but in order to put those throughout the canyon, bulldozers, tractors, and other 
construction equipment will be forced into the natural forest. (32.2.9E) Not to mention the many 
footprints of workers making that happen. It was completely eliminate any natural ecosystems near and 
around that area that will take hundreds of years to get back. Game trails, and natural life live in those 
mountains, the trees, and near the streams. Imagine the negative ecological impact of setting up that 
system all for it to POTENTIALLY be used. (32.13A and 32.12A) Please consider the environmental 
impact. It would be devastating. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  9164 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keegan Waller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a terrible idea that will do nothing to decrease congestion and only serve to 
increase revenue at the two privately owned ski resorts in the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9165 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathaniel Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned about both proposed plans for addressing traffic in LCC. LCC is a wonderful resource 
for outdoor enthusiasts and it appears that both plans will result in the destruction of a significant 
amount rock climbing as well as general woods and nature to escape the city in. (32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.13A, and 32.13B) In addition, I worry that we are simply addressing the traffic problem, which will 
generate a capacity problem at the resorts. The resorts are already crowded, so taking more people up 
to the resorts may solve one issue but will create another. (32.20C) I think there are more creative, 
simpler solutions that would not cost $500M dollars are destroy aspects of LCC.  
- Limit single passenger cars entering the canyon between 7am and 9am on Saturday and Sunday. 
(32.2.2L and 32.2.4A)  
- Add the bus lane in areas that are easy to add the lane with minimal cost or damage to the landscape. 
If 50% of the drive up to LCC was bus lane, this would dramatically decrease the time for bus 
passengers to get to the resorts. (32.2.9B) 
- Address backup traffic on wasatch blvd with a "canyon lane" allowing other cars to continue on 
Wasatch if not going skiing. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
I mostly don't want to see damage to our canyon, 500M spent and not really have solved the canyon 
traffic, just moved it to the resort area. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Thanks, 
Nate
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COMMENT #:  9166 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mallory Banner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood is one of the most beautiful places in the world and having access to the canyon 
along the entirety of S.R. 210 is very important to me. The EIS aims to improve mobility, safety, and 
reliability for all S.R. 210 users but the goal does not seem to be met by the preferred alternatives. The 
enhanced bus service will not run in the summer according to Table S-1, which seems like a failure to 
consider all canyon users. (32.1.2C) The gondola service only stopping at the resorts even if it operates 
year-round also fails to consider all canyon users. (32.2.6.5G and 32.1.2D) The bus service would 
make the most sense to operate year-round as it is scalable. (32.2.6.3D) Running the gondola, but not 
the bus in the summer is a huge waste of resources considering transit demand is significantly lower in 
the summer. (32.2.6.5F) It makes no sense that the bus will not run in the summer and having bus 
drivers year-round will add jobs to our economy. Why do the preferred alternatives not consider all 
canyon users year-round and why is the gondola going to be adding more carbon emissions to the air 
year-round when buses could do a better job at serving summer canyon users? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  9167 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alyssa Sumner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! (32.2.9E) It doesn't reduce traffic, it doesn't improve safety, it does have a negative 
environmental impact as well as negatively impacts recreation in LCC. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.6.5K, 
32.13A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) There are alternative solutions that would increase safety, accessibility, and 
enjoyment of LCC. (32.2.2PP) I also oppose the gondola because it is using taxpayer money to directly 
line the ski resorts pockets and reduce enjoyment of the canyon through longer lift lines and zero 
benefit to other seasons, trailhead access, and other forms of recreation. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  9168 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Nayden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For Gondola. Will not even have the main concern of most as relatively low altitude off the ground . 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  9169 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ainslie Perlmutt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I question the need to build new structures or roads when we have not tried other, less environmentally 
impacting, less permanent, and overall less expensive alternatives first (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.29R). 
Like just trying more busses or doing a shuttle system in the high traffic season. (32.2.9A) I hope we 
think about how we can successfully manage traffic versus how we can get as much people up the 
canyon as possible. (32.7C) Maybe the canyons do have a carrying capacity and that should be okay. 
(32.20B)
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COMMENT #:  9170 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carol Winder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal to solve the transportation and pollution problem of the growth of traffic 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9171 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Barth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe a gondola with ample parking garage at La Caille is the best option. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5J) It 
creates less pollution, can operate even when the road is covered with an avalanche or the avalanche 
danger is high, is impervious to traffic accidents, and is an attraction by itself for summer and winter 
recreation. While many comment that this only aids private ski areas using tax payer dollars, I believe 
that it helps everyone in that the ski areas bring millions of dollars in tax revenue and tourist spending 
to the valley every year. (32.6A) Those that oppose it due to the lack of stops at other trailheads should 
remember that less cars in the canyon leads to easy access to said trailheads. (32.1.2D) While the 
gondola solution is not perfect and is pricey, it is a solution that has proven efficacy in many other 
places and isn't just a temporary bandage that doesn't address road and bus infrastructure issues.
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COMMENT #:  9172 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jayden Budge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We NEED to try something less dramatic before deciding to put in a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.29R) 
Toll the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) We need less people in the canyon. The gondola will only 
shove people up a canyon that has no more capacity. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  9173 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Cramer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a frequent out of state visitor to Alta. I prefer the gondola to the expanded road/bus solution for LCC 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  9174 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Goode 

 
COMMENT: 
 
build the gondola. we need people off the road...not just out of cars. the road is a ticking time bomb that 
will need to be repaired regularly, avalanches, heavy rains, rock slides, mud slides, etc etc will 
constantly damage it and make it unusable. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.3P) that leaves helicopters as the only 
way in or out. add some mid stations and update the design to maximize usage year round and then 
stick a gate at the bottom of the canyon and no cars in without a pass or a hefty day fee. (32.2.6.5G, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.2L)
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COMMENT #:  9175 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Calen Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have spent several hundreds of hours hiking, climbing, and recreating in LCC. I am against the 
gondola. (32.2.9E) The temporary disruption of the environment and recreation as well as the 
permanent damage to the environment and recreational climbing will be detrimental to LCC. (32.4B, 
32.13A, and 32.4I) The use of governmental resources should be to improve LCC should prioritize the 
citizens of SL county and Utah not just seek to boom more tourists and benefit the ski resorts who's 
profits are already enough. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A greater focus should be 
put on holding ski resorts accountable for the traffic they create. Busses are the more environmentally 
friendly option and less disruptive to LCC but I believe that it should be incentivized for ski resorts to run 
their own shuttles rather than rely on the government to increase access to their business interests. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.7A) Protect the hiking, climbing, view, and environment of LCC. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  9176 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Laughbon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. (32.2.9E) The view will be ruined. (32.17A) Bus system is best, but better option would be 
traffic control at the bottom limited by parking. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) We don’t need more people in the 
canyon. (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  9177 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kennedy Blackley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola in the strongest way possible. We should use the expanded bus system. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  9178 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Crist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in total favor of the gondola plan! (32.2.9D) Things to think about are as follows: 
1. Increase on mountain locker space for lunch items so customer's are not forced to purchase food at 
each lodge. (32.2.3A) 
2. You might need to limit ticket sales a bit so not to overload the lifts resulting in a skied off mountain in 
1 to 2 hours. (32.2.2K) 
Thank you for your leadership and support!  
See ya next Winter!
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COMMENT #:  9179 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Horatio Hunnewell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is hugely irresponsible. (32.2.9E) And there are better actions to take first before 
throwing our money at some developers and capitalizing on nature yet again. How far can we go before 
there’s nothing like little cottonwood left, why do we feel it is in our right as humans to destroy this earth 
for profit. (32.2.2PP, 32.29R, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Might as well get rid of the 
mountains too so they can’t avalanche onto the road. And while we’re at it grade Alta into a bunny 
slope so no one gets hurt. Uphill capacity is all you people care about because it puts money in your 
pockets. (32.1.2B) Who cares what it looks like once you get up there. (32.17A) What will the world 
look like in 50-100 years if we seize every possible opportunity to develop and destroy nature. Please 
for the love of god accept that this canyon has a capacity that we can’t increase without taking away 
everything that makes it such a special place. (32.20B) Why make it so every soul in salt lake can be 
up here at once if the only way to do so is to make it a place no one wants to be. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
You will solve the canyon capacity problem by destroying them entirely but at least you’ll get rich in the 
process. (32.4I and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  9180 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zac Martines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against building structures that would destroy the intrinsic beauty of our little cottonwood canyon. 
(32.17A and 32.17B) Please halt the destruction to our watersheds and the beauty of nature. (32.12A 
and 32.12B) A tram is not the solution to traffic. (32.2.9E and 32.7C) Instead, enforce the chain control 
at the bottom of the canyon. (32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  9181 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  A. Alexander Jacoby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLA IS BEST CHOICE OVERAL (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9182 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Magerl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I use Little Cottonwood year round for a variety of recreational pursuits. The permanent, large-scale 
damage done to the canyon by the gondola option is unacceptable. This has a devastating effect on so 
many uses of the canyon, including climbing, bouldering, hiking, snowshoeing and backcountry skiing. 
(32.4B and 32.4I) And it will all be done, at the cost of hundreds of millions of dollars, to support two 
private entities, Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We do not need to 
spend hundreds of millions of dollars to increase the profits of these two, while doing irreversible 
damage to Little Cottonwood Canyon. No gondola, please. (32.2.9E and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  9183 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joshua Repman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Joshua Repman 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9184 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Jacoby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLA IS BEST CHOICE OVERAL (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9185 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oksana Jacoby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLA IS BEST CHOICE OVERAL (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9186 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alexandra Boyadzhiev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alexandra Boyadzhiev 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9187 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Holland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The tramway solution will destroy the scenic values in LCC to an unacceptable level. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) Packing more and more recreational use into a limited environment in this manner does not 
resolve the actual problem. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A reservation system and maximum 
daily use management along with enhanced ground transportation choices will do the trick and leave 
that model of a glacial canyon intact and and maintain a reasonable impact to the canyon ecosystems. 
(32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  9188 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Raber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sam Raber 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9189 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Tresco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola and computer lane in Little Cottonwood Canyon will severely impact the natural 
beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.13A, and 32.13B) Having access to beautiful natural 
spaces just 20 minutes from the city center makes Salt Lake City such a special place to live. By 
developing the canyon we will forever lose this important place where we can escape the built world 
and be in nature. (32.4I) The proposed projects will only negatively impact those who use the canyon in 
the summer. (32.4A and 32.4B) We should try non destructive traffic motivation techniques before 
permanently marring the canyon. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  9190 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Terry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived just west of LaCaille my whole life and recreates in these world renown mountains during 
that time almost daily. It is absolutely appalling that we would make tax payers pay to make access to 
snowbird and Alta flooded with more people just to pad their pockets. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) This cannot and should not happen. Please take the bus plan into consideration and 
for god sake done build a gondola up little. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) There is simply no need. (32.1.2B) 
Listen to the community please. We don’t need it.
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COMMENT #:  9191 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christian Braathen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Christian Braathen 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9192 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rhett Lundy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rhett Lundy 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9193 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ford Call 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ford Call 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9194 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emma Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emma Young 
Saratoga Springs, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9195 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Annie Ng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Annie Ng 
Irvine, CA  
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COMMENT #:  9196 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dimitri Blot 

 
COMMENT: 
 
An expanded bus system would be much preferable to the gondola. Expanding the amount of people 
that can be up the canyon won't relieve anything it will only make more people go up. A bus system 
would at least take cars off the road. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9197 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Willman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola plan is a great idea, but I have a few questions? (32.2.9D) 
How many gondolas would run along the line at any given time ie how many people could be 
transported per hour? (32.2.6.5N). Would there be long lines/backups at the La Caille station especially 
in the morning during opening hours? (32.2.6.5C). Is there any way to exit the gondola between La 
Caille and Snowbird in the event that there is an emergency? (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  9198 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Quin Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am firmly against the LCC Gondola idea. (32.2.9E) 
This gondola will create more congestion at the resorts and will be an eyesore for those who enjoy the 
canyons each and everyday of the year. (32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.17A) 
These ski corporations should not benefit from taxpayer dollars while barely solving our problem of 
canyon congestion (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Thank you, 
Quin
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COMMENT #:  9199 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Rosenthal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I see the pros of the gondola solution for Little Cottenwood Canyon, but my bias is towards the bus 
solution. (32.2.9B) Neither is going to be as convenient as driving up in my own car, but I am not sold 
on the idea that being packed into a gondola cabin is going to be nicer than being packed in to a bus. 
There is no question that buses are a more flexible option than the gondola, as they can be used 
elsewhere if they are not being used in LCC. If the bus solution does not work out, at least you are left 
with a bunch of buses that can be used for something else. (32.2.6.3D) If the gondola does not work 
out, you have just wasted the money. (32.2.6.5A) I am not sure why the buses cannot be implemented 
without widening the road. (32.2.9A) If tolls are set high enough, and/or cars are just banned on some 
days, the road might be adequate as it is. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) Maybe there should just be a few 
strategically placed locations where buses can pass everyone else. Personally, I am not bothered by 
the avalanche closures, which are only a problem for the crazed powder seekers. (32.1.2B and 32.7A) 
I understand their passion, but I am not sure that the needs of this particular group should weigh that 
heavily. Thanks for the opportunity to provide public comment.
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COMMENT #:  9200 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremiah Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of these "solutions" really solve the root cause problems. Building a gondola won't stop people 
from driving up the canyon or reduce traffic. (32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) In fact it will cause more 
traffic in and around the local communities trying to get to the parking lot where you load to ride the 
gondola to the resorts. (32.2.6.5E) Also, I've heard no evidence of when there's 40+ mph winds (which 
any chair lift or gondola system can operate in winds over 40mph), so the gondola will be consistently 
shut down, leave people stranded in the gondola cars and forces people to drive up the canyon to the 
resorts anyway which is the purpose of this project. (32.2.6.5K) So what UDOT is doing is not solving 
the root problem. They talk about reduce traffic congestion, improving the environment of the canyon, 
reduce emissions, etc... None of these "solutions" are solving those problems. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) I am 100% against these 2 options and UDOT should reconsider/stop moving 
forward with options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). The real root problem is the large about of humans 
wanting to driving to these resorts during stormy days and non-stormy days. Focus the efforts on that 
problem first. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  9201 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Schimandle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option strongly for LCC. Snowbirds commitment to land conservation and the 
minimization of additional road projects seem low environmental damage. (32.2.9D and 32.29F)
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COMMENT #:  9202 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alastair Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In absolutely no circumstances should the taxpayer support the incredibly profitable resorts in Little 
Cottonwood by adding a gondola to the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) A much better option 
would be to improve bus services or limit the number of vehicles in the canyon (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A).

Page 32B-9427 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9203 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann Halversen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9204 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Lund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please utilize the gondola to transport people up the canyon! This would be significantly better than 
more asphalt and destroying more of the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
Thank you!
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COMMENT #:  9205 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gabby Trmal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Gabby Trmal 
SLC, VI 
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COMMENT #:  9206 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  EJ Orschel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My proposal is to not only encourage carpooling, but to REQUIRE it. I am a culprit of this myself, but 
making everyone follow a carpooling system would decrease traffic and make for better camaraderie in 
LCC, it's for the greater good. (32.2.4A) My other proposal is to discontinue association with the Ikon 
Pass, ever since that pass came into existence, the best ski resorts on earth (Alta/Snowbird) can't 
breathe in the peak season. Make people buy day tickets again and be faithful and reward season pass 
holders. Stop shooting for small money gains with a shared pass, the sacred town of Alta has one hope 
and it's getting off that silly shared perks pass. (32.2.2K) Thank you. I'm grateful to be a Utah-born 
resident. My opinion, making a gondola is just awful, I can't fathom the thought of looking down LCC 
and seeing towers down to the bottom. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Expanded bus system could work but 
only if the proper investment is made to do it right. (32.2.9A) I don't want the road expanded, just better 
busses and more of them, with stops at park n' rides around the valley. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  9207 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Randall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9208 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Kupczyk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola only serves the resorts. If this has to happen make them pay for it (they would rethink the 
idea). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I would prefer a bus system similar to Zion. Free 
with some type of canyon pass (AFFORDABLE). (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) 
If a gondola goes up expect the line to be cut about once a year.
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COMMENT #:  9209 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katharine Annis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola only benefits skiers and only certain months of the year. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It not only takes away the natural ecosystem physically but visually as well. 
(32.13A and 32.17A) This is going to be an incredibly expensive project that literally no one wants.  
Expand the road if anything but as salt lake gets bigger it will just have to be a reality that traffic will be 
a thing. (32.7B and 32.7C) It’s four months out of the year and the people who know what they’re doing 
leave early enough to beat it. The traffic is also only bad on the weekends so it’s absurd to add a 
gondola due to those limited days. (32.1.4D)
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COMMENT #:  9210 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Scherman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9211 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Lindberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E) It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the 
taxpayers, while ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) 
Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at hand. 
(32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  9212 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandy Barlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build (32.29D)

Page 32B-9437 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9213 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryson King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I join with the rest of the rock climbing community in Utah and throughout the nation to ask UDOT to 
delay any changes to the transit system in LCC until all reasonable, cost-effective, and appropriate 
alternatives have been explored. (32.2.2PP) The proposed changes will permanently alter the 
landscape and available recreation sites that thousands across the county come to enjoy. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) It would be a disgrace to hastily effect these changes without at 
least giving strong consideration to alternatives that will not have such dramatic and permanent 
consequences and would disregard the uniqueness and value of this area. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  9214 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jonah Helm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jonah Helm 
American fork, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9215 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Slimming 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is my second comment (which will be a lot more short and sweet) but please come up with 
alternatives that are less costly, both financially and environmentally. There are other options, just 
because you've decided on these two already doesn't make them the best. (32.2.2PP) 
Put a cap on it! These resorts make enough money as is! Long terms effect of either option will be 
detrimental. Wake up: Have you seen Tahoe right now??! How are we suppose to ski if global warming 
effects (which these options will contribute to!) stop bringing snow? (32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, 32.4I, and 
32.2.2E)
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COMMENT #:  9216 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tobin Waters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not believe that either option should be the next step. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The impact to the 
canyon will be irreversible. (32.4I) An alternative to begin with could be to just increase canyon base 
parking and increase the bus system capacity. (32.2.9A) This will help both little and big cottonwood. 
That is another issue, this plan only addresses one canyon seemingly for the benefit of only two ski 
resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I climb and ski in the cottonwood canyons and 
it would be devastating to see all of the climbing that would be destroyed by either of these options. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) Please consider a less impactful option before resorting to changing the landscape 
of the canyons forever. (32.2.2PP and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9217 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ben Fuchs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Let people sit in traffic or don’t ski LCC!! 
 
Sincerely, 
Ben Fuchs 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9218 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a horrible idea that will do nothing to help overcrowding in LCC, it serves to only boost 
Alta/Snowbird profits and increasing the number of their customers. (32.2.9E, 32.20A, 32.20C, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It would be an eyesore, destroy climbing/bouldering problems in 
the canyon as well. (32.17A and 32.4B) I am in strong favor of STRICT and actively monitored canyon 
entrances for vehicles to be properly equipped with snowtires/chains/4x4 drive, etc., as well as 
expanded bus services. (32.2.2M and 32.2.9A) Improperly equipped vehicles should be turned away 
by UHP/UDOT, thus mitigating the constant gridlock caused by ignorant, reckless drivers that put 
themselves and others at risk. (32.2.2M) Expanded bus service, and expanded park and ride options 
would increase ridership in my opinion. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  9219 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ray Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello Friends.  
 
I am a 73 year “young” Sandy resident that has been an avid skier for 60+ years. I have an Alta/Bird 
season pass.  
 
At present, it takes me 15 minutes from my home (at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon) to drive to 
Snowbird and 20 minutes to arrive at the Alta Albion Basin parking lot. Door-to-slopes via the gondola 
would take at least 45-60 minutes.  
 
I mostly ski in the afternoon, during midweek, or on “bluebird” weekends. I avoid powder traffic days like 
the plague. (I can always find a few hidden stashes well after the traffic crunch has cleared.) 
Although I strongly support the proposed gondola, I am hoping that I will still be able to drive up the 
canyon in my late model Subaru Outback (with Blizak snow tires) on low-traffic days as I currently do. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5D)  
 
Will local residents, with properly equipped AWD vehicles, still be able to drive to Alta and Snowbird on 
low-traffic days, as is currently the case? (32.2.6.5D) 
Also, will we still be able to drive up the canyon in the summer months at our convenience? (32.2.4A) 
 
I would be happy to pay a reasonable fee ($100-$200) for an annual pass to drive up Little Cottonwood 
Canyon at my convenience.  
 
I looking forward to hearing back from you on options for local residents to continue to drive up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
Thanks! 
Ray Anderson 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9220 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruno Stehlik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I and everyone I know are against the gondola, it is not the way to handle out problem (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9221 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucien Rouse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the tram/gondola idea. (32.2.9D) Lower environmental impact and it can still transport people 
when the road is backed up or closed. The "eyesore" is a laughable first world problem, if it works well 
it'll become iconic, just like Jackson's tram and those in Chamonix. (32.17A) Yes it disproportionately 
benefits the resorts, and does not help climbers and hikers. But hikers, campers, climbers and bikers 
really only use the canyon in the summer when the road runs smoothly, so they'll still just drive. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Even with more lanes and busses, it still only 
takes one accident or one avalanche to completely shut the canyon down. (32.2.6.5P) There needs to 
be an alternative to using motorized vehicles, the road is just too prone to shutting down and slowing 
down.

Page 32B-9446 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9222 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Garrett Knorr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
garrett knorr 
South Salt Lake, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9223 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the the construction of the gondola or road expansion, which would result in 
the permanent loss of rock climbing and public lands. I regularly vacation in Salt Lake City for climbing 
and this would cause me to reconsider visiting SLC in the future. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  9224 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Boyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of trying less invasive options first, such as an improved bussing system. (32.29R) A 
gondola is very permanent and would not really serve the general public - rather, the customers of 
snowbird/Alta. Why don’t the resorts pay for it? (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9225 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colton Gordon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a user of Little Cottonwood canyon for multiple recreational reasons, that include skiing in the winter. 
I strongly urge UDOT to NOT do Gondola Alternative B (base station from La Caille). (32.2.9E) This 
would severely impact access to recreational ski backcountry users, rock climbers, ice climbers, 
boulderers, hikers, and multiple other recreationalist. (32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I) Not only it is limiting in 
terms of only serving ski areas, it also impacts viewsheds and causes unnecessary structural crowding 
in an already small and impacted area (32.17A, 32.20A, 32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C). Please consider the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane. The 
infrastructure exists and has opportunity to become a more sustainable transportation alternative over 
time. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  9226 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Wassom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why on earth would we want more buses, more roads, and more traffic up Little Cottonwood Canyon? 
(32.1.2B and 32.2.9C) A tram or gondola is the only environmentally sound idea in my opinion. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9227 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Reich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of either the gondola or expanding SR210. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I think the best, 
most affordable, and time effective option is to ban all private vehicles up LCC except to residents of 
the canyon, essential employee staff, and emergency vehicles. It could be implemented far quicker and 
would require millions of dollars less than the two alternatives being proposed. (32.2.2B) There is also 
precedent for how effective this system can be done within our own stare at one of the most visited 
national parks in the world, Zion national park. This would mitigate traffic and also allow for people to 
get to places other then ski resorts like white pine, bouldering areas, and tanners flat which the gondola 
would not allow. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.5C, and 32.2.2B) It is also a system that can be removed for the less 
busy seasons like spring and fall at really no lost cost unlike the gondola which will just sit there in the 
off season months. It seems that snowbird and Alta stand to be the biggest beneficiaries of the two 
alternatives but the public will be shouldering most of the cost. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I think there are far cheaper and less invasive options than the two alternatives being proposed 
and it is very unfortunate that they are not being considered. (32.2.2PP) Call the national parks service, 
ask them for help implementing the shuttle system if you need. They see 4.49 million visitors a year, 
little Cottonwood sees just over 2 million a year. If they can do it with twice the visitors surely we can do 
the same. 
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COMMENT #:  9228 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Lamb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9229 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandra Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is going to destroy the mountain side and make climbing not enjoyable (32.29D, 32.4A, and 
32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  9230 

DATE:   9/1/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  N F 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a ridiculous idea. (32.2.9E) If you think for even one second my family is going to wait in 
a God only knows how long of line and then get on a gondola for a 45 minute ride up the mountain you 
all have lost your mind. (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.4A). I have a disabled child and I have the right to drive my 
car with her supplies wherever I want to whenever I want to at NO CHARGE. (32.2.4A) 
You guys are trying to change the entire face of the mountain for a problem that exists 20-25 days out 
of the year. (32.1.4D) You are investing billions on something you are making an issue. (32.2.7C and 
32.1.2B) Why not try inventive programs for residents on powder days or other types of programs that 
allows for tourists to get some of those powder days first. Why not think of anything besides spending 
billions of dollars and risking environmental problems with all the crap you intend to bring up the 
canyon. Im guessing because those ideas don't make you guys all rich with tax revenues and whatever 
else you stand to make in these ridiculous ideas. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
You will still have the long lines in the residential areas your trying not to. (32.2.6.5E) But who am I, I 
am a nobody that you could care less to listen to. I am someone who stands in the way of whatever 
developer stands to makes millions off his project and we can't have that.  
I pray you all come to your senses and realize you don't get to control the mountains or the outdoors. 
You don't get to take the right away from people to drive up the damn canyon when they want however 
they want. I hope you have been met with the common sense people telling you all how incredibly 
ridiculous you are.
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COMMENT #:  9231 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Benning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Update to comment made at the beginning of the comment period- 
After more thought and consideration of this EIS, I do not think we should make any alterations to the 
LCC canyon as of now. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) There has not been a big enough push to give busses 
and the current road a chance. First and foremost there should be a effort into restructuring our current 
bus system. The current "ski bus" is broken. There are not enough valley options to make bus 
transportation fast and reliable for those who would like to take it. The current situation of having people 
get in their car with their gear, drive 15ish minutes to the park and ride locations to transfer to the bus, 
usually wait in line for the next bus because the first bus is filled, get on, stop at another stop where 
there is usually not much room if any for people waiting to board, to then go up the canyon is to be 
honest quite idiotic. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) This is not public transportation. Public transportation; 
limiting car usage, and limiting overall traffic is not telling people to drive to get on a bus or gondola 
when they could just continue in their already running car another 15 minutes up the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
There should be a larger look at implementing direct bussing from areas within the valley directly to 
resorts with limited number of stops. Staging direct busses from high density locations such as 
Sugarhouse park, Downtown, the U, 9&9 without stopping or highly limited stops would be a much 
better and easier solution that would not cause any change to the canyon. (32.2.2I) Having more 
suitable bus options with addition to tolling ski resort traffic would make the most sense. (32.2.4A) 
Public transit should be easy, fast, reliable, and readily accessible. UTA Bus does not fall under these 
categories and needs to change. Coming from Germany it is no surprise why people do not use busses 
and public transit in the US - it is simply not convenient. Don't force people to use public transit, have 
people use it because they want to and it makes sense. It currently makes no sense. Fix what is broken 
first, instead of creating larger issues that are not fully thought out. The Gondola, widening Wasatch 
Blvd., or creating a shoulder lane will not do anything except waste more money, change non-ski 
recreational areas and the gondola will especially kill the beauty of the Wasatch. Do better (32.17A, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C).
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COMMENT #:  9232 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terre Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Summit County resident. My family and I have enjoyed the natural offerings of LCC in all 
seasons for 30 years. We strongly support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) I have been stuck in traffic on 
the road due to avalanche issues/accidents for multiple hours which is both a safety and environmental 
problem. Options other than the gondola will not alleviate these issues (32.7B and 32.7C). We should 
protect our environment by reducing emissions and improving efficiency. (32.10A) Driving and parking 
become major issues during the winter in LCC leading to people making poor decisions, putting 
themselves and their vehicles at risk and diverting a disproportionate amount of public resources to 
deal with these problems. (32.2.6.3P)
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COMMENT #:  9233 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michelle Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have carefully studied the UDOT proposals and listened to the two public comments videos provided 
on UDOTS web site. I have been an avid user of Little Cottonwood Canyon for 40 years, which includes 
many, many years of resort skiing, backcountry skiing, hiking, climbing, biking and even working in the 
canyon. 
 
The 2 proposals are far too expensive at more than half a billion dollars and will just make an expensive 
sport even more unaffordable for local skiers as the cost will eventfully, in someway, be passed on 
down to the skiers. (32.2.7A) The proposals are also far too destructive to our beautiful canyon to solve 
a problem that happens about 20 times a year, and greatly hurts the climbing community near the base 
of the canyon. (32.1.4D, 32.4I, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) The transportation times are too 
long for most local skiers to want to use the proposed systems. Additionally, the resort lift capacity is 
not changing and the lift lines are already far too long now. (32.20C) On a powder morning the lift lines 
are already ridiculous, even on the snowiest of mornings when traffic is hampered due to the weather. 
Why increase transportation up the canyon when the resorts can't handle what is already there?!!! 
(32.1.2B and 32.20C) 
 
The best solutions would be to do the following: 
 
1. Build nice looking snow sheds at only the very worst 2 or 3 avalanche paths to maintain traffic flow, 
safety and minimize destructive construction. (32.2.9K) 
2. Increase existing bus service, but do not widen the road or add lanes in the canyon. Once up the 
canyon a little ways the traffic flows well even on the worst of days. (32.2.9A). 
3. Add just one (1) southbound express bus lane on Wasatch Blvd from BCC to the mouth of LCC. This 
alone will incentivize people to use the bus because this is the area with the worst traffic problem. 
Please don't wreck Wasatch Blvd with more than one lane added!!! (32.2.6.2.2A) 
4. Snowbird should continue to use the FREE parking reservation system they used last year to limit 
the number of skiers and cars. Alta should adopt the same system. This will also help with the end user 
experience by eliminating overcrowding. We don't need to increase skiers' cost and travel times to limit 
the number of cars. It can be done for free!!!!! (32.2.2K) 
5. Eliminate the ICON and Wasatch Collective passes for both LCC and BCC. This alone will greatly 
eliminate the demand for the canyons since those passes caused much of the problem. (32.2.2K) 
6. Increase the snow removal and de-icing capability. (32.2.2II) 
7. Increase the busing and canyon transportation services for tourists who don't know how to drive in 
the canyon. (32.2.9A) 
8. Tolling will cause increased traffic congestion at the tolling site, which we are trying to reduce, and is 
totally not necessary to reduce the number of cars in the canyon as the parking reservation system will 
solve. (32.2.4A) 
As you can see, this involves not just a UDOT solution as items 4 and 5 solve much of the problem with 
zero costs. 
 
Thank you for your time  
Sincerely, 
Michelle Anderson
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COMMENT #:  9234 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Dujardin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I really appreciate the forethought, planning, and time that 
has gone into this. In general, I wonder how you can further synthesize these 2 main options. 
I support the gondola option but I don’t think it will be enough to truly get people out of their cars. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) The bus system and widening of the road still seem necessary as well. 
(32.2.2W) While you are forecasting for growth in the area, I would be concerned about 
underestimating the demand for the Salt Lake City area in general and what that means for the LCC. 
(32.2.6.5N and 32.1.4B) I can still imagine traffic like crazy and lines at the gondola station that will 
make the user experience bad no matter what (32.2.6.5C). I think by doing the gondola you are 
creating the best option for environmental sustainability of access into the canyon. I think you will also 
need to invest in more bus routes up the canyon and an extra lane with more access points for park 
and ride in the area. Thanks for the opportunity to comment! 
-will
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COMMENT #:  9235 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Betz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for a gondola to be installed betwixt Snowbird and Alta ski area! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9236 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Sandberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Can we pause and look at the grand plan and impact, rather than a narrow set of options that leaves 
too many people frustrated. Start with it being a toll road and incentivize ride sharing... as cool as either 
option is, it’s too damn expensive to choose one and alienate a section of people that care for the 
canyon as much as Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.2Y) Pause breathe collect a toll and get rid of the Ikon 
pass. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.2K) It can be money or environment but it probably can’t be both!! (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  9237 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Weaver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider the overall stakeholder groups here. This benefits the resorts (private business) at 
the expense of a much larger user demographic in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) If we go down this path, what’s stopping further and further development/degradation of the 
canyon? (32.20F)
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COMMENT #:  9238 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaiya Bockino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please preserve the rock climbing along little cottonwood canyon. Everyone I know who climbs also 
skis and would prefer all alternatives exhausted before the permanent destruction of a climbing area. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.29G, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  9239 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kimberly Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
NO ON GONDOLA. MORE CLEAN BUSES! (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kimberly Johnson 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9240 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victor Method 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We support this very much. (32.29D) It helps the environment, protects the canyon and maybe helps 
keep Wasatch Front skiers using the resorts they love, Snowbird and Alta instead of bypassing the 
congestion in the canyon and contributing to the mess that has become Park City because of Epic and 
Ikon. When does this happen in Big Cottonwood Canyon too? (32.1.1A) It is a great solution! Also 
makes one more reason why Utah can become again, a unique skiing destination. Note, become again 
because we have lost a lot of what used to make skiing here special.
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COMMENT #:  9241 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Hutchinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither option is good. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Whichever option is chosen though, should include a 
closed canyon. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) The only weekend uphill traffic should be staff, residents, and 
certified guests of the resorts. No passes for right friends of politicians, no daily toll, just no. Otherwise 
the system still won't be used. (32.2.4A) People don't trust buses, and don't like them, and the tram just 
seems excessive and a tax break to rich ski companies. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
The option that should accompany the closed canyon is a cog railroad like in Europe. (32.2.9F) Oh, and 
while I'm not a fan of the tram idea, don't listen to the loudest voices of the back country skiers. They 
complain about literally everything and think the majority should do whatever is best for their tiny 
minority.
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COMMENT #:  9242 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the expanded bus service. (32.2.9A) the gondola will only serve 2 private companies and not 
the canyon as a whole (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9243 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a skiier and hiker and have been using the Cottonwood Canyons since the 1960's. The use is 
taxing the environment so I applaud looking at alternative solutions. I would be a HUGE fan of banning 
all car traffic in the canyon. (32.2.2L) 
I have also struggled (during ski season) with finding parking at existing park and ride lots. The 
infrequency of the buses is also a barrier for use. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.3N)  
I also have concerns about spending such exorbitant sums of money for an upper class demographic 
when we have so many needs for a greater portion of the population. 
My solution would be: 
1) ban all car traffic up the canyons unless you have a resident sticker. (32.2.2L) 
2) expand bus service so that schedule is not an issue and so that riders to other locations for 
backcountry skiing and hiking have access on a year round basis (32.2.2B, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C). 
3) expand parking with the car structure as detailed in the gondola scheme. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
Thanks!
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COMMENT #:  9244 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pat Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are not in favor of the proposal as outlined because of the environmental impact and the disruption 
of wildlife. It will only increase traffic and congestion to the Canyon and further affect the quality of life 
for the plants and wildlife in this area. The only benefit will be to resorts. (32.10A, 32.13A, 32.13B, 
32.29D, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9245 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alison Kemp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alison Kemp 
Washington, DC 
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COMMENT #:  9246 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Marchal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm fine with either alternative as long as the ski resorts are held accountable to pay some or the bill. 
Especially the gondola would be developed only for the two resorts so they must do their part. (32.2.9B, 
32.2.9D, and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  9247 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Darlene Halladay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is fine with us. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9248 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Hvolka 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of the gondola option for LCC. (32.2.9E) As a lifetime skier at Alta and a former 
resident of Sandy right at Wasatch Blvd, I would much prefer the better bus system option during peak 
demand. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  9249 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Forest Lemon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the best approach to canyon traffic is a designated bus lane. Up and down. (32.2.9B) I also 
think that if millions and millions of dollars are going to be spent then a train is a better alternative that a 
gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9F) Thanks.
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COMMENT #:  9250 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon is unparalleled to anywhere else I have climbed. With its 
unique movement and easy access/proximity to the city, makes for an unbeatable experience. One of 
the main reasons that pulled me to move to Salt Lake City was the climbing in Little Cottonwood. Salt 
Lake City is renowned for being a climbing Mecca, please realize the negative impacts this will have for 
future generations to come - from both an environmental and recreation standpoint. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 
32.4I) Please create a different alternative that is beneficial for all the outdoor recreation Little 
Cottonwood Canyon has to offer. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  9251 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Mac 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E) It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the 
taxpayers, while ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) 
Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at hand. 
(32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  9252 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Turner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola!! Just get rid of what’s ruining utah skiing, the ikon pass. (32.2.9E and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  9253 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First up the canyon and last to leave! Never really had a problem. Gets a little crowded some days, but 
no better place to be! If I have to choose? I guess it would have to be the gondola. (32.2.9D) Mitigates 
the slick road travel days up the canyon that screws everything up for the late arrivals. The busses are 
terrible no matter what they do! (32.2.9C) If I'm going to get up at 8:45am and sit in traffic, I would 
rather do that in my own vehicle. Get out of bed and beat the traffic! Bring on the gondola!
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COMMENT #:  9254 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Corey Gary 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the One Wasatch proposal connecting Park City, Deer Valley, Solitude, Brighton, Alta, and 
Snowbird with gondolas. (32.1.5B) From learning extensively about UDOT's proposals it appears that 
no one proposal is a valid solution. (32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Instead, I believe that all of the resorts 
should be connected. (32.1.1C) The end goal is for a skier or boarder to get to the top of their mountain 
of choice in the least amount of time. If that means driving from Cottonwood Heights to Park City to get 
on a gondola to the top of Alta, that's ok with me. 
Any UDOT proposal should not disturb any of the climbing boulders in Lower Cottonwood Canyon or in 
the Wasatch Mountain Range. It should be feasible to move Gondolda towers so they do not disrupt 
boulders. (32.4B).  
Park City Mountain Resort & Deer Valley have huge parking lots that are easily accessible. I believe if 
all six resorts work together to expand their parking and create connections between each other then 
we'll be able to successfully handle the influx of visitors to spread everyone out. (32.1.5B)
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COMMENT #:  9255 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Feldkamp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please put in a gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9256 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Rockwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't think the answer to a very limited resource is how to pack more people into it. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, 
and 32.20C) Especially when that resource is the home to wildlife, a source of our drinking water, and a 
place to enjoy nature. Wider roads, a gondola, a train, these aren't helpful, they're ways to destroy what 
we have (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9M). We should be seeking environmental ways to protect this 
canyon, to preserve it, to save it's natural beauty. (32.29G) Not to get more traffic into it. (32.1.2D) It is 
at it's limit now. How much more can it take? When will we stop and say this is the line where we stop. 
You can't keep pushing it further. Stop now. Find ways to regulate the number of people, not increase 
them. (32.20B) The ski resorts aren't hurting for money. The Gondola especially is only an answer to 
these resorts and only in the winter. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I'm a 
climber, a skiier, and a naturalist guide for the Cottonwood Canyons Foundation. I feel like these 
developments would be sacrificing so many wonders of this canyon just for a few months of winter 
income. (32.4I) Income that would not necessarily be coming back to help the canyon. I'm against 
these new developments. I'm for shuttles or limited entry solutions. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  9257 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barry MacLean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support the construction of a tramway from the mouth of the canyon to Snowbird and Alta. This 
outcome would be both environmentally smart and unique in North America. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9258 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rachel Emily Pickering 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rachel Emily Pickering 
Herriman, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9259 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian MaWhinnney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t alter the canyon. We’ve done enough damage. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  9260 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grace Perez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola Option is a once in a lifetime opportunity to change the nature of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon for the better. If adopted, LCC will become a national model for forward-thinking sustainability. 
"More buses" is a backward-looking strategy. LCC is a highly valuable and, arguably, already 
oversubscribed natural resource and will become increasingly so in the future. The Gondola Option will 
make it easier to manage this limited resource. It is time to truly do things differently. (32.2.9D and 
32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  9261 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Meade 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would hate to see a gondola and all that goes with it in LCC. (32.2.9E) The expanded bus option is 
much more flexible and less invasive. (32.2.9A) Please no gondola
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COMMENT #:  9262 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bee Lufkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Zion Canyon gives us a good model of how to handle crowds of people trying to get up a narrow 
canyon. (32.2.2B) I hate to see our canyons permanently disfigured to please the ski resorts in Little 
Cottonwood. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  I also don't feel that taxpayer money 
should be used to benefit privately owned ski areas. That seems wrong, somehow. I ski at Alta but also 
hike in the canyon year round and would hate to see the gondola towers all year. (32.17A) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Bee Lufkin 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9263 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Lowry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for taking time and input from the community. First, I would like you to know I live within a 
15-minute drive from the mouth of the canyon and my family, and I are active 4 season users of the 
canyon with heavier activity during the winter & spring season. Some of my comments below won’t 
apply to the actual proposed gondola design and construction but applies to some of the major 
stakeholders (Snowbird & Alta) that you are working with and would greatly appreciate you to share 
with them these thoughts. I am active patron to both ski resorts all year long. 
- First, I know there is no perfect solution. The fact is Utah is just not a secret anymore and our 
growth is tremendous within the state and our visitors. But something has to happen. 
- Please let the Snowbird and Alta resorts know that by allowing the multi-out of state resort 
passes (specifically the Ikon and Mountain Collective) it has exacerbated our congestion incredibly in 
the canyon and on the slopes and is expediting the loss of a local atmosphere. But more importantly 
they are killing the future of young skiers and snowboarders because families are just opting to not get 
involved with either sport anymore. They will see a smaller demographic of patrons for the next 
generations to come or only cater to the elite. But what is sad is here in the State of Utah we will market 
the greatest snow on earth but many of the Utah families specifically in the Wasatch front will not be 
able to afford or comfortably access this greatest snow for winter activity. (32.2.2K) 
- I do think the train solution is the best option but most likely out of reach. But regardless I think 
some master planning for this should still be given thought regardless of what plan is selected. In 50+ 
years, I just don’t see how traffic can be controlled without it. (32.2.9F)  
- The gondola seems to be a great decision but there still needs to be some additional stops 
before Snowbird. These need to be at some of the trailheads, even if the stops are non-conditioned 
stops and with restroom only facilities. Catering stops only to the ski resorts seems like you are leaving 
out other non-resort users. Little Cottonwood is not only about controlling traffic for two ski resorts. The 
other trail head stops are used 4 seasons just like the resorts. (32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- With the gondola option continue to enhance bus transportation, carpool lanes, and bike lanes. I 
understand that this is already in play. (32.2.2W) 
- Enhance or create parking towers further away from just the mouth of the canyons. Try to 
lessen the traffic prior to Wasatch Blvd and be considerate to the homes along Wasatch Blvd. BTW I 
am not a resident on Wasatch but am mindful of their environment desires. It affects us all. 
(32.2.6.2.1C) 
- Regardless in the meantime before any construction starts, please incorporate the following. 
- Increase current bus transportation with shorter wait times. (32.29R) 
- During peak times enforce a mandatory 3-person minimum carpool or pay a major single 
occupancy fee and a smaller double occupancy fee. (32.2.2Y) 
- Create a small canyons fee ($5) just like Millcreek Canyon. Or an annual pass. With this small 
influx of money enhance current trailhead areas with improved garbage clean up, parking, and even 
general road improvement up the canyon road. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
- A mandatory small parking fee at all trailheads and ski resort parking. If you had a small cost of 
$5 per car for all day parking or an annual parking pass this would reduce a decent number of vehicles 
driving up the canyon. A canyon fee and parking fee of greater than $10 would be a burden on many 
lower- or middle-class individuals or families. The outdoors should be easily accessible to all income 
levels. I hate to recommend these two fees but, the canyon is recreation destination very much like a 
state or national park. (32.2.4A and 32.5A)  
Thank you for reading and listening to my comments.
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COMMENT #:  9264 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chaska Ivers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola! (32.2.9E) We need a solution that will benefit the canyon not the rich a gondola will 
only take away beauty and put more people than there needs to be at the resorts (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.20A, and 32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  9265 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitch McCallum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve lived in Utah my whole life and have spent most of my weekends hiking, snowboarding, and 
climbing in the canyon. I am worried that the gondola as well as the bus solution would both have 
irreversible impacts on the canyon and its environment. (32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.13B) Please consider 
less harmful solutions such as tolling the canyon during the peak season to encourage carpooling as 
well as public transportation. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Permanent solutions should only be considered 
when less harmful solution are attempted before hand. (32.29R) This canyon means a lot to me and the 
two proposed solutions would permanently alter the canyon and would take away many of the things 
that people travel into the canyons for; climbing, hiking, and to escape the busy city and pollution 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.10A).  
Thank you
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COMMENT #:  9266 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clarissa Seebohm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I am not outright opposed to the proposed solutions (gondola, road widening), we should first 
explore less invasive alternatives more extensively (bussing system). (32.2.9A) If the consensus is that 
gondola or road widening is necessary, all parties who use the canyon must be considered. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Roadside bouldering in LCC us world class and must be 
protected to the best of our ability. (32.4A and 32.4B) Access to the backcountry must be protected as 
well. (32.4G) Any measure should be performed with the least amount of impact possible.

Page 32B-9491 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9267 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Tobler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been a sandy resident my whole life and want it to be preserved for what it is. Pro bus system. 
(32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  9268 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Miller-Imperiale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to simply state my stance on the gondola proposal. I am not in favor of the project for a few 
different reasons. (32.2.9E) 
1.) I do not think it will alleviate congestion in Little cottonwood canyon, rather it will shift where that 
congestion is; potentially shifting blame from UDOT to the ski areas. I believe that people complain 
about the line, or where it is they are waiting. The line may no longer be on the road, rather in the lift 
lines. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.6.5E, and 32.2.6.5C) 
2) The environmental impact of a project like this will change Little Cottonwood Canyon forever; both 
from the structure itself to the increase in people using the canyon. Upper Little Cottonwood Canyon is 
a place of tremendous beauty year round, and the structure along with increased user-ship will 
jeopardize that beauty forever. (32.4I, 32.20A, and 32.20C)  
3.) as for the safety of travelers on the road in Little Cottonwood Canyon, there are other ways to 
mitigate the risks regarding avalanche. Snow sheds are an extremely economical solution that are used 
all over the skiing world. (32.2.9K) 
4.) The cost of this project alone is incredible and will not impact anyone but the people who live here, 
many of whom will never use it. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
My opinion is that the transit in Little Cottonwood Canyon should be left alone with the exception of 
increasing bus service, and protecting the road from avalanche, and the congestion should be left to 
manage itself. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) Eventually some will simply not use Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
because the road is too busy; that is when we will know that we have reached the capacity of the 
canyon.  
Thank you for hearing my voice.  
Mike 
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COMMENT #:  9269 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Brooks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola as the most logical solution to reducing traffic caused by road conditions / 
inadequate traffic volume with existing infrastructure (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9270 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carolyn Blatter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is a great option and provides minimal canyon impacts (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-9495 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9271 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Woolley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in south salt lake. Please decide not to build a gondola or widen the road in Little Cottonwood. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Gondola only benefits the ski resorts and widening the roads would disturb 
wildlife/destroy climbing areas. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.13B, and 32.4A)) 
Capacity study needs be done before any construction. (32.20B) Protecting the wildlife and 
environment should be our number 1 concern. (32.29G) Please consider doing more frequent buses, a 
ZNP bus system, tolling the canyon, or a combination of all of the above. (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) We 
are not at the point of needing to drastically change our beloved canyon.
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COMMENT #:  9272 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jasmine Robbins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jasmine Robbins 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9273 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Rockwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't think the answer to a very limited resource is how to pack more people into it. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, 
and 32.20C) Especially when that resource is the home to wildlife, a source of our drinking water, and a 
place to enjoy nature. Wider roads, a gondola, a train, these aren't helpful, they're ways to destroy what 
we have (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9M). We should be seeking environmental ways to protect this 
canyon, to preserve it, to save it's natural beauty. (32.29G) Not to get more traffic into it. (32.1.2D) It is 
at it's limit now. How much more can it take? When will we stop and say this is the line where we stop. 
You can't keep pushing it further. Stop now. Find ways to regulate the number of people, not increase 
them. (32.20B) The ski resorts aren't hurting for money. The Gondola especially is only an answer to 
these resorts and only in the winter. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I'm a 
climber, a skiier, and a naturalist guide for the Cottonwood Canyons Foundation. I feel like these 
developments would be sacrificing so many wonders of this canyon just for a few months of winter 
income. (32.4I) Income that would not necessarily be coming back to help the canyon. I'm against 
these new developments. I'm for shuttles or limited entry solutions. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A).
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COMMENT #:  9274 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Vines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the enhanced bus with roadway widening. (32.2.9B) The gondola while supported by 
Alta/Snowbird will not adequately address the core problem of canyon congestion as local visitor will 
not utilize a service that takes a 40-47 minutes. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Please do not force a service that will negatively impact the asthetics of the canyon and will 
not be utilized to the estimated volumes except on snowy weekends. (32.1.4D and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  9275 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hayes Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think the tax payers of Utah should have to pay for this, the family that owns Snowbird are 
Billionaires let them pay for it because they are the people who will benefit the most. (32.29D, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9276 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Berenblum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The LCC gondola is not an adequate solution to the problem at hand and accrues benefits to a private 
company at taxpayer expense. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I am an 
Alta/snowbird customer but strongly oppose the gondola as currently envisioned. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9277 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Paulsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With either option ...How do you carry your food coolers and clothing etc. needed for your week’s 
stay?....and get your stuff back Down the Canyon? Since Iron Blosam first opened we have just been 
able to easily come and go as needed and park near the lodge throughout our times up there. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.6.5E)
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COMMENT #:  9278 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liam Gensel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t do this. (32.29D) Encourage carpooling or incentivize it with a fraction of the money that 
would have been spent. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) You would be destroying an amazing climbing area and 
it would do more harm to the area than good. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  9279 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Beth Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I never imagined that I would retire to an urban area until I visited Utah years ago. There really is no 
other city in our country that I am aware of that has the amount of access to wilderness areas that Salt 
Lake City has. Maybe because I have lived and traveled to other places makes me realize what a gem 
the Wasatch is. This is why it is critical to make decisions that will preserve the beauty of these 
landscapes without degrading them any further. Once this exceptional resource is gone, Salt Lake City 
becomes "Any City USA" and people will choose to live and visit elsewhere. The current plans for a 
gondola don't even address the issues in LCC never mind the transportation issues in the other 
canyons of the Wasatch. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I am a downhill skier, cross country skier, hiker and bicyclist. I helped do surveys at trailheads several 
years ago to get opinions and ideas from the public about their hopes and concerns regarding the 
Wasatch. The overwhelming majority expressed a strong desire for managing the vehicle traffic and 
maintaining the wilderness aspects of the Wasatch. The message from the public then was very clear 
and still is today. (32.2.4A) 
 
In previous comments I submitted, I said that I would give up downhill skiing in a heartbeat if it would 
save the canyons from being over-developed and further degraded. I understand that the ski industry is 
here to stay as long as the snow lasts, but protecting the Wasatch is not all about skiing even though 
those looking to profit from building and expanding an already threatened resource think it is. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Any plan for getting people into the canyons must accept that these are four season canyons. Any 
solutions to the congestion in all of the canyons must address the four season usage. (32.1.2C) A 
gondola with no drop off points for walkers/hikers, snowshoers and backcountry skiers is a ridiculous 
and totally impractical solution. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
There have been some great ideas brought forth for making it more enticing to get people out of cars 
and onto busses. Moving toward electric buses, larger carparks at the bottom of the canyons, more 
frequent bus schedules that have express busses to places like Snowbird and Alta and additional 
buses that have stops for trailheads and charging higher fees for driving cars into the canyons are 
worth consideration. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3C) Building a gondola is not even worthy of serious 
discussion in my opinion.I have been using the buses and TRAX regularly until Covid hit. I am doing so 
because I feel it is the right thing to do for the environment even though it may be less convenient for 
me. There are many who don't want to deal with the minor inconveniences. Making buses more 
convenient and cost effective could make a huge impact on those who may not share my concern for 
the environment. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
Very truly yours, 
Beth Allen 
 
Sincerely, 
Beth Allen 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9280 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zak Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option seems to me like a win for the owners of Snowbird and Alta and a loss for everyone 
else. It's a tourist trap novelty that will do little to improve the day-to-day experience of local users. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Enhanced bus service with additional lanes is 
clearly a better option, but needs to be paired with actual enforcement of traction laws and incentives 
for carpooling. (32.2.9B, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  9281 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wallace Fetzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE consider a quiet train like the Swiss have from Interlaken to Lauterbrunnen and over to 
Grindlewald. It is highly efficient and quiet. I would love to know this has been considered and why it is 
not an option. It is far superior to a tram. (32.2.9F and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9282 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maude Romney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Maude Romney 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9283 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ann Brady 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The gondola, while really cool, will really upset alot of people AND it doesn't stop along the way 
meaning the suggestion is just for ski resorts. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) The gondola is an incomplete 
solution. (32.2.9E) Creating bus lanes in a narrow canyon is going to encourage more traffic. (32.1.2B, 
32.2.4A, and 32.7C) Of the options I have heard so far, I support the Zion model: close the road to 
traffic that doesn't have a right to be there. Buses, deliveries, and owners only. (32.2.2B) Whatever we 
do, we're going to need to do it for BCC next, and millcreek one day, too. We need the option that 
means significantly less cars. (32.2.4A) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ann Brady 
Heber City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9284 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alyssa Blake 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a full time student im often very stressed. Climbing and outdoor activities in the canyons are a way 
that I’m able to relax and find peace. Adding more construction and technology in the beautiful canyons 
will take from that peace. (32.4I) Let the mountains be and leave them how they were made. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  9285 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Owen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the right solution for a difficult problem. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  9286 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kara Downey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These proposals do not actually address the problem of traffic in the canyon, and the gondola frankly 
seems like a taxpayer-funded giveaway to Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Have other options (such as permits) for limiting the number of cars been 
explored? (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) What about people who use the canyons for reasons other 
than resort skiing? If a gondola must be built (although I'd prefer that NOT happen), it needs to be 
paired with better options for people not going to Alta and Snowbird. (32.1.2D) Last but not least, as a 
climber living in SLC, I'm concerned about the impact of both options on climbing in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. UDOT should work with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance to minimize the impact on classic 
climbing routes throughout the canyon. As currently described, both options will have a significant 
NEGATIVE impact on climbing. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  9287 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benson Weeks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t go forward with any proposal that would ruin the bouldering in little cottonwood canyon. 
Whether that’s gondola pylons/towers or an expanded road that cuts into the space. (32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  9288 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Gardner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want both options more parking wider road and a gondola (32.2.2W)
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COMMENT #:  9289 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gene Reu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal. As a Utah resident and frequent user of Little Cottonwood Canyon 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9290 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt Mullins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I'm a concerned voting resident of Salt Lake City. My background is science where parsimony or the 
simplest solution is often the best one. I believe tolling at the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon (to 
discourage driving and encourage bus use) combined with increased bus service and added 
transportation hubs is the simplest, least expensive, and most sustainable solution. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.6.2.1C) There's simply no need to throw away our taxpayer money for widening the road in the 
canyon itself nor adding a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, Matt Mullins founder of American Gear Guide 
Matthew Mullins 
Founder 
AmericanGearGuide.com 
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COMMENT #:  9291 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynsie Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please move forward and approve the gondola. We have got to do something about traffic and our air 
quality. This is a solution to both. (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  9292 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason McGowan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola proposal is extremely concerning as it aims to use public funds in a way designed to 
provide maximum benefit not to the users of the canyon, but to two private ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The bus system is a much better alternative as it could 
provide citizens with access to all portions of the canyon and avoid permanently damaging the canyon. 
(32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  9293 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Rae 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I submitted a comment back in June in support of the gondola and man do I wish I hadn’t. Upon further 
research and much more consideration I have come to the conclusion that the gondola is one of the 
worst things that could happen to the canyon. (32.2.9E) It destroys the beauty of the canyon, gets rid of 
places to recreate such as boulders in the lower part of the canyon, and is a disgusting intrusion on our 
public lands. (32.17A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) Not to mention, it will make a very few people at Alta and 
snowbird immensely richer while the taxpayers pay for this monstrosity. (32.2.7A) While I do not think 
that an increased bus service is a viable solution, since it is the only other option being presented here, 
it is by far the better choice. (32.2.9A) However, there are more viable long term solutions that not only 
help protect our public lands from being affected but also help preserve the things that we love about 
our ski areas in little cottonwood. Some of these options might be both resorts leaving the ikon pass, 
capping day ticket sales, or limiting the number of people allowed in the canyon. (32.2.2K) PLEASE 
listen to the people who live, work, and ski here rather than the corporations who are looking to benefit 
of the gondola. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9294 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda May 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both of these options presented by UDOT. Both of these options will ruin the look and feel of 
this beautiful canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  9295 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Reynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm against the gondola, I feel that there needs to be a different, less environmental impacting solution 
such as not allowing any cars up canyon except the ones with a special pass ie: employee or vendor. A 
system similar to what's in place in zion national park. (32.2.9E and 32.2.2B)

Page 32B-9520 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9296 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Boyd Stephens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with the proposed gondola solution (32.2.9E). I think we should create programs that 
greatly incentivize carpooling and make it easier/more accessible. I also think the amount of busses 
going up and down the canyon should be greatly increased. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  9297 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Celine Carol Browning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Celine Carol Browning 
Ogden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9298 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shaun Moyes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both bus lane and Gondola are inferior to the tried and true avalanche tunnels used all over Europe for 
decades. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9K) The key is to keep traffic moving and limit the canyon once 
full. Gondola is the worst idea for cost and impact in a very small canyon and it brings the same 
congestion issues to the mouth of the canyon where parking and base action will occur. (32.2.6.5E) 
Please no Gondola!!!

Page 32B-9523 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9299 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Solace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I already submitted a comment, but it was more of a knee-jerk reaction aginst increased growth in the 
canyon. Why not just limit the number of people that use the canyon?) Oh yeah.... $$$ is the reason 
there will be no limiting! (32.2.2K) When it comes down to it, I think I would prefer the gondola system 
over more buses. (32.2.9D) I really hate to see our canyon deteriorate due to over use. (32.20B)
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COMMENT #:  9300 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jonathan Cheever 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
If the goal is to alleviate traffic, then gondola should not be an option. If the goal is to feed private 
companies money, then the gondola should be built.May logic prevail. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) May the plutocrats try other methods rather than tax payer 
dollars. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jonathan Cheever 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9301 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Rodosky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please preserve climbing and natural areas! Don’t do it! (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.29D)

Page 32B-9526 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9302 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cyrus Johnston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cyrus Johnston 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9303 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option. It would be nice to keep the canyon open during poor weather. Little 
cottonwood is very prone to avalanches. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9304 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shirley Pryor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola Alt B is the best thing for the canyon. There would be less traffic, a great ride up to 
the canyon. The gondolas in Europe are awesome and destination places and this would just add to the 
great resorts we have!It would be good to have a fun summer gondola too with the beautiful canyon. 
Go Gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9305 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Kronthaler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9306 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabe Goorman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build that gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9307 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maile Cutter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E) It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the 
taxpayers, while ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) 
Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at hand. 
(32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  9308 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a terrible idea. (32.2.9E) We need something that will be sustainable in 100 years and 
something that includes both BCC and LCC. (32.1.1.A) We need to think bigger long term more 
sustainable. (32.2.9PP) For an ever growing populous.
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COMMENT #:  9309 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Candell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood canyon does not need a gondola spanning its length. (32.2.9E) Little cottonwood 
canyon is an environmental treasure that is used my thousands each year for things other than skiing. 
This will damage the canyons natural beauty and hurt the river and canyon ecosystem during the 
construction and the lifespan of the lift. (32.17A, 32.12A, and 32.13A)
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COMMENT #:  9310 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennifer Santoro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Santoro 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9311 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alexis Schmid 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alexis Schmid 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9312 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Hartley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola solution as currently designed. (32.2.9E) The La Caille base station is half a 
solution. It was not fairly compared to a rail based solution that could bring passengers from points 
further away from the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon and would thereby be a superior solution with 
regard to tail pipe emissions. (32.2.2I) The whole vetting process has been a charade. The La Caille 
base will make a lot of money for developers, including politicians, but it will not decrease the 
congestion failures at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 9400 
South headed east from 2000 East and Wasatch Blvd will both still suffer from congestion failure as 
people try to get to the La Caille base. Both roads will be parking lots on every Saturday and every big 
snow day. What a farce. (32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  9313 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Raue 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a strong supporter of the gondola concept. (32.2.9D) However, as proposed with limited parking 
and bus transfers from remote parking areas you are setting yourselves up for failure. (32.2.6.5B and 
32.2.6.5J) People just won't do it. (32.2.4A) Yet the parking structure at the terminal base seems to be 
a 3-level structure. It is imperative that this be made larger, say 2 more decks. After all, the footprint will 
already exist. Why this isn't part or the original proposal is a mystery to me. If there's some 
insurmountable reason that this can't be done we'd all like to know it. Too tall? So what? (32.2.6.5J) 
The haters are already hating on everything you've proposed so far. They want to turn back the clock 
and offer nothing. Build the damn parking garage UP! Thank you for your consideration.
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COMMENT #:  9314 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Buechley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an individual that has used recreated in many forms up Little Cottonwood Canyon, and I am 
greatly concerned about the two options being considered to fix the problems that have developed with 
the amount of vehicles driving into the canyon. Neither of these options are good. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) Both would destroy terrain and/or inhibit people from the recreational opportunities that make 
Little Cottonwood Canyon incredible! (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I) In my opinion, the gondola 
could be possible with great consideration for the construction, and not destroying locations and terrain 
used for recreational activities, while creating multiple locations to get on/off throughout the canyon. 
This would be an almost impossible task. (32.4B and 32.2.6.5G) The toll is absolutely a horrible idea 
which would inhibit people that are financially challenged to use and appreciate our public lands! 
(32.5A) This has to be removed from possibility. Public transit must be the only option, while limiting 
personal vehicles, however enabling entrance and exit throughout the canyon. (32.2.4A) Thank you for 
your consideration.
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COMMENT #:  9315 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Eldridge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the traffic problem in the canyon is two fold. 
1. Traffic getting to the canyon 
2. Personal Vehicles sliding off road once in canyon 
To solve these problems, I believe increased bus service and a designated bus-only lane on Wasatch 
to the canyon. Combine increased bus service in the bus-only lane with a fee station for private 
vehicles. This fee station should include a sliding scale depending on demand. The more cars to move 
through the fee station, the greater the cost for subsequent cars. This fee station will also help to 
address problem 2 above by verifying snow tires and AWD for vehicles entering the canyon. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.2.2A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2M) Note: Increased bus-service could be from all parts of the valley 
helping to distribute the traffic further away from Cottonwood Heights. "Express Ski Busses" go direct to 
the canyon from park and ride locations around the valley. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  9316 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steven R Fisher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I feel it is a duty to voice my concerns about your plans for both Wasatch Blvd and Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. 
 
As an insurance agent and business owner in Sandy, I am constantly meeting people that move to the 
area to be near the ski resorts or the canyons. People tell me how much they like the fact that it feels 
remote and that they can get away within minutes. They like that they can leave the city and the 
congestion with all the problems behind and be in our beautiful canyons within minutes.  
 
The canyon experience doesn’t start at the mouths of the canyons. It starts on the approaches as you 
drive on Wasatch Blvd or as you approach the area on one of east and west routes. I’ve been with kids 
who get very excited as you get off I 215 and think they’re already to the canyon as we drive on 
Wasatch Blvd (with the exception of the ugly gravel pits). Any changes you make to Wasatch should 
keep that in mind. It is not an area intended to be used as a freeway, which five lanes will do. People 
already speed on Wasatch, especially the wider area around the gravel pits. It should be enjoyed an a 
slower pace which means designing it to get people to slow down and enjoy the beautiful scenery of the 
area. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.4F) 
 
Another concern is noise. I have lived higher up in Olympus Cove and the noise that travels up from the 
freeway and bounces off the mountain is terrible. People that do not live in the these areas do not 
realize how much noise travels and because of the mountains, it makes it that much worse. So, if you 
increase the lanes and the amount of traffic on Wasatch Blvd in Cottonwood Heights and Sandy, you 
will also be making the noise that much worse for all the residents, not just those who are unfortunate 
enough to live off of Wasatch Blvd. That area should not have a freeway (which is what it will become) 
running through it. (32.11B and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
If you do expand, please consider noise reducing and speed reducing options such as making it a 
parkway. Trees and plants in the medium will help to slow people down and reduce the noise. It will 
also help improve ugly pavement with some beauty. Look at Foothill Blvd near Bonneville Golf course 
as an example. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Regarding Little Cottonwood Canyon. This canyon and Big Cottonwood Canyon are priceless gems in 
our state. My Dad drove us out west when we were kids just to have us look to the east. He showed us 
how the two canyons formed. Once by river and weather the other by glacier. I have been amazed at 
their beauty and the mountains ever since and have shared these canyons with family and friends from 
other state as long as I can remember. I have shared the information with clients and others who have 
moved to the area. Once again, people love how remote and beautiful these two canyons and 
surrounding areas feel. 
 
So, what to do with Little Cottonwood. WE ALL KNOW the gondola is just some tricky gimmick that the 
resorts hope will bring more people up just for the ride. It will not solve the congestion problem because 
people going up to ski will choose faster options. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) We also know that most people who use the canyons during the summer will not want to be 
stuck traveling to one of the two ski resorts. They want to stop at different locations to hike or enjoy the 
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river. (32.2.6.5G) The gondola will detract from the natural beauty of the area. There is no way around 
that. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)  
 
The bus system is the best option, but not by increasing the number of lanes on the road. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.9C) This is an amazingly beautiful narrow canyon and the beauty is the fact that it doesn’t feel 
spoiled except where the resorts are. Driving up on a summer day is special. Wider roads will just make 
it feel like you need to speed and get to a destination. If you’re traveling up a canyon, do you really 
need to speed?! It will also create scars that will never be repaired. So, you end up ruining the beatify of 
the canyon so that some people can get there quickly and you ruin the experience of traveling up the 
canyon for others. (32.17B, 32.4I, and 32.2.6.3B) 
 
Zion’s and Millcreek Canyon have become a model of how things should be handled when you have 
too many people and congestion in a given area. You need tolls for roads. (32.2.4A) You need a shuttle 
service. You need to get people to park their cars before entering the canyons. People staying or 
attending events at the resorts should get a pass to take their cars up, but with some limitations. The 
resorts might not like this, but the canyons are not there for them. They’re for all of us to enjoy. And, 
bottom line, people will enjoy the resorts more if they don’t have to deal with all the cars and pollution. A 
few less people in the canyons is really is not a bad thing. (32.2.2B) 
 
Bottom line, don’t spoil the canyons for the resorts. (32.4I) People choose to live here for the beauty 
and the incredible access to so many wonderful things. Those that visit just for the ski season and the 
occasional drive or hiking experience should not dictate the experience for everyone else. Our canyons 
shouldn’t be ruined for them. 
 
I never thought I’d feel the need to say this, but SAVE THE CANYONS!! They are what make our Salt 
Lake Valley GREAT! 
 
All my respect,  
 
Steven Fisher 
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COMMENT #:  9317 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandi Carothers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for neither option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Snow Bird proved during the pandemic that parking 
reservations were the way to handle crowds and now Alta is doing something similar this year. Very 
smart and simple. No cost to tax payers. No change in infrastructure. Keep the ski bus as it is. I ride it 
100 days a year and love it. (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  9318 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support tolls, avalanche sheds and increased bus service. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.9A) NOT 
GONDOLAS!! (32.2.9E) Both Alta & Snowbird should have paid parking reservation systems. (32.2.2K) 
Everyone else can ride the bus! It would also help to not have vehicles in the canyon that are not 
prepared for winter driving conditions. (32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  9319 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Johnathan Bangerter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is for the Gondola. The road option is just more of the same problem. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9320 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pierre Haren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Concerning the gondola project in Little Cottonwood Canyon: 
1- I am a resident of the HOA Granite Oaks 
2- I have a PhD in Civil Engineering from MIT 
3- Here are my comments by decreasing order of importance: 
a. This project is irreversible, the gondola will be there for the next 100 years (32.2.6.5A) 
b. It is a very expensive scar in this beautiful canyon (32.17A) 
c. There are many more options that are much more gradual and reversible, including electric 
buses (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.3F) 
d. The congestion problem it tries to solve only happens a few days per year and is due to the 
IKON pass and the fact that going up the canyon is free. Making a paid reservation system with QR 
Codes would very simply solve the congestion issue. (32.1.4D, 32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K)  
e. Most of European ski resorts protect their roads from avalanches with tunnels (32.2.9K) 
f. If global warming continues, we will not have snow in 10 years and therefore no congestion 
problem and still a gondola to nowhere. When times are unpredictable, reversible solutions are a 
priority. (32.2.2E) 
g. All this will only profit a couple of real-estate developers who are capturing public money for 
their own profit. It is shameful. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9321 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Clare Shepherd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
My husband and I have lived in our home by MIllcreek Canyon for 43 years and have loved our 3 terrific 
canyons nearby and so have our 8, now grown, children. We also loved them as teenagers and young 
adults before that time. Some of my favorite memories are of hiking in Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
particularly to White Pine and especially Red Pine lakes and to the Albion Basin, especially over the 
ridge and down past lakes Catherine, Martha, and Mary in Big Cottonwood Canyon. Little Cottonwood 
Canyon is a treasure that must be preserved in its present, as-close-to-pristine form as possible. 
Please do not place a gondola in the canyon. (32.2.9E) And please do not widen the road to 
accommodate more traffic! (32.1.2B and 32.2.9C) The ski resorts are NOT most important! Catering to 
them at the expense of us other canyon users and appreciators will simply allow them to multiply 
exponentially and destroy the canyon visibly and in terms of use for the rest of us! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 34.4I, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I support the recommendations of the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance and I’ve included them here: 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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I underscore these positions taken by Wasatch Backcountry Alliance, as well. Little Cottonwood 
Canyon MUST NOT BECOME a glorified canyon-type Lagoon! The ski industry MUST NOT BE 
ALLOWED, let alone encouraged, to determine the canyon’s future and overrun it by its money-making 
commercialism and destroy its beauty and incredible value for the rest of us! (32.2.7A and 32.4I) 
 
Sincere 
Anna Clare Shepherd 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9322 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build the gondola. (32.2.9E) The little cottonwood Canyon is used by more than just skiers and 
is home to many in Salt Lake Valley. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I would 
rather see the transportation system improved and improved and public vehicles not allowed in the 
Canyon before building a gondola throughout the Canyon. That is that is just ridiculous. (32.2.2B and 
32.2.2L)
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COMMENT #:  9323 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Keiffer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go with the gondola. Makes the most environmental sense for the long term (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9324 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ellyx Jolley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ellyx Jolley 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9325 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Barbara Thornton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Please, PLEASE consider the future we are leaving for our children. The financial prosperity of a few 
corporate ski resorts is not more important than protecting our precious, beautiful, remarkable 
mountains. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) People come from all over the 
world to see our natural wonders, NOT just to ski. Skiing is wonderful and an important part of our 
culture, but not more important than protecting the natural landscape in general. (32.4I and 32.17A) I 
want my children to be able to hike and explore the mountains without gigantic machinery looming 
overhead. (32.4I) I want for future generations to have access to places that still feel disconnected from 
the city but are accessible to many. Our family has a rustic cabin in Big Cottonwood canyon, it’s over 
100 years old. It is shared by over 5 generations of family. We treasure this little spot of nature and 
want to protect its wildness for us and for others. Please. 
 
Sincerely, 
Barbara THORNTON 
MILLCREEK, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9326 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Lyng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola- don’t waste time and resources to save the resorts. (32.2.9E and 32.1.2B)) 
Spend less, uses more buses, increase parking at mouth of LCC, and charge a useage fee for any car 
going up canyon. (32.2.9A) Resorts pay per employee, employees do not pay for this directly it is part 
of their employment. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  9327 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Herrin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If we are about preservation and reducing our footprint on the world around us, the gondola makes the 
most sense now, and for the future. (32.2.9D and 32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  9328 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Bastian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly recommend enhanced bus service WITHOUT widening the road. (32.2.9A) Make people 
driving cars pay a to. Make the bus free or, at least, extremely affordable. (32.2.4A). Although it would 
be politically difficult, it makes the most sense to require the use of the bus system during peak hours of 
each day, i.e. you can't drive a car up the canyon (unless you are a resident of Alta); you would have to 
take the bus (32.2.2B). Use the money that would be spent on a gondola or widening the road to build 
a parking structure over the current park n ride, or a system of parking lots below that canyon, that 
would be serviced every 10-15 minutes by the canyon bus system. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.3N). 
Keep the canyon pure and clean, let people use public transit!

Page 32B-9555 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9329 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Anna Wilson 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9330 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Caro Nilsson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Caro Nilsson 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9331 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cherie Mockli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems the objective of this project is to provide access to skiing resorts. (32.1.2B) As a climber and a 
hiker, it seems those particular activities are not a priority in regards to two of the three UDOT 
proposals. I enjoy hiking and climbing because they are economical and get me out in the great 
outdoors. There are many people like me, people who enjoy access to our local mountains, but do not 
have the same resources the skiing community has. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I worry the proposal for a gondola or widening the road will cut off my access to what I enjoy 
most about LCC. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4P) I am sure my voice is of little importance. I have lived my 
entire life in the Salt Lake valley and I have watched it change so much. I know change is inevitable, 
but it seems more and more that interests with money and resources continue to take my and many 
other community members access, to what has always made living here so great, away. I am really 
worried about what the main propels will mean for me and my community. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9332 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alta Lodge Alta Lodge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Alta Lodge appreciates the opportunity to comment on the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS. 
 
Alta Lodge 
 
Alta Lodge was established in Alta in 1940, and has been owned and operated by the Levitt family 
since 1959. Alta Lodge provides fine lodging and dining, winter and summer, to over 15,000 visitors 
annually. Alta Lodge guests are Utah residents and out-of-state and international visitors, all of whom 
travel to the Lodge on SR 210. As employees and residents, our staff are daily travelers on SR 210. 
Alta Lodge is a long-term stakeholder in the Alta community and SR 210. 
 
The EIS Alternatives 
 
Enhanced Bus with Roadway Widening is the current EIS alternative that UDOT should select. 
(32.2.9B) It is the only alternative offering improvement in mobility by decrease in travel time, and also 
the only alternative that improves accessibility for all users, at all times of year and for all places and 
destinations in the canyon. (32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2C) 
 
November through May, the dedicated bus lanes should also provide access for airport shuttle services 
serving out-of-state travelers, such as Alta Shuttle and Canyon Transportation. (32.2.6.3B) 
The road improvements should anticipate the coming changes in networked and autonomous vehicle 
tech. One thing that will not change is the need for pavement - the vehicles of the future will run on 
asphalt. (32.2.6H) Another thing that will not change any time soon is the need for avalanche protection 
on Highway 210. Road improvements and avalanche protection - which will be needed no matter what 
forms transportation takes - should take priority over increasing vehicle capacity. (32.2.9K) As vehicles 
become more autonomous, they still will need guidance, especially in hazardous terrain and winter 
weather. Smart-road systems should be built into the roadway to communicate with smart vehicles. 
 
The proposed massive aerial tramway that is being called a “gondola” would be: 
- slow - by requiring over 20 minutes more travel time than the Enhanced Bus/Roadway Widening 
alternative, it would detract from rather than serve the project purpose of mobility (32.7B and 32.7C) 
- visually obstructive - it would create high visual environmental impacts (32.17A) 
- narrow in function 
- severely limited and inflexible in points of ingress and egress (32.2.6.5G) 
- intrusive and out of scale to the Alta community (32.4O) 
- the subject of many years of protracted litigation over environmental impacts, property rights 
and purported rights of eminent domain. 
 
The ski resorts are great, we love them, and we can all see that an aerial tramway would serve the 
purposes of the ski resorts; however, that is not UDOT's mission. The mission is to serve the citizens 
and the travelers. An aerial tramway would not do that. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
 
Other Solutions - Faster, Cheaper and Better 
Although our comments above are directed to the current EIS alternatives, we should not lose sight of 
canyon transportation solutions that would be more effective and much cheaper, and could be made 
much sooner - starting now. (32.29R) 
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Passing lanes and pullouts should be added and improved. Slow vehicles delaying five or more cars 
should be required to pull out. The traction law should be strengthened and should be strictly enforced 
November through April, limiting entry to SR 210 to vehicles with true snow tires and all-wheel drive. 
(32.2.2M and 32.2.2P)  
 
Entry from Snowbird westbound should be limited to a single point at Entry 1, so that vehicles coming 
from Alta have equal access to the roadway. (32.2.2UU) 
 
The problem on SR 210 in the canyon is too many vehicles. The way to have fewer vehicles is to have 
more people in each vehicle. The path toward that solution is carpooling and new transit tech. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.6H) Transit tech will evolve in ways that we do not yet fully understand. Carpooling, however, 
is something we can understand now. We should make carpooling incentives such as tolling, preferred 
parking, carpooling networks and apps, and easy carpooling pickup and drop off locations. Carpooling 
improvements are light on infrastructure and will offer a great return on investment. (32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you for considering our comments. 
Cliff Curry, President 
Alta Lodge 
Alta, Utah 
Sept. 1, 2021
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COMMENT #:  9333 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jill Eichbauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the 2 options, I support expanded bus service. (32.2.9B) The gondola seems to service the ski 
resorts and neglect other canyon uses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Bus 
service could adapt to changes in canyon usage. Bus service costs less and less buses could run 
during times/days there is less demand. I travel up the canyon with two children for skiing and summer 
hiking/climbing. We already use the bus and it works fine. If the bus had a lane to bypass traffic, it 
would great! (32.1.2C and 32.2.63C)
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COMMENT #:  9334 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cole Perschon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The problem is not the long car lines on ski days. The problem is overcrowding. (32.1.2B) Less people 
in the canyon is what we need, not more. (32.20B and 32.1.4D) Building a gondola, which would 
forever destroy our beloved canyons’s views, will not only not solve the problem. It will grow it. (32.17A, 
32.2.9E, 32.20A, and 32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  9335 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donna Bryant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see buses pick up day skiers at various ski rental shops throughout the valley. This slows 
the congestion at the mouth of the canyons. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  9336 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support an alternative to simply widening the road. (32.2.2P or 32.2.9A) Gondola seems like most 
feasible. (32.2.9D) Why not keep it going a bit further and service solitude and Brighton while we’re at 
it? (32.2.2Q)
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COMMENT #:  9337 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Ussery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E) It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the 
taxpayers, while ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) 
Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at hand. 
(32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  9338 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brennan Langdon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Using a bus system would be strongly affected by the weather. (32.2.6.3P)
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COMMENT #:  9339 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kate Ruebelmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
I oppose the proposition of the gondola construction and lane addition to LCC as it directly impacts a 
large amount of the climbing areas in the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4B) It will also 
damage the pristine beauty of the canyon by changing the view shed and adding noise pollution 
(32.17A, 32.17B, 32.11A, and 32.11D).
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COMMENT #:  9340 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Avery Parrish 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We do not want your gondola. (32.2.9E) go shove it up brighton’s ass. i’d rather live with traffic then a 
tourist trap for your money scheming.
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COMMENT #:  9341 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Eble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To me, the gondola alternative is the much preferred choice. (32.2.9D) Watershed, environmental 
impact and impact to wildlife are paramount. The gondola option reduces impact on our watershed, and 
it prevents a substantial increase in amounts of concrete, asphalt and construction in the canyon that 
would occur with the bus option. With the bus option, road maintenance would increase during the 
summer months which would detract from the beauty and enjoyment of the canyon, and negatively 
impact wildlife and the watershed. (32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.12A) Road maintenance also would add 
more noise pollution and traffic impediments for those wishing to enjoy the canyon. (32.11A) In 
addition, since the gondola won't be affected by weather, people will still be able to consistently reach 
the resorts and return home safely and timely. I also feel that it will draw tourists because of it's year-
round operation and spectacular views. The canyon views will be negatively impacted by either of these 
options, but I think the gondola's positive elements far outweigh those of the bus option. (32.17A and 
32.17B) With the gondola option, however, access to trailheads definitely needs to be addressed. 
(32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  9342 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gavin Gustafson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola (32.2.9D) Then please start looking at solutions for Big Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.1.1A)
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COMMENT #:  9343 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Louisot 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex Louisot 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9344 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jake Halpin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jake Halpin 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9345 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Veronica Bastian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly recommend enhanced bus service WITHOUT widening the road. (32.2.9A) Make cars 
entering the canyon pay a toll, while making the bus free or, at least, extremely affordable. (32.2.4A) 
It makes the most sense to require the use of the bus system during peak traffic hours of each day, i.e. 
you can't drive a car up the canyon (unless you are a resident of Alta); you would have to take the bus. 
(32.2.2B). Use the money that would be spent on a gondola or widening the road to build a parking 
structure at the location of the current park n ride, or a system of parking lots below that canyon, that 
would be serviced every 10-15 minutes by the canyon bus system. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.3N) 
Keep the canyon pure and clean, let people use public transit!
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COMMENT #:  9346 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ruzena Novak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ruzena Novak 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9347 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m totally in favor of the gondola system for the Little Cottonwood canyon. It would definitely be the 
long term solution for the hazards that exist in the canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9348 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Theodore Kokernak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, Governmental Officials and other stakeholders, 
 
We must preserve Little Cottonwood Canyon for future generations. Of the two final options for 
transportation changes that are being considered by the Utah Department of Transportation we join 
with Snowbird in encouraging UDOT to reduce our reliance on vehicles by voicing our support for the 
gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
 
We must avoid more paving, emissions and drastic permanent changes in the canyon required by the 
expanded bus proposal. (32.10A, 32.4I, 32.2.9C) All of us need to be commitment to the long-term 
health and sustainability of Little Cottonwood Canyon and the gondola will provide a more reliable long-
term solution.  
 
By joining in making a difference in the way we use transportation now, future generations of mankind - 
our children - rely upon us to preserve not only Little Cottonwood Canyon and the state of Utah, but the 
entire planet. (32.29G) 
 
Sincerely, Theodore S. Kokernak
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COMMENT #:  9349 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Hokanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for more buses and widening the road. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  9350 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Cincotta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t destroy the beauty of the canyon in the name of profit for two ski resorts! (32.17A, 32.17B, 
32.4I, and 32.2.7A) Better options exist! More busses, tax for single passenger vehicles, wider road. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) Not a gondola. Please! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9351 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Leinius 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While easier and more efficient access to ski resorts and such in the area would be nice, it’s not worth 
destroying parts of LCC. (32.1.2B) Not only will the construction harm the land, but it would also affect 
the wildlife inhabiting it, something much more cruel that you’d be willing to do. (32.13A and 32.13B) 
It’s because of plans like these that will make our earth hate us more and more each decade until it 
can’t handle anymore.
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COMMENT #:  9352 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stan Kelley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I totally support the proposed gondola project. I am a long term season pass holder and I would use the 
gondola on a regular basis. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9353 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Nappi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Seems elaborate but it looks great. Shorten the time by 10 mins and it's a no brainer. ;) (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  9354 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Roth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider alternatives to both the gondola and road expansion plans for the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon (32.2.2PP). As a one time Salt Lake City resident and long time Little Cottonwood Canyon 
climber, I feel strongly that both of those options would do great harm to both the experience of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and specifically to the climbing resources there that so many of us love and enjoy. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Let’s not crest further environmental impact and subsidize 
ski resorts with taxpayer dollars. It will not solve the problem and will most benefit the resort owners. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9355 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Burgett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family (in Maryland) has been skiing Snowbird and Alta for 15 years and will continue to do so. I 
strongly support the gondola option, which will do less damage to the canyon, operate when the road is 
closed, and transport similar numbers. I hope that arrangements will be made to make it an option for 
out of town visitors staying in the canyon as well, including cabins to transport luggage during off-peak 
hours and shuttle service from La Caille to Smith’s grocery. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5D)
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COMMENT #:  9356 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emmet Murray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I’m personally tired of my money that I pay in taxes subsidizing projects that will only benefit the rich 
elite. I’ve been subsidizing the rich since 2008. It’s time for a solution that will benefit the public as well 
as the environment we enjoy. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  We need to look at the 
future of the canyon and take control of the climate crisis. (32.2.2E) A gondola will only make the 
problems we face now worse and will mar and otherwise beautiful canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) A 
modified electric bus program will help reduce some traffic into the canyon and will benefit other public 
land users. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Emmet Murray 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9357 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Steenblik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I’ve been a sandy/SLC resident since 1988, the year of my birth. It is my opinion that building the 
structures necessary for the gondola would be an eye sore. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) I also feel like it 
would only benefit two companies (Alta and snowbird) without addressing the issue of traffic that would 
like to visit other areas of our beautiful canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Whatever plan goes through, we need to address parking. So why not first plan a parking structure in a 
location that could service both proposed ideas, and promote carpooling before the project is 
completed? (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.4A) Thanks for reading. I hope the deciding bodies honor 
the opinions of the people over the big money.
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COMMENT #:  9358 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janet Deisley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my opinion the gondola is the only sensible option to achieve the stated goals. In this case, Utahns 
need to move away from the western mindset and adopt a European mindset, where gondolas and 
cable cars have been safely serving ski communities in rugged mountain ranges for a long time. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9359 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kipp Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifelong skier, we really need the gondola solution up little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D) The road 
is not designed for the environmental impact that the population growth along the wasatch that is 
occurring. (32.7C) A “pay to park” option will make my beloved mountains not accessible for your 
average Utahn. (32.5A) The bus option is not viable as the construction will soil the pristine canyon. 
(32.4I, 32.13B, and 32.17B) Ultimately, we need to have a wasatch interlink system in place where we 
do not need cars in order to access the Wasatch front mountains. (32.1.5B)
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COMMENT #:  9360 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian McDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the destruction of the canyon for a gondola or anything else. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  9361 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt McClung 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening SR-210 and increasing the bus service is the clear winner for many reasons such as the 
lowest travel time, medium cost, adding a true pedestrian/bike lane for summer use which enhances 
public safety, and because the other options present marginal gains over this plan, but have significant 
drawbacks. (32.2.9B) 
 
Whatever you do, PLEASE do not install a gondola. (32.2.9E) What a complete watse of time. It is 
expensive, unsightly, useless in the summer, does not add a bike lane, and has the LONGEST travel 
time. I mean seriously, I can get up the canyon on my own in 60 minutes on all but the very very worst 
days. So what incentive would I have to sit in a steamy gondola with a bunch of other people for an 
hour to get to Alta? None. (32.2.4A)  
 
Widening SR-210 is the only logical option. Please listen to your local residents and not the seemingly 
clueless Snowbird and Alta management. (32.2.9N)
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COMMENT #:  9362 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Howard Kosowsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
we support the gondola solution (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9363 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erica Okada 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Erica Okada 
Taylorsville, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9364 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Greener 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the proposed gondola and feel it’s the best possible option presented to mitigate traffic 
and make highway 210 safer for all users. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9365 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No one wants a gondola, don’t do it fam (32.2.9E)

Page 32B-9593 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9366 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tiffany Schwartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t build a gondola in LCC and take away the beauty that is LCC. There are better ways to 
deal with the traffic then put an eye sore in the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  9367 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Fagergren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This helps keep salt lake special, and offers an attractive alternative to traffic. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  9368 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Terry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing possible solutions for Little Cottonwood Canyon, I am in favor of the gondola (32.2.9D).
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COMMENT #:  9369 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Henry Krichbaum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do the gondola. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-9597 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9370 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dawson Burke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not go through with this plan!! It would uproot an entire community built around the climbing 
in this region. (32.29D, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  9371 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Van Orden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against both options selected by UDOT. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). Until someone is willing to share 
Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Ski Resort capacity numbers I think this a waste of taxpayer money. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The days when parking is an issue, the number of 
skiers on the hill makes for a very unpleasant day. The lines for the lifts, food services, and service are 
usually quite annoying. (32.20C) I am for expanded bus service, with hubs in the valley that run with a 
greater frequency. (32.2.2I or 32.2.9A). While watching the UDOT meeting online, I agree with Mr. 
Aaron Dekeyzer was spot on with my view. Listen to him and his ideas. Don't ruin the canyon with 
wider roads/gondola (a complete joke). (32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  9372 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Chancellor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the Gondola proposal for Little Cottonwood Canyon and strongly urge the 
enhanced bus alternative. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) I view the gondola alternative as the use of public 
money to advance private interests (the ski resorts at Alta and Snowbird). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Please respect the public interest rather than the ski resorts. Thank you
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COMMENT #:  9373 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathy Gordon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Utah lifer and canyon user, I feel more public transportation would be a smaller footprint on the 
canyon than a gondola. Cheaper to maintain and less of an impact on the canyon itself. (32.2.9E and 
32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  9374 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Whitney Brady 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Whitney Brady 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9375 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marjorie Castle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have seen and discussed the gondola presentation for protection of Little Cottonwood Canyon and 
prefer it to any other solutions. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9376 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Patrick MacLane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Patrick MacLane 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9377 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula Burns-McEvoy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have attended the public meetings regarding the proposals for canyon traffic issues. I only ski Little 
Cottonwood canyon so this is an issue I deal with at times. I am not in favor of the gondola option. 
(32.2.9E) This only benefits the resorts and does not address other issues with canyon use. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I support expansion of the road, additional buses that run to just 
either resort. (32.2.9B) Additional buses that run more frequently could help reduce car traffic. I would 
also like to see additional parking for people who do carpool up the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C) Thank you 
for taking the time to read the comments from concerned people.
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COMMENT #:  9378 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola for access.I would also feel that there should be driving access for long 
time supports of snowbird and Alta (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9379 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Keirstead 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Boulders = good. (32.4A) 
Roads = bad (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  9380 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Beckstrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This shit is literally going to do nothing to help with congestion in the canyon. If anything congestion will 
get worse. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) You’re willing to ruin a huge portion of the wilderness 
which already worldwide has dwindled wayyy too much, not to mention the economic impact the 
canyon brings to salt lake and utah. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.6A). The proposed plan is just going to 
speed up the destruction of the land and take away a big part of the economy. Don’t be such ignorant 
selfish pricks
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COMMENT #:  9381 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Geramy Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Place camera at the entrance to the canyons and run plates.. if they are registered as someone who 
loves up there np.. if not the car is ran through the DMV.. and a 1000 ticket is mailed to the person. On 
second office 1500 and ponts on the license.. 3 5000 and a mandatory court date... If you want a 
example of the traffic system look to Florida with it's toll system and how it registered cars pass 
remotely..and in registered get stopped to pay toll.. (32.2.4A) but also more bus and stops in canyon for 
us climbers.. ty (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  9382 

DATE:   9/1/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two proposed transportation alternatives would incur significant permanent impact upon the 
treasured landscape of Little Cottonwood Canyon without effectively addressing the issue of 
congestion. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Both the gondola and road widening solutions, while effectively increasing transportation capacity, fail 
to provide any incentive to utilize the infrastructure (which in their proposed forms, remain less 
desirable than driving in a private vehicle). This means that much like the current UTA bus system, this 
infrastructure would be underutilized and fail to solve the issue of canyon congestion. (32.2.4A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
 
Furthermore, Udot and other involved parties have a responsibility to maximize the usefulness of 
existing infrastructure before spending vast sums of taxpayer money on ineffective solutions. There is 
no reason to permanently alter the landscape of Little Cottonwood Canyon when the real problem lies 
in the underutilization of infrastructure already in place. (32.4I and 32.1.2B) This is why incentivization 
and augmentation of the current bus system is the best path forward for reducing canyon congestion. 
Efforts should be focused into getting people out of their cars and onto busses by whatever means 
necessary. Buses are a flexible means of transportation that allow spikes in demand to be met while 
minimizing traffic/emissions during periods of low demand. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Please consider this course of action and continue to strive for the best future for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and all of the people who enjoy its wonderful recreational resources. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  9383 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Graham Laver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola. Reduce impact on canyon. Limit construction and daily visitors. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  9384 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zack Marmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options are ridiculous. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The bus would reduce traffic to one lane making 
anyone who drove independently of the bus suffer just as much traffic as there currently is at peak 
hours. (32.7C) Making taxpayers pay for a Gondola that tripples commute time to the mountains is 
completely unfair to taxpayers as well as skiiers/riders. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
The only solution is to limit the amount of people going to the resorts via a reservation system. Any 
other solution overcrowds the resorts and doesn't make them worth riding. Coming from someone who 
moved here from Denver several years ago specifically to avoid the crowds knowing reservations are 
the only way to reduce traffic. (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  9385 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Annelise Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Please do not tear down the beauty of the canyons to build more lanes or a gondola! (32.17A, 32.17B, 
32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E). The gondola would only be about sightseeing and not be used for practical 
transport (while at the same time destroying the view), and more lanes would not move faster as the 
congestion is about the destination (Alta). (32.2.4A and 32.7C) The issue the canyons are having is a 
larger issue of Salt Lake City. We need better, more efficient mass transportation as a whole and this 
will also reduce the environmental issues we have with congestion, smog and air pollution. Connecting 
people from their point of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce 
congestion, air pollution, and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and 
wildness of the Wasatch Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Annelise Allen 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9386 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Caely Hart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Caely Hart 
Ogden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9387 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Metherall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The resorts are already full, we don't need to facilitate more people getting to the top. (32.1.2B and 
32.20C) Congestion can be mitigated with more parking at the base and rules for mandatory bussing or 
carpools. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) We shouldn't be permanently altering the nature of the 
canyon for a handful of extra skiers during a tiny portion of the year. (32.4I and 32.1.4D)
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COMMENT #:  9388 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Bradford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider alternatives that minimize the impact of the bouldering areas within Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.2PP) These areas are one of the main reasons I moved to and have 
maintained residence in Utah for the past two decades.
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COMMENT #:  9389 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William West 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are already people enjoying this area as it is. Please don't destroy the unique, high quality 
boulders with luxury transport. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  9390 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Horgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the gondola and lane addition in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I 
hope UDOT can find a solution to the traffic issue that does not involve destroying areas that are 
historic and important to Utah’s climbing community. (32.2.2PP, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  9391 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine Boue 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First, thank you for taking the time to consider these comments. The gauntlet of navigating public 
comments on such a contentious issue is no small feat and the work being done here to ensure a fair 
public process is very much appreciated.  
 
It is clear that action needs to be taken to address the influx of visitation to Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
The impacts of traffic and crowding are undeniable, and the need for solutions is pressing. (32.1.4A) 
However, our actions today guide the course of the canyon's future, and we must take EVERY option to 
mitigate traffic issues while focusing on the lowest environmental impact possible. The proposed ideas 
for gondolas and trams are simply unreasonable as they directly destroy precious recreation (climbing 
areas specifically) and provide services only to for-profit ski areas. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The solutions for this canyon must prioritize ALL canyon users, and a gondola or cog rail simply does 
not achieve that.  
 
It is understandable that perhaps we will need to have a gondola one day to address the exponentially 
increasing visitation of the canyon -- but it is our responsibility as stewards of this area to first try the 
less impactful solutions: enchanced busing. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
 
Enhanced busing provides the most affordable initial costs, creates the least impact on the existing 
natural resources in the canyon, provides the same travel time as a gondola, safeguards the future of 
bouldering in the canyon, and leaves room to explore other options in the future. If we start building a 
gondola now, there is no undoing the damage that will be caused by that development. (32.2.6.3D and 
32.29R)  
 
We have an opportunity to lead on responsible recreation infrastructure development, and I am hoping 
(perhaps even begging) that we rise to the occasion and do the right thing for recreation users and for 
the environment. 
 
Thank you again for your time. 
Katie Boue
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COMMENT #:  9392 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shayna McGowan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have read over the enviornmental assessments and I am highly disappointed. Where is the 
assessments on the impact that a gondola and widening roads would take on the animal wildlife that is 
in the canyon? (32.13A and 32.13B) What sort of impact would it have on the rock climbers tourism 
that comes into the canyon? (32.4A and 32.4B) How does this decrease the issues with to many 
people in the canyon? (32.20B) This is not something that has been taken into account with any of your 
impact studies. The gondola and additional widening of the roads would have no sort of greater 
beneficiary to anything and needs more assessment than anything should be considered. Until you take 
everything into account that could become detrimental to everything that lives and uses the canyons 
before ANYTHING should be considered. (32.29G) 
 
The other is how and why should the regular taxpayer be expected to pay for this when it is something 
that we don't have money to do such? We as regular workers can barely if at all afford to pay our own 
bills for footing something that many of us do not want. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
We need to invest in common sense solutions that should be considered before money. We need 
LESS people into the canyon, we need more busses without widening roads and gondolas that are an 
eyesore and disgusting. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
As just a normal person, I want to see the canyons as they are now, not a giant ski lift like the gondola. 
I'd be willing to pay to make things better in already existing things we have now without expenditure 
and environmental impact making the canyon worse. 
 
Please reconsider. Neither of these are effective and will be detrimental to not only our pockets that WE 
as the general populous do not have nor do we want to spend, and that will mess up our canyon 
permanently.
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COMMENT #:  9393 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Loretta Markham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of a more robust bus service alternative. Expand service, frequency, maintenance facilities, 
operations should be part of this alternative and not a reason to keep the bus alternative minimized to 
what it should be to match demand. (32.2.9A) Additionally evaluation on an alternatives ability to 
expand beyond that assumed in the EIS is important as technologies such as automated bus vehicle, 
vehicles in general are part of our solutions within this planning study horizon. (32.2.6H)  
 
No to the gondola which only serves a small portion of canyon users and cannot connect to BCC and 
overall canyon network well. (32.2.9E, 32.1.5B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)

Page 32B-9621 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9394 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dane Brooks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy Little Cottonwood! I am a boulderer who has not had the chance to make it there 
yet. Please do not take away this privilege from myself and others, as well as make a negative impact 
on the environment. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  9395 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steven Fuhr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Steven Fuhr 
Ogden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9396 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kalen Thorien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kalen Thorien 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9397 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Delea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola as it represents the most cost-effective solution for solving traffic and road 
closure issues with limited environmental impact (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9398 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Leader 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the "enhanced bus with no additional roadway" option today to make improvements with the 
least visual and physical impact to LCC. (32.2.9A) All the other options have a bigger impact. If 
problems persist 5-10 after attempting this lowest-impact option, then would support trying then next 
lowest impact path. Its such a special place over-building too fast will ruin the whole LCC. (32.29R)

Page 32B-9626 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9399 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marilee Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To UDOT: 
 
As a UT taxpayer, resident of Sandy who lives west of La Caille and an outdoor enthusiast who enjoys 
using the canyon for outdoor activities, I do NOT support either option that has been presented 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). Both options will negatively impact the natural spaces, beauty and use of the 
canyon. (32.4I) There are other less impactful, less expensive options that have not been presented for 
comment. (32.2.2PP) These options will impact my favorite local hiking area, Quail Hollow Park, and 
will ruin the canyon view. (32.4U, 32.17A, and 32.17B) The main options presented will mainly provide 
transportation options solely for the use of those at the resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) There are hiking and climbing spots up and down the canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) This is 
not a solution for everyone - only those resort users. In the last few years, I'm more likely to take the 
bus than to drive directly to the resort, even though this is a less convenient and more expensive option 
with limited parking at the base. More needs to be done to explore cheaper and more convenient 
options for alternate transportation. (32.2.2PP)  
 
The final solution MUST not impact the natural beauty and joy of the canyon. Absolutely NO to the 
gondola option. NO to the widening the canyon. 
 
Respectfully,  
Marilee Hall
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COMMENT #:  9400 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Firmage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the traffic for the canyons is a problem and I am fully on board with solutions to solve that 
problem. I do not believe that is in the best interest of the canyon to build a gondola or expand the road 
and by so doing destroying priceless boulders and access to the canyon (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 
32.4B). You are reducing recreation for citizens so that privately owned ski resorts can continue taking 
in profits. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Why can we not institute tolls and limit the 
hours that cars are able to drive up on fresh powder days? (32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2Y) Let’s force 
people to use public transit and face the facts that you won’t always be the first at the lift or maybe you 
can not ski a few days because of road blockages. It has been proven that expanding lanes does not 
ease traffic look at Seattle or even Lehi traffic is still terrible and we keep adding lanes. (32.2.6.3B) 
Let’s invest in our natural places and protect them not destroying access for some so that others can 
get somewhere else faster. Climbers may not be as large of a economic factor yet but by destroying 
this canyon you limit yourself on other forms of recreation. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please do not destroy 
our canyons for the sake of everyone wanting to get up the canyon. It is not worth it.
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COMMENT #:  9401 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Cheney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider summer recreation like climbing, this plan will affect climbing areas and biking areas as 
well (32.1.2C, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.9A)
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COMMENT #:  9402 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Harper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I strongly disagree with the gondola, this would ruin the outdoor recreational climbing and trail running 
that I and many others in the community utilize. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, and 32.4I) This would also absolutely 
decimate the pristine conditions of LCC, which is even worse then affecting the other outdoor activities 
besides skiing (32.17A and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  9403 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Camille Tranter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola!!!!! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9404 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Woulfe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am firmly against the gondola option, and tentatively in favor of the bus option. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
I recreate in Little Cottonwood canyon frequently during the winter, both at the resorts and in the 
backcountry. The travel situation is a nightmare as it currently exists, and I agree that something should 
be done. (32.1.4A) I think that increasing buses (every five minutes sounds wonderful), increasing 
parking at the bottom of the canyon drastically, and closing the roads to personal vehicles during peak 
hours would be the best option, without widening the roads. (32.2.2B) I oppose the gondola due to the 
impact on the views and because it will not increase non-car access for those who access the 
backcountry. (32.17A, 32.4G, and 32.2.4A) On a bus, I can signal for it to stop at a trailhead. 
(32.2.6.3C) On a gondola, I can't. The buses are more flexible, have less of a permanent impact on the 
environment/views, and are cheaper.
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COMMENT #:  9405 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Upon further consideration I would like to withdraw my previous vote of support for the gondola in lieu 
of a vote of support for the enhanced bus service. (32.2.9N, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9A) 
Thank you
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COMMENT #:  9406 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adison Christianssn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build the gondola or widen the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both options will interfere 
with the natural beauty of the canyon and only serve to enrich private companies. (32.17A, 32.17B, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I believe there is a better solution out there. (32.2.9PP) 
Please please please do not do this.
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COMMENT #:  9407 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nick Pompa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nick Pompa 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9408 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dogan Ozkan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dogan Ozkan 
Fairbanks, AK 
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COMMENT #:  9409 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Graham Garland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would ruin LCC all for the sake of two resorts. Building a gondola would be nothing short of 
criminal. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)

Page 32B-9637 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9410 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Cohen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola option first and foremost. (32.2.9E) It will forever change the scenery of LCC 
and does not guarantee to reduce congestion in the canyon. (32.17A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Expanding 
the canyon road will not guarantee this either, and it will destroy a huge amount of the natural resource 
and access for climbers and outdoor enthusiasts, like myself. (32.2.9C, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.4A, and 
32.4I) There are currently no incentives for people to carpool or use the existing bus service. Creating a 
solution based on incentivizing those two options could greatly reduce traffic without taking destructive 
and irreversible approaches. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9411 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathryn Ladig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems like a massive folly undertaken only for the enjoyment of engineers. (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It does not offer access to backcountry skiing/hiking 
locations, it WILL break down and have mechanical issues, it will require a massive and specialized 
staff, it will cause harm to the environment, it will cost massive sums to repair and upkeep. (32.4G, 
32.2.6.5K, 32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.2.7C) How will you tighten and replace the cable overtime? By 
shutting down the road?! What are you emergency plans for when the structure breaks and there are 
miles of cars full of people that need to be evacuated over hazardous terrain? (32.2.6.5K) Please 
consider increased busing and/or a train prior to this suspended catastrophe. (32.2.9A or 32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  9412 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Franz Hebl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good afternoon. I am writing in opposition to the Gondola B alternative. I am a skier who averages 40-
50 days of skiing every year. I use the mountains and the canyons multiple times a week during the 
winter. The bottom line is the mountains are full. Adding the capacity to get more people to the resorts 
will only serve to make lift lines longer and reduce the safety of skiers, with more people on the 
mountain (collision risk) and more people potentially stuck should a catastrophic event occur (gondolas 
do fail). (32.2.9E, 32.20C, and 32.2.6.5K) Any enhanced transportation plan will not solve the true 
problem, overcrowding of the canyons. (32.20B)  
 
The cottonwood canyons are a crown jewel for Utah. That said, skiing is a sport predominantly pursued 
by people with means. No plan should move forward that is paid for by the taxpayers and citizens of 
Utah, most of whom do not ski or snowboard. (32.2.7A) Should the ski resorts present a plan to FULLY 
fund any upgrade to transportation infrastructure, I think it would be the responsibility of the citizens of 
Utah to consider any such proposal. 
 
Sincerely,  
Franz Hebl
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COMMENT #:  9413 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Meldrum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am now in favor of enhanced bus service with a dedicated bus lane. The buses should be electric so 
as not to increase pollution. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  9414 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Frazier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a bad option. (32.2.9E) It will only work well on powder days. The best option in my 
opinion would be to get 3 lanes from top to bottom with turnouts or shoulders where available. 2 up and 
one down. (32.2.2D and 32.2.2P) Ideally have it switchable somehow to 2 up 1 down in the morning 
and it switches to 2 down 1 up at night. (32.2.2D) Create multiple incentives to ride the busses (get up 
earlier) ticket discounts, etc. (32.2.4A) And if possible the avalanche sheds in the major problem spots. 
I can elaborate more, but that would be most logical in my opinion (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  9415 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abby Ames 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Abby Ames 
Provo, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9416 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wesley Eads 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the gondola. (32.2.9E) It only serves private business in a government project. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A dedicated bus lane with both summer and winter 
operations and improved parking facilities aloows for greater public service. (32.2.9B, 32.1.2C, 
32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  9417 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Blanchard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m very disappointed in the proposal to install gondolas that only enhance ski access while destroying 
critical climbing and hiking areas. What a waste. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9418 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jarom Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both a gondola and expanding the road up LCC are bad ideas (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C). First, why should 
the taxpayers subsidize the ski resorts? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Second, less 
destructive methods exist to solve the problem. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) LCC is a priceless piece of 
Utah and should be protected. Less invasive and cheaper methods exist and shouls be explored first. 
(32.2.2PP, 32.29G and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  9419 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Wise 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (3.2.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
Read from SLCA's Justice, Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (JEDI) Committee how UDOT's proposals 
perpetuate environmental marginalization and injustice in the Wasatch Front. (32.5A)

Page 32B-9647 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9420 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an active user of both BCC and LCC for hiking, snowshoeing and rock climbing. I am strongly 
urging you to consider options which support the MOUNTAIN and not just a particular industry. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are less costly alternatives that we need to 
explore so that those of us who are not skiers have options to get to the favorite places we enjoy 
without destroying some of the incredible world class rock climbing that is found in LCC. (32.2.2PP, 
32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Both of the selected options would wipe out a significant number of 
climbing areas and would favor the resorts over other activities. Please consider additional options 
before committing tax payers to pay for one of these two options which clearly aren't the best options 
for the health of the MOUNTAIN. (32.2.2PP) Sure they help the resorts. Resorts are users, just like 
climbers and shouldn't be given preferential treatment to meet their demands. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) 
Especially given global warming, I am sure we can be more inclusive in our options for the future of our 
majestic canyons. (32.2.2E)
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COMMENT #:  9421 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dasha Puchkovsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
As a native Utahn, this is atrocious. Our canyons will be ruined with this gondola, and eyesore parking 
lots will be scattered all over to access the gondola. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.2.6.2.1C) There are 
thousands of people who do not even ski and use the canyons for hiking, photography, meditation, and 
building this gondola, to only serve a group of people 4 months out of the year, that has other solutions 
is completely unfair to everyone else in the community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Dasha Puchkovsky 
Midvale, UT 

Page 32B-9649 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9422 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We have less of a transportation problem in LCC and more of a "too many people trying to cram into 
the top of LCC" problem. (32.20B) I see this as a property owner (who is affected by the traffic). I'm not 
a fan of either of these two options, but by far the WORSE option is the gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
It's just a boondoggle to provide Alta and Snowbird corporations the ability to further overcrowd their 
mountains at taxpayer expense. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We need to be able to 
spread people out throughout the canyon, and a gondola doesn't do that. Please no gondola.
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COMMENT #:  9423 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  M M 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will be more eco-friendly and weather-proof, and will better serve the community’s needs. It 
also allows for any future social distancing needs more efficiently than busses, and requires fewer staff 
to operate. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9424 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Worsham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before making drastic changes to the canyon that would only serve private enterprises such as the ski 
resorts and contractors, please consider making a more fiscally reasonable choice. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased Bus Service stands to benefit all, as well as create more bus 
resources year round for SLC's infrastructure. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) Do not widen the road 
or build a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola is not a reasonable solution to this in any 
regards. Widening the road is a highly impactful action that also is not necessary. Creating incentives 
for citizens to take mass transit (a la buses) to their destinations in LCC will reduce the traffic. (32.2.4A) 
A gondola will just be something traffic will sit underneath in the canyon instead. (32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9425 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Turner Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local to the LCC ski community, I would like to discuss why I think a Gondola is NOT the answer to 
change in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E). I know that the EIS plan is about environmental impact 
and yes, a Gondola would take a few cars off of the road. However, A gondola will only pump more 
people up to Snowbird and Alta. Last year on weekends, the ski experience was so miserable on 
weekends that I just stopped going. (32.20C) I also think that even with a gondola, the same amount of 
people will continue to drive up, therefore making the pollution the same and the ski experience worse. 
(32.2.4A and 32.7C) I urge UDOT to evaluate the bus lane and rail options before using tax payer 
dollars to facilitate a negative ski experience, and more people in our already overworked canyon. 
(32.2.9B or 32.2.9F) Finally, I would rather my tax dollars not go to for-profit organizations such as 
Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.7A) 
Say No to the Gondola. 
TKP
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COMMENT #:  9426 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alexis Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alexis Cook 
Provo, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9427 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Anderson 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9428 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hollie Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Hollie Mason 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9429 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aidan Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Aidan Anderson 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9430 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Humphreys 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will not fix systemic overcrowding of a resource. If they can’t run a Gondala efficiently at the 
resorts what makes anyone think it’ll be effecient or time effective getting to it? (32.2.9E and 32.20C)

Page 32B-9658 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9431 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Payton Dall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Payton Dall 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9432 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leah Ravitz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola is an excellent idea. As a resident of cottonwood heights I would like to see a 
decrease in traffic in my favorite canyon (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9433 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As some one that use the canyon a lot during the summer and winter I love the idea of the Gondola. I 
will keep more people off the road, and I don't like the idea of widening the road. I believe that it will do 
more damage to the canyon than the Gondola. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) Thanks
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COMMENT #:  9434 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mario Morante 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please preserve the land and find an alternative solution. (32.2.2PP and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  9435 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Comey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the right long term solution. Need to move away from the passenger car and related 
roadways as the only solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9436 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Fultz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been rock climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon for 10+ years. It would be so heartbreaking and 
such a loss of history to be passed down to my children if we lose such iconic and beautiful boulders a 
whole community has grown up climbing on. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please reconsider this proposal! 
(32.2.9G or 32.2.9PP)

Page 32B-9664 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9437 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Halley Bruno 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I was born and raised in Utah, I live at the mouth of big and little cottonwood canyon. My voice matters 
and I would like to comment that I DO NOT want to see a gondola installed in our canyon. We don't 
need more metal and concrete in our wilderness, just leave it be please. Globalization has a goal of 
destroying natures perfection for ease and comfort. Please don't do this. Please NO gondola. (32.2.9E 
and 32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Halley Bruno 
Salt Lake City UT, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9438 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adelaide Slack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of enhanced bus service up Little Cottonwood Canyon rather than the proposed gondola. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.9E). I do not feel that the gondola will serve all the users of LCC, and as tax-payers 
dollars are at work with this project please use them to serve all tax-paying individuals. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Thank you for the thorough analysis and proposals and 
opportunity for public comment.
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COMMENT #:  9439 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harrison Nye 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola could be a good solution, but to the average person it will take away from the scenic 
beauty and draw of the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A). There hasn't been enough time to effectively 
study enhanced buses. (32.2.9A and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  9440 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sheryl Facktor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Think the LCC gondola is a great idea and should also be introduced in BCC as well (32.2.9D, 32.1.1A, 
and 32.2.2Q)
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COMMENT #:  9441 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brett Glasheen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brett Glasheen 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9442 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Simpson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against building a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) Tax payer money should not fund a project that only 
helps people go to and from private businesses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I 
believe that we should implement alternatives (tolling, increased bus service, lane-widening) that 
benefit all canyon users, not just those going to ski resorts. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9B, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.2C))
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COMMENT #:  9443 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Felicia Olivera 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why not start with solutions that are less expensive and flexible? Much can be done with bus service to 
make it more appealing/usable/efficient and it would be a fraction of the cost of current options on the 
table.  
- Bus service could be reasonably customized to match different needs at different times of year. 
(32.1.2C and 32.1.2B)  
- There are many ways to incentivize bus use over cars. (32.2.4A)  
- Over time, the fleet could be replaced with electric buses for even more improved (lower) 
environmental impact. (32.2.6.3F) 
Avalanche sheds and an extra lane (designated bus when needed) on the canyon road would certainly 
improve safety and traffic flow and these could also be longer-term improvements. (32.2.9K and 
32.2.9B) But improvements can be made now and there is no reason not to start with what we've got. 
(32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  9444 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Suzanne Stensaas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I DO NOT FAVOR THE GONDOLA FOR MANY REASONS OTHERS HAVE STATED. (32.2.9E) WE 
NEED GOOD bus service and plenty of park and ride spaces. We need to improve the road but with 
minimal possible visual and road cuts. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
One of my main concerns is that the decisions are made for the ski industry, but i think if you count year 
round use there are more people using canyons and not paying lift prices as ski industry customers. 
(32.1.2D and 32.1.2C) With the pandemic the canyons are more important and used even more. It is 
about the only healthy place and the Wasatch front population is expanding. 
 
Given the multiple uses of the canyon we need buses that take us to all the trailheads in both canyons 
starting with LCC. (32.1.1A and 32.2.6.3C) We need all year and all days of the week. (32.1.2C) It 
needs to be affordable. Perhaps in winter there could be an express bus to the resorts and local bus for 
cross country, micro-spikers, snowshoers all along the road where people currently park. There needs 
to be parking at some of these places too. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Millcreek has done a great job improving access and facilities with a modest fee. Why cant we do the 
same in LCC? (32.2.4A) 
 
I use the Wasatch and hike regularly 2 days-a-week year round. I picnic 5 times a year, camp 6 days a 
year and ski at Alta 5 days a year. My use is not resort oriented. I use the canyons for the beauty and 
my sanity and healthy. Many others i know do the same. (32.4I) 
 
This is an incredibly important decision of lasting import. Bus is the only option and it must be done 
carefully with all parties at the table. (32.2.9A) 
 
Sincerely, 
suzanne Stensaas 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9445 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jerry Garcia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9446 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please restrain from further development in LCC in the short term. I am pro-development and 
understand the situation in LCC needs to be addressed. But how many days per year is there truly a 
crisis? 10-15? (32.1.4D) The two solutions presented here do not convincingly solve the issue of 
overcrowding on those few days, and they risk considerable harm to the LCC watershed and the 
beauty we all seek to enjoy. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.20A, 32.20C, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
Focus on short term solutions to limiting traffic in the canyons: buses, carpooling, traction law 
enforcement. Do not expand the road; limit cars, especially single riders. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.2M) 
 
Development is necessary to address the challenges at play here but the two solutions DO NOT show 
a certainty of success, at considerable cost to taxpayers, for the benefit of private resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Step back, consider short term solutions, and reassess larger, 
long term ideas in the next couple years. These two proposals simply do not appear worthwhile. 
(32.29R) 
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  9447 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Splan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola is not a feasible or sustainable solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9448 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Woulfe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of expanding bus service. I am not in support of the gondola because it does not 
support all users of LLC. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9449 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Stengel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is always a luxury to have options and much time has been devoted to finding options for 
unmanageable traffic situations, often coupled with highly dangerous weather conditions. 
The gondola seems like an unsustainable, unjustifiably expensive, and short-lived gimmick. (32.2.9E) 
This seems like a marketing ploy rather than a legitimately functional and truly viable option. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Bus routes, instead, provide greater access to a greater number 
of people, offer year-round possibilities, and utilize what will have to happen anyway - widening roads. 
Bus routes, as proposed, seem to allow for the most flexibility for the users/skiers/passengers without 
utterly eviscerating personal freedom/flexibility. One of the greatest joys of living on the Wasatch front is 
a morning of skiing and then into the office in the afternoon. Buses seem to keep that luxury alive. 
(32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
Additionally, a gondola will not work for anyone afraid of heights or who is claustrophobic. (Yes, it 
perhaps seems inconsistent that someone afraid of heights would want access to the resorts/lifts yet 
not be able to ride a gondola. However, I know several folks like this - they can tolerate a ski lift but 
anything else sends them into various states of decomposition.) 
 
More practically, buses also allow for quick stops in the event of emergencies - and will allow 
emergency responders easy/unimpeded access. A gondola simply does not provide the same. 
(32.2.6.5D) Be it someone who gets motion sick or someone who suffers a cardiac event or something 
else - on the gondola, that person is stuck, as are their fellow passengers. On a bus? It's easy to pull 
over and provide care (without jeopardizing health or safety or well-being of passengers). 
 
I appreciate the time, energy, and consideration devoted to finding sustainable, long-term solutions to 
the traffic/population woes in Little Cottonwood. The bus, by far, seems like a better and realistic option. 
(32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  9450 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Rokeach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the proposals put forth. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola is a bad idea due to 
expense, interference with the beauty of the canyon and lack of convenience. (32.2.4A, 32.2.7C, and 
32.17A). I am strongly in favor of tolling the road and charging for parking. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.2K) 
Please do not build an 10+mile gondola. 
Steven Rokeach
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COMMENT #:  9451 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ellise Shuman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ellise Shuman 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9452 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brody Leven 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I moved here from across the country 15 years ago. I started and run a business here. I employ people 
here. And I will follow so many others in leaving if there is literally a gondola put up the canyon that I 
moved here for. (32.2.9E) 
 
I’m currently reading a book about the history of the Wasatch called “the lady in the ore bucket”. I 
recommend it.  
 
The carrying capacity is unknown in LCC. So many of us think it’s already been passed. (32.20B) We 
don’t need to usher more people up the mountain, to private resorts, on the public dime. (32.1.2B and 
32.20C) The damage it will permanently cause to pristine nature is absolutely untenable. (32.4I) The 
cost, maintenance, moving capacity, is all the same with busses. But busses also cause less damage, 
take more time, and have the ability to go to the places OTHER THAN THE SKI RESORTS. (32.1.2C 
and 32.2.6.3C) I work in an industry where none of us go to the resorts yet drive up the canyon every 
single day. This will not help that at all. Bussing is the only viable and honest solution here. This is so 
sad. We will be forced to take our businesses somewhere where folks care about nature more than 
money. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.5D)  
 
Sincerely, 
Brody Leven 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9453 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Coley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the least destructive option possible for LCC transportation. (32.29G) The climbing that 
would be affected is very meaningful to myself and a lot of others. (32.4A and 32.4B) Those areas 
have introduced so many people to the sport of climbing and would be a devastating permanent loss.
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COMMENT #:  9454 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Valere McFarland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Valere McFarland 
Ogden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9455 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John O Stinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
go Gondola , not bus (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  9456 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  T Neff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There's too much traffic and pollution in Little Cottonwood Canyon & getting worse. I like the idea of the 
gondola, but am concerned about the cost and the means by which to transport those in wheelchairs or 
other needs. (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.5D, and 32.2.6M)  
Thanks
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COMMENT #:  9457 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danielle Poirier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT,  
 
I applaud your efforts to tackle this large, complicated, and daunting issue. As a 17 year resident of 
Utah, residing in the Wasatch Back and Front, I have witness the growth and change in these 
mountains. I value these mountains for their environmental, recreation, and economic values. As as 
climber, skier (resort and backcountry), trail runner, and hiker, I frequent these mountains all year 
round. Having built a career in the outdoor industry, I know PROTECTING NOT FURTHER 
DEVELOPING these mountains has immense economic value as well- value that extends beyond two 
private companies (Alta and Snowbird) and shares the outdoor recreation love with other local 
companies such as Voile, Backcountry, and the countless other business that benefit from being 
located next to world-class climbing and backcountry skiing. Let’s not forget to mention this canyon is 
the delicate watershed for a growing population. These mountains are quite literally life-giving and we 
all know action must be taken to ensure their visitation (and exploitation) does not become their 
demise.  
 
I, and many other long term Wasatch citizens, have taken for granted being able to access these 
mountains and park more or less where we please for years. Up until the past three years (yes, years- 
not just winters) the explosive use and demand for recreation in these mountains has become painful 
apparent. (32.1.2C) I, like many others, have come to terms that this era in the Wasatch has come to 
an end. I am willing and eager to adopt and SOLUTION that will improve mobility, reliability, and safety 
for all users. (32.1.4A) However the current two proposals UDOT is moving forward with will fail to 
solve this pain point (for reasons I will outline in this comment) and as the current EIS stands, it is 
incomplete. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
While I understand Utah is a very development-oriented state, I believe we need to tread lightly and be 
extremely strategic with WHERE and WHAT we are developing rather than building just for the sake of 
building. (32.1.2B) With the lack of details, concrete commitments, and answers to many important 
factors in this EIS, I fear moving forward with either of the two proposals will be a massive development 
in our watershed that is largely motivated my the development-mindset and speculative “data” rather 
than non-bias and thorough data. We "cannot move forward with either proposal because of these 
important unanswered questions (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
- What happened to tolling and why can’t it be implemented now? The Utah state legislature 
allocated >$60M to help improve traffic in LCC, including studying the concept of tolling personal 
vehicles, yet that is not being proposed as a solution that can be implemented in the near term, despite 
tolling being a clear tool to limit car use. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
* What can be done next season and the one after that, rather than focusing on 2030 and 2050? 
(32.29R)  
* What will the costs be to ride the gondola/train? And who will operate them? Exorbitant fees are the 
opposite of disincentivizing personal vehicle use. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6I) 
* What would a dramatic influx of $ do to streamlining the UTA bus system? (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.5N)) 
* Why is there so much reluctance to do a comprehensive capacity study for the canyon? The train and 
gondola as proposed will be adding more people to the canyon; is the capacity of the canyon unlimited 
or do we need to do the hard work of determining how many people can realistically be in LCC at one 
time. Ignored or unmanaged, WBA is concerned increasing the number of people in LCC (capacity) will 
lead to new pressures to more development in LCC - and even ski resort expansion. Despite this being 
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a critical question, neither UDOT or USFS are willing to address this fundamental question. (32.20B, 
32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.20F) 
* Who will pay for the exorbitant solutions? The two LCC ski resorts are the obvious benefactors of the 
solutions, with nearly all of the ridership heading to their resorts, yet we have not heard any concrete 
details about what Snowbird and Alta will contribute financially. Perhaps this is why the resorts are so 
enthusiastic about these ambitious proposals. (32.2.7A) 
* Why have there been no efforts to work on creative solutions for bus lanes or directional traffic 
options? (32.2.2D and 32.2.9B) 
* WBA has proven on our shuttle days that more, smaller, targeted “vans” are a viable option for both 
backcountry and resort users; why have these not been discussed as options? (32.2.2B and 32.2.2I) 
* Why has there been such an exclusive focus on LCC, and not on a more-comprehensive valley-wide 
transit system that keeps the canyons’ popularity in mind? It seems obvious to everyone except UDOT 
that whatever changes are put in place for LCC will have a direct impact on Big Cottonwood, yet we 
continue to hear excuses for why issues and solutions for BCC are not being considered at the same 
time. (32.2.2I and 32.1.1A) 
* What is the fate of Wasatch Boulevard? Does turning Wasatch Blvd from a two lane road into a six 
lane super-highway make any sense, either in terms of safety for local residents or for getting people to 
the ski areas on a powder day? Are we creating a bigger bottleneck at the canyon mouth? (32.2.6.2.2A 
and 32.7B)  
* Why does UDOT bother having people register for its “traction” program if there is no enforcement of 
it on snowy days? And why are cars with poor tires allowed up the canyons on dry mornings when big 
storms are forecast for during the day, knowing it will inevitably lead to poor driving conditions that will 
be made worse by ill-prepared vehicles? Why not simply enforce the traction law from October through 
May at all times of the day? (32.2.2M)  
Furthermore the lack of a cohesive regional transit plan that takes into account Wasatch Boulevard, Big 
Cottonwood Canyon (BCC), LCC, Millcreek, residential users, and commuters should give decision 
making a pause while we future analyze the impacts. (32.2.2I) I am not anti development, however I am 
against development in Little Cottonwood Canyon and at the bases of both Big and Little. If we must 
develop, development should take in the valley and utilize existing infrastructure in the canyons. We 
must avoid the development-minding thinking that has plague and failed the colonial American West. 
To put it in perspective, these solutions are looking at improving mobility for a chunk of “peak travel” 
periods - essentially 30+/- days out of the entire year (winter weekends and big storm days). Is it worth 
permanently altering the canyon for 30 days per year? (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D)  
 
I am not advocating that UDOT should do nothing. UDOT has missed a crucial step of first using our 
existing infrastructure and putting allocated resources (half a billon dollars) towards developing a better, 
more robust bus system that is truly integrated across the valley rather than at the mouths of the two 
canyons. (32.2.2I) 
 
While there are aspects of the proposals that might work, UDOT needs to steps back and present a 
solution that:  
* Is a comprehensive regional transit plan that includes all of the Wasatch Front (not just LCC); (32.2.2I) 
* Transit Mobility encouraged from neighborhoods (we’re concerned with bringing congestion to base of 
canyons); (32.2.2I)  
* A real effort with adequate funding to explore enhanced busing solutions that can be implemented 
next season; (32.29R and 32.2.7C) 
* A plan that addresses transit while also considering the capacity of the canyons and how to protect 
and preserve the natural environment that makes them so special;(32.20B and 32.29G) 
* And a plan that can be implemented in the near future, addressing immediate problems - with an eye 
for the future. (32.29R) 
Without concrete steps to limit single-use drivers, any alternative will fail. UDOT has failed to first put in 
place the following measures to improve reliability, mobility and safety before developing: ‚ 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
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- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 
UDOT has also failed to take into equal consideration the impacts of proposed alternative on other 
stakeholders aside from Snowbird, Alta and the developers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) The two proposed alternative will negatively impact rock climbers, backcountry skiers, and other 
dispersed users who cannot afford or chose not to visit the two private business in this canyon. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) I ask that UDOT revisits these impacts of the boarder community 
before moving forward. Thank you for your efforts and taking the time to listen.  
Danielle Poirier
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COMMENT #:  9458 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt Gossett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Matt Gossett 
Portland, OR 
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COMMENT #:  9459 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Kelley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a retired physician and former employee at the Snowbird Ski Resort clinic, as well as season pass 
holder, I must voice my opposition to the Gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) Little Cottonwood Canyon is a 
limited and valuable resource for outdoor recreation, and we must address the potential overuse of this 
canyon, not only in winter months, but with the year round use that has only been exacerbated by the 
pandemic and many more people “discovering” the convenient outdoor activities that abound. (32.20B 
and 32.1.2C) Before spending massive tax payer funds for either proposal, more cost effective 
strategies for travel in the canyons must be explored. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) I count myself fortunate 
to have skied (both resort and back-country), hiked, climbed (both rock and ice) snow-shoed, and biked 
in the canyon for 45 years. I would love to see simple expanded bus service, with buses that stop at 
popular areas along the canyon, that is provided year round. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
Incentives to encourage utilization of buses could include a pass/toll system to drive up the canyon, and 
well as to park. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.2.1C) Millcreek canyon has successfully engaged in a toll 
booth/pass system, and ski resorts in Big Cottonwood are exploring paid parking options. I believe the 
simple enhanced bus service that has been left off the final two choices is an option that has not been 
effectively trialed. Touting the gondola system as an option that would by-pass avalanche concerns is 
simply not accurate. When avalanche danger is high, the resorts themselves face limitations and 
interlodge prohibits skiing during those times. (32.2.6.5H) Avalanche snow sheds also would not help 
alleviate those conditions. (32.7A) High winds would also affect the gondola. (32.2.6.5K) Please 
consider other users than resort skiers, as well as resort skiers who also appreciate the unique nature 
of LCC, utilizing opportunities year round, and respecting when the choice may just be patience for the 
whims of weather. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Companies and individuals 
relocating to Utah list the outdoor opportunities as one of the main reasons for choosing our state. Let’s 
preserve those experiences for them and future generations, and limit forever altering our landscapes 
without a full evaluation of alternatives (32.29G).  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration,  
Karen Kelley, MD
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COMMENT #:  9460 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Sullivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the proposed gondola for LCC. (32.2.9E) I am in favor of a cog railway with 
snow sheds as my first choice to choice mitigate traffic (32.2.9F and 32.2.9K) related problems in LCC, 
and I believe adding another dedicated (bus) lane (up in the am and down in the pm) and vastly 
inceasing UTA bus service, eventually replacing diesel with all electric buses is better for the 
environment (32.2.2D and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  9461 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Schuyler Ransohoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best plan moving forward. I have heard a lot of anti gondola rhetoric but those folks don’t 
present a better alternative. They just want to go back in time 30 years. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9462 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalee Good 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Hello, 
I am sharing and reaching out because I grew up at the mouth of Big Cottonwood Canyon and spent so 
much of my childhood in between Little and Big Cottonwood canyons. I value the wildness and beauty 
of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft 
Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please, consider alternatives as purposed. 
Best, 
Natalee 
 
Sincerely, 
Natalee Good 
Clearfield, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9463 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a skier. This is the best option by far (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  9464 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mary Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mary Hill 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9465 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stan Pitcher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I may already submitted a comment early on but just in case I will submit another. I moved to 
Utah in 1986 and have made many trips up and down both LCC and BCC. Its amazing how things have 
changed over those years. Not just in the canyon but in the valley as well. There are so many people 
now looking for respite in the canyons, not just at the ski areas in winter but everywhere at all times of 
year. Its obvious at this point that the canyons have reached their carrying capacity. The solution 
chosen must limit the number of people in the canyons. (32.20B) The tram is a ridiculous idea, it only 
serves the resorts and would be an incredibly ugly eyesore in one of the most beautiful canyons in the 
country. (32.17A, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I really think the solution lies 
in the majority of folks being required to take buses and limiting the number of cars allowed in the 
canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) This could be done now without road modifications. See how 
this might work in both big and little before adding another lane. (32.1.1A and 32.2.9A) I really think the 
long term solution involves rail to Park City and then tunnels to Brighton and Alta. Its expensive but the 
right thing to do. (32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q)
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COMMENT #:  9466 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jessica Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Jensen 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9467 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Sanderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Sanderson 
North Salt Lake, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9468 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Lowder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think expanding the road and either using trax lines or the bus is the better option. (32.2.9F or 
32.2.9B) We already have busses that are not being used on the weekend during peak demand and 
you can pick them up along the way without having to transfer from your car to bus to then gondola. 
(32.2.2I) My personal opinion would be trax cars. They don’t slip of the road and can carry way more 
people from all over the valley. (32.2.9F and 3.2.2I) This would also help with big cottonwood canyon 
as well and wasatch to 215. That has become a disaster in powder days. Red snake for miles! 
(32.7C)

Page 32B-9698 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9469 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike McMahon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing the draft EIS, the gondola option is the clear choice. The gondola option increases 
canyon access while minimizing land and watershed disturbance. (32.2.9D and 32.12A)  
 
A multi-level parking structure and base station at LaCaille lowers inner-canyon traffic and allows for 
operation in inclement weather. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
Of the two final options, the gondola option is preferable. 
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COMMENT #:  9470 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Carr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that the use of gondolas for civic transportation have proven successful around the world at 
benchmark mountain resort areas. My experience with the UDOT Cottonwood bus has been terrible 
versus the positive experiences had in, for example, the Telluride Gondola. Therefore, It is my opinion 
that the expansion of an unpleasant mood of transport and necessary physical canyon alterations for 
the road proposed will degrade the experience in Cotton canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.4I, and 3.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9471 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Hausman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The tram is a bad idea, if a better bus system is available it will be used (similar to the bus from the free 
lot at Jackson hole) it works there it would work here (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  9472 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Connelly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I’ve spent years of my life in LCC throughout every season of the year. Before we jump straight into 
permanently changing the landscape of the canyon, we need to give some of the proposed alternatives 
to the gondola a real chance. (32.2.9E and 32.29R) Whether that be increasing the busses going up 
the canyon or adding tolls for private vehicles. You can’t go back easily after you’ve built gondola 
towers all the way up the canyon. (32.2.9A) 
 
Chris 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Connelly 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9473 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Schuhmacher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We dont need another tourist attraction. Avalanche control has detroyed so many trees in the canyon 
and may have done it on purpose to advance the Gondola project. (32.2.9E and 32.1.2B) I have never 
seen this much tree destruction during the 2020 Ski season in all 40 years I have been skiing this 
canyon. There is no need to force avalanches or you will create more devastation. (32.1.2B) In 
addition, how will this affect my Preferred parking pass? Not in favor of this monstrosity. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  9474 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Mantlik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT has identified two preferred alternatives to address the traffic congestion in LCC.. Road widening 
for a bus shoulder lane and a gondola.  
 
Both of these alternatives have significant environmental impact to the beautiful landscape in the 
canyons. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
Alternatives that physically and permanently alter the landscape should only be considered after less 
disruptive approaches have been tried. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R)  
 
The strongest alternative with the least environmental impact is to only allow cars into the canyon for 
residents of alta or workers in the canyon, all other visitors during peak-season need to take the bus. 
(32.2.2B) The additional buses that are added to support the canyon traffic in the winter can be re-
purposed in the low season to provide better public transportation across salt lake county. 
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COMMENT #:  9475 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Audrey Dufel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very much against the LCC Gondola debacle. (32.2.9E) There is a road. Limit car access and 
provide better bus service. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) I know its not a money making venture for the people 
behind the Gondola business but it makes the most sense. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  9476 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jan Ellen Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jan Ellen Burton 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9477 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Fae Hadlock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please don't add these gondolas. (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Fae Hadlock 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-9707 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9478 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Westover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pay to play (congestion pricing that rewards car pooling) or expanded bus service. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9A) NO GONDOLA. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9479 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Parker Higgins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola, especially if it runs earlier in the day before the resorts open! Employees would definitely use 
it as well. During the winter run it later (like 6am-6pm). (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  9480 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  George Wanty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I).. 
 
Sincerely, 
George Wanty 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9481 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ethan Conner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ethan Conner 
Salt lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9482 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kurtis Olson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I approve of the gondola (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-9712 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9483 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dawn Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider the extended lane or the gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These serve only a portion 
of the people who spend time in the canyons doing activities that they love. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C). As a rock climber and a skiier, I'm asking that you not create the damage to the 
boulders that will happen with either of these options. (32.4A and 32.4B) There are other options. 
(32.2.2PP) Please consider the impact to the natural landmarks. (32.29G) 
 
Thanks you, 
 
Dawn Young 
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COMMENT #:  9484 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackie Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good Afternoon,  
 
I know this does not count as a vote, but the more voices that are heard and comments received, the 
more I would hope that alternatives would be considered. I am absolutely against having a gondola be 
incorporated as a part of LCC. (32.2.9E) Though this has the potential to eliminate traffic, there are 
several outlying details to consider:  
 
1. Just because the gondola is in place, does not mean that individuals are going to use it. Most likely, 
locals and backcountry skiers are going to want to continue to commute up the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
 
2. A gondola detracts from the beauty and unique structure of LCC itself. (32.4I and 32.17A) This is 
something that not only locals, but tourists value dearly- continuing to add more man made structures 
to the canyon will eventually kill what makes this place so special.  
 
I know one voice does not always matter, but this is something where I know I do not stand alone.  
 
I hope you consider both my concerns and the rest of the communities. (32.29G) 
 
Thank you,  
 
Jackie Wood 
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COMMENT #:  9485 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Brengosz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT's two preferred plans for Little Cottonwood Canyon, are both non-starters because they value 
one form of recreation over others. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Little Cottonwood is home to myriad climbing opportunities of national and international historical 
significance, not to mention being integral to the current rock climbing recreational opportunities 
available to folks in the Wasatch and who travel here specifically to climb. (32.4A and 32.4B) UDOT 
must seek a new alternative that focuses on traffic mitigation without jeopardizing current recreational 
opportunities. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9486 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Wirth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Wirth 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9487 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phil Burnah 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola for the future transportation of the cottonwood Canyons. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9488 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steven Fuhr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Steven Fuhr 
West Haven, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9489 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steffen Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Howdy, 
I am an SLC resident who skis or recreates in the cottonwoods every week. I think Enhanced bus 
service is the way to go. Obviously the Gondola option is a permanent decision that will forever alter the 
face of our wilderness. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) I also think that it will not provide the congestion relief that 
we hope for. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I have a hard time seeing people opting for the gondola 
when they can still drive up the canyon in their own car. (32.2.4A) Seems like the kind of thing where 
we all want a gondola so that the road opens up not because we actually think we would use the 
gondola. 
 
I think Enhanced bus service would be really cool. Adding a bus lane so that people in cars could watch 
the bus fly by them while they're stuck in traffic would pretty quickly have a lot of folks opting for public 
transit simply because its faster. Widening the road sucks but if it means fewer cars in the canyon and 
more buses than I think that it would be worth it. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  9490 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Polster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a very bad idea but it actually would need to have stops at each trailhead in the canyon 
and serve the community for free not just the ski resorts and those ski resorts should pay for it. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Just turn the road into an 
expensive toll road for the winter to pay for the care of the canyon and to have less traffic. (32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  9491 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Grimes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't put a Gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) As an avid canyon-goer the sight of a gondola would be 
hugely detrimental to the canyon, and ultimately only serve as a bandaid to a problem that lasts mostly 
on weekends couple months each year. (32.17A, 32.4I, 32.7C, and 32.1.4D) Where will people park for 
the gondola?? (32.2.6.5J) Make that parking and offer more buses. (32.2.9A) The buses aren't 
sufficient right now because there are so few parking spots in the park and ride. (32.2.6.2.1C) There 
must be a more sustainable solution than a Gondola -- PLEASE explore other options. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  9492 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dawn Hatch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the improved bus draft option. (32.2.9A) The gondola would destroy the beauty of Little 
Cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A). I would however, like all bus service to include racks 
outside the bus to hold ski and snowboards; with designated spots for each destinations gear. 
(32.2.6.3O)  
It is difficult for me and my husband with Parkinson's disease to carry and hold skis and other gear 
inside the bus. It is very difficult for older, and say cancer, or other muscular disorder or handicapped 
patients who do not have help getting to the slopes in the winter to require that they carry everything in 
their arms.I would guess that without accommodations for these types of individuals, a lawsuit is 
inevitable. (32.2.6M)
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COMMENT #:  9493 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ethan Burkett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ethan Burkett 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9494 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Schwarz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
John Schwarz 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9495 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Zimmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Putting a gondola up in LCC would be a HUGE detriment to the environment and beauty of LCC. It is 
absolutely unnecessary!! (32.2.9D, 32.17A, 32.4I, and 32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  9496 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trina Sheranian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
“Young men speak about the future because they have no past, and old men speak of the past 
because they have no future.” Today I sit comfortably between young and old reflecting on my 
childhood spent frolicking, skipping, swooshing and tumbling through our wild Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. As a young adult, these mountains were a refuge from my daily to-do's, an escape from the 
concrete roads, artificial noise and shiny surfaces that assault our senses. Nature’s soundtrack washed 
my soul and renewed my energy. When I married, I moved to the Little Cottonwood mountains to grow 
my family in a place that has always felt like home. Today, I teach my four children to cherish the 
majesty that surrounds them; to breath in the pine scented air on a rainy day and to close their eyes to 
hear the canyon critters that secretly surround them. My teenagers call me when they see “our 
mountains” bundled in a thin blanket of clouds because they know it’s my favorite. This is where my 
past ends and my future is unknown.  
 
I am writing you today to PLEAD with those of you who love “our mountains” to consider THEIR 
PURPOSE. (32.29G) They are here to provide fresh, clean water to our valley. To protect billions of 
plants, animals and insects. To graciously give refuge to people who NEED open, unabstructed 
wilderness for their physical, mental and spiritual health. Little Cottonwood Canyon is woven into family 
traditions that span generations and I fear that precious thread may be carelessly cut.  
 
Because I live in the heart of this canyon for 20 years, I am well aware of YOUR PURPOSE to keep 
people moving and safe on its quaint, winding road. I see the frustration, through steamy car windows, 
of skiers ironically separated from their precious snow because of an avalanche. I also see that nearly 
every SUV has one single person inside, shaking their heads and cursing all the cars on the road. This 
is not a problem that our canyon should be forced to solve. (32.1.2B) We created this inconvenience 
and it is our responsibility to solve it. Don’t force Little Cottonwood Canyon to serve as a modern day 
“Giving Tree” because people feel too entitled for the inconvenience of carpooling or taking the bus.  
 
I am opposed to any “solution” that assalts Little Cottonwood Canyon with steel and concrete and plea 
with you to carefully consider alternatives that benefit the canyon, and its guests. Future generations a 
depending on your wisdom. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Trina Sheranian
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COMMENT #:  9497 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alison Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alison Mitchell 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9498 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meg Chesley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is so important to reduce emissions and preserve the canyon. I support the gondola. (32.2.9D and 
32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  9499 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allen Kenney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola rather than increased bus service. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  9500 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Aronstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the Gondola option in the EIS because I believe that in order for a transit solution to 
be adopted and relied upon, it has to be a reliable experience. (32.2.9D) The current bus routes, as well 
as an enhanced bus option, are unreliable - it is unknown how long a bus will take to arrive, how long it 
will be stuck in traffic on the way up or down the canyon, and if the bus will even run at all during times 
of severe weather. (32.2.6.3P) 
 
While the Gondola will often have longer travel times than the bus route, I believe that it will be more 
effective in generating ridership on the peak days, when it is needed most, because it will be a reliable 
method of travel - I know I can board at the base at 8 AM and be at Alta at 8:37 AM, vs. boarding a bus 
that may be there at 8:25 and may be there at 11 AM after sitting in traffic. I'd likely continue to drive 
with the bus option, while I would choose to ride the Gondola because I know what I'm signing up for, 
and I believe many other riders will feel the same. (32.2.4A) 
 
That said, the capacity of the Gondola should be expanded - given that many 3S gondolas can run 2-3x 
the capacity of this one that is proposed, there is no reason why this one should not do the same. 
Eliminating lines on the gondola via higher capacity will allow for more riders to use it and for it to be 
more effective. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.5C) 
 
Finally, I believe more consideration should be given to a complete ban of private vehicles from the 
canyon, with only winterized busses permitted access. This is a lower impact, lower cost option that will 
have a more reliable travel time during all but the worst of weather. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2M) 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  9501 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am AGAINST these proposals. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) They favor a one set of users of the canyon at 
the expense of the entire tax payer system. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Additionally they destroy parts of the canyon other taxpayers use. (32.4I) This is WRONG. Simply 
increasing bus services (without widening the road) should be the first step to improve canyon 
conditions. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  9502 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Pilkerton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola option for little cottonwood. (32.2.9E) I feel this is a very 
expensive options that will benefit only a limited number of users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9503 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Firmage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think expanding the bus services, enacting a toll for fresh powder days, and restrictions on when 
passenger vehicles can go up the canyon should be considered before expanding the road or building 
a gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) Traffic is only a seasonal problem and we should 
not destroy our beautiful canyons just for less traffic on a ski day. (32.1.2B) Climbers and hikers also 
want to enjoy the canyon and building either would limit those activities. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 
32.4I) Please consider less drastic measures like expanding bus services. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9504 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Rausch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution. (32.2.9D) I have skied at several resort areas Europe, they have 
extensive lift systems to limit the need for personal vehicles, these facilities are very efficient and 
convenient. The visual impact is minimal in my opinion, especially in contrast to a four lane road and 
covered snow sheds in the canyon. (32.17A and 32.2.6.5Z) 
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COMMENT #:  9505 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Russell Roberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Russell Roberts 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9506 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harris Hadziabdic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m here to say no to the gondola. (32.2.9E) Fuck that thing. Truly there’s way better solutions. 
(32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  9507 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelli Buttars 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident living at the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon with my family for the last 35 years, I 
support preserving the canyon and the quality of life for residents invested in the area. I do not see the 
widening of the road, or the gondola as solutions to the congestion and problems that occur only a few 
days during the year. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.1.4D) I believe more thought should be 
given to better, less expensive and less invasive solutions. (32.2.2PP) But in the interim, more attention 
should be given to promoting bus use, Increasing bus availability and convenience, and marketing bus 
use. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I say NO to a gondola that just changes the location of the parking 
problems and drastically changes the look of our canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5E and 32.17A) I say NO to 
widening the road and suffering through years of construction that supports more cars going up the 
canyon with nowhere for them to park...and potentially increasing need for unsightly parking structures 
at the base of the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.7C, and 32.2.6.2.1C) Problems exist with all the proposals. 
Instead of creating new problems, let’s focus on mitigating the problems we already have with better 
management, smarter and less expensive solutions and more listening to the ideas of the citizens. 
(32.29R) There is already infrastructure in place below the canyon that could serve as a "park and wait" 
facility for those wanting to access the canyon after being temporarily closed due to avalanches. This is 
the old Shopko building in the Canyon Center shopping mall. This giant parking lot and indoor facility 
could be purchased as used in this manner. It could work very similar to the ideas presented for the 
gondola station ( indoor food facilities, waiting areas, etc. but without the Gondola!) (32.2.2OO)  
 
The Gondola is not the right answer for a small problem of canyon congestion. It seems to really only 
benefit a small interest group...not the majority. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
If one option must be selected...advantage goes to Enhanced busing, but even then, time should be 
taken to allow for other ideas to be developed. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
 
Please don't make a $600 million dollar mistake at the expense of tax payers and the beauty of our 
canyon. 
 
Kelli Buttars
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COMMENT #:  9508 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jace Schaecher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who has been skiing LCC for the past 10 years, the issue is the overcrowded resorts 
selling too many tickets or passes. The clearest evidence of this is when you go ski on a weekend that 
is blacked out on the Ikon Pass. Traffic is not nearly as bad. (32.2.2K) The gondola, like you said won’t 
even reduce traffic. (32.7B and 32.7C) The gondola as cool of a concept that it is, doesn’t help anyone 
but the two resorts that I have been skiing at for years. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) It’s a drastic step in the wrong direction. Get rid of the Ikon pass and you will reduce the 
amount of people trying to drive up the canyon. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  9509 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda Bennett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Knowing the amount of traffic in the winter compared to other season, I feel it would make more sense 
to have a more robust bus schedule in the winter than can be diminished in the summer. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3C, and 32.1.2C) The gondola is a huge undertaking and a large price for something that will be 
used solely in the winter. (32.2.6.5F and 32.2.9E) I understand the appeal of easing canyon traffic, 
however the amount id skiers and snowboarders the gondola can accommodate is actually greater than 
the resorts have capacity for. (32.20C) The other issue I see is that while the canyon avalanche paths 
do go across the canyon, any time the canyon has been closed the resorts have been closed while they 
also deal with avalanche mitigation and snow moving. (32.2.6.5H) Being an employee of the canyon, I’d 
rather see efforts made to better the bus system with buses that go right to Alta to make it possible to 
get back down the canyon at the end of the day and not be waiting for an empty bus at 6pm. 
(32.2.6.5N) 
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COMMENT #:  9510 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jarem Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What's being proposed to finance the gondola? How long will the expenses last and what will be the 
cost of using the gondola and/or parking? (32.2.7C and 32.2.4A) 

Page 32B-9740 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9511 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Wirth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why would you now want a transportation system not to serve the entire canyon and rather only serve 
two points, the base and the top? Seems like it only serves the resorts at the top. What if we’d also like 
to stop at Red Pine? (32.4G, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9512 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emma Buckley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the gondola project. Keep our canyons natural and beautiful. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9513 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rory Beals 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the construction of a gondola would majorly degrade the natural environment and 
aesthetic of Little Cottonwood Canyon, while also not alleviating a large portion of the traffic in the 
canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The construction 
period could potentially destroy many of the areas in the canyon where people go to climb, one of the 
major draws to the canyon in the summer. (32.4B and 32.2.7C) Certainly the bus alternative could 
have similar effects on roadside boulders, but the impacts would end at the road, rather than reaching 
farther into the canyon for wherever the gondola poles would be constructed. (32.4A) It would also 
create a large visual change in the canyon, which would take away from the natural beauty of the 
canyon. (32.17A) Certainly, there has been an influx of people into the canyon the past few years, but I 
do not believe that we should bend the canyon's natural resources to fit our needs, and instead adapt 
as outdoor enthusiasts to the influx of people. (32.1.2B) If there isn't congestion on the road, there will 
be in the gondola lines, and vice versa. (32.2.6.5C) No option is going to solve travel time on crowded 
powder days in the winter, and therefore I am inclined to believe the option that changes the canyon the 
least (by which I mean expanded bus services), is the one that should be selected by UDOT. (32.7C 
and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9514 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Haines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a solution to the canyons is to start the lifts at an earlier time so the locals and powderhounds 
can ski before the tourist crowds show up later. This disperses the uses and lets a parking spot be used 
twice in a day. It is crazy that its 2021 and we still start skiing at 9 am. They can do it. They do it for the 
people with the Seven Summits pass. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  9515 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Welton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please try expanded bus schedules before expanding the road or installing a giant gondola. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.29R) Add expanded parking and continue to encourage (financially or other 
incentives) more environmentally friendly transit (carpooling to bus, using train and bus combos, etc.). 
(32.2.4A) Until riding the bus is the more convenient or only option, people aren’t going to do it. 
(32.2.6.5N)
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COMMENT #:  9516 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bryce Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hello, I'm a native Utahn and have been recreating in LCC in various forms (resort skiing, backcountry 
skiing, bouldering, climbing, hiking) for the past 25 years. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems- while preserving the canyon in its natural state to the greatest extent possible. 
(32.29R and 32.29G) 
 
I'm opposed to the gondola completely, and also opposed to widening the road if it can be avoided. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) LCC bouldering is amazing and finite- would be a shame to see some of the 
classic boulders and areas negatively impacted or destroyed. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
I am also against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. (32.20C) 
 
Thanks for your time, 
 
Bryce Nelson 
 
Sincerely, 
Bryce Nelson 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9517 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Graber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider those in the summer and those in the winter that would like to use attractions at any 
point along the canyon length. Trailheads are present along the entire length of the canyon and 
appreciated by many. Thank you all for your time. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9518 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jens Tenbroek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
If one of these two options have to be selected, I would vote for widening the roads. (32.2.9B) This 
would at least let people experience the Canyon through a world class biking only lane. 
To be honest though, I don’t see why either of these options are necessary. (32.1.2B) The cost and 
environmental impact these options incur are not worth making a couple of private businesses happy. 
(32.1.2B) Are snowbird and Alta hurting for people to come? There are many measures that would help 
ease the traffic (enforcing tires/4x4, carpooling, more busses etc.) that are easy to implement. (32.2.2M 
and 32.2.9A). On the days where this might be problematic for some individuals, there are still many 
other resorts for them to go to. 
The cost on the tax payer and the land really cannot be justified. (32.1.2B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jens Tenbroek 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9519 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Pozolinski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will not help LCC. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
It’s environment, financial, and canyon impact are too grave. Bringing more skiers up the canyon is not 
a solution. (32.20C) Stop the gondola 
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COMMENT #:  9520 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Giles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build the tram. (32.2.9E) It. Will only benefit the ski resorts at a huge cost to the wallet 
and the environment. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9521 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a hiker, climber and utah native. I am also a snowboarder. I don’t believe a tram will fix the traffic 
problem in the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
I think it fails to take into account other activities in the canyon that people enjoy and harms the beauty 
of the canyon. (32.7C and 32.17A) So, if a tram doesn’t fix the actual problem, doesn’t serve all 
activities in the canyon, and harms the natural beauty of the place, there is no reason to put one in. 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9522 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Spencer allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Spencer allen 
Lehi, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9523 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lyle Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the expanded bus service!!! (32.2.2A or 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  9524 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesus Perez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support lowering carbon emissions by a building a more sustainable solution such as the Gondola 
option. Please consider the Gondola to preserve the watershed and existing environment in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.12A) 
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COMMENT #:  9525 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Bills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the Gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9526 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Hennum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It does not make any sense to install a gondola. (32.2.9E) I think the most logical conclusion is that little 
cottonwood is not big enough for the amount of people driving up the canyon. Instead only essential 
persons like employees can drive up. Everyone non-essential must travel the bus. It is cheaper and a 
less impactful solution. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  9527 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Peter Novak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Peter Novak 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-9757 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9528 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Stevenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not destroy boulders in little cottonwood. Think about something other than money for once in your 
life! (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  9529 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Shumaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not a solution. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9530 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zoe Behle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems like Alta and Snowbird's only concern in this situation is profit - to get as many people up LCC 
as possible without thought of overcrowding, environmental effects, etc. They need to acknowledge that 
there is a limit to how many people can be up the canyon. Neither proposal will help the situation 
without major changes to the entire city's public transport system. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, 32.2.2I, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 

Page 32B-9760 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9531 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Hollin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long time visitor to LCC and a part time resident of the valley, a gondola seems like a no-brainer to 
me. (32.2.9D) The bus option seems far less pleasant, similarly priced and vulnerable to closures. 
(32.2.6.3P, 32.2.4A, and 32.7A) While it doesn't solve the problem of the resorts being more crowded 
(they need to expand), rationing access to LCC by forcing people to wait in traffic for hours to get into 
the canyon does not feel like a solution. (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  9532 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Maritz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
Sincerely, 
Sam Maritz 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9533 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathaniel Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola plan. (32.2.9E) Not only will this detract from the natural beauty of the 
mountains, but this plan only serves to benefit ski resorts and skiers, while ignoring the many others 
who utilize the canyon for other reasons. The gondola does not serve the people, it serves the resorts. I 
do not want my tax dollars being used to build a gondola, period (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C).  
 
I would consider widening LCC road as a last resort option if other efforts to improve traffic flow cannot 
be successful. First, let’s try encouraging public transportation. Let’s put a toll on LCC road for single 
vehicles, add improved funding for buses with improved parking and more frequent routes, and set 
capacity limits on ski resorts on the busiest days. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  9534 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wade Siddoway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a frequent user of the Little Cottonwood canyon and primarily as a backcountry skier and as a 
resort skier. The expanded bus option is the bets approach as you can add a stop (and not every bus 
has to stop there) to White Pine trailhead to reduce the excessive parking in the WP trailhead. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.6.3C) The gondola only serves the ski resorts and not to mention destroy the beauty of the 
canyon. (32.2.6.5G, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A) Same goes for widening the roads as it will take more effort 
to widen and then you add on the parking and crowding problems at the resorts. (32.2.9C and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  9535 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Kakatsakis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondala option should be completely and totally rejected. (32.2.9E) It does not represent the 
interests of the community or environment, only the profits of the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). It will not even resolve traffic issues, and will irreparably damage Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.7B, 32.7B, and 32.4I) An improved and expanded bus fleet is far more 
practical, sustainable, and logical solution. (32.2.9A) NO GONDOLA IN LCC 
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COMMENT #:  9536 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Maritz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't put a Gondola in or widen the road without first pursuing other options. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) 
 
I believe that we should first build the proposed parking structures and increase bussing and see if that 
improves traffic flow. After a few years if there is still a huge issue then we should go for one of those 
two significant alternatives and part of the infrastructure will have already been built! (32.2.9A and 
32.29R) 
 
The biggest issue with the bus right now is that there is nowhere to park to take it. If we add those 
parking structures and increase the amount of busses running, there will be no need to widen the road 
or build a gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  9537 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Warner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola option because it provides transportation in all weather, avoids the 
avalanches and makes the canyon unique. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9538 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ana Van Pelt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The prospect of building the world’s longest and most expensive gondola in our watershed to service 
only 2 private businesses, and paid for with our tax dollars, is a prospect that is both worrisome and 
detrimental. Multiple towers exceeding 150-200 feet will forever impact the beauty and character of the 
canyon, and will certainly result in worse crowding and congestion, not to mention it will do little for 
dispersed users who are not going to a ski resort. (32.12A, 32.2.7A, 32.12A, 32.17A, 32.20A, 32.20C, 
and 32.7C) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ana Van Pelt 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9539 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kayla Smartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
Sincerely, 
Kayla Smartz 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9540 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Holland Morris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of a gondola vs a more robust bus service. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) Busses have higher 
volumes, are better for the environment as they take cars off of the road, and will not scar Little 
cottonwood canyon as a gondola would. (32.7C and 32.17A) A gondola is a kitchy and cute idea with 
no real pracitical benefits. Lastly, Busses can provide multiple stops along LCC and a Gondola is an A 
to B system, and adding more stops along LCC would be resource-intensive as well as harm the 
landscape of the canyon. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) Do not Fall for a gimmicky and flashy use of public 
land 
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COMMENT #:  9541 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cecilia Bean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola. (32.2.9E) Let’s find a solution to our problem, the gondola is not a solution. It’s very 
confusing why this is even being considered when it is the least effective proposed “solution” that exists 
currently. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Before doing something like this that is completely 
irreversible, let’s actually try to solve the problem. We have not tried anything yet, why jump to the most 
extreme conclusion without first trying some alternatives? (32.29R) Please, don’t do this, we will not be 
able to correct it once you have realized it was a mistake. This absolutely would be a mistake. 
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COMMENT #:  9542 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Oshea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Oshea 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9543 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Byrne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is difficult to start a conversation about choosing between enhanced bus service and the gondola B 
plan without first noting that there has yet to be a recreational capacity study for our Canyon delivered 
to UDOT or anyone else. (32.20B) It seems incredibly bass akwards to be trying to make this choice 
without first having a better understanding of the need for increased uphill capacity if any. (32.20C) 
UDOT, in the EIS, suggests that generating a capacity study is the responsibility of the USFS and not 
UDOT. UDOT also notes that so far USFS has not expressed interest in participating in such a 
recreational capacity study. According to the EIS, UDOT was left with no choice but to estimate future 
demand by extrapolating the growth in users over the last couple of years. To me, this seems like a 
tenuous approach to spending half a billion dollars. (32.20B) 
 
In choosing between the enhanced bus option and the gondola B plan, my number one criteria is which 
will be less impactful on our community here in Alta. Which option is more compatible with our core 
values and will be more consistent with and less disruptive to our way of life? After carefully reading 
and studying both plans it is clear to me that the enhanced bus option would be far less impactful on 
our community and should be selected by UDOT as the preferred alternative. Scalability of the project- 
the ability to build it in phases over time as demand actually warrants, operational flexibility with respect 
to winter and summer operations including trailhead service (which we all see this summer has become 
a more significant issue than ever) as well as some minor benefits like a dedicated summer bike and 
pedestrian lane are the main differentiators for me. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3D, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
Thank you very much for this opportunity to voice my opinion. 

Page 32B-9773 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9544 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Newhall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
People underestimate the importance of comfort and reliability in public transportation. If you've only 
lived in the US or in Utah, this is understandable, where even the most 'efficient' and 'reliable' systems 
pale in comparison to many international public transit systems. But having lived in Tokyo, Japan, 
famous for its ultra-reliable train system, I know the advantages of living with such a system, and that 
the resulting improvement in quality of life is hard to underestimate. Although famous for images of 
ultra-packed standing-room only rush-hour trains, in fact, most people who have lived in Tokyo love the 
transportation system there and think it is among the best in the world. My experience of this system for 
most times of the day was, rather, a moderately packed train where I could easily find a seat and read a 
book during my commute across town. As long as I left my house on time, I would almost never have to 
think about when I would arrive, guess whether the traffic would be good or bad, or worry about 
whether I could find parking. Beyond being a lower-cost, environmentally-friendly alternative, fewer 
factors to worry about in the commute made using public transit the obvious choice, and an altogether 
better experience than driving a car. The smooth ride made time on the train not just time wasted, but a 
time to read, answer emails or just relax; a much better experience than a herky-jerky bus ride around 
corners, over bumpy roads, and through stop lights. Of course, trains were sometimes delayed, but this 
was relatively rare, so rare even, that school kids can get a note from the train station attendant 
verifying the train's delay if it makes them late for school. 
 
When considering the EIS for LCC, I think it is important to take into consideration factors of comfort 
and reliability as well as environmental concerns. We should take into consideration what the 
experience of using the system would be like for individuals. If people don't find the system reliable, 
comfortable, efficient and easy to use, they simply will find other alternatives regardless of their 
environmental impact. While any public transportation option would reduce environmental impact 
compared to using cars, it is clear that the La Caille Gondola B alternative best addresses not only 
environmental concerns, but also replicates the advantages of the Tokyo train system in terms of 
reliability and comfort, and would be an option that people would use not only out of necessity or 
because it is cheaper, but because it would truly be an easier, more enjoyable, and altogether better 
way to get up the canyon. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-9774 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9545 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi Folks, 
 
As with most people's comments, this comment comes with the grain of salt that I only know what I 
know. But what I know is that there is currently a crowding/traffic problem, mostly on days when the 
snow is good and when avy conditions tend to need work done. The solution needs to work for all 
people, be cost effective, do as little harm as possible, and ideally be a long term fix. 
 
Timing - 37 proposed minutes for the road/bus, 36 proposed minutes on gondola. I'd call it a wash but 
the La Caille station likely doesn't even have enough room for everyone so they'll need to bus in from a 
"mobility station" to get there anyway. WHY NOT JUST TAKE A BUS ALL OF THE WAY UP! 
Cost - 592M for the Gondola vs 510M for the road/bus, at least over 30 years. Win for the road/bus. 
Also, I can't believe I have to say this but THE RESORTS ARENT PAYING FOR THIS. THE 
EVERYDAY PERSON IS, EVEN THOSE WHO DON'T SKI. I absolutely love both Alta and Snowbird 
but it feels like a weird marketing gimmick for both. (32.2.7A) 
People/Hour - each system moves 1000 people an hour, a wash for this point. 
Environmental - allegedly the Gondola is less impactful, Gondola wins this point. 
Aesthetically - really, we want to put a gondola here? All the way up LCC? FFS, I don't want to see that. 
A wider road isn't great, but it's better. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
 
Both are proposed solutions, but are either absolutely necessary even? Both plans included at least 
one 1500 stall parking garage, why not include both and install a toll? I hate that a toll is a preferred 
solution here, but may be the move. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2W)  
 
Regardless, you aren't going to find a solution that pleases everyone. Just please try to make a 
decision that does fit the needs of the majority in a cost effective manner. (32.29G) 

Page 32B-9775 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9546 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eli Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save LCC!!! This is an unnecessary improvement that has far too high of an environmental and 
recreational cost. (32.29D and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9547 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Llewellyn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the gondola is a retarded attempt at solving the canyon congestion problem it will only  
serve the ski resort (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
people using the canyon for hiking climbing camping will still have to drive supplies still be driven by 
trucks 
what happens when gondola can’t run due to wind and or maintenance?? (32.2.6.5K) and 
how about the traffic congestion at the canyon base due to the huge parking structure  
needed how long is the wait time going to be at peak times 8:30AM 4:30PM on  
top of 30-40 min travel time on the gondola?? (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5C)
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COMMENT #:  9548 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrew Nielsen 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9549 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Connor Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi Folks, 
 
As with most people's comments, this comment comes with the grain of salt that I only know what I 
know. But what I know is that there is currently a crowding/traffic problem, mostly on days when the 
snow is good and when avy conditions tend to need work done. The solution needs to work for all 
people, be cost effective, do as little harm as possible, and ideally be a long term fix. 
 
Timing - 37 proposed minutes for the road/bus, 36 proposed minutes on gondola. I'd call it a wash but 
the La Caille station likely doesn't even have enough room for everyone so they'll need to bus in from a 
"mobility station" to get there anyway. WHY NOT JUST TAKE A BUS ALL OF THE WAY UP! 
Cost - 592M for the Gondola vs 510M for the road/bus, at least over 30 years. Win for the road/bus. 
Also, I can't believe I have to say this but THE RESORTS ARENT PAYING FOR THIS. THE 
EVERYDAY PERSON IS, EVEN THOSE WHO DON'T SKI. I absolutely love both Alta and Snowbird 
but it feels like a weird marketing gimmick for both. (32.2.7A) 
People/Hour - each system moves 1000 people an hour, a wash for this point. 
Environmental - allegedly the Gondola is less impactful, Gondola wins this point. 
Aesthetically - really, we want to put a gondola here? All the way up LCC? FFS, I don't want to see that. 
A wider road isn't great, but it's better. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
 
Both are proposed solutions, but are either absolutely necessary even? Both plans included at least 
one 1500 stall parking garage, why not include both and install a toll? I hate that a toll is a preferred 
solution here, but may be the move. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2W)  
 
Regardless, you aren't going to find a solution that pleases everyone. Just please try to make a 
decision that does fit the needs of the majority in a cost effective manner. (32.29G) 
Respectfully, 
Connor Johnson 
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COMMENT #:  9550 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew DeMarco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be disruptive to the very reason most people love our canyons which are its natural 
undisturbed environment and views. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Having 200 foot structures throughout the 
canyon would disrupt almost all of the natural views. Secondly, the gondola would result in a bottleneck 
and long lines at the main parking area. (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.5E) Lastly, it really only benefits the ski 
resorts but not the people who actually use the canyon. Using taxpayer money to fund private business 
is something that I can’t support. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The widening of the 
road would destroy a lot of the climbing areas that set LCC apart. (32.4A) I support tolling and 
increasing the bus service. Creating a robust bus service similar to Zion is the best solution in my 
opinion (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  9551 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Hoppe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an engineer, I understand when evaluating large decisions like this, it's critical to look at a number of 
metrics as you have. However, through my lens, I see very different outputs: 
Cost: 
Even the cheapest Gondola option fails to improve access time through the canyon, costs more, has a 
more visual and environmental impact on the canyon, with higher operating costs than a simple 
enhanced bus option with no lane expansion. (32.7C, 32.2.7C, 32.17A, and 32.2.9E)  
 
When looking at enhanced bus through expansion of lanes, we're looking at an estimated 155M dollars 
more spent, years to implement, damage to the canyon, AND higher ongoing maintenance and road 
repair costs over the years to save an estimated 10 minutes. (32.2.7C, 32.2.7E, and 32.4I) That cost 
does not account for the growth opportunity the initial capital savings would have. When we calculate 
the total cost 30 yrs out with a 6% growth rate, we get a total cost of $2B for the expanded bus system 
with no road changes, $3.4B for the expanded bus with road expansion, and $4.2B for the gondola 
option. (32.2.7E)  
 
At a 6% investment growth rate, the bus expansion with NO road modification will literally pay for itself 
annually with just the interest on the account. (32.2.7E) 
 
Environmental Impact: 
While a gondola system has a lower environmental impact than the proposed road expansion, it still 
has more when compared to a simple to implement enhanced bus system. The solution that also wins 
the lowest costs part of the equation. (32.2.9A) 
 
Time to implement: 
There is only a single solution that can be implemented quickly and with relatively low impact on the 
surrounding area and that is an enhanced bus system with no road changes. (32.2.7C) While it could 
be argued that UDOT will need to build new parking areas and structures to accommodate increased 
parking at bus pick-up points, another solution of increasing the number of pick-up points throughout 
the valley doesn't seem to have been considered. By dispersing those pick-up points, we can reduce 
congestion at canyon heads and provide a consistent base of potential customers at shops/malls 
around the city. (3.2.2I)  
Scalability: 
In the event that demand and access increase to Alta/Snowbird, a Gondola has a relatively fixed 
amount of people/hr it can transport, whereas bus systems are highly scalable based on demand which 
changes on each weekday, weekend, holiday. That scalability allows the system to flex its costs 
appropriately to the demand and resources needed and not be wasteful. (32.2.6.5A and 32.2.6.3D) 
Access: 
Both the enhanced bus with no road changes and the enhanced bus with road changes allow the stops 
to be shifted through the year to provide access to all types and seasons of users, whereas the gondola 
simply serves the resort businesses. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) If Utah is to keep it's 
wilderness accessible for all, we need to make choices with that in mind. 
 
I hope that the UDOT will reconsider the options selected to include a more accessible, financially, and 
environmentally reasonable solution such as expanding the bus system on existing roads. 
Thank you, 
Chris Hoppe 
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COMMENT #:  9552 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Melissa Remmert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please consider these ideas. I am born and raised in the beautiful Wasatch and I would like my children 
and their children to experience the same beauty I have. I understand something must be done, but 
adding a Gondola will not solve these issues. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.9E) 
 
Thank you, 
Melissa Remmert 
 
Sincerely, 
Melissa Remmert 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9553 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Seeley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus system improvement option seems to be the best option for both the environment and the end 
user. Snow sheds also would be beneficial in high avalanche areas of the road. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  9554 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cliff Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really think that a gondola system will be the best really long term solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9555 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Ryan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t build the gondola! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9556 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dona Crowne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
Sincerely, 
Dona Crowne 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9557 

DATE:   9/1/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jayla Burley Wolfe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I do NOT support a Gondola. No way! (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jayla Burley Wolfe 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9558 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Sanchez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I would like to see less impactful options as to protect the existing nature and recreation that takes 
place in the form of rock climbing. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please consider more ways in which you can 
retain more of the natural elements of the area. Thank you for your time and consideration. (32.2.2PP) 
 
Best, 
 
Christian Sanchez"
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COMMENT #:  9559 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nancy Trouse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nancy Trouse 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9560 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin Quinn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not believe it is in the best interest of the community to have either of these options realized, they 
are instead the best interest of two private companies at the head of LCC. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) Before any "solution" is implemented, there first needs to be work done to 
determine what the problem is. Both of these proposals seem to only be interested in getting more 
people to Alta and Snowbird and I would question if that is even something anybody, besides Alta and 
Snowbird want. (32.1.2B) These resorts are already at a pretty high capacity with lift lines up to an hour 
on weekends during the winter. Is it really worth spending this much money to increase lift lines? 
(32.1.2B and 32.20C) The traffic is bad in both LCC and BCC, nobody will argue with that, but 
spending half a billion dollars of taxpayer money to serve two resorts, when cheaper options that serve 
more people haven't been attempted is ludicrous. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) None of this is to even talk 
about how much environmental damage this will do to the canyon, which would be irreversible. (32.4I) 
Hundreds of boulder problems will be gone at the mouth of LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B) There will be 
obtrusive gondola towers or a wider road that will be an eye sore to everyone who visits the canyon. 
(32.17A and 32.17B) UDOT needs to reflect on who they are trying to benefit. Resort owners, or the 
users of this infrastructure. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9561 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Brooks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This project is an absurd waste. Not only will it destroy historic and classic boulders, it will destroy the 
beauty of little cottonwood. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
The economic returns are also laughable. Please please please do not do this. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  9562 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike K 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber, I find both Gondola and road widening proposals unacceptable. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
The impact on climbing and year-round dispersed recreation is enormous with both proposals. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I) Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood 
and at least 64 boulders and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  9563 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Ostrander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I propose the bus option is utilized and there is a haul ton building any sort of gondola until other 
options are completely ruled out. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  9564 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris DiBona 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having a Gondola would make LCC make so much more sense, keep car traffic down and really make 
the mountains run much more efficiently. (32.2.9D)  
 
Given the impact of climate change on the ski business nationwide,the utah resorts will see greater 
utilization and demand in the coming decades, and the road upcanyon can be made much more 
efficient and I believe significantly less polluting, (32.2.2E and 32.10A) 
 
If we manage to bring the olympics back, a option like the gondola, and extending the plan to lcc and 
over to park city seems like a requirement lest utah end up with a success disaster on their hands. 
(32.2.2N)
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COMMENT #:  9565 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Osborn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am emphatically for the gondola. Born and raised in Cottonwood Heights, live in Draper now been 
skiing up big and little my whole life and it has never been as bad as it is now. Watching the inversion 
slowly creep up Little Cottonwood Canyon it’s something I never witnessed as a child. We need to do 
everything we can to decrease pollution in these canyons (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  9566 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lewis Yeaple 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a treasure, a place with incalculable value beyond the worth of any 
commodity or commercialization. Please do not disrupt this area. (32.4I and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9567 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Metcalf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
To whom it may concern, I think that a shuttle bus system is the only long term option for LCC. Zion 
national park has proved that it can work. Work smarter not harder save the canyons, NO gondolas! 
(32.2.2B and 32.2.9E) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Thank you for your time 
 
Michael Metcalf 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Metcalf 
Riverton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9568 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lia Bogoev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a fabulous idea to protect the air quality, accessibility, and attractiveness of our mountains! 
I think the gondola will be something to look forward to, an attraction from which to enjoy the views of 
the mountains, spend time with friends rather than sit in the car. It’s awesome and I hope it passes! 
(32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.17A) 

Page 32B-9798 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9569 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a fault line at the bottom of little cottonwood canyon. What happens if there is an earthquake 
here or elsewhere in the valley? Is the Gondola designed to withstand these sorts of incidents? On 
August 9th 2021 debris from rains was swept into the road of LCC and piled up as high as 15 ft. This 
cost UDOT over 1 million dollars according to news reports. Is the gondola designed to withstand this? 
The fires in California and Parleys canyon should be warning signs. As absolutely devistating as it 
would be, it is plausable that LCC could have a fire. What happens to the gondola if there is a fire? This 
has not been thought of in the current eis!!!! (32.2.6.5K) Please use a graded approach, increasing 
tolling and bus service before destroying and constructing in the canyon!!!" (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 
32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  9570 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Boyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wholeheartedly support the Gondola option as the most viable mass transportation option for LCC. 
Major (and even minor) ski resorts all over the Alps have been doing this for decades. It is a proven 
option, far less susceptible to disruption as road based options (weather, crashes, avalanche, 
landslides, dumb drivers). The PR optics are fantastic for Utah as well, declaring "We have arrived" by 
executing world-class, modern, and environmentally friendly large infrastructure projects on par with the 
best ski areas in the world. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9571 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Fleming 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DO NOT BUILD THE GONDOLA. (32.2.9E) There are already too mamy people at the resorts in the 
winter as it is, the resorts just want more money from more skiers and don't care about how terrible the 
experience is with overcrowded resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.9A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.20C) The 
gondola will permanently destroy wildlife habitat as well as other recreational uses like pre-existing 
climbing areas. (32.13A and 32.4B) Not to mention it will forever ruin the majestic view of the canyon. 
(32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  9572 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid hiker of little cottonwood canyon for many years I feel that putting up a gondola or widening 
the road will detract from the beauty of this area. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.17A, and 32.17B) I go to the 
mountains to be in nature and get away from these kinds of man made distractions. (32.4I) Another 
option I would be in favor of is increased bus service options for skiers. (32.2.9A) If we put in a gondola 
I feel we are putting money over preserving this beautiful wilderness area. I would be saddened to see 
this happen. 
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COMMENT #:  9573 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrea Krong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
Sincerely, 
Andrea Krong 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9574 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid hiker and climber who has no interest in the ski resorts I find the LCC gondola plan a tragic 
loss for the beauty and aesthetic of our canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Please look into the possibility of 
buses a little deeper. You will be using the same parking lot space and you will not be destroying the 
canyon for all the other user groups who are accessing the canyon year round for activities other than 
skiing. (32.4I, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  9575 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Steffensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t ruin the canyon and what makes Utah so great! It’s outdoor recreational areas (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9576 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Spencer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a stakeholder in the sense that I am not only a resident of Salt Lake County, but I also own 
property in the Cottonwood Canyons. I am strongly opposed to the denigration of the character of LCC 
by the proposed gondola. (32.2.9D and 32.4I) It is abhorrent and ultimately will not reduce traffic flow 
along SR 210, but simply increase canyon capacity. (32.2.4A, 32.7C, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
This in no way protects the canyon; it simply degrades it further in an attempt to increase skier-days. As 
a taxpayer and a citizen, this is misguided and a misappropriation of our tax dollars. Please vote NO on 
this gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  9577 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thatcher Reist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Canyon traffic and congestion is not just an issue at the ski resorts in the winter. It is a year round 
problem at many stopping points in the canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) The gondola has too narrow a 
focus to solve the problem as it only serves the ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.9A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Also, all proposed solutions will create congestion near the parking structures at the 
mouths of the canyons. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Mass transit to these areas must be improved as 
well for this to be successful. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9578 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pam Jennings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Simply put, please increase the number of buses to the resorts/canyon! (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9579 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  McCall Biddle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
McCall Biddle 
Orem, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9580 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jody Yarbrough 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support expanding the bus system. I have been a resident of Salt Lake City since 1994. I worked at 
Snowbird, Alta and Solitude in the 90s until mid 2000s. I have seen the increase in canyon usage over 
the years. I support expanding the bus system (not the gondola) since I believe it serves a broader 
population of those using the canyon (such as backcountry users and climbers). A bus system could 
allow users easier access to multiple areas in the canyon instead of just the resorts which is very much 
needed as well. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  9581 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Oppliger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola plan is a massively expensive subsidy for 2 private businesses. I strongly oppose it 
without Snowbird and Alta paying the majority of the expense. (32.2.9E and 32.2.7A) I believe that 
snow sheds, improved bus service, and most importantly, staffed rigorous traction checks, are 
appropriate solutions. The Cottonwood Canyons should require snow tires all winter and add 
occasional mid canyon bus stops. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, 32.2.2M, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  9582 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlie Barron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building a gondola in LCC would have a devastating impact on the climbing in the canyon and would 
erase history dating back decades (32.2.9E and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  9583 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sivan Koren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sivan Koren 
Lehi, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9584 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lloyd Padgett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The best option is to enforce winter-long traction laws, not to promote the overuse of public lands 
(32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  9585 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the proposed gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) As a 30+ year resident of 
Holladay City and lifelong skier, I see NO benefit of shifting the traffic bottleneck lower down the canyon 
into Cottonwood Heights. (32.2.6.5E) I only see a gondola worsening traffic and travel times in LCC. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) The gondola solution does NOTHING to address ski resort capacity and crowding in 
LCC, pushing more people up the canyon only increases lines and worsens the skiing experience. 
(32.20C) 
 
Before bending to ski resort pressure for a gondola, it would be wise to explore other options to spread 
crowds in the resorts (e.g. eliminating the Ikon pass). (32.2.2K) Furthermore, the gondola only services 
LCC, winter traffic in BCC will only worsen with this option and it’s already bad. Proposing a solution for 
LCC only is shallow. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) 
I DO NOT want my tax dollars to go to a gondola. (32.2.7A)  
 
Why not look at options that expand skier terrain and allow for resort interlink? (32.1.5B and 32.2.2V) 
With the population increase in SL Valley over the past decade, we need more resort skiing acerage to 
accommodate demand. 
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COMMENT #:  9586 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reidun Marie Romundstad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola or road widening, please protect little cottonwood canyon bouldering opportunities for 
climbers worldwide (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  9587 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please use a graded approach, rather than immediately turning to construction in the canyon. (32.29R) 
The canyon should remain as is at ALL COSTS. You cannot implement the "preferred" alternatives in 
big cottonwood. (32.1.1A) Increased bus service, metering, mobility hubs, and traction law enforcement 
is way cheaper and less damaging to our canyon than any of your proposals. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.2M) This should be a priority! What if there is a natural disaster that impacts the 
gondola? then it is a waste of taxpayer dollars. (32.2.2K) What if you bring people up the canyon in the 
gondola and the bus service is not capable of this load of people and then something happens that 
prevents the gondola from running anymore, such as an avalanche that damages the gondola, or high 
winds that last a long time. How do you plan to get people down? (32.2.2K) If the lanes are widened 
you will have preemptively damaged precious landscapes and boulders without yet trying a graded 
approach. (32.4I and 32.4A) Implement these plans in phases. (32.29R) Increased bus service and 
tolling can start this year!!! (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7C) 

Page 32B-9817 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9588 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryley Michalak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryley Michalak 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9589 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ilana Fogelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I grew up in Salt Lake City and was taught, both by my parents, and by the natural world that 
surrounded me that it is important to carefully consider the impact our actions have on the ecosystems 
to which we inextricably belong. I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see 
my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.1.2B and 32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carry (32.20B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ilana Fogelson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9590 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Hunerjager 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to express my OPPOSITION to the gondola option. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9591 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Earl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifelong UT resident, I am all for finding a solution to the Little Cottonwood traffic issues. I believe 
the Gondola is a waste of taxpayer resources that does not even take a step towards solving the issue. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.9A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). It is a gimmick that does nothing to help Utah residents 
and it’s diverse range of user groups. The associated costs of the gondola, or road expansion don’t 
provide adequate ROI and it is hard to understand where the real value proposition is for Utah 
residents. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7E) Expanding shuttle services, charging a high premium for parking at 
the resorts, tolling the road for those that don’t ride the shuttle, and expanding valley parking seems 
much more fiscally responsible, easy to scale, and appropriate for all user groups. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  9592 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shay Myers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe, like many of my community members, that both of the preferred alternatives (gondola and 
enhanced bus), will be unnecessarily destructive and expensive, and likely ineffective. The gondola 
being far worse between the two options. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
 
Major canyon congestion is primarily limited to high-traffic ski resort season days in the mornings 
(primarily the mornings of weekends and powder days). This problem is much narrower in scope than 
these half billion dollar "solutions" would lead many people to believe. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) 
 
For that reason, I strongly believe that the first step in addressing traffic congestion problems should 
focus specifically on these days, rather than permanent infrastructure changes. My suggestion is as 
follows: 
 
1) Create a toll to enter Little Cottonwood Canyon during the ski-resort season. The toll should be 
higher than the cost of bus fare. A premium toll should be charged for single-occupancy vehicles. 
(32.2.4A)  
 
2) Provide enhanced, rapid and affordable bus service directly to the resorts. This can be done without 
lane expansion. Provide better access throughout the valley so that bus users can get on direct bus 
routes closer to their homes. (32.2.2I) 
 
3) On high-traffic days (weekends and powder days), completely close the canyon to private car traffic 
(with some possible limited exceptions). Allow buses direct and quick access up the canyon, directly to 
the resorts. Buses should be provided to meet the capacity of users so that wait times are minimal. 
(32.2.2B)" 

Page 32B-9822 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9593 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Mccann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola, or tram from la caile area is a third rate idea to get up little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) 
Another uphill lane, avalanche sheds, and gas x avalanche mitigation in avy release zones. (32.2.2P, 
32.2.9K, and 32.2.2TT)
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COMMENT #:  9594 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Heward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived in Sandy, Utah for 23 years now. I have seen how positively impactful the new gondola in 
Courmayeur, Italy is and I have ridden on it a half dozen times. It is quiet. It is constructed in a way that 
doesn't have a huge impact on the environment. I think it is the best solution for eliminating the traffic 
and carbon footprint in Little Cottonwood caused by too much vehicle traffic. The vehicle traffic is too 
much.  
 
I favor the gondola going up to Snobird and Alta. At the same time, institute a large parking fee at those 
resorts. Make it easier and cheaper to ride the gondola. (32.2.9D, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A)  
 
At the same time, we should allow cars to continue to access the canyon below the ski resorts for 
hiking, climbing, biking and all the other recreation activities for free. Only charge them if they drive all 
the way to the resorts. (32.2.4A)  
 
It would be great to include a gondola pass as part of the season ticket options for the resorts. That 
means the locals, who are causing the most traffic issues, are incentivized to ride the gondola. 
(32.2.4A)  
 
The gondola is the best choice for the environment and for keeping the canyon pristine, beautiful and 
quiet. Let's reduce the carbon belching road traffic in the canyon, not expand it with yet more carbon 
producing vehicles. (32.17A, 32.11D, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  9595 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Coleman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the way to go. (32.2.9D) The majority of people I’ve talked to in real life (vs the internet) 
fully support the gondola for many reasons which I agree with. It’s cleaner for air quality (32.10A). It 
would attract tourism which doesn’t just benefit Snowbird and Alta, but the areas surrounding the base 
stations, including Sandy and Cottonwood Heights to begin with. (32.6A) The gondola would be such a 
great option for avalanches. I know some people are concerned that the gondola would be out of 
commission if there are strong winds, but I think I remember seeing that it could operate in relatively 
little windy conditions. I know there’s only so much that can be done about that. (32.2.2K)  
 
Taking buses can be scary on slick roads, plus everyone is packed in there like smelly sardines, since 
many people don’t launder their ski gear regularly. It’s much more unsanitary and uncomfortable. 
(32.2.6.3P) The gondola would provide room to breathe since there’s more of a limit on number of 
passengers per car. 
 
The gondola would provide much more beautiful views. I know some are concerned that it would 
negatively impact the view from hiking trails and the road, but there’s so much to view as it is, and 
watching the gondola go up and down the canyon is cool to watch anyway. (32.17A) 
 
I know some people are concerned about their tax dollars going towards a gondola that would only 
serve the ski resorts, but I’m positive that there will be many private investors and contributors for this 
project, more so than if they extended the road and number of buses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.9A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
The gondola is absolutely the way to go. It’s cleaner, both for the air quality and for passengers’ health. 
It’s really cool to see and would provide beautiful views for the passengers. It’s much less maintenance 
than roads and is most financially viable and sustainable.  
 
Any option will have its downsides of course, but the gondola option has the fewest downsides. It’s as 
close to perfect as it can get. 
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COMMENT #:  9596 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oren E Hopkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't think either option is good for Utah, I think it's good if you're Snowbird or Alta. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.9A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) That canyon would be forever changed with either of 
these options. (32.4I) How much more can capacity (# of skiers on the hill) be increased at these two 
resorts. (32.20B and 32.20C) Electric buses and cars will be a better option, it's just going to take a 
little longer. (32.2.6.3F) 
Respectfully, 
Oren Hopkins 
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COMMENT #:  9597 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jackson Haack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jackson Haack 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9598 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Elliott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Elliott 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9599 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Ramsay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not put a tram up. (32.2.9E) It only benefits Alta and snowbird as a taxpayer attraction to visit the 
resort. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.9A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is not the most effective means of elevating 
traffic. (32.7B and 32.7C) It is also a massive eye sore. (32.17A) Build a trax train system to the 
resorts. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  9600 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb Rio-Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for unchanged bussing with a protected lane and more parking for bussing. (32.2.9B) It could be 
just like Zion and run pretty smooth. (32.2.2B) Snow sheds would be a nice bonus as well. (32.2.9K) 
Gondola is not a good move. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9601 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Burr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not for either option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) My idea is to have Alta and snowbird limit ticket sales 
each day and make ikon pass holders reserve. (32.2.2K) This is not a good idea. Keep the boulders. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) No gondola. Let’s try more busses without a lane! (32.2.9A) I’m not opposed to a 
toll either! (32.2.4A) But let’s not ruin LCC with a gondola!!! (32.4I)  
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COMMENT #:  9602 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alton Richardson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The negative impacts of this project moving forward far outweigh the benefits. This would exclude huge 
user groups from participating in outdoor recreation in the canyon while allowing for a benefit for strictly 
wealthy, high income families to use a service for a select few months of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.1.4D, 32.2.9A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is a disgrace to natural beauty of LLC and a step in the 
wrong direction for progress towards environmental acts and stewardship. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 
32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9603 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Stitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan. More buses are not going to help on avalanche days. (32.2.9D, 32.2.9C, 
and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  9604 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lon Durrant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option to reduce Little Cottonwood Canyon traffic. I do have concerns how it will 
help with non-ski traffic (32.2.9D, 32.1.2D, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9605 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Byrne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
t is difficult to start a conversation about choosing between enhanced bus service and the gondola B 
plan without first noting that there has yet to be a recreational capacity study for our Canyon delivered 
to UDOT or anyone else. (32.20B) It seems incredibly bass akwards to be trying to make this choice 
without first having a better understanding of the need for increased uphill capacity if any. (32.20C) 
UDOT, in the EIS, suggests that generating a capacity study is the responsibility of the USFS and not 
UDOT. UDOT also notes that so far USFS has not expressed interest in participating in such a 
recreational capacity study. According to the EIS, UDOT was left with no choice but to estimate future 
demand by extrapolating the growth in users over the last couple of years. To me, this seems like a 
tenuous approach to spending half a billion dollars. (32.20B) 
 
In choosing between the enhanced bus option and the gondola B plan, my number one criteria is which 
will be less impactful on our community here in Alta. Which option is more compatible with our core 
values and will be more consistent with and less disruptive to our way of life? After carefully reading 
and studying both plans it is clear to me that the enhanced bus option would be far less impactful on 
our community and should be selected by UDOT as the preferred alternative. Scalability of the project- 
the ability to build it in phases over time as demand actually warrants, operational flexibility with respect 
to winter and summer operations including trailhead service (which we all see this summer has become 
a more significant issue than ever) as well as some minor benefits like a dedicated summer bike and 
pedestrian lane are the main differentiators for me. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3D, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
Thank you very much for this opportunity to voice my opinion. 
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COMMENT #:  9606 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leann Banco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes. I am a skier and I support a gondola as one of the solutions to the congestion traffic problem 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9607 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Flynn Hermanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This proposal threatens to remove cherished rock climbing areas (32.4A and 32.4B). We should 
consider alternative plans and routes which will allow these fantastic areas to be preserved. (32.2.2PP 
and 32.2.9A) Please keep the area as a destination for all users, not just skiers at the resort. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9608 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  China Lim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon provides an outlet with nature through a multitude of sports including skiing, 
biking, hiking, and climbing. What UDOT is proposing does not take into account the different ways that 
people may enjoy Little Cottonwood Canyon and instead ruins the canyon (and the ways people enjoy 
it) based on the “needs” of one sport, skiing/snowboarding. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) While I am an avid skier and have been for the last 10 years after moving to Salt Lake City, 
my initial move was motivated by climbing. Specifically, the climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon is 
world-class and is minutes from the city. Widening the road will destroy the actual physical nature of the 
canyon (aka. removal of boulders that climbers have been enjoying for decades). In addition, 
placement of a gondola will likely affect all recreate-ors by taking away the pristine nature of the 
canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) I strongly suggest that other non-invasive tactics be used 
to improve transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) Otherwise, I fear we 
may lose one of the aspects that makes Salt Lake City truly one of a kind.
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COMMENT #:  9609 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isabell Mahns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the cog rail would be the best option for LCC. With a tunnel over it in notable avalanche areas, 
there wouldn’t be any wind holds and there would be continuous travel up and down. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  9610 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessie Dickerson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Based in thorough reading of both options, I urge the decision against the gondola. (32.2.9E) This 
would heavily impact not only the environment we love, but it caters to those who can afford skiing. This 
decision would further polarize those with and without access to this area. Thank you for your 
consideration. (32.4I, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9611 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Schneider 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have spent time visiting SLC specifically for climbing in little cottonwood canyon. I am disappointed 
that proposed changes could negatively impact climbing and climbing access in the canyon and may 
prevent me from visiting Salt Lake City in the future. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  9612 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kyle Bradley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kyle Bradley 
Denver, CO  
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COMMENT #:  9613 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rose McKean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rose McKean 
SLC, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9614 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Bangerter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the installation of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Doing so will permanently 
destroy historical boulders, erasing a proud Utah History. (32.2.9E and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  9615 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ruth Hawe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that both of the preferred alternatives are not adequate, and are designed to benefit the 
private ski resorts more than the traveling public. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) If one of the two is selected, I believe the enhanced bus service provides for the most 
flexibility, both now and in the future, in servicing the canyons, not JUST for ski service and in the 
winter, but as a year-round solution for uses up and down the canyon, not just service that is primarily 
for skiers and wealthy vacationers. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  9616 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Da Teng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the gondola is to be built, the ski resorts must fund its construction and operation so it is free to the 
public. (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  9617 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Conrod 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The draft plan proposed by UDOT does not comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
requirement to “consider all practicable alternatives.” Missing is an alternative of limiting vehicle traffic 
by requiring a date/time permit system with a check station at the canyon entrance, and using the 
existing road infrastructure. (32.2.2K and 32.2.2L) Overnight lodgers could get automatic permits with 
lodging. Limited car permits would encourage car pooling or riding the bus. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) 
Traffic would use the existing road and parking system with no new facility construction. Buses could 
get the priority with no road widening for an extra bus lane. (32.2.9A) There would be no elimination of 
roadside parking or widening in the lower canyon. This would save millions in construction cost with no 
new environmental impacts in one of the gems of northern Utah. If a permit system were tried and it 
failed, it would not preclude an alternative requiring later facility construction. (32.29R)  
 
This is not a new, untested idea. Permit systems limiting cars entering parks are being used by the 
National Park Service at Rocky Mountain and Yosemite parks. Glacier NP requires a permit to drive the 
trans-park road, and Zion is now requiring a permit to day hike the Angel’s Landing Trail, plus long 
standing restrictive permit systems to backpack and run rivers in numerous national parks.  
 
A car permit system would save construction cost and environmental impacts. Access to the superb 
climbing cliffs and boulders at the mouth of the canyon should not be impaired by construction. This 
beautiful resource has been a climbing center since the 1960s and contributes to Utah’s appealing 
outdoors image. I speak as an old climber who was active there in the 1960s and 70s and a current 
Alta skier. Don’t forget, a Salt Lake climber just won an Olympic silver medal in climbing.  
 
A permit system of course implies setting a capacity limit on cars and eventually buses, but this has 
been done elsewhere and can be done here. (32.20B) The two UDOT alternatives would eventually set 
a stealth limit on people or cars by virtue of facilities carrying only so many passengers, so why not 
address limits sooner and save the construction cost and environmental damage? Limiting traffic, at 
least cars, one way or another is inevitable in a confined canyon. (32.2.2L) Public agencies should be 
responsible to tax payers and environmental protection, not just pandering to corporate interests. 
(32.29G)  
 
If the UDOT planning document is not revised to consider a vehicle permit system as a full alternative, it 
fails to comply with NEPA requirements that are triggered by the project affecting federal land, requiring 
federal permits, or using federal grant money. By all rights, litigation should then occur for failure to 
comply with NEPA. (32.2.2K) 
 
William Conrod 
retired National Park Service NEPA specialist
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COMMENT #:  9618 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Sheff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9619 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mathew Winterholler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola does not provide the access I would like to the White Pine trailhead or to rock climbing as 
it only goes to the two resorts) and will ruin the scenic value of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 
32.4G) Also, I like to road bike in the canyon and a wider road would be safer since I won’t be using it 
when it is super busy anyway. (32.9A and 32.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  9620 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Morgan Loomis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9621 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Sheff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9622 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aspen Searle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Aspen Searle 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9623 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Stevenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
I have lived in the SLC Vally since 2008, throughout that time I have seen the increase in use of our 
beloved Cannyons, BCC and LCC. In the last 5 years I think the most growth has occurred. LCC is not 
ment to get bigger or capable of allowing more people/vehicles etc. There is just no room for expansion 
to allow for more people/vehicles whether it is on the roads, at the resorts, or in the backcountry. 
(32.20B) I DO NOT support the Gondola or widening of the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I think the 
Gondola in reality is a headache for many reasons. I believe that It will be closed/on hold more often 
then not due to weather. (32.2.9K) I believe it will bring in unnecessary pollution, trash, and 
overconsumption with its base dock that is promoting concessions and retail. It does not solve the 
traffic or parking problem in and out of the canyon whatsoever. People will still drive up the canyon 
even if there is a gondola. ITS A BILLION DOLLERS?! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.2.7A, 32.2.7C, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I DO NOT believe the widening of the road is a better solution either. (32.2.9C) People will still drive. 
(32.2.4A) There will be unnecessary harm to the environment (32.4I). I am an employee at snowbird 
and the amount of time the road is closed do to hazardous dangerous incidents in winter as well as 
summer is growing. The amount of construction on that road due to Mother Nature is a problem in itself. 
Widening the road just makes more area for problems to happen and be fixed, more snow removal, 
more rock slide removal, more summer maintaining. (32.2.6.3P) I strongly believe that more electric 
busses operating more frequently and all year long is the answer. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.1.2C) 
Larger transportation hubs that make sense and have incentive. (32.2.6.2.1C) Stops at trail heads as 
well as extended hours of the day. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5N) I live in the Vally and work up at Park City 
Mtn. Resort in the winter and I take the buss from Kimble Junction to the resort almost daily and I have 
never had an issue, Its a great system. I also believe that there should be a toll gate just like Millcreek 
Cannyon. (32.2.4A) There is a fast pass lane for pass holders, residents, workers etc and another lane 
for one off's. This price can be included or discounted with lift tickets and have a fast pass mailed and 
reloaded like a RFID card. Thank you for hearing my thoughts. I live in Utah because of LCC and have 
made a home right off of Wasatch blvd. I hate the traffic and congestion just like everyone else, 
sometimes I can't even pull out of my driveway in the morning on a powder day. (32.7B) However I 
don't think that widening the road or a gaudy Gondola is the right solution. These Cannyons are 
beautiful natural assets of our state that we need to preserve and not exploit.  
-Becky
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COMMENT #:  9624 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alison Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
Sincerely, 
Alison Ward 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9625 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reuben Watkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support widening the road up LCC and promoting increased bus access, with winter time road access 
limited to resort employees and residents of LCC. (32.2.2B) I don’t support subsidizing resort access 
with hugely expensive, permanent, and vastly landscape-altering solutions. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  9626 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mathew Winterholler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The Gondola does not provide the access I would like to the White Pine trailhead or to rock climbing as 
it only goes to the two resorts) and will ruin the scenic value of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 
32.4G) Also, I like to road bike in the canyon and a wider road would be safer since I won’t be using it 
when it is super busy anyway. (32.9A and 32.9B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Mathew Winterholler 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9627 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liam Nolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is unacceptable to use tax payer money for a private resort gondola. (32.2.7A and 32.2.9E) 
Additionally there are less drastic solutions that will not affect the canyons. (32.2.2PP) Do not build this 
gondola 
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COMMENT #:  9628 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cass Ferrer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
pls pls pls no gondola. i want my son to experience areas that would be completely destroyed by this 
awful idea (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9629 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Philip Howland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see restricted access to the canyon during periods of heavy snowfall instead of either 
option currently available. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2M) However, if we need to do one or the other 
then I support the expanded bus service. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) This will be a more long term and 
scalable project than the gondola. The gondola will negatively impact views and seems poised to only 
benefit the ski resorts. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As someone who lives 
between Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon I would be more likely to utilize a bus than the gondola. It is 
easier to access via bus. The benefit of the bus over the gondola is the ability to use the road for more 
recreational purposes in the summer. (32.1.2C) I do NOT support the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9630 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sawyer Depies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it would be a bad idea to have a gondola for the area. It may increase the number of tourists but 
it would decrease the number of climbers that return to the area year after year. Not to mention 
climbers tend to be much more respectful of the land (32.2.9E and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  9631 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Blanford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in vote of the bus service and against the implementation of the gondola (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E).  
 
The bus service is quick (dedicated lane for busses in peak times), easy (large parking hubs reduces 
risk of having to fight for parking), reliable (running several busses at the same time means that the 
entire "system" will rarely come to a halt - the exception being canyon closures), cheap/free to use 
(UTA riding is normally free with a ski pass). (32.2.4A). The glaring issue is still traffic backup during 
canyon closures, but permanently installing the world's longest gondola to help mitigate a few weekend 
closures a year seems like overkill to me. (32.1.4D and 32.7A) 
 
The planned bus stops can be adapted quickly and easily each year, so hikers/bikers/backcountry 
skiers can get dropped off at important/popular hubs if the demand is there. Plus, in the summer, the 
bus priority lane gets used by pedestrians and bicyclists. Way safer for them, and makes driving LCC 
way easier not having to go around cyclists. (32.2.6.3C and 32.9A) 
 
With the gondola, it's literally only moving people to two ski resorts and out of peak season it is 
completely useless. For such a large investment that is going to be assisted by local taxpayers, it just 
doesn't seem to pay itself off. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
 
Finally, a strong bus system can also grow to help BCC. Throwing up a gondola in LCC helps them out, 
but does nothing for the other half of the motorists heading towards BCC. A strong, fast, well utilized 
bus system can assist both canyons without much additional effort. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) 
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COMMENT #:  9632 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blaine Moss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski frequently and love LCC. I'm very much opposed to a gondola and it's towers. (32.2.9E) We should 
start in the near term with more buses, tolling, reservation system. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) 
Also the 2 ski resorts should also pick up more of the cost. They are the ones primarily benefiting. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9633 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Katz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the LCC gondola as the best way to alleviate traffic congestion, reduce emissions and provide 
access in case of frequently occurring avalanches (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9634 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sav Watson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sav Watson 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9635 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What happens when the gondola is required to transport 30% of people up and down the canyon but it 
is closed due to high winds? (32.2.6.5K) You will not have bus service or other public transit available 
to transport these people down the canyon. How strongly will our comments even be considered when 
moving forward? (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  9636 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Werner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option for winter travel in LCC (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9637 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike McCartan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I do not support the gondola as a reasonable way to combat traffic issues, congestion and 
asccessability to Little Cottonwood Canyon in the winters (or Summers for that matter). (32.2.9E) This 
would not be an equitable access avenue and would be a major, tax-payer funded handout to the ski 
resorts. For the people, myself included, who enjoy the public lands of the canyons, and not the ski 
resorts, this would only further inhibit access. (32.4G, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I fully support road widening, road improvements and massivley increased bus traffic. (32.2.9B) 
Please reconsider your approach to the gondola. Thank you, Mike McCartan. 
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COMMENT #:  9638 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elliot Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the taxpayers, while 
ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.4I, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base of the 
canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at 
hand. (32.7B and 32.7C) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9639 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Rwoe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option is overall the lowest impact to the canyon during its lifecycle while also 
improving canyon safety. It improves the long-term environmental impact of traffic in the canyons 
(reducing air pollution in the canyons and reducing potential of spills due to traffic accidents). (32.2.9D 
and 32.10A) It also significantly limits the safety impacts to the public by reducing the rate of traffic 
accidents in winter driving conditions. This is accomplished by reducing the number of cars (and 
particularly 2-wheel drive cars) on the road trying to drive in often very inclement winter weather. It is 
also much safer to operate the gondola than a fleet of bus. (32.2.6.5D and 32.2.6.3P) The potential 
injury and death toll should a bus have an accident is not even a consideration with the gondola option. 
Provided the DOT ensures the proper maintenance of the gondola, there is almost no risk of rider injury 
or death. (32.2.6.5K) I feel like it would also limit traffic impacts on Wasatch due to not having to put 
police blockades at the mouth of the canyon to check that cars have the required all-wheel drive and 
snow tires. (32.2.2M) These police stop often add miles of traffic backup and slowdowns sometimes 
making it impossible to leave my neighborhood. As a resident in the “Top of the World” neighborhood, I 
think that reducing the number of cars piling onto Wasatch by the mouth of LCC would be a huge 
benefit! While both options improve the uphill capacity, the gondola option is obviously the preferred in 
terms of improving the uphill capacity of moving people to the major locations in the canyon. I also think 
that it would improve the tourist experience of people coming to ski in LCC. Rather than having to try 
and drive in snowy weather in a rental car, tourists could ride up the gondola and enjoy the scenery of 
the canyon while also being safe and comfortable. I think it is a no brainer that the gondola is by far the 
best solution and it is overall my preferred alternative to the issue of traffic and canyon congestion. 
(32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9640 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Myers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DONT DO IT. Your proposal does not address the problem in an acceptable way. This is not the 
solution we’re looking for (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  9641 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the taxpayers, while 
ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.4I, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base of the 
canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) Please 
consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at hand. (32.7B 
and 32.7C). Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9642 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maxwell Rice 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Maxwell Rice 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9643 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Keller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both the preferred alternatives to improve transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Widening the road would have a profound impact on recreation in the Canyon 
outside of the winter season potentially destroying many important bouldering spots along the road. 
(32.4A) Widening the road would also impact watershed and wildlife in the area, and construction 
would be spread throughout the canyon - dramatically altering the canyon. (32.12B, 32.12B, 32.4I, and 
32.17B) A gondola would have a profound visual impact, could also hurt bouldering, and most 
importantly only serves the canyon's two ski resorts. (32.17A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Out of the two options I would say this is the more environmentally responsible choice, but 
its impacts will still be profound. Both options are costly and would increase use of the canyon to a 
point that may be unsustainable. (32.20C) Transitioning to electric buses and limiting personal 
automobiles in the canyon wouldn't require costly investments in infrastructure that assumes the 
Canyon will remain a premier wintersport destination in a future of climate change. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2B, 
and 32.2.4A) In the future Utah winters may look drastically different than they do now, so any option 
should serve the whole canyon (not just resorts) at any time of the year, and it should do so in a a way 
that doesn't contribute to overuse of the canyon or increased development. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 
32.20B) If UDOT only a limited amount of personal automobiles in the canyon using a lottery system 
that canyon users could sign up for and also invested in more electric buses we could potentially 
maintain sustainable use of the canyon in a way that is environmentally friendly and equitable to all 
canyon users. (32.2.2K and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  9644 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hanna Conklin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t destroy our public lands. These canyons offer peace and joy to all who visit. Destroying 
any more of little cottonwood canyon for any reason would ruin the value and purpose of Salt Lake City. 
(32.4I and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9645 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Calliway Levin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please save this canyon! Stop your action! Please please please! (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  9646 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Proper Snow Tires and 4wd only in the canyons. I am seeing an uptick of door drop delivery drivers ill 
prepared for mountain driving in periods of heavy snowfall. Rental cars even with 4wd drive often have 
tires not fit for winter conditions. Large delivery trucks and many contractors from the valley also have 
no business heading up the canyon during storms. Most local pass holders are very prepared and not 
the problem. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  9647 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jordan Lagana 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jordan Lagana 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9648 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vince Craig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I submitted a question yesterday. But did want to say I am in favor of the gondola, even though I still do 
have questions. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9649 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaylee Bringhurst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin the infrastructure snd history of climbing in LCC for the sake of seasonal tourism!!!! 
(32.1.2B, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  9650 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Amanda Roper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Amanda Roper 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9651 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  VaLynn Espinoza 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gandola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9652 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Combs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9653 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elle Gord 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Elle Gord 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9654 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Brickman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the way to go! (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-9884 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9655 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jess Hartman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jess Hartman 
Huntsville, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9656 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cali Woodbury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cali Woodbury 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9657 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Landers Gaydosh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why should my parents pay for something that benefits people from other states? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Also, we as Utahns are better off without snow bird and Alta. Down with 
snowbird and Alta!!!!!! 
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COMMENT #:  9658 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Austin Brice 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Austin Brice 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9659 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Yong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support tolls, restrictions on single occupancy vehicles, and any other means to discourage 
the use of personal vehicles in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) I am strongly opposed 
to any widening of the Canyon roads. (32.2.9C) On the other hand, I strongly support expansion of 
existing mass transit options such as increased frequency of bus service, or rail construction (but NOT 
if it means widening the roads). (32.2.9A or 32.2.9F) This watershed belongs to all of us, not just 
skiers. (32.12B) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9660 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joey Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no Gondola! (32.2.9E) It's way too big of a jump in development. The canyon is already at 
capacity and cramming more people up at the resorts will hurt our state and people. (32.20A and 
32.20C) 
 
Our economy is just fine as it is. We do NOT need even more tourists than we already have. If we 
continue to greedily seek money in the name of "job creation and economic development," we will pay 
the price in reduced quality of life for those of us who are already here. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  9661 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keelan Johns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a skier I urge you to please NOT spend our taxpayer money putting in a gondola up LCC. (32.2.9E) 
That would be a huge waste of taxpayer money to subsidize the ski industry. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I get that they bring in a lot of tax money for the state, but there are other, 
less destructive, more agile (can change/upgrade in the future) options. A gondola would be a huge 
capital investment that could not easily change in the future. (32.2.6.5A)  
Instead I urge you to expand bus options up the canyon or even look at light rail. (32.2.9A or 32.2.9F) 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9662 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Lake 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been skiing at Alta since before the introduction of the IKON pass. I think that if it weren’t for the 
IKON pass then this would not be up for discussion at all. Canyon use has increased dramatically 
because of the IKON pass. As a past employee of Alta Ski Resort I had the chance to talk to 
customers, most of which were IKON pass holders. Alta and Snowbird are popular and successful 
enough to afford to get rid of the IKON pass. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  9663 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melody Fontaine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do neither the gondola or improved bus lane. You’ll never get the beauty of the canyon back 
after we disturb Mother Nature. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  9664 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyler Cooley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d like to see lower impact options to the landscape and the canyon explored before major changes are 
made to the roadway and landscape. Like better bus systems better parking before roads are 
expanded or gondolas are installed. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9665 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Makena Hewitt-Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The construction of a gondola and subsequent destruction of the natural environment for the interest of 
private businesses is obscene and negligent, if not criminal. I have skied my entire life, and it has 
always been about being in nature, not the need to hurt it. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C)

Page 32B-9895 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9666 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Kessler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a year-round recreational user of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I do not support either proposal. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The problem isn’t the road, it’s that there isn’t room at the top of the canyon for 
all of the people that want to use it when snow conditions are good. Getting more people up there more 
quickly (however that is achieved) will only make the problem worse. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.20C) I do, 
however, support making the canyon road SAFER by putting in avalanche mitigating features. 
(32.2.9K) I also support paid parking throughout Alta and Snowbird. Scarce resources should be priced 
(32.2.2K). 
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COMMENT #:  9667 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bennett Fowler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This land has amazing bouldering and hiking on it and with the construction and addition of the gondola 
it will great affect this for a large number of people who enjoy the outdoors. (32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9668 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT's stated intent is to 'improve the transportation-related commuter, recreation, and tourism 
experiences for all users of S.R. 210 through transportation improvements that improve roadway safety, 
reliability, and mobility on S.R. 210.' However the enhanced bus alternative and most especially the 
gondola alternative do not meet this intent as they only serve a portion of users (not 'all users') - those 
who use the resorts. This does not improve the transportation options for backcountry users whose 
population has exploded in growth recently. The gondola alternative especially fails in meeting this 
intent. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
In addition, UDOT describes a need to address limited trailhead parking and the negative effects that 
result therefrom. While some some new parking has been added, the Gondola alternative does nothing 
to address this need especially in light of the increased backcountry use described above.  
Consequently, UDOT's stated purpose and primary objective to substantially improve roadway safety, 
reliability, and mobility on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard through the town of Alta for all users on  
S.R. 210 is severely limited and compromised despite the substantial cost of both alternatives to the 
public. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G)  
 
Section 2.5 demonstrates the premature issuance of this EIS by disclosing 'UDOT anticipates that the 
enhanced bus service alternatives and snow sheds would be under the purview of 23 USC Section 
317, but the gondola alternatives, the Cog Rail Alternative, and the trailhead improvement alternatives 
might not be. However, because FHWA has yet to make a determination regarding Section 317 
applicability, UDOT has analyzed all of the action alternatives and components that would be located 
on NFS lands as if a special-use authorization would be required from the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache 
National Forest.' As such, more clarity regarding FHWA's determination is necessary to gauge the 
feasibility of the full suite of alternatives versus making an assumption as to the action before the forest 
services such that all alternatives can be evaluated equally and in accordance to the Council of 
Environmental Quality's NEPA regulations. (32.28A) 
 
Finally, although not substantive to the purpose and need of this EIS I do find it appalling that we are 
considering expenditures of such vast sums of taxpayer money be spent on a project that caters to the 
interests of private resorts, the enjoyment of which is so expensive as to be essentially economically 
inaccessbile to most of our local populace. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Meanwhile 
the number of homeless people and other members of our society in need of taxpayer assistance 
grows daily. It is incredibly disappointing. Both Alta and Snowbird should be ashamed of themselves for 
milking the public coffers rather than footing the bill themselves in such times of need. Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  9669 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Keeling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. Not enough has yet been done to improve the bus services. There are not enough buses 
servicing the park and rides. Some park and rides are under-utilised (eg 3900 S/Wasatch). More 
stringent carpooling is necessary with 4+ to a vehicle. And a special lane for buses and shuttles 
(32.2.9B, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.4A). A gondola only really serves the Bird and Alta and is an 
irreversible mark on the landscape with massive construction involved. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) First try better bus service with improved ski storage (the current bus 
service and ski storage is absolutely useless) and a bus and car pool-only lane. (32.2.9B) Give it a 
year. Have a firm research plan that monitors bus numbers, car parking in park and rides, numbers 
using buses at various peak hours and a system for enforcing car pooling. If all that doesn't work - 
gondola. But at least give it a year to test an improvement in the existing infrastructure. (32.29R) Thank 
you, Anna Keeling 
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COMMENT #:  9670 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elliott Barcikowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The proposed gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon is quite simply the worst of all the transportation 
solutions that have been floated for the Wasatch mountains around Salt Lake City. (32.2.9E) This 
would be an enormous expenditure that does little to actually alleviate the traffic issues in the canyon 
and exists only to aid a particular group: owners of ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Time and again the ideas for traffic "solutions" end up coming directly out of ski resort marketing 
departments. It's simply absurd that we would spend the kind of money needed for such a project on a 
solution that is so orthogonal to the actual problems it purports to solve. (32.7B and 32.7C) In addition 
to the money, Little Cottonwood Canyon would be permanently disfigured and many recreational areas 
in the canyon would be turned into industrial sites. (32.4I and 32.17A) For this the public gains little in 
the way of access, aside from a slow and expensive way to get to the Snowbird and Alta. This idea is 
beyond bad. 
 
There are many easy and sensible solutions that could be implemented quickly. First, the focus should 
be on large investments in bus lines, reduced or free bus services and tolls to get into the canyon. 
Since this has never been tried in a serious way there is no excuse in using such a simple, common 
sense solution first. As traffic grows, bus lanes may be expanded and snow sheds added to increase 
the flow of traffic in the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) 
 
A gondola is simply not a transportation solution, it's a ski resort marketing tool. Every local person that 
I know sees how absurd and corrupt this is. It's simply indefensible. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Elliott Barcikowski 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9671 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Paula Aoki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for providing the information on the above alternative project to the growing increase of 
traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The link provided in an email sent to me by Snowbird was very 
informative, as well as the short video. I am in support of this project. (32.29D) 
 
Regards, 
Paula Aoki 
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COMMENT #:  9672 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Mehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brian Mehl 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9673 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emma Orgill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emma Orgill 
SLC, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9674 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mazzy McKinnie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6) Seeing as the canyon congestion stretches out to I215 exit and well past little cottonwood south, 
putting a parking lot for the gondola at La Caille will not eliminate or even reduce canyon traffic. We will 
still have the same amount of cars in the area. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
7) What incentivizes the use of the gondola over the existing bus other than time difference? Not 
enough people will be willing to pay the fee to use the gondola over being able to "drive their own 
private vehicles. (32.2.4A) 
 
8) The fact that Utah taxpayers will be responsible for the cost of the gondola is not fair. (32.2.7A) What 
about the utahns that snowboard and cant go to alta? (32.29I) What about the utahns that ski BCC or 
park city? (32.1.1A) What about the cross country and backcountry skiers that ski areas of the canyon 
not reached by the gondola? (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.4G) What about the Utahns that 
dont ski or snowboard at all? (32.1.2B and 32.7C) The gondola only goes to snowbird and alta only 
benefiting their financial needs. (32.2.7A) If the gondola will only go to snowbird and alta, those 2 
companies should be the ones to pay the bill, not the Utah taxpayer. 
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I think the best option the eliminate canyon traffic in LCC is to do just that; eliminate it. Add in snow 
shed tunnels in avalanche areas and make access bus only with multiple stops up the canyon for users 
of all types. (32.2.9K, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Mazzy McKinnie 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9675 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Would it be possible to set a limit on the number of days someone can drive their personal car up the 
canyon in the winter? For example, if the cap was 30 days, then for those people who want to ski 100 
days in a season, they could ride public transportation or share a ride with someone if they wanted to 
go more than 30 times. You could expand this to focus on high-traffic days, encouraging people to 
utilize public transit on the high-traffic days. For example, everyone could get 10 days a season on 
high-traffic days (weekends/holidays). If you had a scan station at the mouth of the canyon to read 
license plates, you could automate all of it. It seems to have less environmental impact and be a heck 
of a lot cheaper to do. You would have to register your car's license plate online and you would have to 
limit the number of cars per household. For people going up the canyon who do not go to Alta or 
Snowbird, maybe they can have more days/unlimited days. I would assume the vast majority of canyon 
traffic in the winter is to the two resorts. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  9676 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Noah Lebsack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Noah Lebsack 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-9907 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9677 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paige Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola or lane widening in LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Bouldering is an incredibly 
important part of SLC history, tourism, and outdoor industry. Anything that compromises the boulders is 
unacceptable. (32.4A and 32.4B) We should not compromise our environment in favor of the ski 
industry. (32.2.7A) If we must, limit access during peak times. I’m happy to pay to ride a shuttle and 
wait my turn if the canyon is crowded. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  9678 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would ask that you consider both expanding the bus services (frequencies & capacity) as well as 
incentivizing 4 person car pools before spending money on an expensive and environmentally 
impacting gondola system. (32.2.9B, 3.2.6.3N, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9E). 
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COMMENT #:  9679 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Bartke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against any landscape altering in LCC. We should first try options that will not harm the landscape, 
and additionally, (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.13A, and 32.17B) I do not want my taxpayer money helping out 
two private businesses to get more money. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are 
more sports than just skiing and snowboarding in LCC, and to disregard those in favor of another that 
makes more money is unfair and part of gentrification of the outdoors. 
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COMMENT #:  9680 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Crofts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be the least damaging to the environment. We support the idea of the gondola over 
the bus option. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  9681 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rozlyne Gonzalez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rozlyne Gonzalez 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9682 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Audrey Moody 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Audrey Moody 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9683 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Paulsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t use taxpayer dollars to help deliver tourists to Snowbird and Alta! I strongly believe a 
gondola will ruin LCC (32.2.9E and 32.4I)

Page 32B-9914 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9684 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hayden Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Hayden Price 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9685 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ad5 Zalewski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is an absolute shame. It would utterly destroy the beauty of the canyon.. just look over at 
the open pit mine across the valley and ask your self if we should do that again. I'm all for economic 
growth.. I have vacation rentals here. Just please no gondola... (32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  9686 

DATE:   9/1/21 3:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Misty Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola. It should contribute much less pollution and hopefully not destroy as much 
of the natural beauty of the canyon (32.2.9D and 32.17A). 
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COMMENT #:  9687 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Sasine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
YES!!! I am greatly in favor of the Gondola Project. Utah would finally be able to join the 21st century of 
providing clean efficient access to its majestic ski slope the same way Europe has done for many 
decades. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9688 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Klemme 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution only helps the resorts at the expense of the tax payers. If Snowbird or Alta wants 
a gondola to service there resorts then they should pay for it. It doesn't take into consideration 
backcountry skiers, hikers, climbers, summer use etc. This is a terrible idea and will ruin the canyon. 
(32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9689 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Hamric 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Problems are single riders and no parking.We need parking away from Wasatch rd and buses from 
there. (32.2.2I). Gondolas and trains are just a folly and a waste of time and money. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9M) 
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COMMENT #:  9690 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tobias Rosenberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If private ski resorts want to have a gondola fine, let them but do not make tax money go to their private 
wealth. The state of Utah should not pay money for Snowbird and Alta to profit. Snowbird generates 
130 million dollars annually. We could do so much to improve the air in salt lake with the money 
potentially going to help Snowbird and Alta generate more profit. Make them pay for it if they want a 
gondola. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9691 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kristina Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristina Baker 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9692 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shyanne Zubal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Shyanne Zubal 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9693 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Seymour 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The destruction of little cottonwoods climbing would be a horrible tragedy. This area should be 
preserved for future generations of climbers and outdoor lovers, not callously destroyed. (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  9694 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josilene Quintana 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This draft would be destructive to the environmental area many people visit for recreational purposes. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9695 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Roberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the Gondola. Its is the option that will provide a long term transit solution for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Busses and lane widening will only amplify the existing challenges faced in LCC. 
Perhaps explore summer gondola operations as well. (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  9696 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Van Frank 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am distressed about both options, but would like to express support for the lesser of two evils, which 
would be expanded bus routes. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.2I) These allow for more flexibility to 
accommodate higher and lower levels of seasonal traffic and to drop off in multiple spots along the 
canyon. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3D, and 32.2.6.5C) The gondola only serves the resorts, are only run in 
winter, and lengthen travel time considerably. (32.2.6.5F, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) While I love me a ride on the tram and can see the charm of the gondola idea, it does not offer a 
good solution to the wider practicalities of access. (32.2.6.5G) It ends up being a subsidy to the resorts, 
rather than supporting access for all users of the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  9697 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hill Stoecklein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
Sincerely, 
Hill Stoecklein 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9698 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  R Anthony Sweet 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes on bus improvements and roads. (32.2.9B) Emphatic no on gondola (32.2.9E). Little Cottonwood 
Canyon is much more than just Alta and Snowbird. The bus alternate can service all users of the 
canyon and not just the ski resort operators. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  9699 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Allison Vaughan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6). As a climber, I am devastated thinking about the immense impact this construction will have on the 
boulders that exist throughout the canyon. All for the sake of capitalism and greed. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
7). As a taxpayer, I do not want my hard earned dollars to fund 2 ski resorts that I have never even 
visited. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Allison Vaughan 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9700 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Osterloh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support Enhanced Busing with Additional Lanes. This solution will best serve the community for many 
reasons. (32.2.9B) 
 
First, the solution is flexible. It can adjust as our needs change. We can use more buses or less buses. 
We can change pick up points and drop off points as those needs become apparent in future years. 
The option can be implemented in stages. It can grow as we do. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Second, I am opposed to the Goldola option due to the tremendous damage it will do to the viewpoints 
of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) We would never think of putting a gondola up Zions 
Canyon. It is obvious that would be wrong. A gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon would be similarly 
wrong. If we allow a gondola system to be installed in Little Cottonwood Canyon, we will scar it forever. 
It will be pervasive. You will see it from every point in the canyon. Twenty-two, twenty-two story 
buildings with 40 bus sized gondola strung 200 plus feet in the air will now be the main viewpoint in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. It will no longer be the granite rock face behind Wasatch Resort. It will no 
longer be the goats on the cliffs at the mouth of the canyon. It will no longer be the expansive view 
looking down the canyon from the wild flowers of Albion Basin. The main, pervasive, view point of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon will be 22 skyscraper sized towers with 40 buses riding on a steel cable. (32.17A 
and 32.4I) 
 
The Enhanced Bus option can be phased in. Widen roads as the need becomes apparent. Start with 
snow sheds, electronic tolling, and more frequent buses. (32.2.9K, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.29R) We may 
find that is enough. If however, we do need to expand the road, it will just widen by twenty feet the scar 
that is already there, and has been there for years. A gondola will stand out like a sore thumb, visible 
from every corner of the canyon.
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COMMENT #:  9701 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Effie Bonham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Effie Bonham 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9702 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Aiudi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build this, we don’t need to destroy our canyon for the ski resorts profit. (32.29D and 
32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  9703 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Renato Mascardo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola feels like a great idea -- please approve it. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9704 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding bus capacity + some roadway improvements is the way. (32.2.9B) The gondola is a very poor 
choice, and it’s a choice that will not age well for either the Wasatch Range in general, or UDOT. 
(32.2.9E) All the gondola will do is pad the bottom line of Alta/Snowbird, and have a minimal impact on 
traffic conditions. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Deeply, deeply support additional bus 
service, and further partnerships with resorts to incentivize both carpooling and bus utilization. 
(32.2.4A) There will be no going back on a gondola. Once 170’ tall towers are placed in LCC, they 
won’t go away. Urge you to try and implement measures which are: agile, scalable, and most 
importantly - reversible. (32.2.6.3D)
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COMMENT #:  9705 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hayden Oshea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that there is no easy solution to the traffic problem in LCC but i strongly disagree with the idea 
of a gondola. (32.2.9E) Also that widening the road puts many roadside landmarks, such as boulders in 
danger of being destroyed. (32.2.9C and 32.4A) I believe that promoting a more frequent bus system is 
the best option for now. (32.2.9A) If a gondola is built, the number of cars allowed in the canyon should 
be limited and the gondola use should be forced. (32.2.6.5D, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.4A) Alta and snowbird 
support the gondola only because they will make billions more a year than previously. Yet the incredible 
beauty of Little Cottonwood will be altered forever. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  9706 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alec Empson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifelong skier, I understand and relate the issues revolving around ski traffic. That being said, this 
is about more than skiing. I am also a climber and I believe that destroying natural climbing areas is not 
the answer. Any outdoor enthusiast, including skiers, can surely relate and understand that the impact 
humans have on the environment is taking its toll. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 34.4I) I am asking UDOT not to 
proceed with the transportation proposals in Little Cottonwood Canyon in consideration of the fact that it 
would cause irreversible destruction of Utah’s natural beauty. (32.2.9G)  
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COMMENT #:  9707 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is the best alternative for providing access to recreational facilities in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) Even with examples lanes, buses can still be slowed by traffic or 
avalanche mitigation. (32.2.6.3P) Other countries have used gondolas and aerial trams to alleviate 
congestion and provide access. I personally avoid LCC due to the traffic issues. Being able to park and 
ride to my destination should be a welcome relief. 
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COMMENT #:  9708 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jake Albright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jake Albright 
SOC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9709 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Delena Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a 45 yr old resident of Sandy most my life. I currently live in Salt Lake City. I'm a skier, climber, 
runner etc. I'm deeply concerned that UDOT is trying to push for financially beneficial projects rather 
then smart choices. (32.1.2B) Greed is a disease that can ruin any man. Colorado is not utah and these 
ski companies do not respect how we Utahns want to run our mountains. We have a serious problem 
with human poop in our canyons already. Our drinking water. We cannot continue to ignore that issue. 
(32.12A and 32.12B) The last 2 times I hiked brighton and alta they smelled like a diaper. Maybe these 
Colorado companies do not appreciate our watersheds. If you build to allow faster access and more 
capacity it will simply fill and be congested again. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.20E) I have lived here all my 
life mostly. In Canada they limit capacity to avoid over pooping the landscapes. (32.20B) I have 
watched arches, zions and others try to manage things by increasing access. Only to become overly 
crowded. I think limiting access is our only safe model for our watershed. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 
32.2.2L) But Canyons wants their rich clients to access the resorts without being around us gross locals 
via a gondola. (32.2.9E) Or have special buses just for them. I do all these sports and both canyons 
need long term year round options to manage over crowding of our canyons. (32.1.2C).  
 
So if I had a choice it would be the rail option. (32.2.9F) Im so sorry UDOT would get only 7mil for this 
option, so their not pushing its agenda. But lets be clear after watching the road wash out personally 5 
times this year. Rail has the lowest impact, doesn't smell bad, will run in super deep snow, can run year 
round, and can link up with hotels eventually in down town. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I) I remember when rail 
first hit utah. Everyone said it would suck. But rail really works well for a frequently expanding 
infrustructure. Road ways cannot acomadate our growth. UDOT cannot meet our needs with roads. We 
need long term low impact solutions. Please dont choose money and greed over the people. Please.  
Delena 
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COMMENT #:  9710 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Kurz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. Please do not put a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) The impact to the bouldering will be irreversible 
(32.4B). People love the cottonwoods for their access to many things, not just skiing (32.4I). Thanks. 

Page 32B-9941 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9711 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kurt Thornton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the proposed gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon. I fell though, that it should be 
part of a multi solution approach that would include enhanced bus service to multiple drop off locations 
and a toll booth for all cars. Something has to be in place to get people to use these public services. 
Free to residents as well as foot and pedal traffic. (32.2.9D, 32.2.2W, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, and 
32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  9712 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Branch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a LCC lover and resident, I strongly oppose the gondola as a viable solution for the traffic problem. 
(32.2.9E) The idea of having permanent structure added to our beautiful canyon is simply appalling. 
(32.17A) The traffic problem is seasonal, and so needs to be the solution. (32.1.2C) Additional bus 
service, expanded suicide lane, avalanche sheds, toll fees, etc. (32.2.9B, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.4A)  
Please don't let private businesses dictate the solution to the problem, consider all residents, 
constituents and people impacted. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9713 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jenikka Brady 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jenikka Brady 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9714 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeanne Barus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor a 100% privately funded solution. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  9715 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Himbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand the need to find better solutions to improve the traffic situation during ski season in LCC.  
 
With that said: While a gondola may improve the traffic, it would have an immense impact on the 
environment and would destroy the views that we love and we are proud of to call our home. Further, it 
would not only be there during the months it is needed, it would be there year around. In addition, 
gondola construction would require even greater impacts on the environment because it will require 
construction roads. (32.1.4A, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.2.6.5L) 
 
Similarly, widening the road will not solve the problem over long term. (32.2.9C, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In 
contrast, it would simply increase the amount of cars that can travel up the canyon, subsequently 
increasing the lines at ski resorts. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, and 32.1.2D) We would most likely see the same 
traffic issue after a while as more people would try to travel up the canyon. 
 
In my opinion, enhanced bus services are the most environmentally friendly and effective solution. It 
increases the amount of people that can travel up the canyon and it limits the amount of cars going up 
the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  9716 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Zaugg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like gondola and not expanded bus system. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  9717 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Allison Skok 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Allison Skok 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9718 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Birdie Zepeda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola construction will destroy climbs a global community would travel to visit and the 
associated profits. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, and 32.6D) In a time where climate change is bringing less and 
less snow, it just makes sense to preserve climbing over easier transportation for a select few. 
(32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  9719 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Gurchiek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the Enhanced Bus system before the Gondola (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) I want there to be less of 
an impact on the canyon. Seeing the Gondola while hiking would take away from the experience of 
hiking in this part of the Wasatch. (32.4I and 32.17A)  
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COMMENT #:  9720 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Richins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am NOT in favor of a Gondola. (32.2.9E) The Gondola is focused on two private businesses in the 
canyon. The Gondola does not consider the needs of backcountry skiers, hikers, photographers, and 
other outdoor users. The Gondola will be costly, negatively change the appearance of the canyon, and 
is not a good option from my perspective. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
I support using busses the way that Zion National park used to use busses. I believe that system would 
be much better for helping ALL users and the public more enjoy this beautiful canyon. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  9721 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Essaff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Improve the bus system. Gondola will only help the resorts and the rich (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9722 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Lapointe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't ruin the canyon with an eyesore like the gondola...road improvements are all that is needed. 
(32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.2.2P or 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  9723 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Jacobson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO Gondola! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9724 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Wollenzien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This to me is a sexy option that doesn’t make much sense. What about an electric multi car bus. paid 
for by the resorts w free ridership? Ride to the resort is mandatory. Please consider those not using the 
ski resorts for recreation. (32.2.2B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9725 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Michael 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a regular visitor to Utah from out of State. The Gondola option is highly appealing as a tourist who 
regularly skis in Utah. It would allow many tourists, including myself, to forgo driving under-equipped 
rental cars up the canyon when weather is inclement and provide for a safer option if weather changes 
after already on the mountain. The Gondola option is ideal. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9726 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ruth Pope 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You should do a mass transit rail system that would hold way more people, Faster and more efficient. 
That’s how it’s done in Switzerland. It works very well! Please, no buses, and no gondolas! 
(32.2.9F, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  9727 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jude Zaugg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola up little cottonwood canyon would be a fabulous idea. It would greatly reduce traffic 
which would reduce accidents and make it much easier to get up the canyon during winter. Please do 
it! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9728 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Van Wagoner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is a much better long term solution to the traffic problem we see now and will 
continue to face as more people come to enjoy the Greatest Snow on Earth. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9729 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annette Knight 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long time user of LCC & cumulative over 29 year resident of Salt Lake City I strongly feel that 
bussing & tolling options need to be exhausted before any further expenses including widening the road 
or gondola options. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.29R, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) Before spending more than half 
a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, I 
am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing 
infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Some 
of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  9730 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeremy Handly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I just wanted to express my opposition for the plan to build a gondola up Little Cottonwood 
canyon. It will permanently scar the beautiful landscape that we enjoy when recreating there. The 
growth and profits of a few corporations does not justify it. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are many other options to consider that have less impact on 
our land. I hope that we can come to a better solution. (32.2.2PP) Thanks for considering all options 
and listening to all sides. 
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COMMENT #:  9731 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  A Knight 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.. 
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COMMENT #:  9732 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Montgomery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Totally for the Gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9733 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lance Kocherhans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola concept. I am an owner of a couple of timeshare condos at The Cliff Club 
and this option seems to be the best one to me and my family (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  9734 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Rushford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The canyons are as crowded as they are because of the world class recreation. So any plans that 
would decrease recreation access or destinations would be a foolish investment. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 
32.4G) In addition, the amazing beauty and places of LCC do not belong to Snowbird and Alta. If they 
want non-stop access to their doors, they should pay for it. (32.2.7A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) I’ll be ski 
touring and climbing happily without them, granted you keep allowing non-millionaires up the canyon. 
Whatever you put in, make it free, for everyone, for forever. (32.2.4A) 

Page 32B-9965 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9735 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Rushton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to start by saying that I understand the increased pressure on Little Cottonwood Canyon 
(LCC) and the challenges presented by the increased population of people utilizing the canyon. I am a 
native Utahn and I have seen first hand what the population explosion has done to our open spaces 
over the past 50 years. I do not blame people for wanting to get outside. I am one of them. Having said 
that, I realize a solution toward maintaining the majesty of LCC is of utmost importance. LCC is as 
unique an environment as any National Park. The mountains are visually stunning. They house habitat 
for wildlife and offer hiking, biking, climbing, and skiing of the highest caliber. My concern is that there 
are proposals that will alter LCC permanently, only to placate to the ski resorts, at the detriment of all 
other human and wildlife activities. (32.4I, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I do not believe that an honest attempt has been made to run a bus service that serves the 
population requiring it. I do not see why a robust, not just increased, bus service, with parking 
structures at the mouth of the canyon can not be used. This is no impact to the canyon landscape. An 
honest attempt can be made, without impacting all other activities, and protect the landscape in its 
current condition. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C) Make an honest attempt at utilizing a non impactful 
process before altering a landscape. This can never be undone. Two years of a robust bus service will 
give a great deal of information moving forward. As of now, the bus service is so weak that there can be 
no real conversation about its effectiveness. LCC is not for skiing alone. Preserve all the landscapes in 
the public’s best interest. (32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  9736 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brianna McCain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I think you.should consider less impactful options and implement those first prior to going straight into a 
costly and damaging gondola or bus system. (32.2.2P and 32.29R) I think taking an approach that 
respects the capacity of the canyons should be tried first. (32.20B) Imagine if a combination of ticketed 
entry to the ski lifts, reservation systems for parking, and a kiosk at the bottom of the hill to check for 
snow tires and safety was implemented instead. (32.2.2K and 32.2.2M) Please consider other options 
first! The current two options are too expensive and don’t even solve the core problems. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Brianna McCain 
1357 south Roberta street 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9737 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Deb Sussman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello I am commenting during the public comment. About the proposed work to be done in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. As a CAnyon use her for over the past 30 years I have seen increased 
congestion increase traffic increased accidents. I do not think that a gondola is the right answer. 
(32.2.9E) I think we would be better served by increased buses possibly a user fee to drive up the 
canyon as in Mill Creek. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Something must be done but as growth continues I 
doubt that that will happen at all where we put a cap on how many people can come up the canyon. 
(32.20B and 32.2.2K) I do not even go up there on weekends anymore because of the traffic 
congestion. Climate change is real and we must learn to adapt to this new normal. (32.2.2E) Thank you 
forAllowing me to put my two cents in for what it's worth Deb Sussman" 
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COMMENT #:  9738 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Kach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus only. (32.2.2B or 32.2.9A) When it is windy, you will shut down the gondola. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  9739 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either of the preferred alternatives named by UDOT. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The stated 
goal of the project is “to improve safety, reliability, and mobility for all S.R. 210 users”. The preferred 
alternatives would not accomplish this goal - instead they focus on winter recreationists, namely resort 
skiers, at the expense of other Little Cottonwood Canyon users including backcountry skiers, climbers, 
hikers, bikers, trail runners, and others (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C).  
 
Both alternatives involve irreversible changes to LCC, coming at a big expense to the taxpayers. Before 
we make these changes to our public lands, we should invest taxpayer money in less environmentally 
impactful solutions such as improving the current bus/transit system. (32.2.9A) The current transit 
system as it exists is not doing enough to alleviate the winter traffic problem, but it could be improved 
upon and expanded to serve all users of the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2D and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
The following are solutions that have not yet been attempted but would be much more easily 
implemented than a multi-million dollar construction project on our public lands: 
 
- - Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

- Implementing bus service during the non-winter months for other users of the canyons (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.3C) 
 
Please consider other alternatives before embarking on a construction project that would impact our 
flora and fauna, watershed, and access to recreation in LCC. 
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COMMENT #:  9740 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Hardwick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both of the 'preferred alternatives' proposed by UDOT regarding the Little Cottonwood EIS. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola alternative is extremely costly to the taxpayer while really only 
benefitting the resort owners. It would do little to alleviate traffic and would provide zero benefit to 
dispersed users who are not recreating at the resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It 
would permanently ruin the beautiful viewshed of the canyon and would permanently destroy hundred 
of boulders that are extremely valuable to thousands of climbers from Utah and around the world. 
(32.17A and 32.4B). The road widening alternative would destroy even more valuable rock climbing 
resources (boulders) and permanently steal this recreation resource from countless current and future 
climbers. (32.4A) While the road widening alternative could alleviate traffic a bit in the winter, it is a 
destructive and costly alternative.I do support building snow sheds, constructing mobility hubs with 
larger-capacity park-and-ride lots with transit service, widening and other improvements to Wasatch 
Boulevard, tolling, and greatly enhanced bus service. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.4A) If a toll is put in 
place (perhaps a higher toll on weekends/holidays, higher toll for single occupancy) and buses run 
more often, the bus could be made free and this would do more than either of the proposed 'preferred' 
alternatives to alleviate traffic. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  9741 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Laurenzo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I encourage you to at least try some less restrictive alternatives before more permanent ones such as 
widening roads or building gondola towers. (32.29R, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) Why not try tolling and 
increased bus service, a better winter tire law- maybe even snowsheds- and see where that leaves us? 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2M) I am disappointed in the massive leap you seem to be so keen to 
take, and more so by the impact it will make on the natural amenities of our Wasatch mountains. (32.4I) 
Traffic and safety are huge problems here, but we haven't tried almost anything to address them yet. 
(32.29R)  
 
The gondola serves ski resorts exclusively and is an overt use of public funding for private interests. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
I am disheartened by the lack of transparency when it comes to the user cost of both options, as I 
imagine this will massively impact their efficacy. (32.2.4A) 
 
Please do not turn the communities at the bottom of the canyon into a giant parking lot. Public transit 
services should start throughout the valley. (32.2.2I) 
 
The EIS makes no mention of Climate Change and how the warming of our region, along with lower 
precipitation trends, may affect user demand with time. (32.2.2E)  
 
The EIS makes no mention of the potential impact near-future technology may have on transit. For 
example: upgrading buses to full electric/autonomous, or the viability of upgrading the gondola. What 
happens to the gondola when it's obsolete and when demand drops? (32.2.6H and 32.2.6.5A) 
 
Neither option seems to address summer traffic issues (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C). 
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COMMENT #:  9742 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Loach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA. (32.2.9E). The gondola is so illogical, it would only serve to bring more revenue to the 
ski resorts while completely ruining everything locals have to love about this canyon. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Explore other options such as snow sheds and electric busses for 
minimal impact on the natural surroundings. (32.2.9K, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F) Cog rail with snow 
sheds also is an entirely overlooked idea. (32.2.9F) Think about the canyon, not the money!!! (32.29G)  
Ps, the gondola is a complete eyesore that no one wants to look at. (32.17A) 

Page 32B-9973 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9743 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gene Bosley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While the LCC DEIS seems to have arrived on the best two preferred alternatives, there isn’t enough 
documentation included in the DEIS to either properly frame them in context, or especially to evaluate 
subalternatives related to Wasatch Boulevard and parking. Specifically: 
Alta plus Snowbird combined have approximately 5,000 parking spaces, but the DEIS fails to mention 
this. This is valuable context, and brings up questions of how either preferred alternative, each with half 
that, really solves the problem. (32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3A, 32.2.6.3D, 32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Further, if 
some alternatives allow for 2,500 spaces split between mobility hubs, why can’t the Gondola B 
alternative be implemented this way, thus totaling 3,500 valley spaces? (32.2.6.5J) Similarly, for 
context, how does 1,050 riders/hour for the gondola compare to resort uphill capacity? (32.20C) 
 
The DEIS quotes county-wide (Salt Lake and Utah) population growth projections as justification for 
expanding Wasatch as a commuter road. This is speculative at best, as these projections completely 
lack the granularity to justify the proposal, with the East Bench of SL County largely built-out, with 
limited opportunity for either greenfield development or densification. The population growth is 
occurring to the west - and the traffic growth on Wasatch would not scale to, say Herriman growth. With 
the only technical reports available online being on air quality and noise, there is insufficient information 
in the DEIS to evaluate how population growth was applied to traffic projections, and whether the 
approach was valid at all. If the commuter traffic rationale is invalid, then there is little need for widening 
Wasatch to the degree proposed. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
The fact sheet suggests the purpose a focus on “...safety” of “all users” on SR 210 from Ft. Union to 
Alta, yet this is not articulated in the overlong and rambling purpose and need statement, nor reflected 
in the designs proffered for Wasatch as applied to bicycle safety. While they are arguably safer 
(arguable given likely higher running speeds) than the status quo, a fully protected bicycle route would 
be safer than either alternative or No Action. That no such option was included makes the analysis 
incomplete. One method for that is a barrier between Wasatch and (a) parallel bike lane (s). Another, 
likely less expensive and certainly more pleasant to ride, is a fully separated route mostly on existing 
streets in the neighborhood to the east, either via Prospector-Top of the World-"King’s Hill, with a new 
connector back to Wasatch via a presently vacant (and likely undevelopable) lot at the end of King’s 
Hill, or a partially-separate route utilizing Alpen, King’s Cove, and portions of Wasatch, but requiring 
some strip takes for connections/continuity of the route. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
Any long-time Alta/Snowbird skier is familiar with the effects on wind on reliability of tram/gondola 
systems, and mechanical issues with angle stations. There seems to be a cursory examination of slide-
off risk for the bus alternatives, but no analysis whatsoever of the wind risk to gondola operations or 
potential issues at the angle stations. Given the strong canyon winds, particularly on many high-user-
demand storm days, this is a key oversight, and could invalidate any conclusion of the relative reliability 
of gondola alternates. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
Cost comparison tables would benefit from a statement of Net Present Value, rather than leaving that to 
the reader. Several of the options seem like a wash, trading capex and opex. If the funding 
source/agency differs for the capex and opex, that should be clearly explained as well. 
There are administrative solutions to traffic bypassing mobility hubs, similar to pre-pass systems for 
snow tires, tolls, etc., that do not require widening Wasatch. (32.2.7E and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
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Why is elimination of roadside parking a goal, particularly for the lower canyon, rather than eliminating 
actual safety and mobility effects of that parking? The proposed parking plan should replace or increase 
the already-maxed out parking, and/or improve the roadside parking with better striping, slight 
widening, and shoulder improvements - not make excuses for the poor condition of the road edge that 
exists now. Parking in the upper canyon occurs in areas of already-slow traffic; the real friction is 
unregulated lower-canyon parking, much of that fixable with slight widening and improved trailheads. 
Bringing those vehicles 3’ from the travel lanes, and keeping pedestrians opposite the traveled side, 
would help considerably without requiring a ban. (32.2.6.2.4B) 
 
In the focus on peak-hour/peak-day scenarios, the DEIS completely ignores non-peak scenarios, and 
the resultant impact on locals. At non-peak times, and good weather, residents of Cottonwood Heights 
and Sandy can travel to Alta or Snowbird from home in roughly 20 to 30 minutes. If those residents are 
forced into a transit solution (via tolls, single-occupant vehicle bans, etc.), with total times approaching 
an hour, they lose 60 to 80 minutes per ski day, and reduce the quality of life for which many moved to 
the canyon base in the first place, for no discernible offsetting environmental gain. That is absent a 
pandemic; with the pandemic mandated transit forces people to increase their infection risk. (32.2.4A, 
32.2.2L, and 32.2.6C) 
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COMMENT #:  9744 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hannah Salzl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Apart from the Save Our Canyons message below, I'd like to independently voice my opposition to the 
gondola. (32.2.9E) It will damage local ecology and ruin the view for those below (the majority of people 
in the canyon). (32.13A and 32.17A) It seems completely pointless. The SOC message below does a 
good job on the finer details. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Hannah Salzl 
Springville, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9745 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dr. G.T. Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These are false alternatives. Neither road expansion nor Gondola. (32.2.9C or 32.2.9E)  Start with fee 
for road use. (32.2.2Y) 
 
In 90s, UDOT tried to tell us we had to expand Logan Canyon road.  
 
Thank heavens we didn't. 
 
I endorse SL County proposal. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.3D) 
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COMMENT #:  9746 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean David 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan as I feel it will get a large number of cars out of the canyon-which is the 
ultimate goal in my view. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) Thanks!! 
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COMMENT #:  9747 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Morgan Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Morgan Hill 
Tulsa, OK 
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COMMENT #:  9748 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elliot Frei 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6) Furthermore, this is our backyard. I’ve been born and raised in the neighborhood just below the 
Wasatch and I’ve been going up these canyons my entire life. To see such permanent devastation to 
the land causes me pain, and not only me, but the plants and animals that rely on this ecosystem for 
survival. (32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.13B)) Ripping out the home for the plants and vegetation that we, as 
humans, rely on for CO2, relaxation and play...just don’t make sense. (32.10A) I’m happy with the way 
things are and a gondola isn’t the answer. (32.2.9E) Try less permanent and less destructive ideas first. 
(32.29R) A well thought out bus system is my vote. (32.2.9A) Let out mountains be. Let our mountains 
remain flourishing the way they were meant to be. Adding more construction, more use resources, 
more burning of fossil fuels, more gasoline in our atmosphere (from the trucks and machinery) is the 
absolute last thing we need. 
 
Sincerely, 
Elliot Frei 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9749 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gene Bosley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While the LCC DEIS seems to have arrived on the best two preferred alternatives, there isn’t enough 
documentation included in the DEIS to either properly frame them in context, or especially to evaluate 
subalternatives related to Wasatch Boulevard and parking. Specifically: 
Alta plus Snowbird combined have approximately 5,000 parking spaces, but the DEIS fails to mention 
this. This is valuable context, and brings up questions of how either preferred alternative, each with half 
that, really solves the problem. (32.2.2L, 32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Further, if some alternatives allow 
for 2,500 spaces split between mobility hubs, why can’t the Gondola B alternative be implemented this 
way, thus totaling 3,500 valley spaces? (32.2.6.5J) Similarly, for context, how does 1,050 riders/hour 
for the gondola compare to resort uphill capacity? (32.20C) 
 
The DEIS quotes county-wide (Salt Lake and Utah) population growth projections as justification for 
expanding Wasatch as a commuter road. This is speculative at best, as these projections completely 
lack the granularity to justify the proposal, with the East Bench of SL County largely built-out, with 
limited opportunity for either greenfield development or densification. The population growth is 
occurring to the west - and the traffic growth on Wasatch would not scale to, say Herriman growth. With 
the only technical reports available online being on air quality and noise, there is insufficient information 
in the DEIS to evaluate how population growth was applied to traffic projections, and whether the 
approach was valid at all. If the commuter traffic rationale is invalid, then there is little need for widening 
Wasatch to the degree proposed. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
The fact sheet suggests the purpose a focus on “...safety” of “all users” on SR 210 from Ft. Union to 
Alta, yet this is not articulated in the overlong and rambling purpose and need statement, nor reflected 
in the designs proffered for Wasatch as applied to bicycle safety. While they are arguably safer 
(arguable given likely higher running speeds) than the status quo, a fully protected bicycle route would 
be safer than either alternative or No Action. That no such option was included makes the analysis 
incomplete. One method for that is a barrier between Wasatch and (a) parallel bike lane (s). Another, 
likely less expensive and certainly more pleasant to ride, is a fully separated route mostly on existing 
streets in the neighborhood to the east, either via Prospector-Top of the World-"King’s Hill, with a new 
connector back to Wasatch via a presently vacant (and likely undevelopable) lot at the end of King’s 
Hill, or a partially-separate route utilizing Alpen, King’s Cove, and portions of Wasatch, but requiring 
some strip takes for connections/continuity of the route. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
Any long-time Alta/Snowbird skier is familiar with the effects on wind on reliability of tram/gondola 
systems, and mechanical issues with angle stations. There seems to be a cursory examination of slide-
off risk for the bus alternatives, but no analysis whatsoever of the wind risk to gondola operations or 
potential issues at the angle stations. Given the strong canyon winds, particularly on many high-user-
demand storm days, this is a key oversight, and could invalidate any conclusion of the relative reliability 
of gondola alternates. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
Cost comparison tables would benefit from a statement of Net Present Value, rather than leaving that to 
the reader. Several of the options seem like a wash, trading capex and opex. If the funding 
source/agency differs for the capex and opex, that should be clearly explained as well. 
There are administrative solutions to traffic bypassing mobility hubs, similar to pre-pass systems for 
snow tires, tolls, etc., that do not require widening Wasatch. (32.2.7E and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
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Why is elimination of roadside parking a goal, particularly for the lower canyon, rather than eliminating 
actual safety and mobility effects of that parking? The proposed parking plan should replace or increase 
the already-maxed out parking, and/or improve the roadside parking with better striping, slight 
widening, and shoulder improvements - not make excuses for the poor condition of the road edge that 
exists now. Parking in the upper canyon occurs in areas of already-slow traffic; the real friction is 
unregulated lower-canyon parking, much of that fixable with slight widening and improved trailheads. 
Bringing those vehicles 3’ from the travel lanes, and keeping pedestrians opposite the traveled side, 
would help considerably without requiring a ban. (32.2.6.2.4B) 
 
In the focus on peak-hour/peak-day scenarios, the DEIS completely ignores non-peak scenarios, and 
the resultant impact on locals. At non-peak times, and good weather, residents of Cottonwood Heights 
and Sandy can travel to Alta or Snowbird from home in roughly 20 to 30 minutes. If those residents are 
forced into a transit solution (via tolls, single-occupant vehicle bans, etc.), with total times approaching 
an hour, they lose 60 to 80 minutes per ski day, and reduce the quality of life for which many moved to 
the canyon base in the first place, for no discernible offsetting environmental gain. That is absent a 
pandemic; with the pandemic mandated transit forces people to increase their infection risk. (32.2.4A, 
32.2.2L, and 32.2.6C)" 
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COMMENT #:  9750 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Melissa Merrill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Melissa Merrill 
Millcreek, UT  

Page 32B-9983 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9751 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lucy Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Lucy Esplin 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9752 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Timothy Hallbeck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola option, and for increased bussing and carpooling. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.4A)  
Thank you for all you’ve done to take into account public input on this subject. 
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COMMENT #:  9753 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Briton Black 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is an iconic climbing area that offers some of the best climbing in America. 
The suggested gondola would harm the integrity of the climbing and force the disruption of the rock 
gardens. (32.4B) Please do not commit to building a gondola that will only continue to choose private 
over public interests. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9754 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marshall Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Don’t use my damn tax dollars to fund private business. I don’t support the building of a gondola in little 
cottonwood canyon. (32.2.7A and 32.2.9E)  
 
Sincerely, 
Marshall Allen 
Lehi, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9755 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maddy Quesnell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should not move forward with either proposed option for many reasons: (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
-Both options will destroy IRREPLACEABLE natural feature of LCC, including outdoor boulders. I 
moved to SLC for it's amazing proximity to climbing and boulder. MANY people visit here for the same 
reasons. While these tourist and tax dollars are harder to track, they are just as critical to the wellness 
of the SLC community as resort skiers. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.6D)  
-This project only serves to reduce inconvenience for resort skiers in LCC. That is an incredibly narrow 
group of people when considering who access LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
-This is an incredibly expensive project. (32.2.7C)  
-Tax dollars should NOT be used for projects that only provide benefit to private business and their 
customers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
-Both proposed options are drastic. All other possible measures should be exhausted before this type 
of approach. Reduced parking at resorts and/or other strategies to incentivize carpooling. Increased 
bus frequency can also be implemented without expanding the road. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9756 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kerri Madsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of the gondola option as long as it is made affordable. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  9757 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dustin Mareth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Dustin Mareth 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9758 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeanmarie Gomolka 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Please listen to our voices: 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
To be perfectly honest with you, the people trying to save this Natural place of wonder are not driven by 
money. They are driven by the need for Nature, in all of its glory, in their lives. You should be too. 
(32.29G) Taking away precious ecosystems, boulders, trees, and trails for the sake of making easier 
travel for patrons of a ski-resort is tremendously unfair and a little insulting to Mother Nature herself. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.4A, 32.4B, 3213A, and 32.13B) There have been other 
less aggressive solutions to your problem brought up as plausible options. Please consider exhausting 
all other travel options before making a huge decision that will negatively impact more people, animals, 
and places of nature, than it could ever help (32.29R). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeanmarie Gomolka 
Spotswood, NJ  
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COMMENT #:  9759 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Ottesen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want the new gondola be near boulders that I have climbed for years. I don’t want the noises of 
machinery, the privacy disturbed where I climb or the boulders manipulated in any way. 
(32.2.9E, 32.4B, and 32.11D)

Page 32B-9992 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9760 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teddy Charlton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the taxpayers, while 
ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.4I, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base of the 
canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) Please 
consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at hand. (32.2.9E, 
32.7B, and 32.7C). Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9761 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jerrell Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to preserve the land and the free activities it provides. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9762 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Spencer Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear UDOT representatives, 
 
Thank you for your work and service in our great state. I am writing to oppose the plans being proposed 
to Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) As an architect with some background in Civil 
Engineering, it is clear that these plans would not achieve what is being proposed. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In addition, they would cause significant damage to our incredible wildlife 
and the the wonderful mountains. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.4I) 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Spencer Esplin 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9763 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Loyola 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We don’t want a gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9764 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark McGill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola is clearly the only feasible option... "more buses" = more vehicles, this is the opposite 
direction we are trying to go. (32.2.9D and 32.1.2D) We need to be working to eliminate vehicle traffic 
any chance we get, this is a great start. Then work to connect this into the valley over time..." 
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COMMENT #:  9765 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anil Seth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly encourage UDOT to consider cheaper options that don't require the large construction 
budgets and impacts discussed here. I am a skier and regularly drive or bus up little cottonwood 
canyon to Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP)  
 
I think UDOT should consider the impact of a significantly enhanced, year-round bus service along with 
a significant toll or parking fee, or even completely eliminating non-overnight guest cars. Plus I feel that 
the resorts should help in paying for these plans as they are the primary beneficiaries. (32.1.2C, 
32.2.2B, and 32.2.7A)  
 
In places like e.g. Jackson Hole they are able to eliminate significant traffic by charging a fee for 
parking and running very convenient and regular bus services to very large parking lots off-site. This 
seems like a model that would work. To me, the cost implied here does not provide commensurate 
benefits. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2F) 
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COMMENT #:  9766 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Angelo Fridal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Angelo Fridal 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9767 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option! (32.2.9D) It has an appeal of novelty which will bolster the economy while 
avoiding the uncertainty that often comes with bus lines. The canyon gets really bad on powder days 
because a) everyone wants to be up at the resort b) there's too much traffic in the canyon and c) 
someone usually slides off the road causing a loooong delay. (32.2.6.3P) Having a gondola would be 
the best long term solution for peak times, which is the problem we're trying to solve anyways right? 
(32.1.2B)  
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COMMENT #:  9768 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sydne Luebe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see parking at the resort restricted to staff and owners of Snowbird and Alta only.. all 
others should ride the bus. (32.2.2K and 32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  9769 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Molly McGinnis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Molly McGinnis 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9770 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dean Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
I grew up in Ogden and moved to SLC in 2005. I am an avid climber (sport, trad, boulder, ice), skier, 
backcountry skier, hiker, and cyclist, and LCC is one of the most special places on earth to me.  
 
I have been astounded by the increase in traffic over the past few years, and something does need to 
change. 
 
I would vote for a significant increase in bus transit in addition to imposing a toll for vehicles. I think we 
should try at least a year of this prior to a billion dollar construction endeavor. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.29R)  
 
I am against the idea of the gondola due to the cost and impact on the scenic/wilderness nature of the 
canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A)  
 
If the traffic situation is not alleviated by increased bussing and tolls, I would consider voting for a 
widened road, but there are very real downsides of this as well. (32.2.9B)  
 
I am an emergency physician. In medicine, as with many other aspects of life, any intervention has 
risks and benefits. We usually start with smaller, less intensive interventions if there is some chance 
that they will have a significant positive impact, in order to avoid the damages or side effects of more 
aggressive treatment. The way I look at this issue, we should aggressively increase bus transit 
availability and impose tolls, and then reassess. If it fails after a year or two, we reconsider alternatives. 
I think it is too early for a massive project that we cannot take back. (32.29R) 
 
Thank you, 
 
Dean Tanner, MD 
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COMMENT #:  9771 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Komlos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of your two options, I prefer the Enhanced Bus option to reduce cars in the canyons. (32.2.9B) The 
busses should be electric or alternative to reduce pollution and run year round making stops for 
hikers,climbers etc. while offering Express busses to the resorts. (32.2.6.3F, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 
32.2.6.3N) A toll should be implemented for cars to encourage carpooling and help limit car use. 
(32.2.4A) Our canyons cannot handle the traffic and needs to be limited, especially with big snowfalls. 
Other major resorts require bus commutes and it works great! (Aspen & Jackson Hole I’ve experienced) 
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COMMENT #:  9772 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Doyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola would work the best I feel. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  9773 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood is a special place for many people, not just resort skiers. Any proposal to "improve" 
the canyon needs to improve it for all user groups regardless of group size and financial ability. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Both of the proposed solutions would negatively affect 
other user groups. The idea that we are considering the potential destruction and removal of many 
classic climbing boulders just so that resort skiers don't have to wait as long in traffic, is simply 
astounding to me. (32.4A and 32.4B) Just because the climbing community is a smaller user group 
than the resort skiers does not mean we can ignore them and cause irreplaceable damage to the 
climbing resources in the canyon. Less impactful solutions need to considered. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
Destruction of the lower part of the canyon for the sake of getting people up to snowbird faster, is not 
acceptable. 
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COMMENT #:  9774 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donald Tanana 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The only way to rationally navigate the canyon long term is through the use of trams or gondolas from 
the valley. The weather will always interfere with surface transport. Go to Europe and you will find many 
implementations of this strategy. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9775 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Volckmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Salt Lake City and over the past decade I have seen LCC travel times increase 
dramatically in the last 10 years. With the population increase in Utah that's occurring, without 
significant changes, things will only get worse. 
 
In the winter, I travel in LCC every weekend and aside from overall increased travel, the biggest cause 
of increased travel delays seems to be avalanches/avalanche control and traffic crashes/incidents. In 
the absence of large snowfalls, traffic is much more manageable which is why I think reliability is key. 
Because of this, I favor the gondola B option from La Caille. (32.2.9D) Not only does this option provide 
greater reliability, but it will reduce vehicle backup distance the most. (32.7B) I believe the best option 
will be to add the gondola while also widening Wasatch Blvd and adding snow sheds to SR 210 in LCC. 
(32.2.9D, 32.2.9Q, and 32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  9776 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oliver Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm born and raised in Salt Lake City and I do not support a gondola OR road widening in LCC. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Can we try less invasive solutions before changing the canyon we love forever? 
(32.29R) Tolls and increased bus schedules should be implemented before undergoing a massive 
infrastructure plan that benefits two private companies and one user group. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I, and many others, feel that we should not rush into irreparably 
damaging the valuable resource that is Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  9777 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Jenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have concerns with both proposals (gondola and bus) that were submitted. First, both solutions only 
contemplate access to the resorts and not to the other destinations in the canyon which is not ideal. 
Other concerns specific to the proposals are below: (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Gondola - Will it still run when there is high winds? Both Alta and Snowbird routinely shut down lifts and 
tram if there is high winds. As the gondola will extend down the full canyon, there will be multiple high 
wind events which could strand people either at the base or at the top of the canyon. (32.2.6.5K)  
 
Buses - The emissions that will be spewed out of more buses is not good for the environment and will 
increase the amount of and duration of the inversions. Buses are also prone to slipping and sliding 
going up and down the canyon which can block the road and cause accidents. Knowing Utah driver 
mentalities, there will also be increased drivers that will try to pass the buses and/or drive aggressively 
which will lead to increased accidents - because nobody likes to be behind a slow moving bus. (32.10A, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.2.6.3B)  
 
I recommend widening the road for 2 lanes up and down the full canyon. This includes multiple snow 
sheds that cover the road in avalanche prone locations. Also, it should be mandatory for only 4-wheel 
or all-wheel drive vehicles WITH snow tires or chains be allowed up the canyon during the winter 
months - regardless of snow storms or sunny days. Weather can change in an instant and a sunny 
morning does not guarantee that wind might not blow snow across the road or that a storm won't 
happen later in the day. A guard station that checks and enforces this restriction should be placed at 
the mouth of the canyon. Anyone that is in a 2-wheel drive vehicle must be directed to the parking lot at 
the base of the canyon and use the existing bus system. (32.2.2P, 32.2.2D, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.2M) 
 
Lastly, I understand that the resorts want to make money and issuing multiple passes (i.e. IKON, 
Mountain Collective, etc) makes sense for their bottom line. For those passes (non-season passes or 
individually purchased day passes) there should be more blackout days that include more than just 
holiday weekends (perhaps there could be an IKON weekday + Saturday or IKON weekday + Sunday 
pass which would reduce traffic on the 2 busiest days of the week). By doing so, there will be less 
resort traffic. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  9778 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Rielly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no easy solution for congestion in the Canyons. What is very important to look at is the 
environmental and financial impacts it can make. (32.29G and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  9779 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Plaehn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a tram in LCC and please consider that the ski resorts in LCC are already at 
capacity. (32.2.9E and 32.20C) The mountains need to stop marketing so hard and flooding the area 
with traffic due to their Ikon pass deal. Maybe the resorts should limit ticket sales and cut ties with mega 
pass deals. (32.2.2K) The resorts currently just feel like they’re trying to destroy LCC for their own 
profitability-they are trying to support an unlimited growth model in a limited and beautiful space I grew 
up in. (32.4I)  

Page 32B-10012 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9780 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Elliott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want UDOT to pursue any of the listed options. (32.2.9G) The beauty of little cottonwood and 
the recreation there in lies in the serenity of the canyon. The gondola would be not only an eyesore but 
an incredibly outrageously expensive option that only serves one community. The ski resorts should not 
turno the recreation of climbers, mountain bikers, hikers, or anyone else traveling to enjoy the canyons. 
It would even destroy the beauty of the canyon for the skiers themselves. The same goes with the 
widening of the roads. You can already smell gas and brakes and hear the cars from far off the 
roadside. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Please pursue further means of public transportation or limiting the number of people who can drive up 
the canyon during peak winter months. I am vehemothly opposed to those two options. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.2PP, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  9781 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Oliver Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've submitted my own personal comment. I also cosign WBA's Comment below. 
 
In our comment regarding the original EIS Scope and Need process in May 2018, Wasatch 
Backcountry Alliance’s comment began with this statement: “Wasatch Backcountry Alliance (WBA) 
envisions a low cost, low emission, energy efficient year-round multi-modal transportation scenario for 
improving the current traffic situation in Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC). The system we envision must 
be capable of providing efficient and predictable service for travel to both developed locations (ski 
resorts) and to trailheads and other stopping points for dispersed use in LCC. Any improvements being 
made in LCC should be tied in to a larger transportation system that serves and benefits the entire 
Central Wasatch.” To that end, with regard to the current LCC EIS, WBA supports enhanced busing 
with no widening of Highway 210. (32.2.9A) 
 
WBA firmly believes that before any transportation system is selected, there must be a thorough 
analysis of the carrying capacity of Little Cottonwood Canyon. This will help establish the volume of 
people that need to be moved up and down the canyon, which will invariably help determine which 
transportation system best fits that purpose and need. WBA strongly encourages UDOT to work with 
other stakeholders, including the US Forest Service and Salt Lake County, to undertake a carrying 
capacity analysis and to make that part of the current EIS. (32.20B) 
 
With regards to the two options that use more buses (extended bus service and widening of the LCC 
road to accommodate yet-more buses), WBA continues to support the same concept that we stated in 
our May 2018 Scope and Need comment: “The transportation system should use the best currently 
available technology to serve all user groups on a year-round basis. (32.2.6.3F and 32.1.2C) WBA 
believes that the best currently available technology that meets our criteria is a flexible and dynamic 
fleet of energy efficient buses and vans using a series of transportation hubs.” At this point in time, we 
do not think that Highway 210 should be widened to accommodate "more vehicles, but that having 
dedicated times for buses and cars with 4 people (ie. 7-9am and 3-5pm) should be more thoroughly 
explored. (32.2.2I ,32.2.2B, and 32.2.4A)  
 
The most-recent EIS document clearly reflects a lot of work done on the part of UDOT, but it also 
generates many questions and we feel there are some important fundamental flaws that should be 
addressed. To that point, we have some comments about what we regard as key issues with this EIS: 
 
The current EIS does not address the concept of multiple Mobility Hubs other than the one on 9400 
South and the one at the Gravel Pit. WBA thinks that the transit system needs to originate at locations 
around the valley (ie. U of U/Foothill, downtown, airport, WVC, Draper, West Jordan and points farther 
south, etc.) so that people can access the bus where they live, rather than drive their car to a mobility 
hub to catch the bus. (32.2.2I) When faced with this choice, we suspect many people will choose to 
remain in their cars rather than use the bus. (32.2.4A) There is very little discussion of the needs of 
non-ski resort, dispersed users (in particular with regards to the White Pine trailhead, which has already 
increased in use to the point where it’s dangerous due to on-highway parking in both summer and 
winter). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.2.4A)  
 
We do not see any financial life cycle analysis (capital and operation, maintenance) of any of the 
options presented over the projected timeframe. (32.2.7C and 32.2.7E) Given that the least-expensive 
option will come at a cost of ~$100 for every single Utahn, this is relevant). There is no mention of any 
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interim solutions, and according to a UDOT spokesperson, UDOT has “no idea” what to do in the 
interim, nor are there any approximate timelines to actually identify what the “interim” is. LCC is facing 
an acute problem now that will only worsen, and the lack of timelines is a major missing component of 
the EIS. (32.29R) There is only token consideration given to the effects of each of the options on the 
vital LCC watershed, either by construction or ongoing use (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.19A). There is 
very little/no mention of tolling on vehicles, though it is our understanding that the Utah state legislature 
specifically allocated considerable monies to UDOT to consider tolling, and as noted above, the 
Wasatch Backcountry Alliance is a proponent of tolling. (32.2.4A). The EIS provides no rationale for 
UDOT’s winnowing of 35 different options to these three. (32.2.9N)  
 
Based on our review of the EIS, the focus of the document and the tone of the online meetings on June 
23-24, despite there being three alternatives in the EIS, it seems that the gondola option is being 
pushed as the preferred option. While we recognize that there may be potential benefits of a gondola 
operation, there are important components of it that we take issue with: 
 
Volume - the gondola as proposed will only carry about 1/3 of those people heading up LCC. This 
means that 2/3 will still be on the LCC road, so how does installing a gondola at cost of ~$400M make 
any sense if it will not help alleviate the traffic issue currently plaguing LCC and the surrounding Sandy 
and Cottonwood Heights communities? (32.2.2I, 32.7B, 32.2.6.5N, 32.2.6.5E, and 32.7C) 
 
Summer use - We understand that an important need of the EIS is to address the peak use times 
during the winter. However, traffic (and parking) in LCC is an issue year-round, and traffic-related 
issues are not limited to peak/storm periods. Summertime traffic as it relates to bicyclists needs to be 
addressed, particularly in the early fall when Snowbird’s two-month long “Oktoberfest” is in full swing, 
given that event has a large focus on drinking alcohol at the top of a steep windy canyon. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.2.4A).  
 
Schedule - Backcountry enthusiasts, employees, and contractors travel the canyon at all hours. 
Scheduling gondola availability for only the peak skiing hours transforms it from a transportation 
solution to a taxpayer-paid ski lift that benefits two private companies that operate largely on public 
land. (32.2.6.5F, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Fees - there was no mention of the potential costs to riders. If fees are prohibitive, the system won’t be 
utilized. Given the vast majority of people riding a gondola will be going to the ski areas, will the ski 
areas supplement/offset the cost of the gondola as they currently do with the bus? (32.2.4A) 
Roadway use - will vehicles driving up the canyon be tolled? (32.2.4A) The state legislature allocated a 
lot of taxpayer dollars towards the concept of tolling, and creating financial disincentives to drive up the 
canyon and use the gondola (or any transit system) is imperative. This could also include paid parking 
in all of upper LCC (ie. starting at Snowbird Entry 1). (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) While fees and schedules 
could easily be considered TBD details and perhaps that is why they were not included, the gondola’s 
schedule and fees are essential components to its success.  
Highway 210 improvements - there was no mention of improvements to Hwy 210 in addition to the 
gondola. For service vehicles, delivery trucks, residents, emergency vehicles, and those who don’t use 
the gondola, the threats that the canyon represents will still exist. For example, if the gondola is chosen, 
will any improvements be made to Hwy 210, ie. snowsheds? (32.2.6.5Z) 
 
UTA buses - there was no mention of bus service; again, perhaps a TBD detail, but given the continued 
growth in use, there is no doubt that bus service will be an important component as well even if the 
gondola is chosen given that a majority of people will still be traveling up LCC on the road. (32.2.2W) 
 
Convenience of travel - the three-step process for getting up the canyon using the gondola (drive your 
car to one of two intermodal hubs, put on your ski gear (plus potentially help your kids with their gear) to 
get on a bus, get off the bus to get on the gondola, and finally get off the gondola to ski, knowing in the 
back of your mind that you will have to reverse this process in a matter of hours) will create 
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awkwardness at best and a strong disincentive to many at worst. There needs to be a better way to get 
people from where they live to the gondola terminal, including a regional transit system from across the 
SL Valley and potentially additional parking at the gondola itself. It’s important for UDOT to understand 
that skiers and other mountain-lovers have a typically-irrational perspective on time/efficiency of 
access; “Powder Fever” is a real thing, and the prospect of using three modes of transit, taking at least 
90 minutes, just to get to the ski area will be a strong dissuasion for many. (32.2.6.4B and 32.2.6.5J)  
 
Parking/traffic - a bottom terminal at the mouth of LCC will create the same traffic and congestion 
issues that prompted the closure of the existing parking lot to UTA bus service. When coupled with 
buses trying to deliver people to the gondola and vehicles traveling up the canyon, could adding the 
gondola actually have a negative impact on travel? (32.2.6.5E)  
 
Timing - there was no discussion of the potential timing of gondola implementation beyond a generic 
goal of the 2050 plan. The problem is acute now and will only intensify over the next few years. The 
relative lengths of design/development/construction associated with the gondola vs the other options is 
important and should be part of an open and transparent process. (32.2.7C)  
 
Tourism - the concept of increased tourism value was discussed in the EIS; however, this was not 
identified in the Purpose and Need. The very thought that the gondola would be marketed as a tourist 
attraction seems contrary to the purpose of a gondola as it will put more pressure on its capacity, 
thereby leading to more traffic and congestion issues in the canyon. Additionally, this kind of marketing 
push flies in the face of the identified Purpose and Need in the EIS (which we think misses the mark as 
it does not consider the aforementioned need to do a capacity analysis). (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.5F, 32.7C, 
32.1.2B, and 32.20B) 
 
In addition to the above comments, WBA firmly believes than any transportation solutions being 
considered must take a much wider view than the current EIS. The fact that Big Cottonwood Canyon is 
not being considered is a mistake given that what happens in one canyon will have a direct impact on 
use in the other. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) It also seems that other key stakeholders, including UTA, have 
not been consulted as part of the EIS, which would seem to pose immediate issues and risks with 
implementing any solution. (32.1.1D) 
 
Wasatch Backcountry Alliance has formally been a part of the Mountain Accord and Central Wasatch 
Commission since the beginning of the former’s process, and its board and members have been 
engaged in the community for decades prior to that. We understand the acute need and challenges 
associated with this process, and hope that our comments will be taken into due consideration to best 
help craft and create a solution that fits the current and future needs of the Salt Lake Valley residents 
and those people visiting the area who wish to explore and enjoy the beauty and majesty of the Central 
Wasatch. 
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COMMENT #:  9782 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennice Marin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To put the environment in second place abs the beauty of the canyon for a device that would only save 
a few minutes, a few months of the year is ridiculous. (32.1.2B) No gondola! (32.2.9E) Think of a year 
round solution for traffic. (32.1.2C) Limits the number of ski passes??? (32.2.2K) Stop taking money 
from resorts??? (32.2.7A) E-buses would be great. (32.2.6.3F) Tolling at the beginning of the canyon 
would be great. (32.2.4A) Or nothing would be great. 
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COMMENT #:  9783 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nancy Roth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Nancy Roth 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9784 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christa Zaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved here from Philadelphia in 1993 to ski and live a more natural life. Now, 28 years later I have 
taught my children to ski at Alta + Deer Valley. I am absolutely for expanding the roads ( another lane) 
and better public transportation up and down the canyon. (32.2.9B) The alternative gondola plan is a 
total eye sore and will not do anything to alleviate traffic. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If 
anything, it’s going to encourage more tourists to go up and ski while locals will be driving the roads. 
(32.2.4A) Also, it only satisfies Alta + Snowbird. It doesn’t help me when I want to hike or snowshoe. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A gondola is ugly Abe the towers will take away from 
the natural beauty that we all come here for. Come on Utah, do the right thing!!! (32.17A) Make more 
green busses, more parking, enact tolls to go up, etc thank you (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C)  
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COMMENT #:  9785 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Miamidian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding lanes and buses to Little Cottonwood Canyon is not the answer. (32.2.9C) There is already too 
much pollution. (32.10A) Adding more crappy drivers to The Canyon and increasing air pollution.  
The gondola option will decrease pollution. Even the the worst drivers aren’t a danger on a gondola and 
the slowest drivers can’t slow a gondola. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.3P) 
I’ve heard the argument that gondolas are ugly. That is NUTS. Visitors at ski resorts throughout the 
world love to photograph gondolas and trams at ski resorts! (32.17A) Let’s do it right and go with the 
gondola!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9786 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Parker Webb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I implore UDOT to consider the following while planning for improved transportation in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon: 
 
1) A gondola wouldn't fix congestion in LCC, nor would road expansion. As a student of urban and 
regional planning, I've had multiple examples over the years of this being the case in other areas. We 
can see that this is not a viable solution. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
2) Plans are only beneficial when the help the community as a whole, not just a fraction of it. Perhaps 
the UDOT Gondola or road expansion would help some of the community, but it is a detriment to other 
aspects of it. One such community is the climbing community. As climbing grows in popularity, 
especially following the Tokyo 2020 Olympics, Salt Lake City is growing as a hub for professional 
climbing in the United States. Worldwide, climbers know of Little Cottonwood Canyon as a world class 
area and the road expansion would remove many of the world class boulders. Many local skiers are not 
in favor of the road expansion because, when the snow melts, they too explore the boulders in LCC. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
I am in favor of looking for other alternatives to the proposed options. The shuttle bus, without any road 
expansion, is a more fair and equal alternative that falls in line with UDOT's mission to enhance quality 
of life. (32.2.9A) Road expansion and visible gondolas will not enhance quality of life for those that 
frequent LCC. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  9787 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bradford Schaub 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Hello, 
 
First off, thanks to UDOT for evaluating options on this critical issue. Appreciate all the work you do to 
keep our canyons safe and accessible. 
 
I'm not going to say too much here, I'm sure you have received plenty of passionate responses as to 
why we should not be putting a gondola in Little Cottonwood and I 100% agree. (32.2.9E) 
Please, let us attempt other solutions before committing to such a dramatic project as the Gondola. For 
example, tolls, capping the number of vehicles, the zion model of busses only in the Canyon. (32.2.4A, 
32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2B) 
 
I don't claim to know the best solution but I would hate to see the beauty of Little Cottonwood impacted 
by such a massive project. (32.17A and 32.4I) We must attempt the alternatives. 
 
Thanks, 
Bradford Schaub 
 
Sincerely, 
Bradford Schaub 
Scottsdale, AZ 
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COMMENT #:  9788 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheyenne Lynsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option. I grew up in Utah skiing and want to preserve the environment, 
air quality, and access to world class skiing for future generations. I see the gondola as the only long-
term option for access to little cottonwood canyon for recreation. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9789 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola will negatively impact the canyon in a visual way as well as the impact 
construction will have. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.19A) 
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COMMENT #:  9790 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is an excellent solution to the traffic problem. (32.2.9D) People will be safer since they will 
not be driving on icy roads in avalanche paths. The city already has a terrible air quality situation and 
the gondola will reduce smog. (32.10A) How many accidents occur on the road every year? How many 
UDOT resources and employees getting in dangerous situations working on the road in avalanche 
conditions? (32.2.6.3P and 32.7A) Just last winter UDOT employees and trucks got hit with an 
avalanche, luckily they were ok. 
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COMMENT #:  9791 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Brito 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would not be an improvement, this would be destroying beautiful public land. Keep LCC wild! 
There are many avid climber, hikers, backpackers in the area who would not benefit from this. (32.4I, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9792 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Caramelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Limit access to shuttle service only - minimize environmental impact! We need trail access, not just 
subsidizing the resorts. (32.2.2B, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  9793 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Fogel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the gondola idea. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  9794 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elliot Frei 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
This is my backyard. Correction, this is our backyard. I’ve been born and raised in the neighborhood 
just below the Wasatch and I’ve been going up these canyons my entire life. To see such permanent 
devastation to the land causes me pain, and not only me, but the plants and animals that rely on this 
ecosystem for survival. Ripping out the home for the plants and vegetation that we, as humans, rely on 
for CO2, relaxation and play...just don’t make sense. (32.1.2B, 32.10A, 32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.13B) I’m 
happy with the way things are and a gondola isn’t the answer. Try less permanent and less destructive 
ideas first. A well thought out bus system is my vote. (32.2.9A) Let out mountains be. Let our mountains 
remain flourishing the way they were meant to be. Adding more construction, more use resources, 
more burning of fossil fuels, more gasoline in our atmosphere (from the trucks and machinery) is the 
absolute last thing we need. (32.10A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Elliot Frei 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9795 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jan Zika 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree that a solution is needed in the future. Of the two alternatives, I think the gondola is the cleaner 
one for the environment, despite the opposition based on visual concerns. (32.2.9D and 32.17A) The 
bus shoulder would also improve things, the traffic would still be as intense as now. Personally, I would 
think that very aggressive HOV solution (3+ or major parking fee) would be the best solution - reduce 
the LCC traffic and force people to plan their trip. (32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  9796 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Coby Vail 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the construction of a gondola in the canyon. (32.2.9E) While the gondola will increase 
access to the ski resorts, it will do little to address underlying public transit access problems and bypass 
more pratical management solutions for the canyon such as tolling. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  9797 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Fixsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the least destructive options before approving a plan that damages bouldering areas! 
(32.29R, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Bouldering problems are unique and treasured and can't be recreated. A 
large user group cherishes these boulders. Take time to try out congestion solutions that don't impact 
the boulders! (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9798 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Hilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is for expansion of the bus system. (32.2.9A) Gondolas and widening lanes will only 
permanently destroy the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I) The problem isn’t the canyon it’s more 
people moving to the valley. The answer to that isn’t continued destruction of our natural resources. If 
everyone wants to move here then they should take the bus or get up earlier. Please stop destroying 
our natural world in the name of convenience. (32.29G and 32.1.2B)  
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COMMENT #:  9799 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caryn Harkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please!! Environmentally friendly, avalanche resistant, attractive (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9800 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Plaehn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please pick a practical solution that verifiably minimizes environmental and wildlife damage during both 
construction phases and 20years plus of operations. (32.29G) Being able to show the public the 
homework/analysis behind the decision (construction & operation) will be very important to ensure post-
decision alignment. (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  9801 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clara Larson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The world is turning more and more money oriented, we don’t need our precious canyons to be 
capitalized as well. Is the canyon only good for money? Is that what we are doing now? (32.1.2B) I 
personally believe that our canyons best attributes and greatest joys come from not the money, but the 
beautiful and wonderful nature that we have been blessed with. (32.4I)  
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COMMENT #:  9802 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alexandria Frogley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Alexandria Frogley 
Draper, UT 

Page 32B-10037 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9803 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joni Dykstra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As I have thought about this more, I think there needs to be a stop at non-skier area locations such as 
White Pine trailhead and a stop at Albion Basin. This seems far more equitable than just servicing 
Snowbird & Alta. (32.2.6.3C)  
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COMMENT #:  9804 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dane Bergeson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not agree with using tax payer money to pay for what two private businesses want. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9805 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Talia Ramazetti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Talia Ramazetti 
St George, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9806 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Mower 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Mower 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9807 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Hyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t mess up our best canyons in Salt Lake.  
I think adding a parking lot at the bottom is fine. We clearly haven’t tried to add more busses in a while. 
(32.2.9A) Everyone knows the busses are always full and hard to get on.  
You don’t need to widen the road or add some stupid tower to the middle of our canyon. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) How are these your best 2 options. The people who use these canyons think you should go 
back and find better options. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  9808 

DATE:   9/1/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will DeLany 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a SLC resident, climber, skier, hiker, and frequent user of little cottonwood canyon, I believe less 
expensive and environmentally degrading methods of reducing traffic should be exhausted before 
considering a gondola or expanded bussing. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, 32.29R, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  9809 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Lumley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola, let’s get it done (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9810 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caitlin Loertscher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO WAY- just NO. The gondola up LCC is not the right solution. Less is more when nature is involved. 
Period. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9811 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Bennett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please expand the road for bus and bicycle use. (32.2.9B) The gondola offers a reliable transit option 
with less emissions than widening the road, but the wider shoulders benefit all users, not just two 
corporations. Also, I would love to see an annual canyon pass (similar to Millcreek) or a day use fee 
station at the bottom to influence people to ride the bus. We could reduce tonnes of emissions every 
year by removing inefficient slow moving cars. (32.2.4A and 32.10A) Thanks for always getting LCC 
open as quickly as possible and allowing us lifelong skiers a route up the most avalanche prone canyon 
in the USA.  
 
Much love, 
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COMMENT #:  9812 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Isreeli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an owner at Snowbird’s Cliff Club, I strongly support the La Caille Station proposal for improving the 
convenience and reliability of getting to Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9813 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shay Riggin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Shay Riggin 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9814 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Diane Wellborn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The gondola is not the answer to the little cottonwood Canyon situation or big cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9E) It simply solves the problem of getting people to a ski slope. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on 
the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
Why spend millions if not billions of dollars on a gondola system that will not solve the problem. There 
needs to be an effective transportation system like that it's zion which must be used in order to access 
the Canyon. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.2B) 
 
There needs to be some type of cost associated with not using the provided public transportation 
system. Whether it is a large parking fee or Limited parking spaces at any one location, There must be 
a cost associated for not using provided transportation. (32.2.4A) 
 
LA coma the gondola system will not assist with the traffic backups on Wasatch boulevard and 9400 
South or Fort Union Avenue. There needs to be a system that starts West of 2000 East and feeds up 
into the Canyon. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.2.6.5E, and 32.7B) 
 
As a hiker the gondola system would not work for me at all. I would still need to drive up into the 
Canyon in order to access the trail heads that we use on a weekly basis. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 
and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
Please scrap this plan for agandala and put the entire project on hold until all theIssues pertaining to 
the big and little cottonwood Canyon congestion problems can be addressed he addressed. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.2PP) 
Thank you 
 
Sincerely, 
Diane Wellborn 
Cottonwood heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9815 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola option would be: 
- more energy efficient and less reliant on fossil fuels. (32.10A) 
- would significantly reduce vehicle congestion (over adding additional lanes) (32.7B and 32.7C) 
- would create a novel and breathtaking experience for riders 
- would likely reduce traffic accidents in the canyon (32.2.6.3P) 
- would allow critical access to (and from) the upper canyon during mudslides, avalanches, and other 
hazards (32.2.6.5H) 
- would enable a faster transportation option during peak usage periods (32.2.6.3N) 
- would enhance the draw of tourists to Utah during all seasons of the year. 
 
I support the Gondola option. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9816 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Croswhite 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Prefer widening canyon roads approach rather than Gondola. I like the flexibility of driving my own car 
with family, often accessing my vehicle at lunchtime for gear etc. I fear gondola would kill the apres ski 
experience at the resorts as well. If you want to reduce canyon traffic kill the ikon and mtn collective 
passes. (32.2.9B, 32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  9817 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cory Shipp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I am opposed to a gondola option for either of the Cottonwood canyons. (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Cory Shipp 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9818 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose any additional construction along Little Cottonwood Canyon. If a change is deemed 
absolutely necessary, the only option I support is the Enhanced Bus with NO additional roadway 
capacity. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9819 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rachel Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rachel Robinson 
Lakewood, CO 
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COMMENT #:  9820 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abbey Park 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an avid snowbird skier and I am in full support of the gondola. Thank you! 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9821 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a hybrid model works. Widen the road and do a gondola (32.2.2W) 
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COMMENT #:  9822 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Loverin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I definitely am NOT in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9E) The gondola is expensive and too fixed. It 
will not allow for changes that are bound to happen over time with the population of the valley. 
(32.2.6.5A and 32.2.6.5N) The gondola cannot run in severe weather. (32.2.6.5K) Perhaps look into 
the Zion National Bus System. There needs to be more parking at the base of the canyons and more 
buses up the canyon. (32.2.2B) Mobility is quite important but it can change over time. Buses allow for 
flexibility in how many people are using the canyon. (32.2.6.5D) Additionally, it makes no sense to toll 
single occupants on wasatch if they are going to the park and ride. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  9823 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Mize 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am vehemently opposed to the construction of a gondola as a solution to the overcrowded canyon. 
(32.2.9E) Enhanced bus service should be given a real chance, and provides for more flexibility in the 
future. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.5D) If the project for a gondola does proceed, DO NOT BUILD A 
GONDOLA WITH TAXPAYER MONEY. If the two resorts at the top want to foot the bill, let them deal 
with it. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  9824 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Cluff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have researched and support the Gondola of all of the options and readily. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9825 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Curtis Sharp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m supportive of the Gondola option because it keeps the canyon still accessible even when there is 
risks of avalanches. I am a heavy user of the canyon both in the summer and winter. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9826 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Concerned Citizen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider an option other than the gondola. (32.2.9E) It will forever change the landscape of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4I and 32.17A) We need to think about how our decisions impact the 
future of the Little Cottonwood Canyon landscape. Enhanced bus service or toll options are much more 
reasonable and can be implemented without changing the landscape of LCC. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9827 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lindsay Dorst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lindsay Dorst 
Herriman, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9828 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth Shosted 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) Come up with a good bus option - even if rides 
have to be paid for - maybe by Snowbird and Alta. A gondola would ruin the esthetics of the of the 
canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  9829 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kurtis Barth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin the views with a gondola that is controlled by alta snowbird. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) I 
think that it’s use will be abused by private corporations controlling it and enriching themselves at 
taxpayers cost. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.2.6I) An bus system would be much preferred and not 
distract the beautiful valley views (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9830 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hugo Foucher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
We do NOT need more people in the canyon, each resort has 3 chairlifts accessible from the base, is 
that capacity increasing any time soon? It’s not, so why the hell spend half a billion in taxpayer money 
to benefit a couple multi million dollar companies? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 
32.20C) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Hugo Foucher 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9831 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola avalanche control work when needed. 2 lanes up 2 lanes down more buses plow and salt 
canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.2P, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.9B) Tire check 4wd and chains on bad weather days 
(32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  9832 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. No road widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Remember the Bangerter pumps for Great Salt 
Lake? We do not need more tourists nor higher prices to access our canyons. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
With climate change, snow fall might decrease. (32.2.2E)  
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COMMENT #:  9833 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kurtis Barth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola cannot have varying capacity to adjust traffic for times of high and low traffic. (32.2.6.5N) 
A bus system would be much more effective at operating at different loads and would not ruin the 
skyline. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.5D, and 32.17A)

Page 32B-10068 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9834 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mia Magnotto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mia Magnotto 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9835 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Celeste Raffin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very much in favor of the gondola! This is the solution seen all throughout Europe and it works!!in 
the long term I am confident it will prove itself as the most cost effective, green, and viable solution to 
the terrible overcrowding in Little cottonwood canyon. Respectfully Celeste Raffin (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-10070 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9836 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Ewing 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. More bus service and public parking for carpooling. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  9837 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kurtis Barth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola does not work well for non alta bird users. It is primarily beneficial for the ski areas and 
does not help hikers, bikers, backcountry skiers and all other canyon users. A gondola benefits the 
resorts but does not aid many of the taxpayers who would need more flexible transportation 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7D, and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9838 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Webb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola especially seems damaging to the environment and feel that makes Little Cottonwood 
Canyon special. It’s unfortunate that we’ve arrived at a place where we are deciding if it is wise to build 
an eyesore in order to accommodate more impact in our wild places. I hope the team can arrive at a 
less damaging solution. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.4I, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  9839 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Landon McDowell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We as the public do not need to ruin the natural beauty of our public lands to serve a private business. 
(32.17A, 32.17B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 

Page 32B-10074 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9840 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Drake Bloebaum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola up Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9E) The preferred alternative should be to 
build snow sheds only with no road expansion and increase the busses dramatically. (32.2.9K, 32.2.9C, 
and 32.2.9A) Also resorts should charge for parking and other strategies implemented to incentivize 
folks to get out of their cars. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  9841 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Austin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Stop the gondola. It destroys more than it provides. Climbing,the scenery and if you want to stop 
anywhere in between you still have to drive your car. A bus system is far superior. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 
32.4B, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  9842 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Wheeler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave the canyon access as is. If you make it easier for more people to use the canyon then the 
canyon will become more crowded, and we will face the same problem as we have now. The gondola is 
way to expensive and will benefit the ski resorts at the taxpayer's expense. (32.2.9G, 32.20A, 32.20C, 
32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9843 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Barone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the implementation of a Gondola to serve users of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) The 
road itself can be treacherous during the winter and the use of a Gondola would greatly limit car traffic 
and it’s associated risks. (32.2.6.3P) Additionally, the gondola would be able to operate when it’s not 
safe for car traffic to pass in the canyon. (32.2.6.5H) I would encourage the adoption of the gondola 
proposal. 
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COMMENT #:  9844 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nikki Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As one of the most easily accessed canyons in the Wasatch, Little Cottonwood Canyon is a haven for 
those wanting to recreate in the outdoors. It serves many user groups: bikers, campers, climbers, 
hikers, folks wanting to picnic, photographers, runners, sight-seers, skiers, snowboarders, snowshoers, 
and so many more. The two transportation proposals currently offered only serve a tiny portion of those 
who use the canyon, but the impact of these two proposals will dramatically alter the accessibility and 
recreational opportunities in the canyon. These two options only serve a small and privileged few who 
use the canyon in the winter, and are not options that serve our entire community. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I'd like to ask that UDOT reconsider and first explore expanded 
electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed 
recreation transit needs before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will 
forever alter the landscape. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.29C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 
32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  9845 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sienna Chilcutt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the proposed gondola or widened road alternatives. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The 
increased number of people up-canyon will not lead to a solution. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20B) Alta 
and Snowbird are relatively small resorts that are already seeing the effects of too many people being 
up-canyon. It is not safe to have that many people standing in line at the bottom of Collins as we saw 
this last winter. (32.20C) If a big storm rolls in and inter lodge is required, having an increased number 
of people up-canyon leads to quite the safety issue. A better solution would be to limit the number of 
people that can come up the canyon each day. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) This could be done with the use 
of a toll booth at the bottom of SR-210 and increasing traction law enforcement. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 
32.2.2M) The bottom line is that Alta will never be what it used to be, which is heartbreaking. However, 
let’s not go beyond what damage has already been done by building a gondola up the canyon, or 
blasting away at the canyon to widen the road. 
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COMMENT #:  9846 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas McDonagh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will run into all the same problems as dedicated busses, but will be less reliable, have far 
less capacity, and is essentially a public subsidy to snowbird and alta. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5K, 32.2.6.5N, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The only way to solve the problem is to have a road 
closed to cars except for resort employees and year round residents, and fast reliable bussing for 
everybody else. (Eg busses that come every 2-5 minutes and not every 30) (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.3N). 
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COMMENT #:  9847 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Griffiths 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly believe that Utah's Little Cottonwood canyon will best be preserved by the less invasive 
option that of the proposed bus/shuttle system! (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9848 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Kjar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Light Rail or Train is the answer. It has proven to be highly successful in Europe. 
Do not understand why this is not one of the options. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  9849 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beckie Grgich Sidwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I own a timeshare at Cliff Club and our family has owned property in the canyon since 1978. I worked at 
Snowbird from 1992-1994. Back then, the canyon was a challenge for workers. Present day, the 
canyon has become more and more crowded and the road can be quite dangerous to travel with the 
motorists driving high speeds and the weather conditions. We love to Ski Snowbird BUT we will not 
drive up and ski for the day because of travel issues. So, we either have to book a room to ski the 
following morning or go to another ski area altogether. The gondola would be so nice...parking at the 
base and enjoying the ride up the canyon for a day of skiing would help so much. I love the canyon and 
want it preserved for generations to come. We need to protect the mountain area, protect the 
watershed ares and do what we can today to have a beautiful canyon in the future. (32.2.9D, 32.12A, 
and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  9850 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build this thing (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  9851 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Goyzueta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9852 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Beers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe gondolas are our best alternative. Functional despite weather conditions, lower environmental 
impact than other alternatives. Please go that direction. (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.13A)  
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COMMENT #:  9853 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Howard Eyre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Start with the cheapest option first. (32.29R and 32.2.9A) Stop trying to cram more people Into canyons 
that are already getting overused. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) People will get sick of the crowding 
eventually and traffic will naturally slow as people get less Interested in going skiing and getting stuck in 
it. Do not do the gondola idea! It will be a huge mistake for the health of lcc (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9854 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Whipp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex Whipp 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9855 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trina Metcalf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am NOT in favor of the gondola solution. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9856 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric C 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus lane will encourage use of public infrastructure without the need to add further blemish in the 
form of a gondola to the LCC landscape. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  9857 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Jenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support putting a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Please do not do this. It would take 
from the beauty that Little Cottonwood Canyon offers and would ruin the feeling of peace that comes 
from spending time in the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9858 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mariano Monatanaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I haven't read that much but it looks like they gonna destroy more natural enviroments for the joy of the 
rich people that come one week a year to ski and complain about the traffic (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9859 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tonya Woolsey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the Gondola Option is the most viable to preserve the Beauty in the canyon and causes less 
impact and is the most environmentally friendly solution for our Canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  9860 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that road widening will be inevitable. the gondola may have to be an additional consideration 
down the road and it could be added later, if still necessary. the single rider per car restriction is 
reasonable for peak times. thank you (32.2.9B, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  9861 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Matson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  9862 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Zimmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)  

Page 32B-10097 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9863 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Thiemann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is absolutely the best option - solely because it can operate in avalanches. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  9864 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luana Guymon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9865 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Caballero 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola will not solve congestion issues. It’s unsightly, costly, maintenance heavy, and it won’t solve 
any problems. More buses is the way! (32.2.9E, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9866 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madelyn Miamidian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that a gondola is the better way to go. (32.2.9D) Widening the road would ruin the awesome 
feeling of Little Cottonwood, plus extra buses, etc can cause extra pollution. Buses would not be able to 
make it up the Canyon if avalanches occur. (32.2.9C, 32.10A, and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  9867 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Logan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'll keep this short and sweet. I've ridden the bus to Snowbird for years and I'll tell you right now that's 
the majority of tourists refuse to ride the bus. So do a lot of wealthier resort goers. I've also seen the 
gondolas work extremely well in Europe. My family uses the one in Albuquerque all the time. The 
gondola itself will be a tourist attraction. As long as UDOT can guarantee that no climbing areas are 
affected by the gondola towers, I'm 100% for the gondola. I do hope that they will choose to run it year-
round though (32.2.9D and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  9868 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Ruzek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think the gondola serves the canyon well and will serve as a bottleneck and will be shuttered 
due to winds and other weather events more than thought. It also doesn’t take into consideration any 
recreation in the canyon that doesn’t happen to be at Alta or snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.5K, 
32.7B, 32.7D, and 32.4I) I would be for a light rail system, as was proposed years ago that connected 
through parleys into bcc and LCC and back down into the main trax system, but realize that is a very 
expensive proposition but it would be an efficient means of transportation and was surprised that it was 
the project that was taken off the table. The gondola is not the answer, (32.2.9F, 32.2.2I, 32.1.1C, and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9869 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Atticus Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of the proposed solutions do not address the underlying issue. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We need a 
per car entrance fee for the canyon along with significantly improved bus service. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9A) Both the gondola and bus lane will not reduce traffic jams, only increase the total number of 
people in the canyon. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.20A, and 32.20C) There needs to be an incentive for people to 
not drive cars. With a fee of ~$25 per car, there will be fewer people driving cars up the canyon, which 
eliminates traffic jams, reduces the environmental impact and can also provide funding for more busses 
to run up the canyon. If implemented correctly, it will increase accessibility for everyone who uses the 
canyon and limit further human impact on our beautiful LCC. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.7C. and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  9870 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terr Roth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to try a less destructive alternative to reduce congestion. (32.2.2PP) Both options negatively 
impact climbing access and the ability to have quiet and escape time in the canyons (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 
32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9871 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexa O'Gorman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an avid skier who is 150% AGAINST the gondola. (32.2.9E) I have loved Snowbird and Alta for 
years and am in shock that they are in support. It is embarrassing for them. Gondola is the WORST 
POSSIBLE OPTION! Many tax payers will be pissed as well as 90% of the LCC ski community. This is 
our water shed and dogs aren't even allowed up the canyons yet you want to spend years building, 
destroying the land and polluting our water shed....??? (32.12A) think with you're head and heart not 
your wallet!!! (32.29G)  
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COMMENT #:  9872 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John D’Arcy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Either alternative would alleviate the periodic traffic jams. Knowing only the info in the EIS presentation 
I would favor the bus alternative because of its greater flexibility and year round usefulness.  
Neither alternative description made any mention what users would pay to use the tram or bus 
alternative. How can the public make a true informed decision without knowing something about what 
they will have to pay? (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both alternatives enable a larger number of skiers to access the 2 resorts on good snow days 
(especially weekend snow days). The resorts are already overcrowded with the road as is on weekends 
with good snow. Either alternative will simply make the resorts more crowded and degrade the on hill 
experience. In some ways either alternative simply solve the road problem by transferring the 
overcrowding to the hill. (32.20A and 32.20C) The resort owners will like this but I’m not sure the 
majority of skiers wouldn’t prefer the road congestion to having the lift lines even longer and the runs 
overcrowded. I don’t have a suggestion on how to solve this dilemma but it ought to be discussed by 
those making the decisions before spending a very large amount of public money. (32.2.9N and 
32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9873 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lilliana Libecki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lilliana Libecki 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  9874 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Scheuch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the Gondola. I think it will have more long-term benefit for the canyon. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  9875 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthon Gillespie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should be reducing our reliance on vehicles whenever possible. (32.1.2D) It helps reduce pollution 
and also helps preserve our beautiful mountains. I encourage UTDOT to use the proposed gondola 
solution in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Thank you, (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  9876 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Hilding 

 
COMMENT: 
 
“Destroy it in order to save it”" Never have these words rang more true than with these two proposals. 
The gondola is particularly egregious in that it benefits such a small slice of the user population at the 
expense of public funds (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). And at what cost to 
the rest of the canyon not named Snowbird or Alta. Full disclosure: I work at Alta and depend on skiers 
for my livelihood, and even I think the gondola is insane. Begin by devoting more resources to parking 
for transit at the base of the canyon. Some hybrid of the current bus system and the Zion National Park 
shuttle system comes to mind. (32.2.2B) I've skied or worked in LCC for over 20 years, off and on, 
since 1980. And believe me when I say that many people would prefer to ride a bus than to drive if it 
was simply more accessible. Parking is really the problem that needs to be solved first. (32.2.6.2.1C) At 
the very least, shelve the gondola. Using public funds to serve the narrow self-interests of a select few 
while destroying the very thing we're all trying to save is inexcusable!" (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9877 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackie Biskupski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Rapid bus transportation will have the least amount of impact on the environment. Please minimize 
impacts to preserve our majestic canyons. (32.2.9A and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9878 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Vance 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the tram idea. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9879 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Freking 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think an effective solution to the traffic in LCC would be to build avalanche tunnels over the areas of 
frequent congestion and frequent avalanches to relieve stress from those areas of the canyon. 
(32.2.9K) This impacts the least resources and leaves the roads open in the event of heavy snowfall. 
(32.7A) Also utilizing more electric buses in conjunction would allow maximum traffic with less 
congestion. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  9880 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Ruble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I was planning a trip to LCC for both summer and winter recreation in the coming year. Unfortunately 
my family and I will be forced to cancel both and opt for Vail resorts instead of UDOT decides to follow 
through with this plan. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  9881 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Grzybowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't support either option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). Please try other, less expensive, less invasive 
options first! (32.29R and 32.2.2PP) Of the two options proposed, I like the bus option the best. I want 
an option that serves everyone going up the canyon, not just resort skiers. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9882 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Ballingham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You fail to mention that mass transit by monorail was included in the original Snowbird development 
plan proposed by Ted Johnson and supported by Dick Bass. It is time to realize their dream! (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  9883 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Burns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This canyon has been called home to many for so long. More importantly it’s home to a diverse array of 
wildlife including plants, animals, trees...etc. one thing is for sure and it’s that cars will always be driving 
up and down the canyon producing emissions and ultimately contributing to the air quality issues that 
face our state. (32.10A) I find it hard to believe that the gondola is a true viable solution to solving the 
traffic issue. It will permanently disrupt the natural habitat of the Wasatch National Forest, not to 
mention the skyline. Don’t get me wrong people have been disrupting the natural habitat of LCC since 
mining operations began, but the Gondola will be one of the most intrusive and permanent disruptions 
to date. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.9E, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
 
I have skied Alta and Snowbird for years and LCC will always have a special place in my heart for 
recreation and enjoyment of its unique ecosystem. However it is clear to me that these two resorts are 
not really concerned about the environmental impact of “emissions”, but instead of profitability. They 
are businesses that seek to increase profit after all (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Emissions are always going to be an issue so long as the state of Utah’s population continues to grow. 
This is an issue of paramount importance to the entire state but especially the Salt Lake Valley (as 
many are already aware of this ongoing problem). (32.10A) 
 
In closing I strongly feel that the gondola is not the solution. Although not a perfect solution the bus 
route will be far less destructive to the canyon and could allow for more lasting solutions in the future. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3D) The issue of emissions is something that the State of Utah needs to continue 
to look into and work towards mitigating, if not solving. I do not appreciate Alta and Snowbird using this 
public health concern as a facade against their own agendas for the canyon.  
 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Burns 
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COMMENT #:  9884 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Figuracion 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber, I know how big the climbing community is in the Salt Lake area. Little Cottonwood 
Canyon is world renowned for its climbing and the boulders are a big part of that. The amount of 
boulders that will be affected by the gondola is extensive. I do not support this gondola. (32.2.9E and 
32.4B)

Page 32B-10119 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9885 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mackenzie McBride 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mackenzie McBride 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9886 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alan Bloomer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alan Bloomer 
Tierra Verde, FL 
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COMMENT #:  9887 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rannon Byington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
upon further consideration i think the gondola proposal will cause more detrimental impact to the 
environment in comparison to other traffic options. (32.2.9E, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) think about 
what it would do to the skyline. residents of sandy, cottonwood heights, and other surrounding 
municipalities would have to look at the huge structures upon completion, not even factoring what it 
would take to build such a gondola system. (32.17A) all of this development in the national forests is 
not only bad for the ecosystem in the short term, but the long term unforeseeable consequences could 
be huge when considering the increase of human traffic. (32.13A, 32.20A, and 32.20C) another thing 
to consider is the constant and erosion that happens to the canyon walls and it’s runoff, where an 
unforeseen geological shift could put the well-being of the ecosystem and peoples lives at stake. 
(32.12A and 32.13A) in conclusion i think the best route for access to the ski resorts during winter time 
is the increase of busses and the frequency of them. (32.2.9A) here in the wasatch, winter weather is 
something we have to live with, we cannot just try and get around mother nature at the expense of the 
natural mountain ecosystem in exchange for a shorter commute down the canyon on a snowy day. 
(32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) i get we as a state get a huge amount of money from tourism revenue, but the 
real question to ask here is who benefits from the construction of a huge gondola. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9888 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shirley Griffiths 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe electric buses would be the best option for Little Cottonwood Canyon because it would be cost 
effective, not cause any solution, and not disrupt any family homes along the road way. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3F) 

Page 32B-10123 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9889 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kate Waskevich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The amount of boulders that will be affected by the gondola is outrageous. (32.4B) It will be a 
devastating blow to the climbing community. A gondola that has two stops is not the best solution to the 
canyon. I do not support this gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9890 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Janet Houtz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
It is important to preserve our wilderness areas...even a little construction is too much construction. 
(32.13A and 32.13B) I do not feel that the road should be widened...as this may cause faster driving 
and more accidents and death of wildlife. In addition, any further construction will affect the flora and 
fauna of the canyons. (32.2.6.3B and 32.13B) 
 
Having a year-round bus service...which stops at the trailheads (though, there could be express buses 
to the resort areas), and ski areas is an excellent idea and one that needs attention. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.3C) I enjoy hiking by myself and the convenience of driving my own car; however, I am willing to 
ride a bus to and from a trailhead. 
 
Though having a gondola might be a thrilling ride...it will change the dynamics of our beautiful, local 
wilderness. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Janet Houtz 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9891 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phil Lambertsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really don’t see there’s a solution everyone is going to like. I prefer the gondola, but don’t see how 
your going to go more than a few years before a bus lane is going to be needed anyway! I feel the 
gondola will be less impactful on the canyon and it can run even if it’s snowing. (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9892 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carrie Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No road widening. (32.2.9C) 
No gondola. (32.2.9E) 
Yes to keeping the canyon a public use space!!!!!! (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9893 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Wall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer the Gondola. I believe it could be used by more than just skiers or cannoneers. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9894 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Toby Brotherton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Can we PLEASE just try the enhanced bus service before taking on any of these more extreme 
measures? Let's increase bus service and have parking added in the gravel pit. We can disincentivize 
personal vehicles with a fee, and do a better job keeping ill equipped vehicles out of the canyon by 
better enforcement of the traction law. The traction law should also be preemptively enforced if a big 
snowstorm is coming. With these simple changes, we can actually have available parking at bus station 
lots, more frequent bus departures with available seating on buses, and a clearer roadway for the 
buses (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, and 32.29R). 
 
If we just do these small changes, it will be far easier and cheaper to take the bus, so people will do 
that! People will absolutely opt for the bus if there is a fee to drive private vehicles and they can actually 
park at a convenient bus station and get a seat on a bus. (32.2.4A) If vehicles that are improperly 
equipped to handle steep snowy conditions are actually turned around, this will further reduce the 
amount of traffic in the canyons. (32.2.2M) Also, the gondola does nothing to improve the traffic 
situation in BCC, whereas these simple changes could be easily implemented in both Cottonwood 
canyons. (32.1.1A) We can significantly reduce canyon traffic with currently existing technology, at a 
fraction of the price tag, all while preserving our beloved canyons. 
 
All the people I know who have also recreated in the cottonwoods for many years feel this way. I 
strongly feel that we have to try this easier, much cheaper option instead of doing irreversible damage 
to the canyon in a way that won’t necessarily improve the roadway issues. (32.4I, 32.7B, and 32.,7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9895 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Tomlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not install gondolas in LCC (32.2.9E). We could charge a toll to enter, offer a yearly 
membership for a fee, or just limit vehicles per day. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2L) There are so many 
other options that don’t involve catering to ski resorts (32.2.9PP). Please don’t devastate the 
landscape, we cannot rebuild it. (32.4I) -Jess 
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COMMENT #:  9896 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abby Bloomer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
NO GONDOLA  
Lower the speed limit to 35 
Encourage Carpooling (32.2.9E, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.4A) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Abby Bloomer 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9897 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katelyn Mendel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The only two options that are presented a 1 billion dollar cost with out considering anything else first. 
(32.2.7C, 32.2.2PP, and 32.29R) This should be a last resort after we have attempted other means. 
How about during the busy winter months or when the parking lots at the ski resorts are full close off 
the canyon and people can only get in through the bus. Or in fact make it like Zion National park and 
during winter no one can drive up the canyon. Shuttle buses are the only option into the resorts. 
(32.2.2K and 32.2.2B) People reserve a slot time to board the bus and pay a small fee. Create parking 
at the bottom of the canyon. It would solve the traffic solution and be perfectly affordable without 
damaging our important canyon. (32.2.2K and 32.2.6.2.1C)
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COMMENT #:  9898 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janet Houtz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is important to preserve our wilderness areas...even a little construction is too much construction. 
(32.13A and 32.13B) I do not feel that the road should be widened...as this may cause faster driving 
and more accidents and death of wildlife. In addition, any further construction will affect the flora and 
fauna of the canyons. (32.2.6.3B and 32.13B) 
 
Having a year-round bus service...which stops at the trailheads (though, there could be express buses 
to the resort areas), and ski areas is an excellent idea and one that needs attention. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.3C) I enjoy hiking by myself and the convenience of driving my own car; however, I am willing to 
ride a bus to and from a trailhead. 
 
Though having a gondola might be a thrilling ride...it will change the dynamics of our beautiful, local 
wilderness. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  9899 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ally Askew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put this gondola in little cottonwood canyon, a canyon already overwhelmed and over 
trafficked. (32.2.9E, 32.20A, and 32.20C) This will significantly affect not only the people who live in the 
canyon, but the people who visit it for its natural beauty. We need to protect this canyon, and putting 
the gondola in will only aid in destroying it further. (32.4I and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  9900 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Zampirri 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  9901 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Sowards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see the canyons other recreational activities preserved instead of destroying trails and 
climbing areas to widen the ride or place a gondola (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9902 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dione Rodriguez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dione Rodriguez 
Clinton, UT 

Page 32B-10137 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9903 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Richardson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I think UDOT should strongly consider enacting tolls and or closing the canyon to cars entirely during 
busy days. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2B) Additional parking options would probably be necessary 
through the valley and then run buses from there directly to the resorts. (32.2.2I) I think this option 
would be considerably cheaper and prevent the damage and stress on the canyon that would be 
involved with either of the two current proposals. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9904 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Webster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Webster 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9905 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bret Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola it would make for a beautiful ride and less pollution and more reliable. Thank you 
have a nice day!!! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9906 

DATE:   9/1/21 5:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Breonna Burnett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Breonna Burnett 
St. George, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9907 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Jablonski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First and foremost, thank you for your work in all aspects of this project. There’s no question that Utah 
is changing before our eyes and a sustainable long-term solution to traffic in LCC must be decided 
upon soon. Also- big shout out to UTA, USDA Forest Service, and Snowbird and Alta in all working 
together to make something sustainable happen for the long term.  
 
I have spent many hours researching this topic - I am NOT in favor of the gondola as the solution. 
(32.2.9E) I do believe it would take away from the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) Maybe the 
impact to the beauty of the canyon wouldn’t be as much as I’m imagining, but I wanted to voice this 
concern. It would be difficult to tell until built. Snowbird stated in their letter of support for the gondola 
that “Park n Ride lots have historically paid for the UTA ski bus fares of employees and season 
passholders”. I hope I’m reading this correctly as I give credit to what Snowbird and UTA figured out 
that my bus fare has been included in previous season passes; they go on to say “we envision a similar 
funding model if a gondola were to go into place”-- but what about the price to park at La Caille? ( I very 
well could have missed this, but I have not seen any parking quotes to park at that structure at La Caille 
(32.2.6B) In the UDOT report, it mentions gondola riders would park at a mobility hub, then take the 13-
minute bus ride to the gondola. With that being said, I’d be more apt to just stay on a bus up the canyon 
(if there are more electric buses/ less impact on the environment). To add, a majority would have to do 
this anyways with only 1,800 spots at La Caille- not sure how many people want to drive to a bus stop 
to be shuttled to the gondola. (32.2.6.4B, 32.2.6.5D, and 32.2.6.5J) This means that realistically, 
people are still going to take busses or drive up canyon when they can, so why build the gondola? 
(32.2.2W and 32.2.4A) The bigger you build it, the more they will come” and I feel as if the gondola 
would attract that many more people here for reasons outside of its intention: moving skiers and riders 
up LCC (more on this at the end). (32.20A and 32.20C) And on the huge storm days when people can’t 
drive or take a bus- come on- can you imagine the nightmare that will be the line of people trying to get 
gondola parking then the line for the gondola?? (32.2.6.5C) With all this being said, alternative “A”: 
enhanced bus service would get my vote (if there are additional environmentally friendly buses) 
between these two “final” options. (32.2.9A)  
 
A few ideas around this: not as much of an eyesore that a gondola would bring to the canyon. Priority to 
buses on Wasatch Blvd and tolling to shy people away from driving up in their cars. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.2.2A, and 32.2.4A) This next point might not be realistic- but on huge storm nights (when UDOT 
puts out the statement that they are blasting until 8am) could a statement also be put out that it will be 
buses only/ no personal vehicles until noon the following day? (outside of emergency vehicles, workers, 
canyon homeowners, ect.) and include a statement saying people in personal vehicles can’t line up 
until noon? I’m thinking something similar to Zion NP- how it’s buses only at peak visitor times 
(32.2.2B). Having enough buses where people don’t need to know schedules- having multiple buses at 
stops so that as soon as one is full, it takes off for LCC and the next one starts loading. (32.2.6.3N) We 
all know that in addition to the wet, avalanche prone snow that caused such large slides, one of the 
biggest reasons for such crazy traffic the last few years is that we hear the canyon is closed until 8am, 
but people start to line up at 5am, which backs things up through 9am (or later, 10:45 on huge snow 
days) by the time things start moving. I am all about getting up super early on pow days, but the reward 
would be close parking to the bus then enjoying a ride up from UTA on a nice early bus. I might regret 
that idea, but it could seriously help with the traffic. Side note- UDOT and UTA has done an amazing 
job over the years, you women and men rock! (32.7A and 32.2.2B)  
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My last point- Snowbird and Alta have such an incredible product in their skiing- mostly due to the 
geological magic that is LCC. I’m sure they are sick of hearing this, but they seriously need to consider 
removing themselves from the multi-resort pass. (Hence why I put “final” options in quotes earlier in my 
letter) To my understanding, Ikon financials are private. As an Ikon holder two years ago, my girlfriend 
and I went back to an Alta/Bird last winter (and we still would have even if it didn’t include an Ikon base 
pass), and plan on skiing LCC as much as we can for as long as we live in the SLC area. The skiing is 
that much better in LCC. I can only imagine they make a boat-load by being a part of the Ikon; and 
maybe I’m way off, but it’s such a legendary place that I imagine strong revenue could still be 
generated by selling day tickets for those whom really wanted to ski in LCC. We can’t believe how 
many "people we met on the chairlifts this past winter that were from out of state, traveling around the 
West and shredding LCC “because they had free days on their Ikon pass”. (32.2.2K) We can’t sustain 
those type of visitor numbers and the gondola will only attract more and more. The Ikon blackout days 
were amazing- I believe a sustainable amount of visitors were at the resort those days. Again, maybe 
I’m way off, but their seems to be so much loyalty from LCC resort skiers- in many forums, I have read 
numerous comments that passholders would be willing to pay more to make up some of the difference 
in revenue if they weren’t apart of the multi-resort pass. I’d hate to see that type of loyalty go away. I’d 
also hate to see the proposed gondola turn LCC into any more of a Disneyworld than it already has 
started to (when the gondola becomes just as much as an amusement ride as it is a solution to traffic 
ex. People riding it up just to go grab lunch up canyon and take IG pictures): Utah can still benefit from 
the tourism dollars from those type of visitors, they really enjoy Park City. Thank you for hearing me 
out. This will be my 9th full year here (I can only imagine what the people who have lived here for 30+ 
years say about us; but hey, I was here before Ikon and I was coming here anyways before I knew Epic 
had arrived that same year- when they took over operations for The Canyons, previous to the 
combination with PCMR). I love skiing LCC, I love Utah, and look forward to a sustainable solution. 
Thank you again for all of your work. Let it Snow. Sincerely, Michael Jablonski 
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COMMENT #:  9908 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I drive that canyon everyday for ski team. The tram would be a huge huge waste of money! We need a 
bus lane! (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9909 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Duncan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t agree having a gondola behind my back yard. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9910 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Jackson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola plan would be a better solution to Little Cottonwood traffic and crowding than a bus 
transportation system. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  9911 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melanie Grayson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern: I write to express my support for the gondola proposal for little Cottonwood 
Canyon. It feels like the most environmentally responsive and least intrusive option. It would also likely 
attract tourists and be a valuable asset for the resorts in attracting out of town guests. While I support 
buses to the resorts, the impact from road widening is too great. Thank you. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  9912 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  May Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both the Gondola Alternative B and the Enhanced Bus with Road Widening for LCC. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) There are still too many unanswered questions. On the face of it, it is not practical to 
spend over half a billion dollars on solutions that permanently scar LCC to mitigate winter ski traffic. 
(32.1.2B) It is difficult to understand why taxpayer funds are being used to benefit two privately owned 
ski areas while creating real disadvantages for the taxpaying citizens of 5 surrounding communities. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, and 32.7C) If the goal is to promote tourism, per Senate Bill 277, 
then there are still countless questions and unforeseen consequences to overcome. Both scenarios 
would increase the number of visitors to LCC, which has no trouble attracting many tourists now. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) How many more visitors can LCC handle before there are damaging impacts on 
the ecosystem? (32.20B) What is the impact of that many more humans in the watershed? (32.20C, 
32.12A, and 32.12B) After the I-215 concrete spill in Mill Creek this summer, can Utah really afford the 
threat to the LCC watershed in the midst of extreme drought? From an experience standpoint, how is 
any visitor going to drag all their ski equipment on the gondola? What about security? (32.2.4A and 
32.2.6F) Despite the anticipated construction timeline, it’s ironic that we are considering an expansion 
of mass transit during a pandemic. I am a big supporter of mass transit however COVID-19 does create 
a big obstacle in terms of adaptation. What will be done to keep riders safe - not only from a health 
perspective but crime as well? (32.2.6F and 32.2.6C) What happens to riders stuck on a 37 minute 
gondola ride threatened by an unhinged gunman? (32.2.6F) What happens if an avalanche strikes the 
towers, or if there are gale-force winds? (32.2.6.5K) What about safety along Wasatch Boulevard 
during its expansion? (32.2.6.2.2A) With 50mph speed limit on Wasatch, it is a definite threat to the 
children and families living along that corridor. Based on recent research about traffic flow, and on my 
personal observation in Southern California, expanding roads brings more cars to the area and 
therefore increases traffic congestion. Widening roads does not alleviate traffic. (32.2.4A and 32.20K). 
 
Understanding that UDOT is looking to manage imminent population growth and stay competitive in the 
ski industry, a phased approach starting with enhanced bus service alternative (without road widening) 
would be preferred. (32.29R and 32.2.9A) Rather than building mobility hubs that create bottlenecks in 
the neighborhoods adjacent to LCC, putting more effort to creating bus infrastructure throughout Salt 
Lake City should be explored (32.2.2I). A phased approach will allow UDOT to gain real data on best 
approaches to decrease the number of cars and incentivize using buses. Is it necessary to expand SR-
210 that widely? (32.2.6.2.2A) I am concerned that the snow sheds will also permanently mar the 
canyon. (32.17C) Perhaps creative use of tolls and reversible express lanes on SR-210 can accomplish 
the task. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2D) 
 
In section 4.3.1.2.2 of the draft EIS, “Little Cottonwood Canyon receives about 2.1 million visitors a 
year, about 60% of which come from within a 25-mile radius. Many people move to the Salt Lake Valley 
because of its proximity to skiing and outdoor activities, which has become a shared value for many 
residents. LCC is cherished by local Utahns and if anything, the approach of “First Do No Harm” must 
be seriously considered. (32.29G) The proposed DEIS solutions, if implemented, would seriously 
undermine the quality of life in neighborhoods like Cottonwood Heights, Sandy, Alta, Granite, and 
Wasatch Resort. I implore UDOT to tap the brakes on this project to explore additional smarter and 
more economical solutions that will be viewed positively by ALL users of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.4E and 32.4F, and 32.4L)
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COMMENT #:  9913 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Lindsley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I support preserving the beauty of the Central Wasatch Canyons while offering economical access for 
all citizens. I cast my vote for: 
 
1). No Tram - that isn’t a solution for anyone except the ski areas. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
2). Expanded bus service in the canyons, with reasonable year-round valley connectivity to reduce or 
eliminate parking at the canyon mouths. Budgets should allow for electric buses to be added ASAP. 
Snow sheds should protect the most likely areas of occurrences. (32.2.2I, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.9K) 
3). Reconfigure LCC roadway to allow buses through lanes, and construct sheltered bus stops at 
trailheads, recreation and residential areas. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.2.6.5N) 
4). Adapt all effective means to limit parking at resorts for private cars and vans during the ski season. 
Fees should be in place and winter traction limits enforced. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2M) 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Lindsley 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Lindsley 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-10149 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9914 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Greenwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a skier with a pass to Snowbird resort located within Little Cottonwood Canyon, myself and my 
family have become increasingly frustrated with the congestion the last few years within the canyon. 
This congestion especially happens on new snow days, which would be the most attractive to skiers. 
Multiple times per winter we sit at the bottom of the canyon for multiple hours and get nowhere, before 
turning around to go home. Not being able to adequately get up and down the canyon when desired to 
use the service that I pay for is frustrating. For these reasons specifically and others, myself and my 
family are heavily in favor of the Gondola option with a La Caille base station. This is the best solution 
for high speeds, snow resistant transportation for skiers and riders. This option is the most practical and 
what I am most in support of. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9915 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maria Rodriguez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t agree to have a gondola in my back yard (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9916 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Gorton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Snowbird season tickets holder. In the summer I travel up the Little Cottonwood often. I 
understand that this gondola system would require 22 265' high towers running up the canyon to Alta. I 
wonder about the ecological impact of this construction project but also visibly having 22 huge towers 
with cable connecting each one. (32.13A and 32.17A) Then there is the cost? (32.2.7C) What will it 
cost the taxpayers and what will it cost each time I have to travel to Snowbird? (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) 
Will I also have to pay for parking? (32.2.6B) I also think it will create a massive traffic situation down in 
the valley. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.2.1D) For these and other reasons I am not in favor of this gondola 
venture. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  9917 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carl Berg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why don’t we try some low cost solutions before spending 500 million dollars. Not every problem can 
be solved with money. We need more options! (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  9918 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jason Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jason Hall 
American Fork, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9919 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda Rich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not put a gondola in LCC! (32.2.9E) Spending nearly $600 Million dollars on a gondola that doesn’t 
even reduce the flow of traffic is the worst idea ever. (32.7B and 32.7C) Expanded bus service OR add 
a toll to get up the canyon is such a better plan. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) The gondola doesn’t even help 
with traffic and I’m VERY disturbed that the traffic problem only became an issue when a politician 
decided his company needed to build a gondola. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  9920 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tessa Byars 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am aligned with SLCA in that neither of the options proposed to mitigate traffic are acceptable due to 
the unavoidable harm to the environment and outdoor sporting communities (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 
32.4I) I believe alternative options such as improved bussing, tolls for non-carpool-ers, and others, 
have not been explored enough. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) Please do not proceed with either of 
these options. It will destroy habitat, climbing areas, and is only looking out for the interests of the ski 
resorts. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9921 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Browne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing UDOTs gondola plan it just doesn't make since to me. (32.2.9E) Adding a gondola 
seems like it will only create more ski traffic and congestion. While it might be a good alternative to 
driving it will not stop people from driving. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) On a typical ski day if I had the choice 
to go find parking and wait in lines to take a gondola or to drive my car up the canyon I would almost 
always choose to drive my car. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5C) I think this is the case for most people. Having 
a gondola is analogous to have a few more buses go up the canyon everyday (just with a different 
route). The problem them becomes overcongestion at the ski area itself. It also seems strange to 
perpetuate ski area congestion and lead to more industrialization by installing a gondola throughout the 
canyon. (32.20A and 32.20C) I understand that this might prevent long term pollution but it is at the 
expense of natural formations and will cause future congestion issues. (32.17A, 32.7C, and 32.20C) 
Thank you for your consideration 
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COMMENT #:  9922 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Bryson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah's growth is unprecedented. Expansion of the highway with an added bus lane will not detract the 
population from attempting to drive up the canyon (32.2.4A and 32.7C). The gondola offers an 
'experience' to all who visit the canyon. Parking can be managed at the base of the canyon where there 
is room, preventing canyon jams that sometimes prevent emergency vehicles from doing their jobs. We 
must be forward thinking about building infrastructure to support rising tourism in the mountains. If not 
this solution, then another. Frankly, the highway should expand plus the gondola, as I bet future growth 
will demand it. Please go with the Gondola option. - Utah resident, avid skier. (32.2.2W and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9923 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Grant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want the Condola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9924 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  T Mullarkey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
t mullarkey 
kanab, UT 

Page 32B-10160 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9925 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracy Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is not a good solution. It’ll take out tons of boulders for climbing which is a large use of the canyon. 
It’s not going to solve your crowding issues in LCC. I do not support this. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.20A, 
32.20C, and 32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  9926 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will ruin the wild outdoors aspect of the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) It also doesn't seem to 
provide transit to a large amount of passengers. The capacity and speed of the gondola doesn't sound 
worth the investment. (32.2.6.5N) The bus option needs to be selected with other measures added to 
prevent wasteful cars from clogging up the canyon. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) Additional parking at park 
and ride lots IS A MUST. (32.2.6.2.1C) More frequent busses going up canyon in a dedicated bus only 
lane would go a long way towards reducing canyon congestion by providing people with a real 
alternative to driving. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  9927 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Will Previte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Will Previte 
Jackson, WY 
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COMMENT #:  9928 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gracie Tidwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
gracie tidwell 
heber, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9929 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitch Lehman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not continue with either plan to develop in little cottonwood canyon. I have not climbed there 
yet and would like to visit the boulders one day. I am from West Virginia and this issue matters to me. 
Thank you for your consideration. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  9930 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael DeVries 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael DeVries 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9931 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Claire Dvorak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  9932 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Berg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola would be best as it could continue to operate during snowstorms and you don’t have 
massive traffic at 2pm or whenever the canyon opens back up. Also hardly anyone uses the bus 
anyways as it’s kind of inconvenient but a gondola would be much more efficient and consistent. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  9933 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelly Butterfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola in little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9934 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola seems like an engineer's dream, but not something practical. It can only be used 
effectively during a few months of the year. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5F) Widening the road would be better. 
(32.2.9B) Or find a way to build from a road from the park city side or from American fork canyon to 
create multiple paths in and out of the canyon. (32.2.2J and 3.2.2N) 
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COMMENT #:  9935 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Litwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Litwin 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9936 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Laila Hakkarinen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Laila Hakkarinen 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9937 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Hanrahan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Opposed to the gondola. (32.2.9E) The canyon is a national treasure serving the entire community not 
just skiers and snowboarders. Once built it will be there forever (32.4I). Buses provide flexibility and will 
not scar the existing environment as a gondola will. Snowbird and Alta will be the beneficiaries not the 
rest of Canyon users, and I and the family are skiers (32.2.9A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
32.7C, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  9938 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Palmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a member of the Salt Lake County Mountainous Planning Commission (since its inception), I have 
been involved in the EIS process for the last several years. I am opposed to both the gondola and 
enhanced bus service options. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
 
I support more modest steps: snow sheds to decrease avalanche downtime, e-tolling at the base of the 
canyon using the same system as on I-15, carpool incentives at the resorts, roadway improvements to 
increase carrying capacity. More lockers at the resorts to encourage bus use. More frequent ski bus 
schedules. (32.2.9K, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, 32.2.2P, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3N)  
 
Overloading the ski resorts jeopardizes our precious watershed. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  9939 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brittany Salmon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I much prefer the enhanced bus system but also think there are other cheaper ways to improve the 
traffic. (32.2.9A) Tolls in the winter. Resorts charging for parking. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) Buses going 
down that start at Snowbird so they don't all fill up at Alta (this happens at Solitude all the time). 
(32.2.6.3N) Congestion really only happens in the winter. We don't need enhanced buses or a gondola 
in the summer. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) I think there may be a better solution. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  9940 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teresa Robison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that a Gondola system would be the best way to go. Our world is experiencing such bad 
temperature changing that would be Utah way of cutting down on car pollutions. I’m old and don’t drive 
as much but I could finally go to October fest. What a view! (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  9941 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m not for the gondolas. At all it will distort the canyon and destroy it (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  9942 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Neff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be fiscally irresponsible and largely ineffective due to peak times and seasonality in 
the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2C, and 32.7C) This massive upfront cost, constant maintenance, and 
permanent eyesore would be a travesty to the mountains and the community. (32.17A) Enhances bus 
service coupled with snow sheds would be a much more effective solution, especially given the 
likelihood that self driving battery powered bus technology is likely not that far out. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K 
and 32.2.6.3F) Infrastructure is permanent and cumbersome once installed and the gondola is not a 
good long term solution and an extremely expensive short term one. 
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COMMENT #:  9943 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Turley-Conway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the gondola although in theory is a really cool way to move people up and down the canyon the impacts 
to the canyon during the off season is to great, lcc is not just snowbirds and altas canyon it’s a public 
canyon that should be treated as such, the damage to the bouldering and hiking is to great for me. 
(32.2.9E, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9944 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jess Shade 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jess Shade 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9945 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Troy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do NOT go through with this plan, a gondola would not solve the traffic issue that has been 
getting worse every year. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Not only will it cause a ton of construction in one 
of the most beautiful canyons in Utah, it will cause backup at the park and ride for the gondy, so just 
diverting traffic instead of creating a solution. (32.17A and 32.2.6.5E) There are other negative 
consequences that this will cause including impact on wildlife, and increased cost for maintenance, 
among other reasons. Please listen to the residents here and do not build this expensive endeavor that 
will not solve anything. (32.13A, 32.2.7C, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9946 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathy Rioux 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love Alta, no easy answer, but like the gondola idea. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9947 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janice Heck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus lane solves nothing. (32.2.9C and 32.7C) Still can get backed up due to accidents and avalanches, 
while gondola takes all that traffic off canyon and provides a more efficient way to move people up and 
down canyon. (32.2.6.3P and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9948 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terrie Hanrahan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Increase use of buses and carpooling to solve traffic and parking problems. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Do 
Not build a gondola which which will cost a lot and ruin natural habitats for animals. (32.2.9E and 
32.13A) Please protect the area instead of thinking of your own interests and short rearm solutions. 
Thanks. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  9949 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janice Heck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus lane solves nothing. (32.2.9C, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Still can get backed up due to accidents and 
avalanches, while gondola takes all that traffic off canyon and provides a more efficient way to move 
people up and down canyon. (32.2.6.3P and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9950 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Godfrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola and road widening will cut into the history of climbing in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Climbers and nature enthusiasts have been visiting the canyon for decades to witness and 
enjoy everything it has to offer. These world class boulders have produced many of the strongest 
climbers in the world as well as multiple olympians. This is much more important than just a few 
boulders, these projects would cut though the history of Utah climbing. Eliminating these projects is not 
only important to the climbing community across the world, but more importantly the people who call 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9951 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leah Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a skier and climber, LCC has been my playground year round for many years. I agree that winter 
traffic is not sustainable as it is and I think the best option and lowest impact to other activities would be 
an expanded bus option. (32.2.9A) I would absolutely HATE to see the land and climbing areas that I 
love, destroyed soley to build a gondola system when far better options that have have significant less 
impact on the surrounding area have yet to be exhausted. (32.2.9E, 32.2.2PP, and 32.29R) PLEASE 
understand the heartbreak that would come to so many if the gondola were built leading to the 
destruction of such an incredible landscape. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  9952 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michele Coats 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i support the gondola for most activities (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  9953 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Hall 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9954 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Conley Perry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Conley Perry 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9955 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joshua McAlearney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Joshua McAlearney 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9956 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elissa Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep the canyon view a natural vista, expand buses, no gondola. (32.17A, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  9957 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Bacon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t commercialize this area. (32.4I, 32.20F, and 32.20H) 
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COMMENT #:  9958 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've grown up in this canyon. The gondola is the worst decision in my opinion. Building the world's 
longest gondola in the world on PUBLIC LAND to support two corporations let alone a tax funded 
operation that's a complete money grab. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.9E) While 
I understand the inevitable growth of this wonderful place the gondola is not the answer. Politicians and 
former politicians are using this to line their pockets. For example Chris mccandles and Wayne 
Neiderhauser. As a local this is terrifying and the majority do not want this. If the gondola happens it will 
be the complete end of an era. 
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COMMENT #:  9959 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Deedee Fedorchak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
No gondola please (and I'm a serious skier). (32.2.9E) Go back to the drawing board and figure out 
how to decrease cars, protect the canyon from overuse --- as much as I love the canyon, not everyone 
needs to be up the canyon at any time they please. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2PP). I'll bus for skiing; bus for 
hiking; basically, try to get everyone possible out of the upper canyon. (32.1.2C, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3C, 
and 32.2.2B) 
 
But don't do the gondola. Huge money that only benefits the skiers and ski resorts .... as much as I like 
gondolas of Telluride and Steamboat, they are not a good fit for that canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Thank you. Deedee Fedorchak 
 
Sincerely, 
Deedee Fedorchak 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9960 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Benson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have live in Cottonwood heights since 1990 and have driven on Highway 210 at least 100 days year 
since then. Why ruin a beautiful canyon with a gondola. There maybe 20 days where the road is 
crowded or closed. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, and 32.1.4D) How about starting with a full time tire 
check at the bottom, keeping 2wd and no snow tires vehicles out of the canyon. (32.2.2M) A couple of 
avalanche sheds in prone areas like Little Pine. (32.2.9K) They could also charge a fee for cars with 2 
or less people driving up the canyon so it encourages car pooling. More parking for bus riders and more 
buses. Spending a half billion dollar on some useless gondola isn't the answer. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  9961 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Butterworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposals fail to account for forest service access. Please allow for all users to appreciate the 
potential improvements. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In my opinion 
widening the road for increased bus access is the easiest and best current proposal. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  9962 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Despain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s focus the solution on limiting the number of people in the canyon to improve the experience, 
rather than spending millions of taxpayer dollars and continue to degrade this beautiful canyon. 
(32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, 32.1.2B, and 32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  9963 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Marshall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The 2 alternatives that would spend a billion dollars to serve ONLY 2 ski areas are fiscally 
irresponsible. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) More consideration to less expensive 
solutions that have a lower impact on the canyon AND THE RESIDENTS NEAR THE CANYON is 
needed. I would prefer to see a less-costly phased approach toward enhanced bus service. (32.29R 
and 32.2.9A) Colorado ski areas have their OWN busses running every 5 - 10 minutes. UDOT bus 
schedule up until now is incredibly inconvenient and infrequent. Maybe start with more frequent busses 
and additional bus routes. (32.2.6.5N) Also building some avalanche sheds at frequent avalanche sites 
could also provide better safety for road traffic. (32.2.9K) In any case, I am absolutely opposed to the 
Gondola and the increased development to the Gondola site. The gondola transports very few people 
overall and in my opinion, will only add to traffic issues. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5N, 32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 
32.7C). The Gondola will transport about 1000 people per hour (30 cars x 35 people about 30 minute 
trip). It seems the Gondola is unable to deal with a heavy use day of 21,000 visitors adequately. 
(32.2.6.5N). I didn’t see COVID / other Respiratory Disease Management addressed, i.e. ventilation or 
social distancing. Has this been evaluated? (32.2.6C)  
 
In addition, as Save Not Pave has pointed out: 
1). The most significant issue with the gondola is, and will continue to be, parking! There is no space to 
accommodate at least 7,000 vehicles near the canyons. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.2.1C) That's why SOC is 
advocating for a flexible YEAR-ROUND bus system that focuses on getting people out of their cars, 
nearer their origins. (32.2.2I) Better utilizing the infrastructure we already have in the urban areas, to 
connect our communities to the Wasatch, without destroying what makes these canyons unique. We 
can do this with buses. 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and continuing with the Central 
Wasatch Commission there has been a coalition of efforts to gather and understand the carrying 
capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying Capacity” known and how does UDOT 
weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
3). Non-ski resort visitors who wish to make use of a gondola to access the other areas of the canyon 
are out of luck! Climbing, hiking, backcountry skiing, bird watching, angling, the list could go on and on, 
but sadly it ends with all Utahn's helping to pay for the gondola, without it facilitating access to other 
year round recreational activities. (32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9964 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Hughes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think only small expenditures, if any, should be made. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  9965 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimball Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote the gondola option is the best option. There's less interference with the mountain and trees and 
all that structuring for that would happen with widing the roads. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9966 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Brodhead 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very displeased with both presented by UDOT (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). Before changing LCC 
forever, a slower more methodical approach is needed: increase bus traffic. (32.2.9A) Also, a lack of a 
environmental assessment is absurd. In my eyes, it’s UDOT’s responsibility, not the USFS. Your 
wanting to make the changes. Please don’t move forward with any of the two options. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  9967 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Ann Homer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option as long as adequate parking options are available (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5J) 
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COMMENT #:  9968 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Higgins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a 50 yr resident in CH between Little & Big I hate that I can’t enjoy the mountains due to traffic. 
Afraid the Gondola only offers seasonal access & relief. My vote is for more buses with more incentive 
to ride. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2C, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  9969 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Savery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Savery 
Knoxville, TN 
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COMMENT #:  9970 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jan Pell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the taxpayers, while 
ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.4I, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base of the 
canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) Please 
consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at hand. (32.7B 
and 32.7C) 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  9971 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derron Fairbanks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifetime Sandy resident who loves the canyons, I wholeheartedly support the Gondola proposal. 
Claims that they benefit only the resorts miss the fact that we all benefit from tourism. The gondola 
option is clearly the most beneficial, and attractive choice. Don’t be swayed by the nimby’s. Build that 
thing! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  9972 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Babb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for the gondola. (32.2.9D) Tearing up the road and expanding it will ruin the ecosystem and beauty 
of the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.13B, and 32.17B) Buses are inconvenient and rarely used by the public 
even in large cities like Los Angeles. (32.2.6.3N) I’m a fan of the gondola system. It will create 
efficiently for skiers regardless of wether and will be a beautiful ride. It will drove tourism fro all over he 
world. Not that I want that, our local ski resorts are already over crowded. Im all for less crowds 
(32.20C). 
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COMMENT #:  9973 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clint Grover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love both options, the gondola certainly wins for safety and reliability. I would however feel bad about 
not expanding road safety too because it would still be used. The key will be for everyone to use the 
new option vs thinking, I'll just drive this time. (32.2.4A) Example; at Aspen, you have to park and ride a 
bus to the four resorts. I look forward to the change and think it's worth the money either way. (32.2.9D 
and 32.2.2W)  
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COMMENT #:  9974 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ari Hobfoll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that both projects are incredibly short sighted. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The expansion of the LCC 
road is a terrible idea that would destroy much of the beauty of the canyon for a problem that persists 
for 20 days out of the year. The environmental impact would be extreme for an incredible eye sore. 
(32.1.4D and 32.17B) As for the gondola, the fact that it will only have 2 stops is idiotic and would not 
have the traffic calming effect that is desired. (32.2.6.5G, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is also not a scalable 
project; so for the rest of the year, it would be a gigantic waste of taxpayer dollars. (32.2.6.5A) 
Furthermore, I believe that if snowbird and alta want the gondola, they should pay for it themselves and 
the tax payers money should be spent on the greater SLC public transit system (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If I had to choose one, it would be the gondola but I must stress that this is 
like deciding if hitler or mussolini should join you for dinner. Both are terrible options even if mussolini 
killed fewer people. This project should be slowed down and reevaluated. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  9975 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Piot Tekiela 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  9976 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  emily knob 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus is a better idea than the gondola HOWEVER. I'm a pretty heavy use of the canyon and over 
the past 10 years where I'm seeing the out of control growth is actually not at the resorts during peak 
winter use. It's the backcountry skiing that's gone totally out of control for parking and accessibility. It's 
the (especially weekend but now weekday use too) use at the trailheads year round, not just in winter. 
(32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) What we need to address is the growing use of the entire canyon not just the 
resorts even though they are what makes the money (and we all know money talks the loudest) We 
need a bus that has decent parking down canyon, and that has the option to stop at ALL trailheads. To 
miss the point of stopping throughout the canyon is to completely miss the point of addressing the 
traffic problem. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9977 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Karlas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is nit the right choice. Sorry. Should tunnel up in a train like a boss 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.2C)
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COMMENT #:  9978 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the best option. It will decrease traffic on the road, it will operate in bad weather, 
the costs are similt to the bus option and the gondola will be a tourist attraction in itself. I would pay to 
have my family go up the gondola, and others will too. No non-skiers will be paying for a bus trip. The 
people paying just for a gondola ride will lower the cost for everyone. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  9979 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Giovanni Hollingsworth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t approve of either of alternative and want rock climbing to be considered less destructive 
alternatives (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  9980 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Asher Hartey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t approve of anything else besides keeping it the way as is (32.2.9G) 

Page 32B-10216 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9981 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Frietz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am fully against both the gondola and road widening projects. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) These won’t help 
with congestion and will only create larger problems up at Alta and Brighton. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is also hurts the land, wildlife and overall beauty of little cottonwood 
canyon. I’ve said my piece. (32.4I, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  9982 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Yarbrough 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am supportive of a bus option that stops at multiple locations. I frequently recreate in LCC and do not 
go to the resorts. I would appreciate an option that allowed me to take public transportation to multiple 
trailheads. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.1.2C)  
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COMMENT #:  9983 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mckell Poulson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mckell Poulson 
american fork, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9984 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Makenzie Elliott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Makenzie Elliott 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9985 

DATE:   9/1/21 6:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Sullivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks to everybody for the excellent work so far toward improving transportation in and around LCC. 
 
I believe the gondola is the best choice for many reasons: (32.2.9D) 
 
+ Human health. No additional air pollution within the canyon from this transportation solution (please 
don't let the canyon be filled with more of the brown haze like the valley) (32.10A) 
 
+ Consistent operation. Continuous service during difficult weather, traffic, accident, or avalanche 
events and cleanup (when roads are clogged with slow moving vehicles, or stopped due to traffic or 
accidents) (32.2.6.5K)  
 
+ Blend with environment. lifts naturally suit the mountain environment as demonstrated at ski areas 
(vehicles to move people around the mountains would be impossible) (32.17A)  
 
+ Environmental beauty. No additional road widening. Roads just continue to grow in width and volume 
with many negative aspects over time (32.17A and 32.17B)  
 
+ Critical needs. Gondolas can be used to shuttle supplies, at times, and especially during road 
closures, and emergency times where roads are not available or interlodge occurs for extended periods 
(32.2.6.5H) 
 
+ Scenic beauty for visitors. Gondolas will provide extraordinary scenic views for passengers, 
photographers, and people can enjoy the view (not be focused on traffic) (32.17A)  
 
+ Scenic blend. Gondolas and towers can be painted colors that blend naturally with the surrounding 
environment, reducing eyesore concerns (more vehicles and red snake are even worse eyesores in my 
opinon, not to mention all the air pollution) (32.17A and 32.10A) 
 
+ Speed limited. Gondolas proceed at consistent safe speed. (more traffic just means more people 
racing around , potentially dangerously at times for others) (32.2.6.3P) 
 
+ Proven capabilities. Gondolas and similar lift systems have proven effective in long established 
places like Europe for a very long time (32.2.6.5K)  
 
+ Consistent operations at all times. Continuous operation during challenging weather or road 
conditions times will facilitate access by employees, necessary personnel, and even potentially 
emergency personnel at times (32.2.6.5K)  
 
+ Less environmental impact than road widening in a narrow canyon (that would look more and more 
like a freeway) Gondolas are preferable over wider roads and more dense congestion (wider lanes and 
more vehicles turn the canyon road into a freeway like aspect, full of vehicles at times. The vehicles 
also take up more space than simply people riding in gondola cars.) (32.2.6.3B and 32.7C) 
 
+ Fit with mountains environment. Gondolas have proven effective at ski areas for a very long time as 
demonstrated within the mountains 
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+ Sensible choice to reduce impact. Gondolas are logical choices for better urban transportation in 
dense areas, with little additional ROW , compared with adjacent land disturbance and wider roads 
(that never seem to stop growing) 
 
+ Wildlife health. Gondolas would help wildlife live naturally because they are not in the way of wildlife 
paths needed to reach terrain and water (vehicles make it impossible for wildlife and there are many 
destructive incidents. that gets worse with more vehicles) (32.13A)  
 
Overall, I believe road widening is simply not solving transportation needs. (32.2.9C) It just makes an 
existing problem worse, and encourages more vehicle traffic with the corresponding air pollution. 
(32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.10A)  
 
If the buses become the first choice, please consult with Rivian or BYD regardging electric bus 
possibilities. Electric buses are lower overall cost over the bus life, and do not have local air pollution 
impact. (32.2.6.3F).  
 
Thanks for your considerations and good work so far. 
 
Best, 
 
David Sullivan 
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COMMENT #:  9986 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Detrick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a joke option and only serves the needs of Alta and Snowbird and completely ignores 
the needs of the rest of the people who enjoy the wonders of the entire canyon. The price tag is absurd 
and this gondola option should have never made it to the final two options. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  9987 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chuan Wang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build this I love to ski snowbird & Alta but the traffic is definitely a deterrent this would certainly 
make things easier. (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  9988 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Melissa Foster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Melissa Foster 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9989 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tony Aadland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I understand that we need a solution to the LCC traffic but a gondola will not help. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Tony Aadland 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  9990 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Kinnison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Would love to attend a live meeting this fall if held however I believe gondola service is the answer. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9991 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Henning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola as a SOLE transportation option, as it will make it more difficult to get to Alta. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5N) If you leave early by car, you can get there no problem. A gondola as an 
additional option would be welcomed. Cars, gondola and bus service in LCC would be ideal, so people 
can choose what works for them! (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  9992 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conor Carrigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Screw Alta and snowbird. The gondola is not the move. (32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  9993 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Bytendorp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) It spends too much tax payer money only to 
benefit two private businesses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola wouldn’t 
serve a those who are accessing our public lands for snowshoeing or backcountry skiing. I am also 
opposed to widening the road. (32.2.9C) Other methods such as a toll road or enhanced bus service 
without widening the road should be attempted before committing that much money (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  9994 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Iseley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please seek less destructive options first such as tolls or modeling the bus systems in busy National 
Parks without road widening. (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) This will not only be cheaper but also have less of 
a footprint on the environment in the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  9995 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Blaydes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT should consider less destructive, more equitable solutions before developing extensive 
infrastructure which will mar the natural beauty of the canyons - an irreversible decision. (32.29G) The 
cottonwoods are a shining jewel of naturalism which must be actively preserved. Options such as tolling 
or public transit incentives should be explored before moving forward! (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2Y) 
Make solutions that work for everyone- not just for the pockets of ski resort owners 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  9996 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Slater 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More frequent public (and free) busses and paid parking/toll road is my preferred solution to LCC's 
congestion problem. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) While the influx of new Utah residents and skiers is not 
going to slow down, I believe if we simply do more to encourage/incentivize people to fill their cars (4+ 
people) and ride the bus, the road will be safer and not look like a parking lot (32.2.4A). Building things 
at the expense of the beautiful land in the canyon more than we already have will only invite more 
destruction. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4I, and 32.29G) 

Page 32B-10233 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9997 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Sullivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks again for all the excellent work so far. 
 
Please note: 
 
If any of the choices are to work, it requires the resorts add more local storage space for guests who 
use UDOT transit. Many people drive to bring their equipment, and store it during the day. (32.2.3A) 
 
+ Gondola economic benefit. The gondola will be an attraction that will appeal from visitors around the 
world to take that amazing trip through the canyon to incredible mountain resorts. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  9998 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Gerrits 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pass holder for many years. Something has to be done and this is something! Action needs to be 
taken, and if there are improvements to the road that are possible in the future, great! Doing nothing is 
simply procrastination. (32.1.4A and 32.2.9N)

Page 32B-10235 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  9999 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Dabel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against having the gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  10000 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chelsea Lowder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chelsea Lowder 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10001 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denna Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the expanded bus system is the best option, not the gondola (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  10002 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a canyon employee who drives up and down the canyon over 100 times a season, we all know 
that the road is a problem, and while a Gondola seems like an attractive solution because it removed 
the need for the road, I believe either of the current proposals are inefficient and will fail to be effective. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) No matter what we do with a transport 
alternative the road will still need to be used, so it is my feeling that putting millions into a solution that 
does not include snowsheds for the road is only ignoring the real problem. (32.2.9K and 32.2.6.5Z) Not 
to mention the fact that the Gondola while it might look flashy will not be utilized by many canyon users, 
too many transfers, too long of travel time, no infrastructure plan for travelers once they get off the 
gondola and don't have a car to put their things in. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3C. and 32.2.3A) It is overbuilt and 
under-thought when it comes to the average skier experience and what they desire. I would prefer to 
see the enhanced bus service and really put an emphasis on how to get people to use it, because they 
aren't using it today when it comes to the two options. However I think a true lasting solution is more 
outside of the box like a cog rail or tunnel to connect big and little cottonwood to eliminate the one way 
in out one way out traffic. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2Q)  
 
Thank you for the time an energy put into this project so far, I know it has been grueling and that we are 
never going to make everyone happy but hopefully we can offer a solution that appeals to the most 
people. 
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COMMENT #:  10003 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Packer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus alternative with no road widening. Please preserve our climbing areas!! 
(32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10004 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tricia Kingsbury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10005 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie Palmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t want the road to be widened so I prefer the enhanced bus alternative. This would preserve the 
nature and climbing routes! (32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, and 32.4A)
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COMMENT #:  10006 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Arthur Melcher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Arthur Melcher 
Rockledge, FL 

Page 32B-10243 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10007 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Zac Owen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Zac Owen 
Bellingham, WA  
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COMMENT #:  10008 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ken Paulson 

 
COMMENT: 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I recognize that UDOT's role is to evaluate appropriate methods of transportation throughout Utah and 
therefore to evaluate methods for transportation within Little Cottonwood Canyon. To this exercise, my 
opinion is that the gondola approach is the wrong approach in light of the unseemly visual and 
environmental effects, of which there are too many to completely ignore, on the Canyon. (32.2.9E, 
32.17A, 32.12A, and 32.13A) However, the greater issue in my mind is not how to move people up the 
Canyon, but how to protect this fantastic treasure from the increasing demands upon and amount of 
people parading up the Canyon. If we want to ruin this beautiful asset - pile more people up onto the 
Canyon. (32.1.2B) If we want to preserve the beauty and wonderous nature of the Canyon, we need to 
consider other approaches to preserving the Canyon for ours and future generations. With all due 
respect to UDOT, let's put the transportation issue on the back burner until other approaches to protect 
the Canyon are more fully evaluated. (32.2.2PP) Our mountains and canyons have been around for a 
long time. I'm sure that a few more moments of thoughtful consideration of preserving them and not 
trampling them would be appropriate. (32.4I and 32.29G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ken Paulson 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10009 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Nord 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t expand roads or install gondolas. Climbing areas need to be protected. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 
and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10010 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carter Finsand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please leave these beautiful routes alone (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  10011 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Harper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, No Gondola! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10012 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Felton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifelong Alta user I submit that the end use (skier days) must be restricted to minimize demand. I 
object to spending a half billion dollars for an elitist sport and destroy the canyon and I am one of the 
elite. (32.2.2K, 32.2.9G, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10013 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Villa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola is ridiculous. the negative impact it would have on a true outdoor experience is huge so 
please stop this project!! (32.2.9E, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I)  
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COMMENT #:  10014 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Moreau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it’s completely ridiculous and shameful to take tax payer money to exclusively benefit private 
resorts through the construction of a gondola. I would much rather see snow tunnels constructed 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  10015 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  K Hild 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t build the gondola, it negatively impacts the preservation of the land for tourist income. (32.2.9E 
and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10016 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Addison Dishman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I agree that traffic isn’t ideal in LCC, I would be devastated to see any routes or boulders lost in 
any projects. (32.4A and 32.4B) There are so many other ways that we can mitigate traffic (I.e. 
bussing, tolls, etc.) that would be less destructive, save the rock climbing, and possibly even generate 
revenue for continued conversion of Utah’s beautiful natural features. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10017 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Incardine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I definitely support having a gondola to reduce car traffic, for the numerous reasons stated.. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  10018 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Anjewierden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm against both submitted plans as they are destructive to the natural environment of the canyon, it's 
plant and animal inhabitants and honestly, selfishness on the parts of humans who want to permanently 
alter the environment for a 30-90 day period annually. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 
32.1.4D) I would prefer to see a reservation system, timed entry for a set number of vehicles each day, 
exclusions for those with medical transportation needs, incentives for carpooling and increased bus 
use. (32.2.2.K, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.9A) I would also like to see it be a set time for bus use only, 
with a sizable number of bus seats, preferably with a combination of reserved and first come, first serve 
buses available for peak travel times. (32.2.2B) We have a duty of care to the land, animals, and and 
future generations to make sure that the fun whims of today, don't negatively impact tomorrow. 
(32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10019 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Marincic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the road! (32.2.9C) Little cottonwood canyon is a magical place to hike and climb 
and increased road noise would decrease the quality of the ambience. (32.11A and 32.4I) Which 
means fewer climber/hiker/recreational visitors and less tourism dollars supporting local businesses 
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COMMENT #:  10020 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevann Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is probably the worst, most arrogant and non-sensical-in-actually-solving-the-problem 
option. (32.2.9E) It will caused increased traffic and travel to the Cottonwood Canyon resorts; it will 
attract MORE people to those specific ski areas purely based on the novelty of it. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
I am also opposed to a terminal/parking structure being located at La Caille. In the original article I read, 
the investors and proponents of it (including both ski resort holding companies) excitedly told us how “it 
would be so great that people could grab a nice breakfast before heading up”...at LA CAILLE???? At 
the price of about $50 per person? This gondola is ALL about those who are already rich making more 
money, NOT about alleviating congestion in an environmentally friendly way. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
My opinion is that if riding the bus were more convenient, more people would ride the bus. The current 
problems with riding the bus are: lack of parking, lack of facilities, time, and overcrowded busses. 
These problems could be solved with a multi-faceted approach. There need to be big hubs/parking 
structures with nice bathrooms and amenities-immediately at the base of each of the Cottonwood 
canyons. There is not enough parking available to make riding the bus feasible. The only way to get a 
parking spot at the current bus stops near the canyon is to get there by about 6:00 a.m. One suggested 
option of putting hubs around the valley WILL NOT HELP! Hubs at multiple locations around the valley 
just means busses are available less frequently. Hubs should be at or close to the mouths of the 
canyons with busses running frequently vs. busses coming from all over the valley running 
occasionally. Waiting for a bus in the cold is a terrible experience. Waiting for a bus in the cold when 
you have to use the restroom or with kids is worse. Then fighting for a spot on the bus and potentially 
waiting for the next one is the worst. Additionally, waiting for a bus when your time is limited, with the 
chance that you will not even get a spot on the bus, it so impractical that it turns many people off from 
the option of riding a bus. More frequent bus availability, therefore increased capacity, makes riding a 
bus more appealing. (32.2.2I, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
Working with convenience stores-like Maverik (a Utah company and “Adventures first stop”)-to build 
and run base facilities seems like a no-brainer. Let them (not taxpayers) invest in the parking structures 
while UDOT and the county worry about improving the roads and providing the busses. Have them 
commit to providing free parking; they will get a great return on their investment as people will gladly 
spend money at a place where they-and their kids-can use a clean restroom and buy cheap 
food/snacks for their day. SLC County can charge a small tax to the private companies who run the 
hubs to compensate for their investments in roads. (32.2.7A, 32.2.2PPP, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Ideally, the parking and busses would be free, thereby enabling the county or UDOT to charge a 
significant toll to those who choose to take their own vehicles up the canyon (this includes employees). 
(32.2.4A) Also the resorts should be charged a fee for every skier. The tolls along with the skier fee 
would offset the cost of the busses and roads. These fees don’t need to be huge. A small amount from 
each resort for every skier would realistically be passed to the skiers in lift ticket prices, but a one day 
ticket would have a higher fee than a season pass (averaged per day), so this would disproportionately 
affect tourists vs. locals, which is part of the objective. This is a fair and equitable solution which still 
allows locals an option to access the canyon for free by riding the bus. (32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) 
 
TLDR: NO GONDOLA. A gondola makes a few extremely rich people much richer without alleviating 
traffic congestion. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Busses-centrally located and 
frequently available with restrooms and food at the hubs-are the answer. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  10021 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Lundy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have skied at the Bird for 4 decades and yes recently the traffic is increasing. Lift tickets are 10x what 
they were in 1980 and because of the population growth, there are more skiers now than ever. Most 
week days it is not a problem yet the weekends are nuts. So instead of leaving it the way it is, you want 
more and more skiers to make more and more money so you can promote Utah to get more and more 
companies, visitors and people. (32.1.2B) 
 
That really is your goal right? (32.1.2B) It has nothing to do with the canyons, traffic or pollution. So 
what is the answer? Use the same method you use to reduce water useage: increase prices 
Incentivize car pooling, raise ticket prices, promote mid week skiing. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10022 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Lepre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pro (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10023 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Jopling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in between BCC and LCC. I sue both canyons for hiking and snowshoeing. I am in favor of a initial 
implementation of ride sharing and car passes, as well as paying for parking at the resorts. Expanding 
the road and increasing bus use is a longer term step. I am very strongly opposed to the gondola. 
Thank you. (32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  10024 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin Rehkugler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT support the gondola solution. (32.2.9E) If we are going to spend the money, let's spend it 
wisely on widening the road, snow sheds and expanded bus service. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9K) A gondola 
with three transfers (parking to bus, bus to gondola base, gondola top to ski lift) just to go skiing for the 
day is just not practical and too much money for the function. (32.2.6.4B and 32.2.6.5J) 
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COMMENT #:  10025 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nelli Crofts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support other traffic mitigation measures like tolling and a better bus system. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I 
am a climber that enjoys climbing outside and worried about my bouldering resources and access. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) Please rethink on the road alternative or Gandola alternative before acting! (32.2.9C 
and 3.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10026 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Pilling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't do the gondola so we can boulder (32.2.9E and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10027 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Grupper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love Little Cotton Wood Canyon. As a rock climber, this part of the country is different than any other 
place I know. To see it decimated in this way would be heart breaking and challenge my love for the 
area and community. Please don’t follow through with this plan. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  10028 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Mangum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the human capacity of the canyon has a limit. Alta and Snowbird cannot grow indefinitely. (32.20B) 
They can and will survive on the millions of dollars they are already making. Perhaps the time has 
come to preserve Little Cottonwood Canyon as is and "do no more harm.” (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  10029 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Bond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Goldola. (32.2.9E) Add only one extra lane to preserve the canyons as much as possible and 
designate this lane a BUS ONLY lane during Ski Season. Direction lights could indicate 2 lanes up in 
the mornings and two lanes down in the evenings, to manage traffic like they do in large cities. 
(32.2.2D) Bikes could use the bus lane during non-ski season. (32.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10030 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sherry Kramer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We ski in big and little cottonwood canyon and love this area. I would like to see UDOT come to the 
table with some other ideas besides widening the road to these beautiful canyons or the eye sore of a 
gondola. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.17B) How about incentives for carpooling, tolls to go up 
big and little cottonwood canyon, more busses so the wait times are shorter to get on one. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.4A) More parking at the bottom of the hill to make it easier to take the bus. (32.2.6.2.1C) Let's 
try these ideas first before we forever alter the beauty of these special places that we love. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10031 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Belton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More information on better solutions is needed. (32.2.2PP) The climbing in LCC is too pertinent to the 
history of the canyon and of climbing in Utah. Destroying these boulders would be a heinous act and 
incredibly selfish (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  10032 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Boone Hammond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We love climbing out there and would love for some way to conserve the boulders (32.4A, 32.4B, and 
32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10033 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jayden Hammond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to better utilize public transport in order to preserve the environment and climbing in the area. 
We do not need a gondola or wider roads. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  10034 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Davis Hammond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t build a new road or a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both options are not good long term 
solutions. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Widening the road has never been a good 
long term solution to tragic and a gondola by the time it is finished will be outdated tech. Also you will 
be destroying hundreds of cool climbing spots and leave thousands of local climbers disappointed. 
(32.4A and 32.4C) 
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COMMENT #:  10035 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Abrams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will just become another expensive burden. Going up the canyon will become too expensive 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10036 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Newberry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that the gondola is better as it get for the environment in the long run. The future of the auto/bus 
will not be there in the long run. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10037 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Leitner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola and road expansion! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) For years I have been making an annual 
trip to little cottonwood, not to ski but to boulder and climb. The canyon is the heart of an ever 
increasing population of climbers that either call salt lake home or love the natural beauty of the area. 
To irreversibly change the place that holds so much history, cherished memories, and reverence from 
new and experienced climbers alike would be an absolute travesty. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) Salt Lake 
City aspires to be an eco-tourism hub for outdoor activities of all sorts and as rock climbing is 
exponentially increasing in popularity, you’d be doing a disservice to your city’s future and a large 
community if you were to use tax dollars to destroy the canyon for the benefit of a single ski area. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10038 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Morgan Anselmo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Morgan Anselmo 
Cottonwood heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10039 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ed Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the bus alternative. (32.2.9A) The gondola is too expensive, inefficient (not used most of the 
year) and too ugly. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5F, and 32.17A) I have been skiing at Alta for 30 years. Happy to 
ride a bus but gondola would be a mistake. 
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COMMENT #:  10040 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Lojacono 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The boulders in Little Cottonwood canyon are truly unique and I have traveled across the country just to 
climb on them. Please don’t let this plan ruin what so many people cherish. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10041 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Frohman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider experimenting with tolling, carpooling, better base parking, and enhanced busing 
before you commit to a major infrastructure project -- especially a gondola. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 
32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.29R) We need a solution that gets people out of their cars, and to all 
recreation opportunities on public lands in the canyons. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) The gondola may help 
some resort skiers in the short term, but it doesn't solve the long term problem. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10042 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Bergstrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see a gondola! It is something that both skiers and non-skiers alike would use, and 
people are far more likely to pay a higher fare for a gondola than they would a bus. It also will be more 
attractive to tourists that would otherwise decide to rent a car and add to the problem. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  10043 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Porter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Porter 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10044 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see as little damage to the canyons as possible. Maybe the buses could run like the 
shuttle system in Zion’s national park during high season- with almost no car traffic. And put up 
avalanche sheds where there is a potential for avalanche areas. (32.2.2B and 32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  10045 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Gaffney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am reaching out to comment on the transportation proposals for little cottonwood. I do not 
support the gondola option. (32.2.9E) It would change the beautiful nature of the canyon (one of my 
favorite views in the Salt Lake Valley), it would be expensive both upfront and then in the future, and 
does not address traffic going anywhere but the ski resorts. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) I think an enhanced bus lane could be feasible, but am in support of trying other options 
first such as tolling, or increasing bus service (current bus schedules do not run frequently enough). 
Thank you. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
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COMMENT #:  10046 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nigel Swaby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Given the two choices, I support the gondola project. It will work during avalanches, provide a unique 
and interesting perspective during the travel and take vehicles off the road in the Canyon. I believe it 
will also be faster and less disruptive to build. (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10047 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emilie Semo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to preserve the climbing in the canyon. I support the enhanced bus with no road widening. 
(32.2.9A, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9C). 
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COMMENT #:  10048 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Felker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appose the gondola because it does nothing for the summer months. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2C, and 
32.2.6.5F) It’s just another money maker for the ski resorts that just more wear and tear on our beautiful 
mountains by allowing more skiers. (32.2.7A, 32.4I, and 32.20C) 

Page 32B-10285 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10049 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ilene O'Reilly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to Sandy, Utah in 1996 to enjoy skiing, climbing, mountain biking, road cycling, hiking, camping 
and picnicking in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Over the past 25 years there has been an incredible 
amount of change to this area, with more people recreating in the canyon every year. While I 
understand there is a need for change, there are options for change that do not permanently alter the 
landscape of our beautiful canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) A gondola is not the answer. (32.2.9E) 
Widening the road is not the answer. (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  10050 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Shay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Utah and I have skied in Little Cottonwood Canyon for 46 years. I own ski boot stores 
in 20 resorts in four countries. In both Verbier Switzerland and Courchevel France they installed 
Gondolas to take people from the Valley to the base of the ski area. They have been extremely 
beneficial, almost eliminating traffic congestion, pollution from the cars, making the travel so much safer 
and quicker. Just as you plan outlines they had parking at the base of the lifts, from the window of our 
shop in Verbier you can watch all the people arrive without traffic congestion. They reduce pollution, are 
quiet and environmentally friendly. (32.10A) Both towns/resorts had bus service prior to the gondolas 
and in every way the gondolas are better. It is a pleasure to get in them and be whisked up the base. 
There is no negative to them, they are quiet and barely noticed when looking up. They help to protect 
the mountains and environment we all love. Please take a trip to Verbier Switzerland and Courchevel, 
France and see for yourself and you will be convinced it is the vey best answer to the problem of cars in 
a snowy tight canyon! (32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  10051 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Stice 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m against both. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10052 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Dirats 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE - NO GONDOLA!! (32.2.9E) The gondola only supports the Alta and Snowbird communities 
(and by communities I primarily mean the resorts themselves.) (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Turn the gravel pit into a giant transit center. (32.2.6.2.1C) Add a bus lane. Increase bus 
frequency and make it available year-round. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.1.2C) SO many options that 
aren’t massively expensive and environmentally negatively impactful. We don’t need the flashy tourist 
attraction. It isn’t cute or cool or even really that helpful. I’m speaking as a winter employee in both 
canyons who theoretically stands to benefit from a gondola - please, please don’t do it. 
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COMMENT #:  10053 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sierra Fry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sierra Fry 
South Salt Lake, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10054 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Keskey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m against the gondola option as I feel it only benefits the ski resorts who are only concerned with their 
bottom line. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I support a bus service and large 
tolls to help alleviate traffic. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10055 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Bergeson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a current season pass holder at Snowbird. I live in Park City and I support the gondola option. 
(32.2.9D)  
I also had season passes at Snowbird in: 
1971-1972 
1972-1973 
1973-1974 
2019-2020 
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COMMENT #:  10056 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Fox-Shapiro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing today to express my opposition to the gondola plan. (32.2.9E) The proposed gondola will 
cause permanent damage to the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon only to benefit the ski resorts. 
(32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Those of us who love LCC but don't use the ski 
resorts will be forced to pay for the gondola while our treasured local canyon will be changed forever. 
(32.4I) I use Little Cottonwood Canyon all year to hike, climb and ski tour and the gondola will not 
provide any help for me to use the canyon, because I primarily use White Pine Trailhead, which the 
gondola will not serve. (32.2.6.5G) Additionally, the world-class bouldering opportunities in the lower 
canyon will be taken away forever. It is unfair to value one form of outdoor recreation (resort skiing) so 
highly at the expense of another (bouldering)." (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  10057 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julian Mitkus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
An extra bus lane will not aid travel as soon as a single accident happens, or a single avalanche, or a 
single bad storm. (32.2.6.3P)  
 
Gondola is better than bus lane. Busses suck, period. (32.2.9D) 
 
Train would be the best option and avalanche overpasses for cars. (32.2.9F and 32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  10058 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lily Daggett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lily Daggett 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10059 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cory Hudgins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is a terrible idea to build a gondola or expand the road through little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) The environmental impact from both those options will be immeasurable. (32.4I)  
Additionally, the tax payers will not benefit nearly as much as the ski resorts. If the ski resorts are the 
ones who will gain the most from this project. They should be the ones to pay for it not the tax payers. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Furthermore, building a gondola or even expanding cannot be the best two options. There has to be 
additional options. (32.2.2PP) And those options should be consider if satisfy the objective of fixing the 
traffic as well as keep the ecological integrity of the canyon intact. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10060 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Dooley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to comment about my opposition to this proposal. UDOT’s gondola and additional lane 
proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing and other recreation access throughout 
all of Little Cottonwood Canyon. This is an amazing area which should not be sacrificed like this 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 

Page 32B-10297 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10061 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jakob Tew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The tourist money grabbing is not in the best interests of the canyon or the people who enjoy its natural 
beauty. Don’t build the Gondala, don’t widen the road, and for once, listen to the people who you 
represent (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.9N)
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COMMENT #:  10062 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Susan Kwon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Kwon 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10063 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zacharie Rodrigue 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems like both solution will be quite impactful to the climbing community. (32.4A and 32.4B) Any 
chance there is a 3rd solution that could serve the whole community without destroying part of the 
boulders? (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10064 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danielle Paterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing on behalf of our spectacular Wasatch Mountains and on the EIS proposals for the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
I am a 61 year old native Utahn. I am an environmental educator and have taught science for years. I 
have visited the canyons all my life. I am an avid backcountry and resort skier. I also hike, run, and 
climb. I feel I owe my perspective and voice to our mountains, our ski resorts, forests, roads and 
wilderness areas that make up our Wasatch Canyons. 
 
These proposals for Little Cottonwood Canyon are absurd to me. Really!, two choices: a spectacle 
Gondola or widening the road for avalanche sheds? Both these options costing us over 500 million 
dollars! Neither option is an option for me. But, we can pursue much less expensive, creative options to 
solve our canyons’ problems (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C).  
 
First, this EIS is flawed in that it does not take a comprehensive view or plan for all the canyons and 
their uses. This plan is Little Cottonwood specific; our transportation solutions are needed on a much 
broader scale than a single canyon (32.1.1C). 
 
This plan is biased for ski resorts and resort skiers, it does not take into account the need to include 
different users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It does not address the possibilities of 
addressing traffic issues in a less expensive and less impactful manner. Placing 20 towers in the 
Canyon that reach over 200 feet in height would devastate the beauty, the geologic wonder and the 
ecology of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.17A) The placement of the towers would certainly impact the 
precious riparian environment, which is the source of our clean water supply, with sediments and 
turbidity. Each tower would need road access for maintenance; again, impacting the stream and water 
quality. The same would apply for widening the road and for building avalanche sheds, both jeopardize 
Little Cottonwood Creek. Increased construction in the canyon, in general, would be an environmental 
nightmare. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a wild corridor with wilderness characteristics. It should not be a 
Disneyland ride with a gondola transecting it’s glacial features to appease both ski resorts. (32.4I and 
32.1.2B) 
 
The unique rich natural history and the fascinating settlement, ski and mining history are the heart of 
the value we place on them. These canyons should not be valued only for their destination resorts, 
Brighton, Solitude, Alta and Snowbird. They are precious jewels that are multifaceted. Each with unique 
histories and aspects unto their own.  
 
The carrying capacity of our canyons needs to be defined. It is not how many people we can cram up 
the canyons or how fast. It should be about limiting the number of people, vehicles, skiers, users and 
minimize the impacts on the environment. Anyone knows, on any given powder day or weekend in the 
summer, that the canyons are becoming overly congested. By limiting the number of people going up 
the canyons we create a better experience for everyone and less impact on the environment. (32.20B) 
 
The EIS needs to take a wholistic approach to transportation planning.  
OUR BUS SYSTEM NEEDS TO BE BETTER FUNDED! I have ridden the buses over the past ten 
years to ski and can say there has been some improvements in their efficiency, but not many dynamic, 
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new or creative solutions to get people up the canyons. My suggestion is to create many more 
dispursed bus hubs and parking areas that serve all of the the Wasatch (32.2.2I) 
 
Color coding and using different sized buses could be deployed. For example, a GREEN BUS could be 
an early morning bus for employees. A YELLOW BUS could be a smaller bus designed for backcountry 
skiers and could stop at different trailheads. Specific resorts buses could be created: A RED BUS for 
Alta, a BLUE BUS for Snowbird, would alleviate the need to stop at each resort. (32.2.2I and 
32.2.6.3N) 
 
We need toll booths for each of our canyons. Users should pay for the impact they have on our 
canyons. And, we need to account for the number of people, vehicles and acknowledge the different 
type of uses in the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
 
These booths or toll stations could also be used to implement carrying capacity limits. On days when 
the canyon reaches a maximum number of vehicles and people. Uphill traffic needs to be balanced with 
the number of cars coming down the canyon. I am willing to forfeit going up the canyon some days to 
have a better experience for everyone. The canyons need to be honored and cherished, not over run 
with people to profit the resorts. (32.2.2K) 
 
Impact fees should be paid by large companies who profit off our canyons. Companies like Alterra 
Mountain Company, the owner of IKON. IKON has made huge profits while bringing in huge numbers 
of people to our resorts. The number of IKON pass-holders visiting our canyons has devastated our 
resorts and taxed our infrastructure. These companies should help pay for the extreme impacts they 
have created. (32.2.2K and 32.2.7A)  
 
In conclusion, this EIS is resort minded and biased. (32.1.2B) We need a comprehensive view of 
planning for the stewardship and transportation future of our canyons. I do not endorse the preferred 
options. I feel many creative solutions are needed and should be tried before we turn our beloved 
canyons into a travesty. (32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  10065 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Van Alfen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. Something has to be done to help the traffic situation. The gondola seems 
to be the best solution for the environment as well. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10066 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laila Hakkarinen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT, 
 
I have thoroughly read through and understand the motives behind the plans for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I’d like to offer my opinion, and hope you can understand.  
 
I am a University of Utah student studying Environmental and Sustainability studies, and I’d like you to 
see my perspective.  
 
While I understand the gondola option provides transportation up and down the canyon to a lot of users 
under any conditions, whether that be avalanche conditions, traffic congestion, etc., I only see it 
benefitting the two ski resorts of the canyon and not the local community. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Implementing this gondola is a great example of NIMBY (not. in. my. 
backyard.) While it may reduce emissions in the canyon, it obstructs the views of the canyons natural 
beauty. (32.4I and 32.17A) We must value the canyons beauty just as much as it’s utilitarian aspects 
(the resorts). The gondola will harm climbing routes of great value as well. (32.4B) Additionally, this 
gondola invited further tourism that will only increase the need for more lodging that takes land away 
from natural vegetation and species. (32.20A and 32.20C)  
 
I like the idea of buses, but not another lane. Zion National Park operates on a bus system that allows 2 
billion people to visit the park each year. We have a bus system in place that could be improved by 
better funding, and more buses. If your argument has to do with Avalanches in the road, then we 
shouldn’t be in the canyon with extreme avalanche danger anyway. (32.2.2B and 32.2.9A)  
 
I’d like to sum this up by saying, it’s only serving Snowbird and Alta by adding a gondola. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There is a much more responsible way to mitigate traffic. 
Incentivize riding the bus with a fee for vehicles at the base of the canyon or charging for permits to 
drive the canyon during the winter! (32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my comment.  
 
Best,  
 
Laila Hakkarinen 
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COMMENT #:  10067 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Moench 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Utah Dept. of Transportation (UDOT) all too often interprets its role in the community through the 
tunnel vision of prioritizing reduction of commuter travel time. In doing so, time and again UDOT 
bulldozes (literally) its way through the community carving up intact neighborhoods, ignoring the air 
pollution and public health consequences, and serving the perceived need of one community at the 
expense of other communities, and the over all public good. Whether canyon traffic congestion is 
ameliorated by any of the proposed alternatives involves issues and community values that go far 
beyond UDOT’s expertise and value system. 
 
So too is the proposal for relieving traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon via a rail line or a 
gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9M) Both of those alternatives are essentially a public subsidy to the ski 
industry, at the expense of virtually all other users of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Furthermore, with the rapid evolution of the climate crisis, it is certain that the ski industry 
will markedly contract because of shorter winters and less snow fall. (32.2.2E) To that extent, money 
spent on rail or a gondola will become partially, if not totally, a stranded asset, i.e. a complete waste of 
money. 
 
Either alternative, but especially the gondola, with have a markedly detrimental impact on the unique 
aesthetic value of the canyon for the 2 million people that live within minutes of it. (32.17A) People who 
use it for all the reasons other than downhill skiing would consider the value and natural appeal of the 
canyon severely degraded. (32.4I) The rail, and especially the gondola alternatives would create every 
bit as much a transportation disadvantage for those canyon users as it would an advantage for skiers. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
This is also a class issue in that skiing is an expensive sport, beyond the reach of lower income families 
and even many middle-income users of the canyon. In contrast, hiking, picnicking, rock climbing, and 
back country skiing require far less monetary investment. Little Cottonwood Canyon is an irreplaceable 
asset that belongs to the public at large. The very idea that it should be carved up and disfigured using 
public money to provide yet another play-ground for the rich would be intolerable public policy. (32.5A 
and 32.4I) 
 
Any alternative that requires widening the road would be a tragic and obviously permanent degradation 
of the canyon’s greatest asset, and the very reason why the majority of visitors go there-to see and 
experience the beauty of nature. (32.2.9C and 32.17B) The very proposal is reminiscent of the 
infamous quote from a US army officer about a town during the Vietnam War, “We had to destroy the 
town to save it.” 
 
The canyon also provides critical watershed for the Salt Lake Valley. There is every reason to believe 
that the digging, blasting and excavation from the proposed construction could take place in areas of 
legacy mining activity and therefore release more heavy metals, including lead, into the creek’s water. 
This possibility has not been adequately considered in the environmental impact of these alternatives. 
(32.12A, 32.12B, 32.12C, and 32.19A). I strongly oppose all the alternatives proposed by UDOT other 
than simple, expanded bus service up the canyon. (32.2.9A) 
 
Dr. Brian Moench 
President, Utah Physicians for a Healthy Environment
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COMMENT #:  10068 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rowan Hilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no good solution to the traffic problem but a gondola is the worst option. (32.7C and 32.2.9E) 
Your saying fuck public lands and fuck everyone when doing this. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) Alta has gone 
downhill in the last several years. The extra bus lanes is the best option. (32.2.9B) It will increase bus 
riding equaling more sustainable travel. Or just limit how many people can go up. Workers who need to 
go can and people who show up late turn the fuck around. (32.2.2L, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  10069 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christen Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s follow Switzerland’s example and build a tunnel system instead. No snow removal required no 
widening of roads. (32.2.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  10070 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phoebe Stokes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Preserve nature. This isn’t something that can be rebuilt once it’s been destroyed. Please look for 
alternatives as opposed to building more infrastructure. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10071 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frank Whitby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO on the GONDOLA! (32.2.9E). Mayor Wilson and rep Bradley are right. KEEP IT SIMPLE. USE THE 
ROAD. The road can be managed. The gondola is the brainchild of special interests that want 
taxpayers to buy some stupid toy. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Keep the road open, 
improve it, make a really good transit hub, Do Not build a Gondola. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  10072 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Serena Yau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  10073 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roxana Dan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am agaist the gondola project, and against widening the road in LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I am all 
for enhanced electrical bus service, building of numerous parking spots at the mouth of the canyon and 
charging a substantial fee to drive up the canyon in a private car. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  10074 

DATE:   9/1/21 7:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Izzy Galland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
izzy galland 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10075 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julianna Potter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This proposal benefits a segment of the community but ignores the needs of so many others who use 
the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Most importantly, it is environmentally 
detrimental to a beautiful and unique place. (32.17A and 32.17B) Damaging our canyons for hikers, 
bikers, and climbers to benefit the ski community (and only those who ski at resorts, not the 
Backcountry crowd) is not fair. (32.4I) It's putting business interests over those of residents and nature. 
This is an unethical proposition. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  10076 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karthik Nadesan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a second comment made after reviewing all of the information disseminated and public 
discussion regarding the proposed alternatives. I believe that a solution involving tolling and increased 
bus service without widening lanes should be explored before adopting a plan that will permanently 
impact the physical structure and environment of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A) Specifically, 
UDOT should balance the needs of all users of the Canyon and adopt the least intrusive alternative that 
decreases the environmental impact of traffic on the canyon while also increasing safety and reliability. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7C, and 32.29G) To that end, it should explore the use of snow sheds, tolling, 
and increased bus service before jumping to a more invasive and drastic remedy such as road 
widening or a gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9K, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E)  
 
I further believe that both of the current proposals are deficient for the following reasons: 
 
1) UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the 
climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) UDOT must find a new alternative based on an 
expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies that includes 
dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) 
 
2) Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
3) UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular 
climbing in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the 
Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
4) Any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase canyon capacity beyond the current capacity 
limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I am 
concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even more 
crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the recreational 
user experience. Increased "capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion 
pressures. I am against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. (32.20A and 
32.20B) 
 
5) Both of the current alternatives favor the ski resorts above other users of the canyon. They do not 
adequately address summertime recreation or provide any benefits to backcountry users, hikers, or 
climbers. (32.1.2C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
6) The advantages of the gondola appear based on high avalanche risk weather events that will 
become increasingly rare due to climate change. In addition, the type of snow/avalanche situation that 
would result in road closures despite the construction of avalanche sheds would likely also result in 
closure of ski resorts as well due to avalanche risk. (32.2.2E, 32.2.6.5H, and 32.2.6.5K)  
 
7) I also agree with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance’s Justice, Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (JEDI) 
Committee on how UDOT's proposals perpetuate environmental marginalization and injustice in the 
Wasatch Front. (32.5A) 
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Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

I hope that the final proposal from UDOT will be one that truly balances the needs of all canyon user 
groups, as well as the need to preserve the physical beauty of the canyon, llimit overuse, and 
safeguard the sanctity of its environment. (32.1.2D and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10077 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Bogert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the gondola do to traffic complication it will cause at the mouth of the canyon do to 
stop lights, merging, left hand turns and the like. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5E) Also when there is a medical 
emergency at either snowbird or Alta during a road closure period when weather is inclement 
helicopters can’t fly at all. A 45minute up ride and then another down ride at 45 minutes before a 
person can be taken to a hospital is absurd consider that person dead. I’m all for snowshed tunnels!! 
Why because an ambulance can make it up and down llc and to a hospital in 45 minutes. (32.2.6.4C) 
Traffic can continuously flow to and from the resorts and operate smoothly as any transportation plan 
ideally should. We can still use buses to limit cars. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) And keep the canyon 
prestine. Snowshed tunnels would also allow for less spending on salt and plowing. (32.2.9K) Less Salt 
means keeping the watershed natural and less salt runoff in snowmelt means cleaner drinking water 
and better ph and water quality for plants and the ecosystem. (32.12E) I think you all really need to 
consider snowshed tunnels and how in the long term it will help preserve the environment and 
watershed and maybe save some lives more than a gondola would. Gondola towers will need concrete 
and maintanence, which would mean constructing utility roads to the towers further reducing the free 
flow and already naturalized state of LCC stream and riparian areas. (32.12A) To disturb a watershed 
that has already begun to re naturalize and stabilize over the past 20 years or more then to re disturb it 
by making utility roads is stupid. It’s would be hitting the reset button. To helicopter in buckets of 
concrete would be fairly pricey as well and then you may have project time delays do to weather and 
then how would you maintain the towers? (32.2.7C) Who’s going to grease the wheels and bearing s. 
Just build snow tunnels I think you all are really jumping the gun on a gondola (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10078 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More busses! Do a full bus system and make everybody ride the bus. No need to widen the road or 
have a gondala when you could send up tons of uta buses and make people ride them. (32.2.2B, 
32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10079 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Aiken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Considering the congestion and gasses vehicles exhume each day in the Canyon, I’m totally in favor of 
the UDOT gondola project. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  10080 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Zanazzi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As cool as the idea of a gondola sounds, I think there are much better ways of approaching this. 
(32.2.9E) I wider road makes way more sense , and encourages carpooling. Being 15 I might not have 
the best perspective on this but I’ve had my fair share of being stuck in llc. Hopefully y’all can find a 
way, cheers (32.2.2P and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10081 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Schroeder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer a cog rail that could be pushed through to BCC and do laps from LCC to BCC and so forth. 
(32.2.2Q and 32.2.9F) But if that's not an option than I would prefer the gondola...I would hope it would 
run till late in the evening so people could spend time in the evening at the mountain restaurants. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  10082 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Zaugg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a free-to-the-public, high speed gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10083 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jacob Moreno 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jacob Moreno 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10084 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Low 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the gondola. It’s the definitely the best alternative. (32.2.9D) I’m totally against widening 
the road and putting more vehicles on it. (32.2.9C) The gondola can be done in a noninstrusive way, 
blending with the natural beauty, and will be much more reliable in the winter vs. slick roads and 
avalanches. (32.17A) Plus, it’ll be a benefit for our economy and tourism, solidifying Utah as the 
premier skiing destination in America. Do we want to allow skiing in the canyon? We’ll, yes. Then build 
the gondola. Please. 
Chris Low 
Lifetime Utah Resident and Skier 
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COMMENT #:  10085 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elena Ritter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Up for gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10086 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steph Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Keep the canyon the way it is! So many beautiful and irreplaceable locations will be ruined, climbers will 
be impacted especially. (32.4I, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  10087 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Dreyfous 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 
Sincerely, 
John Dreyfous 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10088 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Stevens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'll keep my comment simple and short. Choosing the option of busses rather than the Gondola seems 
to be the more conservative and safe initial measure (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) The Gondola is a project 
that's irreversible if it doesn't work out. Let's play it safe with something the public is so passionate 
about. 
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COMMENT #:  10089 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Wilke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbing areas provide a much needed recreational area for stewards of the environment and are 
incredibly important to a very positive and impactful community. Destroying this would lay waste that 
cannot be undone, and is completely unacceptable (32.4A and 32.4B). 
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COMMENT #:  10090 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Hiestand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola a crazy proposal with so many open questions. Very expensive for the taxpayers and 
potentially only benefiting the few. The risk is on the population, not the few that may benefit. If the 
beneficiaries ( Gondolaworks.com) of this project had to fund it (as if the could) they certainly wouldn't 
risk it. I wish I could place a bet on this not being successful, because I would be all in. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
Technol will advance and obsolete this extrodiny waste of money.  
Try and make a bus system that actuallt works before spending money on a gondola or expanding the 
road. (32.2.9A and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  10091 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Reimers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please go with enhanced bus service, so much more future flexibility (32.2.9A) 

Page 32B-10330 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10092 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA, I understand something needs to be done but it should stop at widening the road 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9B or 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  10093 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marissa Popp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Let's do electric buses for little AND big cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.1.1A) 
Gondola idea only serves Alta and snowbird. Plenty of people (that also give their money to local 
tourism) explore the mountains outside of those resorts so the gondola would do no good for those 
people and would ruin the canyons. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.4I) If 
we can't even allow dogs how can we alow such a monstrosity to be built. 
 
Sincerely, 
Marissa Popp 
Huntsville, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10094 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reuben Lambert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The reduction of auto emissions is the biggest plus for the new tram (32.10A) There are other problems 
to be adressed. Environmental damage to the canyon during construction, upkeep problems during 
severe weather, and if the tram becomes inoperative, would access to the canyon by road still be 
available. (32.19A, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.2.6.5D) I am in favor of the tram idea, but would it be the total "fix 
all" that some people say? Let's talk about it. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  10095 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Fagergren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This helps keep salt lake special, and offers an attractive alternative to traffic. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10096 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mike Elberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mike Elberts 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10097 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beckie Bradshaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a fabulous plan....time to really focus on SAVING THE CANYONS! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10098 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dustin Wise 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support snow shed proposal. (32.2.9K) We need to protect the road crews and public. This is the only 
safe solution. (32.7A) Extra lane taking buses out of the main flow will encourage public transit and be 
much more sustainable long term solution with snow sheds in vulnerable areas that will decrease the 
risk to all traveling and road crews clearing the roads. (32.2.9B) Gondola does nothing to solve the 
slide problem closing the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5Z) 
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COMMENT #:  10099 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Jacques 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am NOT In favor of a gondola. It will ruin the canyon. I am in favor of buses and adding a bus only 
lane. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  10100 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie G 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I have only been a SLC resident for 3 years and even in those few years I have seen the terrible 
problems with the congestions of both Cottonwoods. Things need to change but the gondola is NOT 
the answer. (32.2.9E) Not only is the capacity of people going up too small but it disregards 
backcountry access points that heavily used both in the summer and winter. (32.2.6.5N, 32.1.2C, and 
32.2.6.5G) It is set up for company profit and not for the SLC community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Also it would be terribly ugly and effect the views of our beloved mountains. 
(32.17A)  
 
From what I see, much of the congestions stems from bad drivers, busy parking lots and avalanches 
covering the road. With that, I feel building snow bridges, increasing the bus schedules that will stop at 
backcountry asses and tolling the entrances to the Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9K, 32.2.6.3N, 32.2.9A, 
and 32.2.6.3C) By charging a larger toll to enter the canyons it would encourage more people to use 
the busses. (32.2.4A) To do that you need more buses not only on the weekends but the weekdays. 
We live in a community of healthcare workers (3 level one hospitals within 15miles), and many have the 
weekdays off. Please add stops for backcountry assess. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.6.3C) Thank you for 
listening. Again, NO to the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10101 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danielle E Harnsberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Regardless of climate change the salt lake valley is only becoming more populated which means more 
people and more cars on our roads. I think the idea of the gondola gives roadways a break and users 
the opportunity to enjoy coming and going from our mountain destinations without the hassle of traffic 
and congestion. (32.2.2E, 32.2.9D, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10102 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kim Quapp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Nature is not infinite. We must take care of it and preserve it. It is up to us to do our part to protect the 
beautiful fauna and flora that make Utah the beautiful place that it is. We must protect this canyon and 
limit the physical human impact that we are forcing upon it. We only have once chance to do this. We 
must slow down, take care, and do it right. (32.29G) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kim Quapp 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10103 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Guzman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please don’t widen the roads or install the gondola. this will ruin the beautiful nature of LLC 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  10104 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Ahern 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA. (32.2.9E) Have you heard of Induced Traffic Demand? If you think that adding a 
gondola is going to reduce the number of cars on the road you’re wrong. People who were less likely to 
go skiing because of the traffic will now go, in addition to the gondola, creating the same amount of 
traffic with more people on the slopes thanks to the gondola. (32.2.4A and 32.20E) Public funds do not 
need to be put in to make the ski resorts more money. This will hurt the canyon, increase ski traffic, and 
not make a noticeable decrease in canyon traffic. The only thing it will do is increase profits for resorts. 
(32.20C, 32.20A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The canyon has hit its capacity. Put in 
a toll, remove the ikon, have reservations for parking. Anything but increase the infrastructure to benefit 
the resorts. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2K)  
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COMMENT #:  10105 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Sindt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Agree with Mayor Wilson’s comments on 9/1. Bus preferred over gondola. But strongly prefer neither, 
must do other options first. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.29R) Very against gondola. Suggest tolls on 
existing roads and better bus routes, paid parking. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2K) Also firmly closing 
LCC on powder days until 11am with no chance of early open would help. (32.2.2B) No gondola! 
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COMMENT #:  10106 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Giles Lieb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10107 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you, UDOT, for putting in so much time and effort to put together all of this information on the 
environmental impact of these options. I believe it is very important to prioritize wildlife habitat and 
minimize our presence. (32.29G) That being said, I think the gondola alternative B is an amazing option 
to reduce traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) Although there are some concerns about 
increased travel times the gondola has compared to the enhanced bus service, weather conditions 
make the actual time for the bus unknown which potentially could result in longer travel times than the 
gondola. (32.2.6.3P) I also think it will be helpful to reduce the amount of cars on the road for safety 
and environmental purposes. (32.1.2D and 32.7C) I look forward to seeing what the decision for this 
project will be! 
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COMMENT #:  10108 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Dan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against gondola or road changes in LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I think the best option is electric 
buses every 10 min in the mornings and afternoons and toll for cars. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10109 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacy Shaha 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am NOT in favor of the gandola. I agree with Mayor Wilson, other option please!!! (32.2.9E and 
32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  10110 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Huff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Lower carbon footprint, effective and stable people mover, lower affect on the environment in multiple 
ways, increased safety, increased commerce, increased access to beautiful amenities during peak 
usages. What is not to like? (32.10A and 32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-10349 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10111 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Weinberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a sacred value which is found within the to-be destroyed boulders in LCC. Those boulders 
have shaped some of the best climbers to come out of Utah and the US. People also seek out LCC 
from around the world solely to climb there; if those boulders are demolished climbers are less likely to 
come here. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) Culture will be lost through an inequitable solution. There is a 
more comprehensive solution to the traffic issue in LCC - improve public transport - buses. Please 
explore other avenues before destroying apart of Utah. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP)  
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COMMENT #:  10112 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Julie Gregersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Julie Gregersen 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10113 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margaret Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This really is the best option. Less impact on the road during construction. Better for tourism Better for 
the air. (32.29D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  10114 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John McCall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Maybe Elon Musk's Boring Company? (32.2.2B) 
 
Dig a tunnel under the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  10115 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Parkerson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola and all alternatives to destroying the natural canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10116 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janie Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm definitely in favor of the gondola. This will keep our air cleaner by eliminating all the emissions from 
the extra buses in the other plan. It is also more efficient in terms of the weather, the gondola can move 
people out of the canyon when buses cannot make it in our out of the canyon during severe weather. 
(32.2.9D, 32.10A, and 32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  10117 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabriel Ramos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please review reconsider (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  10118 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennifer Strauss Gurss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I’m not convinced that the gondola is the answer to resolving traffic issues in LCC, it is the 
solution that makes the most sense right now. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.9D) I foresee the need to STILL 
build snowsheds to allow busses to get up the canyon unimpeded by snowfall, and wonder how the 
summer hikers will access trailheads. I know there is talk of summer shuttle service to trailheads, and I 
hope that can be incorporated into a final plan. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.5Z, 32.2.2W, and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Thank you. 
 
Jennifer Strauss Gurss 
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COMMENT #:  10119 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Parent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build it and they will come. Seriously super excited to read about this and crossing fingers it comes to 
fruition. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10120 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lacee Remington-Franz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would present a huge waste of money for taxpayers to support a few businesses up the 
canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It will also wreck the scenery and pristine 
nature of Little Cottonwood Canyon for future generations. (32.17A) Once built, taxpayers and our 
children will have to foot the bill to line the pockets of a few shareholders. Bus service will provide 
similar benefit at a much lower cost and will provide greater flexibility. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10121 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Schley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In favor of gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  10122 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kam Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kam Jones 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10123 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devin Weder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a year round user of Little Cottonwood Canyon, the Gondola option does not serve me. (32.2.9E) 
With no stops mid canyon, and a commute time much longer than driving a car up the canyon, there is 
little to no reason for me to use it. (32.2.6.5G and 32.2.4A) A bus would be much more beneficial, 
although I do recognize that a bus will not solve the traffic problem during avalanches or when there are 
crashes. (32.2.9A, 32.7A, and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  10124 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Verene Huang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Protect America’s climbing! (32.29G, 32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10125 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathy McFarland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems to me that the gondola proposition is unreasonable. (32.2.9E) Having another large parking lot 
at the base of the canyon will still cause a backup of traffic with too many cars trying to use one parking 
area. (32.2.6.5E) The proposed fee of $35.00 to ride, added to an expensive day pass, could make 
skiing out of reach financially for families who would like to spend time together in the mountains. 
(32.2.4A, 32.5A, and 32.2.6.5D) It seems that the bus option is definitely the better one of the two 
proposals. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  10126 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  August Simmons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea to put in a gondola. Love that it will reduce carbon emissions. Way safer for my family! Let's 
make it happen! (32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  10127 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Huang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
we prefer the enhanced bus service option to help preserve the rock climbing that would be destroyed 
with the widening of the road and gondola options. (32.2.9A, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10128 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Zoe Cross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Zoe Cross 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10129 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Fatovic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is completely unreasonable to tear the canyon apart and to spend all of these tax payers dollars to 
build something that only profits private companies. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
This is an eye sore and it is going to destroy tons of climbing. If the skiers at snowbird and Alta are so 
put out by traffic, they should adjust accordingly. (32.17A, 32.4B, 32.2.9E, and 32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10130 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Meservy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree with the SLCA!! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10131 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason G 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbing in little cottonwood is a staple of the area, its helped me make friends, get outdoors, enjoy 
what UT has to offer, and keep up a mental attitude in tough times. Putting that climbing at risk i believe 
would have more detrimental effects than beneficial, in my opinion. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10132 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Louis Peirce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10133 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Bucciarelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why can't UDOT at least try tolling the road before they destroy the climbing in LCC? Please don't do 
this. (32.2.2Y, 32.4A, and 32.4B)

Page 32B-10372 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10134 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Jimenez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that our wonderful cottonwood canyons have a human capacity. (32.20B) I think the snow 
bridges and widening of the road for more bus travel is a good place to start (32.2.9B). Also why not 
make a little money from the people That want to travel up canyon during peak periods. Millcreek 
canyon is on a fee daily and still gets hammered with people. (32.2.4A) Building a Gondola only for the 
purpose of the two resorts and winter operations is ridiculous. Especially with the use of our tax payer 
money. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It’s 6 months of use a year and then sits 
unused for six. (32.2.6.5F) Busses can be used year round. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
I am totally against building a gondola in little cottonwood canyon. Please listen to the people of our 
community. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10135 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Borchardt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
have been fortunate enough to grow up within the fabulous confines of the mouth of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon (LCC). My parents are avid skiers and cyclists and moved to Utah just before I was born to 
take advantage of the beauty and recreational opportunities that this state provides. LCC represents 
the flagship example of what the Wasatch, in particular, has to offer. Its huge, glacier carved walls and 
preponderance of snow compared to the other nearby areas are just a couple of the reasons that LCC, 
for me, is the jewel of our valley. It is a place whose beauty I would like to preserve for my children and 
their eventual offspring. Unfortunately, a gondola would strongly militate against said objective and 
forever scar the canyon's natural allure and charm. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) 
 
The discussion would be completely different if one were weighing the advantages of disadvantages of 
what construction of a gondola would offer. Regrettably, the advantages are vanishingly few, if any. 
Given that the house in which I live is subjected to the increasingly long line of traffic that works its way 
up the canyon on big snow days, I am acutely aware of the problem that UDOT is attempting to solve. 
This issue, however, arises on only a handful of days throughout the year and simply represents the 
natural consequence of LCC's glacial origins...namely the presence of multiple avalanche paths along 
its course. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) While other solutions such as enhanced public transportation, tolling 
for cars lacking a full complement of passengers, superior traffic control by authorities, and charging for 
parking at the ski resorts should all be considered and will likely be much more effective at achieving a 
sustainable goal for the canyon's preservation and safety of it users, we should also accept that there 
will be times when the canyon is simply too dangerous to utilize and we need to wait until it is 
considered safe again. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.2K, and 32.1.2D) From what I 
have read, the travel times during the remaining portion of the ski season when avalanche danger is 
not restrictive are actually longer than alternatives that exist and have been proposed. The idea of 
installing an expensive eye sore for the sake of theoretically reducing the number of instances when we 
can avoid the admitted havoc along the roads seems shortsighted. I believe that our efforts should 
prioritize preservation and relegate delivery of customers to the ski resorts as a distant subsequent 
goal. (32.1.2B) Enhancing access to the resorts is antithetical to this objective as it is also likely to 
promote their efforts to expand beyond their current footprints. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
32.7C, and 32.20C) 
 
Having lived in Europe for a couple of years at the base of a ski resort, I have gleaned an appreciation 
for how they attempt to balance development and preservation. I think that in certain overdeveloped 
regions of the Alps, the local governments have come to realize that one cannot return to what they 
originally enjoyed once permanent alterations have been implemented. We stand now at a critical 
juncture for LCC's future. Let us learn from the mistakes that others have made in the name of progress 
and select a path from which we can all benefit without forever altering one of nature's most precious 
gifts to the residents and visitors of the Salt Lake Valley. (32.29G) 
 
Lisa Borchardt 
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COMMENT #:  10136 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an annual tourist comes to salt lake every year. I am a supporter of the gondola proposal. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10137 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Melanie Robertson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Melanie Robertson 
Chicago, IL 
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COMMENT #:  10138 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erme Catino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6) The gondola is a subsidized ski lift for the ski areas, and it has been disgraceful watching Alta and 
Snowbird posture their position on social media and email campaigns. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) These ski areas stand to benefit while the whole "community loses, but they don't 
care. All they care about is selling more tickets than competing markets like Colorado, California, etc. 
and having an attraction. The gondola is in no way, shape or form, a transportation solution. (32.2.9E 
and 32.7C) It's an amusement park ride that will forever ruin the canyon, watershed, viewshed, wildlife, 
and human powered recreation - and it won't even solve the problem. (32.4I, 32.12A, 32.17A, 32.13A, 
32.4B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Erme Catino 
Brighton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10139 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Raming 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT's project purpose and need seems like someone trying to decide what cable TV service they 
want to subscribe to while their house is burning to the ground. (32.1.2B) Even considering the limited 
scope of the DEIS, all of the alternatives inadequately address the very limited and shortsighted 
purpose and need. (32.2.2PP) All of the alternatives merely kick the can down the road to a not-so-
distant date, where the unbridled ski resorts pressure the Forest Service, politicians and UDOT to go 
through this whole process again. Too bad this process started with "let's think out of the box" and 
ended with "stop thinking and get into UDOT's little box. If this process is "data driven" then consider 
this: more lanes and more access creates more demand and more congestion and more taxes to solve 
a problem that will never be addressed by the this DEIS's purpose and need. I'd start over. (32.2..2.2A, 
32.2.2P, 32.2.6.3B, and 32.20E) 
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COMMENT #:  10140 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carl Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor for the gondola. It will greatly reduce traffic up and down the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10141 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Keaton Perkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Keaton Perkins 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10142 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Roy Crandall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Roy Crandall 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10143 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Burnham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Ultimately I would prefer nothing is done. (32.2.9G) The ski resorts are already at capacity. Snowbird 
has 45 minute lift lines midweek. People will stop traveling to Utah to ski or snowboard if those times 
increase. (32.20C) The best bet would be to stop allowing private cars in the canyon during the ski 
season. Only shuttles like Zion National Park. (32.2.2B)  
 
However if we are deciding between increased busing or the gondola, I would much prefer busing. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) The gondola would be an eye sore and it’s a permanent implementation that 
isn’t adaptable. (32.17A) In less than 10 years, we will all most likely have self driving cars and 
transportation will fundamentally change. Investing half a billion dollars into a gondola or road widening 
seems short sighted and foolish. (32.2.6.5A and 32.2.6H) Leave the road how it is. Restrict more cars if 
needed. And increase busing. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)

Page 32B-10382 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10144 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dash Longe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the option that supports the longest term solution as it is undeniable that canyon 
congestion will continue to increase drastically in the decades to come. Environmental impacts should 
be the top priority in my opinion. (32.29G) For these reasons I am in favor of the Gondola option. 
(32.2.9D) Widening the road would be tragic on the watershed and ecosystem of LCC. (32.12B and 
32.13B) Please consider the long term growth trajectory of Salt Lake City, increased popularity as 
vacation destination and environmental impacts ahead of humanity’s ever selfish desire for 
convenience. 
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COMMENT #:  10145 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Leonard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of UDOT’s Enhanced Bus without Roadway Widening proposal. (32.2.9A) One thing 
that makes Utah and the Salt Lake area unique is its well-kept nature and outdoor scenery. I would like 
to preserve the beauty of the canyons and maintain climber access to the routes that would be affected 
by a gondola. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4B) Less impactful methods should be implemented before a 
gondola or additional lanes should be considered. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.2PP, and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10146 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Lundell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please for the sake of our canyon do not expand methods to get even more people to the 
resorts. They are busy enough! If you get to the resort early you can avoid the major traffic issue. 
(32.2.9G and 32.20C) ALSO and even more importantly the bus/lane expansion idea and even more 
so the gondola idea will both create a bigger eyesore, one obviously even more so than the other. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.17A, and 32.17B) The gondola will truly change and take away from the 
aesthetic natural beauty that helps make LCC so special in the first place and draws everyone here. 
(32.17A) My SOLUTION, there has to be a cap to the number of cars at each resort and trailhead in the 
canyon at a single time. (32.20B and 32.1.2B) Start by weeding out people who’s cars are not properly 
equipped by enforcing traction laws when it is snowing and before a known storm is coming to keep 
them out when the bad road conditions show up! (32.2.2M) On busy anticipated days requiring 
carpooling/ no single occupant vehicles while the buses will be available for both ill-prepared drivers 
and people that don’t have a buddy to ride up with for the day. (32.2.2Y) Consider adding a reservation 
system. (32.2.2K) Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  10147 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Josh Ampil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Josh Ampil 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-10386 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10148 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristi Graham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do want the gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10149 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rachel Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
rachel brown 
slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10150 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ralph and Kay Packard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
We value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see our comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ralph and Kay Packard 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10151 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is not the solution to the problem. (32.2.9E) It will enrich a few, alienate others, and 
ultimately damage an area rich with natural recreation. Let’s not. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10152 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Giustino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. Much more of a long term solution vs buses. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  10153 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Black 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m against the gondola and road widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I am a Salt Lake City resident and I 
think we have many more options to try before taking such expensive, environmentally detrimental 
measures. I would like to see tolling and more buses. (32.2.4A and 3.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10154 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Kmetzsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola is just going to be another lift that gets put on wind hold and it’s just gonna make the 
traffic even worse. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5K, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I think an underground train would be a far 
better idea. Just like every other ski resort in the world. (32.2.2C and 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  10155 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Harmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.29R) 
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2D, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.7C)  
 
Little cottonwood is a natural wonder that is worthy of protection. (32.29G) The idea that the canyon will 
be forever altered to allow for greater access to ski resorts is beyond heartbreaking. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Clearly, less impactful options exist. Please trail less damaging options before forever impacting this 
canyon (32.29R and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10156 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Hales 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea as long as only those that utilize it pay for it. Not a general taxpayer investment. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  10157 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Deanna Sarmento 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Deanna Sarmento 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10158 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Gardner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are against supporting a transportation option that only favors one use of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Environmental thresholds should be established before to 
determine how much development and use of the canyon (32.20B). The ski industry shouldn’t make all 
the calls. We need to accommodate other travelers to hiking areas (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  10159 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Wandrie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is an amazing idea. A gondola would make it safer for skiers on big snow days and make it 
so you can open the lift but keep the canyon closed for safety reason. But my concern is with the height 
of the towers how will they be affected by wind. I feel like a wind hold with people 200 feet in the air will 
be kind of scary. I also think that a gondola will bring a more skieresk vibe to the canyon. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  10160 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacy Higbee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer the gondola option. Thank you (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10161 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Holly Higbee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see the gondola installed. (32.2.9D) 
Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  10162 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Danielle Poth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please do not build a gondola as a solution to the congestion in the canyon. (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Danielle Poth 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10163 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The gondola seems like another way to draw even more people to the canyon. I understand that is sort 
of the point of it... to allow more people access to the canyon but the regulars and the old timers will be 
driven out. It will become a tourist attraction in the sense that only tourists even want to go up there. 
(32.1.2B and 32.20C) Ticket prices will go up at the resorts since they will have endless supply of out-
of-towners with weekend ski trip desires. I get that tourism is excellent for utahs economy but it sucks to 
lose our canyon and have it become California's canyon (32.2.9E and 32.20C) 
 
Sincerely, 
John andersen 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10164 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Billy Simek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a pristine haven of granite for rock climbers and the natural ecosystems 
nestled in the many areas that would be affected in this proposal. The unnecessary destruction of these 
climbing areas and habitats can and should be avoided at all costs to preserve the natural beauty of 
one of Utah’s Crown Jewels. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.29G) 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
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COMMENT #:  10165 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura DeFrain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not permanently damage and alter a landscape as well as destroy classic climbing boulders 
for the sake of a very specific gondola use that really only benefits skiers. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, 32.17Am 
32.1.2B, 3.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Everyone can benefit from the beauty of the landscape if 
it remains uninterrupted by cables and poles! Please consider other options. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10166 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cortney Holmes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please!!!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10167 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Roia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider an option that does not instantly marry us to a permanent infrastructure change to the 
canyon. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A)  
 
Lets look towards changing canyon use with tolling, parking adjustments, etc before permanently 
committing to something as grand scale as a gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  10168 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Ehlert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These solutions are all extremely expensive and not environmentally friendly. I think a better bus 
system should be implemented ASAP that encourages people to use it by being better than driving a 
car. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Right now the 2 main problems with the bus are it takes as long or longer 
than using a car to get up the canyon and riders have nowhere to store their gear/lunch while skiing. If 
those two problems are solved, I would gladly take the bus instead of driving. (32.2.6.2.1C and 
32.2.3A) Why not close downhill traffic during peak periods to allow busses to drive up? (32.2.2D and 
32.2.2E) Give bus users free lockers at resorts? (32.2.3A) Also parking for the bus stop at the bottom of 
the canyon needs to be improved. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  10169 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Gangwish 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The scenery and climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon is one of the greatest memories I have. The 
treasure that is that canyon must be preserved. (32.29G) Destructive plans to build gondolas or expand 
roadways is a step in the wrong direction. The ultimate goal should be PRESERVING these areas. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10170 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Kaczmarek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the addition of a Gondola for future transportation up LCC to ease traffic congestion from cars 
and buses. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10171 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elias Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either of the proposals put forth by UDOT. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Little Cottonwood 
Canyon’s congestion problems are only an issue a couple weeks per year. (32.1.4D) The solution 
should be a combination of efforts. This includes expanding parking, increasing park n rides, increasing 
the number of shuttles, increasing the hours shuttles operate, and enforcing AWD/snow tire laws more 
strictly. I would also support implementing a toll that supplements the costs of these services to LCC. 
(32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.3N, 32.2.9A, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  10172 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Wilkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would opt for a tram system. Seems to be tge best way to lessen traffic. My concerns are would it 
move people quick enough, and what happens when there are high wind storm systems. (32.2.9D, 
32.2.6.5O, and 32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  10173 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grace von Mettenheim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the taxpayers, while 
ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) 
Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at hand. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) 
. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  10174 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeff Bosgraaf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeff Bosgraaf 
Cedar Hills, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10175 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marta Samokhvalova 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep little cottonwood intact. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10176 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gerardo Flores 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Please don’t put a gondola, I joined the navy in may and haven’t been home since. (32.2.9E) I joined 
late at 24 because it was hard for me to leave my home and the best state on earth Utah! I grew up on 
the wasatch mountains ,I live 10 mins away from the canyons. I’ve been snowboarding them since I 
was 10 , all I know are these mountains . Yes traffic sucked but this will make it worse, people will fight 
for a spot on the gondola! (32.2.6.5C) It was hard to leave home and I don’t want to go home to this. All 
I think about are these mountains I love serving but I do miss them. Exploring them with my wife . If we 
add this gondola you will disrupt the natives species and the beauty of the mountains we all locals 
cherish. (32.4I and 32.17A) Please , some of us left home to serve and we don’t want to come home to 
it being destroyed. Do what you have to do I support whatever decision but please take all the 
considerations. (32.29G) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Gerardo Flores 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10177 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donna Kuzmiski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the best option. Seriously consider a gondola from the east side in Midway. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.2N) 
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COMMENT #:  10178 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Sargent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola should not be implemented at this time or without adjusted conditions. (32.2.9D) Tax 
payer money should not fund something that really ultimately only benefits the two resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Further the stops that exist don't serve the communities that access these mountains but do so not 
patronizing the resorts. More stops need to be added. The resorts need to be footing the lion's share of 
the bill. (32.2.6.5G and 32.2.7A) 
 
Also it is irresponsible to try to implement the most expensive option without first exhausting more cost 
effective options and less invasive options. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10179 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John O’shea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please DO NOT follow through with any of these plans. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Beyond the 
immediate impacts to the surrounding flora and fona during construction, it will have lasting long term 
impacts with the number of people traveling through the canyon. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola is obviously the worse of the 2 suggestions what would the 
incentive be for riding a gondola from the base of the canyon at 9 am? (32.2.4A) The lift lines at the 
mountain start at 7 so who would want to wait to ride a gondola to be forced to stand in a line when you 
could just drive up there to beat the lift lines? (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5C) That’s just a horrible idea and 
obviously driven by outside construction companies bidding for the contract to build this half billion 
dollar project. (32.1.2B) Shouldn’t this also be a sign that the resorts are at capacity and bringing more 
people up there will only increase issues that are already present at the mountains. (32.20A and 
32.20C) On good pow days i have the potential to stand in a line for 2 hours before I get on a lift. 
Maybe, just maybe, this means there is a limit to the number of people that can enjoy the resorts and 
leaving things the way they are is acting as a natural buffer for the number of people up there at a time. 
(32.2.9G) Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  10180 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Grayson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option to reduce our traffic flow and environmental impact in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10181 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Kimsey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Little Cottonwood Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10182 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Diana Rodriguez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Diana Rodriguez 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10183 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jake Weise 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
Please explore other less impactful options for the Canyon. As a frequent four season user I would like 
to see all user groups considered and some much less invasive solutions tried first. A Gondola or 
expanded road in the Canyon would drastically change how myself and many others use and enjoy the 
canyon for the worse. (32.29R, 32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jake Weise 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10184 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randall Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think out of state people should have to pay to use the canyon. I also think season pass holders 
should be discontinued in the canyons because they brag about 80 or 90 skier days and many times 
just two or three hours in the morning. Perhaps each family or individual in Utah should get 10 passes 
to drive up the canyon non-transferable. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) After that they have to pay $5 each 
time. For people who skied daily $5 would be under 3% of a day ski charges. It's really the season ski 
pass holders who are causing this problem. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10185 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vincent Walsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please choose the Gondola. It will make Utah a world class ski destination unlike any other place. 
While it’s being implemented please expand the roads near ski resorts to allow people to pull in and out 
of the resort. This will reduce traffic. Thank you you for all you already do. (32.2.9D, 32.2.2UU, and 
32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10186 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Wolfe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the gondola. (32.2.9D) It will harm the canyons I ski and climb. The problem is not 
getting more people up there, it's how to manage the traffic, the gondola does not fix this. We should 
exhaust all other options first. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10187 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hallie Flores 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please preserve our beautiful mountains as they are. In Jesus name. 
 
Sincerely, 
Hallie Flores 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10188 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Jackson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT, 
 
Thanks for recognizing the need for a better way to experience Little Cottonwood canyon. I am a 
resident of Holladay, Utah and multi-year season pass holder at Alta who experiences firsthand year-in 
and year-out the difficulties of combining winter weather with narrow mountain roads. 
 
What the canyon needs though, is a different primary mode of transportation. To that end, I’d 
encourage you to pursue the gondola option but with a goal to put a much higher percentage of the 
skier traffic on the gondola vs. road. (32.2.9D and 3.2.6.5N) Leave out the snow sheds, and severely 
restrict vehicle traffic in the upper canyon. (32.2.9J, 32.2.6.5Z and 32.2.4A) Allow for dispersed 
recreation users to use the road until a shuttle service that can serve their needs is introduced then 
close the canyon to private vehicles with few exceptions. (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) 
 
Widening the road will not solve the problem (as you already acknowledge the assumptions are based 
on dry pavement). (32.7C and 32.2.6.3P) Beyond that, it seems from my reading of the EIS to cause 
more damage to the watershed, wildlife, and climbing areas in the canyon. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 
32.13A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
 
Thanks for your great work in thinking about the future of LCC and very thorough evaluation of the 
issues. I hope to see your decision implemented as soon as possible. 
 
Regards, 
 
Gary Jackson 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10189 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Lindsay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is one of my favorite places to explore and recreate in because of its wild 
beauty. I love to ski and climb. I don’t believe that the benefits provided to 2 private ski resorts should 
come at such a cost to the canyon’s beauty, taxpayers, and the impact this will have on other types of 
recreation like climbing. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Please consider other options that don’t impact our canyon so much. Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  10190 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlene Colton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola system can be a major attraction for Salt Lake Valley tourism, bringing in potential 
revenue for the local businesses as well as supporting city run systems. It is a step in the right direction 
to encourage using mass transportation systems to help cut down on harmful emissions and motor 
vehicle congestion in the canyon. It promotes preservation of the canyon environment. I loved spending 
time in the canyon as a child and I want my grandchildren to have that same enjoyment. I support the 
gondola proposal (32.2.9D and 32.10A). 
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COMMENT #:  10191 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Potrzeba 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Living a few miles from LCC I’ve seen the traffic get worse over the last few years and the Gondola 
does not make sense to use for locals or other people recreating in the canyon. (32.2.9E) People will 
try and avoid parking and waiting in line for the gondola and continue to drive up the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
It makes more sense to make it easier to take the buses from town and the nearby hotel 
accommodations to shuttle people up the canyon. (32.2.2B) People with season passes to Alta and 
Snowbird should be prioritized to be able to drive in the canyon and park at the resorts. (32.1.2D and 
32.2.4A) There has also been increased traffic during the summer months and the gondola will not 
solve that problem. (32.1.2C) It also does not service any of the other trailheads and only increases 
access to the two ski resorts. (32.2.6.5G, 32.20A, and 32.20C) Tolling the road seems to be another 
obvious choice to limit people driving and to increase use of public transit. (32.2.4A) Thoughts need to 
go into how we maximize our current resources and not put money into something that will not benefit 
all. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  10192 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Patsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear City and County Officials, 
 
I support a wild and healthy ecosystem that provides our water, supports 1,200 species of plants and 
animals, and is depended upon for healthy outdoor recreation by millions of people both locals and 
visitors each year. We don't need elaborate gondolas or expansion of the roadways that damage the 
magnificent Wasatch Mountains. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I) Below are six actionable solutions that 
will meet or exceed UDOT's goals, all the while protecting what makes the Wasatch unique and 
inspiring. 
 
UDOT’s goal of 30% reduction in private vehicles could be accomplished without major construction but 
requires higher vehicle occupancy during peak hours, weekends and holidays. By requiring 4 or more 
people in cars that enter these canyons, you could remove 50% of the current vehicles in the canyon, 
20% more than UDOT’s $500 million+ solution in search of a problem. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
 
A flexible YEAR-ROUND bus system that gets people out of their cars, nearer their origins (homes, 
hotels, work, etc), aided by canyon centers across the valley where you can park your car, visit outdoor 
shops, get food and drink, even have affordable housing. (32.2.2I). 
Increase enforcement of the UDOT Cottonwood Canyon sticker program to ensure vehicles are 
compliant with snow tire and chain requirements under the Traction Law, making the traction inspection 
part of vehicle inspections. Some weather events (or known busy days) may warrant banning private 
automobiles in the canyons. (32.2.2M and 32.2.2B) 
 
Innovate and implement an occupancy-based toll to increase vehicular occupancy from current 1.7 
people per vehicle to 4. (32.2.4A) 
 
Big Cottonwood Canyon users parking at “LCC mobility hubs” - If people going into Big Cottonwood 
Canyon make use of the LCC mobility hubs demand and crowding will increase, but this hasn't been 
included in UDOT's scope. 
 
Year-round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.1.2D, 32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.5G) 
 
While UDOT isn't being responsive to public comments and strategies that protect the Wasatch, we are 
hoping our local elected officials are. As our local representatives, I hope you will tell UDOT to protect 
the Wasatch, forgo the damaging development that only helps two resorts and engage with local 
conservation and community groups to advance robust solutions to the year-round transportation, 
recreation and conservation issues confronting our watershed canyons. (32.1.2C and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10193 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rose Shea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rose Shea 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10194 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caitlin Arndt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t believe we have expanded the bus system nearly enough in the canyon, I would like to see this 
option exhausted before any destructive methods are used in Little Cottonwood. (32.2.2PP and 
32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10195 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Delfia Valenzuela 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Delfia Valenzuela 
West Valley City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10196 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Meru 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let me start of by saying I completely OPPOSE a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E)  
 
I am frustrated, angry, and ultimately disappointed that a gondola up our canyons is even a thought. 
The damage it will cause will be irreversible. (32.4I) The answer is simple. Conduct a study to 
determine how many cars / people can enter into the canyon on a daily basis and then force the resorts 
to limit their ticket sales. (32.20B and 32.2.2K) Resorts around the country and world pre-sell their 
tickets and have a cap to ensure environmental stability. Alta and Snowbird DO NOT do this because of 
their greed. This would immediately solve the problem, require zero public funding, and could be 
implemented very quickly. (32.2.2K)  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Dr. Michael Meru 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Meru 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10197 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Annie Mader 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Additionally, i believe that a gondola being put in would have a negative impact on the natural land that 
cannot be measured by any sort of number or figure. we only have one earth, and scarring it up for 
convenience is unethical and terrible (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Annie Mader 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10198 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not widen the road or build a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We need to incentivize fewer 
people in the canyon. (32.2.4A) Either option will ruin the canyon beyond repair. (32.4I) So many 
people use this canyon beyond resort skiers and these plans ignore that entire segment of people. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10199 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracy Hansford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider busing and widening lanes in the canyon before a gondola. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) I do 
not believe a gondola will help ease the traffic from users besides skiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) As a hiker, rock climber, and ice climber, the gondola would not get me to the 
places I utilize in the canyon. The solution to the traffic needs to benefit all canyon visitors during all 
seasons. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please try to incentive users to not 
drive up the canyon. (32.2.4A)  
I wonder if a busing system like what is used in Zion would be a solution for our canyons. (32.2.2B)  
Thank you for all the hard work and consideration that has gone into this extremely challenging 
problem. 

Page 32B-10438 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10200 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trish Coughlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10201 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nancy Jarvis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, and we must save them from any further 
development especially a gondola through one of the few untouched areas between the ski resorts. 
(32.2.9E) Animals need this corridor to have someplace uninterrupted by vehicles and humans. please 
do not build these gondolas Which will ruin the great nature forever. (32.13A and 32.4I) 
 
Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nancy Jarvis 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10202 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maggie McAndrews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Maggie McAndrews 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10203 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lizzy Pugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think there should be another solution, and definitely not a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.2.2PP) The 
gondola will ruin the view of little cottonwood canyon, and it won't solve the problem. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) People would rather drive up the canyon then wait in line for and 
hour and then actually wait in the gondola. (32.2.6.5C and 3.2.4A) Also the gondola won't solve the 
problem right now, it will take a lot of time to build and get running. (32.2.7C) There is also the problem 
that the resorts are just too full. They can't fit more people up there. (32.20C) To solve this you should 
consider getting rid of icon passes. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10204 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ralph Pahnke Jr. 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I view both gondola and bus options as unacceptable. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) We should limit the 
number of people who can access the canyon on a daily basis. (32.20B and 32.2.2L) There is 
maximum capacity at the ski resorts, and only so many parking spots. (32.20C) Add the acceptable 
number of backcountry skiers and hikers to the mix and then not allow any more people up the canyon 
once a limit is reached. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) Encourage or require car pooling and provide buses. 
(32.24A and 32.2.9A) Limit the total number of people and the existing road and bus service works! 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) We don't have to spend hundreds of millions to make it so too many people are 
in the canyon on any one day. Also, charge a toll to access the canyon, but require parking at the 
resorts to be free. (32.2.4A) County / state will collect the money needed to maintain and operate the 
road and the resorts can charge whatever they want for the price of admission.
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COMMENT #:  10205 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dean Phipps 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dean Phipps 
Boxford, MA 
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COMMENT #:  10206 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Brashear 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is the best answer to the canyon congestion. (32.2.9D) Salt Lake City seems to 
be the least progressive city with the fastest growth going on. Widening the canyon and increasing 
buses is putting a bandaid on the problem. (32.7B and 32.7C). Let’s be more progressive, European 
countries are much more advanced than SLC. We need to follow their mode of transportation up the 
canyon. I understand people worried about the cost of the gondola. No one will ride it if you charge $20-
$30. Make the ski resorts who profit from skiers be responsible for offsetting the cost. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10207 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Rauterkus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi there, I don’t know if my voice matters but I hope it does.... I have grown up in Utah my whole life 
more specifically Sandy. I wake up evey morning and look at the wasatch range with awe. I am a skier, 
hiker and climber all of which I do within LCC. I hope that you all choose a better option to helping the 
traffic situation than widening lanes or adding a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These are not full 
solutions. We have public tansit within Utah already and it’s a failing money draining system. Much of 
the time traffic is caused by inexperienced drivers or vehicles who are not equipped to be in the snow. 
(32.2.2M) Or on the top end inefficient parking systems at ski resorts. The traffic will not be solved if the 
root of the problem isn’t no amount of lane adding will fix the problem that is caused by other failing 
infrastructures. (32.1.2B) 
 
Thank you for time, 
Sincerely, 
A kid who has grown up in Utah and doesn’t want to see its natural beauty and accessibility reminisced 
because people think it’ll help get people up to ski. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10208 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Giaquinta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider not moving forward with either the gondola or road widening option. (32.2.9E and 
3.2.9C) This largely will benefit the ski resorts (gondola) while causing serious environmental impacts. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It goes without saying that widening the road will be 
heartbreaking for climbers and those who love the scenery of LCC. (32.2.9C, 32.4A, 32.17B) A toll 
system would cost the public far less and be a minimal impact on the surrounding area (32.2.4A and 
32.2.2Y).  
 
Thank you - 
Kyle Giaquinta 
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COMMENT #:  10209 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristy Gines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola appears to be the best option to handle the growing population and the enormous number 
of people who use the canyon. The numbers are only going to increase - as well as the cost for 
whatever solution is decided upon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10210 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony May 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Cottonwood Heights resident I have serious reservations about the solutions proposed. My 
concern stems from the fact that this solution only caters to one type of canyon user...the resort skier. 
Hikers, bikers, backcountry skiers, and climbers will all bear a financial burden for a solution that 
ignores their needs. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Without stops at trailheads there is 
little reason for anyone other than a resort patron to utilize the proposed solutions. (32.2.6.3C and 
32.2.6.5G) Why are the ultimate beneficiaries (the LCC resorts) not bearing a portion of the financial 
burden? (32.2.7A)  
 
As an avid canyon user I have adjusted my habits to avoid those 10% of days where travel conditions 
are unmanageable. (32.1.4D) Simply put, if you want to ski powder on a weekend the cost of admission 
will be high. The greatest snow on earth is a limited resource and it’s foolish to think that shuttling more 
people up the canyons is the solution to our capacity issues. (32.1.2B) People who are willing to spend 
hours in traffic to ski powder will make the sacrifice, while others will find alternative hobbies. I know I 
have.  
 
It seems as though both solutions will simply shift the bottleneck a mile down the road to LaCaille. 
Wasatch Blvd will still be a gridlock as powder crazed skiers fight to get “first gondola” instead of “first 
chair”. (32.2.6.5E) Additionally, what is going to be done to encourage use of the gondola? Will people 
really be willing to sit in line for a gondola when instead they can sit in their cars? (32.2.4A) Has a 
capacity study been done to assess what gondola wait times will be during peak hours? (32.2.6.5C) 
 
Additionally, why are we only addressing the issue in little cottonwood and ignoring the fact that a 
similar problem exists just a few miles north in big cottonwood canyon? Are we not interested in a 
solution that benefits all those that live and recreate in the canyons? (32.1.1A and 32.20D) I would 
suggest that before implementing such a permanent solution we fully explore more conservative 
approaches. As an avid recreationalist in the canyon I have sat in my fair share of “red snakes”. My 
observation has been that in a majority of those cases the cause was an improperly equipped vehicle. It 
is clearly stated that winter tires, 4x4, and chains are required yet I frequently see unfit vehicles being 
permitted in the canyons during winter conditions. This not only creates a safety liability to all canyon 
users it contributes to our traffic woes. Please, please, please, enforce the rules! If you can afford a ski 
pass you can afford a set of snow tires. (32.2.2M) Consider tolls. Tolls that actually make people 
consider taking extra time to coordinate a ride share. You can argue that this toll will unnecessarily 
burden users, but so will using citizens tax dollars to fund a project they may never use! (32.2.4A) 
 
I know I have proposed more questions than I have provided answers but I would encourage the 
leaders making these decisions to ask themselves the same questions. Once these projects begin the 
integrity of our canyons cannot be restored. The views, ambience, and nostalgia will be permanently 
changed. Ask yourself what the root cause of the problem is and it will be clear that neither of these 
options addresses it. (32.1.2B and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  10211 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jarrett Fisher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the fact that the LCC is a mess with traffic for only a couple of hours on a handful of 
powder days. (32.1.4D) Building the gondola is an unnecessary expense and unsightly infrastructure. 
(32.2.9E and 32.17A) A wider road with priority bus and carpool is a much better solution. (32.2.9B) 
The gondola will turn LCC into the biggest logistical nightmare for families that want to enjoy the 
mountain. Please don’t build that gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  10212 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  JD Ethington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Grateful for the chance to have input on this process. The reliability of the gondola seems to be a great 
long term solution, however with it’s current drop off/pick up points, I don’t know if adequate 
consideration has been made for the best public interest. Year round access for the public- and not just 
seasonal resort goers seems to be getting overshadowed. (32.1.2C) How can the gondola better meet 
needs of trail users (hikers, climbers, mountain bikers, photographers, nature watchers, etc.) if it only 
goes to commercial resort bases? Put a stop at the town of Alta instead of in the resort, and put a stop 
lower in the canyon-perhaps closer to the White Pine/Baby Thunder lift area. Also, please consider 
cyclists- both road and mountain. Allow room for bikes on gondolas. (32.2.6.5G, 32.2.6.5I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Having stops in public places as opposed to resort property invites more than just resort customers. 
Cost to travel on the gondola will be prohibitive to its use and consideration needs to be made for non-
resort paying customers who don’t want to pay resort structured travel fees (32.2.4A and 32.1.2D). 
Model other communities (Telluride for an example), and make it free to the public- therefore further 
reducing barriers to access, and further disincentivizing road traffic. 
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COMMENT #:  10213 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jen Sather 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please DO NOT BUILD A GONDOLA in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) This is the most beautiful 
canyon in the Wasatch, maybe even in the entire Intermountain West. A gondola would severely 
diminish the beauty of this irreplaceable canyon. (32.17A) Please consider making better bus service, 
combined with a high fee for individual cars. That way, you might be able to get more people up the 
canyon without creating a huge negative impact on the natural setting. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10214 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendon MacKay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose a gondola that would permanently change the experience of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) The enhanced bus service is the better of the two options, but I would 
much rather see a simpler alternative like an automated toll combined with enhanced bus service. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I am a resident of Millcreek, part time resident of the town of Alta, and frequent 
user of the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  10215 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Thomas Stringham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Stringham 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10216 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Oei 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m all in for supporting! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10217 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gess Sto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Gess Sto 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10218 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Zac Vincent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Zac Vincent 
Bozeman, MT 
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COMMENT #:  10219 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vicente Planelles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think expanding the road should not be an option because of the environmental impact. (32.2.9C) to 
me that is a non-starter. It would also allow more cars to come up, which is the OPPOSITE of what we 
want: less cars !! (32.1.2B, 32.2.6.5B, and 32.2.4A) the gondola is hugely impractical in my view, but 
also the direct beneficiaries would be the two resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) With the bus, there can be many more places where people can get on and off. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.3C) That would be very attractive to everyone, not just the resort people. Increasing the number 
/ frequency of buses would work and would not require major infrastructure and environmentally 
destructive work. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.5N) Sincerely, 
Salt Lake City Lover 
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COMMENT #:  10220 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  CJ Haas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced mobility with improved bus transportation is what we need! (32.2.9A) The “reliability” only 
serves the resorts, which will often be closed during the same storm cycles the canyon is closed for 
avalanche danger. (32.2.6.5H, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Reliability during 
avalanche closures doesn’t matter here, and increasing mobility would allow resort and non-resort 
users faster and more efficient transportation up the canyon. Snowbird and Alta don’t need more 
customers, Canyon users need more access! (32.20A and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  10221 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Packard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have significant concerns with both of the preferred alternatives and believe it would be a big mistake 
to proceed with either of the preferred alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola option will be 
an extraordinarily expensive eyesore. (32.17A) The option with roadway widening will also have 
negative environmental consequences. (32.4I, 32.12B, 32.13B, and 32.17B) The enhanced bus 
without roadway widening achieves several project objectives (similar per person travel time, 
substantial reduction in vehicle backup distance, etc.) for much less cost and virtually no negative 
environmental consequences. (32.2.9A) The enhanced bus without roadway widening is a lower risk 
solution because it may substantially solve the problem when coupled with tolling and other sub-
alternative improvements. (32.2.4A) We should recognize that part of the appeal of recreating (summer 
or winter) in the upper Little Cottonwood Canyon area is the opportunity to be away from crowds. 
(32.1.2C) If we spend a ton of money to transport bigger crowds into the upper Little Cottonwood 
Canyon area, those bigger crowds will significantly detract from the experience people are seeking in 
the first place. (32.20C) UDOT and UTA should develop incremental solutions that can have additional 
elements added later if needed. Both the preferred alternatives should be dropped. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10222 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Paull 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I am both a skier and a hiker and it seems to me that unless the two ski resorts which would have a 4 
month per year benefit from the proposed gondola would pay for the gondola as well as a premium for 
its presence in LCC, (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT should proceed 
with an improved and environmentally friendly transportation system as well as road improvements and 
avalanche remediation. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) 
 
Please do not approve the gondola. Preserve the visual integrity of LCC. (32.17A) 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
James Paull 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10223 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  M Redd Bradshaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO on the gondola!!! (32.2.9E) 100 years ago private companies were able to run a train up and down 
Little Cottonwood canyon. UDOT knows how to run electric trains, you can build avalanche sheds 
through the paths, and it's clean! (32.2.9F) But if nothing else at least buy some electric buses and 
build a parking garage and a toll booth, and push people towards the buses that way. (32.2.4A, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.2.1C) We don't need a half billion dollar solution, try spending a tenth that on an 
incremental solution. (32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  10224 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emmy Lowe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emmy Lowe 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10225 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meghan Cline 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Meghan Cline 
Sandy, UT 84093 
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COMMENT #:  10226 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Viehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First of all I would like to say thank you to UDOT for all of the work that has gone into this project, 
however, I do not support either of the two proposed alternatives being considered as solutions two the 
traffic problem in LCC. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Less expensive and less destructive options exist. 
(32.2.2PP) I think it would be irresponsible and a disservice to tax payers if UDOT were to widen the 
road or build the gondola. UDOT test out an expanded bus service and tolling option before doing 
irreparable damage to LCC. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
My understanding is that the gondola and roadway widening are being considered to create a safer 
travel experience and alleviate traffic in the canyon during peak ski times. I do not think that the 
gondola will alleviate traffic or make travel in the canyon safer. It will simply allow additional people to 
travel to the resorts without solving the problem. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The same number of 
cars will still be able to use the road and the same traffic problems will persist, the resorts will just be 
more crowded. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2D, and 32.7C). With regards to the roadway widening, I would like to 
see bus service increased prior to widening the roadway. The issue is that there are too many cars in 
the canyon, widening the road and adding lanes will not solve the problem. Adding lanes has been tried 
on many freeways yet traffic still exists. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, 32.2.6.3B, and 32.7C) 
 
I see tolling and limiting private vehicles in the canyon with increased bus service as the only viable 
option. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Salt Lake City is becoming increasingly popular and if we were to add 
lanes to the canyon it may work for a short period of time but eventually the canyon will be 
overwhelmed with visitors once again. (32.2.4A and 32.20E) The bus and gondola will only benefit the 
resort skiing community, not the backcountry ski community, not hikers, or climbers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The financial burden of transporting people to ski resorts should not fall on 
taxpayers. Snow levels in the canyon have also been decreasing year over year and winters like we 
know it may cease to exist, but we will be stuck with a gondola or a wider road forever. (32.2.2E).  
I would also like to add that I do not think the price tag and destruction that these alternatives entail are 
worth it. I urge UDOT to consider the importance of the canyon to the local and broader community. 
(32.29G) So many people recreate in this canyon outside of peak ski season and based on the draft 
EIS it sounds like the gondola and bus service would only run during peak ski season, but the canyon 
would be permanently destroyed and climbing resources would be taken away forever. (32.1.2C, 
32.2.6.5C, 32.4A, and 32.4B)  
 
The climbing access and boulders in LCC are a large part of why me and so many others live in UT. 
Marring the aesthetic of the canyon with a gondola would dramatically alter the incredible experience 
that so many people have in this canyon. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4I) Many of the best days of my life 
have been on climbing adventures in little. I spent thanksgiving bouldering at the 5 mile boulders which 
UDOT threatens to destroy. (32.4A and 32.4B) I have found so much comfort and solace in Little. The 
magical, life changing days that I and so many others have had will cease to exist if there is a giant 
gondola running up the middle of the canyon. I do not think it is in the best long-term interests of SLC to 
destroy one of the reasons that many people move here and contribute to our economy. I love LCC 
canyon so incredibly much. It is a spiritual place for me and so many others. It is where I go to 
celebrate and where I got to find clarity and comfort. It pains me to think about the beauty of the canyon 
being permanently destroyed. Please try a less expensive and less destructive option first. So many 
people love this place. (32.29R) 
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In summary, it is unclear how the proposed alternatives will meaningfully improve travel in the canyon, 
the alternatives are extremely expensive and destructive, they threaten to destroy one of the most 
beautiful and beloved canyons in UT, and there is a capacity limit at ski resorts and in the canyon in 
general that these alternatives seem to ignore. (32.20C) Please please please consider a less 
destructive and less expensive option. (32.29R and 32.29G) Do not destroy LCC
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COMMENT #:  10227 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Abernathy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not a solution to the problem of overcrowded ski resorts. (32.2.9E) Additionally, the 
destruction of the beauty of LCC and the access to classic rock climbs it provides is unacceptable. 
(32.17A and 32.4B) Find another solution. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  10228 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt Tacy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Matt Tacy 
Boston, MA 
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COMMENT #:  10229 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ross Chambless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Personnel and Consultant Team, 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon has long been a treasured place for my family and I, as a place to ski in the 
winter, hike and picnic in the summer. The entire length of the canyon has opportunities to find solitude 
and peace away from the hustle and bustle in the valley below.  
 
While I agree the the status quo of traffic congestion is unacceptable, I think both of the two options 
now being considered are problematic for several reasons. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
Both the proposed gondola project and the enhanced bus service with a widened canyon road proposal 
would primarily serve the ski areas at the top of the canyon and not the needs of year-round recreation 
activities and demands throughout the canyon, such as hiking, back country skiing, rock climbing, etc. 
(32.1.2B,32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Both projects will also have astronomical costs 
for permanent infrastructure that won’t be easily modified if transportation needs or conditions change 
in the years or decades to come. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A) Finally, both projects will inflict significant 
environmental impacts on the canyon, which could bring unintended consequences for our vital 
watershed. (32.12A and 32.12B)  
 
I think it is much more prudent to take an incremental, phased approach to resolving canyon congestion 
which has not yet been tried. (32.29R) Establishing a program of tolls on private vehicles during 
different peak-usage times of the year along with enhanced bus services could provide us with data on 
how congestion can be better managed. This approach would also be significantly less costly, and 
could allow us to use existing infrastructure with much less impact on the ecosystem and landscape of 
the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)  
 
Finally, I feel very strongly that any enhanced bus service put in place should use the cleanest, most 
efficient technology to keep emissions as low as possible.  
 
Thank you for considering my comments, 
Ross Chambless 
Salt Lake City
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COMMENT #:  10230 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Peaslee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola effectively creates a new traffic corridor instead of trying to share the same road with cars. 
I prefer this as it could help when the road is closed due to an accident or other road closures. (32.2.9E 
and 32.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  10231 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robin Cecil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With the number of people moving to Utah, the gondola would be a great option. Just expanding the 
bus system is a short term fix. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10232 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tayla Ingles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
As a citizen of Utah for the last 10 years, a women who studies economics and environmental science, 
and a human who loves the Utah wilderness I have many thoughts on this project. Please see my 
comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tayla Ingles 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10233 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Knox Heslop 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Knox Heslop 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10234 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsey Marchant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would much rather have a gondola for transportation up the mountain. (32.2.9D) Buses are incredibly 
unsafe to drive on really big powder days and a gondola could eradicate the traffic delays. (32.2.6.3P) It 
would be a great long term solution potentially with the capability to transport more people on the bad 
snow days. (32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  10235 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Guelmes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE DONT PUT THE GONDOLA THERE!!! Nature is beautiful and should be left untouched to 
appreciate (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.5I)  
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COMMENT #:  10236 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeline Navigato 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please implement the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10237 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dan Subschase 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dan Subschase 
Provo, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10238 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Murphey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Ps: the snow sheds on the road at major avalanche paths are a good idea. (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  10239 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trenton Labrum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Sandy resident, tolling would be my preferred option to start with to encourage carpooling and 
open the door for more mass transit options in the future with the funds collected from tolls. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.2Y) A bus lane or train option would always be more preferred than a gondola system to get 
from the base of the canyon to the resorts. (32.2.B, 32.2.9F, and 32.2.9C) If the resorts want to utilize 
gondolas, the gondolas should connect visitors from parking to desirable points of interest within the 
resort or to connect to another nearby resort or nearby point of large interest (scenic view, hiking/ski 
trails, etc.). (32.2.6.5G) I am not interested in adding a gondola system to the upfront view of our 
beautiful mountain skyline. I'd love the idea of a cogwheel train or other less conspicuous alternatives. 
But our valley home has grown past the point of rewarding a single vehicle occupant with free rides up 
and down the canyon at their convenience. Convenience has a cost whenever demand is high - it's the 
natural flow of economics. Funds from tolls should be restricted to making the canyon more accessible 
and preserving the beauty of it, not adding an eyesore of a gondola system or similar canyon view 
distraction. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10240 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Robertson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All *least* impactful options must be exhausted before any permanent damage to the watershed, 
hiking, and climbing access that is currently in place. (32.2.2P and 32.2.9A) No gondola! (32.2.9E) 
Tolls, limits on people and cars, incentives and penalties for carpooling or public transportation. 
BETTER public transportation! The people aren’t going away; limit them. Do not permanently alter 
fragile beautiful landscape because of greedy humans and their sports. (32.2.4A, 32.29A, 32.17A, 
32.2.7A, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10241 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryley Pabst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Installing a gondola/expanded roadway should be the LAST resort to reduce traffic in the canyon 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The major, permanent impacts both of these would have on the canyon are not 
worth just potentially improving traffic. (32.1.2B) Cheaper and less damaging options need to be 
explored first such as a lottery/limited access system which wouldn’t require massive development, 
destroy climbing/natural areas and wouldn’t cost virtually any money. Please do the right thing and 
consider the less invasive and cheaper options first. (32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10242 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Knox Heslop 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is just not a good idea. (32.2.9E) Rather that investing a billion into a high-impact, long-
term commitment, we should explore more subtle solutions to reducing winter traffic in the canyon. It 
terms of skier experience, the gondola will only make things worse. Many people will use the gondola, 
but many people will still drive, likely resulting in more people than ever at the resorts. The lift lines on 
high traffic days are already out of control. (32.2.4A and 32.20C) We need solutions that enhance 
people’s experience at the resort, rather than just making the resorts more money. (32.2.2K) Lastly, 
and most importantly (to me), the gondola plan would destroy many boulders that are absolutely 
invaluable to the salt lake climbing community. (32.4B) The canyon isn’t just a freeway to the ski 
resorts, during spring/summer/ and fall, thousands of people enjoy amazing climbing right in their 
backyard. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Seeing these boulders destroyed for a 
gondola that won’t even help would be devastating. 
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COMMENT #:  10243 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Borchardt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Entitlement for a few and greed for even fewer people at a cost of millions of dollars is what the 
GONDOLA is really about. Let’s look at who this multi - million dollar gondola really benefits and who 
and what suffer, who and what is impacted as a result of this luxurious expenditure (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Particularly we should be looking at what other industries which 
people could mostly benefit from the 500 million to perhaps even 850 million dollars. Unfortunately, the 
expenditures at least historically, will generally cost more than initially predicted.  
 
In a time when some of most basic human needs go underserved, the medical cost of the elderly are 
prohibitive, an unfortunate drought situation has occurred does the GENERAL Salt Lake Community 
really want or particularly need to have a Gondola or “better way” for the mostly rich to not be 
inconvenienced. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Despite less than 20% of the population of Salt Lake City using Little Cottonwood Canyon, it is quite 
incredulous we are even thinking of making the majority of the hardworking taxpayers flip the bill for a 
few weekends of a couple hours a day of perceived “congestion” (32.1.4D) 
 
Think of it this way. Let’s say we have 20 days total of “congestion” (clearly an over exaggeration) at 
500 Million dollars, this equals about ~ 2.5 MILLION DOLLARS per congested day for each day over 
the next 10 years. Is it really worth it? 2.5 MILLION DOLLARS “a congested day” to make sure the 
more than average income person that can afford to ski gets to their destination “on time and will not be 
delayed”. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
If we make a change it will desecrate Little Cottonwood Canyon FOREVER. It will be looked back in its 
rusting years as a bad and expensive decisions. 
 
I am one of those weekend warriors, entitled fortunate and blessed skier, mountain biker and 
outdoorsman. I do not mind waiting one- two or three or even four hours to go skiing. If the roads is 
closed, I get to see the beautiful, mostly untarnished urban free landscape...Hurray! Don’t destroy it by 
“modernizing” it or making it “attractive” to the one or two-time nonresidential user. Keep it pristine for 
the MAJORITY of people who need to pay for this with their hard-earned taxes. The same people who 
have voted for you to make fair decisions for their financial, emotional and spiritual well-being ...not the 
few. 
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COMMENT #:  10244 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Graham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s my firm belief that considering a gondola fails to adequately take into account the environmental 
impact it would have. (32.2.9E and 32.29G) I also think these considerations have not been 
communicated effectively to the public 
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COMMENT #:  10245 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Rupp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to SLC about 7 years ago and have fallen in love with the Wasatch mountains and Cottonwood 
Canyons. Traffic, crowding, and accessibility are all problems in the canyons, especially on busy ski 
days, and I fully support UDOT and our communities in trying to address these problems. However, I 
worry that the current proposals as set forth in the EIS will not effectively or adequately address these 
problems. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments. It is my sincere hope that you will reconsider the current 
proposals and seek more innovative, inclusive, and less destructive alternatives. 
 
Sincerely, 
Austin Rupp 
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COMMENT #:  10246 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blayke Huffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We cannot afford to lose more of our beautiful natural spaces and the creatures they support. This 
would cause irreparable damage to ecosystems and revenue from the huge tourest draw that is 
climbing. (32.29D, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  10247 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Jurges 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola. I am a long time LCC traveler in the winter and I can attest to the horrible 
traffic, especially on powder days. I think the gondola is not only smart, but safer. I have talked to many 
fellow skiers who do not feel safe riding the bus in the canyons. The gondola can operate at the same 
capacity on snowy and sunny days, allowing for safe canyon travel in dangerous conditions. And, it will 
be a great attraction to have the worlds longest gondola here in our state. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-10487 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10248 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alyce Meserve 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have seen bad crashes in the Canyon. A Suburban two cars behind me slid on the road and drove up 
the side of the Rock, flipped and landed on the grill, then roof. It was horrific. There is no reason this 
should happen when people can take the gondola. (32.2.9D) Too many bad experiences on icy canyon 
roads. (32.2.6.3P) A few extra $ for lift and locker is worth saving lives. Same ppl who moan about the 
gondola fought Trax and now they love it. 
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COMMENT #:  10249 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Mo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola all the way! Less pollution and less congestion. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10250 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brandon Edmondson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brandon Edmondson 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10251 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Indigo Catton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear City and County Officials, 
 
I support a wild and healthy ecosystem that provides our water, supports 1,200 species of plants and 
animals, and is depended upon for healthy outdoor recreation by millions of people both locals and 
visitors each year. We don't need elaborate gondolas or expansion of the roadways that damage the 
magnificent Wasatch Mountains. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I) Below are six actionable solutions that 
will meet or exceed UDOT's goals, all the while protecting what makes the Wasatch unique and 
inspiring. 
 
UDOT’s goal of 30% reduction in private vehicles could be accomplished without major construction but 
requires higher vehicle occupancy during peak hours, weekends and holidays. By requiring 4 or more 
people in cars that enter these canyons, you could remove 50% of the current vehicles in the canyon, 
20% more than UDOT’s $500 million+ solution in search of a problem. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
 
A flexible YEAR-ROUND bus system that gets people out of their cars, nearer their origins (homes, 
hotels, work, etc), aided by canyon centers across the valley where you can park your car, visit outdoor 
shops, get food and drink, even have affordable housing. (32.2.2I). 
Increase enforcement of the UDOT Cottonwood Canyon sticker program to ensure vehicles are 
compliant with snow tire and chain requirements under the Traction Law, making the traction inspection 
part of vehicle inspections. Some weather events (or known busy days) may warrant banning private 
automobiles in the canyons. (32.2.2M and 32.2.2B) 
 
Innovate and implement an occupancy-based toll to increase vehicular occupancy from current 1.7 
people per vehicle to 4. (32.2.4A) 
 
Big Cottonwood Canyon users parking at “LCC mobility hubs” - If people going into Big Cottonwood 
Canyon make use of the LCC mobility hubs demand and crowding will increase, but this hasn't been 
included in UDOT's scope. 
 
Year-round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.1.2D, 32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.5G) 
 
While UDOT isn't being responsive to public comments and strategies that protect the Wasatch, we are 
hoping our local elected officials are. As our local representatives, I hope you will tell UDOT to protect 
the Wasatch, forgo the damaging development that only helps two resorts and engage with local 
conservation and community groups to advance robust solutions to the year-round transportation, 
recreation and conservation issues confronting our watershed canyons. (32.1.2C and 32.29G). 
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COMMENT #:  10252 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Heimburger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the Gondola option would be the best one long-term. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  10253 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daren Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option as the best way to get the masses up Little Cottonwood Canyon. Thank 
you. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10254 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Hodgson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The infrastructure plan here will eliminate many of the great climbing areas in this region. As a climber I 
have dealt with this before. A climbing area near my hometown was demolished and developed into 
housing. I never got the chance to climb at this area like the previous generation had. My 
recommendation is to keep the pristine climbing areas intact for many future generations to be able to 
experience. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, 32.29G) 
Many thanks, 
Kevin 
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COMMENT #:  10255 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Simone Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t even know where to begin. I read your whole page and all the reasoning for the gondala, and I 
get it. There is a problem and we need a solution. But what I think you don’t understand is that impact it 
has on the people. I have lived at the base of little cottonwood my whole life, and this place is extremely 
special to me. It has been my favorite place to adventure, not only in the winter but the summer too. It 
has been my escape. Being able to drive up the canyon after a bad day or a break up. There is nothing 
more meaningful to me. And it’s so special because of the acces I have. Because I can drive up myself 
and experience the beautiful winding road first hand. The reason I love it so much is because it’s not 
like other place with big tourists machinery running through the whole canyon. It is a genuine beauty 
that is more natural. You think that people will stop lining up to get in the canyon? They won’t. Everyone 
if going to line up to get to the gondala parking lot, pushing lines farther down the canyon. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.6.5C) HAS to be another option. (32.2.2PP) It completely breaks my heart that this is what it has 
come to. Little cottonwood does not deserve to be destroyed by some gondala. (32.1.2B and 32.4I) 
This gondala is also going to attract more tourists, which is the complete opposite of what we want 
(32.20A and 32.20C) Utah and little cottonwood is such a beautiful place, and people are never going 
to stop wanting to come here. But going through with this hurts the residents. It hurts your own people. 
This seriously breaks my heart. I am still young, but I hope to raise my children on little cottonwood 
terrain. But this gondala pushes me away. And it is repulsive to all residents. (32.4I) I really hope you 
understand how terrible this would truly be. Please take our opinions into serious consideration, 
because we are the ones who practically live in the canyon. It is our home and you are trying to ruin it. 
PLEASE do not build this gondala. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  10256 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Ramos Campos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the options UDOT has come up with are unfortunately very destructive and less destructive 
options exist. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) More buses, more park and ride options, tolling, etc. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.4A) If you have not tried other options why go with the most costly and 
destructive one? (32.29R) A gondola and expanded roads would be a shame as well as an 
environmental injustice. (32.4I and 32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  10257 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Komlos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the enhanced bus with PPSL option. (32.2.9B) The problems with the gondola options are that 
multiple transfers needed to the gondola will increase the total time to get from my car to the resort well 
above the projected 45-minute transit time. (32.2.6.5J) The busses should be electric. (32.2.6.3F)  

Page 32B-10497 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10258 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alam Greenall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been snowed in and saw a bus hit by an avalanche. The gondola looks.like an excellent way for 
transport (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  10259 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Katelyn Baucom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Katelyn Baucom 
Old Hickory, TN 
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COMMENT #:  10260 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Neves 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very concerned about the future of LCC. I also don’t feel the gondola and bus options are the only 
two options. We should have more of a phased response. (32.29R) The gondola only serves the ski 
resorts at tax payer expense. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We need to revisit options 
as I think there are alternatives. I am strongly against the gondola option as it will ruin our scenic 
canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) At great tax payer expense. Say no to the gondola and let’s look at other 
options. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10261 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Seay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Big Cottonwood was dropped from the original EIS under the guise that any solution for Little 
Cottonwood would be scalable to Big Cottonwood. (32.1.1A) While Little Cottonwood has some unique 
problems - namely avalanche paths and a portion of Wasatch Blvd - severe congestion and lengthy 
traffic delays of up to several hours during the winter (often due to poorly equipped vehicles) are not. 
Compared to the Enhanced Bus without road widening alternative, the four other alternatives listed on 
the Executive Summary Fact Sheet have substantially higher costs. (32.2.7C) The gondola and cog rail 
options would not begin to address the severe congestion in Big Cottonwood - either leaving visitors to 
Big Cottonwood abandoned or leaving local taxpayers with a severe cost burden of an additional 
project to address Big Cottonwood’s congestion. (32.1.1A) The Enhanced Bus without road widening is 
by far the most efficient, reasonable, and scalable solution to the Cottonwood problems. (32.2.9A)  
 
Road widening and the cog rail would bring the most significant disruption to canyon topography, 
raising concern for this watershed serving a major metropolitan population situated in an arid 
environment, that is experiencing landmark drought. (32.12B and 32.12C) SR 210 threads between to 
wilderness areas, and it offers some of the best (arguably the best) access to wilderness from any 
metropolitan center in the lower 48 states - an increasingly precious and threatened resource that 
should not be underestimated as the world’s population growth continues to accelerate. These options 
would also unnecessarily eliminate several popular climbing areas. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4D) 
Returning to the original and most pertinent concern, these options are not easily scalable to SR 190, 
and would be even more expensive in Big Cottonwood as the road is conservatively 150% the length of 
SR 210 (from the respective Park & Rides to the furthest ski resort in each canyon). While using the 
extra lane (Enhanced Bus with extra lane alternative) for bikes and pedestrians in summer sounds 
appealing for certain, easily converted, stretches of road in these two canyons, there are extensive 
portions of the canyons that would have to undergo significant excavation. Leading to the concerns just 
mentioned.  
 
The primary concerns about the gondola alternatives have already been addressed above - 
substantially higher cost, without addressing Big Cottonwood (32.2.2Q) A further concern is the 
carrying capacity of these ski resorts. While advertising a unique ski experience in our country, 
potentially drawing an increased percentage of visitors and benefitting the local economy (I assume this 
is the argument being made to justify this option, and its substantially higher cost? Really though, the 
resorts should pay for it if they want transit for their customers, not hundreds of thousands of local 
residents who will not see a return on their involuntary investment.), it would serve a very small 
percentage of ski resort acreage available in this state. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Once people realize they’re gaining a unique travel experience for a potentially severely diminished 
resort experience - lengthy lift lines - discerning potential customers will easily be able to make the 
cost-benefit analysis and avoid this area. (32.20C) 
 
The Enhanced Bus Service without road widening is easily the most sensible and exciting choice. 
Providing for the longevity of the unique outdoor experience offered by this spectacular terrain, and 
addressing the concerns of the numerous user groups that benefit from these canyons. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  10262 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adrian Lazo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid LCC skier who moved to SLC 14 years ago specifically to ski in LCC I am very much in 
favor of the gondola. (32.2.9D) Telluride is an excellent case study of how a gondola can contribute to a 
mountain town's public transport. Bussing is inconvenient and increased vehicular traffic is significantly 
more detracting from the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) It already smells 
like burning brake pads and more cars can't be the answer. 
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COMMENT #:  10263 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Nackos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are a lot of opinions on this but I think it is important to note that this project although brilliant for 
helping safe travel up the canyon does not guarantee less traffic in the canyon. If anything it is going to 
allow more people up and congestion at the mouth of the canyon and the top. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) The project only benefits the ski resorts and doesn’t actually seem to do much to 
solve the problem. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Honestly this seems more like a ski 
resort problem that could be solved with a parking structure. (32.2.2F) 
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COMMENT #:  10264 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tim Komlos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I favor the enhanced bus with PPSL option. (32.2.9B) The problems with the gondola options are that 
multiple transfers needed to the gondola will increase the total time to get from my car to the resort well 
above the projected 45-minute transit time. (32.2.6.5J) The busses should be electric. (32.2.6.3F). 
 
-- 
Tim Komlos, President 
Northern Electric Company 
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COMMENT #:  10265 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Anna Jensen 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10266 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonesy Jonesy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not install the gondola. (32.2.9E) Preserve the natural joys that are found in LCC! (32.4I and 
32.17A) The climbing there has brought me so much happiness to my life along with my famiky (32.4B)  

Page 32B-10506 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10267 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victor Lora 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola will be the best option for all the safety reasons alone is worth the investment. The 
Gondola is or has less impact in the environment and scenically more appealing that not only tourists 
would want to rid it but local residents as well. (32.2.9D and 32.17A) If you choose the bus rout (pun 
intended) during the big snowstorms, mud slides or accident one will wish we would have gondola. 
(32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  10268 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimber Fortin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand the desire for winter traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon to be mitigated, but installing a 
gondola, or widening the roads for bus lanes are definitely not the answers! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
 
Either of these options would greatly reduce access to some of the canyons world-class climbs, and 
would completely destroy others. This is unacceptable! This canyon and it's climbing is an irreplaceable 
treasure that must be preserved (32.4A and 32.4B).  
 
With that being said there are alternative practical options that can keep all sides happy. Among these 
options are frequently scheduled shuttle busses (hopefully electric), and/or a canyon toll. I would 
happily purchase a canyon pass every year if it meant preserving our canyon (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 
32.2.4A)  
 
I hope you will consider the negative impact your proposals will have on this canyon, locals and 
tourists. And I hope you will also consider alterative options that can benefit all parties.  
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  10269 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Scrimgeour 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola. It reduces overall cars on the road, lowers emissions and is a more reliable method to get 
people up the canyon in poor conditions. How many people voting for the bus have actually ridden the 
bus (but seriously)? (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10270 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Smart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DO NOT BUILD THE GONDOLA. THE CANYON IS NOT A COMMODITY ITS A PLACE OF 
ADVENTURE AND BEAUTY. THE GONDOLA WILL KILL IT. (32.2.9E and 32.4I)

Page 32B-10510 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10271 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Chalmers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  10272 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emmett Bankston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dogs should be allowed in the cottonwood canyons. Perhaps there could be a dog license with fees to 
support traffic relief. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10273 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Becky Abbey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hello LCC DEIS, 
First of all, Thanks for all of your hard work! I am a doctor at the University of Utah. I find more than 
anything my patients and myself need access to green space, peace, and wilderness during these 
trying times. Many of the patients I work with spend time in the great outdoors surrounding Salt Lake 
City, including little Cottonwood Canyon. Adding a gondola or huge new bus lanes would really 
decrease the solitude and beauty of the canyon, as well as have huge environmental impacts for 
wildlife and plants. We need to consider the long-term effects of billing such an expensive and 
Irreversible infrastructure project in her beautiful and fragile canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.17A, 
32.17B, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.4I) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Becky Abbey 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10274 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Gillespie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
A gondola is the worst possible option for our canyon. (32.29E)  A gondola paid for by residents, to then 
pay for it's usage, and likely pay for parking, all to still pay for the resorts, who are the only beneficiaries 
of this gondola, is ridiculous. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Little Cottonwood is NOT 
simply Alta and Snowbird. Alta and Snowbird are only a small portion of the amount of amazing 
wilderness in LCC. Spending ungodly amounts of OUR money to simply benefit these resorts is 
asinine. (32.1.2B) If we spent a fraction of the Gondola cost we could pay bus drivers a decent wage, 
hire more, and have more buses. (32.2.9A and 32.2.7E) There is absolutely no reason to even think 
about something like a gondola until this is done, and even then, if it's only for Alta and Snowbird, let 
them pay for it. (32.29R) The canyon is only getting busier, however even in 2021, it's really only 
unmanageable on the few powder weekends we get out of the year. The best mitigation of that is to let 
people sit at home because they don't want to sit in traffic, all for free. I am for enhanced bussing, 
snow/avy sheds where helpful, tolls unfortunately, and nothing else. I love LCC too much to let it get 
ruined by the greedy. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.4A) 
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Gillespie 
Sandy, UT  

Page 32B-10514 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10275 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Veronica Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't move forward with proposals that destroy climbing. (32.4A and 32.4B) It does not make 
sense that the ski industry should get this taxpayer-funded assist while other user groups face massive 
consequences (32.1.2D, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
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COMMENT #:  10276 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ivan Vargas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s proposals Would negatively impact climbing access to an iconic, world class climbing area 
(32.4A and 32.4B) Furthermore, these proposals prioritize access to recreational activities (such as 
skiing) that have inherently greater financial/socioeconomic barriers than climbing, thus marginalizing 
underprivileged communities. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.5A) Other alternatives 
exist and every measure should be taken to preserve access to these treasures and storied climbing 
areas. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  10277 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cassidy Stein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Ps...you could literally pay people or incentivize them to take the bus and still save oooodles of money 
compared to this opulent, destructive gondola project catering to the profits of private ski resorts. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, 3.2.7A, and 32.2.7C) We should not value one outdoor rec activity over others just 
because it brings in revenue. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) We must recognize the value in the ecosystems 
and geologic features/waterways and speak for the canyon since it cannot speak for itself. This sacred 
place is impacted enough already by humans disregarding the winter traffic. Nature deserves rights in 
order to protect its intrinsic value. (32.29G, 32.12A, and 32.13A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Cassidy Stein 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10278 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenna Battaglia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus system (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10279 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicole Quirante 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicole Quirante 
Orem, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10280 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Schuenemann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber, outdoor enthusiast, fellow skier and public advocate. I declare that the proposition to 
widen the road and demolish established climbs is absurd. (32.2.9C and 32.4A) The area is rich in 
history and hold some of the best granite climbing in the United States. It is not to be taken lightly or 
sacrificed. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  10281 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  June Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
6). I am an Alta skier; I already have my season pass for 2021-22 season. The snow and ski conditions 
have changed markedly just in the past 10 yrs, and will continue to deteriorate. IMO it is ridiculous to 
embark on a billion dollar gondola project to serve a limited number of people for a ski season that is 
getting shorter, when we have pressing needs for water conservation and storage infrastructure that 
benefits us all and future generations. (32.2.2E, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
7). Of the alternatives, the enhanced bus service makes the most sense to me. (32.2.9A) UDOT has 
never properly invested in adequate bus service to BCC & LCC. Also, other traffic control measures 
seem to have received little attention. what about RFID requirements that would give police at the 
canyon mouth the ability to sense and stop vehicles without 4-wheel drive or suitable tires from going 
up and endangering themselves & others? (32.2.2M) Also, disincentives to discourage the 1 person/1 
car traffic could go far to reduce vehicle congestion (32.2.4A). The lack of proposals for more 
sophisticated traffic controls is an obvious and very large omission in these plans, which seem to be 
weighted towards giant and costly technological solutions that make little sense in view of the climate 
changes already occurring. (32.2.2E and 32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
June Taylor 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10282 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivia Colton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the taxpayers, while 
ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) 
Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at hand. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) 
. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  10283 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Case 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in favor of the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane alternative. (32.2.9B) 
Installing a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon will irreversibly alter the nature of accessibility in the 
canyon and will put millions of taxpayer dollars toward an enormous eyesore. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.17A, 
and 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.2.9E) The bus solution offers a greater benefit to year-round accessibility, as 
the ability to use the bus lanes as bike lanes in the summer greatly increases the safety of travel for 
cyclists and drivers alike. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10284 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Vasquez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of spending public funds to build a gondola in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) I am 
in favor of snow sheds, traffic improvements, and other mass transit options that could benefit all 
canyon users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.9A) I also hope that a toll can be avoided so the 
canyon can be accessible for all income brackets. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) I also understand the canyon is 
a limited resource that can only accommodate so many people and would be ok limiting the number of 
cars with a lottery on peak days. (32.20B and 32.2.2K) I am a snowbird pass holder, backcountry skier, 
and I live in Summit Park, UT. I hope to see real improvements in the canyon soon. It feels like there 
are a seemingly endless studies regarding the traffic in both canyons with conditions only getting 
worse. (32.1.1 A and 32.1.4A)
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COMMENT #:  10285 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  MJ Glines 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
MJ Glines 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10286 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Liz Battad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Liz Battad 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10287 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Betsy Romney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expanding access to LCC via Gondola, buses, at the expense of local residence to the tune of $600 
million is absurd! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It it is nonsense that less than 3 dozen 
days where individuals have an intense desire to recreate should require tax payers to fund an 
unnecessary project that a few businesses will make many many millions of dollars in a community that 
mostly does not want expanded ease of use into such an important piece of our subsistence- this 
canyon is our source of water. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) Why pollute it with more and more and more 
people abusing it? (32.12A and 32.12B) So the ski resorts can make millions? So the Gondola project 
managers can make millions? (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, and 32.2.7A)  
 
And the ambition to grow the recreational ease should be seen for what it is- non essential. 
Thank you, Betsy 
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COMMENT #:  10288 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Liddiard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the canyon road and building snow sheds would greatly damage the canyon. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9J) Widening Wasatch Boulevard would also cause problems. (32.2.9L) You should pursue lower 
cost, lower impact solutions to test the waters and learn what works and what doesn't before spending 
large amounts of money and permanently changing the canyon with something that might not help that 
much. Try tolls to encourage car pooling, better bus service, etc. (32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.1.2D, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  10289 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nolan Paini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preferred option would be we just create more parking at the base of either BCC or LCC and simply 
send more busses up LCC. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C) Myself and many others would love to take 
public transportation up LCC, but there is currently no parking anywhere. We should create more 
parking and simply send more busses up the road before we spend resources on widening the road. 
(32.2.9C) Additionally, the busses should stop at trailheads for backcountry skiers, snowshoers, and 
hikers. (32.2.6.3C) That way taxpayer dollars will benefit all people that use the canyon and not just 
private ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Although my preferred solution is not an option, if I had to choose between the Enhanced Bus Service 
and Gondola, I choose the Enhanced Bus Service. It is less invasive to this beautiful canyon and 
wouldn't change it's beauty one bit. Having gondola towers littered up and down the canyon would 
make LCC lose it's luster. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
Please don't put a gondola in the canyon. It would be an eye sore and only serve private ski resorts and 
not hikers, snowshoers, and backcountry skiers. Why should my taxpayer dollars go toward something 
that only benefits private resorts? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If a gondola is 
approved, which hopefully never happens, the private ski resorts should have to pay. 
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COMMENT #:  10290 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Reeves 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is by far the smarter long term option. Adding lanes and busses doesn’t solve the traffic issue, 
doesn’t create secondary access during / after storms. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  10291 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Paxton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm not a fan of either option. Cost and damage to the mountain and highway and ecosystem would be 
enormous. (32.2.7C, 32.13A, and 32.13B) Facts and time show that the bus option does not work. 
Employees and kids ride the bus. It doesn't solve the problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) The gondola is the 
lesser of the 2 evils. Gondolas are much more 'alpine ' in nature and would likely be better received. 
(32.2.9D) I know salt lake county came out tonight in favor of the bus and widened road. A wider road 
would totally ruin the canyon, and when it snows, there will only be a single lane formed by the drivers 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.6.3P) That's how it is now, why would that change. It's too dangerous. Something 
would need to be done about thousands of riders - of gondola - for their bags and changing clothes. 
Let's build a nice big warehouse style building at each resort to accommodate baggage needs. 
(32.2.3A). I feel many in charge at UDOT and S L County either don't ski or rarely ski, or they could 
answer tough questions. Ask those of us that by passes every year and have skied here for 40 or 50 
years. We have insight that leaders don't want to hear. 
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COMMENT #:  10292 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jett Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jett Johnson 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10293 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stephen Koss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I grew up next to these mountains at this canyon and it is a very special place to everyone who knows 
it. Understand that these actions only fill the pockets of those who do not wish for a better future for the 
citizens of the Wasatch front and Utah. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Stephen Koss 
Albuquerque, NM  
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COMMENT #:  10294 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cayden Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please implement the gondola option and help preserve little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10295 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marta Myshrall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is absolutely not the solution. (32.2.9E) It would be an eyesore that would get closed 
frequently due to wind. (32.17A and 32.2.6.5K) park and ride options, as well as options that maintain 
the canyon and support all the other ways people use the canyons besides only alpine resort skiing 
would be better options. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10296 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shea Spalding 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Shea Spalding 
Albuquerque, NM 
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COMMENT #:  10297 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Billy and Abby Both Jergins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My wife and I would like to voice support for the installation of a wonderful tram system going up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) such a system would showcase the beauty of little Cottonwood Canyon. 
It would be a brilliant move for UDOT and Utah to have such a system. The future demands a tram to 
decrease over crowding of vehicles, (waisted parking lot space to accommodate extra vehicles) 
decreased traffic (and traffic accidents associated with increased traffic). (32.7B and 32.7C) The future 
demands decreased fuel consumption creating air pollution. (32.10A) Even as cars go electric, electric 
vehicles require electrical charging stations that take up extra space for charging stations as well. 
Issues that a tram in the canyon will damage the canyon is unfounded and only meant to be a source of 
fear to defeat a tram system. It only makes sense to build and operate a tram up Little Cottonwood 
Canyon as growth increases in Utah and visitors to Utah come here to sky..  
 
Thank you Billy and Abby Jergins 
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COMMENT #:  10298 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Watson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) It doesn't seem fair to build a gigantic 
structure to service two businesses and a small segment of the population (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) It would be an eyesore and hinder other activities in the canyon. (32.17A, 32.4B, 
and 32.4G) LCC is such an amazing place. Please don't ruin it. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10299 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ruth Daniel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that building a gondola or widening the road would be extremely irresponsible both 
environmentally and financially. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) a beautiful and precious canyon that should not 
be be torn apart in this way. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10300 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hannah Sutherland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Hannah Sutherland 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10301 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kenny Katnik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kenny Katnik 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10302 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicole Sutherland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicole Sutherland 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10303 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joanne Yeung 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Convince me how the gondola helps anyone but those going to ski resorts? How does it solve a traffic 
issue when it omits so many others like hikers, climbers, etc from the transportation system? What was 
the problem you were trying to solve again? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Why 
impact sights or roads when there's already a proven traffic solution - take Park City for example. They 
use empty lots for people to park away from the resort and there are multiple complimentary buses to 
shuttle people up. Suggestion: do this for LCC and close off the road to drivers going to the ski resorts 
once those parking lots fill. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) Why not try that as a preliminary 
solution before throwing millions at solutions that cost more, will ruin the landscape, or only serve a 
narrow part of the population of visitors? (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10304 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jenny Fu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jenny Fu 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10305 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Loni Spencer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to this plan. Keep little cottonwood little. It’s perfect the way it is. Please don’t spend tax 
payers money on this project. (32.2.7A and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10306 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  M Long 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10307 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patti Hobfoll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose BOTH options that have been tagged as the “best” options to alleviate congestion in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon during some winter days. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I have to take a quick 
opportunity to get my frustration out here, before I get into brass tacks. The more I hear about this 
project (and I have been following closely, including attending hearings), the more it sounds to me like a 
ruse for a small amount of people to make a lot of money under the guise of bettering the community 
and problem solving. I am furious that you continue to waste taxpayers’ money for this ridiculous 
project. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
With that being said, here are my oppositions. 
1. Widening the road in a non-starter. It would create unspeakable damage to the canyon and 
ecosystem. Blasting away so much mountainside could have far-reaching consequences that none of 
us may even be able to imagine, but rockslides, water contamination, and ecosystem destruction are 
nearly certain. Honestly, this option sounds like it was only put forward as a way to make the gondola 
option seem better. (32.2.9C, 32.12B, 32.13B, and 32.17B) 
2. The gondola option does nothing to address concern about traffic along Wasatch Blvdfrom I-
215. That will still happen, because it still relies heavily on the personal car. People will still have to 
drive to the gondola base. If fact, more car infrastructure will have to be built; more paving of roads and 
parking lots. (32.2.6.2.2A and 3.2.6.5E)  
3. The gondola option has 2 terminus points- the top (ski resorts) and the bottom (parking lot). It 
does not address the many people who enjoy hiking, snowshoeing, picnicking, and camping in various 
points within the canyon. So, cars will still need to utilize the road. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
4. The gondola takes over 30 minutes to ride from the bottom to the top. What happens if there is 
a medical emergency inside a cabin? Or an altercation? (32.2.6.5H, 32.2.6F, and 32.2.6.5K) 
5. The gondola will really only be needed less than one month out of the year. The traffic is bad on 
a powder day in the winter. That’s it. You are suggesting that we build a gondola for half a BILLION 
dollars that is only needed one month out of 12. That is not a good ROI. (32.1.4D) 
6. What if no one rides the gondola? (32.2.4A) 
7. As a taxpayer, I am not interested in giving my money to fund this project, nor am I interested in 
paying for ongoing maintenance for the "gondola. $500 million is only the STARTING number for cost. 
8. How often will it be stopped for wind, technical problems, power outages? (32.2.6.5K) 
 
Another concern I have is canyon capacity. I have heard from other constituents that no capacity study 
has been done for LCC. This is very concerning if no consideration has been made as to how many 
people should be in the canyon at one time. This is really capitalism at its finest, is it not? The mentality 
of more, more, more, progress at the expense of all else. Unfortunately, we are at the end of that road. 
With the climate crisis as it is now, either we stop and take stock, or Mother Nature will force us to. I 
would rather not witness a totally ecosystem collapse because greedy Utahns kept taking and taking 
from our natural resources. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
A capacity study MUST be done- the question is not only how to effectively get many more people up 
the canyon, but SHOULD we? How much is too much? (32.20B) 
 
 
 
 

Page 32B-10547 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

I do have some thoughts regarding solutions.  
1. Increased bussing. It seems like a no-brainer, but has not yet been tried. Perhaps there could 
also be an increased incentive to ride the bus if ONLY busses were allowed up the canyon from 8-9am. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2B) 
2. Increased bussing still doesn’t completely solve the traffic issue. We should also be focused on 
increasing public transit ridership long before the vicinity of the Cottonwoods. We should focus on 
bringing Trax over this way. At the very least, extend the University Trax line all the way up Foothill Blvd 
and put in a park and ride at the Bombay House/ Wal-Mart parking lot. I am much more open to 
spending $500 million on Trax that I can actually utilize the rest of the year. (32.2.2I) 
3. Tolling. I am sure that there is some effective way to utilize tolling to mitigate cars. (32.2.4A) 
4. Near-total personal car ban. Like the gate into a parking garage, authorized vehicles will be able 
to scan a pass to open the gate. Residents, municipal and service vehicles, lodge guests, and 
employees will be able to drive up. The rest is public transit. Alta and Snowbird resorts could set up 
resort check-ins at the base. Room keys open the access gate. (32.2.2B) 
5. Increased advertising and education by Alta and Snowbird surrounding the free UTA pass for 
season ski pass holders. I have been an LCC season pass holder for a number of years now, and only 
last season did I learn that I had a UTA pass with my season pass!!! This information needs to be more 
widely known! (32.2.4A) 
6. Sadly, UDOT, I feel that the answer to the traffic in LCC will not be a UDOT solution, but rather 
a UTA solution. It might be time to let this go and pass the torch to an agency better suited to solve this 
issue. (32.1.1D) 
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COMMENT #:  10308 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Simpson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a horrible idea aimed at further enriching Snowbird and Alta at the expense of tax payers. 
(32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Bus service should be expanded and snow 
shed tunnels should be added. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  10309 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Sieverts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the Gondola and/or road widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) This will ruin the historic LCC 
canyon and the culture that had been so great at Snowbird/Alta. (32.4I) Let the locals keep what they 
grew up loving. We don’t want more people or big companies ruining the skiing and canyon we grew up 
loving. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  10310 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ivan Polson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is great thinking outside of the box. (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  10311 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Thorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus alternative is better. The year around benefits of the shoulder lane with access along the entire 
route is clearly superior. I am strongly opposed to the construction of towers. (32.2.9B, 32.9A, and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10312 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gene Fuller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola option only benefits skiers and the ski resorts and ruins the beauty of the canyon for 
everyone else, all year long for forever! (32.17A, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) The enhanced bus service is a better option, but even that will tear up the canyon with the road 
widening. (32.2.9C and 32.17B) 
 
A better option would be to have the enhanced bus service without widening the road. (32.2.9A) If you 
put in snow sheds in the most avalanche-prone areas, make the bus service free to those with a ski 
pass, and charge a large enough fee to drive to the ski areas, it should greatly reduce traffic. (32.2.9K 
and 32.2.4A) Then you won't need to widen the road and create a dedicated bus lane. This will 
preserve our beautiful canyon for everyone to enjoy--hikers, rock-climbers, snowshoers, campers, 
sight-seers, as well as the skiers. 
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COMMENT #:  10313 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Simone Spector 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola. But let's be honest, the canyon and all of Utah needs way more public transportation. How I 
would love to take a train to SLC, then get a train to the mountains. The massive snow that the canyon 
receives makes driving and rail impracticable, so a gondola would be most reliable and environmentally 
friendly. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10314 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aron Stein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a business owner in utah for most of my life. 45 years. For both commercial, tourism and 
environmental purposes Its simply crucial that we do all we can to not only support a decrease in traffic 
in the canyon but we can show the world a fantastic approach through the gondola. The gondola would 
also be a tourism draw. It seems like the only compelling reason is a few climbers want to protect some 
small amount of climbing spots. As both a climber and winter and summer sports enthusiast I think this 
is a minmal amount of the population and is very narrow sighted. Frankly due to the fires and pollution 
and in general I climb indoors anyway most of the time. Regardless the pros of a gondola far out weigh 
the cons. (32.2.9D and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10315 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeleine Festin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While the need for some sort of traffic mitigation is obvious, I really do not understand these solutions at 
all. They all encourage bringing more people up the canyon, only adding to the already over-populated 
resorts. (32.20A and 32.20C) Similarly, the neighboring Big Cottonwood Canyon has equally sized, if 
not bigger, traffic problems and there is nothing being done to mitigate those. (32.1.1A) The proposed 
solutions only benefit resort users while actually decreasing canyon availability for other groups (ie. 
climbers and hikers) by negatively impacting the landscape and its features. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) On top of that, this proposed "environmentally friendlier" option will 
inevitably have significant and possibly catastrophic effects on the present ecosystem. Such 
construction simply must disrupt the stream, noise pollution is also necessary, as well as the negative 
visual impact. (32.12A, 32.13A, 32.11D, and 32.17A) This is not the solution. I am interested in why no 
one has discussed a permit system. There could be resort permits, backcountry permits, all-use 
permits, season permits, or day permits. This would allow the number of people going up the canyon to 
be controlled, tires could be checked at the time of permit purchase. It would encourage carpooling, 
generate income that could be put back into the canyons. Deals could be worked out with resorts to 
include permits with passes. Either way, the solution is not bringing more people up the canyon, that 
can only cause more problems. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) The gondola is simply far too exclusive and 
widening the road will have a massive environmental impact. Please reconsider all of the currently 
proposed plans for the future health of the canyon so its natural state can be preserved for generations 
to come, instead of just generating the resorts a bit more profit. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  10316 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kaitlyn Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kaitlyn Miller 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10317 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amna Khan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i do not support the build of the gondola in LCC and not the expansion of the lanes in LCC. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10318 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carter Madsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You know, I totally understand the gondola idea- I do. It would reduce a lot of road traffic- but the issue 
is, it would do so at a HUGE expense to Utah taxpayers like myself, and at a huge environmental 
impact- especially to the climbing community. LCC is home to world-renowned boulder climbing that 
would be destroyed by the gondola proposal- let’s find a better way! I know we can!" (32.2.9E, 32.2.7A, 
32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  10319 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jess Nichols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. (32.2.9E) I am against the huge impact that this would have on our beautiful 
LCC (and, in turn, affect BCC). (32.17A and 32.20I) My tax money should not go towards a gondola 
that would benefit private companies like Snowbird and Alta any more than it should go towards getting 
me to a private restaurant. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The canyons are already so 
full as well. This gondola continues to push the trend of over-capacity in the canyons. (32.20A and 
32.20C) Principles of LNT are not being adhered to already and inviting more and more people will 
destroy the wild places and make this an overrun cosmopolitan and destroy the peace the canyon can 
provide. (32.4I) The canyon can only hold so much. (32.20B) The human soul needs wild places and 
this gondola is perfectly representative of destroying it. I do, however, believe in larger parking garage 
near the gravel pit and running clean-burning busses up both LCC and BCC. I'm ok with a lane that will 
be for strictly busses and HOVs at peak hours. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3B) This allows people to enjoy the 
canyon, but doesn't destroy the canyon itself. The hope is to allow more people to enjoy the canyon 
and grow a love for the outdoors and massive development in the canyon doesn't bring people closer to 
wild places, but rather destroys those same wild places. Please, please, please, NO to the gondola and 
YES to keeping LCC beautiful. 
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COMMENT #:  10320 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophie Buckland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe putting in a Gondola in LLC is going to do so much damage to a canyon that is already getting 
worn down more and more every year. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
 
I think season passes should be capped and that once resort parking lots are full to stop all 
transportation going up to the canyon. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  10321 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Bird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please do not introduce a gondola and 
invade more of the ecosystem (32.2.9E and 32.13A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrew Bird 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10322 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Schulz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't see that the proposed solutions would hugely impact traffic congestion in LCC, and the gondola 
towers would be a collosal eyesore. These solutions are poorly thought out, rushed, and frankly lazy. 
They pander to the ski resorts and fail to account for the myriad of other canyon users. This is the 
promotion of business, at the expense of everything that makes life in UT worth living. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10323 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Lindner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After taking careful consideration of the proposed options for the minimizing traffic up LCC, I am highly 
discouraged by the impact that this will cause. Though I am for reducing the complications of heavy 
traffic and creating a system that is safe, these options will drastically shift access to multiple recreation 
uses such as climbing, hiking, biking, backcountry ski access, and site seeing; it will also create a larger 
gap and present greater challenges for marginalized groups to access the canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.4I, 32.4G, 32.4P, and 32.5A) I cannot support the decision of the new proposal because even 
though it may seem like a permanent solution to mitigating traffic in the winter; it will negatively impact 
and continue to burden those who already have limited resources to access these activities. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Let's think about the consequences this will have not only on the 
environment, but also on perpetuated social injustices on marginalized groups. (32.5A) These solutions 
are considering only a fraction of the year (the winter months) and businesses that operate to make a 
profit from snowsport activities which primarily serve the wealthy. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5F) Nature 
doesn't ask for a profit from users, so why would we want to limit that opportunity for individuals and 
families and communities to experience what is free - nature? (32.5A) I am advocating for alternate 
solutions before any permanent infrastructure changes are made that will affect and impact future 
generations. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10324 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Minka 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save Little Cottonwood (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10325 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sydney Robertson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road will increase damage to wild life and plant life far beyond where the pavement is laid. 
It is a ploy to make money, with only a few benefiting. (32.2.9C, 32.13B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  10326 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Harmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is a better option! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  10327 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the best long term solution in my opinion. Thanks (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10328 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sophia Nester 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sophia Nester 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10329 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rachel Williamson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rachel Williamson 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10330 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whitaker Morgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taxpayer money should not be used to benefit privately held companies. The gondola is a significant 
expense that will only benefit two resorts, to begin with, and will not solve traffic issues for backcountry 
ski access, climbers, runners, mountain & road bikers, and will lead to increased congestion and abuse 
of the environment at the top of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Not to mention the impact on the environment and world class bouldering that gondola towers would 
have. (32.13A and 32.4B) Make private corporations fund their own expansion. Providing the gondola 
increases their enterprise value and lines the pockets of their owners. (32.2.7A) Is the next step to 
connect big cottonwood resorts and ultimately PCMR to provide the “coolest” inter resort experience? 
(32.1.5B) Gondola would not be able to run during avalanche and poor weather just the same as the 
road would be closed. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  10331 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phil Burns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be an intrusive, permanent eyesore that would serve only the ski resorts. Why 
should taxpayers finance a project that largely benefits the ski resorts and would ruin the ambience of 
the canyon for hikers, backcountry skiers, climbers and other users? (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Start with an improved, flexible bus system (with a reversible lane 
- up the first half of the day, down the second half?). (32.2.2D) Build the snow sheds. (32.2.9K) The ski 
resorts could provide incentives for people to ride the buses. Some buses could be express, going 
nonstop to the resorts, while others could make stops along the way. Let's not ruin the canyon with a 
gondola or widening the road! (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  10332 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isabel Hiestand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Investing in a gondola is the incorrect solution for the traffic situation in little cottonwood canyon. 
(32.2.9E) Instead, UDOT should invest in a more energy efficient mode of transportation while also 
expanding the current resources and location of the transportation system like electric busses. 
(32.2.6.3F) Tolls are also a good option. (32.2.4A) A gondola isn’t the sustainable solution, and I think 
UDOT should look into other options before diving headfirst into the project that seems to be a cash 
grab and attraction for businesses in the canyon. And I, personally, like many of my fellow residents of 
the mouth of little cottonwood canyon are furious with the plans of the gondola works. (32.29R, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10333 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madison Quilter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
The gondola will Affect each person who lives in the cottonwood heights and sandy areas. I have lived 
here 24 years and I know how terrible a powder day traffic can be. It backs up from the mouth of the 
canyon all the way down to highland drive. It’s impossible to drive anywhere in our neighborhoods 
already during ski season, and adding the La Callie parking and gondola will increase and worsen this 
traffic. (32.7B and 32.2.6.5E) 
 
Please, this isn’t a highly trafficked tourist destination like the Swiss alps. This will affect the actual 
people and the long term residents who live here for the worse!! Please listen to the citizens and know 
that this will be horrible for our city, neighborhoods and canyons. (32.4L and 32.4M) 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Madison Quilter 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10334 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt LaBella 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for your effort and work on this hard problem. I am very much in favor of the gondola option, 
rather than widening the road and taking a bus. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) I would much rather take a 
slightly longer and much more scenic ride above the traffic and a potentially bad road conditions. 
(32.2.6.3P) Your data driven research is really impressive, as a scientist myself the logic really appeals 
to me. The one thing that wasn’t discussed is The subjective experience of riding a gondola. It’s 
beautiful! Suspended in the air with a view of Little Cottonwood Canyon is a fantastic way to spend 
some time. The Same cannot be said for a bus. I would prefer a gondola even if it took more than twice 
as long. Thanks!

Page 32B-10575 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10335 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Rothenbush 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not implement the gondola system. (32.2.9E) Please don’t expand the road. (32.2.9C) The 
wasatch can only handle so many people recreating at once. (32.20B) I’ve worked at snowbird for 
almost a decade, and I’ve watched the corporation steadily increase the number of passes sold. At 
some point we’ll have to accept that the environment we recreate in is more important than the profit we 
make off of it. I’m in favor of state regulation as it relates to limiting the number of people allowed in the 
canyon. (32.2.2L, 32.20B, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10336 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Addy Gesteland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is an inefficient way to solve the problem in little cottonwood canyon. It will destroy 
the environment within the canyon, perpetuate the greed and money making of corporate industries 
and honestly not change the pollution levels or amount of cars who drive up the canyon. (32.2.4A, 
32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) More parking space at the bottom of the canyon, 
increased amount of busses and a high toll for driving up the canyon makes much more sense in my 
opinion. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.4A) The gondola does not benefit anybody but the people 
making more and more money off of Urah residents without actually taking responsibility for their 
carbon footprint. (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  10337 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin Cassidy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is not a difficult issue. Add parking at the base of the canyon and run more busses. (32.2.9A) Don't 
let single drivers in the canyon. Add a toll. (32.2.4A) This can be fixed so simply and building a gondola 
is ridiculous. (32.2.9E) Don't spend millions of dollars and destroy the natural beauty of the canyon to 
serve two massive corporate ski resorts. It's welfare for the rich. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10338 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Webster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep everything the same. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  10339 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jackson Caldwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The fancy gondala sounds fun but do a robust bussing schedule instead 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jackson Caldwell 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10340 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Candace Davila 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave Little Cottonwood alone. It's bad enough when it's a powder day but I go there often just to look 
at God's creation and admire His handiwork. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  10341 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Varley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will make LCC more accessible for generations, whereas all other options trade the long-
term enjoyment of LCC for short-term bandages. Let’s leave a legacy that preserves the places we all 
love most by making the gondola a reality! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-10582 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10342 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Albertsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a Sandy City resident and year round user of Little Cottonwood Canyon. I'm 100% putting my 
support behind the proposed Gondola system. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10343 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Lyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that we should consider the social implications of the preferred alternatives. As a society, we 
should encourage each other to make the most of what we already have. I support the Shoulder Lane 
because it emphasizes what we already have, buses. (32.2.9B) What's more, these same buses 
provide transit throughout the entire Salt Lake valley. The Shoulder Lane solution would bring attention 
to the bus system as an existing system with much room for optimization. The gondola is an ugly 
solution because it suggests that we do not have enough and need to be looking for new 'things' to 
solve our societal problems. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) I support the optimization of existing infrastructure 
because it encourages us to look for ways of improving what we already have. If everybody could do 
that, tomorrow would be a better day. 
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COMMENT #:  10344 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michelle Ludema 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Michelle Ludema 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10345 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Cohee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the construction of the gondola or widening of the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) These 
projects will destroy the natural beauty of the canyon and a variety of recreational opportunities. 
(32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) An enhanced bus service could be implemented without the 
need for construction in the canyon. (32.2.9A) Simply put, resort-goers having to sit in traffic is not a 
valid reason to make drastic changes to the canyon. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10346 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please opt for Enhanced bus transit without road widening first, before making major changes to the 
canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) The outdoor public space of the entire canyon should be preserved as it 
is, if possible. (32.4I) 

Page 32B-10587 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10347 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Silvia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
David Silvia 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10348 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mimi Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We have been season pass holders at Snowbird for 20 years. We love the idea of a gondola. We want 
to help preserve the beautiful mountains by not widening the roads and having more cars & pollution in 
little cottonwood canyon. The gondola would showcase the beauty of little cottonwood. I support it 
100% (32.2.9D, 32.2.9C, 32.7C, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  10349 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cam Holt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cam Holt 
park city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10350 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Andrenyak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
September 2, 2021 
 
Utah Department of Transportation 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Transportation Alternatives Environmental Impact Statement, June 
2021 
 
 This letter is in response for comments on the proposed alternatives that pertain to Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) Road and Wasatch 
Boulevard. I am Dave Andrenyak I am a resident of Salt Lake City, Utah for over 30 years. I have been 
an active hiker, nordic skier, snowshoer, and volunteer in the Central Wasatch Mountains. I revere the 
beauty of the Central Wasatch and hope that its natural character can be maintained. I respect that 
LCC and Big Cottonwood Canyon (BCC) are important sources for drinking water used in the Salt Lake 
Valley. The water quality of LCC and BCC needs to be preserved. (32.12A and 32.12B) I recognize the 
increased number of recreation visitors to the Central Wasatch and the need to reduce traffic 
congestion at corridors such as the Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) Road.  
 
 The alternatives presented in the June 2021 DEIS all involve mass transit. I also support mass 
transit as one of the means to improve traffic flow in LCC (as well as BCC, Millcreek Canyon and 
throughout the Salt Lake valley). However, I do not support any of the alternatives in the DEIS. The 
gondola and cog railroad alternatives require extensive construction. Even though the DEIS describes 
extensive construction mitigation actions, I am still concerned that extensive construction can introduce 
pollutants into the critical LCC watershed and also cause soil erosion. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9M, 32.12A, 
32.12C, 32.13A, and 32.13F) The support towers and gondola cables will negatively impact the natural 
beauty of LCC (LCC DEIS Chapter 17). (32.17A) The gondola and cog railway operation will pass near 
rock climbing areas and the Tanners Flat campground. (32.4I) It is disappointing all three alternatives 
appear to show bus or gondola stops only at Snowbird and Alta. Any LCC transit improvement project 
should include stops at popular trailheads such as White Pine/Red Pine, and Lisa Falls as well as the 
rock climbing areas in lower LCC. (32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
The strong popularity of hiking, rock climbing, snowshoeing and backcountry skiing "support the need 
for transit stops at LCC trailheads and recreation areas.  
 
 The enhanced bus alternatives presented in the June 2021 DEIS are inadequate because the 
only LCC stops are at Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) I am also concerned with the 
extensive construction that will needed for the enhanced bus with roadway widening for peak-period 
shoulder lane alternative. It is disappointing that the enhanced bus alternatives are only for winter 
travel. Yes, I understand that the main concern of the 2021 DEIS is to improve mobility and reliability to 
the LCC ski resorts during peak hours in the winter snow season (LCC DEIS 2.6.2). However, focusing 
on winter travel improvements to Alta and Snowbird does not address he overall vehicle traffic 
problems in LCC. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C)  
 
 Improvements to the parking areas at Gate Buttress, Bridge, Lisa Falls, and White Pine 
trailheads are helpful. It is good that restrooms are planned for the trailheads. (32.2.9O) It would be 
best if those trailheads have bus stops. (32.1.2D and 32.2.6.3C) It is good that the DEIS include plans 
for mobility hubs and tolling for vehicle travel in LCC. Any actions to limit private vehicle use in LCC and 
support of carpooling would be helpful.  
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 I feel the best transportation plan for LCC (as well as BCC and Millcreek) is to limit private 
vehicle use and use the existing roadway for extensive bus service. This would be similar to the shuttle 
bus systems in Zion National Park and the south rim of Grand Canyon National Park. (32.2.2B) For 
LCC, there should be stops at the popular trailheads and year round service. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
Obviously LCC residents and critical workers should be permitted to travel with their vehicles up LCC. I 
know that this plan would require the construction of mobility hubs with very large parking facilities in 
the Salt Lake valley and bus stops at the trailheads. It would be even better if there was improved mass 
transit in the Salt Lake valley so that the LCC mobility hubs would not need large parking areas. 
(32.2.2I) For example, I walk from my home in the Sugarhouse area. Take a bus or buses to the LCC 
mobility hub. Then ride an LCC bus to ski, hike, or climb in LCC. 
 
 Thanks to you and your partners for your work on the DEIS. Thank you for considering these 
comments. 
 
Respectfully 
 
David M. Andrenyak 
Salt Lake City, Utah  
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COMMENT #:  10351 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denis Balic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1) You're considering tolling? Tolling should be mandatory! Use a bit more stick and a little less carrots. 
This is a "Tragedy of the Commons" type situation. Why do we always have to appease the 
Libertarians? I'd actually take it further and make it bus only during ski season unless you work or live 
up there, then you get a special badge that allows you to drive up. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) 
 
2) The visual impact of the Gondola is a HUGE factor. It'll ruin the canyon. Don't be too short sited on 
the buses. In 1 to 2 decades they'll drive themselves and will be all electric. That will significantly 
reduce the O&M costs. Also, I'd expect electric buses right away or in the near future, given our air 
quality situation and the fact that they are much more quiet. Not to mention the global warming aspect. 
(32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  10352 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Saarela 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm not sure that I have anything new to add, I just want to add my voice in support of others who have 
written more eloquently on their disapproval of both the road widening and gondola options. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E)  
 
Speaking as a rock climber and skier (both at the resorts and out of bounds), both options (though 
especially the gondola) appear to disproportionately benefit Snowbird and Alta, while ignoring and 
harming other user groups. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Both options threaten over 
100 climbing routes, disturbing or destroying invaluable and irreplaceable recreational resources (which 
goes against the spirit of the projects anyway--isn't the goal here to get people through the canyon in a 
smoother fashion so they can access recreation opportunities easier?). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.4A, and 
32.4D) A large number of these routes see year-round traffic (people do continue to climb in the winter 
months), so it is critical to consider the input of climbers, as well as hikers and backcountry skiers, 
when both of these options (especially the gondola) appear to only care about the resort users.  
 
Neither of these two options are the way forward. We can do better to satisfy more user groups than 
just the resort patrons. (32.2.2PP) 
 
I'm sure you've seen these a few times by now, but some copy/pasted points from the Salt Lake 
Climber's Alliance:  
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
Basically this webpage if you haven't seen it yet: https://www.saltlakeclimbers.org/lcc-udot-
eis?fbclid=IwAR0S0MosowbGgwaBGU8Biuj1LdTbGL7ra48ep0jHP8Y7izu3Mw8K8LuChHk  
 
Thanks for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  10353 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannes Huch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Save the world. For us and for our children! (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10354 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dana Memmott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The improved busing is obviously the much best way to improve the effetiant moving people up and 
down the canyon. (32.2.9A) 1) so much cheaper,we can do this without any new infrastructure,just 
force everyone to get on buses in valley,no cars up canyon on peak resort days (32.2.2B) 2) any $put it 
on more buses that are co2 imesion free,road sheds in avalanche areas (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 
32.2.9K) 3) this is fastest way to get most people up and down,45 mph in multiple locals in valley 
already there (32.2.2I) 4) it's free for ski season holders (32.2.4A) 5) no huge parking structure at 
canyon on most prime real estate in utah 6) avoids many problems tram going over expensive private 
property and what people may do while riding tram7) pandemic proves need control people 
behavior,not possible on gondola 8)#1reason,no huge long,long line to get on 1 gondola,wasted time 
for a overpriced,transport that is only used effeciently part of year.this a few obvious reasons for 
improved bus service.thank you. (32.2.9E, 32.2.2I, and 32.2.6.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  10355 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abigail Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Abigail Wilson 
Paradise, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10356 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lorne Hofstetter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't believe the gondola or major road widening plans should be undertaken until additional efforts 
are made to pursue simpler options that utilize the current major infrastructure already available. I 
would like to see a variety of incentives to encourage bus riding and carpooling. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 
32.29R, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Ideas include: 
 
1.) On road closure days following a big storm with lots of fresh snow, first open road to the buses only 
(say from 8:00-8:10am). That way bus riders are first to resort and closer to first chair/tram. That would 
significantly incentivize bus riding on the biggest days when the road conditions/congestion are the 
worst. (32.2.2B) 
 
2.) Reasonable toll ($5/vehicle). Use FastPass system or similar so that toll collection doesn't hinder 
traffic flow. For cars without FastPass send bill for toll in mail to license plate holder. Use revenue from 
toll to subsidize bus fare which will further encourage bus riding. Toll hopefully will also encourage more 
carpooling. (32.2.4A) 
 
3.) Allocate additional funds to increase number of buses on route during the winter. (32.2.6.3N)  
 
4.) Add express bus routes that go direct from transportation hubs to Snowbird and/or Alta. (32.2.6.3N)  
 
5.) Add resort incentives to ride buses. I.e. 25% off food purchase with proof of bus ride that day: 
(Discount could be partially funded by resort and partially offset by revenue from vehicle tolls.) 
(32.2.2K) 
 
6.) Require AWD / snow tires during months of Dec - Feb regardless of current snow conditions. This 
would make traction law clearer to those driving up the canyon and potentially easier to enforce if 
needed. (32.2.2M)  
 
Thank you for considering these ideas and suggestions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lorne Hofstetter 
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COMMENT #:  10357 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brita Vedejs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see enhanced bus service without road widening coupled with tolls or roadway 
restrictions for private vehicles on LCC. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2B) My concern is that based 
upon the last 2 seasons, the traffic is less of an issue than resort capacity. It seems unnecessary to 
support this amount of increased capacity in the canyon when the resorts themselves can't 
accommodate it. (32.20C) Further, road widening seems just as visually destructive as a gondola. 
(32.17B) I would prefer to see the resorts implement a parking scenario where tickets are capped daily. 
Less skiers will result in less cars, reducing traffic. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10358 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Herrera 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola in LCC!! (32.2.9E) It’s such a sad thought to think that this is a potential outcome. 
We need to focus on what’s best for the unique beauty of the canyon and not what’s best for the resorts 
in it. (32.29G) Please kill the plan for a gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  10359 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Zimmerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a better solution. Quieter, less affected by severe weather or snow slide. More enjoyable for 
passengers. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10360 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taj Newsome 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Taj Newsome 
Riverton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10361 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Blaes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood is nearly a sacred place to me. The gondola would be an disfiguring scar that the 
canyon cannot heal. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) Enhanced bus makes much more sense. (32.2.9A) 
Snow sheds would protect the cars which will continue using the canyon in either option. (32.2.9K) A 
gondola is fixed and the investment will be substantially vacant all summer, whereas bus service flex 
with demand. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A) Buses can deliver people to many locations in the canyon, 
while gondola only serves the wealthy. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The EIS does 
not discuss electric buses and assumes noisy, air polluting diesel. (32.2.6.3F) The electric buses Park 
City uses for their fleet are quiet and powerful. I’ve driven an electric car up the canyon. It was the best 
vehicle I’ve ever driven in LCC. It’s silent (except for tire noise) and the battery charges increases all 
the way down the canyon instead of just wasting that energy as heat in brake pads. Using tax dollars to 
assist only the wealthy skiers is misguided. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Electric bus 
service is the equitable, environmentally sound solution. 
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COMMENT #:  10362 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Higgins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To support two private businesses rather than thousands of nature loving Utahns and the creatures that 
reside in this area itself would be so on par with Utah’s status quo that it makes less sense to protest 
your decision than it does to congratulate you on the money you’ll earn. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) The best snow on earth indeed, for the privileged few. 
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COMMENT #:  10363 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Egan Wint 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Egan Wint 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10364 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Noah Holden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Noah Holden 
Duluth, MN 
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COMMENT #:  10365 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sherry Wilkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of the proposed alternatives are extremely expensive and Invasive. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Work 
to improve the bus service, charge tolls, demand carpools, and limit the number of visitors in the 
canyon at one time. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10366 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stewart Pine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am obliged to voice my opinion that Utah should not pursue a gondola solution to any/all current and 
future traffic concerns in Little Cottonwood Canyon. If there is any doubt of the public's opinion please 
go check out the condition of gondolaworks signs at the mouth of LC (32.2.9E) 
 
Road widening is the more realistic solution to any travel issues in this canyon during peak travel. 
(32.2.9B) By gondolaworks own admission the cost of a gondola is comparable to road widening. 
Snowbird ™ has the most to gain financially. (32.2.7A) The canyon, its natural environment, the beauty, 
and us, YOUR tax-paying public, have the most to lose. I never used these resort (s) so FUCK them 
making me pay for all costs incurred and FORCING me to use them exclusively. (32.2.4A, 32.5A, 
32.2.6.5D, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I pay goddamned yearly vehicle and gas tax 
to drive on the kings motherfucking paved roads already! I hope La Caille area is ready for a goddamn 
stadium sized parking lot. If people want to ski and risk life and limb driving through 64 'hazardous 
avalanche areas' on the road fucking let em it has it not worked so far? Will avalanche control and 
plowing somehow STOP because a gondola is now the only way up the canyon?! (32.2.6.5D and 
32.2.6.5Z)  
 
How do users depart if their destination if it is NOT at the Snowbird ™ or Alta ™ resorts; where the 
gondola only stops? (32.1.2D and 32.2.4A) Do the gondola accommodate ALL my gear and how about 
the free shuttles to trailheads? (32.4G) What options are provided for MY departure once I am done 
recreating? Pollution and population is here to stay. Winter emission and inversion isn't reduced 
because these record throngs park 9.5 miles east and then ride this feel-good gondola up to Snowbird 
™. (32.10A) There is more capacity provided via buses and road widening. Snowbird ™ et al need to 
provide realistic alternatives for those who aren't wrapped up in THEIR pocketbooks! (32.2.2PP, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I am year-round user of the canyon and I guarantee that obscure stops will NOT provided for a single 
passengers riding to Snowbird ‚Ñ¢. This will make canyon less accessible for hundreds of people who 
DO NOT exclusively travel to these ski resorts 
 
The road is and will be cleared year round and its insane to imply and enforce a gondola as the the only 
way up the canyon during the worst of Utah's weather (32.2.6.5D)  
 
Fuck gondolaworks . Fuck Snowbird ™ Fuck Alta ™ And motherfuck UDOT if you stand to gain 
financially from this asinine and shortsighted bullshit. Anyone supporting this does so with little 
consideration for future well being of Utah's cottonwood canyons. If YOU support this in horseshit in 
ANY way I can guran-fucking-tee that YOU do NOT recreate there!! 
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COMMENT #:  10367 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Benjamin Nye 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
As a longtime Utah resident, I would hate to see the canyon transformed in the way that is proposed. 
We need common sense solutions, like enhancing UTA lines throughout the city to help people get to 
the resort. This could largely utilize existing infrastructure, and reduce car traffic up the canyon. A toll 
could also be used. Anything else besides widening the road or the gondola, please. They cannot be 
allowed to move forward (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Benjamin Nye 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10368 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phillip Katzman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option to ease congestion in LCC. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10369 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jordon Strang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jordon Strang 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-10611 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10370 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meghan Duffy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Meghan Duffy 
Chelmsford, MA 

Page 32B-10612 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10371 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsey Mattison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support expanded GREEN bus service without additional road expansion or paving up LCC/Hwy 210. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  10372 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Whenever I hear something like this happening, as in when one group of people want to take away land 
from another group of people to do something different with the land, all I can think about is what is the 
main reason behind wanting to take the land. (32.1.2B) The answer is always simple, they want to 
utilize the land themselves for something different then what the original people like it for. Greed also 
comes to mind but that’s another discussion. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A group of 
Americans have deemed this land beautiful and awesome for bouldering/hiking. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Why does that need to change for other people’s amusement who never cared for that land to begin 
with. Let the rocks and land just exist please. (32.4I) Let it stay this haven for outdoors people who fell 
in love with the land the way that it is. As Americans you should listen to other Americans. The last 
reason you should let this land be is because you can never change it back. Once you defile these 
lands that so many loved the damage will be done and nothing anyone could do in the future would 
change it back. It’s like losing a golden treasure to the oceans from mankind’s own stupidity and 
selfishness. (32.1.2B and 32.4I) 

Page 32B-10614 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10373 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josette Bockelie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola proposal. As someone who grew up at the mouth of LCC and now lives and skis 
in France, I’ve been shocked by the congestion in recent years when visiting my parents to ski. What 
used to be a 20 minute trip to Snowbird can now take hours . In France, most ski areas have a gondola 
or funicular to access the base lodge from the town at the foothills of the mountain. This makes for 
easy, simple access for tourists that no longer need to rent a car for ski vacation (further reducing 
pollution across the SL valley) and means that getting up the hill is fluidified. Increasing the buses may 
help with traffic in the canyons in the short term but will not help with reducing pollution and protecting 
our winters in the long term. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10374 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Terry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Very much in support of this - a great idea! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10375 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Hamilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Sandy, near Highland Drive & 9400 S I am directly impacted by the proposal. I am 
opposed to the Gondola. (32.2.9E) Start with better managed busing and snow sheds, then phase in 
additional traffic lanes. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, and 32.29R) NO gondola boondogle. 
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COMMENT #:  10376 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Harkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The only liable solution is ban all public uphill traffic and force people to take the bus, unless you’re 
staying at one of the hotels or an employee. Only way to end traffic issues is to stop it from happening. 
This can even be implemented this season without any road expansion, just more buses. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10377 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randall Jerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the expanded bus route proposal (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10378 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. Give bus a chance. Increase parking for bus options/park and ride (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 
32.29R, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  10379 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Curtis Linton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a struggle. What disturbs me the most is that Little Cottonwood is turning into an elite rich-only 
destination-and both options exacerbate this. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I grew up 
relatively poor in Sandy. I worked as a bus boy to earn $25/week so that I could hitchhike to Alta and 
ski. With today’s lift ticket prices and now expensive gondola and tolling options proposed, Little 
Cottonwood canyon is ONLY for the wealthy. (32.5A) My proposal is to reject both options, toll 
individual cars heavy, greatly invest in buses on the CURRENT road, and limit the canyon to only so 
many visitors per day. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) 
 
Yes, build the La Caille parking and bus station and make it easy for people to park, get their gear, and 
board the bus. Allow one car for every one bus, and charge them a sky high rate. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
Electric buses are the most flexible, least destructive, and most equitable option. (32.2.6.3F)  
 
The Canyon doesn’t need the world to show up. And the canyon should be accessible to all, not just the 
wealthy. (32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  10380 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Enniss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA. Protect the natural beauty of lcc. (32.2.9E and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10381 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Katie Pymm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, I have worked as an employee year round 
in this canyon for years. I grew up on the Wasatch front & have first hand seen the progression of traffic 
etc. please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact 
Study (DEIS): 
 
Do NOT build a gondola it will not solve traffic issue. There are to many variables- weather being the 
most aggressive. I drive up this canyon everyday (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
Shuttle system ; 
10-3:00 PM only shuttle & cargo transport allowed in canyon (32.2.2B) 
Mandatory Employee shuttles (32.2.2B) 
Airport to shuttle option: 
Private car to shuttle option 
Scenic shuttle /bus 
 
It should operate similar to Zion National park system (32.2.2B) 
Build out parking by bottom of canyon- utilize bell’s canyon parking, Walgreens, shuttle stops, 
churches. Have one deliver straight to Alta - straight to snowbird to avoid as many stops (32.2.2I) 
 
There will have to be buses & shuttles anyway if gondola is created to go from drop off to the miles of 
options the guest is trying to get to. This year our traffic cut down with parking spot reservations & first 
come first serve turn around parking /carpool only. First step to a great option of shuttle system 
(32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
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of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Katie Pymm 
Sandy Utah 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10382 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Timothy Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am writing with hopes that UDOT will reconsider the options in LCC. The problem trying to be fixed is 
the winter-time traffic. (32.1.2B) Yet neither the gondola nor road widening do anything to specifically 
incentivize people to use the public transportation. (32.2.4A) I know personally that if I want to go ski 
and I’m running late or low on time, I’m just going to drive instead of deal with the extra steps of using 
the gondola or bus. (32.2.4A) Why not first start with simple ideas using what we already have (a road): 
make it prohibitively expensive with tolls to use the road with a public car. Increase bus capacity (ideally 
with electric busses) and add a parking garage/bus terminal at La Caille. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.6.2.1C) And of course add snow sheds so the canyon can remain open. (32.2.9K) And then if 
some of these less extreme options don’t help over the course of a couple of years, then we look at 
options such as the gondola. (32.29R) There is so much more to this canyon than Alta and Snowbird. 
Please don’t make us collectively pay our tax dollars to increase their status as a tourist destination, 
while in the process reducing the canyon to one giant ski resort. Little Cottonwood is sacred, I ask that 
we consider that before making extreme decisions. (32.4I) 
 
And furthermore, some additional ideas: 
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Timothy Jones 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-10625 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10383 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Nicholson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will destroy the aesthetic beauty of LCC forever. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
How many more people can you cram into this small, narrow, fragile canyon? It is already overused, so 
why not just limit the number of people/cars on a daily basis? (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, 32.2.2L, and 
32.2.2K) How many days of the year is there really a problem? (32.1.4D) Not enough to hastily put in a 
gondola. Avalanche sheds and a limited number of Peale is the answer here in my opinion. (32.2.9K, 
32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10384 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Keith Castro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Keith Castro 
Alexandria, VA  
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COMMENT #:  10385 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Foster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please please do not continue to disrupt the beautiful wasatch landscape with further human 
impact and infrastructure. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  10386 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cathie Fox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer a bus solution with avalanche sheds over the road in critical areas. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  10387 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Healey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the building of a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) There are better alternatives to this issue than 
having taxpayers pay for a gondola that will only be beneficial to Alta/Snowbird. (32.2.2PP, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This will be the end of LCC as we know it and will go down in 
history as one of the biggest blunders of our time in the Salt Lake Valley (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10388 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alicia Pierson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Hello, 
 
This topic is important to me and I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please 
see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Alicia Pierson 
Layton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10389 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Niclas Moench 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absoulutly The Gondola is the perfect, and less impactful way to improve the traffic flow which has only 
increased greatly over the years.It also has a greater sustainability for long term both industrial and 
environmental. 
 
I vote yes to move forward with these plan ideas. (32.2.9D). 
 
Nick 
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COMMENT #:  10390 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marinda Coleman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
This is not what the majority of the people that love and use these canyon regularly. We live here 
because of the beauty and natural way to be in this canyon .NO GONDOLA!!! (32.2.9E) 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Marinda Coleman 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10391 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Orde 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrew Orde 
Hollis, NH 
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COMMENT #:  10392 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Hickey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The parking lot complex is privately owned. (32.29D) That is wrong this should all be UDOT owned and 
operated all proceeds fund the cost and tolls pay the rest. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6I) The EIS does not 
mention the impact to the hugh crowds that will now pollute the water shed (32.20A and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  10393 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Schmenk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please help preserve what little raw nature we have left and do not build this gondola. (32.29G and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10394 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  George chapman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Solution to LCC traffic backup within a year is snowsheds (32.2.9K) 
If ski resorts or any developer or construction company, or the Central Wasatch Commission, or the 
Mountain Accord want gondolas or rail up the Wasatch Canyons, they should pay for it. (32.2.7A) The 
taxpayers of Utah should not be asked to pay for it with a claimed 50% match from the supposed 
bottomless federal barrel of money. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Gondolas are still 
impacted by avalanche control and may need hours to ensure safety after each avalanche control 
action. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K).  
The idea of tolling and discouraging private vehicles from entering a recreation area that has been 
available for free for over a hundred years is disrespectful. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) Forcing citizens into 
mass transit when we may not be out of this pandemic for years, and transit agencies expect that 
transit ridership will not recover for years is disrespectful and naive. (32.2.6C) Governments have tried 
to force transit ridership without success when vehicles are available to almost everyone. UDOT has 
already found in previous studies that tolling is a very unpopular way of collecting revenue. 
The largest traffic backups occur when avalanche control closes the LCC road. Snowsheds, at less 
than $100 million, that can be quickly built, is the fastest and most cost effective method to reducing 
traffic backups. (32.7A) Despite some claims that they are unsightly, there are many examples of snow 
sheds that blend in naturally with the Canyon slopes and can be architecturally beautiful. (32.17C) 
When trying to ride a UTA bus up the LCC takes hours to board, buses are not, and have not been 
appealing. We have been trying to get the Legislature to fund weekend bus service up the Canyons to 
prove that ridership can be increased. The Legislature has not agreed so going from a $15 million a 
year proposal (for a 52 week service by bus) to a $500+ million proposal is almost criminally negligent. 
Before adding an extra lane, let's see if a weekend bus service is used. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9A) I should 
also point out that the Canyons amplify noise by buses and the bus service should be implemented with 
electric/quiet buses. (32.11A and 3.2.6.3F) The residents and hikers already complain about vehicle 
noise from diesels and other loud vehicles. 
The road does not need to be widened but I would suggest paving the shoulder and adding a curb to 
allow bicyclists to stay out of vehicle traffic and reduce vehicle slideoffs. (32.29R and 32.2.6.3P) There 
should also be bus pullouts at the pickup/drop off points to eliminate backing up traffic and increasing 
Canyons' pollution. (32.2.6.3C). Government should not solve problems with the most expensive 
solution. The problem of traffic backup going up the Canyons can best be solved with snowsheds at 
less than $100 million and electric buses on the weekends for a couple of million. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A 
and 32.2.7C) The cost and speed of implementation should make snowsheds the obvious, fiscally 
responsible solution. Anything else will take up to a decade to implement (not just federal government 
but lawsuits will delay the building of a gondola and adding another lane) while snowsheds can reduce 
90% of backups within a year. (32.2.9A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
George Chapman 1186S 1100 E, SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10395 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marvin Poulson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Transportation DEIS Comment 
 
I believe the facts and the physical limitations of The Canyon and the sensitivity of the natural 
environment that serves as a critically important, high quality watershed for hundreds of thousands of 
people requires limiting cars and people, not pandering to ever more business for Snowbird and Alta. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The premise of enabling more vehicles and the resulting large increase of people to enter the canyon is 
intuitively incompatible with the physical limits of The Canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) This is true both 
for that natural environment and the finite year-round parking limits. It is also wrong for UDOT to be hell 
bent on usurping so much of Utah's public tax funds to pander to 2 large business as the expense of 
more universally needed transportation improvement. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
I believe the Salt Lake City and Salt Lake County positions on this project are much more inline with the 
need and take a more methodical process in implementing any changes. 
 
I believe a toll process as in already in place for Millcreek Canyon and for the Alpine Loop should be 
implemented. (32.2.4A) To address financial discrimination, anyone using public busses should be 
allowed free transportation from the mouth of the canyon. That would be far less costly than the 
scheme of either UDOT proposal. (32.2.4A) 
 
I realize UDOT is hell bend on building the biggest, most elaborate and expensive transportation 
schemes, but must not be allowed to trash Little Cottonwood Canyon with more had ware. 
 
I demand UDOT follow Salt Lake City and Salt Lake County lead and take a more thoughtful, 
methodical and considerate approach with Toll and public buses and not go pell-mell into allowing ever 
more vehicles or people unrestricted access to our treasured canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, and 
32.1.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  10396 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maddie Harston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Maddie Harston 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10397 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Albert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, no wider lanes. Toll the road and increase busses (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10398 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christeen Munford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Christeen Munford 
Alpine, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10399 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie Winward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither the gondola nor expanding the road is the answer, both have detrimental environmental 
impacts on our beloved canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I)  Expanding public transit and bussing 
systems in the answer. (32.2.9A) Make people pay a fee to drive up the canyon, to encourage people 
to take the bus. (32.2.4A) Minimize the number of cars on the road via improved public transit. This can 
also be applied to Wasatch Blvd. Do not expand the road to 3+ lanes, just improve public transit! 
(32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.2AA) It has minimal environmental impacts, and also decreases the amount of 
emissions in our city which already has air quality issues. 
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COMMENT #:  10400 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ben Spaunhorst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ben Spaunhorst 
South Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10401 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Duncan MacLean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is by far the better choice. It is more expensive up front, but the operating cost and safety 
are much better. Go Gondola!!! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  10402 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trisha Terry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a life-long resident of the area and use the canyon frequently. I am greatly opposed to a gondola. 
(32.2.9E) If I am taking my family of 6 skiing, which is already so expensive, there is no way I could 
afford to put us all on the gondola. (32.2.4A) My husband is a frequent back country skier- it would not 
help him because it does not stop at the right places. (32.2.6.5G and 32.4G) It would greatly impact the 
view of the canyon having massive towers all up it and still cause traffic at the base where the parking 
structure would be. (32.17A and 32.2.6.5E) I really think an easy solution would be to close the canyon 
to cars in the high traffic hours during ski season and only run buses from different locations. (32.2.2B 
and 32.2.2I) No need to widen anything if it is bus traffic only (besides special permit for home owners). 
If the buses only zone is from 7-11 am then most skiers will be forced to use the bus and the traffic will 
be controlled. The snow sheds are great. (32.2.9K) Thank you for considering my comment and please 
do not build the gondola up our pristine canyon! (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10403 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julianne Smoot 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve been skiing at Alta for 37 of my 40 years! My vote is for the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10404 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Main 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is absolutely the best solution. Should put one in Big Cottonwood Canyon also. (32.2.9D and 
32.1.1A)  
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COMMENT #:  10405 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Pistor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the right time to get a project of this magnitude approved, because it will not have the same 
potential acceptance in the future when economic stress causes pause. (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  10406 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cory Linton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DO THE GONDOLA. In a pandemic, buses could get shut down. Gondola’s are much safer for 
reducing social contact in a pandemic. Also, the gondolas could in and of themselves be a destination 
for people to enjoy a beautiful ride up the canyon. A bus is just a bus, blah and boring. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10407 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reid Rhodes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Udot has failed to take into account the carrying capacity of the canyon, other user groups, climate 
change, view shed impacts, and watershed impacts. (32.20B, 32.2.2E, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 
32.12B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
1. Until a study is done to look into how many people can fit into the canyon, we should not be looking 
into any transportation alternatives. (32.20B and 32.2.9G)  
 
2. Other user groups include hikers, climbers, and backcountry skiers. The proposed alternatives take 
away climbing access and do nothing to help hikers and backcountry skiers get up and down the 
canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
3. Climate change: no where in the EIS does Udot factor in the decreased snow levels in the coming 50 
years. We may find ourselves with a gondola and very few skiers. (32.2.2E)  
 
5. Finally water shed impacts. We don’t even allow dogs in the canyon why would we allow a giant new 
highway or gondola in there to ruin our water shed. Udot should look to expand busing without 
expanding the roadway or adding a gondola. This project reeks of corruption and money transfer to the 
rich folks that own Alta and Snowbird. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  10408 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Lloyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the concept of a gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10409 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Cassiano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of enhancing existing infrastructure to make it more efficient. Therefore, I support the 
enhanced bus with NO road widening. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10410 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Bullough 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Two projects north of half a billion dollars that you hang around the neck of taxpayers are considered 
superior to implementing a system that would require those who use and frequent the canyon to pay for 
the privilege of doing so? (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Toll road and/or reservation system that limits the 
number of people and vehicles in the canyon with varied pricing such that higher user times are 
charged more if they want access to the canyon at peak times. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  10411 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Reitz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola alternative does not fulfill the project purpose. (32.1.2B) Biker and road-runner safety is 
not improved at all with the gondola. (32.9B) Additionally the EIS does not go into detail about how the 
gondola will be impacted by natural events such as rockfall or what the safety inspections will look like 
post-avalanche. With the buses you can remove those from the roads to ensure they are not damaged, 
but severe weather and extreme events could compromise gondola safety as it sits in harm’s way. The 
weather in the winter is particularly unpredictable and having people in the gondola when the weather 
makes a turn for the worse could be dangerous. Although extreme weather events are an everyday 
occurrence they need to be considered when you build a $600M eyesore through our most beautiful 
canyon. (32.2.6.5K) Hikers and climbers currently can park on the road as close to their trail access as 
possible but both preferred alternatives will force them to park 1/4 or more miles from the trailheads, 
which once again seems like the project goal is not being met. (32.4P, 32.2.6.2.4A, and 32.2.9Y) I think 
it is only logical to start with a phased approach that does not involve building in our canyon by 
improving the bus service and creating mobility hubs throughout the valley. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10412 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Laura Gray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Laura Gray 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10413 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clint Hanni 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola plan. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10414 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! No wider road! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Surge tolling for busy times and increase number of 
buses during those times. (32.2.4A and 3.2.9A) There is zero reason to increase the number of people 
who can get up there on busy days. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) We need to focus on changing how they get 
up there. 

Page 32B-10657 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10415 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Cytrynbaum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options are going to really take away from my experience in LCC. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) 
My friends will be less likely to visit after many classic rock climbs close to town are destroyed. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) How about tolling and snow tire enforcement? (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  10416 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Coe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the bus system is a much better option as opposed to the Gondola. The Gondola is 
permanent and can not be easily taken down or replaced. If the Gondola is chosen Little cottonwood 
canyon could change drastically for the worse. The Gondola is not the right direction to move forward 
with. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I)  
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COMMENT #:  10417 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Litwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Litwin 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10418 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Santiago Vega 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Santiago Vega 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10419 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Barber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although I am not a big of the Gondola, I believe it is the better option of the two being discussed. 
(32.2.9D)  
 
Why hasn't a train system been proposed? (32.2.9F)  
A route through the Quarry trail would be the perfect starting point. (32.2.2CCC)
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COMMENT #:  10420 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Feagin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola plan is not a good alternative. (32.2.9E) The two main reasons I am opposed to this 
plan are: 
it doesn't allow for users to enjoy the middle part of the canyon. (32.2.6.5D and 32.4G) I am a 
backcountry skier and climber and I would like better access to different areas throughout the canyon. 
(32.2.6.5G) The other main reason I am opposed to it is the huge environmental impact of the towers. 
(32.17A and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  10421 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin Gregersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After review of the draft EIS, I would like to provide the following comments: 
1. Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) has finite space. Increasing the number of visitors should only 
be considered after a legitimate Carrying Capacity analysis has been performed. Providing 
infrastructure to dramatically increase the number of users should not be done until the impacts of 
those users on LCC have been considered. User experience and environmental impacts must be 
evaluated with respect to the number of visitors. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
2. User experience should be considered. Eliminating the existing traffic (and safety!) issues of the 
LCC road and congestion may or may not improve user experience. Doubling, or tripling, the number of 
people at the ski areas merely shifts congestion from the road to lift lines. (32.20C) 
3. Traffic, user experience, and lift lines at the mobility hubs needs further evaluation. Again, the 
proposed solutions appear to shift congestion from the LCC road to bottlenecks at the mobility hubs 
(where will cars line up to get parking at the mobility hubs? City streets? Freeway offramps?) 
(32.2.6.2.1D, 32.2.6.5C, and 32.2.6.5E)  
4. LCC traffic/congestion is a year-round problem. For example, the White Pine trailhead in the 
summer is completely overwhelmed. There are two uphill lanes, one downhill lane, and typically cars 
parked along the shoulder for > mile in each direction. Hikers and bikers are in the traffic lanes while 
vehicles are driving past them. This is a SERIOUS safety issue. Summer safety and transit solutions 
must be considered. (I have seen the new parking lot plan for White Pine. I believe it is insufficient. 
Mass transit to this trailhead in the summers is needed). (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.2.4A) 
5. The gondola solution does not address summer safety or congestion. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.2.4A) 
6. The gondola solution does not address winter congestion at dispersed recreation trailheads. 
(32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2D, and 32.7C) 
7. The impact of the gondola solution on the natural beauty of the canyon is unacceptable. 
(32.17A) 
8. The EIS should consider tolling and minimum occupancy requirements in vehicles at peak 
visitation days (year round). (32.2.4A and 32.1.2C) 
9. The EIS should consider that the mass transit solutions will have limited effectiveness on 
roadway congestion and safety without taking appropriate actions to discourage private vehicles in the 
canyon. (32.2.4A) 
10. I support enhanced bus service and snow sheds. Snow sheds would reduce safety concerns 
with congestion on the road. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) 
11. I support road widening for a bus-specific lane. (32.2.9B)  
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COMMENT #:  10422 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hunter Klingensmith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please do not choose this ineffective and private benefit gondola option. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Hunter Klingensmith 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10423 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Awsumb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to both options and would like to see this whole process go back to the drawing board. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I am opposed because I have not seen UDOT explore more common sense, 
less expensive alternatives like tolling at the base, building avalanche tunnels to protect the road, 
rewarding carpooling and improved buses. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.9A)  
 
Furthermore, neither of the propose solutions take into consideration the effects that climate change will 
have on the Utah climate and the fact that skier demand, climate or traffic capacity could all change in 
the near future. (32.2.2E and 32.10A)  
 
That said, if UDOT insists on moving forward with these two options I believe that the enhanced bus 
lane is the lesser of two evils. At the very least, the bus lane will allow the system to adjust to future 
changes in climate, traffic patterns, etc. without leaving Utahns with a giant, expensive boondoggle like 
the gondola. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A)
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COMMENT #:  10424 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Valerie Koonce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10425 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maximilian Warner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. LCC is for everyone. Solutions 
should not cater to the private businesses located within it, but to the population that cherishes the 
whole canyon, not just the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Maximilian Warner 
 
Sincerely, 
Maximilian Warner 
Riverton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10426 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lenora Olson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lenora Olson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10427 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Sheppard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I couldn't find what the ongoing cost to operate per year would be. I'd like to know what the annual 
operating cost difference is between the gondola and bus. Gondola seems more reliable than the bus in 
the winter, for that reason it should be considered unless the annual operating costs will far exceed the 
bus. (32.2.7C and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10428 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Stampfl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To UDOT, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment regarding the S.R. 210/Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) 
project. We understand the importance of this decision, knowing that we will all have to live with the 
consequences. 
 
We moved to our house in the 8700 South block of Cottonwood Heights just west of Wasatch Blvd in 
1998. We have had dogs almost the entire time so we walk through the neighborhood almost every 
day. The only north/south thoroughfares from our neighborhood is either Wasatch Blvd or Danish Road 
(Danish has its own problems, but that’s not UDOT’s issue).  
 
As we walk on the westside of Wasatch there is no sidewalk from Daneborg Drive (8495 South) to 
almost 8185 South (we would be happy to walk with a UDOT representative to demonstrate what this is 
like). If we wish to walk in the Golden Hills foothills neighborhood to the east we have to scamper 
across Wasatch. We are in our early 50s, and we doubt we will be able to scamper any better as we 
get older and if the road is changed to 4 or 5 lanes of traffic. Also, when we walk along the westside of 
Wasatch we at least are walking against traffic so can see if a vehicle is drifting off the road. The poor 
road bikers don’t have that luxury as cars are speeding by at 50 mph. If it is insisted that the speed limit 
remain at 50 mph (35 mph for that short stretch of road between the canyons would be preferable for 
safety for all) then there should be a physical barrier or separation between the car and bike lanes. 
(32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
The bottom line-if $500 million is to be spent on this project, there should be pedestrian/bike paths on 
both sides of Wasatch even at the expense of vehicle lanes, as well as a few safe crosswalks. Anything 
less is relegating Cottonwood Heights residents to second class citizens compared to ski traffic. We live 
here full time, ski traffic is seasonal and sporadic. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
Despite living so close to Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons we don’t go up those canyons very often 
as we feel awful not taking the dog along for a hike. However, recently we went up Little Cottonwood on 
a Sunday evening to hike at the White Pine Trailhead to Gloria Falls (our first time ever to the falls) 
There of course was traffic streaming down from hikers at Alta and Oktoberfest at Snowbird, but also 
on the way up there were vehicles parked at various places that are probably from people rock 
climbing. The falls were beautiful, but also coming back down the evening light was bathing the canyon. 
It truly was a breathtaking experience. Every time we go up the canyons we comment how absolutely 
beautiful they are.  
 
The bottom line-we should do everything we can to not increase the physical footprint of modern life in 
the LCC because we all know it will diminish the reason we all go there, to experience the exquisite 
natural world. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4I) We should try enhanced bus service without expanding the 
roadway in LCC first, even considering no private vehicle traffic on certain days which we acknowledge 
would take a lot of courage. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2B) The gondola is a non-starter as it would only 
service the ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
To summarize, a project to change Wasatch Boulevard between Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons 
should accommodate all forms of traffic through all seasons, not just for ski traffic in an ever-shortening 
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winter season and Little Cottonwood should be left in its natural state as much as possible for our 
benefit and for generations to come. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Dan Stampfl and Sharon Schriewer 
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COMMENT #:  10429 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alisa Curic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the taxpayers, while 
ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) 
Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at hand 
while also ruining the beauty that Utah holds within its mountains. (32.7B and 32.7C) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  10430 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola and widening of lanes is a short sighted fix that will have negative effects on the nature of 
the canyon. Please do not move forward with these proposals. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10431 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcus Gutierrez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be worse than doing nothing. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10432 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Bennett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah is an ever growing state that needs to build a sustainable infrastructure to support its growth. 
Think about the name, Little Cottonwood Canyon, at first glance, it already tells you something about 
itself. Though the mountains boast large peaks, the road, and room for growth, are not available. As a 
Cottonwood Heights resident, I drive past the mayhem, and see the red snake from my home. Any time 
it snows, we need to take action, knowing our commute to the mountain, or even down to the city will 
be longer due to the congestion outside Big and Little Cottonwood. As a skier, who frequents Alta, it 
has been wild to watch the growth in snowsports activities over the years. However, a gondola is not 
the solution to fix this overpopulation problem. (32.2.9E)  
 The Wasatch are OUR mountains, the Forest service has made it that way. But during the 
winter months, these mountains need to be limited. (32.20B) A reservation to get into the canyon for 
your personal vehicle, and an expanded bus lane to encourage a lower impact on the environment, as 
well as congestion in the canyon. (32.2.2K, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.4A) Is this going to upset folks? Yes! Is it 
going to upset Alta, Snowbird, Brighton and Solitude? Of course it is, these are free enterprises that 
have every right to make as much money as they can all winter.   
 By making a reservation system, we can ensure families that fly in from out of town to 
experience Utah are able to enjoy their visit. (32.2.2K) We can ensure lesser congestion in the suburbs 
of these canyons, and keep a gondola, that only benefits Snowbird and Alta, out of Little Cottonwood. 
 Thank you for your consideration, please help keep Utah growing Utah in a sustainable fashion. 
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COMMENT #:  10433 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stuart Gleason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please place an emphasis on a non-gondola, minimal road widening option. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
Many users take advantage of the full length of this canyon. creating a bus system that has parking, is 
consistent and at a frequency to minimize waiting, lines to facilitate "odd stops", and a place to deal 
with gear at the top. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3N, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) Busses would allow the real 
ridership to be understood in a scalable manner. Key locations with avalanche protection/roofs would 
be necessary. (32.2.9K) PLEASE WORK TO IDENTIFY THE LEAST IMPACTFUL METHOD. (32.29G) 
NO ONE WE KNOW BELIEVES THE GONDOLA IS A SOLUTION FOR THE PEOPLE. 
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COMMENT #:  10434 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pamela Beck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola alternative as it feels cleaner to me. (32.2.9D) The bus alternative requires a large 
amount of road work and still has avalanche mitigation issues. (32.2.9C, 32.7A, and 32.2.6.3P) I live in 
Powder ridge and do not find the gondola citing a problem. I assume there will be transportation for 
people from the central hub in alta to albion. I would like to see funding for that in the plan. I like the 
European models of transportation . In the states we chose hightways over trains let us not make the 
same mistake here . Thank you and good luck. 
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COMMENT #:  10435 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scott OBrien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I use little cottonwood canyons throughout the year. I backcountry ski 80% of the time but do ski at the 
resorts about 20% of the time. I mountain bike there in the summer months and will rock climb a 
handful of times as well as go hiking with my wife and young kids. I hope that you realize that the 
gondola is not the right thing to do to tryand limit traffic. It won’t work for most locals like me. I won’t use 
it. (32.2.9E and 32.2.4A) Not to oppose it or anything, but it actually isn’t the best mode of 
transportation. You won’t allow bikes or even run in non winter months, and in the winter it will be an 
inconvenience (32.2.6.5I and 32.2.6.5F) in addition to all of the negative aspects it will have in the 
environment. (32.4I, 32.12A, and 32.13A) It doesn’t serve the local community, it’s a tourist attraction 
limited to out of state skiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I get it, everyone is mad 
about the traffic but you just have to deal with increasing crowds with everything in life right now. Add a 
toll, require reserved parking, increase the amount of buses going up the canyon before doing this. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R) If you are turning around people who don’t have parking 
spots, and limiting the cars by having a toll, the buses will make it up the canyon quickly. It’s not that 
hard to understand. Adding a toll booth is a billion less than the gondola and will increase revenue right 
away. Do what’s right for the people who live in UT. 
 
Sincerely, 
Scott OBrien 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10436 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abby Bloomer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a special place for resort skiers and snowboarders, backcountry users, 
climbers, boulder enthusiasts, hikers, and people who simply want to enjoy it's beauty. The diverse use 
of this canyon requires an inclusive fix to keep this canyon safe and the congestion moving.  
 
The gondola does not offer support year round. (32.2.9E and 32.1.2C) It would leave a massive 
infrastructure in place of biking, hiking, and climbing zones that have been loved and recreated on long 
before you or I were here. Disrupting these public lands for the gain of private entities is not the way to 
go. (32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I) 
 
A less invasive option should be tried before starting something that cannot be undone. An option such 
as a tiered tolling system with the option to purchase an annual pass and reserved parking at resorts. 
(32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2K) 
 
Something has to be done with the continuing growth of Salt Lake City, but I don't believe a gondola is 
the solution (32.2.2E). 
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COMMENT #:  10437 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Batey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern. Please don't cause havic in LCC by putting in a gondola or widening the road. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both of which will not solve the problem of overcrowding in the canyon. 
(32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) Develop a better bus system an limit people from entering the canyon 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10438 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither proposal should be implemented. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) They are both costly and do not 
address the real problem, namely the carrying capacity of the slopes and trails in LCC. (32.20B) The 
number of visitors to the canyon needs to be limited. Simpler measures that protect the mountains and 
watershed should be tried first, before taxpayers have to foot the bill for a huge DOT project. (32.29R 
and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10439 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ralph Hogden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola option because I think it will boost the experience of the canyon and get more people 
outside. I remember the first time I came to the canyon well, and it drives me to come back year after 
year. I also think the gondola is more reliable, and it can get us to the mountains better on those 
powder days. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10440 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Pauline 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not pursue a Gondola. It will only serve the needs of Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If you need to find a solution avalanche sheds and bus service would be a 
project that would serve the most people. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10441 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meagan Simmons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10442 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Loren Root 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please, please, please (please) do NOT scar this beautiful canyon with towers and a gondola. 
(32.17A and 32.2.9E) What is really gained? (32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If the two options are only 
enhanced bus or gondola, I am strongly in favor of the bus, and strongly oppose the gondola. (32.2.9B 
and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10443 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carli Pardoe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): I love right by the mouth of the 
canyon. We honestly only get 15-20 bday snow days a year. Other than that the canyon is absolutely 
fine. 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Carli Pardoe 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10444 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hillary Morgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Definitely in support of the gondola! Safer for drivers (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-10688 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10445 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitzi Peine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah’s natural beauty is unmatched by most other western states. This could be Utah’s moment to 
choose to preserve and protect what they already have for future generations. In 200 years the gondola 
won’t still be in its shiny new condition, but the natural beaut of little cottonwood canyon will persist. 
Children will remember what their great great grandparents chose to protect for beauty rather than 
profits. (32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10446 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cliff Orton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cliff Orton 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10447 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Larry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola because I think it's less impactful overall. I've traveled around the Alps in 
Europe, and their gondolas really work. They have it figured out, so we should replicate that. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10448 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liz Carmen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a precious resource. We are so lucky to have it so close to us here in Salt 
Lake City. The reason it’s so precious to me and others is for it’s wild, quiet solitude. Our goal should 
not be to figure out how to get MORE and MORE people into the canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.20B) It 
should be how to balance access while maintaining it’s beautiful natural state. (32.29G) These are 
mutually exclusive goals. Leave the canyon wild! Limit winter access, don’t figure out how to maximize 
it! (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) Eliminate IKON/EPIC pass access to Snowbird/Alta. (32.2.2K) Let’s not kill 
this canyon the same way we have killed our most-loved national parks. Let’s value solitude for the 
sake of its own inherent solitude, and re-start the evaluation analysis from that point of view. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10449 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madeline Halperin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hi I have been a student, an employee and avid mountain dweller for 10 years now in SLC. We all can 
agree there is an issue in the canyon. Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to 
construct unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first 
adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place 
today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and 
programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Madeline Halperin 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-10693 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10450 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Veihl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be an eye sore and doesn’t service the full canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Expanded buses is the best bet but we need a lot more parking at 
the base. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  10451 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Zack Fandl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Zack Fandl 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10452 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elan Sturtz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly believe that this plan is an incredibly bad idea, and should absolutely not be put into action. It 
is unnecessarily destructive and will change the canyon we know and love forever. (32.29D and 32.4I) 
There are many other less destructive option, and this is most definitely not the way to do it. (32.2.2PP) 
Who ever is reading this, the whole outdoor community is literally begging, please do not go through 
with this. (32.29G)  
Thanks,  
Elan 
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COMMENT #:  10453 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Quai 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding a bus lane is not only more expensive long term, it’s apart of the problem with pollution. Tram is 
better. (32.2.9C, 32.10A, and 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  10454 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Asher Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not endorse or consent to building a large and intrusive gondola on the public lands that I partially 
own. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10455 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellie Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think rather than a gondola there should be required bus times from 7am-10am to encourage people 
to take the bus up the canyon and at that time cars would not be allowed. (32.2.9E and 32.2.2B) I 
believe this would cut down on traffic while maintaining the integrity of the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  10456 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sandra Materi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sandra Materi 
Casper, WY  
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COMMENT #:  10457 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abigail Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola. (32.2.9E) That will be a huge expense and cause major permanent change to the 
canyon to the benefit of ski resorts only. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There 
are other user groups this will not help, only harm. I suggest first build a parking lot at the base and 
increase bus service (year round!) and then later if needed Woden the road for more bus space. 
(32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  10458 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Megan Mcclain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Megan Mcclain 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10459 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Olesen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Olesen 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10460 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terry Homel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola (32.2.9E) It's too expensive and won't address the transportation needs of anything but the 
ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I prefer the enhanced bus service using 
electric/fuel efficient busses using the current roadways and not widening the existing road. Please 
protect this beautiful resource! (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  10461 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ileana Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please use common sense and do not widen the road! (32.2.9C) This would cause a major 
environmental impact to the canyon and would be extremely costly. (32.4I) Please consider a less 
invasive option first. An improved bus system is one example. Charge cars a fee to drive up the 
canyon. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) It does not make sense to ask tax payers to fund a massive 
construction project that mostly benefits private ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) The resorts should run their own shuttle busses in addition to more transit busses. This would 
give the option for those skiing the resort to go directly to the resort they plan to ski/ride and the transit 
bus could be used by others who want to enjoy the rest of the canyon. (32.2.2K and 32.2.6.3N)  
Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  10462 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jessyka Jewell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessyka Jewell 
West valley city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10463 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katy Brayman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not destroy the beautiful landscape that is Little Cottonwood! The boulders are such an important 
part of the tourism and recreation and it would be a shame to take that away from the people. (32.4I, 
32.4A, and 32.4B)  
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COMMENT #:  10464 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katy Brayman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The transportation system in LCC does not need improvement. Put that money somewhere it is 
needed. (32.1.2B and 32.2.9G)  
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COMMENT #:  10465 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Oldroyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Anna Oldroyd 
Holladay, UT, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10466 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elise Hinman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I urge UDOT to consider other alternatives besides the gondola and road widening options. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) Both of these options cause more destruction and harm to the environment in the canyon 
bottom, including the removal of granite boulders that are invaluable to the climbing community. (32.4I, 
32.4A, and 32.4B) I moved to Salt Lake City for the bouldering in Little Cottonwood and some of my 
favorite boulders will be removed by BOTH leading options. I strongly encourage (nay, plead!) UDOT to 
try tolling and increased bus service before considering these more invasive measures. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.29R) Does it really make sense to install an entire gondola for an ever-shortening ski 
season that will continue to be battered by the effects of climate change for at least the next 30 years? 
(32.1.2B and 32.2.2E) This seems like utter ignorance and hubris. Please strongly consider other users 
of the canyon resources and the unpredictable but likely catastrophic effects of climate change. Thank 
you for listening and learning. (32.2.2E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10467 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeremy Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeremy Anderson 
Midvale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10468 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mishael Garz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola project is a threat to climbers, backcountry skiers, and anyone interested in the view of our 
beautiful canyons (32.2.9E, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.17A) This project puts the burden of payment 
to the local taxpayers rather than the ski industry that takes in the significant profit. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10469 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Donnachie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is ridiculous. Like many of my fellow members of the climbing community have said, there are 
more affordable options that do not involve the destruction of little cottonwood. (32.2.2PP and 32.4I) 
Haven’t we learned our lesson with tampering with the wilderness enough? Have we not noticed the 
terrible smoke that we’ve been dealing with more and more often? Can’t we just enjoy nature without 
the ugliness of human infrastructure destroying the beauty of little? (32.17A and 32.17B) Ridiculous. 
You do not have my support. 
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COMMENT #:  10470 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Huffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced Bus Service all the way. It's clear that this route plus the development of snow sheds would 
have a significant positive affect on the traffic issues. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  10471 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maureen Gardner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Maureen Gardner 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10472 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Vastardis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin Little Cottonwood Canyon by putting in the gondola, or by increasing lanes. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) You should try implementing several new park and rides across the valley and also put a 
toll booth that will help LIMIT THE AMOUNT OF CARS IN THE CANYON. (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A) It is 
unacceptable to ask tax payers to pay for the gondola that will be serving 2 private businesses. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10473 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Owens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't build a gondola in Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9E) There are a number of solutions - 
enhanced busing, tolls, carpool incentives, avalanche tunnels, that we should utilize before 
permanently scarring this landscape. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9K, and 32.29R) A gondola will mare the 
atmosphere and the unique aspect of SLC where you can be in the city in one moment and into the 
wilderness quickly there after. (32.4I and 32.17A) A gondola will make LCC, one of the most beautiful 
canyons in this country feel like an amusement park. Its a mistake. thanks for reading, and for all the 
time you have put into developing a solution. 
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COMMENT #:  10474 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Beesley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am highly against the gondola option. (32.2.9E) It seems much too expensive for the benefit to the 
community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Both expensive In cost and expensive in 
terms of environmental impact to that amazing canyon. (32.4I) This could never be undone. The 
enhanced bus option is much preferred. I would support a fee to drive up the canyon and more 
restrictions on private cars on busy days too. If we try the enhanced bus for a while and it doesn’t work, 
then another option could be considered. Please don’t ruin our canyon with a gondola without trying all 
other viable options first. (32.2.9A, 3.2.4A, 32.29R, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10475 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsey Kemper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Gondola seems like the best solution (32.2.9D). It's far more reliable than any bus option 
could be and puts the least long term strain on the environment. It's quite, can run on electricity and will 
be less likely to be effected by avalanches and heavy snow. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) Any plan that 
involves tolls will make the canyon even more of a "for the rich" playground. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) Any 
solution that's going to be paid for with tax payer money should make sure that money isn't used as a 
weapon to deter people from visiting the canyon. (32.2.7A and 32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  10476 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jerilyn Holt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not like tram or expanded roads. There are other options. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10477 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Plaehn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing the plans, the bus service with dedicated lane looks like the best long-term, scalable 
solution. A widened road for bikers is a huge side benefit of this plan. (32.2.9B) 
 
Other non-scalable solutions like the gondola or train carry a lot of project and budget risk - and can’t 
adapt to changes like adding stations or stops like the busses can. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9M, 32.2.6.5A, and 
32.2.6.3C)  
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COMMENT #:  10478 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joan Plaehn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A limit on the number of people allowed up the canyon is important to keep the canyon & ski resorts 
from becoming too crowded, which would harm the environment & cause dangerously crowded ski 
slopes. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  10479 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Merlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola and road work improvements will dramatically reduce climbing resources in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) I love climbing there personally and hope to take my kids 
one day. Listen to what he climbers have to say. Little Cottonwood is a cornerstone of American 
climbing history and it must be protected. (32.4I and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10480 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alaina Lindley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alaina Lindley 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10481 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicholas Trupiano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicholas Trupiano 
Severance, CO  
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COMMENT #:  10482 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lyndsey Hotmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please STOP the gondola. I am a new homeowner to the granite oaks community right by where the 
gondola will be built. What this will do to this little community breaks my heart. (32.2.9E, 32.4E, and 
32.4M) 
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COMMENT #:  10483 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jan Kennington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree with Jenny Wilson Instead of pursuing a massive construction project in the canyon, the county 
leaders would rather see a LESS COSTLY PHASED less-costly approach toward enhanced bus 
service. Their vision relies as much as possible on existing infrastructure and a network of transit hubs 
AWAY FROM THE COTTONWOOD CANYONS, along with TOLLING and other strategies to 
encourage carpooling and transit. (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A) 
 
GO SLOWLY AND EVALUATE EACH SIMPLE LESS COSTLY INTERVENTION. (32.29R) 
PLEASE NO EYE SORE MONSTERITY!!!" (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  10484 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cheryl Krusko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cheryl Krusko 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10485 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kat Rolfson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree with Mayor Wilson... We need to go back to the drawing board on this issue. It is far too 
expensive and we should explore every other alternative first. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10486 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Grygar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider a third option that increases current bus use, utilizes tolling, and potentially utilizes 
one-way traffic w/ the current two lanes for peak hours (frequent buses only for one hour (am & pm) 
using the second, traffic free lane and closing two way traffic for that hour, while adding additional 
parking for bus users). It would be nice to fully exhaust current resources before we spend more and 
permanently alter the LCC landscape. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2EE, and 32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  10487 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lacey Pierce 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola, No Wider Road! Charge to drive up on big days and increase bussing. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  10488 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb Menge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i like the idea of even and odd license plates. If your last number is even or odd determines the day you 
can go up. Or A thru M/ N thur Z same concept. This is nice because it can go a step further to the last 
two license plate digits.Or require a new license plate altogether to go up the canyons. Maybe little 
and/or big cottonwood canyon plates? (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10489 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cathy Mullaly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Your proposed solutions do not address the conservation and protection of wilderness and it's flora and 
fauna. (32.13A and 32.13B) If Zions can adopt a solution to manage millions of visitors a year without 
altering the landscape, we should be looking at something similar that serves ALL the people that use 
the canyon. (32.2.2B, 32.1.2C, and 32.1.2D) Your transportation solution is heavily skewed to support 
only the ski resorts and doesn't take into effect the masses enjoying this beautiful canyon. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Cathy Mullaly 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10490 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Beck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long time Alta person who has watched traffic in LCC grow over the last 50 years there is a 
serious need to address traffic in the canyon and to continue to protect the fragile environment that 
exists in the canyon. The only cost effective solution that has been presented is the gondola system 
running up the canyon. (32.2.9D) Widening the road to accommodate more traffic or even just bus 
traffic would further scar hillsides that have never been adequately secured and would continue to 
degrade the air quality which can be marginal at times of the year. (32.2.9C, 32.17B, and 32.10A) A 
gondola would help avoid "red snake" situations that arise on weekends in winter and would reduce the 
parking overflow situations that also occur. (32.7C)  
 
A critical piece of the gondola proposal needs to be a transportation system that ties to the gondola hub 
feeding it and avoiding new traffic problems on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.6.5E)  
 
We need to protect the natural elements of LCC while providing people with a cost effective, low impact 
way to access the canyon. Build the gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  10491 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Stubbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon are world renown for their climbing. We have Olympic climbers 
training here in Salt Lake in part because of the amazing climbing opportunities in these canyons. 
Widening the road or the proposed gondola would definitely have a tremendous impact and remove 
several of these amazing climbs. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) I urge you to find a better 
solution so that we can save these beautiful areas for our future generations. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
Please don't do this so some the ski resorts can put more people on the mountain and more money in 
their pockets. (32.1.2B and 32.2.7A) Let's show the world how much this natural gift means to us and 
find a way to preserve the canyon and find a green solution to the traffic. I live at the mouth of the 
canyon and there are Saturdays in the winter when I have to wait in the traffic just to get to my house, 
and still I think that you have not found the solution and I'm willing to wait further for when you do. 
(32.7B) 
 
Also considering the buses and gondolas are stopping anywhere else in the canyon, WHY AREN'T 
THE SKI RESORTS PAYING FOR THIS? DON'T DO ANYTHING FOR FREE FOR THEM. It's not like 
they can pack up and go somewhere else. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G). 
 
Read from SLCA's Justice, Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (JEDI) Committee how UDOT's proposals 
perpetuate environmental marginalization and injustice in the Wasatch Front. (32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  10492 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Carr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a skier (I have a season pass to one of the Cottonwood resorts), hiker, and taxpayer, I agree with 
Mayor Wilson. I think UDOT needs to go back to the drawing board and look at other alternatives, such 
as improving bus service, tolling, and carpooling. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I understand that there is 
intense pressure on the canyon. But I do not believe that spending $500M of taxpayer money primarily 
to benefit the ski resorts and the people who live in the canyon--people with a median income much 
higher than the state average--is a wise use of taxpayer resources. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) If a gondola or expensive bus system is desired and economically viable, the ski resorts 
should bear most of the cost. (32.2.7A) If the resorts are unwilling to pony up, I suggest the taxpayers 
not subsidize Alta and Snowbird, which are already thriving, wonderful resorts not in need of a handout. 
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COMMENT #:  10493 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clark Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that neither proposed solution is worth their respective negative impacts. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) It 
would be better to have a congested canyon than to degrade the beauty of the canyon with a gondala 
or ruin climbing experience with a bus lane. (32.17A and 32.4A) However, if it must be one of those the 
gondola impacts the wildlife and climbing experience less and feel like the lesser of two evils. (32.13A 
and 32.4B) Such spending on either solution warrants much more deliberation and study. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10494 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lane Valum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Currently NOT in support of gondola plan. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10495 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam McDaniel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building a gondola in LCC will cause irreparable damage to LCC, will be an eye sore and I a giant tax 
payer funded subsidy to the ski resorts. I do not support it. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10496 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Allison Snow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Please don’t build a gondola. It won’t be used. It’s so expensive and it’s not necessary. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Allison Snow 
Lehi, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10497 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Doody 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to express my concern over the proposed solutions of a gondola and roadway widening in 
LCC. Not only is this an expensive, half a billion, endeavor, it's also largely permanent. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C)  
 
For context, I am a professional User Experience (UX) Designer and Researcher. In brief, I get paid to 
study human behavior and use that research to inform my design decisions for websites, apps, and 
digital experiences. I'm writing to you after speaking at a conference for my industry in Zurich, 
Switzerland where I was a keynote speaker. I also teach in this field and have other 15 years of 
experience working with many startups as they sought to understand their market and potential 
customers and then design, a hopefully, amazing solution that the market would respond to favorably.  
 
My experience is relevant to the situation with transportation in LCC because the gondola and widening 
of the road presents a "solution first" approach. In my experience, "solution first" experiences largely 
fail. In fact, many startups fail because the founders became enamored with a solution without first 
deeply understanding the people they hoped would buy their product. Instead of a "solution first" 
approach, you need to take a "people first" approach - in other words, you need to deeply understand 
your "users" in this case, people who want to recreate in LCC. (32.1.2B)  
 
An excellent example of how "solution first" companies fail is a company called Juicero, which was a 
juice machine that, similar to a Nespresso machine, could take little pre-cut packages of produce 
(similar to an IV bag) and "press" them into fresh juice, thus avoiding the mess and time of shopping for 
fruits and vegetables and shopping them all up. The company raised over $118 million dollars from 
venture capitalists including Google Ventures and Kleiner Perkins. Ultimately, the company had to shut 
down because no one wanted the expensive juice machine.  
 
Things started to fall about for Juicero when reporterss from Bloomberg realized that you didn't, in fact, 
need the fancy machine that cost $700 (and then reduced to $400 when sales were extremely low) to 
extract the juice from the aforementioned packages of cut fruits and vegetables. As it turned "out, the 
reports were able to just squeeze the bag of fruits and vegetables BY HAND and get juice AS FAST AS 
the $400 machine. Watch the video here to see reports literally squeezing the juice packets: 
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/features/2017-04-19/silicon-valley-s-400-juicer-may-be-feeling-the-
squeez  
 
The moral of this story ... Juicero and its founders were not focused on the needs of REAL PEOPLE. 
There were more focused on raising money so they could create their sexy futuristic juice machine. 
Had they done some research and tested the machine, they likely would have found out that people 
perhaps didn't have a problem with cutting their own fruits and vegetables. And further, the trade off to 
have a sexy juice machine wasn't worth the cost of the machine PLUS the cost of the packets that the 
customer would have to buy.  
 
The GONDOLA IS A SEXY JUICE MACHINE. It's an idea that hasn't been tested and though it's 
alluring and has that “wow” factor, it's not practical and even though the juice machine raised $118 
million, it ended shutting down because no one wanted it. (32.2.9E and 32.2.4A)  
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Most startups fail because they didn't do research and that's exactly what happened to Juicero. The 
company closed in 2017: https://www.theverge.com/2017/9/1/16243356/juicero-shut-down-lay-off-
refund  
 
In the world of startups, we have a concept of “Minimum Viable Product” ... this means that if you have 
an idea for a start up, you should (after research) seek to build the product that has just enough 
features to give people the desired outcome of the “dream product” (eg. Gondola) but instead, create or 
launch this Minimum Viable version faster and more cost effectively so you can TEST IT OUT.  
 
So, what would the Minimum Viable Product be to help solve the problem of transportation in LCC? It's 
certainly not a Gondola or widening the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C)  
 
Instead, we have to work with the resources we already have at our disposable. One of the most 
obvious is busses. But we can't expect to just add more busses at the bottom of LCC and hope people 
ride them. We have to look at the whole customer journey. That journey also includes how the " 
"person gets from their home to the main bus connection point to LCC and that's one issue that I 
haven't seen addressed yet with busses. 
 
Why are we not looking at “express bus” style services from starting points beyond the Cottonwood 
Heights area combined with priority lanes or times for the busses to head up LCC? But, we have to 
take it a step further (32.2.2I and 32.2.9B).  
 
Imagine having express bus connections such as downtown, sugarhouse, or Millcreeek. Being able to 
get on a bus at these destinations and going right to points in LCC will help alleviate the problem of 
parking at the base of LLC and traffic on the major roads leading to LCC. (32.2.2I)  
 
This express bus style solution helps take the stress off of the general Cottonwood Heights area, and 
roads leading to it, and instead distributes this throughout the valley. A win for residents of CH and a 
win for people who want to visit LCC because they won't have to battle traffic to get to the busses at the 
base of LCC. (32.2.2I) 
 
Even if you do a Gondola, you will still have this problem in the part of the “customer journey” between 
the moment someone leaves their house and the moment they park their car at the parking structure for 
the Gondola. If you increase capacity of people up LCC, traffic will still be an issue as people travel 
from their homes to this Gondola parking structure. Why are we not addressing this part of the 
customer journey? (32.2.6.5E)  
 
Enough comments have already been made about the other obvious problem with the Gondola in that it 
does not serve people who want to recreate at points that are NOT Snowbird or Alta. However, I want 
to mention that just for the record. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
In closing, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the 
existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion 
problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
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- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

After working with many founders who were “solution first” I understand how had it can be to let an idea 
go, especially when you've put a lot of time, money, and energy into the solution. However, thinking 
long term, the gondola and road widening and expensive solutions that are largely permanent and don't 
allow for incremental changes to help drive behavior change (eg. car pooling, bus use, etc). (32.2.6.3D 
and 32.2.6.5A) They don't allow for any type of testing or iterating with input from the actual “users” of 
this solution. (32.29R)  
 
I hope you find my analogies helpful and am happy to share more lessons and best practices from the 
world of startups should you be interested. 
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COMMENT #:  10498 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Ganz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our family is in favor of the gondola project. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  10499 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rhett Collins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not go through with the road widening proposition, this landscape is more important, there 
are better options that exist, listen to the people that use it the most." (32.2.9C and 32.2.2PP) 

Page 32B-10745 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10500 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katrina Emery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Sandy I ask that we consider further research into a proper permanent fix. The issue at 
hand is experienced less than one total month of the year. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) All of the proposed 
alternatives would result in the same excessive traffic that carries over into all surrounding areas. 
(32.2.6.2.1D, 32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola does not serve the people of Utah who are the 
majority of tax payers that would pay for this infrastructure. The gondola and roadway widening are 
purely for the gain of two privately owned ski areas, not for the people of Utah. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) And seriously, the cog rail is unrealistic and would not provide any benefit. 
(32.2.9M) Being a Sandy resident and LCC recreationist, I feel the strain on these busy winter days and 
despite this, I truly feel that no action is better than any of the current proposals. (32.2.9G) Let’s 
increase bus service throughout the valley into the canyons and find a permanent and less destructive 
fix that is not purely for the benefit of two ski areas. (32.2.2I)  
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COMMENT #:  10501 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebekah Golden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I use the cottonwoods for skiing, climbing, and hiking year round. Both of the proposed options (road 
widening and gondola) only help me with one of the above sports in one season while costing my hard 
earned tax payer dollars. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please 
revisit the designated bus lane idea. Not only will the road widening or gondola cost millions of tax 
dollars, it will also destroy some of mine and the climbing communities favorite bouldering routes 
(32.4A and 32.4B) As climbing takes off (and it is taking off) you will see more tourism dollars for 
climbing coming to the cottonwoods to climb the very bouldering routes you propose to destroy. A 
designated bus route could help ferry traffic more nimbly, allowing you to add stops based on season to 
serve both the ski, climbing, and hiking communities while reducing impact of increased traffic on the 
canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2D, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) This allows for progress without damage. The 
gondola serves only one sport for one season. (32.1.2D, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Road widening 
destroys famous and beloved bouldering routes and potentially creates greater environmental impact 
by allowing more cars in the cottonwoods. (32.4A, 32.1.2B, and 32.1.2D) Additionally, little cottonwood 
doesn't have very much parking as is. Adding more would cost more taxpayer dollars and destroy more 
of the historic canyon. Please reconsider eliminating passing Lanes in favor of a designated bus lane 
and take the gondola and road expansion off the table. Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  10502 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meredith Riley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola option. (32.2.9E) I also think the bus option needs to be thought 
through more. (32.2.9A) Does the road need to be widened if a toll is added? (32.2.2Y and 32.2.9A) 
There needs to be more incentive to get people out of cars. Making the bus more convenient helps, but 
a personal car will always be the most convenient until it is too expensive. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  10503 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Frederick McBrier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the Gondola. (32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-10749 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10504 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ashley Rolfe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
reach that mark. So what is the goal of the gondola? In my opinion this has become a tax payer funded 
subsidy to Alta and snowbird - I don’t want my taxes further funding their profits especially not to the 
determent of the wasatch I love so much. (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) Have you been 
to the white pine/red pine trailhead on a Saturday or Sunday. A seasonal gondola does not address 
issues here. It also does not improve access for back country Skiers who will still need to use the 
road/cars during high traffic winter storms. (32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, and 32.4G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) The gondola lot only allows for 1000 cars to park - that’s really only removing 1000 
cars from the road because people spend the whole day at the resort - this does not even make a dent 
in what you’re attempting to accomplish. (32.2.6.5J)  
 
I know there is a solution that actually solves the problem and doesn’t not so negatively impact our 
beautiful canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) Please do NOT destroy our canyon for private/corporate 
profits. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ashley Rolfe 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10505 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devin Quince 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a frequent visitor to this area and this would be a huge loss to the climbing community (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10506 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Holly Carlson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a native Utahn growing up in Draper and near the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I've watched 
our beautiful valley get altered for growth including digging through benches and expanding roads. 
These expansions do help with traffic in the short term, however, the long term effects seem futile and 
permanently damage our natural landscape.  
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a precious, spiritual place. We need to make all efforts in preserving this 
space. I am a skier and love skiing Little Cottonwood, however, I am opposed to widening the road as 
well as changing the airway with a gondola. (32.4I, 32.2.9C, and 3.2.9E) 
 
Let's put this issue back on the drawing board and in the think tank. Collectively, I believe, we can 
come up with a traffic solution as well as save this precious landscape. Thank you for considering my 
thoughts. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10507 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Grace Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Grace Brown 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10508 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Margaret Dobson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Margaret Dobson 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10509 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Donner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t destroy the LCC boulders! (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10510 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tyler Brawley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I think we need to slow down and take the easiest, least costly measures that are basically available 
right now that we are not utilizing. Then after a few years of the following measures reevaluate the 
needs of the canyons. (32.29R)  
 
1. Snow tires required in BOTH LCC and BCC Nov 1st - Apr 30th. I know the legislature would need to 
approve this, but this would drastically change traffic issues on the 10-20 high traffic days during the 
winter by keeping cars out of the canyons with improper tires that cause the vast majority of slide offs 
and accidents. Ticketing after the fact doesn't solve anything. Too many people with AWD/4WD cars 
with summer tires that go up and cause the majority of issues. (32.2.2M) 
 
2. Toll for LCC - It works in Millcreek. The fees would encourage carpooling and bus riding. The fees 
then could be used to fund a person at the both checking for snow tires. A self funding ( to an extent ) 
endeavor. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
 
3. Increased busses. Items 1 & 2 would put more people on the busses and more frequent and reliable 
busses would instill confidence in the public to use the system. ( P.S. put studded tires on the busses, I 
know they make them, busses slide off too ) (32.2.9A) 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Tyler Brawley 
Murray, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10511 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Haley Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO to adding a gondola. (32.2.9E) LCC is an area of great natural beauty and world class climbing. As 
soon as you start destroying these one of a kind places for corporate money- it cannot be reversed. We 
must preserve it! No gondola! (32.17A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10512 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lindsay Fowers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lindsay Fowers 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10513 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wes Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please hold sight of the bigger picture when it comes to the environment of LCC. Just because we have 
more people and thus more congestion/traffic does not warrant destroying and impacting such a 
legendary/sacred climbing area. Let the roads be as they are (32.1.2B and 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  10514 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeline Moyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see a bus expansion project over the gondola project. (32.2.9A or 32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10515 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emerson Mann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
 
I think it is not fair that this burden should be full shared by the general public. The ski resorts are 
essentially getting a gift, when they will be the main beneficiaries of this addition. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I also do not agree with either plan. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I think there should be more consideration 
for climbing areas, visual impact of the gondola, and recreactional users outside of the two ski resorts. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4I, and 32.29G) I have read about mining tunnels built in from 
Heber. I want to see MORE options, or at least, understand what else has been considered (32.2.2PP). 
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COMMENT #:  10516 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Reber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
This is a travesty, the use of public funds to support private businesses. Hundreds of people go up this 
canyon a day with no interest in going to a resort. This plan does nothing to improve access or 
decrease road traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex Reber 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10517 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Catherine Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
WHY DO WE ALWAYS TEND TO DESTROY THE THINGS WE LOVE IN FAVOR OF 
ACCOMMODATING ACTIVITY FOR A FEW. THE MOUNTAINS AND CANYON ARE TREASURES 
FOR EVERYONE WHICH ADDS UP TO MILLIONS MORE THAN THE SKIERS WHO FLOCK THERE 
WHEN THERE IS SNOW (A CONTINUING QUESTION). NO GONDOLA; NO FREEWAY!!!!! (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9C, 32.2.6.3B, 32.29G, and 32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Catherine Smith 
Layton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10518 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Britany Paradis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA!!!!! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10519 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Byrne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly reject both both UDOT proposed solutions for LCC and support the more measured approach 
proposed by both Mayors Wilson and Mendenhall. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Implement a phased in bus 
(electric?) plan along with toll booths and canyon tolls high enough to strongly discourage vehicular 
traffic. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) Renewed study of possible avalanche sheds. (32.2.9K) 
Continue to look at canyon carrying capacity beyond just getting people in and out (32.20B).
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COMMENT #:  10520 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not damage what is so natural and enriching for something so harmful to the surrounding 
nature. What will be destroyed will never be replaced. This sacrifice is too much. Please say no to the 
gondola and yes to more bussing. (32.4I, 32.29G, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  10521 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mark Callahan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
BCC and LCC need solutions to address canyon traffic, safety and preservation. I applaud UDOT for 
bringing forward solutions to engage all communities that are impacted. Utah is known for it outdoor life 
and spaces, and has been successful at building its economy and correspondingly, it’s population. High 
percentages of the population want to access its mountains both in the winter and summer. 
 
A gondola option fails to address many of the issues in LCC and completely ignores BCC and other 
canyons. (32.2.9E and 32.1.1A) 
 
I ask that UDOT consider phased approaches to address the long term issues caused by Utah 
population growth. 
 
1. Snow sheds over the most prone areas in LCC to allow access in all but extreme situations. BCC is 
not impacted to the same degree as LCC. (32.2.9K and 32.1.1A) 
2. Bus passing lanes which allows merging at the end of these. In the event of traffic, this would allow 
busses to “jump the line” at several sections of the canyon and would allow for reduced construction 
costs. There only needs to be one lane that is reversible up/down as traffic is typically backed in one 
direction. This applies equally to BCC and LCC. There are many area where modest change would be 
needed to accommodate an additional lane. (32.2.2D and 32.1.1A)) 
3. Tolling - it is used for HOV lanes within the city and is Mill Creek. It can be a reduced toll at off hours 
and higher for heavy capacity times. There should be a minimum tool that applies at all times to assist 
with finding for plowing, avalanche control, bathroom and toilet paper, garbage collection and parking. 
Many parks have usage fees and all users should help fund. This includes resort users, as well as 
backcountry skiers, climbers, hikers and drivers enjoying the views. This also applies to BCC and the 
use of Guardsmans Pass. (32.2.4A and 32.1.1A) 
4. Expanded bus times and routes are needed. Parking at the gravel pit is a viable option and would 
make this space attractive. (32.2.6.2.1C) Additionally, express routes from TRAX stations on I-15 allow 
for better environmental options for all users up and down the SL Valley. Again, this is applicable to 
BCC and LCC. Year-round service could continue at a reduced frequency. (32.2.2I, 32.1.2C, and 
32.1.1A) 
5. Long term - consideration of a 2-mile "tunnel for public transportation could be evaluated to connect 
BCC and LCC. This would allow more efficient bussing options and transition between canyons, as well 
as access in the event of canyon closure to LCC. (32.2.2Q) 
 
Bussing and tolling provide many benefits, flexibility and staging to a problem which will continue to 
evolve as SL and Utah grow and change. It is not just a LCC avalanche issue that needs to be 
addressed. Thank you for your consideration 
 
Sincerely, 
Mark Callahan 
Brighton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10522 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Callahan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"BCC and LCC need solutions to address canyon traffic, safety and preservation. I applaud UDOT for 
bringing forward solutions to engage all communities that are impacted. Utah is known for it outdoor life 
and spaces, and has been successful at building its economy and correspondingly, it’s population. High 
percentages of the population want to access its mountains both in the winter and summer. 
 
A gondola option fails to address many of the issues in LCC and completely ignores BCC and other 
canyons. (32.2.9E and 32.1.1A) 
 
I ask that UDOT consider phased approaches to address the long term issues caused by Utah 
population growth. 
 
1. Snow sheds over the most prone areas in LCC to allow access in all but extreme situations. BCC is 
not impacted to the same degree as LCC. (32.2.9K and 32.1.1A) 
2. Bus passing lanes which allows merging at the end of these. In the event of traffic, this would allow 
busses to “jump the line” at several sections of the canyon and would allow for reduced construction 
costs. There only needs to be one lane that is reversible up/down as traffic is typically backed in one 
direction. This applies equally to BCC and LCC. There are many area where modest change would be 
needed to accommodate an additional lane. (32.2.2D and 32.1.1A)) 
3. Tolling - it is used for HOV lanes within the city and is Mill Creek. It can be a reduced toll at off hours 
and higher for heavy capacity times. There should be a minimum tool that applies at all times to assist 
with finding for plowing, avalanche control, bathroom and toilet paper, garbage collection and parking. 
Many parks have usage fees and all users should help fund. This includes resort users, as well as 
backcountry skiers, climbers, hikers and drivers enjoying the views. This also applies to BCC and the 
use of Guardsmans Pass. (32.2.4A and 32.1.1A) 
4. Expanded bus times and routes are needed. Parking at the gravel pit is a viable option and would 
make this space attractive. (32.2.6.2.1C) Additionally, express routes from TRAX stations on I-15 allow 
for better environmental options for all users up and down the SL Valley. Again, this is applicable to 
BCC and LCC. Year-round service could continue at a reduced frequency. (32.2.2I, 32.1.2C, and 
32.1.1A) 
5. Long term - consideration of a 2-mile "tunnel for public transportation could be evaluated to connect 
BCC and LCC. This would allow more efficient bussing options and transition between canyons, as well 
as access in the event of canyon closure to LCC. (32.2.2Q) 
 
Bussing and tolling provide many benefits, flexibility and staging to a problem which will continue to 
evolve as SL and Utah grow and change. It is not just a LCC avalanche issue that needs to be 
addressed. Thank you for your consideration” 
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COMMENT #:  10523 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christopher Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I am an 8th grade science teacher, as part of my curriculum I teach how we live on a planet with a 
changing climate and increased natural hazards due to spiked carbon emissions as well as destruction 
of habitats and reduced biodiversity. We are in charge of protecting the planet with our knowledge and 
innovations. Small preservations of what little wilderness we have left will play a large part in the long 
run of reversing the destruction of our ecosystems and climate change. The following points I agree 
with in making sure nature is preserved for both future generations and restoration of our fragile planet. 
(32.2.2E, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.10A) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Christopher Jones 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10524 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Justin Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Where can I find information about how the gondola project is going to be funded? (32.2.7A) 
Thanks, 
Justin Martin 
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COMMENT #:  10525 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Karen Meleca Fredrickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Question mark. 
Go gondola! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  10526 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madison Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t do it. Preserve the natural beauty of the canyon! (32.2.9G) Too many trails and climbing routes 
will be displaced and destroyed. (32.4A and 32.4B) We’ve already taken up some of our precious 
landscape with townhomes and new developments, save some of the good stuff for the future! (32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  10527 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jade Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to comment on the social and environmental implications of widening the road or installing 
a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. While I understand the need to improve mobility in the canyon, 
the proposed construction will dramatically impact the serenity of the lower canyon in particular. (32.4I) 
As a hiker and climber in the area, this concerns me. I would ask you to really consider the Enhanced 
Bus without Roadway Widening proposal or other such lower-impact options as alternatives to the 
current development plans. (32.2.9A) Such construction as proposed cannot be easily undone. I ask 
that you carefully consider the incredible resource of this canyon before committing to socially and 
environmentally harmful development. We must hold out wild spaces dearly. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10528 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Browning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in support of a gondola. It will keep fewer cars on the road and limits accidents in the canyon. 
(32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  10529 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Grant Hockin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Grant Hockin 
Sandy, UT 

Page 32B-10775 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10530 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. (32.2.9E) We should try enhanced bus service and road tolls before such an 
expensive and destructive option is put into place. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) It seems very 
sudden to jump straight to building a $500 million gondola when there have been no attempts to put in 
road toll fees and restrict vehicles during peak hours. (32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  10531 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Nichols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Kirk Nichols  
Thank-you for this extended opportunity to comment.  
These comments are a continuation to an earlier submission: 
 
9. A reasonable alternative that has yet to receive a full study is an alternative to regulate the flow 
capacity of traffic in the canyon. This would be a human behavioral alternative rather than the two 
proposed engineering alternatives. This, Draft Alternatives of the LCC-DEIS, states that congestion 
becomes restrictive at 900 cars per hour. This makes for a reasonable cap or capacity. A NEPA-
required reasonable alternative would start with this 900-car cap concept and develop an alternative 
based on traffic flow. This alternative might include an hourly on-line reservation system for private 
vehicles with everyone else desiring to go during that hour to take public busses (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 
32.2.4A). This alternative requires a complete traffic analysis to evaluate whether enhanced busses is 
also needed or can reservations and timing be adequate with the current bus flow? Because this EIS 
has not been a multi-disciplinary study, a behavior alternative has not been proposed alongside the two 
engineering alternatives. This LCC-DEIS does mention Traffic Demand Management Strategies, 
however, taking these strategies to the level of an alternative has been neglected. (32.2.2L and 
32.2.2K)  
 
10. The Mobility Hub at the gravel pit near Big Cottonwood is one of the many examples of the 
inadequate study area and the NEPA mandated but so far inadequately studied effects from actions 
that are connected, cumulative, and similar. This LCC-DEIS proposes that a parking garage be 
constructed at Big Cottonwood Canyon that is designed only for Little Cottonwood Canyon. This is 
clearly irrational. Any action that affects Little Cottonwood affects Big Cottonwood. A second absurdity 
with the traffic hub at Big Cottonwood, visitors coming east from south of Little Cottonwood would be 
required to traverse Cottonwood Heights on Wasatch Boulevard twice, once going north in their private 
vehicle to the hub and again going south on a bus to return to Little Cottonwood Canyon. As stated 
earlier, a majority of visitors should arrive in Cottonwood Heights already on public transit. (32.2.6.2.1C, 
32.1.1A, and 32.20D)  
 
11. Trail Head parking mentioned but is not evaluated in this LCC-DEIS. Will the ineffective current 
strategies continue or has a team studied whether trailhead parking will be limited? (32.2.6.2.4A) Will 
the limits be left to chance of first-come first-served? Would reservations be more orderly? Congestion 
increases if the lot is full and the private vehicle now has to drive up and down the canyon looking for 
some other place to park and hike/ski/sled etc (32.2.6.2.4A and 32.1.2D)
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COMMENT #:  10532 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tammie Atkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola option. I think it will ruin the beautiful canyon and it only serves skiers ( I 
am a skier) I also don’t think it will be supported by the general public in Utah. By the time the project is 
finished there may not be snow anyway. (32.2.9E, 32.2.2E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I’m in support of limited traffic up the canyon. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) Best, Tammie Atkin 
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COMMENT #:  10533 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Morgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola. Much like the gondolas of Europe or telluride, this will reduce cars and 
provide a safe, fun way to travel up the canyon. More roads create more of the same traffic we already 
deal with. There is no stopping the popularity of this canyon. We must find eco friendly ways to make 
the impact as small as possible. A gondolas, while not perfect, is the best way to do that. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-10779 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10534 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Hockin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  10535 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeleine Docherty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find a method that meets the transportation needs of the public, without impacting or destroying 
the environment. (32.2.2PP) The bouldering in LCC is very unique and special to the climbing 
community, and the Salt Lake community at large. Please preserve this precious environmental 
location and recreational resource. (32.4A and 32.4B) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  10536 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Larkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very much in favor of the gondola. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  10537 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Sample 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The little cottonwood canyon boulders are very important to the salt lake climbing community. With 
easy access to these climbs it’s a good way for newer climbers to access outdoor climbing and bring 
the community together. Road widening and the gondola plan would destroy these boulders for future 
generations of climbers. This would also set a very poor precedent in protecting climbing areas. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10538 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Quealy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
I strongly oppose the gondola alternative. (32.2.9E) It does not address summer congestion, which is a 
problem that will only increase with time. (32.1.2C) As of 2021 there are many summer days where 
cars are parked along the road and overflowing trailhead parking. Having cars parked along the side of 
the road degrades the shoulder, increases erosion, is dangerous for people walking from their car to 
the trailhead, and is dangerous for individuals using the canyon road for jogging or bike riding. 
(32.2.6.2.4A and 32.2.9O) A gondola with a start and end point that entirely bypasses the middle points 
of the canyon will do nothing to address those serious concerns that will eventually have to be 
addressed. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.5G) So, a gondola will only delay what I beleive will be 
inevitable improvements to the roadway itself. What would those improvements look like, probably a lot 
like to bus alternative. Thus, I prefer the bus option because it will address summer and winter 
concerns, increase saftey along the canyone road, and will be more fiscally responsible since it is 
something that will likely have to be implemented in the future regardless of whether a gondola exists or 
not. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) Let's start with the bus option and, if necessary in the future, 
consider the more expensive and less functional option of a gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

Page 32B-10784 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10539 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darin Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the proposed gondola system. (32.2.9D) The safety, accessibility, and relatively 
minor environmental impact make it the far superior option.
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COMMENT #:  10540 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Ortiz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a 25 year user of LCC and citizen of Utah, I have witnessed increasing growth both in the state and 
in LCC. Similar to a 1 bedroom apt or home, that is meant to house about 2 maybe 4 people max, LCC 
too has a finite capacity for people and cars. It’s not feasible or safe to have 20 people living in a one 
bedroom dwelling, nor is it legal. My suggestion is to limit the number of people and cars in LCC at any 
given time. (32.2.2L) Once capacity has been reached, close the canyon until people and cars exit the 
canyon and then allow more cars and people to enter. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) Of utmost importance is 
preserving the integrity and beauty of the canyon for generations to come. (32.4I) Please DO NOT 
compromise this by building a gondola which will lead to overcrowding and degradation of the skiing 
experience in the canyon. (32.20C) As I understand, Utah State is working on a capacity assessment. 
(32.20B) Why not wait for the results of the assessment to help guide a solution to the traffic problem? 
Start with expanded bus service, encouraging and possibly rewarding car pooling before any 
permanent, costly construction mars the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) 

Page 32B-10786 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10541 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Eiting 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, my name is Jacob, I am 26 years old and I live in Sugarhouse area of SLC. I have been skiing at 
Alta for 15 years and recreating in the cottonwood canyons for my entire life. The goals of the two 
proposed transportation alternatives are to "substantially improve roadway safety, reliability, and 
mobility on State Road 210 from fort union Blvd. through the town of Alta for all users on State Road 
210.” Furthermore, the purpose and need of the two proposed transportation alternatives is to provide 
increased mobility, safety, and reliability for 2050 all while "enhancing quality of life through 
transportation" as stated in UDOT's mission statement. This quality-of-life framework proposes better 
mobility, good health, connected communities, and a strong economy. 
 
I strongly believe that the two transportation alternatives outlined by UDOT for LCC do not meet the 
above stated goal, purpose, or need and also do not align with UDOT's mission statement for 
"enhancing quality of life through transportation" (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). 
 
First of all, the gondola. This option enhances transport for a select number of canyon users on a small 
number of days each year. (32.1.4D) It does not provide "improved road safety, reliability, or 
mobility...for all users on S.R. 210 from fort union Blvd. through the town of Alta." For example, how 
does a gondola that only stops at Snowbird & Alta provide improved road safety and reliability for 
summer season hikers and backpackers going to the white pine trail head? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It does not. Not only does the gondola option not meet the primary goal of 
this project it would destroy the beautiful view shed of LCC and disrupt and very negatively impact 
climbing and bouldering in lower LCC to the detriment of many climbers’ well-being and mental health 
(not aligned with UDOT's mission statement). (32.17A and 32.4B) Additionally, the creation of a 
gondola and accompanying parking structure to meet 2050 goals is extremely short sighted. The 
gondola option is still relying on the automobile to bring users to the mouth of the canyon which means 
unwanted development, traffic, and construction in the cottonwood heights neighborhoods. (32.2.6.5E 
and 32.20H) We need to be smarter, think bigger, think more sustainably, and think about the future. 
An irreversible, expensive gondola is not the right option for the future of such a beautiful canyon which 
provides solace for so many users not only skiers. The gondola option is short sighted, expensive, 
skier-centric, and would be a terrible dishonor to one of the Wasatch's great canyons. (32.1.2D and 
32.4I) 
 
Now, secondly, the enhanced bus service with road widening. I believe this option is similarly short 
sighted and destructive to beautiful LCC. (32.2.9C, 32.4I, and 32.17B) The construction of additional 
lanes on S.R. 210 for use during peak season benefits a select few on a small number of days each 
winter season. This option does not benefit “all users on S.R. 210.” (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Again, a bus that only services the ski resorts cannot benefit “all users on 
S.R. 210.” (32.2.6.3C) The construction of mobility hubs simply shifts the traffic and parking issues from 
the canyon/ski resorts to more residential areas. (32.2.6.2.1C) The impact on the Cottonwood Height’s 
neighborhoods is negative and not in line with UDOT's mission statement. Again, this option is too short 
sighted, too car-centric, and does not look forward enough. It also leads to the destruction of more 
native ecosystem in the canyon along the roadway, degrades the watershed, and would mean the 
destruction of 131 bouldering problems in lower LCC which would divide UDOT and the climbing 
community and destroy the well-being and mental health of many climbers (both of which are not in 
alignment with the mission statement of UDOT). (32.17B, 32.12B, and 32.4B) This option, similarly to 
the gondola option, is a drastic, unbelievably expensive project that would be doing a terrible dishonor 
to the natural landscape that we all love in LCC. 
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What I propose is this; try less expensive, smarter, more forward-thinking solutions first. There is 
absolutely no need to jump straight to such large, impactful, and expensive solutions. (32.29R) The 
future of snow in the Wasatch is difficult to model but by 2050 there could be very little snow falling in 
our changing climate. (32.2.2E) Building such impactful solutions with an unknown future ahead of us is 
irresponsible. Would I be wrong in thinking that either the gondola or enhanced bus lane projects would 
take multiple seasons to complete? (32.2.7C) What does UDOT have planned for the next 1-3 
seasons? (32.29R) Why not try putting 5 or 10% (25-50 million) of the proposed 500 million budgets 
toward UTA, incentives for carpooling, tolling solutions, and comprehensive canyon capacity study first 
before jumping into hugely expensive and irreversible projects. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 
32.20B) 
 
Please. 
 
Thank you, 
Jacob
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COMMENT #:  10542 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Hase 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am writing to express that I would like to see bus service expanded in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
rather than a gondola system. Increased bus frequency and incentives to ride the bus like tolling is a 
straightforward, lower-impact solution to allow people to enjoy our canyons without filling it with 
unnecessary infrastructure that will take significantly more time and money to implement. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10543 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Melissa Gill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
There are a multitude of options that are far better than building a gondola in LCC. If a gondola were to 
be built in LCC, the experience for ALL users would never be the same. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
Alta and Snowbird make plenty of money - let's consider everyone else before spending $600Mil to 
make the owners of Alta and Snowbird richer. Let's consider the millions of canyon users. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Melissa Gill 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10544 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Newkirk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola that only benefitted the two ski areas would be ridiculous and almost criminal. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A billion dollar taxpayer funded boondoggle. Least 
problem too is parking.. 6000 cars a day need to be dealt with? (32.2.6.2.1C) The positive argument for 
it is ‘look at Europe’ they have trams lifts and gondolas everywhere. If snowbird and Alta would pay for 
it, sure! (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  10545 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Serassio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need a gondola! The traffic congestion and parking trouble during the winter is terrible. Adding extra 
buses will not cure the problem, please put the gondola in place! (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10546 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Orton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against both options presented by UDOT for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
There are other less invasive options that should be implemented before we spend tax payer dollars to 
cater to a select few to access Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) I am a skier and have had a 
season pass at Snowbird since 1971. I feel the Gondola will be very intrusive to the canyon and destroy 
the aesthetic beauty. (32.17A) They real issue is not only controlling traffic but controlling the number of 
persons accessing the canyon during peaks times. The Gondola puts MORE people in the canyon. 
(32.20C) We need to invest in other options BEFORE consideration of a Gondola or the widening of the 
highway. Let's work on encouraging people to use the transit system and charge a toll for people that 
insist on driving their own vehicles up the canyon. (32.2.4A) A better solution would be investing in a 
transit system like that used in Zion National Park with buses stopping at various hiking/backcountry 
trails as well as ski resorts. (32.2.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.3C) We need cost effective access for ALL 
not a select few. Ski resorts generate a lot of profit from skiers, they need to incur the majority of this 
expense, not just the consumer. We should also look at a surcharge to the out of state skier on their 
ticket or stay at Alta and Snowbird to help cover the cost of infrastructure. (32.2.4A) Definitely NO 
Parking Hubs as La Calle or near the base of the Canyon. That will most definitely ruin the quality of life 
for those of us that live close to the canyon mouth. (32.4M) We need traffic and crowd management 
and limitation NOT just mitigation. There are lots of businesses with vacant parking garages in 
Cottonwood Heights and Holladay. Why can we negotiate with these businesses to use these facilities 
on the weekends when they aren't in use. We really need to work TOGETHER and start thinking 
outside the box. (32.2.2FF) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  10547 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristopher Zyp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't believe a gondola is in the overall, long-term best interest of the Little Cottonwood and our 
community. (32.2.9E) It is extremely expensive and invasive for the interest of select group of users 
during certain times, while degrading the canyon for indefinite future generations for other uses. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4I, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I believe we would be best served by large tolls 
during busy/peak times that can fund less invasive infrastructure (like avalanche sheds) and public 
transportation improvements, and this would leave a far greater legacy of preservation and honoring 
the natural beauty of the canyon for future generations (than large towers). (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  10548 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Niederhauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the key issue is to protect a critical watershed, not the ski industry. Reduce traffic with a per car 
toll. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2Y) Both plans constitute a tax payer subsidy fo the ski 
industry. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  10549 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Mikaelian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Quick background, I worked at Snowbird from 1979 to 2002. Resort and backcountry skier, and avid 
summer user of all canyons. 
 
I work in the outdoor industry and have had numerous discussions with other avid canyon users. 
Just to get it out of way, first and foremost, these alternatives are a half a BILLION dollar handout to 
Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A way to get more people to their 
Product on a few busy days of the year. If they need to make more money, charge more for their 
Product. As I heard people during the comment period say, the break even days on a season pass is 
very low. The Icon pass brings in many more at pennies on the dollar, compared to the day rate ticket. 
 
Next fallacy. Reliability. Avalanche days are a small part of the season. And when the danger is so high 
that the road closes, the danger is too high to open for skiers, or at least all the terrain that is suitable 
for powder skiing. (32.7A and 32.2.6.5H)) So why spend such an obscene amount of taxpayer dollars 
for this? (32.1.2B). Environmental reasons. During the comment period I heard many say not happy 
with either choice , then say Gondola because it would take all the cars off the road. Clearly they didn’t 
read carefully. ALL the alternatives designed to take just 30% of the cars off the road. Leaving 70% still 
driving up. And as UDOT knows full well, as you create more capacity, it will fill right back up. And as 
this is 7 years out, I would say that 30% will fill up on day 1. (32.2.4A and 32.20E) 
 
Capacity. Many groups have called out for the resorts to say/ or figure out the resort capacity. No one 
will. Any skier will tell you on the weekend and powder days, it is at capacity now. 
Some slow weekdays and spring days they have more capacity, and there is no traffic issues then. 
(32.20B and 32.20C). 
 
What to do, same as the last 50 years this discussion has been going on. Nothing. 
It’s the resorts problem, not the taxpayers. Also the American driver, they don’t want to get out of their 
cars. UDOT has studied that for decades too. (32.2.4A) 
 
Resorts have started to charge for parking, and Altas new reservation system, are the way to go for 
now. (32.2.2K) Getting skiers to carpool will help more, then the billion dollar boondoggles. 
Cost, I know many season ticket holders drive up alone for just an hour or two of skiing. Big impact. If 
skiing costs more and single occupant drivers have a high cost to park, that may reduce that. 
 
Yes it’s a problem on couple dozen days a year (32.1.4D) . LCC is being loved to death. Cramming 
more people up there is not a solution. 
People just have to deal with it. (32.2.9G)  
Or the real problem, Over population...that’s another story 
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COMMENT #:  10550 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandra Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I so urge you to not choose the gondola option for LCC. (32.2.9E) The gondola will permanently change 
the beautiful landscape that is Little Cottonwood. (32.17A) It will only shuttle people to the top of the 
canyon- not a good year round option for hikers, climbers and others the want to use ALL of the canyon 
for recreation. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It doesn't change the 
neighborhood traffic because it still will require cars to come close to the canyon to reach some kind of 
parking close to the gondola. (32.2.6.5E) If that plan requires an off site parking like at the gravel pit, 
people will not use it! (32.2.4A) Enhanced bus service with better parking lots, priority for buses, a 
charge to enter the canyon if you take a private car, carpooling REQUIRED on weekends or busy 
powder days are all better solutions which wouldn't wreck the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 
32.2.4A) The small inconvenience of not being able to get up the canyon on some big winter days is 
worth a different strategy- and more creative thinking to accommodate all users in LCC. (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  10551 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Amy Thurson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Amy Thurson 
Ogden, UT 

Page 32B-10798 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10552 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ian Cody MacDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The perceived benefit of potentially improving traffic patterns for 3-4 months a year is not worth the cost 
of ruining recreation for the rest of the population for the remaining 8 months. (32.1.2B) I recreate in 
LCC multiple times a week year round, and never is it at Alta or Snowbird. 
Increased bussing and BUSSES ONLY UPHILL hours are a better solution for the problem than huge 
changes to the canyon the locals all love and recreate in. (32.2.2B) 
Thank you 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ian Cody MacDonald
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COMMENT #:  10553 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nanci Bockelie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I write to register my opposition to the Gondola alternative. (32.2.9E) It is too costly, involves too much 
destruction within Little Cottonwood Canyon (the Canyon), and does not serve enough Canyon users. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) With only limited parking at the gondola base, the 
Gondola alternative will not remove enough cars from the Canyon to resolve safety issues, and will 
require too many transfers and wait time for it to be a workable alternative for most people. (32.1.2D, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.6.4B, and 32.2.6.5J) The Enhanced Bus Lane alternative is better, but it does not serve 
many Canyon users, involves too much new road construction, and provides too little parking for in-
Canyon users without giving them any alternative way to reach their destinations. (32.2.9C, 32.1.2D, 
32.7B, 32.19A, and 32.2.6.2.1C) In short, neither of UDOT’s preferred solutions will solve the 
transportation problems in the Canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
A better solution exists that will address all the traffic issues in the Canyon, save the taxpayers multiple 
millions of dollars and avoid the environmental issues inherent in both the proposed road widening for 
the Enhanced Bus Lane and the Gondola proposal. That solution? Combine enhanced bus service 
(more enhanced than proposed) with tolling and permitting systems to greatly restrict the number of 
private cars in the Canyon - a “Better Bus Alternative.” (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) 
To solve a problem, one must first define the problem. The EIS purports to define the transportation 
problem broadly to improve “reliability, mobility and safety for all users on S.R. 210,” (emphasis added); 
the Enhanced Bus Lane and Gondola alternatives provide transportation only for people going to the 
ski areas. Neither of these solutions addresses the users of in-Canyon recreational areas such as 
White Pine, the Great White Icicle, Lisa Falls and Tanner’s Flats, as well as Albion Basin in the 
summer. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In fact, they reduce parking at those 
areas, without adding any public transportation options for them. 
In addition, neither the Gondola nor the Enhanced Bus Lanes includes any proposal to reduce the total 
number of cars in the Canyon. (32.2.4A) While traffic congestion on a handful of winter weekends 
grabs headlines and causes headaches far beyond the Canyon mouth, it is only a symptom of the main 
problem: too many cars in the Canyon all year long. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) By failing to address the 
burgeoning road use, both the proposed solutions guarantee that the costs and problems associated 
with the road will still exist even after we have spent millions of dollars of taxpayer money (32.2.4A).  
Both proposed alternatives will also create new environmental impacts of the construction and 
maintenance needed to bring any of the proposals to fruition. In short, the slender benefits of the 
proposed alternatives, particularly the Gondola, do not justify the massive amounts of public spending, 
or environmental upheaval in a pristine and fragile environment that they will require. (32.13A and 
32.13B).  
By adding a tolling system and permit plan, the Better Bus Alternative will ensure that people will get to 
the ski areas faster and more safely than the other alternatives. The Better Bus Alternative will also 
address these other ancillary problems: (32.2.2JJJ, 32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
- Lack of sufficient parking at high volume recreation areas outside the ski areas in both summer 
and winter, resulting in many cars parking along Route 210; (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.2.4A, and 32.1.2B) 
- The limited ability of plows to clear the road fast enough due to the traffic congestion during bad 
snowstorms;(32.2.2II) 
- Congestion along feeder roads below the Canyon mouth as cars line up to enter the Canyon 
after winter closures for avalanche control. (32.7B)  
The Better Bus Alternative will use a fleet of buses to provide year-round, frequent service with three 
dedicated Canyon routes: one route will go only to Alta, one will go only to Snowbird, and one will be an 
in-Canyon route, servicing the many recreational spots in the Canyon. Each route will run every 5-10 
minutes during peak hours and every 20-30 minutes during non-peak times. Ski area routes and 
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summer routes will run late enough that people who choose to stay for evening activities will be 
assured that they can get down the mountain. (32.2.2JJJ, 32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5N)  
In addition to the buses, the Better Bus Alternative includes an appropriately priced tolling system for 
less congested days. UDOT can easily and inexpensively install open road tolling at the Canyon mouth. 
Open road tolling will not impede the flow of traffic. Modern systems allow for pricing and activation 
changes as needed. Tolls should be high enough to encourage bus use ‚- perhaps four to five times the 
cost of the bus to encourage carpooling ‚- and can vary as weather and traffic change. (32.2.4A and 
32.5A)  
During and in advance of inclement weather, and on holidays or other times of peak congestion, cars 
will not be allowed in the Canyon at all, without a permit. (32.2.2K) The permit system will allow buses 
and vehicles with permits to access the Canyon at all times (other than during closures for avalanche 
control, events, emergency closures, etc.) without paying any toll. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) The permit 
system will limit permits to homeowners and guests, essential workers, emergency vehicles and 
delivery vehicles, with an additional limited number of permits given to each resort to dole out in any 
way they want. UDOT must not allow the permit system to be compromised by opening it to anyone 
willing to pay, as happened with the HOV lanes on I-15. (32.2.2K) 
Unlike the suggested alternatives for the Canyon, the Better Bus Alternative combination of more buses 
and limited vehicle access will actually and substantially reduce traffic on route 210. It will allow and 
encourage all Canyon users to use the publicly funded transportation system they are paying for. 
Because the Canyon will not be clogged with cars, the bus trip up and down the Canyon will be faster 
than any of the other proposed alternatives, a plus with skiers anxious to get first powder tracks. Fewer 
cars also means that plows will be able to access the road quickly during storms. UDOT will not need to 
build extra bus lanes or additional parking areas in the Canyon, because few cars will be using the 
roadway. Nor will UDOT need to build the divisive and generally unwanted additional lanes on Wasatch 
Blvd., as cars will no longer need to line up on valley roads on powder days as they wait to access the 
Canyon. (32.2.2JJJ, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) 
Unlike a Gondola, which requires huge initial outlays of money and significant environmental disruption 
for a system that cannot easily be changed, the Better Bus Alternative makes use of existing 
infrastructure. The system can be scaled up rapidly and with minimum disruption and delay. It could be 
put in place as early as 2022, unlike the proposed alternatives. Any new construction will be limited to 
the valley, where construction is cheaper, easier and involves far less environmental risk (32.2.2I). The 
Better Bus Alternative also allows maximum flexibility; existing buses can be replaced with all-electric 
buses, different size buses, buses with better traction alternatives, etc. as needs change or better 
technology comes along. (32.2.2JJJ, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, 32.2.7C, and 32.2.6.3D) The Better Bus 
Alternative can also easily be implemented in Big Cottonwood Canyon, which suffers somewhat less 
congestion due to avalanche danger than Little Cottonwood Canyon, but more congestion is summer 
due to more in-Canyon hiking, camping and picnicking opportunities. (32.1.1C and 32.20D) 
With the Better Bus Alternative, instead of paying for more paving and destruction of the fragile Canyon 
ecosystem, UDOT can fund improvements at the major in-Canyon recreation areas in the Canyon, 
such as restroom facilities and bus shelters. Many of these could be built on portions of existing parking 
areas that will no longer be needed. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.6.2.1A)  
All the alternatives require additional parking at the Canyon mouth or elsewhere in the valley. The 
Better Bus Alternative is no exception. Although parking garages will garner opposition from area 
homeowners, they are a necessary part of any plan that reduces Canyon traffic. (32.2.6.2.1C) Also, the 
disruption from new valley parking garages pales in comparison to the disruptions required for the 
Gondola or the Enhanced Bus Lane alternative. Design constraints on the parking structures (e.g., a 
step-back at each level and a decorative finish on the side facing any residential area) would lessen 
such opposition. Suggested locations for enhanced parking include the Gravel Pit on Wasatch Blvd. 
and the 94th South Highland Drive PnR (both already needed even for existing proposals), Trax 
stations on all three lines (i.e., Historic Sandy, Fashion Place West) and at University of Utah parking 
areas for use on weekends. (32.2.2I, 32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.2FF). Parking facilities should include 
restrooms and retail space for recreation related uses such as lockers, a coffee and breakfast bar, 
equipment rentals, car wash valet service, pizza. Rentals from these services would offset part of the 
cost of the additional parking facilities. Because each ski area will reduce its needed parking lot 
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acreage significantly, they will have space to build additional base facilities to serve the needs of bus 
riders: additional day and season lockers, restrooms, changing rooms, food service, and similar 
amenities. The environmental and monetary savings from not having to maintain the existing parking 
lots, and the income from services provided, will allow the ski areas to recoup the costs of any new 
construction. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
Bus prices should remain as low as reasonable to encourage bus riding, through the income from tolls 
and permit fees and subsidies as necessary. (32.2.4A) The ski areas should continue to underwrite the 
bus system by providing free passes with a season pass. In addition, anyone should be able to buy 
weekly, monthly or annual passes at a discount over single ride “costs, to incentivize frequent Canyon 
users to use the buses. (32.2.4A) 
I urge UDOT to adopt the Better Bus Alternative. It will cost less than either the Gondola or Enhanced 
Bus Lane alternatives. It also solves more of the Canyon transportation problems than those 
alternatives. Adopting the Better Bus Alternative will:  
- Reduce congestion on feeder roads in the valley 
- Reduce congestion in the Canyon 
- Resolve the safety issues cause by blocked roads 
- Provide public access for in-Canyon users as well as ski area users 
- Eliminate the need for in-Canyon road-widening and additional parking 
- Free up space at the ski areas for new amenities to serve bus riders 
- Eliminate environmental damage in the Canyon completely 
- Eliminate years of construction 
 
Thank you for your consideration of the Better Bus Alternative. (32.2.2JJJ and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10554 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Cramer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not move forward with the construction of a gondola or lane expansion in little cottonwood 
canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C). You are missing an opportunity to double down on public transit and 
tolling the road in order to reduce traffic and earn revenue. (32.2.4A) Not only will you be destroying 
climbing areas and access to climbing areas (which the users of increase the revenue of collective SLC 
region), you would be doing so for something temporal - ski traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.4A, and 
32.4B). The reality is that ski traffic cannot be counted on since it is reliant on there being sufficient 
winter conditions, and while these conditions might be present for a little longer, climate change will 
alter them and the world class skiing up little cottonwood canyon will soon no longer be world class and 
final descents will happen on many of these runs (32.2.2E) Then you will have spent several years 
building a gondola or expanding a highway to get to a ski resort that no longer attracts the crowds it 
once did. Please invest in public transit instead. (32.2.9A) This would increase access to these fantastic 
ski areas, but also maintain access to the climbing destinations as well (you know the bouldering in little 
cottonwood canyon attracts tourists from over the world). Lastly, but most importantly, public transit 
would reduce the impact of ski traffic on the environment, perhaps meaning there will be more ski 
seasons in the future.
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COMMENT #:  10555 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Samantha Rovetto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Samantha Rovetto 
Old hickory, TN 
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COMMENT #:  10556 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anika Ah 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Level of Impacts to Visual Resources is, to an extent, subjective. According to the “high” category 
"project elements would introduce elements and/or patterns that would be visually dominant and create 
strong contrast compared with other features in the landscape”. Construction of the gondola would 
introduce elements (gondola towers) that would be hugely visually dominant because they are entirely 
different from the minimally impacted character of the canyon currently. Because of this I believe the 
LOI and SOI lives for Lisa Falls TH, First Snow Shed, and Low Red Pine Trail are incorrectly evaluated. 
If someone is driving through or to a snowshed their visual experience will be drastically different than 
now. Lisa Falls TH and low Red Pine will be drastically different with the near gondola towers. On Red 
Pine Trail you can look towards the road and would be able to see towers, as well as with Lisa Falls 
TH...I believe the objective evaluation was done incorrectly at these locations with the gondola. If they 
were evaluated to have a higher level of impact they would all not conform to SIO guidelines. (32.17H) 
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COMMENT #:  10557 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Haas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Salt Lake County resident, a skier who travels up LCC multiple time per week during the winter, 
and work as an engineer who does a lot of transportation work. If I had to chose an option, I would 
chose the enhanced bus option due to the flexibility and scalability it offers. (32.2.9A) The fact that it 
can service areas that the general public can enjoy throughout the canyon (if we let it) and not only 
paying customers of two large private businesses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 
and 32.2.6.3C) The idea that I can get on a single bus at the parking hub and ride it until I’m ready to 
get off an enjoy the canyon is attractive to me. It would be extremely fiscally irresponsible for the Utah 
taxpayers to subsidize a gondola that only stops at two private businesses. (32.2.7A) I also can’t ignore 
the enormous conflict of interest and ethical problem of a former state legislator profiting from this 
(neidermeyer and LaCaille) at the expense of the taxpayers. (32.2.2X) The gondola only pushes the 
bottle neck to the loading station and the effort it will take to ride the gondola doesn’t seem attractive 
(park>wait in gondola line>ride gondola> get on another gondola (to alta)> ski 45 minutes later (plus 
however long it took you to get to the parking lot)) and repeat at the end of the day. (32.2.6.5E, 
32.2.6.5C, and 32.2.6.5J) That said, I am against both options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) It is ridiculous 
that we have the expectation that we must be able to get up to an alpine environment in during extreme 
winter weather events. Sometimes it is OK if we just can't ski during extreme weather events. I think 
that UDOT should work on a solution one piece at a time. Why not start with the components that are in 
both options (parking structure and snow sheds) and then revisit if a widened bus lane or gondola 
makes sense? (32.29R) A parking hub and snow sheds will eliminate a huge chunk of the problem by 
giving people a place to park outside of the canyon and thereby encourage carpooling or public 
transportation and snow sheds will mitigate some of the avalanche hazards that lead to road closures 
which in turn lead to more traffic. (32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  10558 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Jeter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the options presented are acceptable. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Go back and look at options 
such as cog and monorail with a blended approach to include some gondola but not solely one or the 
other. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  10559 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taggart Cole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would be the worst mistake, and taxes payers should not have to pay for the destruction of the 
canyon. (32.2.7A and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10560 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Matuszynskis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would have horrible negative environmental impacts and tax payers should not have to pay for 
this. (32.2.7A and 32.4I)  
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COMMENT #:  10561 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jimmy Collinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have submitted my pro gondola comments already, however it has recently come to my attention that 
if the gondola initiative passes the gravel pit near the base of BCC will only have 300 stalls. (32.2.6.5J) 
What? That site is the most logical remaining private land for a parking lot for the Cottonwood Canyons. 
There should be 6,000 stalls. Or at least land held to add more as needed I've also heard that there are 
no negotiations with the owners at this time.What? (32.2.6.2.1C). Can't help but think you all have the 
cart before the horse. We need massive parking near the freeway for any solution to reduce vehicular 
traffic in the canyons to work.I am pro gondola with adequate parking, I am for no action without 
adequate parking. (32.2.6.4B and 32.2.6.5J) 
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COMMENT #:  10562 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Truss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola too much environmental impact! (32.2.9E) Efficient lane restrictions two up in morning two 
down in afternoon 4 by 4 only and forecasts with road restrictions in advance of all storms no matter 
how big. And snow tires required! 10 year Alta employee ! (32.2.2D and 32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  10563 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Hein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Little Cottonwood Canyon expanded bus system and Gondola! I use the Jordanelle 
Express Gondola to Deer Valley. Please consider a Gondola from American Fork Canyon to Snowbird 
as well!!! (32.2.2W and 32.2.2J) 
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COMMENT #:  10564 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marsha Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Improving an undesirable traffic situation does not have to include physical, human development of 
structures. (32.2.9E) Improving an undesirable situation does increase the value of property. BUT the 
real property here is the Wasatch Mountains, our land mass that projects well above the city. To 
accommodate traffic flow in the city we've added roads, built wider highways. But is that a solution for 
our mountains? To resemble more and more like a city? Congestion is the problem, yes. So how about 
considering changing policies with existing structures before adding more? I propose closing down-hill 
traffic between peak hours giving two lanes for up-hill skiers? (32.2.2O and 32.2.2EE) Policy change 
should be tried first. Policy change with public transportation is another area to consider, such as during 
peak hours the canyon is closed to private cars and open only to public transportation. (32.2.2B) Policy 
change regarding choices of public transportation times as well as routes should be considered. Adding 
more "structures" in the canyon is like adding more space to your house. The new space quickly fills 
up. (32.20E) Then what? The solution is change how you use your existing infrastructure. It's much 
cheaper as well. 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Marsha Adams 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10565 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beatrice Corbett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood is an extremely important place to a lot of people. Widening the road and putting in a 
gondola would only serve one group that enjoys LLC while taking away the pleasure from all others. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please don’t follow through with this project. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10566 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Douglas Franchitto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i am against udots plan of installing gondolas that will harm the great nature (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10567 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Hoggan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) Adding more busses and lanes of travel is not a 
sustainable solution, requires more asphalt and environmental impact, requires high maintenance and 
is highly susceptible to grid lock, avalanche, rockfalls and poor weather conditions. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.6.3P) The Gondola, reduces pollution, gridlock, environmental impact and, with a large capacity 
and designed and operated properly, can become a local and tourist attraction on par with world class 
mountain resort and recreation areas. Most of the people I know disagree with Jenny Wilson and do not 
prefer to ride the bus. Perhaps a toll on the canyon traffic similar to Millcreek canyon could be used to 
help pay for the gondola and shift ridership from personal cars to the gondola. let's make the correct 
decision for the future instead of the politically safer decision! (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10568 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Barlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the alternatives that were considered for LCC. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Enhanced bus, 
with roadway widening would adversely effect the beauty of this unique canyon, and would permanently 
destroy world class bouldering area. (32.17B and 32.4A) Even worse, the Gondola options would be a 
visual blight in the canyon and destroy these same areas, while only serving the two ski resorts in the 
canyon. (32.17A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) More time and creativity need 
to be applied to finding real solutions that preserve the canyon without destroying what makes it 
special. (32.2.2PP and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10569 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Wynn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Regarding the Draft EIS: 
 
The two options presented by UDOT for the future of Little Cottonwood Canyon will permanently deface 
this unique natural resource, will not solve the multitude of problems facing the canyon, and do not 
support all users. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The gondola option will not not reduce congestion, completely changes the nature of the canyon, 
permanently destroying views, doesn't help dispersed recreation users (backcountry skiers, hikers, 
climbers), and only helps the two private ski resorts at tremendous cost to taxpayers. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Widening the road will also permanently impact the canyon and 
we should explore other options. (32.2.2PP) This option will destroy world-class bouldering and hiking 
in the canyon and have a detrimental impact on watershed. (32.4A and 32.12A) I support adding show 
sheds to areas where avalanches have the potential to cross the road. (32.2.9K) 
 
I'm a climber, skier (resort and backcountry), trail runner and hiker. LCC is a unique resource that is 
very special to me. I agree that we need to find ways to better manage increased canyon usage canyon 
as the population of the Wasatch front grows. We should take an incremental approach and prioritize 
low impact solutions first and foremost. (32.29R) 
 
Before resorting to these drastic and expensive options that will forever change the nature of this 
special place, I implore UDOT and local officials to explore and implement alternatives that have less 
permanent impacts on the area. There are many options that can and should be tried: limiting traffic 
(through tolling or other means), doing more to encourage carpooling, increased bus service, among 
others. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R)  
 
Thank you, 
Eric 
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COMMENT #:  10570 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margie Erickson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to both “preferred alternatives” as solutions to the traffic problems in LCC. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola towers will forever met the landscape and blasting the 
mountainside for a new bus lane would also. (32.17A and 32.17B) Let’s charge a toll for cars and limit 
hours cars are allowed and improve the bus service already existing. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2B) 
PLEASE rethink this issue and do not destroy the canyon I have loved for all of my 80 years as a 
Sandy resident. (32.4I) 
Marge Erickson 
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COMMENT #:  10571 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chase Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to state for the record I think the Gondola, enhanced bus service, and development of La Caille 
are all the wrong approach. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I ask UDOT to reconsider all options brought 
forward and do not move forward with either option. (32.2.9PP) We only have one LCC we can never 
undo the damage of development. (32.4I) 
 
What is the problem we are solving for? 20~ days a year on Powder Days it can take a few hours to go 
up the canyon. (32.1.4D)  
 
Why is UDOT solving for a problem that only affects a small percentage of the year and isn’t a big 
deal? What about the other 340 days of the year why are we spending 1BN for something that goes 
unneeded the vast majority of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Why are the lifts not running during the spring, summer, fall (Except for the tram and peruvian lift)? Is it 
not in the ski resorts best interest to keep them running and charge for rides? Answer: because there is 
no demand for it. Do you really think there will be a demand to: Drive to the base station, park, ride in a 
gondola 30+min then repeat? A reasonable person would not. (32.1.2C and 32.20A) 
 
Why is the base station at La Caille? Have you seen the traffic patterns on the busy ski days? Where is 
the traffic? The proposed base station is in the heart of the traffic. If you build a base station in the 
proposed location, nobody will be able to access it due to the traffic. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
Instead move a bus hub to the South Towne Mall, a speaker on the public zoom meeting said that the 
owners of the mall are open to working with UDOT in creating a bus hub at that location. This makes 
more sense for tourists and locals to have a location that is already built, tons of parking and multiple 
avenues to send busses. (32.2.2ZZ) 
 
The introduction of a Gondola will permanently scar the landscape and our beautiful canyon. (32.17A) 
The Gondola is a novelty, and it will not be used for 300+ days a year. Have you been to LCC in the 
summer? There is no traffic, why would someone park and ride a gondola during the summer or ski 
weekdays? A reasonable person would not. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The Gondola would remove some drivers from the roads. Per Brian Kissmer remarks during the public 
zoom meeting. The economics of drivers that would take the gondola are then replaced by drivers 
willing to drive on the road. Thus, we are adding individuals to the ski resorts but no change in traffic. 
(32.2.4A and 32.20C)  
 
The ski resorts are obviously biased towards the Gondola for one reason. Profit. They get another 
avenue to increase daily ticket sales while spending nothing. Any business would love that opportunity 
for a 1BN taxpayer funded profit increase. (32.2.7A) 
 
Questions?  
Why are we solving an issue that two private ski resorts have created? (32.1.2B)  
 
Why is the taxpayer paying for the benefit of two private companies? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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Have you personally been to the resorts in LCC on a weekday in the prime of Ski season? How long 
did it take you to get there? What traffic issues did you encounter? I have personally skied hundreds of 
days and can say that there is no traffic on weekdays. Even weekends the traffic is gone by 11am. 
(32.1.4D) 
Why is there traffic during the peak season weekends?  
- The introduction of the Ikon pass and Mountain Collective pass have greatly increased the 
traffic to the resorts.  
- There is limited supply (resort parking, mountain space, powder, skiable area)  
- There is no limit to demand. (Ikon pass, daily ticket sales, season pass)  
- This is a problem the ski resorts have created. Why is UDOT even involved? This is not a public 
issue, this is a private industry issue. (32.1.2B)  
 
I ask UDOT again, please do not destroy our canyon, please do not expand the road, please do not 
build a gondola. (32.4I, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) We can never undo the damage of development to this 
canyon. We need to preserve not build. This is a private industry created issue. Why are we the 
taxpayers asked to fix this?  
 
Chase 
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COMMENT #:  10572 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10573 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalie Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Natalie Ferguson 
Farmington, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10574 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Pruess 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These proposals both destroy climbing resources that are the reason I visit SLC area. (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10575 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Frandsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I enjoy the opportunity of taking my family and grand kids up the canyon for a drive.  
Please don't limit us from doing this activity. We love the canyons so much . Sometimes it's a little bit 
crowded. But, That's life. We also drop them off to Mtn bike down the canyon. It's been a fun activity for 
crazy kids that need to get their energy out and enjoy nature. 
Please, Again no changes... (32.2.9G and 32.4G) 
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COMMENT #:  10576 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Jamison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would encourage UDOT to consider increased bus service (perhaps tolling/mandatory bus use on the 
busiest days) without widening the roadway. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) This would require additional park 
and ride lots throughout the valley, not just near the canyon mouths. (32.2.2I) I suggest looking at Zion 
canyon as an example. During the peak tourist season, riding the shuttle bus into the main canyon is 
mandatory, with busses coming frequently and numerous stops at all popular trailheads. This would 
alleviate traffic in the canyon and at ski resort/trailhead parking areas. (32.2.2B, 32.1.2D, and 
32.2.6.3C) 
 
Either of the proposed alternatives (gondola or roadway widening with increased bus service) result in 
drastic changes to Little Cottonwood Canyon that can never be undone. (32.4I) These types of 
infrastructure must only be implemented when other less environmentally impactful solutions are not 
effective. (32.29R) To date, UDOT has not seriously implemented any significant policy changes (such 
as mandatory busses or tolling) in Little Cottonwood, and these options need to be implemented before 
permanent changes to the landscape are made. (32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2B) What makes 
Little Cottonwood special is not the ski resorts at the top of the canyon, nor the road running through it, 
but the canyon itself and its breathtaking landscape. Once we alter the canyon further, we take away 
from what makes it so special. 
 
I would also encourage UDOT to dismiss the gondola alternative entirely. (32.2.9E) Such an expensive 
taxpayer-funded project should have a benefit to the majority of the population, but a gondola would 
only benefit the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If the ski resorts want to 
fund and build a gondola on forest service land, then they can go through the proper channels to 
explore that option, but it should not be the burden of taxpayers. (32.2.7A) Conversely, taxpayer-funded 
bus options provide transportation for all people who wish to enjoy Little Cottonwood in winter, such as 
hikers and snowshoers, not just the wealthiest citizens who can afford to ski at two of the most 
expensive ski resorts in Utah. (32.2.6.3C) 
Thank you for your consideration. I encourage UDOT to increase bus service without widening the 
roadway and instead implementing tolling/mandatory bus use on the busiest days. 
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COMMENT #:  10577 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Jurney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support more public transportation such as buses in the canyon and very much oppose the giant 
expensive and ridiculous gondola proposal! (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10578 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abby Powers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I wholeheartedly believe that the gondola is the worst possible idea for canyon congestion. (32.2.9E) 
Not only will the 200ft towers permanently ruin the aesthetics of LCC, but the gondola itself is also a 
massive taxpayer-funded project that only benefits Alta and Snowbird owners. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) What happens when there's congestion at the parking lot for the 
gondola loading station? (32.2.6.5E) What if nobody uses the gondola? (32.2.4A) It honestly just seems 
like an excuse to further develop the LCC backcountry. News flash, no more backcountry is being 
made, the more its developed the more we lose. The answer is so simple in my opinion, more ski 
busses more often. (32.2.9A) Why not have a ski bus every 5 minutes? (32.2.6.5N) It also feels like 
everybody is failing to consider the impact of people driving from their homes to the park and rides. 
(32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) I used to have to take 4 different busses to get to Alta from my house. Why 
is it so difficult to get from the valley to the park and rides? (32.2.2I) In all honesty I think the gondola is 
a hasty, poorly planned idea that has very little capability of actually solving canyon traffic problems. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) The answer is easy, more parking at park and rides, more frequent ski busses, and 
more busses that service the valley to the park and rides. I hope UDOT listens to the thousands of 
Utahns that DO NOT WANT THIS GONDOLA! (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  10579 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Russ Sherad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of these options are good. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Why are the tax paying citizens spending 
money to support private industries while ruining a beautiful canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) I’d say the buses are the lessor of two evils, but we need to be reducing access to an 
overall crowded canyon not increasing it. Go back to the drawing board. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10580 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Lazarewicz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood canyon is home to some of the most amazing boulders. Its a sport that is gaining 
popularity. Even if you don’t care about the earth and the joy you would be destroying, at least think 
about the tourism money you will be flushing down the drain. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.29G, and 32.6D) 
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COMMENT #:  10581 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary Frandsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I enjoy the opportunity of taking my family and grand kids up the canyon for a drive.  
Please don't limit us from doing this activity. We love the canyons so much . Sometimes it's a little bit 
crowded. But, That's life. We also drop them off to Mtn bike down the canyon. It's been a fun activity for 
crazy kids that need to get their energy out and enjoy nature. 
Please, Again no changes. (32.2.9G and 32.4G) 
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COMMENT #:  10582 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grace Jansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am so heavily against the gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) Not only will the ski resorts not even have 
enough room for all of those extra skiers, but the canyon is so dead to so many of my friends and I’s 
hearts. (32.20C) It is where I grew to love the mountains and love the snow. Having such a large impact 
on the environment and the scenery is a huge let down. (32.17A and 32.4I) The locals are what matter 
here! We will be the ones dealing with all of this overcrowding, and damage to the environment. These 
lands need to stay public for our sake. Not only will this affect our winters, but the majority of the other 
seasons as well. Skiing is not the only attraction and during the spring, summer, and fall, the outdoor 
activities that people are taking part in are spread out through the entire canyon, not just concentrated 
at the resorts. Please, do not take this away from us. (32.4I) Powder is a limited resource and giving 
access to thousands and thousands more people will take that resource away almost completely. 
(32.20C) With our megadrought, powder days seem to be fleeting faster and faster every year. 
(32.2.2E) Locals deserve to be die hards, and shouldn’t have to give up that lifestyle for tourists that will 
overcrowd the resorts. We deserve our lifestyle at the very least. There has to be some other way than 
to destroy our canyon for La Cailles and the rich’s benefit. This CANNOT happen. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10583 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bruce Ostler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Bruce Ostler 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10584 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maryellen Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. Please consider the increased bus option as the best option. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9A) Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  10585 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Habib 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the best way to reduce congestion is simple, but painful- aggressive, stringent enforcement of 
traction laws. If not a single car goes up LCC without 4WD and chains/snow tires, we won’t have nearly 
the problems we have now. It may be cause congestion in the mornings on the way up, but will save 
time for workers, tourists, and also UDOT! You guys would have to worry about getting unprepared 
rental cars clear of the roadway. (32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  10586 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jasmine Straw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Jasmine Straw 
San Diego, CA 
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COMMENT #:  10587 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Roller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the two options, the gondola is the least environmentally impactful and the only one that addresses 
safety concerns. (32.2.9D) Driving is dangerous in Little Cottonwood Canyon. It is even more 
dangerous during the winter time. Adding lanes of travel and busses will only compound the issues of 
single car accidents and fluids spilled into our watershed. (32.2.9C, 32.2.6.3B, 32.12B, and 32.2.6.3P) 
When travel becomes slowed due to winter driving conditions there will still be vehicles sitting under 
slide paths, regardless of the addition of snow sheds. Sheds can become problematic themselves, 
especially when damaged by vehicle accidents or heavy rains. (32.7A)  
 
The use of cabled aerial transport lowers the Avalanche Hazard Index significantly or eliminates it and 
keeps a mode of extrication available for medical emergencies during storms and other environmental 
issues that render roads impassable. The added benefit of selling access for sightseeing is a benefit 
unique to the gondola as well. (32.2.6.5H, 32.2.6.5K, 32.7A, and 32.2.6.5Z) 
 
I am open to other ideas but widening the road should not be one of them. The impact of doing so is too 
great and will only compound the issues LCC is currently dealing with. 
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COMMENT #:  10588 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephani Kofoed 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep our canyon clear of metal structures that would impede its natural beauty. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) We haven’t tried an enhanced shuttle system yet. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) This seems to me to 
be the most prudent and least impactful solution to seasonal traffic congestion. 
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COMMENT #:  10589 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nick Benoit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
From my time spent in Little Cottonwood canyon it is clear that traffic and congestion is a problem that 
is not limited to getting to ski areas during peak ski season. I believe the gondola option will do little to 
improve canyon conditions for the bulk of the year, and will do little for canyon users who are not 
headed to the ski areas during the winter months. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Do to 
the cost, lack of flexibility, and limited scope of enhancement I believe the gondola option is not right for 
little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) 
 
I want to voice support for an expanded bus system. (32.2.9A) Some obvious benefit of a bus system 
include being able to add a stop where it is required, remove a stop that is not necessary, support users 
at all times of the year, improve the canyon parking situation outside of the ski area, and better 
compliments the additional problem of moving canyon users from where they live to the base of the 
canyons. (32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.2I) 
 
Thanks, 
Nick 
 
Sincerely, 
Nick Benoit 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10590 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Ealy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would mitigate and facilitate traffic much easier during avalanche conditions. However, 
Snowbird/Alta should be paying for a significant amount of the project given that the resorts will benefit 
significantly from this. (32.2.6.5H, 32.2.9D and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  10591 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nick McKean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
As you know, the Wasatch is such a small range shared by a very large community. From my 
perspective the gondolas not only serve to profit ski resorts at the expense of both community and 
environment in blatant selfishness, but also provide a disservice to the environment by injecting a 
steady stream of overcapacity that pushes the burden of congestion on either end. (32.20C, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) All people have a right to visit the canyons, but I feel this must 
come with an understanding that you can only fill a glass so much, no matter how badly we'd like to 
have more in. (32.20B) Environmental burden aside, I believe a row of massive towers trailing up the 
canyon would destroy the bucolic scene LCC provides. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Staring down through the 
canyon from grizzly gulch is a view that never gets old, and it would be a shame to obstruct such a view 
for the sake of monetary progress of a select few. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nick McKean 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10592 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Madsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please reconsider what you are trying to do! 
 
Sincerely, 
Anna Madsen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10593 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Corey Hilz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Corey Hilz 
Takoma Park, MD 
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COMMENT #:  10594 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Melissa Garrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Melissa Garrett 
Lehi, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10595 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ben Krick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ben Krick 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10596 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Neil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I spend 1-2weeks a year in Utah, I come specifically for climbing. Please do not destroy a beautiful 
climbing area just to make a glorified ski lift. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10597 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abby White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Abby White 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10598 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Krick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not expand the road or build a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Priceless views and age old 
granite boulders used by climbers from around the world would be destroyed. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, 
and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10599 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Claire Vezie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not destroy little cottonwood canyon, no gondola (32.4I and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10600 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Rolfe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both the LCC gondola and widening the rode. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I agree what we are 
doing now isn’t working so - I am proposing a more complex energy efficient bus system with more park 
and go options around the city, using the current road we have. (32.2.2I) 
 
I love LCC and the wildlife that lives here. I am concerned about the environmental impact the gondola 
will have. (32.13A) What we do now will forever impact future generations - we / they will only get one 
LCC. Please don’t destroy it! (32.4I) The gondola and expanding the road feel like a knee jerk reaction 
to our problem. The financial, visual, environmental impact the gondola and widening the road will have 
to maybe decrease traffic for a few key days out of the year is extremely disproportionate. (32.17A, 
32.17B, and 32.1.4D) 
 
I am an avid user of the backcountry in the winter and a trail runner in the summer. The gondola will do 
little to decrease driving private vehicles for me and people like me. We will be unable to hop on and off 
at our preferred destination within the canyon. A more complex bus system would be an appropriate 
solution for LCC users like me. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.4G, and 32.2.9A) 
 
Let's explore using the gondola - The parking lot will hold 1800 vehicles. This will not fix traffic. It will 
just push the traffic further down into the city as people wait to enter, Wasatch will still be congested. 
The parking lot will be a complete mess. This will deter people from using this option. (32.2.6.5E and 
32.2.6.5J) A more complex bus system with multiple park and go areas around the city will fix the traffic 
problem. (32.2.2I) 
 
As far as I can appreciate the only people who truly benefit from the gondola are the big wigs at 
Snowbird and Alta. Tax payer funded rides directly to their resorts. Our community does not benefit 
from this. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
In conclusion, a more complex energy efficient bus system, with multiple park and go lots, is the only 
option that will actually decrease traffic in LCC. (32.2.2I) My thoughts, also add a giant toll at the exit of 
the canyon to people who drive private vehicles. (32.2.4A) And don’t allow private vehicles during peak 
hours or days. Force people to use the bus (like we do in national parks) but make this system 
environmentally friendly. (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  10601 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Pratt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10602 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Pannell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider less destructive options for the LCC Project. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10603 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kerry Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of the gondola vs eating into more of our beautiful canyons and filling those roads 
with more gas guzzling vehicles. (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9D) *My comments are not reflective of 
Ski 'N See shops ownership or management. 
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COMMENT #:  10604 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Garrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live for climbing and being in nature!! Please don’t take the beauty of the canyon away. (32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  10605 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Gvozdich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with both the gondola and enhanced bus option, they would have a massive impact 
to all of the LCC user groups. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) While I do think something needs to be done 
about the congestion and transportation up to the ski resorts, I feel that there are many less impactful 
options that could be explored before jumping to the current ones. (32.29R) I spend a lot of time in the 
canyon skiing, climbing and running and I have always driven. The current bus system is horrible with 
many stops, far away parking areas or very limited parking at the base of the canyon and no 
convenient/safe place to store my things for the day while at the resort or in the backcountry. I feel that 
there could be drastic improvements to the current system by incentivizing public transportation, having 
sufficient parking near the canyons and making it reliable. I would be open to taking a bus if it was 
coinvent and timely. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.2.1C) I do not believe that either of the current 
options would help solve those problems. I would much rather spend an hour in my car waiting in traffic 
than spend an hour waiting in line for a gondola which then takes another 45min to get to the resort. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5C)  
 
I love this canyon and have spent countless hours there. To watch it be destroyed at the benefit of only 
the ski resorts with little regard to all the other user groups will be a huge tragedy. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10606 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mallory Bateman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Apologies if this is a duplicate - when I tried to submit yesterday my computer acted strangely.  
All of the impacts of each of the two preferred alternatives cannot be weighted in the same way. 
Namely, the "High" visual impact of the gondola needs to be SERIOUSLY considered as a negative 
impact that should have removed it from continued analysis. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Little Cottonwood 
Canyon provides one of the most breathtaking natural areas in Salt Lake County, the view up and down 
the canyon being a part of that. By forcing a heightened human presence through the creation of the 
massive posts necessary to support a gondola system, the state will be irreparably harming something 
incredibly special. (32.17A and 32.4I) I know Utah loves new and shiny things and feels that the needs 
of people always overrides those of the natural environment, but in this instance I would hope that the 
concerns of so many different communities would actually be considered. (32.2.9N) I know angry 
residents in both Davis and Utah counties derailed previous iterations of transit projects in their areas 
based solely on their anger and made up beliefs about the 'dangers' of transit. Why wouldn't actual 
ramifications to one of Utah's really unique places be considered with the same weight? This project 
has been kicking around for my entire life and I think whoever decided this was their pet project needs 
to let it go and let enhanced bus, which also provides flexibility if and when the demands of the 
population change, be the preferred alternative. (32.2.9A) Our state is going to continue to grow and 
the pressures on these canyons will not decrease. (32.1.2B) The flexibility granted through buses, in 
addition to the benefits of continually improving technology in relation to emissions and air quality, 
should get far more weight than 'wouldn't this be cute?'(32.2.6.3D) With the gondola we are stuck with 
an immutable resource that is going to continue to impact our environment in the same way over its 
lifetime. The gondola should not be the preferred alternative for the Little Cottonwood EIS. 
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COMMENT #:  10607 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Crook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
People visit utah for our amazing views and canyons and natural features. A massive gondola would be 
a huge blemish on the canyon. Little cottonwood, is my favorite place to boulder, climb and hike 
because it is an escape from the city, please do not ruin it for everyone. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10608 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lili Houston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
lili houston 
denver, CO  
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COMMENT #:  10609 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Conley Perry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Conley Perry 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10610 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lise Crawford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why is this decision not a utilization driven decision? We are maxing out capacity for 365 days a year 
when capacity needs are driven by powder days, weekends, and holidays and the morning rush? Why 
not increase capacity during those periods when utilization is high? (32.1.4D or 32.2.2P)
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COMMENT #:  10611 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scott McLelland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Scott McLelland 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10612 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keenan Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the overcrowding in little cottonwood is a major problem and I think it should be addressed 
with the least change to the canyon we love as possible. This only leaves one option: enhanced bus 
system without additional bus lanes. I think that with an expanded bus service and more parking more 
people will opt to use the bus therefore decreasing traffic in the canyons. (32.2.9A)  
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COMMENT #:  10613 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sharyl Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm not happy about either solution and agree with the opinion that the problem of overcrowding and 
transportation modes in Little Cottonwood Canyon needs more creative study, but I am definitely 
opposed to a gondola solution in the Canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10614 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cassidy Wasko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I am writing to express my heartfelt opinion that UDOT must not allow either of their proposed major 
transit proposals to go through before less destructive options are proven not to work. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, and 32.29R) As a resident of Salt Lake City for nearly a decade, I ski all winter long as a pass 
holder at Snowbird, and spend time all summer in Little Cottonwood to climb the iconic boulders and 
routes throughout the canyon. 
 
I love Little Cottonwood Canyon, and I can’t bear to see it destroyed through a loud, obtrusive, 
massively destructive and clearly insufficient gondola. Expanding the roads will permanently destroy 
irreplaceable recreation areas, both hiking trails and in particular our world-class rock climbing and 
bouldering. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.11D, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
To think that these are the only possible solutions for improving the congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon is shameful - less destructive options exist, like increasing the number of electric buses or 
shuttle service to both trailheads and resort areas, or mitigating traffic with tolling. Please, do not 
destroy the areas and experiences that make Salt Lake City what it is. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
“It is tempting to believe that we will one day be recognized for the things we built, the things we 
changed on this earth. It may well be however that the magnitude of our civilization will be measured by 
what we left alone.” - from the ballet The River Speaks Plainly, performed by Salt Lake’s Municipal 
Ballet Co. and local musicians Pixie and the Partygrass Boys. 
 
Sincerely, 
Cassidy Wasko 
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COMMENT #:  10615 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kerry Regan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build the gondola up LCC. (32.2.9E) It will lead to irreversible changes to the canyon and 
the ecosystem. (32.4I and 32.13A) Increasing buses or even widening the road is far less destructive 
and more universally useful to the community. Please consider less ecologically destructive 
approaches to the traffic issues. (32.2.9A or 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  10616 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brianna Cencak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Planet and people over profit - NO TO THE GONDOLA! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10617 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Phinney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before making changes to the canyon, whether that be expanding the road for a bus or building a 
gondola, it seems like we could try putting a toll on the Road. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) That Toal could be 
diminished for the number of people in the car to encourage carpooling. The toll could be saved up for 
future modifications if the toll doesn’t work to solve the problem. (32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  10618 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Wilkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a beloved area for thousands of avid climbers around the world. It brings many people to the 
canyon to boulder almost year round. It would be such a big piece of utah removed if we killed this 
bouldering area. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10619 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Zuhl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola alternative for LCC, since it primarily benefits Alta and Snowbird winter 
visitors. This alternative does not provide equitable access to other trailheads in the canyon. (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola alternative is also a one-canyon solution, 
while the traffic congestion issues also greatly affect Big Cottonwood Canyon, and are beginning to 
impact Millcreek and and Parleys. (32.1.1A and 32.20I) 
 
The bus alternative is a solution that can be employed in LCC, and broadened to other roads where 
traffic congestion is reducing quality of life. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10620 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Wadley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The question that should be asked is whether or not more traffic of any kind, and more specifically more 
bodies, should be in the canyon (s) at all? The answer is quite obviously no. We have reached carrying 
capacity already. Not just car carry capacity, human carrying capacity. (32.20B) This is appearant to 
anyone in the canyons on heavy snow days. Less cars won't fix the problem. The inevitable solution is 
also the simplest - canyon traffic must be restricted altogether, this means of course limits, 
reservations, tolling etc. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) Reality must be respected or it will get its 
revenge later. If you want to ignore that there are limits that have been reached then the ugly 
consequences will follow. Perhaps you don't care. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) As a typical self 
interested human you think, I won't be at UDOT in 15 years when the mess we made becomes 
impossible to deny - but you might choose instead to make public stewardship your guide instead, and 
find yourself making radically better choices and plans instead. Conservative, careful and mature plans. 
(32.29G). I say canyon restrictions is the only answer as a heavy user of both canyons myself. 
(32.2.2K) I spend 50 days alone just doing winter sports in the canyons every year - and tens of more 
in non winter activities. I love the canyons - but they are finite. I would rather use them less than have 
them ruined. Conservation and restraint, personal and public is required.  
If you trying to shoehorn more people into these delicate spaces you will inetivably ruin them but that is 
what agencies like yours do best. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) I'm sure you'll go ahead and pursue 
the plans you have because of inertia, groupthink and all the typical reasons. What you are doing is no 
different than what every other similar group has done in the history of the civilization, so you are in 
common company in that way. It takes real intelligence, insight and courage to take the path less 
traveled and ask the right question and pursue the right answer and not follow the crowd. The crowd 
ignorantly screams to solve the traffic problem, only seeing the trees and never the forest. You can 
hardly be blamed for giving the ignorant crowd (and self serving and self interested groups like the ski 
areas) what they want - but in the long term you will have capitulated and enabled the excess and 
misuse of our shared natural resources. Oh and as for the gondola, it will turn out something 
approximately like what happened in the prophetic Simpson's episode "Marge and the Monrail." 
(32.2.9E) (Season 4 Episode 12). 
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COMMENT #:  10621 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jaxton Hawkes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jaxton Hawkes 
Lehi, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10622 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randy Keinz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option with a central parking area has the greatest impact for the ski season and allows 
greater access to powder days. however, during the summer there will be limited use except for 
Oktoberfest at Snowbird. (32.20A) For that I would like to see a third exit point at white pines trail head 
(or tanner flats) [this can be by-passed during the winter time]. (32.2.6.5G) Either way increasing 
parking at the trail heads should be pursued. (32.4P) The bus/road widening option (but must include 
avalanche sheds) seems reasonable. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9K) Water runoff management must be a high 
priority. (32.12A and 32.12B) 
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COMMENT #:  10623 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alissa Kurke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alissa Kurke 
Maple Grove, MN  
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COMMENT #:  10624 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Richardson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Midway, many of us would love to ski Alta/snowbird but refuse to drive the canyon. We’d love 
the tram. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10625 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Shanbrun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What will be the cost to use the gondola and what is the upkeep cost for it? Will the gondola be used for 
supplies and deliveries to Snowbird and Alta? (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.4D, and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10626 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rebecca Stubbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rebecca Stubbs 
2746 E Ksel Circle 
Sandy, UT 84092 
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COMMENT #:  10627 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adero Mandala 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t do this. This area is already developed enough. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  10628 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taemi Izumi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Taemi Izumi 
Wenatchee, WA  
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COMMENT #:  10629 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Savannah McCauley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To say I love this canyon as I imagine most people would agree is an understatement. Personal stories 
and relationships aside, Little Cottonwood Canyon in its perfect, true, and current form has given more 
to this community than we are ever able to give back. However, at this moment WE as the community 
who are responsible for it have a very clear message to the UDOT: Do not touch our canyon. No 
gondola and no road widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) There has been a huge dissonance between the 
UDOT and this community of outdoor enthusiasts, climbers, alpinists, etc, and this circumstance is the 
perfect time to repair this by listening to what we are asking for. (32.2.9N) The actions of destroying our 
precious climbs and environment is an irreversible decision for both the canyon and the relationship we 
hold as community members with public service agents like UDOT. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) Please 
respect and listen to all of us who find so much joy in the canyon by keeping it as it is. Increased bus 
service and tolling are options we are willing to try before we spend billions of taxpayers dollars to 
destroy the very thing we love. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10630 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alesha Brisbay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
None are a good idea. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Utah has ruined the mountain experience for locals by 
allowing growth so much growth. However if forced to make a decision the gondola is the worst idea of 
all the ideas. It will be hideous, 1500 parking spaces? (32.4M) Terrible!!! Spend money elsewhere. 
Build tollbooths for the canyons. Put the money into public lands. (32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  10631 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shiona Howard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I strongly disagree with the the widening, gondola, train, etc for the LCC traffic mitigation. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, and 32.2.9M) I think increased bus service, park n ride parking garages and a general toll 
during winter months on LCC road access would be a better option for traffic mitigation. (32.2.9A) I find 
that it is extremely important to leave the hiking trails, boulders, river access and additional climbing 
access available and untouched for a more cohesive community. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) Especially 
since so many are on public lands. The favoured UDOT options really scream wealth, privilege, and 
inequality. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) That is not the desire of the majority of our 
community here. There should be minimal impact to the trails, boulders, climbs, and viewshed in this 
beloved canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) There are better options, as I listed above, that would resolve 
the issue.  
 
 
Cheers, 
 
Shiona 
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COMMENT #:  10632 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Randak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a challenging decision. Neither option is great from my perspective. That being said, and after 
reviewing the materials and listening to conversations, I believe that the gondola is a better option than 
snow sheds, bus options, and road widening. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) The gondola also needs the 
option to run year round in the future, although obviously with less frequency in summer than in the 
busier traffic winter. (32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  10633 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Howells 

 
COMMENT: 
 
About time. I stopped skiing at Alta and Snowbird just due to the parking issue. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10634 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine Veeder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola or roadway widening as a solution to transportation issues that affect Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both of these proposed solutions hugely impact the LCC 
ecosystem, destroying valuable habitat for wildlife, and affect the beauty of the canyon (as well as 
some of the recreation opportunities, including world class bouldering that can not be replaced once it 
is destroyed). (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Before moving ahead with 
development that cannot be undone (and with a huge financial burden), I think other options, such as 
enhanced bus service (with tolling of the road, limited personal vehicle capacity, etc) should be 
explored fully. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Additionally, we should be working to find a solution that will 
address both LCC and BCC throughout the year, rather than focusing exclusively on resort skiers and 
riders in the winter season. (32.1.2B, 32.1.1A, and 32.1.2C) Finding a solution for LCC on powder days 
and on the weekend only takes a swipe at a large problem that will continue to grow until addressed 
holistically. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10635 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have skied in Cottonwood Canyons for over 50 years. A gondola would result in very long lines and 
delay prompt access to the ski slopes. (32.2.6.5C) It also likely have to be closed during periods of high 
winds. (32.2.6.5K) Also, it does not allow stops at hiking trails in the summer. (32.2.6.5G and 32.1.2C) I 
would vote for nonpolluting buses on a more frequent basis. The days that the roads are closed are 
minimal. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  10636 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristina Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree that something needs to be done to address vehicle traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon and it’s 
impacts on air quality and general well-being. (32.10A) Before pursuing expensive and permanent 
infrastructure projects, however, I believe UDOT should focus on initiatives like mandatory carpooling 
or a fee implemented for single occupancy vehicles, a reservation system, etc. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 
32.2.2K) It’s clear that we all recognize there is an issue to be addressed here, but many in the 
community fear that the beauty of the canyon and its outdoor access will be lost forever with these 
infrastructure changes. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4I, and 32.4P) Let’s look at less-permanent options first, 
and learn from implementing these changes, before destroying forever the aspects of the canyon that 
so many of us appreciate. (32.29R) Thank you for the consideration and your focus on this important 
issue. 
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COMMENT #:  10637 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Webber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't alter LCC forever. The canyons are for much more than skiing. The idea of a gondola 
overhead while bouldering, hammocking or hiking is awful. (32.4B) During winter months -- make 
carpooling to Alta or SB mandatory. Increased buses without lane widening. We can do this! (32.2.4A, 
32.2.2B, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  10638 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Jordan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the DOT project and think the damage done to Little Cottonwood will outweigh any 
benefits from the project. (32.2.9G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10639 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Maires 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the expanded bus option. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10640 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Klimaj 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support a gondola or widening the LCC road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Either option is using 
public money to support two resorts private profits. The resorts should be required to operate buses to 
shuttle people to their resorts. (32.2.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In addition, either option 
would cause irreversible damage to the canyon just to support a few high traffic winter ski days. (32.4I 
and 32.1.4D) The majority of the year there is no traffic problem. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C)
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COMMENT #:  10641 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Torey Couper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Torey Couper 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10642 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carmen Bachofen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that neither option fully takes into account the environmental impact this will have on the canyon. 
(32.29G) Of the two I chose widening the road. (32.2.9B) But I believe better and more thorough 
options should be put forth that benefit all people and not just ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.2PP, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10643 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Gillespie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More budget for equipment/staff plz to treat the roads/accidents/canyon snow during adverse weather 
conditions. Do more prevantative work overnight and earlier in the AM. (32.2.2II)  
 
Do NOTHING more until the ski resorts work out ways to expand their skiable acreage to accommodate 
the increased crowds other suggestions will inevitably create. (32.2.9G and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  10644 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Klimaj 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support a gondola or widening the LCC road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Either option is using 
public money to support two resorts private profits. The resorts should be required to operate buses to 
shuttle people to their resorts. (32.2.7A) In addition, either option would cause irreversible damage to 
the canyon just to support a few high traffic winter ski days. (32.1.4D and 32.4I) The majority of the 
year there is no traffic problem. (32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  10645 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Chandler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
My family and I have lived in Alta for over 2 decades and we wish to see LCC appropriately managed 
and not destroyed. 
 
I do not see a $[500,000,000] gondola as a cost-effective, aesthetic or practical solution. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) Incidentally, should it be built, it will become a Disney-like ride, a “must do” for tourists (it will, 
for sure, make the TripAdvisor top 10 list) and will result in requests to build yet more tourist facilities in 
the upper canyon. (32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.20F) If the objective is to improve access for recreational 
sports and other outdoor activities, how is bringing another cohort up the canyon, just for souvenir 
shopping and eating at private businesses, going to help matters? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
 
Neither is widening SR210, or building more parking spots, either desirable or viable. (32.2.9C) Traffic 
will expand to fill whatever sized freeway we build up LCC and choke any amount of added parking 
spots. (32.20E) At some point, Alta loses its charm and authenticity. It becomes just like all the other 
loved-to-death tourist spots. 
 
Compared to say Millcreek Canyon, LCC is already mostly about private businesses run for profit. Any 
solution should acknowledge this fact and be based upon it. Money and profits, in the guise of private 
gondola operators, landowners and ski areas, are the primary, vocal, forceful accelerants and therefore 
money (pricing) is the appropriate force to use to push back and achieve an equity in public 
infrastructure utilization and visitor carrying capacity. (32.2.4A and 32.20B) 
 
There should be a congestion charge toll to use the road and rigid enforcement of traction laws. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2M) A subsidized, enhanced bus service, preferably utilizing electric 
busses with regenerative braking (to take advantage of the elevation difference). (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.6.3F) Mother Nature should determine when the road is closed for avalanche mitigation, as it 
always has. I do not see why we need to spend a half-billion dollars for 24/7 access. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrew Chandler 
 
Alta, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10646 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin McNally 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither option is a suitable action plan for LCC. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Damaging/destroying 
recreational areas to allow for higher visitation is a step in the wrong direction. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 
32.4I) I urge you to reconsider options like metering or limiting traffic to reduce congestion. (32.2.4A, 
32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10647 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Glasscock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Cottonwood Canyons are overrun with people and objectively need to find a solution to the traffic 
congestion that impedes access to the mountains and the surrounding neighborhoods on busy winter 
snow days. I think that Utahans also need to come to terms with the fact that the canyons can only 
manage a certain number of people. With the growth that the valley has had in recent years, the current 
trajectory that we are on is unsustainable. Shipping massive numbers of people up the canyon on 
public transportation cannot be the only answer. Ski resorts must be willing to do their part in managing 
the crowds as well.  
 
In regards to the current EIS debate, my opinion is that the gondola has high, irreversible environmental 
impacts that service a small group of people with specific interests. (32.2.2E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In my experience the bus system has been a highly unreliable means for 
travel up the canyon. However, I think with more bus stops (with more parking) and more frequent bus 
times people would be much more willing to ride the bus up the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) It 
seems to be the most feasible option with the least amount of environmental impact. 
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COMMENT #:  10648 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nat Vorel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The implication of a gondola in LCC would impact precious climbing areas that are incredibly valuable 
to our community. (32.4B) I vehemently oppose this proposal. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10649 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Sehloff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either of the preferred options, of either a gondola or widening the road. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) Both options simply can't justify their extreme costs. I think the canyon is fine as it is, and we 
are looking for a solution to a problem that doesn't require this drastic of measures. (32.1.2B) How 
many days during the winter season does this really become a problem? 10, maybe? (32.1.4D) To 
spend a billion dollars (realistically double that, estimates are always low) for a few days is not worth it. 
(32.1.2B) For those powder days or weekends where excess traffic is expected, then we need to simply 
do a better job of limiting traffic going up, and if that means buses only, that'd be a far better use of 
everyone's money. (32.2.2B) So in conclusion, the end results do not justify the massive amount of 
money that does not need to be spent here. I didn't even touch on how ugly or bad for the environment 
either option would be, but both should've been axed for those reasons alone too. (32.17A, 32.17B, 
and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  10650 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Chandler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I do not see a $[500,000,000] gondola as a cost-effective, aesthetic or practical solution. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) Incidentally, should it be built, it will become a Disney-like ride, a “must do” for tourists (it will, 
for sure, make the TripAdvisor top 10 list) and will result in requests to build yet more tourist facilities in 
the upper canyon. (32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.20F) If the objective is to improve access for recreational 
sports and other outdoor activities, how is bringing another cohort up the canyon, just for souvenir 
shopping and eating at private businesses, going to help matters? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
 
Neither is widening SR210, or building more parking spots, either desirable or viable. (32.2.9C) Traffic 
will expand to fill whatever sized freeway we build up LCC and choke any amount of added parking 
spots. (32.20E) At some point, Alta loses its charm and authenticity. It becomes just like all the other 
loved-to-death tourist spots. 
 
Compared to say Millcreek Canyon, LCC is already mostly about private businesses run for profit. Any 
solution should acknowledge this fact and be based upon it. Money and profits, in the guise of private 
gondola operators, landowners and ski areas, are the primary, vocal, forceful accelerants and therefore 
money (pricing) is the appropriate force to use to push back and achieve an equity in public 
infrastructure utilization and visitor carrying capacity. (32.2.4A and 32.20B) 
 
There should be a congestion charge toll to use the road and rigid enforcement of traction laws. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2M) A subsidized, enhanced bus service, preferably utilizing electric 
busses with regenerative braking (to take advantage of the elevation difference). (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.6.3F) Mother Nature should determine when the road is closed for avalanche mitigation, as it 
always has. I do not see why we need to spend a half-billion dollars for 24/7 access. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrew Chandler 
Alta, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10651 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Heather Angell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Heather Angell 
Murray, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10652 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Fant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Though cool the gondola is not a good use of tax money (32.2.9E). It only supports the ski resort so I 
think if they want it, the money should come from them and the ticket holders. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Enhanced bus service and tolling makes more sense. Giving priority to 
buses and making worth it to use them would reduce traffic. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10653 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Holly Trapp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived at the mouth of the canyon for 19 years and I don’t want to see a gondola ruin the canyon 
aesthetics. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) The problem isn’t just getting people up and down the canyon, it’s 
figuring out how to deal with all of the people. If Alta town says that they are at full capacity and will not 
allow additional people, like what happened last winter, how will a gondola or even expanded bus 
service help with that?? We need to limit the number of people, not just design systems to bring in more 
people. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, and 32.2.2L) Also what about those who want to access the canyon 
but not the resorts, ie back country skiiers. Bus and gondola are not a viable option for back country 
users. (32.4G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10654 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Beurskens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola and/or the widening of the canyon road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) This will 
ruin popular climbing areas, mountain biking, hiking and the general beauty of the canyon. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Much of the costs if not all of the costs for any updates should be 
paid for by the ski resorts in LCC. (32.2.7A) Get rid of the ikon pass in LCC to begin with and add more 
buses and that will clear up enough of the traffic that the issue at hand could be put to rest. (32.2.2K 
and 32.2.9A) There are so many other options that would cost 100x less and not destroy the canyon. 
(32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10655 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Mundy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondolas are the way to go no question (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10656 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke Hinz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I can't help but feel that none of these options are viable. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The simple fact is that 
there are more people in Little Cottonwood Canyon on any given day than the canyon has the capacity 
to hold. (32.20B) Whatever option we go with, there will be lines of people waiting for hours. Lines at 
the Gondola. Lines at the bus stops. Lines at the parking lots. (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.2.1D) Nobody is 
going to like it, but maybe Little Cottonwood Canyon simply needs a capacity limit. (32.20B) Buildings 
have them due to Fire codes. What is to stop us from restricting how many people can be in a 
watershed on any given day?? (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) Ultimately, that is what it will take to save 
this place for generations to come.  
So if that means on a certain day I can't go up LCC? So be it.  
Let's make some real plans that will actually solve the congestion forever. Put a capacity limit on LCC. 
(32.20B) Let's make some real sacrifices to insure we have a future. 
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COMMENT #:  10657 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Rhatigan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm digging it (32.29D)  
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COMMENT #:  10658 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Geyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We do not need or want a gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10659 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam Hosterman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Enhanced busing and disincentives (tolls and paid parking) are more immediate, lower entry cost, 
scalable, and more flexible options that will reduce vehicular traffic and provide a case study of traffic 
impacts before spending hundreds of millions of dollars on “solutions” that are environmentally 
destructive and impacting a limited-user group. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
ADAM HOSTERMAN 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10660 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darla Yeoman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great idea! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10661 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carl Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
We cannot afford to destroy any land in LCC that is currently used by any group, climbers, hikers, etc‚ 
(32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B). 
 
We need to start a toll process at the base to collect money for trail and parking uses and to incentivize 
carpooling. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Carl Smith 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10662 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a native to Utah, and continue to live here. I grew up not far from LCC and spent a majority of my 
younger years exploring, skiing, hiking and enjoying the experiences provided by this canyon. The 
reason I oppose the gondola and other suggested “improvements” is because they are too focused on 
benefitting the resorts, and not the canyon as a whole. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) LCC has so much to offer, not just access to skiing. There are beautiful hiking trails, 
the camp ground, climbing terrain and scenic views of a well preserved section of natural land. To 
martyr these lands and the experiences they provide to our community is unethical, singularly focused, 
and narrow visioned. (32.4I) Please consider the long term ramifications of defacing these PUBLIC 
lands. 
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COMMENT #:  10663 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola and associated parking facilities are an excellent way to mitigate traffic and other road 
issues. As a frequent Utah skier, I can say with certainty that my skier days at Alta and Snowbird would 
increase as a result of this plan. This will create a much better skier experience for Little Cottonwood 
(32.2.9D and 32.20C) Canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  10664 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I disagree with the option to implement a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) This will 
forever change the landscape of the canyon and not address the real problem: overcrowding of our 
mountains. (32.4I, 32.17A, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) This is a natural resource - not a tourist 
attraction. And putting the burden of cost to Salt Lake residents for the profit of 2 businesses is absurd. 
(32.2.7A) Exhaust more sustainable options like enhanced buses. Enforce traction controls all winter 
for commuter and delivery vehicles. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2M) Evaluate the sustainability of passes like 
the Ikon. (32.2.9K) Encourage weekday skiing to reduce crowds during peak times. Enact a toll at the 
mouth of the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  10665 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zeia Woodruff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola options are not going to be beneficial for the communities of Utah and especially not the 
locals who use LCC year-round. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Sometimes 
natural features have a limit to how many people it should and can service at one time. (32.20B) Yes 
the traffic is bad and it’s crowded but looking for a way to get more people into the canyon is absurd. 
(32.1.2B) To look for transportation and safety solutions makes sense, but we should be investing in 
better bus systems and trying to mitigate our environmental impact on the already crowded canyon. 
(32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10666 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola would be awesome because not only would you be saving the environment more but I 
would use it all the time. My car isn’t capable of driving up the canyon in the winter so this would be a 
total game changer. DO IT! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10667 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Lau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I use to live in Logan, UT and travel down to Little Cotton Wood to visit my friends and climb. No I live in 
Southern California and those climbing spots keep bringing me back. I plan on moving to SLC after I 
graduate just for the climbing. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10668 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tess Austin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Does this really protect our canyon? (32.1.2B) In my eyes it looks like the resorts want as much money 
as they can get. With that greed the quality of the resorts will go downhill. (32.2.7A, 32.20A, and 
32.20C) We haven't even successfully had patrol at the mouth stopping cars that cant handle the 
canyon. The best solution is to have a cap off of the number of people. (32.2.2M, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 
32.20B) If you even care to keep the quality of the canyon in tact. Otherwise its a canyon that is 
extended from the city with a whole lot of "nature" folks coming up. 
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COMMENT #:  10669 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Craig Denton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I’ve read UDOT’s two alternatives for LCC, and I’d like to voice my support for the flexible bus plan. 
(32.2.9B) 
 
Too many facets of the complicated problem of increasing public use of our canyons aren’t being met in 
the EIS. For instance, there isn’t any recognition of how global warming is going to effect future uses of 
the canyons. It’s entirely possible that diminished snowfall in the future will lead to fewer skiers and, 
therefore, less expensive transportation infrastructure needs. (32.2.2E) 
 
For that reason I support the bus plan. It’s flexible and can adapt to the future. (32.2.6.3D) It recognizes 
there are other recreational interests in LCC besides those of two ski resorts. Buses can stop at 
multiple places. (32.1.2D and 32.2.6.3C) Coupled with a valley-wide collection system with transit hubs 
and a toll that encourages multiple riders in cars, buses are the best alternative for meeting the future 
interests of the public. (32.2.2I, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Craig Denton 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10670 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Wallace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am VERY OPPOSED to erecting a gondola in the Cottonwoods. (32.2.9E) The beauty that it will 
obstruct and the recreation that it will block would be a hugely negative effect. (32.17A, 32.4B, and 
32.4I) As a member of the paragliding community, keeping the mountain airways clear is a high priority 
for me. My biggest concern is that infrastructure leads to restrictions of our wild areas. (32.4B and 
32.4P) View obstruction is another reason I oppose the gondola. (32.17A) The majesty of one of the 
Wasatch's most popular canyons will be greatly obstructed by a gondola. We don't need to make the 
whole canyon into a resort. 
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COMMENT #:  10671 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Colemere 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not widen the lanes or install the gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We need to do everything 
we can to preserve our recreation areas and neither of these options does that. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10672 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Dengg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola. Save our canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10673 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophia Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
while it appears to be an attempt to better adapt to the increase in visitors, these modifications are 
unnecessary. They are a money grab. Not only do they disrupt land that needs to be preserved but they 
do it by exaggerating a need. (32.1.2B) If traffic is the problem, changing the canyon is not the solution. 
creating limitations is. (32.20B and 32.2.2L) We can take stock from national parks that are minimizing 
human impact by creating logical and non-interruptive solutions. I say no to modifying the canyon to suit 
our needs. Please dont continue to disrupt nature, dont build a gondola. Dont widen the roads. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E) Find practical solutions that impact people not the land. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10674 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kendall Goodman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will only cause more problems. The majority of people that frequently ski in little 
cottonwood are against it, and for good reason. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10675 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Draper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent year- round canyon user, I realize the enormity of the traffic situation, however, I also 
realize that this is mostly the problem of commercial skiing at Alta and Snowbird resorts. (32.1.2B) As a 
skier, and user of these resorts, I have dealt with the traffic situation many times, and see the appeal of 
improving the canyon infrastructure, however, this would only increase the number of people able to get 
up on a few crowded days a year, for two resorts. (32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.1.4D) Furthermore, the 
crowds at the resorts are already just as big of a problem, even with the current canyon infrastructure. I 
believe that more incentive to ride busses, such as more that can come more frequently, and tolls that 
people desire to avoid in the winter could be effective in decreasing canyon traffic. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) Also, being the issue of private entities (Alta and Snowbird), I believe that these companies 
should be regulated in their capacity, especially in enablement of tourism with out of state visitors, 
(which rivals the crowd of locals on powder days and weekends). This could be done with increased 
ikon blackouts, tolls, and other capacity regulations. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.20B) As a 
local, who has seen this issue evolve and have noted its many causes, I hope that this comment is 
seen and given consideration. I’m glad udot has opened this up for public comment, and I hope that a 
sustainable, effective decision is made. 

Page 32B-10925 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10676 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pamela Silberman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in LCC has been an issue for the entire 25 years that I have lived in Salt Lake City and over this 
entire time almost no efforts have been made to address it. I find it so puzzling that UDOT would 
propose a $500 million solution without even trying less expensive, less invasive solutions first, 
especially since they could be implemented more quickly. (32.29R) The bottom line is that we need to 
reduce the number of cars going up the canyon. (32.2.4A) It seems unlikely that the gondola will 
achieve that since it will be quite an inconvenient option for locals who want to take a hike or ski for only 
a few hours. (32.1.2D and 32.2.4A) Widening the road will certainly make the bus more appealing if the 
bus has its own lane and can move more quickly than a private car. (32.2.6.3B) That's the key to any 
solution: it must be either mandatory or as convenient or more so than driving your own vehicle. Right 
now, since the bus sits in the same traffic as everyone else, I'd rather be in my own car. (32.2.9B and 
32.2.4A)  
 
I suggest that you build more parking and ban cars with the exception of people who live or work in the 
canyon, or have a reservation at one of the hotels. (32.2.2B) Everyone else has to get on the bus. If 
these buses run at a high frequency, then there won't be resistance. This model is use successfully in 
Zion National Park and I think it can be applied to LCC with a price tag much lower than $500 million 
and in a fraction of the time. (32.2.7C) Thank you for your consideration of these suggestions. 
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COMMENT #:  10677 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dana Benson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"Every other option, except the gondola!!! NO GONDOLA (32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  10678 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA! Carpooling should be required. NO SINGLE OCCUPANCY VEHICLES!!! Fixed 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.2Y). 
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COMMENT #:  10679 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erick Avila 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. (32.2.9E) We don't want climbing and nature landscape ruined. (32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.4I) 
Add more park n ride and more frequent bus shuttles that does not alter landscape drastically (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10680 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Denise Lytle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Denise Lytle 
Woodbridge, NJ  
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COMMENT #:  10681 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola is not the best solution to the traffic problems in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9E) I believe the best solution combines dispersed parking areas with a dedicated transit lane in 
the canyon for the exclusive use of an enhanced bus service. (32.2.2I or 32.2.9B) Instead of a costly 
and permanent aerial tram, improving bus transportation offers an incremental solution that can be 
implemented quickly and more economically. (32.2.7C) Much of Highway 212 is already wide enough 
to be re-striped for three lanes allowing one to be dedicated for the exclusive use of buses going uphill 
in the morning and down in the afternoon. (32.2.2D) This transit lane should be physically separated 
from the traffic lanes to prevent collisions. (32.2.6.3J) In places where the roadway is now too narrow 
for three lanes it should be widened. However, in the meantime, a pair of semaphores can allow a 
single transit lane serve reduced car traffic in both directions until the road can be widened. The goal is 
to get more visitors to use the buses instead of driving their private cars in the canyon. (32.2.4A) New 
snow sheds and road improvements can be built in the future to improve the private car experience, but 
the bus solution with a dedicated bus lane could be implemented immediately at a reasonable cost. 
(32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10682 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Turner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would not serve the public, it would serve only Alta/Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Those who recreate in LCC are not just going to Alta and Snowbird, and the hikes 
and back country ski locations throughout the canyon show that. (32.1.2D) I am not crazy about the 
destruction of the canyon by expanding the road to accommodate a bus lane, but it will do more to 
actually address traffic issues and allow people who use the entirety of the canyon- not just those who 
can afford ski resort lift tickets (32.2.9B and 32.7C). A gondola will not address traffic issues (32.7B 
and 32.7C). As the 2020-2021 season proved, people will just leave earlier and earlier in hopes of 
finding a parking spot. (32.2.4A) Please consider the option that would allow the public to access the 
canyon, not just those who can afford resort tickets, by NOT installing a gondola system. (32.2.9E and 
32.5A)  
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COMMENT #:  10683 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Eller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Whole proposition is BS gift to ski industry funded by taxpayers that may NEVER utilize the final 
product. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) How bout we close one resort in each canyon 
by rescinding the public land lease by which they operate. This should cut down on traffic in the winter. 
How bout we mandate a maximum occupancy for ski resorts like we do restaurants and movie theatres 
and allow resorts to only sell that number of passes? (32.2.2K) This should also quickly reduce traffic. 
Either of these alternatives would surely cost less taxpayer money and stand to benefit those who 
simply want to visit the canyon without spending $100 for a daypass to a resort or $25 dollars for a 
sandwich and a drink.  
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COMMENT #:  10684 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Bates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What most people are neglecting to accept is one simple fact, the road is the problem and any fix 
needs to not use the road. (32.1.2B,32.7A, and 32.7C)) Most of the road issues are related to road 
conditions. Increasing road capacity/buss will not negate the road conditions thus not fixing the 
problem. (32.2.6.3P) Any fix needs to 100% bypass the road entirely. Any party involved that cannot 
accept this fact needs to step out of the discussion. This narrows it down to, gondola, cog rail, or 
underground rail. Environmentalists will unfortunately all go into collective apoplexy regardless of what 
is selected. They need to understand that the resorts will attract visitors regardless of their desires, and 
this is not going to go away. A fix for the road is needed and anything involving busses or the road is 
NOT the fix. Mark my words, if the bus option is used it will fail. People do not like riding the bus, its a 
miserable experience. (32.2.4A) Even if you toll the road, the majority of people will avoid it at all costs 
and it will NOT fix the problem. Wake up people, use your brain, harness your logic/reason and leave 
your passion at the door. A gondola is more efficient, environmentally friendly, and less damaging to 
the canyon than road expansion. Plus it can transport people ignoring road conditions, and that is what 
this entire thing is about in the end. (32.2.9D) I wish underground rail would work now, I honestly 
believe it will be the endgame to this problem eventually, that is if they can figure out the mining 
claim/property issues. (32.2.2C)
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COMMENT #:  10685 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caleb Krausmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While my 8 year old in me greatly desires to ride a gondola high above the spectacular terrain of LCC, 
the environmental impact, seasonal operation with limited passenger accommodation, and overall 
eyesore to the canyons natural splendor negates the allure of it all. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.5N, and 
32.17A) Please choose responsibly, and fiscally, with the enhanced bus service. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10686 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Quinn Allman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is NOT the solution. (32.2.9E) EVERYONE KNOWS THIS. A parking structure at the 
mouth of Big Cottonwood Canyon and a dedicated bus lane IS THE SOLUTION!! (32.2.9B) Stop 
playing footsie with the resorts and do the right thing. It’s frankly disgusting that you even entertain an 
EIP for the Gondola knowing damn well it’s not a feasible not long term solution for many reasons. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) The gondola will MUTILATE AND DESTROY one of the most beautiful canyons on 
Earth! (32.4I and 32.17A) Do the right thing, build the parking garage and dedicated bus lane. 
(32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  10687 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dagan Kay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dagan Kay 
Portland, OR 

Page 32B-10937 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10688 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT officials, 
 
When hearing about the proposed widening of the canyon road and its detriment to the boulders in that 
area, I truly felt saddened and frightened. I want to express my opposition to such an irreversible action. 
(32.2.9C and 32.4A) I personally have enjoyed crisp autumn days among the boulders and fiery-leaved 
trees in this area. It’s hard to accept that centuries of natural beauty and such a wonderful area to so 
many climbers would be altered for convenience, especially when there are alternative options. 
(32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) Please consider a different method so as to preserve the boulders in this 
canyon, and take steps to detract from, and not add to, the harmful things being done to our 
environment and community.  
 
Thank you."
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COMMENT #:  10689 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Makalu Arnold 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would not help with any traffic or parking issues within the canyon!! (32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) A gondola would look atrocious in the beautiful canyon not to mention how much construction 
and destruction that it will cause on the environment! (32.17A and 32.13A) So, no! Very bad idea! Keep 
the canyons gondola free, this isn’t Europe or the alps with giant mountains. This is fragile land!!"
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COMMENT #:  10690 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Casaday 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For now: No Action Alternative. (32.2.9G) I am only marginally familiar with the issues, no one has 
coached me, and I am not affiliated with any interest group or position ‚- just a Sandy resident and Utah 
tax-payer trying to learn more. With that, it seems like the two preferred alternatives are quite expensive 
- when other issues (education, infrastructure, etc) seem more pressing. Undoubtedly these costs will 
sky-rocket (exp the Lake Powell Pipeline, initially estimated at $585 million, is now estimated by some 
to cost over $2 billion). (32.2.7C) I would assume a “relatively few” Utahns outside of Salt Lake County 
would use our canyons. How would these people (Kane, Garfield, Box Elder, etc) feel about a state-
wide tax that would benefit (essentially) only Salt Lake County. (32.1.2B) Do we know the visitor 
capacity of the Canyons? (32.20B) There is a limit to the number of visitors we can feasibly 
accommodate and still maintain watershed and water quality standards. (32.12A and 32.12B) 
Additional transportation systems should not encourage overuse or use that exceeds visitor capacity. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) In the “short term” perhaps the best option is to increase busing service and 
implement a car toll to discourage POV use. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) This is scalable and reversible, 
whereas the rail, gondola, etc, are permanent (i.e once they are in place, they are there - forever) not to 
mention the initial capital outlay. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  10691 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katy Seeberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the gondola goes forward, the resorts need to pay for it as it only benefits them. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Using tax money is inappropriate as this does not benefit all tax payers, it 
doesn’t even benefit most tax payers. There is a significant number of Utah residents who don’t use the 
canyon and this does not properly take into account the number of tourists that add to our winter clog of 
the canyon. Plus hikers, backcountry tourists, climbers, snowshoers, and other non-resort canyon users 
do not benefit from the gondola nor added bus lane. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Widening the road is a poor idea as well because we all know impatient/reckless drivers will illegally 
use the bus only lane and cause more delays and accidents. (32.2.6.3B) We need a more long term 
solution that won’t need to be ripped out in 5 years as our population and tourism grows. And if SLC 
gets the olympics again, God help us because these options will not suffice in limiting canyon traffic 
then. (32.2.6.5A, 32.20A and 32.20C) These options will also push more people to BCC and shift the 
problem there rather than solve it. Both canyons need addressed at the same time. (32.1.1A and 
32.1.1C) There are better, more flexible options that are a wiser use of money and time. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  10692 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ellen Gregersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ellen Gregersen 
Salt Lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10693 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashley Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This issue could easily be fixed with more busses. UDOT could have set closed hours (for the canyon) 
that only allow up hill or downhill traffic. (AKA before ski resorts open). (32.2.2B and 32.2.2EE) If there 
was better parking and busses people would use them more. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
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COMMENT #:  10694 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Reynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
ryan reynolds 
sandy, UT 

Page 32B-10944 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10695 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hannah Amick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Hannah Amick 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10696 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sonja Wallace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the idea of a gondola service up little cottonwood. Please focus on ride sharing opportunities 
and tolling instead. (32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2Y) 

Page 32B-10946 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10697 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joni Wirts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have skied at Snowbird and resided near Little Cottonwood Canyon for 30 years. I am opposed to the 
gondola proposal for transportation up LCC. (32.2.9E) This will degrade our most precious resource: 
the pristine beauty of the central Wasatch. (32.4I and 32.17A) It also only serves the ski resorts. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) What about backcountry skiers and hikers? Please stop 
this gondola proposal 
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COMMENT #:  10698 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sadie Babka 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sadie Babka 
Riverton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10699 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Misti Webster 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will NOT help at all. We will still have huge bottlenecks getting unto the canyon, and for 
that matter, transportation solutions need to be accessible and inclusive for all who recreate in this 
area. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.5A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Some other options would be to 
enhance park and rides, enforce a toll, have shuttles running and deploy buses, etc. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) We absolutely do not need a half a billion dollar project for congestion (that's only an issue 
really ten days a year) that will forever change Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.4I). Do better. 

Page 32B-10949 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10700 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  MacLean Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a bad solution to the traffic problem in Little Cottonwood Canyon and shouldn't be 
implemented. (32.2.9E) Simply put, it is a half-billion-dollar transfer from taxpayers to private 
businesses' wallets (Alta + Snowbird). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It’s no surprise 
that some of the only people who are in support of the gondola option are those stakeholders who 
stand to financially benefit from the gondola. The fact that it increases travel time, only stops at the 
resorts and not at trailheads, and has such a tiny hourly capacity is inexcusable for the cost and 
disruption to the natural environment. (32.2.6.5G and 32.2.6.5N) Widening the road for additional 
busses is the lesser of two evils, but it is a bad plan as well. (32.2.9C) Currently, no one I know rides 
the bus on a consistent basis. This is not for lack of virtue, but it is for lack of incentive. Up to this point, 
there is no incentive to ride the bus or carpool, so people ride in single occupancy vehicles because it’s 
easy and convenient. This creates the traffic. Because there is no toll and parking has been free, there 
is no incentive to carpool or take a bus. (32.2.4A) This was exacerbated during the COVID-19 
pandemic. Before expensive and environmentally-damaging travel alternatives are implemented, there 
needs to be a multi-winter study done on traffic when UDOT and UPD (in cooperation with Alta and 
Snowbird) enforce traction laws all winter long, every single day, whether it’s sunny or snowing. Fines 
need to be issued for drivers who are not in compliance (this must include rental vehicles as well). 
Many days, the traction law is now in effect in the morning, people drive up to ski, the storm starts in the 
afternoon, and then cars are descending SR-210 with no traction because they were allowed up the 
canyon in the morning when the traction law was not in effect. This creates multi-hour delays that are 
completely avoidable. (32.2.2M) Furthermore, there needs to be an electronic toll at the base of LCC, 
using a system like EZ Pass (and scanning license plates for those who do not have an EZ Pass). Tolls 
are an effective way to alter human behavior and traffic (Please refer to bridges on the East Coast like 
the George Washington Bridge into NYC, and how an expensive toll causes drivers to seek other 
alternatives to cross the Hudson River, like driving further around NYC to the Tappan Zee Bridge. GW 
Bridge costs $15 and Tappan Zee costs $5). The charge needs to be high enough to motivate people 
to ride the bus (which should be free, paid for by the tolling) or carpool. If you want to sell a season 
pass for locals, that’s a good idea too. Basically, just do what Millcreek Canyon does, except automate 
it rather than having a booth. There is absolutely no justification for not having a toll on winter 
weekends as a method to solve traffic. Tolls are used all over the world to solve traffic and congestion, 
just like it is used on I-15 throughout the Wasatch Front to incentivize people to use the HOV lane. 
There are so many solutions to this traffic problem in Little Cottonwood, but the proposed solutions are 
the worst of all options. Tolling, season-long traction laws, increased bussing, paid parking, 
reservations, flexing the two lanes of SR-210 to go uphill during peak hours and downhill during peak 
hours. These are all low cost and easy-to-implement solutions to traffic in Little Cottonwood, rather than 
scarring the landscape for future generations and turning Little Cottonwood into a wintertime industrial 
complex. (32.2.2Y, 32.2.9A, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.2K) 
 
If you want further thoughts, email me at macleanwright@gmail.com, I would be happy to talk about 
traffic recommendations and volunteer my time to help solve the problem. 
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COMMENT #:  10701 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steph Cowley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Steph Cowley 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10702 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Shiro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am NOT in favor of the “gondola solution” to alieve the 10 annual days of traffic issues experienced in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon during the winter. (32.2.9E and 32.1.4D) It is an aesthetically imposing 
solution to an issue that can be mitigated by buses. (32.17A and 32.2.9A) Also disturbing is the 
significant additional revenue the ski resorts will receive from the day and season lockers that will be 
necessary so patrons may ride the gondola in shoes and carry extra gear in a bag. (32.2.3A) The 
proposal is a win-win for the resorts and a lose-lose for the public. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10703 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bonnie Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhancing the bus service is the best method. It ensures that access remains for the public and not 
only those who are using the resorts. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) 

Page 32B-10953 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10704 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monica Valovic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to the environment, no to a solution that only benefits 2 ski areas and destroys beautiful 
wilderness. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Servicing these towers seems 
daunting and still very risky to ride during high avy times. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5K) The ski areas could 
do way more to control traffic and road troubles simply by limiting tickets and providing way more 
incentives for bus riding and ride sharing. (32.2.2K) Wow! This idea saves up to a billion dollars!!!! 
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COMMENT #:  10705 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jet Tomlinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe these two options need more thought. The goal of these two options is to move more people 
to the ski resorts in the canyon, while diminishing/hurting the experience of everything else in the 
canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) These are kneejerk reactions that don't solve the underlying 
issue: Too many people in the canyon. (32.20B) Why not cap the resort access? (32.2.2K and 32.2.2L) 
Hawaii has an interesting usecase for local users vs. out of state users (kamaaina rates). I believe this 
will provide more consistent access to for locals (who are the biggest user of the canyons), and not 
hurting the tourism industry. There can also be better access control for locals. Again, I believe (and the 
research says) that we aren't fixing the underlying problem by implementing either of these 
approaches, when other approaches can be made available quicker. 
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COMMENT #:  10706 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Curtis Chisholm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please look at RAIL!!! I know you have but please do again. Switzerland does it and makes it work well. 
If not - please do the tram option. (32.2.9F or 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10707 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erin Carroll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
The gondola doesn’t make sense for the reasons above. It will damage the ecosystem in LCC and 
according to UDOT’s proposal it won’t reduce private traffic. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please think 
of people who use the canyon for more than just snowbird and alta. This area deserves to be preserved 
and supported so that future generations in Utah can enjoy it too. 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Carroll 
SLC, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10708 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Steele 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My comment is based on the good comment already submitted by Mitch McDermott, but with one 
change around the early morning access to the canyon. 
 
A phrase often said now-a-days about places that are overcrowded and not longer what they once 
were, are being ‘loved to death.’ Personally I don’t believe such a thing exists. If you love something, 
you’ll care for it, protect it and preserve it for future generations. However, there is such a thing as 
being ‘developed to death’, and Little Cottonwood Canyon is at risk of that with both of the proposed 
solutions. I not only believe these two solutions are not a fix to the problem, but I know there is a better, 
less invasive option that exists. 
 
The two proposed solutions are ignoring a few big issues. First, neither solution will work without a 
public transportation overhaul. There needs to be adequate mobility hubs across the Salt Lake valley to 
transport passengers. Having everyone park between a couple of lots will result in the same gridlock 
that we currently experience, especially if one of those lots is a parking garage. (32.2.2I and 
32.2.6.2.1D) Second, another huge issue being ignored is the canyon capacity. I'm not sure why it's not 
being discussed, but transporting more people up the canyon then we currently have will result in a 
worse experience for everyone. Longer lift lines, more angry tourists, a greater number of people to 
transport down canyon once ski resorts close. (32.20B and 32.20C) No matter the transportation 
solution, it is not feasibly possible to transport 3000-4000 people down the canyon all at 3 or 4pm. 
(32.2.4A) Many people who frequent the canyon know this is already a growing problem, and 
increasing uphill capacity will only exacerbate it. (32.1.2B) Lastly, why is Big Cottonwood Canyon being 
ignored? (32.1.1A) This issue is just as prevalent in its neighboring canyon and we're talking about 
preparing for 2030/2050, so why is that not being addressed? The same system I'm proposing could be 
scaled to fit BCC needs almost flawlessly. Why not kill two birds with one stone. 
. 
 
For months I have been voicing my opinion, and in favor of, a Zion-like shuttle system. This means 
busses would be the only option for getting up and down canyon during peak hours (7am - 4pm), with 
few private vehicles on the road."Early morning backcountry skiers could still access all of the 
recreational opportunities provided they are in the canyon prior to 7am. I believe this is the only path to 
achieve what this project set out to do. In 2000, Zion National Park established a shuttle system to 
eliminate traffic and parking problems, protect vegetation, and restore tranquility to Zion Canyon. The 
shuttle system runs during peak periods of the year to transport visitors in Zion Canyon, without giving 
visitors the option to drive through the canyon. In 2017 alone, the park estimated the shuttles 
transported more than 6.3 million passengers. It’s now been over 20 years and the shuttle system is 
still in place, and if you’ve visited in that time, you can appreciate the lack of cars in the canyon. Mitch 
came across a guy named @kissmer.film who had the same idea, and he had already crunched the 
numbers to compare it to proposed solutions. Below is a direct quote pulled from his work discussing 
costs more in detail (32.2.2B) 
 
The Proterra Catalyst E2, an all-electric transit bus, has been shown to outcompete both diesel and EV 
competitors for various metrics including maximum hill grade, climb speed, and maintenance cost. The 
bus can maintain a speed of 40 mph on a 10% uphill grade, utilizes regenerative downhill braking, and 
maintains excellent energy efficiency. This specific model set the world record for the longest electric 
bus drive on a single charge at 1,101.2 miles and has a recharge rate of approximately six hours.4 
While the $750,000 cost of a single bus is higher than that of a diesel bus (~$500,000)5, maintenance 
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costs of the Proterra are on average 30% cheaper than the maintenance costs of a diesel bus. The 
average lifetime maintenance cost of an electric bus is $.60/ a mile, versus $.85/mile for an average 
diesel bus. (32.2.6.5F)  
 
The cost of 30 Proterra Catalyst E2 buses totals to about $22.5M. The additional charging ports will 
cost up to $50,0007 each with a total cost of $1.5M. Total operation and maintenance costs for 30 
buses over a lifespan of 250,000 miles (12 years) is approximately $4.5M. If the gravel lot does not 
provide enough parking for the drivers that would normally drive themselves during peak hours, high 
estimates for the construction of a parking garage give a cost of about " 
"$28,0008 per space, or $14.2M for a garage with 500 parking spaces. Building a parking garage will 
reduce the amount of square footage required to house the cars for passengers and will remove the 
necessity for development within the canyon. Between the bus fleet and parking garage this liberal 
estimate adds up to about $42.7M, or 7.21% of the $592M price tag of the proposed gondola system. If 
the bus fleet is completely replaced after 12 years the cost will total $71.2M, or 11% of the gondola 
project. Furthermore, this project could be expanded if my estimates are too low to accommodate the 
amount of commuters without ever coming close to the price of the gondola project. (32.2.7C) 
 
The EIS suggests that gondolas will carry 35 people and leave every two minutes from the station, 
transporting a total of 1050 riders per hour. The buses that are currently used have a capacity of about 
50 people. (32.2.6.3N) To match the capacity of the gondola, the canyon would need to run about 21 
buses per hour (~3 buses per minute). (32.2.6.5N) The construction of the gondola will cost 
approximately half a billion of taxpayer dollars. The average cost for a public transit bus is anywhere 
between $500,000 and $800,000 USD depending on the fuel used. Even if the state were to add 30 
additional buses to its current fleet, the total cost with a liberal estimate would be about $24,000,000, or 
~5% the price of the gondola system. *Doesn't include maintenance or replacement costs but those are 
mentioned above*(32.2.7C) 
 
I love Little Cottonwood Canyon and would hate to see it forever tarnished by following through with 
one of the two solutions proposed. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The two proposed solutions are not iterable, 
scalable, or, worst of all, temporary. The solution I proposed is much less damaging, and doesn't effect 
the watershed or viewshed. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) On top of that, is it much simpler to 
implement, and much cheaper. It can also be scaled further in the future to meet capacity, and could be 
a model for a solution in Big Cottonwood Canyon. Beyond winter, my proposed solution provides an 
option for summer use as the canyons continue to get more popular. 
 
I hope I have brought light to another possible solution to the problem at hand, and that your team will 
strongly consider weighing all possible options and impacts. This decision is huge, because it sets the 
precedent for the future of Little Cottonwood Canyon, and I hope the precedent is conservation, not 
expansion/development. (32.29G) Thanks for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  10709 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Arney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not a solution, but rather creates a bigger problem. (32.2.9E) Please do not do this in 
our canyon. Environmentally it is damaging and it only benefits rich stakeholders involved with Alta and 
Snowbird. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We are united as the state of Utah and 
WE SAY NO. 
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COMMENT #:  10710 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kate Welker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
No Gondola please! 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kate Welker 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10711 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Helen Strachan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long time resident of Utah, I am fully in support of the gondola option under consideration. Such 
systems work brilliantly in Europe, reducing car traffic and thus pollution. The drive up Little Cottonwood 
Canyon on a weekend powder day (or weekday anymore for that matter) is simply horrendous and 
makes the pleasures associated with being in the mountains quite unpleasurable. This option is a smart 
way of getting people up the hill. Thank you. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  10712  

DATE:   9/2/21 10:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Noah Welker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
No gondola, no gondola, no gondola - this is not Disneyland! Make everyone ride the bus like we do in 
Zion. (32.2.9E and 3.2.2B) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Noah Welker 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10713 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josephine Braun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This would cause irreversible environmental impacts and should be avoided. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10714 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie Stier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe these projects currently threaten other local recreation sources and serves only winter 
recreation skiers and snowboarders. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please consider 
the impact to rock climbing, hiking, mountain biking, and other types of recreation in the canyon. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) These threaten many of the bouldering problems that myself and my friends 
enjoy most and frequently visit in the summer months. 
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COMMENT #:  10715 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Owen Massey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please, do not ruin these areas permanently with temporary solutions. These climbing areas are 
valuable to so many people, and this impact would be devastating. (32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
 
Sincerely, 
Owen Massey 
Leavenworth, WA 
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COMMENT #:  10716 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Pugliese 

 
COMMENT: 
 
From my perspective I fully support the bus lanes idea. (32.2.9B) The issue that I’ve seen make traffic 
is that there is no incentive to take the buses since they sit in traffic with the rest of us. On high traffic 
days if there is an option that take a bus and skip the 3 hour line of traffic, that would be incredibly 
attractive. 
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COMMENT #:  10717 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Kroff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an avid skier of both Snowbird and Alta. And although I personally wish conditions would remain 
unchanged I am realistic that something needs to be done. However, both proposed solutions I feel are 
premature. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.29R) Ultimately is the goal to get more people up the canyon, 
manage better the level of demand now, or decrease the demand by increasing the cost. (32.2.4A)  
 
I feel that with limiting or charging for parking up the canyon, or collecting a toll at the bottom, the 
demand will decrease. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2K) This is an easy, inexpensive, and money 
earning way to assess the impact on use and demand without committing to a 1/2 billion dollar 
permanent solution that may not be necessary.  
 
If these are the ONLY two options to consider at this point, my vote would be the bus system as it is 
more flexible to demand and impact. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10718 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deirdre Murdy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the enhanced bus with the additional lane option. (32.2.9B) It is more cost efficient, the travel 
time is lower, and I think this will provide the most year-round benefit, as I think the extra lane will be 
extremely beneficial for cyclists in the summer. (32.9A) 

Page 32B-10969 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10719 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Porter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of a gondola. (32.2.9E) I would prefer to see snow sheds in avalanche paths, 
additional lanes, additional busses. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  10720 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  LeeAnn Ehrhart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the hard work that has gone into these proposals.  
 
Wasatch Blvd: I like and support the expansion lanes with the separate walking path. I prefer the five-
lane alternative being done now. The imbalanced lane just seems like a short term fix until the full five 
lanes is implemented. Just do it right the first time. I do not support a reduced speed limit. Wasatch 
Blvd has always been the main artery for the east side neighborhoods. 45-50 mph is working. (32.2.9Q) 
 
LCC: As far as improving traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon, I don't thing the enhance bus or gondola 
options are all that great. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I prefer to see the train option. A train would not be 
impacted by traffic conditions, should provide a reliable time even during snow conditions and could be 
used during the summer. (32.2.9F and 32.2.6.6A) 
 
Choosing between the bus and gondola, I think the gondola is the better option because it will not be 
impacted by traffic conditions. The problem is that it only serves the ski resorts and couldn't be used 
during the summer to access hiking and climbing spots. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 
32.2.6.5G)  
 
The bus is my least favorite choice. It will be a very expensive project to just have it compete in traffic 
conditions... busses are frequently the cause of road delays during snow storms with their slide offs and 
blocking of roadways. (32.2.6.3P) 
 
While I like the enhanced facilities at popular trail heads, this only encourages more cars up the 
canyon. Summer might not have the traffic delays at specific time like winter does but there are still a 
ton of cars throughout the day. (32.1.2C) A train could be a great option to drop hikers off at the 
trailheads. (32.2.6.6A) 
The snow sheds will be a great addition to road safety! (32.2.9K) 
 
Please save the boulders! Stick Rock forever!! (32.4D) 
 
Again, thank you for all the time and effort put in to this project. Good luck! 
 
LeeAnn Ehrhart 
20 year resident 
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COMMENT #:  10721 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ethan Smalley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ethan Smalley 
Louisville, KY  
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COMMENT #:  10722 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Messick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a huge climbing community in Utah and the Salt Lake area that have enjoyed the pristine, 
natural and world class climbing experience of the cottonwood canyons. Even though this climbing 
community does not bring in as much revenue for the county as the ski resorts, the impact on this 
community should still be considered when making decisions regarding the cottonwood canyons. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) I have personally had many incredible and life changing climbing experiences at 
little cottonwood canyon and I know of many friends that have as well. I request that the nature and 
beauty of the cottonwoods as well as the boulders that lay scattered along the sides of the road be 
respected and untouched by construction in every possible manner. (32.29G, 32.4A, and 32.4B) I 
understand the need for better infrastructure as a skier and as an engineer, but not at the expense of 
the serine experience that many members of our community have from the amazing climbing at the 
cottonwoods (32.4I). There will always be traffic in the winter. Adding more lanes doesn’t stop 
avalanche control from closing the canyons anyways. (32.7A) At the very least, please keep your plans 
in mind of the most popular climbing areas and work around them to preserve them. 
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COMMENT #:  10723 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emmaline Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think widening the road, or building a gondala is a sustainable, or in best interest of tax payer 
dollars in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Electric buses can be an option or just 
acceptance that too many people are flooding an are. Despite tourism growth, people need to be ok 
with not getting access, nature cannot always be an open invite party. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F)  
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COMMENT #:  10724 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rowan Jhamb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a strong believer in tolling and actually limiting the amount of cars and ticket sales in lcc, as well as 
requiring 4wd/all wheel for the entire winter. (32.2.2Y, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2M) If I had 
to chose between the two current options I would say I support the gondola, however I only support it if 
it were to run year round, through most of the night, and if the road were closed to anyone who was not 
a resident of alta or critical employee. (32.2.9D. 32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.5N, and 32.2.6.5D) Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  10725 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Herman Rottinghaus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO TOLLS (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10726 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kellen Busby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is clear that the gondola benefits Snowbird and Alta disproportionately. To be completely honest, I 
would rather be stuck in traffic for hours than have the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon be tainted 
forever by massive gondola towers. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Enhanced bus service, even without expanded roads, makes so much more sense because it provides 
access for ALL users not just skiers and snowboarders visiting the resorts. What about backcountry 
skiers and snowboarders not going to the resorts? What about hikers? It's irresponsible to tax payers to 
use their dollars to fund a gondola that obviously benefits private companies while ignoring other uses 
of the canyons. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
A wholehearted investment in bus service would be an excellent solution to the crowding of LCC. More 
and bigger parking areas closer to places where people live will make taking the bus a more convenient 
and appealing option and eliminate traffic in a larger area. There would still be traffic getting to the 
gondola station. Please don't ruin the canyon forever. (32.2.2I) 
 
Thanks for listening to our comments and making the right decision for everyone, not just the ski 
resorts. 
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COMMENT #:  10727 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sylvia Kinosian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am happy that a plan for mitigating traffic problems in Little Cottonwood is being discussed, but I do 
not think that a gondola is the solution. (32.2.9E) It will destroy the natural beauty of the canyon and 
cost taxpayers too much. (32.17A and 32.2.7A) Expanding the bus system and widening the road 
seems like the best alternative, as it will limit traffic and also keep cars unfit for winter travel off the 
road. (32.2.9B and 32.2.2M) In addition, inexperienced winter drivers (tourists or locals) have the 
option to ride a bus which is much safer than driving in many circumstances. I hope that this plan will be 
implemented as it will help keep the natural beauty of the canyon which is what so many of us go there 
to enjoy. (32.17B) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  10728 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Friedman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is on very fundamental reason we should install a Gondola and not build a bus lane. People will 
NOT ride the bus. Take a survey of the typical skier demographic asking them how often they take a 
bus. Never. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9D, and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  10729 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Stollsteimer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Destroying beautiful natural land by any means is a crime. Businesses undervalue one of the Earth's 
most limited natural resources being natural land. This is a decision that will not only negatively impact 
the climbers and outdoor enthusiasts of the area but also those who plan to profit from this. This 
decision is shortsighted (32.4I, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10730 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Milde 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not go with the gondola option. The loss of climbing areas as well as the impact to the 
environment make it the wrong choice for LCC. Go with the bus option. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 
32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10731 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Phillip Symons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please, please don’t destroy the boulders and the views by building a gondola. I am in support 
of better bus services and toll fees during winter months to help traffic flows. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, 32.17A, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10734 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madeline Dunford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Madeline Dunford 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10733 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abby Pancoast 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please! Would be so great to always feel safe driving up the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10734 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Schow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build a gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10735 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren DouBrava 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not move forward with either of the two options you have presented. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
Both of the options not only cause destruction in Little Cottonwood canyon, it also takes away 
recreational opportunities and destroys parts of the climbing and backcountry ski history of this canyon. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) We need alternative solutions that do not threaten our climbing and ski areas 
and serves our community, not just the corporations up canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10736 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wyatt Harrison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is the only sustainable way in my eyes to keep little cottonwood canyon open to the public. To the 
people saying buses are the answer I would like to ask them when the last time was they rode the bus. 
This is environmentally sustainable, will operate storm or not, and people’s lives won’t be in danger due 
to avalanches. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10737 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Buege 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two proposed options serve the best interests of the ski resorts and will cause irreparable damage 
to incredible recreation areas in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.4I) Enhancing the current bussing system and/or creating an incentive for ride sharing 
during ski season will alleviate traffic in the canyon and prevent unnecessary environmental 
destruction. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) The levels of environmental impact that both options predict is 
absolutely unacceptable, and will only address a problem that exists during ski season. (32.1.2B and 
32.1.2C) Please, reconsider your options and don’t push a plan forward that will forever mar a beautiful 
landscape." (32.2.2PP and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  10738 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Quilter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The last thing I want to see as I am hiking in the canyon is a bunch of metal gondola towers! Let's 
preserve the canyon! Please!! (32.2.9E) 
 
I prefer that we add a bus lane. (32.2.9B) If we have a lane that is designated for busses I feel that it 
will decrease the amount of traffic. Riding a bus will become the fastest way for people to get up the 
canyon... for that reason lots of people will stop driving their cars up the canyon. The busses also don't 
put off emissions (32.2.4A and 32.10A) 
 
If it was my decision, I would keep the canyon how it is. I don't see the purpose for expanding the road 
or for building gondola towers all the way up the canyon. Haven't we already built enough in the 
canyon??? Why do we need to build more?? (32.2.9G and 32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10739 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Getz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola. Europe has been addressing skier transit issues for decades very effectively while also 
preserving the natural mountain environment as well as the peace with those who would prefer limiting 
access completely (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10740 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Quilter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We know that busing works, lets improve the busing service. Make it more convenient, quicker and 
even more will choose that option. The buses will have a dedicated lane and this will definitively get 
more people on the bus. People will also choose this option, if they know that they won't have to sit in 
traffic waiting to get up. (32.2.9B) We don't need to reinvent the wheel, just make it smoother. The 
gondola is not convenient, it is more expensive, intrusive to the land, locals wouldn't use it and UGLY! 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.7C, 32.4I, and 32.2.4A) The idea of the LaCaille station and parking lot is a terrible idea. 
Keep LLC beautiful for everyone to enjoy! 
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COMMENT #:  10741 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
None of this is easy. Every solution that we consider will have pros and cons - benefits and drawbacks. 
I am personally concerned with the continued impact of emissions in our canyons. I worry most about 
plans that do not radically reduce emissions over the short- and long-term. (32.10A). I believe that a 
gondola is the solution with the lowest environmental impact over the long term (32.2.9D). I am 
concerned about the size of towers that would be installed and their impact on the canyon environment, 
but I am more concerned that other solutions continue to rely on car and bus traffic as primary modes 
of transit in the canyon ecosystem. (32.17A, 32.10A, and 32.13B) Resort traffic is the biggest driver of 
congestion in our canyons. Eliminating that traffic in winter and summer months would have a dramatic 
positive impact in preserving this watershed ecosystem for everyone, both in the short term and in the 
long term. (32.12A and 32.2.6.5D) 
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COMMENT #:  10742 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cate Dolan Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in support of increased bus service as a solution to the traffic congestion in LCC. (32.2.9A) 
As an avid backcountry user in both the winter and summer, I am concerned that adding a gondola will 
not only mar the visual experience of backcountry recreation in the canyon, but also will do nothing to 
improve the experience of backcountry users in the winter, or all canyons users in the summer when 
the gondola would not run. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.17A, 32.2.6.5F, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
In contrast, improving bus services ‚- regardless of whether a widened shoulder lane is added - is an 
option that could be used to promote access for both backcountry and resort users, in both winter and 
summer. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) The current plans do not include any increase in public transit to 
backcountry trailheads, but this could be easily added either now or in the future. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
I think that the two main levers to encourage people to use any public transit options are travel time and 
cost (and for backcountry users, whether we can get to/from trailheads easily). The gondola seems to 
be the option with reliably the longest travel time, while enhanced bus services seem fastest. One piece 
of information that I could not find was how each of these options would affect travel cost for the 
average user ‚- how much would it cost to take the bus up the canyon, to drive, or to take the gondola 
(and is tolling combined with each of these options?). (32.2.4A) I appreciated that in the tolling 
Factsheet there was discussion about the cost impact on lower income households; preserving equal 
access to the outdoors is extremely to me. (32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  10743 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Lopez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want to see the nature spoiled in LCC for the sake of a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) I am a 
skier but this proposal is ridiculous. I would rather have the road closed to bus only traffic to preserve 
the nature. (32.2.2B)  
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COMMENT #:  10744 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaesi Johansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola proposal is not the way to proceed! (32.2.9E) It would be an eyesore and destroy this 
pristine canyon. (32.17A and 32.4I) It will not solve the traffic problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) It will mainly 
benefit the developers, Snowbird and Alta all at taxpayers expense. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Also, do we really want to pack the canyons with so many people that we lose out on the 
reason we turn to nature in the first place -- there is a limit on the number of people this canyon can 
accommodate. (32.20B) Smaller and less expensive options should be tried first. (32.29R) For 
example, take Alta and Snowbird off the Ikon Pass, implement tolling, restrict car travel during peak 
times, reserved resort parking and busing. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) Please do not proceed with 
the gondola option!!! 
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COMMENT #:  10745 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Pflugh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't think there are any good alternatives, but the least bad one is the expanded bus service. 
(32.2.9A) Both the addition of the bus lane and the gondola will impact other activities in the canyon 
(skiing, hiking and biking for example) and destroy some of the views that make the canyon what it is. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E,32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  10746 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ethan Pringle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ethan Pringle 
Pinole, CA 
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COMMENT #:  10747 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Reese 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. I would like to advocate for the alternative plans that have been proposed that would not impact 
the local climbing. As an out of state resident, my friend and i have looked to develop annual trips to 
premier climbing spots in the US. Little cottonwood canyon in on our 2022 list but myself and many 
other visitors to the area will likely no longer visit if these changes are implemented as proposed. 
Please consider alternatives to allow climbing your continue but still provide you the improvements you 
wish. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E)  
 
Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  10748 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gold standard solution for transport in the Big/Little Cottonwood canyons is a rail line like that built 
by the Swiss from Tasch to Zermatt. If Utah desires a truly world-class solution then the Tasch-to-
Zermatt model is it. (32.2.9F) 
 
Gondola: subject to winds. Will be shut down in storms. (32.2.6.5K) Would a Gondola be A LOT less 
expensive over a 50-year time frame to build, operate, and maintain compared to a rail line? (32.2.7E) 
Gondolas were proposed for many years in Utah Valley to access potential nearby ski areas from 
downtown Provo. The proposals were always rejected for technical, esthetic and commercial reasons. 
 
Enhanced bus service (PPSL): This will work only if there is a toll system to discourage use of private 
automobiles. (32.2.4A) There is no point in making this investment if the canyons still get clogged with 
traffic while the buses run half-full. How would the huge price tag for such a project (including buses, 
drivers and all associated costs) compare to a rail line? (32.2.7C and 32.2.7E) 
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COMMENT #:  10749 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie Renfrew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This will negatively impact many communities. Please don't build the gondola. (32.2.9E, 32.4E, and 
32.4M) 
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COMMENT #:  10750 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Karson Baker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Karson Baker 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10751 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nell Larson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I would like to express my concerns regarding the proposed options for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
because I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. I oppose the construction of a 
gondola because of the irreparable impact it will have on the viewshed and - most importantly - the 
experience of being in this special place. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) LCC is not the place for a 
Disney-land like experience that will not address the root problem. Neither should we be widening the 
road (32.2.9C). We should be studying the human carrying capacity of this Canyon and creating better 
transit options using our existing infrastructure. (32.20B and 32.2.9A) 
 
Thank you for your consideration. Please see my more detailed comments below on the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Nell Larson 
Park city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10752 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Yale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) The impact of such a plan on the climbing community 
in LCC would be devastating. (32.4B) I don’t think enough thought has gone into how this affects 
anything other than selling more lift tickets to already packed resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10753 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bridget Nolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please do not go forward with this!! This will damage the boulders and rocks that rock climbers 
love to climb. (32.4A and 32.4B) Don’t ruin nature to “fix” traffic that will not even be fixed with this 
method! 
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COMMENT #:  10754 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deb Kenney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In the short term it seems we need to widen the road allowing a bus lane. (32.2.9B and 32.29R) I’m 
interested in the gondola but it won’t solve the problem for the next few years and so I am in support of 
tge option to widen the road as it could be done sooner. (32.2.7C) I wouldn’t want it to eliminate the 
opportunity for the gondola option. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  10755 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Bosgraaf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Here are my thoughts....paving- wouldn't be adding more cars. It would be adding a dedicated lane for 
buses, and expanding the busing service, so that it is quicker and more convenient. You can get up the 
canyon in 15 minutes on a bus, for the gondola, if you don't get a space in the LaCaille lot, you will be 
parking in the gravel pit on wasatch, riding a shuttle, waiting in line for a 24 passenger gondola and a 
40 minute ride up the canyon. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.5C, 32.2.6.5J, and 32.2.6.5N) I think local people will 
still want to drive, carpool or take the bus, as this option is not convenient or timely, especially if you 
only have time to do a few runs. (32.2.4A) The buses are natural gas. (32.2.6.3F) I ride the bus up 
there all the time for work. People are familiar with the buses and they are used. Let's improve what we 
already know is working. The gondola is very expensive, the developers are going to make a lot of 
money. (32.2.9E and 32.2.7C) Special interest groups are putting a lot of money into campaigning now, 
hoping for a big pay out later. But one of my biggest reasons is while I am recreating in the canyon, I 
want to see the beauty of nature, not a bunch of metal huge towers. (32.17A) Adding the dedicated 
lane and expanding busing is less money. I think more people will want to ride the bus knowing that it 
will get you there faster than driving your own car or the gondola. Realistically getting up the canyon is 
only a problem on powder days and Saturdays in the die hard ski season. The rest of the year is fine. 
(32.1.4D) Keep the canyon beautiful. 
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COMMENT #:  10756 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Hudson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see us invest in methods that minimize the impact of views and noose within the canyon. 
Zion handles huge numbers of visitors with busses without the need for a giant gondola or extra lanes 
of travel. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.2B) 
 
We have a lot of people who decide to just drive because of the convenience, but if there were 
convenient alternatives or forced "penalties" for driving during peak busy times, I think people would 
use other options. (32.2.4A) 
 
I am worried a gondola would not be well-utilized and would be very detrimental to the beauty of the 
canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 32.17A)  
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COMMENT #:  10757 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michele Bergman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO ON GONDOLA. (32.2.9E) We need transportation solutions in summer, to trail heads as well as 
winter to popular backcountry touring areas. (32.1.2C) Bus is less glamor but I feel it better addresses 
the issue at hand which is too many cars in canyon. Limit # of cars in canyon then only bus will run. 
(32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10758 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cat Wowk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cat Wowk 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10759 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dana Buchholz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT support the widening of the road in LCC or the gondola option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These 
solutions are short-sighted and only serve the already privileged aka those that can afford a ski pass 
every year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I do support more busses and 
transportation options, as well as more parking for carpooling at the mouth of the canyon. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) The onus should be on the ski resorts ALONE and they should perhaps limit the amount of 
pass holders or come up with better parking solutions at their facilities. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10760 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aoife Faul 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The development of this area would be unacceptable, it is an important environment and an iconic area 
for peaceful outdoor recreational activities. (32.29G and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10761 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marsha Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am 71 yrs young and was born and raised in Utah. I have skied the Utah mountains all of my life. 
Trying to run gondolas up our mountains is a ridiculous idea. (32.2.9E) The management of the 
gondolas, the breakdowns, the parking, the lift lines, etc., would be a daily nightmare. (32.2.6.5C and 
32.2.6.5K) I live by the mouth of Big Cottonwood Canyon in the Canyon Ranch condos, right across 
from the bus pick-up parking lot. The solution seems very obvious to me. We need a bus lane to run 
freely up the middle of the canyon roads, starting at all park and bus parking lots. (32.2.2D) This will 
markedly decrease traffic, as well as pollution and whether ski resorts like it or not, the number of skiers 
must absolutely be limited- duh- a no brainer. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10762 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brock Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are so many reasons why the gondola is a bad idea. (32.2.9E) A capacity study for the canyons 
is needed, and less impactful solutions need to be tried first. (32.20B and 32.29R) Gondola would be a 
cash cow for the resorts and may not serve the needs of our residents, who will be footing some of the 
bill. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  10763 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenda Voisard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please continue to look for other alternatives than the two options presented - both devastate the 
canyon for the sake of the ski industry and do not take into account all canyon uses. (32.2.2PP, 
32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) With climate change, skiing may 
become less viable while climbing, hiking, etc are always viable. (32.2.2E) These solutions are too 
narrowly focussed. Do not move forward with these, please. Thank you for listening to all citizen's input. 
(32.2.9N)  
Dr. Brenda Voisard 
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COMMENT #:  10764 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Boren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  10765 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Koszinowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preferred alternative is the Enhanced Bus with Roadway Widening for peak shoulder period. 
(32.2.9B) 
 
I don't think there is an easy or even one perfect solution for this issue. I've been recreating in Little 
Cottonwood for almost all 20 years of my life and have seen how every year it has become more 
crowded and congested. Just last ski season I witnessed by far the worst traffic and worst lift lines I 
have ever seen in my entire life up at Alta and Snowbird. I understand with this massive influx of people 
coming to enjoy the best snow on earth that there is much liability involved and safety issues in regards 
to getting them up the canyon. This is an issue and we do need to find a solution. But in my opinion I do 
not think putting a gondola in one of the most beautiful natural places in our state is the only solution. 
(32.2.9E and 32.17A) I don't pretend to think that the enhanced road and bus alternatives will not have 
an impact on the canyon. But this would be my preferred alternative. (32.2.9B) 
 
For generations before I was born individuals have spent years in Little Cottonwood canyon climbing, 
hiking, bouldering, road or mountain biking, and in general enjoying a beautiful space that happens to 
be nestled 30 minutes from Salt Lake. I believe we are very fortunate to have this space so readily 
available to us. I'm aware that the gondola would put some of the trails and bouldering spots that 
people have enjoyed for generations in jeopardy. (32.4A and 32.4B) These trails and boulder problems 
attract individuals from all over the country and are part of the identity of Utah climbers and hikers. 
Even for the areas that aren't directly replaced with gondola poles or simply plowed over, they will also 
be forever changed by the presence of the large whirring machine overhead. Not only does this affect 
the humans who visit the canyon but it will also affect those who have always inhabited the canyon. I 
remember back when Ski Link was proposed, learning in grade school how that gondola would 
negatively affect local deer populations and other animals as well. (32.13A) 
 
There is nothing that can or should be done in regards to the overcrowding of our ski resorts. If the 
amount of people on the road has become so dangerous that we can do nothing else short of building a 
gondola I say make the road a service road for workers in the canyon as well as residents, closing it off 
to the general public and skiers in the winter. (32.2.6.5D and 32.2.2B) But the building of this gondola 
in my opinion could be and should be an idea we could put into practice after making the roads safer 
and more efficient. If the gondola were built, why would we keep the road unsafe? (32.2.6.5Z) 
Individuals will still want to get to the snow and resorts and will still drive, so won't the road need to be 
improved as well? (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5D)  
 
To finish I believe that the Enhanced Bus with Roadway Widening for peak shoulder period is the 
option we should pursue first. This will have an impact on the canyon and we will see and feel it. 
(32.17B and 32.4I) But after the winter I don't think the widening of the road and addition of avalanche 
precautions will be as noticeable as the gondola. Those individuals who come to Utah to recreate in the 
summer will still be able to enjoy spots in Little Cottonwood Canyon that have not been ruined by a 
gondola that is only for the winter. It will only increase the amount of crowds at the ski resorts, reducing 
the quality of the experience (32.20A and 32.20C). It will reduce the quality of the summer experience 
in the canyon as well. If the canyon is seen only as a way to boost our state's economy (which in my 
opinion is wholly wrong) shouldn't we seek to make the canyon a quality beautiful place to recreate that 
attracts people from all over the world and the country. Rather than turning it into an overcrowded 
space with a Gondola that ruined many of the opportunities to recreate. 
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COMMENT #:  10766 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola (32.2.9E). Snow sheds and improved bus service. Tolling for personal vehicles ok 
(32.2.9K, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10767 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kris Longson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Alta & Snowbird already cannot handle the volume of skiers trying to use the canyon on the busy days. 
Adding the ability to get more people to the 2 resorts on the 20 crazy days each year at an astronomical 
cost is not a viable solution. (32.1.4D, 32.1.2B, and 32.20C) The biggest change that has occurred is 
the addition of the IKON Pass. This has created unbelievable congestion and frustration from a traffic 
standpoint and from a skier experience standpoint. The focus needs to be on the operation of the 
resorts, parking reservations and the proper management and staffing of those reservations). (32.2.2K) 
Don't just focus the attention and throw dollars at a symptom of a system that does not work. Getting 
more people to the resorts only makes the underlying problem worse. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  10768 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Penny Atkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two leading options do not adequately consider and serve the community, but instead consider 
only how to increase the number of people who can get to Alta and Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Adding a gondola system or expanding the road width are detrimental to 
the environment of LCC and the public who enjoy the other resources therein. (32.4I, 32.2.9C, and 
32.2.9E) I fully support a toll system and increased incentives for riders to use public transportation 
(both in LCC and BCC), as this will inherently reduce the number of cars on the road. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.1.1.A) Unfortunately, until the community and users of the canyons realize the need to 
utilize mass transit and act on that realization, any of the proposed solutions will not serve their 
intended purpose. 
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COMMENT #:  10769 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Taxwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to speak out in favor of the gondola option. (32.2.9D) I had the opportunity to visit a similar 
installation last week in Gindelwald, Switzerland. The base terminal housed the 3S Gondola as well as 
a 10 person Gondola, a train station, a bus station as well as a 100 stall parking structure. There were 
also numerous shops and even a grocery store. The station fit nicely in the Swiss countryside. The 
impact of the towers on the viewshed was minimal and the efficiency of moving people to the upper 
terminal where a station of The Eiger Railway is located was impressive. This system can operate in 
many weather conditions unimpeded eliminating congestion and delay that happens on the highway 
due to weather or poor driving. One person encountering a problem on the road can clog the canyon for 
hours. (32.2.6.3P) The construction impacts of this type of system are far less than those of widening 
the highway to four lanes not to mention the reduction of the carbon foot print. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 
32.10A) Having this type of safe reliable transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon would be a benefit 
for the environment for generations to come. Having worked and commuted in the canyon for 41 years 
a solution of this magnitude is needed. Thank you 

Page 32B-11020 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10770 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Koenig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola. (32.2.9D)  
My vote is reliability.  
 
There is no doubt it will have a negative visual impact and we all-including future generations -sacrifice 
the wilderness type feel in exchange for a more resort type feel. (32.17A and 32.4I) But having had the 
personal experience with an injury which required an ambulance that wasn't able to make it up due to 
an avalanche, and having to wait it out on a backboard for five hours and forty five minutes, I know 
reliability is worth the sacrifice. (32.2.6.5H)  
 
The aesthetic of a gondola fits, and the bus, haha I mean that isn't mountain transportation, 50 people 
standing (holding on for dear life) as who knows who has all 50 people's lives in there hands, not to 
mention holding all sorts of gear-that in the event-instantly turns nightmarish. It would be a tragic event 
if/when one of those busses gets a little too out of control for the driver to handle. (32.2.6.3P) 
Successful public transportation is all about reliability, especially when the audience can afford to drive 
themselves, they shouldn’t have to worry or contemplate the driver’s ability. 
 
Living in Granite I also strongly agree with the parking hubs and would like to see intelligently placed 
traffic calming strategies that prompt people to use lots rather than parking at the gondola site. Keeping 
Wasatch Blvd a community road that places safety over speed. I believe the hubs will be great 
economic drivers in the community, and will add to the community lifestyle. (32.2.6.5E, 32.2.6.2.2A, 
and 32.6C) 
 
One item that I hope doesn’t get overlooked as a Granite Resident, are bus/shuttle pickups for 
residents along the route, especially at or around the 9800 South and Wasatch, either at the park or at 
the bell canyon trailhead, this will help the neighborhoods to have walkable access. (32.2.6.5J) 
 
Bike racks or allowing bikes would be cool and keep things fun in the summer. (32.2.6.5I) 
 
The snowsheds and widening of roads and salt and vehicles and all sorts of foreign material going into 
the water, just seems old school, destructive, and lacks leadership. (32.12B) 
 
Fully support reliability, Even though deep down I wish nothing had to change, but it does, the visual 
change to the canyon will take some time to get familiar with, but I still think the upsides will outweigh 
that in the end.  
 
Thank you.”
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COMMENT #:  10771 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Ramsay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t wreck this mountain. Gondolas can still face catastrophic failure. (32.2.9E, 32.4I and 
32.2.6.5K) Boulders won’t. (32.4B) Changing the face of Little Cottonwood Canyon for the benefit of ski 
resorts that will likely become un-skiable in our lifetime seems like a gross and permanent human 
mistake. (32.2.2E, 32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The problem is people 
treating the wilderness like an amusement park when we should really be thinking of it as a sacred and 
finite space. How will you explain the wilderness to your grandkids when there is none left? (32.4I and 
32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10772 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tania Awalegaonkar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake City is known for its access to outdoor climbing. Please consider alternatives that save the 
precious and rare ecosystem that we have, and the enjoyment that comes with it! (32.29G, 32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  10773 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Bergman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola. Why do we need to get more people in the canyons? (32.2.9E and 32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10774 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becky Glad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is for the Gondola B alternative (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10775 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stan Rosenzweig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
When most citizens and all impacted towns and cities come out in favor of better bus service and no 
gondola, but a former Utah State Senate President stands to make millions on that gondola, which way 
do you expect UDOT to decide? (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  10776 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Reeves 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
I do not support either solution, and I know I am not alone in this opinion. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I 
believe the mountains should be left as they are without any additional infrastructure. The Wasatch 
range, and Little Cottonwood Canyon is home to a vast amount of flora and fauna that would be 
disturbed by these added measures. (32.13A and 32.13B) I understand that the area has already been 
significantly impacted by human progress, and that is something that we must live with because it has 
already happened. However, we have an opportunity to think critically about any further measures 
before they happen. Aside from the obvious environmental impacts, this plan only benefits the ski 
resorts, while actively taking away from other seasonal and year round recreational activities in the 
area. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Myriad hiking trails, rock climbs, bird watching 
sites, backcountry ski trails, and much more will be destroyed by either option that UTDOT is 
proposing. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) The effect on local wildlife and the ecosystem, as well as the 
many humans who enjoy the area, would be negative with either proposed solution. Consider leaving 
the roads as they are. Furthermore, I believe it is unethical for UTDOT to consider either of these 
options and make the local residents pay for it through taxes. (32.2.7A) These proposed solutions will 
only directly benefit the business of the ski resorts at the top of the canyon. Not everyone who visits the 
canyon or lives in the area utilizes the ski resorts, yet everyone in that list will be affected by these 
changes. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The Wasatch is a special place that requires 
such highly contested opinions over. Having this public discussion is a sign of the department and the 
State's care and regard for the area. I hope that you will see that caring for the area and it's inhabitants 
will require seeing past the monetary benefits of easier ski resort access and viewing the entire picture 
instead.  
Thank you for your consideration. 
-Kyle Reeves 
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COMMENT #:  10777 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Carmichael 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Alternative methods should be evaluated before the gondola. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9E) The proposed 
gondola plan does nothing. The worst traffic is on powder days. Powder days include avalanche 
mitigation, meaning the gondola won’t even be running at this time. (32.2.6.5H) It is an ineffective 
method tailored to two private businesses at the expense of tax payers and anyone who is using Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10778 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Evanoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please allow the gondola option to be built, need fewer vehicles going up the canyon. The gondola 
would become a tourist draw on its own and support winter operations in a consistent and highly 
reliable mode. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10779 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily McKinney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Don't build the gondalas! 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily McKinney 
St Paul, MN 
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COMMENT #:  10780 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Kovach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"As a resident who lives along Wasatch Blvd. and skier. I would like to ask that more studies be done 
on both the air quality, and water quality in and around Wasatch Blvd. (32.10A, 32.12A, 32.12B, and 
32.12D) I would also want to have Salt Lake City Public Utilities weigh in on the increased use of the 
canyon, which is up to 30% of the culinary water for Salt Lake City. How do they see the impact of more 
people up the canyon and any type of development that may occur in the canyon. (32.12F) In addition, I 
would like to have UDOT do a traffic study on Wasatch Blvd. which includes the noise pollution that 
currently occurs due to speeds and how they are going to mitigate this for the residents who live along 
the roads. (32.11B) 
 
Over all I would not choose either option until all other options are exhausted. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 
32.29R) That would include Tolling, inspections of vehicles that are traveling up the canyon in the 
winter, and increase bus service. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.9A) This would include both big and 
Little Cottonwood. (32.1.1A)  
 
Lastly, I would say that this project is a tax payer boondoggle which supports 3 businesses and 
completely dismisses the needs and desires of not only the people who live along the corridor but also 
the people of the state who will be required to fund this project. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  10781 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lori Sheranian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lori Sheranian 
Mapleton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10782 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diana Jenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT, 
 
I am a Cottonwood Heights resident, and ICU nurse at the U of U. As a climber and skier I spend >100 
days in both BCC and LCC. I have a few comments I'd like to make on the Draft EIS. 
 
- As a resident of Cottonwood Heights I do support the transportation hubs, and I do support road 
widening of Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.9L) I'd like to see that side walks and bike lanes are installed on 
Wasatch and all of the major streets (Ft. Union, ect.) so that Cottonwood Heights residents can reduce 
impact on their commute to the transportation hubs with either walking or biking. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
- I believe that BCC is equally as big of a problem and contributor to traffic as LCC and one of my major 
issues with the preferred alternatives is that they do not address crowding and traffic with regards to 
BCC. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) 
 
- As a climber, and specifically a boulderer I am saddened that either alternative would affect climbing 
in LCC. People have been bouldering and climbing in LCC for well over 50 years, and having grown up 
here, some of those boulders have significant meaning to myself as well as many others. LCC is world 
renowned for its bouldering, and the thought that some of the most classic areas will be affected by 
these two solutions is terrible. Both the gondola and the road widening are not viable or acceptable 
solutions for me. UDOT and the LCC/BCC communities need to find and try solutions that do not 
physically alter LCC before we explore other options. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
 
- I know there is an expected increase in canyon usage over the next 50 years but this increase is 
speculative, and there is no reason for us to assume that a gondola or road widening is the best 
solution without trying other less invasive solutions first. (32.29R) 
 
- In addition, it seems that either of these solutions are directly geared towards helping increase usage 
at the ski resorts. I do not support any measures that directly support Alta or Snowbird, and do not 
account for other users in the canyon, and on top of that, take away valuable resources from other 
users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
- I do support tolling, and I believe that no private vehicles should be in either canyons, unless they are 
employees, resident, or approved shuttles. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) At least for the winter months. I 
believe this will also help with the crime issues at trailheads, as well as reduce private vehicle 
accidents. There are many examples of areas that have successfully implemented bus or shuttle only 
style access programs. 
 
- I do support the snow sheds, and understand how they will help with mitigation to the canyons 
avalanche problems. This is the only physical change I support for the canyons. (32.2.9K) 
 
- I support increased or mandatory bus services, and would like to see a local, and express style 
system with local buses stopping at all the major trailheads. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.6.3C) This 
may change how some use the canyon (for example further walks to certain spots), but it will not take 
away or destroy resources. Also, increased and or mandatory bus services will help alleviate the 
congestion and traffic issues in both LCC and BCC immediately. How BCC is not a targeted issue is of 
big concern to me. (32.1.1A) 
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- I believe that if we do not make the public transportation solution mandatory, we will not truly solve the 
congestion issues. It's nice to think that people will take the buses, but if the incentive isn't very high, it 
will not work. (32.2.4A) It needs to either be mandatory, or an incentive well beyond a monetary charge. 
(32.2.2B) 
 
In summary, I do not support either of the Draft EIS two preferred alternatives with regards to road 
widening and the gondola, and would like to see tolling, private vehicle restrictions, and increased bus 
services from the the transportation hubs to help services both BCC and LCC. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.9A) 
 
We cannot let Alta and Snowbird ruin our canyon for their gain. These canyons mean a lot to a lot of 
people who do not want to see their resources destroyed for the ski resorts.  
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  10783 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Schenkman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
Read from SLCA's Justice, Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (JEDI) Committee how UDOT's proposals 
perpetuate environmental marginalization and injustice in the Wasatch Front. (32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  10784 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Carmichael 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As I’ve mentioned before, the proses gondola system will do nothing to change traffic, as it won’t run on 
powder days when needed the most. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5H and 32.7C) On the days where it does run, 
bringing more people into the canyon only makes matters worse. (32.20A and 32.20C) Plans to 
actually reduce the number of the people in the canyon should be evaluated prior to this. (32.1.2D and 
32.2.4A) I also am not in support of wider lanes. Additional buses can be used without doing this. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  10785 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Lambert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the Gondola. A Gondola will maximize how many people can access the canyon under any 
circumstances. Traveling in the European alps they have extensive gondola networks that ease 
congestion, move people rapidly and rid areas of vehicle congestion. Please, build the gondola system. 
(32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10786 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elisa Opt Hof 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Elisa Opt Hof 
Mapleton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10787 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mitchell Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mitchell Johnson 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10788 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alexis Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alexis Johnson 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10789 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Rucci 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola solution. (32.2.9E) The proposed option serves to benefit only 
Alta and Snowbird, while only being a supposed "critical" resource for a few storms a year. (32.1.4D, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This gondola will ruin the natural view and beauty of the 
canyon that can never be restored. (32.17A) Low impact/cost alternatives exist, and must be fully 
investigated and vetted prior to making a permanent, irreversible change to the canyon. (32.2.2PP and 
32.29R) A firm commitment must be made to enforcing mandatory traction laws from Nov to May, while 
also enforcing tolling at the mouth with potential "fast pass" lanes for eligible riders or carpoolers. 
(32.2.2M, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2Y) It must be understood that a taxpayer funded endeavor should 
produce a solution that benefits taxpayers all year long with easier access to all points of recreation 
along LCC as opposed to the current plan that benefits the private interests of Alta and Snowbird at the 
top of the canyon. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C)  
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COMMENT #:  10790 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mandy Jepsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
One track minded, way to ruin everything for everyone except skiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Wonderful critical thinking, this is an entirely flawless plan. NOT. (32.29G)

Page 32B-11042 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10791 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madalyn Opt hof 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Madalyn Opt hof 
Mapleton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10792 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christy Delgado 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Christy Delgado 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10793 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marjorie Gendler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I definitely oppose the gondola operation. (32.2.9E) The canyon is beautiful but will not be if a gondola 
is built in it. (32.17A) My main objection is that I no longer ski Alta, but I still use the canyon to access 
hikes in both the winter and summer. The condole will not help us hikers get to trailheads, whereas a 
bus could make multiple stops. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Put bus stops at the 
trailheads and have a frequent schedule. (32.2.6.3C)  
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COMMENT #:  10794 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Arcilesi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't see spending half a billion dollars for a problem that exist 10-12 days each winter. (32.1.4D) The 
Gondola will turn LCC into an amusement park. (32.2.9E) Just use the road we have and run more 
buses. (32.2.9A) Charge a $35 toll for private cars to use the road during peak times. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10795 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Roberte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy LCC by putting in a gondola or widening the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
Enhance the bus system and cap the ticket sales at the resort. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) We do 
not need to wreck this beautiful canyon by putting a structure in it. (32.17A) Leave nature alone. 
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COMMENT #:  10796 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Finn Stack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Finn Stack 
Boulder, CO 
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COMMENT #:  10797 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
David Tillotson 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10798 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Collin Titus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello people reading all these comments, I’m writing today to let you know that at least myself 
personally am not in favor of the gondola being built. (32.2.9E) I’m in favor of snowsheds in certain slide 
paths and enhanced bussing. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9A) I’d also love for UDOT to voice the people’s 
concerns over the Ikon pass, the leading cause of overcrowding at the resorts, that should be the 
immediate first solution before we build a gondola. (32.2.2K) I understand the benefits of it running 
while the canyon has a slide hit the road, however it’s not going to fix the bottom line issue of massive 
crowds and lift lines, it will likely ruin the canyon if it’s built. (32.20C and 32.4I) Considering political 
figures are speaking out against it I think it only makes sense to cancel that idea and try the other ideas 
first at least. Please remember that the gondola is essentially a permanent structure, a permanent 
eyesore on a beautiful canyon that needs other ideas used to fix it’s issues, add a toll, up the number of 
busses and just entice people to use the busses. (32.17A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) I’ve been told people 
don’t wanna use the busses with COVID being a thing, but they want to use a gondola even though 
that’s the same personal issue for them. (32.2.6C) I’ve used the bus plenty and find it efficient on days 
necessary or when I’m backcountry skiing and go between both S.R. 190 and 210.  
 
Overall just please consider the less extreme ideas before the gondola. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R)  
 
-collin titus 
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COMMENT #:  10799 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Judy Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am totally against any kind of of public transit up Little Cottonwood Canyon except bus with a 
designated lane so it is, indeed, faster than individual cars. (32.2.9B) Buses can be used in all seasons 
and drop hikers off in the spring/summer/fall and skiers off in winter. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) Having 
satellite parking lots--maybe even using TRAX lots seems like a practical idea. (32.2.2I) Please do not 
put up a tram or any other aerial conveyance. (32.2.9E) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  10800 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Teri Finlayson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Teri Finlayson 
SouthJordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10801 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Smart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Save the canyons! (32.29G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Smart 
Riverton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10802 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cory Reekc 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I STRONGLY OPPOSE A GONDOLA IN LCC. (32.2.9E) Taxpayer monies should absolutely NOT be 
used to benefit two specific private enterprises. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Alta and 
Snowbird need to DROP the mega passes that have created an extreme overcrowding issue. (32.2.2K) 
The gondola ONLY serves the resorts. 
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COMMENT #:  10803 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maria Nasioti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
LCC (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Before you proceed with these transportation alternatives, you have to conduct visitor capacity 
studies. (32.20B_ These transportation alternatives will significantly increase the number of 
visitors accessing LCC and they pose a risk of over-use of LCC, which could result in negative 
environmental, public safety, and water resource consequences. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
Additionally could negatively impact the visitor experience for both tourists and locals who seek to enjoy 
recreation and nature from unmanaged crowds. (32.20C and 32.4I) These concerns have been raised 
repeatedly by the public, various groups, and elected officials during the EIS process, but the limited 
scope of the EIS’s has not allowed UDOT the opportunity to fully consider these issues. Why? (32.20A 
and 32.20C) 
 
3). UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the 
climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout LCC . (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.4G). Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at 
least 64 boulders and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B). The proposed parking lot 
“improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing in the canyon by dramatically 
reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower 
LCC Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
 
4). Year-round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summertime trailhead is not served by a 
gondola. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.5F, and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
5). Canyon road expansion will impact plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. How can 
we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed out of 
their habitat? (32.13A and 32.13B) 
 
6). Protection of the fragile environmental conditions is the highest priority for the communities that rely 
on these Mountains for watersheds and water supply. Any transportation solution for LCC should 
minimize and mitigate negative environmental impacts, including irreversible damage to the watersheds 
that provide precious drinking water to more than 450,000 people in the Valley and in the LCC itself. 
(32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
7). Traffic congestion in LCC will still continue even with the gondola because it's highly reliant on 
private vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car 
congestion. (32.2.2L, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.6.5E) 
8). Taxpayers will pay for that, and that will benefit only private corporations like Snowbird. Spend all 
that money for 30 days per year? That serves only resort users? Why? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded bus service, coupled with tolling and other 
traffic mitigation strategies like parking outside of the Canyons that includes dispersed recreation transit 
needs before any permanent changes are made to LCC that will forever damage it. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.1.2D) 
 
Sincerely, 
Maria Nasioti 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10804 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erica Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Erica Olsen 
Sandy, UT 

Page 32B-11057 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10805 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pam Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All other options need to be exhausted within the current infrastructure before we irreversibly destroy 
LCC and disrupt a vital watershed. (32.29R, 32.12A, and 32.12B) Canyon users should be incentivized 
by limiting/penalizing single riders during peak times/days, providing benefits to carpoolers, increasing 
bus frequency, enlarging car share parking lots in the valley, and utilizing the passing lanes for buses 
and HOV vehicles only. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.5N) 
 
The gondola only serves the resorts and most often only those who can pay upwards of $1K for a 
season pass. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I think it’s ethically wrong for a private 
company to profit off public lands that only seek to serve the privileged, especially while expecting 
taxpayers to subsidize the cost.  
 
We should first consider the easiest, cheapest, and most environmentally sound option we have. I 
believe that we should not move forward with either option until we can definitively say that current 
infrastructure is inadequate. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.29R) Furthermore, any future option should 
include options for the diverse outdoor community beyond only resort users. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
Installation of either the gondola or additional lane options will forever have an adverse and irreversible 
impact on land that provides critical resources to the people of Utah. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10806 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stephen Hales 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
As a three decade user of ALL parts of LCC canyon, I do NOT support a publicly funded solution that 
serves only private corporations, aka, Alta and Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Stephen Hales 
Draper, UT " 
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COMMENT #:  10807 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Susan Clement 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Clement 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10808 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Rafferty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Submitted on behalf of Ski Utah: 
 
The recent proposals that the Utah Department of Transportation have outlined as solutions for the 
ongoing transportation issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon seem to have the whole valley abuzz. 
 
Over the past decade there have been a variety of solutions proposed, but one thing is clear: 
something needs to be done to mitigate transportation issues in the canyon so that we can all continue 
to enjoy responsibly recreating in the mountains while still protecting our environment.  
 
Recently, UDOT narrowed the proposed solutions down to two after a number of studies: widening the 
road and incorporating more buses or building a gondola with a parking station at La Caille.  
 
There are pros and cons to both proposals. However, as a veteran of the ski industry and current 
president of Ski Utah, a 501(c)6 devoted to promoting the ski industry in Utah, the discourse 
surrounding this project seems to be about the wrong idea. Many of the comments we’ve seen, fueled 
by misinformation and confusion, are debating whether we do something or nothing. Doing nothing is 
no longer a viable option. (32.1.4A) 
 
The question is quite simple: would you rather ride a bus or a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon? 
The answer is also simple: a bus is something you must ride whereas a gondola is something you get 
to ride. From a user experience standpoint, a gondola is the obvious option. The proposed option would 
make it easy for guests to park in a large parking garage at La Caille and be swiftly transported up the 
canyon via gondola cabins that arrive every 15 seconds. It will take approximately 31 minutes to arrive 
at Snowbird and 37 minutes to arrive at Alta, which is much faster than waiting in traffic up the canyon 
on a powder day. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5C)  
 
Speaking as someone who grew up riding the bus every weekend from Foothill Drive to Solitude before 
I could drive, buses were a great option back then, and UTA has continually done a great job working 
with all available resources. However, as a state, we have simply outgrown this option. While our 
calling card has always been The Greatest Snow on Earth, the other aspect Utah is known for is The 
Greatest Access on Earth. If that access goes away and we can no longer honestly say that we have 8 
resorts within 45 minutes of the airport, so too disappears a good portion of our $1.7 Billion ski industry, 
20,000+ jobs and all the economic benefit Utah gleans from it. Access to backcountry terrain has also 
been a hotly debated topic throughout this discourse. We know that a significant portion of backcountry 
tours start from Alta and/or White Pine and would also be easily accessible via the gondola. 
 
The gondola solution is also the clear choice from an environmental standpoint. The enhanced bus with 
road widening involves more asphalt, more concrete, more cars, more room for human error and more 
emissions. (32.1.2B, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.10A) It also is still subject to closure due to avalanches or 
accidents. (32.7A and 32.2.6.3P) The gondola, on the other hand, will reduce carbon emissions in the 
canyon by up to 56%. (32.10A) We cannot continue to rely solely on motor vehicles in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and expect to preserve it for generations to come. 
 
The gondola is a forward-thinking, long-term solution that helps preserve the canyon while removing 
cars from the road and emissions from the air. (32.10A) It also enables guests to enjoy its beauty in a 
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new, safe and less invasive way. (32.17A) Finally, it provides an emergency access and exit route 
should a road closure occur. (32.2.6.5H) 
 
Finally, the gondola proposal doesn’t exist to simply benefit the ski resorts. That’s really shallow 
thinking and an easy straw man. The ski resorts will continue to grow and thrive regardless of which 
solution is chosen. This decision is about the canyon and the visitor experience, not the ski resorts. The 
Gondola option will preserve and protect Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C)  
 
UDOT has extended the period of public commentary until September 3, and we encourage everyone 
to submit their input. The future of skiing and snowboarding in Little Cottonwood Canyon is in our 
hands. 
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COMMENT #:  10809 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Clayton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the idea of a gondola in LCC. The idea ruins the landscape and does not address the 
issue adequately. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.17A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10810 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Gilman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
-The snow sheds in LCC have been called for in every transportation study in the last 40 years. Build 
them. (32.2.9K) 
- Fix the road add Buses as needed. (32.2.9B) 
- Put some more money into plowing the road. (32.2.2II) 
- The ski resorts are a 24hr a day operation, the gondola would not serve that. (32.2.6.5N) 
- Road surface issues are the main reason for Canyon slowdowns. Work on those problems. (32.2.2II)  
-Add traffic lights to the access roads from the parking lots so traffic keeps moving in the upper canyon. 
(32.2.2UU) 
- Add do not pass advisories to the downhill passing lanes on crowded days to prevent the every other 
phenomenon that stops traffic mid canyon on crowded days. (32.29D)  
- Widen Wasatch Boulevard and 9800 S to 5 lanes, bike lanes and sidewalks both sides. (32.2.6.2.2A 
and 32.7E) 
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COMMENT #:  10811 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erica Holland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the proposed gondola in favor of bus services. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) It’s a massive 
waste of money that benefits no one except the resorts and the developers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The time to access the gondola is prohibitively long. But more importantly 
to me as an active member of the outdoor community here and a frequent visitor to LCC is that this 
gondola does not serve the outdoor community beyond getting dropped off at the two resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There many other trail heads and destinations along the canyon 
for a variety of activities outside of resort skiing that are inaccessible from the proposed gondola. These 
spots are part of what makes the canyon so special and it would be a shame for the essence of the 
canyon to be ruined in a misguided attempt to reduce traffic and environmental impact with a gondola. 
The bus route options are both more realistic and user friendly. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, 
32.2.6.5G, and 32.4I) 

Page 32B-11065 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10812 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Camden Clements 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an avid rock climber and believe the impacts of this project will greatly effect (destroy) some 
climbing areas and boulders. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please use information from local climbers (and other 
outdoor sports groups) to avoid damaging these non renewable and limited natural resources. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10813 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jack Crognale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
I agree with the above statement whole heartedly. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Jack Crognale 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10814 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  George Sullivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
No to the gondola project. (32.2.9E) The canyons exist for public use and enjoyment, not to serve as 
expressways to private, expensive ski resorts. No to public funding for this project. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Instead, consider the following: 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.4A) 
- Free bus on weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front - 
instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I) 
 
Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
George Sullivan 
Slc, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10815 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  samantha Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
samantha Tillotson 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10816 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bill Arthur 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C)  
 
In addition to the items below I want to point out that, it a strategy of widening the road was adopted, 
not something I would immediately support, the idea that two dedicated bus lanes would be required is 
false. A single bus lane in the center is all that is required. The high volume traffic times are always one 
way. The traffic is congested up canyon in the morning and down canyon in the afternoon and evening 
and the bus lane can be used in that way. The buses can go up the bus lane and down the uncrowded 
regular lane in the morning and reverse after any half day pass times in the afternoon. (32.2.2D) 
 
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
Sincerely, 
Bill Arthur 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10817 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Chandler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
First I’d like to thank the team there for the hard work of planning transportation solutions for something 
as complex as the Wasatch Canyons. I’m confident that clear minds and intelligent solutions will 
prevail.  
 
I’m a lifelong climber, skier and outdoor enthusiast, moved to Utah 23 years ago for the combination of 
excellent outdoor recreation resources and the amenities and job opportunities of the city. I’ve been 
involved with the SLCA as a board member, and have spent a lot of time exploring all corners of the 
Wasatch with my family. Although I’m a little sad that the canyons are becoming “loved to death”, I’m 
not naive to the fact that this is a fact of life given population increasing, and more people coming here 
for the same reasons I did. 
 
My main concern with the current proposals is that it seems to be solely focused on the issues in Little 
Cottonwood. (32.1.1C) We now know that the same problem exists in Big Cottonwood as well. Over the 
past several years BCC has become just as clogged on the busiest days - to the point that the 
experience of attempting to enjoy Utah’s legendary powder in either canyon is simply not worth the 
effort - in terms of traffic, parking and the experience at the resorts. (32.1.1A) 
 
I am against the gondola because I think it’s a narrowly focused solution for a very specific user group, 
benefitting the ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It seems that this 
might be a step towards another Olympic bid because of the canyon access issue, while also being 
something of a tourist attraction that can be promoted by the ski tourism bureau. I can understand that, 
but this solution would cause a massive change in the character of the canyon for a small user group 
on specific days (which interestingly is the highest profit user group‚...) (32.1.4D and 32.1.2D) I 
appreciate some aspects of the gondola (quieter, no road widening, potential less energy usage) but 
that does not outweigh the visual impacts, as well as the footprint of towers (and their construction). 
(32.17A and 32.13A)  
 
The road widening is also a short sighted and obscenely destructive option that will forever change the 
character of the bottom of the canyon, not only for climbers, but for all non motorized users. (32.4A) As 
we know, SLC and LCC specifically has always been a hub for climbing in the U.S., and this is even 
more significant now that USA Climbing is based here. To destroy a large amount of roadside boulders 
and trails is an extreme affront to the community, both for the climbers who have fought to protect and 
steward this resource over the past 30 years, but also for the future generations who will get to enjoy 
this activity. (32.4A and 32.4I) 
 
I encourage your committee to reconsider these options by taking a more zoomed out, wider view of 
recreation and transportation in the Wasatch, and find a better way to balance environmental 
protection, commerce, and user experience across all canyons and the urban/wilderness interface. We 
have a very challenging, but incredible opportunity to set an example of innovative, forward thinking 
solutions that will benefit first and foremost local residents, local business and visitors, in that order. 
Please do not place skier traffic as a higher priority over local residents who either do not ski, or cannot 
afford to ski, but are also avid visitors to the canyons. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, and 32.29G)  
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I am in favor of testing options that include responsible, non-resource destructive changes to the 
roadway to allow for tolls, more busses, bike lanes, capacity limits and strict vehicle restrictions. 
(32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.9A, 32.9B, 32.20B, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2M) Destroying significant 
historical natural resources should never be an acceptable option.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  
Tommy Chandler 
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COMMENT #:  10818 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Curtis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
John Curtis 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10819 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cathy Bobbe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cathy Bobbe 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10820 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mike Hesslau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mike Hesslau 
South Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10821 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonny Bigelow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Short answer: Don’t make these massive investments without more experimentation with lower cost, 
and lower environmental impact solutions!! (32.29R) Learning for another season or two to make a 
generational decision is the right and responsible thing to do.  
 
Longer answer: Skiing at Alta and snowbird, or walking through wildflowers on your way towards 
Catherine’s area in the summer are two of the very best, most beautiful, things you can do in the 
outdoors. It makes sense why more and more people want to have that experience and cause 
congestion in the canyons. I’m one of them! 
 
I believe in making modifications to roads and wildlife to enhance access to these opportunities when 
appropriate. I do not believe, however, there is enough evidence to merit enormous and expensive 
projects like a road expansion or gondola towers. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
Evidence of congestion and over pollution in the canyon is clear, but there has not been iterative 
experimentation with enhanced bus service on existing roads, and tolling (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A). Even 
if you just paid hourly employees to restrict certain traffic with tolls at the mouth of the canyon for a 
portion of high traffic days for a single season we could make a more informed decision on whether or 
not massive investments are needed. (32.2.2Y) Experiment first, gather data, let the community 
continue to be involved and we will make a much more effective solution than rushing to the current 
options. (32.29R) 
 
If you want volunteers to help with the experimentation of better solutions, put me on your list!"
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COMMENT #:  10822 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kerrie Neal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Unsure how this is a long term fix. Backcountry ski traffic will only exponentially increase in coming 
years without a way to accommodate for that traffic. Looks like there is major lack of planning for the 
bottle neck of traffic that will form for the communities that live at the base of the canyon. Expensive 
option that will need to be reworked in 5 years. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10823 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeremy Collett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
 
Thank you for addressing the problem of congestion in LCC. As a Salt Lake City resident for the last 
decade, who frequently accesses LCC in both the winter and summer, I've seen vehicle traffic 
drastically increase in recent years, and agree that this problem needs to be addressed. With that being 
said I strongly believe that the enhanced bus service and gondola proposals, are not viable solutions to 
the problem for the following reasons (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E): 1) both proposals will cause unnecessary 
environmental destruction to sensitive mountain ecosystems, (32.13A and 32.13B) 2) they fall short in 
addressing the increase of backcountry users who make up a large portion of canyon travelers in 
winter, (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) and 3) these proposals only apply to LCC while 
traffic and parking in Big Cottonwood Canyon is equally or worse of a problem. (32.1.1A) Lastly it's 
important to note last season, 2020/2021, was an anomaly due to the COVID 19 pandemic, and we 
saw far less carpooling, and an increase of single passenger vehicles in the canyons. 
 
My proposal for a solution to the traffic problem in BOTH LCC and BCC is far less expensive, requires 
minimal development, and benefits both the backcountry community as well as the ski resorts. The 
central component of my solution is to increase carpooling, and add additional parking at backcountry 
trailheads. (32.1.2C, 32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) The existing park and rides are far to small and get filled up 
by 7am busy days. (32.2.6.1.2C) Even if people want to carpool, theres is currently no good spot for 
them to meet up and park. (32.2.4A) A large parking lot or parking garage at the gravel pit would 
provide enough additional parking so that everyone who wanted to carpool or ride the bus could 
actually find a spot. (32.2.6.2.1C) Ski resorts should charge for parking for single passenger vehicles, 
while providing free parking for those who carpool. (32.2.2K) Another way to increase carpooling is to 
legalize hitchhiking in the Cottonwood Canyons, as they have done on Teton Pass in Wyoming. 
Hitchhiking is a great way to quickly catch a ride up the canyon between bus services, and allow those 
driving up solo to quickly pick someone up to satisfy ski resort carpool parking requirements. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.2KK) Lastly, we need to provide more parking at the backcountry trailheads. Backcountry 
skiing is becoming much more popular and with limited trailhead parking, many skiers end up parking 
on the side of the road which leads to a slowing of the traffic patterns and inhibits snow removal 
operations. (32.1.2D and 32.2.6.2.4A) 
 
I urge you reconsider both the enhanced bus service and gondola proposals, and instead focus on a far 
less environmentally destructive and much less costly alternative like the one I have proposed. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.2PP) 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my comment. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Jeremy Collett”
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COMMENT #:  10824 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Heyse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of the enhanced bus options. (32.2.9A) I would like to see a solution that solves the 
problem of reducing traffic within LLC, not just getting more folks to the resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10825 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Cracroft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! My name is Jon Cracroft. I was born and raised in Salt Lake City, and our family has called Utah 
home for several generations. We have all been users of the Cottonwood canyons, mainly for skiing 
and hiking, but also camping, picnicking, driving/sightseeing, weekend getaways and use of the variety 
of lodges, mountain biking, road cycling, trail running, photography, event participation, walking, and 
climbing. And I’ve also worked as a professional photographer for both of the ski resorts in Little 
Cottonwood canyon. I have spend countless days of my life in the canyon both working and playing. 
The current road has mostly always suited my needs for reliable transportation, with the occasional 
closures for inclement weather and poor road conditions, avalanche mitigation, vehicle accidents, and a 
few notable long running and large avalanche road crossings that close the canyon for an extended 
amount of time. These delays are relatively low occurring situations, and I typically get up and down the 
canyon in a reasonable amount of time. (32.1.4D) 
 
I recognize there is frustration among several parties when it comes to the topic of transportation to, 
amongst, and from Little Cottonwood Canyon. I get it. We want to consistently and predictably get to 
and from place to place with as little delay, frustration, and friction as possible, and to do it safely. And 
sometimes, the problems I expressed above don’t allow that. I appreciate UDOT making an effort to 
solve these problem. But, I think the current effort is falling short of solving the problem in a way that 
creates a long term solution and fully recognizes and addresses all users of the area. 
 
I have read many of the published UDOT/project documents that are publicly available, including the 
EIS, I’ve watched the EIS videos, and participated in one of the public hearings, so I feel pretty 
informed. However, I’m sure there are details I am missing. And frankly probably details that we’re all 
missing. 
 
The problem. What is it exactly? (32.1.2B) Stated at the top of the home page 
https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov, it reads: The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) 
began an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in the spring of 2018 for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
(LCC) and Wasatch Boulevard in partnership with Utah "Transit Authority (UTA) and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Forest Service to provide an integrated transportation system that improves 
the reliability, mobility and safety for residents, visitors, and commuters who use S.R. 210. Ultimately, 
the partners seek to deliver transportation options that meet the needs of the community while 
preserving the value of the Wasatch Mountains. 
 
I infer, based on the first two paragraphs of the page reference above, that the problem is: the current 
transportation solution isn’t working, or isn’t working as well as is could, or as well as the public wants it 
to? 
 
I don’t believe that all possible options are being presented to the public. The gondola has many flaws 
and is very expensive. (32.2.9E) And the widening of the road for expanded bus service seems like it 
could work, but leaves many questions. And I’m not convinced that either solution uphold the statement 
of preserving the value of the Wasatch Mountains.  
 
I’d like to see this transportation study extended and the consideration of an expanded busses, plus 
vans and shuttles, system considered as another viable options, with hubs located throughout the 
valley in the most advantageous locations as possible when it comes to convenience in the form of 
time, friction (ease to get in/out, finding parking, moving equipment, moving kids to and from 
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buses/shuttles), and the big picture logistics and functionality of a system like this. This is where I feel 
UDOT and UTA should be putting their efforts. (32.2.2I) 
 
I personally would not use the gondola. For one I do not approve of the negative visual effect it would 
have on the beautiful landscape. (32.17A) Seeing giant steel towers lining the canyons would be 
atrocious. Cables and gondolas would be an offensive sights in such a majestic place. The tower bases 
will also disturb additional ground and water in the canyons, possibly disrupting sensitive areas. 
(32.12A and 32.13A) Add to that the total transportation time to get from home to destination would 
include multiple transfers (of equipment, kids, elderly, and/or mobile impaired) and would all add 
headache and friction. Although it would probably be a rare occasion, I’ve seen it happen enough that a 
gondola breaks or is put on wind hold for an undefined amount of time, and passengers are stranded 
not knowing when they’ll be moving again, and how awful would it be to have to do an emergency 
evacuation from a gondola 200 feet in the air in blizzard conditions, again especially for children and 
other sensitive groups. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
I understand there may be a need to expand the highway to allow for additional bus services. But to 
give comparison, the road in Zion canyon didn’t need to be widened to accommodate their shuttle 
system. I’d like to see this option researched and surveyed more, but with an emphasis on a broader 
look at the specific user populations, i.e. skiers, cyclist, hikers, campers, climbers, etc. (32.2.2B and 
32.1.2D) Surveying all the user groups and allowing an ample amount of public response time is 
necessary for this to work right. Hikers may be effected differently from climbers, or mountain bikers, or 
road bikers for example. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) And if we’re going to expand 
the highway we need to consider pedestrian lanes (or additional trail systems) as these canyons are 
very popular for cycling, walking, and running from bottom to top and back. (32.1.2B) This leads to the 
next concern I have, how do we move a very large amount of people effectively to the transfer points? 
Instead of having a two transfer points near the base of the canyon, maybe it would be better to have 
several distributed and dedicated express transfer points in more strategic locations throughout the 
valley. For example, I live near Foothill Village on the east side of Salt Lake City. I would be willing to 
drive my family to a parking garage and catch an express shuttle to a bus station, if the right conditions 
were met. One the parking garage would need to be convenient and safe to access and leave from. It 
would need to be well lit, have clean bathrooms, be air conditioned/heated so it was comfortable, and 
as a bonus have amenities like restaurants or basic concessions, a good example is the parking at City 
Creek. Additionally the bus transfer station would need the same. And lastly the end locations would 
need the same. Additionally a comfortable common space at each destination with convenient and safe 
storage lockers/closets that would take the place of the space I have in my car for storing equipment 
that I would normally take when going up the canyon. This could be ski lockers, mountain bike valet, a 
medium size locker for extra clothes/climbing equipment, etc. (32.6.2.1A and 32.2.3A) 
 
There are additional traffic control methods that should be considered as well. Tolling is the obvious 
one to me. And it should be based on congestion, so on very busy days the toll should be higher. There 
should be an exception for HOV, but instead of 2+ like it is on I-15, I think it should be 3+. (32.2.4A) 
 
I have many more thoughts on this topic that I don’t have time to include in my comments today. But I’d 
be happy to participate in a problem solving committee or something of the like to help find a more 
sustainable, more highly acceptable public solution, that includes approval from the vast user 
communities.  
 
In conclusion, I do NOT support the gondola option. (32.2.9E) I think it’s a terrible idea! I could support 
the expanded bus solution, but with a lot more consideration on how the whole system works. 
(32.2.6.3N) If this is not done right it will be a giant waste of public money! 
 
Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  10826 
DATE:   9/2/21 11:54 AM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Riley Hanson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Riley Hanson 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10827 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nils Abramson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a 48 year resident using the cottonwood canyons for all season recreation and a ski industry 
career as a cross country ski area owner (Brighton Ski Touring Center 1979-1986), ski patrol Solitude 
and food service and caretaker in Alta. I learned to climb and backcountry ski in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon in the late 70's and 80's. #1 I would recommend charging a user fee for both Little and Big 
Cottonwood Canyons to both study and support ongoing parking and transportation options. (32.2.4A 
and 32.20D) This was proposed by Utah Senator Francis Farley in the late 70's which if adopted could 
have provided money to focus on growth and use. #2 I am opposed to the "gondola option" as it 
addresses only ski area users and parking and does not adequately address non-commercial, non-
resort recreation and uses such as backcountry skiing, climbing, hiking , snowshoeing, bird watching 
and general day use. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The other problem with 
the gondola is parking at La Caille and transfer to the gondola will be lengthy and still have only a 
limited number of parking stalls creating wait times. (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.5J) The environmental 
impacts would be permanent and obscene. (32.4I and 32.17A) The major draw for out of state 
corporations to move to Utah and persons like myself were the wild mountains close to work and 
education. # 3 I would approve of an extended canyon bus system with dedicated lanes for both buses 
(smaller and possibly 4x4) and carpoolers. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3B) I approve of paid parking in the 
canyon but request there be parking for non-resort users. (32.2.2K) Please rethink the transportation 
option and include all users not just winter alpine skiers. 
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COMMENT #:  10828 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christopher Rondem 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
WHY IS UTAH NOT USING PRE-EXISITING INFORMATION TO SOLVE THIS CRISIS? WHY ARE 
WE NOT BUILDING AVALANCHE BRIDGES IN LCC? WE KNOW WHERE THE AVY PATHS ARE, 
AND WE KNOW THAT AVY BRIDGES WORK, SO WHY ARE AVY BRIDGES NOT PART OF THE 
SOLUTION? (32.2.9K) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Christopher Rondem 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10829 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristina Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road for a bus lane does nothing to reduce vehicle traffic in the canyon. (32.2.9C and 
32.7C) It still is subject to road conditions. (32.2.6.3P) We have already studied the options for *years* 
and added more bus routes. No amount of buses is going to entice drivers to take them (even with a 
bus lane) as has been seen the last few years. (32.2.4A) Traffic jams will still occur, the bus lane will 
not be respected during a red snake. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.3B) A gondola is friendlier to the 
environment, can handle an Olympics , will entice drivers, and most importantly reduce vehicles in the 
canyon. Hikers, backcountry skiers and others who are complaining about the gondola will enjoy a less 
trafficked road just for them to go where they like and enjoy the road conditions as they like. (32.1.2D) 
No one is being restricted or disadvantaged by *the only* solution to fully address the issues of the 
road: a gondola. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  10830 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello there! 
 
I'm a lifelong resident of Utah that currently lives in Holladay. I have purposefully stayed here in Utah 
due to the wonderful opportunity we have to be near such beautiful and accessible mountains. I am a 
backcountry skier, runner, hiker, and birder and spend around 70 days a year up our local canyons. 
 
After carefully reviewing the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS, I would love for us to focus on the 
enhanced bus service plan and to avoid the gondola option at all costs. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) I don't 
believe we should alter and forever change the landscape of LCC and pay the $592 million to do it. 
(32.17A and 32.4I) The gondola will only move the congestion problem and highly benefits private 
companies that I am not a patron of, that in my opinion are already making it difficult to enjoy our public 
lands. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I would love a more robust parking solution at the base of the canyon and reliable and frequent bus 
service that can take me to the many trailheads where I recreate. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.6.3C) If that means I can't access LCC when avalanche danger is high 10 times a year or traffic 
due to folks trying to access powder skiing so be it. (32.7A) Powder skiing will never be more important 
than protecting our land for future generations. Considering the total capacity of our canyons and 
limiting human impact should be a priority, not making it easier for even more people to be up there at 
once. (32.20B, 32.1.2B, and 32.20C) 
 
Thank you for your consideration! 
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COMMENT #:  10831 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Mahlberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not implement the Gondola. Please! (32.2.9E)  
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COMMENT #:  10832 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Klancy de Nevers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expanded bus service in Little Cottonwood Canyon, without widening the road, would be the most 
environmentally sensible solution (32.2.9A). Establish fees or require permits for any vehicular access 
to the canyon, and provide parking for bus passengers outside the canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 
32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  10833 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Max Hof 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Max Hof 
Mapleton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10834 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option would be a more reliable & safer way to commute to & from the ski areas. It only 
take one vehicle accident or avalanche across the road to stop traffic for hours. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  10835 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alisha Knight 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alisha Knight 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10836 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tim White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tim White 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-11092 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10837 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hadley Rampton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Hadley Rampton 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10838 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elijah Bernesser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please! (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-11094 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10839 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kendall Wimmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
KENDALL WIMMER 
American Fork, UT  
 

Page 32B-11095 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10840 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Coral Montgomery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT like EITHER of these options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) NEITHER of them conserve the delicate 
ecosystem of the beautiful canyon, they are TOO EXPENSIVE for taxpayers, and the gondola would be 
another example of enriching PRIVATE businesses at the expense of taxpayers. (32.13A, 32.13B, 
32.2.7A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7A, and 32.7C) I think the best approach is to prioritize the EXISTING 
BUS SERVICE, or possibly increase it, and give it preference on THE EXISTING ROADWAY over cars, 
and LIMIT the number of cars allowed in, through tolls, parking availability, just make it EXTREMELY 
CAR UNFRIENDLY forcing people onto the buses. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) I care about our 
canyons, I care about the ecosystem, and I care about preservation. I know that BUSINESS AND 
DEVELOPMENT is so many peoples focus, but I OBJECT TO THIS. Our canyons need to be 
PRESERVED, NOT DEVELOPED. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  10841 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not living in Utah, but a frequent skier there, I wholeheartedly support the proposal of a tram to provide 
transportation to the ski resorts and access to the backcountry in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
I have used similar tram systems in Canada and Europe, which were very aesthetically pleasing, 
extremely efficient and did not distract from the environment. (32.17A) I feel the idea of a tram system 
would be outstanding in minimizing pollution, while maximizing the overall value and experience offered 
by Utah’s natural resources. 
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COMMENT #:  10842 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pete Gasser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola. If Snowbird and Alta complain about it then no to both. (32.2.9E). That kind of 
money can go to much better causes. Why don't we spend that kind of money helping some other 
private interest like the Utah Jazz by putting moving sidewalks everywhere downtown? Because it is flat 
out ridiculous. Focus on areas of higher importance first. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10843 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ben Rosen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ben Rosen 
Rockville, MD 
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COMMENT #:  10844 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  William Gowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The gondola is a boondoggle for the already rich. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C). 
Widening the road is unnecessary (32.2.9C) 
 
Please, please, please consider trying solutions that leverage our existing resources. (32.2.2PP) 
 
Buses and transport hubs. (32.2.9A) 
Tolls NOW! (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
Carpool parking preferences (32.2.4A) 
ENFORCE TRACTION RULES!!! (32.2.2M) 
 
Please...for the sake of the wilderness and the Wasatch experience 
 
Sincerely, 
William Gowski 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10845 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Beal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is unacceptable! The canyon is not owned by the ski resorts. There are more activities and sports 
that the canyon provides then just skiing as a climber this would be devastating to not just me but the 
entire community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I am a skiier as well and still think 
this is beyond unacceptable, there are many other methods of shuttles and transportation that are not 
being utilized at all that should be to fix the problem. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10846 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Will Nesse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I think both proposed options are problematic, but the gondola is especially bad so it runs only during 
peak days during the winter and has no other utility outside of winter ski resort transport. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.6.5N, and 32.2.6.5F)  
 
At over half a billion dollars the gondola only attempts to address half of our canyons traffic problems, 
and not very effectively. (32.7B and 32.7C) The peak gondola transport rate is roughly 1000 skiers per 
hour, when our current car traffic is well over 3000 people per hour. (32.2.6.5N) Almost surely those 
that opt for the gondola would not get their faster. Once on the gondola we can achieve 1000/hour, at a 
40minute transit time, but when parking and waiting are considered, the overall speed from one's house 
in SLC valley up to the resort via gondola is laughably slow. This transit time will seriously curtail 
available ski day time for anyone who wishes to venture up the canyon. On snowy days currently the 
traffic backs up on I 215 and Wasatch drive before one even gets near the canyon or any parking 
structures where one would begin the process of getting to the gondola doors. That would not change 
with a gondola. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7A, and 32.7B)  
 
The marginal benefit of the gondola as a transportation solution is so meagre for its cost that it's 
ridiculous. The metric for success should reducing the total transit time the typical skier experiences, 
not the people/per hour transport on the gondola conveyance itself. (32.7C) 
 
My other concern is that it does not address the problem this year, or the next, or the year after that. 
And surely its construction will be delayed by NEPA lawsuits as well. This "solution" is years off. 
(32.2.7C) 
 
The bottom line is the cost is too high and the solution's effectiveness too uncertain to commit to a 
gondola when other options with far lower cost have not been tried first. (32.29R) 
 
Instead, a plan that combines tolling, and that preferences buss traffic up the canyon from distributed 
parking lots in the valley could mitigate congestion at these pinch points and in the canyon itself without 
even doing any lane widening. (32.2.2I) A buss-centric plan could be implemented far faster, and can 
be flexibly and dynamically phased in rather than an all-or-nothing project. (32.2.7C) 
 
It's owed to taxpayers to try to find these incremental and solutions first before bigger things are tried. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
will nesse 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10847 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Linda Metke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
The remedy for the crowded traffic conditions in Little Cottonwood Canyon must serve more than the 
skiing community. I have lived in Sandy more than forty years and have been a member of these 
communities of canyon users: skiers (downhill and X-country), rock climbers, hikers, resort employees, 
campers, resort guests, and mountain goat- and moose-watchers. I have not been a road or mountain 
biker nor do I have a cabin/condominium in the canyon. The proposed gondola only serves a small 
proportion of these communities. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) And widening 
the road for additional bus and auto lanes will negatively impact the canyon's unique majesty. (32.2.9C 
and 32.17B) 
 
A solution needs to accommodate people who want to stop and/or be picked up along the roadway. It 
needs to get guests and baggage to hotels or to access the two canyon campgrounds in summer and 
winter. Ideally, private vehicles need to be eliminated from the canyon, with busses and shuttle vehicles 
providing primary transportation. Busses would provide service to the ski resorts and shuttles would 
provide services to other communities of users who desire stops along the roadway. The cost for such 
services will be substantial and should be borne by individuals and entities that benefit from or need 
them. (32.2.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.2L, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G)  
 
I envision electric or natural gas-powered vehicles on the road with traditional-sized, scheduled busses 
taking people to the ski resorts and smaller shuttles scheduled to take canyon visitors to trailheads and 
campgrounds. (32.2.2B and 32.1.2C) (There will be issues with transporting peoples' equipment, 
surely.) There are parking sites in Sandy at 20th East and 9400 South and across 9400 South at the 
former Shopko lot. It can be useful to have the vacated Shopko business site available for people to 
make reservations for canyon use, for example to sell ski passes, schedule transportation to hotels, 
etc., reserve campsites and to park individuals' cars. The US Forest Service could use that site to their 
advantage. The parking areas in Sandy would need to be policed securely to give users confidence. 
(32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
Ultimately I would like a streamlined train-tram to serve transportation in the canyon, as in the bygone 
mining days, to be used with a shuttle service to hiking-climbing-camping sites. (32.2.9F) 
 
Sincerely, 
Linda Metke 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10848 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Bird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
NO Gondola! (32.2.9E) It will be slow, intrusive and visually disruptive, and only provide benefits to ski 
resorts and alpine skiers. A gondola will do nothing to help backcountry users, who will still be stuck in 
traffic trying to get to and from trailheads. Choose an alternative that will benefit all canyon users, not 
just those who want to go to ski resorts (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Do something to benefit all local users and preserve the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon! I support 
a bus system including buses to the canyon from many points in the valley. (32.2.2I) Like Utah 
Backcountry Alliance, I also support: 
 
Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Choose an alternative which protects Little Cottonwood Canyon, not a gondola which will create a 
whole new footprint of intrusion into the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) Adding a bus lane and avalanche 
sheds will at least not expand the current development footprint much beyond the current road. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.9K) 
 
Sincerely, 
David Bird 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10849 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Savannah Coe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Savannah Coe 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10850 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Dornfeld 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building a gondola or widening the road is a poor thought out and bad idea for the canyon. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) I think there needs to be an exhaustive alternative approach to ways of solving traffic 
congestion in the canyon. (32.2.2PP) Greatly expanding bussing with a parking lot at the base with food 
and shops along with tolling or even/odd license plate days would be effective at increasing bus 
ridership. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) Make the bus free, accessible and better than driving. 
(32.2.4A) Along with great amenities at the base there HAS to be access to FREE lockers at Alta and 
snowbird. (32.2.3A) An expanded bus solution should be explored before we scar the landscape 
forever. (32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  10851 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Ceasar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola alternative for Little Cottonwood Canyon (with sufficient parking at the Gondola 
base station). (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5J) 
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COMMENT #:  10852 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steffie Sotkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a year round user of LCC. In the winter I ski at both the resorts and the backcountry. In the 
summer I hike, trail run, mountain bike, and road bike. I live in SLC and have noticed that the traffic 
CAN get very backed up during certain days in the winter. And while I believe there should be 
something done to alleviate the traffic, I feel that the gondola option is too expensive an option for what 
amounts to only a few days of traffic. (32.2.9E, 32.2.7C and 32.1.4D) It also seems that it will only 
make the traffic worse in the surrounding neighbors (32.2.6.5E). The gondola also seems to only 
benefit the resort skier, and while removing some of the resort skier traffic might make the road less 
congested for non-resort users, I do not feel it will make enough of a difference for the price tag. 
(32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I feel that the lowest hanging/easiest to implement/cheapest options 
should be explored first. (32.29R) Simply providing high frequency bus service should be the first 
option. (32.2.9A) I stand with position of Salt Lake County and Wasatch Backcountry Alliance in that 
the gondola and road widening are both bad options. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Lets go with what we know 
works before wasting money. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  10853 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Linda Metke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Linda Metke 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10854 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  M. Tanner Clagett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
The two proposed plans from UDOT (the gondola and the additional bus lanes) are extremely 
problematic. These are very aggressive approaches to consider when there exist numerous less-
invasive, less destructive, and less costly plans that have not even been considered. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 
and 32.2.2PP) 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a rarity in this country: a beautiful, expansive outdoor recreation hub only 
minutes from a major metropolitan area. Countless people recreate there and have discovered an 
appreciation for nature there. Each of the proposed UDOT plans would scar LCC in an irreversible way 
(32.17A and 32.17B) Hiking trails would be destroyed/disrupted, and even worse, numerous world-
class climbing boulders would be outright destroyed forever. These are irreplaceable resources, and 
they have been a major part of outdoor and climbing history in Utah. To some, these may just be 
"rocks." But as a climber, I can attest to the degree to which these "rocks" are cherished among the 
local community. They are testing grounds, places of discovery, and hubs within the prolific Utah 
climbing community. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
The proposed UDOT plans are irresponsible. No less-intrusive, less-destructive plans have been 
tested. No tolls have been tested. No increased bus service on the existing roads has been tested. No 
increased regulation of AWD/4WD vehicles has been tried (I have never once seen any vehicle checks 
for weather-appropriate tires on snowy days; I have, however, witnessed dozens (more?) of lightweight 
sedans sliding around the canyon on heavy snow days without consequence. There exist a number of 
ways to attempt to curb 30-something days of heavy traffic per year other than permanently altering a 
widely-cherished landscape. (32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.2M, and 32.1.4D)  
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is iconic in the Wasatch Range for its stark, sweeping granite walls. 
Spending time in LCC, one can easily forget, even for a few minutes, that a bustling urban center is just 
outside its walls. The "world's largest" gondola or expanded highway lanes would demolish that sense 
of nature, that feeling of away-ness. (32.4I) 
 
To embark on either of these destructive plans without first even attempting something less invasive is 
outright irresponsible. (32.29R) I oppose both of the UDOT proposed plans and ask that they be 
reconsidered in favor of a plan that honors Little Cottonwood Canyon and its users. 
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COMMENT #:  10855 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Eder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the gondola option should not be considered. it will decimate the climbing in the area. please consider 
improving the existing bus services. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, and 32.2.9A)  
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COMMENT #:  10856 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patricia Iverson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is for gondola...which will preserve the Little Cottonwood road integrity. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10857 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jessica Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I would like to add that the addition of the gondola favors one group of recreation and will negatively 
impact all the others. I venture into the Cottonwood Canyons to go climbing, and this gondola proposal 
would make some of those areas inaccessible, either to get to the climbing portion or do the climb itself. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Thank you for your time and I implore you to prioritize our wild areas first over human needs. I am a 
registered voter. (32.29G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Jones 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10858 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Makaelee Braithwaite 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Makaelee Braithwaite 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10859 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Todd Walton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Todd Walton 
Boise, ID 
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COMMENT #:  10860 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Venable 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Paul Venable 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10861 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mckoy Feurer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mckoy Feurer 
Bluffdale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10862 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Brady 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhance the bus systems and make people ride them! Pretty simple! (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10863 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alaina Schwartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build the gondola. (32.2.9E) The construction will destroy environments and lead to more 
climate change issues. (32.4I, 32.2.2K, and 32.10A) Please consider creating more public 
transportation options. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  10864 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Brunelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not worth the toll on the environment, more access leads to more problems (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.20A, 
and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  10865 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Walsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I moved to Utah almost 30 years ago to enjoy the beauty the state has to offer. Without question, the 
incredible access to the Wasatch, and most often for me, Little Cottonwood Canyon, is unparalleled. 
This same accessibility has now proven a very big challenge for us along the Wasatch. I find myself 
skipping powder days because of the stress on the canyon, public resources and myself on these days. 
Waiting 4 hours to get up or down the canyon isn't acceptable.  
 
We have a lot of opinions out there on what should be done. I support a great deal of what the Wasatch 
Backcountry Alliance is advocating. Primarily, not jumping into something as permanent and visually 
disturbing as a gondola. The gondola should be absolutely removed from consideration until more cost 
effective, less permanent solutions are tried. (32.2.9E and 32.29R) 
 
I sometimes travel to ski, and the most impressive transportation system I've seen is in Aspen, 
Colorado. There are a ton of buses, free to all, always making their routes from town and 
neighborhoods to the resorts, and back.  
 
I personally advocate for a major investment in bus infrastructure, a potential toll to limit cars and 
motivate canyon users to use the buses and having time of day dependent directional lane changes. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2D) I also think that we could benefit a lot from strategically placed snow 
sheds. (32.2.9K) Some people disagree, but at key slide paths, these could help keep the road open, 
benefitting both recreation and public safety. (32.7A). I do not support road widening where it could 
trespass on other recreation, like rock climbing and bouldering in the lower canyon (32.2.9C and 
32.4A). I do think 3 lanes up the whole canyon, if it can be done with no destruction of said recreation 
resources, would be huge. (32.2.2D) Two lanes up in the morning, maybe one for buses or carpools 
only, and two down in the afternoon, would be huge. This is still disturbing to the environment, but we 
are already disturbing this area every day. (32.2.2EE) 
 
Also, being an avid backcountry skier, I need a solution that lets me get to trailheads on the way to the 
resorts. (32.1.2D) A gondola does nothing to address this user group. (32.2.6.5G) Backcountry users 
would still be relegated to the whims of the weather in terms of getting to our destinations.  
 
I support my edited version of the WBCA statement below, in addition to my comments above.  
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
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- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

I am against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
John Walsh 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10866 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Clayton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against both options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola only serves the ski resorts and makes a 
year round impact on rock climbers, backcountry skiers, hikers, trail runners, and other recreationalists. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.4B, and 32.4G) It is not fair that all taxpayers will have to 
foot the bill to help the ski resorts make money while ruining the quality of the canyon. 
 
I am in favor of a toll that gets cheaper the more people you have in the car an increased bussing. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Maybe we can make traffic one way only for an hour during peak times? 
(32.2.2EE) 
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COMMENT #:  10867 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kirsten Callari 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kirsten Callari 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10868 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Sandack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Emily Sandack 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10869 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shantell Higbee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Snowbird Gondola solution! We need better air quality in Utah! (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  10870 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Noteboom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi 
I am opposed to the Gondola. (32.2.9E) This will be an eyesore to our canyon. (32.17A) Just building it 
will destroy trees and land. (32.13A) It is not needed except 3-4 months out of 12 and only on days 
when there is a new snow storm. (32.1.4D) During the week when no new storm, parking is no 
problem. I don’t currently take the bus because there are not enough parking spaces and buses. 
(32.2.6.1.2C) If there is a big snow storm and the canyon is closed , so be it. I would love to ski but that 
is nature.  
By having a permit parking like Snowbird I believe this cut down on some drivers from going up. 
(32.2.2K) 
We need more buses not building an eye sore. (32.2.9A)  
Sincerely  
Kim Noteboom 
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COMMENT #:  10871 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jaycee Ruiz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jaycee Ruiz 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10872 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connie Farr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola. I have a severe lung issue and fear the increase of bus emissions up the canyon 
will make the inversion worse in the valley (32.2.9D and 32.10A). 
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COMMENT #:  10873 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Once again UDOT refuses to look at options that are not car oriented (except for the gondola, while we 
are at it, why don't we just have a private plane service fly people up). (32.2.9E) Other states have had 
issues with space constraints. They solve the problem without tearing down mountains or filling up 
water bodies. Look at tolling and bus options. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10874 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Niederkorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that a solution is necessary to correct traffic issues in LCC. I have been stuck in ~3hr traffic on 
the ski bus headed down from the resort due to down canyon crashes/accidents. I would be more likely 
to use public transportation in the canyons if my travel time was known - rather than resting on the fate 
of other roadway travelers. (32.1.4A, 32.7C, and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10875 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Royal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
I am staunchly against both of the proposals. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I attended both the physical and 
the virtual hearing to discuss these two preferred alternatives. I have to say, I am in agreement with the 
majority of comments that I heard. Both of these are terrible alternatives that are meant to increase the 
bottom-line for the developers who stand to profit and the ski resorts who reap the benefit but don't foot 
the bill. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
My biggest concern is the environmental impact. Without a capacity study, we don't know what the 
impact will be of that many people up the canyon on our watershed. I am concerned about the impact 
of the construction on the watershed as well. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.19A, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C)  
 
Second, the proposal caters to one type of recreationist. The gondola only makes a stop at the resort 
and only runs in the winter. What about the climbers, backcountry skiers, trail runners, and hikers? 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.5F, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Before you ruin amazing trails and climbing areas (not to mention the impact on the community at the 
mouth of the canyon) with massive damaging infrastructure, why not implement a toll, strictly enforce 
4x4 requirements, reward carpooling, and expand bus service to pick people up from around the 
valley? These are low cost, low impact solutions that can be tried now and may prove to be 
extraordinarily effective. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.2I) 
 
The current proposals are clearly about advancing the interests of a small minority. They've been 
conflagrated by Snowbird's aggressive marketing campaign and they are a colossal mistake that we 
will collectively reap the consequences of for the next 50 years. Wise up UDOT! Reconsider these 
worst alternatives.  
 
Thank you,  
---Nathan Royal 
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COMMENT #:  10876 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Sturtz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake City is unique as a major city because of it’s easy access to world class rock climbing. 
Removing the boulders in Little Cottonwood to make for a wider road is a very short sighted decision- 
these boulders are a destination that attracts an affluent and educated population to Salt Lake City. Salt 
Lake has an national identity as an outdoor recreation center. Why undermine this reputation and 
remove this irreplaceable climbing resource? (32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10877 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynn Butterfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola! Work with what we have and improve the bus system. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) Make uphill 
bus hours exclusive, no more cars! (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10878 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mitchell Hymas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With regards to the two proposed "solutions" for LCC, I am very much against the gondola option. 
(32.2.9E) The gondola is NOT a transportation solution, but is instead a tourist attraction. (32.7C) It is 
reckless and inappropriate to utilize taxpayer money to fund a marketing stunt for two private ski areas 
(Alta and Snowbird). The gondola solution is pandering to those two entities and does absolutely 
nothing to address the wider LCC user base as there is no plan for trailhead accommodation or non-ski 
season use. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Although not ideal due to the environmental impacts of widening the road, the expanded bus service is 
my preferred option... so long as, there are planned stops for trailheads, expanded hours, and 
disincentivization of private vehicle use. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.4A) I feel that there are multiple 
measures that could be taken prior to committing to a full roadway expansion. I'd like to see additional 
options on the table, for example: tolls for private vehicles (with some sort of annual pass for locals); 
expanded transit center infrastructure (expanded park and ride lots, upgraded restroom facilities, etc.); 
expanded buses (more frequent schedules, incorporation of trailheads, year-round scheduling); more 
rigorous enforcement of vehicle capability (traction devices, actual legal ramifications and 
consequences for violators); expansion of remote avalanche mitigation infrastructure (to reduce artillery 
use, expedite mitigation work, and reduction of road closure time). (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.2.3C, 
32.2.6.3N, 32.2.2M, 32.2.9K, and 32.7A) 
 
The two options proposed by UDOT do not do enough to address the traffic and congestion problem in 
LCC and do irreparable harm to the environment and aesthetic of the canyon. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.17A, 
and 32.17B) Beyond all, however, the gondola option is an affront to the LCC user base as it panders 
to two private businesses, improperly uses taxpayer funds, and does NOT take into account the wider 
user base of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I implore UDOT to fully 
consider the public commentary to select and implement a solution that is actually a solution. We don't 
need to further Disneyland-ify Little Cottonwood Canyon.
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COMMENT #:  10879 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cole Peck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am fully against the use of a gondola or widening of the roads in little cottonwood. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) The climbing and the limited accessibility allow the area to be open, clean, and special. The 
addition of a gondola would destroy the serenity of little cottonwood as well as many boulders and 
routes that have existed before the canyon was even named. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) Please 
reconsider other alternatives because this land is special and the voices of people that access it 
regularly should have loudest say. 
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COMMENT #:  10880 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Zuckerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not wish to spend my taxes to build a gondola to deliver skiers to the private ski resorts. (32.2.9E) 
This strikes me as welfare for corporations. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is not a 
question of how to get more people up the canyon but more about how many people can this natural 
treasure tolerate. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) A gondola would be an insult to this place. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10881 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Nix 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Neither!  
 
Both proposals fail to protect LCC and will cost a ridiculous amount of tax payer dollars. The gondola 
serves JUST Alta and Snowbird. Talk about a HUGE give away to these businesses. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Both proposals WILL NOT relieve congestion in the canyon they will just increase the number of people 
beyond the current capacity cap (# parking spots). (32.1.2D, 32.7C, 32.20A, and 32.20C) 
 
I ask you to stop all efforts and follow the advice of the WBC: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Nix 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10882 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Derek Gustafson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Derek Gustafson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10883 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Ricketts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I already submitted a comment and now I have more comments: 
 
I am against the Gondola solution because it does not solve the majority of the issues in Little 
Cottonwood. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It costs too much money for not solving the majority of the 
issues and the environmental impact is too high. We need to focus on solving the problem and not 
altering /destroying the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon for future generations. (32.17A and 32.4I) 
The Gondola would be a good alternative for only about 10 days each year - those days when the 
snowfall / avalanche danger is too high to open the road. Let’s NOT spend $500 million to solve the 
problem on only 10 days / year. (32.1.4D) 
 
We need an accessible and inclusive solution to help with canyon travel year round. Hiking trailheads 
can be just as congested during the summer as ski area parking lots in the winter. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.3C)  
 
The solution needs to incentivize people to NOT drive up the canyon to reduce traffic congestion but to 
also help keep our Utah air cleaner. 
Can we enhance the park and rides at the base of the canyons? (32.2.6.2.1C) 
Can we implement some type of toll for private vehicles going up the canyon? (32.2.4A) 
Can we have more buses driving up the canyon more often? (32.2.9A) 
 
What about making the gravel pit into a massive transit center? (32.2.6.2.1C) That would help alleviate 
traffic in BOTH Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons (while the Gondola only helps LCC). If the transit 
center had ample parking, shops, restaurants and buses leaving every 5 minutes, more people would 
be inclined to use the public transportation. (32.2.6.3N) If the canyon is closed for avy work, have 
people queue up at the transit center. Once the canyon re-opens, several bus loads get to go first while 
private cars have to wait. This would incentivize bus use and also reduce congestion in the 
neighborhoods at the base of the canyons. (32.7A) 
 
If UDOT enforces the use of AWD and snow tires / traction devices for the entire winter season, we 
would see less cars stuck up the canyons. What about closing the canyons to private cars during 
storms? (32.2.2M and 3.2.2B) 
 
We should not spend $500 million to forever change LCC to solve an issue that only crops up a few 
days each winter."I agree with most of Alta’s Interim Solutions except for expanding parking. More 
parking spaces will encourage more cars to drive up (if you build it, cars will come). (32.2.2K) We need 
to incentivize fewer cars to reduce the impact on the canyon and help lower pollution levels. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10884 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Eggert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am extremely opposed to the "Gondola A" or "Gondola B" alternatives because they would create 
significant visual impacts and would only serve the existing alpine ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Any new transportation solution should benefit all 
canyon users, including hikers, cyclists, and back-country skiers. Over the next couple decades, these 
uses will become much more important than resort skiing as global warming shortens the ski season. 
(32.2.2E)  
 
I support the "Enhanced bus with roadway widening for peak-period" alternative. (32.2.9B) However, a 
much more cost-effective and environmentally-friendly alternative would be to increase bus availability 
on the existing road and to restrict personal vehicle use in the canyon similar to how Zion National Park 
has successfully managed their canyon transportation. (32.2.2B) 

Page 32B-11141 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10885 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jill Haslam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I remember before both Zion National Park and Yosemite National Park had buses. It was very similar 
to what Little Cottonwood Canyon and Big Cottonwood Canyon are experiencing now. While it may be 
inconvenient for some, and cost quite a bit of money, I believe that the same approach as Zion National 
Park is what would be best for Little Cottonwood Canyon. During certain times of day, and certain times 
of year, cars can drive up the canyon as well as buses. However, the majority of the time it would be a 
bus-only system. During the fall, spring, and summer there would be stops at all major canyon trails as 
well as resorts. During winter there would be designated stops at certain trails for snow-shoers and 
back-country skiers, but the majority of the time it would be stops at the resorts. Just like Zion, buses 
always have the right of way. No additional lanes would need to be built. (32.2.2B, 32.1.2C, and 
32.2.6.3C)  
 
Thanks for listening to my opinion. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jill Haslam 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10886 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alisha Aston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What makes the canyon so attractive to people is the beauty and the escape of nature. Putting up a 
gondala will have a direct impact on that beauty, the wildlife, our water, and the nature. There is no 
need to further destroy the sacredness of this beautiful canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.12A, and 32.13A) 
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COMMENT #:  10887 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Teri Dibble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The last day of comments I find the need to express (again) my disappointment in the willingness of 
UDOT taxpayer dollars. Goals of reliability, mobility & safety are somewhat narrow. (32.1.2B) Private 
ski industry is the winner again. FEW days a year do closures occur due to slides. (32.1.4D) Too many 
users in a definitive space. (32.20B) Not enough autos removed from our roads. (32.2.4A) Not enough 
effort to change & improve transportation habits. Not enough consideration to residents who will be 
adversely impacted. (32.29G) Less expensive & less impact efforts should be made before proceeding 
with forever damaging gondola option. (32.2.2PP, 32.29R and 32.2.9E) PLEASE have some 
sanity...stop the endless studying and try some easy basic steps to mitigate auto traffic & poor AQ 
before embarking on such an egregious plan. (32.29R and 3.10A) Thanks.
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COMMENT #:  10888 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erik Berg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Erik Berg 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10889 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
refusing refusing to build Gondola to much traffic. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5E) 
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COMMENT #:  10890 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Reeser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We do not want a gondola. (32.2.9E) We do not want a larger road. (32.2.9C) We want nature. Leave it 
as is. Put some busses in if you need, but leave it how it is. We have intruded on the beauty of the 
mountains enough. (32.2.9A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  10891 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Nehren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly in support of the gondola option and hope USOT will reach decision to proceed with that 
plan. The alternative of widening the road for mass transit lanes and avalanche tunnels would be only a 
partial fix, greatly impacting the canyon environment and still be hampered by severe weather 
situations. (32.2.9D, 32.2.9C, 32.2.6.5Z, 32.4I, and 32.2.6.3P)
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COMMENT #:  10892 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shawn Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6). We need to invest in our public transportation, buses buses buses!!! (32.2.9A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Shawn Wright 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10893 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Zollinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave nature alone. Charge a toll and use buses. Anticipate a future when ski industry will falter with 
warming climate (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  10894 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jo Clay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need a regional plan for this area that connects high speed rail, bus, and vehicle. (32.1.1C and 
32.2.2I) The proposed plan with a gondola addresses only ski traffic on powder days. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It provides state dollars that directly support 3 private groups: 
Alta, Snowbird, and developers who own land that would be used by the construction of the gondola.  
 
We need a plan that promotes public transportation need throughout the year. (32.1.2C) We need road 
development that ensures the safety of pedestrians and bikes. I encourage a two lane road for car 
traffic and two lanes for public transportation and a bike/pedestrian path on the side of the road. 
(32.2.9B) Bikes and pedestrians should not walk next to traffic without a barrier of some kind. (32.9A 
and 32.2.6.3H)) 
 
In addition, the speed limit needs to be reduced to 35 mph. As I’ve driven throughout salt lake county, 
I’ve noticed that few roads similar to Wasatch Blvd have speed limits above 35 to 40 mph. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  10895 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsey Hanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I very strongly object to the use of public funds and resources on a project that serves private 
companies (ski resorts) and would restrict access to public lands that add value to to the entire 
community through access to outdoor recreation. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) The environmental impact studies show extensive damage to the LCC ecosystem 
and recreational areas that are unacceptable. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.4I) I will not support such a 
project either morally or financially as a tax payer. 
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COMMENT #:  10896 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Amanda Antinori 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Amanda Antinori 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10897 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Wagner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
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COMMENT #:  10898 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenny Rudin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I just moved here to climb and HAVENT even gotten a CHANCE to experience all that little cottonwood 
has to offer for me. Don’t let me miss out on the experience that could change my perspective on 
climbing forever. DONT RUIN It FOR ME (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10899 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Deem 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola in LCC (32.2.9E) 
-Improve bus routes/canyon road/add snow sheds -more busses (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) 
-more parking at the mouth of the canyon/transit center (32.2.6.2.1C) 
-more parking at the resorts (make them pay for it) (32.2.2K) 
-Get rid of Ikon pass (32.2.2K) 
-Toll tourists, NOT locals (32.2.4A) 
                                          Overall I dislike both options. resorts need to BE held accountable (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, and 32.2.7A). They need more parking. (32.2.2K) I do NOT want to lug my family (small 
children) onto a gondola in ski gear. the car is much more comfortable and serves as our home base 
with snacks and extra layers etc. Gondolas and busses are inconvenient. (32.2.4A and 32.2.3A) 
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COMMENT #:  10900 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bernard Stolp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bernard Stolp 
September 2, 2021 
Comment on the Wasatch Mountain transportation plan: 
 
Let me introduce this comment by stating that I think the primary and most important role of the 
Wasatch Mountains is as a public water supply for the more than 1 million people living in Salt Lake 
Valley. Parking lots at the ski resorts, at trailheads within the canyons, and areas near the mouth of the 
canyons (the primary recharge area) all have the potential of negatively impacting the valley water 
supply. Any plan that is adopted needs to be screened with water quality as a primary criterion 
(32.1.2F). With that said, the Wasatch are filled with people that have diverse interests that vary from 
thrill seeking adventurers to philosophical wanders. The Wasatch Mountains define and sustain life in 
Salt Lake Valley.  
 
The plan options currently under consideration are somewhat biased towards winter recreation, 
especially the ski areas. Other uses of the canyon need to be weighted higher. These uses include 
picnicking, walking, climbing, backcountry-skiing, camping. These activities would not be served by a 
gondola type transportation plan, because they are distributed throughout the canyon. The plan needs 
to be inclusive of all these activities, not just the ski resorts in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The plan 
proposed below incorporates some of the ideas described in the ‘Save Our Canyons, Recreation and 
Transportation Issues’ document. I endorse those comments, and have included additional comments 
below. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
In fairness to a wide range of abilities and interests, we need to make Little and Big Cottonwood 
Canyons easy to access for a wide range of economic conditions and physical abilities. The Silver Lake 
Trail in Big Cottonwood Canyon, which is heavily used, is an example that meets these criterions. With 
that, the transportation infrastructure in the Cottonwood Canyons should be expanded to meet an 
inclusive majority of Wasatch Front residences. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.5A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Transportation needs to be biased toward summer recreation, which is a much more attainable option 
for most people in Salt Lake Valley. (32.1.2C) A pair of shoes, small day pack, and a sweater are much 
more affordable than the equipment (and lift pass) required for winter recreation. The transportation 
plan for the Cottonwoods should be tailored to accommodate a high level of flexibility. (32.2.6.3D)  
 
I suggest a van-based public transit approach (which is also suggested in some of the alternatives 
listed by UDOT) that incorporates dispersed valley-wide pick-up locations and is managed using a 
modified version of the Uber/Lyft model. (32.2.2I and 32.1.2C) I think this approach to be a reasonable 
alternative to managing traffic within the canyons. This alternative would include an enclosed ‘HUB’ at 
the location of the current parking lot north of the month of Big Cottonwood Canyon. With all private 
vehicle parking discontinued. Dispersed pick-up locations could be established at schools, parks, and 
other public spaces across the valley. (32.2.2FF) The pick-up locations would include free private 
vehicle parking. The number of people waiting at each location would be constantly monitored via cell-
phone based geo-fencing and or by direct hailing. Van traffic would be routed to the pick-up areas using 
these data. Maximum wait time should be optimized to no more than 15 minutes 
 
Vans from each pick-up location would transport people directly (no intermediate stops) to the enclosed 
HUB so that there was no waiting outdoors in the summer or winter. The HUB could include a food 
court and some space for general outdoor related retail (possibly ski/snowshoe rentals in the winter). 
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Transport up the two canyons can be a mixture of standard buses (for people heading to the ski 
resorts) and vans (for people that want to be dropped off at any desired location along the main canyon 
roads). Pick-up by vans should also occur anywhere along the main canyon roads. (32.2.6.2.3C) Times 
between van arrives/departures should be timed so the maximum waiting time is no more then 15 
minutes. This includes from the HUB and all dispersed valley pick-up areas. Again, van 
arrivals/departures should be tracked and managed using the Uber/Lyft methods. For all transportation, 
nominal fees could (but preferably not) be required. 
 
This description is cursory, but the main idea is clear. Lots of vans, a somewhat smaller number of 
standard buses. Maximum wait times of 15-minute. And drop-off/pick-up anywhere along the main 
canyon roads. (32.2.2KKK) 
 
As an aside, it would be good if the transport plan included a conjunctive agreement with the Wasatch-
Cache National Forest for funding to improve and expand the current trail system. This should include 
replacing steep/eroding stretches of the existing trail system and replacing them with switchbacks 
and/or slightly longer contoured trails. And there should be a considerable expansion of strolling and 
handicap accessibility trails. Plus, a limited effort to improve the existing mountain biking trails. Shared 
hiking/biking use seems to more or less work, but always has the potential of creating conflict. There 
are many bike-centric recreational opportunities within a short distance of Salt Lake Valley. This 
component is not a transportation issue, but is added to make the Wasatch more accessible to a 
broader segment of Salt Lake Valley residents. (32.29KK)  
 
Once vans are filled to 2/3’s capacity, passengers can request a drop-off point at any location in the 
canyon. People interested in climbing can request a drop-off at a specific crag. Hikers can request a 
trailhead. Winter recreational users can request a back-country drop off, or a tubing hill, or a ski resort. 
As the system matures, and usage patterns are logged, algorithms can be employed to minimize drive 
times and van stops. And optimize the dispersed pick-up locations throughout the Salt Lake Valley. 
(32.2.2KKK)  
 
Whatever transport system is chosen, private vehicle use in the canyons should be severely limited. 
(32.2.4A) This system of vans is extremely flexible, and can develop in ways that minimize waiting 
times and optimize van capacity. And identify the ‘best’ pick-up location configuration. As the success 
(or not) of the system becomes quantified, adjustments can be made to improve the overall system. As 
electric vehicles mature, the fleet should change in that direction.  
 
Thank you for considering these suggestions. 
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COMMENT #:  10901 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bahaa Chmait 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should do it right for the environment. Sometimes it’s just that simple. (32.29G and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10902 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nina Quarequio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The most ridiculous thing I have ever heard. It is actually comical. That large parking structure will be 
an eyesore and urban blight at its finest. How will giant towers and all the additional infrastructure not 
affect the environment...come on! (32.2.9E, 32.4M, 32.12A, 32.13A, and 32.17A) Not to mention how 
ugly they will be, oh and by the way no one will ever use the Gondola. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) Sound like 
a graft opportunity to me and a giant money grab from developers who are already planning to destroy 
the environment with their hideous La Caille development (which I find astonishing was even 
approved). Adding all that additional traffic to Wasatch, yeah that really makes sense. (32.2.6.5E) The 
thing I really don’t understand is why anyone would want to get up the canyon during an avalanche 
when all the resorts are closed and those unfortunate to already be there need to shelter in place. 
(32.2.6.5H) Either widen the existing road, add more parking at the resorts or add more busses. 
(32.2.2P, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  10903 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Deborah M. Shelley Gabriel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Deborah M. Shelley Gabriel 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10904 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erik Krause 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
ERIK KRAUSE 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10905 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Victoria Bird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
As a conservation biologist, native Utah, and avid recreator I am deeply disturbed by the proposal to 
build a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Victoria Bird 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10906 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Boyczuk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Paying for projects that deliver more profit for Alta/Snowbird by using taxpayer dollars is wrong. If they 
want to pursue these projects, they should be held responsible for funding. (32.2.7A) 
 
Alternate solutions: 
1. Get rid of IKON pass. This pass does not offer a season pass to Alta/Snowbird, so it incentivizes 
increased out of state traffic. Major congestion would be resolved if this pass was discontinued at these 
resorts. (32.2.2K) 
2. Install snow sheds to allow for continuous travel even during high avalanche conditions. (32.2.9K) 
3. Bus stops at popular backcountry touring trailheads. This would cut down on vehicles in LCC. 
(32.1.2D and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  10907 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaymes Ullrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to preserve these areas! (32.29G) There are other options to complete your project. These 
areas provide respected recreational spaces for people, and should be protected. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  10908 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeline Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a natural space that many people are willing to sacrifice for. Before making irreversible changes 
to the canyon such as widening the road and taking out many natural features or installing a gondola, 
paid parking, shuttle service expansions and restricting the amount of cars able to enter the canyon 
during winter months. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.2.2K, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) There could 
be more regulation on cars making sure they are capable (4 wheel drive, winter tires, chains, etc.) or 
not allowed in the canyon or parking reservations. (32.2.2M and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10909 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Trece Swanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am pleading with you to NOT put a gondola in LCC. I do not think this is the solution. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Trece Swanson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10910 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eric Olafson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints 
. 
 
Sincerely, 
Eric Olafson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10911 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I absolutely do not want the gondola. (32.2.9E) The biggest traffic problems come from 7am - 10am 
and 3pm - 5pm on the weekends during the winter. (32.1.2B) It is not worth building a gigantic gondola 
that will only serve two giant corporations. This blatantly disregards other activities in the canyon such 
as climbing (climbing boulders will need to be destroyed), hiking, and biking. It will produce a large eye 
sore that will hurt the canyon forever. (32.4B, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I do not believe widening the road is necessary either however I stand by this much more than the 
gondola. (32.2.9C) Again, we are attempting to fix a problem that only occurs on the weekend and in 
the winter. (32.1.4D and 32.1.2C) Other, less destructive, options exist to mitigate this traffic. 
(32.2.2PP) 
 
I understand the logical difficulty because everyone wants to get up the canyon as early as possible for 
fresh snow however we should not just cater to these individuals. 
 
Please reconsider the options. I love Little Cottonwood and would hate to see it destroyed more than it 
already has to cater to the ski resorts. Keep other activities in mind when proposing canyon changing 
solutions. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10912 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Tillotson 
Riverton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10913 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sabrina Buckley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a tax paying resident of Salt Lake City and I prefer the BUS option. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  10914 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lee Lesburg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to comment on the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS. I write these comments as a 
snowboarder, all-season cyclist, and occasional user of Little Cottonwood Canyon (but I am not a resort 
passholder). When I do access the canyon during winter, it is generally via the current bus system 
(which meets my needs just fine). 
 
The EIS was clearly thorough and the outputs are high quality documents. I agree that the two 
preferred alternatives (enhanced bus with roadway widening and gondola from La Caille) are indeed 
the preferred alternatives. I agree that impact to the watershed requires careful consideration but I 
believe that watershed impacts can be mitigated under either of the preferred alternatives. (In other 
words watershed considerations should shape implementations but should not prevent either decisions 
or actions. We must do *something*.) (32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
The EIS envisions a transportation system for skiers and snowboarders, which typically have two 
attributes: (1) they carry a lot of gear in awkward footwear; (2) they often travel in groups that include 
children. With these two attributes in mind, I encourage UDOT to select a final solution that prioritizes 
the FEWEST TRANSFERS and the SHORTEST TRAVEL TIME for MOST PEOPLE on MOST DAYS. 
From my review of the EIS documents, that solution is clearly the ENHANCED BUS ALTERNATIVE 
with ROADWAY WIDENING. (32.2.9B) 
 
Yes I understand the reliability arguments that people make in favor of the gondola solution on heavy 
snow days. In my opinion, those days are not frequent enough and the benefits are not great enough to 
justify building an entirely new and inflexible mode of transportation that serves just two private 
businesses at the top of the canyon (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) --- and that 
imposes a longer travel time, to everyone, and multiple transfers, to many people, on all other days! 
(32.2.6.5J) The gondola will be an attractive solution on days when ground transportation is delayed by 
snow removal. On all other days, skiers and snowboarders will prefer to drive their private vehicles, 
regardless of the cost and regardless of the travel time. (32.2.4A) 
 
As a Utah taxpayer, I am very happy to fund any solution that works and that people use. I do not want 
to fund an underutilized spectacle. We already "have a bus system that works. The most effective, 
lowest risk, and most flexible solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon is to widen roads where we need 
to, enhance the bus system, and make it the no-brainer mode of transportation for every resort user all 
winter long. (And in the meantime we should enhance the bus service as much as we can without any 
roadway widening.) (32.29R and 32.6.5A) 
 
Thanks for reading and thanks for preparing and sharing the EIS documents. 
 
Lee 
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COMMENT #:  10915 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Sylvester 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Sylvester 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10916 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ron Schwartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus service in peak- period shoulder Lane to address traffic on Wasatch Blvd 
during the ski season. (32.2.9B) I also support developing the shoulder for pedestrians and bikes to 
have a safe place to walk/run/ or cycle. (32.9A and 32.2.6.2.2A))  
 
The speed limit needs to be reduced to 35 mph. Currently cars drive 50-60 mph through the area 
making it unsafe for vehicles to enter the road and unsafe for pedestrians and bikes. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  10917 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abrielle Davies 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These decisions are irreversible. The impact on our backyard is great. Looking to the East and seeing 
veins of machinery instead of the majesty of mtns is a travesty. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  10918 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Guilkey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I would prefer that neither of the proposed modifications to Little Cottonwood Canyon be made, 
(I'm in favor of tolls, restrictions on single passenger vehicles and increased transit), of the proposed 
options, I believe that road widening should be preferred over a gondola for the following reasons. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) 
 
1. A gondola will be a scar on the visual landscape to anyone looking across the canyon. (32.17A) 
 
2. A gondola will ONLY support the ski resorts, but will not provide service to users of the backcountry, 
both during the ski season and the rest of the year. This includes backcountry skiers, hikers and rock 
climbers, to name a few. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Parking at most trailheads in 
LCC is well beyond capacity most weekend days, year around. A bus option would serve a greater 
proportion of Utah tax payers. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
I am flabbergasted that the State is willing to spend roughly half a billion dollars to subsidize these 
businesses that are owned by out of state interests. (32.1.2B) But, if they're going to do so, then I 
would hope the money is spent in a way that all users of this public resource can utilize. 
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COMMENT #:  10919 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Noah Wetzel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Greetings! 
 
Thank you for all the efforts in organizing this information and making it available to the public. With that 
said, I'm a little hesitant to vote pro Gondola...even though it would solve many congestion issues. It 
seems like with road snow structures and more buses, a similar result could be achieved. However, if 
voting against the gondola, I'm concerned that property allowing parking structures or Gondola's in the 
future will be impossible to acquire. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.9E) 
 
The population is certainly growing, and transporting more people into LCC will only demand future 
growth of the ski area into places such as Grizzly Gulch, which also might be inevitable. My concerns 
are regarding the current state of our climate and water in the west...I'd hate to see a gondola built, and 
then have things change down the road to where it wouldn't be needed. (32.2.2E and 32.2.6.5A)  
 
To be honest, I'm not sure how to vote on this one. So complex. Is there a way to reserve those plots of 
land for potential future development of parking lots/gondola? Or if we move towards the bus route, do 
we forgo that future option? (32.29LL) 
 
The canyon traffic is absolutely out of control, and perhaps what we need is a lottery system for season 
passes and or lift tickets and travel. (32.2.2K) If I had to vote, I'd vote against the Gondola, because I 
think we should pursue other options first, and see what the results are. (32.29R) 
 
Tough call, but I hope the feedback, and your knowledge makes this decision easier. Best of luck, we 
all love Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  10920 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please put a train up this canyon, (32.2.9F)  
Less visual impact on landscape (32.17D) 
More environmentally friendly than having even more cars on the road (32.1.2D and 32.7C) 
Service can be adjusted depending on need 
Most cost-effective long-term solution for the area.  Would ultimately connect to the TRAX systems in 
the valley (32.2.2I and 32.2.7E) 

Page 32B-11178 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10921 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lester Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More environmentally friendly than having even more cars on the road and most cost-effective long-
term solution for the area. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  10922 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Metke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The remedy for the crowded traffic conditions in Little Cottonwood Canyon must serve more than the 
skiing community. I have lived in Sandy more than forty years and have been a member of these 
communities of canyon users: skiers (downhill and X-country), rock climbers, hikers, resort employees, 
campers, resort guests, and mountain goat- and moose-watchers. I have not been a road or mountain 
biker nor do I have a cabin/condominium in the canyon. The proposed gondola only serves a small 
proportion of these communities. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) And widening 
the road for additional bus and auto lanes will negatively impact the canyon's unique majesty. (32.2.9C 
and 32.17B) 
 
A solution needs to accommodate people who want to stop and/or be picked up along the roadway. It 
needs to get guests and baggage to hotels or to access the two canyon campgrounds in summer and 
winter. Ideally, private vehicles need to be eliminated from the canyon, with busses and shuttle vehicles 
providing primary transportation. Busses would provide service to the ski resorts and shuttles would 
provide services to other communities of users who desire stops along the roadway. The cost for such 
services will be substantial and should be borne by individuals and entities that benefit from or need 
them. (32.2.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.2L, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G)  
 
I envision electric or natural gas-powered vehicles on the road with traditional-sized, scheduled busses 
taking people to the ski resorts and smaller shuttles scheduled to take canyon visitors to trailheads and 
campgrounds. (32.2.2B and 32.1.2C) (There will be issues with transporting peoples' equipment, 
surely.) There are parking sites in Sandy at 20th East and 9400 South and across 9400 South at the 
former Shopko lot. It can be useful to have the vacated Shopko business site available for people to 
make reservations for canyon use, for example to sell ski passes, schedule transportation to hotels, 
etc., reserve campsites and to park individuals' cars. The US Forest Service could use that site to their 
advantage. The parking areas in Sandy would need to be policed securely to give users confidence. 
(32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
Ultimately I would like a streamlined train-tram to serve transportation in the canyon, as in the bygone 
mining days, to be used with a shuttle service to hiking-climbing-camping sites. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  10923 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Asa Hart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  10924 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hanna Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up in Sandy just five minutes down the road from Little Cottonwood Canyon. My dad taught in 
the Mountain School at Snowbird before my sisters and I were born, and then again for years when we 
were kids. Every Saturday and Sunday he set us free on the mountain while he worked, and we’d meet 
up at the end of the day for a few laps with him. Every once in a while, we’d head over to Alta for free 
after three laps on Sunnyside. I was extremely lucky to grow up skiing at Snowbird, but the mountain 
isn’t what it used to be. 
 
To begin, I would like to express my opposition for both of the “preferred” alternatives. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) I can’t imagine either of them are preferred by anybody except Snowbird and Alta, given they 
will benefit from the increased revenue. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Out of the 124 
alternative concepts, UDOT has chosen the two most destructive and permanent projects. I strongly 
disagree that UDOT is attempting to “preserve the values of the Wasatch Mountains” with either of 
these preferred alternatives. Sure, the enhanced bus or gondola might be effective methods to haul 
people up the canyon, but neither are sufficient to solve the problem at hand. And the problem is 
capacity. (32.20B)  
 
Ski resorts have a capacity limit just as a building does. Say a road near a popular restaurant gets 
widened, it doesn’t mean the restaurant can seat any more people at one time than it previously could. 
Just the same, increasing transportation capacity up the canyon does not increase capacity on the 
mountain. Perhaps you’ve solved the issue of travel time with these projects, but what are you going to 
do about hour-long lift lines once the gondola or bus drops us off? I would personally ‘prefer’ more than 
just a few runs a day. (32.20C)  
 
UDOT has identified mobility and reliability to be an issue up LCC. I can agree that congestion up the 
canyon is worsening and I’ve noticed the increase in traffic firsthand. Surely something has to be done 
by 2050, but what about mobility and reliability on the slopes? Our canyons are resource limited. There 
is only so much space and snow to go around. The resorts cannot safely or comfortably accommodate 
the additional traffic. Winter sports are less safe and less enjoyable when you're dealing with lift lines 
and masses of people. (32.20C) 
 
With regard to the enhanced bus lane, the concept of Induced Travel Demand applies. This is the idea 
that widening a road counterintuitively leads to an increase in traffic. Increasing roadway capacity 
simply encourages more people to use that road, failing to reduce congestion. As would be the case in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.7C, 32.20E and 32.2.4A) Furthermore, I think the visual impacts are a 
major drawback to this project. (32.17B) I imagine a good chunk of the mountain will have to be ripped 
up to add additional lanes. It would be unsightly and detrimental to our watershed. (32.12B) Not a 
promising solution considering the road will only be relevant during peak periods in the winter. 
(32.1.2B)  
 
I am disheartened that a gondola was up for consideration at all, let alone one of the preferred 
alternatives. I don’t believe this 55-minute excursion is in anyone's best interest. The Gondola 
Alternative B fact sheet does not include other factors that are important in making this decision. To 
begin with, ecosystems on the forest floor will be disrupted. We share our canyon with many species 
who depend on it for survival while we just use it for enjoyment. Shouldn’t we advocate for those who 
can’t speak up for themselves? (32.13A) What’s more, the gondola would significantly impact the 
climbing community. The spectacular quartz monzonite that makes up the canyon walls attracts 
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climbers all over the world who would be devastated to see their boulders replaced with gondola 
towers. (32.4B) Do we really want to stick a giant, permanent piece of infrastructure up our gorgeous 
canyon? (32.4I) We should preserve what’s left of the canyon’s wilderness. Little Cottonwood Canyon 
is not an amusement park and should not be developed as such. In no way is this project, “seeking to 
conserve the natural ecosystem for future generations”. 
 
So, how can we solve the capacity problem without physically transforming the canyon? I have come 
up with a few alternative solutions that should be considered and tested before any $500 million dollar 
changes are made to a 30,000-year-old canyon. (32.29R) The first is a permit system. Similar to 
Snowbird’s reservation system during the pandemic, parking permits would be purchased and sold out 
on a first come first serve basis. Didn’t get a permit? Take the bus. (32.2.2K) Cars parked at either 
resort without one would be ticketed. One solution might be a pay booth at the mouth of the canyon. 
Like Millcreek canyon, visitors would have to pay a fee upon leaving the canyon, hopefully deterring 
excess automobile traffic. Perhaps the booth could cap the number of cars entering the canyon, with 
the exception of homeowners and employees. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L) Another option is to raise single 
day and season pass ticket pricing. Skiing is expensive already, but increased rates would keep some 
people off the mountain if they can't afford it. (32.2.2K) Or what if we just created additional park-n-ride 
lots and had extra buses running to shuttle people up and down the canyon? (32.2.9A) Maybe with an 
incentive to get people to use them. (32.2.4A) I’m no genius and I understand each of my solutions will 
have its kinks, but I can’t seem to understand why we’re resorting to such extreme solutions so 
suddenly. The goal should be to find a solution that meets the capacity limits of both S.R. 210 and the 
Snowbird and Alta resorts. We need to find a way to make what we currently have continue to work. 
We can’t exploit our resources like they're infinite. 
 
As was stated in the EIS, Bill 277, Highway General Obligation Bonds Authorization, funds projects that 
“have a significant economic development impact associated with recreation and tourism within the 
state” and that “address significant needs for congestion mitigation.” This tells me that UDOT (and the 
other agencies involved) have neither the integrity of LCC nor its recreationists in mind, but rather 
Utah’s economy and more specifically two private businesses. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I would hate to see this spectacular landscape be permanently transformed for capital gain. 
(32.4I) Nature is not real estate, this canyon is not ours to develop, it has rights of its own and they 
should be respected. We are connected to the land we come from; the future of the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon is very important to me and many others. It would be a huge mistake to go through with either 
of these preferred alternative projects. I appreciate your time and I thank you for considering my review 
of the Final Draft EIS. 

Page 32B-11183 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10925 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dustin Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a resident of Sandy for over 35 years and live near the mouth of little cottonwood canyon. I 
am 100% against the gondola. (32.2.9E) It does not make sense at all. I am concerned about the total 
cost (I think the long term cost will be much higher. (32.2.7C) The views of the canyon will obstructed. 
(32.17A) Keep the natural wild look! What happens when there are mechanical failures? The entire 
system shuts down and then people are left to drive (32.2.6.5K)  I feel the dedicated bus lane is the 
best option. (32.2.9B) Add a toll road (maybe cheaper for residents or cheaper in the summer. That will 
force people to carpool or take the bus. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10926 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise Ritter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i support the Bus, because The visual impacts of a gondola will forever destroy the main reason why 
most people want to go to these mountains. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A) This is a big issue.  
an even better option would be to have train service up the canyon, Most cost-effective long-term 
solution for the area. and love riding TRAINS. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  10927 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jake Lamping 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6). One of the biggest problems contributing to congestion in the canyon is the lack of enforcement of 
the traction law. Every year more and more tourists hear about the amazing skiing there is to be had in 
the cottonwoods. Many of these people are not experienced in driving through snowy canyons and 
often attempt getting to the resort without 4x4, AWD, or snow tires. They then get stuck, and cause the 
whole canyon to back up. This problem persists every deep powder day and would easily be solved if 
the traction law was strongly enforced. (32.2.2M) 
 
There is no logic in implementing a huge project such as the gondola until we have tested other 
solutions that are more cost effective and environmentally friendly. (32.29R and 32.2.2PP) A more 
advanced public transportation system along with strict enforcement of the traction law will help reduce 
congestion in little cottonwood canyon. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jake Lamping 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10928 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas Schumacher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not in agreeance with a Gondola. (32.2.9E) Bus lane I'm okay with. (32.2.9B) Okay with the snow 
tunnels too. (32.2.9K) Would like UDOT to look at a Train option. (32.2.9F)  
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COMMENT #:  10929 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gus Gochnour 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus service is the most reasonable short-term solution. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) However long term I still 
think Train service is the best option to alleviate the problems in the canyon. (32.2.9F) My reasoning is: 
a. Less visual impact on landscape (32.17D) 
b. More environmentally friendly than having even more cars on the road (32.1.2D and 32.7C) 
c. Service can be adjusted depending on need 
d. Most cost-effective long-term solution for the area. (32.2.7E) 
e. Would ultimately connect to the TRAX systems in the valley (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  10930 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicole Henrie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
For years I have found solace in the mountains. Ive been abused and had some really hard trials in my 
life. The Gondola is going to disturb the beauty of the mountains significantly. People will be able to 
watch everything from up high. There would be no privacy. Sure there are trees but not enough. Stop 
trying to disturb the mountains when it’s the one place that shouldn't be built on commercially. It’s a 
place for peace, self - reflection, and to get away from the city. So stop trying to bring more of the city 
into the mountains. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Nicole Henrie 
Sandy, UT 

Page 32B-11189 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10931 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charlotte Thalhammer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Enhanced Bus option. (32.2.9A). It's the best short term solution, as it has a low visual 
impact on the landscape in the canyon. (32.29R). For the future however, train service up the canyon 
will be the best long-term solution for the area. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  10932 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leonie Oppliger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
train service up the canyon (32.2.9F)  
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COMMENT #:  10933 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Chamberland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced Bus System!! (32.2.9A) 
 
We should not build a gondola until we've given the current bus system a chance. (32.2.9E and 
32.29R) Charge parking for ski resort parking lots to encourage people to use the existing bus systems. 
(32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Invest in more buses to increase pickup frequency to make it more appealing. 
(32.2.6.3N) We need to create more incentive to get people to use the busses. (32.2.4A) Widening the 
road should only happen if still needed after truly giving the current system a chance. (32.29R) A 
gondola would absolutely kill the beauty of the canyon while only benefitting the resorts that are 
essentially causing the issue since they are bringing more and more people to the mountain every year. 
A gondola does no good if it drops you at a ski resort that has hour long lift lines anyway. (32.2.9E, 
32.17A, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.20C)  
 
Vail is destroying Park City, don't let it happen to the cottonwoods. We need to stop letting the greed of 
the corporate side of the ski industry ruin all of the great things Utah has to offer. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10934 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jessica Bybee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Bybee 
Highland, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10935 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Ware 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus service is the most reasonable short-term solution.  
*Train service up the canyon - more environmentally friendly. (32.2.9A, 32.29R, and 32.2.9F)  
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COMMENT #:  10936 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leonie Oppliger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
train service up the canyon (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  10937 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the LCC gondola as the better transportation option. (32.2.9D).  
Thank you for allowing all to have the opportunity to voice our choice and support of LCC 
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COMMENT #:  10938 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Holden Clarke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options are a waste of tax dollars and serve only Snowbird and Alta at the end of the day 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  10939 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mathis Burton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy little cotton wood canyons amazing boulders! (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10940 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Betty Brocker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer having busses over the gondola due to the visual impact. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A) 
However, the bus would still increase traffic unless private cars are banned in the area (which I think 
would be great for the environment anyways). (32.2.2B) An electric train still comes to mind, too, and 
I'm wondering why this option was dropped since this sounds like an environment friendly and 
sustainable option. With a train building company in the area this would also help the local economy. 
(32.2.9F and 32.2.3B) 
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COMMENT #:  10941 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Miren Jayo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Miren Jayo 
Boise, ID  
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COMMENT #:  10942 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Richwine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have read Alta's take on this access problem. I am of the opinion that something has to be done to 
"unclog" LCC. Alta and the Bird aren't going anywhere, so lets make it less of a nightmare to get there. 
And as far as the alternative transportation choices, I am with them on it being a gondola. (32.2.9D) 
Both will require resources. But I believe the gondola will not impact the canyon like more buses and 
more asphalt and more exhaust from the buses will. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.10A) Although I also 
know you have negatives for any solution this big. 
 
Has there been thought given to 25 years into the future? (32.1.2B) What if the road is not changed and 
the gondola is outgrown? (32.2.6.5N) Where will posts be placed to keep from destroying the canyon's 
natural habitat and beauty? (32.2.6J and 32.17A) If the road eventually has to be widened, can the 
posts for the gondola be placed where they won't be in the way of the road being widened eventually to 
allow for more capacity 25 or 30 years from now? (32.2.6J) In other words. place them where they 
cause the least damage plus do not have to be dug up in order to eventually widen the road as well? 
Because I see that coming also in the future if our skiing and boarding population continues to grow like 
I have seen it grow in the last 25 years. (32.1.2B) 
 
Just my take on some questions that may or may not have already been addressed. I was a ski 
instructor at the Bird and also a volunteer race crew member for the Snowbird Alpine race team for 
many years. So both resorts are near and dear to me. 
Craig Richwine 
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COMMENT #:  10943 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Olson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
a. The visual impacts of a gondola will forever destroy the main reason why most people want to 
go to these mountains. This is a big issue. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)  
b. Widening of the roadways has the potential to significantly increase traffic in the canyons. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.6.3B, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) 
c. Bus service would be the most reasonable short-term solution. (32.29R) 
d. Gondola only serves the ski resort and not the whole community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  10944 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Ormond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
They best way to increase movement up the slope and reduce our carbon footprint is build a line for a 
commuter train. (32.2.9F and 32.10A) This also would allow SLC to effectively grow their public transit 
giving access to the mountains from Downtown SLC. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  10945 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hugh Ferguson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have seen the gondola promotional video. I think that it is a very well produced video. I think it is from 
an obviously a very pro gondola marketing stance. I have also read a bunch of the UDOT EIS. 
I think they are misrepresenting it with the video. (32.2.6E) 
 
The two positives of the gondola as I see it are the ability to move people up and down in SOME bad 
weather more consistently and the lesser carbon footprint to run vs vehicles. Though still coal fired 
power plants are creating the electricity to run I believe. (32.10A) 
 
Many things I don't like about it. Starting at the location at the bottom with no congestion and a nice 
looking parking structure? Would this really be the case? (32.2.6.5E) We've all driven that road a lot 
and there would still be the same volume of cars going up the canyon. Just more volume at the two 
resorts once you finally get up there. (32.2.4A and 32.7C). How do you get there from all points? You 
can use some of the trip time numbers that have been given, but I think they could end up being quite a 
bit longer than stated. When you factor in getting from your home or hotel to the base of the gondola or 
the bus terminal. Parking, Moving gear, waiting in line for you gondola or shuttle bus to the gondola. 
Seems like a huge incentive to get in your personal car and drive up the canyon. (32.2.4A) 
Impact of huge towers in the canyon. (32.17A) No off loading points for any other interest other than ski 
areas. (Back country access for hiking, skiing, rock climbing...) (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
Does not help with canyon congestion. (32.7C) an incentive to drive for most I believe. (37 minute tram 
ride, but how long a line to get into the tram? 30 on both ends?) could be around 2 plus hours of time to 
just go up and down the canyon On a good day at the right time I can be parked door to door from my 
house in under 37 minutes. (32.2.6.5C) 
 
Who pays? I know there is trickle down effect from a booming ski economy, but lots of benefit for few 
and two ski areas with big costs. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Also this gondola only addresses LCC. BCC still has a bunch of congestion problems. (32.1.1A) A bus 
system that works could work for both Canyons. (32.20D) Seems like the only big winners from the 
gondola are the company that wins the contract to provide the Gondola and the two Ski areas that will 
get more skier visits from the added uphill capacity the Gondola would provide. (32.20C) 
 
Bottom Line: I support more a better bus system with expanded bus or HOV lanes and snow sheds. I 
think the Gondola would be a big permanent mistake. (32.2.9B, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.9E) 
 
Hugh Ferguson
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COMMENT #:  10946 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Statement 
 
I support extending bus service in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A) It is the safest, most 
environmentally friendly and the most logical solution. Lets slow down this whole process and start first 
by enhancing the bus service up the canyon and build more parking areas around the valley so people 
will use the bus system. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.2.1C). The next few years with enhanced bus system will 
give us a better idea of the next step. (32.29R). No one wants to look at big gondola towers going up 
the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A). There are many types of re-creationists using the canyon and they 
are not all resort skiers! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The gondola proposal is a joke 
and a Disneyland attraction. The cost of building these monsters will be twice as much as the initial 
estimate. (32.2.7C) Lets preserve and protect this canyon, (the views, the wildlife, the water, the 
vegetation) while we still can with successful and thoughtful management planning! 
There is so much more that can be done first before millions of tax payer dollars are wasted. 
Thank You
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COMMENT #:  10947 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Johnston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't love either option, but if I picked one it would be bus. (32.2.9B) I hate the idea that the gondola 
only serves the ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) What about the 
rest of the canyon during the summer? (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.5F, and 32.2.6.5G) If you're going to add a 
transit system shouldn't it make sense year round? (32.1.2C) I know its not an option but having a train 
that could connect with TRAX would be amazing. (32.2.2I) The idea of hopping on the train in SLC and 
ridding it all the way to the canyon is honestly the only option that makes sense. And what about future 
expansion due to higher volumes of people wanting to be in the canyon... The gondola can't be scaled 
like a bus or train. (32.2.6.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  10948 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Sperry 

 
COMMENT: 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
The transportation problem is caused by ski resort expansion. (32.1.2B) The sustainable solution is 
simple: restrict resort footprint and usage to what can be conveniently supported by the existing road. 
(32.20B and 32.2.2K) Resorts must plan for no growth in skier usage. Resorts are lucky to have what 
they've got, and should focus on operating the best experience within their current footprint and skier 
capacity. (32.20C) They do not need to expand to survive...and their expansion is ruining the canyons 
and causing problems for everyone. The current congestion is the result of poorly planned and chronic 
over-expansion by the resorts, facilitated by lax oversight. The current LCC access situation sets a 
perfectly reasonable limit on "skier supply rate". (32.2.2K) It is high time that the resorts solve their own 
problem by planning to match their skier capacity to what the current roads can conveniently support. 
Giving the ski resorts a Gondola does nothing to hold the line on canyon capacity and is just another 
capitulation to unsustainable management habits of the ski resorts. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
Further points as suggested by SOC: 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Sperry 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10949 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gene Mills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build a train, moving more people faster demonstrates efficiency in leadership (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  10950 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelley Petra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve climbed these bouldering areas for 20 years. Now I am taking my kids there too. It would be a 
tragic loss for us and other climbers. Let’s figure out a solution that protects the spaces we use. (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.2.2PP) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  10951 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Fallon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before a long-term infrastructure project is decided on, a trial period of enhanced busing should be 
tested. (32.29R and 32.2.9A) Toll the road to reduce car traffic and encourage bus ridership. (32.2.4A) 
Nudge people to start using the mass transit solution that we already have. If there is a significant 
improvement in canyon traffic after a year of enhanced busing, then it's time to consider widening the 
roadway for an even greater improvement. If the buses do not create a marked improvement, then the 
gondola or train solution should be more heavily favored. (32.29R) 
 
The gondola does not serve all canyon users and only serves to increase the usership and profits of the 
ski resorts and pass-holders. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)

Page 32B-11210 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  10952 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola PLEASE!!! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  10953 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roxan Anderes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Seems to me the best solution is. Gondola most logical and sensible (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  10954 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Curzon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy Little Cottonwood Canyon for the widening of a road or gondola. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) We love climbing here as a family and it would be a shame to lose it to infrastructure 
development. (32.4A and 32.4B) Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  10955 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Tsuji 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a unique and integral part of the identity of the Wasatch Front. The rapidly 
increasing population of the Salt Lake Metro Area combined with the world class skiing, hiking, climbing 
and biking has led to our current state of needing a sustainable transportation solution that serves all of 
the aforementioned activities. The two highlighted preferred alternatives (Enhanced Bus Service in 
Peak-Period Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternative B) will cause irrevocable damage to this precious 
and finite resource that many of us cherish. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I) Additionally, the Gondola 
Alternative will only serve the ski resorts while ignoring the needs of the other recreational users of the 
canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I am in favor of an Enhanced Bus solution 
combined with peak-period tolling of personal vehicles. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) This solution will reduce 
traffic without requiring any new construction within the canyon proper. Little Cottonwood Canyon is an 
invaluable piece of the fabric of our community and we should seek to maintain access for all users 
while limiting the environmental and visual impact of any proposed transportation solution. (32.17A and 
32.17B)  
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COMMENT #:  10956 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Conradi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the bus service option. (32.2.9A) This seems to be the most reasonable short term solution. 
(32.29R) Widening the road way will only cause more traffic to go up the canyon and damage further 
the beauty of the canyon (more parking structures etc). (32.2.9C, 32.2.4A, and 32.17B) Gondola 
structures would clutter up the beauty of the canyon as well. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) No one wants to 
see a bunch of cables and towers scattered between the beautiful canyon. (32.4I). 
The most ideal solution in my mind would be to have a train system linked to trax/front runner. (32.2.2I) 
This would be more environmentally friendly, have less visual impact on the landscape and service can 
be adjusted to time of year and need (similar to temp bus solution) (32.17D) 
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COMMENT #:  10957 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
widening the road will not stop (1) closing the road for avalanche control (2) car/truck slide-offs closing 
the road (3) More cars more pollution... (32.7A, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.10A) High-capacity gondola 
technology is currently operating in places like Oakland Bart station to the Oakland airport. A gondola 
would be almost pollution-free. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  10958 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Randall Pettit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
This is altering the entire canyon and.its natural beauty. Not to mention all the pollution and 
construction and the time.this will take to do. I don't think.this is a good move for Utah. Please consider 
these things. (32.17A, 32.4I, 32.19A, and 32.2.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Randall Pettit 
Herriman, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10959 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christopher Sorenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
christopher sorenson 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10960 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Yale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the Gondola B alternative. It would have a devastating impact on the climbing in LCC, 
destroying hundreds of classic climbs. (32.4B) I also oppose the Enhanced Bus Service option as it 
would still result in the destruction of climbing in the area. (32.2.9C and 32.4A) UDOT did not 
sufficiently consider options that would not permanently alter the canyon, such as increasing bus traffic 
without widening the road and implementing tolls to reduce traffic. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) At minimum, 
the Gondola option must not be pursued. (32.2.9E) Destroying recreation opportunities for any activity 
that's not skiing just to further line the pockets of two crowded resorts is unacceptable. (32.4B and 
32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  10961 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Holman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola. (32.2.9D) A bus system will be still be needed but the gondola is better for the 
environment (32.2.2W)  
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COMMENT #:  10962 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go for the gondola! (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  10963 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Laurel Carlson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Laurel Carlson 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10964 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a train system like this would be a good alternative: https://dailyhive.com/mapped/epic-voyage-
swiss-alps-train-ride (32.2.9F) 
It works in Canada. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Mike 
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COMMENT #:  10965 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erin Thunell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Thunell 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10966 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stefan Baer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus-Service would be the most reasonable short-term solution (32.2.9A and 32.29R) Nevertheless the 
best option would be the train. (32.2.9F) In a long-term perspective it is the most cost-effective solution 
and could be connected to the existing TRAX network. (32.2.2I) If been travelling a lot in Europe, 
especially the trains in the Swiss Alps are the best proof for this solution. 
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COMMENT #:  10967 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Knick Knickerbocker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am NOT in favor of the two options that have been presented by Alta & Snowbird as these ignore the 
needs and preferences of backcountry users such as hikers, snowshoers & backcountry skiers. There 
are no options for these outdoor enthusiasts to park and enjoy the backcountry trails and area that are 
not within the boundaries of the ski areas. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.6.3C, and 
32.2.6.5G) 
 
Why we don't have a fee system like Millcreek canyon has had for years is beyond my comprehension. 
Larger parking areas near the mouths of the canyons with more year around bus or shuttle van 
services is needed NOW. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
Sincerely, 
Knick Knickerbocker 
Murray, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10968 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Holladay, as well as a skier, hiker, and naturalist, I understand first hand the beauty 
and recreational opportunities that Little Cottonwood Canyon provides Utahns and visitors to our great 
state. 
 
Because of this, and after reviewing the draft LCC EIS, I have many concerns about the proposed 
gondola alternative. (32.2.9E) The proposed gondola would be extremely costly, permanently and 
irreversibly change the landscape of Little Cottonwood, and only really benefits those with business 
interests in Alta and Snowbird ski resorts. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I also 
have concerns that this option would only push the canyon traffic lower into residential neighborhoods, 
and wouldn't actually create a solution. (32.2.6.5E)  
 
Rather than an extreme and costly gondola option, I hope that UDOT chooses to focus on an enhanced 
bus service alternative. (32.2.9A) This alternative would be less of a burden to taxpayers and would be 
a less drastic option to test. I've tried many times to take buses up the canyon, but often buses don't 
come, they're nearly empty, or they don't stop at any of the major trailheads for those traveling to areas 
outside the two ski resorts. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.6.3C) With expanded service, additional buses, and a 
system that places preference on buses traveling up the canyon rather than cars, our bus system could 
thrive and become an amazing option for locals and visitors alike. (32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you for your consideration and time. 
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COMMENT #:  10969 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalia Vongphakdy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Natalia Vongphakdy 
Eagle mountain, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10970 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leah Frazer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Most importantly, Please do not widen the road. (32.2.9C) The destruction of the natural environment 
would be devastating, as would the loss of world class climbing- one of the reasons many people move 
to SLC. (32.13B and 32.4A) I’m a skier and unless the gondola is free or maybe $5, I would opt to 
drive, so that is also probably not a solution. (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  10971 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Flanagan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I firmly believe that the gondola is the superior option. (32.2.9D) Firstly, as a local Utah resident, I have 
ridden the bus in the past and it is a poor experience, it shakes, smells, and you end up holding a lot of 
your things. Ever since I purchased a truck, I have had absolutely no incentive to ride the bus, in fact, I 
will be paying to park at Alta instead of the bus. (32.2.4A) The bus is equally susceptible to road 
conditions as my truck so that is anon-starter for me. (32.6.3P and 32.2.9C) The gondola holds the 
biggest advantage to every sing option, and that is the fact that snow conditions and avalanche danger 
have no affect on the operation of the gondola. (32.2.6.5H and 3.2.6.5K) Not only would I drive less if 
the gondola were built, but any chance of snow would push me to the gondola. Upon these conditions 
my experience with the gondola would be significantly superior than a bus and I would choose the 
gondola more frequently than my own truck, while I would avoid the bus at all costs. It does not rely 
upon humans to drive, so it is also by far and away the safest option. The tourism the gondola would 
bring would pay for the gondola. People ride the tram in the summer just to ride the tram, all it requires 
is power at that point and it pays for itself. (32.20A) I understand that people want to keep their view of 
the canyon as pristine as possible, but the gondola would reduce traffic noise drastically with less cars 
on the road. (32.1.2D, 32.7C, and 32.11D) Ultimately, as a resident and I think most tourists would 
steer clear of the bus, while the gondola would give the cottonwoods something unique than the rest of 
the world. The gondola could also be used for the Olympics in a potential bid and receive IOC funding 
while the bus would be an eye sore on paper. (32.1.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  10972 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harry Davis III 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Out of the two available options, I believe the bus service option is the most reasonable short-term 
solution. (32.2.9B and 32.29R) The gondola would have an immensely negative impact on the 
appearance of the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)  
 
Ideally, a train service would be the most beneficial. (32.2.9F) This service would provide a minimal 
impact to the canyon appearance, overall more environmentally friendly mode of transportation, flexible 
service along the entire canyon route, and the best long-term cost-efficiency. (32.17D, 32.2.6.6A, and 
32.2.7E)
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COMMENT #:  10973 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Detwiler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. (32.2.9E) Increase bus service/parking at base of canyon. Encourage resorts to have 
patrons sign up for parking as snowbird did last year. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  10974 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Garey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would support the option with the lowest costs and lowest impact on natural landscape--a toll system 
with carpool reductions and/or public transit waivers. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  10975 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sara Linz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sara Linz 
Cincinnati, OH  
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COMMENT #:  10976 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Crystal Bruner Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The residents don’t want a gondola... the ski resort owners do. Please listen to the residents. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9N) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Crystal Bruner Harris 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10977 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mackenzie Warner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t destroy the climbing! (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  10978 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Audrey Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Audrey Smith 
Ogden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10979 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Holly Amos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect the world renowned historic and irreplaceable climbing of Little Cottonwood Canyon! 
(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.26B)  
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COMMENT #:  10980 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Zenger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am deeply concerned about traffic mitigation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. But I am absolutely 
opposed to the proposed Gondola option. (32.2.9E) LCC is one of the most beautiful canyons in Utah 
and putting a massive Gondola up the canyon would be a travesty. (32.17A and 32.4I) The only 
beneficiaries of the Gondola would be the ski resorts who would use it to increase the number of skiers 
at their resorts, which is their primary concern. (32.20A, 32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I think the best option would be explore using more effective and more frequent shuttle buses 
that would allow access to other parts of the canyon. A toll system should also be put in place 
immediately. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2Y) Avalanche shedding should have been 
installed years ago and should be planned for in the future (32.2.9K).
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COMMENT #:  10981 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Grace Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Grace Lee 
Pacifica, CA  
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COMMENT #:  10982 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Jakob 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses will add to the pollution we are trying to fight. Therefore Gondola is a preferred option. (32.10A, 
32.2.9C, and 32.2.9D)  
 
However the best idea overall is to build a train line, because it both helps to reduce pollution and is 
having bigger capacity than a gondola, therefore being more resource efficient. (32.2.9F and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  10983 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Vlietstra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would ask that UDOT please stop considering the gondola option, as that only benefits a small 
number of user types, has a higher negative impact on both the existing resources and recreation 
areas, has a negative impact on the visual aspect of the canyon, requires too many resources to 
complete, and also would take a very long time to build. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.13A, 32.17A, 32.2.7C, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I only support the bus service as roadway widening also negatively impacts the existing resources. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, 32.13B) It is attainable in the short term, can serve more than just the resorts, 
requires far less resources to implement, and can have an adjustable schedule based on need. 
(32.29R, 32.2.6.3D, and 32.2.6.3C)  
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COMMENT #:  10984 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dayton Deloach 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Keep our canyons as is! (32.2.9G) The only people benefitting from these expansions are those in high 
positions. This canyon is home and has been for decades. We don’t want your big money touching our 
sacred canyons! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  10985 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alaina Marti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
Thank you for taking the time to read public comments on the preferred proposals. This is a big 
decision. I'm sure you've heard from several upset individuals and communities. You're doing good for 
our community in considering all these comments. I'm a middle school teacher whose lived in Utah one 
year. I teach my kids about the history of this place, its people, and its economy. They love their home, 
and are very proud to be from a state with such strong recreational economic activities such as skiing, 
mountain biking, and climbing. They also care that their home is sustained.  
 
These two proposals are huge projects that are going to be costly to the natural environment. (32.13A 
and 32.13B) In the research that I've done on these proposals, the enhanced bus system is the best 
option. (32.2.9A) I do believe it would improve the traffic flow within the canyons. It would be more 
efficient and less costly. Most importantly, it would keep beautiful Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola-
free. (32.2.9E) It would be less destructive to the rocks, plants, and animals that call LCC home -- and 
have for millions of years before humans were here. Our human footprint in LCC is heavy. Although we 
have the ability to do so, tearing up the canyon off the main road is not a decision we should make as 
people who care about this land -- nor to teach our children to do so. (32.29G)  
 
Alaina Marti
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COMMENT #:  10986 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andoni Odencrantz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
An enhanced bus service as well as large mobility hubs at the bottom of the canyon will take cars off 
the road. (32.2.9A) Eventually,LCC would be able to restrict access to cars during winter time except 
for buses, employees, and other outside users. (32.2.2B) All Alta and Snowbird customers would 
simply ride buses up. This would allow the buses themselves to go up quickly and efficiently without 
worry. During peak periods buses could be leaving the hubs every 2 minutes or so. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  10987 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adrian Martino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very strongly against the proposal to either widen SR210 or install a gondola up Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I moved to the Salt Lake valley five years ago to enjoy the climbing and 
skiing of LCC. Since moving here, I have worked in the canyon for four years at Alta. I know, firsthand, 
the traffic problem that happens on a regular basis during peak periods in the winter. I completely agree 
that this problem needs to be addressed. However, I do not think that either of these options will 
address the problem effectively. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
My main concern is that both options will permanently change Little Cottonwood. (32.4I) I would like to 
see the current infrastructure be used more effectively before making any permanent, drastic changes. 
(32.29R) An expanded bus service that utilizes the existing road infrastructure should be explored 
before the road is widened or a gondola installed. (32.2.9A) The right changes to the current bus 
system could alleviate the traffic problem while also serving more user groups, having less of an impact 
on the natural environment, and be more cost effective than either of the two options currently 
proposed in the EIS. (32.1.2D and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
Thank you for taking the time to hear the public’s opinion. Little Cottonwood Canyon is a true gem of 
the Salt Lake valley and it would be a real shame to permanently alter it before trying everything we can 
to make due with what we already have. 
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COMMENT #:  10988 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chloe Emery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
As a life long Utah resident, I have always been in awe of the beauty right in our backyard. Little 
Cottonwood Canyon is a place to escape from the hustle and bustle of the world. It is home to 
thousands of different species of wildlife and is unlike any other place "in the world. In a world where 
our planet and animals are constantly suffering from rapid urbanization, it is crucial to protect the 
remaining natural beauty that we can. This project is absolutely unnecessary and would to see it 
succeed would absolutely break my heart. (32.1.2B) Today I am writing to plead with you to protect our 
wildlife and the beauty that draws people to our wonderful state. (32.29G) There are other options for 
accomplishing the goals that would not wreck the beautiful views and the ecosystem. (32.2.2PP) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Chloe Emery 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10989 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meggi Pack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a nearby resident, I prefer the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane option with 
additional mobility hubs as needed. (32.2.9B) This option retains the beauty and natural landscaping 
while also being more accessible for all income levels. (32.17B and 32.5A)
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COMMENT #:  10990 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Watkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Watkins 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10991 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, from my house, you can see up the entire 
canyon with NO obstructions. Please don't ruin Utah's scenery and nature (32.17A and 32.17B). Add a 
toll road instead that charges quite heavily. You with pay that way or take the bus. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9A) 
 
Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study 
(DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Davis 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  10992 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Bigatti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DO NOT BUILD THIS GONDOLA (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  10993 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Watkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  10994 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Sparks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preferred solution is the alternatives that combine snow sheds, larger park n' rides, no street 
parking, tolls, and single occupancy restrictions. (32.2.9K, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9P, and 32.2.4A)  
 
These solutions seem far more reasonable and less invasive to both the natural landscape of the 
canyon and surrounding residents than either of the "preferred" solutions. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
I grew up right at the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon and my mom still lives there. As such, I 
understand both the dire need of traffic abatement solutions and the local natural and community 
needs. Both of the proposed solutions would significantly impact the natural beauty of the canyon and 
the residents surrounding it. It would turn quiet neighborhoods into major thoroughfares and, I fear, only 
increase the traffic to and into the canyon rather than reduce it. Once a solution is in place, those who 
have avoided the canyon because of the traffic issues will soon flock to it, and the solution will not be 
enough. (32.4L, 32.4M, 32.2.6.5E, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
To me, the only traffic solution is one that focuses on crowd abatement, not forms of transportation that 
will serve to further increase the crowds in the canyon. (32.20B and 32.1.2B) I would also support 
summertime measures, such as no roadside parking, as a solution to the growing issue of 
overcrowding in the canyon year-round. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.2.4A)  
 
Thank you for considering alternate solutions and for allowing the community to respond to and submit 
ideas. Hopefully you will seriously consider alternative solutions to help preserve the canyon and 
community. 
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COMMENT #:  10995 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Philip Bossart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
I am a long time skier at Alta and Snowbird. However, I believe that servicing the ski areas should not 
be the primary consideration for travel up the canyon.Year round visitation whether to a designated ski 
area or summer time trailhead is not served by a gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort 
and Snowbird Resort. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
We need to do more to protect the environment in the canyons and limit ski area expansion. (32.29G) 
 
Thank you. 
 
Phil Bossart 
 
Sincerely, 
philip bossart 
salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  10996 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Russell Weber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't support either measure as of right now. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) It seems like the first step should 
be putting limits on where the cars are going to park by putting up much higher parking fees. (32.2.2K 
and 32.2.4A) Just because you have a bus or a gondola doesn't mean that people will use it. More 
than likely, unless there is an incentive, people will just continue to drive up. However, hiking parking 
prices may incentivize people to use the existing systems in place to get to the slopes mitigating the 
need for either solution. (32.2.4A) One solution or another may still be needed, but unless due diligence 
has been done, I'm not convinced that a change is needed. (32.1.2B) Then again, I haven't been skiing 
up that canyon in a long time (parking prices may have already changed). Also, I don't know why 
people haven't thought outside of the box on this matter. There are more than just 2 options for the 
traffic problem. (32.2.2PP) How about a subway up? Hyper-loop it maybe even (It would be a perfect 
test track under ground). (32.2.2C) What about opening up an entrance to the ski resorts on the other 
side of the mountain? (32.2.2N) As an engineer, it's deeply concerning that I've heard no public 
discourse on why these are the only two solutions. If I was forced to choose one of the two terrible 
options that my lawmakers have come up with today, I would choose the bus option because it would 
have the lesser impact from the mountain tops where people hike. 
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COMMENT #:  10997 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carlos Rioseco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How many places in the world have a beautiful gondola ride up to the winter/summer resorts and skiing 
destinations? Not many...this would be revolutionary here in North America! (32.2.9D) 
Do we in Utah want to be one of the ‘pioneers’ with such an environmentally friendly user and tourist 
attraction, or one of the many with more boring and weather condition-limiting buses, and more invasive 
cement roads? (32.2.9C and 32.2.6.3P) Let’s be bold and visionary, and say NO! to the ever-
expanding and invasive road building infrastructure in our beautiful state!  
Let the canyon be an experience, not just a destination! 
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COMMENT #:  10998 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Bockstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the two (2), the road expansion, with additional busses in service, is the more desirable option as a 
short term solution. (32.2.9B and 32.29R) The visual impact of the gondola will forever be a nuisance 
for those who enjoy the canyon and not just the Resorts in season. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) The 
gondola does not provide for the whole community, and simply caters to the Resorts in the canyon. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Creating additional stops over in the future is a time 
intensive and expensive endeavor. (32.2.6.5G) The gondola further, does not contribute to the overall 
necessary improvement of public transport infrastructure (32.7C) Continued expansion and improve of 
public transportation in Utah should be the focal point of UDOT's long term goal with special attention 
given to transportation means which can contribute to improving air quality via low-zero emissions 
modern transportation options that the people would be enthusiastic to ride. Rather than increase traffic 
in the canyon further, UDOT should reconsider the train service (32.2.9F) A passenger rail in the 
canyon allows for future stops to be added with ease, a modern comfortable experience with less 
overall visual impact to the canyon, is more fiscally responsible, can service the entire community 
rather than the Resorts and connect to the existing rail system furthering the development of public 
transport infrastructure while improving air quality. (32.10A) A long term solution should consider the 
overall impact on the community as a whole, and not just seasonal visitors. (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  10999 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Richard Hendron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Richard Hendron 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11000 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Heath 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that since the resorts will gain the most benefit from which ever choice is made, they should 
be contributing a significant amount to the construction of whatever alternative is chosen. (32.2.7A) 
Second, I do not believe that you can force people onto either buses or a gondola unless it is more 
expensive not to take either a bus or the gondola. Therefore, you need to plan on putting up a toll booth 
and charging all vehicles a toll to go up the canyon, except the residents of LLC and perhaps the 
employees of the resorts (32.2.4A). Looking ahead to the future, the best plan with the least 
environmental impact is the gondola, as long as there is adequate parking available. (32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5J)  
Please not that I live on Wasatch Blvd., and I have seen the traffics jams that happen on not only the 
weeks ends, but EVERY time it snows.  
There has to be a better way to inform drivers that the canyon is closed before they even get to 
Wasatch at 7200 or start driving up 9400 South and at least 1300 East. The closing of the canyon 
causes horrific problems with traffic-EVERY TIME it snows. (32.7A and 32.7C)  
Wasatch is and will continue to be a commuter route-no efficient alternative exists to any resident 
needing to go downtown, who lives East of at least 1700 East. To not widen it and fix the speed limit at 
a speed that will allow traffic to flow during rush hour is just insane. And that only adds to the problem 
on snow days. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  11001 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andreas Jacob 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Bus service. (32.2.9A) A Gondola would serve only the Ski resort and not the hole 
community. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). I don`t like the visual impact of a 
Gondola system to the mountain. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  11002 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Casey Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Casey Hunt 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11003 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheryl Liu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an avid user of LCC year round. I climb extensively in the canyon in the summer (1-2 times a 
week), typically hold a LCC ski resort pass, and tour frequently in the winter (1-2 times a week). I do not 
think that the gondola is the appropriate solution. (32.2.9E) 
 
There needs to be an incentive to take public transit. (32.2.4A) I would much rather sit in my car in 
traffic for an hour or two than jammed on a bus, standing, with my ski boots on, in the same car traffic 
(which is the experience that prompted me to avoid taking the bus). (32.2.4A) It would be great if the 
resorts could provide at least free lockers for users who take public transit, and an extra bonus if there 
was a perk like opening the lifts early those who regularly come by bus. (32.2.3A)  
 
The gondola is a gimmick that largely benefits the ski resorts and tourists, but is funded with tax payer 
dollars and does not help the people who are paying for it. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) If the infrastructure we are building is going to be an eyesore all year round, it must support all 
recreation, including winter weekend crowds as well as daily users in the summer. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, 
and 32.2.6.5G) While it may be faster to take the gondola on big power days, it is not as appealing of 
an option on low crowd days (like daily weekday users), and detrimental for summer (and backcountry 
skiing/hiking) users by reducing the capacity of already crowded parking lots. (32.1.2C and 32.4P) 
 
Additionally, the traffic up the canyon is only part of the problem. On days where the canyon is backed 
up, the resort lines are as well. (32.20C) Being able to increase the thoroughfare on the road isn’t going 
to help if the ski resorts are already at capacity on busy days, as lift lines on those days can be 30-45 
minutes long.
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COMMENT #:  11004 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Sipple 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm incredibly against a tax payer-funded gondola being built into one of the most beautiful canyons in 
the whole country, especially when it will only be used a third of the year at most. (32.2.9E, 32.2.7A, 
and 32.17A) I can't believe we'd consider creating that kind of eyesore in such a treasured place. I 
support required bussing to get up the canyon on weekends for the resorts. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2B) It 
breaks my heart that people are okay with the gondola idea.  
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COMMENT #:  11005 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lance Manning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Totally in favor of the Gondola project. (32.2.9E) I believe it will cut back on the emissions problem, etc. 
and provide an alternate means of canyon (ski resort) access. (32.10A) However, I am NOT in favor of 
the implementation of a toll road for those of us who just want to go up the canyon for a day trip, hiking 
in lower parts of the canyon, or even being able to access the higher trails above Alta - especially in the 
off season. (32.2.4A) Maybe an annual resident pass or local rate would make it less restrictive. I am 
also concerned about adequate parking being available at La Caille, and what might happen to this 
fabulous resort/restaurant/wedding venue. How will this project effect the normal operation of this 
venue? (32.2.6.5J and 32.4L) 
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COMMENT #:  11006 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Fisher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the gondola can keep moving people during avy mitigation work. I vote for it! (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  11007 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Whiting 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is one of my favorite places in all of Utah. Whenever I turn the corner up the 
canyon from Wasatch drive, regardless of season, I get a smile on my face, a sense of calm, and also 
excitement for the adventures to come. I cannot fathom turning the corner and seeing massive gondola 
towers. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) The thought of having such a huge visual eyesore in the canyon is a 
huge disappointment. (32.4I) Additionally, the gondola would be used MAYBE 3-4 months of the year, 
for 2 private companies??? That seems absolutely ridiculous. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C). I don't really feel like the expanded bus lane is a reasonable idea either, but it is the better of 
the two. (32.2.9C) I am a climber, so the thought of losing hundreds of world renown boulder problems 
is concerning. The impact of widening the road and the gondola towers greatly affects all users of the 
canyon, not just skiers/snowboarders in the winter. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I).  
In summary - NO to the gondola and NO to the widened road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
My suggestion for a solution would be to expand the number of busses (not the road) and create 
infrastructure to make it easier for people to park and ride up. Right now there is zero incentive to take 
the bus. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) There could be a fee structure for cars entering the canyon where the 
more riders within a vehicle, the less overall cost. (32.2.4A) Turn taking the bus into an incentive. 
Or maybe we need to consider the fact that the Wasatch has finite resources/occupancy and there is a 
good chance we're at that threshold. (32.20B) 
Thanks for the chance to voice an opinion. Again, No gondola or expanded roads please. 

Page 32B-11266 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11008 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paxon Fischer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of a widened road and bus route. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  11009 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mimi Levitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA!!! Buses are the way to go!!!!!!!! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11010 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ron Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
The Gondola seems to primarily serve the two ski areas in LLC. They in turn serve paying customers 
who historically have been the most heavy (vehicle) user group in LLC. The heavy vehicle use has 
taken away much of what attracts other user groups and has become the main issue behind the new 
proposals. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are many of us who use and love LLC 
that are not in any way supportive of Alta nor Snowbird in their continual greed driving their own 
interests at the expense and solitude of so many others along the Wasatch Front. NO to the Gondola. 
(32.2.9E) The infrastructure alone required for this to happen seems totally out of context with common 
sense and respect for the amazing resource we have now, let's not ruin it for the purpose of breathing a 
few more years of life into a dying industry. (32.4I) Private vehicle use will only increase over time from 
multiple user groups. (32.2.4A) We need to take time to get this right. We also need to limit private 
vehicle use in LLC, it hurts to say that but we are all ruining what we love and it has to stop through 
careful planning not through seat of the pants pie in the sky solutions that just sound good at first 
thought. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2PP)  
 
Sincerely, 
Ron Smith 
Salt Lake City+UT, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11011 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Douglas Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is my favorite place in the world. Just minutes from Salt Lake City I can find 
myself surrounded by flawless granite walls, towering peaks, and endless ski lines. Despite what Alta 
and Snowbird would have you believe, only a tiny fraction of what the canyon has to offer can be 
accessed by lifts you pay to ride at the resorts. Away from the two resorts that profit off our lands, 
lovers of the canyon can find serenity and solitude in the wilderness. While close to the city, there is a 
feeling of remoteness just a short way from the road. I cherish this place and would do anything to 
defend it. Why then, are we clamoring to permanently alter this wild place? (32.1.2B) The proposed 
gondola will potentially solve a traffic problem that exists for maybe 10 days a year, if powder days 
happen to line up on weekends, but it will serve as a reminder of our disregard for wild and beautiful 
places 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. (32.2.9E, 32.1.4D and 32.4I) Why are we rushing to build this 
monstrosity, or even to expand the road and destroy beloved boulder problems before even exploring 
simple solutions like limiting private vehicle travel during peak times and increased bus services on our 
existing roads? (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) Increased bus service to both canyons could 
solve the problems the gondola aims to, while catering to all canyon users, not just ski resort guests. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is not the responsibility of the taxpayers to ensure as 
many guests arrive at Alta and Snowbird on powder days, and permanently altering the canyon to do 
so would be an embarrassment and a disgrace to those who live in and cherish the canyon and 
recreate in it year round. I plead with you to explore every single option, many of which have been l aid 
out by those much smarter than I, before considering further altering the landscape of the sacred 
canyons we love." (32.2.2PP).  
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COMMENT #:  11012 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexandra Hurst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If I had to choose, I'd say we should widen the roads and do more busses. (32.2.9B) Ideally, I'd vote to 
gut the ski resorts of parking so all skiers have to bus up (32.2.2B) That would free up the canyon 
substantially for busses, as well as leave the option of driving up if someone is accessing the canyon 
for other reasons. 
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COMMENT #:  11013 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kai Bjorkman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses only on weekends and high traffic mornings/limit number of cars up canyon. Do not widen road 
and do not put up gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  11014 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Buesser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to Salt Lake 4 years ago and found my community bouldering in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I'm 
still here because of the canyon access and the amazing bouldering available. Taking this away will 
destroy community in Salt Lake as well as overall want to live here. Don't destroy this part of our 
community (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  11015 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Behling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Changes to public transport for canyon transportation is much preferred, less expensive, and less 
impactful overall. Please consider removing the gondola idea. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  11016 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Fuller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to comment on the proposed options for improving Little Cottonwood transportation 
challenges. As an individual who has recreated in the canyon for over 35 years in both winter and 
summer, including being a season pass holder at both Alta and Snowbird. I propose that surface 
transportation options including expanded bus service and an additional third lane make the most 
sense for helping solve this problem. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2D) Expanded seasonal bus service means 
recreationists from across the valley can get on a bus near where they stay or live (ex. downtown, U of 
U, Daybreak) and not just near the mouth of the canyon. (32.2.2.I) It just doesn't make sense for people 
to continue to drive to the canyon mouth and then get on a bus or gondola. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) 
Surface transportation is the most flexible and adaptable for the most number of recreationists through 
the seasons. (32.1.2C) For example, the proposed gondola solution leaves out hikers and increasingly 
popular backcountry skiing. The gondola would also be under utilized and even idle through most of the 
summer and even the skiing shoulder seasons during the week. (32.20A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.5F, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Although a gondola would be an impressive engineering feat, it's a solution that just doesn't work best 
for this problem. (32.7C) Improving the existing road with a third lane and expanded bus service is the 
right choice!" 
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COMMENT #:  11017 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellis Batishchev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the "lesser of the two evils" will be the bus option. (32.2.9B) The bus option would be least 
of the short term environmental impact, and has the potential to be less cost especially.  
The best option, and what should be considered, is introducing a train line. (32.2.9F) The canyon has 
had old mining tracks, which means that it is plausible to install an updated track. The cog rail would be 
the best train for this, and this type of train is already used around the world in extremely snowy 
environments. These trains can be manufactured in UT (bringing more money into the economy) and 
customized to the needs of the canyon/people. (32.2.6.6A) Not only does it have less environmental 
impact, but it can be used to collect fares, and can also be advertised as a tourist attraction. This option 
is the best long term solution with the least cost impact, and can directly connect to the already 
established city tramlines. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  11018 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sameer Mohammad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The solution must be most environmentally friendly, because the smoke and air quality from the overall 
consequences of climate change makes me feel like moving away from the inversion. (32.10A) 
Widening the road and using buses back and forth is not direction to a cleaner SLC. (32.2.9C) We need 
cars off the road. The best solution seems like having a clean train transport would be best for the long 
term. (32.2.9F) We need to take bigger strides towards building train infrastructure as a Nation.  
The gondola will take away the natural mountain look, but better than more road pollution. (32.17A and 
32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  11019 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Nielson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think both options are poor choices. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The bus option is preferable but far too 
expensive. Other options need to be explored and enacted. (32.2.2PP) Tolls, car polling and buses 
need to be tried and perfected before anything elseis done that has such a permanent effect on the 
Canyon and wastes tax dollars. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R)  
Thank you 
James Nielson 
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COMMENT #:  11020 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Hackbarth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the criticism of both proposals that the Mayor of Salt Lake and the County of Salt Lake have 
submitted as comments on the two proposals. (32.2.9C and 3.2.9E) A more measured approach 
focusing on substantial avalanche control improvements, some road straightening, tolling and bus 
service. (32.2.9K, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) Sending a billion dollars on a gondola is a huge mistake 
environmentally and its operation will be limited in avy conditions also (32.2.6.5H). Clearly there is a 
simple limit to what the canyon can handle if it is indeed a part of the US national forest. (32.20C) Did 
Hackbarth 
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COMMENT #:  11021 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Volker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I request that UDOT reject the two proposed alternatives: the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period 
Shoulder Lane and the Gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both of these proposals are irrevocably flawed 
because the focus is on the wrong objectives of mobility and reliability, and completely ignore the 
environmental carrying capacity of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.20B) Moving more 
people into a limited natural environment is unequivocally a threat to the canyon ecosystem, natural 
habitats, flora and fauna, and human experience of awe and wonder in the small but splendid canyon. 
(32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
UDOT must explore the other stated alternatives in the Draft EIS as the primary alternatives, such as 
tolling and single occupancy restrictions, snow sheds, mobility hubs, and trailhead parking. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.9K) Focus must be on environmental concerns which limit, not increase, the number of 
visitors in the canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2F) Limiting the number of canyon visits is an unfortunate 
consequence of the increased demand for human activities within the canyon. Even the economic 
interests within the canyon would be better served by providing a quality outdoor experience rather than 
allowing usage to exceed what has historically been a maximum capacity day. The number of people is 
the problem, and not simply the number vehicles. (32.20B and 32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  11022 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lauren Reber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lauren Reber 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11023 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erik Kish-Trier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am a resident of UT and live near the Cottonwoods. I am deeply troubled by the anticipated 
road/gondola developments in LCC. I do not think it is the time to take such a drastic step in such a 
fragile area (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Road use is artificially inflated currently due to pandemic driven 
single-occupancy vehicles. Also the recent increase in multi-area ski passes.  
 
Please please hold off and let the dust settle. Let’s let things re-equilibrate and try all the tools we 
already have at our disposal first. 
 
Implement a Tolling System NOW (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.29R) 
Enforce traction rules (32.2.2M) 
Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A) 
Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
Express bus routes from locations all across the valley (32.2.2I) 
Shuttles & vans to trailheads (32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2D) 
Restrict Single Occupancy Vehicles on holidays and weekends (32.2.4A) 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Erik Kish-Trier 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-11282 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11024 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Norma Wills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a phased-in approach to expanded bus service in LCC as outlined by Salt Lake County Mayor 
Wilson's response to the EIS. (32.29R) In order to serve all canyon users all year long, not just skiers 
during the winter months, bus service is the much better option. (32.1.2C and 32.2.9A) Utilizing buses 
also allows for flexibility as needs change over time. (32.2.6.3D) 
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COMMENT #:  11025 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Carmichael 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In addition to being totally ineffective, the proposed gondola will destroy resources for climbers, hikers, 
and basically anything that isn’t part of two businesses. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Non-invasive plans have not been explored and should be instead of this. 
(32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  11026 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lance Manning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Totally in favor of the Gondola project. (32.2.9D) I believe it will cut back on the emissions problem, etc. 
and provide an alternate means of canyon (ski resort) access. (32.10A) However, I am NOT in favor of 
the implementation of a toll road for those of us who just want to go up the canyon for a day trip, hiking 
in lower parts of the canyon, or even being able to access the higher trails above Alta - especially in the 
off season. (32.2.4A) Maybe an annual resident pass or local rate would make it less restrictive. I am 
also concerned about adequate parking being available at La Caille, and what might happen to this 
fabulous resort/restaurant/wedding venue. How will this project effect the normal operation of this 
venue? (32.2.6.5J and 32.4L) 
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COMMENT #:  11027 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Packer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the idea of the Gondola. (32.2.9D) It will be the least impactful to the canyon and another great 
asset it will produce and reduce way more emission gases (32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  11028 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susie Mills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Definitely think buses could be better with the right incentive. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Any thoughts on 
why the toll/canyon pass idea was overlooked? (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) It seems this is has had positive 
impact in other areas If executed correctly. Could weed out 2 wheel drivers on snow days, provide a 
source of revenue potentially, and cut down on the number of drivers while increase the number of bus 
takers. (32.2.2M) As a small business owner and canyon resident I need to drive up the canyon and 
need udot to figure out a practical solution. (32.2.4A) We don’t need a gondola, it would not solve 
anything and people would use it as a tourist attraction (32.2.9E and 32.7C). 
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COMMENT #:  11029 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Olson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We live with 2 young kids on Kings Hill Drive just off Wasatch, in a neighborhood with many young 
families. Speed limits should be lowered and Wasatch should be improved for access & safety, not 
expanded. (32.2.6.2.2A) A dedicated bus lane during ski season would be a huge help. (32.2.9B) A 
gondola is a cool idea, but will create other problems and much more expensive than necessary. 
(32.2.9E) 
 
In talks with many people living in the neighborhood, all have agreed that there really should be a stop 
light at Wasatch & Kings Hill. That is a very dangerous intersection with the blind corner and people 
flying around the bend at 60+ mph. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Improvement, not expansion is what is necessary.  
 
Thanks!  
Tim Olson 
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COMMENT #:  11030 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alec Spottiswood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alec Spottiswood 
Lehi, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11031 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Stencil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brooke Stencil 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11032 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Budge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I stand with the mayor, Jenny Wilson. We need to try common sense solutions before putting up a 500 
million dollar gondola. (32.2.9E) The gondola is not adaptable. And where is the talk about canyon 
capacity? (32.20B) We can’t keep pushing more and more people into little cottonwood canyon. The 
gondola is not the option we need. 
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COMMENT #:  11033 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nold Woitke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I WANT A TRAIN RUNNING UP THERE. SWISS TECHNOLOGY (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  11034 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Earlene Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a life time resident of Utah and lover of our nature, mountains and snow, I do NOT agree with a 
gondola being built in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) I feel if the state was to expend funds for 
this project, it would be to the benefit of few and not the majority of the state. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Yes, we benefit by the tourist traffic in Utah but the gondola would not 
benefit those hikers, nature lovers the majority of the year through out other seasons. I do not agree 
with such a large expenditure of personal and tax funds for the sport based largely on winter snow. 
(32.1.2B) God is in charge of the winter weather. This commercial venture does NOT benefit the 
majority of the state nor our visitors. Please don't destroy the natural beauty of the canyons. (32.4I and 
32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  11035 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the influence the proposed solution will have on irreplacable resources such as rock 
climbs and views of the canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) Little cottonwood is a magical place that 
should be revered and preserved, not marred by the installation of highway lanes and a gondola. 
(32.17A, 32.17B, 32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Those solutions are temporary, and it is time to begin looking 
into the future if we want resources like little to last for future generations. The only real solution is to 
begin limiting access to the canyon, and this may be a disturbing fact, but it is a nesecarry one for us to 
face if we want to care for our land. (32.20B) It is about time we stop tramping on the earth like it is our 
doormat, and we have an opportunity on a global scale (best snow on earth) to show what long term 
solutions may look like. I am begging anyone with power to read this and be moved to think about their 
childrens children, and how they will experience the canyon. Stuffed with highways and gondolas? Or a 
natural testemant to the ability of man to work with nature, and care for it for a change. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  11036 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aaron London 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The EIS does not specify how long it will take to unload cars, inspect cables and towers, and then 
reload cars during avy control work, which is something we ought to know before accepting the gondola 
alternative. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
Furthermore, the environmental impact analysis is fundamentally flawed because the document does 
not state how much electricity the gondola alternative will use annually. (32.18A and 32.10A) Given 
that it will be electricity from Rocky Mountain Power which is 75% fossil fuel based for the foreseeable 
future, the carbon footprint of the gondola alternative needs to be accurately specified. Instead we get 
hand waving and greenwashing, which is unacceptable. (32.10A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Aaron London 
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COMMENT #:  11037 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Agee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not pursue either idea. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I do not want Little Cottonwood to be over-
developed. (32.20F). I understand that the Salt Lake City area is growing, but there is still plenty of 
growth for Parley's Canyon and Big Cottonwood opens up quite a bit more near the top. Little 
Cottonwood is special and should not be overdeveloped. (32.20F) I do not want to see a gondola up 
the canyon. Also, with Snowbird's expert level runs and Alta being skiier only, these resorts do not need 
to be more accessible to tourists. Please do not destroy beautiful land in the canyon to expand the road 
for increased bus service and please do not build an ugly gondola that will result in increased traffic and 
parking along the Wasatch Blvd corridor. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.6.5E) This is also why I am a 
member of Save Not Pave. We do not need more pavement through here. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  11038 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Carvajal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the two plans for LCC are acceptable to me. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) They're each a a large 
waste of taxpayer money as well as present a real threat to how communities all over the Wasatch 
Front use LCC. (32.2.7A) 
 
Toll cars in the canyon during ski season, increase buses, and finally build the parking infrastructure to 
support buses instead of paying lip service to the idea. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
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COMMENT #:  11039 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lauren Reber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The gondola would only support the resorts and tourists, NOT Utah locals. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We should be spending our tax dollars on a solution that actually will 
benefit us, instead of the resorts and tourists. We don’t need more people coming, we need to manage 
what we have already. Requiring carpooling and bus usage on weekends in the winter will do far more 
than a gondola that will take longer and serve fewer people. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.7C) The 
gondola would only function for the resorts and only in the winter, it’s a ridiculous solution that would 
cost a ridiculous amount of money. It is unnecessary and would not solve the issue. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Lauren Reber 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11040 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with the gondola proposal, I believe that the congestion issues can be mitigated by 
simply updating the current public transportation options. Mainly buses, to better enable the current 
system to function with the increased number of people. (32.2.9E, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  11041 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Bartholomew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No the the gondola. No to widening the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Yes to more buses. Agree with the 
city mayor's ideas about more buses and more parking for buses. (32.2.9A or 32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  11042 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the influence the proposed solution will have on irreplacable resources such as rock 
climbs and views of the canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) Little cottonwood is a magical place that 
should be revered and preserved, not marred by the installation of highway lanes and a gondola. 
(32.17A, 32.17B, 32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Those solutions are temporary, and it is time to begin looking 
into the future if we want resources like little to last for future generations. The only real solution is to 
begin limiting access to the canyon, and this may be a disturbing fact, but it is a nesecarry one for us to 
face if we want to care for our land. (32.20B) It is about time we stop tramping on the earth like it is our 
doormat, and we have an opportunity on a global scale (best snow on earth) to show what long term 
solutions may look like. I am begging anyone with power to read this and be moved to think about their 
childrens children, and how they will experience the canyon. Stuffed with highways and gondolas? Or a 
natural testemant to the ability of man to work with nature, and care for it for a change. (32.29G). 
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COMMENT #:  11043 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Bachorowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am an avid resort skier, backcountry skier, hiker and a former Alta ski instructor. 
 
I care about the future of the canyon, and I cannot support short-sighted efforts. (32.2.2PP) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Bachorowski 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11044 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Minnick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Train (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  11045 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keon Aarabi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Murray utah resident I am pro gondola. (32.2.9D) I think that it will enhance our canyon, provide 
better access, reduce pollution, free up the road for travel by car when needed, and even attract 
tourism. (32.10A and 32.7C) All the people who are against it I believe are acting selfishly, and only 
thinking of themselves. The bottom line is the gondola will provide access to the canyon to everyone, 
not just people who have a car they can drive up the canyon. It is an access issue, not a “oh the poor 
rock climbers might lose a couple places to climb” issue. We should be looking to improve Utah not 
reduce access and limit who can use our natural resources. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  11046 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Hastings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Logan Hastings. I have been a resident of Salt Lake County for 5 years. While I do not 
know what the most pristine condition of Little Cottonwood used to look like, I know that right now we 
are presented with an opportunity to determine the entire future of Little Cottonwood and development 
in the Wasatch at large. We should take the gravity of this opportunity more seriously than the effort put 
forth so far by UDOT, and look to a more holistic approach to transportation in the Wasatch as reflected 
in the collaborative processes behind the Mountain Accord and the Central Wasatch Commission. 
(32.1.2E) Both gondola and road expansion alternatives are haphazard attempts that do not resolve the 
roots of the traffic problem in Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
A gondola in Little Cottonwood would be irresponsible, allowing private resorts to exclusively profit off 
the degradation of the natural landscape without alleviating the need for private passenger vehicles in 
the canyon. (32.1.2D and 32.2.4A) Additionally, the two terminus areas do not serve year round 
visitation or alleviate trailhead parking issues, further missing the mark on solving LCC’s transportation 
issues and catering to the resorts. (32.2.6.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, and 32.7B) UDOT’s 
own proposal says the gondola won’t reach in reducing the number of vehicles in the canyon (p.2-16). 
(32.2.2BB) The gondola alternative heavily relies on private vehicles in and around the mouth of the 
canyon, and only opens the way for more vehicles. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.4A) The root of the problem is 
not increasing traffic flow or decreasing traffic time; rather it is decreasing the number of private 
vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.1.2D) 
 
While UDOT should invest in an enhanced bus service, the Canyon shoulder-lane road expansion 
component of the alternative will have even more irreversible impact than a gondola on the natural 
landscape and the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on that ecosystem. (32.4I, 32.17B, and 
32.13B) Why not expand the bus system first, and see if it can alleviate traffic to an acceptable level? 
(32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
 
Traffic congestion in LCC will still continue until public transportation is able to connect people from 
their point of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access points across the Wasatch Mountains- not just in 
Little Cottonwood, not just in the winter. (32.2.2I and 32.1.2C) Expanding public transportation will 
reduce congestion, air pollution, and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty 
and wildness of the Wasatch Range. I urge UDOT to consider an Enhanced Bus service alternative 
without a road expansion, and to stop considering the gondola alternative. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11047 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Noah Hodson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will ruin the views we should put in in train like the ones they have at European resorts. 
(32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.17D, and 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  11048 

DATE:   9/2/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Spencer Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Spencer Peterson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11049 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Curtis Nowack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a thriving climbing community in the area. This would ruin a wonderful area for a large 
community and destroy much of the natural beauty that is there. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.17A, and 
32.17B). Please don't do this and make a cash grab somewhere else. 
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COMMENT #:  11050 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ty Nilsson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t believe either option - bus lane or gondola - is an adequate solution to this issue. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  11051 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Troy Johansson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus service would be the most reasonable short-term solution, but train service up the canyon that 
would eventually connect to the TRAX system. (32.2.9A, 32.29R, 32.2.9F, and 32.2.2I)  
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COMMENT #:  11052 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How is a train not being considered? (32.2.9F) the Gondola idea is ridiculous, and the bus idea is no 
better that what already exists. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  11053 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ella Bagley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider implementing other alternatives besides an expanded road for busses and the 
gondola. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) Both of these options will be very invasive and disrupt the 
already tampered with ecosystem of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.13A and 32.13B) The gondola 
towers will destroy priceless habitats/ecosystems. (32.13A) Additionally the gondola will destroy historic 
climbing sites in the Wasatch. (32.4B) The gondola will not mitigate the capascity lrobls at either ski 
resort and will not serve to any other outdoor recreation activities besides Alta and snowbird skiers. 
(32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11054 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Locke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the bus method. Zion National Park uses buses/shuttles and even though there are a lot of 
people it seems so work great. (32.2.2B) We have gone multiple times and we like that it limits the 
people that can come up to maintain the beauty of the area and it is easy to use and quick. The 
downside to the gondolas are they would obstruct views and bring a mechanical feeling to the beautiful 
canyon that we would have to look at all year rather than just in busy times of winter. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) it would benefit tourist but not those that have looked at the canyon and loved to explore it their 
entire lives. It would be a very unfortunate choice (32.4I). 
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COMMENT #:  11055 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Bruzda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m strongly against the gondola. (32.2.9E) First try an improved bus service before ruining the 
landscape of a beautiful canyon that the gondola will only be used maybe half of the year. 
(32.17A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.5F, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  11056 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ralph Warner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for: 
entrance fees for personal vehicles in the canyon (32.2.4A) 
more bus transit (32.2.9A) 
more parking at the base of the canyon (32.2.6.2.1C) 
reservations to use canyon with preference to local residents (32.2.2K) 
 
I am against: Large infrastructure investments including gondolas, funicular rails, road widening, etc. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9M, and 32.2.2U) 
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COMMENT #:  11057 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rosane Coleman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For those high impact days when the traffic is brought to a halt due to congestion during ski season, the 
fall, weekends and holidays. I would offer other options rather than just those two suggested by UDOT, 
the gondola or widening the road, which would be a permanent destruction of the canyon and it’s iconic 
rock formations. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
 
Encourage more frequent use of electric buses and toll roads. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) Only 
allow permits for cars to residents and essential workers. All other vehicles should have a park and ride 
option using the electric buses as transportation to hiking trails, boulder routes and ski resorts. If having 
vehicles is a necessary option make the toll high enough to discourage high traffic use. Also have an 
option for low income families who want to enjoy our outdoors. (32.2.2B, 32.2.6.2C, 32.2.4A, and 
32.5A) 
 
Another option is to offer yearly passes to residents of Utah like in Millcreek Canyon, except make them 
more expensive than Millcreek. Again with the option for low income families. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) 
 
If widening the road or Gondola are our only choices, it seems that the cost is put on the backs of Utah 
taxpayers, not the ski industry. (32.2.7A) This creates a loss of iconic boulder problems that are 
renowned worldwide, as well as hiking trail heads that will either be lost or moved. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Now with Sport Climbing in the Olympics and one of our own, Nathaniel Coleman, has won a silver 
medal in the 2020 Olympics, we can expect to have an explosion of people interested in coming to 
Utah to discover our beautiful canyons. 
 
We need to preserve our canyons for use to all, not just one industry. The ski resorts have out priced 
most local residents who can not afford the luxury of skiing. But local residents can take the opportunity 
to enjoy our beautiful mountains. Please do not destroy the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon by 
erecting an unsightly gondola. Or destroying iconic rock formations that are part of climbing's history by 
widening the road. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.17A, and 32.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Rosane Coleman 
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COMMENT #:  11058 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tyler Bruzda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tyler Bruzda 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11059 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Guys, these are portions of nature that can never be replicated never seen again or enjoyed again if 
destroyed. I beg of you to look past profit, to look past inconvenience (traffic). (32.1.2B) And see the 
opportunity we have to keep just some of our nature retreats semi sacred. LLC was once like AF 
canyon. But now look at it. Developed beyond beleif, when is destroying our land to make them more 
profitable enough. Please reconsider these plans. - A 24 year old guy who just wants my children to 
someday enjoy what I can. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9G, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  11060 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Gerhardt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why don't we widen the road? Or perhaps toll the canyon to encourage car-pooling? Or perhaps 
adding a bus lane that only buses can use in addition to giving out rebates for ski lift ticket costs to 
individuals that ride the bus up the canyon. (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A)  
 
The gondolas will destroy climbing boulders in the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4B) The gondolas will only 
run in the winter (they are a huge expense for only being used for a portion of months out of the year). 
(32.2.6.5F) Plus, how do we know that the gondolas won't be damaged by avalanches or shut down 
every time there is a huge snowstorm? (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) This would just mean that we spent 
all this money and built a huge, ugly, destructive gondola and then canyon traffic from cars and buses 
will still occur during heavy snow (which is when the majority of traffice happens anyway). 
 
Why are tax payers dollars being used for this project? (32.1.2B) This gondola project would only 
financially benefit the two ski resorts. Why don't these ski resorts pay for the gondola? I would much 
rather my tax dollars go to improving roads, parks, public spaces in the heart of the city where they will 
benefit the majority of people living in the city. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11061 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Dennis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Are you guys crazy!? You haven’t tried the most basic steps to deal with traffic in LCC!! Charge people 
to use road; don’t allow single occupants; free buses; on storm days don’t allow cars - only buses; 
enforce the traction provisions. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.2M) You will absolutely ruin ruin 
ruin the canyon by putting in a gondola!!!!!!! (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  11062 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Scholl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin the beautiful nature in the canyons by installing unsightly man-made technology. 
(32.17A and 32.2.9E) It will disrupt the canyon ecosystem and the nature that we all know, love, and 
visit the canyons to experience. (32.13A and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  11063 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Behle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I think there are many options before launching into a gondola or a dedicated bus lane. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) There should be a baseline developed at what is decided maximum capacity is for all Salt 
Lake connected canyons. (32.20B) The watershed should be a primary concern. (32.1.2F, 32.12A and 
32.12B) Right now you are only thinking about maximizing growth and profits and it could well be at the 
average citizen's expense. (32.1.2B) We left the Wasatch due to its overcrowding and it is disturbing to 
see plans that are only focused on how to serve bigger crowds. (32.1.2B, 32.20A and 32.20C) There is 
a point where enough is enough, the Wasatch is there. Better bussing, tolling, van pooling, and 
connection to Salt Lake infrastructure need to be examined far ahead of either of your plans (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brian Behle 
Cashmere, WA  
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COMMENT #:  11064 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Freedlund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support any tax payer money to primarily benefit private business. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) I do not support widening the road or a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-11323 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11065 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeff Rodgers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeff Rodgers 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11066 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Denise Paredes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Denise Paredes 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11067 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Joy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support widening lanes plus extended bus service. (32.2.9B) The gondola seems expensive and 
detrimental to the environmental landscape. (32.2.9E, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  11068 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tom Goth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Avalanche snow sheds before any other proposal should be priority number one. (32.2.9K and 32.29R) 
Without snow sheds, frequent road closures and back ups into the valley will continue to occur 
indefinitely. How much money and effort is spent each year digging out the road? This will occur in 
perpetuum. (32.7A) 
 
Unless the gondola were free or the road was tolled as much as the gondola, why would anyone take 
the gondola? (32.2.4A) The game theory of gondola use seems completely ignored. That the gondola 
would not run in the summer belies the fact that this is a resort subsidy. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3F) As a 
resident this is a pretty vulgar pro-ski resort proposal for tourism only and makes no sense for 
residents. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Tom Goth 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11069 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel O'Connor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the state is picking up the cost on these transportation issues the Bird and Alta should be required to 
remove themselves from national pass programs like Ikon/Epic which put an additional 18% more 
skiers years in the canyon. (32.2.7A and 32.2.2K) I also would not want to see a year round fee 
situation for the LCC but that is probably inevitable (32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  11070 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kelly Webb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
One last thought, is getting rid of the Icon pass being considered as an option. It has greatly increased 
the traffic and crowds up both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon. It hurts the local consumers whole 
experience for the profit of large corporations. (32.2.2K) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kelly Webb 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11071 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emmett Ross 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Emmett Ross 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11072 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Monasmith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I vote for the gondola if ample parking is also available at La Calle. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5J) 
Thank you
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COMMENT #:  11073 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anthony Gulla 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
I believe that the Enhanced Bus alternative is the best solution to this issue. (32.2.9A) Salt Lake City 
and the surrounding area has been a staple of the climbing community for some time now and Little 
Cottonwood Canyon has been at the heart of this community. Interfering with this tradition to enhance 
the profitability of the ski resort would be an exercise in hypocrisy. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.4A, and 
32.4B) Businesses providing outdoor adventure are meant to help people experience the beauty and 
wonder of our natural resources. Putting a gondola that spans the entire length of a canyon does the 
exact opposite. (32.4I) With climate change issues at the forefront of the public lexicon it is more 
important than ever to understand how these types of projects affect not just the immediate area but 
society as a whole (32.10A). Thank you for your time.  
 
A concerned citizen,  
 
Anthony Gulla 
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COMMENT #:  11074 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rachel Emily Pickering 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rachel Emily Pickering 
Herriman, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11075 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mason Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find a less impactful way to deal with congestion. It is worth the effort for the preservation of this 
canyon. (32.2.2PP and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  11076 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Rich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the road widening with enhanced bus service. (32.2.9B) However, I also think that Wasatch Blvd 
does not need to be widened. (32.2.9L) And parking lots throughout LCC to support dispersed 
recreation (and minimize roadside parking) should be developed. (32.2.6.2.4A and 32.4P) Thanks

Page 32B-11335 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11077 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kathryn Torello 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
kathryn torello 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11078 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathryn Shelton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
REALLY LIKE THE LOOK OF THE gONDALA (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11079 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  RJ Duernberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
RJ Duernberger 
Kamas, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11080 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory Gavin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Improved bus service is the only viable option. NO GONDOLA! (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  11081 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have carefully studied the UDOT proposals and listened to the two public comments videos provided 
on UDOT's website. I have been an avid user of Little Cottonwood Canyon for 40 years, which includes 
many, many years of resort skiing, backcountry skiing, hiking, climbing, biking and even working in the 
canyon. The 2 proposals are far too expensive at more than half a billion dollars and will just make an 
expensive sport even more unaffordable for local skiers as the cost will eventfully, in some way, be 
passed on down to the skiers. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.4A) The proposals are also far too 
destructive to our beautiful canyon to solve a problem that happens about 20 times a year, and greatly 
hurts the climbing community near the base of the canyon. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.1.4D, 32.4A, and 
32.4B) The transportation times are too long for most local skiers to want to use the proposed systems. 
(32.2.4A) Additionally, the resort lift capacity is not changing and the lift lines are already far too long 
now (32.20C). On a powder morning the lift lines are already ridiculous, even on the snowiest of 
mornings when traffic is hampered due to the weather. Why increase transportation up the canyon 
when the resorts can't handle what is already there?!!! (32.1.2B and 32.7C) 
The best solutions would be to do the following: 
1. Build snow sheds at only the very worst 2 or 3 avalanche paths to maintain traffic flow, safety and 
minimize destructive construction. (32.2.9K) 
2. Increase existing bus service, but do not widen the road or add lanes in the canyon. Once up the 
canyon a little way the traffic flows well even on the worst of days. (32.2.9A) 
3. Add just one (1) southbound express bus lane on Wasatch Blvd from BCC to the mouth of LCC. This 
alone will incentivize people to use the bus because this is the area with the worst traffic problem 
(32.2.6.2.2A) Please don't wreck Wasatch Blvd with more than one lane added!!! 
4. Snowbird should continue to use the FREE parking reservation system they used last year to limit 
the number of skiers and cars. Alta should adopt the same system. This will also help with the end user 
experience by eliminating overcrowding. We don't need to increase skiers' cost and travel times to limit 
the number of cars. It can be done for free!!!!! (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.20C) 
5. Increase the snow removal and de-icing capability. (32.2.2M and 32.2.2II) 
6. Increase the busing and canyon transportation services for tourists who don't know how to drive in 
the canyon. (32.2.9A) 
7. Tolling will cause increased traffic congestion at the tolling site, which we are trying to reduce, and is 
totally not necessary to reduce the number of cars in the canyon as the parking reservation system will 
solve. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) 
As you can see, this involves not just a UDOT solution as item 4 solve much of the problem with zero 
costs. 
If you have any questions, comments or concerns I’d love to hear them as well.
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COMMENT #:  11082 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Yvette Melby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long term resident of Salt Lake City and someone who enjoys the canyons, I would like to see a 
way to mitigate traffic without destroying climbing boulders, and also potentially limiting the number of 
cars that can access the canyons in a day. I’m not necessarily opposed to a gondola. (32.2.9E) And if 
the road is widened PLEASE add a protected bike lane. (32.9A)  
In summary: 
 
1) protect the boulders (32.4A and 32.4B) 
2) limit the number of cars that access the canyon (either through a booth or a gandola depending on 
the environmental impact (32.2.4A) 
3) If the road is widened add a protected bike lane. (32.9A and 32.2.6.3H) 
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COMMENT #:  11083 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  William Morris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I would like to see immediate actions with minimal capital spending be implemented before resorting to 
either road widening or the installation of a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The installation of a 
gondola is something I completely oppose because it only serves one set of user groups: customers of 
Alta and Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is primarily public land and therefore should be accessible by the public. 
There are numerous trailheads with heavy visitation year round. (32.1.2C) These users should also be 
accommodated by any transportation solutions. The county and/or state should not spend money to 
subsidize the recreational opportunities of only the patrons of Alta and Snowbird (32.2.7A). 
 
Instead, there should be an immediate toll for accessing Little Cottonwood Canyon. The toll should be 
staggered based on the number of people per vehicle to encourage carpooling. As in Park City, the bus 
service should be free to encourage ridership. Tolling of private vehicles should be used to fund bus 
service which should include stops at trailheads used to access the vast amount of public land 
managed by the National Forest Service. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
This arrangement is far more equitable and addresses all user groups while providing the freedom of 
private vehicle transportation should it be preferred. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is 
also far more cost effective and would not require hundreds of millions of tax payer dollars from the 
county to be used to subsidize recreation for a small percentage of county residents and large numbers 
of outside visitors. To widen the road or install a gondola at eye-watering expense of everyone to 
provide benefits to a select few is unconscionable. All other options to maximize the potential of existing 
infrastructure, which heretofore have not been attempted, should be implemented before even the 
consideration of such massive spending and disruption to the canyon (32.29R).  
 
Sincerely, 
William Morris 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11084 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Josh Houck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Josh Houck 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11085 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Whitaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep the canyons pristine and explore less destructive options in order to protect nature and the 
iconic climbing in the canyon. (32.2.2PP) Thanks for your consideration. I know your task is a difficult 
one. Please fight to keep the canyon pristine so I can show my little ones the lasting beauty that is LCC. 
(32.4I and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  11086 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Webb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I appreciate all the work that has gone into the gondola plan I don't think it is a wise path forward. 
(32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  11087 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Civello 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
The gondola is a terrible idea all around. (32.2.9E) Don’t approve it and certainly don’t build it. It would 
be a debacle. It forces tax payer money to fund private businesses (Alta & Snowbird) and would likely 
draw even more skiers to Utah and LCC after their marketing and Ski Utah does their work. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.20C) It wouldn’t solve the congestion problems, would do 
nothing for backcountry users or trailhead access, would harm the environment, take away iconic 
climbing areas, be an ugly blight on the beautiful canyon, and cost way too much money. It would 
barely be used and only be utilized for a small number of ski days per year. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.6.3G, 32.4I, 32.4B, 32.17A, 32.2.7C, and 32.1.4D)  
 
This problem will mostly correct itself. If the traffic is too miserable, then people either won’t ski or ski 
elsewhere. (32.1.2B) Even in the fairy-tail world where everyone can get to the base of the mountain 
resorts easily, the lift lines would be even more egregious than they already are. Ski resorts can only 
move so many people up the mountain per hour. (32.20C) 
 
What you should do: 
- Increase bussing and allow them to use the shoulder where available during peak times (32.2.9B) 
- Enforce traction rules (32.2.2M) 
- Expand park & ride parking at the mouth of LCC (32.2.6.2.1C) 
- Subsidize the bussing so it’s free for everyone up & down the canyon (32.2.4A) 
 
Don’t: 
- Approve or build the gondola (32.2.9E) 
- Make the road a toll road with a gate like Millcreek Canyon (32.2.4A) 
 
“Bad decisions made with good intentions, are still bad decisions.”  
- James C Collins 
 
Best, 
 
Tony Civello, SLC based skier
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COMMENT #:  11088 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Crane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Choice A (Buses!). (32.2.9A) We do not need a gondola that will cost tax payers when the resorts will 
be the only ones reaping the benefits. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Many 
resorts are so packed full of people from out of state (who don't pay taxes) that they don't ski in the 
canyons anymore. It's become too packed. Out of state folks should also pay double what locals pay 
for bus tickets. (32.20C and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  11089 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lauren Shields 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lauren Shields 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11090 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andy Hayes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Andy Hayes 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11091 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Douglas Tolman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a lifelong resident of Salt Lake County, and recreate year-round in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I 
have a vested interest in the future of transporation in the Cottonwood Canyons. 
 
With the sweltering growth of recreation in the Cottonwoods, it is obvious that something needs to be 
done. It must first be acknowledged that resort patrons at Alta and Snowbird care not the only 
recreators in Little Cottonwood Canyon. A gondola would primarily serve the paying resort patrons, and 
encourage MORE people to use an already vastly overcrowded canyon. If these resorts continue to 
encourage more patrons to recreate in Little Cottonwood Canyon, they should be the ones who pay for 
solution to a problem they caused. (32.2.9E, 32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
As someone who recreates on public lands, NOT at these resorts, I do not want my tax dollars being 
spent on a corporate subsidy which only encourages more users into an already crowded space. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
Furthermore, the environmental footprint of a gondola would impact the watershed and viewshed to a 
greater degree than increased public transit access. (32.12A and 32.17A) The gondola would increase 
tourism, funnel tax dollars into corporate interests, and negatively impact both viewshed and 
watershed. 
 
It is my opinion that a combination of the following solutions should be tried before a gondola is even 
considered: 
-Large FREE covered parking structures along 9400 s. and 7200 s. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
-Avalanche tunnels/bridges under major slide paths (32.2.9K) 
-Wider uphill lanes in strategic canyon locations to prevent bottlenecking (32.2.2P and 32.29R)) 
-Increased FREE UTA services which also services trailheads (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3C) 
-Increased 4wd/Chain Law regulation (32.2.2M) 
-Canyon tolls for automobiles (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  11093 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diego Alen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please respect the forests, the natural life and the climbing areas. Its our space and our sport, it is what 
we are. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  11093 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karl Bahr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I absolutely support the gondola project, not only would it be a great way to keep traffic out of LCC, it 
would be a lot of fun to ride. Beautiful views all year round. I would ride it just for the fun of it. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11094 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeleine Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please do NOT build a gondola!!! It would be awful in the canyon and make our beautiful 
canyon industrial! (32.4I and 32.17A) People escape the city to the mountains and the gondola will be 
seen as an eye sore looking at the mountains! Please do not do a gondola or train! (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9M) Also! The parking structure would be awful! Expand the park and ride but please don’t go in 
people’s backyards and build a parking garage!!! (32.4M) The location is awful! Keep our canyons as 
natural as they can be! When people want to ski they can wait in lines & take the buses! (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  11095 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Blair 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
I am a resident of Midvale and I also became a member of the rock climbing community about two 
years ago. I am concerned about the impact the two proposals (gondola and lane widening) will have 
on the climbing resources in the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A and 32.4B) Please do not destroy 
these wonderful, naturally occurring resources for the benefit of the few (skiers) during a small portion 
of the year (powder days and the holidays). (32.1.4D) I myself am a skier and I know the frustration of 
getting up the canyon on peak days. But I am also a climber and I am willing to carpool take the bus, 
and chose different days to ski in order to protect the canyon. (32.2.9A) Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  11096 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Doug Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Don't spend more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola. (32.2.9E) I am advocating that we adequately fund programs and resources that are shown to 
work. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

 
 
Sincerely, 
Doug Anderson 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11097 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mimi Goldstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mimi Goldstein 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11098 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dwight Butler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6) Electric busses would be a perfect transportation solution for Little & Big Cottonwood Canyon 
(32.2.6.3F). With multiple pick ups through out the Salt Lake Valley & a recharging station / garage at 
the gravel pit near the base of big cottonwood."Charge one dollar / ride and have a lane that travels 
faster than the automobiles. (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A) Provide pull outs along the canyons for all 
recreational users. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Dwight Butler 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11099 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sara Charboneau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sara Charboneau 
Kamas, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11100 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ronald Barness 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ronald Barness 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11101 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bentley Fillmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Bentley Fillmore 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11102 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ethan White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I moved to UT 10 years ago because I fell in love with the Wasatch. The two options that are being 
weighed currently are bad, short sighted solutions to a growing problem. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The 
Gondola will ultimately ruin the Wasatch as we know it and benefit only two private businesses. (32.4I, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The expanded bus and lane option is far too destructive 
to our beautiful canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.4I) Please consider taking a longer sighted approach which 
would be to reduce private vehicles in the canyon, limit the impact on the beauty (which is why we're 
even dealing with this), and ultimately measure the carrying capacity and manage visitation around 
that. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.20B) Please see my additional comments below on the LCC Draft EIS: 
 
1). Can we start with a simpler, less expensive, and less environmentally destructive solution by simply 
providing more frequent bus transportation up the canyon? (32.2.9A) Perhaps consider only allowing 
buses (and emergency vehicles) up the canyon for certain peak hours reducing the amount of private 
vehicles. (32.2.2B) If the bus is convenient, accessible, and ultimately a faster way up the canyon, then 
it will ultimately reduce private vehicle traffic. 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Thank You 
Sincerely, 
Ethan White 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11103 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lila Yeoman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Lila Yeoman 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11104 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Georgina Chandler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I was fortunate enough to grow up in Alta. I spent 18 years living at the Village at Sugarplum, hiking and 
skiing in the surrounding mountains and going to school at the Goldminer’s Daughter. I know the 
canyon very well and I have fought previously to protect it when Snowbird Ski Resort wanted to build a 
roller coaster on the side of the iconic Mt Superior. I do not believe that putting a gondola up the canyon 
is right. (32.2.9E) The toll that this contraption will have on the natural surroundings that make Alta so 
special is too great. (32.17A) 
 
The gondola will have a permanent effect on the canyon. The way people interact with nature in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon will be forever changed for the worse (32.4I). With the growing effects of climate 
change visible all around us, we must consider more carefully how we interact with nature lest we lose 
that privilege. 
 
I have spent the past year living in Colorado and I have observed better systems for managing strain on 
mountain resources. We must abandon greedy efforts to turn the canyon into a tourist attraction and 
instead focus on preserving it for future generations as well as for wildlife. A better solution is to use a 
paid reservation system for private vehicles entering the canyon and provide expanded public transit. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.9A) Interest in the canyon has grown and unfortunately we must limit the 
daily number of people coming to LCC to preserve the magic and protect our canyon. (32.1.2B and 
32.2.2L) There are ways to do this equitably and they should be thoroughly researched to ensure that 
everyone who wants to has a chance to experience all the canyon has to offer. (32.1.2D and 32.5A) 
Just not all on the same days. Reduced capacity limits at ski resorts across the country due to the 
pandemic has meant that we already have tried and tested ways of doing this. This precedent has also 
been set at national parks, popular trail heads and natural areas across the country. (32.2.2K) 
 
We cannot let greed and profit corrupt what our canyon has to offer. We must preserve an authentic 
and sustainable connection to nature. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Georgina Chandler 
Denver, CO  
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COMMENT #:  11105 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Wilcox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Enforcement of snow tire laws (32.2.2M) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Taylor Wilcox 
Alta, UT  
 

Page 32B-11364 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11106 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennifer Patton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Patton 
Slc, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11107 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Draghi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Draghi 
Brooklyn, NY  
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COMMENT #:  11108 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Daren Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to add my opinion in regards to the future of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
Both of the options selected are unfortunate. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both would destroy the beauty of 
the canyon. (32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Neither would keep the canyon safe from overuse and 
overdevelopment. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) These two options benefit the ski resorts 
only (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). More money for them, less protection for the 
environment.  
 
Please consider making the road up LCC a toll road with escalating tolls based on number of vehicle 
occupants (i.e., single occupant=highest toll). (32.2.4A) Offer more frequent and reliable public 
transportation, but have it run year-round and on the current road configuration. (32.2.9A and 32.1.2C) 
Do not turn the mouth of the canyon into a massive parking lot or garage, but encourage instead a 
transportation hub with public transportation coming from convenient locations throughout the valley. 
(32.2.2I) 
 
This canyon is being loved to death with the ultimate result a complete loss for every one of us. Limit 
the number of people using the canyon. (32.2.2L and 32.20B) Don't let the resorts dictate how our 
public-funded transportation budget is spent.  
 
Your selected options would destroy Little Cottonwood Canyon as we know it. (32.4I) 
 
Best regards, 
 
Daren Young  
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11109 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lauren Elvidge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I grew up in these mountains. Disturbing the natural beauty with a gondola won’t solve any issues, 
leave them wild for our future generations to appreciate the peacefulness that can come with spending 
time in the mountains. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Lauren Elvidge 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11110 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Keeling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The gondola and road widening projects slated for LCC are disruptive and committing. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) Before embarking on such radical change, please consider leveraging the existing 
infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. 
(32.29R) Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Anna Keeling 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11111 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tucker Vollbrecht 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
First and foremost, the gondola is not the answer. (32.2.9E) It is a huge investment that does not 
benefit the local community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It has been stated that 
there will be parking available at the gondola station, yet the number of spots would not even be 
enough to accommodate the amount of people venturing up the canyon. (32.2.6.5J) This would only 
back traffic up further into the Salt Lake Valley, essentially moving the problem from the resort parking 
lots to the base of LCC. (32.2.6.5E) The gondola would only serve Alta and Snowbird who don't even 
seem to have the locals best interest in mind. (32.1.2D and 32.2.7A) In the winter the traffic issue only 
seems to be a big deal maybe 10 times throughout the season, which does not justify such expensive 
"solutions". (32.1.4D) This should not turn into an Alta/Snowbird marketing scheme only to further 
increase visitors and overcrowding of our mountains. (32.20C) Nobody wants to sit in line to get to the 
gondola, then ride that gondola for 40 minutes, only to stand in line for even more time just to have 
MAYBE one decent run. Plus what happens in the busy summer months if the gondola doesn't even 
access major trailheads and then the excuse that it's too expensive to run in the off season comes into 
play. So all we get to do is stare at this monstrosity half the time. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.5F, and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
So, Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like 
a gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
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Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

For any topic that requires this much debate, it seems obvious that it should not be the solution. 
Overcrowding, over marketing and over funding are not the answers. Please reconsider the options and 
permanent future of this beloved canyon. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tucker Vollbrecht 
Wanship, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11112 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Michael Kern 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Michael Kern 
Farmington Hills, MI  
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COMMENT #:  11113 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
James Lee 
Pacifica, CA  

Page 32B-11373 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11114 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rich Moffat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Having been born and raised and still residing within close proximity of LCC, and spending on average 
100 days yearly recreating in LCC with my family, I would like to hope you would take into my 
consideration my concerns. 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Additional crowds and resort expansion will have an monumental effect on the quality of living for my 
family and will go down a negative path that cannot be reversed. (32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Rich Moffat 
Millcreek, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11115 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jason Dorais 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jason Dorais 
Brighton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11116 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennifer Whitley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Whitley 
Berkeley, CA  
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COMMENT #:  11117 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brent Donovan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brent Donovan 
San Diego, CA 
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COMMENT #:  11118 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Franziska Schoenfeld 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Franziska Schoenfeld 
Birmingham, MI 
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COMMENT #:  11119 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scott Paine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I do not support the Gondola option. (32.2.9E) This option almost exclusively benefits two private 
businesses Snowbird and Alta. The canyon needs to be considered as a whole, for all users and all 
seasons. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Canyon Capacity needs to be understood to 
ensure that the experience we all covet so much in LLC is not further deteriorated. (32.20A, 32.20B, 
and 32.20C) Starting with a staged approach, increase bus service with incentives for canyon users to 
ride the bus seems likes something that could be implemented in the near terdm without a massive 
construction project to widen the road or build a gondola. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) Furthermore, 
there is simply no need for a gondola unless you are an owner of Snowbird or Alta. (32.1.2B)  
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Scott Paine 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11120 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rob Leo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Rob Leo 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11121 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jake Neerings 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
As a Utah local and avid user of the canyon, I believe there should be further studies and methods tried 
before the canyon is altered forever. (32.2.2PP) 
 
#1 The resorts need to get rid of the Ikon pass. (32.2.2K) It has put an unprecedented amount of stress 
on the resorts. Growing up, we all picked a resort and bought our pass. We didn't have access to every 
resort in the Cottonwoods with a single pass and it was great. People save their "days" for when it 
snows and creates a disaster. It's also so cheap I can't blame people for buying Ikon - but it creates too 
many problems for what its worth! We can still go back! 
 
If we get rid of the Ikon I firmly believe most of the problems will be solved. The whole canyon 
Ecosystem will reset to how it should be. Little Cottonwood is so Unique the tourists will still come but 
have a better experience with crowds being less. (32.2.2K). I believe the mega passes are ok when 
there are not numerous resorts on the pass in the same area. I also think a toll road could be a great 
idea as long as we can purchase an annual canyon pass along with increasing the bus schedule. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Those are my current thoughts on the matter. 
 
Jake 
 
I also agree with the reasons below: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
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Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Jake N 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11122 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Willis Richardson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Willis Richardson 
Oakley, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11123 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abby Czajkowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Nature has been disrupted enough by mankind. There is no need for this kind of disruption to this 
ecosystem. (32.1.2B and 32.2.9G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Abby Czajkowski 
Albuquerque, NM 
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COMMENT #:  11124 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Raymond Reynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Raymond Reynolds 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11125 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ollie Whitley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ollie Whitley 
Mountain brook, AL  
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COMMENT #:  11126 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Richard Schutt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Richard Schutt 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11127 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Blake Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Blake Tillotson 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11128 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Georgene Bond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please preserve the NATURAL beauty of the canyon without the increased commercialization of a 
gondola! (32.2.9E and 32.29G) It would be a heart sickening addition to the otherwise natural beauty of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. Not everyone who "enjoys the canyon is going up to ski! Our family had 
delighted in the plant and animal life that would be compromised. Thank you, Georgene Bond 
 
Sincerely, 
Georgene Bond 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11129 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nancy Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nancy Tillotson 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11130 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Denise Dillard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Denise Dillard 
Sandy, UT 

Page 32B-11391 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11131 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aimee Kaczmarek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Aimee Kaczmarek 
Kamas, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11132 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Francesca Audia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am a frequent visitor to LCC (multiple times per week year-round); LCC has great recreation 
opportunities, both at the resorts and outside of the resorts, and is one of the most beautiful places on 
earth. It deserves to be protected. (32.29G) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Francesca Audia 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11133 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Uram 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please don't build a gondola! (32.2.9E) I have been a Little Cottonwood Canyon user for almost 30 
years and I am as frustrated as anyone about the traffic problems. The gondola is not going to solve 
these problems. (32.7B and 32.7C) It may make for an exciting journey for a tourist new to the area, 
but for those of us who are interested in getting to our destination in an efficient manner, it is not 
practical. The canyon is now crowded year round, with summer hiking trailheads full by 8:00 am. We 
need a system that will let all users access all parts of the canyon year round. (32.1.2C) 
 
I ride UTA to the ski areas whenever possible and I enjoy being dropped off right at the resort without 
having to slog across the parking lot. If there were more parking in the valley and the buses ran more 
frequently, I think you would see that people would be happy to take the bus. When my kids were 
teenagers, I wished there was a bus for them that made sense. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3N) 
 
Buses work in Jackson Hole and Zion National Park because they run frequently, there is adequate and 
easily accessible parking in places that are easy for skiers or tourists to use. Salt Lake City could have 
a travel hub downtown near hotels and near the University and in other central neighborhood places. 
We saw a transportation plan that worked during the Olympics to transport people all over the place. 
(32.2.2B and 32.2.2I) 
 
Surely, a bus system can be more flexible and serve a wider user group than a gondola. 
 
The gondola will take a long time to build. We could start a better bus system much sooner. (32.2.7C) 
 
Please don't forever ruin the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon with a gondola. (32.17A) Salt Lake 
City is unique in that it has wild places in close proximity to the urban environment. Building a gondola 
in the middle of the Little Cottonwood Canyon viewshed will make it look like an amusement park. We 
need to preserve the parts of our valley that make it so special. 
 
Please don't build a gondola!!!!! (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Uram 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11134 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jessica Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Jensen 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11135 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tammy Smart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tammy Smart 
Riverton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11136 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Fortney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Sam Fortney 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11137 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dave Baird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Dave Baird 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11138 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Francesco Perri 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Francesco Perri 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11139 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christie Marinari 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I was pro gondola but after the plans presented and real thought, I am now against any plans for the 
gondola. (32.2.9E) Snow sheds make the most sense and road widening in some areas. (32.2.9K and 
32.2.2P) 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Christie Marinari 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11140 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stacey Dorais 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Stacey Dorais 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-11401 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11141 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Elizabeth Popek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the access to skiing in the Wasatch Mountains. Please see my comments below on the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola WILL 
NOT reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) The locations of 
the two exits shows this is not a solution for the whole canyon, this is a solution for two ski areas. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
3). The gondola is not a viable solution. (32.2.9E) The ride will take too long and most will still drive. 
(32.2.4A) There are not enough base lodging resources (especially with access limited due to Covid) 
so users are unable to stash a bag or shoes for the day (32.2.3A). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth Popek 
Cottonwood Heights, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11142 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Whitley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Whitley 
Pittsburgh, PA  
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COMMENT #:  11143 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meredith Bunsawat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Meredith Bunsawat 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11144 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kailey Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kailey Wilson 
Midvale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11145 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Enke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sam Enke 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11146 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kevin Whitley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kevin Whitley 
Pittsburgh, PA  
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COMMENT #:  11147 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lora Bielaga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lora Bielaga 
Monroe, WA  
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COMMENT #:  11148 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jason Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jason Hall 
Midway, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11149 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tara Newtzie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tara Newtzie 
West valley city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11150 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aleya Stotesbery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Aleya Stotesbery 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11151 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tony Field 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the gondola 
still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from our 
roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car 
congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point of 
origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and 
allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch Range. 
(32.2.2I). 
 
UDOT’s goal is reducing 30% of cars from the canyon. That’s a good place to start, but what if we could 
exceed that goal without erecting massive towers to increasing pavement in our watershed canyons? 
(32.2.2PP) 
 
Making carpooling a priority and funding better bus to and within the canyons will benefit the user 
experience, the environment, our watershed and not come at the expense of other users from hikers 
and bikers along the Little Cottonwood Trail to climbers enjoying some of the west’s best granite and 
boulders problems. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 
32.17B) 
 
If the Gondola was an actual solution for the Wasatch, I would be supportive, but it isn’t a solution for 
the Wasatch. It is at best, a solution in search of a problem. But at worst, an invitation to perpetual 
development and compromise of our shared community values of a wild and beautiful Wasatch, not just 
for skiers, but for all users from families enjoying a campout at Tanner Flat to climbers working on 
projects on boulders and canyon walls not to mention the hundreds of thousands of people who rely on 
this canyon for their drinking water. (32.4I, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tony Field 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11152 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Phil Trapp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Phil Trapp 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11153 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tom Prosek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft EIS comment will include the following: Personal introduction; 
Concerns; Alternatives; Conclusion. 
 
Introduction: Have recreated in Little Cottonwood Canyon beginning in 1973 and working there since 
1978. Currently a Trustee for Salt Lake County Service Area #3 and working seasonally at Alta Ski 
Area. 
 
Concerns: Widening the road or building a gondola would ultimately put more byproducts into Little 
Cottonwood Creek and deteriorate the quality of the watershed. (32.12A and 32.12B) The preferred 
alternatives focus on transporting a maximum number of people up and down Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) Utah State University is currently conducting research on how 
many people can use Little Cottonwood Canyon at one time, with results expected in about a year. This 
information would be a good starting point for any alternative transportation proposal. (32.20B) The 
preferred alternatives only provide transportation to the ski resorts, anyone seeking a different form of 
recreation would need to drive. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) 
 
Alternatives: Use existing infrastructure- better bus service; tolling; reversible lanes. Alone or in 
combination, these could be implemented in a timely manner with little environmental impact. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.2D) 
 
Conclusion: Cannot support any alternative that would deteriorate the quality of the watershed or does 
not start with the premise that there is a limit on the number of people that can use Little Cottonwood 
Canyon at one time.20.20B) Therefore, I cannot support either of the preferred alternatives. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E)  
 
Tom Prosek 
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COMMENT #:  11154 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nate Lovitz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nate Lovitz 
Waterbury, VT 
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COMMENT #:  11155 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Katie Manderfeld 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Katie Manderfeld 
Seattle, WA 
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COMMENT #:  11156 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meg Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Meg johnson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11157 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mirinda Whitaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
As someone who grew up outside Zion National Park, I think the best solution is to limit private car 
access to the canyons during the winter (busy season) and just run busses, which would reduce 
congestion and not adversely impact the wilderness "surrounding these magical canyons. (32.2.2B) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Mirinda Whitaker 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11158 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eddie Hunter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Eddie Hunter 
Denver, CO 
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COMMENT #:  11159 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bryce Beesley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Bryce Beesley 
h, UT 

Page 32B-11420 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11160 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lori McDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I grew up in Salt Lake City and have seen the valley change. Please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
I oppose the construction of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon because the significant 
environmental impact for building a gondola does not justify or solve the issue. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.12A, 
32.13A, and 32.17A) UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t reach the goal of reducing 
automobile travel. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C)  
 
Because the gondola only serves Alta and Snowbird it would not assist the many other recreation 
activities lower down in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I think a fee to drive up the canyon, like Millcreek, would be more effective than a gondola to reduce 
single vehicle use. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Perhaps a fee system similar to Solitude's parking where four 
in a vehicle is free, three is more, two even more, and one person is $10. (Canyon employees would 
receive a pass.) (32.2.2K) 
 
Use the money instead of building a gondola and invest in electric busses and double the number going 
up and down. Increasing bus access in the valley would encourage riders to leave their vehicles at 
home or where they board a bus. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.3N, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.2I) 
 
Thank you for your consideration. We all know traffic in Little Cottonwood is a challenge and problem. 
Please consider solutions with less environmental impact. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lori McDonald 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11161 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nathan Christianson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

STOP SNOWBIRD AND ALTA FROM RUINING OUR PUBLIC LAND!!!! 
 
ITS LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON NOT ALTABIRD CANYON. :( (32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
nathan christianson 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11162 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Knoblock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi LCC EIS Team- Okay, one last comment.  
 
While I believe that the gondola is still the best transit solution up LCC for mobility, safety, and 
reliability, obviously many people strongly feel that the visual impacts are too problematic. (32.2.9D and 
32.17A) I believe that EIS should make a finding that a trial alternative should be implemented 
immediately for the 2022 -2023 ski season on a trial basis to see if it could work. This will likely need a 
little more design and cost estimating work on your and UTA's end to work out the details and logistics. 
(32.29R) 
 
The trial solution idea would be a fleet of two hundred 4 wheel drive 16 person shuttle buses to serve 
dispersed pickup locations based on a survey this winter of ski resort user starting destinations. UTA 
would need to think out of the box to have a more flexible schedule for drivers, possibly using an Uber 
model of 'on demand' drivers. The concept is to use a predictive model based on the day of week, 
vacation weeks, holidays, and of course snowfall predictions to anticipate high demand ski days. The 
shuttle buses should be a stock design so that they could be resold as 'used vehicles' if the trial fails. 
(32.2.2LLL and 32.29R)  
 
Certainly, a shoulder travel lane only for the 'shuttle buses' and regular UTA ski buses on Wasatch Blvd 
from the gravel pit into LCC past the Little Cottonwood Road intersection is essential to make the plan 
work. (32.2.6.2.2A) Possibly you should consider making the passing lanes inside of the canyon legal 
only for transit buses and shuttle buses. (32.2.2LLL) 
 
A significant improvement in avalanche control devices such as more Gazex devices to minimize road 
closure for avalanche mitigation should be funded and installed. A thorough study of how many and 
where those devices could and should be installed should be immediately undertaken. That could 
possibly be an alternative to avalanche sheds, however, the more detailed design and engineering of 
the avalanche sheds for implementation should move forward in a parallel path. (32.2.2TT) 
 
And finally, the EIS should conclude that a system of dedicated staff of vehicle inspectors for 4x4, 
chains, and tires must be implemented to minimize accidents and loss of traction. These inspectors 
need to be inspecting all vehicles going up the canyon whenever snow has fallen overnight and when 
there is a 50% chance of snow is predicted during the day. Expansion of the vehicle readiness sticker 
program should be recommended to facilitate the inspection speed at the bottom of the canyon. The 
cost of a team of dedicated vehicle inspectors should be cost estimated so that they can be budgeted 
for and implemented. Time has proven that police officers as vehicle inspectors is a flawed system, as 
traffic accidents on snow days call them away to higher priority work and they never justify checking 
vehicles when the weather and road are clear but snow is predicted during the day. (32.2.2M) 
 
If such a trial solution can be funded and implemented successfully, then the gondola could be put on 
hold until such time as it is needed. This approach would give the SLCo, SLC, CWC, UTA, and UDOT a 
high incentive to get funding to make such a trial solution effective. If it fails to be implemented or just 
plain fails to work, then UDOT should quickly proceed with the long term LCC EIS recommended 
choice of gondola or widened road with enhanced bus. (32.29R) 
 
P.S.- Standing room passengers should not be counted as ski bus capacity. The existing ski buses seat 
23 passengers and that should be the basis for mobility calculations. (32.2.6.3N) 
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Good luck! 
 
John Knoblock 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11163 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jason Dunn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jason Dunn 
Salt Lake City, UT  

Page 32B-11425 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11164 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Natalie Schultz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Natalie Schultz 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11165 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Preston Gallacher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Preston Gallacher 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11166 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christopher Burrage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Christopher Burrage 
San Francisco, CA  
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COMMENT #:  11167 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Josh Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Furthermore, skiing is not the only recreational opportunity in this region. Classic rock climbs endeared 
by the community are in question here and are one of the main reasons I would want to come visit your 
state. Please do the right thing and preserve these "landscapes for all to enjoy, for years to come. 
(32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) Skiiers and climbers alike should both have equal opportunity to recreate 
in this space, and as it stands, they currently do. 
 
Sincerely, 
Josh Wilson 
Chattanooga, TN  
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COMMENT #:  11168 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eric Mmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Eric Mmore 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11169 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jenny Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jenny Smith 
Santa Clara, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11170 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alec Gonos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alec Gonos 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11171 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael Aikins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Aikins 
DALLAS, TX  
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COMMENT #:  11172 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Teresa Novak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6. I am not interested in having huge gondola towers in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) If the 
canyon reaches capacity, so be it. (32.20B) There is a limited capacity to Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
and the ski resorts seem to want to increase it indefinitely. (32.20A and 32.20C) My preferred solution 
is to increase tolls, and increase by service. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) There is no need for Avalanche 
sheds. (32.1.2B and 32.7A) If the road needs to be closed for an avalanche, that’s not a problem. 
(32.7B) Let’s start with the easy things, which will be effective in transporting people to the canyons. No 
gondola, no sheds, just buses. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9J) 
 
Sincerely, 
Teresa Novak 
Salt Lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11173 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Karen Gilbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Karen Gilbert 
Naperville, IL  
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COMMENT #:  11174 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kurt Rakozy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola system seems like a great idea except it only caters to pipeline skiers to the two major 
resorts (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) electric commuter buses in 
combination with permitted canyon motor vehicle access would serve a wider range of access-control 
and tax base distribution...I support a phased approach and environmental study to base decisions on 
good data rather than political biases. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  11175 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bette Wise-Steffen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Bette Wise-Steffen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11176 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryker Holbrook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). I have only ever had one visit to LCC, and for far too short of an amount of time. The 
majesty of the canyon blew me away. To say that I would be eternally saddened to lose the opportunity 
to try or even see some of the amazing rock climbs this plan would destroy would be an 
understatement. (32.4A and 32.4B) Not to mention simply destroying the view of the ridge tops from 
most of the canyon floor. (32.17A)  
 
Sincerely, 
Ryker Holbrook 
Orangevale, CA  
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COMMENT #:  11177 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Ingram 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
A project of this size and scale should be adequately researched and analyzed before jumping into. 
LCC is home to innumerable breeding populations of wildlife and the gondola would jeopardize the 
canyon they call home. (32.13A) I urge LCC Udot to perform in-depth environmental impact analyses 
including wildlife, watershed health, and more. (32.29G, 32.13A, 32.12A, and 32.1.5C) 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Emily Ingram 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11178 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Patrick Spence 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Patrick Spence 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11179 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew OConnor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
First, thank you for your time and consideration. I know that most of the below is form, but I also agree 
with it. I would also challenge all of to consider that the snow-based economy / industry requires a hard 
look at long-term solutions. (32.1.2B) We also have to consider that it become a smaller and shorter 
season, while the other recreational aspects of the canyons are equally important, and I would say the 
"free" ones far more so as they insure access to all and a healthy lifestyle year-round. (32.2.2E and 
32.1.2C) Catering to the elite is not a solution. Improved busing programs. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
32.7C, 32.5A, and 32.2.9A). I also agree that season passes and a tiered "pay-to-play" system could 
also help by not only generating funds, but motivating car-pooling and bus usage. (32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you. 
Matthew O'Connor 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Matthew OConnor 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11180 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Samantha Roberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Samantha Roberts 
Salt lake city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11181 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Olivia Grev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Olivia Grev 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11182 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Grace Helm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Grace Helm 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11183 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jessica Repman Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
As a member of the community the proposed lane additions are appalling. The health of LLC is 
essential for all on the bench and our wildlife cannot cope with further encroachment. 
Please see provided comments: 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Repman Johnson 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11184 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stacie Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Stacie Tillotson 
Midvale, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11185 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jacqueline Radigan-Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
As a resident of South Salt Lake as well as a a skier, climber and boulderer I sincerely hope that we 
can consider simple, cost effective measures such as expanded bus service, tolls and better traction 
enforcement for getting more volume up canyons in the winter and preserving little cottonwood canyon 
bouldering areas. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, 32.4A, and 32.4B) If the bus service was more frequent 
and affordable and if and parking at the base of the canyon (and at other Express stops at convenient 
locations throughout the valley) was expanded then getting up the canyon would be a breeze. (32.2.2I) 
No one wants to ride a bus where they are packed like sardines and can't sit down (the current 
situation). Demand for expanded service is clearly high, and once the experience is improved by having 
more buses and more frequent service this will be a popular option. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
Therefore, before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven 
solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs 
and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address 
the traffic and congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Jacqueline Radigan-Hoffman 
South Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11186 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Noah Buntman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Noah Buntman 
San Francisco, CA  
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COMMENT #:  11187 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Thomas Kushner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Thomas Kushner 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11188 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Pete Vordenberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I am a winter pass-holder, back country skier, climber and 
summer hiker. 
 
A gondola doesn't make sense for transportation as there cannot be enough stops on the way up, nor 
enough parking at the base area for all users. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5J, and 32.2.6.5G) This is so obvious 
that there has to be an alternate motive behind the gondola solution. The argument for heavy snow 
days does not justify this incredibly poor solution - which is absolutely just an early attempt to eventually 
link little to big to park city. Nice try. (32.1.5B) 
 
Added busses make sense as they are the most equitable and sustainable solution, have the most 
potential for parking to board the bus and leave other solutions available for the future. (32.2.9A) In fact 
making the road wider is not even necessary beyond the already widened sections. (32.2.9C) Leave 
the road as it is. Don't let people drive up the canyon on big user days. (32.2.2B) Add many smaller 
busses with options for intermediate stops on some busses. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
Avalanche control could be made less an issue with a few snow sheds in high avi areas. But even this 
doesn't need to happen right away. (32.2.9K and 32.29R)  
 
Anything more complex than adding more small busses and limiting or eliminating car traffic on 
moderate to heavy user days is not just a waste of tax payer money but an obvious land grab for 
developers and a destruction of the natural resource we are trying (or should be) to protect and serve. 
 
Keep it simple! 
Thank you, 
Pete 
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COMMENT #:  11189 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Paige Alba 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Paige Alba 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11190 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Alba 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Alba 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11191 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Olivia Prebus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Olivia Prebus 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11192 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shauna Heisler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
shauna heisler 
salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11193 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bryce Ipson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Bryce Ipson 
American Fork, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11194 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jose Rodriguez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I reside on Wildcreek Road and feel I must write to you to express my opposition to the proposal for the 
construction of the gondola. (32.2.9E) I am not alone in my concerns regarding the increase in traffic 
congestion. However, this is only for a short period of time during any given year and not worthy of 
such a detrimental project. (32.1.4D and 32.1.2B) The proposed fix would have a detrimental impact on 
the pristine, unspoiled environment we all currently enjoy and cherish. (32.4I) This is the beauty of this 
area all residents were attracted to. (32.17A) These are the primary reasons I would not support this 
gondola proposal. Rejecting the proposal would be clear evidence that you understand the fears and 
needs of the local community and your understanding of the importance of putting aside mechanical 
devices to replace the natural beauty of the area. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jose Rodriguez 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11195 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Hafen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Emily Hafen 
Provo, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11196 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Trish Ang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Trish Ang 
Davis, CA  
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COMMENT #:  11197 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Louise Zabriskie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Louise Zabriskie 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11198 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marled Galicia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
The gondola is not a sustainable solution, placing the gondola will forever have an impact on WILD 
UTAH Protect our land by not putting this and destroying the beauty of little cottonwood canyon 
(32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Marled Galicia 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11199 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jason Borro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please do not build a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) This is an expensive project that benefits two parties 
financially while everyone else pays. Alta and Snowbird can self-fund a bus system for their customers 
if they deem it helpful. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Further, the canyon is already at its skier capacity, so why build more transportation capacity? And no, 
we should not let skier capacity expand via more acreage subsumed in this small canyon. (32.1.2B, 
32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Jason Borro 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11200 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dan Arquero 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dan Arquero 
Paradise Valley, AZ  
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COMMENT #:  11201 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aaron Mast 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Aaron Mast 
Murray, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11202 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Kennington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Kennington 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11203 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jill Boylan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jill Boylan 
SLC, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11204 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Frederick Adler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Many thanks for considering my comments. As the population of our city increases and pressure on the 
Wasatch increases even faster, we need a comprehensive plan to protect our canyons for all uses. I 
value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Frederick Adler 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11205 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ethan Haggard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

If Alta and Snowbird are so hot for a gondola let them acquire the necessary permits/land ownership 
and build one themselves. (32.2.9E and 32.2.7A) The two ski areas are already using a public 
resource-our public lands-to generate profits/income for a few wealthy families. This subsidy/welfare 
needs to be curtailed not expanded. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ethan Haggard 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11206 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Seth Simonds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
To Whomever it May Concern, 
 
Please consider simply putting an inexpensive revenue generating toll system and assessing its affect 
before spending a billion dollars subsidizing two corporations with public funds. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 
32.2.7A) You’ll need to put the toll booth in anyways to disincent driving and incentivize the alternative. 
(32.2.4A) Why not see what impact it will have. (32.2.2Y) My hypothesis is that it will reduce canyon 
traffic, increase carpooling and increase use of existing public transit all while generating revenue and 
costing orders of magnitude less money than the proposed alternatives, which actually are dependent 
on the toll. (32.2.9A) The gondola seems like the classic make a mess some some people can make 
money. (32.2.9E) I also thought the trib article about it essentially subsidizing the wealthy (people who 
alpine ski) was pretty dead on and interesting. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Seth 
 
Sincerely, 
Seth Simonds 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11207 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Phil Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Phil Wilson 
La Jolla, CA  

Page 32B-11469 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11208 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jonathan Eberhardt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jonathan Eberhardt 
Herriman, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11209 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Brandi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
For the record, I am opposed to a gondola solution to the traffic and congestion currently affecting Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) 
 
I have been a user of Little Cottonwood for over 20 years and have witnessed the increase in traffic and 
visitor use (hiking, sightseeing, and skiing) of the canyon during this time. It is currently out of control. A 
gondola is not the answer. We do not need a Disneyland solution to the problem. 
 
I would propose user fees as well as public transportation as one solution to the problem. Connecting 
people from their point of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce 
congestion, air pollution, and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and 
wildness of the Wasatch Range. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2I, and 32.10A) 
 
Sincerely, 
James Brandi 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11210 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew Pickup 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I oppose the LCC gondola and widening the rode. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I agree what we are doing 
now isn’t working so - I am for a more complex energy efficient bus system with more park and go 
options around the city, using the current road we have. 
 
I love LCC and the wildlife that lives here. I am concerned about the environmental impact the gondola 
will have. What we do now will forever impact future generations - we / they will only get one LCC. 
Please don’t destroy it! (32.4I) The gondola and expanding the road feel like a knee jerk reaction to our 
problem. The financial, visual, environmental impact the gondola will have to maybe decrease traffic for 
a few key days out of the year is extremely disproportionate. (32.12A, 32.13A, 32.17A, and 32.1.4D) 
 
I am an avid user of the backcountry in the winter and a trail runner in the summer. The gondola will do 
little to decrease driving private vehicles for me and people like me. We will be unable to hop on and off 
at our preferred destination within the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) A more complex bus system would be an appropriate solution for LCC users like me. (32.1.2C, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
Let's explore using the gondola - The parking lot will hold 1800 vehicles. This will not fix traffic 
(32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It will just push the traffic further down into the city as people wait to 
enter, Wasatch will still be congested. The parking lot will be a complete mess. This will deter people 
from using this option. A more complex bus system with multiple park and go areas around the city will 
fix the traffic problem. (32.2.2I) 
 
As far as I can appreciate the only people who truly benefit from the gondola are the big wigs at 
Snowbird and Alta. Tax payer funded rides directly to their resorts. Our community does not benefit 
from this. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
In conclusion, a more complex energy efficient bus system, with multiple park and go lots, is the only 
option that will actually decrease traffic in LCC. (32.2.2I) My thoughts, also add a giant toll at the exit of 
the canyon to people who drive private vehicles. (32.2.4A) And don’t allow private vehicles during peak 
hours or days. Force people to use the bus (like we do in national parks) but make this system 
environmentally friendly. (32.2.2B) 
 
Best, 
 
Matt Pickup 
 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Pickup 
SLC, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11211 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Denise Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I have been fortunate to live near such a majestic place as little cottonwood canyon. I have climbed, 
skied, biked and hiked up there since 1992. I got married at Alta, taught my kids to ski there for the last 
16 years and have felt magic and wonder with each visit. 
 
The golden eagles, moose, porcupines, nuthatch and flora and fauna of this ecosystem do not need to 
witness any further devastation. Especially for a proposed solution that solves NOTHING. (32.13A, 
32.13B, 32.7B and 32.7C). What a shame to attempt to put forward a plan that will further overcrowd 
this delicate area with an awful blight on the skyline and mountain ridge views. (32.20C, 32.2.9E and 
32.17A) Please stop putting money first and consider the impact on this area that will forever impact 
this precious ecosystem and will not even help the traffic problem. (32.13A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This 
solution is incredibly short-sighted and puts this special place at the hands of a bunch of greedy 
businessman who own the ski resorts. Shame on them! Why are the ski resorts having such a big say 
with what happens to our canyon? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Where is the forest 
service? Why are they asleep at the wheel? (32.1.5D) 
 
Please find a better solution that will preserve this beautiful canyon. (32.2.2PP) 
Tolling might be a good option. (32.2.4A) 
Better bus use by providing a significant increase in the amount of buses along with numerous bus 
stops/routes and large parking areas all over the city. (32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Denise Adams 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11212 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bret Backman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

. 
 
Sincerely, 
Bret Backman 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11213 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ericka Vladovich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Ericka Vladovich 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11214 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Menssen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I very much dislike the idea of spending more than 500 million dollars to make it easier for more and 
more skiers to access Alta and Snowbird. I dont inderstand why tax payers should be paying this bill. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I am also very concerned about the irreverisble damage this will cause to the canyon. (32.4I) 
 
I would support a system where it becomes very expensive to park at the resorts in the winter, like 100 
dollar per car. This money collected from parking could be used to provide free bus rides to those who 
do not drive up the canyon. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
 
Also more park and rides (not at the base of the canyons) with direct routes to the resorts could be use 
to make it easier for people to get up the canyons. (32.2.9A) 
 
Sincerely, 
David Menssen 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11215 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erin Steen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Erin Steen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11216 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tom Vollbrecht 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Tom Vollbrecht 
Coalville, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11217 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Sutherland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex Sutherland 
woods cross, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11218 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alice Kunkel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hi, I am a new resident of SLC, and know how desirable it is to move here and how special LCC is! 
These solutions will only further winter crowding in the canyon leading to more and more development 
only driven by and serving ski demand. Irreversible and drastic development is not the answer. I hope 
you consider the below. (32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.20F) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Alice Kunkel 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11219 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chandra Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Chandra Tillotson 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11220 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Paradis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am opposed to both the gondola or roadway widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) These are expensive 
solutions and we should first adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing 
infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. 
 
In addition, both the roadway widening and gondola solutions are essentially subsidies for private 
businesses of Alta and Snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) These businesses 
essentially crowd out other users of the canyons by selling a large number of ski tickets/passes. 
(32.20C) These solutions would take public money and allow Alta and Snowbird to sell more 
tickets/passes. The easiest way to reduce LCC crowding would be for Alta and Snowbird to limit the 
number of users each day. (32.2.2K)  
 
Some of other alternatives to reduce congestion could include:  
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrew Paradis 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11221 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joyce Ricks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Joyce Ricks 
Alpine, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11222 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dayna Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dayna Brown 
Flagstaff, AZ  
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COMMENT #:  11223 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mary Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mary Smith 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11224 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jessica Rollins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jessica Rollins 
Highland, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11225 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jad Wiga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Add busses instead of ruining the beauty with gondolas (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A).  
No single occupation cars during rush hours (32.2.4A) 
Thank you 
Jadwiga 
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COMMENT #:  11226 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michelle Davidson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, both potentially disastrous to our canyon, why don’t we first adequately 
fund programs and resources that use the existing infrastructure in LCC to address the traffic and 
congestion problems? (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9A) 
 
- First and best and simplest idea: TOLLING to manage canyon capacity! Such an easy, and effective 
place to start! It should be introduced in BCC and LCC at the same time. No-brainer. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, 
and 32.20D) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
-Fund more buses, not creation of more lanes (32.2.9A) 
-Fund the creation of express bus routes to the canyon from locations all across the Wasatch Front to 
avoid heavy traffic on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I) 
- Express bus/shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Any efforts that (intentionally or unintentionally) increase capacity beyond the current capacity limit, as 
defined by current parking spots, are unacceptable. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) 
 
Without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even more crowded, which 
will negatively impact the watershed and wildlife, the beauty of the canyon, and the canyon user 
experience. (32.20B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) 
 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion. (32.20C) I am against any 
future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. Please do not subsidize resorts at 
taxpayer expense. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Michelle Davidson 
Brighton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11227 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jadwiga Frasol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jadwiga Frasol 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-11489 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11228 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sophia Gauthier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

As someone who grew up in this canyon, I think that another gondola will only hurt the beauty of the 
natural space, and the more impacted and built-upon this mountain range becomes, the fewer people 
will want to spend time there and appreciate that beauty. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Sophia Gauthier 
Portland, OR  
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COMMENT #:  11229 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  William Kneedler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Please see my comments below in response to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental 
Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1) The history of ski resort development in the Cottonwood Canyons has been of increasingly bolder, 
more expensive plans for expansion. Since resort operations take place largely on public lands, the 
resorts pay only pennies on the dollar for their uses of these lands as compared to the actual current 
value. As resorts expand, they reduce the quality of these lands and their availability to the public. 
 
2) The resorts rely unfairly on support by taxpayers, who are burdened with the costs of building and 
maintaining access highways; expensive removal of snow, ice, and avalanche debris; law enforcement; 
and transportation. And now, UDOT proposes "solutions" that would impact taxpayers even more 
severely: highway and transportation expansions, and/or a gondola or system of multiple gondolas. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.5B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Highway expansion would be frightfully expensive, considering the exceptionally steep, glacially 
polished, solid-rock slopes of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C) The expansion of transportation 
brings with it significant annual recurring costs and the expense of more park-and-ride areas. A gondola 
system would be limiting: it would detract from natural beauty while catering mainly to the resorts--not 
to hikers trying to reach trailheads or campers seeking camping areas. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.5B, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There is no assurance that the severe avalanche damage that occurs 
regularly in Little Cottonwood Canyon would not damage gondola towers and present a hazard to 
riders, necessitating expensive repairs and reconstruction, in addition to transportation bottlenecks--all 
at taxpayers' expense (32.2.6.5K and 32.2.6.5E)  
 
3) The Canyons are among Utah's most valuable treasures. Yet, they are being worn out by overuse--
by the resorts, the high number of events sponsored by them and other entities along the Wasatch 
Front, and individual use. They are far above capacity for maintaining the beauty, remoteness, escape 
from urban "noise," wildlife, and peace that so many Utahans and out-of-state visitors seek--people 
who bring billions of dollars into our economy and state coffers. Utahans have been vocal in their desire 
to protect such lands from overuse. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
4) By relying on UDOT as a key party to these negotiations, the State of Utah has placed it in an 
inappropriate role of setting policy as to how the Canyons will be used. For Utahans, this creates a no-
win, since UDOT's options invariably favor the resorts. (32.20B and 32.2.9N) 
 
5) Meanwhile, the resorts relentlessly want more and more, of a steadily dwindling public resource. 
 
6) It has been obvious to many Utahans for years that the real solution to use of the Canyons is NOT to 
expand, but to contain, or preferably, reduce the present level of use. This is the option that UDOT has 
avoided, because it is not in UDOT's self-interest. (32.20B and 32.1.2B) 
 
I respect Utah's commitment to maintaining a healthy business environment. The 
containment/reduction approach accomplishes this far less destructively. 
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Sincerely, 
William Kneedler 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11230 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bella McCoy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Bella McCoy 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11231 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Parker Candland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Parker Candland 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11232 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sheridan Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
It’s called Little Cottonwood Canyon for a reason. It’s little. And the idea that we proceed with 
transportation “solutions” predicated on moving more cars and people than we currently have 
inundating this fragile, ecologically diverse and critical watershed is shortsighted. It is always interesting 
to see how profligate institutions like UDOT want to be with other people’s money (32.1.2B, 32.7C, 
32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

As a year round resident of the Town of Alta having the honor of serving as an elected Councilwoman, 
you’ve neglected to closely listen to what citizens of Alta resoundingly want-fewer cars, less 
environmental impact, more environmental protections and a right sized attitude to the ski areas having 
the enormous privilege of operating privately held businesses on the public’s land. It is a business 
advantage to keep some places in the world the way nature made them and to honor the glorious 
reality that Mother Nature rules here. There may be days when no vehicles should be on the road 
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because of snow and avalanche danger. (32.7A) That is what we pray for and revel in. Not everything 
that reminds human beings that we can’t control our environment is something to try to overcome-
indeed, adult snow days are to revel in and transportation in Alta makes sense on skis. 
 
Thank you for reconsidering options that might be staggered in, including avalanche sheds and reactive 
lane management. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9B) You know they wanted to run a highway over the top of the 
Green Mountains in Vermont in the 1930’s? These preferred alternatives make even that idea seem 
reasonable. Let’s look at better busses and active lane management before we spend a half million 
dollars of taxpayer’s money to primarily benefits private businesses serving an elite clientele. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sheridan Davis 
Alta, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11233 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marcelo Morales 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Marcelo Morales 
West Jordan, UT 

Page 32B-11497 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11234 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Kartub 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Sam Kartub 
Baltimore, MD 
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COMMENT #:  11235 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew Vukin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Vukin 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11236 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Higgins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Higgins 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11237 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Devon Sanborn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Devon Sanborn 
Murray, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11238 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erin Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Leave these mountains alone and untouched we are blessed to be living in such a beautiful landscape 
and it deserves to be protected. Eat the rich! (32.2.9G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Johnson 
Heber City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11239 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Terrence Conover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I was originally hoping for the train transport option, but now with that off of the table, I prefer the 
gondola option. (32.2.9D) SLC deserves a modern transportation solution to more easily access our 
canyons. I oppose the bus option as it seems as though it’ll be mired in the traffic and avalanche issues 
currently experienced driving up the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.7A) Please put in a gondola 
in LCC! 
 
Sincerely, 
TERRENCE CONOVER 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11240 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kat Fuller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kat Fuller 
Berkeley, CA 
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COMMENT #:  11241 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Colten Hutchison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
11). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Colten Hutchison 
Madison, MS 
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COMMENT #:  11242 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kjerstin Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Building a gondola is inappropriate and a threat to the little wildlife we still have to enjoy in northern 
Utah. Don't go through with this!!! (32.2.9E, 32.13A, and 32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kjerstin Jones 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11243 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Southwick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Andrew Southwick 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11244 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lyssa Manning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Lyssa Manning 
Cambridge, MA 
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COMMENT #:  11245 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steve Addicott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Steve Addicott 
Emigration Canyon, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11246 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Garrett Gates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Garrett Gates 
Kansas City, MO 

Page 32B-11510 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11247 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kate Mermelstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Kate Mermelstein 
New York, NY 
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COMMENT #:  11248 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Andrew Van Buren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, and it’s clear that the proposed plans will 
not solve the issue of reducing traffic while giving more people access: 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrew Van Buren 
Vineyard, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11249 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Penner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am 20 years old and grew up skiing in Little Cottonwood every winter. Before I had my own car, I often 
had no way to get up the canyon because the bus system was inefficient and impractical for a young 
person. A gondola would not have solved that because I still would have had to have figured out how to 
get to La Caille. (32.2.9E) Salt Lake is severely lacking in public transportation, but a successful public 
transport system up the canyon could also pave the way for expanded public transportation in the rest 
of the Salt Lake Valley. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2I) I am also a backcountry skier and enjoy hiking and biking 
in the canyon. I hope you consider the various uses of this canyon rather than just the interests of two 
companies. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, 32.9A, and 32.9B)  
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Anna Penner 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11250 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeff Patzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Jeff Patzer 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11251 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Piper Nuetzel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Piper Nuetzel 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11252 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Madyson Whitmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Madyson Whitmore 
Highland, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11253 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jennifer Piperno 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Piperno 
Driggs, ID  
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COMMENT #:  11254 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emily Kotnik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Emily Kotnik 
Northfield, OH  
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COMMENT #:  11255 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dana Do 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Dana Do 
Saint Paul, MN  
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COMMENT #:  11256 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Shaw 
Saint Paul, MN  
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COMMENT #:  11257 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lauren Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Please consider and implement incrementally all less impactful options and proving first that they do not 
produce the desired result before moving to more impactful options. (32.29R) The impact of widening 
roadways or installing a gondola will have irreversible consequences for recreation, wildlife, car 
congestion, and “the wilderness experience” that draws so many to the Salt Lake valley. The canyons 
should add to the quality of life here and provide a nearby escape from the city - adding “city like” 
features, in my opinion, will ruin them. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 
32.7C) 
 
Thank you, 
Lauren 
 
Sincerely, 
Lauren Bell 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11258 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Richy Nydegger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Richy Nydegger 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11259 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rebecca Sears 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Rebecca Sears 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11260 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eleanor Thornton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Eleanor Thornton 
Oakland, CA  
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COMMENT #:  11261 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Greg Freebairn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Greg Freebairn 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11262 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Christine Speed 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Christine Speed 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11263 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eric Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Eric Johnson 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11264 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Benjamin Buzilow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The gondola and road widening are not a good solution. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9E) The canyon traffic is 
concentrated and the solution is spreading it out by selling skiing in time blocks, 3hrs.Encouraging the 
ski areas to market and sell midday and afternoon skiing would disperse the traffic while maximizing the 
businesses. (32.2.2K). Tolling and occupancy limits for private vehicles should be step one followed by 
enhanced bussing then time block skiing passes. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
Thanks, 
Ben 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Benjamin Buzilow 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11265 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marc Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Marc Davis 
Holladay, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11266 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erika Osborne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I grew up in Utah, and spent most of my life there. Over the course of that time I have watched the 
Canyons get increasingly crowded - with infrastructure and people! This gondola is a flashy move and 
one that is truly unnecessary. (32.2.9E). Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC 
to construct unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first 
adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place 
today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and 
programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Erika Osborne 
Fort Collins, CO  
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COMMENT #:  11267 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rick Pingree 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I am for increased bus service, no gondola and no lane increases. 
As one that lived in Wasatch Resort. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Rick Pingree 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11268 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kameron Harpee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utahh Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Kameron Harpee 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11269 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Analise Van Hoang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Analise Van Hoang 
Berkeley, CA  
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COMMENT #:  11270 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Zach Higgins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Zach Higgins 
Salt Lakes City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11271 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emma Petty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emma Petty 
Lake Tapps, WA  
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COMMENT #:  11272 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Meghan Quinlan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Meghan Quinlan 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11273 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sean Counceller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sean Counceller 
Lafayette, CO 
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COMMENT #:  11274 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emma Beaird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emma Beaird 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11275 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I want to address the gondola option in UDOT’s LCC EIS. 
 
Everybody is asking, “what will the gondola cost?” I’d like to know the answer. (32.2.7C) 
 
But just as important, WHAT WILL PARKING COST AT THE PRIVATELY OWNED GARAGE AT THE 
BASE OF GONDOLA?!?!?! UDOT will be making a big mistake giving a private developer a monopoly 
on the overall control and convenience of a half billion dollar gondola. (32.2.4A) 
 
For the record I HATE the gondola idea. But if it’s going to happen, think about the consequences of 
not controlling the garage. (32.2.9E and 32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
David Tillotson 
 
Sincerely, 
David Tillotson 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11276 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Adam Erickson 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11277 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kelley Ingols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kelley Ingols 
heber city, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11278 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Trevor Clay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6) Development in the canyon will destroy HUNDREDS and boulders/climbs that thousands of climbers 
each year enjoy. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
7) gondolas will ruin the aesthetic and natural beauty of LCC, adding a massive eyesore to one of the 
my breathtaking canyons in the state. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Utah sets itself apart by having some of 
the best local access to areas like LCC, allowing many to enjoy year round. Further development will 
take away oh of Utah’s most distinguishing traits to accessibility. (32.1.2C and 32.4I) 
 
8) skiing is great; however it is only a part of the activities that are enjoyed in the canyon and should not 
solely dictate how everyone should be allowed to enjoy LCC (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Trevor Clay 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11279 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Leah and Dave Richardson McKean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Leah and Dave Richardson McKean 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11280 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Charlie Barta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
My name is Charlie grace Barta and I grew up skiing and working and playing in little cottonwood 
canyon. I love alta more than anything on earth, and in order to stand up for her, I am going to take a 
stand against alta management and the implementation of a gondola or road widening. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) 
 
With restrictions to how many cars can go up and down the canyon, or a toll, that would work toward 
solving the infamous traffic issue. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) I would be devastate if I couldn’t go skiing, so 
instead of driving I am willing to take a bus, or carpool with a full car! This canyon is worth protecting. 
Don’t be the one who is personally responsible for destroying it, please (32.2.9A, 32.4I, and 32.29G). 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Charlie Barta 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11281 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shaylor Jack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Shaylor Jack 
draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11282 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kevin Pferdner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I've been an Alta season pass holder for years and now also share my same passion for backcountry 
skiing and utilize the canyon for both. Traffic has increasingly been getting worse and the resorts seem 
to be overwhelmed with overcrowded lots earlier in the day. I appreciate the focus on LCC road 
infrastructure. 
 
1. I don't approve of the gondola proposal. (32.2.9E) The resorts already seem at capacity on 
weekends and holidays. Why are we so bent on getting more people up there? If they want to increase 
day pass sales then they can pay for the gondola solution and not the public. I only see the gondola 
helping ski resort business. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A. 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.20C) 
 
2. The resorts should implement a parking reservation system on weekends and holidays. Alta should 
not limit the reservation to only Alta pass holders but should be available to all backcountry users as 
well. (32.2.2K) 
 
3. UTA should increase bus services with direct and express busses with those that will stop at key 
backcountry trailheads. Resorts can subsidize the busses more than they do with season pass holders 
and day pass buyers. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2B, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.4A) 
 
4. I am on the fence about creating avalanche sheds. Sounds like a good idea, but there seem to be 
too many slide paths in LCC where maybe it's just not that feasible. (32.7A) 
 
I urge you not to move forward with the gondola and expand bus services and urge resorts to use a 
parking reservation system. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.2K) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kevin Pferdner 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11283 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chrissy Lassen 

 
COMMENT: 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
To UDOT and all others, 
The following form letter reflects my sentiments on building a gondola in LCC for traffic congestion. I’ll 
leave it attached for that reminder. Personally, I’m in awe and wonder that the gondola is being thought 
of as a solution and people have spoken time and time again to stop it because of money, the 
environmental impacted, and that it won’t even resolve the issue. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
How is this still on the table?! How have we not implemented anything else to try to alleviate the traffic? 
(32.2.2PP) I will support any or all of the suggestions below before considering a gondola. Please use 
less expensive and more sustainable options that won’t alter that gorgeous canyon anymore than it has 
already. (32.4I) There has to be another way to resolve this big problem. (32.2.2PP) 
Thank for your time, 
Christine Lassen 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Chrissy Lassen 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11284 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bobbi Heaney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Bobbi Heaney 
Park city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11285 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Olivia Hicks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Olivia Hicks 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11286 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeffrey Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Jeffrey Wood 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11287 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Janine Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Janine Wood 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11288 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Arielle Gordon-Rowe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Don’t implement a gondola. (32.2.9E) It only benefits rich ownership of the resorts and will cause harm 
to the local people and ecosystem. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.13A) For god 
sakes make a decision that is right by citizens and the environment. Let’s start with more frequent bus 
services and direct routes from downtown salt lake and sugarhouse. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2I) 
 
Sincerely, 
Arielle Gordon-Rowe 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11289 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jake Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before changing the canyons we love and creating another super resort super problem. We must first 
try more conservative measures. I strongly disagree with a gondola at this time. (32.2.9E) The 
cottonwoods are not meant to be like park city and the lay of the land is what creates our unique ski 
and recreational experience in lcc. Don’t change it to bring in more tourists who would be just as happy 
at PCMR 
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jake Jensen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11290 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Trisha Smokavich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Trisha Smokavich 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11291 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Barrett Cox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Barrett Cox 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11292 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nash Bogart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

We also need more parking at the bus stops near the canyon, a parking garage structure, or something 
else that makes taking the bus easier. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
The enforcement for proper vehicle equipment needs to be more strict as well. We cannot have no 
restrictions in the morning when we know a storm will "happen in the afternoon. This causes accidents, 
and unnecessary congestion. (32.2.2M) 
 
Sincerely, 
Nash Bogart 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11293 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matt Bluher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Matt Bluher 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11294 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kate Skilbred 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kate Skilbred 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11295 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Soleil Hammond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Soleil Hammond 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11296 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Isaac Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Attached is the edited submission (edits in red) that include requesting that the state consider other 
parcels near South Towne for the Bus Hub Station. I submitted this edit this morning on the Little 
Cottonwood EIS portal. The 2 attached photos with green circles show the vacant land and other 
possibilities adjacent/north of South Town Mall. Also, important. What about utilizing some of the 
parking area of Mountain America Expo Center which is owned by Salt Lake County. This is right on 
9400 S (straight shot up the canyon) easily accessible from both 9400 S and 10600 S. You had let me 
know that 60% of the traffic comes from the north hence some reservation on placing the hub at 
10600S. The Mtn America Expo Center takes care of this. Again, I think a large cohort of out of state 
skiers would welcome/gravitate towards an option that allows them to save money on a rental car and 
provides hassle free logistics from the airport to the slopes. Please let me know if you have any 
questions. Thanks for your time and consideration Isaac (32.2.2ZZ) 
 
Airport-Bus Hub-Hotel-Resort System (ABHR) Concept by Isaac “Mitt” Stewart (Sandy Resident) 

 Placing of a large Bus Hub/station at 10600 S and State Street perhaps in the South Town 
Parking lot or other land parcels in the area including the vacant lots north of South Town as 
well as utilizing Sandy and South Town Promenade which are large unused park strips that 
separate Centennial Pkwy. There is a large vacant lot on Monroe Ave. separating the Hilton 
Garden Inn and Del Sol. There is a large vacant lot behind the current location of the post office 
on 215 W 10000 S. Additionally, the connected double layer parking lot looks as if it’s not being 
used. Also, consider the Mountain America Exposition Center on 9400S State. This giant. lot 
sits vacant most everyday. Also consider the Mt America Soccer Field and Biograss Sod Farms 
on 10000 S and State. Additionally directly across the street on both the NE corner and SE 
corner of Sego Lilly and State Street is a vacant lot. There are 12 hotels near 10000 S- 10600 S 
and State Street/I15. Out of State Skiers could take a free express UTA bus from the airport 
(Uber as well) to the Bus Hub at 10600 S and State Street. Hotel shuttle busses (either owned 
by the hotels or UTA) could shuttle the guests from the Bus Hub to neighboring hotels. Out of 
state skiers would wake up, get on a shuttle bus (either owned by the hotels or UTA) to the Bus 
hub and then get on a bus that goes straight to the resorts. At the end of the day the skiers take 
the bus from the resort back to their hotel, walk across the street to go out to eat and shop at 
South Town and neighboring restaurants. An evening Hotel-Mall shuttle could be put in place for 
hotels that aren’t directly neighboring South Town Mall so these guests could get to the 
restaurants from their hotel at the end of the day. (32.2.2ZZ) 

 This option decreases rental cars on the road not only in the canyons but on all other roadway 
resulting in less traffic and smog = Environmentally Friendly. 

 This option would reduce traffic in the neighborhoods at the base of the ski resorts. (32.7B) 
 Out of State Skiers would come to love this Bus Hub option as it would simplify the logistics of 

their ski vacation. They would save money on not having to rent an expensive rental car ($200+ 
dollars day in some instances) during their trip. Their logistics are on “auto-pilot”. Another 
reason to make Utah their preferred ski destination. This is a win for the Ski Resorts = more 
return/ loyal customers. 

 The use of the Bus Hub option by out of state skiers could be encouraged by the ski 
resorts/IKON pass etc. by providing special discounts/deals for users and or surcharges for non-
users. Example Surcharge: Rental Car pays a toll to go up the canyon. Additionally, out-of-state 
IKON pass holders pay an extra fee at the ski ticket window if not using the Bus Hub option. The 
passes have scanning data that could be scanned/tracked by scanners in the busses and 
communicated to the IKON Company/Ski Resorts. 
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 The Bus Hub/station at 10600 S and State St. could be dual purpose and be used by Utah I15 
commuters (Express UTA from Utah County to Salt Lake County etc). This would help with 
public opinion of funding the project. Currently, there is outcry among many that this proposed 
project is single use and will benefit only a couple private companies. 

  https://www.sltrib.com/opinion/commentary/2021/07/29/david-p-carter-udots/ 
 Similar type Bus Hubs could be placed at 215/Wasatch Blvd and 215/Fort Union. There are 4 

hotels in 215/Wasatch area along with restaurants. The Old Mill and Mill Rock Business Parks 
have multi-level parking lots that UDOT could propose to lease on weekends/non-business 
days. Usage of already in place infrastructure is economically and environmentally more friendly 
than building brand new/single purpose structures at taxpayer expense. The same goes for the 
215/Fort Union area as there are 7 hotels there as well as multi-level parking structures, all or 
some of which are vacant on weekends. (32.2.2ZZ) 

       
Reasons not to expand the 9400 S and Highland Bus Station 

 Increased Traffic to the neighborhood: The goal of the UDOT solution should not only reduce 
traffic in the canyons but also in the neighborhoods. This option increases the traffic to this my 
neighborhood. (32.2.6.2.1D) 

 Increased Drug Addicted Pan Handling: There is already a drug addicted panhandling 
problem at 9400 S and Highland Dr. With a larger bus hub, this problem will increase. I’ve 
spoken to Sandy Police and the pan handlers use TRAX and busses. (32.2.6F and 32.4Q) 

 Economically not sound: The $20-$30 million dollars spent to expand this location will only be 
used during winter. It’s going to be a hard sell to get commuters to fill this location during non-
winter months. Moreover, it’s more logical to have a commuter/bus hub at or near a freeway exit 
to facilitate traffic in the mornings away from neighborhoods not to them. (32.2.2 YY and 
32.2.6F) 

 Does not serve Out of State Ski Tourists (30% of Canyon Traffic)/ Will not reduce rental 
car usage: Expanding the 9400 S and Highland Location will not serve ski tourists as there are 
no hotels in the area. It’s hard to imagine a tourist who pays over $200 day for a rental car is 
going to drive their rental car from their hotel and then get on a bus. They are more likely to just 
drive up the canyon. Driving your rental car from your hotel across town to a bus station would 
be very inconvenient and time consuming defeating the purpose of renting a car in the very first 
place. (32.29BB and 32.2.4A) 

   WHAT % OF CANYON TRAFFIC IS OUT-OUT OF STATE SKIERS/RENTAL CARS 
 SL Tribune article said that at any given time near 30% of the cars in the parking lot at Alta are 

rental cars. https://www.sltrib.com/news/environment/2019/03/31/ikon-epic-ski-passes-may/ 
 My observation during Covid: A good 25% of cars in the ski parking lots were out of state plates. 

This doesn’t account for visitors that were using rental cars with Utah plates. You then could 
assume that during non-covid years the percentage of out of state canyon users is higher 
(30+%) (32.29BB) 

 It is my understanding that all 3 options (Gondola, Buses, Tramway) at best could only reduce 
traffic in the Canyon by 30% during peak usage times. (32.7C)  

 If we could get the majority of the out of state skiers (30% of canyon traffic) utilizing the ABHR 
System you could potentially solve the canyon traffic problem. Additionally, it might be that you 
wouldn’t have to widen the roadways or make any existing changes. (32.29BB and 32.2.4A) 

 Many local skiers find taking a bus up the canyon as inconvenient and won’t do it. (32.2.4A) It 
could be a big mistake and wasted resources if you focus and spend on infrastructure 
encouraging locals to use the ski bus and they end up not using it. Rather, it would be prudent 
to first focus resources and infrastructure on facilitating out of state skiers (30% of canyon 
traffic) to use the bus and not rent a rental car. As mentioned above, if designed correctly, this 
Bus Hub option could be viewed as super convenient and money saving further cementing Utah 
as the best/most convenient place to ski. (32.29BB and 32.2.4A) 

 Before any public funds are spent on a proposed project, it is very important for UDOT to find 
out the true percentage of the canyon traffic that is due to Utahns and what percentage is due to 
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out of state skiers and rental cars. This information could steer and change the final solution. 

Without knowing this, it’s potentially a $500 Million Crapshoot at the public’s expense. (32.29BB) 

        
         Road Tolls 
Many see it not fair to tax Utahns to use their own roads especially when a great amount of the 
problematic traffic in the canyon (30%) is due to out-of-state visitors. To many, Utahn’s quality of 
life with regards to the outdoors has greatly decreased due to the increased number of out-of-
state skiers driving in their canyon. It’s unfair to make Utahns pay for a solution to a problem 
that they did not want or create. (32.2.4A)  
 
Out of state visitors with rental cars should pay a toll. This would encourage them to use the 
ABHR system. You could require that Utah rental cars have a sticker on their plate/or windshield 
that if driven up the Cottonwood Canyons would incur a toll. 
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COMMENT #:  11297 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Scott Swanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
No to the Gondola! (32.2.9E) This is a terrible option that will permanently scar LCC. (32.17A) The 
existing parking solutions are already perfect for limiting capacity in both canyons (LCC & BCC). In my 
opinion, no changes are necessary for either canyon. However, improving bus and shuttle service is the 
only sane option. (32.2.9A) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Scott Swanson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11298 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aleesha Cutler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Aleesha Cutler 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11299 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Thomas Mueller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Thomas MUELLER 
Ogden, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11300 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nic Naylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nic Naylor 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11301 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mat Kestle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mat Kestle 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11302 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Park 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Park 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11303 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alec Getzloff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Alec Getzloff 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11304 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Noah Hamula 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Noah Hamula 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11305 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Annie Feucht 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Annie Feucht 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11306 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kiyoshi Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Kiyoshi Young 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11307 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mackenzie Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Mackenzie Jones 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11308 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mackenzie Clayton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Mackenzie Clayton 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11309 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ryan Plautz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Plautz 
Logan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11310 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Graham Doherty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Graham Doherty 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11311 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Curtis Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Curtis Miller 
West Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11312 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Justin Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Justin Walker 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11313 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maureen O'Neill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Thank you for thoughtfully considering submitted comments. 
 
Disproportionate amounts tax dollars would be used to create the gondola, while benefiting Alta and 
Snowbird but not proportionally contributing to the local economy or adding to the ability of a wide 
range of social-economic cohorts to enjoy the canyon outside of expensive ski-resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.5A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The congestion can and should be managed in less environmentally destructive and more socially 
inclusive ways. Expanded bus systems throughout the valley supported by canyon tolling, vehicle 
capacity limits during peak times and without road widening must be implemented first. (32.2.2I, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.20B) This is a more sustainable and socially equitable solution that 
decreases congestion and increases access to all in the valley and to all who recreate in the canyon 
outside of Alta and Snowbird. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
The gondola should be an absolute last resort, after less disruptive and more inclusive solutions have 
had implementation support. (32.2.9E and 32.29R) Hikers, skiers, climbers and families who recreate 
along the trailheads will be paying for a solution they do not use and which destructs their access to 
outdoor activities. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Other solutions MUST be 
implemented. 
 
I advocate that we adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure 
LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Some of these 
proven systems and programs could include:  
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Page 32B-11580 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Please take into consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Maureen O'Neill 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11314 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Melissa Dallimore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

Sincerely, 
Melissa Dallimore 
Syracuse, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11315 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Pham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Brian Pham 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11316 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jake McBride 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Utah is one of those rare places where we have access to such beautiful nature within a ~30 minutes of 
anywhere in the valley. For a large portion of people even under 15 minutes! Now the canyons are 
used for multiple recreational activities. I am here today to represent climbing. Specifically bouldering. 
 
Utah - and Little Cottonwood Canyon specifically is renowned world wide for it's snow sports. But it is 
ALSO world renowned for its climbing - specifically bouldering. People fly in from all around the world to 
climb here. There are some very classic problems that multiple generations of climbers have climbed 
on. Father and Mother taking sons and daughters and teaching them how to climb. Pros have made 
their mark with first ascents of some very classic problems here in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Notably 
the US silver medalist Nathanial Coleman. Here is a link to his first ascent of The Grand Illusion 
https://youtu.be/z1d0s162f30?t=639. Moments like this will be harder to come by and some will be 
impossible due to the destruction required for the proposed solutions. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 
32.4B) 
 
I propose a different solution. DO NOTHING - OR - search for a solution that sees climbing as a sport 
just as important as the winter sports. (32.2.9G or 32.29G) That is, would you destroy a skiing and 
snowboarding route to simply enhance access to a climbing route? If no then don't destroy a climbing 
route for enhanced access to a skiing and snowboarding route. (32.4A and 32.4B) To add more to this 
point - if traffic in the canyon is even somewhat correlated to the rapidly growing population in Utah 
then the gondola or lane widening solutions are just a stop gap. (32.7B and 32.7C) This would mean 
you are PERMANENTLY DESTROYING HISTORY and OPTIONS for climbers just for a stop gap. This 
is unacceptable. 
 
Please do not build the gondola or widen the lanes unless you can protect the climbing boulders in the 
path of these solutions. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Jake McBride 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11317 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Kestle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
and my suggestions: 
 
1) Don't widen the road, don't put in a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E 
2) Limit private vehicles by selling a private vehicle canyon pass. (Full day, half day or 90 min (to allow 
for dropping people off)). Price should decrease with increased number of people in the vehicle. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 3.2.2K) 
3) Increase the number of buses and switch to electric buses. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) 
4) Allow bicycles (including ebikes). (32.9A and 32.9B) 
ther thoughts 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
John Kestle 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11318 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Daniel Miles 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Daniel Miles 
Kamas, UT 

Page 32B-11586 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11319 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jooyoung Lim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jooyoung Lim 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11320 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Margaret Heilshorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Margaret Heilshorn 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11321 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anna Tara Shlim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Anna Tara Shlim 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11322 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eric Murdock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Access Fund, America's national climbing advocacy organization and Gate Buttress lessee, 
appreciates the opportunity to submit the attached comments on the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon 
EIS. Thanks in advance for your consideration and feel free to reach out to me with any questions. 
Best, 
 

 

September 3, 2021 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS Utah 
Department of Transportation c/o HDR 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121 

 
RE: Access Fund Comments regarding Little Cottonwood Canyon Transportation 

Alternatives Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
UDOT Planners, 

 
The Access Fund welcomes this opportunity to provide comments to the Utah Department of 
Transportation’s (UDOT) Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS). The Wasatch Mountains and Little Cottonwood Canyon in particular host nationally 
significant climbing resources that have a long history and attract visitors from all over the world, 
contributing significantly to the local economy. The Access Fund is concerned that the narrowly 
conceived preferred alternatives for this DEIS focus far too much on the needs of two ski areas at the 
head of Little Cottonwood Canyon at the expense of dispersed recreational users who visit the entire 
canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7A, and 32.7C) Access Fund and Salt Lake Climbers 
Alliance are lessees for 140 acres in LCC.1 The parcel, known as the Gate Buttress, is about one 
mile up LCC canyon and has been popular with generations of climbers because of its world-class 
granite. These unnecessary proposals would destroy climbing resources, significantly impair the 
canyon’s natural experience, limit parking and damage trails in a highly popular recreation area 
(including Gate Buttress), and otherwise reduce access opportunities for underprivileged people with 
limited financial means. (32.5A, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, 32.4N, and 32.4) 

 
The Access Fund 

 
The Access Fund is a national advocacy organization whose mission keeps climbing areas open and 
conserves the climbing environment. A 501(c)(3) nonprofit and accredited land trust representing 
millions of climbers nationwide in all forms of climbing—rock climbing, ice climbing, mountaineering, 
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and bouldering—the Access Fund is a US climbing advocacy organization with over 20,000 members 
and 131 local affiliates. Access Fund provides climbing management expertise, stewardship, project-
specific funding, and educational outreach. Utah is one of Access Fund’s largest member states and 
many of our members climb regularly in Little Cottonwood Canyon. For more information about Access 
Fund, visit www.accessfund.org. 

 

1 See: 
https://www.accessfund.org/news-and-events/news/climbers-partner-with-lds-church-on-stewardship-of-little-
cotton wood-canyon-climbing 

 
 

The Access Fund supports the position of the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance (SLCA),2 and hereby 
incorporates their comment letter by reference into our comment letter. Specifically, we endorse 
SLCA’s proposal that before any permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon, a new 
alternative must be considered that is based on an expanded bus service coupled with traffic 
mitigation strategies and addresses the needs of dispersed recreation. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9A, 32.2.2PP, 
32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.4A) The DEIS’s highly destructive Preferred Alternatives should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. The 
climbing resources that will be damaged by these proposed alternatives are highly significant and 
valued by local climbers and climbers visiting from around the country. (32.29R, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 

Little Cottonwood Canyon Climbing History 
 
Climbing and mountaineering in the United States has a long and storied history, originating with 
Native American explorers who summited alpine peaks and scaled canyon walls, on through Anglo-
European adventurers who scaled summits in the Sierra Nevada and Rocky Mountains in the 1800s 
such as Cathedral Peak, Longs Peak, and the Grand Teton. Into the 1900s gear and skill 
progressed, ushering in more technical and daring ascents on larger climbs in Yosemite and 
mountain ranges throughout the Rockies, Sierras, Cascades and Alaska. Many highly technical 
climbs were also achieved by the mid-1900s at places like the Shawangunks, NY and Devils Tower 
(Bear Lodge), WY, among others. By the 1950s and 1960s Yosemite’s El Capitan and Half Dome 
were climbed as well as the Diamond on Longs Peak and the Great White Throne in Zion National 
Park. By the 1970s, climbers were simultaneously climbing at much higher technical grades while 
also moving towards a “clean climbing” ethic. 

 
Since at least the 1950s many climbs were established in Utah’s Wasatch Mountains, especially on 
the high-quality granite found in Little Cottonwood Canyon,3 which became the training ground for a 
local group of climbers known as the Alpenbock Climbing Club. Especially during the 1960s, the 
Alpenbock Climbing Club was a prolific source of first ascents, scaling many routes that remain 
classics today including The Coffin, the Wilson-Love Route, The Sail, S-Crack on the Thumb, and 
various routes on the Gate Buttress. Increasingly difficult routes were established from the late 1960s 
into the 1970s such as Dorsal Fin, Mexican Crack, The Green Adjective, Split Fingers, Butterfingers, 
and Fallen Arches were as difficult and high quality as any climbs in the country. Even more 
advanced climbs were established since the 1980s and beyond. As climbers worked through the 
grades, the interest in and popularity of bouldering also took hold in LCC, which boasts extensive 
bouldering areas such as 5 Mile Boulders, White Pine Boulders, Cabbage Patch Boulders, the Gate 
Boulders, the Secret Garden where the problem Copperhead (V10) can be found—a seminal climb in 
the experience of Nathaniel Coleman, a recent US silver medal winner in the 2021 Tokyo Olympics. 
All of the climbs listed here would be impacted in some way, either through direct destruction or by 
the industrialization of the area resulting from UDOT’s preferred alternatives. (32.26B,  32.4A and 
32.4B) 
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UDOT’s Preferred Alternatives Will Cause Significant Damage to Climbing Resources 
 

2 See https://www.saltlakeclimbers.org/lcc-udot-eis. 
3 See https://www.mountainproject.com/area/105739277/little-cottonwood-canyon. 
 

The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance estimates that 29 boulders and 131 bouldering problems would be 
impacted by the road-widening alternative: “Boulders located within areas of direct impacts from 
roadway widening would be removed, destroyed, or buried by fill. Newly built trail segments lost to 
hillside cuts would be rerouted.” And 35 boulders and 142 problems would be impacted by the 
gondola alternative due to their location under the gondola alignment/inside the easement, and/or 
being located inside the proposed park and ride station footprint. Additionally, trailhead parking and 
access trails would also be significantly limited by these proposals, especially under the gondola 
alternative where the canyon itself would transform into an industrial atmosphere with new piles of 
construction debris, retaining walls, gondola towers, slope destabilization/erosion, forever degrading 
the unique and historic experience of climbing in LCC. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.26B, and 32.4I) 

Well before climbing became an Olympic event, the sport had been growing dramatically in 
popularity all across the country and in the Salt Lake City area, with as many as 30,000 estimated 
climbers visiting LCC every year. Multiple climbing gyms have sprouted up in every city across the 
country, climbing guides are busy nearly everywhere, and even major 
Oscar-winning motion pictures feature climbing—all which contribute to the $12 billion4 
generated every year by the sport. (32.6D) 

 
Unfortunately, UDOT’s DEIS fails to recognize the importance of the climbing resource in LCC—with 
its rich history, high quality, popularity, and economic contributions. Indeed, according to analyses 
done by the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance not only would hundreds of bouldering problems be 
impacted, but basic access to various trailheads within the canyon would be limited to serve the 
needs of 2 ski areas at the top of the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) Not 
only do these limited transportation alternatives fail the needs of dispersed recreational users such as 
climbers, but also  does a dis-service to under-privileged communities who may not be able to afford 
expensive ski tickets but want to visit their public lands especially in the lower canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.5A) 

 
By imposing additional financial costs, whether it be a toll, gondola fee, or bus fare, UDOTs 
proposals systemically disenfranchise lower income visitors (more likely to also be people of color) 
who wish to access LCC. This perpetuates wider environmental justice trends in which those of 
lower socioeconomic status and of racial and/or ethnic minority identities are not only more likely to 
be exposed to environmental hazards, but also have a harder time accessing environmental 
amenities. (32.5A) 

 
Summary of Access Fund position 

 
Access Fund supports the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance position related to UDOT’s preferred 
alternatives, to wit: 

 
1) Access Fund opposes the Enhanced Bus Peak Period (Shoulder Lane Expansion) 

Alternative that would result in the unnecessary destruction of many climbing resources. 
UDOT failed to consider a reasonable range of alternatives due to its purpose and need 
(32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.1.2H) 

 

4 See national Bureau of Economic Analysis report: https://www.bea.gov/data/special-topics/outdoor-recreation 
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statement being too narrow. Access Fund also opposes UDOT’s Gondola Alternative that   will 
also result in the unnecessary destruction of many climbing resources. Here again, UDOT 
failed to consider a reasonable range of alternatives due to its narrow purpose and need 
statement. 

 
2) Access Fund opposes UDOT’s proposed trailhead parking and access “improvements” for 

the Gate Buttress parking lot which would severely limit parking, while threatening roadside 
climbing resources and access trails. Access Fund, a lessee of Gate Buttress, would be 
significantly harmed by the proposed changes because the climbing experience at Gate 
Buttress would be measurably diminished. Access Fund believes that the purpose and need 
statement for UDOT’s EIS is too narrowly defined and thus significantly limits the range of 
alternatives UDOT considered in the LCC DEIS including lesser destructive alternatives 
supported by Access Fund and SLCA, among others. Also, UDOT’s U.S. Forest Service 
partner also fails to meet its obligations under the National Environmental Policy Act by 
seeking to make decisions based on a Forest Plan that is nearly 20 years old. (32.26E, 
32.4N, 32.1.2H, and 32.28C) 

 
* * * 

 
Access Fund urges UDOT and its partners to reconsider its range of alternatives and analyze the 
needs of the dispersed recreation community as well as for potential visitors with limited financial 
means. We support an alternative analysis based on enhanced bus service combined with other 
traffic mitigation strategies. The preferred alternatives offered by UDOT address a traffic problem 
primarily focused on the 30 busiest days during the winter ski season. This DEIS must address the 
transportation needs in the canyon year-round for all users. (32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.5A, 32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.1.2C) 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 

 
Chris Winter 
Access Fund Executive Director 

 
Cc: Salt Lake Climbers Alliance 
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COMMENT #:  11323 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Hannah Baros 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Hannah Baros 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11324 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Adam Tronnes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Adam Tronnes 
Bozeman, MT  
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COMMENT #:  11325 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brant Rudd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Please do not alter any more of this beautiful canyon. The beauty here has been created over millennia 
and once it has been destroyed, there is no going back. This precious resource is part of what makes 
Utah unique and we will be doing ourselves a great disservice by removing more of its natural essence. 
This canyon is one of Utah's many escapes from the urban centers and provides a large amount of 
value for that reason. Urbanization of these areas is a step in the wrong direction and takes away from 
the character of our great state. Please consider all other lower impact options. Thank you. (32.17A, 
32.17B, and 32.29G) 
 
Sincerely, 
BRANT RUDD 
North Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11326 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cerra Teng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
DON'T BUILD GONDOLA!!! (32.2.9E) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
Cerra Teng 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11327 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jeans The princess 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
We don't need the Gondola. We need the wildness as it is! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeans The princess 
Salt Lake City, UT 8
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COMMENT #:  11328 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jimmy Elam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jimmy Elam 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11329 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ian Burbidge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Ian Burbidge 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11330 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Shae Rose 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Shae Rose 
South Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11331 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Halle Carn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
halle carn 
NA, UT 

Page 32B-11602 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



1 
 

COMMENT #:  11332 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Mickelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I am writing regarding the proposed Gondola. I have been skiing for decades now up Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and between myself my wife and our family we have commuted up the canyon for decades and 
literally 1000's of times.  
 
General Comments: 
 
Neither of the two preferred options is acceptable. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) They both involve a massive 
investment in a single solution, and it is possible that UDOT will miss the mark if it selects one of these 
two preferred options. UDOT should instead move incrementally. What is the impact on Canyon traffic if 
tolling is introduced? (32.2.2Y and 32.29R) Try it and see before selecting either of the two preferred 
options. What is the impact if Wasatch Blvd. is upgraded so that busses can pass cars stuck in a traffic 
jam? (32.2.6.2.2A) Try it and see before selecting either of the two preferred options. What is the 
impact of a Buses First program that restricts cars until after 10:00 AM on weekends and on powder 
days? Try it and see, and only after that knowledge is gained spend the money on the Gondola or 
widening the road in the Canyon. (32.29R)  
2) UDOT has defined the scope of the EIS too narrowly. (32.1.1C and 32.1.2B) The question is 
not just how to provide better mobility and reliability. The question must also include examining the 
impact of the increased mobility on the fragile Canyon environment. (32.29G) 
Comments on the Enhanced Bus Alternative: 
1) The existing road in Little Cottonwood Canyon is adequate about 99% of the time. The traffic 
problem is limited to a few winter days - probably about 20 or 30 days a year. (32.1.4D). Some of these 
are weather related and some are too many cars all trying to get up the canyon at the same time. The 
rest of the year traffic flows just "fine. (32.1.2C) 
 
2) Even on the very worst days when there is fresh powder at the resorts and it may take over an 
hour to get from the mouth of Big Cottonwood to the mouth of Little Cottonwood, once you are in the 
Canyon the traffic flows. It usually picks up speed about one mile up the canyon and approaches the 
40-mph speed limit as it passes White Pine. (32.7C) 
 
3) There is no need to add a dedicated bus lane in the canyon since the traffic flows in the canyon 
on the existing road on all days except when there is a weather event.  
 
4) The same cannot be said of Wasatch Blvd. It is of critical importance to improve Wasatch Blvd 
and North Little Cottonwood Canyon Road so that busses can get by, around and ahead of any car 
traffic jams. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
5) The proposed improvements on Wasatch Blvd do not do this. "Signal Priority" for busses in not 
adequate. If not a dedicated lane, then some system is needed with traffic controls that closes one lane 
to all cars and dedicates it to busses on these critical days. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
6) Without adequate improvements on Wasatch Blvd the estimated travel times from the Gravel Pit 
Hub to the resorts in the EIS are meaningless. Busses will be caught in traffic. (32.7C) 
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7) Conversely, travel time in the Canyon for busses without a dedicated lane only adds a few 
minutes to travel time over the alternative of having a dedicated bus lane.  
 
8) People will ride the bus if it is efficient and reliable and cost effective compared to the other 
choices. The bus is only efficient and reliable if it can pass the traffic jams on Wasatch. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
9) Tolling in the canyon and charging for parking can make the bus cost effective compared to 
driving. (32.2.4A) 
 
10)  A personal anecdote: I ride the bus frequently to Solitude. Not only do I avoid Wasatch Blvd 
traffic jams, I love how it delivers me right to the lift, I don't have to pay to park, nor do I have to walk a 
mile from the road if the parking lot is full. These same advantages that make the bus appealing can be 
made to apply to Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
Comparing the Enhanced Bus Service ("EBS") to the Gondola Alternative: 
1) Enhanced Bus Service is far less expensive. Since a dedicated bus lane in not needed in the 
Canyon, the cost of Enhanced Bus Service is not just $51 million less than the Gondola, it is $206 
million less. (Substitute the $355 capital cost for EBS without a dedicated lane in the Canyon for the 
$510 capital cost for EBS with the dedicated lane, and add the savings to the $51 million saving of EBS 
compared to the Gondola). (32.2.7C) 
 
2) Comparing EBS with a dedicated lane to the gondola is not only a false equivalency with 
respect to cost, but also a false equivalency with respect to environmental impact. The impact of the 
Gondola does not look so bad compared to the impact of EBS when the road needs to be widened. 
When it is acknowledged that EBS can work without a dedicated lane, the true additional adverse 
impacts of the Gondola are easier to recognize. (32.29G) 
3) Busses are scalable and flexible. (32.2.6.3D) As the dynamics of the ski business change, or if it 
dries up, changes can be made in bus schedules, or they can be put to other uses. Not so the Gondola. 
Rather than focusing on a solution that only addresses the present, UDOT should pursue flexible 
solutions that can adapt to changes in future demands and uses. By nature of its design the tram 
alternative will bring less flexibility in its use than an enhanced bus service. (32.2.6.5A) As the 
alignment will be more rigid, it will not provide easy opportunities to scale up or down and will have very 
exclusive infrastructure that can't be easily relocated to other areas with shifting demand. An improved 
bus system will allow for greater flexibility along the corridor, with express service, easy changes in 
service frequency and easy adaptation to other corridors when needed. 
4) If it is necessary to take the bus to access the Gondola, why not save time and stay on the bus 
and ride it up the canyon. (32.2.6.4B)  
 
5) While the Gondola adds a small amount of reliability on a few winter days, this additional 
reliability is simply is not worth the cost. (32.2.9E) 
. 
Respectfully, David Mickelson
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COMMENT #:  11333 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Bridget Kroetch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Bridget Kroetch 
Alta, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11334 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Trinity Silimon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
Trinity Silimon 
Millcreek, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11335 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rory Bernhard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Some of these proven systems and programs could 
include:  
 
Tolling is an absolutely abhorrent idea. Tolls turn into a slush fund for government transportation 
organization and politicians to skim off the top and embezzle from. The roads then become neglected 
with no accountability from book keepers. NO TOLLS!!! NO TRAM, and NO CONSTRUCTION either. 
(32.2.9G, 32.2.4A and 32.2.9E)   
 
I support an audit of available space for vehicle's then set up a system of first come first serve. Only 
allowing for a certain amount of vehicle's in the canyon at one time. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) This audit 
would encompass backcountry access, snow shoeing, and climbing among other activities and not just 
the resorts. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) When one comes out, one can go in. Residents will have a pass of 
course. All employees will be required to ride either company shuttles or public transportation. (32.2.2L 
and 32.2.2K) 
 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 

 
Sincerely, 
Rory Bernhard 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11336 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kristen Mickelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comments on the Two Preferred Alternatives; 
 
I am a 45 year old native of Salt Lake City and have been going up Little Cottonwood Canyon my entire 
life for activities in all seasons of the year-skiing at both Alta and Snowbird, hiking, mountain and road 
biking, staying at Snowbird Cliff Lodge, taking our kids to the Snowbird summer activities, Oktoberfest, 
and most especially to stay at our cabin in the Devil's Castle basin of Alta. Consequently I am very 
familiar with the road conditions throughout all different times of the year and throughout the 
days/weeks/months. As I have read the material both for and against each of the proposals I feel that 
the gondola alternative is absolutely unnecessary. (32.2.9E) It is a massive undertaking far unequal to 
the need for it. The existing road in Little Cottonwood is adequate a very high percentage of the time 
throughout the year. (32.1.4D) Of course there are days when there are unique challenges with snow 
fall and parking space, but there are many steps we can take to help with this situation before investing 
such incredible amounts of tax-payer dollars, construction, space/function in local neighborhoods, 
increased time/money/ and inconvenience for all skiers and passengers, and upset the fragile 
environment of the canyon. The few actual realities we do know from the gondola do not make sense in 
my mind, such as the need to detach/inspect each cable car every time there is avalanche 
control/artillery making it unusable when there are storms, and with the variety of conditions that will 
stop the gondola, the reliability advantage is eroded. (32.29R, 32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) In addition, the 
additional time/money/multiple stops it would take on any given day to get up to the resorts make this 
option seem incredibly inconvenient (32.2.6.4B and 32.2.6.5J) Gondola station parking and fees will 
force many to take many additional steps before even getting on the gondola, then take more time to 
get up the canyon than taking a bus. (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.5N) All of this seems like such overkill 
when on most days driving up the canyon is fine and very feasible. While the gondola may in theory 
add a small amount of reliability on a few winter days, this additional reliability is not worth the cost, 
inconvenience, and environmental impact it would entail. It also seems to only serve the needs of the 
ski resorts while making the other activities up the canyon more complex. It simply does not add up in 
my opinion. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.4I)  
 
As for the Enhanced Bus Service I believe this to be far more realistic and adaptable to the needs of 
the canyon, the ski resorts, the variety of other activities offered in the canyon year round, and for all 
canyon users as a whole. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) Whether it be adding a bus lane to the 
canyon, or to Wasatch Blvd where the traffic is backed up the most, or trying other alternatives such as 
a tolling or Buses First for certain parts of the day seems to make so much more sense. (32.2.9B, 
32.2.6.2.2A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) Then there will be options for all people using the canyon and 
serving their needs instead of primarily just serving the needs of the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This solution in my opinion solves so many of the main concerns of 
individuals, such as allowing them to be delivered right to the resort, allowing people to be picked up at 
various places throughout the valley and having the option to be taken directly to the resorts or dropped 
of at various locations up the canyon, eliminating the need to pay to park, and not having to walk long 
distances to and from the resort, makes this versatile and adaptable to the needs of each day/individual 
(32.2.2I and 32.2.6.5N) And if we invest enough resources to make the canyon ski bus system truly 
effective, we can solve so many of these challenges on every level and begin utilizing the benefits in a 
much more timely manner for all canyon users. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.5N, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C)  
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I feel it is worth every effort to invest in an effective bus system that will meet the needs of a huge 
variety of circumstances year round before taking on such a massive investment in the gondola that will 
only serve the needs of limited days during the winter months. (32.1.4D) 
 
Respectfully, 
Kristen Mickelson 
SLC, Bountiful, Alta Utah
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COMMENT #:  11337 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jordan Jacob 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jordan Jacob 
Orem, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11338 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kalleth Warren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kalleth Warren 
Taylorsville, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11339 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Larry Migliaccio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
Supporting private ski resorts with this investment is unfair to the majority of people in the state. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Spend money on education and other important items 
such as electric busses, car pool incentives, and electric charging stations. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 
32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Larry Migliaccio 
Salt lake city, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11340 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Julie Anzelmo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello: I am writing my opposition to the proposal to erect a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9E) The gondola will be built at taxpayer expense to the benefit of two commercial resorts. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It will be unsightly, and remain as a carnival ride when 
the resorts seasons have been reduced by lack of snow due to the warming prevalent in our western 
states. (32.17A and 32.2.2E). Viable attempts to reduce congestion have barely been attempted. 
(32.29R) I’m an east bench resident and each winter join thousands of other affluent east side folks 
traveling along Foothill drive to LCC. The resorts have virtually no incentives for us to car pool. 
(32.2.4A) There is no descent bus service, there is no toll. Let’s try some alternatives before making a 
gondola or drastically widening the road. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R)  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kenneth Coleman 
SLC, UT 84108 
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COMMENT #:  11341 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sienna Vollbrecht 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sienna Vollbrecht 
Wanship, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11342 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Heather Missy Berkel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Heather Missy Berkel 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11343 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Breanna Padilla 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Breanna Padilla 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11344 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Aybra Cox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Aybra Cox 
Taylorsville, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11345 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Vincent Georgescu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
In a world where money was not an outside influence, how would you choose to improve your natural 
landscapes? There is only one LCC that people from near and far have come to love, and in order to 
protect and preserve LCC for the enjoyment of future generations, a gondola must exist only as an 
idea, but never a reality. (32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Vincent Georgescu 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11346 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Holly Hammer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Holly Hammer 
Salt Lake City, UT 

Page 32B-11619 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



1 
 

COMMENT #:  11347 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  E P Kosmicki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
E P Kosmicki 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11348 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  B Smout 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
There are many other solutions and options to consider when it comes to making recreating more 
accessible in LCC, before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct 
unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
 
Some of the options include but are not limited to: 
 
Public Transit Tolling is a fantastic option to begin with. Public transit assists with canyon capacity 
management which will provide more solitude in recreating. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.20A, and 32.20C) 
 
Other benefits or things to consider when putting in public transit would be: 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
 
To increase road widening throughout the canyon would have devastating ecological effects due to the 
watershed, and would stunt the beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.12B, and 32.17B) 
 
Therefore, I am AGAINST any road widening or excessively funded gondola operations. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) 
 
Sincerely, 
B Smout 
Ogden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11349 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brooke Diuguid 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brooke Diuguid 
Provo, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11350 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Zach Ramras 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
My name is Zac Ramras and I am a local filmaker in Salt Lake. I have lived in the Salt Lake Valley for 
almost my entire life. I am now raising my daughter in the same places that I grew up going as a child 
and lets just say like many of the folks in the valley I have a deep connection to the central Wasatch. I 
could rant for days on the subject but to keep it concise I think that the Gondola option is a horrible 
option for little cottonwood (32.2.9E). Not only does it bring a monstrosity of an eye sore to this natural 
space that we all cherish but it falls short of servicing all users types. (32.17A) It is designed to benefit 
the few at the top of two ski resorts and will only be used as a marketing tool to attract more people to 
the canyon without addressing some of the major concerns that are on the table, canyon capacity, 
water shead, and preserving the nature beauty that attracts people form around the world to visit our 
state. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.20B, 32.12A, and 32.17A) A wrong move here will 
ruin the landscape forever and will destroy the legacy for our children (32.4I). I understand that it is 
UDOTS job to solve traffic issues but this issues are larger than getting x amount of people in and out 
of the canyon at a give time. Please think bigger and beyond your organizations duties as you have the 
power to change the canyons forever. 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I) 
Sincerely, 
Zach Ramras 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11351 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sally Loken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment: 
I am in favor of expanding/promoting increased bus service. (32.2.9A) Reasons; 1. Gondola option will 
bring passengers to ski resorts only. (32.2.6.5G and 32.1.2D) There will be no stops for trailhead hiking 
or backcountry skiing. There will be no gondola service for spring/summer/fall. (maybe fall for 
Octoberfest). (32.2.6.5F) Traffic is nearly as heavy in the summertime as in the winter. (32.1.2C) 
Gondola would not address this issue of reducing traffic in the non ski season. (32.1.2C) 2. Increase 
bus service could help with year round traffic reduction. It could stop at all trailheads and picnic areas. 
(32.2.6.3C) Much of the anticipated high costs of bus service expansion is secondary to highway width 
widening. I believe this width expansion would not be necessary if bus service is combined with a 
HEAVY toll fee. (32.2.9C and 32.2.4A) 3. Along with bus service, there needs to be parking lots for 
thousands of cars, not just hundreds. (32.2.6.2.1C) There is already some land designated for parking 
at the gravel pit. I believe more of this area has to be for parking. If need be, eminent domain could 
used to acquire extra land for this... Thank you for the opportunity for community input. Sally Loken 
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COMMENT #:  11352 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Russell Sell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Russell Sell 
Anchorage, AK  
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COMMENT #:  11353 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Forrest Vargyas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Forrest Vargyas 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11354 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chase Dickinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Chase Dickinson 
Brighton, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11355 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Annelie Furner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Annelie Furner 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11356 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gregory Radin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Gregory Radin 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11357 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Wesley Terry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Wesley Terry 
South Jordan, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11358 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Parker Moyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Parker Moyle 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11359 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Clara McDermott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Clara McDermott 
St George, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11360 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eric Sorenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
The "too-long, didn't read" summary of this long email is: If UDOT proceeds with either of these 
proposals, the majority of the public will say that "never has so much been spent, to destroy something 
so beautiful, at the objection of such a large majority, to the benefit of so few." (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.4I) Instead, begin with the least-invasive options that have been used 
by transportation departments all over the world with good success. Improve the public transportation 
options, with mobility hubs not just at the bottoms of the canyons but elsewhere in the valley with direct 
busses. Implement tolling measures. (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A) Consider the avalanche sheds. (32.2.9K) 
With these measures in place, the goals of improved mobility and preserving the environment can be 
met, and the project can potentially be revenue neutral to revenue generating. (32.2.9A) 
 
In my view, both of the "preferred alternatives" presented by UDOT are deeply flawed. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) For perspective, I am someone who would strongly benefit from either proposal for a number 
of aspects: I live at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon, and thus would benefit from the potential 
increase in home values by making the area more attractive. We are season pass holders at Snowbird, 
and we would benefit from improved travel times up the canyon in the winter. I drive on routes 209 and 
210 probably 355 days of the year, and every single Saturday and Sunday in the winter, I drive in the 
direction of traffic at peak travel time in the morning. So I have a very keen understanding of the traffic 
situation. The school bus for my kids is often blocked or slowed by traffic, and sometimes they are late 
to school. 
 
Despite all of those many reasons why I would benefit from the improved traffic mobility in the canyon, I 
am appalled by the idea of destroying the unmatched beauty of the canyon just for my convenience and 
a few thousand others on a couple dozen days a year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
32.7C, 32.17A, and 32.17B) We moved to the mouth of the canyon 4 years ago, after living in New 
York City and Philadelphia. The canyon is one of the most beautiful places I've seen on earth. If UDOT 
doesn't see that, maybe they need to consult some outsiders. I have a number of east coast friends 
who have been flying to SLC every winter for years to ski, and they are as dumbfounded as I am when I 
tell them about the construction proposals. As a New Yorker, I feel like I have a pretty good 
understanding of traffic and public transportation. Congestion problems in NYC (and anywhere else in 
the world) are solved in a fairly straightforward manner: ensure adequate public transit options, then 
increase toll prices sufficiently that public transit and private vehicle travel are balanced for the existing 
infrastructure. It works in NYC and Philadelphia, and congestion pricing works in many other cities I've 
visited in Europe. All without building the world's longest gondola or other expensive infrastructure. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)  
 
A few other points: 
- Comparing a gondola solution to towns in Switzerland is blatantly misleading. This point was brought 
up by UDOT during the proposal discussion in the town hall this summer, and it's a false comparison 
and misleading. I have spent a lot of time in the Bernese Oberland part of Switzerland where travel is 
limited and regulated. (In fact, it was one of the reasons I moved to Little Cottonwood, as it reminded 
me of a mini Lauterbrunnen valley.) For those areas in Switzerland served by tram / cog rail, (Murren, 
Gimmelwald, Wengen, plus Zermatt), the only way for the public to travel to those towns is via the tram 
or train, and only locals are allowed to drive to the towns. In fact, ask any Bernese Oberlander what 
they think of the travel situation in Grindelwald, which you can get to by private vehicle, train, and tram-- 
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they'll tell you that overuse is exactly why that town is a complete mess. You're proposing to do the 
same: both options just increase the number of people able to pack into a small canyon on a given day. 
Why is the goal to increase the number of people in the canyon? (32.1.2B) We don't do that for other 
fragile areas in the state. 
- UDOT spending 500+ million dollars to deliver more customers to two small companies absolutely 
smacks of crony capitalism. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.20C) As mentioned 
before, I drive this route during peak times almost every single day of my life, and every single day in 
the winter. Sure, there are a couple dozen days that I spend a fair amount of time in traffic. (32.1.4D) 
However, I cumulatively spend far more time stuck in traffic the rest of the year trying to get to and from 
work. However, none of the roads around my work has had even $1 million in UDOT improvement in 
the 4 years I've worked there. My work has far more employees than Snowbird and Alta, serves far 
more customers than both of those resorts, and those customers spend far more cumulative time in 
traffic than skiers. Plus, I would argue my place of work accomplishes a much greater good than a ski 
resort. So why spend such a huge amount of money to benefit a couple of small companies whose 
customers run into traffic problems a few times a year? (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) If I build a concert venue 
on Antelope Island that attracts thousands of people 20 days a year, is it fair to have UDOT (and 
taxpayers) build me a $500m gondola or 4-lane highway from Syracuse? Of course not. 
- UDOT cannot realistically predict canyon traffic needs in 2050. My brother works in product planning 
at Ford's headquarters. Their goal is to predict car trends 10 years ahead of time. Because of the very 
rapid development in autonomous driving in the last 15 years, they find it extremely challenging to 
predict how people will be driving 10 years from now. Between this and the rise of autonomous 
ridesharing, they predict that modes of personal vehicle travel will change more in the next 20 years 
than at any time since the invention of the car. With this in mind, how can UDOT have any reasonable 
idea of what car travel will look like 30 years from now? One of the world's largest transportation 
companies has problems predicting travel 10 years from now, but UDOT can predict it 30 years down 
the road? And you're so convinced that your model is correct that you're willing to irreversibly destroy a 
beautiful canyon because of that model? (32.2.6H)  
- Who exactly wants either proposal? Of all the many people I've personally talked with who love and 
use the canyon, I haven't found a single one who is in favor of either proposal. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
This is echoed by the comments at the public meetings and comments on news articles, where voices 
opposed to either proposal outweigh those for it by at least 20:1. It speaks very strongly to the faults in 
the proposals when the loudest voices in favor of tearing up the canyon are those who stand to 
financially profit from it, and those who would benefit from its convenience are by and large opposed to 
the measures because of their love of the canyon's environmental treasures. (32.2.9N) 
- You already have ""less invasive"" proposals in place as part of both measures. Why not implement 
these first, and then tailor them to see how it affects traffic? The addition of the merge lane from 209 
into 210 dramatically improved traffic flow. If small measures can yield large results, why go ahead with 
a nuclear option without trying other measures first? (32.29R) 
- Other canyons have tolls to encourage ridesharing and improve mobility. The canyon just south 
(American Fork) has this, as does the canyon two canyons north (Milcreek). Zion uses busing. Heck, 
even Little Cottonwood uses a toll for Albion basin in the summer. If I have to pay $10 to access Albion 
during the summer, why does it make sense that I can drive up the canyon in the winter for free? Start 
charging $20/car to access the canyon, or more for cars with only one occupant. This is done in NYC 
on the George Washington bridge, and it encourages a good volume of ad-hoc ridesharing. (32.2.4A, 
32.2.2B, and 32.2.2Y)  
 
I applaud UDOT for the large amount of work, research, and planning that has gone into studying the 
various proposals. I know it must feel discouraging to not proceed with either proposal when you have 
put so much momentum into it. But you can do the right thing for the canyon, users, and taxpayers by 
tabling those proposals while interim measures are implemented. (32.29R) If after 5-10 years this 
doesn't help and if the public is in favor of it, only at that point does it make sense to decide to proceed 
with tearing into the canyon. But not before lesser measures are tried. In medicine, this is referred to as 
a step-up approach. Least-invasive but potentially effective measures are used first, and if those don't 
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seem to be working, it makes sense to “step-up” to more invasive measures that have worse side 
effects. 
 
“Never has so much been spent, to destroy something so beautiful, at the objection of such a large 
majority, to the benefit of so few.” 
 
Thank you for your attention. 
Eric Sorenson 
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COMMENT #:  11361 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Danielle Gaztambide 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Danielle Gaztambide 
Murray, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11362 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James VanDerslice 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
 
I was very surprised to see the options that were ranked highest in the DEIS. I do not believe it wise to 
jump to a very costly, and rather risky, transportation option when there are proven solutions that can 
be implemented at much lower cost and in a shorter time frame. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 
32.29R) 
 
Both the road-widening and gondola options will cause massive disruptions for years. (32.2.7C) Road 
widening will not help to solve the transportation problem but only encourage more traffic exacerbating 
parking problems. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.1.2D, and 32.20E) 
 
It is very unlikely that a gondola will have the capacity (persons trips per hour) to meet demand and will 
only concentrate traffic and parking problems at the origin point for the gondola. (32.2.6.5N and 
32.2.6.5E) 
 
The current bus service is successful, limited by parking and the option of driving even when parking is 
limited. This service should be expanded, with express service from multiple locations to disperse the 
parking needs. (32.2.2I) Bus tickets could be subsidized or built in (at a discount) to the cost of a ski 
pass. A shuttle service could service trailheads where user load is lower. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
There is a maximum capacity for LCC (any defined recreational area, actually). The LCC should be 
managed such that it can be used efficiently and equitably. (32.20B) There are more cost-effective and 
flexible solutions that cost ,much less than the half-billion (more or less) that a gondola would cost. I am 
an avid skier at Alta and hiker. I want to be able to continue to do these activities. But I realize that with 
increased demand there will be limitations. Currently the limitation often comes in the form of a 2+ 
hours drive just from BCC to Alta. I'd rather see a managed plan of expanded bus service to cut travel 
time, increase the number of users, and reduce the travel impact on the canyon and its users. (32.2.9A 
and 32.20B) 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
James VanDerslice 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11363 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  James Riley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
James Riley 
Salt lake, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11364 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abi Newhouse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I was born and raised in Utah, and I love and miss the natural beauty all around me. I am learning more 
about conservation and environmentalism, and one thing always stands out to me: the more we mess 
with nature, the worse our planet gets. We never know the full consequences of our seemingly 
harmless actions, so it’s best to stop while we’re ahead. 
 
I stand with others who want to protect our canyons by asking the same important questions: 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Abi Newhouse 
Washington, DC 
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COMMENT #:  11365 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Callie Martens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Callie Martens 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11366 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lauren Cwiklo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Give buses a chance! 
 
Sincerely, 
Lauren Cwiklo 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11367 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Seth Tucker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The gondola project will ruin our canyon! 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Seth Tucker 
Alpine, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11368 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Evan Bier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Evan Bier 
Deltona, FL  
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COMMENT #:  11369 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ciera Stone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ciera Stone 
Maitland, FL 
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COMMENT #:  11370 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mark Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mark Cooper 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11371 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Thayne Rich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Thayne Rich 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11372 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sadie Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Sadie Esplin 
South Jordan, UT 

Page 32B-11647 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



1 
 

COMMENT #:  11373 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nickolas Clarke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Hello, 
Please see my comments on the potential solutions proposed for LCC and canyon access in general. I 
agree with the proposals given by Save our Canyons and have copied their proposed solutions below. 
In summary, I believe that heavy expansion of a UTA bus system, both at the mouth and through 
expanded ski bus routes or feeder lines that bring people to the mouth/major ski bus stops will lead to 
cheaper, more environmentally and fiscally sustainable solutions (32.2.2I). This should be paired with 
major restrictions of private car use to only employees, verified hotel guests, or property owners to 
avoid the need for expanding the existing road. (32.2.4A) Furthermore, these buses should be 
electrically driven, be it overhead or battery electric. (32.2.6.3F) In regards to the gondola, there is little 
reason to give a massive public subsidy to the ski resorts, and encouraging even heavier use of a 
canyon that may be over it’s carrying capacity in areas, all while de-prioritizing other canyon users who 
have arguably less impact and simply pushing the parking issues to the bottom of the canyon. A poor 
solution. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5E) I hope we can come to a 
better solution than what has been proposed. 
 
Regards, 
Nick Clarke 
 
Save Our Canyons Proposal: 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
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Sincerely, 
Nickolas Clarke 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11374 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Davis Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Please don’t build the gondola system. I want to pursue other means of increasing business to the 
canyon that can also reduce footprints of all kinds and work for the community. (32.2.9E and 3.2.9A) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Davis Esplin 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11375 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dave Barry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please see my comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS): 
 
1). The stated purpose of the alternatives is to reduce private vehicles in LCC. The DEIS concludes the 
gondola won’t achieve that goal. (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2.) The DEIS is non specific and/or silent on the analysis of additional measures which will be 
necessary to get people to abandon private vehicles and utilize the proposed alternatives to achieve 
the stated transportation metrics of the DEIS. The DEIS is also non specific and/or silent on the charge 
each user will be required to pay to use the alternatives. (32.2.4A) 
 
3). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission, there has been a concerted effort by a 
coalition of local governments to study and understand the capacity of the environment of the Central 
Wasatch Canyons for human use. The DEIS totally ignores this critical environmental issue. (32.20A, 
32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
3). Total visitation by all user types in LCC is not served by either of the proposed alternatives which 
exclusively only serve privately owned Alta and Snowbird ski resorts. Combined, they account for less 
than 25% of all ski industry economic benefits to the State of Utah, and a very small fraction of total 
tourism benefits to the state. 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will negatively impact the 1,200 plant and animal species in the ecosystem. 
(32.13B) The DEIS is inadequate in specifically documenting these organisms in the ecosystem and 
the measures the alternatives would utilize to mitigate the negative impacts to such organisms. (32.13B 
and 32.13C)  
 
5). The alternatives will not remove private vehicles from the roadways, instead they will be 
redistributed into the neighborhoods at the mouth of BCC and LCC. This will transfer the congestion, air 
pollution, noise pollution and other environmental impacts generated by privately owned Alta and 
Snowbird ski resorts into those neighborhoods. The DEIS ignores these impacts on the residents of 
those neighborhoods. (32.2.6.2.1D, 32.2.6.5E, 32.11A, 32.10A, and 32.4F) 
" 
6.) The DEIS totally ignores the science on climate change, it's major impact on LCC, and the future 
non viability of the ski industry in LCC. (32.2.2E and 32.10A) 
 
7.) The DEIS utilizes various sources of key data from private companies which is not independently 
verified as accurate or non biased by data science standards. This undermines many if not most of the 
conclusions in the DEIS, rendering them invalid. (32.1.5H) 
 
8.) This entire EIS process is politically driven. It is not governed by sound science and fact, instead the 
science and facts are being manipulated to acheive a specific political result. This renders the entire 
process corrupt and the results invalid. (32.2.9N) 
 
For these reasons and many others in the record the entire EIS should be cancelled now, and all 
decisions arising from it voided. Given the blatant conflicts of interest and self dealing among the 
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individuals orchestrating and guiding the entire process, this merits a comprehensive investigation by 
an agency with jurisdiction which is completely seperate from and independent of the state of Utah and 
it's political influence. (32.1.5H) This sham EIS is all about the state government transferring 500 million 
dollars of taxpayer money to the owners of Alta and Snowbird (who are among the wealthiest people on 
the planet) with some of it sloshing into their enablers pockets. And total disregard of the true 
environmental consequences. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  11376 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Renee Martinez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Renee Martinez 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11377 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rebekah Colby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Rebekah Colby 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11378 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Paige Brimley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I grew up in SLC and just moved away last year for work, not because I wanted to leave. My 
grandparents lived at the base of LCC, and I spent countless weekends visiting them, skiing, and 
climbing in LCC. I have pictures of my grandparents’ home, built before almost any other house in the 
area, in front of an unrestrained and wild LCC. It tears at my heart to think that this insanely special and 
beautiful canyon could be defiled by the proposed gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Please, put the mountains first here. Preserve the gleaming white stone walls for future climbers, the 
unfettered views for all who visit (32.29G and 32.4B). Minimize the impact on plant and animal life and 
don’t bow to corporate greed, no matter how good the skiing is. (32.13A) Places like LCC are becoming 
increasingly rare and it’s correspondingly important that we stick up for them. 
 
Sincerely, 
Paige Brimley 
Boulder, CO  
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COMMENT #:  11379 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cameron Bell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
We are jumping to a massively expensive and landscape-altering option before using a bussing system 
correctly. I would love to see us exploring electric buses with regenerative braking and ski/snowboard 
racks mounted on the outside, which would be a much more pleasant experience for riders. (32.2.6.3F 
and 32.2.6.3O) Make it easy to not drive, and hard to drive. Tolls, parking expenses, and specified no-
traffic hours would all help in this. (32.2.4A) Zion National Park has done this beautifully, and until the 
covid-era ticket requirements I had no problem hopping on a bus to go through the park. (32.2.2B) 
 
To make it easy to ride the bus, let Alta and Snowbird handle the ticketing. A day pass gets you on the 
bus, a season pass gets scanned and you are charged. (32.2.4A) 
 
The way I see it, the problem is cars in the canyon, not people. Let's get more people into the beautiful 
resource we have next door but relieve the traffic-related problems. A gondola is reaching too far when 
the answer is already in front of us. (32.2.9E) The road is built, we just need good parking and routes 
established. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Cameron Bell 
Draper, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11380 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kaye Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kaye Esplin 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11381 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Will Becker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
6). The proposed alternatives do not adequately consider the impact of additional vehicle traffic to 
residents, like myself, that live near the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.7B) By adding parking 
and inviting additional vehicles to parking lots near the mouth of LCC, UDOT has not resolved vehicle 
congestion, it has only moved part of the issue to a different location. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Will Becker 
COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11382 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sadie Gregory 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
The gondola will use public funds to benefit private businesses without helping the congestion. 
(32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It will forever impact the natural beauty of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, and not to mention and eyesore. (32.4I and 32.17A) This is not the solution to 
congestion. The gondola will not solve this problem. (32.7A and 32.7C) Do not destroy a beautiful 
place in what will be a failed attempt to solve the problem. Please. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sadie Gregory 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11383 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kyle Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear UDOT representatives, Thank you for serving our great state. I would like to express my 
opposition to both of the plans being proposed for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
Both the gondola and road-widening are excessive and do not solve the problems;(32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 
32.9C) both will ruin the ambience of the canyon. (32.4I) I regularly enjoy the beauty and majesty of the 
canyon, and I believe more conservative methods can be used to solve some of these problems (e.g., 
stricter snow tire and chain compliance). (32.2.2M) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Kyle Esplin 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11384 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brittani Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
Dear UDOT representatives, Thank you for serving our great state. I would like to express my 
opposition to both of the plans being proposed for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
Both the gondola and road-widening are excessive and do not solve the problems; both will ruin the 
ambience of the canyon. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I regularly enjoy the 
beauty and majesty of the canyon, and I believe more conservative methods can be used to solve 
some of these problems (e.g., stricter snow tire and chain compliance). (32.2.2M and 32.2.2PP) 
 
Thank you 
 
Sincerely, 
Brittani Esplin 
Riverton, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11385 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mary Walterscheid 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mary Walterscheid 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11386 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Travis Kolupanowich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Travis Kolupanowich 
Taylorsville, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11387 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  John Neill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
to LittleCottonwoodEIS@utah.gov 
 
Hello, 
I agree with the Save Our Canyons comment letter, and it is copied below my comments. Additional 
personal comments are in brackets after solution 4. I do not support either of the two “preferred 
alternatives,” but I would support the “Enhanced Bus-No additional Roadway capacity in LCC” 
alternative and the options mentioned in the Save Our Canyons letter. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9A)  
 
Written in the “Project Purpose” of the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft EIS is “Ultimately, the partners 
seek to deliver transportation options that meet the needs of the community . . .” The “Gondola B” 
alternative does not meet the needs of the “community” that uses LCC: backcountry skiers, hikers, 
snowshoers, ice climbers, etc. It only serves the Alta and Snowbird resorts and is essentially a 
taxpayer-funded giveaway to two private companies, since the gondola will only access the resorts 
during the winter. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.9A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It has no flexibility for the “community” 
that uses other parts of LCC during the winter and all summer users. (32.2.6.5G and 32.1.2C) The two 
ski resorts should have to pay for this alternative if it is decided upon, as they are the sole beneficiaries 
of this “preferred alternative.” Would the gondola even run when LCC is closed for avalanche control? 
(32.2.6.5H) If not, the gondola wouldn’t alleviate any traffic issues while the LCC is closed and provides 
no benefit to gondola riders, and therefore, there is no incentive to ride the gondola. (32.2.6.5Z and 
32.2.4A) 
 
Most traffic problems occur when the canyon is closed for avalanche control, which seems to be only a 
couple dozen times a year. (32.7A) We shouldn’t have to spend hundreds of millions of dollars to 
satisfy this small amount of need. (32.1.2B) Even with both “preferred alternatives,” people can’t access 
LCC when it is closed. The number of people that use LCC "can’t be allowed to continue growing 
indefinitely. UDOT needs to determine what that carrying capacity is and develop a plan accordingly. 
(32.20B)  
 
Thanks for taking my comments, 
John Neill, 
 
Avid telemark skier at Alta and Snowbird 
 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
 
[Save Our Canyons comment letter below] 
 
I support a wild and healthy ecosystem that provides our water, supports 1,200 species of plants and 
animals, and is depended upon for healthy outdoor recreation by millions of people both locals and 
visitors each year. We don't need elaborate gondolas or expansion of the roadways that damage the 
magnificent Wasatch Mountains. Below are six actionable solutions that will meet or exceed UDOT's 
goals, all the while protecting what makes the Wasatch unique and inspiring. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 
32.4I) 
 
1. UDOT’s goal of 30% reduction in private vehicles could be accomplished without major construction 
but requires higher vehicle occupancy during peak hours, weekends and holidays. By requiring 4 or 
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more people in cars that enter these canyons, you could remove 50% of the current vehicles in the 
canyon, 20% more than UDOT’s $500 million+ solution in search of a problem. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.2Y) 
 
2. A flexible YEAR-ROUND bus system that gets people out of their cars, nearer their origins (homes, 
hotels, work, etc), aided by canyon centers across the valley where you can park your car, visit outdoor 
shops, get food and drink, even have affordable housing. (32.1.2C and 32.2.2I) 
 
3. Increase enforcement of the UDOT Cottonwood Canyon sticker program to ensure vehicles are 
compliant with snow tire and chain requirements under the Traction Law, making the traction inspection 
part of vehicle inspections. Some weather events (or known busy days) may warrant banning private 
automobiles in the canyons. (32.2.2M) 
 
4. Innovate and implement an occupancy based toll to increase vehicular occupancy from current 1.7 
people per vehicle to 4. (32.2.4A) 
 
[Not a fan of tolls since it could dissuade lower income people from accessing the canyon, but if phased 
out for higher occupancy vehicles (4 people and over), a toll could benefit everyone and provide money 
towards the bus system.] (32.2.4A and 32.5A) 
 
5. Big Cottonwood Canyon users parking at “LCC mobility hubs” - If people going into Big Cottonwood 
Canyon make use of the LCC mobility hubs demand and crowding will increase, but this hasn't been 
included in UDOT's scope. (32.2.6.2.1G) 
 
6. Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminus areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
While UDOT isn't being responsive to public comments and strategies that protect the Wasatch, we are 
hoping our local elected officials are. As our local representatives, I hope you will tell UDOT to protect 
the Wasatch, forgo the damaging development that only helps two resorts and engage with local 
conservation and community groups to advance robust solutions to the year-round transportation, 
recreation and conservation issues confronting our watershed canyons. (32.1.2C, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
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COMMENT #:  11388 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jane Wyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Jane Wyman 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11389 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brad Rutledge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Thank you to all who have been involved in this long and complex process. As a board member of 
Wasatch Backcountry Alliance, the Central Wasatch is incredibly important to me. It serves as the 
world's best backyard playground where I recreate skiing (in the backcountry and at Utah's world class 
resorts as well), show-shoeing, sledding, climbing, biking, trail running, hiking and sometimes, just day-
dreaming. The Wasatch help me relax and refresh my mind, body and soul - but also serve as the 
outdoor venue for me to test my skills, and limits. The power of these mountains to serve so many of 
us, in so many different ways, cannot be measured. 
 
Before I moved to Utah from Colorado, I distinctly remember exploring the Salt Lake Valley in my rental 
car. Somehow on my drive that day, by accident I found myself driving up Little Cottonwood Canyon. I 
marveled at the steep glacier-cut granite canyon walls, and how LCC seemed to be carpeted with trees 
and wild flowers from the valley floor to the jagged peaks surrounding me. This drive sealed the deal for 
me: I had to move to Utah. 
 
Never having the opportunity to learn to ski growing up, I finally started pizza-wedging at Snowbird and 
Alta in my mid-20s. When my wife and I gave each other snowshoes for Christmas one year - we 
discovered a new winter wildland in the Wasatch. I specifically remember a day in LCC we were 
snowshoeing up the Red Pine trail, when we saw a pair of backcountry skiers at the top. I watched as 
they peeled the skins off, and skied down, writing poetry in the fresh powder snow using perfect 
telemark turns! It was weeks before I had outfitted myself with telemark skis, backcountry gear, and 
enrolled in an avalanche course. The backcountry in the Wasatch is just as amazing as the world class 
ski resorts we share the mountains with. 
 
These mountains - the Wasatch - are so important, to so many people, and for so many reasons. I 
share my story with you here, because it's vital we keep LCC, it's pureness, it's wild ruggedness, and all 
of the millions of things that make it such a unique place - that LCC is always at the center of your 
mind, as you navigate difficult decisions. 
 
As you evaluate the different options for improving transportation in LCC - please consider the 
following: 
- What is the desired & undesired outcome? What problems are we solving - and does the Purpose and 
Need adequately address the goals, and outcomes people want? Have you done enough to combat the 
undesired outcomes? (32.1.2B) 
- Consider un-intended consequences. Building transportation systems without understanding and 
managing LCC capacity is dangerous - it threatens the experience of everyone when these systems 
can bring 1,000-4,000 people per hour, every hour up LCC. Have you evaluated what will happen when 
resorts become overcrowded, and demand resort and facility expansion to accommodate increased 
usage? All survey's on this topic conclude Utahn's DO NOT WANT any further ski resort expansion. 
Not addressing this issue does not remove your liability. This casual relationship is mentioned in the 
LCC DEIS - however I am concerned there are no mitigation strategies to ensure this situation is 
avoided. Please address this. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
- I'm concerned about the gondola's real potential to serve as the first step to the terrible ONE Wasatch 
idea, connecting LCC to BCC and PC. The backcountry community WBA represents, along with many 
other local non-profits, are dead set against interconnect. Please don't ignore this threat and turn a 
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blind eye - hiding behind a purpose and need document with limited scope won't shield you for being 
responsible for the outcomes. (32.1.5B and 32.1.1C) 
 
Finally, to Josh Van Jura, Vince Izzo & others at UDOT: I've enjoyed working with you and believe you'll 
do the best job you can. I hope my comment will remind you to stay focused on LCC. FINALLY: despite 
a flawed system, the decisions you make will have a lasting impact on LCC far beyond the with a 
limited scope of this EIS process. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brad Rutledge 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11390 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Claire Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Claire Esplin 
2305 Lorita way 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11391 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Darlene Neth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Darlene Neth 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11392 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Beth Bowman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Beth Bowman 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11393 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Roger Bourke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I offer these comments from the perspective of a person who has skied in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
(LCC) for nearly 60 years and who has lived in Alta more than 20 years. 
 
The major omission in the analysis of the environmental impact of the proffered transportation solutions 
is the impact on the destination, namely LCC. The draft EIS devotes only minimal attention to this even 
though it is acknowledged that this is a limited and fragile natural ecosystem. For example, while 
attention is given to the watershed damage from construction of the roadway or gondola, none is given 
to the damage the humans inflict after they have arrived. (32.20A and 32.20C) The sense of the 
document is this: We, UDoT, are responsible for the impacts of transporting people; once they are off 
the transport, it is someone else’s problem. And that problem falls on all of us who hope to preserve the 
unique qualities of this precious resource, one of unrivaled beauty close to a major metropolitan center. 
In summary, the EIS is incomplete and inadequate in its analysis of the impacts the visitors make on 
LCC, as well as that regions capacity to absorb those visitors without significant damage. (32.1.2B, 
32.20A, and 32.20C) 
 
Now to the relative merits of the two preferred alternatives: 
 
The gondola has a very significant impact on the otherwise subdued nature of Alta. (32.2.9E) The base 
station alone will add more than 10% to the built-up area in the commercial part of the town. The 
towers, 3 of which are inside the town boundaries, will dominate the view shed. (32.17A) The last one 
before the terminal (tower 20) is the height of a 10 story building, and the next one to the west (tower 
19) between the Wildcat base and a residential area, is as high as a 20 story building. These, as well 
as the cables and cabins, seriously detract from the natural setting that characterizes the town. (32.4I 
and 32.4O) 
 
The gondola is inflexible. Once built, if it doesn’t perform as expected, e.g., ridership is low, it can’t be 
changed without very substantial costs-it is fixed in location and function. (32.2.6.5A and 32.2.4A) The 
gondola provides no benefit until completion; there is no phase in. It can’t run in a partial mode, there is 
no ability to try it for a period then change it. (32.29R) 
 
The gondola discharges all passengers at two confined and fixed points: the "Snowbird and Alta 
terminals. This concentrates the impact at those places; there is no mechanism for dispersement. 
(32.2.6.5G)  
 
From a public policy perspective, the gondola represents a taxpayer funded subsidy to two privately 
owned businesses, Snowbird and Alta Ski Lifts. (See 
https://www.sltrib.com/opinion/commentary/2021/07/29/david-p-carter-udots/) Moreover, the median 
household income in Utah is about $70K whereas that of alpine skiers is more than $100K. The former 
are the taxpayers who will pay for this installation; the latter are the users-this is Robin Hood in reverse, 
take from the poor and give to the rich. This cannot be justified with any sense of equity. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
The bus alternative is also flawed but less so than the gondola. (32.2.9C) It too requires major 
infrastructure in the way of snowsheds up and down canyon. It is less destructive to the LCC 
environment than the gondola, but nevertheless very damaging. (32.4I) 
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While only one concept is offered in the EIS, it is obvious that other alternatives are possible. 
(32.2.2PP) For instance, the valley pickup points are not irrevocably limited to the lots named; they can 
be expanded or changed to other sites in the valley (32.2.2I). We know that mid-canyon recreation is 
becoming more popular. Busses can service those trailheads even though that is not part of the 
baseline plan. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) Further, if initial operation reveals different rider preferences 
than those expected, the bus option, unlike the gondola, can be modified accordingly.  
 
Newer technologies can be introduced as it becomes available, for example electric busses. The 
country is moving in that direction and there is no reason that bus transportation won’t also. In fact 
omitting that likelihood is apparently a means of handicapping the bus option to the benefit of the 
gondola, and indication of bias in this process. (32.2.6.3F and 32.2.6M) 
 
Also, unlike the gondola, the bus discharge points in Alta are flexible, at least two base areas can be 
used, as can intermediate points, as they are now.  
 
The visual impact of the bus option is far more benign than the gondola that erects huge towers all the 
way up the canyon. (32.17A) The snow sheds are visually impactful but apparently they are included in 
both options, so there is no difference (32.17C). 
 
Most notably, the stated purpose and need for the endeavor is flawed. It is not necessary, nor is it 
desirable, to get all who want to come to the top of LCC in minimum time. (32.1.2B) In fact it is not clear 
that progress along the road is the limiting factor, nor should it be. There is only so much room for cars 
at both Snowbird and Alta. The goal should be to reduce cars, particularly idling cars, not increase flow. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.4A)  
Steps that can be taken toward that end are at least these: 
-Traction requirements/vehicle certification (32.2.2M) 
-Occupancy based tolling (32.2.4A) 
-Limited entry by license number, e.g., even numbers on even days, odd on odd. (32.2.2K) 
-Metering traffic at the Alta and Snowbird exits during the afternoon. (32.2.2XX) 
 
But, before any steps are taken, a comprehensive, thorough, independent and professional capacity 
study needs to be undertaken. (32.20B) 
 
Let’s strive to make LCC more like a national park and less like an amusement park. 
 
1 September 2021 
 
Roger Bourke 
Alta, UT  
 

Page 32B-11673 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



1 
 

COMMENT #:  11394 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Rozalyn Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
FINALLY, as a skier who visits little cottonwood canyon 10+ days a year, I would not use the gondola 
and would prefer to take the buses if they ran at more regular intervals, did not have such a long wait 
time, we’re more likely to have open seats, and the parking lots near the start of the road were larger." 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Rozalyn Johnson 
Huntington Beach, CA  
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COMMENT #:  11395 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Travis Jeffs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Travis Jeffs 
Ogden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11396 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Amy Wolfe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Amy Wolfe 
Slc, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11397 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tyson Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Tyson Anderson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11398 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gary McGee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
This is Gary & Jill McGee, our address is 3502 E. Big Rock Lane, Cottonwood Heights, Ut 84093 
 
We are not in favor of either Proposal that has been presented. Both of the proposals are way too 
expensive as a viable solution to get people up and down the canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
Who do these proposals benefit most of all? Privately owned Alta & Snowbird Ski Resorts. 
Who will pay the cost of either expensive proposal? The Taxpayer (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
How many days a year on average is the canyon closed due to snow issues? (32.1.2B, 32.1.4D, and 
32.7A) 
How many times a year is the canyon closed for avalanche control/safety issues? (32.7A) 
How many times a year is the canyon closed during the spring, summer and fall seasons when snow is 
not an issue. Probably Never or very rarely. 
 
 If the Gondola is the “Chosen Option” how many days a year will it be closed due   
 to High Winds in the canyon? Will it be closed for other Major Snow issues? (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
 How many days year round will it be used? (32.2.6.5F) 
 Will the gondola operate if only a handful of people show up to ride it, or will it have to wait for a full 
Tram car of people? (32.2.6.5F) 
 How awkward, cumbersome and frustrating will it be for families with kids and ski gear to transfer to 
other tram cars to complete the journey? 
 What Security Measures will be in place to protect the public in the event of....? (32.2.6F and 
32.2.6.5W) 
 
Instead of starting with High Priced Gondola Dreams and/or Expensive Road Widening, that will Impact 
the Canyon with Noise, Construction and Environmental Damage, destroying the experience for others 
for years to come.. (32.11A, 32.11D, and 32.4I). 
 
Maybe these Other Options should be considered FIRST. 
 
 No Road Widening of Wasatch Blvd. or SR-210 up Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.2.9L and 32.2.9C) 
 Add more Buses Now, this Season (32.29R and 32.2.7C) 
 Buses get Priority up the Canyon on Major Snow Days and/or Every Day (32.2.2B) 
 Close the canyon to all cars on Major Snow Days (32.2.2B) 
 Charge a Toll for all cars on Major Snow Days (32.2.4A) 
 Charge a Toll for all Cars everyday to travel up the canyon (32.2.4A) 
 If Avid skiers want “First Tracks” - Ride the Bus! 
 If LCC is closed because of Snow Issues, skiers have the option of going to a different resort. 
Please consider these Options before Expensive Mistakes are made in the Canyon! 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is Not just for Skiers, it is a Local Treasure for our community and those that 
enjoy Hiking, Biking, Climbing year round and Nature Lovers of all sorts that love and enjoy the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon just as it is. 
 
Thank you,Gary & Jill McGee

Page 32B-11678 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



1 
 

COMMENT #:  11399 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maddie Vandel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Maddie Vandel 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11400 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Maxwell Stocking 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Maxwell Stocking 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11401 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chad Horne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I own a home on South Blackjack Road just above the Snowbird Heliport in the Town of Alta. 
 
That UDOT has created a binary choice between two options that I and my neighbors and I feel are 
excessive in scope, both visually, practically, and economically is frustrating. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
The many options including traction laws (with enforcement) full time from November 1 to April 30, 
tolling (especially on snow days), creating of additional “loading” lanes in critical points and third lanes 
in roadway sections in which they can (somewhat) easily be constructed along with snow-sheds and 
enhanced plowing just seems like UDOT did not want to look at a minimalist or scalable approach to 
solving the current (and future) problems. (32.2.2M, 32.2.9K, 32.2.2P, and 32.2.2D) Further, an 
additional source of the current challenges seemed to occur after the most recent re-paving of the 
roadway with small aggregate asphalt that creates a roadway so slick that even UTA busses, which we 
had rarely seen slide before, now slide with some regularity on snow days. 
 
The “gondola” option is a visual intrusion into one of the iconic mountain views of the United States. If 
visual impacts are really a consideration, the Draft Report certainly seeks to minimize the likely impacts. 
One has to search hard to find the tower heights, and even harder to find the anti-collision red lights 
that would be required. It is almost as though the draft was edited to intentionally minimize those tower 
heights, construction methods, and night-time lighting in order to minimize potential opposition to a 
construction project, and UDOT decision, that would forever scar the canyon. (32.17A) The privately 
funded video simulations, while not a part of the draft, specifically ignore the views from the ground up 
of the “gondola” cars. Frankly, the word “gondola” in the ski world would generally be thought to be a 
gondola similar to what one might see at Snowbasin or at Deer Valley. The proposal is no “gondola.” 
This is an “Aerial Tramway” and should have been described as such in the interest of full disclosure by 
UDOT. While I originally supported a “gondola” that would run just at tree-top level, what has been 
designed is impossible to support. (32.2.6.5K)  
 
The “Enhanced Bus Service” and it’s requirements to 4-lane virtually all of "the canyon, while less 
visually intrusive, also seems like an over-reach in scope to solve a problem that could likely be solved 
within the existing roadway framework. (32.17B) A less expensive solution might be better busses (with 
wifi, restrooms on board, and interior ski storage) that skiers and Summer guests would actually ride for 
the 30 minute trip up, and on snow days the hour trip down the hill. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3E) No one 
wants to ride the existing UTA busses, even when free or included with an annual pass/ employee 
pass. Loading lanes on Wasatch Blvd. could mitigate the interruptions to residents of the Wasatch Blvd. 
neighborhoods and snow-sheds built over the slide paths would resolve concerns over a catastrophic 
avalanche event. (32.2.9K and 32.2.2OO) 
 
Many questions are unanswered in the proposals that are critical to Alta residents, property owners and 
the skiing public. The costs of the infrastructure of both presented options is staggering. The lack of any 
outline of funding methods, operating entities (UTA, other?) and management plans, operational hours, 
and costs to the public users of the options is unusual in a proposal that is so heavy on detail. (32.2.7A, 
32.2.6.3N, 32.2.6.5F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6I) Conflicts of interest among property owners near the 
Gondola (Aerial Tram) and funding mechanisms may be a future legal/ political hazard for UDOT’s 
decision that should also be considered. Somewhere along the way, residents and property owners will 
be asked to help fund something most of us that live here don’t want, don’t think materially helps with 
the issues at hand, and adversely impacts our enjoyment of the canyon and that we, nor our guests will 
use. Lastly, should the Army actually limit the future use of the howitzers after 2026, we will have no 
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choice but to build snow-sheds under both options as the Gondola (Aerial Tram) is not a practical 
option for deliveries, residents, and many employees, emergency vehicles, etc., so the snow sheds 
should be a fixed cost under either option. (32.2.6.5Z) 
 
If my choice has to be binary, my vote would be for the Enhanced Bus Option, but with the addition of 
the items noted herein above. Lastly, Please don’t make decisions until the canyon capacity study has 
been completed. (32.2.9A and 32.20B)  
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Chad Horne 
Alta, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11402 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kade Elison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kade Elison 
South Jordan, UT 

Page 32B-11683 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



1 
 

COMMENT #:  11403 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Henry Benshoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Gondola will ruin the beauty and sanctity of our nature. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) We don’t need more people 
in the canyons keeps it how it is, if you get up early you avoid traffic. No gondola!!! 
 
Sincerely, 
Henry Benshoff 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11404 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nancy Hardy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT,  
 
Thank you for all your hard work in looking at solutions, along with residents, to conquer the traffic 
congestion on those fabulous powder days!  
 
I am not if favor of either UDOS LCC EIS proposals. (32.2.9C and 3.2.9E) UDOT/local residents should 
go back to the drawing board and work on a low impact solution to mitigate traffic along Wasatch Blvd 
and SR210. (32.2.2PP) Both proposals will increase the number of cars along Wasatch (wider roads = 
more cars) and the base of LCC (cars navigating in&around gondola station). (32.2.6.2.2A and 
32.2.6.5E) Try a common-sense solution before over-widening roads and building towers up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9L)  
 
-Make ski/snowboard transportation convenient, easy and fun! ~ easy to park, easy to pay, easy to ride, 
easy to get to the top! Busses/shuttles nonstop direct to/from the resorts ~ Alta, Snowbird, Brighton, 
and Solitude. (32.2.6.3N, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.1.1A) 
 
-Increase the number of busses/shuttles, make them ski/snowboard friendly, frequent pic-ups in the 
mornings going 'to' and in the afternoons going 'from' resorts, adjust based on powder days, holidays, 
weekends, weekdays, no-snow days, as well as summer weekends, Octoberfest, special events. 
(32.2.6.3N and 32.1.2C)  
 
-Implement a ‘reversible lane’ on Wasatch for busses - one way up in the morning, one way down in the 
afternoon. (32.2.2D)  
 
-Add a safe needed bike lane on each side, and a walking path. Everyone will love it, year-round! 
(32.2.6.2.2A, 32.9A, and 32.9B)  
 
In addition:  
 
-Look at various places to park-n-ride (gravel pit, Sandy, Sugarhouse, downtown, etc.). (32.2.2I)  
 
-Look at a toll booth to drive up LCC (as Millcreek). (32.2.4A)  
 
-Look at pay parking schemes (as Solitude has implemented). (32.2.2K) 
 
-Look at including busses at low peak times to stop at other popular destinations (back country ski 
areas, hiking areas, Silver Fork, etc.) (32.2.6.3C) 
 
Integrate the designs with the natural structure of the mountains! 
 
 
Thank you,  
 
Nancy Hardy
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COMMENT #:  11405 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Stephanie Ruesch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
As a resident of Cottonwood Heights, a rock climber, and a long time employee at Porcupine Pub & 
Grille I am impacted in multiple ways by the traffic each ski season that the big and little cottonwood 
canyons generate. My comment is mostly a perspective as a climber, a lover of the outdoors and 
advocator of preservation a.k.a the less people, the better for the earth. As a lover of nature any 
solution with the aim to increase traffic to the canyon is a failed one to the outdoors we have the 
privilege to access from the city quickly. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.4A) It has become increasingly 
constructed due to the resorts, this is the root of the problem with traffic. (32.1.2B) It is my agenda to 
save the beauty of the canyon and protect what is still left as wild. My solution is one that would put a 
huge impact on aimless joyrides up and down the canyon, deter vandals who graffiti rocks, educate 
unaware tourists, and also put money back into the canyon for improvements to the ever rotting 
outhouses that STILL lack sanitizer. I digress. 
 
My solution: Add a toll to the base of the canyon. I will be more than happy, as a recreate-er, to pay a 
toll each time I use the canyon so long as it preserves the wilderness of that canyon. It’s a small hit on 
the user for a mega-award, being: a way to escape the ever-expanding city. (32.2.4A) 
 
A toll house would be a great mandatory stop for the winter traffic for traction inspection, reducing 2wd 
on snowfall days, and bald tire related accidents, etc. (32.2.2M) 
 
Knowing my friends and I, it would encourage carpooling. This would also help with parking at resorts 
and trailheads. American Fork is a great example of an encouragement of carpooling due to the toll. 
Genius! (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
 
Rates for the toll could fluctuate due to the season. Putting that money back into the canyon for 
preservation and necessary improvements. (32.2.4A and 32.1.2C)) 
 
A mandatory stop such as a toll would provide more opportunities for education to motorists and those 
who recreate. A posted sign or a brochure/map could cut down on search/rescue efforts, trail 
maintenance, moose danger awareness, avalanche dangers, fire dangers, watershed postings, etc. 
(32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you for considering my comment. The options that are currently up for debate are not easy 
solutions to the actual problem. Continuing on perpetuating the problem by grooming the traffic to 
increase it more will be too expensive for the tax payer, too much ongoing maintenance equaling more 
money out, and will exacerbate the precious resources the canyon has to offer. Tourists are bustling in 
and out and have an unawareness of the dangers the canyons can bring, educating them at a 
mandatory stop will help with tedious patrol calls. A toll is an easy and cheaper solution that has more 
benefits than drawbacks and is worth a shot. (32.2.2Y) 
 
Sincerely, 
Stephanie Ruesch 
COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11406 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gail Cotter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Gail Cotter 
Salt Lake, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11407 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kent Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I would like to register my complete opposition to the “gondola” proposal for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9E) This gondola is more like a tram in size and visual impact. It will deface the landscape and 
natural beauty for 365 days/ year while having utility only at certain times on certain days during a 3 
month time frame (32.17A and 32.2.6.5F). I go to Snowbird at least several times per week, year round 
and I very rarely encounter traffic or parking problems because I simply avoid the “rush hour” times. 
(32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) Going up on the gondola would take almost an hour, on top of time spent getting 
to the base, waiting to get on a cabin, etc. How many people are going to want to do that except when it 
is the only option? (32.2.4A and 32.1.2D) 
A half billion dollars in taxpayer dollars is just a public giveaway to the ski resort owners. They seem to 
care nothing about the environment or even the quality of skiing anymore. They only want more people 
and more dollars. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The canyon is already overcrowded. 
The root problem is too many people in recent years. The canyon is overcrowded, the skiing is 
overcrowded, the environment and the skiing are overcrowded. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
I have visited and loved LCC since I was a child in the 1960s. I have skied LCC every year since 1969, 
often more than 100 days per year. Obviously I love to ski, but I care about the quality of the skiing 
experience, which has declined steadily over recent years. And most of all I care about the natural 
environment, the scenery, the diminishing opportunities for solitude, and our watershed which will take 
on increasing importance as the west becomes warmer and drier. (32.4I, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
 
As for the expansion of the road up LCC, I consider that another bad approach. (32.2.9C) Important 
climbing areas,historical features and other valuable roadside values will be lost. (32.4A) Again, all to 
dump even larger numbers of people at the resorts. (32.1.2B and 32.20C) Thank you for this 
opportunity to express my views. 
 
Sincerely, Kent D Johnson 
 
Sincerely, 
Kent Johnson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11408 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew Conn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
No Gondola!  
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Conn 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11409 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Evan Jahn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I love this canyon, and a big part of that is the local feel to it. The problem is not the transportation, but 
rather the overcrowding. (32.1.2B) The gondola will only exacerbate this issue (32.20A and 32.20C). 
People will flock from all over to only add to the daily thousands who struggle to enjoy the limited 
space. In short, the gondola would spell the end of local vibes and the start of a commercialization of 
the snow we so enjoy. I instead propose a daily fee to enter the canyon, which - while certainly not ideal 
- would lessen the number of people in the canyon AND traffic on the road. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.2K) 
 
Sincerely, 
Evan Jahn 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11410 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Summer Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Summer Tanner 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11411 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tess Holbrook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tess Holbrook 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11412 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Haley Falvo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Haley Falvo 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11413 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Anthony Spehar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Start with the lower cost, low-impact solutions of an integrated public bus system that penetrates 
into the Salt Lake valley; utilize tolls; enforce traction requirements; limit or exclude single occupancy 
vehicles during peak hours; and, serve multiple recreation points with public transit throughout the 
canyon. (32.2.2I, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
2). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
3). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
4). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
5). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
6). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Anthony Spehar 
Bountiful, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11414 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gambrelli Layco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Recently, my county eliminated the only bus line to our neighborhood and, even though I am a public 
transport supporter, I applaud the change. The bus could not access our steep, narrow roads, leaving 
patrons to walk the last mile home, and essentially, rendering the service useless. In place of the bus, 
the county has contracted with a private company to provide an on-demand car service, which can just 
about provide door-to-door transport (including bikes!) within a service area. This greatly improves 
convenience, widens the potential pool of passengers, and can be implemented now.  
 
I share this story because I think the same approach can and should be taken to solve the 
transportation issues in LCC. First, we ensure public transport is the cornerstone of the solution. Then 
we optimize: What can we do to improve the convenience of public transport? What can we do to widen 
the pool of public transport users? What can be implemented now? 
 
The solutions could include: 
- Expanded bus service and/or van service to improve convenience (32.2.2I, 32.2.2KKK, and 
32.2.2LLL) 
- Express bus routes from various locations along the Wasatch Front to reduce transport time and 
reduce congestion at the mouth. (32.2.2I) 
- Routes that provide transport at key locations all along the canyon and operate in all seasons so that 
it is available to all recreationists (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C)  
- Reduced price or free busses on long weekends and holidays (32.2.4A) 
- An app that allows users to track busses/vans along the route. 
 
Just as my county found ways to provide a valuable service to my community without impacting the 
very characteristics that make our neighborhood so cherished, I think we can provide access to LCC 
without forever changing what we all love about it. For these reasons, I oppose the expansion of the ski 
resorts, I oppose the expansion of parking areas in the canyon, and I oppose the gondola proposal. 
Please consider the public transport options instead. (32.2.9E, 32.20C and 32.2.2WW). 
 
Sincerely, 
Gambrelli Layco 
Park City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11415 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nic Van Dyken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am strongly opposed to a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) First, the gondola will not 
solve the problem of overcrowding and instead will only exasperate the problem by putting more people 
in the canyon and on the mountain. (32.1.2B, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.20A, and 32.20B) Second, it uses tax 
payer dollars (in the billions) to benefit private corporations. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Third, the negative visual and environmental impact it will have on one of our states greatest 
assets and resources will be irreversible. (32.17A and 32.4I) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Nic 
 
Sincerely, 
Nic Van Dyken 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11416 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gary Fudyma 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Gary Fudyma 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11417 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Henry Whiteside 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Henry Whiteside 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11418 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kyle Kerns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kyle Kerns 
Fort Collins, CO 
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COMMENT #:  11419 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Chacon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT),  
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Robert Chacon 
Chicago, IL 60607 
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COMMENT #:  11420 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Chacon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
First I would like to thank udot for all of the time and effort that has gone into this project however I do 
not support either of the proposed alternatives for LCC. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Myself and so many 
other moved to slc to access the climbing and boulders in LCC that these proposals threaten to 
destroy. (32.4A and 32.4B) In addition to the boulders being destroyed, both alternatives would 
dramatically alter the aesthetic of the canyon. LCC is an incredibly special place and it is not worth 
permanently scarring it to get more people to resorts 20 days a year. (32.17A and 32.17B) I would like 
to see less expensive and less destructive options (like tolling and increased bus service) implemented 
before permanent damage is done to the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) It is still unclear how 
a gondola or an additional lane would meaningfully reduce traffic in the canyon during peak times. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I think it is irresponsible to spend half a billion dollars on an 
experimental solution before trying less expensive and less invasive options. 
-it doesn’t solve the traffic problem (32.7B and 32.7B) 
-it destroys boulders (32.4A and 32.4B) 
-not the tax payers responsibility to pay for people to get to Alta and snowbird (32.2.7A) 
-gondola and bus won’t run in the summer (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5F) 
-the traffic problem exists 12 weeks a year. 550 million for 24 days....We have kids in schools who don’t 
get enough to eat and teachers who don’t get paid enough but we’re going to spend half a billion plus to 
get rich people to ski resorts? (32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  11421 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jack Keller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jack Keller 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11422 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Deanna Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Deanna Smith 
Midvale, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11423 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Patrick Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm not sure if the submission I sent through worked so I'm submitting it through emails as well  
 
As an avid recreationalist In Little Cottonwood, I appreciate the opportunity for this input. I have often 
been on the wrong side of traffic jams and inefficient traffic flow (of which I'm just as guilty for causing). 
I think the effort to determine the most optimal solution is one that should have an iterative approach. 
By that, I mean we have potential solutions at our disposal that we can quickly deploy while looking for 
a long-term sustainable resolution. (32.29R) We have an obligation to our community and our 
environment before looking at financially excessive options such as gondola. (32.2.9E) I believe 
excessive is a valid term to describe this option as dollar for dollar it's the most expensive possibility as 
well as the least impactful for those who reside locally along the Wasatch Front.  
 
I’ve had the opportunity of developing a Ride Share application for the four Cottonwood resorts two 
years ago prior to Covid. Starting with Snowbird and growing to Brighton and Solitude before Covid I 
personally was able to witness the power that crowd sharing and technology could bring to the canyon 
in terms of a quick resolution to our canyon crowding. We have not explored solutions that can be 
developed and scaled with relative ease over the high-cost large-scale efforts such as a gondola or 
lane expansions. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) I believe a technological solution paired with more mass 
transit throughput would easily give us a "day 1" solution. (32.29R, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.7C) Not in five 
years with the sore and inconvenience of construction but this year and every year thereafter as we 
explore additional options to keep our canyons beautiful. I would love the opportunity to share with you 
what we had created in terms of Ride Sharing and how we could use this solution in partnership with 
other mass transit options to quickly resolve our canyon problems. Personally, my passion is finding a 
solution irrespective of my involvement in the canyons I call home. 
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COMMENT #:  11424 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steve Gibson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Steve Gibson 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11425 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robin Steinman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
I am using this form because it is also what I truly believe. A more immediate concern for this valley is 
the inversions. (32.10A) Having everyone drive to the base of the canyon or close to is not an answer 
for that. If you truly care about the tourist you should know that they can and have many times come 
and stay in the valley and never even see it through the inversion. If you care anything about the people 
who live in this valley know that putting a gondola in would forever deprive us as seniors and my 
grandchildren and there’s of this beautiful place we call home. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) It seriously brings 
me to tears to sit in on some of your zoom meetings and hear things like” It will be a great tourist 
attraction! Tourist won’t mind spending $35 for a ride in a gondola.” My husband and I will be retirement 
age very soon and we do not want to enjoy the beauty of the canyons maybe only for special occasions 
$ 70 and losing our viewshed would be devastating. (32.2.4A) Please please try the buses and tolls. 
The giant gondola would be so permanent. 
 
Sincerely, 
Robin Steinman 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11426 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Steinman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Steinman 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11427 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mark Nuetzel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Please don’t destroy our amazing and unique canyon with a gondola that only serves two ski resorts. 
(32.17A, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please enhance the bus service and 
have it include the major trailheads in the National forest. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) It will be too 
expensive for locals who can barely afford to ski in little cottonwood as it is. The gondola will quickly 
become a tourist attraction that will serve primarily only out of town guests. The bus service will be an 
effective, flexible option. (32.2.6.3D)  
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Mark Nuetzel 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11428 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brooke Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Brooke Young 
Park City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11429 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Piper Nuetzel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Please do not put a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon. I have been skiing at Alta and Snowbird for 
over 40 years. It is the best canyon in the world. My 3 kids are the 4th generation in my family to grow 
up loving LCC. (32.2.9E) 
 
The solution to the traffic problem is to increase the number of busses up the canyon (32.2.9A). I would 
love a bus available every 15 minutes throughout the skiing hours. This will encourage local and visiting 
skiers to utilize public transportation. This will protect our beautiful landscape as well as enable more 
people access to amazing skiing. (32.2.4A) 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Piper Nuetzel 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11430 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Peter Wallace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Peter Wallace 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11431 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carol Hoban 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Project 
 
To Whom this all concerns: 
 
I live on Little Cottonwood Road less than one mile west of Wasatch Blvd in a house I purchased in 
1999. I have dealt with powder day traffic backups on my street for years, many times affecting my 
ability to get home in the morning after completing a 12hr ICU shift. Little to nothing has ever been done 
regarding this mess. Anyone along the road going up to LCC can't leave their house to go shopping, or 
anything else, in the morning as getting home is an issue due to the traffic jam created by skiers 
awaiting the road opening. (32.7B) 
 
I am a skier. I have used the bus since moving into my home as the pick-up is literally across the street. 
Widening Little Cottonwood Canyon would be an environmental disaster. permanently defacing the 
beautiful canyon. (32.17B and 32.4I) An extra bus lane will not stop drivers from going up the canyon 
or passing buses or other vehicles. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) Reducing bus stops along the existing routes 
wouldn't work either. I will not drive the opposite direction to catch a bus only to get stuck attempting to 
drive back home if the buses are full. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.3Q) Once upon a time, the bus drivers 
knew how to drive the ski buses and how to deal with the snow. Since many of them have retired, the 
new drivers don't know the area or the canyon, how to drive in snow or sometimes even speak English. 
It's simply not very safe. Hiring more inexperienced UTA drivers will only make it worse. 
 
Who is paying for the Gondola or enhanced bus system? The taxpayers? Who benefits? Snowbird, 
maybe Alta, and the tax revenue tourist industry thus the State. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Locals are not in favor, only those standing to make a profit in land leasing or construction. I 
participated in the virtual meeting and heard the comments.  
 
I have a LCC sticker on my vehicle. I've had it since the program started. Unfortunately, it's not 
enforced. (32.2.2M) I've watched for years, both driving and working at The Bird, seeing car rentals 
without the proper tires along with the locals who also can't seem to learn to purchase proper snow 
tires or use chains, Installing a Gondola with a hour trip time is not going to go over well with the vast 
majority who don't follow the driving rules and regulations as it currently stands. Neither system will be 
running during avalanches and subsequent Interlodge or straightline. (32.7A and 32.2.6.5H) Which 
means night-shift employees still won't be able to get home or day shift get up the mountain. I'm not 
sure how it would be utilized for food transport during multi-day interlodge since that would also require 
humans to be outside.  
 
For years this canyon has become more and more congested related to the EPIC and Ikon pass 
holders. More skiers equals more people in a closed canyon. Snowbird will never limit skier/boarders 
on the mountain, which is a shame as the number of skiers is ruining the whole purpose of going skiing 
for those that live here. The ski industry is a business and must make a profit to remain sustainable. I 
get that. But is all the expansion always necessary?  
 
The root cause of the problem has not been considered, which is too many people in the canyon. 
Obviously root cause analysis is not being considered as the solutions proposed are to bring MORE 
people into the canyon, not less and I don't see it as being efficient. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 
32.20C) 
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Until a gondola system or bus/tram system up the canyon is the ONLY transport allowed, all the money 
wasted and defacement of the canyon will be for naught. (32.2.2B) Instead, a three story parking 
structure in my neighborhood may be erected, Wasatch Blvd will be turned into more of a freeway than 
it already is (which makes cycling quite dangerous), and the Canyon walls will be ruined forever by 
whichever of these two inappropriate “solutions” are chosen by those who will be the profiteers. It's 
literally residents vs stakeholders. (32.4M, 32.4I, and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
I don't expect anyone that actually lives here will have their opinions considered. (32.2.9N) I've 
attended too many Sandy City meetings only to have homes torn down, trees ripped out, property taken 
and housing development started without receiving final notice of said meetings decisions.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Carol Hoban 
Sandy UT  
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COMMENT #:  11432 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Alex Brunhoeber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alex Brunhoeber 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11433 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marjorie McCloy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I am an active user of the Wasatch Mountains. I have a season pass to Alta, and in summer I hike 
several days a week. I don’t like sitting in traffic, nor all the cars in the canyon. Nevertheless, I can’t 
support either of the preferred alternatives unless a conscientious effort to find less invasive solutions 
does not yield sufficient results (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.2PP). Less invasive solutions include tolls 
in canyons, carpool incentives, parking fees, and, most important, significantly increased bus service to 
and from a central terminal, built in the gravel pit, that could serve LCC and BCC as well as Park City 
resorts. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 32.1.1A, and 32.2.9A) The money that would be spent degrading the nature 
of LCC could be used for expanding the bus lines, perhaps even transitioning to an electric fleet. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) In addition, I am against the snow sheds. Skiers have been dealing with road 
closures for decades, and we can continue to put up with it the very few times it happens; serious 
avalanche incidences may even decrease due to climate change. How silly will those snow fences look 
when there’s no more snow? (32.2.9J, 32.7A, and 32.2.2E) 
 
Building a gondola or a dedicated bus lane, both of which will irreparably impact the canyon, without 
first trying non-invasive methods is equivalent to building the Lake Powell Pipeline to supply St George 
before applying water conservation methods. (32.29R) 
 
Sincerely, 
Marjorie McCloy 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11434 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Abby Laskey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the protection of the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments 
below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Abby Laskey 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11435 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joshua Gruener 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joshua Gruener 
South Salt Lake, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11436 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Zach Baughman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Zach Baughman 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11437 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Cole Bisson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cole Bisson 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11438 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Emery Bahna 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Emery Bahna 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11439 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erica Farr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Erica Farr 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11440 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Caroline McQuiggan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Caroline McQuiggan 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11441 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Erin Schiano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Erin Schiano 
Stanley, ID  
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COMMENT #:  11442 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Barry Makarewicz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Barry Makarewicz 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11443 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Becky Fuys 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Becky Fuys 
Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11444 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brett Huras 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brett Huras 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11445 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Myles Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Myles Barrett 
Bethel, ME  
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COMMENT #:  11446 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Matthew Lisko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I would strongly discourage the notion of a gondola being used to solve the ever-growing congestion in 
the canyon. (32.2.9E) Many of the comments indicate that no genuine attempt has been made to 
bolster the existing bus system servicing the canyon area. (32.2.9A) While I think a gondola is a novel 
idea, it is not a realistic means of transportation for outdoor enthusiasts into and out of the canyon. How 
can spending 500 million dollars only to double the time it takes to make it to your destination be 
economical. (32.1.2B) It would end up most likely being an hour and a half with transferring busses 
before most likely waiting in a line to board that 55 minute ride up in a gondola car. (32.2.6.5C) Or build 
a rail way (32.2.9F) 
 
A typical lift in a season has its issues due to mechanical problems caused by ice, snow, wind, and 
everyday use. Not to mention how would an evacuation, if ever need be, take place. (32.2.6.5K) In 
addition to being an eyesore, it will only serve two resorts and not the vast recreational opportunities 
that await. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) First, as discussed many times 
already improved bus service to the area and strictly enforcing that vehicles have four or all-wheel 
drive, the correct tire and tread is the most economical option. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2M) Multiple bus stop 
locations around the area would better suit the needs and allow for more nonstop rides to the final 
place of interest. (32.2.6.3C) I would continue to try and find a way to mitigate traffic and balance 
busses and cars at peak times. (32.2.4A) Or build a railway (32.2.9F) 
 
I would invest in a monorail network that would grow to one day include a loop of both canyons. (32.2.2I 
and 32.1.1A) Design a rail system bypassing current avalanche locations while also still serving the 
most popular areas. (32.2.2CCC) Also, this network could be used to one day link the canyons into a 
loop. (32.1.5B and 32.2.2I) Yeah, I said that crazy idea. Although this sounds insane, this could be the 
best long-term option to satisfy the needs of the public and private sectors. Why? Stops would include 
all current attractions while planning for the future by incorporating stops that will expand resort lift-
serviced terrain. As the network grows, you could offer lodging and nightlife in the greater salt lake area 
while advertising an option to quickly and efficiently travel the numerous opportunities the canyon has 
to offer.  
 
It sounds insane but utilizing the existing community will help revitalize the business and real estate of 
the city while better suiting the needs of locals and vacationers alike. Those rare times when you can't 
go outside due to avalanche danger could now be enjoying the city and numerous options that exist. It 
would be a significant investment, but in the long run, it could unite all ski areas within the entire region 
while curbing emissions from cars and busses. Making new lift areas accessible only via the rail 
network would eliminate parking issues and additional roadway congestion. I'd say improve the bus 
system and find a way to create this idea. While it could also be considered an eyesore, it could be kept 
much lower to the ground, bypass avalanche zones and continue to operate year-round while serving 
all seasons and activities. (32.1.1C) 
 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Lisko 
Guilderland, NY  
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COMMENT #:  11447 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Roger Wilcox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I’d like to see a hyper loop but that’s unrealistic so how about just expand the road and add a lot of 
parking and a massive $100 toll for drivers that’s hood for say 5 days so it doesn’t cover two weekends 
(put toll up canyon before resorts so people sledding or snowshoeing or whatever that isn’t crowding a 
mass of people into a tiny area aren’t effected (32.2.2C, 32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2Y)- I know this 
sucks for back country skiing in Alta but something’s gotta suck and they are going to need that space 
for the resort anyway if we put 1000s more people up the canyon anyway.  
 
Sincerely, 
Roger Wilcox 
Sandy, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11448 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Caroline Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Caroline Cooper 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11449 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sean Flynn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sean Flynn 
Salt Lake City, UT  
 

Page 32B-11731 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



1 
 

COMMENT #:  11450 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Heidi MacNaughton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hi, 
 
I wish I had the time and energy to craft my own message, but please read this and know I couldn’t 
agree more with the form below. We are loving our canyons to death. While I’m not a Utah native, I 
moved here in 2009 for my love of these mountains. It is my therapy and my joy. As a working class 
citizen, I can’t even enjoy them anymore on the weekends when I have free time. There is so much that 
can be improved with canyon tolling of private vehicles, resorts & Ikon helping financially, increased 
busing, improved parking and stops for the busses, improved trailheads for non resort users etc. before 
spending millions on a gondola that only serves the resorts, not the other canyon users. (32.2.4A, 
32.2.2K, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3C) Also, busses specific to Alta, Snowbird, or non resort trailheads 
(32.2.6.3N). 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Heidi MacNaughton 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11451 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Collin Friedman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Hi there- 
 
I have spent my life living near and enjoying these canyons. What is mentioned below should a 
absolutely be considered. Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct 
unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund 
programs and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to 
address the traffic and congestion problems. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Some of these proven systems 
and programs could include:  
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Collin Friedman 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11452 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Tyler Dexter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Tyler Dexter 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11453 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marsha Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Marsha Wilson 
Holladay, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11454 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Uni Curtis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Uni Curtis 
South Jordan, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11455 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brie Poirier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Protect LCC and the pristine backcountry! 
 
Sincerely, 
Brie Poirier 
Heber City, UT  
 

Page 32B-11737 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



1 
 

COMMENT #:  11456 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Linda Oswald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Linda Oswald 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11457 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Parker Chapple 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Parker Chapple 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11458 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Molly Kinney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I’m a Local employee and resident extremely opposed to the gondola for several reasons: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Molly Kinney 
Alta, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11459 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lindsay Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing 
infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Some 
of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lindsay Hunt 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11460 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sam Poole 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is the reason I am the outdoor enthusiast I am today. Since a teen I have 
been recreating in the canyon, exploring many different trails that are already established, in addition to 
snowbird and Alta ski resorts and I am a snowboarder. There are many, many, areas of the canyon that 
are untouched and undeveloped "that make LCC the haven that it is to many outdoor enthusiasts, as 
well as rare untouched and protected land that is hard to find in this age of development. Constructing 
the gondola towers in such a path as they are designed, would destroy many sections of the north 
facing side of the canyon, destroy the beauty of what the glacier before us has left for us to view, and 
could potentially dump environmental toxins related to the gondola into our precious watershed for the 
entire valley. The watershed after all, is, our only water supply. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.12A) 
 
I have been a student of environmental studies at Westminster college, there where I learned the 
impacts of developing construction near watersheds and precious water ways. Not only will it possibly 
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impact the quality of the watershed, but also impact the precious biodiversity that is within the LCC 
ecosystem. Animal habitat would be destroyed during construction and never made the same again. 
(32.13A) 
 
As an employee of Snowbird in the winter seasons, I have seen first hand what the traffic congestion is 
like in LCC. It may take up to 2-3 hours to get to work in the morning. I believe enhanced bus routes are 
a way to curb this traffic problem. (32.2.9A) Bus passes should be made more accessible to the public, 
tolling should be put into place in the canyon to alleviate congestion, and Snowbird and Alta should 
assess their paid parking and enhanced bus route options before a project that will only benefit the 
resorts and not the greater good of the canyon or the people gets put into place. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 
32.2.9A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In addition, routes that are not Wasatch BLVD 
should be assessed for busses commuting. (32.2.2I) 
 
Also, as a lift operator, and after seeing the tram at Snowbird itself go on wind hold many times a 
season, it is not proven that the gondola may be out of service due to wind hold, lightening and thunder 
hold, or avalanche danger. All of which are very real and very common possibilities to slow the 
efficiency of the gondola to operate. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
Sincerely, 
Sam POOLE 
Sandy, UT 

Page 32B-11743 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



1 
 

COMMENT #:  11461 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mike Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
I’ll start by saying that I really hope that those who read this will really read this and count it as part of 
the public voice that will make or break decisions going forward. (32.2.9N) Before spending more than 
half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, 
I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing 
infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Some 
of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mike Schmidt 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11462 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Hutchinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
The Forest Service and the Utah Department of Transportation have not shown that they fully 
recognize and accept the gravity of decisions that impact the future of the Wasatch Canyons. 
Development of a cost-effective, safe, efficient, equitable and environmentally sound transportation 
system for Little Cottonwood Canyon, the rest of the Wasatch and the Salt Lake valley is a task that 
exceeds the qualifications and capacities of these two departments. (32.1.1C) Should these two 
agencies come to accept that responsibility they will soon realize the need to create a new project 
timeline that allows for a through capacity study and collaboration with a group of experts in a wide 
range of fields. (32.20B) 
 
A system that only offers service to the two ski resorts falls well short of the needs of the general public. 
To design a $billion transportation system that denies service to the 95% of valley residents who may 
prefer to visit non-resort canyon locations is highly controversial and calls into question the 
management priorities of these governmental agencies. (NOTE: Rather than include non-resort stops in 
the transportation system the Forest Service has said that they would require non-resort canyon users 
to petition for a special use permit for separate, private shuttle services.) (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The Forest Service is currently pushing for roadway expansion in MCC, BCC and LCC to 
accommodate higher volumes of private automobile traffic at higher speed limits, which would further 
degrade the canyon experience as it increases the likelihood of collisions between cars and wildlife as 
well as humans. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 32.13B) It will also increase the likelihood of roadside fires and 
wildfires. In light of all 18 national forests in California being closed due to wildfire, the Uinta-Wasatch-
Cache National Forest Ranger may want to reconsider any plan that increases visitation to the already 
crowded Wasatch Canyons. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
Brian Hutchinson 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11463 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Gustav Grenmyr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
 
I tried to use your comment form but I'm not sure if it worked. Anyhow, please see my comments below. 
 
Thank you for your work. Below are a few items that might contribute to reaching the purpose and 
needs. 
 
1. When needed (peak demand etc.), mandate people (that are able to) to use public/mass 
transportation to areas in the canyon served by public transportation. (32.2.2B) 
 
2. “3 peak snowflake tires” or similar for all vehicles when applicable (the current traction law could be 
strengthened) to possibly reduce slide-offs etc. (32.2.2M) 
 
3. When needed (peak demand etc.), for parking areas in the canyon served by public transportation 
only allowing High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) parking (for people that are able to) (32.2.2K and 
32.2.4A) 
 
4. Off-ramps/Overpasses or similar in applicable intersections; e.g. for travelers driving down the 
canyon on S.R 210 (from the ski-resorts or elsewhere) when turning onto S.R 209 (32.2.2NNN) 
 
5. New or improved on-ramps in applicable intersections (e.g. when going up the canyon on SR. 209 
and entering S.R. 210) (32.2.2NNN) 
 
Thanks, 
 
Gustav Grenmyr 
 
Hi, I did not manage to include a proposal (below) that also might contribute to reaching the purpose 
and needs. 
 
6. When needed (peak demand etc.), for parking at popular areas (e.g. at ski resorts) to implement 
booked parking. This could limit the vehicles in the canyon (fewer vehicles that get turned around due 
to no parking) and spread out (in time) when the vehicles that drive up the canyon for parking since it 
would be possible to drive up later after the worst rush if preferred and still get parking (since booked). 
The booked parking may possibly be combined with a booked time slot to drive up the canyon. Think 
when boarding an airplane (of course not perfect but better than chaos), everybody has a booked seat 
(compare booked parking) and is boarded in zones (compare booking a time slot for when driving up 
the canyon). As it is now on a busy morning in the canyon, many vehicles are trying to get up early at a 
similar time (long lines) in hope for a parking spot and possibly waiting for quite a time before lifts start, 
which just make the total time (from door to lift) longer than a more planned system. (32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  11464 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Travis Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints and I wholeheartedly 
disapprove of any transportation solution that includes any new construction in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9G) 
 
Sincerely, 
Travis Allen 
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  11465 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Marissa Pappas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What hubris are we made of to think building a gondola will improve upon the Creator’s majestic 
perfection that is Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) The pre-existing road could be considered a 
necessary evil, yet it allows access to this pristine and divine wilderness. What a tragedy the addition of 
an unsightly gondola would be. (32.17A) What a disgrace it would be to future generations yet unborn. 
By working with the private sector to further develop parking structures at the bases of the canyons, 
and through the continuing innovation of electric vehicles, harnessing solar energy, we can expand our 
bus system and preserve the beauty that is this natural wonderland. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Albeit a gondola would provide visual access to those physically unable to access the trails by foot, that 
same beauty will forever be tarnished to the sight of any skier, any hiker, any visitor the moment they 
look across the canyon marred by wires and poles. We owe it to ourselves, to our Creator regardless of 
belief system, to preserve this perfection, as is... (32.17A and 32.29G) We can be better stewards of 
our lands by making the current roads work, implementing and incentivizing more carpooling, and 
promoting the bus system. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) As a sixth-generation Utah pioneer, I do not want my 
local tax dollars going towards a ghastly contraption that lends itself to the feeling of a theme park 
instead of preserving the natural wilderness we are so blessed to be the temporal caretakers thereof. 
(32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  11466 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joshua Strong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I do not believe this is the right solution to the problem. I do not want to see the mountains I grew up 
adoring become destroyed. (32.4I) Please work to find a better solution than this (32.2.2PP). We can 
and WILL do better if we all work together. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joshua Strong 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11467 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Megan Budge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
The Wasatch is my home. It is where I grew up and where I connect with my favorite people. It is truly 
the best part of the Salt Lake area, but the proposed plans do not protect these amazing mountains for 
future generations. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola serves a tiny sliver of the population; it caters to 
affluent users and would generate profit for a few wealthy individuals while doing nothing to address the 
problems noted below that are in the interest of the entire Salt Lake community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Additionally, widening roads will destroy many of the natural spaces that 
make the Wasatch so special (32.4I). Enhanced bus services as proposed by Save Our Canyons would 
serve all of our community, including populations that have historically been excluded from the 
mountains due to socioeconomic inequity. (32.2.2I and 32.5A) The gondola and widened roads as 
currently proposed are antithetical to the interests of the Salt Lake community and what the Wasatch 
truly is: public land. 
 
Please see my additional comments below on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental 
Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
I urge you to protect our home and preserve our access to it by rejecting the proposed gondola and 
implementing enhanced bus services in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.2.9A) 
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Thank you, 
Megan Budge 
 
Sincerely, 
Megan Budge 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11468 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Claire Esplin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Claire Esplin 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 

Page 32B-11752 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



1 
 

COMMENT #:  11469 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lia Westermann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lia Westermann 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  11470 

DATE:   8/20/21 8:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Anne Zeigler 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9E 
 
 
32.17A 
 
32.2.4A 
32.1.4D, 
32.1.2C, 32.7B 
32.7C 
32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.5G 
32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.5G 
 
 
32.2.2I 
 
32.2.4A 
 
32.2.9K 
 
32.2.9B and 
32.2.6.3F 
32.29G 
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COMMENT #:  11471 

DATE:   8/24/21 8:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sarah Schlaefke 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9E, 
32.17A, 
32.1.2B, 32.7B, 
32.7C, and 
32.2.7A 
 
32.2.2B and 
32.2.4A 
 
32.17A, 32.13A, 
and 32.12A 
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COMMENT #:  11472 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Randy Eves 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.4D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.1C and 
32.20B 
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32.20A, 32.20B, 
and 32.20C 
 
32.20B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.20C 
 
 
 
 
32.20B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.4D 
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32.7A, 32.7B, 
32.2.6.5Z, and 
32.2.6.5K 
 
32.1.4D 
 
32.2.9E, 
32.2.9C, 
32.2.2PP, 
32.1.4D, and 
32.2.2E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2B 
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32.2.9E, 
32.2.9C, and 
32.2.6.3B 
 
 
 
 
 
32.17A and 
32.2.6E 
 
 
 
 
 
32.4I and 
32.17A 
 
 
 
 
32.4E and 
32.4M 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5E and 
32.2.6.5J 
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32.2.6.5E and 
32.2.6.5J 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5N 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5GG 
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32.2.6.5C and 
32.2.6.5GG 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5GG 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5J 
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32.2.6.5GG 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5GG 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5J and 
32.2.6.5GG 
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32.1.2D and 
32.2.6.5GG 
 
 
32.2.6.5J 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5H and 
32.2.6.5K 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5H 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.17A 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5K 
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32.2.6.5K 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C 
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32.2.7A 
 
 
32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2B and 
32.1.4 
 
32.17A 
 
32.2.6.5GG 
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32.2.6.2.1C and 
32.2.6.5E 
32.2.6.5N 
32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 
32.6.5G, 32.7B 
and 32.7D 
32.2.6.5F 
32.2.6.5H 
32.2.6.5K 
 
32.2.6.5K 
32.2.6C 
 
32.2.7A 
 
32.2.4A and 
32.2.6.5N 
32.2.4A 
 

 
 

Page 32B-11766 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3D 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2I 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2I 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3F and 
32.10A 
 
 

 
 

Page 32B-11767 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2B 

 
 

Page 32B-11768 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.4A 
 
 
32.2.2M 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2M 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2M 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2M 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2M 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Page 32B-11769 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9B, 
32.2.6.3D, and 
32.2.6.5N 
 
32.2.6.3N, 
32.2.6.5N,  
32.2.6.5GG, 
32.17A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.4I 

 
 

Page 32B-11770 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5GG and 
32.2.6H 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3N and 
32.2.6.3B 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2PP, 
32.2.6.3B, 
32.2.7C, and 
32.17B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.20C 

 
 

Page 32B-11771 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2B 
 
 
 
 
 
32.20A, 32.20B, 
and 32.20C 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2M 
 
 
 
32.2.2M 
 
 
 
32.2.2M 
 
 
 
32.2.2M and 
32.29R 
 
 
 
32.2.4A and 
32.2.2Y 

 
 

Page 32B-11772 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.4A 
 
 
 
32.2.2K 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.4A 
 
 
 
32.2.4A and 
32.2.2K 
 
 
 
32.2.2D 
 
 
32.2.2B 
 
 
 
32.20B, 
32.2.2L, and 
32.2.2K 
 
 
 

 
 

Page 32B-11773 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2K and 
32.2.2B 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2B and 
32.2.2I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3N and 
32.2.2B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.4D, 
32.20B, and 
32.2.2PP 

 
 

Page 32B-11774 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2M, 
32.2.4A, 
32.2.2K, and 
32.2.4A 
 
 
32.2.6.3B,, 
32.2.9E, 32.7B, 
32.7C, 
32.2.6.5E, and 
32.2.6.5J 
 
 
 
32.2.6I 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5N 
 
 
 
32.12A and 
32.12B 
 
 
 
32.17A, 32.17B, 
and 32.17C 
 

 
 

Page 32B-11775 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
 

Page 32B-11776 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.20B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12A and 
32.12B 

 
 

Page 32B-11777 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2I, 
32.2.6.2.1C, 
32.2.4A,  and 
32.2.9P 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.1C, 
32.1.1A, and 
32.2.2I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2C 
 
 
 
32.29F 
 

 
 

Page 32B-11778 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

Page 32B-11779 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11473 

DATE:   8/24/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Richard Saurer 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9L 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2A, 
3211B, and 
32.11I 
 
 
 
 
32.11C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2A, 
32.11B, and 
32.11F 

Page 32B-11780 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11474 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  William Vogel 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C 
 
 

 
 

Page 32B-11781 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

Page 32B-11782 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11475 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  B. Colopen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D, 
32.10A, 32.2.7E 
 
 

Page 32B-11783 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11476 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Brooke Golightly 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D, 
32.2.6.3P, and 
32.2.6.5K 

Page 32B-11784 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11477 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Becky Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.4C  

Page 32B-11785 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11478 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Chris Chris 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11786 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11479 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Debbie Admunsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D, 32.13A 

Page 32B-11787 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11480 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Diana Alvarez 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D, 32.10A 

Page 32B-11788 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11481 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mary Girtman 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D, 
32.2.6.5K 

Page 32B-11789 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11482 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Megan Gorley 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11790 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11483 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Morgan Hallbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9E 
 
 
 

 

Page 32B-11791 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11484 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Madeline Kaminski 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.2PP 
 
32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C 

Page 32B-11792 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11485 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Madison Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11793 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11486 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kaylene Harns 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 
 

Page 32B-11794 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11487 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Amy Abbott 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9E, 
32.2.9A, 
32.2.2B, and 
32.2.2I 
 

Page 32B-11795 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11488 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Camille Schadl-Romeroak 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9E 

Page 32B-11796 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11489 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Claudia Tataru 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.29D 

Page 32B-11797 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11490 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Caleb Willden 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11798 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11491 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Christopher Ely 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9E 

Page 32B-11799 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11492 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Chad Home 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9E 

 

Page 32B-11800 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11493 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Collin Lindeman 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11801 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11494 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Annie Fields 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11802 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11495 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Alexa Freeman-Crane 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11803 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11496 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Austin Ginney 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.13A 

Page 32B-11804 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11497 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Angela Bon 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11805 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11498 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ashley Dolato 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11806 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11499 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ava Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11807 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11500 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Brett Sorensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11808 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11501 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Brady Voss 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11809 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11502 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Greg Foley 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11810 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11503 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Glenn Lefors 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11811 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11504 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Guiliana Oarney 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.1.2B, 
32.2.9E or 
32.2.9G 

Page 32B-11812 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11505 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Adam Hammond 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11813 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11506 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Alea Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.20F 
 

Page 32B-11814 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11507 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Annie Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.3P 
 

Page 32B-11815 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11508 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Carol Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.12A 
 

Page 32B-11816 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11509 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Carol Baron-Sebesta 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11817 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11510 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Cary Black 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11818 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11511 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Austen Kirton 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11819 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11512 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Alana Ludlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D, 
32.2.6.5H, and 
32.2.6.3P 

Page 32B-11820 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11513 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Pearl Radzinski 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11821 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11514 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Paige Raufor 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9E and 
32.2.9A 

Page 32B-11822 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11515 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Philip Sampinos 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9E, 32.2.2I 
and 32.2.2K 

Page 32B-11823 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11516 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Robert Bedont 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11824 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11517 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Rachel Child 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11825 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11518 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ash Neihbarger 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11826 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11519 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ashely Patterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11827 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11520 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Aaron Ray 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11828 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11521 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Joleen Bills 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11829 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11522 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  John Budny 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.6A 

Page 32B-11830 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11523 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ali Snow 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11831 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11524 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Annette Solt 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 
 
 
32.2.9D 
 
32.29D 

 

Page 32B-11832 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11525 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Aaron Stierle 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11833 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11526 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Adrien Swensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11834 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11527 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Anne Vanderhooft 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11835 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11528 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Alec Weeks 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9E 

Page 32B-11836 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11529 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Angela West 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11837 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11530 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ashley Wilkensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.13A 

Page 32B-11838 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11531 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Andrew Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D, 
32.2.4A, and 
32.20C 

Page 32B-11839 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11532 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Dave Mortensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.12A 

Page 32B-11840 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11533 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Devan Pollington 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.29D 

Page 32B-11841 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11534 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  David Robinson-Preece 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11842 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11535 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Oscar Augustine 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D, 
32.10A, 32.20C 

Page 32B-11843 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11536 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Oscar Cruz 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9E, 
32.2.6.5B, and 
32.20A and 
32.20C 

Page 32B-11844 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11537 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Phyllis Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
 
32.2.2K 
 
32.2.6.3A and 
32.2.2I 
 
 

Page 32B-11845 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11538 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Brian Bateman 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11846 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11539 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Bob Bedon 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11847 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11540 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Brandon Berg 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.4A 

Page 32B-11848 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11541 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Blake Heywood 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11849 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11542 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Britannia Howe 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11850 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11543 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Becky Snyder 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.9C 

Page 32B-11851 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11544 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Caleb Child 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.12A 

Page 32B-11852 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11545 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Collette Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11853 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11546 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Cibely deMelo 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11854 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11547 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lexi Wyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11855 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11548 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Miriam Barn 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.2W 

Page 32B-11856 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11549 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Matt Brunner 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 
 

Page 32B-11857 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11550 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Marla Burns 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11858 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11551 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  MayLech Lund 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11859 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11552 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Michelle Moses 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11860 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11553 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Melissa Olsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11861 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11554 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Manuel Puena-Sanches 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.29D and 
32.2.3B 

Page 32B-11862 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11555 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Derek Aramala 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11863 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11556 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ducky Barbera 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.29D or 
32.2.2K 

Page 32B-11864 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11557 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Dave Carrier 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9A 

Page 32B-11865 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11558 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Dennis Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9F  
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11866 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11559 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Deanna Kobett-Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11867 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11560 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Dallas Loos 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11868 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11561 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lily Dixon 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11869 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11562 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Emilee Belnap 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11870 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11563 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Eleisha Keen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5K 

Page 32B-11871 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11564 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Erin Lunstord 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11872 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11565 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ryan Jacobs 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11873 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11566 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Rachee Kirton 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11874 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11567 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Racher Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11875 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11568 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Rachel Rollins 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5H 

Page 32B-11876 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11569 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ryan Rausch 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11877 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11570 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ellie Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3F 

Page 32B-11878 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11571 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ernest Planger 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11879 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11572 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Erin Saunders 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 
 

Page 32B-11880 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11573 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  John-David Brewer 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.3P 

Page 32B-11881 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11574 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Evan Shawn 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.12A 

Page 32B-11882 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11575 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Geof Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9G 

Page 32B-11883 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11576 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Gerald Berrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11884 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11577 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lolly Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11885 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11578 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Leah Wuergler 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D, 
32.2.6.5H, and 
32.2.6.5K 

Page 32B-11886 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11579 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Hillary Hahn 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.7C 

Page 32B-11887 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11580 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ian Stout 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3F and 
32.2.2PP  

Page 32B-11888 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11581 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Josh Bennett 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11889 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11582 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jessica Dalton 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11890 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11583 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Janet Keen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5K 

Page 32B-11891 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11584 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  James Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11892 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11585 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jacey Linam 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11893 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11586 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Katelyn Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11894 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11587 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kenzie Osguthorpe 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
 
 
32.2.4A 

Page 32B-11895 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11588 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kordell Seider 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11896 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11589 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kathleen Sykes 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11897 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11590 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Joy Manning 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11898 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11591 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Juie McBeth 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11899 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11592 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Chad Howe 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9E 

 
 
 

Page 32B-11900 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11592-A 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jose Ortiz 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
 
 
 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11901 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11593 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Julie Panessa 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11902 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11594 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jady Proxy 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11903 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11595 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jeremy Rigby 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11904 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11596 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jennifer Rigley 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11905 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11597 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jack Schenk 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11906 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11598 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jacob Shamy 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11907 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11599 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jamie Sia 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11908 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11600 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jordan Sollenberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11909 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11601 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jesseca Sorensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11910 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11602 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Justine Trare 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11911 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11603 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kelli Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11912 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11604 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kayla Bigler 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11913 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11605 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  K. Cambe 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9G 
 
 
32.4I 

Page 32B-11914 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11606 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Larissa Farre 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11915 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11607 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  LeeAnn Freeman 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5F 

Page 32B-11916 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11608 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lauren Hedin 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 
 

Page 32B-11917 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11609 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lauren Heininger 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11918 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11610 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lucas McGraw 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11919 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11611 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Lue Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11920 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11612 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kelsey Crinch 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.7C 

Page 32B-11921 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11613 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kelly DeCorso 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11922 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11614 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kathryn Eberle 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11923 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11615 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kathryn England 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11924 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11616 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kara Follis 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11925 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11617 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kamery Gardner 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11926 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11618 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ky Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.9C 

Page 32B-11927 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11619 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kim Koniecki 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.12A 

Page 32B-11928 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11620 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kelly Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
 

Page 32B-11929 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11621 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kaleb VanArsdale 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.9E, and 
32.2.9C 

Page 32B-11930 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11622 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Keith Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11931 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11623 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Logan Budny 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
 

Page 32B-11932 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11624 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  M. Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11933 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11625 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Maureen Conroy 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11934 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11626 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Megan Dever 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.1.2C and 
32.2.2E 
 
32.2.2D or 
32.2.2EE 

Page 32B-11935 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11627 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Melanie Faddis 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11936 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11628 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Maria Samuelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
 
 
 

Page 32B-11937 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11629 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Margaret Shan 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11938 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11630 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Mandi Titcomb 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5H 

Page 32B-11939 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11631 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Natalie Cricthlaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11940 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11632 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Nathan Delemos 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11941 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11633 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Rylee Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11942 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11634 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Ryan Thorne 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11943 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11635 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Maryanne Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 
 

Page 32B-11944 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11636 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Shirlynn Baird 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11945 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11637 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Shawn Goodwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
 

Page 32B-11946 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11638 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sara Greener 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

 

Page 32B-11947 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11639 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sol Harmon 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11948 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11640 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Sarah Holt 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11949 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11641 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Shauna Keller 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11950 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11642 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Shawn Koniecki 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11951 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11643 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Steve Mordecai 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11952 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11644 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Shelli Perri 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11953 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11645 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Suzy Radzinski 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D, 32.10A 
and 32.2.6.3B 
 

Page 32B-11954 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11646 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Stevie Ray Tate 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.2PP, 
32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.13A and 
32.13B 

Page 32B-11955 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11647 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Terri Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11956 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11648 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Tim Jim 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D 
 

Page 32B-11957 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11649 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Tanner Law 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D, 32.7C, 
and 32.10A 

Page 32B-11958 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11650 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Tara Lloyd 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 

Page 32B-11959 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11651 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Tyler O'Donell 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3F 

Page 32B-11960 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11652 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Teague Serreth 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 

Page 32B-11961 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11653 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Vicki Dilato 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
 

Page 32B-11962 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



COMMENT #:  11654 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Val Hill 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11655 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Vander White 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.1C, 
32.2.4A, and 
32.2.9D 
 
32.2.4A 
32.29D 
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COMMENT #:  11656 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Will Clausse 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5K 
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COMMENT #:  11657 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Daniel Willden 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11658 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Zane Perkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11659 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Zoe Smoot 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.10A 
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COMMENT #:  11660 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Kylie Baley 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11661 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Dylan Disarro 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11662 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Katherine Felt 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, 
32.2.2PP, and 
32.20B 
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COMMENT #:  11663 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  James Haslam 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11664 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Linda Haslam 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11665 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  David Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11666 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Riley Norton 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11667 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Jacob SanJuan 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11668 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Shane Duncan 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2B, 
32.17A, 32.17B, 
and 32.2.9A 
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COMMENT #:  11669 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Zachary Eldredge 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11670 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Gleuda Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11671 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Craig Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11672 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  mailed 

NAME:  Trevor Parken 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.4F 
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COMMENT #:  11673 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Skylar Gamble 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11674 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Shannon Ferrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11675 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Shaun Crinch 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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COMMENT #:  11676 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Shelley Carpenter 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D and 
32.2.6.5H 
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COMMENT #:  11677 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Brook Wauson 

 
COMMENT: 
 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.9D 
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APPENDIX 32B 

Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comments 11678–13307 



COMMENT #:  11678 

DATE:  9/2/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME: Madeleine Johnson 

COMMENT: 

Please please do NOT build a gondola!!! (32.2.9E) It would be awful in the canyon and make our 
beautiful canyon industrial! (32.4I) People escape the city to the mountains and the gondola will be 
seen as an eye sore looking at the mountains! Please do not do a gondola or train! (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9M) Also! The parking structure would be awful! Expand the park and ride but please don’t go in 
people’s backyards and build a parking garage!!! The location is awful! (32.4M) Keep our canyons as 
natural as they can be! When people want to ski they can wait in lines & take the buses! 
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COMMENT #:  11679 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Blair 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
I am a resident of Midvale and I also became a member of the rock climbing community about two 
years ago. I am concerned about the impact the two proposals (gondola and lane widening) will have 
on the climbing resources in the canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please do not destroy these wonderful, 
naturally occurring resources for the benefit of the few (skiers) during a small portion of the year 
(powder days and the holidays). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I myself am a 
skier and I know the frustration of getting up the canyon on peak days. But I am also a climber and I am 
willing to carpool take the bus, and chose different days to ski in order to protect the canyon. (32.2.2K) 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  11680 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marci Curran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Cottonwood Heights resident who lives near Wasatch Blvd,I've been keeping up with the 
proposals for a couple of years on how to handle the canyon/skiier traffic. Initially I was in favor of the 
Gondola, but have since heard other perspectives that have given me pause. It seems to me that we 
should do what we can to preserve the area for residents of the area and Utah first. I would think a 
Gondola is always an option for the future. Jim Bradley and Mayor Wilson have other ideas. It's too bad 
we are down to the wire before learning that there might be other ways to address the traffic, but their 
ideas make sense. Have the current studies really taken these into consideration? (32.2.2I) Or do those 
in who benefit from tourism, the developers, and others who stand to make $$ from the more "invasive" 
solutions have a louder microphone? (32.2.9N) I'm not pointing fingers, but we all know $$ and power 
talk first and loudest. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11681 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Doug Metcalf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please approve the Gondola plan and also support any train proposals. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9F) We 
need both options up both canyons to reduce pollution and accidents. Buses are just going to create 
more traffic accident risk in the canyons. (32.2.6.3P) We need sophisticated transportation to the 
mountains, not outdated bus and fee alternatives. Busses are just a bandaid. Let's fix this intellegently. 

Page 32B-11990 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11682 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a second home owner in Big Cottonwood Canyon. I am in agreement with the statement that the 
BCCA (Big Cottonwood Canyon Association) drafted and presented to you. Whatever you do in LCC 
will have a huge impact on BCC. (32.20D) 
-Please consider tolling as an immediate solution to the heavy traffic problem by encouraging carpools 
and managing the traffic in the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.20D)  
-Have a more robust bus system in place for the summer and winter seasons in the canyon (32.1.2C) 
-Do not pave any more in BCC. More pavement encourages more vehicles. (32.1.1A)  
-Put restrictions on parking on the side of the road. Have people pay for parking-it is done in most 
public areas throughout the US such as beaches, campgrounds, Uinta recreation areas such as Mirror 
Lake. (32.2.9P) 
-I am opposed to the Gondola in LCC. The fragile Wasatch Mountain range is not like the Swiss Alps.  
The impact on the environment would be great. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
-Enhanced bus service with easy parking and wait lots at the bottom of the canyons are the best 
solution. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11683 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Gallagher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of adding more buses and adding more parking at the base. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11684 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine Bennett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up at the mouth of this canyon. I’ve spent many hours skiing, climbing, and hiking in Little 
Cottonwood. The proposed additions, while helping some issues, will create new problems and destroy 
so much that is irreplaceable and priceless to Utah and this canyon. (32.4I) I urge those deciding to 
look at other options that will promote safety and ease traffic while preserving part of what makes this 
canyon so special. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  11685 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  K W 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a terrible idea. (32.2.9E) It will be expensive, ruin the beautiful scenery of the 
canyon, and only serve the ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.2.7C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) There are many other uses for the canyon; I am a hiker and the gondolas would not help 
the traffic during the summer months. (32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  11686 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaclyn Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, buses can be quickly implemented and don't require destruction of Little Cottonwood 
canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11687 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Wojtczak 

 
COMMENT: 
Good day, 
Hope this finds you well. Thank you for taking the time to read my comments.  
 
From a high-level, would like to understand why we’re only being presented with two high cost/high 
impact alternatives, as opposed to a phased approach. (32.29R) We’d like to see the details behind the 
assumptions UDOT is making in the costs (initial and operating) and benefits (capacity) of the two 
alternatives. We’re looking to spend $500M, (1/2 BILLION DOLLARS?!?) of taxpayer dollars to deal 
with 15-20 problem days a year, to enrich the ski resorts? (32.2.7C, 32.2.6.3N, 32.2.6.5N, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.4D, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
This solution is not going to be used year-round, and looking at proposals, I do not see it being more 
convenient to local skiers/snowboarders. (32.1.2C and 32.2.4A) Obviously this has no real benefit to 
any of the other sports (climbing, hiking, biking etc) the LCC is used for. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
We’re told by Snowbird that LCC sees about 7,000 cars a day, someone mentioned as high as 15,000 
in one day. If we assume 1.5 people per car, that’s about 10,500 to 22,500 people a day. The gondola 
at 35 people every 2 minutes (which I have trouble believing we can load that efficiently with all the 
gear people will have, kids, skis, backpacks, coolers etc), that’s an estimate of 900 people per hour 
(even if paperwork says 1050). (32.2.6.5N) In 3 hours of the morning, we’ll alleviate a fraction of the 
people at a very high cost. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.5D) Parking to gondola is capped at 1,500 
cars, so that doesn’t’ even get us to that number. (32.2.6.5J) The end-user experience will be to park, 
walk to bus, wait for bus, take bus, wait for gondola, ride gondola. ALL WITH SKI/SNOWBOARD 
GEAR. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5C) How is terrible user experience going to entice people to not drive? 
(32.2.4A) And I cannot imagine what the lines for the gondola will be like on the way home. (32.2.6.5C) 
 
The bus alternative is more reasonable, but why widen roads right away when we can try and entice a 
more reliable bus solution and see if people start using it! (32.29R) No need to go to 100% and spend 
the money if we don’t convince people to leave their cars at the base. (32.2.4A) Make buses reliable 
and run more often (which both current proposals require), and people will be willing to take them. 
(32.2.6.5N) Bus technology is and will be changing as rapidly as the car industry. Electric and natural 
gas buses have been here for years. We can reduce emissions and noise and still manage to reduce 
the numbers in the canyon without any permanent installments or widening a road impacting our 
watershed. (32.2.6.3F and 32.2.9A) The cost numbers shared for bus alternatives are using today’s 
technology as assumptions. And you can always scale buses up and down. (32.2.6.3D) 
 
I don’t disagree that a toll up the canyon could entice people to use the bus, however I believe think if 
we encouraged HOV (3+ people) to go up free, that would encourage carpool and would help reduce 
the number of cars in canyon, which is the real goal. Offer a parking spot, and people will gladly carpool 
with others and pick up strangers. (32.2.4A) 
 
Why not spend some of that gondola/bus money on a police officer to monitor cars going up LCC on 
snow days, and not allow cars without winter tires up. Rental cars can stay at bottom of canyon and 
bus. This would reduce further delays and accidents. (32.2.2M) 
Thank you for your time. 
-mike, resident of LCC 
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COMMENT #:  11688 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Gibbons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, install the Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11689 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Elliott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Count me among the legion of LCC lovers when I say: anything but the gondola. (32.2.9E) All other 
options' environmental impacts pale in comparison to the gondola, which would forever blight views and 
landscape in the most spectacular canyon directly next to a major city that I've ever seen. (32.17A and 
32.4I) I adore Snowbird and Alta resorts, but their interests and wishes should not fall to taxpayers, and 
nature lovers. Anything but the gondola, please, for the future of the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  11690 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Nielson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is a treasure, and something deserves to be protected for generations. My concerns with the 
Gondola are that we will permanently change the nature of the canyon in ways that will only benefit 
some. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I am an avid climber, hiker, and backcountry snowboarder. I'm up LCC weekly. The Gondola does 
nothing for hikers or climbers, and actually could limit access to hiking and climbing areas. (32.4A, 
32.4G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
I'm in favor of optimizing our current infrastructure: roads. Adding a bus lane would do less harm and 
change the canyon less. We already have a road up the canyon, lets leverage this to fix the traffic 
problem. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  11691 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cole Paradis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider all outdoor sports before expanding the road or putting in gondola towers. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I love going and climbing on the rocks on the 
north side of the canyon and hiking on the south side, increasing traffic up the canyon for skiers should 
not come at the expense of other recreational activity enjoyers. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  11692 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danielle Alling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Vehemently against a gondola. (32.2.9E) 
Very against road widening. (32.2.9C) 
 
Let's start with common sense solutions first. Often the simplest solutions can take us very, very far. 
Start by adding a tollbooth at the mouth of the canyon. Improve the bus system (including paying the 
drivers well.) Create systems that incentivize carpooling and public transit. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
 
The goal is to reduce congestion to better allow people to enjoy the canyon. This includes tourists to 
the ski resorts, yes, but we also need to consider the locals. Locals use the canyons year-round. 
(32.1.2C) We recreate in them every day. Tourists are only here for a few days or weeks at a time. We 
need to make the canyons accessible for everyone, but we need to prioritize local input first and 
foremost. 
 
Furthermore, UDOT absolutely needs to consider the implications and effects that our climate crisis will 
have on this project. The chances of this region seeing the same amount of tourism 50 years from now 
is quite grim -- and we should be making huge efforts to minimize our impact on the environment and 
reduce our carbon footprint. (32.2.2E, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.10A) Spending $500+ million dollars on 
either a gondola or road widening does none of those things. 
 
Would you like to hear an alternative solution? One that is simple to manage, benefits the locals as well 
as the tourists, keeps the canyons beautiful year-round, takes our climate crisis into account, AND 
costs very little? It is tolling. Improved bus service. Incentivized carpooling and public transit. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.9A) 
 
The solution is to minimize our impact. The solution is for people to change their behaviors, not to 
forever change the land. Please, ditch both the gondola and the road widening until we have first 
considered these low-impact, low-cost, and common-sense solutions first. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  11693 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola is a preferred decision as the road will always be subject to avalanches and 
congestion. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.3P) A combination of bus and gondola with auto restrictions sounds 
ideal. (32.2.2W) Regarding the gondola is there any community that has not enjoyed a similar 
transportation model? Meaning after building a gondola has any community not liked it. 
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COMMENT #:  11694 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to state for the record I think the Gondola, enhanced bus service, and development of La Caille 
are all the wrong approach. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I ask UDOT to reconsider all options brought 
forward and do not move forward with either option. We only have one LCC we can never undo the 
damage of development. 
What is the problem we are solving for? (32.1.2B) 
 
20~ days a year on Powder Days it can take a few hours to go up the canyon. (32.1.4D)  
 
Why is UDOT solving for a problem that only affects a small percentage of the year and isn’t a big 
deal? What about the other 340 days of the year why are we spending 1BN for something that goes 
unneeded the vast majority of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Why are the lifts not running during the spring, summer, fall (Except for the tram and peruvian lift)? Is it 
not in the ski resorts best interest to keep them running and charge for rides? Answer: because there is 
no demand for it. Do you really think there will be a demand to: Drive to the base station, park, ride in a 
gondola 30+min then repeat? A reasonable person would not. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, and 32.20A) 
 
Why is the base station at La Caille? Have you seen the traffic patterns on the busy ski days? Where is 
the traffic? The proposed base station is in the heart of the traffic. If you build a base station in the 
proposed location, nobody will be able to access it due to the traffic. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.2X) 
 
Instead move a bus hub to the South Towne Mall, a speaker on the public zoom meeting said that the 
owners of the mall are open to working with UDOT in creating a bus hub at that location. This makes 
more sense for tourists and locals to have a location that is already built, tons of parking and multiple 
avenues to send busses. (32.2.2I and 32.2.2ZZ) 
 
The introduction of a Gondola will permanently scar the landscape and our beautiful canyon. (32.17A) 
The Gondola is a novelty, and it will not be used for 300+ days a year. Have you been to LCC in the 
summer? There is no traffic, why would someone park and ride a gondola during the summer or ski 
weekdays? A reasonable person would not. (32.20A) 
 
The Gondola would remove some drivers from the roads. Per Brian Kissmer remarks during the public 
zoom meeting. The economics of drivers that would take the gondola are then replaced by drivers 
willing to drive on the road. Thus, we are adding individuals to the ski resorts but no change in traffic. 
(32.20E) 
 
The ski resorts are obviously biased towards the Gondola for one reason. Profit. They get another 
avenue to increase daily ticket sales while spending nothing. Any business would love that opportunity 
for a 1BN taxpayer funded profit increase. 
 
Questions? 
 
Why are we solving an issue that two private ski resorts have created? (32.1.2B) 
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Why is the taxpayer paying for the benefit of two private companies? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Have you personally been to the resorts in LCC on a weekday in the prime of Ski season? How long 
did it take you to get there? What traffic issues did you encounter? I have personally skied hundreds of 
days and can say that there is no traffic on weekdays. Even weekends the traffic is gone by 11am. 
(32.1.2B) 
 
Why is there traffic during the peak season weekends? 
 
- The introduction of the Ikon pass and Mountain Collective pass have greatly increased the traffic to 
the resorts. 
- There is limited supply (resort parking, mountain space, powder, skiable area) 
- There is no limit to demand. (Ikon pass, daily ticket sales, season pass) 
- This is a problem the ski resorts have created. Why is UDOT even involved? This is not a public 
issue, this is a private industry issue. (32.1.2B) 
 
I ask UDOT again, please do not destroy our canyon, please do not expand the road, please do not 
build a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We can never undo the damage of development to this canyon. 
We need to preserve not build. This is a private industry created issue. Why are we the taxpayers 
asked to fix this? (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  11695 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaxson Rose 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We do not want a damn gondola. Corporate resorts have enough money. SAVE THE CLIMBING. 
(32.2.9E and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  11696 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elena Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to post a comment about the proposed transportation solutions for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Like many others in the community, I firmly believe that the state should conduct 
a study over the next few years to assess the impact of tolling, enforcing the traction law, and 
expanding/improving bussing alternatives (free of charge). (32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.9A) 
These simple solutions should be tested prior to adding infrastructure like the gondola or expanding the 
roads, which would irreversibly damage the state of the canyon and only serve to benefit Alta and 
Snowbird. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Currently, there is 
no incentive to take the bus at all - it runs at inconvenient times, does not stop at backcountry 
trailheads, there are no lockers easily available, and and there is not a warm space to wait for the bus 
(like then the canyon had 5+ hours of traffic, and those who took the bus had to wait out in the cold 
instead of in a warm car). (32.2.6.5N, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.3A) Obviously no one is going to use the 
bus. There needs to be a toll to disincentive driving, which will help limit congestion as well as limit the 
environmental impact of having so many cars on the road. (32.2.4A) The bussing needs to be more 
frequent and more comfortable as an alternative. Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  11697 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Russell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D) As an avid winter sports enthusiast my entire life I have been is several 
terrifying moments on buses in the winter. Now that I am a mom, I am terrified of the idea of putting my 
little one unrestrained on a bus in winter driving conditions in the canyon. I think the gondola is also as 
unique as Utah and would provide an unmatched experience in the US. Lets get as far away from our 
dependence on fossil fuel as possible. (32.2.9C, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.18A)  
Thanks you, 
Lisa 
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COMMENT #:  11698 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter May 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola alternative up Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) Sitting in slow moving traffic in 
the mornings is just terrible. This deters skiers like me from coming to SLC. 
Gondola rides from the valley below, up to the ski areas in Europe are a true delight. Travelling quietly 
through the magnificent scenery is a highlight of the day. No fumes. No frustration. Not cramped on a 
bus.
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COMMENT #:  11699 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erkki Maripuu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
I would like to say that the idea of building a gondola is not the best. (32.2.9E) It will visually be 
disturbing and it would only serve the interest of the ski resorts and not the general public. (32.17A, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). I feel that the best short term solution would be 
widening the roads and increase the bus service but this would only be a short term solution. (32.2.9B 
and 32.29R). I would like to add that the best long term solution would be to build a rail road where 
train schedules could be adjusted depending on the needs and it would have less visual effect on the 
landscape than some pod's hanging in the air. (32.2.9F) It would look like picturesque Alps with little 
red trains.  
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  11700 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colleen Nipkow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
In choosing between the two options, the enhanced bus option is my preference. More frequent buses 
with more park-and-ride locations, along with direct buses to Alta and direct to Snowbird should be 
implemented immediately. (32.2.9B) There should also be priority lanes for the buses going up and 
down the canyons in traffic. Making it easier, faster and less expensive to take the bus than drive is the 
only thing that will get people out of their cars. 
 
What about BCC? The bus option should be implemented there as well. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) 
 
And what about early buses that offer stops at trailheads for backcountry skiers/riders/hikers and later 
buses for people who want to stay at the resort for dinner, or employees who work late? Has this been 
considered? (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
UDOT and the ski resorts should also enforce the traction law at the mouth of the canyons. There were 
plenty of times last winter when I saw an attempt to enforce this, only to see the person walk away and 
let tons of cars up the canyon, which later caused problems driving down. This should also be enforced 
every day in the winter, not just snowy mornings, as the drive down can be treacherous when people 
don’t have proper traction on their vehicles. (32.2.2M) 
 
I also urge you to offer more buses year-round. We all know our canyons are much more crowded than 
they used to be in the summer, especially on weekends and holidays. (32.1.2C) 
 
In regards to widening Wasatch Boulevard, is that really necessary? (32.2.2.2A) This project should 
start immediately this coming winter with more buses and more park-and-ride locations and then decide 
if widening any roads is truly necessary. (32.2.7C) 
 
I am against the gondola alternative for the following reasons: 
- The fact that over 100 iconic climbing boulders will be impacted by the gondola (32.4B) 
- That current views will be blocked by towers and cables (32.17A) 
- The noise of the machinery will forever ruin the peace of hiking and backcountry skiing/riding in 
the canyon (32.11D) 
- There are no plans for trailhead stops in the canyon with the gondola - only stopping at 
Snowbird and Alta. This does not benefit all canyon users, only resort patrons. (32.2.6.5G) 
- The fact that there are only 1,500 parking spots at the La Caille station. While there are plans 
for buses to get people there, this is not convenient and therefore when someone shows up to find the 
lot full, they will just drive up the canyon. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.4A) 
- That the gondola will only run during the ski season. What about the traffic problems in the 
summer? (32.2.6.5F and 32.1.2C) 
- What will it cost to ride the gondola? What will the hours be? Will it accommodate early-morning 
skiers and hikers and people who want to stay for dinner? (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5F) 
In conclusion, the main benefactors of this publicly funded gondola will be privately-owned businesses. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This makes no sense and therefore the enhanced bus 
service in both Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons (year-round as well) gets my vote. 
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  11701 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Schon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pleeeease don’t expand the road into the boulders at Little Cottonwood Canyon. This is the climbing 
capital of the country where the Olympic team trains and that’s like the number one convenient and 
awesome bouldering spot in the area (32.2.9C and 32.4A). You would be significantly damaging the 
climbing community in SLC as well as economic growth prospects for the city since a large proportion 
of people coming into the city are incentivized by the climbing here. (32.6D) 
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COMMENT #:  11702 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gee Woon Loh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  11703 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsea Moore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This actually look amazing. We brought a 30-person ski trip to Utah 2 years ago. We got 3-day passes 
to Snowbird, but quickly found parking to be an issue. And the 2-hour drive to go all of 20 miles over the 
weekend... yikes! It was actually way better and faster going to Powder Mountain, even though it was 
much further mileage-wise. So a gondola would make SUCH a difference for groups coming to the 
area. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  11704 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth Ashby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider a Train line up the canyon (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  11705 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Turner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either option put forth by UDOT. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both the gondola and road 
widening have impacts on the canyon that are far beyond what has been closely examined, including a 
capacity study. (32.4I and 32.20B) Both options are DRASTIC measures that could significantly 
damage the natural beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon, and also not solve the main issue, which is 
canyon traffic. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Furthermore, canyon traffic is ONLY bad 
on a handful of days in the winter. (32.1.4D) As a climber and skier, I don't believe that the damage to 
the canyon (i.e. watershed and the ~100 boulders that would be destroyed) outweigh the benefit of 
being able to "maybe" see an increase in time to arrive at the resort. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4A, and 
32.4B)  
 
If we must choose between the lesser of 2 evils, I believe that road widening is a significantly more 
viable option for LCC. Widening the road and increasing public transportation, in concurrence with 
tolling and incentives for bus riders, has the potential to help relieve the traffic issues the canyon is 
facing during the winter. (32.2.9B, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) 
 
I DO NOT SUPPORT THE GONDOLA OPTION IN ANY WAY. (32.2.9E) As a skier and a climber who 
spends 80% of my time in Little Cottonwood Canyon, the gondola has negative impact on the land and 
the canyon. (32.4I) The gondola WILL NOT REDUCE TRAFFIC and will only have a negative impact 
on the beauty of the canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.4I) It will RUIN Little Cottonwood Canyon 
as we know it to benefit only the 2 resorts, pushing aside locals opinions. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola will become an attraction and could actually increase people in the 
canyon. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
Furthermore, neither option considers other recreationalists that use Little Cottonwood Canyon aside 
from skiers and snowboarders at the LCC resorts. Both options IGNORE backcountry users and will not 
alleviate traffic to other areas of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I believe UDOT should exhaust all other options before considering the 2 options put before the public, 
including increased bus schedules, tolling, and stricter enforcement of traction law (I was a part of the 
traction program last year and never once got stopped to check my sticker). (32.29R, 32.2.6.3N, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.2M) 
 
PLEASE CONSIDER LESS DESTRUCTIVE OPTIONS FOR LCC. (32.2.2PP) THE TWO PROPOSED 
OPTIONS (in particular the gondola) WILL RUIN LITTLE COTTONWOOD FOR CLIMBERS, SKIERS, 
BIRD WATCHERS, HIKERS, SNOWSHOEERS, RUNNERS, VISITORS and LOCALS alike. (32.4I) 
PLEASE HELP PROTECT ONE OF THE THINGS THAT MAKES SLC SUCH AN AMAZING PLACE 
TO LIVE. (32.29G)  
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COMMENT #:  11706 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keegan McCaffrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would support the gondola option if the ski resorts have to pay the the majority of the associated costs 
and people could still get into the canyon for a reasonable price. I think in this scenario resort skiers 
should not be allowed to use the road. (32.2.9D, 32.2.7A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2L) 
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COMMENT #:  11707 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brita Ulf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm writing to urge you to consider options that are less impactful to both our budget and the natural 
beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.2PP) I do NOT support the construction of a gondola. 
(32.2.9E) We need to explore and test options such as tolls, carpooling incentives, and expanded bus 
service. (32.29R, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) Spending billions of dollars on a "solution" that would 
permanently alter our canyon and primarily serve industry before people would be a tragedy. (32.17A)  
 
In the past two years especially, nature has become a refuge for those of us seeking peace, beauty, 
personal challenge, and connection. It's so important that we continue to preserve these natural 
resources that are such a draw to the Salt Lake and Wasatch regions.  
 
Please - NO GONDOLA. Please seriously consider and test every less impactful option. (32.29R) It 
would be such a disgrace to be the generation that ruined Little Cottonwood Canyon for the rest of 
history. 
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COMMENT #:  11708 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expanding roads and damaging is roadside features like boulders would permanently harm the canyon. 
(32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4I) Exploring less destructive options that ensure continued access to the 
great climbing should be a priority. (32.2.2PP) Making bus-service faster and easier, as well as further 
encouraging carpooling should be implemented before anything that permanently alters the character 
and access of the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  11709 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Mills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  11710 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Flavia Lopez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Pro train (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  11711 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Kagen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t believe a Gondola or expanding the road will work for our problem. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) What is our problem? Over crowding? Parking? (32.1.2B) Create parking structures at 
multiple points throughout i80 & SLC &Sandy & create an incentive for bus riding. (32.2.2I and 32.2.4A) 
Putting a fee on car use will only discriminate & act negatively on people who cannot afford recreation 
outdoors & shouldn’t be punished. (32.5A) Create more buses & parking. Increase bus usage time- 
more frequently used. (32.2.6.3N) 
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COMMENT #:  11712 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Willi Trienekens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11713 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Hoechst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither option presented by UDOT considers the entire canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) While they might be the "best" options from the views of the ski resorts, 
they don't consider the impact to recreation and view shed in the remainder of the canyon. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Both the gondola and road widening impact climbing options 
in the canyon. Neither really address access to other areas of the canyon for backcountry skiing and 
other recreation options. 
 
Traffic isn't just a problem in the canyon. (32.1.2B) Bringing vehicles to big central lots at the mouth of 
the canyon will cause more traffic problems on Wasatch. (32.2.6.5E) The I-215 exit at 6200S can be a 
huge traffic snarl already. You should be building satellite lots that all have bus service so we don't 
have to drive so close to the mouth of the canyon. (32.2.2I) In addition, you should consider alternatives 
to reducing personal vehicle traffic up the canyon. Strategies such as tolls, carpool (3+ occupants), and 
bus only times can improve the experience for everyone. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  11714 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gwen Crist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of your proposed alternatives are good! (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) They both create huge 
environmental impact to the canyon, they do not address the real issues, and they are give-aways to 
the ski industry. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) They both cost far too much and 
there are alternatives that do not cost this much. Taxpayers should not be subsidizing the ski industry. 
both of these alternatives will contribute to additional pollution in our drinking water supply, will reduce 
and dramatically impact the total recreational opportunities in the canyon by favoring only one - the ski 
industry. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.1.2D) Climbing, camping, picnicking, and many 
other activities will be irreparably harmed. Wasatch Boulevard will be expanded into a dangerous 
highway, fracturing neighborhoods and impacting wildlife as well as the quality of life in this area. 
(32.2.9L, 32.2.6.2.2A, 32.4F, and 32.13D) These alternatives represent an abuse of public lands and of 
the public trust. Please look at other alternatives, such as shuttles, fees for cars, carpooling, timed 
buses, etc. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Smart Bus Transit is scalable, requires phased implementation 
(reducing the impacts over time), is flexible and all-season. (32.1.2C) In this time of extreme drought, 
we should put all our efforts toward preserving our watershed and not toward short-term gain by one 
industry. 
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COMMENT #:  11715 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colby Child 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the two preferred alternatives, I believe that the enhanced bus service option makes far more sense. 
It is much cheaper, offers faster travel times, and is less environmentally damaging. (32.2.9B) The 
Gondola seems overly expensive, unnecessary, slow, and would mean a drastic change in the view-
scape. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) As a user of the canyons, all I need to stop taking a vehicle up is way 
more parking at the base of the canyons and more busses. (32.2.6.2.1C) If I have to park on the street 
a half mile away from the park n ride station and then wait to fit inside a packed bus with standing room 
only then I'd way rather drive my car up the canyon. (32.2.6.3N) This is a problem solved with a lot less 
money than a gondola that may not even solve the problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) 

Page 32B-12025 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11716 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karli Maynes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to implement other options before raping LCC’s beauty with a gondola or wider roads. There 
are better options. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  11717 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Saiki 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is bad for the state, bad for the environment, bad all around. We should never allow it and never 
approve it. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  11718 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eva Lopez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed gondola expansion. (32.2.9D) We need to prepare our canyons for the vitality 
and impact it will have on future generations. The bus routes or expansion of canyons only increases 
the problem we are trying to solve. (32.7B and 32.7C) We must look towards other methods and tools 
that decrease congestion, eliminate human presence directly on the canyon ground and to help folks 
access our resorts in a sustainable manner, all while keeping our world class resorts accessible. As a 
latina with minimal access to the outdoors, this solution helps create space for my community to access 
these recreational canyons with infrastructure that will last generations to come. 
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COMMENT #:  11719 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Kinne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am vehemently opposed to the two preferred alternatives as put forward by UDOT and other special 
interests. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) There are so many other tactics that could be deployed in order to 
address the traffic issues that only seem to be a problem for a limited amount of days throughout the 
year. (32.2.2PP and 32.1.4D)  
 
Why would we ever destroy the scenic and ecological value that LCC currently has to offer? (32.1.2B, 
32.17A, and 32.17B) The gondola option is a terrible idea in terms of environmental impacts because 
service roads would need to be cut into an already degraded watershed for each of the 22 towers. 
(32.12A and 32.2.6.5K) The tower footprint is huge. (32.2.6.5K) We must realize that this canyon has a 
carrying capacity and be respectful of its limitations. (32.20B) Increasing accessibility shouldn't be the 
end game here, instead it should be watershed conservation. (32.20A and 32.20C)  
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I'm advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC already has in place. Traffic and congestion issues don't 
necessarily need to be resolved. (32.1.2B) They are what they are, given the capacity of the canyon.  
 
I am in favor of: 
-Implementing a Tolling System now (32.2.4A) 
-Enforcing traction rules!!! I can't tell you how many times I've tried to get up the canyon only to be 
horrified by the endless number of vehicles off the road and blocking traffic due to the fact that they 
were not compliant with the simple traction requirements (32.2.2M) 
-Increased funding to support more busses for both BCC and LCC (32.1.1A and 32.2.9A) 
-Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 
-Express bus routes from locations all across the valley, connecting the busses that go up the canyon 
to TRAX, and including trailheads as drop-off locations, not just the ski resorts (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.3C). 
-Restrict single occupancy vehicles on holidays and weekends (32.2.4A).  
 
There are so many affordable and simple solutions that could be enacted now to help address the 
traffic and congestion issues that we only experience for 30-50 days per year. (32.1.4D) The gondola 
and expanded roadway are not viable solutions in terms of the least amount of environmental impact. 
I'm shocked that UDOT would put these two expensive and destructive options forward as their 
preferences.  
 
We can and must do better.  
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COMMENT #: 11720 
DATE:   9/2/21 3:09 PM 
SOURCE: Website 
NAME:  Tyler Peterson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
SNOW TIRES should be mandatory. NOT m+s tires! SNOW TIRES! And enforce it! Everyday!  
As someone who travels up and down LCC 4-6 days a week I witness hundreds of people struggling in 
extreme conditions in their SUV with m+s tires on. These should NOT be allowed whatsoever. If you 
can’t afford snow tires, Then ride the bus. And it MUST be enforced. Certainly hiring a person to police 
the mouth of the canyon costs money, but it sure is less than a gondola. SNOW TIRES! They really do 
work! Even my wife drives confidently in snow with these on her car. Try it please please please!!! 
(32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  11721 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janet Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
"My ancestors settled this valley, skied here before the resorts, and started LaCallie. They, and my 
family are sick at the horrific thought of a gondola. (32.2.9E) The visual, environmental and cultural 
impacts are absolutely unacceptable and offensive to all we stand for as Utahians. (32.17A and 32.4I) 
Bus at best, cap limits at ski areas instead!!! Do not destroy this beautiful area for rich and greedy! 
(32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  11722 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Disney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Salt Lake City and a lover of LCC (my husband and I got married in Alta), I think it is a 
very rash decision to widen the canyon road or place a gondola when less destructive options have not 
yet been given a chance. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.2PP, and 32.29R) Tolling to encourage carpooling 
and to increase bus ridership should absolutely be utilized first in an effort to avoid permanent 
destruction. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Widening the road in particular will only lead people to think, “Oh 
the road is wider, more cars can drive up the canyon,” leading to further increased traffic (32.1.2B, 
32.2.4A, and 32.20E) I have been an avid rider of the ski bus for the past few winters and feel that 
increased use of the bus is not only less destructive to the canyon, but also will reduce air pollution due 
to cars sitting in the snake up to the resorts and will also reduce road accidents with fewer cars driving 
up snowy, winding roads. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.10A) I hope you will pursue the options that 
have less impact on the geography and will also be better for our air quality and safety overall. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  11723 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Minck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The issue with transportation in the Little Cottonwood Canyon is worthy of a lengthy study and 
discussion. I appreciate the number of options that were identified and the extension of the review 
period. Although the gondola may work for other locations, I don't see it as a flexible, practical or cost 
effective option for the LCC. (32.2.9E) In theory and on paper it may provide benefits, but I think that in 
actual operation the usage will not attain the results required for the expensive endeavor. (32.7B and 
32.7C) I think the addition of parking lots for encouraging carpooling is a very good idea. It has been 
proven over the past few years (pre-covid) that carpooling and bussing is increasing in usage. I would 
also support any and all efforts to provide more regulation within the canyon. Whether this is done 
through fees, inspections or other means. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2.1C, and 32.2.4A)  
 
I hope that the future of our canyon is one of preservation and not degradation. The growth in this area 
is outstanding and the future of this region relies heavily on the watersheds of LCC and BCC and if we 
introduce more and more people into this area then we are straining our natural resources. (32.20A, 
32.20B, and 32.20C) Lets face it, people are not all respectfully leaving no trace. There needs to be 
balance in a solution to the transportation issues along with flexibility for future growth or future decline. 
I am not in favor of the gondola option and I think it will ruin the natural beauty of our canyon, spend 
money that could be used better in other areas (construction and long term maintenance) and will not 
function in a way that is useful all year to all people in the canyon. (32.17A and 32.1.2C) 
 
Thank you for offering comments and taking into consideration all points of view.  
The canyon is not about the ski resorts. 
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COMMENT #:  11724 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ignacio Herbstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not agree with the proposed options for LCC. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The beauty of the canyon will 
be severely disturbed with this kind of invasive construction. (32.4I) Damaging the spaces we use for 
recreation just to get more people on the slopes in an already too crowded scenario makes no sense. 
(32.1.2B and 32.20C) Let’s explore public transport options or even a toll at bottom of the canyon. 
Please consider some lesser invasive options. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  11725 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abby Baka 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While it is apparent that transportation improvements are necessary in Little Cottonwood Canyon, it is 
essential that these transportation improvements do not impact the outdoor resources that they seek to 
improve access to. There is no point in expanding access to the canyon if the activity areas that people 
wish to access will be destroyed by the transportation infrastructure. I personally am invested in the 
climbing and bouldering areas in the canyon. Salt Lake Climbers Alliance estimates that 64 boulders 
and 273 bouldering problems will be destroyed by the proposed UDOT expansion. The very rocks that 
people are trying to access will be destroyed by proposed access infrastructure. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Please do not allow this to happen. Areas important for other outdoor activities are no doubt threatened 
by the expansion as well. (32.4I) Please seek expert advice on how to improve access to the canyon 
without destroying the natural areas for which the canyon is valued. Outdoor areas and adventure 
sports are central to Utah's culture and appeal. Public projects that destroy natural areas run counter to 
this essential aspect of the state's culture. (32.29G)  
 
Sincerely, 
Abby Baka 
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COMMENT #:  11726 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Interesting that although the Alta Bypass Road is included in the Purpose and Need statement, it is 
never mentioned again. It plays an important role in the Saftey, Reliability and Mobility of traffic in the 
canyon when the main line under Superior is restricted. Issues on the Bypass Road are well known to 
users, businesses, and agencies. The only time avalanche mitigation under Superior is addresed is in 
the now discarded Cog Rail proposal, and that consisted of a snow shed protecting only the rail line. 
Avalanche mitigation measures to reduce the number, and duration of main line Highway 210 
restrictions should be an active part of this Transportation Project. (32.2.2TT) 
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COMMENT #:  11727 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Blume 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What happens to gondola when there's a fire in the canyon, an earthquake in the valley or at the fault 
line below lcc, landslides (like last week, where debris was 15 ft high) that hit the gondola towers, or 
high winds? What happens when the infrastructure is dependent on the gondola and thousands of 
people are up the canyon and the gondola can't run? (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) The resorts are 
already too crowded. You really want more people? Why won't they do a capacity study? (32.1.2B, 
32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) Who is giving you money to say this nonsense? (32.2.7A) It is obvious 
that this is not logical and not what the citizens want. Please don't destroy this canyon for the ski 
industry. @skiutah what about those who use the canyon for anything else? I snowboard, should my 
tax payer dollars support @altaskiarea lots of people don't use the canyon, should they pay?? 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) How can it be better for the water to construct in the 
canyon when they cannot mine and my dog cannot use this space? (32.12A and 32.12B) Please do 
not build the gondola nor the widened lanes. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Please do not ruin this canyon 
forever to benefit the ski resorts. (32.4I) Please listen to the public outcry and consider other options!!!! 
(32.2.9N and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  11728 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Davin Grapentine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am most in favor of the enhanced bus with no roadway widening option. (32.2.9A) I believe that this 
option provides the best long term transportation solution and will also be the least expensive, quickest 
to implement and will have the last environmental impact. Not allowing cars in the canyons during peak 
periods will eliminate the need to widen the road for a dedicated bus lane. If a bus only system works at 
Zion National Park that sees many more visitors we shouldn't have any trouble making it work in the 
Cottonwood Canyons. (32.2.2B) Additionally the gondola and cog rail options only focus on 
transportation to Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) What about Big 
Cottonwood and the numerous summer and winter trailheads in both canyons? (32.1.1A, 32.1.2C, and 
32.2.6.3C) Anyone that spends any time in the canyons knows that we need a year-round transposition 
solution that serves all trailhead locations and not just the ski resorts. (32.1.2C) Any solution needs to 
involve simultaneously increasing public transportation to all locations that people need to go while 
making in more difficult/more expensive to use personal vehicles. (32.2.4A and 32.20D) We need a 
solution now. (32.29R and 32.2.7C) Not a project that will take years of construction and will cause 
devastating irreversible environment impact and doesn't even solve the problem. (32.4I, 32,7B, and 
32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11729 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kay Heravi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems to me that improving the Canyon road will help everyone who commute up and down that  
road for any reason all year round. (32.2.6.3B and 32.1.2C) While Godola can only help the skiers and 
riders during the skiing season probably. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11730 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Brothers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need a train that connects from the TRAX into the cottonwood canyon. (32.2.2I and 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  11731 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Blume 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What happens to gondola when there's a fire in the canyon, an earthquake in the valley or at the fault 
line below lcc, landslides (like last week, where debris was 15 ft high) that hit the gondola towers, or 
high winds? What happens when the infrastructure is dependent on the gondola and thousands of 
people are up the canyon and the gondola can't run? (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) The resorts are 
already too crowded. You really want more people? Why won't they do a capacity study? (32.1.2B, 
32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) Who is giving you money to say this nonsense? (32.2.7A) It is obvious 
that this is not logical and not what the citizens want. Please don't destroy this canyon for the ski 
industry. @skiutah what about those who use the canyon for anything else? I snowboard, should my 
tax payer dollars support @altaskiarea lots of people don't use the canyon, should they pay?? 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) How can it be better for the water to construct in the 
canyon when they cannot mine and my dog cannot use this space? (32.12A and 32.12B) Please do 
not build the gondola nor the widened lanes. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Please do not ruin this canyon 
forever to benefit the ski resorts. (32.4I) Please listen to the public outcry and consider other options!!!! 
(32.2.9N and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  11732 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Mcclain V 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The canyon is beutiful PLEASE do not muddy up the whole cliffside for a bigger highway, a Gondola is 
way better for the environment and a parking garage could be built at the bottom, it would allow for 
more revenue to the resorts as well as keep the canyon free from larger construction (32.2.9C, 
32.2.6.3B, and 32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11733 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Tropsa 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a relatively "new" wasatch local of 7 years, i have always been drawn to the beauty of Little 
Cottonwood, whether it be trail running, skiing, climbing, or most recently, helping others as a part of 
SLCO Search and Rescue. I am an avid user of the canyon both winter and summer. In my opinion it 
would be a shame to industrialize the canyon with a gondola looking specifically to serve a very specific 
user set in winter with the hopes of summer users as well. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, 
32.7C, and 32.20A) 
 
In my opinion, as a current ski bus user, i think we should put a concerted effort into making a more 
efficient and user friendly bus system prior to making any major infrastructure changes to the beautiful 
canyon. (32.2.9A) The current ski bus has continually and gradually been scaled back since i first 
began using it back in 2015. I think the most respinsible and cost friendly option would be to put our 
efforts into making the bus work (with possible tolling on busy days) prior to spending half a billion 
dollars on an infrastructure plan that many locals will not take and would only serve a specific subset of 
the broader LCC user group. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.1.2D) 
 
Putting it clearly, in order, it is my opinion as a local and a heavy user of the canyon, i think we should 
put our efforts in to making an efficient and user friendly bus system for winter AND summer users, with 
direct busses to Snowbird/Alta in winter plus more stops for backcountry users in winter and summer. 
This should happen BEFORE any major infrastructure projects are undertaken. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3N, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
If this non-infrastructure option is deemed undesirable because we absolutely need to spend half a 
billion in tax payer dollars, we should make an effort to widen the road as this will have the largest 
benefit for the broadest audience, including summer cyclists who can use the spare lane in the summer 
months, and expedited bus traffic using the swing lane in winter. (32.2.9B) 
 
I believe the gondola is the least desirable option. It is frustrating that this is also, by FAR, the most 
widely advertised option as a private company would be responsible for this project. It is also my 
opinion that the gondola option, which is the most expensive, is also the most likely option to vastly 
exceed the initial budget as the numbers seem artifically low for something that has never been built 
anywhere else in the world. (32.2.6.5BB) I also believe that all of the locals adamantly for the gondola 
will likely use it once or twice, and then push use for "tourists" as a tourist attraction, in which case the 
gondola will completely miss its mark and not see the road reduction that is desired (it is also the 
slowest option with the most transfers). (32.2.4A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5J) 
 
In short, we should make an effort to increase bussing efficiency prior to any infrastructure projects 
(maybe make the busses a bit greener also with CNG or electric busses). (32.2.6.3F) We should 
definitely not be persuing the gondola as this is the most pushed by special interests, is the most likely 
to exhibit cost overruns, the least known option (nothing like that exists anywhere else), serves the 
least user interests (specifically looks to only server users of ski resorts), is the most expensive from an 
infrastructure view AND from a usership view, the slowest option, has the largest impact on the 
viewshed of the canyon, and is the most likely to fail in terms of the goal of getting users off the road. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.17A) 
 
Please take heed of locals who live directly at the base of the canyon (i am one of them), keep non ski-
area users in mind (as well as low income users who frequent the canyon in summer) and start with the 
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most do-able and known option of making a concerted effort to have an efficient and effective bussing 
system. (32.2.9A)  
 
Thank you for the hard work in trying to solve a very difficult and heated problem and taking the view of 
those who will use it into account, the work is definitely appreciated. 
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COMMENT #:  11734 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Earl Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The citizens of salt lake city and other do NOT want either preferred alternative. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
You have already wasted 65$ million dollars to come up with these terrible ideas. Please use a phased 
approach. (32.29R) Neither the gondola nor the widened lanes are good for our water or our 
environment. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.4I) Neither can fix the issue this winter. (32.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) You have not fairly evaluated the environmental impact of the bus, as technology will change, 
nor the gondola as you calculated based on a different power grid than that which is currently available 
and excluded the fact that it runs during the summer. (32.2.6H, 32.10A and 32.18A) This is unfair and 
unjust. DO NOT BUILD IN LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON!!!!!! (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  11735 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Seamons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor on installing a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11736 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah McNurlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should do the least disruptive thing first. (32.29R) Adding a gondola will ruin views for all those who 
enjoy the mountains. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) The gondola will impact local climbing spots and access to 
outdoor recreation. (32.4B) We need to preserve all aspects of our canyons, not just those for the 
skiers. (32.29G) I am absolutely against the adding of a gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  11737 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fred Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither preferred alternative will really solve the problem. Both only transport about 1000 people per 
hour during the early morning time period prior to when the lifts open when thousands want to get to the 
two resorts, each resort with lifts having uphill capacities of many thousands of skiers per hour. These 
alternatives might ease the parking problems up the canyon, but they don't solve the fundamental 
problem "mass" transit should try to solve. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11738 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nila Haertel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Go back to the drawing board. The gondola is an outrageous expenditure to benefit 2 businesses. 
(32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Not to mention that it destroys the grandeur of 
the canyon. (32.17A) Buses are better. (32.2.9A) But let’s stop and review all possibilities....tolling, car 
pool incentives, limiting skiers. Again, why are taxpayer funds being used to support Alta and 
Snwbird.... And, I’m a skier." (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  11739 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cara Lingstuyl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More work needs to be done. Both the bus and gondola options will cause irreparable damage. I’m 
against both. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  11740 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Harrison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE DO NOT BUILD IN LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON. This place is sacred. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9G) There are serious flaws pointed out by WBA and SOC with your plans. Please use a phased 
approach and save this space. (32.29R) Please listen to us citizens who do not want to see your ideas 
implemented in the canyon. No amount of money can repair the damage you will cause to the trust of 
your citizens when you decide to go against our pleas and build in the canyon! (32.4I) SNOWBIRD 
AND ALTA are corrupting your minds to have you build this. You do not accurately assess the impact of 
natural disasters such as this https://www.sltrib.com/news/politics/2019/08/16/little-cottonwood-canyon/ 
what happens if this slide hits the gondola tower? (32.2.6.5K) Listen to us please and DO NOT 
CONSTRUCT IN LITTLE COTTONWOOD! 
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COMMENT #:  11741 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Hampshire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11742 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marypat Paxton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
>Would like to see the Traction Law in effect on EVERY day from Nov 15th to Apr 30th. (32.2.2M) 
>Would like to have effective ENFORCEMENT & fines for violation of the Traction Law (32.2.2M) 
>Do not see a need to change anything about LCC roadways unless Alta & Snowbird are increasing 
their acreage. Both resorts are already too crowded. (32.20C) 
>If any bus service expansion, must have DIRECT BUS FOR ALTA. (32.2.6.3N) 
>What would travel time look like IF TRACTION LAW was strictly enforced + SNOW SHEDS were 
built? (32.7A) Is it possible to introduce both of these before deciding to destroy trees, vegetation & 
impacting the wildlife in LCC? (32.29R) 
Thank you
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COMMENT #:  11743 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abe Washington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not implement either of your preferred alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Use a phased 
approach starting this winter!!!! (32.29R and 32.2.7C) Add busses, toll the road, build mobility hubs and 
enforce the traction law. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.2M) it will be shameful if you build in 
the canyon and the citizens of this place will never ever forgive you. I will leave and never come back. 
You will forever be at fault for ruining this sacred place. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  11744 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Claire Parsons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no doubt that we are witnessing a massive increase in volume throughout LCC and greater 
SLC. The Wasatch is an area of not only 2,000+ species of plants and wildlife, but it is also home to our 
watershed. This screams "conservation of the land"! With the increase of anthropogenic engagement, 
we have all established that we need to find a solution to the congestion and traffic issues in the 
canyon. The solution has to be full proof - one that serves not only those who use it but also one that 
keeps the environment intact. Both suggested alternatives will not solve your issue of traffic. (32.7B 
and 32.7C) A gondola will serve a small populous while dumping cash into the pockets of successful 
ski resorts and destroying the land. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The bus lane 
will be invasive and rarely used because many people will not leave their vehicles for public transit. 
(32.2.9C, 32.4I, and 32.2.4A) If you are truly trying to solve the issues of this canyon, you will think 
beyond tax payer money that will build a monstrosity of a gondola that the EIS states will not increase 
mobility. (32.2.2BB) Simply put, how can one say these alternatives solve the actual issue at hand? 
(32.1.2B, 32.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This entire plan needs to be reevaluated for the shear fact nothing 
presented alleviates the pressures the canyon faces now and will continue to face in the future. 
(32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  11745 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Virginia Carroll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to voice my support for the gondola. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-12056 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11746 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Augason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Prior to changing the natural landscape, other resources should be used. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  11747 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darren Knezek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't build the Gondola. (32.2.9E) It's one-sided and completely benefits the ski resorts only to a 
massive exclusion to the other users of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A 
bus line is better, userwise, as well as a less of a burden to the taxpayers. (32.2.9A, 32.2.7C, and 
32.2.7A) And with climate change, the snow could eventually be too low for skier use and a gondola 
would sit unused. (32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  11748 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sean Leonard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against a gondola being installed in LCC. (32.2.9E) There are more cost-effective alternatives to 
get the same result such as: tolls, additional buses, snowsheds, etc. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.9K) 
Most importantly, these alternatives provide flexibility whereas the gondola is a set number of "cars" per 
hour and presents the additional issue of where will everyone park at the base station? (32.2.6.5N and 
32.2.6.5J) 
 
Please do not move forward with the gondola! 
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COMMENT #:  11749 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Boyden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My Grandfather’s family settled at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon in the 1800’s. They farmed, 
raised cattle and hauled ore for the mines. 
 
I spent my summers growing up in the town of Granite. 
 
I have had a deep love for this canyon all my life. I was married in this canyon. 
 
I have hiked its trails and skied its slopes for close to 70 years now. 
 
I am very much opposed to the construction of an aerial tram, or gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9E) It will have almost no effect on reducing traffic in the canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C) Once the 
novelty of the thing wears off, no one (except the developers who live near the base area and curious 
tourists) will want to spend an extra hour to access Alta or Snowbird when they can simply keep driving 
up the road. (32.2.4A) At the cost of more than half a billion dollars, this is simply a get rich scheme by 
a few well-connected people. 
 
Don’t use my tax dollars to increase the profits of two private ski areas. (32.2.7A) 
 
Before we waste that kind of money let’s try a few things first: 
Build a large transit hub at the gravel pit on Wasatch Boulevard and run enhanced bus and shuttle 
service to both Big and Little Cottonwood from there. (“Enhanced” meaning busses running every 15 
minutes and stopping at trailheads and ski resorts. Encourage resort shuttles.) (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 
32.2.6.3C, 32.1.1A, and 32.2.6.3N) 
 
Reduce private vehicles in the both canyons by restricting parking, encouraging car-pooling and 
enacting a toll. (32.2.4A) 
 
These solutions could be used year-round, not just during ski season. (32.1.2C) 
 
Enforce the traction law that’s already on the books and close the canyon during times of high 
avalanche probability. (32.2.2M) 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is on the path to being loved to death. At this point the only sensible solution 
is to restrict, not encourage usage. (32.1.2B, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) Making it easier for more people to 
access the canyon will only acerbate the problem. (32.20C) 
 
Respectfully, 
Jon Boyden 
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COMMENT #:  11750 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Doxey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Install a "coat closet or dry cleaning" type system at the ski resort to store your skis for really cheap like 
10 dollars a season. Its not reasonable to have tons of lockers installed for everyone. (32.2.3A) 
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COMMENT #:  11751 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Argoitia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola or train up canyon. (32.2.9D or 32.2.9F) Buses dont work and add to the danger of canyon 
driving. (32.2.9C and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  11752 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conner Soule 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11753 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marianne Wander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the beauty of Little Cottonwood canyon, and the gorgeous views as we look up 
and down this beautiful glacial canyon. (32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.2.9E) A gondola would destroy this 
geological and natural treasure. (32.4I) Do not destroy what is remaining of the natural beauty of this 
magnificent canyon. Our transportation problems can be resolved in a much more thoughtful and smart 
way. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  11754 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Crowell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who spends about 50 days a year skiing in Big and Little cottonwood canyons I would like 
to voice my objection to the LCC gondola. (32.2.9E) I feel that a $500 million dollar investment of tax 
money in what will ultimately benefit two private ski areas is absurd. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) I would prefer an option of busses with stops where all canyon visitors can reap the 
benefits of the upgrade not just those visiting Snowbird and Alta. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) I 
also think the bus option is something that can be tried out now without widening the road and can also 
bring people from all over the valley with minimal upgrades as opposed to a massive parking area at 
the base of the canyon. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  11755 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Ames 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Buses are the way to go a gondola is a horrible idea .Buses would be less impactfull and sometime 
down the road they can all be electic .You can also start implementing them right off. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11756 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adriana Sta Agueda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The growth rate of Utah has increased exponentially in the past ten years. Along with the population 
size, the interest in recreation in the outdoors, specifically the Cottonwood canyons has increased. We 
have all personally seen the traffic and safety hazards these growths have imposed on the canyons. 
Safety should be the number one priority for all. However, it must be in tandem with sustainability - of 
the canyons, the environment and views we all love dearly, the population and adjacent cities. We must 
all accept the reality that the limited space in Little Cottonwood cannot support the drastic increase in 
human traffic that a gondola would bring. It is not only on UDOT, but also the resorts located in Little 
Cottonwood to come up with a sustainable solution. The environmental impact a gondola would have 
on this beautiful canyon, with its finite resources and capacity, is detrimental and unsustainable. 
(32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.20B) The beauty and ability to continue to provide a space to recreate in the 
mountains must be preserved, and the gondola solution cannot do this. (32.4I)  
 
I have personally taken the ski buses across the years as a way to access the resorts in both Big and 
Little Cottonwood canyons. The time schedule, number of buses, and reliability is inconsistent, 
especially on weekends or during and after a snowstorm. Appropriate time and resources should be 
allocated to creating a more reliable bus schedule that can help manage and safely transport those 
interested in accessing the canyons. Sustainability and safety should be at the core of a proposed 
solution." (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N)
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COMMENT #:  11757 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dwight Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t widen the road to little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9C) Having lived in the Bay Area in Ca 
for many years, I observed you can never widen the road enough to accommodate the traffic. The 
traffic always swells to fill the new lanes. And, we don’t need more traffic up the canyon. (32.20E) I 
would suggest selecting the gondola idea. I think overall much less impact to the canyon itself after it is 
complete. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11758 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rob Kertesz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve waited to the close of the comment period hoping to hear from as many folks with different 
perspectives, opinions, and information in addition to the materials you have provided the public, 
hoping to gauge overall and interest group sentiment before forming my own. 
 
Whle I understand that the comment period helps you hear and consider individual and interest group 
responses, I’m curious about them myself. I love a well thought out rationale, and these comments may 
have given me pause to change my own position. 
 
However, since it doesn’t look like that the comments will be accessible till after the fact, and I want my 
voice to be heard and acknowledged, I’ll give it here: 
 
While both the buses and a tram accomplish moving people up the canyon, the tram’s most significant 
drawbacks are that its not scalable to demand and it’s three terminals serve and benefit two private 
businesses rather than all the other “user groups” who wish to recreate in other ways and places in 
Little Cottonwood, then at a resort. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I find your conclusions about viewshed and environmental impact scant and incompatible when 
compared to other places of similar protected natural beauty and quality. (32.1.5C, 32.1.5D, and 
32.17A) In short, tram towers are as ugly on ridge lines as they are in valleys. A road, widened by one 
lane, and planned snowsheds, are less impactful. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9K) 
 
Bus service can be scaled make and adopted to demand, that interconnects more with an already 
existing service. (32.2.6.3D) 
 
I agree that something must be done, but strongly believe that giving two resorts an exclusive free 
lunch is the wrong way to go. 
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COMMENT #:  11759 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Hungerford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Being raised on the country side of Oahu, HI I can speak first hand on the eye sore big developments 
have on nature soo pure and beautiful. Despite the pros of development like wind farms and in your 
case transportation it is ruining the centerpiece of why people visit Utah. When living in Salt Lake City 
for 2 years I escaped to little cottonwood canyon for its rawness and beauty. It what made me feel like I 
was in Utah. Utah, which is known for its extreme outdoors. It would be a shame to scar the nearest 
and most accessible escape to the “essence of Utah” for the citizens surrounding little cottonwood. 
(32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  11760 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Gutke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a good idea. Much better than widening the road. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  11761 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jen Hosenfeld 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support this option! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  11762 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zachary Masi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT should put money into existing infrastructure before building any permanent and invasive 
transportation infrastructure/systems. (32.29R) Increased bussing and carpooling as well as a possible 
tolling system during peak hours is a more practical and less destructive solution to the canyon 
congestion. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) The gondola is a rash solution, that only promotes the ski resorts in 
LCC without supporting all of the other activities that the canyon provides. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) It is a huge eye sore, and will change the canyon forever, while only increasing the 
amount of people in the upper canyon. (32.17A, 32.4I, 32.20A, and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  11763 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Griffiths 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) It is safer, environmentally cleaner, more reliable, faster and 
more comfortable than any bus. (32.2.9C) It won't matter how many buses you drive up the canyon, I 
don't want to ride one. (32.2.4A) Also I don't support widening the road and putting more pavement up 
the canyon, along with the increase of diesel exhaust which is already too strong up there. (32.10A) 
Nobody likes to breath diesel exhaust. Honestly it will make me want to ski and hike up there far less 
because of the buses. And maybe that is why people are fighting for that option, to keep more people 
from using the canyon, which is selfish and ridiculous. 
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COMMENT #:  11764 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandan Whiting 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The impacts of a gondola will forever destroy the main reason why most people want to go to these 
mountains, the scenery. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) Included in this is the maintenance road (s) 
needed to access the support towers. When avalanche control works the canyons, the gondolas could 
easily be taken out which could be cost prohibitive. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
In my opinion, the train option that was presented would be the best! (32.2.9F) This would allow 
passengers to connect to the Trax system allowing a greater array of individuals to see the beautiful 
sights of the canyon. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  11765 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathy Goodman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT needs to reconsider the damage a gondola will do to our canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) Please put 
the environment first and consider how more people and traffic will affect our resources, like water. 
(32.29G) Thank you!  
#saveourcanyons 
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COMMENT #:  11766 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Kahn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the way to solve all problems LCC faces...please get started ASAP! I don’t want to 
spend another second in red snake traffic (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11767 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Food 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola approach due to alteration of the canyon character, safety in the event of a break 
down requiring evacuation and cost. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.4I, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.2.7C) 
The gondola also would not provide access to other recreational locations in the canyon. (32.2.6.5G) 
Both of the proposed actions are to benefit relatively few taxpayers while asking all of us to fund this 
project. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Limit the capacity of both resorts at a 
manageable level that matches parking availability. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) 

Page 32B-12078 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11768 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandan Whiting 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The impacts of a gondola will forever destroy the main reason why most people want to go to these 
mountains, the scenery. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) Included in this is the maintenance road (s) 
needed to access the support towers. When avalanche control works the canyons, the gondolas could 
easily be taken out which could be cost prohibitive. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
In my opinion, the train option that was presented would be the best! (32.2.9F) This would allow 
passengers to connect to the Trax system allowing a greater array of individuals to see the beautiful 
sights of the canyon. (32.2.2I). 
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COMMENT #:  11769 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ally Cirenza 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola option. (32.2.9E) I am in favor of the enhanced bus service, mobility hubs, and 
trail side parking (mostly for our backcountry touring folks in the winter) (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 
32.2.9H) 
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COMMENT #:  11770 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandy Sasser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reading all the information, the gondola clearly is the best alternative for improved transit in the 
canyon and has less impact environmentally. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11771 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  J Lyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't ruin LCC with a gondola. (32.2.9E). Bus service has such a lower impact on the canyon's 
beauty and existing landscape. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11772 

DATE:   9/2/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd and Sheila Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT.  
 
We are providing comment (s) on the two transportation alternatives proposed (by UDOT) for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
We do not support either of the transportation alternatives (Gondola / Expanded Bus Service as 
identified ) for the following reasons. (32.2.9E and 3.2.9C) 
 
Neither proposal considers the human carrying capacity for the entire canyon. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 
32.20C) We need a plan that is protective of the critical watershed and the overall environmental health 
of the canyon. (32.12A and 32.12B) UDOT is a road maintenance and road design organization and is 
not capable of doing this kind of assessment. (32.1.1D) 
 
2. Any transportation proposal must consider year-round use not just for winter and for skiers. All 
proposals must offer competent traffic mitigation and usage year-round. (32.1.2C) 
 
3. The cost of the two proposed transportation alternatives is too much! Why have other options - toll 
booths with usage fees that encourages car pooling, dedicated shuttle service, etc. not been tried 
before proposing these two very expensive proposals? (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) 
 
4. Neither transportation proposal fully addresses the needs of all the canyon stakeholders...residents, 
backcountry recreationalists, rock climbers, etc. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Finally, what are the specific financial contributions expected from Snowbird and the Alta Ski Area 
towards any transportation plan? Are taxpayers expected to "foot the bill" for any and all transportation 
plans that deliver skiers to Snowbird and Alta's door step? Both resorts should be required to pay their 
fair share for any transportation plan for Little Cottonwood Canyon. There is no such thing as a free 
lunch! (32.2.7A) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Todd and Sheila Peterson 
Holladay, Utah 
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COMMENT #:  11773 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  C C 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Making carpooling a priority and funding better bus to and within the canyons will benefit the user 
experience, the environment, our watershed and not come at the expense of other users from hikers 
and bikers along the Little Cottonwood Trail to climbers enjoying some of the west’s best granite and 
boulders problems. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) No gondola, no road widening. Start with the least 
destructive, least intrusive options. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  11774 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Spang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi there, I'm a frequent visitor to Salt Lake City and Little Cottonwood Canyon. But I don't come in the 
winter for the skiing. I come in the skiing off season for the world class rock climbing opportunities in the 
pristine setting. I was disturbed to hear of the main proposals to reduce winter traffic congestion in LCC 
involving permanent alternations to the canyon and adding transit that only services the ski resorts. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) What about the popular Gates Buttress, with already 
limited parking? (32.4N) What about the hundreds of boulder problems scattered throughout the 
canyon? (32.4A and 32.4B) What about looking out from a cliff top and seeing trees, not a huge 
gondola? (32.17A) LCC already has strict restrictions on camping in the canyon in order to protect the 
watershed. (32.12A and 32.12B) I find it alarming that the 2 proposals to address traffic make such 
major changes to the year round experience of the canyon for traffic experienced only a few days a 
year. (32.1.4D) What about implementing electric busing and traffic restrictions for high traffic days on 
the winter? (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) Salt Lake City is renowned for its recreational access 
year round. Don't take that away for a problem only affecting a few weeks of the year. 
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COMMENT #:  11775 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sammie Dall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not change or add anything to Little Cottonwood Canyon. We want to keep the peaceful 
beauty of our canyon. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  11776 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cristina Raspollini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.29R) 
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) 

Page 32B-12087 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11777 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bromley Busath 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The great success of the ski resorts has increased congestion in the canyon. Building a Gondola 
reduces congestion, preserves the canyon and improves year round access for everyone. (32.2.9D) 
 
The government should pay to build it. (32.2.7A) 
The resorts should pay to operate and maintain it. (32.2.6I) 
The pubic should ride for free year round. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5F) 
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COMMENT #:  11778 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Gene Fuller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the 2 options, I think the enhanced bus system is better, but I don't think we need to do either of 
those options. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both will do IRREVERSIBLE DAMAGE TO BOTH THE 
ENVIRONMENT AND THE BEAUTY AND ENJOYMENT OF THE CANYON!! (32.17A, 32.17B, and 
32.4I) If you instead significantly increase the incentive to not drive to the ski resorts, you can do 
enhanced bus service without widening the road. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) You could charge a toll at the 
bottom of the canyon and then a second very expensive toll, maybe $50 to $100, just before the first ski 
resort entrance. (32.2.4A) You would not have to enforce a carpool mandate. People will do that on 
their own to share the cost if they choose to drive, or they will take the bus. The bus should be free, or 
very low cost, with a ski pass. (32.2.4A) This would reduce the traffic enough that the buses should be 
able to get up and down the canyon without the extra lane. Maybe it would take 40 minutes instead of 
35. You could still put in the snow sheds in the avalanche-prone areas to help keep the traffic moving. 
(32.2.9K) You should have several lots to meet the bus, so the traffic doesn't back up too much in one 
area in the communities at the bottom of the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.2.1D) This could be 
implemented right away, would save hundreds of millions of dollars, and would leave our beautiful 
canyon for all to enjoy--rock climbers, hikers, campers, snow-shoers, cross-country and back-country 
skiers, and sight-seers, as well as downhill skiers. (32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11779 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sebastian Traechsel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The short term solution should be a bus system. Even though this is environmentally not really 
sustainable. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
 
In my point of view a train system up the canyon would be the best solution. (32.2.9F) Especially 
because it's sustainable, flexible and environmental friendly. This could also increase the general use 
of trains in Utah as it could be connected to the TRAX systems in the valley. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  11780 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jerome Wile 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Summer road up Albion Basin used to be absolute zoo, choked with traffic and the Basin filled with 
people. Then 4 or 5 years ago ASL took over responsibility for the road and the campground. A toll was 
instituted for all summer traffic, $6 the first year, $10 now, and the horrible traffic disappeared. The 
funds collected pay the attendants who collect tolls. Walking in the Basin and surrounds has changed 
dramatically. The model works. If LCC was tolled, it could be done electronically, and the money 
collected went towards funding much needed avalanche sheds, there would be less traffic and maybe 
fewer people on all but the busiest days and safety improved as well. Busses would have a faster route 
and maybe be used more. It is not an expensive solution either. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)

Page 32B-12091 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11781 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Johannes Lorenz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A rapid bus service would be the most reasonable short-term solution and I like the idea of cyclists and 
pedestrians utilizing the road in the summer. (32.2.9B and 32.29R)  
However, a train service would have been the best long term solution further eliminating traffic during 
the summer, while also being a very attractive alternative for tourists flying into SLC, hikers and 
backpackers etc. (32.2.9F and 32.2.6.6A)
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COMMENT #:  11782 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dusty Heyrend 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola will be a great option for reducing traffic and continuing to bring tourism traffic to Utah for 
the skiing and ski industry infrastructure. Looking at cities like Telluride, CO, we see that Gondolas can 
be great public assets, improving quality of life for citizens and visitors alike. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11783 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Gates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please please don't push the gondola idea thru. (32.2.9E) This seems to be a complete waste of 
tax payer money, and only solves a problem for two businesses!!. There are many other users of the 
canyon that would never benefit from a gondola. With stops only being at Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
For whatever an opinion is worth, I believe there are many other ideas that could be implemented 
before such a drastic construction project. (32.2.2PP) 
 
Some ideas might include bus only days, with an enhanced bus schedule. Express buses that only 
pickup and drop off at one point. (32.2.2B and 32.2.6.3N) 
 
Mandatory SNOW tires no matter what the weather conditions exist should become the normal. Many 
of the problems in the canyon are from inadequate vehicles and tires. (32.2.2M) 
 
The gondola option is sexy and would look really good on a ski Utah brochure. But it is NOT 
what/where I want my tax dollars being spent.
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COMMENT #:  11784 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola, No Wider Road! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Charge to drive up on big days and increase 
bussing. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11785 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Charlebois 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are incredible ideas of innovation going down here. Each person involved has a vision that could 
potentially improve transportation in the canyon. Each option also has great cost. Cost and Value is 
always the focal points to finding balance in decisions. There are also steps to be taken before such 
extreme projects begin. What I'm not seeing is any discussion about limiting driving access up the 
canyons. For example, Out of state plates could be regulated from driving up the canyon. People 
staying at the hotels, or visiting friends could get a code to scan, or something like that, to allow them 
access to drive up the canyon if they are from out of state. Starting by enforcing out of state people to 
take the public transportation is a step to see how much difference it would make. If you "have to" 
include out of state drivers driving up the canyon, have an "out of state" toll booth on the way up, that 
does not affect the traffic flow, which charges $20 - $30/per day to drive up. That revenue would go 
back in to future developments, and present canyon operations. With out a doubt we would see 
improvement in the daily flow of traffic. It would also help develop an improvement in the bus system 
experience that would be getting out of state visitors up the canyons. The locals of this beautiful state 
are the fabric that makes this place what it is. Keep them in the forefront to development. And may we 
all remember, Respect is what we show, not what we demand. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, 32.2.9N, and 
32.2.9A) Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  11786 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please just enforce the winter traction/tire law strictly 24/7. This would be a minimal cost and could 
have a huge effect. Let’s just try it, please. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  11787 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Ballinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to state for the record I think the Gondola, enhanced bus service, and development of La Caille 
are all the wrong approach. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I ask UDOT to reconsider all options brought 
forward and do not move forward with either option. We only have one LCC we can never undo the 
damage of development. 
20~ days a year on Powder Days it can take a few hours to go up the canyon. (32.1.4D)  
 
Why is UDOT solving for a problem that only affects a small percentage of the year and isn’t a big 
deal? What about the other 340 days of the year why are we spending 1BN for something that goes 
unneeded the vast majority of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Why are the lifts not running during the spring, summer, fall (Except for the tram and peruvian lift)? Is it 
not in the ski resorts best interest to keep them running and charge for rides? Answer: because there is 
no demand for it. Do you really think there will be a demand to: Drive to the base station, park, ride in a 
gondola 30+min then repeat? A reasonable person would not. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, and 32.20A) 
 
Why is the base station at La Caille? Have you seen the traffic patterns on the busy ski days? Where is 
the traffic? The proposed base station is in the heart of the traffic. If you build a base station in the 
proposed location, nobody will be able to access it due to the traffic. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.2X) 
 
Instead move a bus hub to the South Towne Mall, a speaker on the public zoom meeting said that the 
owners of the mall are open to working with UDOT in creating a bus hub at that location. This makes 
more sense for tourists and locals to have a location that is already built, tons of parking and multiple 
avenues to send busses. (32.2.2I and 32.2.2ZZ) 
 
Why is there traffic during the peak season weekends? 
 
- The introduction of the Ikon pass and Mountain Collective pass have greatly increased the traffic to 
the resorts. 
- There is limited supply (resort parking, mountain space, powder, skiable area) 
- There is no limit to demand. (Ikon pass, daily ticket sales, season pass) 
- This is a problem the ski resorts have created. Why is UDOT even involved? This is not a public 
issue, this is a private industry issue. (32.1.2B) 
 
I ask UDOT again, please do not destroy our canyon, please do not expand the road, please do not 
build a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We can never undo the damage of development to this canyon. 
We need to preserve not build. This is a private industry created issue. Why are we the taxpayers 
asked to fix this? (32.1.2B) 
 
Mark
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COMMENT #:  11788 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicholas McEachern 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To speak frankly, the current proposed transportation alternatives for LCC are "too little, too late". 
Widening the road for bus service will result in environmental damage that will never recover while still 
not meeting the demands of a growing population and the increased scarcity of powder. (32.2.9C, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola proposal fails to consider the importance of scalability while also 
neglecting the diverse users of the canyon who are not only ski resort patrons. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5A, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Both of these alternatives cost an amount of money that 
would be burdened by a tax base that would not be able to reap the rewards for decades to come. 
 
It was disappointing that the DEIS was done without conducting a capacity study for the canyon. It is 
clear that the multi-million dollar ski resort industry of Utah was prioritized in the gondola alternative and 
while predictable, it upsets me. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C)  
 
Unfortunately, the best and only realistic way forward for the Wasatch community would be a 
combination of tolling, increased bus service, and incentivizing those who take the bus. (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11789 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sue Weaver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The aerial tram (gondola) is the wrong solution. (32.2.9E) Without drastic government measures 
combatting climate change, ski resorts will have less and less relevance. (32.2.2E) Don’t spend more 
money to build a gondola for a soon to be unprofitable ski industry. 
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COMMENT #:  11790 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Steenblik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola approach to reducing congestion in Little Cottonwood canyon. 
(32.2.9E) I also am not a real supporter of widening the road to accommodate more traffic. (32.2.9C 
and 32.20E) This canyon is too pristine to have something this dramatic done to it. (32.4I) I am 
supportive of further study and perhaps trying some less permanent options including better bus 
service, bus riding incentives, car pooling incentives, tolls, and vehicle number restrictions. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.2L) This canyon is too valuable of an asset and resource to have something with 
such significant impact done to it. (32.4I) I don't believe that the traffic and congestion is a problem 
everyday but primarily at peak seasons. (32.1.4D) The dramatic options proposed will be with the 
canyon every day into the future. Please continue to explore and try some less permanent solutions 
before proceeding with such dramatically suggested options which cannot be undone. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  11791 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Behle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the Gondola plans. (32.2.9E) I disagree with the plans for traffic expansion in the canyon. 
(32.2.9C and 32.20E) The real problem of actual user numbers ought to be addressed. I suggest 
calculating the maximum capacity tolerated to minimize environmental impact should be the primary 
focus. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  11792 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Toyo Tsuyakahane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel both alternatives are not good. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Enhanced Electric Buses running on a 
REAL schedule, especially during ski season and powder days are the BEST alternative. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3F) NYC instituted this in Manhattan and it works like a charm and is less expensive than a 
subway or in this case building a gondola or a 6 lane highway. With less pollution, hassle, and 
environmental impact than your proposals. 
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COMMENT #:  11793 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Campbell Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
Thank you for taking the time to consider my comments on the Little Cottonwood EIS and all the time 
and effort everyone involved has put into into this. Here are my reasons for why NEITHER option 
presented at this point should be put into place – (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
1. Most importantly we need to take small steps to try and mitigate canyon traffic before taking drastic 
measures by putting in a gondola that will permanently change the look of the canyon. Can we start by 
adding the tolls that are a part of these plans? Even using an HOV minimum to access the canyon 
without a toll. (32.29R and 32.2.2Y) 
2. Tolls and HOV laws would be a huge step in the right direction and then we can re evaluate. 
(32.2.2Y) 
3. A 20-40% increase of bus service in addition could be an easy small step too. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.6.3N) 
4. Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
5. The gondola will rely on private vehicles to operate so it won't reduce the amount of them in the 
canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) 
6. The gondola doesn't service many summer trailheads so will only benefit activities during a third of 
the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2.C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3G, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
7. Alta and Snowbird (my preferred ski resorts in the Wasatch) Have been funding massive increases 
to their marketing efforts and recent years and it only seems they favor the gondola so tax payer dollars 
can help offset their spending. (32.2.7A) 
8. We haven't evaluated the max capacity of LCC and the gondola will only bring more people in 
addition to those using private vehicles causing more and more congestion at the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.2.4A, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
PLEASE PLEASE DO NOT MOVE FORWARD WITH EITHER of these expensive plans until we take 
reasonable and sound actions that will have measurable impact first. (32.29R)  
Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  11794 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robin Patfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in support of the bus service option with these concerns: (32.2.9A) 
a. The visual impacts of a gondola will forever destroy the main reason why most people want to 
go to these mountains. This is a big issue. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)  
b. Widening of the roadways has the potential to significantly increase traffic in the canyons. 
(32.2.4A and 32.20E) 
c. Bus service would be the most reasonable short-term solution. (32.29R) 
d. Gondola only serves the ski resort and not the whole community. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)  
This is the best option of what was presented, but an even better option would be to have train service 
up the canyon for the following reasons: (32.2.9F) 
a. Less visual impact on landscape (32.17D) 
b. More environmentally friendly than having even more cars on the road (32.2.4A) 
c. Service can be adjusted depending on need (32.2.6.6A) 
d. Most cost-effective long-term solution for the area. (32.2.7C) 
e. Would ultimately connect to the TRAX systems in the valley (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  11795 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Trombly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola or the extra lanes to LCC would destruct iconic climbing areas and boulder problems that 
make LCC such a dream for climbers. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4B) It would destroy the 
natural beauty of what the cottonwood is, and put more man-made destructiveness when there are less 
destructive options exist such as UDOT's Enhanced Bus without Roadway Widening proposal. 
(32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4I, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  11796 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bridger Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the bus option would be a temporary solution because busses can slide off the road, it may help 
with traffic a little bit and widening the road could be harmful to the environment and make it more 
dangerous of a canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.6.3P) The train option is a better option because you have 
two tracks that keep the train from going off the edge and it could be better for the environment. And 
you don't have to worry about bus traffic jams. (32.2.9F)  
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COMMENT #:  11797 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eveline Field 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support a Gondola rather use more buses and don’t allow so much parking at Snowbird or Alta. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  11798 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maggie Noonan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola alternative still seems the most useful. Thank you. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11799 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Walton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The only real option is the bus. DO NOT consider gondola or train. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9M) 
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COMMENT #:  11800 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Douglas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Sandy and a long time user of the canyon I cannot stress enough how much I oppose 
either of these ideas. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) First two businesses benefit from this project, how much 
money are the two businesses that benefit from this paying to the project? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) If these go through they should pay for the bulk of it not the tax payer. Second, how 
much money are we going to spend for an eyesore gondola that only benefits the canyon for one of the 
four seasons. (32.2.7C and 3.2.6.5F) I for one go to the canyon to spend time free of the city and man 
made objects not have my view obscured by this proposed monstrosity. Instead of ruining the canyon 
for the rest of us so snowbird can make a better profit. (32.4I) Have them charge $150 for parking, can't 
be much more than the obscene amount the already charge. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) Don't allow 
snowbird to cover the no parking signs on the road in the winter time and maybe just encourage more 
ride share bus rides instead of spending obscene amounts of money to support more business for two 
Utah businesses. (32.2.9A) I understand that those two businesses draw money too lots of other 
businesses, but again this is for one season. Other residents enjoy this canyon as well, why are we 
ruining it for the other 3 seasons of the year. (32.1.2B)  
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COMMENT #:  11801 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zev Rosenfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola with the La Caille base station option. (32.2.9D) With that said, I don’t think that 
this EIS goes far enough in banning traffic within the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L) I would love to see 
the gondola, along with buses with frequent stops so that nobody ever has to drive a car up the canyon. 
(32.2.2W)  
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COMMENT #:  11802 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cristina Amat 

 
COMMENT: 
 
do not build the gondola,is only going to benefit 2 private sky resort and do nothing to improve the 
problem. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11803 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local resident living one mile from the entrance of little cottonwood canyon I support the gondola 
option. (32.2.9D) I would hate to see the road expanded as it would disrupt animals and vegetation, and 
with so many cars going up amd down the gondola would not add to the congestion, noise and air 
pollution. (32.2.9C, 32.13B, 32.10A, 32.11A, and 32.11D) 
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COMMENT #:  11804 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hubert Wang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long term resident of the Salt Lake Valley and an Alta pass holder for twenty five years I am taking 
this opportunity to comment on the transportation proposal for Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
 First and foremost I would like to register my opposition to the gondola alternative. (32.2.9E) This is 
nothing more than a blatant tax payer subsidy for the private ski lift companies in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) With stops only at Snowbird and Alta, as well as ambiguity as to 
whether the gondola would run during the summer, there is no real pretense that this is a general 
solution to transportation needs in LLC. (32.2.6.5G and 32.2.6.5F) In general most traffic problems in 
the canyon stem from a few days each winter, usually corresponding to holidays or big winter storms 
which result in canyon road closures. (32.1.4D) Spending upwards of a billion dollars in public funds to 
benefit two private companies who would like to sell even more lift tickets on these days seems to be 
fiduciary malpractice on the part of UDOT. It seems to me that there is an upper limit on the number of 
skiers that can be accommodated in LLC on a given day and that this number is not solely determined 
by the lift capacity of the ski resorts. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C)  
 The canyon is an important part of the salt lake valley watershed on which approximately one third of 
Utah’s population depends for household water. It seems that environmental concerns with respect to 
maintaining watershed quality should trump lift ticket sales ( it should be noted that dogs, horses, and 
etc are excluded from the canyon for this reason). (32.12A) It is my understanding that Utah State 
University is conducting a study to determine carrying capacity for daily recreation use in LLC perhaps 
it would be prudent to wait for the results of this study before proceeding with plans to put thousands 
more people in the canyon for the benefit of limited private interests. (32.20B) Furthermore given the 
importance of environmental integrity in LCC it would appear that a coalition of stake holders should 
reach a consensus opinion as to its preservation rather than having a “solution “ forced on us by UDOT 
and the ski resorts. (32.2.9N)
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COMMENT #:  11805 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Turville 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider a toll gate and limit the number of cars. Traffic will be controlled, more mass transit will 
be utilized and there will be less environmental impact than building gondolas or widening roads. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, 32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) Signage can be updated throughout the valley and 
social media to let people know if the canyon is at capacity and busses are available. (32.2.2L and 
32.2.2K) Make carpooling more easier by allowing a carpool entry. (32.2.4A) Overall this problem has 
been growing for too long and any type of solution is way overdue. Hoping for the best . 
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COMMENT #:  11806 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marianne Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Sandy resident and frequent (several times a week) LCC user. I want to express my strong 
opposition to proceeding with the gondola for the following reasons: (32.2.9E) 
- The Model is Intentionally Biased. The economic model considering the gondola should include 
a robust consumer uptake analysis that fully analyzes the strong consumer resistance to the increased 
friction of the proposed system. Specifically, because users must shift from the current system getting 
in their car and getting out at the resort, the gondola solution anticipates little friction in transitioning 
those users to getting on a bus with all their primary and secondary ski equipment (back-up equipment 
normally kept in a car for adverse events or lunch), getting off the bus and cuing for the gondola, 
loading gondola with all their equipment, and repeat the process to go home. There appears to be an 
overwhelming bias toward skewing the analysis to omit such a crucial consideration. The consumer 
friction seems like an enormous impediment to full use absent a major financial incentive, which is not 
even outlined in the documents I found. (32.2.6.4A, 32.2.6.5J, and 32.2.4A) 
- Inadequate Peak Capacity. The proposed gondola is woefully inadequate to have a major 
impact. It will only carry 1/3 of the people heading up LCC, so our half billion does little to alleviate the 
problem in LCC alone. (32.2.6.5N) 
- Inadequate Scope. The gondola solves none of the larger regional issues. For example, not 
even BCC is improved by this massive spending proposal. (32.1.1A and 32.1.1C) 
- Sole Goal is Making Disney ride for Snowbird and Alta. The capacity is highly ski resort specific 
providing no capacity in the ski areas “off” hours or providing access to attractions on the way up to the 
resorts. In fact, the gondola solution appears exclusively intended to benefit two for-profit corporations, 
and such a narrowly targeted benefit should not be the obligation of our citizens. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- Beneficiaries Make No Commitment. The ski areas are the primary beneficiary, and should 
agree to offset any costs of users or governmental operation that directly benefits their for-profit 
enterprise. The fee structure is not adequately considered and people are driven by financial structures. 
The true environmental impact cannot be known without a robust economic model considering all 
payees and payors. (32.2.7A) 
 
For the foregoing reasons I strongly oppose the gondola solution 
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COMMENT #:  11807 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Breanna Lamont 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the bus service option because having a Gondola would only serve the ski resorts and not the 
entire community. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A better option that 
I would support would be a train service up the canyon, which would be more cost-effective in the long-
term and could connect to the TRAX systems in the valley. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  11808 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eamonn Walsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in the Wasatch Resort in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The propsed gondola would negatively affect 
my family during construction and operation. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.4A, 32.4E, and 32.4M)  
In addition, it will dramatically alter the aesthetics of the canyon and negatively impact the environment. 
(32.17A and 32.4I) This negative environmental impact includes the area under and around the towers 
and all access roads necessary to maintain the towers, base and top area construction, sound pollution 
from constuction and operation, and the loss of natural views throughout the canyon. (32.2.6.5L, 32.4I, 
32.11D, 32.19A, and 32.17A)  
Expansion of the bus system would be more cost effective and offer less negative environmental 
impacts. (32.2.9A). I urge you to discard the gondola option as a realistic solution to the traffic issues in 
the canyon. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
Eamonn Walsh 
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COMMENT #:  11809 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Clegg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the gondola is better because it doesn’t destroy as much land. (32.2.9D) I also believe 
that ikon pass is not fair to the locals and should be banned at Alta and snowbird. This would result in 
way less crowds. (32.2.2K)  
Gondola for the win!! 
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COMMENT #:  11810 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Brawley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1. Toll booth and fees for LCC (32.2.4A) 
2. Mandatory traction tires 24/7 Nov 1st - Apr 30th ( let’s stop the slide offs )(32.2.2M) 
3. Expanded/additional bus service. ( and put studded snow tires on the busses, they slide out too) 
(32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11811 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Bruni 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the proposal to build a gondola or additional lanes in the road at this time. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact 
on the climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.1.2C, 32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.6.3C) If there are any possible solutions available they need to be 
considered prior to a decision that will cause irreversible changes. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  11812 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  CJ Thede 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If this were in Europe, the gondola option would have been built 10 years ago. Use them as an 
example. It's clear that this form of transportation/infrastructure works well for moving people in 
mountainous areas, is safe, and brings more tourist revenue. Clearly the safer option. That should end 
the argument already. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11813 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Chabot 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This project is a waste of public resources. (32.1.2B) Over 99% of the time, there is very little traffic to 
get up the canyon. (32.1.4D) The only times when traffic is bad is during snow storms and on 
weekends. I know this because I visit the canyon frequently throughout the year and those are the only 
times when it's busy. When backcountry skiing, I can always go early and avoid the traffic anyway. This 
project will use public tax dollars to benefit ski resorts and wealthy resort skiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Let's try a toll first and see what happens. (32.2.2Y) This project is like 
calling an exterminator when you have a mouse in the house, before you try a mousetrap. It's a classic 
boondoggle. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  11814 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Howe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the ideas for Enhanced busing, shoulder and lane improvements. (32.2.9B) I am STRONGLY 
AGAINST THE IDEA OF A GONDOLA near the mouth of the canyon. (32.2.9E) I think it would be 
helpful to enforce the 4x4/chains requirements to reduce vehicles without the proper equipment from 
becoming a liability and adding to the congestion of traffic. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  11815 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adriana Staagueda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The growth rate of Utah has increased exponentially in the past ten years. Along with the population 
size, the interest in recreation in the outdoors, specifically the Cottonwood canyons has increased. We 
have all personally seen the traffic and safety hazards these growths have imposed on the canyons. 
Safety should be the number one priority for all. However, it must be in tandem with sustainability - of 
the canyons, the environment and views we all love dearly, the population and adjacent cities. We must 
all accept the reality that the limited space in Little Cottonwood cannot support the drastic increase in 
human traffic that a gondola would bring. (32.20A and 32.20C) It is not only on UDOT, but also the 
resorts located in Little Cottonwood to come up with a sustainable solution. The environmental impact a 
gondola would have on this beautiful canyon, with its finite resources and capacity, is detrimental and 
unsustainable. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.20B) The beauty and ability to continue to provide a space to 
recreate in the mountains must be preserved, and the gondola solution cannot do this. (32.4I) 
 
I have personally taken the ski buses across the years as a way to access the resorts in both Big and 
Little Cottonwood canyons. The time schedule, number of buses, and reliability is inconsistent, 
especially on weekends or during and after a snowstorm. Appropriate time and resources should be 
allocated to creating a more reliable bus schedule that can help manage and safely transport those 
interested in accessing the canyons. Sustainability and safety should be at the core of a proposed 
solution." (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N). As someone who is not originally from Utah but has lived here for 
the past 8 years, I would like to continue to enjoy the canyons and all they have to offer for years to 
come. 
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COMMENT #:  11816 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think maybe the resorts ought to think about a reservation system. (32.2.2K) The canyon can only 
support so many visitors just like golf courses and the lakes surrounding the valley. (32.20B) It seems 
that canyon visitors will either have to wait in line driving up the canyon or wait trying to find a parking 
place or wait in line to get on the lifts. A reservation system would alleviate alot of the problems and 
would allow for a more pleasant experience for all. (32.2.2K) 
 
We just can't keep allowing an unlimited number of people up the canyon. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 
32.20C). That is a disservice to all. Having stated all that I support the expanded bus service before the 
gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  11817 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clay Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposals of 1) building a gondola and 2) widening the road are too impactful to the natural 
recreation resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I) 
 
Please implement a combination of increased/mandatory bus service and road tolls before considering 
any major construction projects. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) We already have the tools and 
resources to mitigate traffic issues, it just requires some planning and critical thinking, along with a 
change in mindset and culture in the Salt Lake valley. 
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COMMENT #:  11818 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Polly Creveling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As Utah continues to grow, we need to spend more time protecting our land rather than building on it 
and destroying it for future generations. Building this gondola or widening the road is only going to 
inhibit the growth in the natural beauty of these canyons. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 
32.4I) Ask yourself what is gondolas purposes? (32.1.2B) Is it actually to give people more opportunity 
or is it just a benefit the private companies that are at the top of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). They already make plenty of money they charge plenty of money people 
find a way to get there. If anything just make it a one-way up in the morning and one way down in the 
afternoon. (32.2.2D) Don’t ruin the scenery don’t ruin the mountains don’t ruin something that’s so 
beautiful for our state just to bring in more money (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  11819 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Yedlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Little Cottonwood Canyon and support the Enhanced Bus Service option coupled with a 
reservation system for parking at the resorts for the following reasons: (32.2.9A and 32.2.2K) 
- It is more flexible and less impactful to the ambiance of the canyon. (32.2.6.3D) 
- UDOT could further lessen environmental impact by using electric buses. (32.2.6.3F) 
- There are relatively few days during the winter when the canyon has to be completely closed, and the 
bus option can be adapted to various needs throughout the year. (32.7A and 32.1.2C) 
- The ski resorts can only accommodate a certain number of people - and there are complaints already 
about long lift lines. (32.20C) 
- This option could also be beneficial during busy summer weekends and/or events and can include 
stop offs at trail heads. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
On the other hand, the Gondola option: (32.2.9E) 
- Destroys the look of the canyon with immense structures. (32.17A) 
- Benefits only the resorts - and can lead to over-capacity. (32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
- Costs to taxpayers are higher. (32.2.7C) 
- Builds infrastructure that is not really needed in the summer. (32.1.2C)

Page 32B-12130 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11820 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Frederick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why was the interconnect not considered? This would have clearly been the best solution. Take all the 
cars coming from PC off the road. (32.1.5B and 32.2.2N)  
 
Otherwise i support the gondola option. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  11821 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Wyman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I dislike either option, I prefer the bus solution as it serves the many different recreational needs 
of people throughout the year. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9B, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) Personally, I love hiking in 
the summer and would be very inclined to take a bus to a trailhead and save me from driving and 
having to park in a crowded lot or on the side of the road. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) A gondola would not 
enable me to access trails that are not reasonably proximal to Alta or Snowbird. (32.2.6.5G)  
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COMMENT #:  11822 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Amott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO to the gondola. (32.2.9E) YES to the bus or other form of mass transit. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11823 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrei Kachurin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need a wide good road (not a gondola) and electric buses. (32.2.9B, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  11824 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Skousen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not like either the gondola or widened bus lane. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I do not support widening 
the road and I think the gondola is too expensive, unfeasible and really does not mitigate the true 
problem. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I would support some sort of trolley or light rail system-
something similar to what Zion National Park system does with the shuttles. It really seems to work 
down there. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  11825 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trinh Bui 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe we should pursue a less invasive intervention to the problem rather than something that will 
permanently alter the canyon forever. (32.29R and 32.2.9PP) The canyons are a natural wonder that 
brings in tourists from all over the world. There are other options like increased bus services and no 
cars at the canyon before drastic ones. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2B)  
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COMMENT #:  11826 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nolan Penning 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The valley and even benches have some very major roads that give a raw industrial feel. To the 
visitor to SLC this is a bit of a shock, and disappointment given the background beauty of the 
mountains behind the valley is so stunning.  
 
Every effort to not increase road width and/or increase the level of traffic should be one of the goals. 
(32.1.2B) Because, the canyons are the city’s sanctuary from the summer heat and winter inversion 
(surprise surprise both increased by the automobile). (32.20E) 
 
So, my choice would be the gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11827 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Sibul 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the bus option compared to the gondola. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) The gondola only stops at 
Snowbird and Alta. It's corporate welfare! (32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
The canyons are to be enjoyed by everyone, not just rich skiers. From a transportation equity 
perspective it is shameful. Also, the bus should be run year-round and not just in the winter. (32.2.6.3C 
and 32.1.2C)  
 
Moreover, the rail option should be brought back to the table. (32.2.9F) It was eliminated for the wrong 
reasons, and is the only alternative that could properly connect to the regional rail system that has been 
built over the past 20 years. (32.2.2I)  
 
Thanks for listening. 
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COMMENT #:  11828 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cindy Diaz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree with Mayor Wilson the the League of Women Voters. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  11829 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chrissy Wong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Even though the gondola looks nice when finished, the amount of construction to build it in this fragile 
canyon makes the shuttle bus lane a better option. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.2.9A) We will lose so many 
rock climbing spots as well if the gondola goes in. (32.4B) 

Page 32B-12140 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11830 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Claire Russon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against this proposal. It harms treasured, irreplaceable recreation and alters the very 
heart of Little Cottonwood Canyon. It is not worth the damage it does to an invaluable area. Please 
reconsider. (32.2.9G or 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  11831 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Camille Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO to the gondola alternative. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  11832 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chip Herron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the Gondola will provide the best solution to the congestion issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
downtime do to weather would be a concern but if the weather is that poor, the resorts would be closed 
or limited. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
The bus lane would create more congestion in the canyon; one more lane to drive in; and have the 
same concerns about weather as we have today. The extra lane (s) would be difficult to enforce as 
well. (32.2.9C, 32.7C, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.2.6.3B) 
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COMMENT #:  11833 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise James 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It think they all stink, its going to cost us skiers more to go for day of skiing if you dont get out money 
from charge us to drive up the road , your going to charge us for the gondola ride and for train. some of 
dont want to ride the bus, or gondola or train. we want to drive our cars. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9G) it not 
enough that season pass and lift ticket cost so much you people think we are maid out of money. you 
say you are protecting the environment , you are going to more damage by your proposals than by 
leaving it alone. I am not happy about any of it it going to cost me to park on the weekends and now to 
drive up the road to get there. it sucks. 
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COMMENT #:  11834 

DATE:   9/2/21 4:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Chandler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Could an elevated light rail system, maybe an extension of UTA's TRAX system, be a viable idea? 
(32.2.2I) 
 
In Colorado they elevated I70 through Glenwood canyon. It blends in well with the surroundings and is 
high enough to not be effected my snow slides. (32.2.2G) 
 
This would allow for a greater volume than the tram idea (which is a cool idea) and, being rail, have 
greater safetly than busses. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  11835 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Therese Berry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two UDOT preferred alternatives in the Draft EIS selected for Little Cottonwood Canyon; the 
gondola and additional bus lanes, would have an unacceptable impact on Little Cottonwood Canyon 
overall, severely impacting the climbing experience, and the year-round dispersed recreation access 
throughout all of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4I, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.4P) 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs BEFORE any 
permanent changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.2.3C) Both UDOT proposals threaten the myriad recreation 
opportunities of our beloved Canyon. These proposals perpetuate environmental marginalization and 
injustice in the Wasatch Front. UDOT must find new alternatives!!! (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  11836 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregg J Riker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Best option of the 3. Something has to change.  Lacaile parking is not a great option. (32.2.9E or 
32.2.9M) What about downstream traffic from city, wasatch blvd. one doesnt work without the other. 
(32.2.6.5E or 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  11837 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Fehlig 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus service option since it seems the most flexible for long-term future use. 
(32.2.9A) I think canyon usage patterns well into the future are too unknown and variable for the 
gondola option. (32.2.6.5A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  11838 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Schle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please prioritize buses - they have the flexibility of moving up in scale (a bus only lane) and can be 
powered from electric. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3F) a gondola is a logistical nightmare, let alone the fact 
that it would not work as well as we would hope it would. (32.2.9E and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11839 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Halversen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly feel that a passenger rail solution for canyon transportation improvements needs to be 
seriously considered a primary option over a gondola and/or street widening/additional bus solutions. 
(32.2.9F, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) A gondola system running up the canyons will be an absolute eyesore 
and provided limited accessibility to areas other than the main ski resorts. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Street widening will only further promote and increase personal vehicle 
traffic and is moving in completely the wrong direction. (32.2.6.3B, 32.2.4A, and 32.20E) It will only 
make the situation worse as it prolongs the problem to a later point in time. (32.7C) Buses are 
unreliable, inconvenient and uncomfortable. I see a passenger rail system as solving all of the 
aforementioned problems that the other considerations create. (32.2.9F) Increased bus services is the 
best short-term "band-aid" solution, but should only be used as an intermediate solution as a rail 
system is being constructed, and then phased out or reduced once the rail system is operational. 
(32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  11840 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wolfgang Morlock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not take away are beloved sacred mountains the memories and love there is unreal (32.29G)  
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COMMENT #:  11841 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alana Felt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a wild and healthy ecosystem that provides our water, supports 1,200 species of plants and 
animals, and is depended upon for healthy outdoor recreation by millions of people both locals and 
visitors each year. We don't need elaborate gondolas or expansion of the roadways that damage the 
magnificent Wasatch Mountains. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Below are six actionable solutions that will 
meet or exceed UDOT's goals, all the while protecting what makes the Wasatch unique and inspiring. 
 
UDOT’s goal of 30% reduction in private vehicles could be accomplished without major construction but 
requires higher vehicle occupancy during peak hours, weekends and holidays. By requiring 4 or more 
people in cars that enter these canyons, you could remove 50% of the current vehicles in the canyon, 
20% more than UDOT’s $500 million+ solution in search of a problem. (32.2.4A and 32.1.2D) 
 
A flexible YEAR-ROUND bus system that gets people out of their cars, nearer their origins (homes, 
hotels, work, etc), aided by canyon centers across the valley where you can park your car, visit outdoor 
shops, get food and drink, even have affordable housing. (32.2.2I) 
 
Increase enforcement of the UDOT Cottonwood Canyon sticker program to ensure vehicles are 
compliant with snow tire and chain requirements under the Traction Law, making the traction inspection 
part of vehicle inspections. Some weather events (or known busy days) may warrant banning private 
automobiles in the canyons. (32.2.2M) 
 
Innovate and implement an occupancy-based toll to increase vehicular occupancy from current 1.7 
people per vehicle to 4. (32.2.4A) 
 
Big Cottonwood Canyon users parking at “LCC mobility hubs” - If people going into Big Cottonwood 
Canyon make use of the LCC mobility hubs demand and crowding will increase, but this hasn't been 
included in UDOT's scope. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) 
 
Year-round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
As a Salt Lake City native, I hope to see you protect the Wasatch, forgo the damaging development 
that only helps two resorts and engage with local conservation and community groups to advance 
robust solutions to the year-round transportation, recreation and conservation issues confronting our 
watershed canyons. (32.29G and 32.1.2C)
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COMMENT #:  11842 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ariadna Thurman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, consider the environment. (32.29G) Think of all the animals that kill be killed on the road, the 
green house emotions, and so many other devastating consequences that expanding the road will 
bring. (32.2.9C, 32.13A, and 32.10A) Building the gondola will not only reduce human negative impact, 
it will reduce traffic jams and it will increase the touristic value of the are. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, 32.7C, 
32.2.6.5E, and 32.20C) Time over time it has been proven that expanding roads do not decrease 
traffic, it actually does the opposite, it incentives people to depend on cars. (32.20E) People will car 
pool less, will take the bus less and it will at the end not solve the problem. (32.2.4A)  
 
I think pretty we know pretty much that most people want the gondola to be build, so please consider 
our opinion and do something that will mark a precedent for future infrastructure endeavours and the 
Utahns commitment to treasure our natural resources. 
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COMMENT #:  11843 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Gibbon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither the gondola nor the road widening options should be considered until further traffic mitigation 
strategies (tolling, increased bus service, limits on the number of the people in the canyon) have been 
exhausted. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.2L, and 32.29R) My wife and I moved to Salt 
Lake City for the natural beauty, and if government agencies would so hastily permanently deface this 
landscape, I don't see any reason why we should stay here in the long term. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  11844 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Neal Gerber 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello my name is Neal Gerber and I am an avid rock climber and it was one of the reasons why I 
moved to Salt Lake. I am appalled by the short sightedness by both plans proposed by UDOT. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E) On one hand the gondola ignores all other user groups of the canyon and panders to only 
skiers and not really skiers but the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
I don't know how anyone could possibly justify such an expensive project that's sole purpose is to line 
the pockets of the ski resorts. (32.1.2B) Not only that but the gondola would destroy rock climbs which 
are an important and limited resource to Salt Lakes identity and tourism. (32.4B) The widening of the 
road while allows other user groups to move more quickly though the canyon it still destroys a part of 
history and threatens user groups that are not skiers by destroying trails and rock climbs. (32.4A) I 
implore all of those concerned to search for solutions that do not pander to big money and show the 
middle finger to users that have enjoyed the canyon for decades (32.2.2PP). 
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COMMENT #:  11845 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Boyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not make the gondola! Buses work better! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11846 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Henke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello and thank you for your time. I support neither option UDOT has proposed as a solution. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E) I only foresee damage from the gondola or road widening solutions and do not believe 
that they address the real concerns of the traffic in the canyon. (32.4I, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I ski and rock 
climb in little cottonwood 3 times a week minimum and am very familiar with traffic patterns and needs. 
I support Salt lake Climbers Alliance and WASATCH BACKCOUNTRY ALLIANCE. Both of these 
groups understand the communities needs better than those who visit the resort only a few times per 
year. Please try more affordable options before creating such and eye sore in little cottonwood. 
(32.2.2PP, 32.2.7C, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Please do not widen the road! This is devastating for our 
climbers (resource for out of state visitors and locals) and for our local ecosystem. (32.4A and 32.13B) 
We need more busses that can support our ski resorts and trailheads. Not just the pockets of Alta and 
Snowbird. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) Please, Please try alternative options first and study the impact of 
either solution further. (32.29R) We need a study to understand the holding capacity of our resorts and 
mountains. (32.20B) Not just a way to transport skiers who are only on the mountain a short part of the 
year. I Support increased bussing without road widening. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11847 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Wettstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a unique and integral part of the identity of the Wasatch Front. The rapidly 
increasing population of the Salt Lake Metro Area combined with the world class skiing, hiking, climbing 
and biking has led to our current state of needing a sustainable transportation solution that serves all of 
the aforementioned activities. The two highlighted preferred alternatives (Enhanced Bus Service in 
Peak-Period Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternative B) will cause irrevocable damage to this precious 
and finite resource that many of us cherish. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) Additionally, the Gondola 
Alternative will only serve the ski resorts while ignoring the needs of the other recreational users of the 
canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). I believe we should not be looking for ways to 
drastically increase the number of people that can occupy the canyon at a single time. (32.1.2B) I am in 
favor of an Enhanced Bus solution combined with peak-period tolling of personal vehicles to reduce the 
traffic. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Personally, if a more a frequent bus and parking was available, that was 
subsidized by the canyon tolling , I would be much more likely to utilize it. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.6.3N) This solution will reduce traffic without requiring any new construction within the canyon 
proper. Little Cottonwood Canyon is an invaluable piece of the fabric of our community and we should 
seek to maintain access for all users while limiting the environmental and visual impact of any proposed 
transportation solution. (32.17A and 32.17B)  
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COMMENT #:  11848 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eileen Elam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the gondola. It just makes sense. No more worries about avalanches and it is lovely way to get up 
the mountain. (32.2.9D) 
 
Also, we won't need to worry about getting snowed in which happened to us 2x. 
(32.2.6.5H)
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COMMENT #:  11849 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Hunter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This plan is bad. Continued development in our canyons will destroy what makes them special. (32.29D 
and 32.4I) If we want to fix transit in our canyons create incentives for people to not drive. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  11850 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
don't do a gondola - really dumb idea that will ruin the beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Just 
charge a fee to anyone that wants to go up the canyon (32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  11851 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Alm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not approve the gondola for our small canyon. (32.2.9E) Increasing traffic to an already well 
trodden area does not balance the need to preserve the beauty of our area with the desire of people to 
enjoy that beauty. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 32.20C, 32.4I, and 32.29G) Perhaps look at the bigger picture on 
how to protect the area before deciding on ways to facilitate more traffic. 
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COMMENT #:  11852 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Nye 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We don’t always need to allow access to all outdoor spaces. Preservation of the environment and 
animal habitats should be a priority. Please no gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  11853 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Guggenberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola, more buses with roadway widening. No Gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9B). 
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COMMENT #:  11854 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Sapulski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is our best choice for the long term solution (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11855 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t install gondolas. (32.2.9E) They’re an eyesore and will ruin the pristine views of the 
canyons. (32.17A) It’s a huge amount of money. I grew up in Cottonwood Heights and still live here. I 
have many fond memories of spending Saturdays in ski school. We need more bus stations farther 
away. (32.2.2I) It’s a nightmare to get out on Wasatch Blvd with heavy traffic. I know the school bus has 
even been a couple hours late picking up students because of such heavy traffic. (32.7B) 
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COMMENT #:  11856 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Worley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  11857 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave the canyon alone. With how busy SLC is becoming it’s these close natural amenities we have 
that make it a great place to live. Putting a gondola within that view shed is just a disgrace. (32.2.9E 
and 32.17A) The bus option is clearly the better situation. (32.2.9A) This isn’t all about the ski season.. 
other people use the mountain. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). And not everyone 
wants huge structures going up the canyon for ski season. 
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COMMENT #:  11858 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monte Yedlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I actually would prefer neither option and push the decision out until it is actually necessary. If I had too 
choose between the two, I would prefer the enhanced busing. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.1.2B, and 32.29R)  
 
Once the roads are widened or the gondolas built, there is no future alternative. 
 
When I look at a 50 foot obnoxious power pole and realize that I will be looking at 22 obnoxious 
gondola towers that will be 5x as high, it is hard to imagine enjoying the view up or down LLC. (32.17A) 
 
I also cannot imagine the gondola parking not creating more traffic on the busy days. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
I think we best resolve the issue initially with an automated toll system at the mouth, with improvements 
to the system over time. (32.2.2Y) Then decide in 5,10,20 years if road widening or gondolas are 
necessary. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  11859 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Johanna Kelly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against the gondola alternative; the infrastructure required to build the gondola will 
permanently alter the look of Little Cottonwood Canyon in a negative way. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) As 
someone who works, recreates and lives in the canyon I think this would be a travesty. The alternatives 
of enhanced bus service, mobility hubs, tolling and addressing parking issues is a much more logical 
approach that respects the essence of LCC- which is to come to enjoy the mountains, not pay for a 
novelty ride on a gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  11860 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Woods 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola get my vote. (32.2.9D) Same should be do BCC. (32.1.1A) Work something for season pass 
holders that gondola is free or priority boarding. Charge to drive up. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  11861 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Scharlow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've changed my mind. I use to be pro gondola,. Now I feel the only way to protect LCC is to limit 
access by number of vehicles allowed in the canyon at any given time. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  11862 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Bongard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood canyon should be protected from ideas proposed like the gondola and road 
expansion. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The community of Salt Lake, Utah and visitors need transportation 
solutions that actually service the community, protects the environment, enhances access for all levels 
of users while preserving the natural ecosystem and protects our watershed. (32.2.2PP and 32.29G)  
 
Salt Lake City is in so much need of a better more enhanced public transit system. There is not enough 
infrastructure within the city to support this project and shows how short sighted the long term thinking 
has been. A more enhanced bus system has the least impact to the canyons. Options need to be viable 
for all users. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) I am also not in favor of options that only service 
greater access for those with more money. These are public lands and access to them for all people is 
paramount to the benefits of being in nature. A family picnic has just as much right to be in these 
canyons as skiers, climbers or any other users. (32.4G) These experiences should be persevered for 
everyone. (32.4I) Alta and other resorts need to pay for their share of the use and not expect to profit 
from tax payer dollars to make their business more exclusive. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  11863 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert J. Santholzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a strong proponent of the gondola. Here is my reasoning. (32.2.9D) 
We have moved to the Avenues in SLC 31 years ago from San Diego, CA. Have taught my then 5 y old 
daughter skiing in Solitude 30 y ago. We hiked to Lake Blanche when she was six. She skied Alta & 
Bird at age nine. We love to hike the canyons in the fall. We have lifelong memories. 
Have been a proponent of a smart solution to the traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon for 30 
years. Back then, favored a cogwheel train.  
Happen to be by trade an engineering geologist. Have lived 12 y in Switzerland. Have worked on the 
freeway bridge across the River Rhine by St. Gallen, on the 10 miles long Gotthard tunnel through the 
Alps & on the train depot in Zurich right under the tarmac at the Kloten airport.  
The gondola technology has come a long way in the last 20 years. It is my professional opinion the 
proposed gondola would be the best long-term solution. Not impacted by avalanches as the road or rail, 
it is also environmentally & aesthetically the best compromise.  
The Swiss have very tough environmental laws, yet they have an ingenious & safe network of cogwheel 
trains, aerial trams & gondolas all over the Alps to grant access to them. We can & ought to do that 
much here. 
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COMMENT #:  11864 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jess Stokes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. Literally any other option is less damaging. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  11865 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  V M 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build the Gondola!! (32.2.9E) With the traffic congestion, building the gondola is not the 
solution. This is a precious watershed for the great salt lake area, and a lot of wildlife dealing in this 
canyon. (32.12A and 32.13A) Why we are always so short sighted to use the short term solution to 
solve the long term problem? Increase the bus routes, charging people for parking, encouraging people 
to use the park and ride... there are a lot of alternatives. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) Why do you 
want to cramp up more people with the ski resorts that have limited space for everyone? (32.1.2B, 
32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) Especially when it is using the tax money to benefit two ski resorts 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 

Page 32B-12176 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11866 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Eden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the bus option without road widening is the best alternative however I feel that adequate 
experimentation with additional bussing and tolling should commence as soon as possible. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.7C, and 32.29R) I don't feel a final decision can be made in the absence of fully 
exploring how effectively we can incentive getting individual cars off the road. (32.29R) If the buses 
continue to compete with private vehicles, transportation will remain congested and problematic. I also 
feel that tolling gives preferential treatment to those with more resources and so, in addition to very high 
tolling, I feel there should be some permitting system which limits the number of days any individual can 
drive up the canyon in the winter. (32.2.2K) Fundamentally the goal here needs to be to get as many 
vehicles off the road as possible. Start with high tolling and parking permits and many, many more 
buses to see how this problem can be addressed. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K) There also need to 
be options for other users to access trailheads. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  11867 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brad Rickards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t let a political mayor sway the factual and logical decisions. This should not be a political 
decision but now a days, it seems to be that way. (32.2.9N) 
 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  11868 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Cottonwood Heights. Its time to get something done. The most efficient is added bus service! 
(32.2.9A) The gondola will take 5 years to build and get approvals for it. (32.2.7C) Where will you get 
that kind of money. (32.2.7A) Painful as it is--if both resorts started charging for parking, and there was 
added and enhanced bus service---the behavior would change. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) We need to stop 
talking and get into action. 
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COMMENT #:  11869 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Merebea Danforth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing as a former Alta resident and regular visitor to Little Cottonwood Canyon. I do not approve 
of a gondola up LCC and do not wish to see this happen. (32.2.9E) This approach does not honor the 
delicate environment of LCC. It would likely facilitate brining more people up the canyon than the 
ecosystems can handle. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) Visitors would not be adequately dispersed. In 
addition, it would permanently scar the landscape. It would be visually unappealing. (32.17A) It would 
be loud. (32.11D) It would impact more areas than expanding the road. My family and I would likely 
reduce our visitation or stop visiting altogether if there were a gondola up LCC. (32.4I)  
 
I would much prefer to see enhanced bus service in combination with a high toll or parking fees. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) The fees could be free or reduced for those carpooling with three to four or more 
people in a vehicle. Alta only "express" buses should be utilized. (32.2.6.3N) There should also be bus 
options. to the White Pine trailhead, an area the gondola would not be able to serve. (32.2.6.3C and 
32.2.6.5G) 
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COMMENT #:  11870 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Fairchild 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How to be brief? 
If you live within blocks of beach area, you have people walking by your house, parking where they 
shouldn't some of the time...not ideal, but worth the perk of living beachfront and all that lifestyle 
provides you. Same thing if you're front and center at Little Cottonwood Canyon..a high end winter 
playground. Powder panic and resulting traffic issues are 20 to 30 days a year MAX. (32.1.4D) I HAVE 
LIVED RIGHT HERE FOR 20 YEARS, I KNOW! There is no need for a fat Wasatch Blvd with high 
speeds, more noise and an invitation to more development. (32.2.6.2.2A, 32.11B, and 32.20K) 
.UNLESS, this is the plan!, to open the door to Developer projects and profit at the expense of the 
livability and aesthetic of our community. WE DO NOT HAVE OUR HEADS IN THE SAND!!!, WE ARE 
AWARE OF ALTERIOR MOTIVES !!! ----As to Up Canyon issues, please no Gondola, just a REAL bus 
system that is actually effective and specific park and drop areas at the right places, snowsheds for 
sure, and perhaps another lane up Canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.9K) In addition, put 
a toll at the bottom of the Canyon (locals buy a season pass) and a cap on how many cars can go up in 
a day. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L) Once the cap is hit, time to take a bus. If you drive, you help pay to 
maintain the Canyon. 
 
It makes sense to implement the less invasive ideas first, see the results, and then determine what if 
anything else is needed. (32.29R) To be honest, this community is offended and angry that UDOT 
seems to ignore the obvious--these grandiose ideas are designed to generate more profit for ski resorts 
and developers who are planning to develop the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The gondola in particular is a joke. Do you really think this will 
solve the problems with overall flow in this Canyon!? (32.7B and 32.7C) If anything it will make them 
worse and a high probability that the general public will try the system once, and not come back. 
(32.2.4A) Its just not the right solution for this Canyon, incredibly invasive and not needed!  
Conclusion: 330 days a year we have no problem at the Mouth. Why would we destroy Cottonwood 
Heights/Wasatch for 30 days a year/ (32.1.2B and 32.4F) As to up Canyon, traffic and crowding is an 
issue for sure, and unfortunately its a year round problem. (32.1.2C) 
 
Dropping people off at the ski resorts by Gondola will not alleviate the issues, just make the resorts 
more cash and paid for by the taxpayer---WRONG! (32.7B and 32.7C) This issues are at Tanners, 
White Pine, and other pull outs that the Gondola would never service. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C). Better parking areas at the prime spots going up and down canyon, more restroom 
facilities at these locations, a bus system to serve these stops, base parking at 94th and Highland and 
by the gravel pit, snowsheds, perhaps a dedicated bus lane, tolls to help pay for it all. (32.2.6.2.4A, 
32.4P, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.4A). This is what a smart and tuned in Transportation 
Dept would do, unless they are in the back pocket of development interests based on greed and 
expansion at the expense of the people who live here and the ambiance that makes them want to call it 
home. 
Thanks for reading
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COMMENT #:  11871 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I keep hearing from numerous sources that this is a done deal and you’re going to approve the 
gondola. (32.2.9N). I hope that’s not the case and these comments are in vain.  
Before you spend 1/2 Billion try mass transit and limit access to buses and those that live and work in 
the Canyon. What about a capacity study? (32.20B, 32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
So many unanswered questions and vested interests of a select few that appear will drive this decision.  
Sad. (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  11872 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Pronovost 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I endorse UDOT doing the absolute minimum to increase vehicle and user numbers in LCC. (32.1.2B) 
Alta and Snowbird are private stakeholders and should bear the cost of any additional investment in the 
canyon beyond that required for public safety. (32.2.7A) For the state to invest public dollars for the 
benefit of these resorts is wrong. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). To do this at the cost 
of further degrading a significant public resource------- an irreplaceable watershed------- makes no 
sense whatsoever. (32.12A and 32.12B). If there is significant need to move more people up the 
canyon, I suggest that the safest, most cost-effective and fiscally sound way is to limit private 
passenger traffic in the canyon to only landowners and commercial vehicles transporting at least 8 
people. (32.2.2Y, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A) This would significantly decrease travel time while increasing both 
road and water safety. 
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COMMENT #:  11873 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anibal Roman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A train system will be most efficient. (32.2.9F) Especially with the ever growing population thevtrain 
systems have proven themselves in many different countries. Can’t deny what has already been 
proven. 
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COMMENT #:  11874 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adamantly opposed to Gondola. (32.2.9E) New construction in LCC would be an eye sore compared to 
the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) I'm also against widening wasatch blvd and adding a lane 
up LCC for similar reasons although this is more acceptable. (32.2.9L and 32.2.9C) Skiing at the top of 
an avalanche prone canyon comes at the expense of wait times. Great things cost time. I'm okay with 
that. I do not want to support extra construction in a place I love. Extra busses/car pooling, tolls on cars, 
and less tolls for those car pooling is weight cheaper and more environmentally friendly. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  11875 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Dudik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Let’s think about the worst day in Little Cottonwood traffic, days when the snow falls heavily and 
avalanche mitigation efforts close the road, there is a major back up that permeates throughout the 
valley. Everyone is fighting for the finite parking spots at the top of the canyon. No one wants to take 
the busses that are clogged in the same traffic. Worse yet, 5-10 individuals decided to head up the 
canyon in two wheel drive vehicles that get stuck and end up off the road, or directly in the center of it. 
Last year, we experienced the added flair of COVID precautions leading to people driving separately, 
an experience we hopefully will not repeat this year. 
 
It seems to me that the best approach to begin mitigating traffic problems goes like this: 
 
1) Enforce the existing laws and keep vehicles that are not capable of keeping traffic flowing OUT of the 
canyon once and for all. Levy massive fines for violators. If you have not invested in a vehicle that can 
make it, take the bus. (32.2.2M) 
2) Make it easier to carpool (and take the enhanced bus service). Build a large parking garage people 
can use to easily put a crew together to head up the canyon. Make it free to use on the worst days (or 
always). (32.2.2Y) Even charge a tax on the ski resorts for it if you would like. (32.2.4A) We could all 
use less emissions from burning gas driving up the canyon anyway. The resorts love Protect Our 
Winter so they should be happy to support a green initiative. 
3) BUILD SNOW SHEDS!!! They do this in every mountainous region with significant avalanche threat 
and tourism associated with winter. We should do it here to make sure traffic can move on a higher 
percentage of days and with less delays. (32.2.9K and 32.7A) 
 
ONLY after better bussing, carpooling, enforcement of traction restrictions, and snow sheds we can 
discuss destroying the bouldering, the viewshed, stripping out backcountry ski access and every other 
terrible thing that comes with gondolas (including using public funds to subsidize rich ski resort owners) 
and road expansion projects. (32.29R, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.17B,32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). There is plenty of low hanging fruit before we start spending 
huge amounts of cash on enormous projects that fundamentally change the access, burning 
infrastructure allocations and alter the nature of little cottonwood canyon year round for the 10 or so 
days a year that we experience the worst issues. (32.1.4D) 
 
Seems to me like we have stuck our heads in the sand for too long, ignoring the issues surrounding 
SR210. We do not need a home run before we even try to hit a couple singles. 
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COMMENT #:  11876 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Atcheson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the proposed road widening and gondola service that would result in the destruction of 
rocks in LCC. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) I do not ski, I climb. I moved here to climb, not to 
ski. I do not believe access for skiers takes precedence over maintaining the canyon as is. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11877 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracie Braun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)  
 
1. Gondola will not increase pollution (32.10A) 2. Gondola will support tourism 3. Gondola will be an 
“eye catching experience” (32.20C and 32.17A) 4. Gondola will provide more reliable access 
(32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  11878 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Drew Keeve 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, Drew Keeve here, a seasonal worker in LCC for the past 4 years and have recreated in the canyon 
for many more. As an avalanche professional, backcountry traveler, and user of SR 210 on a daily 
basis, I agree that this canyon presents transportation challenges of a unique nature. I appreciate the 
all the efforts that are going towards a sustainable future for this canyon. With recent developments in 
the ski industry, in addition to the pandemic, skier and recreation numbers are increasing in the canyon, 
and elsewhere. Multi-resort passes, remote employment, the 2020 spring resort closures, all are 
resulting in more and more people skiing inbounds at Alta and Snowbird, and backcountry skiing. 
 
Measures to improve the transportation in and out of the canyon are well-intentioned, however, the root 
of the problem is an increased population attempting to use a fixed amount of space. While data and 
projected numbers regarding transport options is great, we need to be studying the capacity limits of 
LCC. (32.20B) The past two winters, I have witnessed an overcrowded backcountry that is increasingly 
unsafe due to the sheers number of users operating independently in an avalanche prone area. If 
safety is our priority in our decision making, it is simply unsafe to enable more and more people to be in 
the canyon at one given time. (32.20A and 32.20C) I'm not against improved transport options, but it 
isn't going to solve the problem, and in fact, I see it creating more in the future. (32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I'd hate to see it as much as the next guy, but a small yet ridiculously popular outdoor recreation 
area 20 minutes from a large city may require permitting or daily entry caps. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K)  
 
Thank you. 
 
Drew 
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COMMENT #:  11879 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Voye 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i'm in favor of enhanced bus service up the canyon with tolling of cars at the mouth. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  11880 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryant Leech 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a person that lives near little cottonwood canyon I can say additional bus option would provide no 
benefit at all. (32.2.9C) This is one of the worst roads in the country and anything that relies on that is 
doomed. (32.2.6.3P) However the gondola provides a much safer, cleaner and more efficient option 
and I personally will likely choose this option for most of my days up the canyons. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11881 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please opt to do nothing! (32.2.9G) While both of these approaches focus on getting more people up 
LCC, the resorts themselves cannot handle more people!! (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) Lift capacity 
cannot handle more people. There is already 1 hour plus waits to get on a lift at Alta and Snowbird 
every time it snows, please don't add more people and chaos to the mix! 
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COMMENT #:  11882 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have spent years building and maintain trails to climbing areas in little cottonwood. I strongly disagree 
with either decision. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I believe there are more cost effective options that don’t 
require construction. (32.2.2PP) Please protect this resource that I have spent years supporting and 
protecting (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  11883 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Bonner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, please!!! Increase bus frequency and add stops, please! (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  11884 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Voye 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i'm in favor of enhanced bus service up the canyon with tolling of cars at the mouth. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  11885 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Valerie Yoder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the enhanced bus option because I think it is more flexible in the long term. (32.2.9A) Buses 
could be added or reduced as visitor volume changes. In addition the gondola option still requires a lot 
of traffic to the gondola base, while greater bus service means traffic and parking needs are more 
dispersed around the valley. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  11886 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Podolinsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think a gondola is the right choice. It benefits the ski resorts but the tax payers pay for it. Not 
good (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11887 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann Hallows 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What happened to the light rail option? (32.2.9F) The bus option is definitely not working...the Gondola 
option just seem like a big money maker and will eliminate families like ours from being able to continue 
to engage in a sport we have loved since 1970. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
The costs continue to increase and are eliminating families of Utah from participating!!! (32.2.4A and 
32.4G) Please consider families and their ability to afford any option on the table!!! (32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  11888 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Luttmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the lest objectionable alternative is more bus service which includes better parking structures 
near by the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C) The tram idea is too expensive and doesn't solve 
enough problems. (32.2.7C, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There should be avalanche sheds for major slide areas 
and a third lane to be used by buses, were possible, which can be used up canyon in the morning and 
down canyon in the afternoon. (32.2.9K and 32.2.2D) Salt Lake County locals should be able to buy a 
season pass to use the canyon. (32.2.4A) Tourists can use the bus. Why should I be penalized for the 
resorts increasing traffic by selling Ikon passes that have increased traffic congestion. (32.2.2K and 
32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  11889 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meg Emory 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't believe expanding the road or especially the gondola are valuable options to the community. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola is strictly servicing the ski resorts and expanding the road would 
also negatively impact the environment and recreation in the canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.4P, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). I believe the city needs to look further into funding 
options for expanding the bus system instead of these 2 options as last resorts. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11890 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Walsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Mass transit will not work until it is a better option than driving. The gondola will be used by some, but 
as many people as there are parking spaces will still be traveling up in their own cars because it's still 
easier and faster. (32.2.4A) Increasing efforts to improve the existing bus system using existing 
infrastructure is most desirable before considering large-scale options like installing a gondola or 
widening SR 210. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) Bussing that increases ridership should be a 
priority. Bussing should: include many more buses, better buses (electric?), and more routes to the 
buses that go up LCC. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.3F) Tolls and parking fees must be utilized to 
encourage people to take the buses. (32.2.4A) Choosing between a gondola and widening the road 
before trying out these other options is misguided. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  11891 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Helquist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am NOT in favor of the Gondola option as its effectiveness for getting people up the canyon quickly is 
dubious. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola cost is staggeringly expensive for such a marginal 
benefit for skiers, and no benefit for anyone else.  
 
I am in favor of a phased plan to privilege busses in the canyon on what would be high-congestion days 
(if only cars went up). (32.29R and 32.2.9A) I am not in favor of lane widening until busses are first 
tried on existing roads. (32.2.9C) This has the advantage also of being flexibly implemented almost 
immediately, and would serve an acute need that the gondola would never serve. 
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COMMENT #:  11892 

DATE:   9/2/21 5:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elise Serena 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t do it (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  11893 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Perez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With regard to the EIS proposal of LCC, I believe it is crucial to our environment and our culture within 
SLC to take route of the least impactful alternative and gather baseline data how the traffic situation 
was alleviated after it enactment. (32.29R) i.e. the electric bus plan. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) To think 
that any part of the canyon would be slated to be destroyed to make way for a gondola just doesn't 
make sense. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) It also would show future generations that we consider profit more 
valuable than taking care of the nature that we live in. (32.1.2B) I agree that there are congestion 
issues, but please try the busses first before destroying 100+ boulder problems that have been a part of 
these mountains since before many of us were born. (32.4A and 32.4B) If we facilitate decisions that 
begin to turn our mountain ranges into the sterile silver skyline that is our new downtown then we truly 
cast our morals to the wind and have less and less culture and history to pass on to the next 
generations. 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  11894 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Chapple 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes to the gondola!! Definitely the best long term solution! I lived at the base of LCC for 6 years, 
working up at The Bird and a Gondola would've been amazing! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11895 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rylan Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a very expensive, unnecessary, useless gondola project more buses would help with traffic in 
the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) Using an electric transit system would be much better for the daily 
routines of bus routes. (32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  11896 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Shelley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The benefits the gondola provides does not balance or outweigh the cons. (32.2.9E) Keep the canyon 
beautiful and public, without exploiting it through private parties. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
 

Page 32B-12207 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11897 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Skyler Frick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find a solution that saves the precious boulders along side the road. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, 32.4A, 
and 32.4B) Once they are affected the climbing will never be the same. We have a world class 
bouldering area in the canyon just like the ski resorts are world class. Please consider our user group 
too. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11898 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Rasina 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding a gondola won't only destroy the views in the canyon, but it will create so much unnecessary 
destruction. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) Simply increasing the bus services (but not widening the 
roads) could greatly alleviate the strain. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  11899 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Waterfall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola concept is a fantastic way to sustainably ensure access to our beloved mountains 
for years to come! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11900 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sofia Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the right thing to do before taking any course of action, whether that be a gondola or a bus 
lane, would be to conduct a canyon capacity study. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I find it completely 
insane to have not done this already considering that both “solutions” will only allow for more people to 
enter the canyon. Overcrowding in LCC could lead to a number of environmental issues. We all know 
that the resources and recreational areas within LCC are finite. There’s must be a limit on the number 
of people allowed to enter little cottonwood on a day to day basis and I also believe that local tax 
payers should receive some form of priority. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) But first things first, we 
need to know how many people Little Cottonwood Canyon can even hold. 
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COMMENT #:  11901 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mathias Sanyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who grew up skiing at Alta I have great stake in seeing it managed well, I love this canyon. 
I think choosing to expand the bus lanes or build the gondola is short sighted and not dealing with the 
actual issue: limiting the number of cars and people in the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.20B, 32.2.2L, 
32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) Simply put a max number of vehicles that can be at each resort daily, require 
reservations for said vehicles, then make a limit of vehicles that can enter the canyon to stop at non-
resort destinations, charging a small fee (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A). Lastly, have free bus travel that runs 
every 10-15 minutes from a transport hub. (32.2.9A) There is no reason to build anything else in the 
canyon, just actually limit personal vehicles. Make the resorts limit cars and people, don't just dump 
people there. 

Page 32B-12212 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11902 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Patel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't believe a gondola is a good long term solution to the problems facing Little Cottonwood Canyon, 
and while road widening + bus system is a more versatile solution it is excessively drastic and 
impactful. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) As a SLC resident I'd implore the state to look at other solutions that 
don't ignore the thousands of people that love Little Cottonwood Canyon as more than just a skiing 
destination, but q place full of wonderful camping, hiking, and climbing (32.29G,32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11903 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Godot 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a bad idea. (32.2.9E) It is more expensive long term than bus alternative and provides little 
to no flexibility. (32.2.6.5A) It is a fixed asset that will require continuous maintenance at a greater cost 
than the bus option. (32.2.7C) 
 
Enhanced bus option is the best alternative. It provides flexibility to deploy assets and to upgrade the 
system with the latest technology, thus limiting the carbon foot print. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3D, and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  11904 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mathias Sanyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no reason to build anything, all you have to do is actually the number of people going to 
resorts and the vehicles. (32.2.9G, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) Make resorts limit personal vehicles 
and require a reservation, allow a set number of none resort vehicles up the canyon for a small fee, 
then free 10-15 minute buses leaving from a transport hub. (32.2.2K and 32.2.2B) No ridiculous road 
expansion or gondola boondoggle required. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  11905 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charity Wyatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Rather than the gondola or added bus lane, I think the other measures outlined (better options for park 
and ride, tolling for low occupancy vehicles, enforcing snow tire requirements, etc.) should be tried first. 
(32.29R, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.2M, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2Y) The gondola and expanding the shoulder 
lane are both too expensive and would damage the canyon irreparably. (32.2.7C and 32.4I)  
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COMMENT #:  11906 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Shepard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please hold off on any construction. There must be better ways to solve this problem than to make 
permanent changes to the canyon with a gondola or wider road. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  11907 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a ridiculous waste of tax payer money and will ruin the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) No 
one has mentioned the idea of making people pay a toll to use the canyon. (32.2.4A) This would 
prevent tax dollars being used to construct a project that no one will ride. If you charge a toll based on 
the amount of people in a vehicle there will be a lot less traffic in the canyon. The traffic in the canyon 
has gotten worse with the introduction of the ikon pass. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  11908 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cliff Curry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an Alta resident; I have lived here for over twenty years. I am also an Alta business manager and 
a Member of Alta Town Council. I am on SR 210 on a daily basis and am a long-term stakeholder in the 
Alta community and SR 210. 
 
Gilles Duranton of the University of Pennsylvania and Matthew Turner of Brown University posit a 
“fundamental law of road congestion”: unless road space is priced appropriately, new capacity reduces 
the cost of driving, thereby inducing more of it, leading, eventually, to renewed congestion. (32.20E) 
-The Economist, May 11, 2019 
 
The EIS Alternatives 
 
Enhanced Bus with Roadway Widening is the current EIS alternative that UDOT should select. It is the 
only alternative offering improvement in mobility by decrease in travel time, and also the only alternative 
that improves accessibility for all users, at all times of year and for all places and destinations in the 
canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C)  
 
May through October, the canyon roadway should be three lanes for motor vehicles, with expanded 
passing lanes. (32.2.2D) The fourth lane should be a two-lane dedicated bike path separated with hard 
barriers. (32.9A and 32.2.6.3H) Bike lanes would become an attraction instead of a hazard, and with 
rapid advances in e-bikes, would become a viable summer transportation option for many more people.  
 
November through May, the dedicated bus lanes should also provide access for airport shuttle services 
serving out-of-state travelers, such as Alta Shuttle and Canyon Transportation. (32.2.6.3B) 
 
The road improvements should anticipate the coming changes in networked and autonomous vehicle 
tech. (32.2.6H) One thing that will not change is the need for pavement - the vehicles of the future will 
run on asphalt. Another thing that will not change any time soon is the need for avalanche protection on 
Highway 210. Road improvements and avalanche protection - which will be needed no matter what 
forms transportation takes - should take priority over increasing vehicle capacity. As vehicles become 
more autonomous, they still will need guidance, especially in hazardous terrain and winter weather. 
Smart-road systems should be built into the roadway to communicate with smart "vehicles. (32.2.9K) 
 
The proposed massive aerial tramway that is being called a “gondola” would be: 
- slow - by requiring over 20 minutes more travel time than the Enhanced Bus/Roadway Widening 
alternative, it would detract from rather than serve the project purpose of mobility (32.2.9E and 32.7C) 
- visually obstructive - it would create high visual environmental impacts (32.17A) 
- narrow in function (32.2.6.5A) 
- severely limited and inflexible in points of ingress and egress (32.2.6.5G)  
- intrusive and out of scale to the Alta community (32.4O) 
- the subject of many years of protracted litigation over environmental impacts, property rights 
and purported rights of eminent domain. 
 
The ski resorts are great, we love them, and we can all see that an aerial tramway would serve the 
purposes of the ski resorts; however, that is not UDOT's mission. The mission is to serve the citizens 
and the travelers. An aerial tramway would not do that. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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Other Solutions - Faster, Cheaper and Better 
 
Although the comments above are directed to the current EIS alternatives, we should not lose sight of 
canyon transportation solutions that would be more effective and much cheaper, and could be made 
much sooner - starting now. (32.29R) 
 
Passing lanes and pullouts should be added and improved. (32.2.2P) Slow vehicles delaying five or 
more cars should be required to pull out. The traction law should be strengthened and should be strictly 
enforced November through April, limiting entry to SR 210 to vehicles with true snow tires and all-wheel 
drive. (32.2.2M) Entry from Snowbird westbound should be limited to a single point at Entry 1, so that 
vehicles coming from Alta have equal access to the roadway. (32.2.2UU) 
 
The problem on SR 210 in the canyon is too many vehicles. The way to have fewer vehicles is to have 
more people in each vehicle. The path toward that solution is carpooling and new transit tech. Transit 
tech will evolve in ways that we do not yet fully understand. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6H) Carpooling, 
however, is something we can understand now. We should make carpooling incentives such as tolling, 
preferred parking, carpooling networks and apps, and easy carpooling pickup and drop off locations. 
Carpooling improvements are light on infrastructure and will offer a great return on investment. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.2K).  
 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
 
Cliff Curry 
Alta, Utah 
Sept. 2, 2021
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COMMENT #:  11909 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Barltrop 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to hear why you aren’t considering measures that could’ve implemented without excessive 
construction first. (32.29R) Such as increased bus service, or free bus service, or only busses and no 
cars in the winter (excluding cars for workers and hotel guests). (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2B) I feel 
that would resolve most issues for the increased winter traffic, while being and economically friendly to 
the citizens of the state.  
Thank you 

Page 32B-12221 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11910 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gay Fawcett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option. I think it is the most environmentally way to go. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11911 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
They canyon is used by many people other than those who use the ski resorts. I can appreciate the 
frustration of having long drive times, but to destroy classic boulders that climbers have used for 
decades is not an acceptable solution in my opinion. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C). I'd be much more in favor of limiting the number of people in the canyon and requiring 
passes/fees much like American Fork and other canyons. (32.2.4A) This would also help with the crime 
of cars being broken into and theft that is becoming far to widespread when you are high on a multi-
pitch route. I've personally had over $1,000 worth of gear stolen. In summary, please consider your 
plan strongly before you take any action that would irreversibly affect how others use the canyon in 
order to provide more convenience for some for a few days out of the year. (32.29G) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  11912 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Oliver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of natural gas buses NOT a gondola or tram; too much impact in the canyon and too 
expensive (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11913 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Hathaway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! (32.2.9E) I need access to multiple summer and winter trailheads along multiple sites 
along the highway. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5G) Enhanced bus with additional lanes makes the most 
sense. Train would also work well but the cost would be very high unfortunately. (32.2.9B, 32.2.9F, and 
32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11914 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Oliver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please. It will cause too much negative environmental impact and it is too expensive. 
Natural gas buses are the way to go. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.2.7C, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  11915 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Claire Weeks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the creation of the gondola. (32.2.9E) It is too expensive, too large, and would not work 
in severe weather conditions. (32.2.7C, 32.17A, and 32.2.6.5K) I am in favor of keeping people that do 
not live in little cottonwood canyon from driving up the roads and using and improving the bus system. 
(32.2.2B) More parking would need to be created at bus stops, possibly a parking garage. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
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COMMENT #:  11916 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Kitchens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There should be no Gondola or Road widening for LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) As nature enthusiasts 
we want to keep the area and animals in the area safe and as natural as possible. (32.13A and 
32.13B) Adding either of these will affect the environment in an adverse way (32.4I). Both these plans 
cater to the resorts on the mountain with a mask of “customer satisfaction”. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C). The smartest solution would be to enhance the buses available and add more to 
the route. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) People aren’t more likely to ride the gondola if they never wanted to 
ride the bus. (32.2.4A) Public transportation is public transportation, despite being on the ground or in 
the air. Please don’t add more to the canyon then is already there. Thank you for listening. 
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COMMENT #:  11917 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Sczurko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Joe Sczurko and I have been a Utah resident who has logged 100+ ski days in the 
Cottonwood Canyons the past 4 winters. While I am fairly new to this valley, even in the few years I 
have been here I have seen the exponential growth in population and development in this valley as well 
as with the sport of skiing in general. The crowds at the resorts this past winter and the traffic were 
nothing like my first winter out here. The gondola as purported will increase the capacity in LCC by 
1000 people per hour. I do not see any reason to believe that crowds and traffic will decline with a 
gondola and am actually inclined to believe they would increase. (32.2.9E and 32.20C) Not to mention 
the gondola wouldn’t stop at any backcountry trailheads. (32.2.6.5G) Furthermore, I am GREATLY 
concerned that the gondola is a backhand deal for the landowners at La Caille and the resorts to reap 
millions of dollars off of an already multi 100 million dollar taxpayer funded investment. Who is this 
gondola benefitting? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The resorts and the La Caille 
businessmen who claim to be skiers but are desperately trying to get taxpayers to fund their venture 
which is surely short sided and profit driven. I ask that UDOT considers other options such as a 
dedicated bus lane and DIRECT busses with stops THROUGHOUT the valley. (32.2.2I) I know for a 
fact a direct bus from Foothill Drive near the University or in Sugarhouse would be filled. As someone 
who lives in Salt Lake there is no current incentive to ride the bus which gets stuck in traffic due to the 
fact that the first bus leaves too late for Utah powder panic. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3N) We are talking 
about maybe 20 days a year where the canyon gets clogged, let’s not make this a backhand deal for 
some wealthy developers and the resorts at the expense of the taxpayers and the future skier 
experience in LCC. (32.1.4D) More busses, direct busses from throughout the valley, earlier busses, 
and a dedicated bus lane make much more sense than this disneyland backhand deal that the gondola 
is. (32.2.2I).  
 
Thank you, and I greatly appreciate the commitment that everyone involved in this project has for the 
future of these canyons, because the future rides in the hands of this project and it would be a shame 
to ruin the beautiful thing that is skiing in Little Cottonwood Canyon.
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COMMENT #:  11918 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracey Treadwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I write in support of a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9D) Europe has proven that Gondolas work in transporting 
people. Traffic demand is highest when snow is falling. Cars/buses/trains do not move during that type 
of weather with consistency or ease. (32.2.6.3P) A Gondola will work. Many have mentioned a toll to 
use the road. This is also a poor decision. Do you want a toll outside of your business limiting how 
many can visit your place of work? (32.2.4A) Of course not! A gondola provides a long term, proven 
way to move people in all kinds of weather while providing a unique experience to all who come to our 
area to spend their tourist dollars. 
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COMMENT #:  11919 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Hartman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If you allow this travesty to go forward, knowing it's destruction to one of our most beautiful natural 
resources in order to placate money grabbing and greedy players, your children will one day remind 
you of your selfish and foolish nature. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  11920 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rosalea Cameron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build the gondola. (32.2.9E) I think it would be a horrendous blight on the environment. 
(32.17A) I would prefer to add tolls, improve current bus systems, and improve parking areas but if one 
of the current alternatives must be chosen at this time, I would choose the modifications to allow 
enhanced bus service (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.2.1C). 
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COMMENT #:  11921 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Kale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither the gondola nor road widening will solve the issue of traffic in LCC. I am strongly against these 
as solutions to canyon traffic. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  11922 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Cairn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the 2 proposals. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) They only serve ONE user group the ski resorts 
and for only a few months of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
I am a climber and the proposals don't even consider the user group. The current proposals are short 
sighted and limited in understanding the true issues. Both proposals have too big of an environmental 
impact. (32.4I). The boulders and routes of Little Cottonwood Canyon forge the character of our local 
climbing community. They are the connection between our historic legacy and the potential of our future 
climbing generations. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
Under UDOTs plans for a gondola or additional lanes, over 100 iconic boulders will be impacted and 
the beauty of the canyon forever altered. (32.4B and 32.17A)  
 
The current views of pristine granite and pines to be interrupted by towers and cables; the rush of the 
river replaced with the consistent hum of machinery. (32.11D) 
 
Less destructive options exist such as UDOT's Enhanced Bus without Roadway Widening proposal. No 
gondola. No additional lanes. (32.2.9A) 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. (32.29R) 
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  11923 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Groth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
gondola is not a good idea and a waste of money. (32.2.9E) Widen the road and add snow sheds. 
Season pass holders should get first parking priority. (32.2.2P and 32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  11924 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Gimbel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in SLC and would like to support a gondola or other alternative to decreasing the traffic up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. A rail system that was built on electricity or something other than fuel would be 
reasonable as well. (32.2.9D, 32.2.3B, and 32.2.9F) 

Page 32B-12236 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11925 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alvin Shon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola. As my family is a property owner in Alta, we feel the Gondola would 
greatly enhance Little Cottonwood Canyon, and hope that it would be built. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11926 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mackenzie Sutherland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Though not a U.S. citizen you should expect to lose continuous tourism revenue as your action plan 
excludes anyone interested in action sports. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
You are robbing your constituency of available tourism revenue. In the long run it will out weigh any 
short term benefit of this plan. Save Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
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COMMENT #:  11927 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsey Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It's not perfect, but the Gondola is the best option. Fewer cars to cut emissions is the only plausible way 
forward. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  11928 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shelley Gaulin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  11929 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Benhoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please implement tolling (high$) first before these others. Just one season! (32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  11930 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Corroon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The first consideration of the EIS should be the visitor capacity of Little Cottonwood Canyon and the 
impact of increasing human visitation upon it. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) The environmental impact 
should be more than just the impact of the construction. It must consider how many people can fit in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon without creating significant environmental degradation. In addition, the long-
term transportation solution for LCC must focus on mass transit for all LCC users. (32.1.2B) The right 
solution must be flexible to meet the needs of canyon visitors throughout the year while simultaneously 
protecting our fragile watershed. 
 
With this in mind, the Enhanced Bus with a separate bus lane should be the preferred option. (32.2.9B) 
Of course, if there are better non-construction or minimal-construction options, those should be tried 
before spending hundreds of millions of dollars on the proposed alternatives. (32.29R) 
 
GONDOLA 
Running from La Caille to Snowbird and Alta, the gondola alternative is attractive to some as an 
exciting “tourist attraction”. But the gondola fails to solve the LCC problem for multiple reasons. 
- First, with only 1500 parking stalls at its base, the gondola would require many passengers to 
change modes of transportation three (3) times [personal car to bus to bus to gondola]. This 
inconvenience would limit adoption for many potential visitors. (32.2.6.5J) 
 
- Second, the proposed gondola serves only the ski resorts. It would serve only those who paid to 
access a private ski area, but leave behind the growing population of hikers, mountain bikers, 
backcountry skiers, photographers, and other canyon visitors. And depending on cost-feasibility and 
adoption, it may not run in the summer at all. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
ENHANCED BUS TRAVEL WITH ROAD WIDENING 
The Enhanced Bus with Road Widening option meets the goal set out by UDOT to minimize potential 
harm to the watershed while maintaining the infrastructure to service the whole canyon. (32.2.9C and 
32.12A) This option is flexible and can be changed to meet changing needs for transportation in LCC. 
Plus the third lane already exists in parts of LCC. (32.2.6.3D) 
 
The Draft EIS is at the proverbial “fork in the road”. One route leads to successful planning, 
engineering, visitor management and watershed protection in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The other 
route may lead only to an expensive marketing ploy. 
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COMMENT #:  11931 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alison Stroud 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider our poor air quality. (32.10A and 32.29G) I’m a teacher and sick and tired of indoor 
days due to unhealthy air. Our children deserve to breathe clean air, not polluted by exhaust. 
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COMMENT #:  11932 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amie Rosenberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a learned-to-ski-at -snowbird-when-I was-five-skier and frequent user of many other parts of Little 
Cottonwood canyon, I can appreciate the frustration some skiers feel at waiting in traffic and fighting 
crowds. The one AMAZING POWDER day last year I had somehow reserved parking I ended up 
leaving snowbird without taking a SINGLE run because the crowds were on the mountain, NOT in the 
parking lot. Adding permanently environmentally destructive transportation options for "the one-percent" 
is motivated entirely by corporate greed and not respect for Little Cottonwood Canyon and Utah 
residents. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). UDOT could use the $500,000,000 to 
expand bus services for low-income/at-risk school children so that they are not forced to WALK two 
miles to and from school every day in freezing, RED-polluted air, or extreme HEAT. (32.1.2B) My 
values do not align with prioritizing the wishes/coddling of entitled tourists over those of educating our 
youth. PLEASE RECONSIDER THIS RIDICULOUS PROFIT-DRIVEN PLAN!!! (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  11933 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Claudia Howells 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In favor of the gondola as it is unique and saves wear & tear on the road! It would attract visitors rather 
than taking a bus! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11934 

DATE:   9/2/21 6:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacy Bare 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build a gondola or tear apart the road for an expanded bus lane. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) Invest 
the same amount of money in expanded, year round bus service with increased frequency on Friday-
Sundays that pick up in more locations, more frequently throughout the county and Wasatch Front. 
(32.2.2I) You are only going to move a traffic problem to the front of the Canyon as opposed to the 
resorts themselves. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.5E)) The gondola does not serve all people, prioritizes 
resort users, with the resorts not having to pay anything. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
You screw over taxpayers who don't want to ski at a resort but still want to engage in their public lands. 
Increase vehicle traffic fees in and out of the Canyon, incentivize car pooling, make people pay for 
parking, and make it easy whether I live in South Jordan or North Salt Lake to get on a bus and get to 
the ski resort within 60 minutes. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2I) Expanded bus coverage throughout 
the Wasatch Front, with park and rides built in key nodes throughout the county in the many empty 
parking lots of malls, would also create additional incentives and likely increase public transportation 
usage all week and all year long, which is a win. Don't tear apart the canyons to support the greed of 
two ski resorts. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  11935 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Asia Despain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
there is absolutely no need for further construction in the canyon. no need to be more invasive to nature 
& animals than we already are (32.1.2B and 32.2.9G). 
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COMMENT #:  11936 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matisse Da Silva 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no need for a gondola up the canyon we not only already have one but also have a bus 
system that would cost much cheaper to ride already there and perfectly working, with this installed I 
will have even less want to go up the canyon knowing it's always flooded with people. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9A, 32.20A, and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  11937 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garth Franklin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a carrying capacity to the canyon. (32.20B) Putting more people up there will detract from the 
skiing experience. (32.20A and 32.20C) The environment and visual impact cannot be reversed. (32.4I, 
32.17A, and 32.17B) Please give efficient busing and honest chance before using tax dollars to benefit 
a private company. (32.2.9A, 32.29R, and 32.2.7A) 

Page 32B-12249 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11938 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danford Jooste 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Cheaper, less destructive and more efficient options exist. (32.2.2PP) No gondola, no road work. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  11939 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Ungricht 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't do this. Let traffic be what it is going to be. Run Busses, Run a train but to go areial to me 
sounds like the idea of someone who sees dollars at the end of the gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9F, and 
32.2.9E) 
 
During a Q and A i was very impressed by dave fields with snowbird. I was impressed that 2 or so 
years ago at the salt lake library he had pretty much made up his mind that the gondola was the ticket. 
And it is. It is the Ticket to money for 2 privately held companies that are about to get a 500 million 
dollar investment on my dime. (32.2.7A) Once this goes in the value of these 2 resorts will become a 
biding war for 2 ski resort holding companies. Altera and Vail. Altera has allready ruined these canyons 
and so have our resorts for allowing the Ikon pass. (32.2.2K) This all started with the Ikon pass. Stop 
this bull shit. Let it ride as skiing now is so crowded that is just a terrible experience here. Ive been 
riding brighton for 30 plus years and nothing has been talked about to fix the traffic problem in those 
canyons. Dave Fields im sure will keep beating the same drum of there is plenty of space for more 
skiers just not plenty of parking. This is not true. Ski lines are terrible. (32.20C) Save this canyon. Save 
this valley. We are ruining this place with greed. Next will be the gondola to connect park city resorts 
with little cottonwood. (32.1.5B)  
 
How to ruin utah one dollar at a time and none of it is going in our pockets. Im sick of paying taxes to 
pay for this shit. Now i pay for people to get sex changes that work for salt lake city corp. Lets stop the 
bull shit!!! 
 
What is going to be done when the wind is to high and the Gondola is shut down. (32.2.6.5K) It will be 
shut down for this more then avalanche control work. (32.2.6.5H) 
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COMMENT #:  11940 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Conlon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola/tram option. Ski to the level of your smile. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-12252 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11941 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandy Alderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a lifelong resident of the Salt Lake Valley and have enjoyed the Cottonwoods as a skier and hiker 
my entire life. As Utah has grown and changed, especially the last 5-10 years, we have been forced to 
acknowledge that the canyons cannot continue to be accessed as they have in the past. There are 
simply too many visitors. (32.20B) 
 
I am certain that a gondola or roadway widening will solve for this problem. During high volume times 
(i.e. powder days) people will still flock to their cars to access the canyon. Cars are just too convenient. 
(32.2.4A) I know - I would rather take my car than a bus any day. A gondola is “fun” but not convenient. 
It will also only serve the ski resorts, when there are so many visitors accessing the canyon for other 
reasons like climbing, hiking, backcountry skiing, etc. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). It 
is also incredibly costly. Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct 
unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund 
programs and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to 
address the traffic and congestion problems. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.29R). 
Before spending this incredible amount of taxpayer money on a gondola or road widening, we should at 
least try to implement the methods that are being used in Zion National Park to alleviate congestion 
during high volume times of the year (32.2.2B). This would mean banning private passenger cars on 
those days that the volume of visitors is too high and funding a free bus/shuttle to access the canyon at 
all other times of the year. Those that wish to access the canyon in personal vehicles during low 
volume times should pay a toll to help fund the free shuttle. (32.2.4A) 
Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
 
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 
- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.4A)  
- Free bus tickets (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A) 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front - 
instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I) 
- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
 
I am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort 
expansion pressures. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C)  
 
The current proposals of a gondola and road widening are unproven and unlikely to alleviate the 
problem, but they are guaranteed to irreparably damage the canyon permanently. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 
32.4I) Little Cottonwood Canyon is a haven in this busy valley and to destroy the world class climbing 
areas as well as the peacefulness and beauty would be absolutely devastating and irreversible. (32.4A 
and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  11942 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cole Paiement 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This impact study seems to put the needs of the greater community aside for the interests of the ski 
resorts and a group of recreators who don't use the canyon, just pass through it. This impact study 
needs to consider people who actually use the canyon for hiking, biking, and climbing. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11943 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Valdes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, as a resident of Utah, and all season user of little cottonwood canyon, I Do not support the 
gondola. (32.2.9E) I support expanded bus service and tolling when required. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
Please, let's start with expanded bus service then see how that works. (32.29R) No gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  11944 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Gillins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a great idea. (32.2.9D) It will allow for constant travel for people that might get 
stuck up there due to avalanches and safer travel for those traveling through LCC. People say it will 
ruin the canyon, I disagree. I completely disagree. Places everywhere have gondolas that get people 
places and the gondolas are much less intrusive than a train. Places such as Zermatt and Telluride all 
allow for travel and safety.  
 
I think the gondola is a great idea! 
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COMMENT #:  11945 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucas Drummond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against this proposal. Read from SLCA's Justice, Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (JEDI) 
Committee how UDOT's proposals perpetuate environmental marginalization and injustice in the 
Wasatch Front. (32.2.9G and 32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  11946 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Heister 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You are going to ruin little cottonwood canyon with a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) The canyons can 
only handle so much. It won't be for locals, only the rich. All the state wants to do is make money. 
(32.20B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11947 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Gajda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This plan impacts so much of the public lands we have access to in the wasatch. I’m appalled at the 
plan to effectively ruin this. Keep little cottonwood the way it is. (32.2.9G)  
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COMMENT #:  11948 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  DJ Combs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Y'all need to quit it with your projects for tourists. (32.1.2B) First gondolas then come the degenerate 
tourists who know nothing about nature and will trash it even further. Listen to the locals UDOT. 
(32.2.9N) There is massive opposition to this project. 
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COMMENT #:  11949 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Owen Carroll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe of the alternatives, maintaining current bus systems combined with snow sheds, tolling, 
incentives for carpooling, and other methods to improve existing infastructure is the best option 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.4A). 
 
The second best alternative is enhanced bus service with snow sheds as well. (32.2.9A) 
 
The gondola alternative is a terrible idea. (32.2.9E) Not only will it only benefit those traveling to 
Snowbird or Alta, there is no guarantee that it will not simply become another private entity that will 
encumber rather than expeditie public access. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
There is also no firm evidence that a gondola will actually relieve traffic patterns as two of the examples 
mentioned are only proposals and the Whistler Gondola only services an area that does not have 
comparable road access. Therefore, sticking the public with the tax burden that this project will create is 
unjust and unjustifiable. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  11950 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Sikonia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems irresponsible that a proposed option is connecting one private entity (La Caille 
developers/political connections) to another private entity (Snowbird and Alta). How does the gondola 
serve people who want to recreate at other locations outside of the ski resort? (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The answer is that it doesn't. This obviously is a corporate 
welfare, taxpayer funded project that is primarily serving private enterprise. How does the gondola plan 
for the next 50 years of growth? (32.2.6.5N) Is the long term plan to extend the line to additional private 
businesses (Deer Valley Ski Resort and Park City Mountain Resort)? (32.1.5B) This is not a public 
transportation solution! This is pure and simple a political and corporate interest project that is being 
disguised as a public transportation project using taxpayer and/or federal and state money to benefit 
private business. This is shameful and irresponsible to even be considered as a public transportation 
solution. I even read that Snowbird is in favor of the gondola option. Really, hard to believe (sarcasm)? 
Of course they are in favor! This is funneling more customers directly to their resort. 
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COMMENT #:  11951 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Savannah Simmons-Grover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! (32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-12263 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11952 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Spoth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a skier, a climber, and an advocate for the environment, I strongly believe that there are less 
destructive options that maintain the natural beauty and ruggedness of Little Cottonwood Canyon than 
those proposed. (32.2.2PP)  
 
It is obvious that a gondola and canyon road expansion will both destroy parts of LCC, including 
impacting hundreds of iconic boulder problems and displacing over one thousand plant and animal 
species. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, and 32.13A) On top of that, we know that a gondola will fail to reduce private 
vehicles in LCC (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16), while simultaneously failing to serve the public year-round 
when there are only stops at Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.2BB, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.5G) The narrow view 
of this transportation project on skiing overlooks the many recreational uses of LCC and effectively 
ensures that ski area users’ concerns and interests are prioritized ahead of those of other canyon 
users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
There are several less destructive options that UDOT must find to ensure the longevity of LCC. 
Expanded electric bus service (without widening the road!) and tolling, for example, among other traffic 
mitigation strategies are obviously better choices. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) There must be better 
strategies to reduce congestion, which will subsequently reduce air pollution, and have equitable 
access for all canyon users. (32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  11953 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Gotsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with both proposals. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I cannot support further development in 
the canyon when we have so little natural & wild places left. UDOT should consider alternatives which 
do not require more construction and development within the canyon. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  11954 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Quinn Case 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello there, 
 
I love Little Cottonwood Canyon. Since I moved to Utah four years ago, it has been a place for me to 
connect with friends, family, myself, and the natural wonders so close to my home in Salt Lake City. I 
recreate there all year. In the winter and spring, I work and ski at Alta. In the summer and fall, I climb 
and hike throughout the canyon. I experience first hand the traffic and congestion issues that this EIS is 
aimed at resolving. I agree with UDOT, the Forest Service, and all other entities involved that 
something must be done. That being said, I would like to see some caution taken as we move forward 
in this process. There is no doubt that the future of Little Cottonwood Canyon involves an expansion 
and improvement of public transportation. However, this can be done without expanding the road or 
building a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Before a decision is made to further develop the canyon and 
destroy more of this unique place, we should consider less destructive options to our current problems. 
(32.2.2PP)  
 
As you may know, Alta will be using a reservation system similar to Snowbird’s for weekends and 
holidays this year. As a full-time Alta employee, I was there to see the busiest and most trafficked days 
during the 2020-21 ski season. They were almost all on weekends or holidays. Before we proceed with 
the gondola or bus and road expansion options, we should see what changes are made to congestion 
patterns this ski season. (32.29R and 32.2.2K) 
 
The gondola presents an enticing solution to our current congestion issues but only looks to solve one 
side of a multifaceted situation. While it may serve to move many skiers and summer recreation users 
up and down the canyon without concerns of weather or passenger vehicle traffic, it has a flaw that 
should be considered. (32.29D) It only serves people going to and from Alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Little Cottonwood Canyon does not belong to these resorts nor does it 
exist solely for their use. There are countless other activities and recreation sites in the canyon that the 
gondola would not serve. (32.2.6.5G) It would create an unnecessary scar on Little Cottonwood 
Canyon at the expense of climbers, hikers, bikers, and skiers who may never use it. (32.17A)  
 
The road expansion would be equally as destructive yet we do not know if it would be entirely 
necessary. (32.2.9C and 32.7C) Increasing the amount of busses running up and down the canyon this 
winter could prove to be a valuable test to see if expanding the road would really be necessary. 
(32.29R and 32.2.7C)  
 
Expanding the UDOT sticker program is another step that could be taken before we permanently alter 
the appearance and ecosystem of Little Cottonwood Canyon. This is a solution to many congestion 
related issues without requiring more construction in the canyon. Anyone who has driven up and down 
the canyon in the winter knows that drivers in properly equipped vehicles do not cause congestion or 
accidents. Expanding and enforcing the current UDOT sticker program would mitigate this problem. 
(32.2.2M) 
 
Thank you for taking time to read these observations and suggestions. I hope that you take them into 
consideration before we permanently alter a uniquely beautiful Utah landscape. 
 
Sincerely, Quinn Case 
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COMMENT #:  11955 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carrie Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two options that UDOT is proposing as the only two alternatives are options for getting more 
people to and from Alta! The rest of the canyon suffers and it’s user groups are not fully represented! 
This is an atrocity! (32.4I, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11956 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Tracy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a resident of Salt Lake City (84105) and use the canyon year-round for hiking, mountain biking, and 
resort skiing. I’m writing to state that I do not support either of the UDOT preferred options.  
 
I do not think either option achieves the stated purpose “to deliver transportation options that meet the 
needs of the community while preserving the values of the Wasatch Mountains”. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
Both options are focused on efficient ways to increase the number of people in LCC which is in direct 
opposition to preserving the values of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) Both are high-
impact, high-cost options that are overkill solutions to a problem that is limited in scope to at most, a 3-
month window during peak ski season (Jan-March). Even at that, the problem is primarily limited to 
weekends and powder days within that 3-month period. (32.1.4D) We do not need a $500-600M 
solution for this and we certainly do not need a solution that will irrevocably change the change the 
canyon for all users at the benefit of the resort skier only. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
I would like to see UDOT develop an alternative that is based on expanded bus service, tolling, and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that work with the existing roadway infrastructure and do not require 
additional construction within the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I support an option that can be 
implemented incrementally and iteratively to determine what combination of measures work best to 
reduce private vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.6.3D and 32.29R) We also need a solution that can work 
for both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons. (32.1.1A) Safety, mobility, and reliability are issues in both 
canyons. 
 
I also do not think that aiming to reduce private vehicle traffic by 30% is nearly aggressive enough. 
(32.1.2D and 32.7C) I think a more effective strategy would be to close the canyon to private vehicles 
during peak ski season and force people to ride the bus, similar to what is implemented in Zion National 
Park. (32.2.2B) The current bus system is unreliable, parking can be difficult or impossible to find, and 
the buses are often overcrowded. This is the problem we should be attempting to solve first before 
trying anything more extreme.  
 
Specific to the gondola, I think this is not a good solution at all and should be taken off the table. 
(32.2.9E) It focuses solely on the resort skier, ignores all other canyon users, and would only increase 
users in the canyon if the road were also allowed to remain open. (32.2.4A, 32.20A, and 32.20C) It’d 
be an eyesore for the entire canyon, year-round. (32.17A) Furthermore, this will directly benefit the ski 
resorts. As such, if this is implemented, Snowbird and Alta should foot the bill, not taxpayers. (32.2.7A) 
 
Specific to road expansion within LCC, this is way too intrusive to the canyon and would ruin too many 
climbing and bouldering locations. (32.2.9C, 32.4I, and 32.4B)  
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COMMENT #:  11957 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anatoliy Shanin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against of the Gandola or the additional bus lane. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I am a skier and 
a tax payer and I don't want to pay for the private companies (Alta and Snowbird). (32.2.7A) UDOT 
solution will create more environmental issues like air pollution, water contamination, a big scar in our 
beautiful LCC. (32.10A, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.17A, and 32.17B). My suggestions are: 1) Make paying 
parking at the ski resorts, 2) Prioritize electric busses vs cars on the busy days, 3) Limit the sale of the 
ski tickets. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2K) Also, bringing more people to the ski 
resorts will create unpleasant problems for skiers, like long lines and crowded slops. (32.20C) 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  11958 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annalee Tripe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola and the widened road would be harmful to the canyon because they both involve 
building on old mines, through a Superfund site, and in our watershed. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.16A, 
32.12A, and 32.12B) This will increase the amount of cadmium and zinc in our LCC watershed as well 
as other heavy metals. 
 
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.308.5614&rep=rep1&type=pdf  
 
https://sevencanyonstrust.org/blog/little-cottonwood-creek  
 
https://slco.org/globalassets/1-site-files/watershed/watershed-library/ltlctnwdcrstreamsurvrpt2001.pdf  
 
Heavy metals are harmful to humans. Having no plans for further water purification is an insult to those 
of us who depend on our watershed, which includes the employees of UDOT, Alta, Snowbird, and CW 
Management. (32.16A) 
 
I think more reasonable and cost effective solutions need to be tried before spending a half a billion 
dollars to poison our water for the benefit of Alta, Snowbird, and Chris McCandless. (32.29R, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
The logical alternative that people prefer would be to try the "phased approach" with improvements to 
the bus system, additional parking locations, and incentivizing people to use the transit system. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.4A) I myself am a ski-bus rider because my car is not winter-canyon 
friendly and it is always packed when there is traffic. Sometimes I cannot find parking to get on the bus. 
Why has UTA not received additional funding while UDOT spend over $50 million - over half of the 
state's tourism transportation budget - on bad solutions that will benefit nobody? Please consider the 
phased approach. (32.29R) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  11959 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annie Putman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose building a gondola, and I oppose widening the roadway in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) Neither of these approaches are a cost-effective low impact way of reducing congestion 
in little cottonwood canyon. Both will dramatically impact the natural resources present in the canyon, 
especially for dispersed uses like bouldering. (32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B)  
 
The bouldering in little cottonwood is world class. But these aren't just rocks. These areas are training 
and testing grounds for homegrown greats and weekend crushers alike. They have their place in the 
lore and culture of climbing worldwide for their difficulty, and the beauty of their surroundings. They are 
iconic. 
 
I also want to point out that both the roadway widening with tolling, and the gondola options will 
disproportionately impact low-income users of the canyon. A fee may fully prevent some people from 
being able to recreate in this canyon. This is on top of the environmental marginalization already 
experienced by these important, but often overlooked stakeholders. The people in the valley who 
already have the least access to the outside and all of the enjoyment and wellness it brings would be 
pushed one step further away from enjoying our incredible back yard. (32.5A)  
 
Before we go to such an expensive and irreversibly destructive route for addressing traffic in little 
cottonwood, we need to first test an enhanced bus system coupled with development of additional 
parking outside of the canyons. Transit can work, if we give it a fighting chance. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  11960 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory Howe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the phased approach that Save Our Canyons and others are talking about. (32.29R) The 
gondola will destroy the natural aesthetic of the canyon and nobody goes to LCC to enjoy the 
infrastructure... we go there to enjoy nature, thank you. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) Building in the 
canyon is harmful to our watershed and our wallets. (32.12A) You are destroying one of the most 
beautiful places in Utah. (32.4I) 
 
Pursue the phased approach, it is the only LOGICAL AND ETHICAL way to take tax-payer dollars to 
gift to the resorts. You can't also gift the resorts OUR PUBLIC LANDS AND THE HEALTH OF OUR 
WATER. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  11961 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Israel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a dinner and winter season user of little cottonwood canyon I feel the visual impacts of the gondola 
would permanently damage the aesthetic if this canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) This in combination with 
buses provide a far more scalable solution to meet each seasons demands. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  11962 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey O'Malley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have a lot of concerns about many of these proposals. The gondola, quite frankly, seems 
preposterous. (32.2.9E) It is a very high cost investment and I don't think the comunity will actually use 
it. (32.2.4A) It seems like a huge waste of money, space, and a very large impact on the viewshed and 
the canyon as a whole. (32.17A and 32.4I) I would advocate for tolling and increased bus service, 
without lane expansion, as a first step. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) This would allow for a 
significant adjustments in traffic while also not having a negative impact on the landscape or the 
boulders. Please do NOT install a gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  11963 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brig Skoy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed gondola for little cottonwood canyon with a few caveats. (32.2.9D) Traffic 
congestion will still exist but will be pushed down stream. Plans should be put into place for the 
designation or building of parking areas where public transport busses can pick up resident passengers 
that have traveled from Utah county or northern salt lake county. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.2I) Solutions 
should consider locals and not just tourists 
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COMMENT #:  11964 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophie Shinsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The LCC gondola will forever change LCC. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) The project is unnecessarily expensive 
for an issue that only happens a very small % of days out of the year. (32.1.4D) There are many very 
valid solutions that are more accessible and inclusive: increased parking at trailheads, enhanced bus 
system, shuttles at odd times of day, enforce traction law all of winter, tolls, etc. (32.2.6.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.5C, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  11965 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Jacobson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The study should focus on the maximum threshold of people the resorts, hiking, climbing etc. the 
canyon can accommodate. (32.20C) Moving more people up the canyon more efficiently misses.the 
root cause of the problem. Cap the amount of people, require parking permits, use a lottery as a last 
resort. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  11966 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Sikonia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2021/06/LCC_DEIS_Avalanche_Boards_6-25-2021.pdf  
 
How was it determined that snow shed with realinged road is preferred to showsheds with berms? I 
think an analysis or ranking type document would be helpful to the public why spending an additional 
$14m is necessary. (32.2.9K and 32.7A) 
 
To be clear I am in absolute favor of snowsheds as this is a proven defensive measure to ensure 
reliable transportation. 

Page 32B-12278 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11967 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Bernini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d vote for Gondola B plan. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11968 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Michaels 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want to see either preffered alternative. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Employ a phased approach as 
recommended by mayor Jenny Wilson!!! (32.29R) What happens to the gondola and its infrastructure if 
there is a fire in the canyon? (32.2.6.5K) The gondola is not actually green! You compared its energy 
output from 140 days (similar to how much the busses will run) when the gondola will run year round! 
(32.10A) It will tear up land that contains minerals that could contaminate water. (32.16A) This seems 
unsafe! Why not use a phased approach. (32.29R) How come you are not doing a capacity study. 
(32.20C) I look forward to hearing your responses to ALL of my questions. Thanks. Actually, one more 
question, what happens if the gondola is not successful at lowering traffic and you have to implement 
tolling and enforce the traction law? (32.7C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2M) What happens if you choose the 
gondola and then you realize in the few winters before you build it that you do not need this because 
you have implemented a phased approach? (32.2.6.5A) Why are you working so closely with snowbird 
and alta when you are not working with save our canyons or other organizations? (32.27A)  
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COMMENT #:  11969 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Aberman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want to voice my strong opinion against a gondola. (32.2.9E) It is not a long term, sustainable solution 
to protect the canyon. (32.4I) More, and more efficient, access to public transit, with incentives for riding 
the public transit. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  11970 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Fields 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You unjustly cite CO2 emissions of the gondola vs bus on Table 10.4-6. The title is winter emissions 
but then in the actual table you say annual. There is more to the year than the winter, even though your 
preferred alternatives suggest you think otherwise. (32.10I) 
 
Reporting annual emissions for the gondola as 140 days while the gondola will run 365 days a year is a 
gross underestimate of CO2 emissions, suggesting the gondola is not as harmful as it will be in reality. 
(32.10I) Also calculating those numbers based off of the predicted energy grid of 2038 is ridiculous as 
you are not predicting the CO2 emissions of the busses or cars based off of green energy which it will 
likely be at in 2038. This is insulting. (32.10I)  
 
It is obvious the bias UDOT has. I wish a more equal publication of the preferred alternatives was 
done... Why the bias? (32.10I)  
 
I support the phased approach that recreationists, environmentalists, conservationists, and non-elitists 
are supporting. We need to TRY to improve the current system. (32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  11971 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Bernini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola B plan is best. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11972 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Disney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As has been seen time and time again, making roads bigger does not resolve congestion problems. 
Drivers adapt and fill the space provided with more cars. (32.20E) Widening this route will simply 
worsen pollution and destroy numerous recreation sites for outdoor climbers. (32.10A and 32.4A) Utah 
is known to be a destination for outdoor recreation and this will rob the area of countless experiences 
for people to see Utah in the best possible light (32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  11973 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mallory Millington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need more buses, incentives to ride buses, and more equipment to quickly get the road open after 
avalanche work. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) It’s a simple solution with minimum impact. It is unethical to 
build major infrastructure with tax payer dollars to service private corporations. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11974 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Feldman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
WHo decided which organizations could contribute to the planning of this project??? was it a financial 
decision? (32.2.9N) why did you not include input from save our canyons or salt lake climbers alliance? 
(32.27A) they care too! Please use a phased approach and not either of your preffered alternatives. 
(32.29R) What happens if there is a natural disaster that ruins the gondola? what happens if you get 
people up the canyon but the gondola stops working. please address every single question individually. 
(32.2.6.5K) Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  11975 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sydney Stoner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I DO NOT support the gondola or widening the road in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) Now is not a good time to embark on such a huge endeavor without considering alternative 
options first. (32.29R and 32.2.2PP) Implementing a toll option and more bus service should be looked 
at first before spending half a billion dollars on a gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Covid was a special 
winter where people were not carpooling therefore increasing the number of cars in the canyon. When 
Covid is over, it's likely we will see an increase in carpooling therefore decreasing the number of cars. It 
would also be appropriate for the ski resorts to limit the number of guests on their mountains. (32.2.2K) 
There are many horrible things about this proposal but one of the worst is that Snowbird and Alta would 
benefit from something the taxpayers pay for! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Also, it 
would be such an eyesore. (32.17A) I grew up at the mouth of LCC and have loved that canyon for so 
many years. I can't imagine looking up there and seeing huge towers that don't even provide access to 
the rest of the canyon- areas I visit WAY more than the resorts. (32.4I)  
Thanks, 
Sydney 
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COMMENT #:  11976 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abigail Spoth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Because it’s possible to mitigate traffic concerns without impacting the environment of the canyon (I.e., 
by utilizing shuttle busses and passes for the ski areas), I believe that altering the canyon (either 
through increasing the roadway size or adding a gondola) is misguided and harmful to the natural 
environment of the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  11977 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Diamond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. (32.2.9E) Add several parking lots throughout the canyon let busses shuttle people to the 
resorts. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2I) People can still take their cars, but won't need to drive back home if the 
resort lot is full (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  11978 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Labinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support this. We cannot accept our natural world to be consumed by asphalt and uneducated 
tourists. Thank you, have a wonderful day. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  11979 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Gleason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a terrible idea. (32.2.9E) It will do far too little to reduce air pollution. (32.10A) Some 
people will take it, but many more won't as it is slow and inconvenient. (32.2.4A) It also does not 
address the needs of users other beyond Alta and Snowbird's customer base. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please do not move forward with this. Focus on a great system with 
incentives to get more private cars off the road. I.e. charge a fee for private cars. (32.2.2Y) NO to the 
gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  11980 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Francine Wirtz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I agree that there is a huge problem in the cottonwood canyons. The traffic has a negative impact on 
the whole experience and can be dangerous. 
 
I don’t think there is enough information in detail about the Gondola idea for me to make a decision.  
 
Where are the towers, how large will the towers be, how will it be kept clean, what are the hours, what 
is the price, where will it stop, will it run early morning and late into the evening, where will it drop 
people at the resorts, etc. (32.2.6.5 A-GG) 
 
I feel that the biggest problem with any mass transit system is the lack of a “base” at the ski area.  
 
Here is an example: 
We work and live at a lodge in Alta. My in-laws would come and stay in Cottonwood Heights for 3 
months in the winter. They would leave their gear in our room and take the bus. They were able to walk 
to the bus stop on Fort Union and about 1900 E (across from the liquor store). They would ride the bus 
up to Alta, come into our room to get dressed, put their boots on and get their skis. They did not always 
end their day at the same time so one sometimes left before the other.  
- They were able to walk to the bus stop, so they did not have to drive to a park and ride and they could 
go home at different times because they could be dropped off a few blocks from the house.  
- They wore normal shoes or boots so they could walk both in SLC and in Alta without slipping. 
- They did not have to wear or carry all their ski clothes or any extra layers they might need. 
- They did not have to carry their skis, boots and poles along with helmet, ski clothes and lunch. 
- They could leave their backpacks, shoes and extra clothing in our room and did not have to ski with 
them.  
- They had a warm, dry place to use the restroom, change in and out of gear and wait if there was a 
road closure or delay or until the bus pickup time.  
It worked well for them and without this amazing situation they would not be able to ride the bus (both 
that we lived at the lodge and that it was generous and let them do this). There is no way they would 
have ridden the bus if they had to carry all their gear. Now, the bus routes are so limited, that they 
wouldn’t be able to ride the bus without a car to get them to the park and ride. Once all the gear was 
loaded in the car, it is quicker and easier to just drive. (32.2.4A)  
 
My point is that there needs to be a place for people to hang out if they take the bus (or Gondola). 
Snowbird has the Snowbird Center and Creekside, but there are very few places where people can 
change, stay warm, leave their shoes and other items, take a comfortable break and eat their lunch. 
(32.2.3A) Seasonal lockers are expensive and for people who only ski that specific mountain. Alta has 
basically nothing. The Albion Grill has been a mess with backpacks stuffed in corners and along walls. 
They are not secure and Alta does not want people taking up space if they are not purchasing food. 
There is nowhere where someone can eat their own lunch (except their car). There are a few lockers at 
skier services and a few by the bathroom under the Albion Grill, but there are only a few benches and 
the area is cold and crowded. Goldminers Daughter is a private hotel who also wants people to 
purchase food and is usually totally full. The Gondola video says there will be hundreds of lockers at 
the base station. Although that may be convenient, I would guess that most people will take their gear 
home. The hundreds of lockers need to be located at the ski area, not at the bottom. (32.2.3A)  
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What family with kids can take the bus (or Gondola)? Where are they supposed to put all their stuff, get 
the kids dressed and ready, eat lunch, leave extra layers, take off wet layers and what about all their 
gear? Carry all of it? Goldminers is the only bus stop that has any shelter. Who wants to wait in the 
snow and wind with all their stuff for a bus that may or may not be on time? They need somewhere to 
wait that is warm and dry and they need restrooms. Where will 1000+ people go to hang out after skiing 
while waiting to load the gondola down? The hotels in Alta are full with their own guests. (32.2.3A)  
 
One suggestion that may help with road traffic is for the Albion Grill to stay open later and serve food 
and maybe have some entertainment or TVs with sports playing. Part of the problem is that everyone 
leaves at the same time after skiing. If people had a place to leave their gear, put on normal shoes, and 
hang out with some food and watch a football game, they might not get on the road until 6:00 or 7:00, 
spreading out the traffic a little. BUT - the last bus down is around 5:45/6:00pm? So anyone taking the 
bus must leave ASAP. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
A large number of skiers want their car up there so they have their stuff and can go to the car for extra 
layers or different goggles or to eat lunch. They can leave their shoes there and change out of their wet 
ski clothes before going home. They can leave when they want and don’t have to depend on a bus that 
is often early or late. They can lock their gear in their car and then go socialize after skiing.  
For ANY mass transit to work (bus, gondola, train, etc), this issue must be addressed and the resorts 
are going to have to give up valuable money-making real estate to create an area that can replace a 
person’s car (32.2.3A).  
 
Live-up employees might take a bus down to do errands and have dinner, but they can’t because the 
last bus up is around 4:30/5:00pm. And routes have been minimized so busses don’t even go to 
shopping areas as much as they used to. (32.2.6.2C and 32.2.6.3N)  
Another reason people may be hesitant to take mass transit is in the case of a road closure. Employees 
may come up for the day to ski and plan to go home, but might have a place to stay if the road is bad. If 
they have left their car in a park and ride that does not allow overnight parking, they have to get down 
somehow. On those days it may be easier to just drive up and then they don’t have to go down just to 
deal with their car.  
 
Later bus times and something to do after skiing would be helpful. Also, any employee who works in the 
afternoon or evening, cannot take the bus. If there were a few evening and late night busses, 
employees would be able to use the mass transit system. Many cars with only one person are 
employees. Currently, anyone who might be wanting to leave the canyon after about 5:30/6:00 will 
always drive their own car. (32.2.6.3N)  
 
Another problem with mass transit, which may not be repairable, is the time it takes to get up and down 
the canyon and the amount of time between busses. (32.2.6.3N) The lodges and ski area have MANY 
cars of employees who all come up in the morning and work the day shift. The bus (and Gondola) takes 
more than twice as long from the mouth and even longer from the park and rides. And if you don’t get 
on a bus farther away, you don’t get a seat. (32.2.6.3N) There should be more routes during busy 
times. There should be priority given to busses and maybe a bus lane? (32.2.9B) Make mass transit 
the “better” and “easier” way to go skiing instead of the “harder” way. The busses and Gondola should 
also be Free to everyone at all times. (32.2.4A) Why would someone pay $10 round trip for something 
that takes twice as long and requires carrying all your gear and equipment when they can just drive? 
(32.2.4A) And if someone can’t find a parking place at the bus lot or has to stand up the whole drive up, 
why would they bother? And then where do they put their boots on? And leave their stuff? (32.2.3A)  
 
I imagine that there aren’t many road complaints from Snowbird patrons. Anyone trying to leave Alta is 
on the road much longer. I have seen it many times both coming up and going down, that Snowbird 
parking lots empty out completely before cars in Alta parking lots have even moved. The extra 
“Snowbird Lane” that allows all of snowbird’s cars to constantly pour out just creates a terrible “bottle-
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neck” when they all have to merge. In fairness, it really should be One Snowbird car, then One Alta car. 
(And not one SB car from EACH exit) (32.2.2UU).  
 
Where is the Gondola going to drop people off at the resorts? Just one location? What if someone is 
trying to go to work or to a lodge or to the other base lift? They walk? With their stuff? (32.2.6J) 
 
I like the idea of a parking lot closer to Little Cottonwood Canyon. Although I’d prefer to see that 
mountainside left natural the way it is, I think that parking is much more needed than more homes. And 
getting people off of Wasatch Blvd is important. I like the idea of the mass transit Hub, but it needs to 
replace parking up the canyon, not just add to it. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
I don’t really have a strong opinion about the Gondola in particular. I think the cost is crazy! Will there 
be all the people on the Gondola in addition to all the people that will drive too (32.2.4A and 3.2.6.5D) 
Unless driving and parking is reduced at the ski areas, all it will do it add more people and will not affect 
the canyon traffic at all. (32.2.9P) Unless there is a PLACE for mass transit users at both resorts, and 
more benefits than having a car, the same people will drive that are driving now.  
 
How large are the towers going to be? (32.2.6.5L)  
Is there any place that has a system like this that we can research and avoid their mistakes? What will 
happen if it breaks down or cannot operate due to weather? It won’t be affected by avalanches or 
control work? Will there be a supervisor on each tram? (32.2.6.5K) 
 
There is the point of using a lot of public money to benefit private businesses. What benefit will the 
public receive? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Free rides? Discounted ski tickets for 
Utah residents? Discounted lodging for Utah residents? (32.2.4A)  
 
This leads me to the ICON pass. Most locals despise the ICON because it gives huge discounts to non-
locals and encourages them to come for short stays. The ICON is only beneficial for people who have 
the money and time to fly around to all the different states and resorts. The short 2-3 day stays are a 
negative impact all around. The ICON punishes the locals and the community in which the ski areas are 
located. Why should someone in SLC pay so much for a day pass when the Cottonwood Canyons are 
their “backyard”, they love and care for their valley and mountains and pay the taxes that make 
improvements for these areas when someone from the East Coast flies in for their 2 or 5 or 7 free 
days? And since ICON holders are trying to maximize their Utah resorts, they tend to stay in one place 
and drive around to all the different resorts. I’ve spoken with many people who stay in Park City and 
drive over to Alta a few times to use their free days. Although ICON supporters say that the passes 
don’t increase traffic, they do. People used to come and stay in Alta for 5-7 days and now they only 
want 1-3 days. There is more hotel turnover which leads to more traffic. ICONers cause an increase in 
canyon traffic and definitely a huge increase in skier traffic. What doesn’t make sense is that the ski 
areas aren’t making much money on the passes. Is it just marketing? Do they prefer all out-of-staters 
instead of locals? So the ski areas are heading towards “Less Money x More People = More Money”. 
To reduce traffic and pollution, they should adopt “Less People x More Money = More Money and a 
Quality Experience”. Again, this gondola may basically be public funds used for ski area marketing and 
profit. (32.2.2K, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
This last ski season had some of the longest lift lines I have ever seen. Frequently! I can’t imagine that 
the ski areas want or need any more skiers! (32.20C). The experience is being negatively affected by 
the lines.  
 
The Gondola could be an attraction in itself. It could be a very pretty ride in both the summer and the 
winter. I feel like a mid-canyon stop or two are absolutely necessary in the Summer. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.5G) These can be bypassed in the winter. Let people get out and enjoy some hikes mid-canyon 
instead of only at the top. It needs to be a full-canyon tourist attraction, not just a parking assistant for 
the ski areas. The traffic and parking at the ski areas and all throughout the canyon are bad in the 
summer too. I think more parking areas, picnic areas and designated hiking mid-canyon would be 

Page 32B-12294 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

great. (32.1.2B and 32.2.6.2.4A) Currently, cars park along the edges of the road, which is not safe. 
Snowbird is packed in the summer with very little parking around the hotels. Alta is empty, but the 
summer road is almost inaccessible because of the tiny parking lot and the fees. I hope the ski areas 
are willing to work with UDOT and create some public benefits for the use of public funds.  
 
Busses will still be necessary even with the Gondola. (32.2.2W) 
 
I could be wrong, but in my experience, if the cars keep moving, the road doesn’t back up. One of the 
biggest issues is when it’s clear in the morning and all types of cars come up the canyon and then it 
snows and the road gets slick and it only take ONE slow car or accident to cause a multi-hour backup. 
When snowtires and 4 wheel drive are required and checked at the mouth, it helps the down traffic 
move much better. It’s the bald tires, the inexperienced drivers and inappropriate vehicles that cause 
the huge traffic problems. More checking, more restrictions and more diligence would help 
tremendously and not cost $500,000,000.00. (32.2.2M)  
 
Another idea would be a toll. (32.2.4A) There could even be tiers. I don’t think season passes would be 
a good idea. The point is to charge for EVERY TRIP. Buses free, Employees could be $1 trip, residents 
and season passholders could be $2 trip, regular vehicles could be $5 per trip, Uber and Lyft could be 
$6? That money could go towards traffic control and tire checking. If it is done by vehicle, instead of by 
person, it would encourage people to ride-share. And if it’s an ‘LCC pass’ (EZ pass type thing), it’s one 
price and if it’s a pay-per-use it’s 30% more? I hate to admit, but I know people who have no problem 
driving up to Alta to work, running back home to the valley for something and coming back up, and then 
going home for the night. When the cost starts to add up, people may re-think their driving habits. 
Anyway, a lot of people won’t like this idea, but it has helped Millcreek canyon. (32.2.4A)  
 
I know I touched on many subjects not related to the question of Yes or No for the Gondola. I 
understand that it’s a very complicated issue with many factors and opinions. I appreciate your time. 
I’m sure I will have many more questions, comments and thoughts as soon as I have sent this... 
 
Thanks 
 
Francine Wirtz 
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COMMENT #:  11981 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Ferrer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These two options present a welcome set of opportunity and insight into what the state is willing to 
devote towards improving traffic conditions in our great state. These efforts are a welcome exploration 
into options for mitigating traffic congestion at peak travel times in the winter. The after reviewing 
documents explaining the remaining two options and listening to the podcasts from UDOT, I feel the 
options still do not meet the kind of standards we should uphold for making such long-term changes to 
these natural places. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
The problem to be solved is removing vehicular traffic, 30% at peak times, to manage surges in the 
winter. This is a great metric to assess how results can be measured. The gondola and bus service with 
lane widening are quite significant and damaging changes with significant monetary and environmental 
costs associated with them. They also seem to come without substantial guarantee that they will be 
successful in reaching or exceeding the volume reduction goal. (32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Without being able to guarantee a successful intervention, return on the huge tax payer investment 
($500 million!), adding focused benefits only for the major ski resorts, and the detrimental changes to 
the LCC environment itself, I cannot support the proposed options in either form. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Personally I would be interested in live assessment periods that use monetary incentives for carpooling 
($20 parking fees that decrease with the # of people in the car up to 4 reaching $0), fees for reaching 
the ski resorts (which I know the surge pricing does, a good feature), or even limited issue permitting for 
parking or reservations at the ski resorts. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2K) The tax funded changes 
here do not guarantee a benefit for all citizens contributing to this fund, and the resorts certainly only 
stand to gain while the snow sport crowd stands to have less of a nuisance. As we have seen, adding a 
lane rarely makes an improvement in traffic. (32.20E) Is it possible to minimize lane widening, bump up 
bus service, enforce car volume restrictions or tolling at the resorts for parking, and build a snow shed 
to minimize road cleanup? (32.2.6.3B, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9K) One of the podcasts cited that a 
single, well places snow shed would be able to reduce existing snow removal delays by up to 30% 
(32.7A).  
 
If less invasive options can be reached I think the options will be much more valuable in the long term. 
We do not need to make anything fantastic, the environment has succeeded at this already. We simply 
need to get cars off the road and move people more efficiently. (32.2.4A). Thank you very much for 
taking the time to read this and putting so much effort into finding transportation solutions for our 
fantastic natural resources.
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COMMENT #:  11982 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris McDonald 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Your EIS is insufficient for the following reasons. 
 
Limited focus. “The geographic scope of the EIS is limited to ONLY Little Cottonwood Canyon without 
recognizing Big Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.1A)  
We understand NEPA requires that the EIS analyze the cumulative effects of the action, yet it seems to 
be missing in the current Draft EIS. (32.21A)  
 
Reasonable range of alternatives. “Residents and taxpayers are led to believe they have to choose 
between the two (2) options UDOT has put forward. This is a not true. NEPA requires that all 
reasonable alternatives that meet the stated purpose and must be evaluated. A holistic Mountain 
Transportation System qualifies as a "reasonable alternative.” (32.1.1C)  
 
Additional Management Options. “The Draft EIS fails to include additional management actions to 
decrease congestion. These management actions should include a ski resort reservation system, ride-
sharing, tolling, road closures after ski resort parking lots are full, an increase in the current bus system, 
etc.” (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3N) 
 
Salt Lake County Recommendations. “Recommendations in the 2020 Wasatch Canyons General Plan 
supporting a comprehensive Mountain Transit System appears to be ignored.” (32.3C) 
 
Cooperating Agency. “It appears Salt Lake County did not request nor was it asked to become a 
Cooperating Agency. As a Cooperating Agency, the County should be working closely with UDOT to 
ensure its transportation recommendation (s) is/are fully considered and analyzed in the EIS. Instead, it 
appears UDOT is analyzing the WFRC proposal for transportation improvements on SR-210 that Mayor 
Wilson has said she is against it.” (32.1.1E) 
 
Municipal Services District (MSD). “ It appears the MSD, the contracted planning experts for Salt Lake 
County, has been left out of UDOT's EIS process. We need to know why the MSD is left out of this 
important County planning process. (32.1.1E)  
 
Trading traffic congestion in LCC for congestion in residential neighborhoods. “It appears the EIS is 
attempting to trade congestion on SR-210 for congestion in vulnerable neighborhoods at the mouth of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. This is not acceptable.” (32.7C and 32.2.6.5E)  
 
Potential for another UTA-like land development fiasco. “We are very concerned that UDOT is 
proposing hundreds of millions of dollars of expensive transportation improvements to primarily benefit 
two ski resorts and select politically connected developers through this EIS. These ethical issues 
should be of concern to all involved.” (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Carrying capacity in the Wasatch Mountains. “The County has yet to provide any 
guidance/recommendation to UDOT about acceptable carrying capacity for the Wasatch Mountains ski 
resorts and public lands. UDOT is proposing to increase parking for two ski resorts without knowing if 
the increase in use might exceed resource limits. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C)”  
 
Outside political influence. “It was very concerning to see Governor Cox weigh in on the gondola 
proposal less than 2 weeks after being sworn in as Governor. Many could view this as Governor Cox 
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inappropriately influencing a State and Federal process that must remain non-political. Much of the 
Mountain Accords' failure was due to the politicization of that process. (32.2.9N)”  
 
Ignoring the Residents “With UDOT’s focus on peak-hour/day scenarios, the EIS completely ignores 
non-peak scenarios and the resultant impact on locals. At non-peak times, and good weather, residents 
of Cottonwood Heights and Sandy can travel to Alta or Snowbird from home in roughly 20-30 mins. If 
those residents are always forced into a transit solution, wait time will be 60-80 mins on light traffic 
days. (32.2.4A) 
 
Gondola wind Analysis “There seems to be a cursory examination of slide-off risk for the bus 
alternatives, but no analysis whatsoever of the wind risk to the gondola operations or potential issues at 
the angle stations. Given the strong canyon winds, this is a key oversight, and could invalidate any 
reliability of the gondola as an alternative. (32.2.6.5K)  
 
Widening Wasatch. “The EIS quotes county-wide population growth projections as justification for 
expanding Wasatch as a commuter road. This is speculative at best, as these projections completely 
lack the granularity to justify the proposal, with the East Bench of SL County largely built-out, with 
limited opportunity for either greenfield development or densification. The population growth is 
occurring to the west and would not be comparable or to scale to say Herriman growth (32.2.6.2.2A).” 
 
I support a phased approach. Increasing bus number, mobility hubs throughout the valley, stops at 
multiple locations (not just your beloved Snowbird and Alta), monetary incentivizing to get people out of 
their car and to carpool. (32.29R, 3.2.9A, 32.2.2I, and 32.2.4A)  
 
Pushing the gondola and having outside agencies (gondola works) push their own agenda while 
nobody with money is pushing for the enhanced bus service in peak-period shoulder lanes is unjust. 
Why are taxpayers shouldering the burden that Alta and Snowbird put on themselves? If they wanted a 
gondola they should move to the Alps, if they want year-round cash flow they should get out of an 
industry that is dependent on winter weather. Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  11983 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colleen Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the bus route! A parking garage down at the base + frequent, low emission busses 
should not mar the beautiful landscape. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.5.3F)
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COMMENT #:  11984 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Schmauch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose building a gondola and lane-widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) There are less impactful 
solutions that can be attempted first. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  11985 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsey Oliver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola plan is a horrendous idea, both for the local skiers of Utah as well as for all other winter 
sport athletes venturing up the Wasatch. (32.2.9E) The gondola means greater endangerment of 
wildlife in their natural habitats, inaccessibility to parts of the canyon without drop off points, and less 
stewardship/preservation practices of the Wasatch that we as a state have always worked to uphold. 
(32.13A, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.4G) I highly urge to you to reconsider this plan and instead consider natural 
gas buses for travel up and down the canyons, minimizing the harmful impact on wildlife, eliminating 
the need for additional cable/power structures, and improving air quality by reducing traffic in the 
canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.10A) Please consider all the public comments 
you receive, including this one. (32.2.9N) Thank you in advance for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  11986 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isiah Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What happens if there is a windstorm like we had earlier this year and people are up the canyon that 
took the gondola? What infrastructure have you put in place to get these people out of the canyon 
safely? Is the gondola designed to withstand rockfall from the large chunks of granite that fall in little 
cottonwood (the boulders came from somewhere)? (32.2.6.5K) Please use a phased approach! 
(32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  11987 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Trific 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t do it (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  11988 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Griffin Cammack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The solutions provided will primarily benefit the ski resorts while destroying climbing and potentially 
hiking areas. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). I would ask that other 
solutions and ideas be discussed and explored. (32.2.2PP) The cottonwood canyons have some of the 
best climbing and these solutions will have a negative impact on important climbing areas. Additionally, 
either solution will impact the natural beauty of the canyon by increasing the amount of manmade 
structures in the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) Both options are very expensive and I would ask our 
taxpayer money be used to explore other/better options. 
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COMMENT #:  11989 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Incardine 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the Gondola alternative. It will have less environmental impacts and will be a quicker way to get 
up to the ski areas. (32.2.9D). 

Page 32B-12305 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  11990 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robbie Kosinski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against any gondola option in LCC. (32.2.9E) This option does not provide a solution to 
users that do not stop at the ski resorts. (32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
The bus option is much better since it has the ability to stop at numerous backcountry skiing, hiking, 
and climbing locations (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C). I think that UDOT should institute a toll with the option 
for users to purchase a year-long, unlimited bus pass. (32.2.4A) The current proposal with more 
parking at multiple trailheads and bus stops at those trailheads is a good idea. (32.2.6.3C) The bus 
should also run year run as there is serious, unaddressed congestion and parking issues in the summer 
as well. (32.1.2C). While I was initially in favor of the gondola option, the current proposal with little 
base area parking, many large towers, and the fact that it doesn't stop anywhere except ski areas 
makes it a hinderance, not a solution, to many canyon users such as myself. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  11991 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Finstad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
ENFORCE TRACTION LAWS NOV-APRIL, PLEASE! (32.2.2M) 
The more i learn about the gondola the more it seems like a terrible idea. (32.2.9E) Im for it if we get 
adequate parking at the gravel pit, but the current parking plan and low capacity of the gondola it will 
suck and be a money sink. Do it the right way or dont do it. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5N) 
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COMMENT #:  11992 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Sikonia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The cog rail and gondola base station both list 1500 parking stalls? Where is a preliminary schema how 
that is possible? The mobility hub only lists 600. 1500 seems like a large footprint. Is this multi-story? 
(32.2.6.5J) 
 
One was provided for both 9400/Highland and the gravel pit. Where is plat map/schema for footprint of 
1500 parking stalls at cog rail and gondola base station? (32.2.6J) 
 
https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2021/06/LCC_DEIS_Mobility_Hub_Scroll_Plot_6-25-2021.pdf  
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COMMENT #:  11993 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Folland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think UDOT should pursue a phased approach and reject the gondola. (32.29R and 32.2.9E) Starting 
with small bus or van transit paired with a significant charge for single occupancy cars, traffic could be 
reduced. (32.2.9A and 3.2.4A) The gondola would serve the skiers and ski resorts, so should not be 
paid for by Utah residents. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Also, with the continued rise 
in winter temperatures, it could be in 20-30 years skiable days would be so reduced that the gondola 
would not be needed. (32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  11994 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Cobain 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the gondola were to decrease traffic (which it most likely will not) would you be able to add one to big 
cottonwood canyon? (32.7C, 32.1.1A, and 32.2.2Q) I dont think you would but I did not spend $65 
million dollars on this problem. Can you please consider that other users of the canyon will have there 
place of activity completely destroyed by both alternatives. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C). It is as though the climbers were causing the traffic so they took down an entire ski resort to 
decrease traffic to their boulders, only the climbing is free and the ski resorts charge you an arm and a 
leg. Is it fair to ask how much the ski resorts are paying udot to push for the gondola? (32.2.7A) that is 
a sincere question, no mal intentions. What happens to the gondola if there is a fire in the canyon? 
(32.2.6.5K) How badly will constructing in the canyon affect our water if a dog is dangerous to humans 
or a human swimming in the lake at red pine is dangerous to humans? (32.12A) Do you actually 
answer all of these questions? 
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COMMENT #:  11995 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janine Langer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither alternative. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). This beautiful canyon does not need easier access, which 
will only make the areas more crowded. The ski areas should limit ticket sales. (32.20A, 32.20B, 
32.20C, and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  11996 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Parkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support The Gondola project. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  11997 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lu Lu Waterhouse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As with the county mayor, I am in favor of neither option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The amount of money 
is overblown by and order of magnitude when looked at against the number of days either solution 
presented would actually fix. (32.1.4D) Snowsheds, truly meant for safety, I am in favor of. Busses, 
meant to take cars off the road, not just increase the number of people going up the canyon I am in 
favor of. (32.2.9K,32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) But busses without limiting or severely limiting private vehicles 
will only lead to increased crowding. (32.2.4A and 32.20C) These proposed uses of public moneys to 
seemingly support two private enterprises is ludicrous. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
If you are truly worried about the safety of drivers continue to close the road when conditions warrant. 
(32.1.2B) Getting users up and down the canyon in dangerous conditions is only meant to allow the 
business up the canyon to continue functioning without a hit. Their business models are built on natural 
processes. If they cannot withstand losing a couple of days of reduced usage, they need to change 
their finances. It is not the publics charge to protect their interests. Do the right thing, don't kowtow to 
private interests (resorts and legislative developers), and save the canyon. Not to mention your plans 
do NOTHING for the other canyon that has the same traffic problems. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  11998 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Cox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why has the timeline for these construction projects not been announced? (32.2.7C) I am in the 
construction business and know that a multi-year project is often years behind schedule, yet there is 
always a timeline. The watershed is the most vulnerable during construction and it is insufficient to say 
the "impacts will be temporary". A multi-year construction project will hardly be temporary in the lives of 
those of us who use the canyon or drink water from our watershed. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.19A)  
 
Additionally construction would negatively impact traffic even more than now, which I know you know 
because you wrote it in the EIS. (32.4C) 
 
Building parking structures in the valley would be the most logical. I support this with an increase in the 
bus service. (32.2.9A) Parking lots throughout the valley would increase profits to small/large 
businesses located near the lots. (32.2.2I) For example REI, momentum climbing and IME are all 
recreation affiliated companies and having a mobility hub maybe in the Smith's parking lot would be 
really smart...... I am positive they would be on board with bringing customers to their door. 
 
Please build mobility hubs and improve the current bus system. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9A) It is the only 
logical way to resolve traffic now and respect tax dollars and people. I would like to be respected, I 
would like our canyon to be respected, and I would like the wishes of our smart residents to be 
respected. 
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COMMENT #:  11999 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Riley Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.308.5614&rep=rep1&type=pdf  
 
https://sevencanyonstrust.org/blog/little-cottonwood-creek  
 
https://slco.org/globalassets/1-site-files/watershed/watershed-library/ltlctnwdcrstreamsurvrpt2001.pdf  
 
Heavy metals are harmful to humans. Having no plans for further water purification is an insult to those 
of us who depend on our watershed. (32.16A, 32.12A and 32.12B) How can you assure that the 
permanent choice to change the canyon is a good one without exhausting all other options? (32.2.2PP) 
This seems naive to me and I am a climate expert who studies how human traffic impacts our air and 
water. (32.10A, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
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COMMENT #:  12000 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Bramwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
https://www.abc4.com/news/local-news/udot-to-give-update-on-damages-in-big-little-cottonwood-
canyons/ if this happens in the canyon what happens to the infrastructure that provides support to the 
gondola? (32.2.6.5K) what if a big rock falls and damages the gondola and people are on it? WHat 
happens if there is any other plausible natural disaster? Why do you not use a phased approach. 
Please pursue a phased approach. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  12001 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Sikonia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2021/06/LCC_DEIS_Mobility_Hub_Scroll_Plot_6-25-2021.pdf  
 
This represents typical views of the Gravel Pit Mobility Hub from Wasatch Boulevard 
 
Understood that this is preliminary, but the exterior is bland, boring and monolithic. Consider decorative 
stamping of mountains on the exterior. Also soften the area with the creation of a picnic area around, 
exercise area, bike areas, bike repair tools, even a man made outdoor bouldering area. Try to 
encourage additional outdoor activities at this mobility hub. Free binocular/telescope, geology area. 
None of these would be staffed, just thinking of low cost alternative educational and recreational 
opportunities at this current gravel pit. BMX course, skatepark etc. Be sure to have a high presence of 
monitoring equipment and blue light stations where the police/security can be summoned. (32.2.6.2.1C 
and 32.2.6F) 
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COMMENT #:  12002 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Kraan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is very little I can add to this process that I have not said before. UDOT has proven to continue to 
be tone-deaf to the needs of the community that will be most impacted by this project. Will this last 
comment change your mind? (32.2.9N) 
 
Additional parking lots that induce car traffic along the urban segment of SR-210 rather than capture 
and replace said traffic with more efficient modes of transportation is an absolute betrayal of long-
standing regional plans as well as safety concerns of the group of users that most depend on accessing 
this corridor (Residents adjacent to Wasatch Blvd make up almost 50% of users of the urban arterial of 
SR-210 and will continue to be the largest group of users 30 years from today). (32.2.6.5E and 
32.2.6.2.1D) 
 
Furthermore, both options point at the reason why UDOT continues to fail to attain, or even plan to try 
to attain the goals established by its 2016 Strategic Highway Safety Plan which calls for its commitment 
to reduce the number of roadway fatalities in Utah in 2030 by 50% (140 deaths). (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
As of this writing on September 2nd, 2021, the rate of fatalities continues to go up, not down, and we 
are likely to see the total number of fatalities exceed 300 deaths for the first time since 2003. The lack 
of interest by the team charged with the LCC EIS to adopt Systematic Safety within this project and 
force an unsafe 50 mph design speed for Wasatch Blvd segment of this project is a clear indicator of its 
disregard to commit to its own goals and provide the level of safety of Utahns and the visitors that will 
transit through this complex corridor desire (32.2.6.2.2A).  
 
Professional engineers and planners employed by UDOT are fully aware of systematic safety (as 
proposed by Vision Zero programs). They also have to their disposal the ability to implement NACTO 
roadway guidelines which are based on the fundamental principles to reduce accidental deaths on our 
roads; if they so desire. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Vision Zero and NACTO standards call for 35 mph design speed for urban arterials, such as Wasatch 
Blvd, where unprotected users are expected to share the road, and car traffic will intersect at a 90-
degree angle with other vehicles, is not a foreign idea to the members of UDOT. Indeed it is a 
documented fact that every accidental collision at the speeds UDOT is proposing for Wasatch Blvd will 
result in serious injury or death at a rate above 90% of the time. This is indeed a particularly 
preventable circumstance, which exemplifies why meeting safety goals continues to prove unattainable 
to our state's DOT. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
We can, and We MUST, attain mobility AND safety on our roads and we can certainly take the first step 
in making this a reality right here, right now. Sadly both of these preferred solutions fail to do so. 
(32.2.9L) 
 
Indeed, this EIS is bigger than a Gondola or Busses, even bigger than the Canyon and the ski industry 
it intends to support. It is symptomatic of a mentality of co-dependence between a society that is left 
with little or no option but to get in a car, and a state transportation agency more than willing to give it 
more parking lots, wider streets, and faster speeds even when it is fully aware that by doing so it 
continues to fail to keep us all safe. 
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COMMENT #:  12003 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Davitz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please explore less destructive measures in order to protect our climbing and natural habits for future 
generations! (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9A, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.13A, and 32.13B)  
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COMMENT #:  12004 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Wong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that during peak winter seasons, LCC and BCC traffic should only permit busses. (32.2.2B) To 
control traffic, I believe that parking infrastructure over several locations near the base of the 
cottonwoods should be built which has shuttle access throughout the cottonwoods. (32.2.6.2.1C) To 
appease multiple locations, there should be 2+ bus types for each canyon. 1 to go from parking lot to 
resorts, and 1+ to go to stops along the way to appease backcountry and hiker users. (32.1.2B and 
32.2.6.2.3C) As for maintenance and pay, I believe resort pass holders get all bus travel for free paid 
for by the resorts. For non resort pass holders, a basic fee can be charged for ski bus based off what is 
deemed necessary to keep this system running (32.2.4A). No road widening is necessary, as a bus 
only system drastically reduces the traffic of the canyon in that the lanes already available is plenty. 
(32.2.2B)  
 
By widening the road or adding a gondola, experiences for more than most people who frequent the 
cottonwoods will be altered just to appease those who just want to get to the resorts, and this is 
unreasonable. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12005 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert and Linda Grow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
COMMENT ONE (1) OF ROBERT AND LINDA GROW IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED 
GONDOLA  
No transportation hub should be created or maintained east of Wasatch Boulevard, particularly at the 
proposed La Caille location because the land at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon was given by 
the Whitmore family with the specific intent that it would be preserved in its natural state and they were 
promised that no development would occur on that land. The proposed gondola violates the intent of 
the grantors, and the obligation of the recipients of the land, including the Forest Service and UDOT 
with respect to land taken by it for transportation purposes. The people who managed that contribution 
for the Whitmore family are still alive to testify to the facts surrounding this contribution. Any land 
received from the Whitmore family must be preserved in perpetuity and not be used for a use like the 
gondola which will deface the canyon. The contact information for the Whitmore family representative 
was given by Robert Grow to the former project manager who said he would investigate and get back 
to him, which never happened. (32.2.6.2.1H) 
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COMMENT #:  12006 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Prescott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola alternative in LCC. (32.2.9E) The gondola is a high cost solution that services 
only the resorts but burdens taxpayers who may or may not use them. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) The canyon's congestion is a bigger problem than frequency, and the gondola 
doesn't solve the problem of peak congestion and long lines at stations. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5C) 
The gondola is inflexible - its cars cannot be allocated to other canyons or routes to meed demand. 
(32.2.6.5A)  
 
I also oppose the road widening alternative. (32.2.9C) Increasing road infrastructure at this time is 
premature. UTA has concluded buses alone cannot meet demand, but there are other options that 
have not been explored to incentivize drivers to choose transit. Why will potential riders choose to use 
the gondola if they are not already using the bus? More riders might be tempted by reversible lanes for 
buses, increased frequency, and tolling. (32.2.2D, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Neither solution resolves extreme weather problems beyond avalanches: snow, ice, wind, and summer 
fire. (32.2.6.3P and 32.2.6.5K) Traffic problems affect a small population of users. (32.1.2B) The plan 
targets growth in a finite space and may lead to busier ski resorts and expansion pressure. (32.20C) 
Let's restrict usage and preserve the canyons as long as we can by first coercing more traffic to use 
transit with low dollar, low impact solutions that can be implemented sooner. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12007 

DATE:   9/2/21 7:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Shockey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the gondola and support expansion of bus service with electric buses. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F) It would be preferable to ban all private automobiles except for LCC residents 
and employees. (32.2.2B) Failing the latter, establish a toll booth or other mechanism to charge for 
non-resident and non-employee automobiles. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  12008 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christine Gore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my opinion, as a skier of LCC, I do not think the gondola is the solution (32.2.9E). While I think the 
gondola is flashy and would be a tourist attraction, I don’t see that locals, who use LCC THE MOST, 
would want to spend the time and money to use an expensive touristy gondola to get to their ski 
destination. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12009 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lavarne Washington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The environmental justice section is whack. Poor people and minorities will be negatively impacted 
more than you rich people. My family goes to the canyon and we hike at one of those flat trails with our 
legs poking in the snow the hole time. It is nice to enjoy my family in the winter in the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Im not gonna pay a toll to go into the Little Cottonwood Canyon so my family just won't go. 
(32.2.4A and 32.5A) 
 
I live in West Valley and our pollution and water quality is worst than east of I-15. We also have hardly 
any trees and those are good for us. Why isn't the Utah government helping us. I have to take 3 busses 
to get to work and we could use better busses over here. Yalls priorities are all wrong. Why are we 
paying for this when we need better for our communities? Make the resorts pay for their problem. I dont 
think you should do anything. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A, and 32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  12010 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Short 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In listening to the July public comment zoom broadcast and reading the final 2 alternatives as well as 
the other proposals on the website it appears that the concern is congestion in LCC on winter snow 
days. (32.1.2B) A concern for safety when the road is snow covered as well as possible avalanche 
concerns I am not for either of the 2 alternatives as presented. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) If the main 
concern is for safety on winter heavy snow days rather then spending 500+ million how about having 
UDOT be aggressively active in plowing and sanding the road on the initial snow falls rather then 
waiting. (32.2.2II) As a 30 year employee of the resorts it seems that UDOT does not actively plow until 
there is substantial snowfall in the upper canyon. At that time it is too late to effect a clearly drivable 
roadway. Additionally the addition of Gasex units up in the starting zones of the major slide paths would 
reduce the percentage of road closures when slides cross the road. (32.2.2TT) 
This seems to be a more logical approach for safety and costs as related to approximately parts of 10-
15 days per year. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D)
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COMMENT #:  12011 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Kraan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For public record:  
Like my neighbors, and other community members, I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch 
Mountains, and desire to see no irreversible damage imposed upon the Wasatch mountains with any 
planned project by udot. If there are traffic issues needed t be mitigated, it can be done so, simply 
without impact to the canyon. Following are my comments submitted for public record on the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
To offer solutions, one must first define the problem. UDOT has not defined the problem. (32.1.2B)  
Udot claims there is a traffic issue in LCC, but it ignores similar traffic issues in BCC? (32.1.1A and 
32.1.1C) The EIS by UDOT does not even include BCC, as if it is devoid of traffic issues, or won’t be 
impacted as winter skiers fed up with the LCC ski resorts shenanigans shift from LCC to BCC, placing 
even more impact on BCC. I guess ultimately udot will receive more grant money to create a new study 
of seasonal ski traffic impacts in BCC, and we’ll be deliberating solutions once more. (32.1.1A and 
32.20D) 
 
Let’s talk LCC and the preferred solution UDOT has presented:  
First, I challenge UDOT to go back and define the ‘perceived’ traffic problem. (32.1.2B) UDOT claims 
there is too much traffic impediment in LCC, and ergo proclaims a demand for mobility improvements 
exists. The EIS conversation is confined to winter impact, as that is the implied impact. (32.1.2C) Yet, 
how bad is the traffic issue? Let’s get right to the heart of the traffic issue - it is due to ill-equipped 
vehicles and lack of traffic management. (32.1.2B, 32.1.4D, and 32.2.2M) Impediments in LCC is direct 
result of UDOT allowing ill-equipped vehicles into the canyons during extreme driving conditions. And, 
please note, by doing so UDOT is placing driver’s safety at risk. UPD can barely handle checking tires 
during winter, and between UPD and UDOT it’s a collective comedy of errors with opening/closing the 
canyon road and lifting traction laws throughout any scheduled weather event days. To UDOT’s credit 
they have succeeded in providing a level F service to drivers. (32.1.4D and 32.2.2M) 
 
The issue related to safe driving conditions for vehicles in LCC is two-fold: 1. the ‘lax’ state traction law 
mandate, which allows for use of M+S tires in conditions that really demand Mountain snow rated tires, 
and 2. the fact that udot, not UHP, has knack to open/close the canyon, or lift the traction law 
(momentarily) throughout any given snow event day; allowing"cars into LCC during interim clear 
moments of weather only to have those same ill-equipped drivers encounter slick, dangerous roads 
when attempting to unload the canyon later the same day as weather degrades... This scenario 
happens repeatedly, like clockwork, and drivers ultimately get caught in conditions they are not 
prepared for as result. I asked udot it’s reasoning for opening/closing the canyon and lifting the traction 
laws multiple times throughout a scheduled weather vent day, and they responded that they cannot 
keep on traction law requirements in effect (for closed or 4x4/chains) when weather momentarily 
improves, despite stormy weather events scheduled throughout the very same day. With that, I place 
100% responsibly of driver incidents in LCC onto udot, so much for goals of Zero fatalities. UDOT could 
easily remedy occurrences of traffic incidents in LCC by simply recommending that the state 
(legislators) impose more stringent traction laws in the LCC (and BCC ) canyons, mandating mountain 
snow symbol tires, not accepting M+S tires. I’ve written to udot on this, go read the difference, and ask 
yourselves why cars keep sliding off the roads causing problems for all drivers. That red snake will 
never go away, otherwise. (32.1.4D and 32.2.2M) 
As I have engaged in this process for the past 4+ years, I have little faith in an agency who is provided 
too much power to push its self-serving EIS conclusions onto public, without employing outside 
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independent agencies to validate its data and/or findings. The result is evident, udot presenting an 
inflated, monster of a narrative to meet private investor interest in getting more patrons to resorts, 
appeasing developer interests, and positioning Snowbird for future Oly winter games venue, and doing 
so at tax payers expense, rather than to curtail any perceived traffic issues is speaks of in its purpose. 
Dare UDOT to employee best practices solutions in LCC with simple, logical, and reasonable cost-
effective solutions. (32.1.4D, 32.1.5F, and 32.2.9N)  
 
Those perceived traffic issues, udot demands exists, can be resolved quite easily and inexpensively. 
But, that won’t land udot the largest scaled project in its existence as a state agency. Is UDOT even 
prepared to handle this vast scope of a project? Decrease traffic by 30%? None of the proposed 
preferred solutions will reduce traffic in LCC, as udot claims, unless a limit to total number of vehicles in 
LCC is imposed, and/or is accompanied by a toll to help mitigate the total numbers of cars entering into 
the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L) Further, nothing in the EIS study calls for Winter Ski Traffic 
Management, i.e. the hiring of staff to police number of cars entering the canyon. (32.2.2M and 
32.2.2II) Taking away shoulder parking in key areas, as your EIS calls for, still does not limit the 
number of cars attempting to drive up to find parking. So, have the numbers truly decreased? (32.2.4A) 
The winter traffic impediment occurrences, due to those ‘quit your job powder days’ has been argued to 
range from 20-30 days per season, yet where is the statistical data, UDOT? UDOT demands there is a 
traffic issue that needs resolving, a traffic issue that exists 20-30 days per year, yet fails to provide 
factual data to support its claims. (32.1.4D) Spending of $592 mil of tax payer monies on a novelty 
gondola propagated by developers and private interests will not alleviate vehicular traffic on the ground. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) In fact all of its preferred solutions, to contrary, UDOT will increase traffic in the local 
community areas of Sandy, Granite, and Cottonwood Heights. (32.2.6.5E) The solutions call for 
increasing traffic by virtue of inducing demand - widening lanes, and building parking structures inviting 
traffic - in the very area UDOT claims to be reducing traffic. (32.2.6.5E) Parking Garages & Expanding 
Sr-210/Wasatch Blvd will increase vehicular traffic in the area. UDOT has not presented a plan for 
traffic management when the parking garage is full. What happens when vehicles are turned away, and 
just left to circulate within the area, or spill into adjoining neighborhoods (degrading safety of 
neighborhoods) looking for parking, or just trying to get out of the immediate area to scramble to 
another parking garage location (gravel pit or 9400 S) to eventually take a bus to a gondola station or 
up the mountain. (32.2.6.5J) There will also be more cars as people uber their way to the gondola hub, 
or up the canyon, again inducing more traffic into the vicinity. UDOT has not presented a realistic traffic 
study. Where do the all those excess cars go? What is the load capacity projection and remediation 
plan for those peak snow/weekend/holiday days? (32.7B and 32.7C) 
Udot’s unveiled an ultimate plan for a 7 lane highway (SR210/Wasatch between Bengal Blvd and 
Lacaille property), aimed to direct patrons to the commercial ski village development (by developers 
McCareless and Neiderhausers) planned at the laCaille property. (32.2.6.2.2A) Please stop presenting 
the solution as a “soft-sell” 5 lanes with 2 flex bus lanes, it’s 7 lanes. (32.2.5.2.2A) Community 
members are capable of math, and it’s insulting to see udot time and again try to soft-sell 7 lanes. 7 
Lanes X 12’ wide lanes= 84’ feet in width, plus shoulders and a protected bike lane. 7 planned lanes 
thru quiet neighborhood areas will destroy these areas forever, and will make it less safe for community 
residents to ingress/egress their neighborhoods. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.4F) Residents in the areas for 
years have been demanding UDOT reduce the road speeds of SR210/Wasatch from 50 mph to 35mph, 
to no avail, and in response UDOT is queuing to construct a 7 lanes road, of Bangeter proportions. 
(32.2.6.2.2A) UDOT, like the honey badger, don’t care, despite begin a public agency tasked with 
public safety on state roadways. There are no plans to shove open 7 lanes to the ski resorts in LCC, 
nor 7 lanes planned southbound thru Granite and Sandy areas to 9400 S, nor thru Draper Wasatch. 
The 7 lanes do not even address any proclaimed commuter traffic, any commuter traffic all gets 
squeezed right back to 2 lanes. So, why inflict this much influx of added traffic onto the poor little 
doormat city between the canyons? (32.1.2B and 32.2.6.2.2A) The only purpose 7 lanes of road 
expansion of SR210 serves is to get patrons to the commercial development planned, which now will 
house an 1800 stall parking garage to serve the gondola. (32.2.6.2.2A) UDOT could achieve moving 
patrons via buses, and by adding a singular ‘bus only lane’ or shoulder use to move people to parking 
hubs, from multiple points outside the area, but clearly that would be to logical. The demand for 7 lanes 
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to the commercial development appears only to be demanded by developers, and ski resorts, not 
public. The public need is not demonstrated nor validated in Udot’s EIS. (32.1.2B) UDOT needs to 
STOP insisting to use tax payers money to fund private developments profiteering interest. Let 
developers, and resorts pay for their selfish interest. See how quickly they will put stop to their plans. 
(32.2.7A). To recap, if the goal is to decrease LCC canyon traffic then install a toll system, and limit 
cars, and increase bus services, as needed to absorb the balance of patrons desiring to get into the 
canyon. In other words Udot, please employee a rationale solution using on-demand, flexible mass 
transit that does not costs tax payers hundreds of millions of dollars. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A). Where is 
the load capacity study for LCC? (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) How can UDOT proclaim to solve a 
problem when it has not presented actual data of car traffic studies, per ski season. (32.1.4D) Those 
numbers are coveted by resorts, so UDOT really has no valid #’s to draw it’s conclusions, the studies 
are speculative at best. Neither preferred solutions address summer canyon usage. Where is the traffic 
study of SR210 for both winter and summer use? (32.1.2C) The gondola for winter use only is frivolous 
spending. 
 
Where is UTA in this process? Why are they not a stronger presence at the table, with a more active 
role? They are the state appointed mass transit division, and that is not UDOTs role, but UDOT has 
assumed that lead in this process. Udot is transportation, highways, roads, not mass transit vehicles. 
UTA did not get a huge grant to study the issue, and as such are essentially taking a back seat, in a 
smaller collaborative role, but they need to publically speak up here. (32.1.1D)  
 
It should be noted for public record, that UDOT created a short-term partnership with CWC (Central 
Wasatch Commission), then quietly backed out, perhaps its public image looked a little too cozy with 
stakeholder interest, implying collusion, or some level of conflict of interest. Though, as public 
appearances go, it appears that did not stop udot from supporting private enterprising interests of the 
gondola project. (32.29MM)  
 
It’s widely known snowbird is positioning itself to host Oly event if the state gets the bid. Snowbird 
needs to prepare its resort to meet IOC requirements, and that comes at a price, but udot is making 
that price, in part, as costs to public by promoting the gondola solution as it’s preferred EIS solution. 
(32.1.5F) Snowbird has been maneuvering itself with their Gondola works propaganda web site, and is 
set on manipulating use of public tax dollars to achieve its goal. The resorts want more patrons, UDOT 
claims there are traffic impacts in the canyon... Which problem is UDOT solving with the gondola? 
(32.1.2B) UDOT was presented with hundreds, if not thousands, of solution options throughout the EIS 
process, from community members, yet is dismissed them all, and instead presented to public its 
preferred two scenarios. (32.2.2PP) That is not public engagement any more than requesting public 
comment once more for this process, is just a formality. UDOT had changed its scope of the EIS when 
the gondola reality emerged. Yet, one objective UDOT is failing to meet in its EIS study preferred 
solutions is that of serving as an agent of public safety. Rather, UDOT sees the larger money this 
project could net their agency, and has disregarded public safety concerns by implementing solution 
that will inevitably endanger public, namely widening Wasatch SR 210 to 7 lanes. (32.2.6.2.2A) Its 
preferred solution has degraded bike lanes, and it has degraded safety of any neighborhood residents 
who need to ingress/egress onto SR210 through any of many adjoining cottonwood heights streets. 
UDOT has failed to demonstrate it has increased the level of safety of residents (something it has 
tasked itself with within its own mandate). Area residents have not been keen on udots change of 
direction and lack of concern for public safety. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
When John Thomas, UDOt’s former EIS project manager, dared to open his mouth and show 
compassion to local residence on issues of safety - to grant an effort on behalf of UDOT to reduce the 
speed limit on SR 210/wasatch from 50 mph to 35 mph - what did UDOT do? They yanked him off the 
project and replaced him, then revised the scope of the EIS, doing in house damage-control as to not 
have to address the road speed design issue. Sorry, UDOT that did not make the issue go away. 
Residents in the area demand safety, and your agency is tasked with their safety. How will UDOT 
mitigate inevitable safety issues with the increased traffic it is inflicting upon the area with its preferred 
solutions? (32.2.6.2.2A). UDOT has not provided any sound impact studies for the area planned for 7 
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lanes of highway, other than to state it will build a 8’ to 10’ wall along SR210. Nor has udot provided 
any air quality studies, indicating the increased pollution due to inducing more vehicles into the area 
through road widening. UDOT has not provided speed impact studies for a 7 lanes road planned at 
50mph. Udot has not provided any other environmental studies on eco-systems, or flora and fauna, 
sensitive lands, and water shed impacts. Rather the few studies udot has conducted have all been in-
house, with desired outcome to support its narrative. (32.11B, 32.10A, 32.12D, and 32.13D) 
 
Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) What exactly is udot planning for - increased 
patronage at resorts or reducing proclaimed traffic issues? (32.1.2B). Where is the data supporting 
daily skier trips per day, per season to validate the need for 7 lanes on SR210, or adding a bus lane up 
LLC, or validating a gondola? (32.1.4D and 32.2.6.2.2A). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord 
process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch 
Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to gather and understand the carrying capacity of the 
Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that 
information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B).  
 
Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminus areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. The preferred solution fails to 
meet the greater public need, and it self-serving to ski resorts and private developer interests. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and 
animal species that rely on their ecosystem. (32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this 
process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and 
Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be 
restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) Road widening and gondola towers both will irreversibly and drastically 
negatively impact the impervious surfaces areas for ever. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) There 
is need to have clear access to towers for safety checks, maintenance, and evacuations. How had udot 
addressed this? (32.2.6.5L) Widening the canyon road for a 3rd non-stop dedicated bus lane will have 
the least on the canyon. With a traffic management plan in place, and temporary redistributing lanes in 
winter months, a bus only lane can function without dramatically increasing the current road widths. 
(32.2.2D) The r.o.w. width can be used to create a flex bus lane for seasonal use. Reverse lanes are 
employed successfully in cities all across the usa, long overdue to incorporate a reverse bus lane in 
LCC. (32.2.2D) UDOT had not addressed the fact that gondola towers, proposed 23 of them will be 
200’ or taller, and will require safety aerial lighting. (32.17A) UDOT, show us a comprehensive scenario 
whereby you compare the impervious surface area of creating 1 bus/bike reverse lane within LCC, to 
the impervious surface area impact of 23 gondola towers that each require disruption of 2 acres of land 
surface. The current LCC road profile is 2 lanes + bike lane (eastbound) and shoulder on downhill 
(unloading, westbound), so the additional pavement width requirement would be estimated at 6-8’ feet 
at most over 7-8 miles within the canyon section. (32.2.2D) Outside of LLC, SR210 to Bengal Blvd is 
already wide enough in most of it’s profile to accommodate 3 lanes, with center lane as reverse bus 
lane in winter months. 
 
Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the gondola 
still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.1.2D, and 32.7C) We need to 
remove private vehicles from our roadways, not add them! Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola 
base doesn't eliminate car congestion, it will only enhance it, by induced demand. (32.20E) UDOT has 
not thought out the “last mile aspect of its proposal; issues for local area residents will worsen or 
become exasperated by either preferred scenario. Local area residents will still experience the impacts 
of the powder day cluster of traffic. Connecting people from their point of origin (homes, hotels, etc) 
earlier in the process, to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and allow 
equitable access for all who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch Range. Mass transit 
hubs need to be located in more centralized areas, and not saturate along the east benches inducing 
more influx of traffic to the area. UTA can, and should, offer “ski-fast” direct bus services from 
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numerous existing or newly planned mass transit hubs throughout the valley that can express deliver 
patrons to either the resorts, or gondola base. (32.2.2I)  
 
UDOT has not address gondola safety - there is no evacuation plan disclosed in the EIS, nor alternative 
plans when high winds or power outages which will prohibit the gondola from operating. Much 
deliberation circulates around whether gondolas will run during regularly scheduled avalanche blasting, 
that is a frequent occurrence in LCC. Gondolas, like other report lifts will be prompted to forced shut 
down during lightning and thunder events. When the 20 minutes has delayed operations for over an 
hour, what is the plan to evacuate those passengers trapped in the gondola? UDOT has failed to 
provide specific information on public safety operations procedures, and ‘real’ travel times during these 
events. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
With covid a more long-term reality, how will UDOT handle the clustering together of gondola riders, will 
they mandate proof of vaccination, or variation of covid negative testing? (32.1.6C)  
 
The visual intrusion of a gondola with 23 towers scraping the sky at heights of 200’ - 250’ will devastate 
the canyons natural beauty and landscape forever. (32.17A and 32.4I) Once destroyed we can never 
get it back. UDOT, please for the sake of the canyon, do not destroy it for " future generations." 
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COMMENT #:  12012 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Sikonia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/LCC_DEIS_00b_Summary.pdf  
 
pdf page 18 
Gate Buttress Alternative A 
 
The water quality buffer on the south side of the parking lot bordering the north side of the road is 
entirely useless as proposed. If anything that should be additional parking in parallel with the road. How 
can you have a water quality buffer between a parking lot and a paved road? The answer is you can't. 
All of that should be paved. Having it paved allows a more space for cars, bikes, motorcycles to pull 
over and improved parking. (32.2.6.2.4C) 
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COMMENT #:  12013 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Warren Crummett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola would be awesome. You have my support (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12014 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gordy Peifer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Seeing the illustrations of gondola towers in Little Cottonwood Canyon just about makes me sick. There 
has to be a less permanent solution to a problem that occurs maybe 20 days a year at most. (32.2.9E, 
32.17A, 32.1.4D, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12015 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Savannah Jessop 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. I feel gross. This makes me feel gross. Snowbird gets Utah great tourism shit but the people that 
actually keep you in business are those that stay year round. That call this place home. If your 
incapable of listening to your town, to the people who love snowbird, the people who keeps you in 
business. Then why are you leading this project. This gondola system is so unnecessary to our canyon. 
(32.2.9E) I grew up here and this canyon will forever be my home. We are so lucky to have a mountain 
range and a really nice city right next to each other. The reason people love nature is because it’s away 
from the city noise, it’s away from technology. Little cottonwood is where I’ve gone to celebrate and to 
weep, please keep this place natural. Our environment is special and with climate change on the rise 
the last thing we want to destroy further is our own home. Add more bus systems. (32.2.9A) Get rid of 
ikon. (32.2.2K) You seriously only care about the money. The people who live here, and pay for your 
asses are begging to stop this. (32.2.9N) Look at the recent post on Instagram. NO ONE is on board. 
They deleted popular comments against the gondola and are hiding from backlash. Little cottonwood 
belongs to the people. Not to snowbird 
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COMMENT #:  12016 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Hyzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Destroying nature to wooden a road is a disgrace. (32.2.9C) Especially when people use this space for 
recreating! Big changes start with small ones. Make the right choice. 
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COMMENT #:  12017 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janice Sugiyama 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a rock climber, hiker, and backcountry skier for the past 30+ years, my husband and I have visited 
and recreated almost every week throughout the year in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Through the years 
we have seen increases in numbers of people throughout the canyon, but it increases hugely in the 
months of December- March. The late spring, summer, and fall seasons just do not see the visitation 
numbers that would warrant impacting LCC to such a large degree. (32.1.2C) The options presented by 
UDOT, construction of a gondola and or road widening, mostly benefit the ski resorts during those 
winter months. The gondola would have no redeeming benefit for hikers, climbers or backcountry 
skiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
One of the major reasons so many people flock to LCC from urban areas is the wild beauty in such 
close proximity. Both UDOT ideas would hugely negatively impact LCC in terms of wilderness 
aesthetic. (32.17A and 32.17B) I do not want to climb the routes at Crescent Crack, Schoolroom and 
Dihedrals only to turn around and see Gondola Towers. (32.4I) Why is UDOT not considering less 
impactful alternatives to reducing traffic? (32.2.2PP) Why not first consider trying increased bus or 
shuttle service? Or imposing a toll to encourage carpooling? (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R)  
 
NO to widening the road and an emphatic NO to building a gondola without trying less impactful 
alternatives! 
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COMMENT #:  12018 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Sikonia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
https://littlecottonwoodeis.udot.utah.gov/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/LCC_DEIS_00b_Summary.pdf  
 
I vehemently disagree with the White Pine Trailhead Alternative A diagram. Why are we building a new 
road to facilitate eastbound and westbound traffic (see right side of the diagram)? There already is an 
existing entrance. That should be expanded and enhanced. By the way, turning west is extremely 
hazardous in either options. Why not keep the existing entrance to facilitate east bound entry and exit 
and then build a flyover to facilitate south bound exit? Understood a flyover costs money, but this is the 
premier trailhead which sees tremendous use in both winter and summer. Turning westbound is 
extremely hazardous. (32.2.6.2.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  12019 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca McLeran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO. Lets limit growth of any kind. It isn't all about money and how much money we can make....Who 
wants to be up in the canyon if that many people are going to be up there ? (32.20C) 
 
Dont ruin our canyons (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12020 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wayne Niederhauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only true solution. The problem is the road and parking. The road is steep, hazardous in 
weather and subject to avalanche. Buses just add to the problem. Get people off the road and vehicles 
out of the canyon. Approve Gondola. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12021 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Niederhauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. As a frequent runner on the canyon road, I 
have seen first hand the incredible danger to drivers, pedestrians, etc. The Gondola is the only true 
solution. The road is steep, hazardous in weather ( subject to avalanches). Buses add to the problem. 
We need to get people off the road and vehicles out on=f the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  12022 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jay Tee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please support the gondola option. Thanks! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12023 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew McBurney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not have an extensive comment but I will add my self to the group who is very against the gondola 
being built. (32.2.9E) The simple reason is that it will not fix the actual problems here. (32.1.2B, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Secondly it is a clear way for the resorts to just make more money while ruining our access 
to the beautiful nature that draws so many of us to this state. (32.2.7A and 32.4G) I would prefer an 
option like the Zion bus system, not allowing any private vehicles up canyon on peak days. (32.2.2B) 
This is the only option I see fixing the problem on the busiest of days. I would also prefer if the busses 
would stop and notable trailheads such as white pine knowing that this canyon is not just for tourists 
paying hundreds of dollars to the two resorts. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.2.3C) Please do not go forward with 
the gondola furthering the negative impacts alta and snowbird are having on our canyon.
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COMMENT #:  12024 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Welding 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1- enhanced bus priority service (32.2.9A) 
2- cars wait while busses have lane priority (32.2.9B)  
3- high snow days only bus option- especially in morning hours while road are being cleared (32.2.2B) 
4- must increase busses to make this work increased pick up frequency and locations for pick up and 
stop. (Times waiting for a bus has been 2 + hours especially by the intersection on watch) 
4a- including reopening of park and ride at mouth of lcc. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
5- I am part of the problem in driving solo I need to be better. Parking up at canyon is limited anyway. 
(32.2.4A)  
6-bcc is facing the same problem so 2 gondolas seem unrealistic. (32.1.1A)  
Finally, appreciate the opportunity to comment.  
Ps- back country parking pass seems like a compromise. (I enjoy both) otherwise there will be to be 
back country stops. (32.1.2D)
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COMMENT #:  12025 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janet Shank 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Stop using fossil fuels. Move forward to the future not back to the way it used to be. It is gone now. Put 
in the gondola and run it with green energy. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 

Page 32B-12345 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12026 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I love the skiing opportunities found up Little Cottonwood Canyon and loath the traffic that occurs 
in the canyon on a regular basis during the winter, I also very much look forward to the summer 
climbing that is available just a stones throw from the existing roadway. The boulders in LCC provide a 
recreational outlet to climbers in the Salt Lake community as well as visiting climbers from all over at no 
cost. This option prioritizes the profits of the resorts while destroying other opportunities for recreation 
down canyon that contribute to the overall draw of the Wasatch Mountains. A less permanently 
destructive option should be chosen. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.2PP, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12027 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Kreutzer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to Salt Lake City because of the world class rock climbing and incredible local access in the 
Wasatch. As a boulderer, I primarily recreate in LCC, and care deeply about protecting the canyon. 
Please consider less destructive options before tearing up this gorgeous local natural setting to benefit 
the interests of the ski resorts. (32.2.2PP, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There 
are other ways to share the canyon with all stakeholders. Please do not build the gondola or widen the 
road, but first consider other options like increased busing, tolls, parking reservations, out-of-the-
canyon parking garages, etc. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.6.2.1C) The 
gondola and wider road are both highly destructive and irreversible projects that will forever alter the 
beauty of little cottonwood canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  12028 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Plenk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reject both of these options and develop a better frequent electric bus system on the existing 
roadway. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3F) During peak travel times (perhaps 8-10 am at 
mouth and 4-6 pm at resorts) the road should be closed to cars and thus bus only. (32.2.2B) Cars could 
be allowed at off peak times only. If they have to wait so be it. The resorts need to limit the number of 
skiers per day. (32.2.2K) The buses should stop or pick up passengers anywhere in the canyon to 
assist hikers and cross country skiers, not just go to the resorts. (32.1.2D and 32.2.6.3C) That would 
just help the resorts make more money at our expense...and the gondola towers would severely impact 
the canyon as well. (32.4I and 32.17A). Do not build the gondola. Do not greatly expand the road. Of 
the two poor choices, the gondola is by far the worst. WIthout some limit at the top, increasing skier 
capacity in the canyon is a fools goal. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  12029 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Tasso 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please preserve Little Cottonwood Canyon, including the climbing boulders. (32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
The proposed tram will forever alter the natural state of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
Please pursue less destructive options that preserve the canyon, as we now enjoy it. (32.2.2PP) 

Page 32B-12349 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12030 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  J B 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t build a gondola it’s a waste of money on a system that already works fine when not interfered 
with (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12031 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marisa Cones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just becauyit was worked on for multiple years does not mean ether of these options are right. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E) Increase bussing and see how that helps. Don’t widen the road. Don’t put the gondola in. 
Just try more bussing !! (32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, and 32.29R) You are going to scare the canyon for private 
business. Ski resorts should not ruin the canyon. (32.4I and 32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  12032 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Micah Jeppsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am much more in favor of the tram. It offsets greenhouse gases and I’d prefer reliability over mobility. 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  12033 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rowan Bradley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I hope you'll reconsider the gondola project, and instead fund the bus service, introduce tolling for fresh 
powder day, and restrictions on when passenger vehicles can go up. The gondola would restrict access 
for all in favor of the few who ski. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12034 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert and Linda Grow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
COMMENT TWO (2) OF ROBERT AND LINDA GROW IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED 
GONDOLA  
No transportation hub should be created east of Wasatch Boulevard, particularly at the proposed 
LaCaille location. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9F) The proposed gondola base station will draw significant 
additional bus and car traffic to all roads around the Triangle area at the mouth of the canyon and 
continue to significantly degrade air quality for residents in the Triangle and other nearby 
neighborhoods. (32.2.6.5E and 32.10A) Even today, when traffic is held up at various locations at or 
near the mouth of the canyon, thousands of cars and buses idle on all three sides of the Triangle. This 
produces a cloud of exhaust containing CO, NOX, SOX, and PM 2.5. This noxious cloud is very potent 
and can be smelled by all nearby residents. There is little question that the air being breathed on these 
mornings is very unhealthy for the residents, the skiers, and the first responders and exceeds federal 
clean air standards. UDOT’s evaluation of the gondola proposal and its alternative is devoid of any 
analysis of the proposed gondola’s impact on local air quality. (32.10A) Any Environmental Impact 
Study of the gondola and other alternative must analyze impacts on air quality, particularly to 
surrounding residences. Bad local air quality (pockets of unhealthy air near plants, refineries, rail yards, 
freeways and other congested roadways, congested urban centers, etc.) is the next frontier for air 
quality science and regulation to protect public health and needs to be modeled and fully taken into 
account in evaluating the proposed alternatives. This issue was pointed out to UDOT in a prior round of 
comments and no response was made. (32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  12035 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leslie Scopes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We're letting the tail wag the dog! The plans should include a ski resort reservation system, ride-
sharing, tolling, road closures after ski resort parking lots are full, an increase in the current bus system. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.9A) We are spending huge sums to serve only 2 of the Wasatch 
resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) That is preferential treatment benefitting only 
the few., at the expense of the many. 

Page 32B-12355 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12036 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clifford Grost 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long time skier of Little Cottonwood Canyon from 1978. The gondola option would have the least 
impact on the canyon, the air quality, and will be able to run when roads cannot be used. (32.2.9D, 
32.10A, and 32.2.6.5H) While UDOT keeps the road as clear as possible, too often congestion on the 
roads prevent it. Parking up at Alta and Snowbird is limited. Many times the busses are are full and 
people have long waits to get down. The gondola solution and parking at. Breckenridge CO works great 
and helped to reduce Congestion on the mountain. We can do the same here in Utah 
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COMMENT #:  12037 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Sorenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Oh I don’t know why you are going to spend half $1 billion on a problem that does not even exist. 
(32.1.2B) I live in the canyon, and I see traffic being a problem maybe 15 to 20 days a year. (32.1.4D) 
Why haven’t we explored other options, specifically a toll to mitigate traffic. (32.2.4A) This project was 
originally planned for both big and little Cottonwood Canyon, what happened to doing anything for big 
Cottonwood Canyon? (32.1.1A) This project has no popular support, and is completely unnecessary. 
(32.2.9N and 32.1.2B) Start with a toll and increased passes, that will generate revenue to build 
avalanche sheds. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  12038 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Keyes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposed solutions see like a last minute phone in for a problem that neither address effectively. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Especially the gondola, for the cost and far less environmental impact for more or less the same end 
result as the enhanced bus with no roadway widening, it is indefensible. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) All of 
these solutions also are Band-Aids on the symptoms, not the core problem of the LLC traffic which is 
evaluating why the Utah tax payers would be responsible for making improvements that only benefit 
two private businesses (Alta and Snowbird). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The 
natural splendor of LLC is a needed refuge year round for many valley residents who enjoy hiking, 
climbing, snowshoeing, and backcountry skiing, none of which the proposed solutions account for in 
favor of more resort skiers.  
 
The irreparable damage that adding a lane or building a gondola would cause year round forever 
forward are not worth the benefit of a bit less traffic backup on 10 days a year. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) 
Any proposed changes need to evaluate the year round negative impact. (32.4I) From a tourism 
perspective as well, people visit SLC for the natural beauty; a view-blocking gondola or a 4 lane road 
are huge changes to both the human enjoyment of the canyon and the vast ecology of the region. 
(32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.13B)  
 
Furthermore, there seems to be little in materials on the impact the construction of either alternative will 
have on the canyon. These damages are just as lasting as visual and noise pollution when operational. 
(32.19A, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.11A, and 32.11D)  
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4D) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.9A,  
32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
Thanks for you time - please reconsider the bigger picture of this project and address the cause, not the 
symptoms. 
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COMMENT #:  12039 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Garstang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hell yes. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12040 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyre Taft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like little cottonwood without a gondola. Thanks (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12041 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Sharpsteen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for providing this opportunity for citizen input to the decision-making process on 
transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
Utahn’s pride themselves with their fiscal responsibility with public funds, exemplified by the adoption of 
“Chevvy” instead of “Cadillac” educational programs. Building a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon 
to ferry the wealthy to their ski lifts does not fit that model of fiscal responsibility. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Some say “build it and they will come,” expecting grand tourism windfalls from the proposed gondola 
project. But that is not in the best interest of our communities. The Wasatch Mountains, beloved by all, 
are already over-used. Our climate is warming. With the on-going drought will there even be water for 
making snow when it no longer falls from the sky? (32.2.2E) 
 
While a big gondola can carry a lot of passengers, its schedule will be limited. It will not have the 
flexibility to meet changing demands. (32.2.6.5A) Tickets to ride the gondola will be expensive due to 
the high cost of construction. (32.2.4A) The building of the project would compromise the character of 
the wild areas it passes through. (32.4I) 
 
In winter, avalanche danger in Little Cottonwood Canyon is high. There is no doubt some protective 
measures are needed for the road. I support building them. (32.2.9K) 
 
Enhanced and improved bus scheduling and good options for storage of belongings while recreating 
are a few relatively cheap changes that could keep cars out of the canyons. Electric buses could keep 
emissions out of the air. Schedules can be flexible to meet demand, with some express routes going 
directly to the ski areas and others serving trailheads and picnic grounds. (32.2.9A, 32.2.3A, 32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Fundamentally the alternatives before us show case two philosophies: One is to use public money to 
subsidize big businesses operating on public lands. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
The other is to use public money to improve the quality of life of ordinary citizens by investing in 
convenient, economic transit that they can afford to use when visiting their public lands. (32.2.9A)  
 
I’m an ordinary citizen. I want enhanced bus service in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A) I am 
against building the gondola. (32.2.9E) I also want reduced vehicle traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.24A) Adding a bus lane wouldn’t discourage private vehicle. (32.2.4A) A month-long study in which 
enhanced bus service (frequent, convenient, cheap, fast) is provided while private vehicle usage for 
non-canyon residents is prohibited is needed before construction is approved (32.2.2B). 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Catherine Sharpsteen 
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COMMENT #:  12042 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michaela Chan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is going to destroy everything in its path. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) It is going to destroy habitat, 
vegetation, and iconic boulders that have served climbers of the world for years. (32.13A and 32.4B) 
Nature is not our playground to modify any way we want, there is a boundary. If the effects of humans 
haven’t been showcased enough already, it definitely will if this goes through. 
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COMMENT #:  12043 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brent Hadley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to go gondola. Save the the feel of the canyon (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12044 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Dang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
From someone who moved to SLC recently, I was previously enrolled in the UDOT program to go up 
the canyons during the winter season and there was not a single time I saw anyone check vehicles 
regulations. What was the point of that program if it was never enforced? (32.2.2M) A gondala is not the 
solution for this traffic, I enjoyed the bus system during ski season and not many utilize this resource. 
There must be an alternate solution to this but destroying parts of LCC is not it. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12045 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Felix Rauscher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider more clothes on snowy days. For 340 days everything is just perfect. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12046 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsey Hoult 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhancing the bus service is not a long term solution. (32.2.9C) I am an advocate for a train up the 
canyon like the famed resorts in the Alps. (32.2.9F) A gondola would be my second choice. (32.2.9D) 
The busses are just such a 1980s duck tape fix to this huge problem of access I had to voice my 
opposition and voice my opinion for a modern long solution. 
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COMMENT #:  12047 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Maier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This proposal will have a huge negative impact on the canyon and should not be considered. (32.4I) 
The environmental impact will be too large and too many beautiful resources of the canyon will be lost. 
Including the boulders and climbing areas. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12048 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Lee Zanetti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t build the gondola. (32.2.9E) Please think about the larger impact on the canyon and protect the 
world renowned historic and irreplaceable climbing of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29G, 32.4A, and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12049 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Tolomeo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The natural features in the canyon that may be lost, can never be replaced by man-made means. They 
have served our past generations, current generation, and could serve as resources for future 
generations yet to come. It's hard to quantify the price of resources like that, but it is surely worth more 
than the benefits of widening the road in Little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9C and 32.29G). 
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COMMENT #:  12050 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert and Linda Grow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
COMMENT THREE (3) OF ROBERT AND LINDA GROW IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED 
GONDOLA  
 
Before radically altering and forever marring the appearance and viewsheds of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon for the entire ten (10) miles from mouth to peak, the Wasatch Front Resorts should be directly 
and efficiently connected the much shorter distance to the Wasatch Back Resorts. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) There is no question that a significant fraction of the traffic up Little and Big Cottonwood 
Canyons is tourist skiers coming from the Park City Area in rental cars. It is also true that the roads to 
Park City are partially congested with tourists from the Wasatch Front. This two-way tourist traffic uses 
up road capacity and degrades regional and local air quality. This essential connection to any long-term 
solution has only been treated as an afterthought in the alternatives analysis. (32.2.2N) 
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COMMENT #:  12051 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jean Tabin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been very disappointed with proposals thus far. I instead like the idea of electric buses and 
increasing bus numbers, incentives not to bring cars such as as paid parking. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12052 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meredith Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Permanently changing LCC seems like a rash decision before exhausting other options. (32.2.2PP) 
Spending money on a half billion dollar project that would only be needed for 10ish days a year does 
not seem like a good use of tax payer dollars. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Expand parking and improve the bathrooms before the canyon to promote carpooling and buses. 
(32.2.6.2.1C) Traffic and parking is more than just a winter problem at Alta and snowbird. (32.1.2B and 
32.1.2C) Congestion at White Pine half way up the canyon needs a solution which the gondola would 
not solve. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.2.4A, and 32.2.6.5G) I do not support the gondola. (32.2.9E) I support 
additional public transportation. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12053 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  The Front Climbing Club 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Front expresses our strong opposition to the Utah Department of Transportation's alternative 
transportation proposals for Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC). Both the gondola and enhanced bus 
system would cause irrevocable damage to the canyon and threaten LCC's iconic climbing, which not 
only serves as a sanctuary for local climbers but is also renowned nationwide. The climbing in LCC is a 
driver of outdoor tourism and attracting talent to relocate to SLC. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B)  
 
There are over 20,000 members across all the climbing gyms in greater Salt Lake City. The Front alone 
collects more than $500,000 in sales tax, 90% from membership dues. For our business to continue to 
be successful, and our 150 employees to remain employed, it is imperative that the climbing areas 
around SLC remain accessible and protected. As our business continues to expand, we are constantly 
hiring, and with the tight job market in the valley, we are often hiring candidates nationwide and 
relocating them here. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4P, and 32.6D) 
 
This is common throughout the outdoor industry and other industries. People want to move here for the 
outdoor activities, and skiing is just one of them. Both the gondola and enhanced bus service would 
demand $500+ million in taxpayer dollars and serve only to benefit the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
While skiing is a popular activity in LCC, it is far from the only one. Other outdoor activities are equally 
important to candidates and potential residents (taxpayers), and SLC must stay competitive to continue 
to attract and keep talent. Because of this, the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance and the Church of Latter 
Day Saints have spent hundreds of thousands of dollars and tens of thousands of hours repairing trails, 
removing graffiti, and generally caring for what is likely to be destroyed by the gondola and expanded 
bus service options. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
 
Salt Lake, and Utah, already made a huge financial mistake by losing the Outdoor Retailer Show. 
Please don’t continue down the path of superficial support of outdoor recreation.  
 
The gondola and expanded bus service are not adequate transportation solutions for LCC. They 
service one user group, and financially benefit only the ski resorts. This is an obvious misuse of 
taxpayer money. The ski resorts are financially strong; please do not sacrifice the stability, profitability, 
and quality of life value of the other uses of LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
A solution that impacts the economic stability of the rest of the outdoor industry, the quality of life of all 
other users of LCC, and not only does nothing to improve the transportation issue for all other canyon 
visitors, but exacerbates them, is no solution at all. We support Salt Lake County Mayor Jenny Wilson 
and Councilman Jim Bradley in exploring other “common sense solutions first.” (32.29R) 
 
The outdoor industry and lifestyle are about more than just skiing. The Front strongly urges the UDOT 
to reevaluate its two preferred transportation plans and consider alternatives that would support all user 
groups of the canyon and value climbing, biking and hiking and their contributions in attracting and 
keeping talent. (32.2.9G and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  12054 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tucker Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With the crowding being just as big as traffic, I would like to see avalanche tunnels and toll to be the 
solution. (32.2.9K and 32.2.2Y) The tram and railcar are not helping the ski experience and are very 
expensive to just make the congestion worse. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9M, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I would like to see 
dedicated bus routes from certain parts of the city that are direct to resort with no stops at the mouths of 
the canyons to encourage local use of our bus infrastructure without having to take 2-3 busses to reach 
the canyons or drive to the mouth. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  12055 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ari Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to Salt Lake City for the climbing and incredible access to the outdoors. I was visiting for a job 
interview and fell in love with the canyons the first time I drove out. I knew this had to be my home. I 
took the job.  
 
Since I moved, I’ve experienced one personal tragedy after the next. It’s been very challenging, and I 
don’t exaggerate when I say LCC has saved me. I spend my weekends in the canyon, climbing and 
hiking, and head up after work every chance I get. It’s my sanctuary, and far from mine alone. LCC is 
an immensely special place and it must be protected. 
 
The UDOT’s alternative transportation plans for LCC are appalling. Both would cause significant and 
irreversible damage to the canyon, destroying climbing areas and creating access issues for people like 
me who climb and hike and otherwise seek solace in the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.4A, and 
32.4B) 
 
It seems that both solutions are intended to directly benefit ski resorts at the expense of pretty much 
everyone else. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The fact that neither the gondola nor 
the buses would even stop at other trailheads to support hikers, climbers, bikers, etc. is insulting. How 
can this be right? (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
I understand that traffic in the winter is horrendous and that something needs to be done. However, a 
solution that would only benefit the ski resorts, directly harm the environment, and be detrimental to 
other outdoor enthusiasts (while costing taxpayers a whopping half a billion dollars) is simply not the 
way. (32.4I, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4P, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I stand with my community and SLC County leadership in condemning both the gondola and expanded 
roadway. You should be ashamed for putting forth two proposals that would cause such direct harm to 
the canyon and so many of us who enjoy it.  
 
I strongly encourage you to seek alternatives that will both protect the environment and preserve 
access for all those who enjoy the outdoors. (32.2.2PP) 

Page 32B-12375 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12056 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Sieverts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon 
 
We would love to see preservation valued over exploitation of this beautiful canyon. (32.29G) We would 
love to see a planning committee focus more heavily on how to keep Little Cottonwood beautiful, rather 
than see how quickly many more people can be crammed in it during the ski season. We want to 
preserve our limited natural beauty for the future.  
 
A four lane highway is completely unacceptable and wrong to consider. (32.2.9C and 32.2.6.3B) It 
would blast away miles of natural land tha we can never recover. (32.13B) Little Cottonwood Canyon 
goes into Wasatch National Forest. It is appalling that this is an option that is being considered. Yes, it’s 
the fastest way to get more people to Alta and Snowbird. It comes at a huge cost. It comes at a literal 
half a million dollar cost for residents, not to mention it could compromise drinking water for thousands 
of Utahns. (32.12B) It comes at an enormous cost for rock climbers. (32.4A) It comes at huge cost for 
wildlife. (32.13B) This option does not value preservation of Little Cottonwood Canyon whatsoever.  
 
The gondola is equally absurd. (32.2.9E) This carries the same issues as the four lane highway, and 
more. Every time our representatives asked about emergency egress we were met with the fact that 
UDOT is not to that phase of their planning. (32.1.2B) How can UDOT plan to spend over a half a 
million dollars on public transportation without considering the safety of the public? Whose interest is 
first priority? It is not the residents of Utah, especially since this only services the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
There were many people in your meetings saying it’s time for Utah to build their Golden Gate Bridge, 
and leave a legacy. We know most of them stand to gain financially from some invasive action. How 
much more powerful would it be to leave a legacy of preservation? (32.29G) How much better would it 
be to say there was an option to exploit the canyon for greed, but instead we decided to preserve it? 
We could have made a lot of money for ski resorts, but instead we considered other recreation and 
realized what we were doing negatively impacted everyone else. How many monuments of stupidity are 
there in the world? How many things were built that should not have been? We do not need to add to 
that. (32.4I)  
 
The most acceptable option is increased busing with no additional lane capacity. (32.2.9A) A better 
option would be mobility hubs that run straight to the resorts from different points like the airport, 
Holiday, Cottonwood Heights, Murray, Draper, etc. (32.2.2I) Putting tons of parking at the base of Big 
Cottonwood will hurt the residents near there. (32.2.6.2.1D) Adding almost 2,000 parking stalls to the 
La Caille Gondola Station will hurt residents there. (32.4M) Adding additional lanes on Wasatch makes 
it more dangerous and less of a residential area where people can run and ride bikes safely. 
(32.2.6.2.2A) Consider the residents. Consider those who do anything beside ski in the canyon. 
Consider preservation. The goal should be how to keep the canyon beautiful, not how to cram as many 
people as possible into the ski resorts. (32.1.2B)  
 
Megan Sieverts 
JR Anderson 
Sarah Schmidt  
Kenzie Foulger  
Wyatt Foulger  
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Kelli Anderson 
McCall Peterson  
Matt Sieverts 
Kim Sieverts  
Kate Mendel  
Jill Gorringe  
Jessica Smith  
AJ Anderson
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COMMENT #:  12057 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Miguel Diaz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the gondola particularly, but the road widening isn't really a great option either. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I have read the studies and can understand why the proposed options are put 
forward, but these options serve only a small portion of the canyon users and yet it affects everyone. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The visual impact is obviously irreversible, and the 
traffic is really only at a point to warrant these measures during powder days in the winter. (32.17A, 
32.17B, and 32.1.4D) Backcountry users and all other recreation seekers will be affected by this but 
will not really gain much from these options. I think altering LCC further shouldn't happen with either of 
these two options 
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COMMENT #:  12058 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option. It is better for everyone. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12059 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Dove 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have concerns about EIS alternatives described that involve adding gondola infrastructure and/or 
widening the road.  
 
LCC Carrying Capacity 
There is an implied goal behind these alternatives to increase the concurrent number of users in LCC 
during peak usage times, which is an obvious consequence of reducing travel times and adding 
transport capacity. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) Yet nowhere in the provided fact sheets is 
there reference to what the carrying capacity for LCC actually is and whether increasing it is a desirable 
outcome for end users (aside from private business interests) or the wildlife calling LCC home. While 
long traffic backups are an unpleasant, dirty and sometimes dangerous means of capping usage, they 
do enforce a sort of practical limit. (32.20B) Gondolas and buses will not magically reduce travel times 
while preserving wild spaces and reducing human impact. Induced demand will ensure that the canyon 
road will experience heavy traffic regardless of the presence of gondolas, cog rail, or additional lanes. 
(32.2.4A and 32.20E) 
 
Benefitting all users  
The preferred alternatives seem to primarily benefit private industry at great cost to taxpayers. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Why are costly systems that permanently alter the 
landscape and destroy treasured climbing areas being preferred over less costly and less permanent 
options such as enhanced bus service and tolling/regulating personal vehicle traffic in the canyon? 
(32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) Buses are a far more fungible asset than a gondola; if 
tolling and increased bus service don’t turn out to serve our needs, buses can be used elsewhere in the 
UTA system which will obviously need to continue to grow to serve a rapidly growing metro area. Buses 
can also be sold. Gondola and road widening are irreversible. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A) 
 
Avalanche control 
The EIS fact sheets gloss over the reality that avalanche control in LCC will interrupt gondola service. 
The peak times when demand will be highest for the gondola will be during storms when avalanche 
control will also be happening. “Average” travel times are not what concern end users; travel times 
during peak and off-peak hours, and especially during avalanche control would be more informative 
and set more realistic expectations. (32.2.6H and 32.7A)  
 
Optimistic per person travel time estimates 
While increasing throughput of users in the canyon will increase the transit time _in the canyon_, this is 
an irrelevant figure for anyone who doesn’t happen to live right at the canyon mouth. They will need to 
get themselves to a mobility hub and then on to a gondola car. On a busy day, this will mean the 
bottleneck of traffic now moves from the canyon mouth to the mobility hub where people will wait to first 
park, then queue to board a gondola. While the ski resorts will surely be able to serve more users per 
hour and thus add more revenue, end-to-end travel time improvements seem to be marginal at best for 
end users. (32.2.6H) 
 
Reducing canyon traffic 
Zion NP offers an effective blueprint for avoiding the tragedy of the commons; they simply cap the 
number of people (and vehicles) in the canyon by providing shuttle buses and banning non-authorized 
personal vehicle use during peak usage times. (32.2.2B) There seems to be an assumption that 
everyone should be able to visit LCC whenever they want to at maximum convenience, but just as with 
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any shared, finite resource, as demand increases, we will collectively need to accept that the shared 
resource either gets permanently altered/spoiled by the ever-increasing user load, or we sacrifice some 
convenience in accessing it to preserve it for future generations. Any adoption of permanent 
infrastructure to increase user load is implicitly opting for the Tragedy of the Commons, and I would like 
to see this tradeoff addressed more directly in the EIS. (32.20A and 32.20C) This should include a 
realistic envisioning of increased canyon use over time and the impact of not only different transport 
modes on the environment, but also greater numbers of humans brought into the environment by those 
modes of transport. (32.20A and 32.20B) The only obvious, upfront net benefit seems to be to the 
private interests profiting from more users accessing ski areas during the winter. For everyone else, 
including the vast majority of taxpayers who will be funding this, it seems like a costly and irreversible 
compromise. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12060 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucas LePrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local and frequent user of LCC, I would like to strongly encourage the Enhanced Bus Service 
option. (32.2.9A) The gondola does far too little to achieve any of problems the canyon currently has as 
far as transportation. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We have a much better shot doubling down on 
busses and saving the environment of the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  12061 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Kelly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola in either Alternative A or B. (32.2.9E) As a resident, employee, and 
backcountry user of Little Cottonwood Canyon I have concerns that the Gondola is a marketing 
gimmick that will not meet the transportation needs of local resort skiers, residents, or backcountry 
skiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I do support a series of major mobility hubs (purchase Granite Construction CO Quarry north of the 
mouth of BCC; Vacant ShopKo parking lot on 9400 South and Highland; LaCaille facility; purchase Jim 
Williams Property west of Wasatch BLVD; and purchase property south of 8 Settlers off of Brighton 
Point Drive). The mobility hubs should start with enhanced bus service and over time Little Cottonwood 
Canyon Road should be widened to the width of three lanes (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9B, 32.2.2I, and 
32.29R) (or equivalent). These lanes should consist of 2 lanes (uphill, downhill) for designated 2 track 
railway, with a 3rd lane to be used for emergencies and residents. (32.2.2D) This can be a railway or a 
cogway but should be a useable transportation solution and not a sight-seeing marketing piece. 
(32.2.9F) The railway will have to have enough space to switch tracks and parking in upper LCC 
(Albion Parking Lot) should be used as a relatively safe place to switch tracks to send trains back down 
canyon. This service needs to be run at least every 15 minutes with direct service to the resorts during 
peak times and stops at all the alternative parking Trailheads in the summer and at Bridge trailhead, 
and White Pine in the winter. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.6A)  
Things I support: 
1. Mobility Hubs with Enhanced bus to start (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R) 
2. Mobility Hubs with trains as a long term solution (32.2.9F). These trains should tie into current train in 
SLC and a visitor would ideally be able to land at SLC International Airport and complete their entire trip 
using train systems. This would help with lessening air pollution as well as encouraging visiting skiers 
or summer visitors to use public transportation and not try to rent a car and drive in the canyons. 
(32.2.2I)  
 
Other concerns for the Gondola Alternatives: 
1. It would be a huge eyesore abutting or going over wilderness areas. (32.17A) 
2. Who would be responsible for lift evacuation and what would you do with a full load of passengers 
that had to be evacuated in the middle of the canyon during an avalanche/storm cycle? During those 
period of intense snowfall when the canyon is typically closed are the times when the gondola is most 
likely to have problems and need to be evacuated. At that point what alternatives would be available to 
get rescuers to a stuck gondola and passengers out of the middle of the canyon? (32.2.6.5H and 
32.2.6.5K)  
3. Is the Gondola rated for winds. Snowbird's tram is much more impacted by high winds than Alta's 
lifts. On a windy day would the Gondola be out of service and has this been factored into planning? 
(32.2.6.5K) 
 
Thank you for listening to my concerns,  
Dave Kelly
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COMMENT #:  12062 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elle Neville 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Strongly disagree with this whole plan. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  12063 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edie Pike 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am totally in favor of the gondola project. It will be a fantastic way to bring people up the mountain to 
ski.Switzerland uses various gondolas vernaculars to bring people to the mountains. It is good for the 
environment and beautiful way to enjoy the ride up. There are many of use that are for this. Keep 
fighting for it. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12064 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Pollard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Andrew Pollard, I am 27 years old and have gotten the privilege to grow up in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. It is a place I have recreated, gone to school, held my first job, and now a place I 
represent on the world stage on the Freeride World Tour. Being outside in this canyon has taught me 
many things, from learning bouldering with my teenage friends, and now, learning to ski coach the next 
generation. It is a place I hold near to my heart, and a place I am not leaving anytime soon. 
 
As I have watched this place grow, it is embarrassing the amount of time we all spend in our cars, 
soaking the canyon in brake fumes and the glow of red lights. We are supposed to be skiers. We are 
supposed to be environmentalists. I want this canyon to not be filled with cars everyday of the winter, 
not to mention Oktoberfest. Therefore, I am in support of anything that helps people get up the canyon 
without their cars.  
 
After reading the environmental survey, there were things in the plan that I liked and things that I did 
not. Here are my key points that I feel are important to be recognized if we want to help this canyon as 
we move forward in the process. 
 
Transport hubs near the mouth: This needs to happen first, before anything else gets developed. I 
believe a central parking location at the mouth of (Big and Little) and carpooling incentives from resorts 
is the only real way to incentivize bus riding. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.4A) ( A REAL SOLUTION) I 
stopped riding the UTA bus the day it discontinued stopping at the mouth P&R. Secondly, this needs to 
happen soon. (32.2.7C) I live near the mouth and realize that if we don’t make transport hubs and 
parking lots it will become developed privately in the next five years. These transport hubs cannot be 
owned by Alta or Snowbird and should have ample space for lockers and a few local small businesses. 
(32.2.3A and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
Widening the road/Train: Adding lanes to the road, adding a bus lane, or adding light rail on the road is 
not an option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9M) Adding lanes will not help traffic only make it, more lanes creates 
a choke and more potential for accidents. (32.7B and 32.7C) Please don’t alter the canyon road 
anymore. while extremely altering the wildlife corridor in the canyon. (32.13B) As far as adding a 
Train/light rail that is also a shame, as it only widens the scar that is the road. (32.17B and 32.17D)  
 
Gondola: I think it is the best option. It is the least impact vs. train or widening the road more. I think is 
is a great idea as it will make the middle of the canyon more wild as most users of Alta/Snowbird will 
never touch the ground. (32.2.9D) 
 
There are a few certain things not in the EIS that are my concerns with it: 
 -Tower placement needs to consider minimal impact to boulder and climbing areas (32.4B) 
 -More summertime use potential (Oktoberfest) (32.2.6.5F) 
 -Needs to be the cheapest option to get up canyon (32.2.4A). 
 -Can cars come off in the summer when not in use? (32.2.6.5N) 
 -Can we use it to bike in the summer? Down hill trail network? (32.2.6.5I) 
 
Conclusion: 
 
DO: 
Transport Hubs SOON! (32.2.6.2.1C) 
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Gondola-if the hubs don’t help (32.2.9D and 32.29R) 
 
DONT: 
Add anymore lanes to the road. (32.2.9C) 
 
Thank you for letting me be apart of the process. 
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COMMENT #:  12065 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Strong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the gondola option. (32.2.9E) It would cost way too much and be a huge burden on 
taxpayers, and is entirely unnecessary. (32.2.7C) It would ruin the natural beauty of Little Cottonwood 
canyon. (32.17A) It seems that this option is being pushed hard by the resorts and certain developers 
and investors who stand to make a boatload of money paid for by us taxpayers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Ugh. Seems like this would be a serious breach of the duty public officials 
(especially UDOT) owe to the citizens to protect public funds and not waste them on projects like this. 
So many other good and less costly options for improving the traffic issues in the canyon. (32.2.2PP) 
Finally, have you ever been in the Snowbird Tram with a bunch of rowdy drunks?We’ll, I was up there 
last week to enjoy a summer afternoon in the mountains and the tram ride down the mountain was 
unbearable. Can you imagine a ride that’s 5 or 10 times longer than that with a bunch of insufferable 
drunks and no way to escape? 
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COMMENT #:  12066 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keegan Whitelaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the bus alternative if one had to be decided, but ultimately I believe this alternative 
needs to be revised. (32.2.9A) Widening the lanes causes permanent environmental destruction, such 
as lower watershed quality and riparian destruction. (32.12B and 32.13B) Other bus-friendly options 
should be heavily considered before widening the lanes (i.e. expanded bus services, tolling). (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.4A) A vigorous tolling system / car enforcement, as well as carpooling incentives, need to be 
considered and researched!!! (32.2.4A) Often times there are ill-equipped vehicles entering the canyon 
that should not be. Having a strict enforcement of this would eliminate some slide offs in the canyon, 
reducing traffic. (32.2.2M) Expanding bus services (more frequent busses) paired with tolls could 
decrease the amount of vehicles entering the canyon. Starting construction of these projects will scar 
the land and alter this beautiful canyon forever. (32.17A and 32.17B) The infrastructure of the road 
already exists, so expanding the bus fleet and making it comfortable for those riders should be a 
priority. These actions will also fulfill and meet the purpose and need of the EIS process. The bus 
alternative should be reconsidered and tweaked before the final EIS decision, but having an effective 
bus service that people want to ride will decrease the amount of cars in the canyon, which reduces 
pollutants and other traffic. 
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COMMENT #:  12067 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristy McClellan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not change little cottonwood. It is a beautiful refuge away from the city and the arid lands. It 
is a special place that should be left as is (32.4I and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  12068 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Malinda Reese 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, in support of adding the extra roads and the tunnels (32.2.9E, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  12069 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joy Strong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel a gondola system would ruin the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) It would be 
an expensive endeavor. Those funds could easily be used for other more important areas. (32.1.2B 
and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  12070 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert and Linda Grow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
COMMENT FOUR (4) OF ROBERT AND LINDA GROW IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED 
GONDOLA  
Before radically altering and forever marring the appearance and viewsheds of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon for the entire ten (10) miles from mouth to peak, the Little Cottonwood Canyon Resorts (Alta 
and Snowbird) should be directly connected by gondola the much shorter distance to the Big 
Cottonwood Canyon Resorts (Brighton and Solitude). (32.2.2Q) This much less expensive and less 
aggressive project would completely solve the “reliability” issue for both canyons. If one canyon road is 
closed for any reason, skiers and employees would just take the gondola to the other canyon. In 
addition, this would greatly enhance the skier experience in Utah by dramatically increasing the area 
that could be skied in one day and/or without driving down one canyon and up the other. For what 
appears to be political reasons and/or because the resorts “canted get along,” this issue possible 
solution has been essentially ignored by UDOT. If UDOT is serious about gondolas, they need to go 
back and analyze the alternative locations: (1) connecting the resorts in the two Wasatch Front 
canyons; and (2) connecting the Wasatch back resorts to the Wasatch Front resorts. (32.1.5B) 
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COMMENT #:  12071 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT- 
Neither of the alternatives proposed is the right fit for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
The gondola have significant ecological impacts, is outrageously expensive, would transform the 
character of the canyon forever, would largely benefit the ski resorts, developers, and people who can 
afford expensive gondola tickets, and would not address summertime use of the canyon. (32.13A, 
32.4I, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The addition of bus lanes 
would also have serious ecological impacts in the canyon. (32.13B) Any solution implemented should 
prioritize the preservation of Little Cottonwood Canyon's ecology, hydrology, and wildlife habitat. 
(32.29G). This process, however, could probably not result in a such an outcome because it has "one 
primary objective for S.R. 210: to substantially improve roadway safety, reliability, and mobility on S.R. 
210 from Fort Union Boulevard through the town of Alta for all users on S.R. 210." The needs of the 
canyon are not part of the process, only the needs of people (and in the case of the gondola, people 
with a lot of money.) I hope a process that centers preserving Little Cottonwood Canyon's ecological 
value for future generations is possible. (32.29G) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lisa Thompson 
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COMMENT #:  12072 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Cooper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t ruin this amazing place with a dumb gondala (32.2.9E and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12073 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hank Roberts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the gondola or the road widening doesn't fix the traffic, you will have to toll the road, enforce the 
traction law, and otherwise incentivize and increase bus service. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.9A) Why 
would you not try these things prior to spending large lumpsums of money and permanently altering the 
canyon? (32.29R) I prefer that you used a phased approach and do not spend my tax payer money on 
this project. Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  12074 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither option as currently outlined is acceptable. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) To add the eye sore of a 
gondola that will sit largely idle and unused 8 to 9 months of the year is stupid and will only benefit the 
ski resorts. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Widening the road and destroying 
many of the classic and historical boulders that have brought thousands of climbers to Utah over the 
years is also immoral and unacceptable. (32.4A) Neither option is environmentally friendly and before 
we permanently destroy one of Salt Lake local treasures we owe it to the future to at least try the least 
impactful option. (32.4I) IE toll booths, avalanche sheds and improved bus services with more parking 
areas than just the base of the canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.9A) I don’t know if legal action is 
possible, but I will happily contribute to any action necessary to gum up this project in the courts and 
hopefully prevent it from every happening should that be necessary.
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COMMENT #:  12075 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Woolery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The idea of a gondola is a lot more logical if you’re trying to keep Little Cottonwood Canyon in a natural 
looking environment because expanding the roadway in adding loud noisy buses is the pathway of 
moronic nurse and an all tense and purposes is only going to add cost when dealing with snow were as 
a gondola can go over Snow and around avalanches. Basically in short if you use the bus idea you 
should just fire people. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  12076 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against both perferred alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Little Cottonwood Canyon should not 
be on the chopping block for selfish purposes. It should be preserved, not exploited. (32.29G) A four 
lane highway, a gondola, and a train (should that come back) do not preserve the canyon. (32.4I and 
32.2.9M). Utahns should not pay half a million dollars to benefit Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). This study did not consider diversified recreation whatsoever.  
This violated NEPA regulations by not offering an option of how UDOT would maintain the road with no 
action. (32.2.9G and 32.2.6.1A). The best option is enhanced bussing with no additional lane capacity. 
(32.2.9A) Micro hubs are a good idea as well. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.2I). Please focus on preservation 
and be fiscally responsible. You can start by scrapping the two preferred alternatives.
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COMMENT #:  12077 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Exeter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The path forward has always been clear to the locals of little cottonwood canyon. We need increased 
buses and proper parking at the base of the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C) We say no to the greed 
based gondola! (32.2.9E) And please do not add more concrete to the canyon roads. (32.2.9C) If there 
is overwhelming crowds at these resorts. We need to look to their own greed. The joining of these 
massive conglomerate passed such as icon etc. have bloated the resort’s beyond their capacity. 
(32.20B and 32.20C) We wish to preserve the canyon, it’s back country access and the natural beauty 
there in. Please don’t waste tax payer dollars on this horrible gondola/ tram idea. (32.29G)  
Thank you, 
Erik Exeter 
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COMMENT #:  12078 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Holmberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I 16 and part of the next generation of climbers is would be tragic to loose the world class climbing have 
I have grown up so close to. Al gondola or widen roads doesn’t fix all the issues (32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  12079 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer not to spend billions of dollars on a gondola. (32.2.9E) Starting with the toll booth seems 
like a much better option (32.2.2Y and 32.29R).
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COMMENT #:  12080 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems a bit crazy to jump to a billion dollar, land destroying option, before trying out a toll booth or a 
shuttle system during peak hours first. (32.2.2B, 32.2.2S, 32.2.2Y, and 32.29R). Let’s try to preserve 
the beauty of our mountains and he good stewards of the beauty we have been given!
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COMMENT #:  12081 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Healy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am one of the many who has enjoyed the bouldering in little cottonwood canyon. I would be deeply 
saddened by the destruction/removal of various boulders from the canyon that I have have such fond 
memories of climbing in years past. Please keep the boulders in tact. Please realize how big this user 
group is. I know I am not alone here. Please keep the boulders in the canyon unscathed! Thanks. 
(32.4A and 32.4B)

Page 32B-12404 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12082 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eon Jarvis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Improving bus use makes the most logical sense. BUT, not stopping at trail heads (not all would have 
to stop) is a mistake. AND, not improving summer transit options (obviously would not have to be to the 
same degree as winter) is a mistake. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) 
With either solution, it does not appear traffic to the transport option and parking has been fully 
addressed, especially for the bus option. 1800 parking spaces for the gondola sounds small - that 
would only take car of about 2/3 of snowbird spots alone. And it sounds like it could be a nightmare 
trying to getting 1800 cars into one parking location (which likely would not be enough on busy days). 
Improved parking options at multiple bus PnR’s seems reasonable but the plans for this is unclear. 
(32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.2.1D, 32.2.2I, 32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) 
Also, if the bus system works well it could easily be implemented in BCC, which is also becoming 
VERY busy. These plans should include BCC with both winter AND summer solutions. If you actually 
think about two road ways that need the help, bus makes much more financial sense. Would you build 
a second gondola? I imagine it would be more expensive in BCC to build a gondola than in LCC (and 
maybe more for buses but not sure), but at the same cost you would spend 160 million less for the bus 
option. (32.1.1A, 32.1.1C, 32.1.2C, and 32.1.5B) 
Thanks for allowing input, 
Eon

Page 32B-12405 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12083 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Foster Collins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for providing the opportunity to comment. With any of the proposals, the only way you are going 
to get people to use them is if they are faster, cheaper, and better.  
For me the toll at the upper part of the canyon for lower occupancy vehicles (<3) would be a significant 
incentive, to make a transit option cheaper, I think this is a great idea. (32.2.4A) I think either of the 
preferred alternatives will provide faster service on a busy day, but you also have to consider on the 
non-peak days. Would you ride a gondola on a December weekend if it was almost 20 minutes 
slower?? No you would get it your Tacoma and redline your way up the canyon... for this reason I think 
the bus service options are preferable. and First off, travel time will scale with the traffic of the day. 
Buses can be modulated to handle peak weekends and holidays. I can’t imagine it is very power 
efficient to keep the gondola spinning for a couple hundred people on a Tuesday. Even if addition lanes 
are only added on Wasatch boulevard, you could have a dedicated bus lane which would make it 
MUCH faster on the bus as traffic usually moves fairly quick once you are in the canyon.  
Some of the arguments about which alternative is best are a little silly. I think the question will be how 
do you get people to ride what you build, not what specifically to build.  
Smartly scaling the bus alternative and growing ridership among winter sports users with fast and 
efficient service seems like a decent way to do it.) How silly would the gondola look in 10 years if there 
are only a couple 1000 people that ride that a year like the buses are today? With the busses you 
would only buy more and widen roads as you can prove that the program is effective. I would love to 
see the enhanced bus service with better incentives working effectively before embarking on major 
irreversible construction projects in the canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.9B, and 32.29R) 
I recognize that there would be a few days a year (<10), where the gondola would provide significant 
advantage over the road. However as a frequent user of little cottonwood 1-2 times a week year round, 
I don’t think that the impact would be worth this small gain. (32.1.4D) 
One more comment about the bus. It would be great if there were overhead racks/cubbies for gear 
especially as the busses are sitting in traffic. It is very unpleasant to sit/stand with all your gear and your 
neighbors stinky/wet gear in your face. (32.2.6.3O) 
Thanks! Foster
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COMMENT #:  12084 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Diehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon. If the goal is to reduce single-occupancy 
cars, then let's use interventions to change behavior. (32.2.9E and 32.2.4A) For example, ski resorts 
should charge for parking and we should expand bus and shuttle service with enhanced park and ride 
services in the valley. Shuttle service during the peak season in Zion Canyon has worked well. 
(32.2.2K, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.2I) While avalanches are always a concern, gondolas only serve ski 
resorts and the wealthy. What about hikers at White Pine canyon who would still need to drive to the 
trailhead and would forever walk under a gondola? (32.2.6.5D, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.2.4A) What about the 
eternal impact on the watershed and viewshed? (32.12A and 32.17A) Gondolas will also increase the 
pressure to have more development around the stations. (32.20F ad 32.20H) Before we make that 
commitment, let's invest in bus/shuttle service, tolling, and less intrusive and less expensive strategies. 
(32.2.9A and 32.29R) We are admittedly loving the canyon to death, but let's focus our interventions to 
serve all canyon users and get the outcome of reduced car traffic and environmental sustainability. 
(32.1.2B and 32.1.2D)

Page 32B-12407 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12085 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rosie Boren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin little cottonwood (32.4I). It is not worth what we will lose. We can try other options 
before we jump and spend billions and hurt the canyon! Toll both and buses first! Please please please. 
(32.2.9A and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12086 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lawrence Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of the gondola option. It's novel, the visitors will love it. Can you imagine high profile 
visitors wanting to take a UTA Bus to the resorts. They won't be able to go when the weather is bad 
and the gondola will be able to get the skiiers to the powder. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12087 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Davis Tyler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola would be detrimental to the canyon and taxpayers. government money used exclusively 
to benefit corporations that offer little in the way of community support it would further a dangerous 
precedent of monetizing our pulic lands, and ability to experience them. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.6A)
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COMMENT #:  12088 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Luke O'Connor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
*This comment overrides any previous comment I may have posted.* 
I believe there should be no changes to Little Cottonwood Canyon at this time. Less destructive options 
exist. Implement tolling, and increase bus traffic/incentive. Offer a free food item for taking the bus or a 
voucher with a certain amount of rides earns something. Forever changing the canyon is not the way. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) The canyon could likely not support shutting thousands of people per hour into 
the forest. (32.20B and 32.20C) Congestion will only increase while construction occurs, and with a 30 
year timeframe, traffic is not fixed... (32.1.2B and 32.4C)
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COMMENT #:  12089 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Synneva Hagen-Lillevik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If I have to choose between the two, I support the enhanced bus alternative. Ideally it would be all bus 
allowed only, like Zion canyon for example. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  12090 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cindy Domm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Instead of putting a gondola in or widening the road, a toll booth or mandating bus usage during peak 
hours makes more sense. This way would help preserve the beautiful canyons we have been blessed 
with. The goal should not be to see how many people can be packed in, instead how can we preserve 
and protect. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.2B, and 32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  12091 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert and Linda Grow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
COMMENT FIVE (5) OF ROBERT AND LINDA GROW IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED 
GONDOLA  
The gondola alternative will cost well over half a billion dollars in construction, maintenance, and 
operation. Spending these precious resources on the luxury of skiing for well-to-do Utahns and tourists 
must be balanced against using this money to more equitably expand and upgrade UTA’s current 
transit system. (32.2.9E) Improving the current system would benefit the two million Wasatch Front 
residents who live in the valleys and not primarily the ski resorts and their customers.(32.2.2I) (If UDOT 
wants to benefit high-tech industries and employees for economic development reasons, this money 
would be better spent on a light rail option to serve the Point Development at the old prison site, rather 
than serving that site with a “poor-boy” fancy bus system that requires changes of transit mode for 
access to the Point.) (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  12092 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Hicks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the option I am rooting for. It will have less impact on beautiful Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12093 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabrielle Nacey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the road that we have now is perfectly adequate. the solution is absolutely not to add a gondola system, 
which will displace more natural wildlife than the resorts already do. we need to have more public 
transportation options. (32.2.9E, 32.17A and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  12094 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Domm 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options are horrible. The gondola would kill the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  12095 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Reagan Rick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola as I think it will destroy the natural views in the canyon. It is not needed. I drive up 
and down the canyon over 60 times a year. I do not go on weekends or holidays. This is a huge 
intrusion on nature just the alleviate traffic in the mornings and evenings on so few days. (32.2.9E, 
32.17A, and 32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  12096 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Lipani 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. The impact on the canyon is far too great (loss of habitat, ecology, trees, 
water, and access to other recreational users). (32.2.9E, 32.13A 32.4B, and 32.12A) 
I support further exploration of bussing and other options. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2PP) 
NO on the gondola!
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COMMENT #:  12097 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carli Lambson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola and big bus lane options. Please don’t destroy the bouldering in LCC. It’s 
world famous, not just for locals. The ski resorts aren’t the only important part of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4B)

Page 32B-12420 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12098 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert and Linda Grow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
COMMENT SIX (6) OF ROBERT AND LINDA GROW IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED 
GONDOLA  
These comments are in support of the Enhanced Bus Option and in opposition to the Gondola Option, 
which would forever negatively change the beauty and overshadow the inspiring history of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
We have made our home in the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon for the past 37 years. I am 
currently the President Elect of the Temple Quarry Chapter of the Sons of the Utah Pioneers, although 
these comments are made in my personal capacity. I know these comments represent the strongly held 
views of a significant majority of the residents at and near the Canyon’s mouth. 
Little Cottonwood Canyon has the richest historical legacy of all the canyons in the Wasatch Mountain 
Range. At various times, Little Cottonwood Canyon supplied granite stones from its quarries for the Salt 
Lake Temple, the Conference Center, and the Utah Capitol; lumber from its sawmills to build homes 
and buildings, and shore up the mines; water from its streams for thirsty crops and Utah’s growing 
population; electricity from its hydro-turbines to power early industries and homes; ore from its silver 
deposits for fortunes that would be made and lost; charcoal burned from its trees to fire smelters at the 
Canyon’s mouth; and for the last three generations, the Canyon has been a safe depository--deep in its 
granite walls--for the world’s largest collection of historical records of the human family.  
Perhaps the Canyon’s most enduring legacy, however, is the Temple Quarry that spanned much of the 
Canyons mouth and extended up the Canyon for 3 miles. At the Quarry’s center was the Town of 
Wasatch (now, Wasatch Resort) where the quarrymen lived and the summer homes of Latter-day Saint 
Presidents Brigham Young, Wilford Woodruff, and George Albert Smith still stand today.  
Over a 40-year period, the Quarry yielded over 90,000 individually “cut-to-order” granite blocks, some 
weighing as much as 8,000 pounds. (For comparison, that’s two stones for each seat in the Rice-
Eccles Stadium at the University of Utah.) Using only hand tools, each of these 90,000 stones was 
strategically harvested by quarrymen from massive granite boulders over four decades as the Quarry 
gradually moved three miles up the Canyon. These multi-ton stones, starting with the heaviest for the 
Temple’s base, were moved 20 miles to Temple Square, first by specially designed ox-wagons, and 
then by a narrow-gauge railroad. In an effort to float the granite blocks, entrepreneurial pioneers even 
dug and tested a canal all the way to Sugarhouse.  
Not surprisingly, many of the quarrymen’s families settled in Granite and the other small towns at the 
Canyon’s mouth, and many of their descendants are my neighbors and still live there today. This 
history is not just an old forgotten story of yesteryear, but the family legacy of many who still live nearby 
and love Little Cottonwood Canyon today.  
The inspiring story of the Canyon’s Granite Quarry is again being researched and retold as the Salt 
Lake Temple--Utah’s most recognizable international symbol--is being seismically upgraded and 
renovated to last for centuries to come. It is an amazing story of dedication, ingenuity, and sacrifice, 
and historically informed Canyon users are more likely to respect and protect the Canyon for future 
generations.  
Although its enabling statutes specifically require the Forest Service to protect, preserve, and enhance 
the history of the lands it holds in trust for all of us, I have found nothing in the draft EIS that addresses 
how the transportation options under consideration will fulfill that statutory mandate.  
But at the very least, it seems obvious that widening the Canyon road will have far less impact on the 
significant historical elements of the Canyon than a Gondola that will radically alter the Canyon from 
mouth to peak and forever mar its grandeur and beauty. (32.15B and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  12099 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Millard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the best long term solution is to add pedestrian and cycling to Wasatch and NOT more traffic 
lanes. (32.2.9L and 32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  12100 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcelo Greco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although I understand the need for enhanced transportation methods because I, like many have sat in 
traffic for over an hour both ways I don’t believe a gondola is the right choice. Building on pure, 
untouched natural land solely for the purpose of convenience is not the answer. (32.2.9E) Skiing is a 
privilege we get to enjoy and it comes with its fair share of negatives like uncomfortable boots, and 
traffic. The answer to the LCC traffic problem is not more ways up it is simply less people. The resorts 
that exploit natural resources for profit should assess how many people can comfortably ride up and 
park safely and calculate turn around times. (32.2.2K) A gondola will not solve traffic it will simply 
increase the amount of people in the Mountain rendering the Mountain even worse. (Instead of one 
hour up it will be 45 minutes up and 1 hour in a lift line. (32.7B, 32.7C, 32.20A and 32.20C) Although I 
think neither answer is ideal why haven’t electric bussed been considered? Park city uses them and 
they greatly reduce CO2 emissions. (32.2.6.3F and 32.10A) Thank you
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COMMENT #:  12101 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angela McKellar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. We should try more reasonable, less impactful means first. (32.2.9E, 32.2.2PP, and 
32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12102 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eliot Nagler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is my firm belief that any solution for the Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation must address a 
couple key issues:  
1. Be an environmentally friendly solution that is nondestructive to the canyon  
2. Allow easy and affordable access to the whole canyon for all (32.1.2D, 32.29G, and 32.2.4A) 
When it comes to the environment, consideration for emissions, air quality, water quality etc... are all of 
great importance and I believe a lot of thought has been put into reducing the environmental impact of 
travelling in the canyons and I grateful it has been put in the forefront. However; it disappoints me that 
consideration for destruction to the natural environment of the canyons has not been considered in the 
same regard. (32.29G, 32.10A, 32.12A and 32.12B) In fact, the 2 preferred options are the most 
destructive/damaging options to the current canyon’s natural beauty (32.17A and 32.17B). In particular 
it bothers me that advertisements of the gondola tout amazing views on the way up the resorts, and 
ignoring the ruined view for those travelling and recreating in the canyon at non-resort locations. Both 
preferred options (the gondola and widening the road) require large destruction of the environment for 
implementation of more human made “solutions”. (32.4I)  I do not support further destruction of 
environment unless all other options have been exhausted, which I do not believe they have been. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.2PP). I am also a large advocate of accessibility for all, but in multiple ways. 
Accessibility means not only is the entire canyon accessible, but also that it stays accessible to anyone 
who want to explore the canyon, regardless of financial status or privilege (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.5A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.4G). The cottonwood canyons, and the ski resorts in particular have 
always posed a financial barrier of entry to those who may enjoy these hobbies, and have continually 
made it more difficult for newcomers to enjoy. The gondola in particular exacerbates this issues even 
further. While I do not know what the entry fee for a gondola ride would be, I cannot imagine a situation 
where it is affordable on a regular basis for average people. The bus service can allow more affordable 
access to people as long as service is provided in many areas. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) On the other 
side of accessibility, solutions need to account for accessibility to the entire canyon. The bus service 
accomplished this, as long as there are stops at multiple points in the canyon for backcountry and 
trailhead access. The gondola on the other hand only benefits those who want to reach the resorts, and 
offers no benefit to people seeking other access. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) For me this makes the 
gondola an unacceptable solution. Financially speaking, if taxpayer money is going to be used for a 
solution, then the solution must provide access to all areas of the canyon. The gondola only serves as a 
source of income for the resorts. If the gondola is to be built, it should be paid for by those who will 
financially prosper which would be the resorts and the owners of the gondola. (32.2.7A) 
Overall, I fully believe that the gondola is not a solution and do not support it (at least from a tax funded 
perspective). The lane widening bus service option, while better, is also flawed in many ways. I believe 
other options and solutions should be exhausted before widening the road is implemented, such as 
better enforcement of traction laws, tolling for those who are not carpooling, and enhanced bus services 
without road widening. (32.2.2PP, 32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2M). I do believe that UDOT has the capability 
to provide a solution that is best for everyone, but I do not want to see corporate pressure and influence 
get in the way of making the decision that is best for the canyons and the environment as well.  
Thank you for allowing this comment period and for for reading these thoughts as decisions are made.

Page 32B-12425 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12103 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Floodman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola will create a memorable experience for visitors to Utah from around the world. I have vivid 
memories of Tram and Cog Rail trips into the Swiss Alps from my visits in the 1970's. I don't recall any 
commute bus trips to anywhere that made, or left me with a memorable experience. I have skied the 
cottonwoods since 1972 and think the Gondola is the better long term solution for transportation into 
the canyon...short of a cog-rail train loop that would go beyond Alta into Heber, Park City, and ?? 
(32.2.9D and 32.1.5B) 
 
I'm sure those Cog-rail trains out of Zurich and Trams on the western slopes of the swiss Alps are still a 
utilized, and popular, alternative means of transportation to those popular Swiss Alp destinations to this 
day!  Endorse the Gondola vs more Buses - It will create a World Class Destination in the Wasatch 
Mountains and life time memories for those visitors. (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  12104 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristi Kleinschmit 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put a gondola in this beautiful canyon! I think we should exhaust any on ground transport 
options before defacing the wilderness and the view. Electric buses would be the better first option. No 
to the gondola!! (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.29R, and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  12105 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christie Konkol 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I personally feel that both of these options only benefit the ski resorts (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C). I don't ski but spend a significant amount of time in the canyon in 
spring/summer/fall. That being said if I had to pick one, I would much prefer the enhanced bus version 
as in the summer months it would not really matter and have minimal impact. The gondola would only 
benefit the ski resorts but the buses could add stops easily for summer months if needed. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.9E) Although both options takes away from climbers and hikers, the enhanced bus would benefit 
everyone in the canyons and is more flexible for stopping at other locations along the canyon. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  12106 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Calhoun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Sandy and I visit LCC at least one a week every week. A gondola is a ridiculous tax payer 
money grab that only benefits two ski resorts. Please do the right thing and consider less impactful 
measures to the canyon. They will not reduce the traffic on any average ski day and will do nothing in 
the summer. Don’t let the flashy marketing fool you. This is wrong for Utah and LCC. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2C, 
and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12107 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindi Hopkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood canyon does not need a gondola to effectively and efficiently minimize traffic to both 
Alta and Snowbird. In my opinion it will do the opposite, not only will those who recreate in the summer 
not be able to take advantage of this while paying for installation and upkeep, but those with disabilities 
will not be able to access this system either. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6M) As an instructor with Ogden Valley 
Adaptive Sports it is critical to me that those with disabilities, either physical or cognitive be able to have 
the same opportunities as those without. Wasatch Adaptive Sports has an extremely large presence at 
Snowbird and this would not help but instead hinder their business with the gondola and tolls up the 
canyon as many adaptive sports clients are on scholarships because of medical bills. The only solution 
in my mind is to implement a stronger bus system that not only gives access to the backcountry but to 
both resorts. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) Environmentally the gondola sits in a canyon with frequent high 
winds, large snow storms, landslides, rockslides, and flooding it makes me nervous that the gondola 
towers would be swept away possibly injuring passengers and destroying towers that would need to be 
rebuilt costing more money. (32.2.6.5K) I hope that another more conscious decision is made in this 
matter. Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  12108 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Pollard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I thank you for allowing me to comment on this issue. As the former Mayor of the Town of Alta, I have 
been involved in this process for many years and more directly since the start of the Mountain Accord. 
I. I have lived in and traveled Little Cottonwood canyon for over 40 years. I am happy to see that we are 
finally at this point. The time to do something to improve the transportation situation in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon is long overdue. The pressure on the canyon is not going to decrease. More and 
more people are moving into the Salt Lake Valley. One of the attractions of our area is the easy access 
to outdoor recreation. The expanded population and diverse recreation opportunities make the 
transportation challenges in the canyon no longer just a winter issue but now a year-round problem.  
There are many factors that affect transportation in the canyon; weather, avalanche control, the grade 
of the highway and the number of people who want to access the area. I am in support of the Gondola 
option. I feel it is a long-term solution that addresses capacity and reliability. The bus and widening of 
the road alternative, is an attempt to expand a program that is currently in place and does not always 
function well. Many times, the trigger to the beginning of a traffic back up, starts with a bus getting stuck 
or going off the road. The gondola is a reliable method that can safely deliver occupants to their desired 
locations. One of the goals of the Mountain Accord process was to reduce the number of vehicles on 
the road. I believe that the gondola proposal along with providing a parking structure at the LaCaille 
base station will create an attractive alternative to using a personal vehicle. The reliability factor of the 
gondola has a clear benefit verses the expanded roadway. The roadway is susceptible to changing 
roadway conditions caused by weather. The gondola will operate safely in most weather conditions. 
(32.2.9D, 32.2.6.3P, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.2.4A) One of the complaints that has been expressed is it that it 
will put more people into the canyon. The goal of any system is not over-crowd the canyon but to 
provide a safe, and reliable way for those who want to access the canyon to be able to. In addition, I 
am an employee who would benefit from expanded operation into evening hours as opposed to the 
current bus system that stops at 6pm. (32.2.6.3N) As we look to the future, we will need to address 
year-round access into the canyon. (32.1.2C) There have been statements made that the expanded 
bus service will not operate in the summer. The operation of the gondola could operate year-round 
under much the same program as the winter operation. I can’t imagine anything more spectacular than 
a gondola ride in the summer or especially in the fall to view the changing colors. (32.1.2B and 
32.3.6.5F) 
Any major transportation improvements will not come without challenges. While the impact of the 
gondola will bring large towers and a cable system to the viewshed, I feel it will be less impactful than 
the expanding the of roadway. (32.17A and 32.17B) Change will not come without some controversy 
and not everyone will be satisfied. Doing nothing is not the answer.
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COMMENT #:  12109 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Layne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All of these options are extreme and do not take in to account all users throughout the year. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Climbing in LCC, in particular bouldering, would be very 
negatively impacted, forever. (32.4A and 32.4B) Instead of making major permanent/irreparable 
changes to the canyon, smaller changes should be tried first. There is already precedent for tolls to 
access public lands in our area (Millcreek). If the toll was graded according to number of people in the 
car that would encourage carpooling. (32.2.4A and 32.29R) If the number of buses was increased, 
THROUGHOUT THE YEAR (why oh why don’t we have a hiking bus??) with some express routes (ie 
one stop), and maybe busing was mandatory on certain days, surely that would decrease car traffic. 
(32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C and 32.2.2B) And why aren’t the ski areas taking more responsibility? Make 
parking reservations mandatory, and if you can’t show a reservation you can’t drive your own car up the 
canyon (take the bus). (32.2.2K, 32.2.7A, and 32.2.4D), It feels like there are many options that do not 
require billions of dollars that have not even been considered. (32.2.2PP) It is well established that 
widening roads does ZERO for traffic reduction at peak times (every freeway in the world), and while 
the gondola and train sound cool, their construction would significantly and permanently impact the 
canyon negatively. (32.7F, 32.7E, and 32.2.9E) Make people pay and plan ahead, make it worthwhile 
to carpool or take the bus and make it easier to take the bus (more buses, with better trained drivers). 
Please don’t blow up LCC. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12110 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Horehled 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived in the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon for the last 25 years I moved to Utah to Ski once 
I saw it 46 yrs ago. I live in the neighborhood directly affected by a Gondola and am all for anything that 
can save my beloved Canyon from harm and pollution long term. Please no smelly busses I have 
COPD and must breath this air (32.2.9C and 32.10A) The Gondola sounds like the best solution to me. 
The mayor is wrong to compare the option is only viable if all goes right all the time. Who ever heard of 
such a thing happening. The Gondola will bring prestige to our ski areas among the world community 
that travels here to enjoy our great outdoors Snowbirds manager is accurate when he said our visitors 
wont be taking buses they will be renting polluting dangerous cars just as bad maybe worse because 
this is in a metropolitan area they will drive to see all we have to offer. My house will be directly under 
the Gondola and we will be the entertainment as well as the breath stopping view of our canyon if the 
La Caille plan is adopted. No thank you. If plan B is adopted on Land already owned by the county 
further into the canyon it will save the majority of property owners the distraction of cables and gondola 
cars over their heads. (32.2.9U and 32.10A)  
I own 3 lots at the canyons mouth and my only residence is one of them and other two for my children I 
say full speed ahead with the Gondola in keeping up with our world class Ski destinations here in the 
canyon but put the Gondola as far into the canyon as possible to preserve the tranquil residential 
neighborhood as leaving it as untouched as possible while celebrating the Greatest Snow On Earth, 
With the talk of a 75 room hotel and new entrances into our neighborhood by the group from La Caille I 
am suspecting someone is going to be highly rewarded from this venture. (32.6C) So please let us 
skiers and those who choose to live this canyon life be the beneficiaries not the victims of greedy 
entrepreneurs. The Gondola could be a dazzling gemmed necklace to one of the most beautiful places 
on earth. I have given my life to Little Cottonwood ever since I moved here over 4 decades ago and feel 
very lucky I would hope you will listen to me Please dont wreak this canyon preserve and protect it. I 
think the plan B is a brilliant use of the geographical surroundings and will best serve the people of 
Utah.
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COMMENT #:  12111 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Colt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For sure a gondola, but 20 people every 2 minutes is insanely bad. That’s 600 people per hour. You 
can do better uphill capacity than that... (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.5N) 
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COMMENT #:  12112 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adrian Leu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support Gondola project. I believe is the most eco friendly and safe for everybody. Thank you. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12113 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Marker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident living in the LCC "triangle". I will try to make this as short and succinct as possible, 
although it will be difficult because there are so many reasons to give the Gondola proposal a thumbs 
down. Here are a few reasons below: 
-The need to preserve the current canyon experience for future generations. (32.4I) 
-Watershed protection (32.12A) 
-Not Equitable use of tax payer funds statewide. (32.2.7A) 
- Only two private businesses will profit from this (32.1.2D, 32.7C, and 32.6A) 
-history and geology (32.29D) 
-Gondola is not flexible, once it's built it stays, whereas the enhanced bus solution could be adjusted as 
needed (subtract, add, change & modify busses and schedules) (32.2.6.5A and 32.2.6.3D) 
Here are some other concerns: 
-I don't see UDOT trying to reduce private car use. It should be busses only and no private cars or 
charge a toll for private car use. (32.2.4A) 
-I hear a lot of talk about winter traffic but summer traffic isn't a whole lot better the busses should run 
year round as well as tolls for private cars. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) 
-with global warming more than likely there will be less ski days thus no need for an isore of a Gondola. 
Whereas with the busses, adjustments could be made as needed (32.2.2E) 
-Putting a huge parking garage and gondola in a residential area will only bring more businesses and 
traffic and more people. (32.20H) 
These are just a few reasons and concerns and I could go on how the Gondola is just WRONG! 
(32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12114 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Falk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Opposed to any additional building of gondola, tram or road widening. Leave it the way it is. The 
problem is only a small fraction of the year. Would rather have the canyon closed those days vs 
anything be built. (32.2.9G and 32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  12115 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison McMillan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We live about a block off Wasatch in a wonderful neighborhood. And the noise Thursday through 
Sunday is very very loud. We have two young children and recently purchased our home for the privacy 
and beauty of the lot and 
House. The possibility of a freeway bc of population increase is nonsensical. Especially when cars are 
stuck in little 
Cottonwood canyon until 7 pm already on a busy ski day.  
I suggest seriously making reservations that limit visitors and take license plate numbers, registering 
cars to park in the canyon. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
There is no where for these proposed 
Freeway cars to go - we have already run out of room for parking lots and more cars.  
Please encourage the use of parking further down - such as highland and 9400 - then mass transit from 
there. That is my best suggestion. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9A) 
Thank you 
For taking these comments. I very much appreciate it.  
Also - Wasatch is in need of 
a noise ordinance. (32.11B)
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COMMENT #:  12116 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arleen Barrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see enhanced bus service with shoulder widening. No no no to gondola or cog train. 
(32.2.9B, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9M)
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COMMENT #:  12117 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have submitted a comment already but feel that in light of a lot of the commentary saying that only 
Snowbird and Alta benefit from this I think the record needs to be set straight. In full transparency, my 
company does alot of work with both ski resorts which is what has informed my position. While the 
resorts look to be the primary beneficiaries of a solution, the economic impact will be seen across 
hundreds of salt lake and Utah businesses. Both resorts rely on hundreds of suppliers for their 
businesses and those all provide downstream revenue to additional companies, ultimately reinvesting it 
into the local economy via consumer and business spending. There is also the impact on the 
businesses that support the ski industry and tourism that must be accounted for. Saying that Alta and 
Snowbird are the only ones who benefit is an incorrect concept. (32.6A)
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COMMENT #:  12118 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amber Van Strien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not add a lane or a gondola. UDOT can do the right thing and show its community and the 
world it cares about protecting the wild, the environment and our history. be an example for others, be 
progressive, a force for good, and the public will celebrate you! There are other solutions that do not 
involve destruction. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12119 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael A 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think we should further ruin the aesthetic beauty of h the canyon with ugly and expensive 
gondola pylons. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12120 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chad Whittaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want the gondola. 
I am a citizen of Salt Lake City and I've been skiing at Alta and Snowbird my whole life.  
The Gondola would only serve to obstruct views, disrupt canyon recreation outside of resorts, disrupt 
wildlife, and be an everlasting eyesore that Utah will regret. 
The gondola would be a terrible scar in out beautiful Wasatch mountains. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) 
The gondola would also be an inconvenient way to access the resorts. NO ONE wants to wait in more 
lines, pay more money, and deal with another barrier to accessing the resorts. People will use their cars 
anyways. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5C) 
The University of Utah and other groups have been forecasting a total loss of snow below 7000' within 
the next 50 years. When that happens this gondola will be even more useless and stand as a rotting 
monument to poor policy and special interests. The gondola is a bad investment for Utah. (32.2.2E) 
The gondola is bad for Utah and the Wasatch.  
Thanks 
Chad Whittaker
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COMMENT #:  12121 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katja Dove 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is unclear why the “Gondola B” and the “Roadway widening + Enhances bus system” are the two 
preferred options. I am proposing that the “enhanced bus” option should be more highly considered 
based on the following arguments:  
My first set of arguments is based off the LCC_DEIS_Executive_Summary_Fact_Sheet_6-25-2021 
1) The enhanced bus option has a “low” impact on the visual change while the impact of roadway 
widening is “medium” and the Gondola B option “high”. Therefore, the enhanced bus option is preferred 
when considering the “visual change” category. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
2) The enhanced bus option has the lowest impact noise receptors compared to all other options 
proposed. Therefore, this option is preferred when considering the noise impact in the canyon.  
3) The enhanced bus option is the much cheaper option as it would only cost $355M compared to 
$510M (roadway widening option) or $592M (Gondola B). Therefore, the enhanced bus option is 
preferred when considering the financial impact (ultimately covered from our taxes) (32.2.7A) 
4) Finally, the enhanced bus option decreases average personal travel times significantly from 80-
85min to 46min. This is only 3min slower compared to the Gondola B option, and 6min slower 
compared to the roadway widening option. Given the devastating impact that the two preferred options 
have, a 3-6min of difference in travel time does not justify the two preferred options.  
In summary, based on the LCC_DEIS_Executive_Summary_Fact_Sheet_6-25-2021 it is UNCLEAR 
why the enhanced bus option was NOT considered a preferred option when (in my humble opinion) it 
should be THE preferred option. (32.29G) 
Please consider the following, additional arguments for using the enhanced bus option without widening 
the road: 
5) According to the LCC_DEIS_Executive_Summary_Fact_Sheet_6-25-2021 sheet the “The 
purpose of the EIS is to provide an integrated transportation system that improves the reliability, 
mobility and safety for all users on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard through the Town of Alta”. 
However, the two proposed alternatives are not in accordance with that statement. The road widening 
option will remove upwards of 29 boulders and the Gondola alternative has the potential to eliminate at 
least 35 boulders, primarily concentrated in the lower canyon. This is a major loss for the climbing 
community, as well as decades of climbing history and culture. In the most recent survey conducted by 
the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance (SLCA), 98% of respondents said that access to climbing was an 
important factor in their decision to live in Utah. Furthermore, climbing is growing sport that is gaining 
more national reputation especially with the recent success of the SLC local Nathaniel Coleman 
winning a Silver medal in climbing in the Olympic games. Reducing climbing options will only hurt us in 
the long run as SLC might be become less desirables for climbers thereby impacting future economic 
successes. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Besides the loss of many boulders, climbers and other non-resort skiers would NOT benefit from the 
gondola. The sole purpose of the gondola seems to be to benefit the ski resorts. This is ridiculous, 
especially considering the following argument: (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) 
6) The climate modeling specific to Park City Mountain Resort predicts that by 2050, the ski 
season window will shrink, occurring for roughly twelve weeks between mid-December to late March. 
Even though a 2020 UDOT memo cited this research, UDOT has seemingly ignored this in considering 
the purpose and need. The potential impacts that climate change will have on snowfall in the Wasatch 
call into question the desire to address wintertime traffic in LCC. The DEIS lacks adequate analysis of 
climate change with regard to the 2050 planning horizon. (32.2.2E) 
In summary, I would like to see the “enhanced bus” option to be considered as a solid preferred option. 
(32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12122 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bridge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to oppose the gondola in LCC. As a Utah native who was born and raised here, I 
understand first hand the growth we have seen and how big the impact has been to the Wasatch. The 
gondola solution solves one problem right now, and does a poor job at addressing backcountry access, 
hiking and other activities in the winter. It gives only those traveling to the resorts a way to get up and 
down. I also feel like the eyesore is something we can do without as well as the damage done to all of 
the local bouldering and climbing. I don't think the skiers and resort owners should be the one to benefit 
from this. (32.2.9E, 32.6A, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.4A, 32.4B, 32.4A, and 32.17A) 
My preference would be to see tolling occur during the winter months and limiting single occupant cars 
during peak hours. As well as expanding the bus service. I have a season pass for the last 7 years, and 
riding the bus is an absolute joke. There are no where near enough, why don't up the buses and allow. 
I do realize this does not help the high avalanche days, but honestly those days are a rare percentage 
and I think we can live with the few days a year that the canyon is closed. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12123 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel W 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of an enhanced bus system or other alternatives that allow us to have room for trial and 
error rather than pouring money into an expensive and unsightly gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) I also 
am concerned about tolling/carpool fees as this may limit access for poor community members. 
(32.2.4A and 32.5A) The majority of individuals I know that utilize the canyons to ski all carpool. And 
the individuals that do not carpool have work restrictions that permit them from doing so.
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COMMENT #:  12124 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Anthony Chiodo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very interested in the gondola plan. For myriad reasons I find the gondola plan more viable than 
expanded bus service. I will NOT use busses to access ski areas ... but I WILL use the gondola. My 
hope is that this gondola will be built in little cottonwood canyon and that one will also be built in big 
cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9D, 32.1.1A, and 32.1.5B)
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COMMENT #:  12125 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Belen Alvarez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t support the Gondola project or any expanding of little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12126 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a rock climber out of the state of Texas, and I travel to Utah for both business and leisure. When I 
travel there for leisure it is for rock climbing in the area. But if that is no longer there, I will reduce the 
amount of trips, travel spend, and investment in the climbing community. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12127 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katy Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a year round LCC recreational user and strongly oppose the proposal of adding a gondola all the 
way up the canyon. If changes are occuring, the additional lane for bus travel is less visual and 
environmental impact, but I would most strongly support adding bus routes on current road vs the plan 
to widen the road and further disturb the landscape and recreation space right off the road. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9A, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12128 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Osikowicz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please help us preserve little cottonwood canyon. This place has had a formative effect on many 
people of our community and it should stay that way for generations to come!!! (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  12129 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Schneggenburger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of either of the UDOT Options. Gondola is WAY too expensive. Where is the money 
going to come from for that? (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.7A) 
The UTA is no interested in providing a service, they’re only interested in making money. Put someone 
else in charge besides the road builders. We need a long term solution. Not a bigger road. Let’s think 
outside the box. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12130 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Janna Harrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider the alternatives to Little Cottonwood's traffic woes. The current options are too 
drastic without solving the key issues. Carrying capacity has not been considered, but it must be. 
(32.20B) Additionally, both options are focused on servicing the ski resorts at the expense and 
destruction of other areas in the canyon. I never visit the resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 32.7C) I am in 
Little Cottonwood frequently year round to boulder, climb, bike, hike and back country ski. Both current 
options significantly negatively impact my ability to enjoy the canyon. Both options reduce parking in the 
areas I want to visit and even worse they destroy climbing areas. Please don't destroy the beautiful 
boulders in the canyon. These cannot be rebuilt or recreated. They are priceless to me and to many 
thousands of other people. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) There are less destructive and less expensive 
good options that should be tested before considering these draconian measures. A few suggestions 
that are much easier and less expensive to implement are: tolling, requiring cars to be winter ready 
(expand the sticker program indicating the car has good tires and 4wd or awd), close the canyon to 
private cars (or require cars to have 3+ people if they are not staying at the resort) on busy or storm 
days, develop easy parking and public transportation areas away from the entrance to the canyon. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2B, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.6.2.1C) The traffic problem only exists on a few days a year and 
only impacts a small percentage of the population, but the proposed suggestions will drastically impact 
the entire Wasatch Front and forever destroy precious recreation in the canyon. (32.1.4D) The canyon 
is a watershed and is essential to supporting life in the valley. We must protect this resource. It is better 
to limit access and improve public transportation than to risk our watershed with massive development 
and increasing access in a canyon that cannot support it. (32.12A and 32.12B) It is crucial that carrying 
capacity be considered. (32.20B) It is also important to consider the majority of the population who do 
not want to visit the ski resorts. Please do not continue down this path. Please reconsider and choose a 
less destructive option. (32.2.2PP) After simpler options have been tried this could be revisited if we 
find that tolling and better parking and public transportation do not solve the issue. Please reconsider! 
DO NOT CHOOSE EITHER OPTION! (32.2.9A and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12131 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Willger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Knowing both Snowbird Corp and Alta Corp have the goal Of maximizing skier visits each season it is 
easy to see the flaws in the tram. (32.2.9E) If the tram is better at moving people in inclement weather 
do the resorts have a plan to keep Terrain open when there is high avalanche conditions. If we are able 
to move more people up on hose days do they have strategies in place to fight increased pressure to 
open terrain? What is the benefit to creating a tram that’s big benefit over expanded road is increased 
mobility in inclement weather when from experience the days it is hard to move traffic Up canyon big 
resorts have difficulty opening for skiing. (32.1.2B and 32.20C). The expanded Bus system andvRoad 
improvements can serve more than the resorts. A summer bike lane for Road bikers. Access for 
backcountry skiers. Summer hikers. (32.1.2C, 32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3C) and He expanded bus terminals 
can serve both big and little cottonwood. Buses systems can be expanded immediately helping 
alleviate some traffic sooner than the tram. The cost of the tram will further hinder low income Utahns 
from experiencing the mountains. (32.2.4A and 32.5A). Yes little cottonwood had traffic problems but 
moving the maximum number of people on high avalanche days only creates More questions about 
resort preparedness. Seems like we would only be setting ourselves up fo major avalanche related 
accidents at one or both resorts. (32.2.6.5H). They need to prove ability to open terrain safely in 
inclement weather before we solve it he road problem with an option that maximizes people in the 
canyon in those conditions.
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COMMENT #:  12132 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Cronin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The best plan is one that allows for travel even if the avalanche danger is high. In this case, traffic will 
always be moving and will not stack up in the neighborhoods at the canyon mouth. Therefore, I propose 
a project in several phases. Phase 1 is tolling on a per trip basis (no monthly pass) to raise money for 
phase 2. Phase 2 is the construction of snow sheds. Phase 3 involves more bus use and transit hubs. 
In order for Phase 3 to work, the bus fare must be substantially lower than the cost to drive yourself. 
(32.2.2Y, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R) Also, the buses should be running every 5 minutes during 
peak periods so the total parking + waiting + busing time is not much longer than driving yourself.  
The gondola option is ridiculous. It is more expensive with longer travel times, a dramatic change to the 
canyon appearance, vulnerable to avalanche and weather shutdowns, and the passengers would be 
standing for approximately 40 minutes to ride to Alta. (32.2.6.3N, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A) I believe these 
same passengers would much rather sit on a bus through a snow shed than stand in ski boots in a 
swaying gondola for >40 minutes in white-out conditions.  
In summary, it is best to phase in traffic control/mitigation options and keep costs low and spread out 
over many years. 
Thanks for reading my comments.
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COMMENT #:  12133 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Devin Howells 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A billion dollars is a lot of money for a few days of traffic. (32.1.4D) We should exhaust all other options: 
bussing, closing the canyon to cars. The canyon is a valuable asset and should be treated as such by 
preserve serving is beauty. (32.1.2B, 32.2.2PP, 32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.17A and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  12134 
DATE:   9/2/21 9:38 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  James Grenke 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposed plans would greatly affect rock climbing in the canyon and negatively impact those that 
enjoy recreating the canyon. There are other options that do not require widening the road and creating 
an eyesore. (32.2.9A, 32.4A, and 32.4B) These plans only cater to winter recreators and will affect the 
canyon experience for everyone if they are approved. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12135 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kay Vogelsang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposed gondola for little cottonwood canyon to alleviate traffic congestion (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12136 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand that skiing is the main financial draw to the canyons but prioritizing any activity at the loss 
and expense of others should only be done as a last resort (32.1.2D) In addition, there is a huge 
number of people that come in from out of state that go up to ski. The climbing crowd is much more 
local. It is a slap in the face to put out-of-staters desires ahead of those of your own constituency. All 
elected officials should think carefully about this.  
I imagine those reading this will dismiss it with the argument about how a healthy economy benefits 
everyone and that an effective tourism plan is ultimately good for the local climbing crowd. This is likely 
true. What you are overlooking is that the economy is much less important than you think it is and 
people are much more resilient than you think they are. (32.6.D) They also need the reality and 
rejuvenation provided by nature more than they need something that improves the general economy of 
the area they live in, in a way that may or may not impact them.  
At the end of the day both of the proposals are unacceptable to me. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) To be 
honest, if this is the best that leadership in Utah can come up with, they are not trying very hard, they 
are not very intelligent or they are in the pocket of developers (or the developers themselves) It is not 
the best plan to seek out new ways to increase the number of visitors to the canyons. Increased 
numbers means decreased quality of experience, which drives away tourism. Please reconsider. Find 
another way. This is not a unique problem and the solutions are out there. (32.1.2B, 32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.4I, and 32.2.2PP). It is stupid how little climbing is mentioned in this conversation. Do neither of 
these. Make the skibuses free and charge either for entrance to the canyon or parking. And by the way, 
Most locals aren't going to ride the gondola, it will be too expensive. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-12459 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12137 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Thompson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola or road expansion plans to increase access and alleviate traffic to Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Bus and shuttle systems should absolutely be used to help mitigate traffic, but in 
less invasive ways than widening the roads. The gondola system would only serve the needs of the two 
resorts rather than people recreating in many ways, and both plans will permanently change the shape 
of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, and 32.4I) A more flexible and 
forward-thinking plan that can evolve with changing needs will be better now and for the future. 
Increased shuttle/bus pickup points throughout the valley with short wait times, monetary incentives to 
choose public transportation like discounts on lift tickets or low bus ticket prices, and informational 
campaigns to encourage out-of-town visitors to choose public transportation would all allow a new 
system to be successful. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2PP, and 32.2.2I) 
Thank you for your time!
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COMMENT #:  12138 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Barrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for enhanced bus service open to shoulder. No gondola, no cog train. Long term electric bus that 
capture energy. (32.2.9B, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9M, and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  12139 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Bushman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Team gondola all the way. I’ve heard all the comments and did the research. I believe gondola is best 
course from here (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-12462 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12140 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Heimark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate all of the work that has been done by UDOT in preparing several different transportation 
alternatives for Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
That said, I also feel the question UDOT is answering, namely, “What is the best way to transport huge 
numbers of people up Little Cottonwood Canyon?” Is the wrong question, or at the very least, is out of 
sequence. (32.1.2B) 
 
As a resident in LCC, I think the more important, and first question that should be answered is: “How 
can we best preserve the natural beauty of LLC for future generations?”, and the related question: 
“How many visitors can use Little Cottonwood Canyon during any season without causing significant 
environmental damage?” It is my understanding that no such study has been done, and in my opinion it 
would be irresponsible to spend hundreds of million of dollars for complex transportation projects 
without first understanding the Canyon carrying capacity. (32.20B) 
 
As a resident, I am affected by the traffic jams on extreme weather days, but the reality is, that is very 
few days per year, and the traffic does serve to limit the number of visitors on any particular day. As 
others have commented, there are a number of virtually free actions ranging from eliminating two wheel 
drive vehicles without snow tires, to ending avalanche control measures earlier in the morning, that 
could markedly improve the traffic flow during whatever time it takes to conduct a proper study to 
determine recreational Canyon capacity for day visitors. (32.1.2B, 32.1.4D, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.2VV) 
 
While there are only four described alternatives, my preferred option is none of the above. I think it 
would be far better to launch a formal recreational capacity study before making ANY permanent 
changes to transport in Little Cottonwood Canyon. If forced to pick between the existing four 
alternatives I would pick the lowest cost and least permanent modification to the Canyon of enhanced 
bus service. (32.2.9G and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12141 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Neville 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned about the irreversible and drastic effects a gondola or widening the road would have on 
the canyon. A bus service would be the most reasonable short-term solution. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
The gondola would only serves the ski resort and not the whole community. (32.2.9E) 
Additional, I think the best long term solutions for the canyon would be a train: 
a. Less visual impact on landscape  
b. More environmentally friendly than having even more cars on the road  
c. Service can be adjusted depending on need 
d. Most cost-effective long-term solution for the area.  
e. Would ultimately connect to the TRAX systems in the valley 
(32.2.9F, 32.2.2I, and 32.17D)
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COMMENT #:  12142 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Wagner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The current options on the table are both horrifically bad. They destroy areas that are essential to my 
canyon experience. I visit the canyon to boulder, back country ski, bike, and climb. Your proposals 
require me to fund the destruction of the canyon while decreasing parking for areas I want to visit and 
completely obliterating boulders that bring me great joy. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.2.6.2.4A, 
32.2.6.2.4B, 32.4P, 32.4A, and 32.4B) It is mind boggling that these drastic options were selected 
without attempting less costly and simpler options like tolling, restricting private car access on busy or 
storm days, moving parking away from the entrance, and improving public transportation. Please try 
these simpler options. Public monies should not be used to fund transportation "solutions" that only 
service the ski resorts. I don't want to visit the ski resorts, so how do your proposals help me? They 
reduce parking at the gate buttress and other key areas I want to visit. They destroy boulders and trails 
that are the focus of my visit. These rocks exist nowhere else and are a draw for climbers around the 
world. Once destroyed they are gone forever. Please protect the canyon and the watershed. Please 
consider less expensive and drastic options first! Please consider our watershed and the carrying 
capacity of the canyon! (32.2.2PP, 32.2.4A, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.20B, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12143 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Horehled 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned that a comment I have sent had the Gondola at La Caille as A and the Gondola station 
further in the canyon as B I may have been mistaken and I am in full support of the station closest to 
the road up the canyon to protect the privacy of the residents of the neighborhood and now I cant even 
find that option to be shown as I run out of time to comment. I am against the station nearest to 
Wasatch blvd and for the north the one closest to the ski areas. I know there was property there for 
parking long ago that was covered up with dirt and would create a suitable location for the Gondola 
station what happened to that I hope it is still a consideration and if I could make any corrections to my 
previous comment I would like to Thank you (32.2.9E and 32.2.9U)
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COMMENT #:  12144 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Prior 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is not reliable enough and if you want to stay later with friends and the weather comes in. No 
Gondola. Better idea is pay to go up. (32.2.6.5F and 32.2.6.5K) Put avalanche roofs. (Like the smart 
people in Europe do) unlike dumbass American thinking. (32.2.9K) 3 lanes. 2 smart lanes in the 
morning and then 2 smarter lanes going down. (32.2.2D) And heat the road so that when tourists come 
they don't have to worry about chains. (32.29AA) Or make the rental cars all 4x4 w snow tires 
(32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  12145 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Ryon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon is not the way to go. It would be expensive, obtrusive, selective 
in its beneficiary, limited in its flexibility, and irreversible should the project not achieve its intended 
outcome. And what about the traffic to get to the gondola?! (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5A) 
 Widening the road is also not the way to go. Destroying the historic road side boulders of Little 
Cottonwood would simply take from one community to benefit another. (32.2.9C and 32.4A) 
 And finally, what about the capacity of Little Cottonwood Canyon? Both these proposed 
solutions are like building a bigger pipe for greater flow to a destination that is already overwhelmed. 
(32.20B, 32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.1.2B)) 
  
 A bus priority solution using the existing State Rd 210 is still possible. For instance, the road 
could be dedicated to a single direction during intervals of peak traffic with the open left lane committed 
to bus only traffic. Once people recognize the bus as a definite advantage to travel in the canyon, traffic 
would be greatly mitigated as people could park anywhere along the bus routes. Creative solutions 
such as this would be relatively inexpensive, lower in barrier to implement, and flexible to meet 
unforeseen changes in future demand. These kinds of ideas should be fully exhausted before resorting 
to expensive large scale infrastructure. (32.2.2EE , 32.2.4A, 32.2.2I, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12146 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryanna Strang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola, nor widening the road does not solve the problem of LCC. Transportation solutions need 
to be accessible and inclusive, and both of these options do not consider other activities in the canyons 
that people frequent during all seasons such as hiking, MTBing, and climbing. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) 
One solution would be to actually enforce AWD and snow tires during the winter instead of just posting 
a highway sign. (32.2.2M) Another alternative would be more frequent buses and/or tolling the road. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) An additional and far less invasive option to decrease canyon traffic would be 
for $nowbird and Alta to offer employee shuttles to and from shifts. There is no reason that the road 
needs to widened or a gondola built that would forever change the landscape and access to LCC for 
~30 problematic days out of the year. (32.2.6.3N, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.4D, 32.17A, and 32.17B)
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COMMENT #:  12147 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Drew Gomberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't destroy the boulders for climbing (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12148 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beth Kearsley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who has lived near the base of Little Cottonwood canyon for their entire life, I oppose the 
Gondola Alternative, and would prefer the enhanced bus service - if one of these options is deemed 
necessary. The construction of a Gondola would disrupt and fail to preserve the natural ecosystem, 
beauty, and boulder/hiking recreation that has existed and been cherished by Sandy residents for 
years. The spectacular views Little Cottonwood offers would be gone in favor of a solution that does 
nothing but attract even more traffic to the area. I would be extremely saddened to see the natural 
landscape of my own backyard taken over by a massive man-made tourist attraction. Please consider 
the enhanced bus service instead, or even a seasonal shuttle service. A Gondola is a short-sighted 
decision which would do permanent damage to our mountains. The bus service could be 
stopped/started at any time to accommodate to levels of traffic. Thank you for considering the interests 
of those who call Little Cottonwood home. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.7C, 32.4B, 32.13A, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  12149 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Stamp 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
I appreciate the opportunity that the NEPA process affords to provide comments on the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon EIS. I have a variety of thoughts, but the primary one I want to convey is my 
opposition to the gondola alternative. I oppose this alternative because it is unfair, overpriced, 
inequitable, inflexible, and short-sighted. Neither do I support the Enhanced Bus w/widening alternative, 
although it seems the better of the two alternatives in the draft EIS. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
The gondola proposal is unfair because the entirety of the state’s taxpaying public would foot the $600 
MIL bill for the project, regardless of how or if we use Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B) The 
permanent towers and cables would also impose a permanent, year-round cost on all who appreciate 
the spectacular views in the canyon. (32.17A) So the costs of the project are borne by many, while the 
benefits would accrue only to a few. The primary beneficiaries of the gondola will be the companies that 
own Alta and Snowbird ski resorts - in essence, the gondola would be a giant taxpayer subsidy to these 
for-profit privately owned interests. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Other beneficiaries of the 
proposal would be the increasingly small slice of the public who can actually afford to pay to ski at 
these two resorts. Daily lift ticket prices at these resorts average $152 - more than 20 times Utah’s 
paltry minimum wage of $7.25/hour. I am one of the fortunate, privileged few who can afford to ski at 
these resorts. In fact, 95% of my usage of Little Cottonwood Canyon is to ski at Alta and Snowbird, so I 
would be one of the few beneficiaries of the gondola. However, I do not for a second feel it is fair to ask 
Utah taxpayers to subsidize my powder skiing hobby. A gondola project funded by the resorts 
themselves, with costs passed on to resort ticket buyers, would be much more fair and equitable. 
(32.2.7A, 32.2.4A, and 32.5A) 
I also oppose the proposed gondola alternative because it lacks flexibility and only stops at the ski 
resorts. Its infrastructure cannot readily be modified to add additional stops in the future. Climate 
change is already affecting Utah’s snowpack and all predictions indicate substantially less snow in the 
future. Why spend $600 MIL to support a dying industry? The short-sighted gondola alternative does 
little to nothing to address crowded parking during summertime weekends. It does nothing to alleviate 
trailhead parking for snowshoers or back country skiers. UDOT should be choosing alternatives with 
our future climate in mind rather than blindly assuming snowpack conditions and associated recreation 
demands will be as they have been in the past. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.2E and 32.2.6.5G) 
Of the two alternatives proposed in the draft EIS, the Enhanced Bus w/widening option seems a better 
choice because the infrastructure would at least allow the flexibility for future adjustments. However, I 
would prefer that UDOT reconsider the Enhanced Bus w/no road widening alternative, or consider a 
variation on that alternative that would essentially eliminate private cars from the canyon on busy 
weekend days, year-round. Such an alternative would not have the environmental impacts of the 
roadway widening and would be much more fair and equitable. This option could function similarly to 
the Zion National Park shuttle system and would require investments in a high-quality waiting/bus 
boarding area at the mouth of the canyon and at the ski resorts. Numerous free lockers at the resorts 
would also be important to mitigate the hassles of not having access to your private car for storage, 
especially for families with small children. Mandatory use of the shuttle bus during high demand periods 
would have the added benefit of reducing private car carbon and pollution emissions. UDOT could also 
initially explore mandatory HOV requirements on busy days as another way to reduce traffic issues. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2B, 32.2.3A, 32.10A, and 32.2.2B) 
In summary, I urge you to say no to the unfair gondola boondoggle. If it’s such a great option, the 
resorts can foot the bill for it themselves. Please also reconsider your approach to the canyon’s 
transportation challenges. Re-engage with user groups other than Snowbird and Alta skiers and tackle 
transportation and use issues more holistically. (32.1.1C and 32.2.2PP) I absolutely love powder skiing 
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at these resorts. But I place a much higher value on equitable access and the health of our environment 
- our water quality, our air quality, our wildlife. Don’t impose tolls that burden Utahns making minimum 
wage. Don’t give well-off people the option to buy their way out of HOV or shuttle bus requirements. We 
all share this canyon and this planet and can sacrifice some convenience in order to keep the canyon a 
healthy and enjoyable place to recreate. 
Thank you for your time and your consideration of these comments. 
Sincerely, 
Melissa Stamp
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COMMENT #:  12150 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Ballard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The canyon shouldn’t be scared with the large poles, cables, and floating buses. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
Toll fees based on car occupancy should be tried. (32.2.4A) 
Traffic light like those at freeway entrances. Enforcing traction laws. Could buy a lift gate and you have 
to buy a pass that knows your car is fit for canyon. (32.2.2M and 32.2.2OO) 
Leave the canyon alone. Try other things first (32.2.9G and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12151 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the gondola doesnt work to diminish traffic, you will increase bus service, enforce the traction law, 
and toll the canyon. Why would you not start with those changes before making permanent changes? 
(32.2.9A and 32.29R) How much will you actually use these comments to influence your decision? Can 
you please answerer every question I have? (32.2.9N and 32.29G) Have you considered how fire, rock 
slides, or other falling rock will affect the gondola? If it gets broken that is a huge expense. Who will pay 
that? What is the methodology to take the riders down the canyon if the gondola cannot due to high 
wind or other things? (32.2.6.5K) I vote for a phased approach starting with no permanent changes to 
the canyon.
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COMMENT #:  12152 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beth Blackburn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for enhancing the bus system... the less we impact the already threatened and vulnerable 
ecosystems in the wasatch, the better. (32.2.9A) A gondola would be a tragedy, not to mention, how 
big of a crime it is against tax payers to pay for such a thing that only really benefits the pocketbooks of 
conglomerate ski resort operations. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, and 32.6A)
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COMMENT #:  12153 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diana Arensman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the bus option is the safest and most user friendly option for locals as well as visitors. Iam 
very concerned about lack of concern for canyon capacity. A combination of tolls, electric buses and 
capacity cap for busy days would be best for our natural resource. (32.2.9A, 32.20B, 32.2.4A and 
32.2.6.3F). The gondola is not going to a good use of our public funding as it benefits only Alta and 
Snowbird. They can fund a themselves if it's so wonderful. (32.2.9E and 32.2.7A) 
Backcountry skiers and snowboarders are left to find their own way up canyon and add to motor vehicle 
congestion. No gondola access for them. (32.2.4A and 32.4G) 
I ask you to please put better bus access back to the top option.
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COMMENT #:  12154 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katja Dove 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is unclear why the “Gondola B” and the “Roadway widening + Enhances bus system” are the two 
preferred options. I am proposing that the “enhanced bus” option should be more highly considered 
based on the following arguments:  
My first set of arguments is based off the LCC_DEIS_Executive_Summary_Fact_Sheet_6-25-2021 
1) The enhanced bus option has a “low” impact on the visual change while the impact of roadway 
widening is “medium” and the Gondola B option “high”. Therefore, the enhanced bus option is preferred 
when considering the “visual change” category. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
2) The enhanced bus option has the lowest impact noise receptors compared to all other options 
proposed. Therefore, this option is preferred when considering the noise impact in the canyon.  
3) The enhanced bus option is the much cheaper option as it would only cost $355M compared to 
$510M (roadway widening option) or $592M (Gondola B). Therefore, the enhanced bus option is 
preferred when considering the financial impact (ultimately covered from our taxes) (32.2.7A) 
4) Finally, the enhanced bus option decreases average personal travel times significantly from 80-
85min to 46min. This is only 3min slower compared to the Gondola B option, and 6min slower 
compared to the roadway widening option. Given the devastating impact that the two preferred options 
have, a 3-6min of difference in travel time does not justify the two preferred options.  
In summary, based on the LCC_DEIS_Executive_Summary_Fact_Sheet_6-25-2021 it is UNCLEAR 
why the enhanced bus option was NOT considered a preferred option when (in my humble opinion) it 
should be THE preferred option. (32.29G) 
Please consider the following, additional arguments for using the enhanced bus option without widening 
the road: 
5) According to the LCC_DEIS_Executive_Summary_Fact_Sheet_6-25-2021 sheet the “The 
purpose of the EIS is to provide an integrated transportation system that improves the reliability, 
mobility and safety for all users on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard through the Town of Alta”. 
However, the two proposed alternatives are not in accordance with that statement. The road widening 
option will remove upwards of 29 boulders and the Gondola alternative has the potential to eliminate at 
least 35 boulders, primarily concentrated in the lower canyon. This is a major loss for the climbing 
community, as well as decades of climbing history and culture. In the most recent survey conducted by 
the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance (SLCA), 98% of respondents said that access to climbing was an 
important factor in their decision to live in Utah. Furthermore, climbing is growing sport that is gaining 
more national reputation especially with the recent success of the SLC local Nathaniel Coleman 
winning a Silver medal in climbing in the Olympic games. Reducing climbing options will only hurt us in 
the long run as SLC might be become less desirables for climbers thereby impacting future economic 
successes. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.26E, and 32.26B) 
Besides the loss of many boulders, climbers and other non-resort skiers would NOT benefit from the 
gondola. The sole purpose of the gondola seems to be to benefit the ski resorts. This is ridiculous, 
especially considering the following argument: (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) 
6) The climate modeling specific to Park City Mountain Resort predicts that by 2050, the ski 
season window will shrink, occurring for roughly twelve weeks between mid-December to late March. 
Even though a 2020 UDOT memo cited this research, UDOT has seemingly ignored this in considering 
the purpose and need. The potential impacts that climate change will have on snowfall in the Wasatch 
call into question the desire to address wintertime traffic in LCC. The DEIS lacks adequate analysis of 
climate change with regard to the 2050 planning horizon. (32.2.2E) 
In summary, I would like to see the “enhanced bus” option to be considered as a solid preferred option. 
(32.2.9A)."
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COMMENT #:  12155 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Harrington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a season pass holder at Snowbird and Alta since 1973. The deterioration of the canyon 
from vehicle traffic is a disgrace.  
This plan must be approved. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  12156 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colleen Lasko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t add lanes or a gondola that will take away from the beauty of our canyon and recreating 
areas and will benefit the few and harm the less fortunate who don’t have ski passes. There are many 
other reason people enjoy the canyon. Please give more busses a chance first. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 
32.17A, 32.17B, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12157 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Errolyn Hatch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! I grew up in Utah and I love our state and our beautiful mountains! My husband and I, along with 
our four kids (ages 9-16) ski at Alta and already have our season passes for the 2021-22 season! Both 
of the current preferred options-the gondola and widening the road-would scar the canyon in my 
opinion and should not be considered until we have exhausted all other feasible and less expensive 
and invasive options. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.29R) 
Recently, the friends we ski with told us about an alternate plan to help with canyon congestion that 
doesn’t involve the construction of a gondola or another lane on the canyon road. It involves increasing 
bus transit in the canyon as well as incentives from/at the ski resorts for skiers who ride the bus. We 
have taken the bus several times and my main complaints are: 
1. It gets too crowded 
2. Sometimes you have to wait for it 
3. Too many stops 
4. No where for stuff or to warm up/ have to ski w/backpack or pay for locker 
If the number of buses could be increased to avoid crowding and allow more flexibility for coming and 
going, it would be a much more attractive option. Additionally, if there could be ‘direct’ routes from a 
park-and-ride straight to the resort, that would be amazing! Even if it only adds 10-15 minutes to stop 
along the way, it makes the trip feel like forever, especially when everyone is in all of their gear and the 
bus is at capacity. It would be so grand to just hop on the bus and the next stop is Alta. 
To encourage skiers to take the bus, the canyon could be a toll road during peak times and resorts 
could charge for private vehicle parking (for non-season pass holders of course!) Offering the bus as 
part of the season pass should continue. The resorts could also offer free lockers, snacks, hot 
chocolate, places to warm up etc. for skiers who ride the bus. There could be rewards in place for those 
who consistently ride the bus or even carpool with 3-4+ people. Maybe skiers could earn a free meal or 
a free buddy pass or a free day of parking or something like that. Maybe this could be pushed and 
made attractive for tourists as well. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, 32.2.3A, and 32.2.4A) 
Please consider all possibilities before moving forward with such large scale and invasive projects in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. It is so beautiful and I hate to see it scarred by a bunch of construction. It is 
my peaceful winter wonderland. Seriously. I love LCC <3
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COMMENT #:  12158 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Bennion 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to both proposals. I love skiing and have skied at both resorts starting 52 years 
ago. I love hiking the canyon and enjoy the road. The Gondola solution does nothing to help with 
shoulder season and summer use. Initial and maintenance costs would be enormous. An enhanced 
bus option would be better than the gondola as a year round, whole canyon utilization solution. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2C, 32.2.9A, 32.2.7C, and 32.2.7E) 
However, it would disrupt the integrity of the canyon. (32.4I) I would much prefer trying numerous other 
options to encourage bus use, limit vehicle traffic and even limit how many skiers can use the resorts at 
a given time. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) 
Thank you for all the time, work and careful thought you have put into this matter. 
Jim Bennion

Page 32B-12482 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12159 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liz Rocco 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT: 
Please consider using the bus system in the way that it is used in Zion National Park: make it 
mandatory for everyone, period. Exceptions to people who live at alta, employee, lodge, and airport 
shuttle carpool rigs. This idea could be put into effect December through March only.  
Making a large change to the environment for a problem that happens at best within a four month 
period of the year (avalanche season) does not seem like a good long term solution. (32.2.2B and 
32.1.2B) 
Please try out some options before you make irreversible changes to the environment. Tolling, and 
mandatory bus use could be a good start. (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
The gondola and additional lane (s) proposals could have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.2.9E, 32.1.2C, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
Thinking about the longer term future of climate change and snow, makes me wonder if permantely 
changing the landscape because avalanche danger prohibits traffic flow from ski resorts is really 
something we need a long term solution for. (32.2.2E) 
Sincerely,  
Liz Rocco
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COMMENT #:  12160 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula Clemente Pueyo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a huge part of what makes Salt Lake City such a unique and wonderful 
place to live. And while it contains world class skiing and climbing, it is a relatively small area for the 
amount of users it sees. While we recognize the need for improved winter access, this must not come 
at the expense of the irreplaceable recreational opportunities the canyon provides. Both of the solutions 
identified in the EIS would permanently and irreversibly change the canyon for the worse. I believe 
before a large construction project is undertaken we must see if we can reduce the congestion via peak 
hour tolling and improved bus service. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.29R, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12161 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann K 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My vote is to start with: 
- snow sheds, car tolls, and very frequent buses with no initial road changes. (32.2.9A)  
- strict enforcement at all times of day for cars to be properly equipped with snow tires/chains when 
there is any potential for adverse weather. Too many times cars with improper equipment get up the 
canyon and cause severe traffic problems on the way down. Enforcement should occur regardless of 
the final transportation decision. (32.2.2M) 
A gondola that must have complete infrastructure to start seems to be a grandiose solution to only 
serve winter traffic, not to mention being an eyesore. Also it seems to be a big leap of faith to assume a 
sufficient number of people will use the canyon transportation. (32.2.4A and 32.17A) Answering a 
questionnaire and following through can be very different. Start with something more scalable and have 
a learning phase. (32.29R) 
But whichever solution is ultimately decided upon, I hope there will be special accommodations for 
seniors.I am an Alta skier where lockers are hard to come by. I have previously taken the bus, but 
hauling a gear bag, skis, and poles became too much to deal with in a crowded bus. And for seniors, 
wearing boots for an extra couple of hours a day for the proposed transit times is problematic 
regardless of how comfortable our boots are to ski in. (32.2.3A and 32.2.6M) 
Suggestions: 
- Have priority senior boarding allowing for their equipment at designated times three or four times an 
hour.  
- Enforce senior seating areas. I have a friend that had to stand for four hours on the downhill bus when 
the road was closed a couple of years ago. The senior seating was filled by younger people and not 
one gave up a seat for her, and the bus driver did nothing to help. (32.2.2M)  
- Reduce tolling for seniors. (32.2.4A) 
To recap, start with something scalable and take senior needs into the final solution.  
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  12162 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please look at alternative option. (32.2.2PP) Do not widen the roads or put a gondola going up to the 
ski resorts. Do a survey to see the capacity of the mountain. While also putting in toll booths and more 
busses. (32.2.9A, 32.20B, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E)

Page 32B-12486 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12163 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Selander 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola seems like the way to go. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12164 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Weston Edwards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the creation of a taxpayer funded gondola. This multi-billion dollar project would only 
serve the privately owned ski resorts and the wealthy who frequent them. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, and 
32.2.7A) It would not alleviate traffic in and around the base of the canyons. The current problems with 
canyon traffic are mostly limited to a few incidents per year while the rest of the time the traffic moves 
smoothly. (32.1.2B and 32.7B) The traffic issues could be easily solved by a more flexible bus system 
with the highway protected from slide paths by avalanche sheds. Also the problem of vehicle slide-offs 
could be solved by requiring vehicles to be equipped with snow tires all season long regardless of 
current conditions. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.9K) In addition, if built, the gondola and its unsightly 
towers and cables will blight the landscape of the canyon year round. (32.17A) It is next to useless 
during the Summer and fall months since it doesn’t stop at the popular trailheads. The only ones to truly 
benefit from its construction are the wealthy business owners of Alta and Snowbird Who will turn 
parking lots into more vacation housing or hotels so that they can pad their pockets. (32.20C and 
32.20F) If built, the gondola will stay, wether the taxpayers like it or not. The gondola is terrible idea. 
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COMMENT #:  12165 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sierra Mcqueen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola, please! I have heard that to build the gondola a lot of the climbing in little 
cottonwood would be ruined. This is permanent and would be tragic. Bus enhancement is more 
adaptable, less expensive and doesn’t seem to be as destructive. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12166 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Atkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The enhanced bus alternative with peak period shoulder lane seems less disruptive than the gondola. It 
also seems more flexible and adaptable moving forward. Lift/gondola services while seemingly 
advantageous is some respect have logistical demands that lead to uncertainties that may have a 
negative impact on building consistent use. Given the reasons above I support the bus and peak period 
shoulder lane. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12167 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Gracey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please pursue utah transportation enchanced bus without roadway widening proposal (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12168 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Loken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of expanding/promoting increased bus service.  
Reasons;  
1. Gondola option will bring passengers to ski resorts only. There will be no stops for trailhead hiking or 
backcountry skiing. There will be no gondola service for spring/summer/fall. (maybe fall for 
Octoberfest). Traffic is nearly as heavy in the summertime as in the winter. Gondola would not address 
this issue of reducing traffic in the non ski season. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.6.5F, 32.1.2C, and 
32.1.2B). 2. Increase bus service could help with year round traffic reduction. It could stop at all 
trailheads and picnic areas. Much of the anticipated high costs of bus service expansion is secondary 
to highway width widening. I believe this width expansion would not be necessary if bus service is 
combined with a HEAVY toll fee. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9C) 
3. Along with bus service, there needs to be parking lots for thousands of cars, not just hundreds. There 
is already some land designated for parking at the gravel pit. I believe more of this area has to be for 
parking. If need be, eminent domain could used to acquire extra land for this... (32.2.6.2.1C) 
Thank you for the opportunity for community input.
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COMMENT #:  12169 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Goodwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have two comments on the draft EIS. 
1. I would like to state my support for the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak Period lane alternative as it 
has the least impact to aquatic and riparian resources as well as being the most effective means of 
transporting people up canyon. (32.2.9B) 
2. The Navigable Waters Protection Rule has recently been vacated in an Arizona Court ruling (Pasqua 
Yaqui Tribe v. EPA) and will likely be vacated throughout the country. In light of this, ephemeral 
streams flowing into navigable waters or tributaries to navigable waters must be considered potentially 
jurisdictional under the CWA. The potential impacts to these streams must be discussed in the EIS and 
references to their jurisdictional exemption removed from the document. (32.13G)
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COMMENT #:  12170 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edward Mitc 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't like either alternative that UDOT has outlined, the gondola is too infexible and the bus lane still 
puts polluting, very uncomfortable and unreliable busses as the main alternative. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
Why can't a light rail or hung monorail be considered? A hung rail only needs smallish towers that aren't 
way up in the middle of the visual impact areas that people are complaining about with a gondola, no 
snow sheds and never needs plowing. It's electric and you can add/remove monorail cars as needed, 
and stops can be be added that have quick access on and off. Seriously, UDOT is so far out of its 
league trying to plan and build anything other than roads, and these two alternatives show how far off 
the mark their entire effort has been. Please look at European ski transit for ideas, UDOT is just not up 
to this task by exponential factors of nearsighted, unimaginative thinking. (32.2.2I and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12171 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Radigan-Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I enjoy Little Cottonwood Canyon as a skier, climber, and runner. It is obvious that there is a serious 
need for transportation solutions in the winter, but I disagree with the expensive and high-impact 
approaches that UDOT identified as its preferred alternatives (enhanced bus with road widening or 
gondola). To me, each of these options comes with a heavy cost, as either one will destroy at least a 
hundred bouldering routes in the canyon and there are valid questions about whether areas under the 
proposed gondola would remain available for recreation, or whether those areas would be cordoned off 
for safety reasons. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
I believe that there are better frontline solutions to traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon. First, drastically 
increasing bus service would facilitate greater ridership. I love the ski bus, and the only thing that ever 
deters me from taking it is the fact that the bus lines can be so long that I might miss four buses before 
finally getting on one. I have had close calls where the downcanyon buses are so full that I have missed 
bus after bus, to the point where unless I boarded an upcanyon bus to turn around and come down, I'd 
likely end up stranded or hitchhiking home -- not the safest option for me as a woman. Greater bus 
frequency would solve that problem. (32.2.6.3N) 
Furthermore, bus service is flexible and can be adjusted to accommodate popular trailheads at 
midpoints in the canyon, not just the two private resorts, so that buses can serve a broader segment of 
the winter sports populace. Buses can also be reallocated between Big and Little Cottonwood; the 
traffic problems are currently worse in Little, but Big could stand for a serious boost in bus service, as 
well. As an avid summer climber and trail runner, I'd be happy if bus service was an option in the 
summer, too. (32.2.6.3C, 32.1.1A, and 32.1.1C) 
There are other simple interventions that can be implemented alongside increased bus frequency to 
encourage ridership. Little Cottonwood could be tolled. These tolls could be flexible to incentivize bus 
ridership during peak season or bad weather; they wouldn't necessarily have to be fixed or year-round. 
Traction law enforcement would also make a difference on inadequately equipped vehicles traveling in 
the canyon. Single-occupancy vehicles could be banned on days with high anticipated traffic 
(weekends, holidays). (32.2.4A and 32.2.2M) Shuttles could bring people from bus stops to less-
popular trailheads.There is definitely a problem with the level of traffic that the canyons are seeing in 
the winter, and I agree that something needs to be done. I strongly disagree with the UDOT preferred 
alternatives, which will have major impacts on the character of the canyon and its accessibility for all 
other communities beyond resort skiers. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Little Cottonwood Canyon isn't only a couple of ski resorts. It's also world-class climbing, a sport that is 
exploding in popularity and that has already brought transplants, tourism, and money into Utah. It's 
world-class hiking and trail running, unimpeded by a gondola that might cut off access to commonly 
used trails. Enhancing bus service without widening the road, plus other tactics as outlined above, is 
the best step for UDOT to take now. This would save taxpayer money and preserve the canyon for 
current residents and future generations to enjoy. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12172 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not believe a gondola should be built to service the canyon. It would only benefit the wealthy 
resorts, and not be a sustainable option for transportation as it would require major upkeep. (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Additionally, it would only hold small amounts of people, and 
would ultimately not offset the traffic very much at all. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) Please explore alternate 
transportation options, such as a light speed rail or train that would be operable year round and have 
stops at popular climbing, hiking, and outdoor recreation areas. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.2I, 32.1.2B, and 
32.1.2C)
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COMMENT #:  12173 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Owen McCarrel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposal to add a gondola to LCC is a poorly thought out solution to a problem with further 
implications. The move to install a gondola would jeopardize all recreational opportunities in the canyon 
save for skiing. As a skier who also enjoys rock climbing and mountain biking it would seem that this 
disgusting cash grab is a no brainer to say no to. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12174 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mallory McNeill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding the gondala and extra lanes will destroy the beauty of the canyon and only help a select few. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.17B) There is is an entire community that thrives in the areas that 
are planning on getting destroyed. (32.29D and 32.1.2D)
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COMMENT #:  12175 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Delese Bettinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the Gondola, less impact on parking, road construction and environment than the other option. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12176 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Duty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a resident of Salt Lake City for almost ten years now. I moved here in 2012 largely for the 
beautiful spaces in which to hike, climb, and bike, as well as for the community of people who also 
appreciate wild spaces. One of the best parts of Salt Lake is the ease with which I can regularly spend 
time in areas where I can neither see nor hear the signs of civilization. I use our canyons at least twice 
a week, year-round. It is a haven I look forward to and have come to rely on. It is where I find joy and 
peace and am inspired with new ideas, and it is where I heal. 
Because of this, I was very concerned to learn of the plans to expand parking lots and lanes and to put 
in a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I understand the city’s desire to attract more people to this 
amazing place and to generate additional income, but what is the point of doing so if it ruins what 
makes it great? (32.1.2B, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E)  
I also believe there are solutions in which both sides of this debate can benefit. I will not endeavor to 
detail possible solutions here, but I will say that I am absolutely willing to literally put my money where 
my mouth is and give monetary support to help ensure these canyons stay beautiful. I happily pay for 
an annual pass to Millcreek Canyon every year, and will buy passes for other canyons in a heartbeat if 
it can help preserve their beauty. (32.2.4A) 
It is easy to say yes to gradual encroachments until, next thing you know, irreversible damage has been 
done. Let's not let that happen here. Please say no with me and let's work together to find other 
solutions. Please do not ruin this special place that I love. (32.2.9G and 32.2.2PP) 
Andrew Duty
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COMMENT #:  12177 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Crim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The most important thing is to not disturb the natural look of this beautiful canyon, therefore a tram 
system should not be built. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) An efficient bus system should with proper base 
canyon parking facilities should be designed and implemented (32.2.9A). a future low level electric train 
adjacent to the existing road should be developed in the next 5-10 years; thank you. (32.2.3B and 
32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12178 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Davis Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A train needs to be seriously considered above all other options. Look at Wengen and Zermatt. It 
works! The path should follow the road. Instead of an expanded bus lane, the train should run on the 
expanded path. A bus is prone to accidents due to weather and driver error. A train has a very small 
chance of having an accident. This option would only slightly alter the visual appearance of the canyon. 
Compared to a gondola, it is minimal. (32.2.9F and 32.17D) It would also have the ability to make stops 
along the way at popular hiking and touring locations. (32.2.6.6A) It would also be able to carry cargo to 
the resorts. PLEASE consider a train as an option. Look at the uses in Switzerland, it is so effective! 
Please please please consider this as an option seriously.
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COMMENT #:  12179 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Olmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening lanes or adding a gondola will cause irreparable damage to a beautiful canyon. Consider the 
number of high traffic skier days compared to an entire year.  It doesn’t make sense to spend millions of 
dollars & alter the canyon’s environment permanently. I propose a fee structure per vehicle similar to 
Millcreek Canyon - a daily use fee or an annual pass AND cap the number of cars allowed in the 
canyon on busy days. This will force people to use public transportation or go to other canyons to ski. 
NO to widening the road. NO to a gondola. Charge a fee per car. (32.2.4A, 32.1.4D, 32.2.2K, 32.2.2L, 
32.2.9C, 32.2.9E) 
Thank-you for taking comments.
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COMMENT #:  12180 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandra Cerchiari 

 
COMMENT: 
 
SAVE LCC CLIMBING! LESS DESTRUCTIVE OPTIONS EXIST!! (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12181 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Tronstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not the solution. We need better bus access. The gondola would destroy the canyon 
and only serve the ski resorts, it would not serve backcountry trailheads and makes no sense. The 
gondola would irreparably harm the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.4I, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 
and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  12182 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alison Oakes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DO NOT ban single person vehicles. If you must toll that's undestandable, but you are going to prevent 
us locals from being flexible. For example, I may go skiing in the middle of my work day for a few hours, 
and return to work after, so I cannot carpool in these instances. If you limit locals access you are 
disrespecting us and our use of our lands. (32.2.4A) I would also encourage the transit options that 
move more people compared to less (ie gondola), anticipating growth. And why risk the potential for 
longer wait times that makes these options less feasible. More people faster is the best option. 
Especially for us locals that use canyons in our day to day life (often on a schedule!) and are not on 
endless winter vacation. (32.1.2B and 32.2.9D) 
Thanks for your consideration. Sincerely, a proud 2nd generation Utah native 
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COMMENT #:  12183 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Argenta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Strongly opposed to gondola. Please implement a phased approach to traffic management through 
tolling and enhanced bus service. Doing so will protect the canyon while generating revenue and jobs in 
the local area while simultaneously serving private enterprises up-canyon. Thank you. (32.2.9E, 
32.29R, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12184 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Niederhauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Growing up I lived at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon, and now as adult it has been my place of 
employment for three years and I’m looking forward to many more. LCC is like a 2nd home to me, I 
want to preserve it’s unique beauty and I want to continue to enjoy that beauty for many years to come. 
But as the years go by the difficulty of getting up the canyon from not only increased traffic, but canyon 
closures as a result of avalanche/rock slides, continues to worsen with every passing year. I think the 
gondola is the best solution to that problem. Is it a perfect solution? No, but I don’t think there is a 
perfect solution. The canyon deserves to not only be preserved but shared, and I think the gondola 
helps us achieve both. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-12508 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12185 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Ence 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You intend to pave our paradise 
Ask us to pay for it (taxes) and Limit our use of the canyon (32.2.4A and 32.4G) 
We moved to Cottonwood Heights over forty years ago to be near our spectacular mountains. We ski, 
bike, hike (year round), cross-country ski, picnic and in all, enjoy the beauty all year. We have put up 
with out-of-town skiers in our area, and what do we get for it?  
In Cedar City, the locals are given privileges to the Shakespeare festival for sharing their city with the 
world. We are having our canyons taken from us and delivered to the elite travelers at our expense, no 
benefit for having tolerated the crowds. (32.29D) 
I am adamantly opposed to the Gondola proposal. We have attended both meetings in Cottonwood 
Heights on the subject. We gathered the information and talked to the representatives of each. The 
Gondola and the dedicated only busses only redirect the traffic to certain locations. For us in 
Cottonwood Heights who now walk to catch a bus to the resorts will have to pack up our gear, drive 
away from the resorts several miles, catch a bus back to the hub and proceed up the canyon. This will 
multiply our commute time by about 5 times. This does not make sense. (32.2.6.3Q) 
I agree with Mayor Wilson who suggests phasing the process in. Leading to more bus options.  
Please do not cater to the resort’s desires for the Gondola. They are the ones who will benefit 
financially at our expense. Are the canyons for the elite? NO! They are for us who have called this 
place home and sacrificed for it. (32.29R, 32.2.9E, and 32.6A)
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COMMENT #:  12186 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Goff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! It’s an eyesore and costs just as much if not much more than providing more buses and 
widening the road? How is this even a debate? Gondolas are slow, inefficient, expensive, and ugly. The 
bus is the way to go. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.5O, 32.2.7C, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12187 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trindl Covington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the building of a gondola. The last thing the canyon needs is more people. Electric 
busses with better park and rides is what I would opt for. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12188 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gabrielle Conway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is stupid and only making the environment worse (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12189 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Celski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t use taxpayer dollars to build something that’s only going to benefit private corporations. The ski 
resorts and Alterra are to blame for the congestion in the canyon. The gondola and extra wide bus 
lanes would destroy recreational activities such as climbing and hiking... activities that have been done 
long before the resorts were there. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, 32.7B, 32.4A, and 
32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12190 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maura Hahnenberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is not acceptable as it combines several negative effects: irreparable environmental 
damage, destruction of a world class view shed, loss of recreational resources including hiking trails 
and climbing routes, very high building and operating costs, no access to dispersed recreation, low 
people per hour, long transit time, lack of connectivity to regional transit, and basically a lack of solving 
the real transit problems in LCC. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.4B, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.6.5O, 32.2.6.5N, 32.2.2I, 
and 32.1.2B) 
The enhanced bus option has some issues, but is vastly more appropriate and flexible to the real needs 
of LCC. (32.2.9A) 
It is very disappointing that the EIS is focused on “peak” times. A transit system should be designed for 
the largest number of days and the largest number of users. The EIS if focused primarily on a very 
small subset of “peak” times and a very small subset of users (resort skiers). There are so many other 
users to be considered including, backcountry riders, hikers, bikers, families, climbers, residents, and 
more. (32.1.2C and 32.1.2D) 
Further, it is critical to plan for LCC in the context of regional transit, particularly including BCC. These 
two canyons are inexorably linked in their transit needs and issues. Focusing on one and not both is 
ineffective and shortsighted. (32.1.1A, 32.1.1C, and 32.2.2I) 
Buses are clearly the better option for the adaptability and flexibility they provide.
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COMMENT #:  12191 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Matheson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up in Salt Lake City and continue to enjoy our beautiful canyons all year long. I started skiing at 
Alta when I was 5 years old and today I go to LCC frequently all four seasons skiing, hiking and trail 
running. I deeply care about our environmental impact, our watershed and everyone's safety. I also, like 
many others, go to escape and appreciate the amazing mountain views. 
I don't support the gondola or roadway widening as currently proposed for the traffic and congestion 
issues in LCC. I love to go ski in the winter at the resorts and public access backcountry trails so I first 
hand understand we have traffic problems. I also hike/trail run at all the trailheads throughout LCC 
spring, summer, fall. The gondola won't service any of the lower canyon trailheads. The gondola will 
also ruin our amazing unique views (why I and many come enjoy the canyon). The gondola will also 
take longer compared to enhanced buses or driving. While I highly support more buses the roadway 
widening will permanently damage the canyon. If more people ride the buses there shouldn't be a need 
to widen the road to the extent of damaging the local terrain. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.6.5F, 
32.17A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.5O) 
 
I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources that leverage the existing 
infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems. Due to 
covid-19 our community has not truly tried an enhanced bus effort with real adequate base parking 
(ideally at the gravel pit with PLENTY of spots for both canyons). Incentivizing carpooling in a robust 
effort on weekends with plenty of base parking would also be worth testing before permanent damaging 
the canyon. I advocate for a bus and carpool testing phase first with greatly improved base parking 
before the two more invasive options (gondola or road widening). (32.2.4A, 32.2.2KK, 32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.29R) 
 
I'd also highly recommend electric buses be considered. There's no mention of electric buses in the 
proposal which would help solve pollution problems (especially with our inversions) and long term be 
better for environmental impacts. Converting the gravel pit into an enhanced bus and shuttle hub, with 
plenty of parking and ride frequency on weekends would be a better first test to prove out before 
spending half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a gondola or roadway 
widening. Smaller shuttles could help take people to dispersed trailheads not at ski resorts during all 
seasons. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.2B) 
I love skiing at Alta and Snowbird and hope to keep skiing at these resorts in the future but the gondola 
or roadway widening options don't consider everyone using LCC year round and into the future. While 
most traffic goes to the resorts in the winter the entire canyon is used year round by locals and visitors. 
Also environmental pressures will increase with climate change and any congestion solutions need to 
think about those impacts as well as capacity issues while also keeping our public lands accessable to 
everyone including those who don't ski. (32.2.2E, 32.1.2B, and 32.1.2C) 
I love our canyons and hope we find new holistic options that benefit everyone and support long term 
environmental solutions.
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COMMENT #:  12192 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Koerth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why expand the highway so more buses can go sideways on icy roads? Buses, rental cars, delivery 
trucks and all other vehicles ill equipped to handle wintery mountain roads should not be allowed in the 
canyon unless they are outfitted with proper traction control devices. (32.2.2M and 32.2.6.3P) 
I see the gondola b as the only option of the two proposed that decreases the problem of mobility in 
Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12193 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tammy Boror 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider building a gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon. It only services the ski resorts (no 
trailhead stops) at the cost of all tax payers, and it will forever change the experience in the canyon for 
all that visit. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.4I)

Page 32B-12517 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12194 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Doyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola in LCC. There are better ways to get people up to the resorts instead of 
ruining a peaceful natural place. (32.2.9E, 32.2.2PP, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12195 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the existing system of buses and carpooling should be expanded until it has been proven it 
won’t work. I for one do not want to see a gondola go up through the canyon for me to look at during 
summer climbing and I definitely don’t want my taxes to be impacted more than they have to be for a 
system to produce more profit for a private industry. (32.2.9A, 32.29R, 32.2.4A. 32.2.2KK, 32.2.9E, 
32.1.2D, and 32.6A)
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COMMENT #:  12196 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mac Gilbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a psychologist and I tend to approach problems from a psychological/behavioral perspective. 
Widening the roads or putting in a Gondola seem to be a Band-Aid to the problem of too many cars 
going up the canyon. Instead, it may be more effective to address the problem at its core and focus on 
increasing the frequency that people carpool or take the bus.  
Instead of spending all the money to implement either of these solutions, I suggest the money be used 
in a raffle system to reward people that are carpooling and/or taking public transportation. This would 
operate under the behavioral principle of positive reinforcement. When you want a behavior to increase, 
if you add something salient after the behavior, and then the behavior increases in the future, positive 
reinforcement has occurred.  
Take the money to build, and then to maintain each year after, and have a lottery of people that are 
driving up the canyon in a vehicle with multiple people (you can set the criteria how you like and it can 
change for weekdays or holidays - e.g. 2 people in the car for a weekday and 4 for a weekend). Then 
develop some way to have a lottery and the prize can be multiple payments of $1,000. So maybe two 
cars would win. I have not done the math, but it seems like this will be much cheaper than the 
maintenance costs for each year for more buses or the gondola. The key would be to have enough 
prizes at enough of a value that people carpool. Maybe on the weekend, have a couple of prizes of 
$2,000 or $3,000. I worry that this would bring in people from out of state and increase people visiting. 
Maybe limit it to instate individuals. Maybe not. You could also do this for people riding the bus. Maybe 
have a larger prize for more people in each car (done safely). There could be a way to check in at the 
top of the canyon and then check out, to make sure that people do not just drive up the canyon and turn 
around right away. Maybe there needs to be an hour or two between the check-ins or you need to scan 
a QR code at the top of the lift. What I do know is that reinforcement of the desired behavior is the most 
effective way to create behavior change. Not just build a wider road that will eventually have too much 
traffic/ need to be widened further or a Gondola system that will require more Gondolas in the future. 
Thank you for your consideration, (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 32.2.2KK, and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  12197 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adrian Bizzaro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a homeowner and taxpayer in Salt Lake City, I am stricken at the proposal to set up an overpriced 
gondola that only accesses the resorts and serves to provide them more costumers off of taxpayer 
money. Neither the gondola or the expanded lanes solves the true issue: we are reaching over capacity 
for the cottonwood canyons. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.20C, and 
32.20B) If we really wanted to get more cars on the road, we would be enforcing a tolling system / 
enhanced shuttling and buses rather than expensive infrastructure. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) I am 
strongly opposed to both solutions that have been presented.
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COMMENT #:  12198 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Cox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola will be an eyesore and is a terrible idea. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) The increase bussing 
sounds great on the surface but fails to account adequately for off seasons. (32.1.2C and 32.2.9C) 
Both options are tailor made to benefit the ski resorts at the expense of taxpayers. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)  I already shell out close to a grand for a pass. I'll be damned if I ruin a canyon with 
my money so that the ski resorts can make a buck. Back to the drawing board. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12199 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Brand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I greatly prefer the proposed additional bus lanes over the Gondola because of the decreased travel 
time of the bus and the option for distributed departure locations, which also decreases total travel time. 
Travel time will be among the most important factors for adoption of new travel options that are not 
mandated. (32.2.2I, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.9E) 
However, neither of the 2 leading proposals make a direct attempt to address the primary problems at 
hand: traffic, pollution, and wear on the canyon caused by too many private vehicles**. If we instead 
tackle those problems head on, we may not need to spend hundreds of millions of dollars on new lanes 
or towers in the canyon. By improving the utilization of the resources (lanes) we have, we can also get 
a better solution, faster. (32.1.2B and 32.2.4A) 
My preferred method of reducing canyon congestion without adding new lanes or towers would be to 
close the canyon to private traffic and aggressively increase the frequency of bus service. Exceptions to 
this closure could be made for 1) overnight guests and employees of the resorts, 2) recreationalists not 
traveling to the resorts, and 3) private vehicles driving to the resorts granted access by a free daily 
electronic lottery system. On non-peak days it is likely that anyone who enters the lottery could gain 
access. (32.2.2B)  
It is key that the lottery system is free and the access thereby granted non transferable. We cannot let 
the canyon further turn into a recreation site for the rich. The lottery system could work based on 
approving license plates for access. Licence plates could be scanned electronically as drivers pass the 
canyon entrance to prevent congestion. (32.2.4A) 
Many will be familiar with the change Zion Canyon implemented in the year 2000 with even tighter 
rules, which have been a massive success. It would be impossible for the 500k+ monthly Zion Canyon 
visitors to enjoy the canyon the way they do today if leaders decades ago did not make this bold 
change. I hope UDOT and those who influence this decision will be willing to make a similarly bold 
decision to protect Little Cottonwood Canyon for future generations. (32.2.2B) 
** Traffic metering is mentioned in the footnotes of the proposals, however none of the solutions 
proposed by UDOT are primarily focused on solving the problem of traffic, and one could even say they 
are designed to avoid solving the problem of traffic volume in the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  12200 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amanda Lingle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the beauty of what is Little Cottonwood. There have to be otherwise to work on 
the traffic without sacrificing the land. There has already been too much of nature destroyed by us 
because of so called progress. Take the Glen Canyon Dam. Although I love Lake Powell, it is a travesty 
that this canyon was dammed up. Let's not keep making the same mistakes but rather learn from them. 
(32.17A, 32.17B, 32.2.2PP, and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  12201 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Quant 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider plans for a gondola in the canyon. It would really diminish the natural beauty of this 
unique amazing canyon we like to recreate in. Less drastic and permanent measures should be 
considered first to mitigate the traffic issue. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12202 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danka Avila 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi my name is Danka Avila and I love utah. I love it’s incredible landscape and I more than anything 
love the snowboarding. I feel extremely privileged to live in this state and with that in my mind I feel 
tasked with preserving it. I strongly oppose the gondola. I truly believe that reducing the incredible 
climbing and sight of LCC would be detrimental and strongly oppose widening the road. Please do not 
ruin LCC. Thank you. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12203 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lexi Moody 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t ruin our canyon any further. The widening of the road already damaged the beautiful 
nature of the canyon, and the gondolas will make it worse. The traffic problem is easily fixed with extra 
buses and little cost to taxpayers that should not be burdened with this cost that only lines the pockets 
of the ski resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.17B)

Page 32B-12527 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12204 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meghan Stan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand that Little Cottonwood Canyon has had a rough past, having gone through the 
environmental trauma of mining, logging, and grazing in the past 150 years. Little Cottonwood is far 
from a "pristine wilderness," but its beauty is attracting more tourists in the summer and the winter. 
Traffic is awful in the winter, but becoming worse in the summer as well. (32.1.2C) 
I am concerned that the gondola does not properly address the growing issue of summer traffic to 
trailheads and climbing hotspots. Increased bussing and summer bussing could improve summer 
trailhead parking issues, allow for loops, and decrease overall noise and air pollution from traffic. 
Busses should be made more comfortable and perhaps smaller, since riders often complain of nausea 
and no views. Bus design should be taken seriously so that people are comfortable during the ride, and 
canyon visitors should be incentivized with free fare. These are just ideas, of course, but I hope they 
illustrate that I have put thought into the issue and had lots of conversations with my peers. (32.2.6.3C, 
32.2.6.3O, and 32.2.4A) 
I work on a trail crew in the Wasatch, and have put thousands of hours of work into improving or 
creating trails. I'm concerned about how the gondola will impact some of those trails - climbing access 
trails, backpacking trails, biking trails, interpretive trails. Sure, the gondola will allow for nice new views 
of the canyon, but nothing is as good as being up close and personal with nature. (32.4B and 32.4G) 
The gondola will help wealthy people access expensive resorts for a portion of the year. It is designed 
with the idea of improving traffic on some bad traffic days. Utah taxpayers deserve a solution that is 
more flexible and where resources can be used outside of one narrow canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.4D, 
32.1.1A and 32.1.1C) 
I am against the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
Forgive my messy writing. Thank you for your time!
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COMMENT #:  12205 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cade Tyrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing this comment to voice my concern for the environment. This project, gondola or added bus 
lane, is extremely anthropocentric. We should be focused on the health of the canyon, not short term 
profits (mainly) for a ski season that will continue to get shorter as years go on. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9I, 
32.2.2E, and 32.20B) 
I'm very concerned for the plants, animals, soil, water, canyon character and biodiversity that will be 
disturbed and destroyed with either of the 2 suggested alternatives. More fragmentation is not good for 
ecosystem integrity. Improve current bus service and road safety+quality on the current road. Limit 
passenger vehicles on high traffic days. Build covered parking. Doesn't hurt to improve what we have 
before irreversibly changing the biodiversity and look of the canyon! We need to protect nature in these 
times (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12206 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mel Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to any alternative that includes widening Wasatch Blvd. I believe it is unnecessary and a 
waste of highway funds. Experience suggests that anything I say will fall on deaf ears; UDOT doesn’t 
listen and goes ahead with what they want regardless of the interests of the local municipality and 
citizens that will be affected, but I feel it important to share some of my thoughts anyway. (32.2.9L, 
32.1.2B, and 32.2.9N) 
I have lived in a home that backs onto Wasatch Blvd for over 40 years. The congestion and traffic on 
our two-lane road are generally less than the rest of the valley - especially the east west streets. It does 
get busy during rush hour but nothing that the residents in this area haven't been able to live with and 
again, far less than most other streets in the valley. (32.1.2B, and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
A few times during the ski season, following a snowstorm on a Saturday or Sunday, Wasatch can 
become a parking lot for a several hours in the morning as avalanches or other issues are dealt with in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon, but this slowdown usually clears up later in the morning. Widening the road 
won't take that problem away, it will just make for a larger parking lot. Not even buses can go up the 
canyon when there is an avalanche. (32.1.4D, 32.2.6.2.2A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
The area on either side of Wasatch for the most part is built up so there won’t be much increase in 
commuter traffic in the future. Widening the road and leaving the speed limit at 50 mph will only attract 
more people and cars from out of the area who think they can save a few minutes of their commute and 
speed through our community. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.7D) If anything, for environmental and safety 
reasons, the road should not be widened, and the speed limit should be reduced. It would be nice to 
see it look more like Wasatch Blvd south of 9400 South. Minimally, there shouldn’t be any thoughts of 
widening Wasatch Blvd until at the least Highland Drive is completed to 11700 South and traffic 
patterns are studied then. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.2CC) 
You don’t need to widen Wasatch Blvd to put a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.6.2.2A) Nor 
do you need to widen it to increase bus traffic. Something needs to be done so those who otherwise 
would drive their car into the canyon during ski season would want to use buses from designated 
parking areas. That could be in the form of a toll or incentive of some kind to encourage people to take 
buses into the canyon or gondola station. (32.2.4A) 
Please go back to the drawing board and work with the community you will be affecting. Whatever you 
think the benefits are for widening Wasatch Blvd they don't even come close to the adverse effects it 
will have on the community of Cottonwood Heights. (32.4F)
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COMMENT #:  12207 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hailey K 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think udot should put in a tram or widen the road because the ski resorts are already at capacity. 
Resorts shouldn’t be pushing for maximizing growth in a limited space. The ski lines are already WAY 
too long!!! Improving buses could help but Ikon/ Mountain collective/ Epix passes largely increased 
traffic to the canyon. I propose that a more frequent bus system should be free, it will be convenient if it 
runs often, and if there is a toll to drive a private vehicle up the canyon- people will be incentivized to 
use the bus, and people will want to carpool! Nobody wants to see an unattractive tram up the canyon 
and pleeeeease don’t expand wasatch!!!! (31.1.2B, 32.2.4A. 32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9A, 32.2.2K, 
32.17A, 32.20C, and 32.2.9L)
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COMMENT #:  12208 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daren Cottle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
I have been following the LLC traffic reduction process with great interest and increasing dismay. The 
premise of the enter project is fundamentally flawed - design a transportation system that maintains the 
current level of cars while transporting 30% more people up the canyon for 30 days or so of peak ski 
demand in the winter. The financial cost of this objective to the public is staggering and the damage to 
the canyon permanent. All this to support two private businesses and one, and only one, user group. In 
addition, the question that really matter, namely the carrying capacity of LCC, is completely ignored. 
(32.1.2B and 32.20B) 
Therefore, I join SL Country, SL City and other user focused groups to urge UDOT and the State of 
Utah to pause the process and reconsideration what we're really trying to do and why. Please 
adequately fund programs that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort 
to address the traffic and congestion problems before tearing up LCC to construct new and unproven 
solutions. (32.2.9A, 32.6.3D, and 32.29R) Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding for more buses and bus service 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch 
Front. Instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood 
hubs to avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.2S) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.2.2QQ) 
- Traffic controls (32.29D) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Again, I am concerned that without a plan in place to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort 
expansion pressures. I am against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
(32.20B and 32.20C) 
Finally, if one of the preferred UDOT alternatives is inevitable, an outcome I sincerely hope is not 
inevitable, I strongly oppose the Gondola A alternative. A gondola in LCC with massive towers will 
permanently and significantly degrade the very thing that draws the majority of people to the canyon 
year round - stunning views that inspire. Once constructed, a gondola will not come down, even if its 
usage is far below UDOT's assumptions. It appears to me that a LCC gondola has a better chance to 
become another west desert pumping station in the next 50 years as it does to be an effective public 
asset. The risk/reward calculous seems completely out of whack and our children and grandchildren 
will be left to wonder what we were thinking. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.2.2E) 
Thank you for seriously considering my and other comments in this process. I commend UDOT for 
accommodating public comment and engaging the public in many ways.
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COMMENT #:  12209 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Watkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, my name is Will, and I am a resident of Salt Lake City Utah. I am also an Electrical Engineering 
student at the University of Utah, and in my spare time I study transit and other aspects of urban 
planning. 
I believe that you are faced with a very big decision to make. A decision that will shape not only the 
future of Little Cottonwood Canyon, but the future mindset going forward in all similar projects in the 
State of Utah and possibly the rest of the United States. A decision that has the potential to move us 
forward into a new era of mobility should a progressive decision be chosen. 
I would like to make a case for either the option of a gondola or cog railway to be placed in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, as either would have their benefits and drawbacks but pose as viable options, 
especially from an environmental standpoint. A gondola is able to provide a direct route up the canyon 
with minimal environmental impact, as most of the infrastructure required for a gondola is elevated 
above the ground. Additionally, it is resistant to a number of natural occurrences like avalanches and 
heavy snowfall, things that would have a significant effect on canyon traffic. Additionally, because it 
operates in a continuous circuit, it is able to provide a high throughput which a bus would not be able to 
come close to matching. Finally, there's the added bonus that road traffic will not be required inside the 
canyon itself, and transit options can be further expanded to better service further places in the valley. 
(32.2.9D, 32.2.6.5D, 32.2.6.5H, 32.2.6.5K, and 32.2.2I) 
A cog railway would service similar benefits, although because it is a railroad and not a gondola, it 
would not require a straight-shot up the canyon and would be able to wind around the contours of the 
existing canyon road, also mitigating the environmental impact of the system. While it would be on the 
ground and therefore susceptible to the elements, it would overcome this with the fact that it is 
incredibly hard to lose control of a train due to weather, especially one with an added cog rail. Trains 
are also very strong in terms of throughput, making them much more efficient than the standard bus or 
car since all that is required for higher throughput is adding more cars to the line. As stated previously 
with the gondola, a cog railway would also serve the benefit of providing opportunities for further transit 
connections. However, unlike the gondola, a railway can be further expanded to service other 
destinations. Should the situation arise where more connections would be desired, it is far easier to 
expand a railway further out, making the cog railway the clear winner for future proofing. (32.2.9F, 
32.2.7C, and 32.2.2I) 
A bus or added roadways is probably the least desirable out of all of the options provided for this 
project no matter what angle of approach is taken. For environmental concerns, adding roadway to 
existing land requires a significant amount of resources to create what is essentially space for cars to 
stack up, cars that burn unsustainable fuel and are created from unsustainable materials. Adding a 
peak period lane would only make driving more desirable, and more drivers would bring the added 
requirement of parking issues, further traffic, and zero alternative should the road become blocked due 
to the loss of control while driving or other events that have occurred in the past. The environmental 
impact of parking structures that would be required in the future to support additional lanes, or other 
car-related infrastructure will far outweigh those of the gondola or rail option. While it may seem like a 
short term desirable option, the situation will only get worse in the long run should this option be 
pursued. (32.2.6.3B, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.2.9C) 
There are many other reasons why rail or gondola would be the way to go, however since this is 
primarily an environmental focus, I will leave those out of my comments. Please know that this decision 
will have profound consequences. While it's a heavy situation, there is potential to shape the future of 
mobility and transit in the Little Cottonwood area, which could inspire further positive change throughout 
our great state of Utah. Environmental impact has clearly ruled in favor of alternative transit, and we 
need to allow this to guide us forward in the project. We need to start asking how many people we can 
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move up the canyon, not how many cars we can move up the canyon. Thank you for taking the time to 
read my comments, I am grateful for your consideration. (32.20B) 
-Will Watkins
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COMMENT #:  12210 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susannah Anders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the gondola. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12211 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is really about the "carrying capacity" of the three main stakeholders in the canyon: Snowbird, Alta, 
and the Forest Service. It is simply a supply and demand issue, and on peak periods demand heavily 
overwhelms supply. A capitalist's dream! The ski areas know their maximum capacity based on their 
infrastructure and desired visitor experience. They need to be willing to manage their operations to stay 
within their capacity. (32.1.2B, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Snowbird took a large step in the right direction last winter with the implementation of a parking 
reservation system. Alta plans to implement a parking reservation system for this season as well. 
That is the way it should work, private for profit enterprises taking responsibility for those areas that 
they have control and influence over to help remedy the problem. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) 
It appears that the Forest Service is unable to participate in the capacity study at this time. That is too 
bad as the demand for dispersed recreation opportunities is growing. Perhaps there may be the 
requirement for regulating dispersed recreation activites during peak demand as well. (32.20B and 
32.1.2D) 
UDOT's roll in this as indicated in the Purpose and Need document is to focus on Safety, Reliability, 
and Mobility on Highway 210. Do what it takes to keep the road open and traffic flowing. Let the 
stakeholders deal with managing the demand for their services. (32.1.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12212 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karina Hottinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please please do not take such a historical and significant landscape away from the Utah 
national and international climbing community. Your proposals will have a detrimental effect on present 
and future generations of local outdoor enthusiasts and community members. Please reconsider your 
proposals. Please take some time to try and understand the what you will be taking away from the 
community forever. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12213 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Lindsay Miller and I recently moved to Murray, Utah. While I think expanding the ability of 
citizens to drive to Little Cottonwood Canyon is valuable, the environmental damage caused by a 
gondola or expansion of lanes does not seem worth it. Instead, expanding public transportation and 
parking lots below the Canyon seems like a better options without damaging the diverse and beautiful 
ecosystems with the Canyon. Adding a toll to encourage using public transportation also seems like a 
beneficial option. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12214 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mia Kenny 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola would be an eyesore to all of us and a giant gift to 3 or 4 private businesses paid for 
by taxpayers. (32.2.7A, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A) Instead, implement an occupancy based toll to increase 
vehicular occupancy from current 1.7 people per vehicle to 4 and more. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Require 
chains on cars so they can't skid and stop traffic. (32.2.2M) Close the canyon on high snow and 
avalanche danger days. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) Alternatively, if you subsidize Alta and Snowbird, be 
sure to give an equal subsidy to all other ski areas and then to all other private businesses in the State 
of Utah. (32.1.2B, 32.2.7A and 32.1.1C) Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  12215 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirsten Kolter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with the gondola option, this is a horrific plan that will cause irreparable damage to 
our canyons. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) I also do not believe widening the road is needed either, we need to 
invest in electric buses and make this standard transportation up the canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.6.3F) 
We skiers and boarders claim to be earth friendly but we are not. We need to make sacrifices to ensure 
the canyons are skiable for the next generations. Please do not put this economic and financial burden 
on us. (32.2.7A) The Gondola does not solve the problem it’s an amusement ride. 
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COMMENT #:  12216 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lily Robledo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola alternative is best I believe. (32.2.9D) This would destroy beautiful bouldering 
opportunities to climbers and tourists. (32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12217 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Fisher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is absolutely not the way to go. Not only does it ruin the vistas that are so gorgeous up 
Little Cottonwood, but it will be billions of dollars only serving a few private businesses and their 
patrons. Why are we investing public money in infrastructure that only benefits those who are already 
wealthy? (32.2.9E, 32.17A, ,32.1.2D, 32.7C, 32.2.7C, and 32.2.7A) 
Let's try a toll first and see what traffic is actually like. And if that doesn't work, a bus system like we 
have in Zion National Park could be a fantastic way to reduce traffic in the canyon, increase road 
capacity, and would be cheaper as we wouldn't have to evidence the road, which would permanently 
destroy world-class climbing that we are known for. One of the large draws for people to live here is 
that they can go climb, or ski, or mountain bike, or run, or paraglide, or hike right next to the city, 15 
minutes from work. That is a unique opportunity in the US; let's not ruin that (32.2.2Y, 32.29R, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.2B, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12218 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joye Schack 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Brett. T. Rutledge of Wasatch Backcountry Alliance gave very straight forward arguments for enhanced 
bus service. 1. Less cost 2. More flexibility 3. Year round access. I agree. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12219 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conrad Beck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While it might have novelty appeal, the gondola is essentially a $500,000,000 bus. Utah drivers/skiiers 
are attched to the convenient and privacy of their cars and enjoy hanging out acres-ski in the parking 
lot. The gondola is a tax-payer subsidy for the 2,000 + employees at Alta and Snowbird. Why can these 
corporations pay to transport their staff so that UDOT can use some of its budget to expand school 
buses for low-income/at-risk youth. (32.2.7A and 32.1.2B) Mandatory carpooling or tolling will 
drastically improve canyon traffic. WAIT and SEE before massive taxpayer funds are allocated to serve 
tourists and the 1% who visit Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.4A and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12220 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Ezro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Proposal: 
A 28 ft wide WVU-style 2-Way PRT (Personal Rapid Transit) track from 6200 park and ride to Alta with 
multiple stops/Mobility Hubs. (32.2.2PPP)  
Main Concerns per UDOT: 
Improve Mobility: 
PRT "carts" can easily be made to accommodate up to 16 passengers per cart. 
Passengers can choose to ride to/from specific Hubs. Carts can leave as often as needed. 
Easily taking over 150 people an hour--Per Hub. (16 people per car X 12 cars an hour--one every 5 
minutes) Number of carts used depends on number of passengers...no wasted buses/gas. 
Peak times run with a near maximum number of carts available. As demand subsides during non peak 
hours, minimum carts are used. System controlled with electronic switching/grid.  
Reduces need for personal vehicles on Wasatch. May even prove to reduce/eliminate need for buses 
on Wasatch and up the canyon. 
Improve Reliability: 
WVU PRT has been in service for since 1975. It still functions just fine today. (32.2.2I and 32.2.2PPP) 
There are times when issues occur, but these are relatively rare. LCC is a totally different animal... 
LCC track would likely need "bermed" into the North side of 201 in several areas. 
This creates a snow shed/tunnel cover for the PRT track. This cover would protect the track from 
Avalanche flows and typical weather wear. (32.2.2PPP) Also provides a safe alternative during 
Avalanches and in normal bad weather scenarios. To create a safe road for personal cars and bikes, 
the shoulders need extended. Back fill from the north side excavation could be used on south side of 
201. The southern shoulder could be extended out to provide a dedicated bus lane in the winter. 
The bus lane would serve as a dedicated bike lane in the summer. 
Impacts to the Environment: 
Visual: 
Just consider a PRT track VS the Gondola proposal.. (32.17A and 32.17D). 
With a PRT track, most of the visual impact would be outside of the canyon on Wasatch Blvd. 
In this area, I would imagine the track being very similar to the one in Morgantown, WV. 
If it is strategically placed, minimal homes would be impacted by the project. 
The track would basically need to hug Wasatch Blvd in whatever manner makes the most sense. 
In some areas, if placed on the West side of Wasatch, there would be awesome views of the valley 
from the track. 
Once inside the canyon, the track would need to be bermed for the majority of the route. 
Upon completion, I envision a track that basically blends into the north side of LCC. 
In areas that are not prone to avalanche danger, the track could be visible along side the road. 
When needed, tracks would have to cross 201 to allow for stops at the trailheads. 
I imagine the bermed track just being overgrown and almost unnoticeable after the first year of 
completion. 
I imagine the southern shoulder being wider with a guard rail down the entire route. 
Any shoulder widening projects on the table would be similar in visual impact. 
Once the track reaches Snowbird, it can get onto private property and is amongst all the lifts anyway. 
(Trailheads) 
The trailheads would see significant changes with this system. 
Mobility Hubs with more parking would be needed at each dedicated trailhead.  
The PRT track would run off the main line and connect to each Hub.  
These structures would need to house maintenance facilities and storage for the PRT carts. 
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The Hubs could have restrooms, Interlodge capabilities, and would have more parking for personal 
vehicles who choose to drive. 
Extra parking at trailheads created with Mobility Hubs should reduce roadside parking. (32.1.2C) 
Air: 
PRT track is electric and does not need to rely on petroleum fuels. 
This is an opportunity to join with the electric car revolution that is coming. 
Track could be modified to actually produce energy with the carts coming down the track. 
A friction based conveyor-belt style track could potentially turn some gears to get some power. 
I am sure there are incredible things engineers could come up with if given the opportunity. (32.2.2PPP) 
Water: 
ONE Avalanche season puts more debris into LCC Creek than the construction of a project like this. 
Upon completion, there would be more road surface, but no more than any other proposed widening 
alternative. Currently, runoff and pollution from all the cars is getting into the creek. 
This project incentivizes people to NOT take their personal cars up the canyon. Ultimately, (hopefully) 
runoff and shoulder parking would be less of an issue when a track is an option. 
Relocations: 
Unable to comment without seeing ownership/title reports or condemnation plans. 
Cost: 
This is the biggest challenge with this project. 
Initial cost would likely be way more than any other project. 
I imagine it would be comparable to approximately 1/2 to 3/4 of a subway tunnel of the same length. 
(32.2.2C) 
However, over the long term--to 2050--the project would pay for itself.  
Consider the track in Morgantown continues to run nonstop for 45 years... 
Further, I am not aware of the involvement of the Federal Transit Authority. 
They are helping fund multiple large transit projects. 
It seems this could be a good candidate for their consideration. 
Also, Is there any hope of getting Federal funding if approved for a future Olympics? 
There were deals struck between the Olympic folks and the University in the past. 
Those projects continue to benefit the University, City, County and State. (32.1.5F) 
Consistency and Compatibility: 
Seems that a PRT style system would fit perfectly into the existing UTA structure. 
Eventually, UTA Trax lines could extend to meet the PRT track...or vice versa. (32.2.2I) 
A PRT system is way more compatible with the actual usage of the canyon. 
If multiple Hubs are created at trailheads, the functionality becomes " 
"apparent. 
The track can be used in both the Summer and Winter to reduce air pollution and runoff in the canyon. 
The year-round benefits also add up and would lower the cost when considered over time. 
Permitting: 
Not something I can comment on without some guidance or more info. 
Scalability: 
Track could be built in phases... 
The design of the PRT system is perfect for extending lines out from existing Hubs. 
Hubs and tracks could be added in the valley as more support grows. 
Phase1: 
A 28 ft wide WVU-style 2-Way PRT track from 6200 park and ride to Alta with multiple stops/Mobility 
Hubs. 
Dream Phase 2: 
Extend from Alta through Grizzly to Twin Lakes between Solitude and Brighton...allowing access to all 4 
resorts. (32.2.2Q) 
Dream Phase 3:  
Over Guardsman to Park City and Deer Valley...connecting all 6 resorts. (32.2.2N) 
Dream Phase 4: 
Down BCC...stops/Hubs at popular trailheads. (32.2.6.6A) 
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Mechanical Complexity: 
This project would appear to have more mechanical complexities that some other alternatives. 
However, again, WVU must be referenced. (32.2.3B) 
Their track has ran extremely reliably for 45 years with relatively "old" construction. 
New technologies or engineering practices may make this type of track even less mechanically-
intensive.This should be a state of the art project.Snow Removal: 
The WVU PRT track is heated and snow melts on contact.Rarely has it shut down due to snow or ice. 
However, Morgantown is not Alta.No way the WVU track holds up in LCC. 
The LCC Track would need bermed into the north side of 201. 
If that is done, snow removal from the track is a non issue. 
Removal of snow on 201 would have to continue to happen as normal if personal vehicles are allowed 
in the canyon.The track itself could be used to remove snow/debris on specialized carts if needed. 
Avalanche Mitigation: 
To prevent damage from avalanches, the track would need to be bermed into the north side of 201 in 
LCC canyon.Properly constructed, the track could provide safe passage for those stuck during 
Interlodge.Mobility Hubs would also need to be prepared to house folks in case weather is just too bad. 
In worst case scenario (cart or track system failure), the track could at least be used as a safe 
causeway back to the valley.Active Transportation: 
A PRT system with multiple Hubs is nearly the definition of Active Transportation. 
It allows 1 person/multiple people the ability to ride from any Hub to any other Hub without stopping at 
Hubs in-between.Skis, snowboards, bikes, climbing and camping gear would all fit in the carts and at 
the Mobility Hubs.This system gives people the freedom to get to their favorite part of the canyon 
without driving.Other interesting points/thoughts: 
WVU PRT claims it accommodates approximately 15,000 people per day during the school year. 
Use track for commercial trucking going up the canyon. 
Box trucks could be unloaded onto special PRT ""sleds"" that would get the cargo up the canyon. 
Reduce number of trucks in canyon. Possible to convert 2 tracks into 1 and use specialized sleds to 
transport large items (snow cats, bulldozers). (32.2.2PPP) 
Possible use for clearing avalanche debris through track. 
Background: 
Born in SLC. Family moved when I was a kid. Lived in Wyoming as teenager. Started Skiing at 13...41 
now. Got to ski a few times every winter in SLC (visiting family). Moved back to SLC after college at 
WVU. Had Solitude pass for 2 seasons prior to ICON. I got 64 days on the ICON prior to Covid (2020) 
and 95% I used the Ski Bus as my transport. Did not take public transport last season (2021) and only 
made it to Brighton a handful of times. I have seen the red snake in both canyons. I prefer not to drive 
in crappy conditions. Work for the County in the Recorder's Office. Experience with multi-faceted 
projects. Thanks for your time and consideration.

Page 32B-12547 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12221 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lily Robledo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Correction I meant that I do not support the gondola or the widening of the highway. LCC is important to 
so many especially the climbing community. It seems very fiscally irresponsible to spend billions of 
dollars on something that isn’t guaranteed to work. There are things that can be done that are much 
cheaper and would be less invasive and preserve the environment. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, 32.7C, 
32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12222 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Swistak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against the proposal to either widen SR10 or install a gondola up LCC. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) I moved to Salt Lake City three years ago to enjoy the climbing and snowboarding of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Since moving here I have spent every winter season in the canyon. I know 
firsthand the traffic problems that occur on a regular basis during peak winter times. I agree that there is 
a problem that must be addressed, however I do not think that either of these options will address the 
problem effectively.  
My main concern is that both of these options with permanently change LCC in a negative way. I would 
like to see the current infrastructure utilized in a more efficient way to accommodate travelers of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon before making permanent changes to the canyon. An expanded bus service that 
utilizes the existing infrastructure before the road widening or gondola installed. The right changes and 
updated to the current bussing system could alleviate the traffic problem while also serving more user 
groups, it would have less of an impact on the environment, and would he more cost effective than 
either of the two options proposed in the EIS. (32.4I, 32.2.2I, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R) 
Thank you for taking the time to read my public opinion. Little Cottonwood Canyon is a gem to our 
entire state and it would be a stain on our states reputation to permanently alter it for financial gains.
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COMMENT #:  12223 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emanuel Robledo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither, both of these suck for the environment. It would destroy so much of the wonderful things that 
Utah's climbing community loves about little cottonwood canyon. Why spend countless dollars on 
something that's not even guaranteed to work? It seems like you're playing a losing gamble. Don't do it. 
Ain't worth it whatsoever (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  12224 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cassie Maguire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am FOR the gondola. I think it is a very cool and innovative way to provide public transit up the 
mountain. Gondolas are unique and offer great views and I believe this addition will enhance the 
experience of a mountain trip. I am also interested in increasing UTA routes and frequency. Generally 
opposed to widening the roads. (32.2.9D, 32.2.2W, and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  12225 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyson Holman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would be an ugly edition to the canyon. We don’t need to do anything that drastic. An 
enhanced bus system would work just fine (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12226 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Shelburg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Great Idea, will make it easier to go up and down on deep days. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  12227 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Muller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus, please. The gondola will permanently destroy and visually impact the beautiful area. Please 
please no gondola (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  12228 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa Niederhauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that basically  
the Gondola is the only true solution. The problem is the road and parking. The road is steep, 
hazardous in weather and subject to avalanche. Buses just add to the problem. Get people off the road 
and vehicles out of the canyon. Approve Gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12229 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lee Besner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT should focus on enhanced bus service to reduce congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon and 
tolls to encourage carpooling. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
Tax payers should not be subsidizing door to door gondola service for ski resorts while ruining the 
views that make the canyons such a great destination in the first place. (32.2.7A and 32.17A) 
Buses can be scaled up and down as needed and would be a much more flexible plan, in addition to 
being great for the environment. Gondolas won't decrease car use, they will just shift it slightly to the 
canyon entrance. I support express bus service, but am firmly against gondolas. (32.2.9E, 32.7C, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.6.5E, and 32.7B)
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COMMENT #:  12230 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sey Lau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola would definitely ruin the grandeur and beauty of LCC. A gondola should not even be 
considered an option. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12231 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hilary Silberman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent visitor to a little cottonwood canyon to climb, ski and hike and I oppose both of the 
options currently being presented to deal with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. As a 
climber I am extremely concerned and upset that both the road widening and the gondola option would 
destroy so many boulders and permanently change and degrade our local Climbing resource. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Both of these options do not provide adequate access to recreation for 
other user groups besides skiers. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) These options will permanently damage 
natural habitat, the environment of the canyon and the beauty of the canyon (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, 
and 32.17B). I urge you to consider other alternatives before going in this direction. A well thought out 
and organize and efficient bus system has never been tried. Nor has tolling. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
Please go back to the drawing board and do not destroy her Canyon or our climbing resources 
(32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12232 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Camilia Skowron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will ruin this canyon. It will only access the ski resorts, and none of the other uses of the 
canyon. (32.1.2C and 32.1.2B) Expanding a bus system and adding tolls is a smaller way to try and fix 
the traffic solution. (32.2.9A) A gondola will ruin the bouldering and be a horrible addition to this 
canyon. Please don’t ruin the Wasatch in this way. (32.2.9E and 32.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12233 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rian Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel both current proposals miss the mark. I’ve spent my life living at the base of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I access the Canyon typically 70-80 days a year. I feel like you are making expensive long-
term decision, without looking at less expensive least invasive options. I would propose trying the 
following before building a permanent structure or a busing system.  
1. Toll the canyon. Offer an annual pass (likely pricey) or daily. Incentivize carpooling by not tolling cars 
carrying four or more. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
2. From November 15 to April 15 eliminate any vehicle in the canyon that does not have four-wheel-
drive and snow tires/chains. This would be daily, regardless of weather. People would chose or rent 
vehicles with that capability. If not, UTA buses will still be available. It will encourage carpooling for 
those who don’t have an equipped vehicle. (32.2.2M) 
Please, please take time to consider these less invasive options for a season or 2. I expressed them 
several years ago to this group and to my preferred LCC resort. (32.29R) 
Thank you-
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COMMENT #:  12234 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rosie Staes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To UDOT -  
As a lifelong resident of Salt Lake City, who grew up at the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I have 
seen the tremendous growth in use of Little Cottonwood Canyon and recognize that the status quo is 
unsustainable. However, before spending more than half a billion dollars on unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, which will cause irreversible damage to the environment, watershed and 
raw beauty that make LCC so unique, I am strongly advocating that we first adequately fund programs 
and resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address 
the traffic and congestion problems. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) Some of 
these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.2S) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.2.2QQ) 

- Traffic controls (32.29D) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

The gondola particularly does a very poor job of addressing the overall needs of users of LCC. If you 
drive up LCC on any given day in the winter AND summer, you will see packed trail heads down the 
whole canyon, not just at Snowbird and Alta. The idea that the canyon only needs a transportation 
option to address those two resorts is a gross miscalculation and will not serve the increasingly growing 
number of users of the canyon at 1) other trail heads and 2) odd hours of the day. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The other thing that is important to address is Big Cottonwood 
Canyon, BCC is facing the same increased user base as LCC and experiencing very heavy traffic days 
throughout winter and summer as well. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) Increasing busses and bus routes is a 
solution that can address both canyons at the same time. (32.2.9A)). Furthermore, any efforts that 
intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current capacity limit (as defined by current 
parking spots) are unacceptable. I am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon 
capacity, LCC will become even more crowded, which will negatively impact the the watershed, wildlife, 
raw beauty and the recreational user experience. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C)  
Thank you for your time,  
Rosie
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COMMENT #:  12235 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Hughes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Salt Lake Valley will consistently grow in population as climate, employment, recreation and 
access to nature drive individuals to our home. It is our responsibility, as residents, tax payers, and 
users, to plan appropriately for this enviable future while maintaining the land for future residents to 
enjoy. I don't agree with the option to build a gondola which services only the Snowbird and Alta ski 
resorts. (32.2.9E) While these are the primary Little Cottonwood resources that provide substantial 
economic benefit to the state of Utah, they are far from the main "resources" of the Cottonwood 
canyons. I support the option of increasing electric buses, bus express lanes, out of canyon parking, 
and canyon tolling to promote user adoption. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.2F, and 32.2.4A) I feel this 
option will best serve not only Little Cottonwood Canyon but also be easily adaptable to support Big 
Cottonwood Canyon which heavy usage already poses an immediate issue. (32.1.1A and 32.1.1C) The 
gondola solely up Little Cottonwood Canyon will not address this issue. While increasing access to the 
Cottonwood Canyons is important, the growth of the Salt Lake Valley with individuals who seek to use 
this land is likely to even make the proposed options insufficient in the coming years. (32.1.2B, 
32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.3I) To preserve the integrity of Utah's ecology, water supply and natural beauty it 
should be considered that limiting daily canyon and resort users may be our only future option. (32.20B 
and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  12236 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tofer Moran 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think either idea wont work, buses or gondola if i had to choose id say gondola but but are gunna have 
some bad side effects for sure (32.7B and 32.7C). If you increase bus service by 10 fold and put a 
parking station somewhere it actually holds cars and is helpful to the people then people would take it. I 
work up at snowbird and frankly there is just to many people up there on power days. Wait lines are 
upwards of 2 hours sometimes in ski lift lines so theres just no way to fit that many people in LCC also 
still questions on who will run the gondola and will it run at 4am for avy days? (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, 
32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.5C, 32.1.2B, 32.2.6.5F, and 32.2.6.5Q)
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COMMENT #:  12237 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cliff Reader 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola Alternative B is the strongly preferred choice for the following reasons:  
1). Minimal environmental impact during contraction, and minimal footprint on the ground permanently. 
2) Minimal environmental impact during use considering a) emissions, b) noise 
3) Nearly fully automated operation with minimal human operators - especially compared to a fleet of 
buses with drivers. Much better ability to operate with seasonal staff, not staff employed year-round 
regardless of peak seasonal use. 
3) Ability to operate consistently in winter weather conditions, especially compared to buses which will 
encounter conditions of heavy snowfall and icy conditions that will close the road or reduce speed on 
the road. 
4) Significantly safer than buses subject to road traffic and accidents caused by other traffic, even if in 
dedicated shoulder lanes. 
Please review similar successful resort access gondolas, such as Sugar Bowl, California and Verbier, 
Switzerland. (32.2.9D, 32.13A, 32.10A, 32.11D, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  12238 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carl Bufge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is a very small canyon. We need to limit people up the canyon. We don’t need to put more people 
up the canyon! (32.20B, 32.1.2, and 32.2.2K) Just like iKon, Gondola works is on the biz of 
opportunistic exploitation. Gondola works- we need less people in the canyon not more. The canyon 
needs less footprint of your towering monstrosities not more. LCC is a finite and limited resource. 
Gondola works is on the biz of opportunistic exploitation. Gondola works- we need less people in the 
canyon not more. The canyon needs less footprint of your towering monstrosities not more. Go away 
nobody wants the Tram! Busses and flex tolls will work 360 days a year! Don’t waste our money and 
ruin the canyon! (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.1.2C)
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COMMENT #:  12239 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Harry Hahn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of sandy and live in the dimple dell area. Im strongly opposed to a gondola. I spend 
multiple days a week in LCC, it’s my favorite canyon in the world. The natural beauty of the canyon will 
never be the same. It will be destroyed. It’s not the same as a gondola on a ski hill. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) This is a tough decision for me as someone who lives an environmentally conscious lifestyle, 
and is scared for the future health of our planet and all that live here, but mass transit actually being 
used would be a big win. Maybe there’s other possibilities to consider too, like the future of electric 
buses. (32.2.6.3F) How many people can the canyon support. (32.20B) Should we really be enabling 
that many more people to impact the area at the same time? Whose going to benefit largely from this 
besides the ski resorts? Are the people asking for this? (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D)
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COMMENT #:  12240 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Herson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Destroying the integrity and beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon for a gondola that only serves a few 
rich people for three months a year is elitist, environmentally destructive, and impractical. Not only 
would it be an eyesore all summer, but it would destroy multitudes of boulders and boulder problems, 
crippling Little Cottonwood's climbing. Please, for the sake of the outdoor community as a whole, leave 
Little Cottonwood Canyon as it is - without gondola and without a wider road. I don't understand why 
you would compromise the experience 9 months out of the year for three months of slightly more 
convenience. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2D, 32.2.9C, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  12241 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Bartkoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of either of these options for Little Cottonwood Canyon. But if an option must be had, I 
will oppose the gondola at all costs. Although at the start it appeared to be a better option, I have 
realized the impact such a project would have on the atmosphere and feel of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
Although in winter it would be nice to take a gondola up, the many climbers and hikers in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon's other seasons would see an eyesore while trying to enjoy the beauty of the 
canyon. The gondola also ruins many classic bouldering areas that are valuable to the climbing 
community in Salt Lake City. As such, I will be expecting a full reconsideration of UDOT's proposed 
solutions and more time taken to study the issues in the canyon and how to address those issues for 
ALL users of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4B,32.17A, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12242 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Skidmore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t expand the road! A more developed bus system would be so much less destructive to the 
beautiful canyon. I’m a rock climber, and I have enjoyed the beauty of the area the area that would be 
damaged by road expansion or gondola construction for years. I know people that have come from all 
over the country and even outside the country to enjoy this beautiful landscape. Please don’t bulldoze 
it! Once it is done, it can’t be undone, and the area can never return to the way it was (famous boulders 
will be moved/damaged that can’t be put back). (32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, 32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12243 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elle Rose Knudson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our community needs infrastructure improvements that support diverse uses of the lands we all love. 
While winter sports are an invaluable source of income, the gondola and roadway expansion projects 
that would benefit primarily winter users of the canyon will be detrimental to other users of the canyon. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As a year-round visitor to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, I experience increased winter traffic. I would love for my canyon trips to be shortened by 
enhanced bus service WITHOUT roadway widening. There are diminishing returns when changes 
extend beyond this plan. The extra ~10 minutes of saved travel time for expanded bus service plus 
roadway widening is relatively insignificant compared to the ~40 minutes saved by bus service alone, 
not to mention the extra $155M cost. (32.2.9A) All canyon users could benefit from this service, and I 
figure other outdoorspeople like me will be eager to partake in the expanded bus service! (32.2.6.3C) 
The minimal physical changes to the geographical features of the canyon and the appearance of the 
canyon, as well as the relatively low cost of enhanced bussing identify this plan as the superior one in 
my opinion and that of my many friends I’ve met during countless days up the canyons. Every time I’ve 
recreated in the canyon for the past few months, somebody new mentions the LCC EIS with sadness in 
their tone. It’s grim. My skiing, biking, hiking, and climbing friends look forward to many seasons ahead 
of enjoying our canyon in all of its glory, without displacing favorite boulders or disturbing the majestic 
views. (32.4A and 32.4I) I’m so grateful that Utahns are working to improve outdoor experiences in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon, and I appreciate the effort being made to find a decision that will benefit the 
most users of LCC in the most valuable and unobtrusive ways.
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COMMENT #:  12244 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Ludema 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT EIS team, 
I am not in favor of the gondola proposition for Little Cottonwood Canyon and am leaning toward 
supporting the enhanced bus service but am frustrated that neither will offer trailhead access for non-
ski resort users like myself that hike, snowshoe, and camp in the canyons. I escape to this canyon for 
solitude from the city and man made structures like the gondola system would greatly diminish the 
experience of solitude in nature for those of us that never utilize the resorts.  
However, I do support the other projects including: mobility hubs, tolling AND single occupancy 
restrictions, snow sheds in key locations (if they could be built to still allow wildlife navigate over them), 
addressing trailhead parking and eliminating winter roadside parking above Snowbird. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, 32.4I, 32.2.9K, 32.2.9P, 32.2.9O, and 32.2.4A) 
Thank you for your time and efforts to put forth this proposal and review my input.  
-Michelle
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COMMENT #:  12245 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackie Hueftle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The granite boulders in Little Cottonwood Canyon provide a unique opportunity for quality recreation for 
climbers and other user groups year-round. They help make SLC an International destination for 
climbing and a center for the outdoor industry. Access to these boulders MUST be preserved and the 
boulders themselves - a unique natural resource - must be protected. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12246 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kate Hanniball 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who was born and raised Imin Utah and spent many a fall season in the Boulder fields in 
little cottonwood canyon, the lack of alternatives that protect these areas in the proposal is deeply 
disheartening. Please do the right thing and find a different solution. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12247 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annette Hughes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not agree with these permanent changes to the canyons. (32.29D) We need to think of other 
options with lower impact. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12248 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tony Allred 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live near the mouth of LCC. Both options only serve to deliver more customers to private ski resort 
corporations at taxpayer and the canyon’s expense. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) An annual permit 
system (ala Millcreek Canyon) combined with day use fee, expanded bus service (financed by 
Snowbird and Alta) and day use per vehicle fee would be a much better solution that actually 
addressed the stated goal. No Go Gondola, No Canyon Freeway. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, and 
32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12249 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martha Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What are the ski areas going to contribute? How much will the gondola cost to ride? Hopefully no 
charge with the purchase of a ski pass. Please put in snow sheds in the major slide areas. (32.2.7A, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.7D, and 32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  12250 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bonnie Stout 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would propose that UDOT go back to the drawing board on this one. I suggest that we start with a 
plan that doesn't cost half a billion dollars. There are other options out there to decrease canyon traffic 
and improve reliability - tolling cars that drive the canyon, limiting the amount of parking at the ski 
resorts, charging for parking at the ski resorts, rewarding carpooling, installing snow sheds. There are 
so many other options available that don't cost so much money. Let's start there and see what effect 
they have in curbing the canyon problems. They might be enough of a correction that we don't need to 
proceed with the extravagant gondola or even the more reasonable option, the extensive bus service. 
(32.2.9PP, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 32.2.9K, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12251 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith McNabb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is safer. More sustainable. And much cooler. People will be more willing to ride a gondola than a bus. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12252 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Schulte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Making it easier for people to get up a canyon isn’t worth jeopardizing access to some of the most 
legendary rock climbing in the state and country. (32.1.2B, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  12253 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jed Whittaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi - as someone who has been skiing in Little Cottonwood Canyon for over 40 years and climbing in it 
for over 20 years I am disappointed in both proposals offered by UDOT for relieving traffic problems in 
the canyon. Both are hideously expensive and should be rejected by the taxpayers on that alone. I'll 
comment on them separately: 
The gondola is a boondoggle. It will be grossly inefficient and do nothing to reduce the load on the 
canyon. I don't know how UDOT got to a gondola, but it should be embarrassed by the idea. Anyone 
with a car is not going to choose to take the gondola. Only people staying at luxury hotels that will no 
doubt pop up around La Caille will use the gondola. It sounds more like a real estate developer's idea 
than a serious traffic control option. Probably a developer that owns land near La Caille. Hard no on 
that one for me. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.4A) 
While enhanced bus service would help alleviate traffic, I am doubtful that just putting in more lanes will 
provide much traffic relief. I've watched the Wasatch Front widen roads for decades, and each time it 
only takes a few years before they're packed with cars again. Yes to more buses, yes to tolling, no to a 
widened road. (32.2.6.3B, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.20E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.9C) 
This is a very difficult problem, and I applaud UDOT for finally taking it on. But instead of going all-in 
right away, why not start with cost-effective solutions first: install a toll booth at the bottom of the canyon 
along side more frequent buses that are better supported by other buses around the valley; expanded 
park-and-ride services would go a long way and be far cheaper than roadwork in a treacherous canyon 
or a wasteful gondola. Requiring a minimum number of passengers per car would probably be the 
fastest way to reduce the load on the canyon on peak days. I think UDOT has some good solutions, 
they're just being obscured by a big, ugly, gondola-shaped shadow. (32.2.2I, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #: 12254 
DATE:   9/3/21 12:41 AM 
SOURCE: Website 
NAME:  Stephen Huve 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is more environmentally friendly with respect to our air quality, so that is the better option. 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  12255 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Raul Escutia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a beautiful space. I’ve travelled to Utah to climb there and then spent 
many days visiting other areas and cities. Please protect the natural environment. That area doesn’t 
need a gondola nor significantly destructive new or expanded roadways. Please engage with Access 
Fund, American Alpine climb and other climbing and outdoor recreation organizations to create a plan 
that works for more people. (32.1.2H, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.29G) 
Thanks.
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COMMENT #:  12256 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Don Wilkerson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preference of the 2 "preferred alternatives" identified by UDOT is "The Enhanced Bus Service in 
Peak Period Shoulder Lane." I believe this would better serve the interests of the wide variety of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon users, such as snowshoers, cross country skiers, hikers, climbers, sightseers, 
downhill skiers, residents and workers at and around Alta and Snowbird and probably more. (32.2.9B 
and 32.2.6.3C) If the only need of people using the canyon were to reach Alta and Snowbird in a 
relatively rapid, comfortable and low polluting manner, then I might prefer the Gondola alternative--but 
that isn't the only need. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) 
Also, it seems to me, that with The Enhanced Bus Service alternative there would be some flexibility for 
making changes/ improvements as climate/weather and users' needs change over the years. I don't 
see that the Gondola alternative would have this flexibility. (32.2.2E, 32.2.6.3D, and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12257 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arianne Pusey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Permitting for parking within the canyon, expanded public transportation systems, and more support for 
road mitigation teams is the most flexible long term solution for the problem. Rather than spend the 
fortune on something entirely new which undoubtedly will have adverse affects on the access of 
recreational activities and environmental resources of the canyon, let’s improve on what we already 
have. Build more parking lots, implement a permitting system and forcefully limit the number of cars 
that can go up with a checkpoint station, and increase number of running buses in the canyon. 
(32.2.2K, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.2L, 32.2.4A and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12258 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Nielsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We must save important climbing areas. It is paramount that we maintain important experiences for 
future youth climbers. Given the exposure that competitive climbing has been given in this year's 
Olympics it is of the utmost importance to save and preserve sites that will provide new climbers a 
place to excel and push their limits. The international battle that has been waged between climbing 
disciplines in the last two decades has caused many different historical and significant land sites to 
become unusable and ultimately inaccessible due to over-bolting and indiscriminate use. Proper 
education and a consistent alliance of state resources coupled with local climbing groups will push our 
sport to new heights and provide generational wealth we could've never dreamt of. You may see a 
gondola and increased access of a site by those who do not climb. But, for every boulder that 
disappears, a history may be lost. (32.4B and 32.2.6.5G)
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COMMENT #:  12259 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Keane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Will snowbird be bringing all the Pepsi and Sysco products up on the gondola ? I wish I could add 
pictures but I have nice images showing both the Pepsi and Sysco trucks stuck on/across the highway 
on days that they did not belong in the canyon. (32.2.6.5D and 32.2.2M) And if this is all about no 
carbon in the canyon how does snowbird figure bringing their own food and beverage trucks up the 
canyon with semi trucks that don’t belong there on snowy days won’t add carbon, but end the end for 
Snowbird/Dave Fields this gondola would be a massive money maker. people are no longer able to 
leave food or extra clothing in cars , so more sales of single use plastics and bottled water, and paying 
to rent lockers, this is all about snowbird making money. And if snowbird wants it so bad Snowbirds 
owners have billions let them pay for it. (32.2.3A and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  12260 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Keane 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Anyone that has ever stayed at Iron Blosam knows the garbage gets picked up early in the morning 
and they make a lot of noise, but it brings up two points. garbage trucks and deeded real estate 
Timeshare ownership necessitates the road being maintained in addition to the gondola. snowbird 
wants to double dip into the UDOT pocket book. NO GONDOLA !! (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5D)
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COMMENT #:  12261 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellen Young 

 
COMMENT: 
 
WHO will your proposed gondola ACTUALLY serve? (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The divide 
of "east side" vs. "west side" SLC will be greater with a gondola we all pay for and only a few will/can 
use. Not only an eyesore, a taxpayer-funded mistake, and a huge impact on our watershed, this 
gondola is a MISTAKE. PLEASE DON'T BUILD on OUR public land! (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.12A, and 
32.5A)
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COMMENT #:  12262 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Irwin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t build a gondola. Don’t widen the roads. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Fix public transportation 
throughout all of Salt Lake County and the surrounding areas, not just little cottonwood. Too many 
young adults biggest barrier to access is transportation to the base of the canyon. If you want to 
increase access, that might be a better place to start. And don’t forget about the other sports besides 
skiing/snowboarding. Don’t harm the rocks. They have feelings too (32.1.5C, 32.2.2I, 32.4A, and 
32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12263 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paige Newman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy beautiful boulders that people from all around the world come to climb. This is 
incredibly sad and irresponsibly destructive to the climbing community and surrounding nature. Please 
do not go ahead! (32.2.9G, 32.4A, and 32.4B)

Page 32B-12590 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12264 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheyla Buck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in Holladay, UT and do not support the addition of the gondola. It will permanently change the 
image of the canyon along with the natural environmental processes. There need to be different options 
to address traffic issues, rather than destroying more natural habitats by clearing trees, and introducing 
more electrical equipment and noise pollution from construction and ongoing electrical buzz. (32.2.9E, 
32.17A, 32.13A, 32.2.6.5B, and 32.11D)
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COMMENT #:  12265 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Lincoln 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a user of the little cottonwood canyon - ski 50+ days each year and summer activities, our family 
would like to see the aerial gondola become a reality. Currently, I use the bus system as a pass-holder 
more days then personal driving. (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-12592 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12266 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William King 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two alternatives presented by UDOT do not solve future problems in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
Vehicle traffic in the canyon should be capped at the 2019 level and the number restricted by such tools 
as a reservation system or collection of tolls. Only minor improvements to the road should be made 
each year. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12267 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wilma Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
my deep thanks to you (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  12268 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Shakespear 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We should try canyon fee's, parking reservations, and carpool incentives before enhanced bus service 
or a gondola. Maybe eliminate the ICON pass too. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12269 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Levi Dudley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a rock climber from the southeast United States and have been dreaming of climbing in Salt Lake 
especially Little Cottonwood Canyon for a few years now. It would be a damn same if these amazing 
world class climbs get blow up so someone can live in a house that can easily be built somewhere else. 
I foresee a demolition being a very big negative impact on the environment out in Salt Lake. PLEASE 
PROTECT NATURE!! (32.29G, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12270 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Rose 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Looking at the different options, it's clear to me that the gondola will not be as practical for people like 
me who want to access LCC as a recreationalist. I'd rather pay a toll or ride the bus to get to the 
trailhead of my choice. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3C) The gondola is more or less a marketing boondoggle for 
the ski resorts that doesn't benefit anyone else but those heading to the ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We need to change people's behavior by pushing for more 
practical solutions that are easily maintained and do not disrupt the overall carrying capacity if 
breakdowns occur. buses = jobs! (32.6E) Enforce traction laws! (32.2.2M) widen the lanes if necessary 
to accommodate the bus fleet. (32.2.9B) But don't ever go down the road of building a gondola just for 
the sake of the ski resorts. The ski resorts should pay for the costs of the gondola development, not the 
taxpayers!!!! (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  12271 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Siefert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Crazy expensive and in needed. (32.29D) 
I also don’t like that a private company will profit massively from the base terminal. Vote NO (32.6C and 
32.2.9E or 32.2.9M)
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COMMENT #:  12272 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alvin Garcia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Salt Lake City resident, I don’t believe either plans to expand the road or build a gondola are 
appropriate. Both plans have major flaws that will deface and forever affect the health of our canyon. 
(32.4I, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12273 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Wolferz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to express my opposition to a gondola or other large infrastructure in LCC. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) We have uniques wonders of the natural world in our backyard and I believe we should 
protect them like the treasures they are, even if that means limiting use capacity. (32.4I, 32.29G, 
32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.20B) Infrastructure of that scale will leave irreversible scars in the canyon 
and obscure the grandness that currently exists. (32.17A and 32.17B) There are solutions that uses 
the current road system (access passes, increased reliance on buses, times access) and we should 
challenge ourselves to find them. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12274 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirk Nichols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Kirk Nichols continued:  
12. Perhaps I missed it among these engineering studies. I did not find the in-depth studies, 
required by NEPA, of threatened, endangered, and sensitive species of both plants and animals that 
will be affected by the construction of a gondola, or expanded roads and snow sheds, and the increase 
in visitor use throughout the Cottonwood Canyons. Lynx, wolverines, flammulated owls, shooting stars 
(Dodecatheon pulchellum), and a variety of vetches, Machaeranthera, and drabas are among the many 
species of critical concern. These species may not be in the roadway, however, the effects of increased 
construction and increased visitor use must be studied according to the CEQ and NEPA. (32.13A, 
32.13B, and 32.13E)  
13. The effects of increased visitor use on wetlands is required in NEPA, whether the increase is in 
the roadway or where ever the increase in visitors spreads out to throughout the Cottonwood Canyons. 
(32.20A and 32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  12275 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Weyhrauch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are many gray zones in life with difficult decisions. this is not one of them. Improve bus service 
(with electric buses) on existing roads, toll for cars who insist on driving (just like Millcreek Canyon), 
provide a needs-based toll exemption for low-income families and non-profits, scrub the ridiculous 
gondola project. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.5A, and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12276 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Hitchcock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support building a gondola and I feel that a bus alternative is the best current option. (32.2.9A) 
The gondola would FOREVER change the dramatic views up and down the canyon while not serving 
the best interest of our local users. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Build first class parking and facilities for the 
bus users and more people would use the bus (32.2.6.2.1C). The canyon is often plugged because of a 
few drivers with bad skills or equipment. Deal with this as well. Don't let the soccer moms make multiple 
trips to take their kids to Alta Youth Club or Snowbird Race Team. Don't let tourists in rental cars cause 
delays for all canyon users. Enforce 4x4 WITH snow tires. (32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  12277 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wilma Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
are charges involved in setting up this plan ? (32.2.4A or 32.29D)

Page 32B-12604 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12278 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Rhodes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would recommend the gondola option due to the increased reliability and reduced environmental 
impact. It is also not as susceptible to abuse by people who may decide to take their personal vehicle 
up the bus lanes rather than be stuck in slower personal vehicle traffic. (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.3B)
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COMMENT #:  12279 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Gomez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus expansion options continues to be the best measured, feasible, Cottonwood Heights/other 
residencee first approach, and most cost effective solution to address a problem that " is not" a year 
round problem for us. Please focus on bus transit, moving traffic park & ride locations away from the 
canyons...not closer. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.2.1B) 
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COMMENT #:  12280 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leah Gussoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s proposals both threaten iconic roadside bouldering resources and will impact the overall 
climbing experience in Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
THIS CONSTITUTES THE GREATEST THREAT TO CLIMBING IN THE WASATCH REGION IN 
DECADES. 
Please keep climbing in LCC protected! (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12281 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsea Phillippe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Though I imagine the 1200 pages of the EIS statement fairly considers resource protection, there is no 
fair social considerations for the proposal. (32.5A) Spending hundreds of millions of dollars to alter 
traffic patterns so a small percentage of people may ski does not feel like a good use of tax payer 
dollars. It is a privilege to ski and focusing so much time and attention on such a small user group does 
not seem right. Taking incremental steps to alter the congestion up LCC throughout the entire year, 
serving a much larger percentage of people, seems like a better use of our taxes. Adding additional 
buses to the canyons, for winter and summer use, is a much better and fairer use of our money. The 
gondola or enhanced bus service to provide access to 2 successful businesses feels like a subsidy to 
corporations, not a fair service to tax payers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.29R, 32.1.2C, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 
32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12282 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is little. Of the 17,000 acres only 200 may be flat. Putting 3,000 to 5,000 
people on 200 acres is stupid. (32.20A and 32.20C) This tiny canyon is over used and abused at its 
recreation capacity now. (32.20B). Adding 3,000 people per day by bus or gondola will destroy the 
canyon. (32.4I). Where will the 1,000 cars of gondola users park? Eat? Toilet? (32.2.6.5J, 32.2.6.2.1C 
and 32.2.6.4A) This little canyon can’t give any more. Go find another can you to help. 
Putting an I-15 gondola/bus system up the canyon will require massive new development overrunning 
this tiny canyon. Alta ski resort is tiny. Why spend billions to ski on 1,200 acres of ski area? Not 
reasonable. Bigger us not better. UDOT should spend its dollars outside of Salt Lake County.  
All rooms have capacity limits. So does this tiny canyon. We can’t squeeze another dollar out of it 
without ruining it. (32.1.2B, 32.20B, and 32.20C)
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COMMENT #:  12283 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Wratten 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, no widening of lanes. Increased bus service. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12284 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Warnock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As painful as it may be I tend to agree with Mayor Wilson that the evaluation process seems to be 
flawed - most likely in the rush to justify one "preferred solution". There should be a more logical and 
comprehensive evaluation of the appropriate solution which is not primarily one element such as 
gondola, bus, train, but a combination of significant measures including major parking, significant tolling 
and vehicle restrictions, along with a true high capacity transit system. (32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 
32.2.2K, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  12285 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesus Robledo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems fiscally irresponsible to throw 1 bn dollars into a project that isn’t guaranteed to work. (32.7B 
and 32.7C) Additionally these two proposals will forever alter the LCC landscape. (32.4I) These do 
more harm than good and even if UT had the money it could be used in a much more effective way. I 
urge UDOT to seek a better way to fix the traffic problem, one that doesn’t destroy what people love so 
much about the canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12286 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Drew 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not believe a gondola, with all of the associated parking garage construction and multiple transfer 
sites, is a viable alternative. Unfortunately the expanded bus service and road improvements is the best 
of the alternatives presented. I believe the best long term solution would be the electrified underground 
train, tied into an expanded UTA system. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9B, 32.2.2C, and 32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  12287 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Collinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No one will utilize any form of mass transit if there is no place to park their vehicle.  
It would seem prudent to invest taxpayer dollars in a well thought out plan for the future of little 
cottonwood canyon...a rare gem that should be protected not ravaged. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12288 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Booth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Love the idea. Just curious how long the ride would be. Totally supportive. Go build it! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12289 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Eiting 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Life long Utah resident. The congestion in the canyons needs to be addressed. I prefer widening the 
road over a gondola. Upgrading the road would benefit all users of the canyon not just two private ski 
resorts. (32.2.9B and 32.1.2D) 
Thank you  
Eric Eiting
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COMMENT #:  12290 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cassandra Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon for the past 34 years. I have experienced first 
hand the congestion on the roads the ski season brings to this area. To fix this congestion, neither of 
the two proposed options are optimal. The 1,500 parking spots at La Caille for the gondola and the 
parking lots at 9400 So. and Highland Drive and the gravel pit for the enhanced bus service still do not 
address the multitudes of private cars heading up Little Cottonwood Canyon. Even with the current bus 
system, it is not unheard of being stuck in traffic for hours. The logical resolution to this issue is to 
eliminate private cars during peak hours during the winter. Providing dispersed parking throughout the 
valley and shuttle bus service to the canyon would eliminate the mouth of the canyon congestion. 
Additionally, it would eliminate the need to widen the road for the construction of an additional bus lane. 
(32.2.4A, 32.7C, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2I, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.6.3B)  
Another concern with the gondola and enhanced bus service proposals is the impact they both would 
have on the watershed during construction and maintenance. Again, restricting the road to emission- 
free busses during peak winter season and hours addresses this concern. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.19C, 
and 32.2.6.3F)  
This is the people's canyon---not just the skier's canyon. The price tag on both of the proposed options 
is huge. The environmental impact on both of the proposed options is significant and permanent. By 
prohibiting private cars and offering a shuttle bus system during peak hours, a third option is available 
that has worked successfully in other highly congested areas. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L) 
When all is said and done, it is not industrial tourism or industrial development, but our natural 
environment that will sustain future generations. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  12291 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gregory Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT, 
First off thanks for all the timeless effort put into LCC, it is never easy and someone out there thinks 
they always know better.  
As a LCC employee I spend everyday from mid November to May driving up and down the canyon plus 
multiple days a week in the summer traveling the canyon. While I'm no expert on it, I do believe that 
there are multiple ways to help decrease traffic but more importantly increase safety.  
With that in mind, I am a proponent of the Gondola. While I don't believe this is the end all of LCC traffic 
easing it will be the safest option in events of emergency. The canyon only has one entrance and giving 
another way to safely move individuals in time of High to Extreme hazard is extremely important. While 
a train that has increased ability over 1000pph maximum would be a better option or the ability to 
completely eliminate car traffic from the canyon should be the ultimate goal. If the past 2 multi day 
Interlodges have shown anything it's that the ability to move injured or ill patients is critical. (32.2.9D, 
32.2.2L, 32.2.6.5H, 32.2.6.6D, and 32.1.2B) 
Buses or anything with 4wheels is not the answer for snow. While increased busing is amazing for busy 
city congestion, once it's snowing more than an inch an hour they're almost totally useless. A dedicated 
bus lane means more plowing, or keeping up with 2 lanes. IF this plan is blocked off similar to the turn 
below ENTRY 1, and a bus is stuck... so is everyone else. In the summer a bus lane is nice for bikers, 
until some person thinks there small car is a bus. (32.2.6.3P and 32.2.6.3B) Also, Americans hate 
public transportation. People will always come up with excuses that it's not easy, or poor times, too 
much stuff, they're from out of state. While these can be overcome I think ridership will be greatly 
affected and I don't want to see an increase in spending for buses to roll around empty. (32.2.4A) 
Lastly, this needs to be one step in the transport issue of SLC. You should be able to roll off your plan 
and take a train to the base of LCC or BCC and hop off a gondola or train and arrive at your resort of 
choice. You need to be able to train from PC To LCC. All of the above transport issues work in Europe 
but there are tons and it's ingrained in the culture. We need to make it so that it's easy, convenient, and 
simple. Transport hubs need to be larger, with all the amenities needed (coffee, bathrooms, food, 
tickets). (32.2.2I, 32.1.1C, 32.2.2Q and 32.2.2N) 
In conclusion, I am for the Gondola, I however, think a lot more needs to be added to create the best 
and safest way to move about LCC. The Gondola creates a second egress of the Canyon, while buses 
only allow for slightly decreased road traffic.  
Thanks for your time, 
Greg Miller
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COMMENT #:  12292 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Miranda Maisto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, I live right off wasatch. Last summer I was hit by a car walking my dog. The gondola will not reduce 
traffic being it only services one of the canyons and people still have to get to the transit centers. 
(32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.2.1D) This is not somthing that will benefit the community as a whole and 
will most likely make more congestion. I no longer can walk my dogs without fear on wastach so I 
oppose adding anything to the canyons that bring more people and construction to the area especially 
when it only proposes to address a small fraction of the problem during only a few months (ski season) 
of the year. (32.7B and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  12293 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Savannah Webb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.2PP, 
32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C) 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P)
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COMMENT #:  12294 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Gonzalez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dont ruin such a beautiful place! Climber come from all over to climb here. And you'll be ripping out 
toms of amazing boulders that people love. It's not worth the couple of times you use the gondala a 
year vs how often people climb up there year round. (32.4B and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12295 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Levi Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon gondolas would have a negative impact overall on the canyon for a vast 
majority of locals and visiting individuals. There are only a handful of days per year that they would 
make things more efficient, however, it would have a permanent negative impact on the rest of the 
canyon. There are numerous hikers, climbers, and mountain bikers that would be unable to enjoy the 
beauty of the canyon on a large number of days per year. (32.4I, 32.1.4D, 32.17A, 32.2.6.5D, 
32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12296 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Beck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi. I am a LCC resident and avid user of the canyon year round. I am in favor of the gondola, primarily 
because I do NOT think widening the road is a wise activity in this small, narrow canyon nor will adding 
enhanced bus service solve the current problems plaguing the canyon. That being said, I also feel that 
additional work, evaluation, and research needs to be done on the gondola option too. How will folks at 
base of canyon be routed to park? How will that solve the current awful traffic issue down canyon? 
(32.2.9D, 32.1.2B, 32.2.9C, 32.2.6.5E, 32.7C, and 32.7B)  
How can folks who need to move between base areas at each Snowbird and Alta move easily and 
safely, without clogging the road? Will lockers at base areas be provided for gear storage? (32.2.6.4G, 
32.2.6.5F, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
As a resident of Powder Ridge, I'm OK with the towers going in (they've done it in Europe, there is a 
safe and smart (and sightly) way of doing this). Don't loose site of the issues at hand: Too many cars 
and users in the canyon, and on those 14 select days a year when we are in a mad storm cycle, horrific 
traffic and/or closures of the road. Good luck!! (32.1.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12297 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Brill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the gondola option! (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-12624 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12298 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Underwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I see the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane as the best alternative. This is the least 
intrusive option to the canyon. Please do not pollute our beautiful canyon with massive steel towers. 
Keep the Little Cottonwood Canyon little! (32.2.9B, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12299 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I).
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COMMENT #:  12300 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Knox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like so many others love Alta and Little Cottonwood Canyon. Could you make the road a toll road and 
charge folks? (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y)
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COMMENT #:  12301 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Coulam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer keeping our canyons pristine and wild as possible. Having said that, Gondola systems regularly 
get shut down due to windy conditions. How would this compare to the number of days or hours lost to 
avalanche control on the roadway? It seems to me that the gondola would actually be more impacted 
by weather than the cars/buses that drive on the roadway. What numbers or statistics do you have to 
support or refute this? (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  12302 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ike Payne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please dont add a gondola or widen the road. You dont understand how much climbing history is 
steeped in this canyon. So many people come to LCC to recreate and climb the boulders that are 
littered all the way up the canyon. So many would be lost with the proposed additions, it would be a 
huge gouge to the wasatch climbing community. I encourage you to reach out to the Salt Lake Climbing 
Association, I'm sure they would love to have a conversation about LCC's further development. It would 
be a such a shame to see my favorite boulders forever gone so that wealthy white guys can get a few 
more runs in at the resort. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.6D, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12303 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Weller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm vehemently against Udot's "solutions" for LCC. We have already been saddled with the Trax system 
which doesn't even pay for its operating expenses much less its capital expenses. (32.2.7D) The 
gondola/bus proposals won't either. The main beneficiary of this proposal would be the two politicians 
on their adjoining housing development. How is that not conflict of interest? And how does Udot have 
the final say on a project Utah tax payers don't want? No, No NO! (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.2.9N, 32.6A, 32.6C, and 32.1.1B)

Page 32B-12630 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12304 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tess Dahlgren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m not against this. I do know I’ve never seen a gondola that can run in all weather conditions. 
(32.2.6.5K) 
The environmental impact comes from increasing people up that canyon. (32.20A and 32.20C)  I 
understand this impact statement has nothing to do with the physical gondola. But this is the core of 
any LCC development. The fact of the matter is if we give a shit about the land and not our own 
personal gratification, there’s no way around the relationship of people up that canyon and 
environmental impact. I like the idea that a gondola makes it easier to control the amount of people up 
there but it also leaves the door wide open. Somehow I don’t see the first statement being important. 
(32.1.4B, 32.1.5C, and 32.29G) 
As this moves forward I hope we can make the land our priority over profit. It’s time we started treating 
the land as if our lives depend on it. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  12305 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This seems like a great alternative to alleviate traffic and reduce pollution! (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  12306 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Gulini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12307 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Caddy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Seems like a lot of sacrifice for everyone that it will not benefit. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  12308 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Harmsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood canyon is an amazing place, one that I have cherished and spent much time 
recreating in during the last 6 years that I have lived in Utah, during all 4 seasons of the year.  
As a working professional with a typical weekend schedule, I often drive up the canyons during the 
busiest weekend hours, and have spent much time stuck in the traffic during winter storms. Despite 
these inconveniences, I see the bigger picture - most of my time spent in the Cottonwoods is traffic free 
and not too crowded. However, during those days when the traffic is really bad and I’m skiing at Alta or 
Snowbird the canyon feels crowded, even after I’ve arrived at my destination. I see the traffic and 
crowding problem as one isolated to Alta and Snowbird, only on the handful of busy weekend days in 
the winter. (32.1.4D) 
I know that the goals of the project are to address traffic in 2050, assuming that with population and 
outdoor recreation use increases, the traffic will also increase. Without any alternative measures, this is 
probably true. I believe that we should be asking ourselves if this is the correct goal. Do we really want 
to create a transport solution that allows us to shove more people up a small canyon on those most 
popular and busy days? How many people can the canyons really support at a time? Both 
environmentally and without destroying the magic that causes people to gravitate to the cottonwoods in 
the first place? (32.1.2B, 32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.20B) 
I am not trying to make a NIMBY argument, or advocate that we shouldn’t plan for growth and 
accessibility. I would love to see more people out enjoying the canyons. However, I think the correct 
goal of any transport project should be to incentivize a more spread out usage of the canyons, both 
away from the major centers (Alta/Snowbird) and from peak times. There are so many places and times 
both in little cottonwood and around the greater Wasatch Range that could handle many more users. 
(32.1.1C) 
In my opinion, the current alternatives only serve to shuttle more people to the very places that are 
already popular at the peak times, only exacerbating the overuse issues. We should consider solutions 
that incentivize people to go to different access points and at different times. Things like variable rate 
tolling, alternate trailhead development, and bussing/access to locations other than Alta/Snowbird. 
(32.2.4A and 32.20C) 
At the very least, before spending half a billion dollars of taxpayer money that really only benefits those 
affluent enough to be skiing at Alta/Snowbird, destroying some of the canyon’s character and world 
class bouldering, we should attempt lower impact solutions. Why not try a Zion like canyon shuttle 
system for the busy days first? AND/OR a variable rate tolling system to incentivize use at less crowded 
times? Maybe even the Avalanche path sheds to help during storms? All of these would have much 
lower capital costs, and could be trialed for a few years. If they don’t work, we could always build one of 
the more expensive solutions later, and the work put into these would be able to be built upon. I believe 
that the proposed alternatives are a shortsighted “fix” to a problem that has better, more sustainable 
long term solutions. Before fundamentally altering the nature of the canyons, delivering even more 
people to the busiest and most fragile locations at the busiest times, and spending a ridiculous amount 
of money, lets try the simple and cheaper solutions. (32.1.2D, 32.4I, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.2.2B, 32.2.9K, 
32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9S, and 32.29R) 
Thanks, 
Garrett Harmsen
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COMMENT #:  12309 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is very dissapointing that UDOT has determined only two viable options that both create permanent 
damage to the LCC wilderness area. 
The issue with both proposals is that they do not change the mindset of the users who currently drive 
up the canyon.  
The gondola only solves a sliver of the problem and is a gross misappropriation of the tax payers 
dollars. The system only works in the winter and you are still required to take a bus to the gondola. It is 
a flawed system from the start. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.4B, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
The enhanced bus system is not needed with the road expansion. We DO need the enhanced bus 
system as it is scalable for both canyon and can help solve problems to PC as well as BCC when 
needed. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9A, 32.1.1A, and 32.1.1C) 
The tolls are a great idea and we want to see more ideas that are encouraging persons to take public 
transit and do not permantnly change the landscape. As a climber, mount biker, and skier I spend most 
of the year in LCC and spend 10k+ on various sports supporting the local economy. This would 
fundamentally change the views in the canyon as well as the pristine wilderness feeling we all love 
(32.17A and 32.17B) 
I hope you make the decision the vast majority of people want and do not cave to corporate interests as 
it does not represent the people nor is in their best interest. This is a cheap shot against everyone who 
loves LCC (32.1.1B and 32.2.9N)
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COMMENT #:  12310 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Vawdrey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m against the Gondola as it will impact the whole reason a lot of us go up there. To find Serenity and 
peace in nature. Reservations at the resorts is an option as well as a toll and more bus services. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.4A 32.2.9A, 32.2.2K, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12311 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I It is very dissapointing that UDOT has determined only two viable options that both create permanent 
damage to the LCC wilderness area. 
The issue with both proposals is that they do not change the mindset of the users who currently drive 
up the canyon.  
The gondola only solves a sliver of the problem and is a gross misappropriation of the tax payers 
dollars. The system only works in the winter and you are still required to take a bus to the gondola. It is 
a flawed system from the start. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.4B, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
The enhanced bus system is not needed with the road expansion. We DO need the enhanced bus 
system as it is scalable for both canyon and can help solve problems to PC as well as BCC when 
needed. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9A, 32.1.1A, and 32.1.1C) 
The tolls are a great idea and we want to see more ideas that are encouraging persons to take public 
transit and do not permantnly change the landscape. As a climber, mount biker, and skier I spend most 
of the year in LCC and spend 10k+ on various sports supporting the local economy. This would 
fundamentally change the views in the canyon as well as the pristine wilderness feeling we all love 
(32.17A and 32.17B) 
I hope you make the decision the vast majority of people want and do not cave to corporate interests as 
it does not represent the people nor is in their best interest. This is a cheap shot against everyone who 
loves LCC (32.1.1B and 32.2.9N)  
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COMMENT #:  12312 
DATE:   9/3/21 7:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Jordan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the propped gondola. One trip to Europe and it is easy to see that investing in 
projects like this works. We can cut the number of cars headed up canyon and continue to attract users 
with this familiar form of snow transportation (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12313 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucy Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi,  
Thanks for proposing solutions to the traffic issues in LCC. I support the enhanced bus with roadway 
widening option. Thanks for taking my opinion into consideration. (32.2.9B) 
Regards,  
Lucy Smith
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COMMENT #:  12314 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carly Ziegler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola would significantly impact the wilderness areas in the mouth of the canyon, as a 
rock climber I would be deeply saddened to see that ground destroyed. Please consider the alternate 
bus system that would be effective for traffic control but would not have such grave impacts on our 
canyon. (32.4I, 32.4B, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12315 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Deburlo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The bouldering opportunities in the Little Cottonwood Canyon are a valuable resource worth protecting. 
I think the bussing system in crated butte could be a good example for a park and ride system- the road 
closed to privet drivers and busses only allowed. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  12316 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shon Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think we’re solving for the wrong problem. I understand that our canyons are getting used by more 
people year after year. But I don’t that we should be looking for ways to add even more folks. (32.1.2B) 
I lean toward trying to conserve LCC, it’s nature and our watershed. I oppose the proposed gondola 
plan or any plan to expand roads up LCC. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.12A and 32.12B) 
We shouldn’t cater decisions in LCC for two ski areas. (32.2.9N)
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COMMENT #:  12317 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Louree Houston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree something needs to be done to alleviate traffic congestion and parking in the cottonwoods, both 
canyons and all year long. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) This feels like a drastic response to spend a lot of tax 
payer dollars to the ski resorts and vacationers/those with privilege, not the everyday person whose 
hard earned money is funding this project. The stats for those who grow up in Utah and know how or 
are skier is very low. So this is not really a solution for the people paying for this projects. Also it seems 
we could doing something now, with what we have and try smaller less impactful solutions first. Such 
as fund more buses and more parking with the current infrastructure. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.7C, 
32.2.7A,32.2.9A, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12318 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nikki Cavin-Grace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening Wasatch. “The EIS quotes county-wide population growth projections as justification for 
expanding Wasatch as a commuter road. This is speculative at best, as these projections completely 
lack the granularity to justify the proposal, with the East Bench of SL County largely built-out, with 
limited opportunity for either greenfield development or densification. The population growth is 
occurring to the west and would not be comparable or to scale to say Herriman growth.” (32.2.6.2.2A) 
Additionally the carrying capacity on the Wasatch Range for a ski mecca has already been exceeded. 
(32.20B) The widening of Wasatch in Cottonwood Heights will cause blight, destroy the wild foothills 
and cause destruction of more animals. (32.4F and 32.13D) No one knows what the transportation 
needs will be in 2050. Modest and moderate improvements should be the only things considered. Make 
the corridor integrate with the roadway south of 9800 South, improve aesthetics and lower speed limit, 
add more traffic slowing. That way, commuters will not be tempted to drive east and make the corridor 
a speedway. (32.2.6.2.2A)
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COMMENT #:  12319 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Lacombe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I hike in Little Cottonwood Canyon frequently. I live in Sandy. Traffic congestion seems to be a problem 
in the winter on weekends when skiers are going to or leaving the ski areas. (32.1.4D) I don’t support 
the gondola alternative. (32.2.9E) Enhanced bus service makes more sense from an environmental, 
view shed and cost standpoint.) Other than winter weekends, will there be enough demand for using 
the gondola? I think most locals will drive their car into the canyon to trailheads. In my opinion, an 
enhanced bus service and limiting the number of cars in the canyon on winter weekends is the solution. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Finally, as for avalanche danger and its disruption of traffic, while that is a 
natural risk that may possibly be avoided by the gondola, what happens if there is a large fire in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon? There will be great damage to the gondola. Unfortunately, a large fire is 
inevitable and part of the natural process. I am a strong “no” to the gondola option. (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  12320 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrey Rogachev 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against of the Gandola or the additional bus lane. UDOT solution will create more 
environmental issues like air pollution, water contamination, a big scar in our beautiful LCC. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.10A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) I not see the need for gandola. We have just a 
few powder days in the season when traffic to the resorts is blocked. (32.1.4D) Very often during these 
days the slopes are closed anywhere waiting for safety clearance. (32.1.2B) In my observation, the 
current bus system is efficient and does not work to the full of its capacity. (32.2.9A or 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  12321 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Margarita Rogatcheva 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against of the Gandola or the additional bus lane. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  12322 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Sutton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Because of the impact both options would have on climbing routes that have been enjoyed for ages, I 
am against both options. Traffic may be a bit of a battle in the winter, but destroying one sport to help 
out a little with another just shows favoritism. Climbers probably don't raise as much money as skiers 
but if anything that means we need even more representation to defend our sport and the limited space 
we have close to salt lake to do it. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12323 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lane Clegg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a long term employee up Little Cottonwood canyon I have seen the traffic get steadily worse over 
the years. I would like to see the gondola option as it seems to be the most far seeing approach that will 
work into the future. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12324 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dave Fleming 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the solution we need, not more bus lanes! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12325 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Askins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident and employee in the town of Alta. I hope the following response to the changes in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon give a helpful perspective. 
I feel lucky to have not (exactly) been a part of the long line of red taillights leaving the canyon after a 
snowy day of skiing or pulling into the Wildcat parking lot at 6:30 am to ensure I have a parking spot for 
the ski day to come. 
Although I haven’t been in the “Red Snake” for years, I have seen and talked to many frustrated, tired, 
and hungry day-skiers just looking for some solace in their regrettable decision to drive up Little 
Cottonwood that day. I work for a private lodge in Alta and we barely have the capacity to take care of 
our in-house guests, let alone any number of day-skiers looking for a place to wait out the line. 
Forget about skiable acreage in LCC. We don’t have the facility capacity up in Alta for the current 
number of skiers. There isn’t much in the way of space to gear up, bathrooms, or places to eat after ski 
hours. Until the infrastructure of what’s up in our favorite dead end canyon changes, we can’t continue 
to take more and more visitors with a new public transit system. But maybe the actual canyon capacity 
isn’t what we’re here to talk about. (32.1.2B, 32.2.3A, 32.20A, 32.20B and 32.20C) 
 
We realize that personal vehicle traffic is an issue in LCC. The talk of the town has been a gondola to 
solve this issue. The other idea is to widen the road to allow more frequent bus travel in their very own 
lane. The latter is less fun to gossip about, but at least sounds like a more incremental step in the right 
direction. The gondola sounds like the biggest Hail Mary you could throw into this little 8-mile canyon.  
Both ideas are worthless if we don’t also do something to limit personal vehicle traffic in LCC. Who 
would want to load onto a busy bus or gondola when people could just drive up in their sprinter van with 
all their creature comforts? Let’s just quietly ignore the environmental and aesthetic concerns for a 
moment and just ask if these ideas would even achieve what they were built to achieve. Would either of 
these plans, as they stand now, really keep people from driving their own vehicles up and down the 
canyon? (32.2.4A) 
Whatever you choose to build in the years to come, please consider finding a way to limit the number of 
vehicles in LCC this coming winter season. Find a real way to incentivize carpooling and the public 
transit that already exists. It doesn’t really matter what the future alternative form of transportation is if it 
isn’t more convenient than a personal vehicle. It will just be another structure to drive past like the 
current park and ride. What will we do in the meantime while we wait for the gondola or road-widening 
construction to start? The traffic won’t wait for it to be finished. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12326 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Mills 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The state of Utah has abysmal public transportation at higher rates than nearly any major city in the 
country. Marring a beautiful mountain range with a gondola is not the solution. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 
32.17A) Solve the problem by bringing our transit network up to scratch, lowering prices to improve 
accessibility for all Utahns, and stop giving the private CEO huge bonuses and salaries using public 
funds. Other states have had effective public transport for decades, bring someone in who can actually 
do the job. (32.2.2I, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  12327 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hannah Menzel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two proposed options by the UDOT will forever alter the landscape of one of the best climbing 
areas in the world. 100s of boulders will be affected by either one, and it will no longer be a tranquil 
area to recreate. It will disproportionately affect lower income individuals who wish to also use the 
canyon for activities such as snow shoeing and hiking and will only benefit skiers. I believe there are 
less destructive options available and more time is needed to consider all available options. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.5A, 32.2.1D, 32.7C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12328 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Bullett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We ain’t want that shit or need that shit. Keep it natural. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  12329 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trent Duncan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I previously submitted comments but wanted to re-state the following: 
1. The gondola does not provide access to public lands in the canyon. These areas are accessed at 
trailheads located at locations other than "snowbird" and "alta". It is not a good use of taxpayer money 
to only support two big corporations at the top of the canyon and not provide the public access to public 
lands. (32.2.6.5G and 32.1.2B) 
2. The visual impacts of the gondola are significant and not acceptable. The EIS does not clearly 
address and highlight the negative impacts of towers and cables to the users of the canyon. Right now 
there is the single linear feature, with a Gondola there will be tall towers, cables, and cars moving up 
and down the canyon detracting from the views of people hiking, or driving the roadway. The gondola 
system will result in diverging lines and elements not natural to the canyon environment. In addition, 
there will be access roads and pads required for the towers. The views from the existing infrastructure 
at Snowbird and alta will be degraded. Views from the white pine/red pine trail system will be degraded. 
This is not an acceptable solution to solve the transportation problem in the canyon. (32.17A and 
32.2.6.5L) 
3. The process is flawed from the beginning. The teams was given the task to look at 2050 when we 
really need solutions that can be implemented in 2021 and 2022. Objectives that meet the needs of the 
public today, this winter, 5 years, and 10 years from now really show the benefits of improved bus 
transit. (32.2.9A and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12330 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Purtschert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Swiss native, I am a huge proponent of Gondola's and have obviously seen its use with great 
results BUT, it is the WORST IDEA for mass transportation to a resort. Gondolas are subject to weather 
conditions and maintenance is a bugger. It is not the way to go. An improved bus system (run every 12 
min during peak) with a parking garage (not a parking lot) at the base will be much better long term. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  12331 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Schulze 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola, as I view it expensive, unsightly, and inconvenient. Personally, I 
cannot see that I would ever voluntarily choose to use it, due to the time and expense involved.  
The fact we are subsidizing access to these resorts without their financial commitment to the solution is 
also frustrating and inappropriate. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  12332 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chand Sishta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the Gondola B option from LaCaille; it's additive to existing road access. Yes, more buses can 
be added but I'm not for widening the roadway as it will impact the environment. Yes it may cost about 
$100M more, but it's worth having another option to get up the hill. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12333 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shaun Jacobsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two proposed solutions to traffic congestion in LCC seem overly expensive and disruptive to our 
vital watershed and natural resources. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, and 32.13B) Expanded bus service in 
conjunction with personal vehicle tolling is the common sense approach. (32.2.9A) If any expansion is 
needed, it should be a short detour for automobiles at the bottom to pay the toll and check for proper 
tires while the buses go straight up the canyon. This approach actually addresses the traffic without 
having to ruin the current canyon experience. (32.2.2M) 
An extra lane all the way up for buses only would promote over crowding in a canyon already at 
capacity where user numbers should be capped. (32.20C and 32.20B) 
The gondola approach benefits only the two resorts at exorbitant tax payer expense while in itself doing 
nothing to address surface traffic. This is a ski resort gimmick that the ski resorts should pay for. 
(32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.7A) This also suggests that people that are not willing to get 
on a bus would voluntarily get on a gondola and pay much more money and spend much more time to 
get the the ski resorts. Not likely. Buses only or paired with high vehicle tolls will make the difference 
and save our canyon!! (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  12334 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Verge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To start with the least economic and environmental impact seems prudent. Increase buses and parking 
(32.2.9A). No road expansion and certainly no gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola option still 
require buses and does nothing to address Big Cottonwood or total cars accessing Wasatch Blvd. 
(32.2.6.4B, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.1.1A, 32.1.1C, and 32.2.6.2.1D) 
Buses only (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  12335 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Will Frazier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
i support the short term solution for the buses to operate. (32.29R) We need a solution that works for 
residents & visitors both. As well as something that looks good and doesn't industrialize the canyon. 
(32.2.9A) What about extending the commuter train thru the canyon? (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  12336 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Donis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my mind the extended bus service is the only responsible alternative. (32.2.9A) The gondola would 
cost an outrageous amount and ruin the sanctity of the area. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) We should be limiting 
and controlling the amount of people in the canyon at this point, not destroying the area by inviting 
more. (32.1.2B and 32.20B) My family has lived here since the 50s and we strongly oppose the 
widening of Wasatch and the gondola. (32.2.9L)
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COMMENT #:  12337 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Page 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please DO NOT build a gondola. It is ugly and will forever ruin the canyon. Also I am against 
using tax dollars to subsidize private businesses. A road option is absolutely the lesser of two evils 
(32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  12338 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Jorgensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola over expanding the road up Little Cottonwood Canyon. I am Oporto the road. 
Thank you. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12339 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the gondola I live in Salt Lake City. It Keeps the road more narrow and quaint it adds to the 
beauty of the canyon it has no more environmental impact than the other Solutions proposed probably 
even less (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12340 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Thurgood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Wondering where all the people are going to park at the bottom , to ride the gondola ? Seems like you’ll 
need lots of parking . That definitely will be an eyesore , and snowbird and Alta should pay for that , not 
tax dollars . (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.4A, 32.2.6.5J, 32.17A, and 32.2.7A)

Page 32B-12667 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12341 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Kenney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I say NO to the current two proposals of a gondola or enhanced bus service that would require road 
widening. These proposals are too narrow in scope, not taking in to account the impact on the other 
canyons, the fact that it will destroy world class bouldering areas, and only benefits two ski resorts for 
the few weeks (if we add up total days of heavy traffic) or month plus that there is a significant issue 
and you are going to force the tax payers to foot the $500+ million dollar bill?!? (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 
32.2.7A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.7C, 32.1.4D, 32.20D, 32.20I, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
Then there is the issue of use. Both the gondola and extended bus service require 1 or 2 transfers. The 
amount of people required to make it worth it don’t want to deal with all those transfers and lugging their 
gear. If you are a family, you want access to your car to be able to change kids, get them food etc. We 
are Americans. We want to do what is easiest and don’t like to give up our vehicles (myself included). 
Both these options still allow vehicles and people will drive up and let the “other people” take one of the 
alternatives. We will end up in the same situation, but have wasted $500+ million dollars, ruined the 
beauty of LCC and destroyed an irreplaceable climbing area. (32.2.6.5B, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.4A)  
I think we need to look at a multi-canyon proposal and figure out how to prioritize people from their 
houses or other locations farther away to where they want to go. That can be small shuttles from hubs, 
hotels, certain neighborhoods etc. Subsidize an Uber like service up. We can try some options that may 
have a direct impact now, instead of 2050, cost less money and allow us to assess what people 
respond to instead of going in on one giant unknown of a project. (32.1.1A, 32.1.1C, 32.2.2B,  32.2.2I, 
and 32.29R) 
I know UDOT has put a tremendous amount of work in to both these proposals thus far and thank you! 
However I don’t think they are proven to resolve the issue, are far too narrow in scope, will cost millions 
of tax payers dollars, but only benefit two ski resorts, when there are so many other user types in the 
Wasatch throughout the year. It is time to cut losses before this becomes a larger scale version of that 
little rusted gondola just north of Moab.  
-Jeff Kenney
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COMMENT #:  12342 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Court Pitts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m opposed to whatever option will most impact wildlife and climbing boulders. Lcc is a classic 
bouldering location with people coming from far and wide to climb and Boulder there. If the gondola is 
truly the less impactful for wildlife and these recreational activities that bring people to the canyon, then 
I’m for that. If either of the options are going to remove even one climbing Boulder, then I’m opposed to 
both and propose an alternate option of doing nothing in LCC and saving the taxpayer money for 
something else. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12343 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carly Schaub 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to a gondola service. By UDOT's own evaluation it won't even be able to move enough 
people to make it worth the money or destroying the canyon. And gondolas are slow and inefficient. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5N, and 32.4I) A more conservative approach to reducing drivers to the ski resorts is 
needed where we tax payers aren't just paying for this to benefit the ski resorts. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 
32.1.2D) I'm wondering what are the ski resorts giving up for this which directly benefits them? They 
need to foot this bill too. (32.2.7A) I know that the resorts are in favor of a gondola, but I am much more 
in favor of our County and Mayor Wilson's more conservative approach. Perhaps enhanced but 
services with no car access to the ski resorts is needed to curb traffic. (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  12344 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  LaNiece Davenport 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After careful review and consideration, I strongly urge the selection of the Gondola B from La Caille 
from the list of preferred options. This alternative is the ONLY alternative that can get everyone 
(workers and public) to the resorts/trails no matter what. Anything that relies on the road is not good 
enough. The gondola would still get people up the mountains regardless of traffic accidents, avalanche 
control, etc. And, it would be such an amazing sight and very 'European' if our valley had a gondola to 
the resorts! (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.3P, and 32.2.6.5H)
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COMMENT #:  12345 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Manubay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is a resource for all outdoorsists and shouldn’t just be an express lane for two private businesses 
who don’t need more revenue. The hikers , runners, bikers and climbers from around the world who go 
there to recreate are losing a lot by the proposed destructive plans to the canyon. Please find different 
alternatives. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.2PP, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12346 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenna Monson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola alternative. (32.2.9E) 
I believe adding a toll booth at the mouth of the canyon, and limiting the capacity (cars and people) in 
the canyon would be the most efficient, and financially and environmentally friendly option. It would limit 
car traffic, bus options could still be increased, without having to expand the road. I think the question 
should not be about how to get more people in the canyon. The canyon is already past capacity. 
(32.1.2B, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.20B)
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COMMENT #:  12347 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cindy Dolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a horrible idea. I vote a big huge no! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12348 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kari Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support this proposal. (32.29D) Please know this would ruin a lot of beloved climbing areas and 
permanently change this world class climbing destination. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12349 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dana Leal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to Utah 1.5 years ago and little cottonwood canyon has become my favorite place, because of 
its obvious beauty and bouldering. If you take away over 100 boulders JUST TO PROFIT ski resorts, 
well, what an absolute waste and shame that will be. DO NOT DO THIS TO OUR LAND FOR MONEY. 
Enough profit is already being made and adding in an extra lane or a gondola won’t cut out the traffic, 
but add more, and take away the things that we love. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12350 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brandon Baltzell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The only responsible solution at this time is 
enhanced bussing with more busses on the road and toll pressure on cars. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12351 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  A. L. Thorpe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah Department of Transportation  
Re: Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
A few weeks ago I attended the open house and UDOT presentation where basically two options were 
discussed for handling the traffic problems in Little Cottonwood Canyon. From UDOT’s presentation it 
was rather obvious the Gondola option is favored. 
When the first person who spoke during the public comments was a local developer who indicated at 
the beginning of his comments he had written the information on the Gondola option it was apparent 
UDOT had been listening to those who stand to benefit financially from the gondola development and 
development opportunities it would provide. 
As UDOT considers input from all affected and interested parties it should give substantial weight to 
residents of the Little Cottonwood and Big Cottonwood area. (32.2.9N) 
A few important considerations: 
- The Gondola is not a solution to the problem, but a very expensive ski lift and novelty which will 
benefit the ski resorts and developers who will profit from development at and near the base station. 
(32.2.9E) 
- Because of the inefficiency of the Gondola system most of the skiers will continue to travel to 
the resorts in private vehicles or by buses, thus the existing problems will be largely unsolved. 
(32.2.4A) 
- We cannot afford to spend hundreds of millions to build, operate and maintain a system which 
does not solve the problems. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
- It is suggested that other less expensive and more effective solutions should be pursued 
including:  
o Enhanced and upgraded bus service (32.2.9A) 
o Bus terminals strategically located away from the mouth of the canyon which provide ample 
parking and expedited service (32.2.2I) 
o Express bus service to and from the ski areas (32.2.6.3N) 
o Avalanche sheds along the road in the most affected areas (32.2.9K) 
o Toll charges for private vehicles (32.2.4A) 
o Continued use of parking reservations at the resorts which seemed to have worked well last 
winter (32.2.2K) 
UDOT is respectfully requested to select the option which is best for the taxpayers and the majority of 
the users/skiers. There are options which are much less costly and more effective. Ski resorts and 
developer interests should not be allowed to push the decision to a very costly and marginally beneficial 
Gondola option. 
One final comment, as our state grows and visitor days in Utah continue to increase, we need to 
evaluate the capacity of Little Cottonwood Canyon. At some point capacity will be reached and those 
who want to ski at Alta or Snowbird will be required to have a reservation and/or annual pass. Other ski 
areas will need to be expanded or new areas developed and money spent on improving access to 
those areas instead of a costly Gondola option. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, 32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.2V)

Page 32B-12678 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12352 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Tillotson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Nobody is talking about this, but HOW MUCH WILL PARKING COST AT THE PRIVATELY OWNED 
GARAGE AT THE GONDOLA BASE?!?!?!  
They all ask what will the gondola cost? But you are giving a private developer control and a monopoly 
on how this gondola will function. (32.2.6B) 
Think about it!
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COMMENT #:  12353 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jim Weigel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1. A tram is in my opinion not a viable option for really moving people up and down the canyon due to 
issues with high winds. (32.2.9E) In the winter we have high wind events that last several days. And 
when we are in good storm cycles we get repeated wind events sever times a month that would result 
in discontinuing tram services. Currently within our ski resorts when the winds kick up the trams and 
specific chair lifts stop functioning. As back up there will need to be additional bus service ready to 
implement during these events. So in my mind the Tram system also requires a the bus system. The 
tram system also limits backcountry opportunities as it will have limited number of station stops, while 
bus or rail could still maintain the access to the back country. (32.2.6.5K, 32.2.2W, 32.2.6.5G, 
32.2.6.6A, and 32.2.6.3C) 
2. I think expanding bus service and having a dedicated lane for bus transportation is the best easiest 
option to implement today. Why the dedicated lane. It makes the busses faster has they don't have to 
wait in line going up the canyon. These dedicated lanes would result in busses being the faster method 
up the canyon. The reason for lower ridership now is that most people would rather spend the hour at 
peak time sitting in their car vs in a bus, but if the bus has a dedicated lane, the bus will take less time 
to get to the resort than the individuals in a car, tipping the scale. (32.2.9B) 
3. Cog line -- well Europe does it. I think the cog line would need to be part of a bigger picture linking up 
Park City, Big Cottonwood and Little Cottonwood with rails through tunnels. Also electric rail systems 
are all over the place why would we use anything but electrical or battery. With this option and a greater 
rail system you could do away with winter driving up the canyon relying on the rail system and 
avalanche sheds in runout zones. This options would be able to run regardless of weather conditions 
and reduce the need for avalanche control work. To save space the cog line could be built 1/2 to 3/4 
below current road way with the summer traffic road elevated above the rail system, reducing the over 
all foot print/ impact zone. (32.2.2QQQ, 32.2.9F, 32.1.2B, 32.2.3B, and 32.2.2N)
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COMMENT #:  12354 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kory Kapaloski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a born and raised native Utahn. I have recreated in Little Cottonwood Canyon all of my life. My 
dad was on the town of Alta planning commission for decades and he got married at Alta Lodge. I grew 
up skiing at Alta and Snowbird. In recent years I have been teaching my daughter to ski at Snowbird 
and am a season pass holder. I want to continue to ski at Snowbird and Alta as long as I physically can.  
The traffic and congestion problem has definitely gotten exponentially worse as the state has grown 
and as outdoor recreation has exploded. Something definitely needs to be done to reduce congestion, 
pollution and impact.  
Prior to implementing either of the proposed options, I think it would be worthwhile in the short term to 
implement other measures and then re-evaluate the options. Primarily, I am in favor of tolls during busy 
times, weekends, holidays and tolls for single occupancy vehicles at all times. (32.2.2Y) In addition, 4 
wheel drive required every day October through March and enforced daily. (32.2.2M) Finally, parking 
reservations should be required at both resorts at all times. Last season when Snowbird implemented 
this, it did wonders for the situation there. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A) A lot of people were opposed and 
complained, but I was definitely in favor and noticed a huge difference compared to the prior year. I was 
always able to get parking even on busy weekend days. I feel there are low cost alternatives like this 
that can be explored with minimal cost outlays before a large scale permanent construction project is 
implemented. I am confused as to why nothing like that has been tried in advance, but instead we are 
jumping right into a massive extremely expensive construction project. (32.29R) The toll method could 
continue in conjunction with the Gondola if that is ultimately what is built.
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COMMENT #:  12355 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rusty Gaidzik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Nooooo gondola! (32.2.9E) Train, bus, parking restrictions and tolls please. I’d like to see only people 
with paid parking allowed up the canyon on peak days. (32.2.2K) There should be parking passes for 
backcountry etc but you shouldn’t be allowed up the canyon unless you have a place to park (32.2.9F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12356 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Scott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Alta Utah for 15 years I am in full support to any alternative to a Gondola. My main 
concerns are: (32.2.9E) 
1. Impact of construction on Summer business for the Alta Lodge, Snowpine, and Peruvian Lodges that 
rely on Summer. These businesses are independent from the Lift company and will not benefit from the 
Gondola so far that I can see. (32.2.6.5F and 32.4C) 
2. If the Gondola was the main access to Alta and Snowbird during this past season i.e. Covid How 
would we have maintained safe social distancing? (32.2.6C) 
I don't think it is wise to lock in a decision during a time of uncertainty.  
3. There are less days where the traffic is an issue than there are days where it is. (32.1.4D) 
I have lived and worked in Little Cottonwood Canyon for the better part of my adult life. Between the 
pandemic and climate change these past two years have made me fearful for the future of our industry. 
I don't understand why we would put this much time and money into something that at this point in time 
feels like a gamble. I think we should try to preserve what we have while it is still here. (32.2.2E) 
Thank you for the opportunity to express my thoughts on this matter.  
Daniel Scott 
Alta, UT

Page 32B-12683 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12357 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
due to the popularity of the canyons I think they should go to a Zion national park type system.  
- a system of busses for visitors up the canyon. (32.2.2B) 
- guests of the hotels and house owners can drive up (for a toll) or take the buss themselves. (32.2.4A) 
-more parking at the bottom of little cottonwood and at other park and ride areas. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
-no more building in the canyons and no more roads. (32.20C and 32.2.9C) 
Thanks
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COMMENT #:  12358 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Christiano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I know this isn’t a vote, however as a massive user of LCC I worry the extended Bus system will only 
cause more potential for issues on the road as most people prefer to drive as it is. (32.2.4A) In addition, 
I worry about increased emissions. (32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  12359 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wallace Wright 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If you care about the future of Little Cottonwood Canyon, tomorrow is the last day to comment on the 
draft EIS with two options: Enhanced Bus Service with an additional bus-dedicated lane, or a gondola 
system. (Cog railway was considered and dropped in the last iteration of the EIS.)  
My comment was I'm against both, as is the County Mayor who appointed me to the Mountainous 
Planning Commission, where I've been involved in the EIS process for the last several years. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E) 
Also, as suggested by my friend James Palmer, I recommended smaller, less impactful improvements: 
- Snowsheds to decrease avalanche downtime (32.2.9K) 
- e-tolling at the base (ala I-15 diamond lane) (32.2.4A) 
- More lockers at the ski resorts to encourage bus use (32.2.3A) 
- More frequent ski bus scheduling (32.2.6.3N) 
- Roadway improvements to increase vehicle throughput and traffic flow. (32.2.2P)
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COMMENT #:  12360 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Conrad Harrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Gondola option. As a relatively new home owner in cottonwood heights, I believe we 
should invest in a long term solution that is minimally invasive to lcc. The Gondola will out LCC "on the 
map" for the USA on how to properly invest in infrastructure to support the growth of outdoor sports. 
People are coming, let's get ahead of the game instead of constantly being behind. The Gondola also 
has a better long term ROI compared to the bus option. (32.2.9D) 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

Page 32B-12687 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12361 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicho Rivera 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In order to save the natural beauty in our canyons we can not develop this gondola project. There are 
so many other sports that happen in the canyons besides what is available at the resorts. We must 
preserve this landscape for future generations to enjoy. (32.2.9E and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12362 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Skeen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Proposing a bus for increased mobility during a winter season isn’t a safe option when it comes to 
traction and sharp drop offs on a road that could be very slick. And the gondola would destroy even 
more of the mountain, including a lot of boulders the rock climbing community maintains. Why destroy 
the mountain we’re trying to go enjoy just for more profit? Instead, maybe utilize a check-in booth (un-
tolled) at the mouth of the canyon to ensure the ski areas and roads don’t get congested. (32.2.6.3P, 
32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, and 32.2.2L)
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COMMENT #:  12363 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Litz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please NO gondola. We don't have to do be like Europe in every way. Europe has ruined the landscape 
of their entire continent in may ways. Don't follow in their footsteps. A Gondola will destroy LCC. 
(32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12364 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12365 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Andrews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
charge money to park. increase bus service. No stupid trams or other wasteful boondoggles (32.2.9E, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12366 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After thoroughly reviewing the provided materials and listening to several of the sessions provided 
during these past months, it is clear that the path forward should be a cautious and conservative one.  
Of the current proposals; the gondola represents the worst possible option. It needlessly degrades our 
canyon to serve the business interests of the few, rather than environmental or public interests shared 
by many. I am alarmed that given its obvious drawbacks (e.g. inability to address the capacity issue, 
inability to service any other facets of the community, and deference to large, greedy corporations) that 
it has not only been left in contention, but continuously promoted by selfish and dishonest snake-oil 
salesmen. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.20B, 32.20C, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.1.2B) 
Utah's natural resources are a blessing, and the reason that many people (myself included) chose to 
either stay in the valley or move to the valley. To squander these resources, diminishing its value for 
every future generation, we will forever brand ourselves as willing to sell our souls to the highest bidder. 
Utah has within it 5 amazing National Parks. No doubt that they too were met with some consternation, 
but can anyone currently disagree that their preservation was a worthwhile endeavor? I would argue 
no. I stand behind the Salt Lake County Mayor Jenny Wilson in her assessment of the problem. Expand 
bus services and for once, have faith in our public transit. Its not flashy and it won't put money into the 
pockets of the owners of La Caille, but that's not really the point is it? (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12367 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeanie Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We do not need more busses to clog up Wasatch and Little Cottonwood Canyon. Let the funds we 
receive from revenue from skinging help pay for the gondula, that the state receives. Adding a ton of 
buses just makes the canyon less safe to drive up. (32.2.6.4P, 32.2.7A, 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12368 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Marrinan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please work to find a better solution than the gondola or wider lanes! (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12369 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Cimino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sadly, I do not have any proposition for an alternative, but the destruction of hundreds of classic 
boulders in one of the best climbing areas in the country is unacceptable. I beg that you listen to the 
community and I hope you find an alternative that has the conservation of little cottonwood canyon in 
mind. (32.2.2PP, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12370 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsea Ciena 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the gondola is the most benifical options. As this not only has a smaller physical footprints 
as opposed to road expansion. It will also be a better environmental impact in the long run, as well as 
cheaper to operate over a long period of time with fewer delays due to maintenance. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12371 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Theisen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
make the gondola, it will bring in more tourism... people who dont use the canyon will use the gondola 
but would never ride the bus up there (32.2.9D)

Page 32B-12698 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12372 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola for cottonwood canyon traffic reduction makes sense to me! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12373 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Velinder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The volume is the problem. This will not be solved by finding alternatives to allow more volume in 
different ways. We need to reduce the volume! Toll the hell out of cars (especially single occupant 
cars!) and force people to use a bus system. (32.2.4A) Or close the road to private vehicles entirely. 
You can't drive a car into Zion anymore because of this exact reason. (32.2.2B) The volume is simply 
too high. Use the existing roadway and don't further destroy the environment to accommodate more 
volume. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12374 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Diegel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As Vice President of the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance I have contributed a lot to the WBA/WWA 
comment, but these comments are my own.  
While I know there is acute pressure to alleviate the problems with traffic in LCC and appreciate the 
need for dramatic improvement and am impressed by the scope of the process, I feel the draft EIS is 
deficient in several areas.  
While I am more of a fan of gondolas than many of my WBA cohorts from trips to Europe, I am 
concerned about the gondola option A  
Without a capacity study -which UDOT and the USFS are apparently unwilling to do or contract for - 
adding a gondola is simply adding more people into the canyon (32.20B, 32.20C, and 32.1.2B) 
Along with that is the overt suggestion that the two resorts expand their capacity to accommodate the 
increase in volume, something that the Forest Plan does not allow and runs counter to the resort 
boundary limitations that were identified in the Mountain Accord. (32.20C) 
There seems to be a reluctance to run the gondola in the summer, despite the equally high traffic 
levels, especially to trailheads, which the gondola doesn’t serve. Yet there is no acknowledgement of 
this in the DEIS. (32.2.6.5F) 
By only essentially creating another chairlift for both ski resorts at a cost of upwards of $300 of every 
single Utah taxpayer, it is essentially socializing the risk and privatizing the profits, while not creating an 
acrion transportation solution that will decrease car and truck traffic. (32.1.2D and 32.2.4A) 
There has not been convincing evidence that as proposed the gondola will actually be used. (32.2.4A) 
The overall transit time, hassle factor, and fares may well be enough detrimental as to discourage many 
targeted consumers from actually using the resource, especially given the well-known “Powder Fever” 
that grips skiers when pursuing a scarce resource. (32.2.4A) 
There is a fair bit of discussion of the gondola option A as a “tourist attraction”, though that has never 
been identified as an actual purpose or need. (32.1.2B)  
I am concerned about the possibility of the construction of the base facility digging into/stirring up the 
toxic remnants of the old smelter on that site. (32.16A) 
The efficiency and reliability of the gondola is overstated; during avalanche control work the gondola 
will be stopped along with traffic, and environmental conditions such as fire, wind, ice, can and will limit 
its use. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
Gondola option A puts all the valley’s eggs in the one basket that will take too long to implement, is not 
scalable, nor is it mutable to accommodate future changes by the user groups. (32.2.6.5A and 
32.2.6.5G). Gondola option A ignores virtually all dispersed users, who would like to use improved 
transit options in the canyon and are by far the fastest growing segment of the ski industry, and 
hiking/summertime forest use is also wildly popular and growing fast. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5G). By creating a virtual additional, taxpayer-supplied lift, UDOT is 
enabling Alta Ski Lifts to continue to lack creativity in solving their own parking issues. Their recently-
proposed system is punitive towards the public who are accessing public lands, does not encourage 
carpooling by customers/employees, and does not address the many cars that are parked under snow 
all winter. (32.2.4A and 32.2.7A) 
Expanding the bus operation is a preferred alternative: 
Despite even some UTA people being pessimistic about expanding bus service, it has never had the 
opportunity to maximize the resource.Recent small changes (improved capacity, eliminating inefficient 
stops, adding buse) have had positive results. Adding to this with more resources and adding steep 
auto tolls that can help find the improvements creates a system that can be implemented more quickly, 
is scalable, mutable, can run year-round, and with help from UDOT would be able to provide desired 
service to dispersed users in having bus stops at popular trailheads. (32.2.4A,32.2.9A, 32.2.6.5D, and 
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32.2.6.3C). Expanding UTA’s “ski bus” service to the East Bench/downtown would help alleviate the 
canyon mouth/Cottonwood Heights parking/traffic issues. (32.2.2I). Road expansion is something i 
could cautiously support IF over time it becomes clear that enhanced bus service and steep auto tolling 
does not improve the situation. (32.29R). Avalanche sheds is something I could also cautiously support. 
(32.2.9K). However, while many times I feel like environmentalists use the watershed argument as a 
red herring, and I am not a scientist, in my discussions with the SLC PU it is clear that they are deeply 
concerned about either option having a profound effect on the water quality (as well as an utter lack of 
ability to provide more water to the ski resorts to account for the expansion suggested in the EIS with 
the gondola option). (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.20C). I am disappointed that UDOT has chosen to 
completely ignore BCC in this process. BCC’s traffic woes are almost as bad as LCC’s and are 
worsening faster with changing skier habits/prefences. In 50 years BCC travel may be untenable 
Rather than spending half a billion exclusively on LCC UDOT should have - and should still! - spend 
less there and take BCC into account. (32.1.1A and 32.1.1C). The concept of global warming and the 
resultant climate change that is so clearly creating unusual and devastating weather events is not taken 
into enough consideration in this document. The prospects that skiers may lose enthusiasm, that the 
Cottonwood Canyons resorts may get even more popular due to their high elevations, that coming 
winters may be very lean, that the Great Salt Lake will continue to shrink, lessening lake-effect and 
enhanced/early spring melts, that bigger storms and more high avalanche danger periods are all vital 
aspects of a transportation system. Which in turn lends more credence to a less-committing, more 
scalable, and more easily mutable system ala expanded bus service. (32.2.2E) 
I appreciate that the magnitude of both the EIS process and the actual implementation of the system is 
far beyond what I can probably even imagine, and I appreciate UDOT’s efforts. Thanks for the 
opportunity.
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COMMENT #:  12375 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Oxman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a retired Utah resident who uses the using the cottonwood canyons for winter and summer 
recreation including alpine skiing. (1) I think a tole for driving up the canyon is wise (reduced fee for car 
pooling) as well as parking fees for those in individual vehicles. Millcreek has had a fee for many years 
with positive outcomes. (32.2.4A) (2) I am very opposed to the gondola option as it benefits the ski 
areas directly and does nothing to address other canyon recreation users. The environmental impacts 
alone would charge the canyon experience forever. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 
and 32.4I) (3) I would like to see improved bus service with multiple smaller more frequent buses and 
dedicated lanes for buses and carpooling with fees for individual vehicles. Traffic in the canyon has 
been a problem that has been building for years and needs a well thought out public input solution that 
benefits all users. (32.2.9B) 
thanks
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COMMENT #:  12376 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Berjikian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, a better solution to decrease traffic would be to implement a payment system (similar to MCC). 
Increasing the fee to park at resorts would also decrease traffic by increasing carpooling. Expanding 
bus services also helps. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.9A)

Page 32B-12704 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12377 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Duncan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor Option B -- the gondola. While I appreciate that there will be visual impacts, I feel that because 
there are lower impacts in other areas it's the best. I also think it will add a novelty to the experience. It 
will also allow people to experience the amazing beauty of Little Cottonwood from an aerial perspective 
which will bring people great joy and a unique connection with nature. (32.2.9D and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12378 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Layne Moffitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus service would not only alleviate immediate canyon traffic congestion and environmental 
impact concerns but would also minimize the need to widen current canyon roadways. Bus service 
would also serve as an immediate need while eliminating the need to permanently change the visual 
esthetics of the canyon mountain side with cables and towers. (32.2.9A, 32.17A, and 32.17B) My 
opinion is to re-visit a railway line to the resorts. They would serve residents along the routes as well as 
the resorts. The service lines can be adjusted as needed. It would ultimately connect with the Front 
Runner and TRAX systems. The long term cost effectiveness would far exceed the other alternatives. 
(32.2.9F and 32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  12379 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcia Maurycy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of these choices do not look at the logistics of access of mobility of seniors and handicapped 
people and those with young children trying to negotiate not only themselves but the equipment used in 
skiing. Both involve standing for long periods with all your stuff..not always easily done..question of 
comfort and safety?? (32.2.6M)
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COMMENT #:  12380 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Duffin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, we should close the road, and make it a Traxx rail (32.2.3B, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9F, and 
32.2.2L)
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COMMENT #:  12381 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheryl Bikman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not a solution to alleviating congestion and is a very expensive experiment. Because the 
“terminal and parking structure” would be at La Caille. The investors and proponents of it (including 
both ski resort holding companies) think it would be so great that people could grab a nice breakfast 
before heading up...at the price of about $50 per person. This gondola is ALL about those who are 
already rich making more money, NOT about alleviating congestion in an environmentally friendly way. 
It’s not a quick or efficient solution to move more people up the mountain. Reserved parking at the 
resort helped last year as does having the resorts limit the amount of skiers so you can actually ski and 
aren’t crowded on the mountain. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9E, 32.2.2F, and 32.2.2K) 
Why not start with partnering with a private bus company? I think that if you make riding the bus more 
convenient and frequent (hubs and parking structures with nice bathrooms and amenities) more people 
would be willing to ride a bus. There is just not enough parking available to make riding the bus 
feasible. You can get a parking spot and a space on the bus if you get there are 7:00 a.m. or earlier. 
More busses and more parking with facilities are a much better answer then you don’t even have to 
widen the road. (32.2.6I, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
Putting hubs around the valley is not a great solution. They need hubs at the mouths of Both canyons 
with busses running frequently vs. busses coming from all over the place running occasionally. Waiting 
for a bus in the cold is a terrible experience. Then fighting for a spot on the bus and potentially waiting 
for the next one is worse. But if you know another bus is coming in 5 minutes, it makes it less of a 
hassle. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12382 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheri Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not add a gondola or widen the canyon road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) We are so blessed to 
live in Utah with access to these beautiful areas. The impact of these transportation proposals will 
permanently change, damage, alter, and obstruct the beautiful canyon. Please do not go through with 
this. Promote carpooling. Increase buses to help with congestion in the canyon. (32.4I, 32.17A, 32.17B, 
32.2.9A, 32.2.2KK, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12383 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Golitzin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Among my reservations with the proposed transportation alternatives are: 
- Carrying capacity of LCC. Limited parking has always served as a natural way to maintain a 
reasonable number of people on the mountains. Busy days with full parking this past ski season have 
shown that the resorts are stretched to their limits. Even with semi-restricted parking and bus access 
during COVID, wait times for chairlifts at Alta and Snowbird frequently exceeded 40 minutes on powder 
days. It concerns me that the proposed alternatives focus on high-volume transportation without a real 
plan from the resorts for what they plan to do with all those people. (32.1.2B, 32.20B, and 32.20C)  
- Funding. UDOT needs to identify sources of funding before an alternative is chosen, not the other way 
around. It is frankly absurd to ask Salt Lake County taxpayers to fund a project that will serve only the 
minority of locals who regularly ski at Alta and Snowbird. This is especially true of the gondola option - 
the bus options could at least be flexible in serving other locations, trailheads, etc for the greater public 
to use, including during the off season. Moreover, it is highly irresponsible to choose a more expensive 
alternative (gondola) when no real work has been done to try to leverage or expand LCC's existing bus 
infrastructure. (32.1.2D, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.9A, 32.2.7A, 32.2.6.3K, and 32.2.6.3C)  
- Private vehicle restrictions. If people have the choice to travel in the comfort of their own vehicle, they 
will. No transportation solution will work unless private vehicle traffic is limited. Tolling is certainly part of 
this equation, but a better solution might including banning private vehicles entirely (a la the Zion 
Canyon shuttle system). More work would need to be done to ensure reliability of the transit system. 
(32.2.2B) 
- Traction law enforcement. A significant amount of traffic congestion is caused by vehicles that are 
inadequately equipped for winter driving conditions. Winter driving requirements (snow tires or carrying 
chains) need to be enforced on a daily basis. Problems often arise when an ill-equipped vehicle drives 
up canyon on a clear morning and cannot make it down after conditions change midday. Consider 
enforcing the traction law at the top of the road in the afternoon - have someone checking for chains on 
2wd vehicles, etc. (32.2.2M) 
- Consideration of resort employees. The current bus schedules do not allow many resort employees to 
get to work on time in the morning or get home in the evening. Proposed schedules would need to 
include early morning and late evening service. (32.2.6.3K and 32.2.6.5N) 
The only real solution that can be implemented right now is enhanced bussing. Let's focus on funding 
the bus options and making them more attractive: more routes, including express routes; more (and 
more convenient) stops, including at trailheads in the canyon for backcountry skiing and summer hiking; 
low fares, which the resorts can subsidize; and tolling for private vehicles. The canyon is a finite 
resource, and the resorts cannot grow forever; I would love to see what can be done to preserve the 
LCC experience without irreparably altering the landscape. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2I, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12384 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Candi Nash 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the gondola (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12385 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beth Yetter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I recognize the need to address the transportation issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon, the 
options presented do not seem to address the overall issue - the capacity of LCC. Before attempting to 
pump more people up the canyon, a true capacity study needs to be conducted to determine what the 
canyon can really handle without increased environmental degradation, and the studies for 
transportation in the canyon needs to consider this capacity before investing millions in permanent 
infrastructure. (32.1.2B and 32.20B) 
LCC is an essential part of Salt Lake Valley's drinking water resources and this needs to be taken 
seriously, especially given the more and more extreme droughts that the western U.S. is experiencing. 
Not enough weight has been given to the essential water resources and other natural resources within 
the canyon in UDOT's analysis. We can't keep impacting the environment to install infrastructure 
indefinitely. Even though the population continues to grow in the surrounding areas that doesn't mean 
that the canyon can handle an increasing number of people indefinitely. It is time to face the reality of 
population increase and the increasing impacts it is having on natural resources. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 
32.20F) 
The gondola seems to be geared to helping transport people solely to two entities in the winter, Alta 
and Snowbird, and does not seem to fully serve the general public, only those trying to reach ski 
resorts. Many individuals backcountry ski from the White Pine Trailhead, for example; however there is 
no easy way to get to the White Pine Trailhead from the proposed gondola alignment/stops. A gondola 
would drastically change the viewshed in LCC and change the character of the canyon forever. These 
impacts need to be taken very seriously before installing permanent infrastructure that will remain 
indefinitely. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.4G, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.17A) 
With both alternatives, I feel UDOT is going from 0 to 100 without attempting to try out incremental 
options. Before causing permanent impacts such as installing huge gondola towers and widening the 
road, which is very near an essential water resource, and before spending millions of dollars, it seems 
like a smart option would be to try and increase and incentivize additional bus service. Why aren't near-
term issues being assessed (i.e., what can be done in the interim before 2030 and 2050 to see if these 
alternatives are really needed?). (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) 
Also, why isn't the traction law truly enforced on snowy days? More effort needs to be put into the 
traction program to truly check vehicles going up the canyon. (32.2.2M) 
Both of the alternatives rely on behavior change - how can UDOT incentivize the public to use public 
transit more? Was the likelihood of behavior change by the public assessed in the EIS? (32.2.4A) 
I do think that snow sheds are a smart idea and a practice commonly used in Europe. Installation of 
snow sheds would address a lot of the transportation issues due to winter weather and avalanches, and 
would also not impact the viewshed as greatly as the gondola. (32.2.9K) 
Environmental justice needs to be highly considered in this analysis. With a potential toll being 
implemented and/or a cost to ride the gondola, low income communities will be further priced out from 
visiting LCC. These communities are already at a disadvantage and further removing the option for 
them to visit LCC is just wrong. How does UDOT plan to truly address this issue? Pricing out the poor 
to limit numbers is the canyon is not the right approach. (32.5A) 
Lastly, why is UDOT so focused on LCC and not a valley-wide transportation system? The same issues 
are experienced in BCC and it seems short sighted to only focus on one canyon. (32.2.2I, 32.1.1A and 
32.1.1C)
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COMMENT #:  12386 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elliot Gorr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola and road widening solutions are bad for LCC. The gondola is not a flexible enough 
solution for all canyon users. A solution that only stops at only Alta and Snowbird is insulting to the 
backcountry skiing community. The gondola is also nothing but a massive eyesore for everyone who 
recreates in the areas below the ski resorts in the summer time. This plan also takes too long to 
implement. We need solutions now, not in 5-10 years. A gondola of this length will also be a tourist 
attraction on its own, which may further contribute to over crowding. (32.2.9C, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9E, 
32.2.6.5G, 32.2.7C, 32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.17A) 
The road widening alternative is much more flexible and therefore attractive solution, except for the 
major environmental destruction that comes with it. Undertaking a project this large in a canyon where 
dogs aren't allowed for fear of contaminating the fragile watershed, seems out of touch. Hundreds of 
boulder problems would also be destroyed/displaced during construction which would be devastating 
for the climbing community. (32.12B and 32.4A) 
We owe it to this canyon and to the folks funding these projects to try a solution that fully utilizes the 
current infrastructure. There has to be a toll gate at the bottom of LCC ASAP. Not only for tolling, but for 
strict enforcement of snow tires and awd/4wd for the entirety of the season. The toll booth should also 
limit or prohibit single passenger cars during peak times. (32.2.2Y, 32.2.2M, 32.2.4A) 
There needs to be an audit of available parking spaces in LCC, and a limit set on the number of cars 
allowed in the canyon at one time. (32.2.2K) This would allow people to be turned around at the mouth 
of the canyon when parking is full, not when they get to the bypass road. It would also hopefully 
naturally limit the number of skiers in the canyon and preserve the riding experience. (32.2.4A) 
Enhanced bus service needs to be the answer. Busses should be so frequent that people don't need to 
think about the schedule. There also needs to be early AM buses for employees and backcountry 
skiers. A trailhead shuttle service, separate from the large buses going to Alta/Snowbird should make 
stops at Tanners, White Pine, and Grizzly Gulch. Alta is upset that backcountry skiers take their 
parking, yet there is no public transport offered to those who wish to recreate before the resorts open. 
Employees also take up a lot of ski area parking, and yet there is no reliable solution for folks to get to 
work on time. Wasatch Backcountry Alliance has a well-thought out plan that UDOT should consider as 
an alternative to the current proposals. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  12387 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Bischoff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't understand how the gondola solves the traffic problem. There will still be just as many cars and 
just as bad of traffic jams, but the gondola will only add people. This makes no sense. With only stops 
at Snowbird and Alta, we are spending a half a billion bucks to help 2 businesses?! I don't want my tax 
money spent to help just 2 business. Shut the canyon highway down to essential traffic only and 
institute a seasonal "zion" type shuttle system that stops at other destinations besides just two 
businesses. (32.2.4A. 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.6.5E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.9E, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  12388 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not do this to our canyons. The damage these proposals will permanently cause is abhorent. These 
canyons are a treasure. We need to protect them and manage them with care. Please do not do this. 
(32.2.9G) There are other solutions, carpooling, shuttles etc that can help with canyon congestion. 
(32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12389 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Bikman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is a terrible idea. (32.2.9E) Please consider simply improving the bus options and parking at 
the mouth of the canyon. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12390 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kirsten Dockstader 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before impacting LCC with a widened road or a gondola, I believe low cost alternatives such as 
expanding the existing bus services should be explored. (32.2.9A and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12391 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zacharias Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the building of the gondola. This canyon is very special for hikers and climbers and has 
been for many decades. The Gondola would certainly ruin its aesthetics, climbs, and access to hikes. 
The brief seasonal use of the gondola would not offset its negative impact. Please reconsider. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.6.5F, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.4G, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12392 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Montgomery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More busses with a big parking lot at the bottom of canyon. (32.2.9A) The road is very narrow in places 
so widening the whole thing might not be possible without creating tall walls which might create land 
slides. (32.2.9C) Making some more sections passing lanes or bus lanes might help. (32.2.2NN) More 
busses no tram. Taxpayers are paying for it (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12393 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Stumpos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer you do not build a gondola. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12394 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Gondola solution. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12395 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beth Yetter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I recognize the need to address the transportation issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon, the 
options presented do not seem to address the overall issue - the capacity of LCC. Before attempting to 
pump more people up the canyon, a true capacity study needs to be conducted to determine what the 
canyon can really handle without increased environmental degradation, and the studies for 
transportation in the canyon needs to consider this capacity before investing millions in permanent 
infrastructure. (32.1.2B and 32.20B) 
LCC is an essential part of Salt Lake Valley's drinking water resources and this needs to be taken 
seriously, especially given the more and more extreme droughts that the western U.S. is experiencing. 
Not enough weight has been given to the essential water resources and other natural resources within 
the canyon in UDOT's analysis. We can't keep impacting the environment to install infrastructure 
indefinitely. Even though the population continues to grow in the surrounding areas that doesn't mean 
that the canyon can handle an increasing number of people indefinitely. It is time to face the reality of 
population increase and the increasing impacts it is having on natural resources. (32.12A, 32.12B, and 
32.20F) 
The gondola seems to be geared to helping transport people solely to two entities in the winter, Alta 
and Snowbird, and does not seem to fully serve the general public, only those trying to reach ski 
resorts. Many individuals backcountry ski from the White Pine Trailhead, for example; however there is 
no easy way to get to the White Pine Trailhead from the proposed gondola alignment/stops. A gondola 
would drastically change the viewshed in LCC and change the character of the canyon forever. These 
impacts need to be taken very seriously before installing permanent infrastructure that will remain 
indefinitely. (32.2.6.5G, 32.2.6.5AA, and 32.17A) 
With both alternatives, I feel UDOT is going from 0 to 100 without attempting to try out incremental 
options. Before causing permanent impacts such as installing huge gondola towers and widening the 
road, which is very near an essential water resource, and before spending millions of dollars, it seems 
like a smart option would be to try and increase and incentivize additional bus service. Why aren't near-
term issues being assessed (i.e., what can be done in the interim before 2030 and 2050 to see if these 
alternatives are really needed?). (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) 
Also, why isn't the traction law truly enforced on snowy days? More effort needs to be put into the 
traction program to truly check vehicles going up the canyon. (32.2.2M) 
Both of the alternatives rely on behavior change - how can UDOT incentivize the public to use public 
transit more? Was the likelihood of behavior change by the public assessed in the EIS? (32.2.4A) 
I do think that snow sheds are a smart idea and a practice commonly used in Europe. Installation of 
snow sheds would address a lot of the transportation issues due to winter weather and avalanches, and 
would also not impact the viewshed as greatly as the gondola. (32.2.9K) 
Environmental justice needs to be highly considered in this analysis. With a potential toll being 
implemented and/or a cost to ride the gondola, low income communities will be further priced out from 
visiting LCC. These communities are already at a disadvantage and further removing the option for 
them to visit LCC is just wrong. How does UDOT plan to truly address this issue? Pricing out the poor 
to limit numbers is the canyon is not the right approach. (32.5A) 
Lastly, why is UDOT so focused on LCC and not a valley-wide transportation system? The same issues 
are experienced in BCC and it seems short sighted to only focus on one canyon. (32.1.1A and 
32.1.1C)
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COMMENT #:  12396 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Stephens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not waste millions of taxpayer dollars to build a gondola or widen the road when neither 
solution will do anything to mitigate the traffic problems in Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.7B, 32.7C, 
32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Additionally, both proposed alternatives will have lasting impacts on climbing and 
other recreational activities and significantly jeopardize the future and untrammeled nature of the 
canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please consider increasing bus services BEFORE spending millions on 
unproven solutions that strictly benefit private ski resorts and do not adequately meet the needs of 
Utahns. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.29R) 
Sincerely,  
Matt Stephens 
Sandy, Utah
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COMMENT #:  12397 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsey Zalac 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This project is destructive to the climbing experience that many thousands of people experience every 
year. It has absolutely irreversible consequences for the natural landscape that people flock to. I am 
absolutely opposed to the plans of widening the road and the gondola. (32.2.9C,32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) PLEASE find less destructive solutions. There are other options. 
(32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12398 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wyatt Sea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I attended Lone Peak high school and played football on the team. After high school I couldn’t play 
football anymore and I needed another outlet for exercise and fun. Climbing has been that outlet. Those 
boulders in that canyon not only helped me find a new hobby but helped me find new amazing friends. 
If UDOT got rid of those boulders everything would change. For once listen to the people. The people 
don’t want this. Thanks, Wyatt (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  12399 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wendy Zeigler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft EIS Comments 
Sept 2, 2021 
Dear UDOT, 
I do not support the alternatives in your DEIS. It is too little too late, and needs to take into account 
what is happening in both canyons. 
The DEIS does not consider the impact to or numbers from Big Cottonwood Canyon. All parking garage 
numbers have to consider this impact. You will be pushing more cars into BCC for all types of users. 
Your parking numbers are inadequate for all canyon users. (32.20D, 32.1.1A and 32.1.1C) 
You are only viewing this as a snowstorm problem. You are ignoring the 4 season parking problem. We 
need fewer vehicles in the canyon 4 season. Just closing off parking on the road does not solve the 
problem. That the legislature tasked you with only solving the LCC problem is not an excuse, because 
you have to be blind not to see the inter-relatedness of the two canyons and the insane increase in 
users, of all types since Covid, will only increase. Even more so with the dispersed recreation. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2C, 32.4P, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.2.4A) 
You are just shifting the problem by only having 3 hubs. You need valley wide hubs, and you need 
them fast. If you are trying to solve the problem on a Powder Day, you are not, you are shifting the 
problem. You will have the thousands of cars trying to get into 3 parking hubs at 8 AM, which will be full 
from the people who get there at 7 AM. Traffic getting into these structures will be backed up, impacting 
residents and commuters. By increasing hubs throughout the valley, with increased bus service, you 
will decrease the traffic closer to the canyon. (32.2.2I, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.2.1D) 
You state one of your objectives is to address “All users”. You do not do this, you do not address 4 
season, you do not address the ever increasing use of the backcountry by multiple users. These uses 
will grow much faster than the users of ski resorts because people cannot afford the ski resorts. 
Increasing the size of the White Pine and other parking lots will not solve the problem for more than one 
year, never mind until 2050. Your proposed increase will not accommodate the cars using the lot on 
any given weekend now, never mind into 2050. The summer use of these lots is already "beyond your 
projections. 4 season bus service, and maybe eventually, a train are the only solutions for this problem. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.4P, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
You state the only ground disturbance of a gondola is at the tower. You will have to have a road to each 
tower, this will impact watershed, wildlife etc. You will need a way to get workers to the towers and to 
download people in an emergency. This is completely ignored. (32.12A, 32.13A, 32.2.6.5L and 
32.2.6.5K) 
The impact of such high towers on the view shed is huge, the warning lights will be seen from all parts 
of the valley. The cost is huge on the taxpayers. Yet you only solve a small part of the problem. The 
Gondola is the worst choice. (32.17A) 
Wind events have been increasing, making gondola travel more difficult. You will have much more 
closure of the gondola than you are listing. (32.2.6.5K) 
You need to close the canyon to vehicle travel. They have done that in Zermatt very successfully! I can 
tell you that most tourists and locals will still drive the canyon. You really are not changing any travel 
times by much, except maybe for 10 days a year. (32.2.4A and 32.1.4D) 
You have to consider impacts to Big Cottonwood Canyon, and the parking garage numbers needed for 
both canyons. (32.2.6.2.1G) You need to start solving this problem now, this season. Expand the bus 
service (32.29R and 32.2.9A) We made a little progress with this last year. We need to do more. If you 
get people out of their cars into the buses, you will not need the extra lanes. If you have bus locations 
closer to downtown, and Foothill, and the West side, and Draper, etc you will not have the traffic near 
the mouth of the canyon.  
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I support expanded bus service, no cars in canyon, No Gondola. (32.2.2B and 32.2.9E) 
Wendy Zeigler 
Holladay, UT 8
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COMMENT #:  12400 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Swanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have already commented in favor of the gondola alternative in a previous comment, but I did want to 
comment about another supporting element that I think could really help traffic without major 
infrastructure changes. 
I know there is already a program to certify vehicles for Little Cottonwood Canyon. Can we make this 
certification mandatory for any car that travels up the canyon during the winter? This will help prevent 
cars and drivers who might cause delays during poor weather. It would also limit traffic in general, 
which would help everyone's commute times. If you don't have a certified car (tourist, or a car that is 
2WD), then you have the option to bus. (32.2.2M)  
Thanks again for all of your work to create a solution for everyone!
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COMMENT #:  12401 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bob Matthews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Been there numerous trips. What a great solution to the traffic, uphill congestion, parking and 
avalanche “inter lodge” that happens with your beautiful snow. Very much in favor and will use it!! 
(32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  12402 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ali Girten 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I).
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COMMENT #:  12403 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garth Tino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't like either plan. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both will severely impact users who are not just using the 
resorts. I don't use the resorts much- too expensive to ski. I use the climbing, biking, bouldering, hiking, 
and backcountry. The plan does not help any of us who are not resort users and only addresses the 
issues surrounding resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Similarly, those of us who 
use the canyons professionally- teaching backcountry skiing courses and avalanche classes, will be 
severely impacted by these decisions, and limit the ability of the non resort using public to offer these 
types of courses. The impact on access to our resources should the gondola go in- yes, I anticipate it 
will cut us off from crossing under it to use the opposite side of the canyon for climbing, skiing and 
hiking, regardless of what we are told. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) I also anticipate that much of the 
world class bouldering will be inaccessible or ruined with both of the resolutions as well. The idea that 
the resorts are the only ones being accounted for is a big problem for me. I am happy to pay to use my 
canyons, to have better trailhead access, but the fact that only resorts are getting the benefit is not what 
the canyon is about. (32.1.2C) There are lots of other users. Only the resorts win in this scenario, the 
rest of the users lose out. Cheers
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COMMENT #:  12404 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Archie Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will be run until the weather causes the cessation of the operation of it due to high wind. 
(32.2.6.5K) IMO, THE TRAIN OR BUSES WITH avalanch sheds is the only real solution. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.9F, and 32.2.9K)
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COMMENT #:  12405 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josh Coppinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola or transportation up the canyon that would cause damage to outdoor 
activity. Cars have been used for years up until this point to get to the resort there’s no reason to add a 
gondola now for the profit of a ski resort. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5D) Snowbird is my favorite resort and if 
this goes up I will never visit the resort again.
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COMMENT #:  12406 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Day 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t ruin our canyon with these proposed ideas. (32.4I) We should try less 
drastic/destructive/expensive methods. What about a mandatory bus/shuttle system like they have 
have in Zion National Park? (32.2.2B and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12407 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Sellers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE DON'T! Cottonwood Cayon is literally history and the future. Not just for climbing. It's hard to 
understand what these rocks mean to us unless you are a climber yourself but these boulders and this 
land are more than just special to all of us. It runs much deeper than that and to take that away is evil. 
Destructive. Not Holy. Please do not go through with this. Listen to all of us using our voices to speak 
out to y'all about how we feel. (32.2.9G, 32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12408 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Pandolfi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm reiterating this comment here, because this reflects my opinion on LCC EIS:  
Governor Cox, 
The Gondola Works Utah group is spending a lot of money on advertising trying to convince a lot of 
people - including you - that the Gondola is the right solution for reducing traffic in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. I am a long-time season pass holder to Snowbird, and have formerly skied whole seasons at 
Alta, Solitude, and taught skiing at Deer Valley for two years. I am also a former Wall Street equity 
analyst and I am a senior executive at one of Utah's largest employers. Thank you for allowing me to 
share my view; I hope I might bring to light some considerations which I believe make the Bus 
approach the superior one, based upon reason alone: (32.2.9A) 
- Simply stated, the Gondola plan costs more, as you've noted in your comments to the media on the 
subject. As a former Wall Street equity analyst, I've analyzed more than 100 businesses and evaluated 
their business models. Cost is not the only factor, but it is a considerable one. The Gondola costs 
approximately 20% more than the Bus+ proposal (busses, plus the widening of the road), and therefore 
one must consider carefully if the extra cost comes with an extra benefit. I strongly question whether it 
does: the cost of the debt service alone on it is an additional $3 million a year more than the bus 
solution, immediately eliminating the lower annual operating cost benefit of the Gondola. A final note on 
dollars and cents: we all have watched big projects such as the Gondola run over budget - sometimes 
by 2x and 3x; with busses, the costs are reasonably certain. Unlike the Federal government, if local and 
state politicians have to raise taxes to balance project overruns, then there are almost certain political 
consequences to such an unpopular moves. (32.2.7C and 32.2.7E) 
- Nine (9) hours and 54% less efficient. What is the value of the citizens' time? How much is the value 
of nine hours, per person, per year? The Gondola takes 54% more time - 13 minutes longer - each 
way, when compared to a Bus. A typical skiing family that visits the resorts 20 times per season will 
spend approximately nine hours more [per person] sitting in the Gondola than they would on a Bus. In 
your comment in the Deseret News, you stated that you were leaning to the Gondola solution because, 
in part "Just the ability to move people at such a high rate of speed and get people up and down very 
quickly - it's much more efficient than the bus system would be."" I suspect that when you said that, the 
Gondola Works folks had not yet alerted you to the additional 13 minutes of travel time each way on the 
Gondola. In percentage terms, the duration of the Gondola is 54% longer (37 minutes to Alta) than the 
Bus (24 minutes to Alta). Yikes!  
- Avalanche delays are still highly likely to persist. The Gondola Works folks will tell you that the 
Gondola will work even when there is an avalanche closure. I would question that very heavily. It is 
commonly said that SR 210 (aka Little Cottonwood Canyon) is the only road in North America where it 
is legal to shoot heavy artillery over the road; I cannot imagine the Gondola - or busses - running while 
such mortars are being fired across the path. That means the Gondola will be sitting idle, awaiting the 
completion of avalanche control work, just like the busses and cars. And for the one or two times every 
five years that an avalanche blocks the road (and the Gondola would likely still be able to run), please 
consider the other disadvantages of the Gondola that are continual and recurring, rather than the 
episodic road closure. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5Z) 
- Wind and lightning holds. If you ski Snowbird regularly, you'd be very familiar with wind holds on the 
Aerial Tram. This even applies to chairlifts. And lightning holds (less common in the winter, but not 
uncommon during the other seasons). Although Gondola Works delights in highlighting the lack of 
stopping the Gondola due to avalanche holds (which I am not at all ready to invest in this narrative), 
Gondola Works fails to acknowledge the continual wind holds that occur for all aerial tramway systems. 
(32.2.6.5K) 
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- Would you put all the eggs in one basket? All mechanical systems will be in need of maintenance, and 
inevitably things break that render the system to fail or stop for a period of time needed to fix them. The 
Gondola would have - on a busy Saturday, holiday, or powder day - about 650 passengers suspended 
above ground. For this thought experiment, assume the mechanical failure takes one hour to repair. 
One thousand and fifty passengers (1,050 - the hourly capacity of the Gondola) are delayed by an hour 
in arriving at the resort - and in reality, all the others waiting to get on at the bottom are also delayed by 
an hour - perhaps another 500 to 1,000? Now you have at least 1,050 cumulative hours spent waiting 
in the delay, and perhaps as much as 2,000 hours. The Bus solution also carries more than 1,000 
passengers per hour. But when a bus fails (UTA could provide the statistics on its mechanical failure 
rate), only 42 people are delayed by an hour, while the other busses run without problem. 
Diversification - busses provide diversification against mechanical failure. The lost or “wasted” hours 
spent awaiting a mechanical fix are 96% less per incident in the Bus solution. (32.2.6.5K)  
 
Is the Gondola more sexy than Busses? Sure - of course aerial tramways are beautiful. But in this use 
case, would you want to pay 15% to 20% more for a solution that actually reduces efficiency compared 
to the less sexy, but cheaper, faster, and lower risk solution? 
I might also encourage you to also consider adding heavy tolls to any traffic heading up the canyon on 
a busy day. Similar to the Utah Jazz’ flash seats, motorists who still want to drive can do so based upon 
a finite number of day (or possibly hourly) licenses, with an auction system that opens at 6:00 a.m.; 
similar to the way computers match buy and sell orders in the capital markets, or HOV lanes are priced 
based upon demand, the market price for a car would be determined based upon demand that day or 
hour (maybe $50 for a car on President’s Day when there is two feet of fresh powder, and maybe only 
$2 on a day in May when Alta is closed and almost no one is heading up to Snowbird). The cost of the 
license would be used to cover the cost of the Bus+ solution, thus making it very affordable for anyone 
to ride the bus. This solution attempts to add sensitivity for lower-income families and individuals who 
want to use the canyon’s services, but may not be able to afford the hefty price tag of driving a personal 
vehicle on the heaviest days of the year. Of course, lower-income folks would likely be able to afford 
traveling in the canyon on non-peak days. . (32.2.4A and 32.5A) 
Thank you for your time in considering this rebuttal to the Gondola Works’ large budget that is 
attempting to sway people to its solution. Hopefully logic wins over marketing dollars spent.
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COMMENT #:  12409 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Cottle Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed Gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. A Gondola 
would degrade the natural beauty of the canyon.) The expense of building a Gondola does not justify 
the expense, in my opinion. I am also opposed to designing a transportation system that maintains the 
current level of personal cars while transporting more people up the canyon during ski season. (32.2.9E 
and 32.17A) 
Therefore, I join SL Country, SL City and other user focused groups to urge UDOT and the State of 
Utah to pause the process and reconsider our goals. Please adequately fund programs that leverage 
the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion 
problems before tearing up LCC to construct new and unproven solutions. (32.2.9A, 32.6.3D, and 
32.29R)  
Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding for more buses and bus service 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch 
Front. Instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood 
hubs to avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.2S) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.2.2QQ) 
- Traffic controls (32.29D) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
I am concerned that without a plan in place to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even more 
crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the recreational 
user experience. Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion 
pressures. I am against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. (32.20B and 
32.20C) 
Thank you, 
Erin Cottle Hunt
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COMMENT #:  12410 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Mason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to thank the participating partners for all the time and effort expended toward finding a 
solution for the traffic and congestion problems impacting Little Cottonwood Canyon. I would also like to 
thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important process. 
Both of the two preferred alternatives put forward will permanently alter the appearance of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Because of the negative impacts of either of these proposals, I would recommend 
taking a longer look, and considering a more incremental phased approach as a first step toward 
addressing the problems, while working to minimize the overall impact on the canyon. (32.2.2PP, 
32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.29R) 
- Pause the current process for 2-3 years. 
- Implement an enhanced bus system, utilizing the existing roadway, possibly with minor 
enhancements. (32.2.9A) 
- Implement tolling and possibly prohibit single-occupancy vehicles on peak days to discourage 
individual driving and encourage bus utilization. (32.2.4A) 
- Implement this phased approach for 2-3 years, then evaluate the results and undertake additional 
planning as needed. (32.29R) 
Of the two proposals in the draft EIS, I believe that the enhanced bus alternative is the preferred 
approach. This alternative is much less obtrusive than the gondola alternative in terms of visual impact 
throughout the canyon and provides for better mobility than the gondola approach. (32.2.9A) 
My reasons for preferring the enhanced bus approach are as follows: 
- Preference should be travel time (mobility), as that affects all users every time the canyon is 
accessed. Reliability should be secondary, as the extreme weather conditions that the gondola 
attempts to favorably address only occur on a limited number of days each year. (32.1.4D) The bus 
option provides for better mobility compared to the gondola under most conditions (32.1.2B) 
- The bus is more flexible - busses can be added as needed. Schedules can be modified to adjust to 
fluctuating demand. (32.2.6.3D) 
- The impact of the gondola is extreme compared to the bus option. Modification of the roadway would 
be an incremental impact to existing infrastructure, while the gondola would be new and much more 
visible. The height of the gondola towers would make them much more visible than the proposed 
roadway modifications. The gondola would change the appearance of the canyon corridor from most 
vantage points within the canyon. While the roadway is frequently hidden by adjacent trees when 
viewed from a distance, the gondola would tower well above the trees and be much more visible. 
(32.17A) 
-The road will always be needed to service the canyon and resort infrastructure. That right-of-way 
already exists and offers the least disruption if modified. The narrow canyon cannot afford another 
major right-of-way as required by a gondola. While the roadway modifications would increase the 
footprint along the current right-of-way, the new gondola right-of-way would require disruption of 
previously undisturbed areas far outside the existing road right-of-way. (32.13A) 
- The gondola would involve longer travel times, frequently much longer, requiring multiple legs for 
many users. The first 1,500 users would fill the parking garage at the gondola base; all others would 
need to utilize a bus leg to get to the gondola. Considering that there are several thousand resort 
employees who would be encouraged to use the gondola there would be limited parking available for 
skiers at the gondola base. (32.2.6.5F) 
- I contend that the reliability of the gondola would likely not be as good as advertised. Gondola 
operation could be affected by wind, ice, lightning, and avalanche control. (32.2.6.5K) 
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- The gondola would only serve people accessing Alta or Snowbird. All other canyon users would still 
need to use the road. The canyon modifications should be made with all canyon users in mind, not 
aimed primarily toward the resort-based subset of users. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
In summary, I feel that the impact of the gondola on the canyon is too great, and that it should not be 
the first approach to solving the congestion problem. I would also recommend that a comment period, 
with further evaluation, should be offered after the final EIS is issued in the future. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9V) 
Thank you again for the opportunity to participate in this process.
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COMMENT #:  12411 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mandy Mckenna 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love to recreate in LLC. Please do not make changes that destroys bouldering and rock climbing in the 
canyon in any capacity. Look beyond the resorts at what makes the canyon so special. Don’t ruin it for 
those of us that only go there for bouldering and climbing. (32.2.9G, 32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12412 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  McKensee Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road and creating structures for a gondola are both very drastic changes to make for the 
canyon from its current status of no regulation. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Before impacting the 
environment and watershed in such an intense way, there are other measures that we should try to 
improve congestion. 
Free busses  
Toll System 
Traction Regulations (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.9M, 32.12A and 32.12B) 
A gondola is really only benefiting two private companies and focusing on the high traffic winter 
weekend/powder days. You don't build a church for Christmas. 
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COMMENT #:  12413 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Jirik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Richard Jirik and I am a 20+ year resident of Utah, most of that time spent residing in 
Taylorsville. I am a member of the Wasatch Mountain Club and have hiked and snow shoed many 
times in Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
I want to take this opportunity to thank UDOT for the effort it has put into this EIS process. Nonetheless, 
after having reviewed the two alternatives proposed in the Draft EIS, I do not believe that either one is 
the correct approach at this time to address the reliability and mobility issues with respect to traffic on 
SR210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
Both of these proposals---the Enhanced Bus Service/Widening of SR210 in LCC or the Gondola B 
alternative---are premature at best and represent costly solutions that would cause further 
environmental and/or aesthetic degradation to LCC. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
Widening SR210 from two to four lanes and the construction of two snow sheds will be a monumental 
engineering challenge that is likely to adversely impact, at least during the construction phase, the 
water quality of Little Cottonwood Creek. Despite employing the best management practices, it will be 
almost impossible to prevent the sediment load of Little Cottonwood Creek from increasing and 
impacting downstream users of that water. (32.19C, 32.12A and 32.12B) Moreover, the snow sheds 
will be a visual blight on the landscape. (32.17C) While I commend the idea of utilizing the outside bus-
only lanes for cyclists and pedestrians during the remainder of the year, this alternative primarily serves 
only skiers as bus service would only operate during the ski season. Thus most other recreational 
users, including hikers, climbers, backcountry skiers, and those snowshoeing would still need to drive 
up LCC. (32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2D) 
The Gondola B alternative is predicated, I assume, on the assumption that the Wasatch Mountains 
snowpack will not be adversely affected by climate change and that the extent (duration) of the ski 
season will remain essentially the same in the future. We as a society have sadly underestimated the 
effects of climate change and the ability for natural conditions to change more quickly than anticipated, 
often with dire results such as the ongoing mega-wildfires in the western United States. I think it is folly 
to assume our future annual snowpacks will be similar to those in the past, both with respect to water 
content and the duration of snow precipitation events in a given winter. A number of factors point 
toward smaller snowpacks over the long term in the Mountain West as the climate warms. The 
uncertainty over impacts to the snowpack over the next several decades should, at the very least, give 
us pause about spending millions to construct a gondola to service Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.2E) 
Both preferred alternatives would be expensive, costing hundreds of millions of dollars, even if the 
controversial widening of Wasatch Boulevard is excluded. And both alternatives would primarily benefit 
downhill skiers and the Alta and Snowbird resorts, as neither the Enhanced Bus Service or Gondola B 
alternatives, as proposed, would allow for any stops along SR210 except at the resorts. (32.2.6.5G) 
Which raises the question, who exactly would pay for either of these alternatives, assuming UDOT 
selects one of them ? It would be unfair to saddle taxpayers of the state or county with the entire bill 
when Alta and Snowbird stand to profit handsomely from the implementation of either proposal. Public 
perception is very powerful. If the public thinks it will be stuck with the entire cost of financing, without 
assistance from the resorts, I predict public opposition could sink whichever of these two alternatives 
UDOT ultimately selects. (32.2.7A) 
I would like to see UDOT and/or the Forest Service conduct a study to determine the "carrying 
capacity" of LCC, something that should have been done in conjunction with, or preferably prior to, the 
EIS process. Little Cottonwood Canyon cannot continue to absorb an ever increasing number of users, 
whether they be skiers, hikers, climbers, etc. without incurring long-term environmental degradation. 
Furthermore, the quality of users' recreational experiences will suffer. We have to accept that the 
canyon has a finite carrying capacity. Unfortunately, no state or federal agency has conducted such a 
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study. I acknowledge that the results of any study might be controversial, and the agency conducting 
the study attacked for advocating either too small or large a carrying capacity. Thus, I would suggest 
that such a study be performed by a credible institution having no potential or perceived conflict of 
interest, such as Utah State University or the University of Utah. Both of these institutions have people 
with expertise in this field. (32.20B) 
 
Aside from a study to determine carrying capacity, here are my suggestions for resolving the traffic 
issue on SR210 in LCC. 
 
1) Instead of implementing either of UDOT's preferred alternatives, establish year-round flexible bus 
service for LCC in conjunction with tolling for most private vehicles accessing the canyon. (32.1.2C, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) This option would be considerably less costly than either of the two preferred 
alternatives that UDOT has presented in the Draft EIS. Toll rates would be based on vehicle 
occupancy, with the objective of incentivizing drivers to take public transit to access LCC. Toll rates per 
vehicle would be based on a sliding scale, with the toll per person decreasing as vehicle occupancy 
increases. Establish mobility hubs at the gravel pit and one other location (9400 S and Highland ?) or 
possibly at or near a TRAX station.(32.2.6.2.1C) Flexibility is the key to making this proposal work, and 
it is envisioned that bus schedules and frequency; tolls for private vehicles; vehicle traction 
requirements; vehicle permits for canyon residents, resort workers, etc. would be refined over several 
years (32.2.6.3N, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.2K). In the winter months buses servicing skiers would 
drive directly to Alta or Snowbird without stopping, while a lesser number carrying backcountry skiers, 
climbers, and snow shoers, would make stops at various trailheads. Buses could be replaced with 
cleaner more efficient models as technology evolved. Tolling along with convenient, frequent, and 
affordable bus service could significantly reduce the number of private vehicles going up the canyon 
during the ski season, particularly on weekends and powder days. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3F) 
2) Increase enforcement of the UDOT Cottonwood Canyon sticker program to ensure vehicles are 
compliant with snow tire and chain requirements under the Traction Law, making the traction inspection 
part of vehicle emissions testing. (32.2.2M) 
 
3) Make a decision on whether to widen Wasatch Boulevard after the flexible bus/tolling program has 
been in effect for at least a year. Admittedly, such an action would probably require a separate EIS. 
Safety, including a 35 mph speed limit and adequate pedestrian access, should be prioritized to allay 
local residents' concerns. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
  
4) Reassess the year-round bus service/tolling program after one, two and three years via public 
meetings and a public comment period. If the program fails to significantly reduce traffic congestion on 
SR210 five years after implementation, UDOT, in conjunction with other state and federal agencies, 
could reinitiate the EIS process and reconsider the original alternatives presented in the Draft EIS. 
(32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12414 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marina Hoggan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider the construction in LCC. The landscape of this mountain range is what makes Utah 
and the Salt Lake City area so beautiful and unique. Adding additional lanes or a gondola will 
permanently alter and destroy parts of this landscape, reducing beautiful natural areas that make living 
here so special. This city and its surrounding areas are turning into a tourist hub, and I hope we do 
everything we can to limit that. LLC offers so much more than skiing in the winter time. The bouldering 
and hiking in the warm months are unparalleled. Please consider the preservation of this beautiful, 
ancient land. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, 32.17B and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  12415 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:25 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Derek Campbell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT should take into consideration the look of having a tram go up the canyon. This would ruin the 
look of the canyon as would widening the roads and increasing traffic. (32.1.2B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) I 
would support more busses for public transportation until they could get a viable public transportation 
like a train. It could run from the airport all they up the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  12416 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erika Doty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon is a concern year-round, not just in winter and not just for skiing. 
(32.1.2C) The gondola will only help mitigate SOME traffic issues to/from the ski resorts during a few 
months in the year. This expensive project does nothing to help the non-ski resort traffic - we will still 
need to drive a car to trailheads, Albion Basin, and other points of interest in the canyon. (32.1.2D, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) Please consider a tolling system (lower rates for locals?), carpool passes, hiking 
permits, a massively increased bus system (perhaps the ski resorts could invest in their own busses?), 
and other options that will cost less to implement and can easily be removed if they aren't successful. 
Don't ruin our beautiful canyon just to help a few extra people get to the ski resorts each winter. 
(32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2PP)

Page 32B-12748 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12417 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jane Sims 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to speak out against the idea of a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) 
Here are my reasons to oppose this: 
1. The majority of the winter traffic issues are due to the current business model of the ski resorts. They 
have oversold tickets and created crowded conditions on the mountain. Their business model has 
encourages millions of additional tourists to come to Utah's canyons. You might think this is good, but 
their travel increases the impact on global warming significantly, compared to a local taking a 30-minute 
drive up the hill. (32.2.4A) 
2. The proposal does not require the resorts to pay for the infrastructure changes, when they are the 
cause, and puts the burden on tens of thousands of taxpayers who do not use the resource. This is 
unfair. (32.2.7A) 
3. A gondola is inconvenient as heck. Many people need to be able to get back and forth from the 
slopes to their homes or businesses quickly. Being forced to ride a gondola or pay several hundreds of 
dollars to park on public lands is an affront. (32.2.2.6.5D and 32.2.4A) 
4. The ski resorts need to plan for parking structures to ensure the roads remain clear of obstruction. 
(32.2.2QQ) 
5. Why not consider a monorail that traverses the north slope of the canyon - away from the main 
avalanche paths and the roadway. It's fast, clean, cheaper and safer than a gondola, and cost-efficient. 
The ski resorts can pay for half. (32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  12418 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sandra Luo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondolas! Our tax dollars shouldn't be going toward something that only the ski resorts will benefit 
from, especially if it drastically alters and impacts the surrounding environment. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  12419 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Missy White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think it’s a very good idea to put in a gondola or extend the lanes. It is not fair to many as well as 
prevents people from climbing on the great bouldering that is available up the canyon. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B)

Page 32B-12751 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12420 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Jirik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Richard Jirik and I am a 20+ year resident of Utah, most of that time spent residing in 
Taylorsville. I am a member of the Wasatch Mountain Club and have hiked and snow shoed many 
times in Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
I want to take this opportunity to thank UDOT for the effort it has put into this EIS process. Nonetheless, 
after having reviewed the two alternatives proposed in the Draft EIS, I do not believe that either one is 
the correct approach at this time to address the reliability and mobility issues with respect to traffic on 
SR210 in Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
Both of these proposals---the Enhanced Bus Service/Widening of SR210 in LCC or the Gondola B 
alternative---are premature at best and represent costly solutions that would cause further 
environmental and/or aesthetic degradation to LCC. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
Widening SR210 from two to four lanes and the construction of two snow sheds will be a monumental 
engineering challenge that is likely to adversely impact, at least during the construction phase, the 
water quality of Little Cottonwood Creek. Despite employing the best management practices, it will be 
almost impossible to prevent the sediment load of Little Cottonwood Creek from increasing and 
impacting downstream users of that water. (32.19C, 32.12A and 32.12B) Moreover, the snow sheds 
will be a visual blight on the landscape. (32.17C) While I commend the idea of utilizing the outside bus-
only lanes for cyclists and pedestrians during the remainder of the year, this alternative primarily serves 
only skiers as bus service would only operate during the ski season. Thus most other recreational 
users, including hikers, climbers, backcountry skiers, and those snowshoeing would still need to drive 
up LCC. (32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2D) 
The Gondola B alternative is predicated, I assume, on the assumption that the Wasatch Mountains 
snowpack will not be adversely affected by climate change and that the extent (duration) of the ski 
season will remain essentially the same in the future. We as a society have sadly underestimated the 
effects of climate change and the ability for natural conditions to change more quickly than anticipated, 
often with dire results such as the ongoing mega-wildfires in the western United States. I think it is folly 
to assume our future annual snowpacks will be similar to those in the past, both with respect to water 
content and the duration of snow precipitation events in a given winter. A number of factors point 
toward smaller snowpacks over the long term in the Mountain West as the climate warms. The 
uncertainty over impacts to the snowpack over the next several decades should, at the very least, give 
us pause about spending millions to construct a gondola to service Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.2E) 
Both preferred alternatives would be expensive, costing hundreds of millions of dollars, even if the 
controversial widening of Wasatch Boulevard is excluded. And both alternatives would primarily benefit 
downhill skiers and the Alta and Snowbird resorts, as neither the Enhanced Bus Service or Gondola B 
alternatives, as proposed, would allow for any stops along SR210 except at the resorts. (32.2.6.5G) 
Which raises the question, who exactly would pay for either of these alternatives, assuming UDOT 
selects one of them ? It would be unfair to saddle taxpayers of the state or county with the entire bill 
when Alta and Snowbird stand to profit handsomely from the implementation of either proposal. Public 
perception is very powerful. If the public thinks it will be stuck with the entire cost of financing, without 
assistance from the resorts, I predict public opposition could sink whichever of these two alternatives 
UDOT ultimately selects. (32.2.7A) 
I would like to see UDOT and/or the Forest Service conduct a study to determine the "carrying 
capacity" of LCC, something that should have been done in conjunction with, or preferably prior to, the 
EIS process. Little Cottonwood Canyon cannot continue to absorb an ever increasing number of users, 
whether they be skiers, hikers, climbers, etc. without incurring long-term environmental degradation. 
Furthermore, the quality of users' recreational experiences will suffer. We have to accept that the 
canyon has a finite carrying capacity. Unfortunately, no state or federal agency has conducted such a 
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study. I acknowledge that the results of any study might be controversial, and the agency conducting 
the study attacked for advocating either too small or large a carrying capacity. Thus, I would suggest 
that such a study be performed by a credible institution having no potential or perceived conflict of 
interest, such as Utah State University or the University of Utah. Both of these institutions have people 
with expertise in this field. (32.20B) 
Aside from a study to determine carrying capacity, here are my suggestions for resolving the traffic 
issue on SR210 in LCC. 
 
1) Instead of implementing either of UDOT's preferred alternatives, establish year-round flexible bus 
service for LCC in conjunction with tolling for most private vehicles accessing the canyon. (32.1.2C, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) This option would be considerably less costly than either of the two preferred 
alternatives that UDOT has presented in the Draft EIS. Toll rates would be based on vehicle 
occupancy, with the objective of incentivizing drivers to take public transit to access LCC. Toll rates per 
vehicle would be based on a sliding scale, with the toll per person decreasing as vehicle occupancy 
increases. Establish mobility hubs at the gravel pit and one other location (9400 S and Highland ?) or 
possibly at or near a TRAX station.(32.2.6.2.1C) Flexibility is the key to making this proposal work, and 
it is envisioned that bus schedules and frequency; tolls for private vehicles; vehicle traction 
requirements; vehicle permits for canyon residents, resort workers, etc. would be refined over several 
years (32.2.6.3N, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.2K). In the winter months buses servicing skiers would 
drive directly to Alta or Snowbird without stopping, while a lesser number carrying backcountry skiers, 
climbers, and snow shoers, would make stops at various trailheads. Buses could be replaced with 
cleaner more efficient models as technology evolved. Tolling along with convenient, frequent, and 
affordable bus service could significantly reduce the number of private vehicles going up the canyon 
during the ski season, particularly on weekends and powder days. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3F) 
2) Increase enforcement of the UDOT Cottonwood Canyon sticker program to ensure vehicles are 
compliant with snow tire and chain requirements under the Traction Law, making the traction inspection 
part of vehicle emissions testing. (32.2.2M) 
 
3) Make a decision on whether to widen Wasatch Boulevard after the flexible bus/tolling program has 
been in effect for at least a year. Admittedly, such an action would probably require a separate EIS. 
Safety, including a 35 mph speed limit and adequate pedestrian access, should be prioritized to allay 
local residents' concerns. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
  
4) Reassess the year-round bus service/tolling program after one, two and three years via public 
meetings and a public comment period. If the program fails to significantly reduce traffic congestion on 
SR210 five years after implementation, UDOT, in conjunction with other state and federal agencies, 
could reinitiate the EIS process and reconsider the original alternatives presented in the Draft EIS. 
(32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12421 
DATE:   9/3/21 9:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Greenwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy our boulders and climbing walls! There are few places like this where one can go 
in the afternoon and freely climb in nature. With more construction, these areas are being threatened, 
and as a result, bouldering and sport climbing is being threatened. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12422 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Allegra 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in support of the enhanced bus alternative with the following caveats. (32.2.9A) he entire 
process has an inherent bias towards increased auto use and was never intended to fairly consider 
transit’s strength and transit alternatives. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.4A) Transit was not considered 
in a way to looked at how transit could and should work; the purpose and need and alternatives were 
developed from a road-centric perspective -- not how transit could best accomplish moving people. 
Adding transit to the analysis was an afterthought. (32.1.2I) Any proposal for these canyons should be 
for year round service. Making a major capital public investment for just a peak time is bad public 
policy. The reports ignores summer travel which has become larger and worse than winter travel. 
(32.1.2C) UDOT’s scope does not support a regional travel market, as it should. (32.1.1C and 32.1.2B) 
One impact of this are that enormous parking structures at the mouths of the canyons were evaluated 
in isolation and the cost of impacts of parking lots compared to connecting transit to the canyons has 
not been evaluated and should be. (32.2.2I) The connectivity to UTA’s existing transit service is 
essential to a viable and sustainable transit solution. (32.2.2I) The report does not address Big 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.1A) The problems here are interconnected. When traffic is severe in one 
canyon the user will inevitably travel to the other canyon or another ski resort outside of the 
Wasatch. (32.20D and 32.20I) Most of the costs associated with this proposal are to support the 
auto. (32.1.2B) A minimal portion is for transit. This enhanced bus proposal has 2 additional lanes 
added to the canyon under the guise of bus lanes in the peaks and bicycle/pedestrian use in other 
times. In my experience, UDOT will ultimately be forced to use them as auto travel lanes. When the car 
lanes get congested, there will be excessive pressure to allow cars to use the bus 
‘shoulders’. Typically, when cars start using lanes, it VERY hard to stop or change that 
behavior. (32.2.6.3B)  
Avalanche sheds will be built across the entire ‘roadway’. (32.1.2B and 32.7A) These are massive 
structures costing millions of dollars. They will be a forever eyesore and maintenance headache and 
perpetuate the long term use of the auto. (32.17A) Once they are built, the public will expect that they 
be used. In most cases, they will be built to accommodate at least 4 lanes of ‘traffic’. In summary, the 
enhanced bus solution should start with increased bus service and none of the concurrent investment 
to promote more auto use until a more comprehensive, regional solution is available. (32.29R)  
Additionally, the visual impacts of a gondola will forever destroy the reason that most people want to go 
to these mountains. This is a big issue. (32.17A) It’s a visual catastrophe. In addition to the massive 
towers, the gondola has cabins spaced every couple hundred feet that remain throughout the season. It 
is difficult to adjust for demand and remains an visual eyesore (32.2.6.5N) Each cabin only 
accommodates up to 35 passengers able bodied people and heating and air conditioning is limited. An 
evacuation plan for emergency escape is very challenging and dangerous. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.5K) 
As such, there are no intermediate stops proposed in the canyon. Lastly, an aerial system of this size 
and scale has never been built in the world. Is Utah willing to be the research and proving grounds? I 
recall UDOT’s efforts with Syn-crete on I-15 (32.2.6.5BB). 
The COG train would provide the best, most environmentally sensitive, long term, year round, regional, 
affordable and efficient solution to this canyon. (32.2.9F, 32.13F, 32.2.7C, and 32.17D) The COG could 
be built for half the UDOT recommended costs by using experienced mountain transit designers, 
contractors and vehicles. (32.2.6.6B) A rail system could seamlessly tie into the regional rail system 
making it convenient and accessible to residents and visitors. (32.2.2I)  
Taking cars out of the canyons (like Zions National Park) would have the best positive impact on the 
environment. (32.2.2B and 32.1.2B) The COG would run year round and should be connected to the 
existing TRAX network. The network would connect to downtown and the airport. (32.2.2I) A one seat 
ride would be available. The trains would stop at trailheads. (32.2.6.6A) The alignment would be 
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visually hidden and not an eyesore (32.17D). Service could fluctuate by time of day and season. Trains 
can accommodate all public uses including the disabled, bikers and hikers. (32.2.6.6A) The fares would 
pay for most of the costs. (32.2.4A) Lastly, a Public-Private Partnership (PPP) validating a much lower 
capital cost was submitted and rejected by UDOT on the grounds that it duplicated what they were 
already studying but failed to acknowledge the significant cost savings. UDOT did not evaluate rail 
adequately, failing to consider train alignments and approaches that would work, serve the public, and 
minimize or mitigate environmental impacts. (32.2.2I, 32.2.6.6B, 32.2.6.6C, 32.2.6.6D. 32.2.2CCC, and 
32.2.6.6E) 
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COMMENT #:  12423 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fox Croasmunchristensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola in Little Cottonwood would ruin the view to a greater extent than it already has been ruined 
by having a road. It will also not change the fact that many will still want to drive up the canyon to get to 
specific points not easily accessible by the gondola, meaning traffic will still be a concern. (32.17A and 
32.1.2D, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  12424 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Ringsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The problem with LCC is that demand is proportional with weather and closures. When weather is at it's 
worst forcing a road closure, demand is at it's peak. No ground surface transportation option will work 
(other than snow sheds or tunnels which are an environmental abomination) because they don't 
circumvent the problem and are dysfunctional during peak demand. The gondola is the only option 
which makes feasible sense and is fully functional during peak demand. Don't listen to these 
environmental groups, they're not seeing the forest for the trees. They are only proposing enhanced 
road service that is equally useless as the road in severe weather. (32.2.9D, 32.2.6.3P, 32.2.6.5H and 
32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  12425 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Featherstone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Cottonwood Heights resident, Utah native, and lifelong Snowbird skier. I’m currently 38 and in 
the past several years I’ve never experienced traffic either Cottonwood Canyon anywhere near the 
degree we are currently experiencing. I am in strong support of the gondola. We MUST create some 
kind of sustainable, avalanche-proof mode of transportation that alleviates canyon road traffic. Be it a 
gondola, train, or some other form of transportation, both Cottonwood Canyons are in dire need of a 
modern transportation solution immediately. With that said, my only concern is that these solutions do 
not cut off backcountry to climbers, backpackers & hikers, backcountry skiers and the like. I realize this 
is an extremely difficult problem to solve - however, a gondola with an expanded road and gate fee 
below seem to be very viable options. (32.2.9D, 32.2.4A, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12426 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashley Bingham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LLC is a place of beauty and recreation. It is a place to gather and enjoy family and friends. It also 
happens to be the location of two ski resorts. The proposed direction for capacity and travel up the 
canyon are in direct opposition to the reasons we all flock to the mountain. I urge you to stand with the 
SL Country, SL City and other user focused groups to pause the process and reconsideration what 
we're really trying to do and why. Please adequately fund programs that leverage the existing 
infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems before 
tearing up LCC to construct new and unproven solutions. (32.2.9A, 32.6.3D, and 32.29R)  
Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling (32.2.4A) 
- Increased funding for more buses and bus service 
- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch 
Front. Instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood 
hubs to avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I) 
- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.2.6.3C) 
- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.2S) 
- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.2.2QQ) 
- Traffic controls (32.29D) 
- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
- Managed and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Again, I am concerned that without a plan in place to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. As recent drought weather has shown, watershed should be among our 
top priorities. (32.1.2F, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Thank you for seriously considering the comments of concerned citizens in this process. I commend 
UDOT for seeking and allowing public comment many ways.
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COMMENT #:  12427 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Pride 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber, I am deeply concerned about this plan. A gondola and widening the road will both take 
away my and my fellow climbers activities. Salt Lake is the leading city in climbing and climbing 
activities. It should be taken just as seriously as skiing and snowboarding. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 
and 32.4B) My suggestion is a bus drop-off and that's it. (32.29D) Considering the snow season is only 
in the winter and climate change is quickly shortened that season, a plan for a gondola and widening 
the road seems like a huge, massive waste of money. (32.2.2E) Bus rides or nothing at all! (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12428 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:37 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  J Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A reservation system is needed at the resorts. (32.2.2K) If the gondola or buses remove a large portion 
of cars, and it is still a free-for-all, “first come first served” atmosphere at the resorts, other people will 
just drive and we will be back to square one. Require Snowbird and Alta to mandate a lift pass and 
parking reservation system as the first step.  
I’m concerned that either an expanded bus system or gondola may be underutilized since people love 
the convenience of their cars. (32.2.4A) 
I am concerned about the negative visual impact of the gondola system. (32.17A) 
Seems like experimenting with expanded bus service would be a lower risk first step, instead of going 
all in on a gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
Lastly, I express my thanks to the excellent people at UDOT for the hard work and creative thinking 
they have put into this problem.
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COMMENT #:  12429 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Douglas Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see the gondola become the plan. It would generate revenue all winter long and all 
summer long via tourist's and locals enjoying a beautiful scenic ride. (32.2.9D and 32.2.7D)
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COMMENT #:  12430 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The natural and scenic values that make Little Cottonwood Canyon so popular represent ecosystem 
services that benefit the local and regional economy. Degrading these values will lessen the 
attractiveness of this geography to residents and vacationers alike. (32.2.9G and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12431 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Zumbrennen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola to overcome the avalanche factor for the canyon. Busses = diesel smog and are slow. 
(32.2.9D, 32.2.9C, and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  12432 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kellee Gard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is absolutely not okay how you think destroying the land for a completely senseless purpose. 
Widening the roads is not a valid reason to completely destroy this land that is loved and cherished by 
so many climbers and families. (32.4A and 32.4I) Y’all make me sick. Humans thinking they have the 
right to destroy land is the most narcissist and selfish behavior in our species; please do not propagate 
this behavior. (32.1.2B and 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  12433 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Perkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT,  
I appreciate your efforts to find a more acceptable transit system for LCC. I have lived in Salt Lake my 
entire life and have seen the transit challenges increase over time to the point that I don't want to go up 
LCC during the winter to ski with my family due to the long lines getting up the canyon and back down 
at the end of the day.  
I am a life long climbing in Salt Lake and grew up climbing on the roadside boulders in LCC. Those 
boulders are world class and provide such an amazing way to recreate just outside of the city. 
Widening the road would eliminate so many of the boulders and would forever change the landscape 
that so many enjoy. Of the two final choices, my preference would be for the gondola solution due to 
the lower impact on roadside boulders. I would encourage you to place poles where bouldering areas 
are not present in order to minimize the impact on this invaluable natural resource.  
I stand with the entire SLC climbing community in opposition to the road widening proposal and strongly 
encourage pole placement for the gondola solution to minimize boulder destruction. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9D, 
32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.6.5DD) 
Thank you for all of your efforts! 
Best regards, 
Brendan Perkins
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COMMENT #:  12434 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a phased approach!!! Please explain to me the rationale for not using all available resources 
to mitigate this problem before constructing a $592 million dollar tax payer donation? (32.1.2D, 
32.2.9PP and 32.29R) Why would you not enforce the traction law, then toll the canyon? (32.2.2M) 
What will happen if the canyon experiences high winds and the gondola cannot run so that people who 
took the gondola cannot make it back down the canyon? Will there be infrastructure in place to remove 
these people? (32.2.6.5K) It is unfair that the gondola will only serve the resorts. This does not fit with 
your mission statement as there are other users of the canyon! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Please do not build a gondola. If the gondola does not solve the traffic you will resort to 
strategies that can be implemented now. (32.29R, 32.2.9E, and 32.1.2D)
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COMMENT #:  12435 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aimee McVey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both transportation solutions pose more harm than benefit: severely hindering climbing culture in the 
canyons, harming flora and fauna, and causing severe transportation problems as either of these 
options are constructed. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.13A, and 32.13B)  
Why aren't there more buses running from the base of the canyon so wait times aren't astronomical, 
causing people to want to drive in the comfort of their own cars? Why is there so little space in park and 
ride lots? (32.2.6.3G and 32.2.6.3N) Why is it so difficult to take public transportation to the park and 
ride lots from prime population areas such as downtown? (32.2.2I) Providing opportunities to much 
more easily take public transportation without the additional headache would certainly create an 
increase in its usage with the added benefit of much quicker implementation and much less impact on 
any other activities and/or animals in the canyons. (32.2.4A) Skiing isn't the only activity that takes 
place in the canyons and destroying them to create greater access to only 2 ski areas does not make 
economical, functional, or logical sense. (32.1.2B) There are other options. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12436 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Zumbrennen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola overcomes the avalanche issue and allows scenic ride up canyon. Busses = smog 
(32.2.9D and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  12437 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rue Zheng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE DO NOT GO THROUGH WITH THIS PROPOSAL. LCC is known worldwide for it’s unaltered 
nature and climbing. Altering the peace for the benefit of a resort will only cause a divide and further 
shift the culture of Utah to one of capitalism over people. Please leave the mountains as they are and 
listen to your local people. (32.2.9G, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9N)

Page 32B-12771 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12438 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carl Yeip 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find a solution to this that isn’t destroying climbing or putting in a gondola. Thanks! (32.2.2PP, 
32.29G, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12439 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Rimer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola Alternative B continues to meet both the goal of the project, while alleviating the delays or 
closures associated with avalanche-prone periods. Given the growth projected for the Canyon, this 
seems to be a strong means of fostering healthy and clean use while assuring a viable transportation 
option for decades to come. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12440 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support a phased approach!! (32.29R) If the gondola is in proximity to fire, will it and its necessary 
infrastructure be damaged? Will the gondola survive another earthquake in the valley? What about a 
windstorm? What about mudslides or rock fall in the canyon? (32.2.6.5K)
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COMMENT #:  12441 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Improvements for ALL, not just a few. 
Priority #1 
Emphasis and design should be focused on the North/South commuter flow with smart/safe traffic 
patterns to accommodate multi-modal commuter options for ingress/egress to/from business and 
residential properties. The objective should not alter the landscape with “super slabs” of concrete 
affording motorists the temptation to race from one stop light to the next stop light. Please design a 
commuter experience that accommodates multi-modal commuter’s needs allowing walkers, cyclists, 
motorists to “move through” the area respecting the natural flow of the Wasatch Foothills. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
Priority #2 
Traveling Utah’s scenic State Roads (SR210, SR190) must remain “SAFE” and hopefully 
“ENJOYABLE”. Widening/adding lanes will transport people to limited parking areas faster but then 
what? No Place to Park! Should the conversation transition from “more people, faster” to “ensuring a 
quality experience while protecting Utah’s treasured resource (s)”? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.6.2.1C) 
Flexible bus transportation can accommodate access to many points of interest up/down both Big/Little 
Cottonwood Canyons. Please explore the viability of a flexible bus system before any major 
infrastructure permanently alters our landscape. Be smart with Tax Payers money and build parking 
and restroom facilities to accommodate increased visitor load. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.29R) 
Priority #3. 
NO GONDOLA. This proposal stinks of miss appropriation of TAX PAYER FUNDS. Shame on you for 
thinking that State and Federal funding could be appropriated to support private interests. The Gondola 
concept has three destinations and beneficiaries. 1-Base Area. (Privately Owned Property). 2-
Snowbird. (Private Entity). 3-Alta. (Private Entity). Who’s the real beneficiary? What happened to the 
Mountain Accord project that addressed transportation issues/concerns for all the Wasatch Front/Back? 
If Snowbird and Alta feel it is in their best interest to transport patrons via “gondola”, let them invest 
their private $. Let them apply for building permits, address the environmental impact concerns, 
ecological alterations, aesthetic implications that will forever scar and change the Wasatch Front. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.7A, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.1.1C)  
You must pause on both EIS recommendations. Please be judicious and responsible and address the 
BIG PICTURE which includes Capacity- #’s of visitors, Demand on infrastructure, Environmental 
Protection, and Aesthetic Preservation. (32.20B and 32.29G) Small changes will forever alter our 
Wasatch Mountains. You must get it right. For ALL of us!
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COMMENT #:  12442 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake Juhl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Now is the time to make a statement by being a leader in the ski industry and in canyon traffic 
management. When out of staters plan a ski trip...the Gondola would likely be a big draw...bringing 
more $$$ to our cities and state. It is time to be innovative...be different... (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12443 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joe Tanner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why has the timeline for these construction projects not been announced? I am in the construction 
business and know that a multi-year project is often years behind schedule, yet there is always a 
timeline. The watershed is the most vulnerable during construction and it is insufficient to say the 
"impacts will be temporary". A multi-year construction project will hardly be temporary in the lives of 
those of us who use the canyon or drink water from our watershed. (32.2.7C and 32.19A 
Additionally construction would negatively impact traffic even more than now, which I know you know 
because you wrote it in the EIS. (32.4C) 
Building parking structures in the valley would be the most logical. I support this with an increase in the 
bus service. Parking lots throughout the valley would increase profits to small/large businesses located 
near the lots. For example REI, momentum climbing and IME are all recreation affiliated companies 
and having a mobility hub maybe in the Smith's parking lot would be really smart...... I am positive they 
would be on board with bringing customers to their door.  
Please build mobility hubs and improve the current bus system. It is the only logical way to resolve 
traffic now and respect tax dollars and people. I would like to be respected, I would like our canyon to 
be respected, and I would like the wishes of our smart residents to be respected. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2I)

Page 32B-12777 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12444 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Buchanan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is too expensive, funding burden on local citizens too ill defined, & return-on-
investment too small for this grand scheme. Electric or natural gas busses with a select few snow 
sheds is a more practical & less environmentally impacting solution. It is the right-sized solution for a 
critical problem. We're also concerned about major changes already underway in our Little Cottonwood 
Neighborhood (i.e. new pipeline & La Quaille access) that are occurring without neighborhood input or 
public comment. Not good public relations! (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9K, 32.2.7D, and 
32.20H)
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COMMENT #:  12445 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Bloom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Will the gondola withstand this?  
I support a phased approach!! Please do not construct in the canyon without exhausting all other 
options.  
https://www.ksl.com/article/46613511/utah-flooding-causes-mudslides-evacuations-and-closes-little-
cottonwood-canyon  
 
(32.2.6.5K and 32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12446 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christoper Grieb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola and bus lane widening proposed solutions would permanently damage numerous 
regularly used recreational areas in addition to harming our watershed. Once these areas have been 
destroyed, as a result from constructions for the above listed solutions, we can never replace them. 
They are gone for good. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.12A, and 32.12B) Additionally, the gondola solution only 
benefits the ski resorts, specifically Alta and Snowbird. Zero benefit is provided to the general public. 
(32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Considering that Salt Lake City residents will be paying for it, this 
is a terrible deal. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The bus lane widening would only exacerbate traffic and add 
additional pollution to our already fragile Salt Lake City ecosystem. (32.7C and 32.10A)
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COMMENT #:  12447 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kara Grieb 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have listened to the UDOT podcast and read articles on the options. I live in Sandy and love spending 
time in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I do a lot of hiking and climbing. I'm against the gondola option. This 
will totally change to look and feel of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) I also worry an 8 mile 
line gondola line will have big environmental impacts. The gondola would be paid for by tax dollars and 
only help the ski resorts (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). It will also impact a lot of classic boulder 
problems that are a big part of the history of the canyon. Climbers come from all over the world to climb 
on these boulders. Widening the road will also impact boulders and the environment. (32.4A and 
32.4B) I suggest looking at adding more buses and limiting traffic on really busy snow days. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.4A) Maybe you look at closing the canyon to most traffic on snow days. Like Zions National 
Park doesYou could only run buses, workers and those that live there up on those days. Everyone else 
would have to take buses. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) Build the big parking garage on the La Caille 
property. Cars could park here and catch buses to ride up the canyon. (32.2.6.2.1C) Please protect the 
boulders and environment of the canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) Also, look at an option that would be 
beneficial to the locals and not just the ski resorts. Thank you for the opportunity to submit feedback.
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COMMENT #:  12448 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicolina Baldassari 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Udot  
The wasatch mountains have been my home for the past 21 years. Now that may not sound like a long 
time you, but it’s a lifetime for me. I grew up on what is know as “the greatest show on earth” and 
maybe you have too. There is nothing better than the snow our cottonwood canyons produce hence 
why millions of people travel to the great state of Utah for only one thing; the feeling of floating on pow. 
As we all know, there has been many, if not several issues regarding the transportation systems within 
both canyons, more particularly, little cottonwood canyon. We know there are problems and issues that 
need to be solved. But we need to take a closer look at what solutions are the right solutions instead of 
making a decision solely off of what major companies want. We see solutions such as enhanced bus 
services, or a gondola operation from the base of the canyon to each of the resorts. There’s a couple 
viewpoints on each, and I’ll go over the pros and cons.  
I want you to keep in mind after I have mentioned that I am a local of the area. I was put on skis as a 
little girl and made little cottonwood my home. I was a little girl who fell in love with this range of 
mountains and all it had to offer. How could we ever be so lucky to have something of such greatness 
within our backyards. Yet we choose to exploit it in certain ways but also protect in others. As someone 
who take that 5 minute look at the canyon from my front porch, I appreciate what we have, the views, 
the magic this little canyon holds, the love it brings to so many Utahns. I chose to work in LCC and 
become a steward of the land along with that. What I am trying to say that if we choose to implement a 
gondola, that view will be ultimately wrecked. You would be defacing what little cottonwood is known 
for; it’s beauty. (32.17A) Our little canyon doesn’t need to be anymore commercialized than it already 
has become. Yes we have ski resorts, yes we have millions of people visit every season, but that does 
not mean there shouldn’t be a capacity limit. The canyon was never designed my Mother Nature to 
withhold the amount of people we see today enter our canyons on a pow day. I think that we as 
humans exploit the canyon in a way where it just cannot hold the amount of people we let in anymore. 
(32.20F and 32.20B) By operating a gondola system, we are allowing even MORE people to enter our 
canyon. (32.20A and 32.20C) And what for? For the resorts to make more money? What is the 
objective here? A gondola would be increasing even more humans into the canyon where I believe the 
problem here is that there is too many people allowed in. You are ultimately overflowing the canyon 
with more bodies, such as pouring water in a glass that is already full. (32.1.2B) With that being said, 
do you understand the lines we are going to be seeing just to ride the gondola? (32.2.6.5C) Are we 
taking a look at how the parking to ride the attraction will become full, therefore causing more traffic to 
the base of the canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C) You are evidently causing more corruption on the roadways 
regardless. (32.29D) The gondola is nothing more than an attraction to tourists, or one would say, a 
theme-park ride. Yes it gets people on the mountain, but can we exceed the goal without the massive 
towers that blocks the beauty and meaning of the canyon. The gondola is also a very expensive 
alternative, a marketing ploy. We do not need little cottonwood canyon to become the next disneyland. 
The only thing this gondola would be supporting is the resorts, not the public. Let’s also talk about 
avalanche artillery. The gondola wouldn’t operate if the artillery is being used for avalanche mitigation 
since the shells would be passing over the towers and cables. Let alone, how would they be able to 
operate in high winds when storms roll in? (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
Now to our second solution. Which in my eyes, better than the gondola option, but still not a great one. 
We have seen in the past years many people use the bus system we already have implemented, I 
including my myself have used more then 100 times to transport myself up the canyon. We already 
have the system. We already have people using it. Why can’t we just enhance this service, making it 
easier for the land and us. I believe enhancing the bus system by adding more buses, and perhaps 
adding that bus lane would be the best probable solution for little cottonwood. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9B) 
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Let’s not spend more money on a gondola when we already have the steps set into place for the bus 
alternative. Once you implement a gondola, there is no going back. If you regret that decision or it 
doesn’t solve your problems, you are still left with it for life. Don’t mess this up because there is no 
going back. Let’s utilize the road we already have, put the models behind us, and use some common 
sense. Electric buses= better for the environment. (32.2.6.3F) Implement ways to make it easier for the 
public to use this bus system. More stops, more locations for bus pickups!! (32.2.2I) 
As we see both alternatives, the bus option is clearly the better option for the land. Though why cannot 
there not be a third option? As to what I had said before, what needs to be done in order to solve this 
ongoing problem is to simply limit the capacity of the canyon. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K)) Throw 
away both alternates. Your problems will be solved and we can get to living our lives and recreating in 
what Mother Nature gave us. Little cottonwood is only so little. It cannot withhold the people are 
shoving into it, let alone those who don’t care about the natural beauty and well-being of the canyon. 
We need to stop allowing the amount of people into the canton as we’ve seen in past winters. That is 
your problem. Shut the roads down when the canyon reaches capacity. (32.2.2K, 32.20B and 32.2.4A) 
I think we also need to talk about rights here. Little cottonwood canyon has the same rights of humans. 
Yes. It does. You may say that the canyon cannot protect itself from harm because it’s not a living 
entity. But you are wrong. The canyon has as much rights as a toddler. We should be the stewards of 
the canyon, protecting it when in need. Preserving it for future generations. We as locals will not allow 
you to exploit our public lands with a gondola. To ruin the canyons with your machinery and egotistical 
businessmen. I think there comes a time where there is a difference between money and caring for 
what we have now including the wild and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains. The gondola is not a smart 
solution here. It’s a way to put money into those greedy pockets and forgetting the importance of 
nature. (32.2.9I and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12449 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tori Moody 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood canyon is a beautiful, natural and peaceful canyon. As an avid outdoorsman I enjoy 
all activities the canyon has to offer, hiking, rock climbing, biking, skiing, ect. Please do not allow this to 
happen, it will ruin the natural beauty of this exquisite canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
As a resident I can attest that none of these solutions will help with traffic. Avalanches will still happen, 
people will still prefer to drive their own vehicles, and a gondola is a loud, obnoxious unnecessary 
addition to the canyon. It will not only destroy terrain, it will also eliminate the calm, natural beauty of 
the canyon. (32.17A) Please please please do not make any efforts to widen the road or install a 
gondola. Protect the community and the beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 
32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  12450 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shauna Jeffery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build gondola (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12451 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marcus Mattox 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build a Gondola. Please, it will ruin the LCC in so many ways. (32.2.9E) 
The LCC & Alta specifically made me move to Utah, a Gondola ripping through the middle would make 
me leave this state so fast. 
ADDITIONAL OPTIONS: 
Widening the bus line would help TRAFFIC so much more. remove the City busses or upgrade there 
ability to navigate the canyon. Getting a better bus system would help tremendously. This previous year 
with COVID-19 there were an incredible number of single drivers as well? (32.2.9B and 32.2.4A) 
Is the Gondola going to run single riders? (32.2.6.5C) 
Seems like an absolute waste to run a Gondola for a number of reasons to fix the traffic on a handful of 
days out of the season? (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) 
Plus the cost to BUILD, operate, staff, and run this gondola is beyond incomprehensible to a majority of 
the people who live in this city. (32.2.7C) 
NO GONDOLA!!! Use your heads and come up with something better. (32.2.2PP) 
Do better or watch this whole community leave who build up the LCC from nothing.
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COMMENT #:  12452 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colton Linville 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I won’t pay for something that is for the pure benefit of the ski resorts. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) They charge enough for passes already! A gondola would be such an eyesore! Making a wild 
area urban. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12453 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Watkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't do a gondola. (32.2.9E) Put in light-rail connect with TRAX and local bus routes and eliminate 
cars from Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.2I and 32.2.2L) A gondola would destroy the beauty of the 
canyon and will not be an efficient means of transportation for the amount of people who need to get up 
the canyon. (32.17A, 32.7C, 32.2.6.5N, and 32.1.2B) 
Thanks for all of your hard work on this issue.
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COMMENT #:  12454 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaden Bozoo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Give the people what they want. They want rocks. Rocks rock. Don’t hurt the GD Rockin Rocks 
(32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12455 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laurel Samuels 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE consider other alternatives prior to paving our roads or destroying our beautiful canyon with 
gondola towers!!! These so called solutions cannot be undone once implemented and will destroy the 
beautiful scenery and wildlife in this area. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.2.9E, 32.2.2PP and 32.2.9A) Please 
consider the impact to the water-shed, wildlife, quality of life to local residents and usability of ALL 
commuters. (32.1.2D, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.4I) Servicing only Alta and Snowbird 
does nothing for locals, hikers, backcountry skiers, nor does it mitigate traffic issues in Big Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.1.1A, and 32.20D) STOP the destruction of nature with 
paved surfaces!!!
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COMMENT #:  12456 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Ortiz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both widening the road to add an extra lane and a gondola pose dangerous destruction to natural land 
and habitat. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9EE) I think the creation of a toll booth, like Millcreek 
canyon, could both serve as a disincentive to bring your own car up the canyon and could police a hard 
limit to the number of cars allowed per day. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y)
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COMMENT #:  12457 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Boogaard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option because I believe it will be a tourist attraction, a viable transportation 
option and will have less impact on the canyon environment. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12458 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First, thank you for all of the time and effort "you" have invested in this project. Little Cottonwood 
Canyon is a precious resource that must be dealt with extremely carefully. 
My wife and I have been coming to Utah to ski for over thirty years. We recently retired and relocated to 
Sandy to ski. 
We strongly support enhanced bus service and road widening. (32.2.9B) 
It will  
  - accomplish UDOT's objectives,  
  - provide the greatest destination flexibility for all LCC users, 
  - provide the greatest ability to adapt to changing demand, 
  - provide the greatest ability to adapt to climate change in the future, 
  - and have FAR LESS overall impact on the truly unique character Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. The expanded road will be disruptive during construction and slightly more visible. The impact 
of gondola towers and cable will unavoidable from any perspective or view point and destroy the truly 
spectacular beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.17A and 32.17B) 
YES to enhance bus service and road widening. 
ABSOLUTELY NO to the gondola. 
Thank you. 
Ray Thomas
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COMMENT #:  12459 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alyssa Murray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand that the traffic for the ski resorts is an issue. As a non-skier who uses both cottonwood 
canyons year round, I am disappointed that such drastic changes are being considered to benefit two 
private businesses that are only open a few months a year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) I rock climb. I moved to Salt Lake from the other side of the country specifically for the rock 
climbing that is available in this area. I do not see how the implementation of either of the proposed 
solutions won't negatively effect most of the bouldering in LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B) I think if UDOT is 
serious about making changes to traffic flow in any of the canyons, other recreation needs to be taken 
into consideration. (32.29G) We shouldn't be negatively effecting sightlines and watershed for one form 
of recreation with an increasingly short season. (32.2.2E, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A and 32.12B) As a 
resident who loves the canyons, I would serious have to consider moving elsewhere if such drastic, 
negative changes are made. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  12460 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Bender 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Given that the stated issue is traffic, I strongly favor an approach that neither widens the road or spends 
$1 billion on a gondola that serves two privately owned resorts (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.7A).  
Invest in clean fuel buses. (32.2.6.3F) Run them on 10 minute intervals from the mouth of the canyon, 
with express service on 15 minute intervals from satellite parking lots. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3G, and 
32.2.6.2.1C) Limit car traffic to employees and residents during ski season. (32.2.4A) If you have to, 
sell day passes for private vehicles up to the parking lot limit of the resorts, with time entry windows 
going up the canyon. Price those to fund the busses. (32.2.2K and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12461 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Simone Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
So I read through all the options and I think the Gondala is the best option. I know i sent like a hate 
message before. Which some of it still applies. But I would much rather have a gondala than widening 
the road. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  12462 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isaac Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Addendum dated 9/3/21 to original submission : 
Consider in addition to placing a large Bus Hub/station at the South Town Parking lot, also consider 
other land parcels in the area including the vacant lots north of South Town as well as utilizing Sandy 
and South Town Promenade which are large unused park strips that separate Centennial Pkwy. There 
is a large vacant lot on Monroe Ave. separating the Hilton Garden Inn and Del Sol. There is a large 
vacant lot behind the current location of the post office on 215 W 10000 S. Additionally, the connected 
double layer parking lot looks as if it’s not being used. Also, consider the Mountain America Exposition 
Center on 9400S State. This giant lot sits vacant most everyday. Also consider the Mt America Soccer 
Field and Biograss Sod Farms on 10000 S and State. Additionally directly across the street on both the 
NE corner and SE corner of Sego Lilly and State Street is a vacant lot. (32.2.2ZZ)  
 
Start of Original Submission 
Airport-Bus Hub-Hotel-Resort System (ABHR) Concept by Isaac “Mitt” Stewart (Sandy Resident) 

 - Placing of a large Bus Hub/station at 10600 S and State Street perhaps in the South 
Town Parking lot or other land parcels in the area including the vacant lots north of South Town 
as well as utilizing Sandy and South Town Promenade which are large unused park strips that 
separate Centennial Pkwy. There is a large vacant lot on Monroe Ave. separating the Hilton 
Garden Inn and Del Sol. There is a large vacant lot behind the current location of the post office 
on 215 W 10000 S. Additionally, the connected double layer parking lot looks as if it’s not being 
used. Also, consider the Mountain America Exposition Center on 9400S State. This giant. lot 
sits vacant most everyday. Also consider the Mt America Soccer Field and Biograss Sod Farms 
on 10000 S and State. Additionally directly across the street on both the NE corner and SE 
corner of Sego Lilly and State Street is a vacant lot. There are 12 hotels near 10000 S- 10600 S 
and State Street/I15. Out of State Skiers could take a free express UTA bus from the airport 
(Uber as well) to the Bus Hub at 10600 S and State Street. Hotel shuttle busses (either owned 
by the hotels or UTA) could shuttle the guests from the Bus Hub to neighboring hotels. Out of 
state skiers would wake up, get on a shuttle bus (either owned by the hotels or UTA) to the Bus 
hub and then get on a bus that goes straight to the resorts. At the end of the day the skiers take 
the bus from the resort back to their hotel, walk across the street to go out to eat and shop at 
South Town and neighboring restaurants. An evening Hotel-Mall shuttle could be put in place for 
hotels that aren’t directly neighboring South Town Mall so these guests could get to the 
restaurants from their hotel at the end of the day. (32.2.2ZZ) 

 This option decreases rental cars on the road not only in the canyons but on all other roadway 
resulting in less traffic and smog = Environmentally Friendly. 

 This option would reduce traffic in the neighborhoods at the base of the ski resorts. (32.7B) 
 Out of State Skiers would come to love this Bus Hub option as it would simplify the logistics of 

their ski vacation. They would save money on not having to rent an expensive rental car ($200+ 
dollars day in some instances) during their trip. Their logistics are on “auto-pilot”. Another 
reason to make Utah their preferred ski destination. This is a win for the Ski Resorts = more 
return/ loyal customers. 

 The use of the Bus Hub option by out of state skiers could be encouraged by the ski 
resorts/IKON pass etc. by providing special discounts/deals for users and or surcharges for non-
users. Example Surcharge: Rental Car pays a toll to go up the canyon. Additionally, out-of-state 
IKON pass holders pay an extra fee at the ski ticket window if not using the Bus Hub option. The 
passes have scanning data that could be scanned/tracked by scanners in the busses and 
communicated to the IKON Company/Ski Resorts. 
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 The Bus Hub/station at 10600 S and State St. could be dual purpose and be used by Utah I15 
commuters (Express UTA from Utah County to Salt Lake County etc). This would help with 
public opinion of funding the project. Currently, there is outcry among many that this proposed 
project is single use and will benefit only a couple private companies. 

  https://www.sltrib.com/opinion/commentary/2021/07/29/david-p-carter-udots/ 
 Similar type Bus Hubs could be placed at 215/Wasatch Blvd and 215/Fort Union. There are 4 

hotels in 215/Wasatch area along with restaurants. The Old Mill and Mill Rock Business Parks 
have multi-level parking lots that UDOT could propose to lease on weekends/non-business 
days. Usage of already in place infrastructure is economically and environmentally more friendly 
than building brand new/single purpose structures at taxpayer expense. The same goes for the 
215/Fort Union area as there are 7 hotels there as well as multi-level parking structures, all or 
some of which are vacant on weekends. (32.2.2ZZ) 

       
Reasons not to expand the 9400 S and Highland Bus Station 

 Increased Traffic to the neighborhood: The goal of the UDOT solution should not only reduce 
traffic in the canyons but also in the neighborhoods. This option increases the traffic to this my 
neighborhood. (32.2.6.2.1D) 

 Increased Drug Addicted Pan Handling: There is already a drug addicted panhandling 
problem at 9400 S and Highland Dr. With a larger bus hub, this problem will increase. I’ve 
spoken to Sandy Police and the pan handlers use TRAX and busses. (32.2.6F and 32.4Q) 

 Economically not sound: The $20-$30 million dollars spent to expand this location will only be 
used during winter. It’s going to be a hard sell to get commuters to fill this location during non-
winter months. Moreover, it’s more logical to have a commuter/bus hub at or near a freeway exit 
to facilitate traffic in the mornings away from neighborhoods not to them. (32.2.2YY and 
32.2.6F) 

 Does not serve Out of State Ski Tourists (30% of Canyon Traffic)/ Will not reduce rental 
car usage: Expanding the 9400 S and Highland Location will not serve ski tourists as there are 
no hotels in the area. It’s hard to imagine a tourist who pays over $200 day for a rental car is 
going to drive their rental car from their hotel and then get on a bus. They are more likely to just 
drive up the canyon. Driving your rental car from your hotel across town to a bus station would 
be very inconvenient and time consuming defeating the purpose of renting a car in the very first 
place. (32.29BB and 32.2.4A) 

   WHAT % OF CANYON TRAFFIC IS OUT-OUT OF STATE SKIERS/RENTAL CARS 
 SL Tribune article said that at any given time near 30% of the cars in the parking lot at Alta are 

rental cars. https://www.sltrib.com/news/environment/2019/03/31/ikon-epic-ski-passes-may/ 
 My observation during Covid: A good 25% of cars in the ski parking lots were out of state plates. 

This doesn’t account for visitors that were using rental cars with Utah plates. You then could 
assume that during non-covid years the percentage of out of state canyon users is higher 
(30+%) (32.29BB) 

 It is my understanding that all 3 options (Gondola, Buses, Tramway) at best could only reduce 
traffic in the Canyon by 30% during peak usage times. (32.7C)  

 If we could get the majority of the out of state skiers (30% of canyon traffic) utilizing the ABHR 
System you could potentially solve the canyon traffic problem. Additionally, it might be that you 
wouldn’t have to widen the roadways or make any existing changes. (32.29BB and 32.2.4A) 

 Many local skiers find taking a bus up the canyon as inconvenient and won’t do it. (32.2.4A) It 
could be a big mistake and wasted resources if you focus and spend on infrastructure 
encouraging locals to use the ski bus and they end up not using it. Rather, it would be prudent 
to first focus resources and infrastructure on facilitating out of state skiers (30% of canyon 
traffic) to use the bus and not rent a rental car. As mentioned above, if designed correctly, this 
Bus Hub option could be viewed as super convenient and money saving further cementing Utah 
as the best/most convenient place to ski. (32.29BB and 32.2.4A) 

 Before any public funds are spent on a proposed project, it is very important for UDOT to find 
out the true percentage of the canyon traffic that is due to Utahns and what percentage is due to 
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out of state skiers and rental cars. This information could steer and change the final solution. Without 
knowing this, it’s potentially a $500 Million Crapshoot at the public’s expense. (32.29BB) 

        
         Road Tolls 

Many see it not fair to tax Utahns to use their own roads especially when a great amount of the 
problematic traffic in the canyon (30%) is due to out-of-state visitors. To many, Utahn’s quality of life 
with regards to the outdoors has greatly decreased due to the increased number of out-of-state skiers 
driving in their canyon. It’s unfair to make Utahns pay for a solution to a problem that they did not want 
or create. (32.2.4A)  

 
Out of state visitors with rental cars should pay a toll. This would encourage them to use the ABHR 
system. You could require that Utah rental cars have a sticker on their plate/or windshield that if driven 
up the Cottonwood Canyons would incur a toll.
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COMMENT #:  12463 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Syme 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola idea is really bad. It's bad for the environment, it's bad visually. Access needs to be 
improved but this in not the way. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12464 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexander Zoltai 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please please reconsider this. This is such a special area to us and once you make these 
decisions we can't go back. There are other ways and we have to do more for what's best for the area. 
(32.2.9G and 32.2.2PP) Let these places be enjoyed by the hikers, climbers and every day nature 
lovers that love them so much. Please please reconsider. I have loved climbing in the canyon, and just 
had my fist child this week. I want to show him these climbs as he grows and fear for the demolishing of 
them. (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12465 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the gondola alternative a lot. Seems like this would make great public access. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12466 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Klopfenstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand the costs and benefits of each proposal for LCC and believe the best solution is improving 
bus service and tolling the road in the canyon. (32.2.9A) While a gondola provides some benefits to the 
public, it primarily provides benefits for the profits and bottom lines of Snowbird and Alta. Such a hugely 
expensive project that primarily serves to protect those corporations is a wildly irresponsible plan from 
UDOT. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  If UDOT ends up deciding to build a gondola in 
the canyon, Snowbird and Alta should foot the bill for every cent of the project. (32.2.7A and 32.2.9E) 
Improving bus service and imposing a toll on the road at the same time would solve traffic and 
environmental impact issues in the canyon, and revenues from the tolls could go toward covering the 
snow removal costs associated with improved bus service that make it a more expensive option than 
the gondola in the long run. (32.2.4A) 
Saving costs by not building a gondola in LCC would allow the state to spend those valuable transit 
funds elsewhere, such as improving public transit on the west side of Salt Lake Valley. Historically 
disadvantaged residents in that part of our community need better transit options way more than 
affluent, predominantly white skiers and snowboarders do. (32.1.2B) Please reconsider the alternative 
options of tolling the road and improving bus service in LCC so that we can preserve the canyon for 
present and future generations without ruining it with an ugly gondola. (32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12467 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Cabe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. I've been a recreational user of Little Cottonwood Canyon since 
my first ski trip in December of 1984. I've spent, on average, at least one weekend day and many post-
work nights in Little Cottonwood since I moved to Salt Lake City in March of 1985. I hike, fish, 
backcountry ski, area ski, rock and ice climb in the canyon. Little Cottonwood Canyon is my primary 
location for recreation. 
Being a winter skier and frustrated with traffic on holiday weekends in the winter, I usually avoid the 
canyon on those days. I see the option for additional buses and additional traffic lane enhancement as 
viable options for those few weekends when traffic gets "bad". (32.1.4D) A gondola just doesn't make 
sense for travel up the canyon. Serves too few people, for too few days of high traffic, for two self 
interested ski areas. The environment impact on the ground as well as the viewshed in Little 
Cottonwood would suffer from the impact of a gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
Snow sheds in high avalanche areas would be worthwhile. (32.2.9K) 
I'd like to see the tunnel from Midway completed to Little and Big Cottonwood which would alleviate 
most of the traffic on high density, snowy, holiday weekends. (32.2.2H) 
Put me down as a resounding "NO" for the gondola. 
Thanks! 
-Brian Cabe 
Sandy, Utah.
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COMMENT #:  12468 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kwyn Meagher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a frequent visitor to little cotton wood canyon and I visit in the off season for climbing and hiking 
purposes. One of the best parts of little cotton wood is how pristine it is. There's even camping 
restrictions to protect the watershed. It seems antithetical to these efforts to destroy the natural beauty 
of the canyon with a massive construction product that would be an eye sore from the peaks around it 
just to serve one private company. (32.17A) There are other alternatives for this traffic problem that 
occurs a handful of days out of the year (32.1.4D). Close the road and mandate electric shuttles to the 
resort for those who do not have reservations for accommodations at the resort it self during peak 
season. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.6.3F) This will continue to protect the water shed, be better for the 
environment and keep the pristine nature of the canyon. (32.12A and 31.12B) Please please consider 
other options as this would be a true travesty to start destroying this canyon with a gondala construction 
project. (32.2.9E and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12469 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Whipperman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please mine and my wife Toni's position as against the Gondola, as it will not faciliate the traffic flow on 
high volume mornings for skiiers. We like the bus options. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12470 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barry Sparks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Fewer automobiles! More alternate forms of transportation, like gondolas! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12471 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carl Cote 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Putting a gondola through LCC would be disastrous for the climbing community that’s formed here. We 
treasure this area because of how natural it is and because of its proximity to SLC. Please do not move 
forward with this proposal! (32.2.9E and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12472 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adrienne White 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Proposed solutions need to:  
- increase bus capacity (32.2.9A) 
- mobility hubs (32.2.6.2.1C) 
- incentivize riders to take public transit (32.2.4A) 
- minimize impact (32.29G) 
- prioritize affordability  
- create a system that is easy to use (32.2.6.3N)
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COMMENT #:  12473 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Jenkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a gondola is a horrible idea. I think a well designed bus system would work better at a fraction of 
the cost. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  12474 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Browne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello - In regard to the part of the EIS that hasn't received that much attention, the Wasatch Blvd 
expansion part of the proposal. I feel that the most important issue here is reducing the speed on this 
road to 40 - this is a residential area and shouldn't be used as a thoroughfare for people speeding to 
Draper and the canyon. There is no reason they can't go slower, adding a minute or two to a trip is 
worth saving lives and keeping the integrity of our neighborhoods.  
High speed traffic should be stopped at Big Cottonwood along Wasatch Blvd to Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. We have children at bus stops, a constant stream of bicyclists heading all over the valley, 
pedestrians heading to the Golden Hills Park as well as residents trying to access the road with 
dangerous access issues. There have been accidents and a fatality due to the high speeds. If you have 
a 50 MPH speed limit most people will drive 55 and some 60. We need to reduce this speed to 40 and 
make it safe for all - as well as reducing the current noise level. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
I don't know what lies ahead for Little Cottonwood Canyon. I do hope that the environment and the 
natural world is safe guarded as much as possible, so we can continue to cherish this incredible place - 
we will not get a redo. We need to stop continually putting progress over the environment. (32.2.9N and 
32.29G) 
A 40 MPH speed limit on Wasatch Blvd is critical to this area as well as lifesaving. 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Nancy Browne
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COMMENT #:  12475 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Dressel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support alternative B and the construction of the gondola. I believe this is preferable for safety and 
continuity reasons when accidents occur on LCC road. While I disfavor, Alt A road widening, if Alt B is 
not approved, Alt A is preferable to maintaining the status quo. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  12476 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rosemary Nicholson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that we shouldn’t widen the road or use a gondola. To address the traffic problem we can do that 
with human changes. Perhaps putting a toll on the road to increase carpooling, bus frequency, or 
mandatory car pooling. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) I am really against widening the road and especially 
against the gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12477 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Neah Bois 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To who it concerns,  
I am writing today to express my support for the Enhanced Bus Service and concern over the proposed 
Gondola.  
Let me start with this. I am a resident of the Town of Alta and a Utah native. I spent my youth skiing in 
Alta during the winter and hiking and climbing during the summer, and I am lucky to call Little 
Cottonwood Canyon my backyard and home. I have seen firsthand the strain on LCC that has grown as 
the population of Utah has skyrocketed and the demand for outdoor recreation increase. 
I believe we need a solution to the issues of transportation in the canyon, but the solutions UDOT has 
presented are flawed, destructive, and do not solve the issues we must address. While the current path 
we are on is not sustainable, the solutions UDOT has come up with do not accurately address the 
needs nor present solutions that will benefit the stakeholders that need it most: the users.  
In a perfect world, neither of these solutions would be accepted. In my comments, I will explain why I 
believe this. However, having no trust in your organization and the State of Utah to do what is right, I 
will say that I support the Enhanced Bus Service in hopes that a Gondola is NOT built. I will explain why 
I am in favor of busses in my comments.  
There are four main reasons why I believe these solutions are inadequate.  
1) They are costly measures that are completely unnecessary  
2) They will not address the growing strain of humans on LCC  
3) They will line the pockets of the ski resorts, but harm the residents and users of LCC 
4) They do not adequately address the realities of transportation in the canyon.  
Point 1: They are costly measures that are completely unnecessary  
Both proposals are extremely costly ($510 and $592 million each). This use of taxpayer money to line 
the pockets of the resorts, hotels, developers, and the state tourism office is disheartening to say the 
least. While I do acknowledge that transportation is an issue that needs to be addressed, "there are 
cheaper and more impactful options. For example, tolling the road, allowing for one-way traffic during 
busy hours, snow sheds, enhanced bus service with no road capacity enlargement, enforcing rideshare 
and carpool, or even just adding an extra lane are cheaper alternatives that could solve the issue. 
Building a giant, costly, Gondola that destroys the Canyon and just brings more people to the resorts is 
not a solution, but rather amplifies the issues.  
Furthermore, the Gondola is forcing a tourist trap in the canyon that doesn’t need to happen. We do 
NOT need more people going up the canyon, we need to address the current demand. Building a 
Gondola is a solution that furthers the issues, not solving them. And it costs nearly 600 million dollars to 
do so. Building a Gondola would take LCC 50 years into the future, which we simply do not need. Also, 
it would take years to build the Gondola, meaning we are forced to deal with the traffic issues for the 
foreseeable future. Again, a costly measure that doesn’t solve the issues at hand. (32.7C, 32.1.2B, 
32.2.4A, 32.2.2EE, 32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, 32.2.9E, 32.20A, and 32.20C) 
Rather, UDOT should look to build on the infrastructure that already exists in the canyon and valley so 
needless money is not spent. For example, more funding for more electric busses and a larger travel 
hub. Or, build more reliable and faster transit paths through the valley so folks are able to utilize the bus 
system to get to the resorts. (32.2.2I, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
Again, busses are the answer, NOT the gondola.  
Point 2: They will not address the growing strain of humans on LCC  
What we need is a capacity study. UDOT has never done a capacity study for the canyons, BCC 
included. We have no idea how many people can actually be in LCC, and at what point we have tipped 
over the threshold of sustainable use. We must conduct a capacity study to understand what the long-
term impacts will be of either solution.  
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The idea of 1000 people an hour coming up the canyon (which would be a reality with the Gondola), is 
terrifying. Has UDOT never been in the Canyon when there are 6000 people there? Imagine 8,000 
people, 10,000 people, hell 15,000 people. It is a recipe for disaster. The Canyon simply " 
"cannot support that amount of traffic without being environmentally and culturally destroyed beyond 
repair. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, and 32.7C) 
While I believe the Canyon must be accessible to all, and wholeheartedly support folks coming up the 
Canyon during all months, a Gondola will bring unrelenting foot traffic and environmental degradation 
into our backyard. Busses rather will be able to move people up the canyon, but not at the rate a 
Gondola will. And, if the busses are fully electric, then there will be a somewhat mitigated 
environmental impact. (32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.5G, 32.20A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
Finally, the EIS does not accurately account for the impacts of climate change. The impacts of climate 
change will be felt dramatically in the canyon, with shorter winters, hotter summers, and more harsh 
weather patterns like fire and drought. Why are we spending nearly $600 million to build a Gondola 
when the ski industry is not prepared for the impacts of climate change? As heartbreaking as it is, we 
need to come to terms with the fact that skiing may not be a reality in 50 years. Implement a bus 
system that gets cars off the road, and doesn’t build unnecessary infrastructure that may not be used in 
the future. (32.2.2E) 
Point 3: They will line the pockets of the ski resorts, but harm the residents and users of LCC 
As a resident of LCC, I am extremely hesitant to see a Gondola up the canyon. First, I will not be able 
to use the Gondola as reliable transportation up and down the canyon. I will have to park my car at the 
base, and do not know if I can leave my car for extended periods and overnight. Second, when I am 
transporting my groceries and belongings up the Canyon, I will not be able to do that in a Gondola that 
only stops at Snowbird and Alta. How will I get to my house? Currently, I have a bus stop by my house 
and can use that as transportation, which is great. A gondola would take that away from me.  
With the Gondola only stopping at the resorts, residents and users will not be able to access other parts 
of the canyon, such as hiking locations, the town of Alta, and residences. This is NOT a solution, but a 
major problem. (32.2.6.5D and 32.2.4A) 
I also do not want to see huge Gondola hubs taking over the small land we have available in the 
canyon. The hubs would be larger than any of the lodges in Alta, cause major environmental 
degradation to precious resources, and completely change the face of LCC. It will be a Disney-style 
roller coaster, something we do not need. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
Also, the towers will be visually disastrous. The path of the gondola towers goes over houses, 
employee housing, hiking locations, and the resorts. What will happen to those places? For example, 
the current plan has a tower next to/on top of employee housing in Alta. What will happen to that 
housing and those people? Will they be displaced by the Gondola? I certainly hope not, but I do not 
trust that UDOT will take this into consideration. (32.17A, 32.4E, and 32.4O)  
At the end of the day, the Gondola will only bring money to the ski resorts, but won’t bring any benefit to 
the residents of LCC and the users of LCC.  
Point 4: They do not adequately address the realities of transportation in the canyon. 
Currently, the EIS does not accurately take into account the flow of traffic in the canyon. We do not 
need a Gondola, or a bus system, that brings 1000 people up and down each hour. We need a system 
that brings 4000 people up at 8 AM, and 4000 people down at 4 PM. There is NOT a steady flow of 
traffic up and down the canyon, but a rush hour in the morning and afternoon. Will people wait 1-2 
hours to get on a Gondola at 8 AM and 4 PM when they could just in their car? I think not. (32.1.2B, 
32.2.6.5C, and 32.2.6.5N) 
Furthermore, people use the Canyon for more than just accessing the ski resorts. I am a backcountry 
user, and I would not be able to use the Gondola to get to the places I ski. I would be able to use the 
busses. A Gondola would mean I would need to drive, thus not solving the issue. I would love to use a 
bus to get to where I ski. I would not love to use a Gondola to get to snowbird and then walk a mile or 
two to where I need to go.  
The same goes for summer hiking use. White Pine is a disaster for parking and transportation, and the 
Gondola would skip that area, again not solving the issue. A bus could stop there, meaning people 
would not have to drive. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) 
In Summary:  
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In summary, neither plan is great. But the busses are a MUCH better solution than the Gondola. A 
Gondola is unnecessary, expensive, destructive, and causes more issues than it solves. While the 
busses are not perfect either, they are less damaging than the Gondola.  
I would strongly encourage UDOT to conduct a capacity study before implementing either plan. I would 
also strongly encourage UDOT to incorporate the realities of climate change before making any 
decision.  
No Gondola. Busses are better.  
Best,  
Neah Bois

Page 32B-12816 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12478 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:13 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacqueline Wheeler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe there is a better option than the gondola. Yes, a more emboldened bus system. I think the 
option of a train should be thoroughly investigated. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  12479 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Remy Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly believe that there or many options worth implementing before a gondola or road expansion in 
little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Have grown up here and being an avid user of the 
Wasatch, these proposed options are very limited in there use especially for those seeking the use the 
canyon as a whole and not just go to the resorts. I recommend an enhanced bus service to be 
implemented first along with increased parking infrastructure by the mouths of the canyons. We have 
already seen a need for these as the parking on 6200 fills up quickly on weekends and the lines for the 
busses become long as well. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
Additionally, enhancing transit hubs around the valley will also give flexibly and utility more than just to 
the Cottonwoods but also for the community that don’t partake in using them. Since we are using our 
tax dollars to try and solve the mobility and congestion in the canyons, we should be able to actually 
bring those solutions to the community as a whole. (32.2.2I) 
Widening the road will damage much of the world class bouldering we have right here in Utah. Many 
members of our community live here for that alone, and mind you not everyone uses the ski resorts. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) The Wasatch is a wonderful range and the access they provide for us enthusiast is 
unmatched to many parts of the country. Any alteration to them would be devastating.
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COMMENT #:  12480 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marissa Day 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This comment is to input my strong opposition to a Gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) As we look at the 
catastrophic impact of development all around us, it's clear to me that less destructive methods of 
mitigating traffic in the canyon should at least be attempted before embarking on such a massive 
construction project that will substantially change the canyon. (32.29R) What's more, the gondola will 
only reach the resorts - if the resorts wish to have a significant project like this that supports their 
operations, they should be paying for it. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  12481 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shaela Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In the next fifteen to twenty years, the snow that this project is depending on to attract skiers and 
tourists to LCC and fuel the state's economy will likely not be here. Climate change IS going to impact 
the ski industry in Utah; we know this. We understand that the science behind this prediction is founded 
in real data and projections based on current weather patterns and global warming trends. Still, UDOT 
is trying to push forward with a project that will squander billions and wreak havoc on a fragile 
ecosystem that's already strained beneath the current capacity of visitors. (And where is the will from 
UDOT to conduct an environmental carrying capacity assessment for this project? We're in an era 
where caution is the requirement, regardless of if the Forest Service recommends an assessment isn't 
required. Just because something is not required does not mean it's not wise.) (32.2.2E and 32.20B) 
The billions that would be spent on the construction and infrastructure of the gondola is money that our 
state should be using to design advanced water storage facilities such as underground reservoirs to 
reduce loss of water by evaporation. Our (growing) population currently depends on the snow pact for 
our drinking and municipal water. A gondola such as this is not only financially irresponsible but morally 
corrupt as it will lead to further and quicker degradation of our snow pact and disrupt the balance of an 
ecosystem that's already struggling. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9E, 32.12H, and 32.13A) 
This is not a project for the people or for the place. It's a project catered to the wealthy few who would 
prefer it. Invest in PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION at an ACCESSIBLE scale for actual Utahns. (32.2.9A) 
Do your part as an organization to reduce your carbon footprint and take responsibility for the short- 
and long-term environmental impacts your projects have on our state. We are no longer at a point in 
human history when we can continue on with projects and efforts founded solely in capital gain. 
Reevaluate your values and be the shift toward sustainability and the moral responsibility we need. 
(32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  12482 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Josie Elordi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These seem to be other less destructive and invasive measures that should be explored before 
committing to such an expensive and harmful solution is pursued. I am a new resident of Salt Lake City 
and it is disappointing to see the disregard this initiative is paying to the local communities that enjoy 
what will be destroyed through either proposal as well as to preserving the environment. (32.2.2PP, 
32.29R, and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  12483 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachael Fisher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm very opposed to a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC). It would not service the majority of 
the users in LCC, it would only service those who can afford to buy tickets to Snowbird or Alta. That is 
too narrow. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Additionally, users of Snowbird and Alta will 
still have to ride in cars to reach the parking areas of the gondolas. The traffic is atrocious, living in 
these neighborhoods is terrible. The increased traffic to the parking areas needs studied more. We 
have school children who are traveling to/from at the peak times when skiers/snowboarders are racing 
to LCC to ski/board. (32.7B, 32.2.6.5E, and 32.2.6.2.1D) 
I also believe electric buses with more zones for pickups is an ideal option. (32.2.6.3F) I do not believe 
all of the alternatives were examined equally, and it seems as though UDOT had a preferred alternative 
that they wrote the EIS in favor of, instead of developing them independently. The alternatives studied 
here do not address the purpose and need, and I agree with Mayor Wilson, Save Our Canyons, and 
countless others who oppose this and would like to see something more careful studied. Please give 
us, the public funding these schemes, actual alternatives that are based in science with thoughtful full 
review. (32.2.2PP and 32.2.9N)
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COMMENT #:  12484 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eden Brush 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Taxpayers don't want their money to go towards a massive gondola or widening the canyon road. We 
cannot risk the environmental impact of such projects. The beauty and integrity of the canyon would 
also be compromised by such projects. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4I) Tolling the road 
and/or improving/incentivizing existing bus routes would be a better plan for improving canyon 
congestion. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2I) Accessibility to the canyon for everyone is of utmost 
importance but it cannot come with the environmental damages and taxpayer expenses that a gondola 
or wider road would require. (32.1.2D) Alta and Snowbird should also take measures to reduce their 
environmental impact and provide funds for improving canyon congestion. (32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  12485 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryce Gurick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider both proposals to increase accessibility/reduce traffic into Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
Little Cottonwood Canyon is truly a sacred place for nature lovers, hikers, and climbers from all walks of 
life. I have had many moments of significance there, and would like to continue to do so in the future. I 
fear both proposals will degrade the experience of recreation in the canyon to a point where it would no 
longer appeal to me to visit the SLC area. More importantly, as I have been fortunate enough to have 
had my cherised moments there, there are countless generations that will be robbed from without a 
voice. (32.4I) 
Please consider my perspective that I believe most will Echo: Your goal of increasing accessibility and 
convenience regarding transit into the canyon, in both proposals, will in turn reduce the draw most have 
to the canyon. The raw, rugged beauty should not be degraded by adding an eyesore of a gondola 
running the length of the canyon. This proposal will significantly cheapen the serenity on the Canyon 
and the respite it offers all visitors. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
The unique recreational opportunity the Boulders of Little Cottonwood Canyon provide to rock climbers 
and those that appreciate viewing something only nature could create over millions of years, should not 
be diminished so that those wishing to venture to Alta don't have to endure the inconvenience of 
waiting in traffic to get there. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Please consider this quote from Famed Conservationist and Outdoorsman, John Muir: 
God has cared for these trees, saved them from drought, disease, avalanches, and a thousand 
tempests and floods. But he cannot save them from fools. 
- John Muir
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COMMENT #:  12486 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:21 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonas Harmon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This proposal is not a proposal for all people. This proposal is for a select few that very openly is not 
open to everyone. This Gondola seeks to serve two resorts, one of which considers themselves an elite 
party that has a set of rules that does not allow for all to participate. (32.1.2D, 3.2.7A, 32.7C, 32.7B, 
and 32.2.9E) Why should the burden be passed to the tax payer when they cannot enjoy the land on 
their terms. (32.2.7A) The environment impact must be taken into deep consideration, don't just check 
a box. (32.29G) These private industries must not dictate what we do with taxpayer funds if in fact they 
cannot be used by said taxpayers.
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COMMENT #:  12487 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Coleman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up in Holladay Utah and currently live in Murray. I have chosen to stay here, despite many 
opportunities to relocate, primarily because of my proximity to the Wasatch mountains. For sixty years I 
have hiked and explored their deep canyons and rocky peaks; climbed on the jagged quartzite crags, 
and the smooth granite slabs of the Cottonwood Canyons; and I have spent many days on the ski 
slopes (until rising lift prices made it too expensive for me).  
So I am concerned about the future of these canyons as the population grows along the Wasatch Front. 
And I am glad that the increasing pressures on the canyons are being addressed. However, I think 
there is a better solution than the two that UDOT has proposed.  
Please consider the benefits of the "Zion Park Solution". On busy days in Zion, private cars are 
severely restricted in the canyon, leaving the road open for shuttle buses that run frequently and stop at 
the various trailheads, visitor centers, and other features of interest. The shuttles are powered by 
natural gas - a cleaner option than the diesel busses proposed by UDOT. Perhaps our shuttles could 
be electric. On low demand days more access is given to private vehicles.  
Compared to UDOT's two proposals, using Zion Canyon as a model would : 
1. Be less disruptive to the canyon, requiring less construction. 
2. Be more flexible, and able to adapt to changing demand. 
3. Reduce noise in the canyon, especially if electric shuttles were used. 
4. Better serve the needs of all users, not just the ski industry. 
5. Cost considerably less to tax payers. 
Please take a close look at the "Zion Solution". I think you will find it to be a better long term solution for 
the citizens of Utah. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.6.3C) 
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  12488 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Murray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel like this should be paid for via a tax on day use parking at the resorts. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) I 
primarily use the canyon to rock climb and don't want any of the boulders or sight lines disturbed. It is 
not worth ruining the canyon to benefit one user group. (32.4A and 32.4B) I feel the best thing to do 
would be increase bus service during peak times and make the cost to day use park at the resorts 
prohibitive so people take the buses. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12489 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have submitted 12 comments on the Draft EIS by email to the email listed on this form. I have 
included detailed backup data for each as an attached PDF. I also submitted an email with a summary 
listing the 12 comments. Please verify that you have received my comments and the 12 PDF comment 
descriptions. Thank you. (32.29D – all comments have been received)
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COMMENT #:  12490 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tiffany Hou 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon was the reason we came to SLC; it’s a unique and highly accessible area. 
Places like these don’t happen often and need to be saved. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  12491 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Miah Perez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More than 100 boulders and many trails will be affected if additional lanes or a gondola is put in little 
cottonwood. I’ve lived in Utah my whole life and it has been tragic to watch the natural majesty of 
nature being reduced, bit by bit; many trails and natural wonders I loved growing up have been erased 
over the last 22 years. Please do not do it to our little cottonwood. Don’t erase what makes it magical. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12492 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Constance Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the Gondola option as an alternative solution for the LCC traffic issues projected for the 
future. (32.2.9E) I have read over the Draft EIS, and I struggled to find a thorough environmental impact 
analysis provided for the Gondola option. It appears that the Gondola option was included in "haste", or 
"last minute" due to it's ineffectiveness to appropriately assess the environmental impacts associated 
with that alternative. If the Gondola alternative is considered as a feasible solution, I believe that the 
Final EIS should analyze and assess environmental impacts more affluently and clearly. (32.1.5C, 
32.2.9W, and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  12495 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kara Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please try toll and/or reservation system before trying more major options! (32.2.2Y, 32.2.2K, and 
32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  12494 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Jolly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I personally feel both options are not great for the canyon, especially leaving BCC behind and not being 
included in part of the "plan". We all know BCC has traffic issues are well. I feel we should leave the 
roads and beautiful canyon as is and make a large parking structure at the bottom of LCC and BCC 
and increase the bus service for BOTH canyons. (32.20D, 32.1.1A, and 32.1.1C) The current plan is 
only to increase income for two private businesses while destroying our landscape and watershed. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.4I, 32.12A, and 32.12B) I am currently trying to build a little cabin in the canyons 
and FCOZ is very difficult! How could building a gondola or widening a road pass all the rules and 
regulations? (32.12A and 32.12B) Please save our canyons and keep the roads the same and add a 
parking structure at the bottom of the canyon and increase the service. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) Even 
is you make paid parking at Alta and Snowbird that would force people to take the bus because of 
costs. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) Think of locals and all the sports/ activities changing the canyon will 
effect, not just adding $$ to 2 businesses which are already RICH.....
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COMMENT #:  12495 

DATE:   9/1/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Delfia Valenzuela 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Delfia Valenzuela 
West Valley City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  12496 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peyton Grace 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option is my preferred alternative. (32.2.9D) It preserves wildlife movement, and rock 
climbing boulders. (32.13A and 32.4A) Those boulders are unique, and if removed, those routes would 
be gone from existence forever. 
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COMMENT #:  12497 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Nicholas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid LCC recreational user (backcountry skier, mountain biker, and longtime Alta season pass 
holder) I absolutely DO NOT support the gondola. (32.2.9E) Alta and snowbird does NOT need 
taxpayer subsidized transport. (32.2.7A) The gondola does not do anything to increase recreational 
access for those who are financially unable to buy season passes. It does NOT increase access to 
those who use the land. It only benefits the resorts who have already demonstrated they are NOT good 
stewards of the land. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It also would stick out like a sore 
thumb. (32.17A) Snow sheds on avy paths and expanded bussing would be the only solution forward in 
my mind (32.2.2K and 32.2.9A). I DO NOT want my tax dollars funding the gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  12498 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Vickery 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Although the gondola option is intriguing, it has two major drawbacks: the 200-foot towers with flashing 
red lights would fatally compromise the spectacular wild character of Little Cottonwood Canyon, and 
this option would not provide the flexibility to meet any transportation needs other than winter access to 
Alta and Snowbird. (32.17A, 32.2.9D, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I therefore prefer 
the enhanced bus option. (32.2.9A) 
 
The days of allowing anyone to drive their car up the canyon whenever they want are coming to an end. 
Although we can force people to use transit by charging tolls and restricting access, I hope we will 
choose to make the user experience of using transit as pleasant as possible. Therefore, I suggest that 
the following goals be emphasized in the EIS: 
 
1. Transit should be designed to accommodate the extra equipment and bulky clothing of skiers. 
(32.2.6.3E) 
 
2. Payment should be as convenient as possible. No fumbling around in bulky ski clothing for cash or 
credit cards when boarding a bus or gondola. (32.2.4A) 
 
3. Transit should operate late in the evening so skiers can stay for dinner and workers can return home 
after an evening shift. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
4. Overnight parking (for a fee) should be allowed at the mobility hubs. (32.2.4A) 
 
5. The mobility hubs should provide ample parking even on the busiest and snowiest days. 
(32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
6. Transit users should never have to wait in line for more than a few minutes. (32.2.6.5C) 
 
7. Shuttles should provide transportation to trailheads for dispersed recreation. (32.2.6.3C and 
32.2.6.5G) 
 
All this in addition to not having to drive in snowy conditions in heavy traffic should make transit an 
appealing replacement for the existing private automobile paradigm. 
 
Finally, whatever option is chosen, I hope that all stakeholders will work together to create a great user 
experience for transit users. I also hope that no expense is spared to ensure that the roadways, 
avalanche sheds and gondola towers (if that option is chosen) are designed to fit in to our spectacular, 
internationally renowned canyon as attractively and as inconspicuously as possible. (32.17A, 32.17B, 
and 32.17C) 
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COMMENT #:  12499 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Paul 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As Utah resident who continually uses LLC year round for recreation, I do not see how a gondola 
system would assist in alleviating the traffic/congestion issue at hand. In its current design it would only 
cater to Alta and Snowbird, all while ruining the pristine beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The solution should be centered around keeping cars 
out of the canyon. Zion is able to do this much and has far more hurdles to overcome with regards to 
usage and parking. (32.2.2B) The ideal solution is more buses in the canyon, snow sheds to protect the 
roads and less private vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.4A) This is the ultimate 
solution that is applicable year round while giving access to the whole canyon and all who recreate in 
the canyon. (32.1.2C) It is hard to believe that we cannot transpose the transportation success of ZNP 
to LLC. SLC will continue to grow and the gondola will not be able to keep pace, whereas we can 
always add more buses to combat growth/usage. The gondola is a static solution, vs. finding a dynamic 
solution better suited for our future. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  12500 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:35 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annie Feucht 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed EIS for Little Cottonwood is unacceptable and I urge you to adopt the far better (and 
cheaper) solutions proposed on this website: https://www.savelittlecottonwood.com/solutions (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A and 32.2.2I) 
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12501 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liam Getzloff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m in favor of implementing a toll system, and more bussing. However, I’m firmly against the 
construction of a gondola and widening the highway. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  12502 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Gartenstein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to voice my opposition specifically to the gondola and generally to any project that requires 
additional infrastructure in the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The Salt Lake Climbers Association 
estimates that upwards of 30 boulders with more than 100 climbs could be destroyed due to both the 
gondola construction and road widening options. (32.4A and 32.4B) It is irresponsible to consider 
destruction of nature and recreation in 3 seasons in order to help a private ski resort increase their 
visitation on peak days. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Before any destructive 
proposals are chosen, less intrusive options like tolls for private vehicles and increased bus service with 
wider pickup areas should be trialed. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12503 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Hubbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No plan that results in the destruction of historic rock climbing routes in Little Cottonwood Canyon is 
acceptable. (32.4A and 32.4B) Some areas are better left wild. Please do not destroy this treasured 
area in the name of convenience. (32.4I and 32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  12504 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen Bor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a homeowner who lives near 9400 and Highland Blvd in Sandy, and I am opposed to the gondola. 
(32.2.9E) I am also opposed to widening the road or the cog rail. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9M) There are 
intermediate actions that should be taken before spending an enormous amount of money on a project 
that has irreversible impacts to the local environment and the view shed. (32.29) 
 
I also believe that the gondola will result in more traffic in the neighborhoods surrounding the mobility 
hubs. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
I think the best solution is to improve the existing bus system. We need more buses! Right now you 
have to wait for a number of buses to go by before there might be room for you on one. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.7C) 
 
I also think if there were more lockers at Alta and Snowbird where you could store your skis and boots 
overnight, more people would want to ride the bus. The bus needs to be easy to ride and lugging your 
skis, boots, clothes, food and water on the bus is very inconvenient especially when there is no where 
to store your belongings once you are at the resort. This is even more true if you are trying to take the 
bus with your kids. (32.2.3A) 
 
I also think UDOT should have considered a shuttle system like they have in Zion National park. If you 
had free round the clock direct buses that also stopped at trailheads and closed the canyon to personal 
vehicles (except residents), riding the bus would become normalized. (32.2.2B, 32.1.2C, and 
32.2.6.3C)  
 
Finally, the ski resorts are already operating at full capacity. There isn’t room for more people without 
further detriment to the ski experience that LCC was once known for. Cramming more people up the 
canyon on a gondola or widening the road is only going to increase the number of people in the canyon 
to unsustainable numbers. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
The gondola, widening the road or the rail cost the tax payers only to benefit the private businesses of 
Alta and Snowbird. This is unacceptable. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I think the 
resorts should raise prices and limit capacity and that would also cut down on the number of cars in the 
canyon. (32.2.2K) 
 
The roads are only a problem certain days. Make the bus system better so more people want to ride it 
and see what happens. Then if you need to widen the road or implement additional measures, that 
would be a secondary step (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  12505 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gwendolyn Reynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Our canyons should be environmentally preserved and not just accessible to ski bunnies. They are one 
of our most beautiful and important assets. Please preserve the environment and put in bus lanes. I 
want my children to be able to access the canyons their whole lives for hiking, climbing, and skiing. 
(32.2.9B and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12506 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:39 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Dalrymple 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This plan seems unreasonably expensive and environmentally damaging for the limited benefits it 
provides. (32.2.7C, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As someone who enjoys the 
canyon but does not go to the ski resorts it feels like it is shutting off the canyon, which should be easily 
accessible for all reasons, to use beyond the resorts. (32.1.2C and 32.2.4A) I understand the resorts 
provide revenue but nature is meant to be enjoyed by all regardless of potential profits. Most 
importantly, this plan isn’t even most efficient, and adding bus routes or turning the canyon roads into 
toll roads would cut down on traffic, crowding and overuse while still allowing everyone to enjoy it and 
not wasting money on a monstrosity that would ruin the views forever. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12507 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathaniel Dunbeck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the additional lane and the enhanced bus service is the best alternative proposed. (32.2.9B) 
The gondola, once installed, will impact the beauty and the visitor experience year round. (32.2.9E, 
32.17A, and 32.4I) On the other hand, enhanced bus service will only be present during the ski season 
leaving the canyon, more or less, the same as it is now during the summer season. (32.2.9A and 
32.20A) Additionally, the gondola has the potential to damage or destroy countless climbing areas in 
the canyon. (32.4B) Should access to one kind of recreation (skiing) come at the expense of another 
(climbing). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) LCC is home to world class rock climbing 
and can be considered a draw for tourism. Currently, climbing does not bring as many visitors to Utah 
as skiing does. However, destroying climbing areas will ruin the opportunity for the state to increase 
visitation for climbers. (32.6C) 
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COMMENT #:  12508 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Oungst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am commenting again as the period closes to share that I am AGAINST both proposals put forth in the 
EIS. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Neither option takes into account the affects on the entire Wasatch 
community, especially the climbing community. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Other options must be explored and exhausted first before we destroy the beauty of the 
landscape and watershed of LCC (32.2.2PP, 32.29R, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
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COMMENT #:  12509 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:44 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colleen Jemmett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This will ruin the rugged mountains forever. (32.4I) The beauty of the mountains are to be enjoyed but 
doesn’t need to give access to literally everyone. (32.1.2B) Let’s keep our mountains safe but not 
ruined!! (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12510 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Burstedt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi! I think the gondola project is not a good idea for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) It would only 
provide an advantage during the winter season while severely limiting access to or destroying many 
climbing areas and hiking trails that are used over the summer. (32.1.2C and 32.4B) I think a better 
plan would be increased bus service, as well as a toll system like in Millcreek canyon. The toll would 
discourage people from driving up the canyon as single riders, so they either carpool or ride the bus, 
which would reduce congestion and side of road parking as well as increase the productivity of the 
buses. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3C) The proceeds from the tolls could also fund avalanche and 
storm clean up during the winter, as well as canyon development in the summer. Roads can be 
narrowed and reclaimed, but the gondola will permanently change the canyon. (32.4I) We need to try 
everything we can before a change like that has to be made. I would be happy to pay a toll if it meant 
saving the outdoor spaces that I love. Please save LCC! 
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COMMENT #:  12511 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Mertlich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Strongly against the gondola. (32.2.9E) As a local, we know this will do very little for our residents and 
far more for the profits of Gondola Works. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Charge fees 
for the road! incentivize public transport! (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) The gondola will not save people time, 
will not add convenience and will not be used to capacity despite what those who are financially 
incentivized will say. (32.2.6.5N) 
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COMMENT #:  12512 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are cons to both options, but I think in an area with already poor air quality, I would prefer a 
gondola. (32.2.9D) I believe adding another lane would just add more cars and more congestion, and 
deeply affect the beautiful resource of the LCC by needing to cut into the mountain and pave more. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, and 32.17B) While the gondola would also affect the environment and the 
views, I think it could help remove cars off the canyon. (32.17A, 32.4I, and 32.7C) If the gondola isn’t 
the option chosen, I sincerely hope the option of adding a lane is reconsidered. I think that option would 
do more than good. Perhaps if there was a toll in winter for cars and no toll for buses, adding buses, or 
some other option. Please, please, please no more lanes in LCC. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12513 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:46 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Odell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep the climbing alive in the canyon I cant stress enough how important it is for me and so 
many others. Please (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12514 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Corinna Esdorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m European. I love me a gondola, funicular, etc. but a gondola that only stops in 2 places? That 
seems like it wouldn’t work as well. I would LOVE a gondola (I get carsick) that was well thought out. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5G) But I worry that without enhanced bus service (that actually stops places) we 
will have a very hard time moving people through the canyon to the places they actually want to go. 
(32.2.6.3C). I would take the bus right now, except that there is never parking available at the park and 
ride! Expand parking (a LOT) make people who don’t work/live in the canyon pay a fee to drive up, and 
have a bus come every 3 minutes? (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3N) Covid obviously 
makes public transportation harder, but you could ventilate/filter those buses! Thanks for looking into 
options that have more flexibility! 
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COMMENT #:  12515 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:47 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Val Oveson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola option. (32.2.9D) I believe the gondola option would create the best long term 
transportation solution with the least impact to the canyon. I'm also excited about the unique nature of a 
gondola and the draw it would be to the Wasatch mountains. 
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COMMENT #:  12516 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't let the price tag influence a bad decision. The Gondola is the best option, period. If you go skiing 
in Europe, they have massive gondola's everywhere. The engineering is impressive. It just makes 
sense. You have to build what is needed to fix the problem. The cost will work itself out. The other 
options will also cost huge $$ but won't offer as good a solution. UDOT continually spends countless $$ 
on highway improvements and frequently repeats projects over and over (Foothill Blvd.). Better to build 
something awesome now and not rebuild over and over (expanded road option). (32.2.9D, 32.2.7A, 
and 32.2.7C)
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COMMENT #:  12517 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:50 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah S 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, while I feel its deeply important to take action on SOMETHING so locals dont spend 3+ hours in 
a car up and down the canyon, I truly believe that the options presented are not solutions but extremely 
flimsy patches in a sinking boat. A gondola is pricey, apparently people think it'll look ugly, it wont 
operate in the summer, and corporations will reap the benefits. (32.1.4A, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.2.6.5F, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Widening the road isn't plausible in all locations of 210 - 
how will the 7 sisters be widened? There is only 1 passing lane up and down for a reason - there's no 
space! Also, we have seen the road destruction increase in the past few years due to more frequent 
mud slides, rock slides, avalanches in parts of the canyon that hasn't been exhibited in decades. 
Adding more buses and a bus specific lane will not encourage more people to take the bus without a 
guarantee of a significant decrease in travel/wait time to get up and down canyon. People are creatures 
of habit and comfort - those with kids will not lug themselves, gear, and food up canyon on a BUS. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.6.3B) There is no infrastructure at the resorts to accommodate day-lodging 
families which is very popular in east coast skiing. (32.2.3A) The fact of the matter is no one will take a 
bus or a gondola unless they are forced to. (32.2.4A) With all of the prior past experiences on the bus, I 
will never take public transit up canyon. Especially as a disabled person, its extremely inconvenient and 
challenging to utilize public transit comfortable and safely. We will pour millions of money into a 
"solution" that will need more fixes in 2-10 years. A bus OR gondola is not a solution. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) Ban all private vehicles in the canyon and force ppl to use public transit. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  12518 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ed Laufer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the two options, I strongly prefer the enhanced bus service with snow sheds and road widening over 
a gondola. (32.2.9B and 32.2.9E) The bus option would provide the greatest long term flexibility in 
terms of capacity, technology, and destination choices. Furthermore it would have less visual impact 
and be moderately more cost-effective. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12519 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Hanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola B option in LCC serves a small percentage of the users of the canyon: Alta and Snowbird 
skiers. As such, it is a gift of our taxpayer dollars to 2 Utah companies (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). It also leaves us at risk of financial loss should climate change result in 
diminished use of these 2 ski resorts. (32.2.2E) It offers no remediation for congestion from hikers, 
bikers, climbers, backcountry skiers, or sightseers. (32.7B and 32.7C) It has a high cost in dollars and 
environmental damage, with metal towers, cables, and cars visually fouling the beauty of the 
canyon...forever. (32.17A, 32.4I, and 32.2.7C) It will operate only during the 5 winter months, which 
leaves the canyon transportation congestion with no remediation during the heavy use period of spring, 
summer, and fall. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5F) 
 
Enhanced Bus with Roadway Widening is less invasive but the environmental impact is still significant. 
This option potentially offers more for other user groups, dependent on whether the stops are frequent 
enough to meet the needs of current users. The impact to bikers is a not clear to me. (32.2.9C, 
32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.9A) 
 
Both of the options endanger over 100 iconic boulders and rock the climbing community cherish. These 
are not replaceable, and destruction is absolutely unacceptable. UDOT should not be the decision-
maker in which recreational interests are winners and losers with our tax dollars! (32.4A, 32.4B, and 
32.29G) 
 
Most concerning is the need for canyon water for the SL Valley. We are in an extreme drought, and the 
Colorado River is in danger. Any “infrastructure improvements” present a threat to water quality in the 
canyon and water security for the SL Valley. (32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
The option not being considered is the Enhanced Bus Without Road Widening proposal. According to 
the Alternative Impacts Summary, it is the clear winner. (32.2.9A) Utilizing more buses, ideally electric, 
combined with tolls for cars based upon numbers of passengers would involve the least costs and 
environmental damage. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.3F) It could potentially offer the most flexibility for different 
styles of use. For example, our use of the canyon is never at the resorts, always backcountry skiing and 
hiking. Our patterns outside of winter use include off-trail hikes in less frequented areas, which would 
likely not be near a bus stop and certainly not a gondola stop. We would prefer to have the option to 
pay a fee for use of a vehicle so we might continue to hike the areas we love (and from which we 
frequently haul out litter). (32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2C) 
 
I am also aghast that so much money in infrastructure and road development is in the works for LCC 
only, when BCC and Millcreek are also in need. Utilizing a ground up approach with increased 
bus/tolling could allow similar measures to be utilized in these canyons as well. (32.1.1A and 32.1.1C) 
 
Lastly, I believe UDOT is the wrong agency to act as the lead on this plan. Yes, they build roads, but I 
do not trust them to consider the most important variables in our canyons: water quality, environmental 
considerations, visual impacts, wildlife habitat, and wilderness/backcountry compatibility, protection, 
and preservation. The Mountain Accord is needed in the planning process. (32.1.2E, 32.1.2G, 32.29G 
and 32.2.9N)
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COMMENT #:  12520 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Orza 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do NOT allow a Gondola to be built up any of our precious canyons. (32.2.9E) These are 
National Park quality mountains! There are worthy alternatives that would cost a fraction while make a 
huge impact. My favorite would be to dedicate a clean burning Bus fleet to canyon service. Have them 
run frequently, include stops at popular backcountry trail heads, and make them FREE. (32.2.9A, 
32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) When you want to make a profound change you NEED to make this not only 
accessible, but preferable. Since parking is at such a premium, subsidize this service through the 
resorts that benefit from it, then the resorts profit from higher visitation, and all the rest of the canyon 
visitors simply get a gift. Why not? (32.2.4A and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  12521 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please cap the number of people allowed up at the resorts. (32.2.2K) But, if we must change the 
landscape of the canyon, please take the large slabs of rock and do something productive with them 
(i.e. move them). The corner stone of our city (salt lake temple) is made out of these same rocks - we 
need to preserve our culture. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12522 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
submit for the record the following comments on the Draft EIS for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
General Comments: As a resort, back, and side-country telemark skier for more than 45 years, and 
long-time Brighton season pass holder, I find the choice between these Alternatives an easy but too-
limiting choice. Since the cog rail appears to be disfavored and off-the-table, I won’t address that 
Alternative. 
 
The DEIS should have proposed an alternative that took a broader approach to area-wide 
transportation and transit services in the valley, and at a minimum included the impacts of the both the 
bus and gondola alternatives on Big Cottonwood Canyon. The gondola option will have minimal impact 
positive or negative upon either valley traffic or BCC traffic, but enhanced bus service would be hugely 
beneficial to both. (32.1.1A) 
 
At the very least, the DEIS should have addressed the cumulative impacts upon winter travel in BCC 
and upon valley transit, neighborhood impacts and reduced vehicle miles traveled in the southeast 
valley and beyond from enhanced the bus service and parking provided under Alt A and B. The 
cumulative impacts analysis also dismissed induced development in LCC with either alternative without 
sufficient justification. (32.20A, 32.20C, 32.20E, 32.20F, and 32.21A) 
 
In addition to making it more expensive for visitors to drive to the resorts by appropriate toll pricing, the 
DEIS should have considered the feasibility of placing caps on the number of visitors allowed on peak 
days. (32.2.2K and 32.20B) By failing to do so, the DEIS leaves unanswered the question of what is a 
sustainable carrying capacity for LCC (and BCC, for that matter.) (32.20B) 
As any local resort user knows, when LCC is closed - even temporarily - due to avalanche control or 
removal, a noticeable percentage of LCC-destined skiers and riders will change plans and head up 
BCC. This pattern has increased in recent years due to multi-resort passes. A gondola option might 
reduce that percentage somewhat, but enough bus service in BCC could accommodate that influx of 
LCC users. This also should have been addressed in the DEIS. (32.21A, 32.1.1A, and 32.20D) 
 
Additional Comments: 
Alt A is the best alternative for mobility, travel time and flexibility of service, and allows for further 
enhancements in the future if needed, which Alt B does not. (32.2.9A) Alt A can be implemented 
quickly, with minimal construction needed and related "impacts resulting. Enhanced bus service could 
and should include increasing express ski buses, such as restoring the University of Utah express ski 
bus. (32.2.2I). Tolling either at the mouth of LCC (and BCC) or below the first entrance to Snowbird 
(and Solitude) should be steep enough in price to reduce vehicle travel to the desired target levels. 
(32.2.4A and 32.20D) Most skiers and riders are price sensitive, so this really is a question of how 
much to charge to get the desired result - getting people out of their cars and onto buses. Of course this 
assumes adequate means to get to the bus by public transit, adequate parking near the resorts, and 
enough buses to serve increased demand, especially at peak times. This hasn’t been the case so far in 
either canyon, as the bus system is currently used beyond its capacity on weekends or powder days, 
with buses filled to the gills and parking lots completely full with parking spilling over into and to the 
detriment of neighborhoods. (32.2.6.2.1C). The DEIS states that Alt B is best for reliability, but this 
claim is dubious. It is likely that the gondola service will be interrupted and delayed when avalanche 
control efforts use artillery, and will not run at during lightning and heavy wind events. It will be 
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closed/not run during power outages, mechanical problems, or canyon closures (Interlodge orders). 
(32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
So is the assumption of fewer mode shifts with Alt B. In most cases, skiers and riders will arrive at the 
ski bus stop or at the gondola via automobile, and reverse that process going back down canyon. A 
train or bus to either would still requires the same number of transfers. And 400 parking stalls at La 
Caille is inadequate. (32.2.6.5J) If that parking lot fills, then LCC users who park at the gravel pit lot, will 
have to transfer to a bus to the gondola, meaning one additional transfer for this option.  
The gondola doesn’t serve trailheads for winter backcountry users, whereas enhanced bus service will. 
(32.2.6.5G and 32.2.6.3C) The DEIS estimates that the gondola will only add 198 resort visits in the 
summer (21.3.1.5), hardly making a difference in summer canyon traffic. (32.1.2C) 
 
All this makes it appear that the gondola is less a transportation solution, than an expensive resort 
amenity and marketing gimic. (32.7B and 32.7C) Both Alt A and B provide a massive public 
investment, but Alt B seems more like a subsidy of a private interest because it has so many fewer 
public benefits. It’s important to remember that only 8% or less of Utah residents ski or snowboard, and 
even fewer at Alta or Snowbird. Should Utah taxpayers really provide such a subsidy if there is an 
alternative with much better and broader public benefits? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
With minimal construction required, Alt A should result in fewer water quality impacts during 
construction. (32.12A and 32.12B) Wildlife disturbances with Alt A will be minimal above the current 
baseline, whereas impacts on wildlife during construction of the gondola will be significant. (32.13A) 
The visual impact of the gondola is a huge negative, a permanent scar on the natural environment and 
a degradation of existing adjacent wilderness and wilderness quality lands. This negative impact - blight 
upon the landscape, really - should be enough to put this plan to bed. (32.17A) 
 
In sum, enhanced bus service (Alt A) is the best solution offered. (32.2.9A) Sub Alt A could improve Alt 
A, but that should be determined after implementation of Alt A or under a schedule to be determined by 
a Supplemental EIS process. Or better yet, UDOT could withdraw this DEIS and commence work on a 
SEIS now that examines a more comprehensive enhanced bus system to address canyons 
transportation. (32.1.1C) 
 
Respectfully, 
Steve Erickson  
Salt Lake City, UT      
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COMMENT #:  12523 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Brannan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I understand and support the need for a solution to the traffic problems in LCC, the gondola 
would be such a permanent and geographically altering solution that I cannot support it. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) We need to not only take into consideration the desires of people to recreate and enjoy the 
mountains, but maintaining their fragile environments and beautiful scenery. Snow sports are NOT the 
only way that LCC is used. In the summer time what would be the use for this large piece of 
infrastructure? (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5F) It just makes this part of the outdoors more developed and less 
of a haven for people climbing and hiking etc in the area. (32.4I) Please prioritize the Wasatch 
mountains ecosystem and environment over the corporations that have been established there. 
(32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12524 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Waugaman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My #1 concern is having one location where there becomes extreme congestion, whether that be at a 
gondola parking lot or just one or two main park n ride lots. If there were to be a gondola, there will still 
be immense, distruptive traffic flocking to the gondola. It does not solve the traffic jam issue. 
(32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Were it to be encouraged for individuals to take park n ride to the gondola, 
that is just one more inconvenience and disincentive for individuals to take public transit/use the 
gondola. The second concern about the gondola is that it does not service backcountry. (32.2.6.5G) 
The third is that if it fails to be succesfully implemented/adopted, we've spent an immense amount of 
tax payer money and are left with ugly infrastructure. (32.2.6.5A and 32.17A) This is a significant issue. 
I think there needs to be increased bus service from a variety of hubs. (32.2.2I) There needs to be 
increased frequency and reliability of direct ski buses from these lots. (32.2.6.3N) There needs to be 
increased capacity so there is enough room to minimize wait time and guarantee there is enough space 
for families to ride together. Ideally, adopt a fleet of more energy efficient/environmentally friendly 
busses such as electric. (32.2.6.3E) The enhanced bus option would increase the efficiency and 
reliability of the bus. It has more flexibility and can service transit from a multitude of intial departure 
locations. My vote is for the enhanced bus, ideally with shoulder widening for buses. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  12525 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erika Bates 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly feel that neither the gondola nor the snow sheds are a reasonable or sustainable choice for 
the little cottonwood project. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9J) I greatly appreciate the work UDOT is doing, and 
does all winter long however I do not feel that these are the proper solutions. The environmental impact 
of these two options is too extreme to just put in without and prior environmental management in place. 
(32.4I) You will be affecting and altering the landscape too abruptly with no prior inventory of taxa of 
little cottonwood. (32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.13E) How do you think this will affect the fishing of little 
cottonwood? How do you think this will affect the climbing in little cottonwood? (32.4A) How do you 
think this will affect all of the moose traffic and other ungulate traffic in little cottonwood? (32.13A and 
32.13B) The natural avalanche patterns? (32.2.6.5K) How do you plan on making sure the avian 
species of little cottonwood aren’t drastically affected by the gondola and the snow sheds? These are 
all rhetorical but if you do not have a reasonable answer that solves any and all of these problems then 
this construction project isn’t the answer. (32.13A and 32.13B)  
 
I personally think we start small, hire traffic regulation or install a booth or gate, somewhere in little 
cottonwood to scan residents and busses in. Do not permit single cars up the canyon, just the same as 
you do not allow vehicles with no four wheel drive up. The bus lane was also a decent idea and with 
that construction the bike lane addition could be improved. The less impact and alteration we have on 
the environment now, the better. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9B) 
 
Thank you so much for your time, 
 
An environmentalist, an avid skier and snowboarder, an angler, a climber, a biker, a birder, an overall 
outdoor enthusiast.  
 
Be better. 
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COMMENT #:  12526 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eduardo Regueira 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending tons of money to build a gondola, we should use existing infrastructure and implement 
tolling and enchanced bus servicing to start. (32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R) Seems a lot 
more sensible to try that before building any additional lanes or a gondola. (32.2.9C) Could even try 
carpool only on certain days, ie cars with one person not allowed on high traffic days - individuals would 
need to use the bus or carpool. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12527 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christianna Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I'm reaching out to express my dissatisfaction with both the gondola and the road widening/bus 
alternatives. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Most egregious in my opinion is that both these alternatives 
basically only benefit the ski resorts/skiers (instead of improving access for all canyon users such as 
hikers and climbers). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The other main problem is that 
both these proposals impose irrevocable, heavy costs to Little Cottonwood Canyon's ecology and water 
shed. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
 
My first preference is that neither of these options move forward (and instead, UDOT pursues an option 
of enhanced bus service and private vehicle tolling WITHOUT road widening and maybe even resorts 
to certain times of the year/season allowing ONLY buses and public/emergency vehicles up the 
canyon). (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2B)  
 
However, my second preference is that UDOT completely scraps the gondola option monstrosity. At the 
end of the day, the lesser of the two evils would be the alternative of road widening/enhanced bus 
service. At least the road widening/bus option could be adapted as conditions change. Meanwhile, the 
terrible gondola option would be fixed in place-forever negatively disrupting the canyon's ecology, 
access, and appearance. (32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.17A) Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  12528 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Stawski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hopefully, Alta and Snowbird will be chipping in some funds as ALL alternatives benefit the ski resorts. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Why could not the Gondola service the trail heads in 
All year round? (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5G) Have way points along the way as this seems to be a major 
concern to those opposed to the Gondola. Let people transport thier bicycles up to trail heads. 
(32.2.6.5I) 
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COMMENT #:  12529 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karl Voelkerding 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the proposed building of a gondola or the proposed widening of canyon roads. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) The priority focus of the future should be the preservation of the natural habitat. (32.29G) 
Alternatives that are preferable include (1) greatly improving bus service in the canyons and conversion 
to electric buses that reduce carbon emissions in the canyons, (2) requiring reservations for canyon 
access to personal vehicles during peak usage, and (3) incentives that encourage increasing the 
number of passengers per personal vehicle such as reduced fares for access to the canyons or 
reduced ski ticket costs. Let preservation of natural resources be the guiding principal. 
(32.29G, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12530 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that buses are a better option and allow for incremental increases and changes as needs of 
the canyon change. (32.2.9A) Could even allow blocking all cars on weekends requiring all to take a 
bus and have stations through out the valley. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2I) With electric car technology 
improving drastically can also be a path to lower emissions. (32.2.6.3F) 
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COMMENT #:  12531 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola/ widening proposals that would destroy 100s of boulders would be the wrong choice 
for LCC. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4B)  Firstly, it destroys boulders which are free to access, 
for improved access to a pay to play sport. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This would 
be detrimental in that it takes access to a type of recreation that is free and much more accessible to a 
larger crowd, than skiing at a resort. Furthermore, the boulders being destroyed aren’t lowly trafficked 
or unwanted routes. They are some of the most popular boulders in the canyon and have brought me 
and countless others good memories and great challenges. The boulders are historic and were often 
developed by prolific climbers to either the salt lake area or to the world in general. To destroy them 
would destroy their history as well as the history still being made by climbers in the canyon. Lastly LCC 
is a world class destination for climbers. It attracts climbers from total beginners to the very best 
professionals in the world. Destroying routes and showing that the canyons climbing isn’t valued is 
going to detract from the profit brought to the area by climbers. While this profit may not be as clear to 
see as the money brought in by the resorts it is a regular steam that comes in about 9 months of the 
year. In summary, to favor a reduction in traffic for a few days of the year and to put the money the ski 
resorts offer over the history, access, and culture of the LCC climbing community would be a shame 
and in my (and many) people’s opinion and not worth avoiding the need to get up an hour earlier when 
it’s a powder day. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.6D) 
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COMMENT #:  12532 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Pyper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Has anyone even considered counting cars and setting daily limit of vehicles for capacity in the 
canyon? (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) I see car couting systems in park city letting people know when parking 
is full. What if we did that but closed the canyon to private vehicles and make them take the bus at that 
point? (32.2.2K) Much like prop 2 and the inland port I'm sure you'll just do what's best for the money 
makers involved but thought I'd add my 2 cents. Can't wait for the ganjola rides... 
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COMMENT #:  12533 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caitlin Carr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola or road expansion in Little Cottonwood Canyon would destroy countless popular sites for 
rock climbing (which is very quickly growing in popularity) and would permanently alter the landscape. I 
urge UDOT to consider less destructive transportation solutions. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.4I, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  12534 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Laughlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola alternative for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) Coupled with the ongoing 
efforts to decarbonize Utah's electric grid, the gondola is the cleanest and safest alternative with the 
least disruption to the local and global environment. (32.10A) 
 
I have skied at Alta for three decades. On two occasions, I have been the first vehicle on the scene to a 
canyon closing event. In the first instance, an SUV piloted by a drunk driver from Snowbird flipped her 
vehicle 9 times and came to a rest sideways at a narrow point completely obstructing traffic in both 
directions (my mother removed the driver from her vehicle and administered lifesaving assistance to the 
stranger roadside while waiting for an ambulance). On the second occasion, last season, an avalanche 
swept a family in their vehicle off the road above the Seven Sisters turns near Tanner’s Flat. The road 
was impassible, covered with debris three feet deep. The family survived. 
 
A gondola might have prevented both of these near fatalities, and at the very least would have allowed 
safe passage for others while the obstructed road was cleared. 
 
In addition to safety and environmental considerations, I believe the gondola is the only option that 
would see increased usage. People don’t like buses, particularly when they have children and ski gear 
in tow. I’ve ridden gondolas in Telluride and Banff that effectively move visitors from a staging area to a 
ski base area. I’ve ridden the snowbird tram and whistler’s peak to peak gondola in the summer, just for 
the view. When you ride a gondola, the trip is part of the adventure. Buses do not elicit the same thrill, 
especially when the road is obstructed by a disabled vehicle or one of LCC’s frequent avalanches. 
(32.2.6.3P, 32.20A, and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  12535 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:02 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Koester 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola up to Snowbird and Alta could cause more traffic at the foot of the canyon with cars waiting 
for parking. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5E) Lifts, including gondolas commonly have weather and wind delays 
which could cause further delays for those looking to recreate in the canyon. (32.2.6.5K) If gondola 
usage is low in the summer months, the gondola would only really be an eye sore. (32.20A and 
32.17A) A metering/ bus system would keep views of the canyon unobstructed and could minimize 
traffic. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12536 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Newman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not go through with a project that widens the highway in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C) 
The Gondola and Road Widening options would destroy a huge part of the climbing heritage of LCC, 
and important parts of the mountain culture of SLC that make this such an important place. (32.2.9E, 
32.4A, and 32.4B) Without these areas and boulders available for rock climbing, Salt Lake couldn't 
have the robust and vibrant climbing community it does. Because of the access to these wonderful 
climbs SLC has become the epicenter of rock climbing in the US, to the point that the Team USA 
Olympians came here to train. Without these boulders, it's possible that the USA wouldn't have brought 
home a silver medal in climbing this past summer. 
 
If you value the mountain culture of SLC, consider all parts of it, not just commercial skiing, and please 
don't destroy these rocks and boulders in LCC. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12537 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Tiernay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the building of the gondola as a healthy solution to the excessive vehicular traffic in 
L.C.Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12538 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:04 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sophia Paradis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are so many other options that need to be explored before jumping into a multi billion dollar 
gondola project that will take a decade. (32.2.9E and 32.2.7C) I suggest trying other options instead 
such as limiting private vehicles going up the canyon at peak times, running more buses during those 
times, and instituting 24/7 traction laws. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  12539 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Alicandro 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I agree that something has to be done, these options seem to only be benefitting the ski resorts 
at the top. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) What about the people who cannot afford to 
ski? What about the people who choose human powered recreation? (32.5A and 32.1.2D) It seems like 
these plans ignore the groups of people who backcountry ski, snowshoe, sled, and climb. (There is 
more than just winter recreation to consider!) And it feels like these people are excluded because they 
are not paying for the privilege of using the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
However, this land should be for everyone, regardless of their economic contribution. Here's what I 
think: yes, traffic needs to be addressed. Improved bus systems that take into account popular climbing 
spots or HOV only on weekend powder days are an option that I would support, with a better parking 
system at the bottom. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I'm fine with riding the bus, and paying a little more to 
have more busses more frequently with more stops. (32.2.6.3C) I'm in favor of limiting the number of 
cars allowed in the canyon. (32.2.2L and 32.2.4A) I'm not fine with paying for permanent infrastructure 
that would forever affect the environment and the experience of Little Cottonwood, especially if that 
infrastructure only benefits the privileged few. (32.4I and 32.2.7A)
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COMMENT #:  12540 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shane Inglesby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to both options that have been put on the table. Both plans will irreparably harm 
the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) 
 
To spend such outrageous amounts of money to alleviate "congestion" that occurs several times a year 
during the winter when the funds can be directed to other transportation issues throughout the state is 
ludicrous. (32.1.4D) Spending this money is nothing more than a blatant attempt to appease the ski 
industry for the few days of inconvenience that occurs when avalanches occur or when there is a 
powder day on the weekend. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
If the gondola plan was truly intended to appeal to and help all outdoor recreationists in the canyon, 
there would be more stops along the way to allow access to all portions of the canyon - not just the ski 
resorts. (32.2.6.5G) Perhaps the ski resorts should take greater responsibility and show greater 
concern for the canyon by limiting the number of riders to ski or ride on a specific day to help alleviate 
the congestion. (32.2.2K) 
 
Gondolas will ruin the beauty of the canyon by adding towers that will be seen from miles away. 
(32.17A) 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a priceless resource that should be preserved as much as possible in its 
original beauty. Adding gondolas that run the length of the canyon will detract from the beauty of the 
canyon. (32.17A)  
 
As I've driven the canyon this summer, my heart aches to think of what destruction would have to take 
place to add another lane and to cover the roadway in areas prone to avalanches. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9J) All for the sake of a allowing a few more skiers to have easier access to the ski resorts. 
Seriously?!? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I'm a skier. I enjoy both Alta and 
Snowbird but to harm the canyon further for the sake of a few days of inconvenience during the winter 
is an outrage. (32.1.4D) 
 
Spirit of full disclosure, I live in Sandy. I drive Little Cottonwood Canyon frequently both during the 
winter and summer. I will not take a gondola that will take me double the time to get to where I want to 
go in the canyon. (32.2.4A) Not to mention, the cost. I have not seen much on how much it would cost 
to ride the gondola. I'm betting whatever the cost will be, it would be much expensive than the price of 
gas to get up the canyon. (32.2.4A) Not to mention the expense of time to use a gondola to get up the 
canyon. I'm also not going to take a bus to get me up the canyon for the same reasons. 
 
Neither option should be given further thought. Let's manage the canyon as we have in the past 
recognizing it will maintain its beauty and that, during the winter, there will be some inconvenience 
because Mother Nature will do what Mother Nature does. 
 
Please do not spend half a billion dollars to appease the ski industry when it will harm the canyon and 
the money can be better spent elsewhere in our state. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  12541 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:07 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ciera Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please preserve/leave the canyon alone. (32.29G and 32.2.9G) There are so many people who enjoy 
the canyon in multiple ways that will be effected by these proposed changes. If change is absolutely 
necessary, please consider the least invasive method that will not change the canyons current state. 
(32.2.9A) I love this place and it will break my heart to see it changed so dramatically. (32.4I) Please 
please please do not change the canyon! 
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COMMENT #:  12542 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dillon Hoxer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing the proposals I believe that the environmental impact of the gondola far out way any 
positives. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) Enhanced bus service solves the same problem while providing access 
to the public lands in LLC to a broader base of the population. (32.2.9A, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  12543 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beverly Hawkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor one of the enhanced bus options for addressing traffic congestion in the canyon, and probably 
the one that would add an additional traffic lane. (32.2.9B or 32.2.9A) Buses are more flexible to future 
needs. (32.2.6.3D) Different size buses can be used for efficiency, and electric or natural gas for better 
environmental quality. (32.2.6.3F) Buses would be able to better serve all users, making stops at 
popular hiking, snowshoeing or back country ski access points. (32.2.6.3C) When the buses aren't 
needed as much during non peak usage, the impact would only an additional lane on the road, which 
might actually make the road safer for bicyclists. (32.9A) 
 
The gondola would be a visual blight on the canyon scenery which would be there year round and 
during non peak usage. (32.17A) It would be much less flexible in the types of users it could serve. 
(32.2.6.5G)  
 
I strongly oppose any gondola in the canyon and hope you'll choose one of the enhanced bus options. 
(32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12544 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Canakes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no need to permanently alter the canyon, destroying the natural habitat while there are other 
alternatives available. (32.2.2PP, 32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.13B) These would be irreversible changes to 
the landscape with significant impacts. (32.4I) It is a narrow view to go forward with this approach, and 
a pathetic approach to a problem with much better solutions. It’s ridiculous this is even up for debate. 
As someone who moved to Utah for access to climbing and skiing, this would be a horrible mistake, 
and have me consider moving elsewhere along with my tax dollars. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12545 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Barkhorn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d love the opportunity to go to lcc at some point in my life. It frightens me that this bouldering area 
could be in danger by gondolas. (32.4B and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12546 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zachariah Pinkston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The winter traffic is a problem, no debate there. A gondola stretching down the canyon, although not 
easy on the eyes, makes a lot of sense. (32.2.9D) I boulder In LCC frequently and do not want to see 
any of those boulders harmed by the building of a gondola or the widening of the road. (32.4A and 
32.4B) They are special to the climbing community and to me. Please work around these boulders!! 
They are the best boulders in the area, with a lot of history! Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  12547 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danny Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I grew up in Salt Lake City and have been skiing in LCC for 37 years. It's shaped who I am as a 
person and my idea of how a huge population of people can maintain and respect the wilderness we 
call the Wasatch. These mountains face an uncertain future with climate change and a growing 
population and we need to give them all the breathing room we can to have a resilient future. This 
doesn't mean continuing to figure out how to get more and more people up to the ski resort with a 
gondola or a 6 lane road. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.6.3B) It means slowing down, and 
taking easier and more immediate steps to address the congestion. (32.29R) I am not going to waste 
time cutting and pasting the text of the solutions I am talking about because you already know them all. 
Do the right thing. Don't turn LCC into Disneyland or I-70 in Colorado. This place is a treasure and once 
we spoil it we will never get it back. (32.29R) You want a real legacy? It doesn't look like a fancy 
gondola made to line the pockets of a dozen or so well-connected Utahns. It looks like an intact 
ecosystem, protected for future generations and for the sake of the mountains themselves.  
 
DO THE RIGHT THING. THESE MOUNTAINS ARE PRICELESS.  
 
Thanks,  
 
Danny Schmidt 
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COMMENT #:  12548 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Jenkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I can’t say no to a gondola loud enough or with enough conviction. (32.2.9E) Please, just give us more 
busses. (32.2.9A) ThTs clearly the right answer here. 
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COMMENT #:  12549 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Chilcutt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave our beautiful canyon the way it is. In my 40 plus years we have always had congestion problems 
especially when it's snowing. (32.1.4D) We have a over population problem not a canyon problem. 
Leave LCC alone. A gondola is the worst idea ever. If you're going to do anything modify the current 
bus transport system. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12550 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Jannine Gilmer/Hogan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DATE: 02 September 2021 
ATTENTION: Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft EIS Project Team 
FROM: William Gilmer and Jannine Hogan 
SUBJECT: Comments on UDOT Draft EIS for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
 
Madams & Sirs, 
We have reviewed portions of the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
read the DEIS Executive Summary. While we fully understand the daunting issue in front of the Utah 
Department of Transportation’s (UDOT) efforts to ease traffic congestion in the canyon and mitigate 
safety issues caused by avalanche conditions we believe there are far cheaper alternatives to resolve 
the part-year access issues caused by patrons of the Alta and Snowbird Ski areas. Further, the 
preferred alternatives are fully centered on the ski areas and fail to take into consideration the 
significant impacts these alternatives will have on the greater portion of multiple use activities enjoyed 
by a large portion of the local Utah population. 
 
Of the two UDOT preferred alternatives the Gondola Alternative B should be given no further 
consideration as it does nothing to enhance canyon user experience for anyone but visitors to 
the ski areas. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is nothing more than a 
novelty mode of transportation akin to a ride at Lagoon or Disneyland and reduces the national forest 
lands to an amusement park type atmosphere. While the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period 
Shoulder Lane Alternative makes much more sense than a gondola the associated price tag of $493 to 
$510M, environmental impacts, limited enhancement to the skier only experience, and the destruction 
of climber bouldering areas does not justify this alternative. (32.2.9C and 32.4A). As Senate Bill 277 
“charged the Utah Transportation Commission with prioritizing projects” it did not direct it to commit a 
significant amount of taxpayer dollars to a project that will benefit a small slice of the wide variety of 
persons that live in the Salt Lake Valley, many because of the unique access to such terrain as that 
available on a year-around basis in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Considering that Alta and Snowbird may contribute about 20% of total Utah skier days, and that 
the 2019/20 ski season generated about $1.5B in revenue, their portion of economic contribution could 
be about $300M. At a significant price tag of $500 to $600M, with the reality of escalating to $1.0B, it is 
hard to justify the two UDOT alternatives and it will take many years to realize a return on investment. 
(32.2.7C) 
 
There is a very real need to address the current congestion issues during peak ski season and to plan 
for future growth. We feel that the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative and a concerted effort to alter 
skier behavior when traveling to the ski areas is a much more judicious approach monetarily, 
environmentally, and respectful to the wide range of Little Cottonwood Canyon users. Potential 
implementation includes: 
1. Increase capacity of mobility hubs and frequency of buses now. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N) 
2. Reduce per ride cost as much as possible with increased subsidies from Alta and Snowbird and 
continue to provide bus fare for season pass holders. (32.2.4A) 
Page 1 of 2 
 
3. Identify and coordinate with hotels and motels predominately used by skiers to tie-in their private 
shuttle services with frequent and easily accessible bus services to ski areas. Advertise in a 
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conspicuous manner on ski vacation websites the advantages of, and how to use, the bus system. 
(32.2.2S) 
4. Consider interspersing buses that will stop at backcountry trailheads (most likely White Pine) to 
incentivize other than ski area users to also ride the bus. (32.2.6.3C and 32.1.2B) 
5. Implement tolls at a cost that will incentivize ski area users to ride the bus. Perhaps use a sliding 
scale that is punitive to single passenger vehicles and rewards full vehicles. (32.2.4A) 
6. During peak season ski area use and avalanche control days, which are synonymous with high-use 
days, implement at the mouth of the canyon or further back on 9400 South or Wasatch Boulevard, the 
following: 
- Turn away all single passenger vehicles (32.2.4A) 
- Limit vehicle numbers to available parking spots at ski areas (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) 
- Give priority access for final leg of route (up canyon) to buses, and (32.2.9B) 
- Require traffic control cost to UDOT to be subsidized by Alta and Snowbird. (32.2.7A) 
Additional implementation to benefit ALL canyon users: 
7. Do not reduce trailhead parking with Peak-Period Shoulder Lane Alternative and increase the 
number of slots to 30 or more at the Gate Buttress parking. If PPSL is implemented final configuration 
must provide for overflow parking in lane. (32.4P, 32.2.6.2.4A, and 32.4N) 
8. As funding becomes available, upgrade trailhead capacity, parking ""and toilet facilities. (32.2.6.2.4A) 
Consider all trailhead requirements in the context of multiple use criteria as dictated by the USFS and 
not in the economic development, ski-area centric viewpoint as presented in this Draft EIS. (32.2.6.3C 
and 32.1.2C) Understandably, the ski areas are a significant contributor to the overall economy of the 
state of Utah but, when it comes to the Wasatch canyons, there a significant number of individuals that 
use these canyons and will not benefit from these suggested alternatives for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
traffic mitigation. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.2C, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In a place where we can 
suffer “the worst air in the world” and the second driest state in the Union faces very real water 
shortages, the primary interest of government should not be to make it easier for patrons to drive and 
allow the destruction of very important riparian habitat but, to educate and provide the public with 
readily accessible public transport and protect the environment from irreparable damage. We sincerely 
believe that there are options as presented above that are significantly less costly, less impactful and 
more robustly beneficial to the entire user community. 
There is a point where quality of life, its attraction to current and future residents, far outweighs pell-mell 
development for the sake of a dollar. (32.4I) 
Regards, 
Will Gilmer & Jannine Hogan 
Page 2 of 2
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COMMENT #:  12551 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Ruda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a user of Little Cottonwood Canyon for many of the recreation opportunities, it has to offer, including 
bouldering. I think it would be detrimental to the quality of life for many of its outdoor users to expand 
the road or to install a gondola in the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) I frequent the canyon to 
hike and boulder with my family. This allows us to get outside a short drive from our house and 
disconnect for a little while. Both the expanded road and gondola would destroy boulders I frequent with 
my family. (32.4A and 32.4B) Adding the gondola and expanded road only benefits the already rich ski 
resort owners. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are many other users in the 
canyon other than people who access the ski resorts. Other recreation users need to be considered 
before an expensive project is started in the canyon. (32.29G)  
Thanks for your time and consideration.  
 
Best,  
 
James
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COMMENT #:  12552 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vanessa McPhie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with the gondola. (32.2.9E) it does not solve the traffic problem. It pushed the traffic 
down into cottonwood heights. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5E) Try scheduled times to arrive at the 
resort (32.2.2K). Try bus lanes. (32.2.9B) Don’t ruin our canyon for big profit resorts gain. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12553 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diana Reese 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent visitor of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I have concerns about placing a gondola going up 
the canyon. I am worried about the environmental impact and the impact on our reservoir. (32.2.9E and 
32.12A) I feel that increasing fees during high traffic times and increasing access to a shuttle system 
could service the need without an expensive gondola that would change the face and beauty of our 
canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.17A) I am opposed to the proposed action, as I believe, are many of my 
friends and neighbors, who are the most likely to be impacted by the expense of this project. (32.4M) 
Please maintain the beauty of the canyon. Leave it as it is. 
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COMMENT #:  12554 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:17 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Mancuso 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly feel that neither the gondola nor the snow sheds are a reasonable or sustainable choice for 
the little cottonwood project. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9J) I greatly appreciate the work UDOT is doing, and 
does all winter long however I do not feel that these are the proper solutions. The environmental impact 
of these two options is too extreme to just put in without and prior environmental management in place. 
(32.4I) You will be affecting and altering the landscape too abruptly with no prior inventory of taxa of 
little cottonwood. (32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.13E) How do you think this will affect the fishing of little 
cottonwood? How do you think this will affect the climbing in little cottonwood? (32.4A) How do you 
think this will affect all of the moose traffic and other ungulate traffic in little cottonwood? (32.13A and 
32.13B) The natural avalanche patterns? (32.2.6.5K) How do you plan on making sure the avian 
species of little cottonwood aren’t drastically affected by the gondola and the snow sheds? These are 
all rhetorical but if you do not have a reasonable answer that solves any and all of these problems then 
this construction project isn’t the answer. (32.13A and 32.13B)  
 
I personally think we start small, hire traffic regulation or install a booth or gate, somewhere in little 
cottonwood to scan residents and busses in. Do not permit single cars up the canyon, just the same as 
you do not allow vehicles with no four wheel drive up. The bus lane was also a decent idea and with 
that construction the bike lane addition could be improved. The less impact and alteration we have on 
the environment now, the better. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9B) 
 
Thank you so much for your time, 
 
An environmentalist, an avid skier and snowboarder, an angler, a climber, a biker, a birder, an overall 
outdoor enthusiast.  
 
Be better. 
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COMMENT #:  12555 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexandria Mackelprang 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT support the proposed changes. Far too invasive and bad for the canyon. DECIDEDLY 
AGAINST proposed changes. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  12556 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:18 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madison Steee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just no. I am against this for the sake of the canyon and the people who use the canyon for anything 
other than an expensive snow sport. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  12557 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I still prefer the designated bus lanes, and feel it should be available for summer use. (32.2.9B, 
32.2.6.3C, and 32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  12558 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mackenzie Hobbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No one wants the gondola. (32.2.9E) As an avid skier and an environmentalist, this is an option that 
doesn’t make sense nor will it provide any substantial benefit. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Listen to all these comments and listen to the community, any new approach, or even no 
changes is better than a gondola. (32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  12559 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Sims 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood holds a special place in my heart. Not because of the private resorts, but because of 
the incredible access to public land so close to the city. There are very few places in the county where 
this type of access exists so close to a city as large as Salt Lake. These canyons are magical, healing, 
beautiful, but most importantly of all, vulnerable. I grew up in Florida where I watched what little access 
we had to wild places disappear due to private interests and their wealthy influence in politics. 
 
I understand the traffic has become a major problem for a few days per year and it should be dealt with. 
However, it should be dealt with responsibly. Going as far as building a massive $500M gondola is not 
a responsible solution for a problem that only exists for a small fraction of one season. (32.2.9E and 
32.1.4D) As many individuals and organizations have noted in the hearings and otherwise, there are 
less destructive alternatives. Even Mayor Jenny Wilson has recently spoken out against both the 
gondola and road widening. (32.2.2PP) 
 
As many others have proposed, I would like to see alternatives such as an expanded bus system 
without road widening. (32.2.9A) There should be tolling that is based on use. (32.2.4A) The more 
private vehicles up the canyon, the more expensive the toll. This would encourage carpooling and 
utilizing the bus. It has been shown to work in many other areas. There may even need to be a capacity 
limit on private vehicles. (32.2.2L) On the heaviest of use, beyond a certain number, they would need to 
take the bus. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2K) Unlike the gondola or road widening, these efforts would be highly 
dynamic. They can be adjusted based on need.  
 
Both alternatives proposed have a catastrophic impact on my main use the canyon, bouldering. It's 
hard to explain to someone who doesn't climb how important these boulders are to us. We develop 
relationships with them that challenge and help us to grow physically, mentally, and even spiritually. 
The thought of them being destroyed or having access impacted makes me sick. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Both alternatives only benefit one use of the canyon and two private companies. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I encourage you to take a step back and think about what will be best for 
everyone living in this great state and for every use (year round) rather than what is best for a single 
group during a small portion of the year. (32.1.2C and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12560 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thornton Garcia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi - i am in favor of the bus option more because it is the more reasonable short term solution and is 
season efficient. (32.2.9A) I am more apt for a rail service though because this would greatly reduce 
traffic, provide options for all communities, be more economic and environmentally friendly, be 
convenient option for compact area, and better connect to other roadways. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I) Also it 
is awesome. 
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COMMENT #:  12561 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Bloxom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options destroy the history and recreation opportunities in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, 32.15B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) There is one user group that benefits and dozens that will be 
permanently hurt as a result. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please consider more 
than just skiers from out of state driving up and down this canyon. Expanding the road and the gondola 
are both horrible ideas that will cause permanent damage and overall will negatively impact the local 
economy as you destroy the recreation opportunities for every other user group. (32.4I, 32.6A, and 
32.6D) Please do the right thing and take the time to reconsider the options. These two options are not 
good for anyone. 
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COMMENT #:  12562 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:23 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dean Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Nope, hard to believe either of these are the options landed on. And yes I've watched all the marketing 
provided by your team. Of the two, widening seems smarter but still seems excessive. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) The gondola literally only benefits the ski resorts given they have just the two stops. 
(32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) And why are people going to take that when 
they don't even take the busses now? Why not toll the road, provide more buses first and then if it still 
doesn't help, spend 600 million. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R) It's like the local government has tax 
money that is burning a hole in their pocket. Let's either tax me less or improve in areas that make 
more sense, better bang for buck and serve a greater number of society. So to be clear, I don't think 
the city/state should go through with either and will hopefully make my voice known to the local elected 
officials to stop this mess. I have not talked to a single friend anywhere that thinks this is a good idea. 
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COMMENT #:  12563 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:26 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Seth Fankhauser 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO to the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
 
Reluctance for road widening in the canyon to accommodate bus service (32.2.9B or 32.2.9C) 
 
Require ski resorts to limit day passes (32.2.2K). 
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COMMENT #:  12564 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:27 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whitney McReynolds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First of all UDOT needs to assess the true capacity of LCC and what it can handle. (32.20B) The 
canyon is already too busy and maxed out at trailheads and during winter powder storms (not to 
mention summer traffic - especially during snowbird octoberfest). The gondola is an absurd alternative 
(with ridiculously high towers and lights) that only benefits the ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It does not provide access to our public lands and trailheads 
throughout LCC. (32.2.6.5G) Therefore I am in favor of the enhanced bus alternative. (32.2.9A) The 
canyon is in need of snow sheds for avalanche safety and if UDOT can minimize its footprint all the 
better. (32.2.9K) I am not in favor of jamming more people up LCC however with road widenings on 
wasatch etc. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.2L) All of those people cannot fit up the canyon and the road 
widening should be based on an accurate capacity assessment (not just an extrapolation). (32.1.2B 
and 32.2.6.3B) 
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COMMENT #:  12565 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:28 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eduardo Carvalho 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a world class climbing area! Please don't take it from us! (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12566 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stefan Zumbrennen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola for Little Cottonwood (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12567 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:31 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dan Urban 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposals are extravagantly wasteful financially while also severely damaging to the ecology and 
character of Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.4I) Before any such extreme 
alternative is implemented, lighter touch solutions should be tried. Incentivize carpooling and existing 
bus use through a toll system and better parking at the bottom of the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
This could be implemented almost immediately, and the results of its efficacy could be evaluated in just 
a couple of years. (32.2.7C and 32.29R) Please do not dramatically and forever alter this amazing 
landscape before trying other and totally viable means of limiting car traffic. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12568 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:32 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashley LaPoint 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a concerned Utahn I would like to discuss the two options that UDOT is offering for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon as grossly negligent of critical thought. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Neither option is 
environmentally friendly considering Little Cottonwood could limit cars, require permits, and/or fine 
those for having incorrect tires or no chains. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2M) There are many solutions 
that would fix the current issues without driving up taxes and/or expanding a road that would ruin 
climbing in the canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B) There should be an environmental impact report run on both 
options before even beginning to consider them as viable. (32.1.5C) 
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COMMENT #:  12569 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:33 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Oldfield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t move the boulders! (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12570 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:34 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Ludema 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Michelle Ludema 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  12571 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Osborn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT want a tram going up little cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) Stop catering to these big 
companies and listen to the people. (32.2.7A and 32.2.9N) I love skiing but it shouldn't be the main 
deciding factor for what happens to the canyon. (32.1.2B)  
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COMMENT #:  12572 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:40 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Forchelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preferred enhancement would be the gondola solution. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12573 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:41 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenda Ryan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. (32.2.9E) I do believe we need better transportation options that are safer. 
However, there are other issues at hand. I believe a bus system would allow stopping at other places 
such as trailheads where a gondola is selfishly just servicing the ski resorts. (32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I also think there should be some limit to the number of 
people in the canyon on any given day. (32.20B and 32.2.2L) There are some days that I believe are 
just too busy. Everyone wants a good experience, but no one gets it. The ski resorts can handle quite a 
few people, but not limitless. (32.20A and 32.20C) Little Cottonwood Canyon is a treasure, but it will 
continue to get pounded by people as the population of the Wasatch Front grows. The experience by 
everyone will continue to decline as will the health of the canyon itself. Other natural places limit visitors 
to preserve the natural area and the experience. (32.20B) I would much prefer to see a bus system 
where the crowds could choose several places to explore and limiting the number of people in the 
canyon itself....even if that meant I could not visit as much either. 
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COMMENT #:  12574 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Burman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Have we looked into a toll during the peak times? Weekends, holidays, etc.? And then we could use the 
toll fund to pay for the expanded bus and valley parking option? (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) These two 
options seem to benefit the ski resorts greatly without them having to pay the price. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Maybe season pass holders could get toll passes at a discount? (32.2.4A) 
Just trying to limit impact to non canyon users (tax payers) for something that will mostly benefit 
snowbird and alta. (32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  12575 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Di 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DO NOT PUT IN A GONDOLA. (32.2.9E) Increasing bus times and park and ride space is a much 
better solution. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, and 32.2.6.2.1C) Using tax payer dollars to ruin the canyon and 
disrupt its beauty and change the environmental land scape forever for an expensive and private ski 
resort is ridiculous and irresponsible. (32.17A, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12576 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:42 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathon Nichols 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider alternatives other than these two. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These options would 
permanently alter the canyon for the sole benefit of a ski resort and would only alleviate traffic for a few 
days a year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D,32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please consider ALL users of the 
canyon and options with much less impact, or rather try those options first before immediately resorting 
to such drastic measures. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  12577 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Gillen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support exhausting tolling and other traffic mitigation efforts combined with increased busing to 
exhaust the lest environmentally damaging options first before widening the road or putting in the 
gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.29R, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) It seems the overall capacity of users per 
day in peak winter days has already been exceeded. Bringing in more people by other means fails to 
protect the recreational and watershed resources of LCC. (32.20A, 32.20C, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
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COMMENT #:  12578 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:43 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Connor Arrington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The status quo in Little Cottonwood Canyon (also true for Big Cottonwood Canyon) is unsustainable. It 
is only going to get worse. Action is needed now. I believe that Gondola Option B is the best choice and 
appears to have very limited environmental impact and minimal visual impact. (32.2.9D, 32.4I, and 
32.17A). Making necessary changes for travel up Little Cottonwood Canyon will only get more and 
more expensive. We must act now. 
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COMMENT #:  12579 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:45 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isabelle La Motte 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Salt Lake resident and a recreator in Little Cottonwood Canyon I think that it would be a true 
shame to implement a transportation “solution” that imposes environmental harm on a place that we 
frequent precisely because of the beauty of its landscape. Both the gondola and additional bus lane do 
just that. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.17B) As an Alta Ski Area employee I see first hand that the 
resources we currently have are not being used to their full potential. So, let’s start there. Let’s create a 
bus schedule that frequents the canyon more often, as well as additional times earlier in the morning 
and into the night. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.9A) Let’s incentivize bus riding by taking away the fee and 
subsidizing the bus system (clearly the funding exists to do so if multi-billion dollar options are on the 
table). (32.2.4A) On storm days let’s put the traction requirements on at the beginning of the day, not 
just when it begins to snow. (32.2.2M) Let’s not just check the type of car but the actual quality of tires 
on vehicles at the mouth of the canyon.  
 
Additionally, the issue of congestion on storm days only occurs during a few weeks out of the entire 
year; a stat that is targeted to decrease as climate change affects snowfall amounts. (32.1.4D and 
32.2.2E) So, why are you so eager to implement irreversible change in the canyon for a problem that is 
sure to decrease over the years at the rate this warming world is headed? (32.1.2B) 
 
It feels as though those in control are jumping to the flashiest options when in reality we haven’t even 
come close to putting our current systems to the test. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  12580 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Chambless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For over 50 years my family has enjoyed Little Cottonwood Canyon for many purposes throughout the 
year: hiking, picnicking, wildflower and animal watching, cross-country skiing, downhill skiing, and 
dining at Alta and Snowbird. We would like stops at many different spots along the road. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.3C) We prefer the enhanced bus service, either with or without the road widening. (32.2.9A or 
32.2.9B) This alternative would allow for more stops, cost less, and have less impact on the natural 
appearance of the canyon. We would support limiting car traffic at certain times of high demand (such 
as winter ski days) or when conditions block the road; also tolls such as in Millcreek. (32.2.2L and 
32.2.4A)  
 
This same EIS process is needed for Big Cottonwood and other canyons along the Wasatch Front. We 
should not allocate a disproportionate share of public resources for a gondola for a single canyon. 
(32.1.1A and 32.1.2C) Enhanced bus service is a modest and sensible solution that could be expanded 
and used in other nearby canyons. 
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COMMENT #:  12581 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:49 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Griscom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who lives out of state a Gondola would be the preferred option. It would enable easier 
access to the ski resorts and reduce the need for a car, less day prone than a bus, and is easier to use 
than bus. Driving up in the canyon can be difficult for anyone but especially someone out of the state. 
(32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-12922 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12582 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelli McEwan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve thought about all of this long and hard, as well as discussed with people for the gondola, and those 
against any change. I fall somewhere in the middle. I work up the canyon and I would be the ideal 
person to benefit from some of these changes however, I feel like we haven’t explored the things we 
need to first in order to move forward with massive change. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) 
 
First off the gondola/train in any form, It’s solving for a problem we can solve in other ways. If we have 
the tax dollars for this then we have money we can use in immediate ways now. (32.29R)  
 
Snowbird inadvertently solved congestion this last year with Parking Reservations, that was free and 
equal opportunity. (32.2.2K) A few bugs yes, but it can be worked through, people hired, and provide a 
guaranteed spots, in a real equal way. With less social distancing restrictions we can really begin to use 
this method with carpooling. (32.2.4A) As an employee I never felt more taken care of with this method, 
I felt that the resort valued the people over money. It started as a way to social distance on the 
mountain with Covid, however it worked at such a smaller expense than a gondola would ever cost. 
The lines in the canyon were greatly reduced, even Alta drivers took notice as they scurried up at 6 am 
for their parking spots. Less cars were on the road, idling for less time, not to mention it kept the skiing 
product better. I honestly ski weekdays to stay sane, as the lines on weekends were and still are 
maddening. I’m looking forward to the singles line and filling up chairs as a way to move things along. 
That being said we still need a good ski product, 20 minutes in any freshly opened terrain at snowbird 
gets skied out, with a 30-40 minute reload time, are we really looking for ways to make this worse by 
getting more people to the resorts? (32.20C) I know prices will increase unless we offer it to more 
people, but more people cheapens the experience. Not to mention that’s not a good excuse to expand 
terrain. We see the long term ploy being played, make the resorts so packed they’ll be begging for 
expansion... is that really what’s best for our lands and our people? (32.20C) It’s a resort, but I’d like to 
not think of it as Disneyland. Little Cottonwood takes pride in the expertise it takes to ride this 
mountains, and let’s be brutally honest, expertise isn’t an excuse for exclusion especially based on 
money. It feels like conflicting ideas at first, but let’s be clear, creating a product that you have to pay 
extra for better parking, extra for more mountain/pass access, more for places to store your stuff, it all 
wreaks of classicism. If we want more diversity, lower income people and minorities we have to create 
real opportunities for them to be included in the sport, so it’s beyond me why we want to create a 
system that forces the lower income into a system that takes more time than driving, makes them store 
their food and creature comforts farther away which is a way to force resort prices on them when they 
get here for lockers, things they forgot and resort food costs. (32.5A and 32.2.3A)  
 
It’s all good intentions but I don’t think we’ve solved any of the issues at the resorts yet. I would LOVE 
to see some of this gondola/state money used to incentivizes weekday skiing, lower income 
grants/discounts, free buses for certain groups beyond pass holders, and education for the love of a 
sport that shouldn’t be 7 summits based. 
 
Currently we need to offer better parking with our ski buses, we already have them, we are already 
paying for them, and no one can get on them after the parking lots fill up. (32.2.6.2.1C) The month of 
the canyon need a pedestrian tunnel or bridge to the parking lot with a pick ant drop off that doesn’t 
have them crossing traffic, or a yield light for down traffic. Riding the bus is tiring, lines are long, takes 
extra steps (which a gondola would have the same bottleneck at peak times). But it’s a system already 
in place that can be better, before we build something that cannot be unbuilt. (32.2.9A) If Alta and 
Snowbird offered parking reservations that are fair, we should see drastic decrease in traffic, people 
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can carpool in the se vehicles, and still take the bus if their times don’t line up perfectly. (32.2.2K) 
Backcountry skiers, shouldn’t be punished for the resorts success so they should have access to first 
come serve as well as dedicated reservations.  
 
Overall, I think we just have a too many people want to ski problem, more than a getting people to the 
resort problem and I don’t think we’ve solved for all the cheaper ways yet before we permanently alter 
landscapes. 
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COMMENT #:  12583 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emma Marshall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am firmly against the gondola solution to LCC congestion issues and strongly hope this option does 
not become a reality in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) I don't think this would solve many of the 
congestion problems, merely re-locate them. (32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I also think this would 
negatively impact the natural setting of Little Cottonwood Canyon in an irreversible way. (32.17A) If 
Snowbird and Alta want a gondola to transport consumers directly to their businesses and nowhere 
else, they should pay for it. A publicly-funded and administered solution should not prioritize users of 
for-profit businesses over others. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12584 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:52 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Diamond 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
As a lifelong resident of Utah, skier at Alta Ski Resort for 30 years, and homeowner in Albion Basin, I 
am submitting this comment in strong opposition of the gondola option for LCC. (32.2.9E) There are 
pieces of the current DEIS that are a good place to start in solving the congestion to the canyon. 
Instead of spending half a billion dollars for unproven traffic methods (gondola, train, road expansion), 
UDOT and the state of Utah should try other methods to alleviate a problem that really only happens 
several days per year. (32.1.4D) This is a complex problem that will only be exacerbated by getting 
more people up to the ski resorts with the current DEIS proposals. The answer is not to get more 
people up the canyon! (32.20A and 32.20C)  
There has not been any holistic attempts at improving traffic up the canyons and it should not start with 
massive construction projects of gondolas, trains, or even lane extensions. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9M, and 
32.2.9C) Some proven systems could include: enforcing traction rules, implementing a toll system, 
limiting the amount of cars up the canyon per day, building a parking structure at the mouth of the 
canyon with increased funding for public buses, free bus tickets on weekends, and variable lanes that 
only allow HOV and busses during peak hours. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, 32.2.2L, 32.2.6.2.C, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.2D) It is a HUGE disservice to the people of Utah and the canyon itself to fund a monstrosity with 
taxpayer dollars, in terms of money and aesthetics (the gondola), that benefits 2 privates businesses 
during one season of the year without using resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has 
in place. (32.17A, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We can accomplish 
maintaining an environmentally sound canyon with helping people better experience the canyon without 
massive development in the canyon. From a person who considers this canyon home both literally and 
figuratively, my strong vote is against a gondola, train, and massive lane extensions that will turn Little 
Cottonwood Canyon into a money making factory instead of an escape from the exploitation of urban 
living and the IKON pass. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  12585 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:53 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan MacKay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Anything but the gondola please (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12586 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Abraham Kim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
My quick thoughts about this.  
 
You will be building something only to satisfy a certain group of people during a certain season. To 
satisfy these people, you're willing to do something that cannot be reversed. My question is, are you 
selling out to money or really looking to improve Utah? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12587 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Simper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Voting for gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12588 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Quan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This project will be detrimental to what Utah is based on: outdoor recreation! You’re destroying prime 
boulders used in climbing which will decrease activity in that area. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12589 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Stone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely no gondola! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12590 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melissa McGibbon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) We don't need ways to get more people into the canyon, 
we need to thin the crowds trying to get up the canyon at the same time. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 
32.20C) Perhaps the impetus should be put on Snowbird and Alta to reduce the traffic competing to get 
to the resorts by implementing a tee-time lottery system. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) That way only those 
who have a 9am tee-time would need to be in the canyon during a specific window of time. There could 
be several tee times until crowds thin by the afternoon. There's a fair way to do it so that pass holders 
and day ticket purchasers feel that they are getting value for their money and have equal opportunity for 
access. (32.2.2K) If you put a gondola in, you will irrevocably destroy this place. (32.4I) Overcrowding 
at ski resorts detracts from the experience of every skier and snowboarder. (32.20C) We should create 
a situation that makes for fewer people in the canyons, not more. 
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COMMENT #:  12591 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Galen Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While skiing brings a huge amount of revenue to the wasatch and Utah generally, lower snow pack and 
shorter ski seasons bring into question the long term ROI of continued investment into the ski industry 
by tax payer money. (32.2.2E) Instead, the county should be a leader in multi use recreation planning, 
which includes rock climbing. Climbing is one of the fastest growing sports in the US, and Team USA is 
based in SLC. It would be short sighted, and counter to state of Utah goals to promote climbing to 
destroy unique outdoor climbing for a gondola. (32.4B and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12592 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelsey Adkins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the gondola. (32.2.9E) One of the best things about spending time in the canyon, 
whether walking, biking, hiking, or climbing near the mouth and mid-sections of the canyon, or skiing 
near the upper sections, is being surrounded by nature’s beauty within the steep confines of those 
canyon walls. It’s a small wonder to be so close to a city, yet feel such a rugged, alpine connectivity to 
the mountains. Gondola towers would severely detract from this very special experience for people. 
(32.17A and 32.4I) I can’t imagine climbing my favorite routes at the Gate Buttress, perched at the 
belay station and look out to the south to see towers, a red car, and hear the whirring of mechanical 
equipment as opposed to the unobstructed sunlight on the rock faces, birds of prey gracefully riding 
thermals, and actually hear the rustling of the leaves in the trees by the creek, and for a few moments 
have escape from the city. (32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.11D) To not have this would be the antithesis of 
why so many people adore little cottonwood canyon. As an avid resort and backcountry skier, I shudder 
to think how being able to rapidly bring *even more* people into the canyon on a given winter day could 
possibly be a good thing. (32.1.2B and 32.20C) This canyon is overcrowded with people already. What 
about the impact on the wildlife and the environment? (32.13A) I am in support of expanded bus 
service. (32.2.9A) If nothing more than it should at least be utilized FIRST before going straight to a 
solution that has such long term impact on the degradation of the experience for people, and 
degradation to the mountains and animals themselves because of [too many] people. (32.29R and 
32.4I) 

Page 32B-12934 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12593 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eva Finn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Preserve LCC!!! (32.29G)  
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COMMENT #:  12594 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:56 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mackenzie Madsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, don’t make decisions to alter the beauty of this canyon. (32.29G) It should be fairly easy to 
make shuttles to the resorts, forcing those cars to park at lots at the base of the canyon (32.2.9A and 
32.2.4A). It would be best to leave the roads for car travel to those climbing & bouldering LCC as well 
as those hitting the trails. (32.1.2D and 32.7C) The resorts are the main source of congestion- perhaps 
they can help fund the shuttles. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  12595 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Platz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We have skied at snowbird quite a bit and have had season passes for 3 of the past 4 years and will 
again this season. From our experience skiing most Saturdays of the 2020/2021 ski year, I would like to 
share that I am hoping that Snowbird is looking at how it can open up it's mountain more efficiently. I 
know there are limits to how you can control nature and it takes time to make sure the mountain is safe 
after a big snow storm. But I could foresee a future where one of these two big projects is complete, 
and lots of users have made it safely up the canyon only to wait in a huge long line at Gad zoom and 
Mid Gad because the rest of the mountain is not yet safe to open up. This happened quite a bit last 
year. It was frustrating. I sincerely hope the mountain is looking at this scenario. It think to have a 
successful project all parties involved need to be working together. (32.29I) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12596 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dylan Spence 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola. (32.2.9E) LCC is an incredible bouldering destination for many, many 
climbers. The gondola would have a severe negative impact on an area that is very important to vary 
many people. (32.4B and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12597 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:58 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Gottschalk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The preferred alternative utilizing the gondola would fail to reduce congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, and is clearly a move to increase travel to Alta and Snowbird, acting as a subsidy to those ski 
resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) While tourism and ski tourism 
are important to Utah and the Wasatch front, the gondola would fail to reduce congestion for folks using 
the canyon’s lower reaches in both the winter and summer, and will damage climbing areas and other 
areas of the lower canyon, while also ruining the wild aesthetic of the canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.4B, and 
32.17A) The gondola is favored for direct tourism gains, and will not benefit the residents of the rapidly 
expanding Wasatch front who use the canyon to recreate, and should be prioritized (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12598 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:59 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Parkinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone who drives the canyon 5 days a week for the last 11 years, I have been on many road 
closures and slick roads. The problem with more busses is it doesn’t solve the avalanche danger on the 
road. (32.2.6.3P and 32.7A) There will always be slides and closures. Putting more buses will not solve 
the problem and people don’t like riding busses. (32.2.4A) If you are going to Alta, you cannot be 
expected to stop at multiple Snowbird stops. It is long, uncomfortable and not feasible. (32.2.6.3N) 
Traffic will continue and cars with bald tires we still go up the canyon and interfere with more busses. 
(32.2.4A). Please have the lights on for 4wd 24/7 during the months from Nov. to April. This would be a 
first step in controlling canyon congestion and slide offs. This costs nothing and would help 
tremendously. (32.2.2M) Widening the road will only cause more problems with more cars on the road. 
(32.1.2D).  
Please consider seriously controlling who can go up in what car.  
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12599 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elijah Conlee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Subject: Preserve Iconic Climbing in Little Cottonwood! 
 
The transportation plan (s) as proposed ignore a crucial element of LCC recreation. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is shortsighted to presume that skiing access is the primary long-term 
"best use" - climate change is dramatically altering snow patterns (I'm sure this is not a surprise) and 
climbing is a HUGE component of LCC and Utah's recreation industry - and it continues to grow 
exponentially year over year. (32.2.2E) Widening the road in favor of motor vehicle/bus access or 
constructing a Gondola with major impact to key climbing spots in LCC is unacceptable. (32.4A and 
32.4B) Please consider protection of the climbing in LCC as EQUALLY important to the requests of the 
major, money-backed ski resorts. (32.29R). The long-term reality of recreation in LCC is a both-and 
with skiing and climbing, not an either-or. Please adjust plans accordingly. (32.29G)  
Many thanks from a climber/skier! 
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COMMENT #:  12600 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spring McMurray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will absolutely ruin the beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) Enhanced bus 
services are definitely the way to go. (32.2.9A) There are already enough man made things in that 
canyon we don’t need to add any more that will be an eye sore the entire way up the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  12601 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Omer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Preserving the natural state of Little Cottonwood Canyon as much as possible is crucial to what makes 
the canyon so great as a natural and economic resource. I DO NOT support the gondola option as it 
would negatively impact much of what makes LCC so popular and it would not effectively address the 
congestion problem in the canyon as it would not service any of the canyon's users below Snowbird or 
in the summertime. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I 
also DO NOT support road widening because it would have a very large environmental impact on the 
canyon and it would only create more road to get more congested. (32.2.9C, 32.4I, 32.7, and 32.20E) 
In order to reduce congestion, UDOT needs to create a system which incentivizes the public to change 
their travel habits and preferences away from private car use. UDOT needs to reevaluate and create a 
plan which includes a toll on private vehicle travel in the canyon and an enhanced bus / shuttle service. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Please do not implement a plan which will degrade the canyon and poorly 
address the issue of congestion." (32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  12602 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennings Leavell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Refrain from the gondola and road widening options. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Tolling and increased 
bussing options are much less disruptive and destructive. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Traffic is inevitable, 
but marring the beautiful landscape further with more infrastructure is unnecessary. (32.17 A and 
32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  12603 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Leh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do nothing. (32.2.9G) Use our tax dollars on something everyone can benefit from. Do like Deer Valley 
and limit the amount of passes sold for the day. (32.2.2K) Don't be greedy Alta and Snowbird. Get rid of 
the Ikon pass. (32.2.2K) And yes, I am a Snnowbird pass holder and have been for years. 
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COMMENT #:  12604 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Sabin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build the gondola. (32.2.9E) There are more financially wise ways to help reduce canyon 
congestion. Expand bus services before anything else and put in a toll booth to enter the canyon in 
order to incentivize using the bus system. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12605 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Vellinga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local resident, I do not support either option. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Increasing capacity and 
crowds in the canyons at the expense of the environment and the experience is not agreeable to me. 
(32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.4I) Tolling and other less intrusive and expensive options like reservations (as 
at Zion) to control traffic seem much more logical and agreeable. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.2B).  
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COMMENT #:  12606 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Libby Ellis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola is definitely not the right option for LCC. (32.2.29E) I believe that more busing would be a 
better option. (32.2.9A) I think ideally cars besides workers and residents should not be allowed up the 
canyon and a train should be used like in European countries. (32.2.2L and 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  12607 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathleen Tobey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My family lives on Little Cottonwood Lane. We are progressive and believe in protecting our beautiful 
canyon, and the gondola will destroy our beautiful neighborhood. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) We're in favor 
of tolls and busing, not a tourist attraction that will financially benefit only a few while literally destroying 
our neighborhood and filling it with retail space. No gondola! (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.4M) 
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COMMENT #:  12608 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carl Duke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin this canyon with the proposed gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) We can not take back 
the visual scarring, the environmental impact being limited to the base of the gondola towers is 
disingenuous, the canyon will be torn up to install that. (32.17A) The gondola will not be used and we 
will be back looking for other solutions anyways. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) Please do not pursue anything 
fixed rail or gondola for this area! (32.2.9M) 
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COMMENT #:  12609 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alessandro Rigolon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of either alternative. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both have tremendous environmental 
impacts. (32.4I) I’d be in favor of a gentler, third way, like better bus all around and banning or strongly 
limiting cars in the canyon. A shuttle service like in Zion NP would be worth considering. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  12610 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heidi Fairchild 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The widening of wasatch and adding a gondola only serves to bring more people to a very finite area. 
(32.2.9L, 32.2.6.2.2A, and 32.2.9E) It brings more polution, both sound and otherwise to an area that is 
one of Utah's most beautiful outdoor areas all to benefit development. (32.4I, 32.11A, and 32.11D) We 
need to preserve our landscape, not make it easier for more development to take away from one of 
Utah's most beautiful areas. 
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COMMENT #:  12611 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dorota Nowak 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that selected alternative should address wider population needs than just ski resorts users. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It should take into consideration phasing approach like 
modification/ limitation of cars access to canyon before proceeding with irreversible changes with 
permanent impact on environment and community. (32.29R). Enhance bus service - instead of 
proceeding with widening road as first option it should be considered to limit number of cars going into 
canyon, even closing it for car traffic during peak winter hours. (32.2.2B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) Buses 
should also give access to other sites in canyon not only to ski resorts to increase a chance for all 
canyon usages than just resort skiing. (32.2.6.3C) Wasatch widening - consider a reversible lane 
instead of full Wasatch expansion, to allow more traffic flow depending on time of a day that could be 
dedicated to bus service to promote shared transportation. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
Dorota Nowak, Cottonwood Heights resident 
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COMMENT #:  12612 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Bird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not the right move in this situation. (32.2.9E) Cheers. 
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COMMENT #:  12613 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT - thanks for giving us the ability to comment on a such a wonderful place that is Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Having read the various plans I am not sure that I can support either plan in there 
current state. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The expanded bus service is a good start but until the bus is 
required for all users it will not do anything to help with the canyon tarffic. (32.2.2B) The gondola is a 
start but with out the ability to scale it will be over capacity very quickly. And it will still create tarffic 
issues as it is not required of all users. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5N, and 32.7C)  
 
My suggestion would be some form of rail that allows UDOT to add cars or subtract based on user 
demand. So on big snow days more could be added or on holidays, then removed when not needed. 
(32.2.9F)  
 
As a person who works in LCC over 100 days each ski season, I have seen various different ideas put 
in place and at the end of the day the merger of the lanes are what causes the issues both going up 
and down canyon and I have no idea how to remove those unless we remove as many personal 
vehicles as possible so my preferred solution is that which removes personal cars and allows for users 
to start the journey in lots of different places around the valley.  
 
Thanks again, 
 
Ben Williams 
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COMMENT #:  12614 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allan Payne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I picked up the packet from Cottonwood Height’s city office and looked through it carefully. I have two 
questions. 
1- Why is the terminal (base station) located in the triangle, behind La Caille restaurant? Why not 
put the terminal on the north side of the road where there is a large open space? (32.2.2 MMM) 
2- How will traffic get to the terminal from 9400 south? If you widen Wasatch maybe you will need 
to widen 94th. Also, access to the parking and the terminal seems circuitous. (32.7E and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
I would appreciate a response. 
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COMMENT #:  12615 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Stark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola would serve only the patrons of snowbird/alta, and would greatly reduce the accessibility of 
the area for all others. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Not only would a 
gondola only serve these people, but it would not solve the bottleneck problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) In 
my opinion the only feasible solution is to improve park to ride services. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12616 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Balken 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifelong resident of Salt Lake, and a skier for most of that life, I appreciate any efforts to manage 
the growing pressures in LCC. However, neither of the alternatives presented in this EIS will solve the 
traffic issues in the canyon, nor will they do anything to promote long-term sustainability for the 
canyon’s recreational, watershed, and natural qualities. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.12A, 
32.12B, and 32.4I) The very purpose and need of this EIS is so focused on getting more people up the 
canyon, it overlooks a more comprehensive solution, like expanded bus service throughout the Salt 
Lake Valley, or acknowledging total user capacity, which is figure that needs to be established to ever 
reach a comprehensive solution. (32.1.2B, 32.1.1C, 32.2.2I, and 32.20B) 
 
The Gondola Alternative is a tax-payer funded tourist attraction and not a transportation solution. 
(32.2.7A and 32.7C) If a Gondola is built without restricting further development at Alta and Snowbird 
then the transportation problem on the roadway will be the same as it is now, characterized by gridlock. 
(32.2.4A and 32.7C) The Gondola does not have the capacity to solve the problem;(32.2.6.5N0 it is 
likely to be very expensive and cater to tourists, while locals are stuck in traffic on the highway. 
Further, the Gondola Alternative does nothing for dispersed recreation throughout the Canyon-
it only serves two private companies that have operational problems due to congestion 20-30 
days out of the year. I would like you to imagine the reality of how poorly the Gondola will be 
received after it is widely recognized that gridlock in the Canyon is as bad as it has ever been. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The roadway widening alternative threatens climbing and hiking resources throughout the canyon and 
is not acceptable nor necessary. (32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4P) There are many smaller, easy-to-
implement improvements that the State of Utah can make to address the situation without forcing 
taxpayers to foot an enormous bill.  
 
I highly recommend a fiscally responsible phased approach to solving the transportation dilemma. 
(32.29R) This includes implementing tolling; eliminating single-occupancy vehicles with exemptions for 
residents and employees; enforcing winter tire standards and AWD vehicle requirements; incentivizing 
bus use; and improving the bus experience. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2M) These are relatively 
inexpensive and can be implemented soon. Many of these improvements can be scaled "throughout 
the year. (32.2.7C and 32.2.6.3D) 
 
Thanks, 
 
Eric 
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COMMENT #:  12617 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Andrews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12618 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Auriana Flinders 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a lifelong resident of Utah and have enjoyed the canyons year round for many different 
activities. My favorite thing about Utah is the passion people have to protect our public lands and not 
have it become commercialized for tourism. From the moment I heard about the gondola/widen lane 
proposal I have been extremely diss appointed in our officials. (32.2.9C and 3.2.9E) We need to save 
our canyons and protect our wildlife/flora and fauna. (32.13A and 32.13B) Also, the canyons are not 
just for skiers. They are for everyone who enjoy all activities like hiking, running, birding, and climbing. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The fact that the proposed ideas will destroy trails and 
climbing routes is extremely frustrating. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please, consider other options that protect 
our lands. (32.2.2PP) Talk to environmentalists and people who are actually in the field of protecting 
and preserving our lands. Get rid of the ikon pass (32.2.2K). Limit people up the canyon. (32.20B and 
32.2.2L) Stop playing into the hands of the CEOs of the ski resorts (who don’t even live in Utah) and 
listen to the actual citizens who have enjoyed this land for their entire lives. We don’t want to see 
gondola poles up our canyon or more pavement. (32.2.9N and 32.4I) We want to see trees and all the 
natural beauty. Different ideas can and SHOULD be implemented. Please listen to us. Don’t ignore us. 
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COMMENT #:  12619 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jake Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m am strongly against the gondola project based on environmental, recreational , financial, visual, and 
cultural detriments it will cause (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.4B, 32.2.7A, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12620 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Troy Vellinga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a Salt Lake County resident and live near the mouth of LCC and use the canyon frequently in all 
four seasons. I do not support enhanced bus service or the gondola and strongly encourage the use of 
light rail service. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9F) As a visitor to the Alps mountain range in Europe I 
can say the Germans, French, Swiss and other counties have wisely used light rail to solve the same 
traffic problems through canyons to ski resorts and other points of use. Rail systems with snow sheds 
are safe from avalanches, carry large numbers of people, interconnect with other public transportation 
networks and best of all usage fees don't pad the pockets of a few special interest owners. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  12621 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Ruda 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a user of Little Cottonwood Canyon for many of the recreation opportunities, it has to offer, including 
bouldering, I think it would be detrimental to the quality of life for many of its outdoor users to expand 
the road or to install a gondola in the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) I frequent the canyon to 
hike and boulder with my family. This allows us to get outside a short drive from our house and 
disconnect for a little while. Both the expanded road and gondola would destroy boulders I frequent with 
my family. (32.4A and 32.4B) Adding the gondola and expanded road only benefits the already rich ski 
resort owners. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There are many other users in the 
canyon other than people who access the ski resorts. Other recreation users need to be considered 
before an expensive project is started in the canyon. Thanks for your time and consideration 
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COMMENT #:  12622 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tobias Larson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Remove all vehicular traffic and return LCC to human and beast powered only. (32.2.2B and 32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12623 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Cottle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbing is one of the fastest growing sports in the US and Salt Lake is becoming a climbing Mecca. 
Many of the most boulders that are right off the road are the most accessible location and difficulty wise 
in the Salt Lake area. Removing these features would be a huge blow to the community and make it 
more difficult for the average climber to find suitable bouldering problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12624 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob S 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really object to the proposed idea of the new Gondola. (32.2.9E) While ski season is a major part of 
the canyon it seems like the traffic is really only bad during good powder and peak ski season. 
(32.1.4D) The gondola would be a forever structure that would not be necessary during off season 
times. (32.17A and 32.1.2C) I would take away from the beauty of the canyon. While I understand that 
more and more people are using the canyon, I believe that we should take care of what we have and 
try to preserve it and not turn it into a public outdoor Utah Disneyland. Similar solutions could be 
considered like what Zion NP has done by restricting how many cars are allowed and allowing people 
to travel up by bus if they still desired to go up during peak season. (32.2.2B) Expanding the road is 
also another unnecessary step that further takes away from the beauty of the canyon. (32.2.9C and 
32.17B) Implementing something similar to what Zion NP has done I believe would be best for this 
canyon. (32.2.2B) Please no Gondola! ICON has already ruined our ski resorts, don't turn our 
mountains into a theme park! 
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COMMENT #:  12625 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynn Petersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No on both options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Cap the capacity caps! (32.20B and 32.2.2K) It should be 
about protecting the canyons and the users experience, not the promotion of a few profiteers. They 
capping the capacity of the resort parking lots and users will enhance the users experience and protect 
the integrity of the canyons. Electric buses and private vehicle tolls, car pooling and canyon passes 
should be the solution. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Our shorter snow seasons will be the norm. (32.2.2E) 
Why throw this money at a solution that only serves a few developers! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12626 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cheryl Krusko 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Cheryl Krusko 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 
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COMMENT #:  12627 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Spira 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Holladay and 30+ yr little cottonwood skier and support the development of the 
Gondola system to protect the fragile ecosystem of the Wasatch. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12628 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michal Cukier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1. DO NOT WIDEN WASATCH BLVD nor Little Cottonwood road. This is irreversible change which 
would distrupt unique landscape of Wasatch front (32.2.9L) 
2. Instead implement reversible lanes system on Wasatch Blvd, use of which is indicated by signals. 
The centre lane changes direction to accommodate for traffic patterns. Use Lions Gate Bridge in 
Vancouver BC as an example (32.2.6.2.2A) 
3. Enhance bus services without widening roads (32.2.9A and 32.2.9C) 
4. Limit car traffic entering canyon during resort peak hours. Make people to use bus services (or 
gondola) instead (32.2.4A and 32.2.2B) 
5. Take into consideration interest of all groups including residents of Sandy and Cottonwood Heights 
but also tourist who appreciate current state of nature in canyons, not only ski resorts which seem to be 
the biggest beneficiary of the both proposals at the moment. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C). 
6. Gondola is an option (as opposed to widening roads) that would require further assessment 
(32.1.5C) 
7. Do consider solution that can be extended to BCC (enhanced bus service, forcing people to use it by 
expanding Park & Ride facilities, limit individual cars traffic in canyon) (32.1.1A) 

Page 32B-12970 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12629 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Davenport 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My comment raises issues with UDOT’s conclusion that Gondola Alternative B best meets the project 
purpose of improving reliability. These issues include lack of consideration of required gondola closure 
periods; lack of analysis of the safety or reliability of gondola towers placed in avalanche paths; and the 
erroneous assumption that people will change their behavior to take the gondola if the road is 
congested based purely on the length of the trip. (32.2.6.5K and 32.2.4A)  
 
For the gondola to be more reliable than either of the Enhanced Bus alternatives, it needs to be subject 
to fewer hours of closure than the road, and the DEIS fails to acknowledge or account for certain 
periods of required gondola closure. The DEIS implies that some gondola towers would be placed 
within avalanche paths (“[gondola tower locations] were optimized to avoid being affected by avalanche 
paths to the extent feasible” and “designing stronger towers if they would be placed in avalanche paths” 
(Section 2.3.2 Gondola Design)). During avalanche control, even if UDOT uses fewer artillery shells 
than they would in the No Action Alternative, some may be used, and “some of the gondola towers and 
parts of the alignment would be within an area where there might be artillery shell fragments” (Section 
2.6.4.1.1 Winter Gondola Service). Section 3.1.2.2.4, Level 1 Screening Results, then states that “the 
gondola would need to be out of service only during the time artillery is in use and could immediately 
operate after active avalanche-control operations cease.” This conflicts with later statements in the 
DEIS that “after avalanche mitigation using artillery is completed, the cables would be inspected by 
cameras and magnetic imaging devices, and the towers would be inspected by video, to ensure that no 
damage has occurred” (Section 2.6.4.1.1 Winter Gondola Service). If some gondola towers and cables 
are within areas that could be affected by artillery shell fragments, then at least occasionally, the 
gondola would need to be stopped for inspection, therefore affecting the entire gondola system and 
negatively affecting reliability. Furthermore, the DEIS fails to provide a basic level of detail on who will 
conduct such inspections, how long such inspections will take, the effectiveness of such inspection 
methods in periods of extreme and/or inclement weather, and what steps would be taken if the gondola 
towers or cables did not pass "the inspection. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
Section 2.6.4.1.1 Winter Gondola Service also states that “the gondola cabins would not be on the 
cable within the fragmentation zone when artillery is being used (gondola cabins can be stored at the 
nearest station).” Would the gondola cable need to be cleared of cabins before any artillery work could 
be completed? How would that affect passengers (would they be stranded at the nearest station) and 
UDOT’s ability to respond quickly to dangerous avalanche situations (would they need to wait to fire 
artillery until all gondola cabins are safely at stations, and how long would that process take)? 
(32.2.6.5K) 
 
The only time the gondola could be considered more reliable than the buses is if the road is closed due 
to avalanches and the gondola could still run. If the gondola system is stopped for inspection after use 
of artillery, then it is not more reliable than the road when artillery is being used. The only time the 
inspection would not take place, then, is if an artillery shell were not used, but the road was still closed, 
like after a natural avalanche. In this case, the DEIS does not adequately demonstrate that it would be 
safe to operate the gondola under these conditions. The DEIS fails to document the resilience of 
gondola towers placed within avalanche paths (“stronger pole towers might be required in some 
avalanche paths” (Figure 2.6-24)), nor does it demonstrate that the gondola system or cabins would be 
capable of withstanding a powder blast from an avalanche, which the DEIS concedes “can extend over 
200 feet in the air, creates high forces and can exert excessive pressures on the gondola cabins” 
(Section 2.3.2 Gondola Design). (32.2.6.5K) 
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The DEIS also assumes, without rationale, that the “visibly faster gondola” (Section 2.6.9.1.2 Gondola 
Alternative B) will prompt people to switch from their personal vehicles to the gondola if the road is 
congested. (32.2.4A and 32.1.4D) The assumption that speed is the only factor people will consider in 
their choice of transportation mode is too narrow and doesn’t consider that other factors like a heated 
vehicle, the ability to sit down, the lack of shared space with non-family members (particularly relevant 
during the COVID-19 pandemic), and the ability to carry additional gear are likely significant in a 
person’s choice to drive their personal vehicle. (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12630 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cynthia Blair 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a native Utahn, long time Cottonwood Heights resident, skier, and hiker, I agree with Mayor Jenny 
Wilson’s perspective on the options for Little Cottonwood Canyon. I dislike both the gondola proposal 
and the added bus lane. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I support increasing bus transportation hubs throughout 
the valley, using electric buses, and limiting the number of people/vehicles in the canyon on crowded 
days. (32.2.2I, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12631 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Ellis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer a toll system in conjunction with the timed tickets that the ski resorts are using in the 
winter. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.2K) In the summer, the toll system, pay-per-use, would be good as well. 
(32.2.4A) It has minimal costs compared to a gondola or road transformations.
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COMMENT #:  12632 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Allison Ambrose 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Too many people and cars are going up the canyon. Getting more people up the canyon should not be 
the priority. (32.1.2B) Take a look at how Denali NP runs, for a good example. In Denali each person 
must buy a ticket to ride a shuttle bus and only so many people are allowed in each day. If we think our 
canyons are special (which they are) we need to treat them like they are special, and not overload them 
and ruin them. Limiting usage and cars is the only way. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12633 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Craig Steury 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I am a 67 year Salt Lake City resident and retired Software Engineer,who has skied, hiked and biked  
in the Wasatch Mts for 36 years in all seasons. I am a season-pass holder at Alta/Snowbird and still 
back-country ski and hike in the Wasatch on a regular basis. I came here to go to the University and 
stayed in Salt Lake City largely because of the incredible multi-season access to the Wasatch Mts.  
 
I am opposed to a Gondola being built in Little Cottonwood Canyon for the following reasons: (32.2.9E) 
- It would be an eyesore and forever change the appearance and the experience of LCC for the 
majority of people permanently. (32.17A and 32.4I) 
- It only partially solves the congestion/access problems and then *only* for the Alta/Snowbird resorts 
and the people who ski there. Snowbird's claims to the contrary, most snowy days which have road 
closures have limited or no skiing due to avalanche danger and run closures for the majority of the 
resort. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- It will be incredibly expensive and the expense will mostly be borne by people who will not benefit 
from it. (32.2.7A, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7C) 
- It provides no solution for trail head access to other destinations in Little Cottonwood (eg White Pine, 
Lisa Falls, etc), either for hiking and/or skiing. (32.2.6.5G)  
- Parking capacity in the well-to-do neighborhoods near the mouth of the canyon is limited and likely to 
remain that way. (32.2.6.5J)  
 
I believe a greatly enhanced and expanded bus service could solve most of the congestion and access 
in a more cost-effective and equitable (32.2.9A) 
manner. Here are some of my suggestions and relevant comments: 
 
- Improve ski bus capacity and return to implement easy-to-use external ski/snowbird storage. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.6.3N)  
- Build snow tunnels in the most common/dangerous avalanche areas. (32.2.9K)  
- Increase number and types of bus service. For example, implement express bus service to the resorts 
and "local" routes (which also stop at trailheads). These should leave/return from distributed locations 
to reduce parking near the mouth of the canyons. A lot of enhanced bus service could be paid for using 
the amount of money that would be spent in constructing a Gondola and/or road widening. (32.2.6.3C 
and 32.2.2I) 
- Work towards a future goal of "restricting *all* private car access, similar to what is done in Zion 
Natural Park and/or Zermatt, Switzerland. Note that this will *only* work with greatly enhanced bus 
service (as described) and that runs year-round (32.1.2C, 32.2.2B and 32.2.2L). 
- In the meantime, enforce traction laws on private vehicles to limit congestion due to inadequately 
equipped vehicles. (32.2.2M)  
- Add managed and reversible lane options depending on traffic, times of day/year, etc. (32.2.2D)  
- Implement tolls to encourage people to ride the bus. Perhaps Snowbird/Alta could subsidize bus 
passes for its customers, (similar to what they currently do for season-pass holders). (32.2.4A) 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide my input to this process. 
Craig Steury 
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COMMENT #:  12634 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liam Purtle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t approve the gondola, let’s try more buses first and then we think it. It’s not terrible yet! 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9A)

Page 32B-12977 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12635 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pete Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be both the least environmentally impactful and the best transportation solution. For 
those reasons, I support the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12636 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Crigler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with this project (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  12637 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Maples 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both of the preferred alternatives negatively impact dispersed recreation (such as hiking/running, 
bouldering, and snowshoeing) in the lower canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4P) The communities who 
partake in these activities will permanently lose access to many popular areas along SR 210. Less 
impactful options exist, such as the proposed expanded bus services without road widening, and 
should be implemented before choosing an alternative that destroys high value areas. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12638 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathleen Fillnow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote no to gondola, yes to increased public transit and the potential of it being a toll road (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9N, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12639 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Mullen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a 10 year resident of sugarhouse and season pass holder at Alta for 7 of those years. I have two 
kids, 5 and 7 who have grown up skiing at Alta. My son skied Main Shute with me twice last year., My 5 
year old was sad when we spent the weekend camping in Albion basin and we didn't even get to ski 
once. We ski Alta EVERY weekend and have for the past 7 years. We have long hours in traffic with 
kids counting our diapers and wondering if we had enough for the evening. I understand the traffic is a 
problem and it sucks.  
 
However, in NO WORLD I LIVE IN can I support spending over 500 billion dollars of money on a 
Gondola that will create more problems then in solves. (32.2.9E)  I am sure it will get a lot more people 
to the ski areas but that good for anyone but the resorts profit. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) The canyon is already filled to capacity with skiers. (32.20C) The Gondola does not solve the 
hard truth that not everyone who wants to ski can ski at Alta / Snow bird. There just isn't room and 
moving people faster up the Canyon does NOTHING to solve that issue. (32.9B and 32.7C) Not to 
mention it permanently alter the canyon in a negative way, destroying the things that make lower LCC 
great and come at a unimageable cost of tax payer money (32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.4B).  
 
Instead lets focus on realistic options that benefit all users, including those in BCC without lining the 
pockets of the ski resorts. (32.1.1A) 
 
1. Limits on capacity. There is an upper limit of people who can ski on a given day. No one wants to talk 
about this but we are getting close to maximum capacity as it is. The Gondola only moves the problem 
(32.20B and 32.20C) 
 
2. Getting private cars out of the canyon. Tolling and restricted parking can start NOW. (32.2.2Y and 
32.2.2K) In fact it already has. Also, enforce the traction requirement. No snow tires, no entry no 
questions. Even on clear days. Every time we've spent hours stuck in traffic is is because of cars with 
all season tires. They are a hazard and have NO place in the canyons EVER. The worst days are when 
it is clear in the morning with an afternoon storm. If you don't have winter tires the ski resorts should not 
allow you to park ! (32.2.2M) 
 
3. Improve the bus service. We have busses, we have a road. We need more busses and more than 
that we need realistic parking options. On busy ski days there is literally NOWHERE to park to take the 
bus even if I wanted too. 6200S Wasatch, swamp lot, mouth of LCC or BCC everything is full and 
roadside parking isn't allowed near any the park and ride lots near the canyons. Build parking that 
allows people to park somewhere that it makes sense, run buses often and directly to the resort - skip 
all of the Snowbird stops to cut the travel time to Alta or run an Alta bus and a snowbird bus subsidies 
the cost on the tolls / parking charges and people will ride the bus. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.3N) 
 
4. Snow sheds. Avalanche danger is a problem - some snow sheds will help with this. If we can fix the 
red snake though busses, cars that don't slide off the road and understanding that some days the 
weather is the boss and maybe we can't ski we can have a safer experience (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  12640 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Whitehead 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the bus solution is the better option. (32.2.9A) While a gondola sounds 'cool', it's not scalable like 
buses are and the time to ascend/descend is longer than what a bus would take. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.6.5A) Especially as bus travel continues to become more sustainable I think expanding the bus 
system is the right decision. 
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COMMENT #:  12641 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carter Quinn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a taxpayer funded subsidy for Alta and Snowbird that does nothing to improve traffic or 
increase user access down canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12642 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Zanetell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed lane expansion and or with gondola project that would be built on alter and potentially 
destroy for ever the future recreational opportunities of all humans for the specific purpose of Boulder 
rock climbing will be felt by the climbing community nation wide and even globally. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 
32.4A, and 32.4B) This is a loss that everyone who cares about the recreational opportunities and the 
benefits that go with them will be harmed by and in a time when these resources are finite and also 
threatened by other future land development both here and everywhere and also in the path of 
potentially destructive and forever changing and more common wild fires. Stop the project or forever 
here our pain we will never let this go we might even take more drastic measures to protect this 
national resource. (32.2.9G, 32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12643 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Hamilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola will not stop more cars from traveling up the canyon. It simply offers another option for 
more people to travel into an already infrastructurally stressed environment. (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, 
and 32.20C) The same locals and tourists will always drive into the canyon and more will do so as well 
as the ski areas become more popular and the population grows. (32.2.4A) Different and more effective 
mitigation strategies need to be at the forefront of this discussion. Simply offering a different 
transportation issue will not fix problems in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The 
purpose of these new solutions need to focus on mitigation plans rather than expansion. 
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COMMENT #:  12644 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Dawson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this will make life easier getting up the canyons (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12645 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom Hamilton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola will not stop more cars from traveling up the canyon. It simply offers another option for 
more people to travel into an already infrastructurally stressed environment. (32.1.2B, 32.2.4A, 32.7C, 
and 32.20C) The same locals and tourists will always drive into the canyon and more will do so as well 
as the ski areas become more popular and the population grows. (32.2.4A) Different and more effective 
mitigation strategies need to be at the forefront of this discussion. Simply offering a different 
transportation issue will not fix problems in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The 
purpose of these new solutions need to focus on mitigation plans rather than expansion. 
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COMMENT #:  12646 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erik Reid 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not proceed with a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) 
If the gondola does not run during avalanche mitigation or interlodge there is little difference to 
“reliability” and “mobility” vs ground transport. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K)  
A gondola will significantly impact the natural landscape and the expansing views of the canyon during 
the entire year for a structure that will only be relevant with established goals during the winter months. 
(32.17A)  
A gondola will only allow access of the canyon at end points (I.e. ski resorts). (32.2.6.5K)  
A gondola will not “expand” to meet increased use. As its capacity is fixed by number of gondola cars. 
(32.2.6.5N) Buses can be increased and decreased as useage varies for time of day or time of year.  
The UDOT recommendations are only specific to LCC and it’s current volume of use. There is no 
consideration to the issues related to BCC, which are the exact same issues and root cause for LCC, at 
the Wasatch Blvd and at the BCC resorts. (32.1.1C and 32.20D)  
Please continue with bus transportation while exploring a more permanent solution. (32.2.9A and 
32.29R) Please consider a solution that is comprehensible, for the Wasatch as a whole, expandable 
and available for users at multiple access points year round.  
Thank you Erik
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COMMENT #:  12647 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carissa Uribe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think bus is a much better solution that gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12648 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola or road widening for LCC please! (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Enhanced park and rides, gravels 
pull outs and even bus system would make much more of an impact year round without ruining what 
me and many others find as a beautiful and amazing place. (32.2.9A and 32.1.2C) Not to mention the 
many boulders that so many climbers like me hold near and dear to there hearts. Please preserve what 
natural beauty is left in LCC!!! (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12649 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any solution that promotes the road won't fix the issue. More buses won't work - avalanches will still 
threaten the roads, and many people will still opt to drive themselves. (32.2.9C, 32.7B, 32.7A, and 
32.2.4A)  
 
I also don't buy the argument that one of the downsides of the gondola is that it does not have "off-
ramps" anywhere in the canyon except the resorts. I'd venture that 95% of the those going to LCC are 
headed to Snowbird or Alta in the winter, and a small group is not. (32.1.2D) That would be the same 
case with buses. Don't let the tail wag the dog on this one.  
 
The gondola is the best option in my opinion. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12650 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christian Sperry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a horrible idea! This Gondola only destroys the wonder of the canyon all for a business? Tax 
payer money has no business in this horrible idea. (32.2.9E and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  12651 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adriana Carbajal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the enhanced bus service to be implemented (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12652 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Barbara Braeden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preference is for the cog rail. Although expensive, it is a long-term solution to traffic up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9F)
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COMMENT #:  12653 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brittany Griffith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider an option that does not solely prioritize profits for ski resorts, but one that recognizes 
the canyon as a prized natural resource attracting not only skiers, but bikers, hikers, runners, climbers 
and other backcountry users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The proposed gondola is 
an expensive project that will ultimately not contribute significantly to the alleviation of traffic in the 
canyon, and will serve only to funnel customers to ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 
32.20C) Global warming, current droughts and future water shortages will likely affect snowpack levels 
which will result in fewer and fewer days of operations at the resorts. (32.2.2E) The taxpayer should not 
be responsible for funding a project that serves to benefit a private enterprise, especially one that is 
already so lucrative and, in their current methods of operations, unsustainable. (32.2.7A) Widening the 
road will have a large environmental impact, and will lead to the loss of several areas where local and 
visiting climbers recreate. (32.2.9C, 32.4I, and 32.4A) The least impactful , most cost-appropriate 
solution would be to enhance bus use and limit cars entering the canyon during the busiest winter 
months. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Please consider this as a solution before making landscape altering 
permanent damage. 
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COMMENT #:  12654 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ann Boyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the Gondola. (32.2.9E) I believe most people in Utah will not give up the convenience 
of using their vehicle. (32.2.4A) In snowy conditions and cold weather, most people will remain in their 
car, and hope others will use the Gondola. In addition, the Gondola will only increase the traffic to Little 
Cottonwood Canyon (LCC), as tourists will use it for the scenic experience. (32.20A and 32.20C) We 
need to save our canyons and preserve it for future generations. I believe we need a complete ban on 
all private vehicles during the winter months, except for residents, forcing the public to use public 
transportation. (32.2.2B) Also, require the resorts to provide free shuttle service for their guests and 
staff. 
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COMMENT #:  12655 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Alero 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not ruin the landscape of the canyon with a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) In my opinion a 
better option would be to charge money to drive up the road. (32.2.2Y) Also I think getting rid of ikon 
pass would reduce traffic. (32.2.2K) Resorts charging more for lift tickets would encourage more people 
to go other places. Resorts may not like getting rid of ikon pass but if resorts actually cared about 
nature and the canyon they would. More for lift tickets and a charge for driving on the road would help 
reduce the amount of people going up the canyon. Putting a gondola would ruin the natural beauty of 
the canyon and ultimately ruin the canyon. 

Page 32B-12998 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12656 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamin Wood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It appears the EIS is attempting to trade congestion on SR-210 for congestion in vulnerable 
neighborhoods at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon. This is an untenable proposal and unjust 
shifting of an externality to a small neighborhood. My family's safety and quality of life should not be 
sacrificed to give back minutes to those commuting to the canyons. (32.2.6.5E and 32.4M)  
The approach seems incredibly close-minded and ill-informed of other much more sustainable options 
such as expedited bus service from multiple locations in the valley. (32.2.2I) We need to step back and 
stop pretending the two options presented are the only two options, especially since others proffered 
are significantly more cost-effective, sustainable, and better for the local neighborhoods who would be 
disproportionately affected (32.2.2PP). 
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COMMENT #:  12657 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jack Wicks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello from newzealand cotton wood has gained international attention over the possibly of it being 
destroyed. Destroying it for a road would be like destroying an ancient temple this is something that we 
will never get back and Is extremely precious no amount of money can re-make cotton wood (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12658 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tori Steely 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The climbing in little cottonwood canyon is world class. It can’t be found anywhere else in the world. It 
would be a same to chose a menthod such as the gondola or widened bus lanes and alter the canyon 
and eliminate such an area. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, and 32.4B) There are other methods that can be 
used that will keep the entire outdoor community in mind. We should try these methods first before 
resorting to such landscape altering ones (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  12659 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Nicholson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT EIS, 
I am a Salt Lake City resident born in Utah and I strongly oppose the gondola proposal and recommend 
enhanced bus service with no roadway widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) I am primarily a backcountry 
skier, although I occasionally ski at both Alta and Snowbird. The gondola primarily serves these two 
resorts and does not serve the public for the varied activities that people go into Little Cottonwood 
Canyon for. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) An enhanced bus service on the other 
hand is flexible and can be tailored to fit the specific needs of our community. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) I 
think the best option would be to make bus service mandatory from November to April similar to how 
Zion Canyon operates. (32.2.2B) Additional options could use a toll system on private cars and free or 
discounted bus fare that was paid for by the toll. (32.2.4A) Either way an enhanced bus system must be 
heavily incentivized for people to use it.  
Thank you, 
Paul Nicholson, Salt Lake City resident, avid skier, hiker and lover of all things Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, and father of the next generation of Utah skiers. 
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COMMENT #:  12660 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Wendt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I urge UDOT to disregard the option of constructing a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon until further 
intensive environmental impact surveys can be completed in order to come up with a solution that does 
not directly damage a large and important portion of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.1.5C, and 32.2.2PP) The 
creation of such transportation would change the canyon forever and not in a beneficial way.  
 
Not only is it unclear how such an addition would affect an important watershed, the destruction of 
hundreds of bouldering problems and related trails, along with all the surrounding vegetation, is not a 
viable solution to the canyon's traffic issues. Other significant changes would also need to be made to 
the canyon to reach the goal of reducing 30% of cars. (32.12A, 32.4B, 32.13A, and 32.7B) 
 
The construction of a gondola benefits an incredibly small portion of the population. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) And for what? Incredible portions of the canyon to be destroyed so that a 
very limited number of people will be able to go ski? (32.4I) It's simply not a viable option for reducing 
impact as it negatively affects the land and the many people who wish to enjoy all parts of the canyon - 
not just the ski resorts. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12661 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola should not even be in the slightest of consideration it will destroy the ecosystem and the 
canyon as we know it. (32.2.9E, 32.13A, and 32.4I) This is about saving the pride and joy of Utah not 
making it better for the corporate executives of Alta and Snowbird. A real bus service needs be put in 
place where it actually works and is effective. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) IKON pass holders should be 
required to ride a bus or have at least 5 people in 4WD equipped vehicle. (32.2.4A) Don't ruin Utah for 
the locals like California is already doing. Make the right choice for the people not the cult controlled 
state government. 
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COMMENT #:  12662 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Simmons 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This proposal is completely unacceptable. The destruction of so many culturally classic climbs to cater 
to a one group of canyon users is not only irresponsible, it is repugnant. I, (and many other Snowbird 
season pass holders like me), am fully opposed to this proposal. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  12663 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would prefer park and rides. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  12664 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Hahnenberger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the gondola/tram option only benefits the ski areas. The time, inconvenience and expense doom it 
to failure. (32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12665 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Frame 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing against the proposals the gondola or road widening plans in the little cottonwood canyon 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). As a longtime member of the Alta winter community, i am concerned by the 
permanent irreparable changes the gondola proposal makes to the canyon. (32.4I) There are several 
features which I believe are highly problematic:  
The costs associated with each plan are incredibly high at a whopping projected $592 million for the 
gondola and $510 for the road widening. (32.2.7C)  
These costs are at the taxpayers expense while not all taxpayers are using the service. This is a resort 
driven problem. The resorts are the main drivers behind the use of the canyon. An Alta taxpayer, I have 
to pay a large share of the ems budget for our town even though 98% of ems calls are for resort skiers 
who are not residents. You are asking the tax payers of Salt Lake City to take on the lions share of the 
cost associated for them not to even use the service. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
A road tolling approach might be a better option, leaving the burden of the costs associated with road 
maintenance to those who actually use the canyon and its resorts, and also push more to consider 
carpooling and bus routes to reduce the expense. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Residents of either Alta or 
Snowbird might be exempt from tolling or receive a credit given they do not have essential services up 
in the canyon and therefore require travel down canyon to fulfill those essential needs.  
Both approaches create a lasting permanent impact on the canyon which cannot be erased. (32.17A, 
32.17B, and 32.4I) One should not act hastily to establish either is the right path forward until every 
other common sense and available alternative is explored and substantiated to be unsuccessful. 
(32.29R) A wider road increases the need for asphalt and road repairs and certainly pollutes the 
canyon. (32.12B) A gondola residues piers, tons of cement and rebar, cable and the addition of not one 
but two day lodges (one at each resort) which will leave a lasting impact on our canyon visually but will 
also be likely to have impact on the watershed for years to come. (32.17A and 32.12A) 
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COMMENT #:  12666 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Ponder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Sandy, Utah and a year-round visitor to Little Cottonwood Canyon. I am strongly 
opposed to the Gondola options for Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) I am in favor of Enhanced Bus 
Services for improving mobility in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A) I believe increasing buses, 
improving parking and implementing tolls should be the first course of action. (32.29R) I am in favor of 
limiting personal vehicles on peak travel days in Little Cottonwood, not allowing single passenger 
vehicles other than Little Cottonwood employees and residents, and implementing a toll. (32.2.4A) The 
impact of a gondola and placing such substantial infrastructure in Little Cottonwood Canyon should be 
avoided at all costs. One of the things that makes the Cottonwood Canyons unique is the wilderness 
experience so close to the Salt Lake valley. By building a gondola, we remove the wilderness 
experience that is so valuable to the visitors of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.17A and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12667 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Firmani 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The EIS does not entirely consider a national park style shuttle system, like that used in Zion. (32.2.2B) 
On major traffic days, the canyon should be restricted to private vehicle traffic entirely, and shuttles ran 
from top to bottom. Build the gravel pit park and ride, the snowsheds, and do not modify the road 
further. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9K) Trail users will simply flag down the shuttles as they traverse the 
canyon. (32.2.6.3C) 

Page 32B-13010 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12668 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an outdoor recreationalist and I frequently travel to Salt Lake to ski, rock climb, and hike. As 
someone who spends a lot of money traveling to and supporting the SLC outdoor industry, I would be 
devastated if the LCC boulders were destroyed. (32.4A and 32.4B) The boulders are a unique treasure 
and should be preserved. The fact that those boulders are so close to the city is one of the huge 
reasons I travel to SLC so often. My partner and I would definitely make fewer trips to the area if the 
boulders no longer existed, and we would choose to travel to and support a state that values protecting 
land and maintaining access to climbing areas (like Colorado). (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12669 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Mease 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed solution seems to only serve users of Snowbird and Alta. What about other recreational 
areas of the canyon? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12670 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Randy Szkola 

 
COMMENT: 
 
That is the most environmentally friendly way Gondala is it (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12671 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dale Bondaruk 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for the bus alternative. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12672 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Collin Putnam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a concerned resident of Cottonwood Heights & an avid canyon-goer, & I would like to voice my 
opinion that we should NOT permanently alter the canyon before exploring ALL options such as tolling 
for single rider vehicles, & stricter winter road conditions restrictions. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.2M) Only when 
these non-physical interventions are proven to be unsustainable should we explore physical changes to 
LCC. (32.29R)  
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12673 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colby Ashcroft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Statement Public Comment 
Dear UDOT,  
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS. I appreciate 
your efforts to make this a transparent public process that takes into consideration a variety of interests. 
I stand with Salt Lake County, Salt Lake City, and numerous other local municipalities that have asked 
UDOT to adopt innovative, less expensive transportation solutions with fewer environmental impacts. 
(32.2.2PP) With this as a starting principle, I offer the following specific comments on the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon EIS.  
Introduction 
John Muir, the father the American conservation, stated that the Wasatch mountains were by far the 
grandest series of glacial monuments this side of the Sierra. At the Central Wasatch sits Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, a spectacular granite glacial trough carved by alpine glaciers during the last ice 
age approximately 15,000 years ago. The grandeur of Little Cottonwood Canyon, recognized by Muir 
nearly 150 years ago, has made Little Cottonwood Canyon a world class natural, scenic, and 
recreational resource. The canyon, which also has rich mining and pioneer history, provides a dramatic 
backdrop to the Salt Lake Valley and sustains the life and economic livelihood of its residents. As a 
critically protected watershed, the Canyon provides Utah’s largest city with an estimated 15 percent of 
its culinary water supply.  
In addition to providing an arid city located on the edge of the Great Basin important drinking water, 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is surrounded on three sides by 15 peaks extending over 11,000 feet in 
height. Within the walls of the Canyon are two Congressionally Designated Wilderness Areas- the Twin 
Peaks Wilderness, which includes the knife edged Cottonwood Ridge, and Utah’s first Wilderness--the 
Lone Peak Wilderness, designated in 1978 as part of the Endangered American Wilderness Act.  
The Canyon is inseparably connected to quality of life for local residents and is also a world class 
destination for hiking, climbing, biking and skiing. In the summertime, visitors are attracted to the 
canyon by the spectacular display of wildflowers in places such as the Albion Basin; high alpine lakes 
such as Cecret, White Pine, Red Pine, and Maybird; and a chance to summit rugged peaks rising over 
5,000 feet above the Salt Lake Valley. Roadside and backcountry visitors are graced with the 
opportunity to see moose grazing in aspen stands and wet meadows or mountain goats climbing 
sparsely vegetated cliffs. Because of these unique opportunities, the canyon serves as a local 
destination and as a home to multiple summertime sporting and cultural events including the Wasatch 
wildflower festival, Octoberfest, the Speedgoat trail race, and America’s hardest cycling event, the Tour 
of Utah.  
While summertime recreation opportunities are limitless, Little Cottonwood Canyon’s steep terrain and 
snow conditions are what make the area truly unique. Storms crossing the Wasatch Range with a 
northwesterly flow routinely drop feet of snow in a single storm cycle resulting in an average annual 
accumulation of over 500 inches. These unique conditions are what give Utah its claim to the Greatest 
Snow on Earth.” At top of the Canyon, partially situated on National Forest System lands, sit two ski 
areas, Alta and Snowbird, that are consistently ranked amongst North America’s premier resort 
destinations. While these areas provide a unique lift service ski experience, outside of the resort 
boundaries Utah’s Little Cottonwood Canyon provides unparalleled access, extensive and variable 
terrain, and near perfect snow conditions that quite literally make it the best place for backcountry skiing 
in all of North America.  
Given the natural, scenic, economic, and cultural value of Little Cottonwood Canyon to residents and 
non-residents alike, government agencies and elected officials should strive to identify innovative 
transportation solutions that result in the least amount of change possible. (32.2.2PP) As stewards of 
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this unique canyon, we cannot let our consistent thirst for growth and economic development lead to 
further industrialization that degrades the values that connect people to this unique landscape and 
environment.  
Little Cottonwood Canyon is not a commuter canyon and should not be treated as such. (32.1.2B) 
Rather, it is a terminal canyon that services a small community and provides recreation access. 
Canyons that have been widened to accommodate traffic throughout the state (e.g., Sardine, Weber, 
Spanish Fork, Provo, and Parley’s) have lost their scenic quality and recreational appeal. Canyons with 
two-lane roads that have retained their identity (e.g., Logan, Big Cottonwood, American Fork, Maple, 
and Zion) are the treasured landscapes that make Utah a global recreation destination.  
General 
Expansion of Little Cottonwood Canyon and/or construction of a gondola would degrade important 
values and resources and should be deferred until other transportation solutions that would result in 
less significant impacts to the human environment have been tried and tested. (32.29R, 32.2.9C, and 
3.2.9E) Existing road and parking infrastructure, with some minimal changes, is sufficient to 
accommodate recreational use on all but a limited number of holidays, weekends, and powder days 
during the year (10-20 days per calendar year). An initial investment of over $500 million dollars in 
either a gondola or upgraded road system is an unnecessary, permanent, and expensive solution to an 
intermittent problem. Additionally, road development and/or construction of a gondola would result in 
increased human traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon exacerbating rather than resolving current over 
use problems including litter, graffiti, vandalism, trail proliferation, trail erosion, watershed degradation, 
wildlife disruption, and human waste contamination. (32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20C, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 
and 32.13B) With this in mind, UDOT should select an alternative that includes the following: 
- Instituting a toll system that discourages vehicle travel and partially subsidizes the cost of bus 
transportation. (32.2.4A)  
- Eliminating all roadside parking and working with resorts to create paid parking to further 
incentivizing use of bus transportation. (32.2.9Q and 32.2.2K) 
- Creating and supporting ride share applications and programs and identifying preferred resort 
parking for vehicles with three or more people. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) 
- Strictly enforcing existing chain, tire, and vehicle restrictions when snow is projected in the 
forecast reducing delays related to slide-offs and vehicle accidents. (32.2.2M)  
- Providing free bus transportation from multiple valley locations west of Wasatch Blvd at 3-5 
minute intervals. (32.2.2I)  
- Building snowsheds at avalanche prone locations as identified in the EIS increasing the safety 
and reliability of the existing ground transportation network. (32.2.2K)  
- Working with Salt Lake County and the Utah legislature to institute a transportation tax on lift 
tickets and other ski area amenities to cover the costs of transportation solutions. (32.29Z)  
- Limiting the number of lift tickets sold at Alta and Snowbird ensuring that there is a known 
upward limit on the number of vehicles entering the canyon on a daily basis. (32.2.2K)  
- Creating additional bus stops at high use recreation sites including the White Pine trailhead. 
Alternatives (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G)  
The Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS fails to consider an adequate range of alternatives. UDOT 
dismissed from analysis an alternative that would limit the number of lift tickets per day on the basis 
that this would not alleviate traffic congestion during peak hours or on peak days. (32.2.2K)  
Multiple ski resorts across the United States, including two in Utah (Deer Valley and Powder Mountain), 
have established limits on lift ticket sales in an effort to retain the visitor experience and manage issues 
associated with resort access, parking, and accommodations (lodging, lift and base facilities). Arapahoe 
Basin located on Colorado’s Front Range provides a direct and reasonable comparison to the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon resorts. Similar to Alta and Snowbird, A-Basin operates on National Forest 
Systems lands under a special use permit with limited opportunities to capitalize on real estate 
developments or increase the size of its base facilities based on land ownership patterns. Yet despite 
these constraints, the Colorado based resort has been able to establish daily limits on lift tickets while 
remaining an economically profitable operation.  
In addition to the aforementioned examples of limited ticket entry, as result of COVID-19, ski areas 
across the nation identified increased safety measures during the 2020-2021, including limiting the 
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number of skiers and eliminating walk-up ticket sales. These measures proved to be reasonable and 
effective. (32.2.2K)  
Finally, multiple National Parks, including Yosemite, are now requiring a permit for day use entry as a 
means of protecting human health and safety and preserving the visitor experience. Without conducting 
a complex capacity study (something UDOT has repeatedly refused), limiting the number of skiers at 
Alta and Snowbird would create an upward limit on canyon traffic and assist UDOT planners with the 
identification of effective transportation solutions. (32.2.2K and 32.20B) While as a stand-alone 
alternative this may not meet the overly narrow purpose and need identified within the EIS, when 
considered in conjunction with other alternatives (see above series of alternative recommendation), it is 
a reasonable alternative that must be analyzed in detail. (32.1.2B, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2I)  
Cumulative Impacts 
The EIS fails to include the construction of a interconnect lift system as a reasonably foreseeable future 
action. (32.1.5B) A new lift system connecting Deer Valley to Solitude via Guardsman Pass and 
Solitude to Alta via Grizzly Gulch has been proposed multiple times and remains a distinct possibility. 
Concepts such as SkiLink, once introduced for approval through Federal legislation, and more recently 
OneWasatch, sadly remain viable options that could be constructed with a limited number of lifts and 
minimal federal approvals in a space of less than a year. With Alterra Mountain Resorts acquisition of 
Solitude and Deer Valley, and with the inclusion of Alta and Snowbird in the IKON pass, industry 
interest in connecting the Salt Lake and nearby Summit County resorts is higher than ever.  
Alta’s recent decision to withdrawal its private lands in Grizzly Gulch from the land exchange proposed 
in the Central Wasatch National Conservation and Recreation Act to “accommodate future growth 
within their special use permit and private lands” is direct evidence that a interconnect lift system is no 
longer speculative, but a reasonably foreseeable future action that must be taken into consideration in 
the EIS. (32.1.5B)  
Construction of an approximately 8-mile $529-million-dollar gondola from the Salt Lake Valley through 
relatively undeveloped portions of Little Cottonwood Canyon would increase pressure from industry and 
the legislature to approve and build a interconnect lift system. Construction of a gondola would be a 
gateway drug leading to additional addictive lucrative developments in the Wasatch’s remaining 
backcountry environments. In addition to adversely impacting scenic, recreational, and natural 
resources throughout the entire central Wasatch Mountains, the Little Cottonwood Gondola could 
eventually be used as a transportation hub that supports access to 5-7 ski resorts, dramatically 
increasing traffic congestion in the canyon, on Wasatch Blvd, and at proposed transportation hubs 
located at the Highland, gravel pit, and La Caille transfer stations. (32.1.5B) If a Gondola or improved 
road is constructed in conjunction with an interconnect lift system, traffic could substantially exceed 
UDOT’s current projections. Given the probability of a interconnect lift system, the EIS must evaluate 
the potential impacts of ski resort expansion on private lands outside existing permit area boundaries, 
including the environmental consequences of a interconnect lift system and associated traffic. (32.20A, 
32.20C, and 32.1.5B). UDOT’s EIS fails to consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts that 
transportation solutions for SR210 will have on SR190. Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons, both 
accessed via Wasatch Blvd, have inseparably connected transportation systems. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) 
When Little Cottonwood Canyon is closed for avalanche mitigation, backcountry and front county ski 
traffic significantly increases in Big Cottonwood Canyon. This issue has become more prevalent since 
Alta, Snowbird, Brighton and Solitude became accessible to local skiers with purchase of a single IKON 
pass. Instituting a toll system in Little Cottonwood Canyon may shift additional winter vehicle traffic to 
Big Cottonwood Canyon rather than incentivizing skiers to use mass transportation unless similar tolling 
and bus systems are simultaneously introduced on SR190. (32.20D)  
Increased traffic in Big Cottonwood Canyon would be problematic given current congestion and the fact 
that Solitude and Brighton have less available parking than either Alta or Snowbird, despite having 
similar uphill skier capacity.  
Importantly, instituting a toll system in Little Cottonwood Canyon during peak summer season would 
also increase traffic in Big Cottonwood Canyon at already congested trailheads including Mineral Fork, 
Mill D, Butler Fork, Mill-B (S-Curves), Spruces/Days Fork, Willow Heights, and Brighton. Visitor use at 
these trailheads already routinely exceeds available parking capacity. (32.2.4A and 32.20I) Finally, if 
summer time tolling is instituted in Little Cottonwood Canyon, Big Cottonwood would be the only “fee 
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free” canyon in the Central Wasatch since general access fees are already required in neighboring 
Millcreek and American Fork Canyons. Therefore, the EIS must consider the cumulative impacts of any 
and all transportation solutions on Big Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.1 and 32.2.4A)  
Socioeconomics 
The EIS fails to discuss how construction of the gondola would be funded. (32.2.7A) While ski resorts 
and other private developers have indicated that they would assist with the costs of construction and 
operation, the industry has not disclosed how much they would contribute toward the project. Without 
this information, the EIS must assume that the public would be required to subsidize the full costs 
construction. The EIS fails to disclose the direct cost of transportation solutions to taxpayers in Salt 
Lake County or Utah. This information must be disclosed and taken into consideration prior to making 
an informed decision. (32.2.7A)  
Utah residents collectively should not be responsible for covering the costs of transportation, especially 
when the primary beneficiary is two for-profit private corporations operating on public lands. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Additionally, the primary public beneficiaries are alpine skiers, 
that on average, have a greater annual income than the average American with 92.9% of skiers making 
in excess of $50,000 per year and 46.1% making in excess of $100,000 year compared to the median 
American income of $49,777 (National Ski & Snowboard Retailers Association: Snowboarding and 
Skiing Participation Report, 2010).  
The EIS also fails to include the estimated costs of riding the gondola and who would be responsible for 
long-term maintenance and operation costs. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5Q) UDOT does not experience or 
expertise operating complex lift systems, which indicates that the gondola would be operated by the ski 
resorts or a private entity. The effectiveness of the gondola as an alternative transportation system is 
entirely contingent convenience and individual rider fees. (32.2.4A) UDOT, through nearly 30-years of 
experience with light rail and high speed rail has learned that rider fares cover less than 20 percent of 
operating costs. Unexpected short-falls in revenue projections would likely result in decreased services 
during the summer season and on routine business days when the road can handle ski traffic (reduced 
service has occurred with UDOTs rail systems to account for revenue short falls). (32.1.2C)  
Finally, the EIS fails to disclose how the reliability of the gondola as a transportation system was 
calculated, especially when few if any gondolas of similar length exist globally. The EIS does not 
specifically address how lightning storms (frequent in summertime and wintertime high alpine 
environments), ice storms, or wildfires could disrupt system reliability. (32.2.2K and 32.2.6.5BB) 
Climate change has resulted in decreased snowpack, increased rain and flashflood events, and 
increased wildfire risk in Utah’s alpine environments. The reliability of a gondola in the face of these 
realities must be considered and explained in the EIS. (32.2.2E and 32.2.6.5K)  
Conclusion 
State of Utah politicians have a history of supporting decision-making at the local level, except when 
local viewpoints run contrary to the legislature’s broader political objectives. Residents of Salt Lake 
County, Salt Lake City, and Cottonwood Heights have overwhelmingly expressed opposition to UDOTs 
preferred transportation solutions (32.2.9N). While the state legislature appears eager to fund 
construction of the gondola because it presents an opportunity to further tax revenues by marketing 
Salt Lake as a unique ski destination, deference should be given to those that routinely use the canyon, 
are most impacted the decision, and deal with current traffic problems. Make no mistake about it, the 
gondola is a little more than a glorified amusement park attraction masked as a transportation solution 
that would benefit a handful of private corporations. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The 
gondola alternative is a costly, unproven, and unnecessary solution to an intermittent ski traffic 
problem. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D). Expansion of Little Cottonwood Canyon road would have equally if not 
greater impacts then the gondola to the natural, scenic, and recreation values that make Little 
Cottonwood Canyon such a special place. (32.2.9C, 32.4I, and 32.17B) If a four lane road isn’t needed 
in Yellowstone, Grand Teton, Zion, Bryce, Glacier, Rocky Mountain, or Yosemite National parks, it isn’t 
needed in Little Cottonwood Canyon either. (32.2.6.3B) If traffic to the Maroon Bells (a non-National 
Park Service example) can be successfully managed through an efficient bus system, so can traffic to 
this equally beautiful place. (32.2.2B)  
Based on the information included in this comment letter and the comment letters submitted by many 
other concerned citizens, non-governmental organizations, and local governments, UDOT must go 
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back to the drawing board and evaluate pragmatic, measured, cost effective, and forward thinking 
transportation solutions that would preserve Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  12674 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Kendrick 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While a gondola is certainly the "sexier" option, practically speaking the buses make much more sense. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) The buses can serve more than just the two ski resorts, and can scale up/down 
according to demand. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.3D) And should ski resorts go away due to climate 
change, we won't be left with all of this gondola infrastructure serving nobody. (32.2.2E) I really dislike 
the notion of taxpayer money paying to build a gondola that only services for-profit ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) At least buses could theoretically stop along the way at various 
trailheads. (32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  12675 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glenn Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of east Sandy and live within a few miles of the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon, La 
Caille and the 9400 S/Highland Park-and-Ride. I am a regular user of the Canyon for recreation. On a 
day-to-day basis, what happens with this project will affect me and my neighbors more than it will 
tourists and politicians. We are down to two alternatives at this point, and of those two, I recommend 
the Enhanced Bus alternative. (32.2.9B) Enhanced Bus Alternative will cost $82 Million less than 
Gondola B, will have better travel-time to the Canyon. In addition (and I did not see this discussed in 
the community presentations I’ve seen) any bus-service alternative has the advantage of long-term 
flexibility. Bus service could be easily be altered in the future as Canyon use changes. (32.2.6.3D) The 
Gondola will have just two stops in the canyon, and that will never change without tremendous 
additional capital expenditure. (32.2.6.5A and 32.2.6.5G) It will also have a greater adverse impact on 
traffic along Wasatch Drive in Sandy as it will send much more traffic to La Caille so that people can get 
up the canyon in 43 minutes rather than 1 hour. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
But it is not just the cost and service advantages that makes bus service the clear choice. Gondola B is 
at best a vanity project. At worst, it is a boondoggle whose primary beneficiaries will be moneyed 
interests. Those in position to benefit most are the resorts (and it is my understanding that they will not 
be spending a dime on this) and other moneyed interests such as former elected officials who shrewdly 
used their connections to buy La Caille, and then lobbied UDOT to consider that property as the 
Gondola Base. The Gondola B alternative is not the best use of Utah taxpayers’ money - and it is not in 
the best interests of the residents of Sandy. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12676 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Benjamyn Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Out of the two options proposed by UDOT, I am more in support of the "bussing and road widening 
plan. (32.2.9B) However, I would rather that the road widening aspect of it be abandoned in favor of 
using electric busses and tolling cars that are not using these busses to incentivize usage of the bus 
system, which could drastically reduce traffic on the way to the ski resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 
32.2.4A) 
 
The reason I am in favor of this is because I am an avid climber and hiker. Both of the proposals will 
impact the land that is being used for other activities. Expanding the road will impact 29 boulders and 
building the Gondala system will impact 35 boulders according to this Climbing.com article (32.4A and 
32.4B) 
 
https://www.climbing.com/news/utah-little-cottonwood-canyon-boulders-destroyed/  
 
If you decide to revamp the proposals, please consider all of the other activities that occur in the 
canyon beyond snow sports. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12677 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Geisler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Note: I did not receive confirmation that the SLCA's comments were recorded and received. I've 
submitted them three times via this portal and also emailed to Josh Van Jura. Please confirm the 
SLCA's comments have been entered into the Federal Registry. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12678 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Hatch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to UDOT alternatives. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) They are too massive and leave many 
traffic problems unsolved. (32.7B and 32.7C) We should take smaller steps with buses, a few wide 
places for 3 lanes. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2D) For “rush” hours, have one-way traffic for half hour 
segments. We also need economic costs for private cars to get more use of public transit. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12679 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brodie Mead 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2D, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12680 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Mulhern 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the preferred alternative. The gondola option will have negative visual impacts and increase 
travel times at higher costs. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  12681 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ellie Strong 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The construction of the gondola and expanding the road system will permanently change the canyon, 
and will only solve the problem temporarily as the popularity of the canyon grows. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 
32.4I, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Before destroying the canyon in an act that cannot be reversed, UDOT should 
consider less permanent options to see how that helps, such as expanding the bus system without 
widening the road. (32.2.9A) To encourage the use of public transportation, the lockers at the resorts 
could be expanded and be free to use, so people don't feel like they have to bring their own vehicle just 
to store all their stuff. (32.2.3A) The resorts benefit quite a lot from the currently proposed options, and 
it would be nice to see them help the canyon out. (32.2.7A) Another option could be implementing a 
sticker system that verifies the car is not a rental or someone from out of state with no former 
experience driving the car to prevent accidents. The four wheel drive mandate should be in place all 
winter long as well. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  12682 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Stone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
 
I don't like the idea of seeing rock climbing resources destroyed and such a big visual impact of a 
gondola before trying to do an expanded bus service. I know it is a big plus for the resorts and tourism, 
but I feel like the value this place holds to locals should play a part, even if they don't bring in as much 
money. (32.17A and 32.2.9A)  
 
It seems like the gondola doesn't really help locals who like to boulder (it would remove some 
opportunities), backcountry ski/hike (it wouldn't drop off to intermediate places), or locals who get up 
early to catch the bus. (32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I'm also worried that the 
gondola is really only necessary for a handful of weekends during the peak ski season. (32.1.4D) But 
unfortunately, it can't be taken down in between when it is needed. Busses do seem to offer that 
benefit, in that service can be modified to fit demand. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3D)  
 
The gondola does seem to have high capacity, but I can't help but feel that the bottleneck to get up the 
canyon is really not the only crowding problem. (32.1.2B) I might suggest that some work or barrier to 
entry actually isn't necessarily a bad thing. For example, if we had the technology to simply teleport 
anyone instantly from their home to the resort, removing all effort required to get there, we would still 
have a problem because then the bottleneck would be the lift lines and other services at the resort. 
(32.20C)  
 
As a resort, the state of Utah, or anyone else who stands to make money off of more people getting up 
canyon, I can see how you may want to tip the balance towards as many people as possible. Even if 
some people reduce usage due to the crowding itself, the group most likely to stop visiting are the 
locals who don't spend as much. But as a local myself I can't help but see this as a bad thing for my 
interests. (32.20C and 32.7C)  
 
Unfortunately, I don't think I have much say, because as a local I don't have as much monetary value, 
but I do feel that the gondola is the wrong choice for me. If we use overcrowding as a deterrent to 
usage, locals and the beauty of the canyon lose out. If we use an early alarm clock (and admittedly 
some frustration) as a limiting factor, those willing to work hardest will benefit, and we preserve the 
canyon in many ways from the impact of the gondola. (32.4I) Thank you for considering comments. 
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COMMENT #:  12683 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edwin Greer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola Please (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12684 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Fuller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am totally against any gondola being placed in LCC. (32.2.9E) I am not in favor of even expanding the 
roadway up the canyon at this time. (32.2.9C) I think there should be a very gradual, cautious approach 
to changing anything other than possibly starting with tolls. (32.29R and 32.2.2Y) We should not 
subsidize Snowbird and Alta; let them cough up a sizeable sum of money (32.2.7A). Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12685 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim OBrien 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please vote to construct this gondola project. Utah has the opportunity to set a benchmark in the future 
of mountain transportation. This gondola will create safe passage for people to get to their jobs and 
back to their families. Please be a leader in developing new technology rather than sticking with the 
same old thing. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  12686 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Vargyas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Greetings LCC DEIS Team,  
 
I have lived in and near the canyon for 24 years. I am a 24 year Snowbird passholder, work on the 
Snowbird Ski Patrol as a medical advisor, volunteer for Wasatch Backcountry Rescue, and am a 
backcountry user as well. My wife and two children are resort season passholders also. 
 
The main issues with the two choices pros and cons is, I believe, well represented by community 
members. I am in favor of incremental improvement to achieve the desired goals of many. (32.29R) Up 
until now, more aggressive interventions to deal with the congestion have not been pursued with real 
effort. Tolling with revenues to subsidize the travel hubs and bus improvements, real world traction 
policy and enforcement, minimizing single occupancy vehicles during peak times, creative directional 
flow enhancements, are just a few of the things never before implemented with any seriousness. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, 32.2.2M, and 32.2.2D)  
 
The gondola, which will be the longest and most expensive in the world, is a huge impact that is 
inconsistent with the current watershed policies and 2003 USFS plan. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.12A) And 
this is a waste of taxpayer dollars because the RELIABILITY is overstated. Multiple issues like artillery 
fire, interlodge, lightning, icing events, wind - will impair it’s operating time. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) In 
addition, backcountry access and egress sites impacted by the 8 mile gondola has not been analyzed 
with enough detail. (32.4B and 32.4G)  
 
I would like to discuss concerns around FAA policies and aircraft safety with the proposed towers and 
wires. As a search & rescue volunteer, ski patroler, plus having medical involvement in medical 
helicopter transport as an emergency physician, I want to point out some safety concerns.  
 
Helicopter medical transport is a regular occurance in the canyon. Both at the resorts, and in the 
backcountry. In January 1998, during an air medical rescue and transport, the weather was variable 
and challenging. In the end, 3 rescuers and the victim crashed into the canyon wall and died. They 
departed from White Pine parking lot. Here is a news reference:  
 
https://www.deseret.com/1998/1/12/19357426/4-die-in-crash-of-u-medical-copter  
(Deseret News, Jan 12, 1998, Donaldson and Collins, 4 die in crash of U. medical copter) 
 
 
I am concerned that the gondola towers and wires will interfere with flight patterns in a extremely 
challenging flight environment. (32.2.6.4A) That helicopter crash did not have to deal with the 
complexities the enormous towers and wires introduce. I believe these structures will impair air medical 
transport safety in the canyon. This has not been adequately examined in the DEIS, and needs 
investigation and transparency. I realize the gondola could potentially facilitate some medical 
evacuation efforts, primarily from the resorts, but from White Pine and lower, there is no benefit, only 
harm. An unstable patient in a gondola box for 30 minutes is undesirable to most medical providers, 
and unwise. On balance, likely impaired emergency air medical transport is the greater concern. 
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Installing lights on the towers as per FAA policies, will greatly detract from the dark sky nature of the 
landscape that was not analyzed adequately. As a Scenic Byway, this compounds the potential impact. 
(32.17A)  
 
In addition, please recognize that the indirect and cumulative impacts around the known increased 
visitation from the proposals is a necessary step (needs study/examination) to better fulfilling the 
purpose and need, and improve safety, reliability, and mobility. (32.20A and 32.20C) Underestimating 
the capacity increase will result in increasing pressure on resort expansion and subsequent conflict with 
dispersed users. Backcountry recreation is THE fastest growing segment of the ski industry for many 
years now, and is well documented. The proposals will negatively impact both the resorts and 
backcountry users with overcrowding, and resulting in further unwanted development. See Wasatch 
Canyons Tomorrow study by Envision Utah, 2010. Among studies used in the analysis, this one not 
referenced and no explanation provided as to why. Reputable design and metrics. (32.3D, 32.20A, and 
32.20C) 
 
Thank you  
 
George Vargyas, MD FACEP 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  12687 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kendra Van Horssen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It will ruin the canyon if you put the gondola in. (32.2.9E) Make it a toll like Millcreek Canyon, use more 
buses... please no gondola (32.2.4A and 3.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12688 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  An Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is a beautiful canyon that should not be destroyed for private industry. I am against both the 
gondola and the widening of the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) There have been many alternatives 
suggested that seem to be getting completely ignored in a rush to satisfy big business at the taxpayers 
expense. I am for increased bus service. (32.2.9A) There are many hubs already that are not being 
fully utilized. Please consider ways to get people using public transportation which not only solves the 
parking problem but helps with emission issues. (32.2.4A). Don’t destroy the beauty of LCC just to 
satisfy the insatiable desires of the ski resorts. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  12689 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenda Biesinger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi I’m in favor of the gondola. Thank you. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12690 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Gagnon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am hereby voicing my support for the “gondola option” as opposed to expanding public transportation 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) I believe firmly that carbon remissions need to be 
reduced in the canyon - this is something I believe more firmly given the heat and increased air 
pollution we are experiencing this year. (32.10A) Thank you. 

Page 32B-13038 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12691 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Kennington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a final set of comments: 
 
-Thank you for allowing me to comment on this most important issue. 
-After hearing others' comments over several weeks I'm more convinced than ever that the Gondola 
alternative is the most destructive and invasive to the Little Cottonwood Canyon and is least favored. 
(32.2.9E and 32.4I) The enhanced bus alt is a step in the right direction, as the ROW already exists, 
and it can serve all canyon users, which the gondola won't. (32.2.9B, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) 
But both are quite invasive, as such, less invasive measures should be tried first, like tolling, prohibition 
of single occupant vehicles, better tire inspections and more funding for busses, during busy times for 
2-3 seasons. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R) The idea would be to change people's behavior 
towards using mass transit. THEN a design for additional infrastructure needed should be implemented 
to match the recreational capacity for the canyons, per a study that would be conducted concurrently 
with the 2-3 season pause to test the less invasive infrastructure. This could potentially save millions of 
$$ in construction and operating costs. 
-For the scale of LCC the only tram related tourist infrastructure needed already exists with the 
Snowbird tram. Any more such infrastructure would overwhelm the size of the canyon. In addition, the 
scale of the proposed bottom gondola terminal would overwhelm the local area around it with 
commercial development, and cause more traffic on Wasatch Bl., which the local citizens don't want. 
(32.2.6.5E and 32.20H) 
-Thank you very much. 
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COMMENT #:  12692 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angie Andrus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Decidedly against (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12693 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Ganz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for the gondola. (32.2.9D) Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  12694 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eugene Weymouth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want the gondola. (32.2.9D)  
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12695 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Charles Scotch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't change anything! The canyon should be left alone. We need to reduce the number of 
people we're allowing to move to our state and tax non-residents higher for using our open and public 
spaces! (32.2.9G) Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  12696 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Meadows 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
I am a Utah native and have my degree in Environmental Science and Urban and Regional Planning. I 
am currently pursuing my Master's in Ecological and Sustainable Planning at the U and must share my 
thoughts regarding the two options outlined in the EIS. Additionally, as an avid outdoor climber, hike, 
trail runner, biker, and skier, I am passionate about protecting the natural environment we still have. 
Utah is a state known for its outdoor recreation, yet big corporations want to exploit and take advantage 
of the land and water to benefit themselves. I study the very interconnected and complex issues that 
LCC is facing on a daily basis in my degree and I cannot support either of the alternative options as 
they stand. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) They do not promote equitable access, ecological preservation, and 
sustainable practices. I plead you to reconsider and reevaluate the huge impact both a gondola and 
extending the road will do. (32.29G) It will contaminate the only water source salt lake valley has to rely 
on. (32.12A and 32.12B) It will destroy natural ecosystems that we can NEVER rebuild. (32.13A and 
32.13B) It will only increase single-car traffic and in effect, increase and worsen air pollution. (32.2.4A, 
32.1.2D, and 32.10A) We need to find solutions that will serve everyone in Salt Lake Valley. More 
frequent and year-round bus systems that can connect people to the mountains can provide more 
equitable access to residents on the west side of the valley. (32.5A and 32.2.2I) Toll roads that require 
private cars to pay when not carpooling will incentivize taking public transit. (32.2.4A) The answer is not 
to build more infrastructure, but to improve that which already exists. Please consider the 
consequences associated with more environmental degradation. (32.29G) We NEED the ecosystem 
services the forests and mountains provide. We need cleaner air, we need water to survive the summer 
droughts, we need to make the smart choice now to save these special places for future generations.  
Lastly, I came from a low socioeconomic background and never had access to outdoor recreation until 
college. It was the one healthy method I found to help me combat depression and anxiety. The one 
place I could find peace, quiet, and beauty. Please do not ruin that with crowds of people driving, 
parking, taking a gondola that does not belong in nature. (32.4I) Do not make the mistakes many have 
made before. Thank you for listening. I hope this makes a difference 
 
Best, 
Emily Meadows 
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COMMENT #:  12697 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adelinn Cook 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The boulders and routes of LCC forge the character of our local climbing community. They are a 
connection between our historic legacy and the potential of our future climbing generations. Under 
UDOT’s plans for a gondola or additional lanes, over 100 iconic boulders will be impacted and the 
natural beauty of the canyon forever altered (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.17B). 
The current views of pristine granite and pines to be interrupted by towers and cables; the rush of the 
river replaced with the consistent hum of machinery. (32.11D)  
Additionally, UDOT’s LCC gondola and additional lanes proposals contribute to environmental injustice 
in the Wasatch Front. These proposals disproportionately burden lower income residents - particularly 
those that hold marginalized racial and ethnic identities - thereby perpetuating environmental 
marginalization and injustice. (32.5A)  
Less destructive options exist, such as UDOT’s Enhanced Bus without Roadway Widening proposal. 
(32.2.9A) Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alters the canyon should only 
be considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown to be ineffective. 
(32.29R) Expanded electric bus service, coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must 
be tried that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are 
made. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  12698 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Warner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the options of rail, gondola, and road widening with snow berms are NOT in the best interest of the 
future of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9M, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) While they potentially could 
answer some problems, they do not solve all the problems and definitely create new problems. These 
solutions are only in the best financial interest of Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Both ignore the preservation, beauty and user experience of both locals and tourists alike 
within the canyon. Some reasons why I feel these solutions are not in the best interest of the public or 
the canyon is that these solutions have completely ignored Big Cottonwood Canyon which is struggling 
with the same issues. (32.1.1A) how can both canyons struggle with the same issue but the only 
proposed solutions only address one canyon? (32.1.1C) second is these solutions cut out all other 
users of the canyon except those skiing Alta and snowbird. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) All summer users, Hikers, climbers, and bikers are ignored with the proposed solutions along 
with backcountry skiers and snowshoers in the winter. (32.1.2C) Precious world class Bouldering will be 
destroyed with the road widening and snow berms. (32.4A and 32.4K) It seems that UDOT and taken 
into account of what the environmental impact of implementing any of these solutions would be but 
ignores the future impact as a result the implemented solutions i.e., the canyons capacity for people, 
development etc. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C)  
Are there not more immediate, less expensive, less permanent and less harmful options to try before 
we implement one of these solutions?  
what about a tolling system? (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
what about actually enforcing the traction law (I had the UDOT sticker indicating my vehicle was 
equipped with proper snow tires and 4X4 drive train but was never checked nor saw other cars being 
checked and I drive up the canyon 3-5x per week in the winter season) (32.2.2M) 
Funding for more busses, shuttles, vans, and restricting single occupancy cars on peak days. (32.2.9A 
and 32.2.4A). No one disputes the need for reform and new systems to alleviate congestion and traffic 
in the canyons, but it is clear that the Gondola, Cog Rail and Road widening are not driven to provide 
the best solution for our community and state but for snowbird and Alta to exponentially increase their 
profits even though they are already thriving and would also benefit from solutions that have the entire 
community in mind. 
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COMMENT #:  12699 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Speed 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against a Gondola. (32.2.9E) I believe it will impact the environment too much and distract from 
the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.4I and 32.17A) I would rather see an expanded bus lane with 
electric buses like they have in park city. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3E) I understand the economic 
importance the ski resorts have in Utah, however we have to balance nature with the greed and profits 
of the resorts. I think the Bus option is best. 
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COMMENT #:  12700 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joey Campanelli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More people up canyon? No. We need less. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) Besides service vehicles, 
handicap, employees, and hotel guests (with road fee) (32.2.2B) Close the road at the mouth and then 
everyone else can hike. We are the problem. If an amusement park is what you want to keep 
progressing towards, a gondola would be cool. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12701 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Yancy Zimmerman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
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COMMENT #:  12702 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peri Brimley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola proposal is a heinous idea. (32.2.9E) It prioritizes the desires of the ski resorts and 
individuals over the needs of the land. Utah has always been a state that prioritizes the safety and 
sustainability of its public lands before the desires of tourists, and it is extremely disappointing to see 
the state consider a proposal that only represents the interests of for-profit companies. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As a Salt Lake native I am distraught at the idea of the 
environmental blight this gondola proposal would cause, and STRONGLY urge the state the adopt the 
enhanced bus system. (32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.2.9A) Thank you. 

Page 32B-13050 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12703 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Meadows 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
Thanks for taking comments during this review period. I hope they are carefully and thoughtfully 
weighed. 
 
I oppose both proposed solutions. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both are unfit to solve for the root problem, 
which is car-caused congestion and traffic on a handful of peak days throughout the winter months. 
(32.1.4D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) By building a gondola or widening the road, we fail to eliminate standard 
traffic lanes, which will go on in use just as much as they have been in recent years. User behavior 
won’t change if the same options we are comfortable with are just as readily available as before. 
(32.2.4A) 
 
Referring to the user experience of using the gondola or enhanced bussing to go skiing, we must 
recognize the shortcomings that will quickly become blatantly obvious. It won’t take long for a family of 
four or even an individual local to realize how broken and inefficient the system is when they get stuck 
in bumper to bumper traffic to get to a parking lot or garage, then transport onto a canyon-access bus, 
then onto a canyon bus or gondola, then onto another gondola if transferring all the way to Alta via 
gondola option. The hassle, quite frankly, will not be worth it. We will spend $1 billion dollars to create a 
system that no one will want to use more than once. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1D, 32.2.6.5J, and 32.2.6.5E) 
 
Sure, there may be a number of tourists who would come ride the gondola for the scenic ride in the 
summer, but are we even solving for the original problem at that point? 
 
If we want to create change to congestion on peak days in the winter, we have to attack the root of the 
problem, not increase the available usage of the canyon beyond its carrying capacity. (32.20A, 32.20B, 
and 32.20C) 
 
Let’s try disincentivizing cars with heavy tolling and subsidized bussing. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Let’s try 
a zion shuttle system with expanded rapid transit throughout the valley. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2I) Let’s try 
countless other options that aren’t a Hail Mary $1 billion dollar approach that fails to address the root 
problem. 
 
And perhaps most importantly, let’s stand up against lobbying ski resorts that are self-interested. Of 
course they’d love a free scenic Disney ride that increases their daily numbers. Why would they say no 
to more money in their pockets when it’s on the taxpayers’ dime? (32.2.7A) Easy answer for them, but 
tough reality for the environment, locals, residents, frequent canyon users, and countless others. 
 
Thank you and may we choose prudently how we protect a canyon like none other.  
 
Taylor Meadows 
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COMMENT #:  12704 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Vance Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think they should make a gondola or widen the road just for a few busy days out of the whole 
year. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.1.4D) Most of the time, the gondola or widened road won’t even be 
used. (32.2.4A) The canyon is supposed to be for recreation and experiencing nature. Developing the 
canyon more is only going to benefit the private ski resorts at the expense of the people who live here. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The canyons are also where we get our water from so 
adding a gondola or more road will pollute the water more. (32.12A and 32.12B) The land should be 
allowed to be used by the public and benefit everyone, not just the private ski resorts. 
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COMMENT #:  12705 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madelin Ortiz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
These proposals primarily serve the ski resorts while negatively impacting other user groups like 
climbers, backcountry skiers, hikers, birdwatchers, etc. as well as causing a tremendous impact on the 
environment. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It would be great 
if UDOT invested in the existing mediocre public transportation options before spending $500 million to 
build a gondola or widen the road. (32.2.9A) 

Page 32B-13053 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12706 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Timothy Coats 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preferred option is enhanced bus service with no additional lanes added. (32.2.9A) I also favor 
tolling for travel up Highway 201 with a floating scale based on # of passengers, paid resort parking as 
well as charging for back country winter and summer parking all to encourage car pooling and use of 
the existing mass transit. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  12707 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Talbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of neither the Granola or widening the route. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I support a more 
advanced bus system to include additional buses, parking hubs, direct stops, live bus tracking app, etc. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.6.3N) 
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COMMENT #:  12708 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angela Isaacs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option serves a limited sector of our community, irrevocably changes the nature and 
beauty of the canyon, disrupts or does not serve other recreation in the canyon (such as hiking, 
bouldering, backcountry use), and overall serves the canyon and our community poorly. (32.2.9E, 
32.13A, 32.17A, 32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It does not appear capable 
of accomplishing many of the stated needs in the EIS (Chapter 1.2, pg 1-8: Purpose and Need); namely 
I do not see how it will decrease traffic on Wasatch Boulevard. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.7B) It may, very 
occasionally, increase mobility during peak travel periods, but I am skeptical even of this. With longer 
travel times, parking, and cost, it may only be used by some on the best of powder days to two single 
resorts. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) It will not address rapidly growing backcountry usage and diverse 
activities in the canyon. (32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2D, and 32.7C) And it cannot even run during avalanche 
mitigation, which will obviously be ongoing, so it does not seem to solve the problem of bypassing 
avalanche hazard, as some assert. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6l5K) We will still have so many people using 
the roads and we will obviously still have to have avalanche mitigation. (32.2.4A) It does not do 
anything to solve limited parking at trailheads and usage of the road by cyclists and pedestrians - as 
again, it only serves two single ski resorts, and I am very skeptical that it will even remove the amount 
of traffic from the road that the EIS shoots for (which is shockingly low for any lasting solution 
considering our air quality and population growth). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It will 
alter the canyon forever without solving our traffic problem. (32.4I) It is not adaptable and scalable, and 
it is the worst possible solution for Little Cottonwood. (32.2.6.5A) Our local government know that, the 
CWC knows that, and many other organizations who have truly studied the traffic problem and 
solutions know that. UDOT must also know. Right? 
 
We need a solution that promotes Salt Lake residents and visitors to use transit in our canyons. We 
need a solution that is adaptable and long-lasting. We need a solution that considers the health and 
beauty of the canyon. There should be affordable options so that we close no one off from access to 
the canyons. But it is also ok if not everyone who wants to make it to Snowbird on a powder day can 
easily make it. I value our resorts; we should make getting to them safer and easier. We also should not 
continue to change the character of the canyon so that we can shuttle the most people possible into the 
canyons. (32.20A and 32.20C) Natural barriers are ok. Keeping our canyons the beautiful places that 
they are is ok. I am disappointed with what seems to be a lack of actual study and consideration of 
environmental impact in the scope of this EIS. (32.1.5C) My preference is that we limit cars and use 
buses that are integrated with a better public transit system in the value. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) This 
should absolutely be an option we try first. (32.29R) It benefits those using the canyons, and also those 
just living life and working every day in the valley. Expand public transit! But barring our willingness to 
think that broadly, let’s not build a gondola that meets none of our needs and is so short-sighted! I 
guess if I have to pick one of the preferred alternatives, let's add a dedicated bus lane that will allow 
people to take the buses to the ski resorts on winter weekends safely and efficiently, and allow us to 
reduce our traffic into the canyons and provide access to all in all months of the year. (32.2.9B, 
32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C) I think we should use our existing roads first and limit cars, but let’s try buses 
first! 
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COMMENT #:  12709 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Haakenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d like to see additional options available other than the two proposed. (32.2.2PP, 32.2.9C, and 
32.2.9E) I think parking structures that are larger and in the same footprint as the existing ones with 
technology allowing users to understand spaces available. (32.2.6.2.1C) Car pool only lanes and car 
pool exclusive parking would be incredible and less money than a tram. (32.2.4A) Other options need 
to be explored than just these. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  12710 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Casey Arrington 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola and lane widening proposals would both create an irreversible impact on one of our 
greatest treasures. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I) Little Cottonwood canyon is so much more than just 
home to 2 ski resorts. Many tax payers who recreate and enjoy the canyon, do so without having ever 
entered the ski resorts. I believe an improved bus system is the option that makes the most sense (if 
something must be done), though when it comes to catering to the money hungry ski resorts and their 
patrons, I could honestly care less how convenient things are for them. (32.2.9A) As a “dawn patrol” 
skier and rock climber, I have never been inconvenienced by traffic in anyway. Keep things the way 
they are.
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COMMENT #:  12711 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand that the roadway up to the ski resorts is much to small for modern day use, this issue is 
mainly just during the winter season. As a climber that loves the beauty of the canyon. It would be a 
tragedy to have the boulders and climbing areas destroyed or damaged. An option would be possibly 
moving the boulders? ( yes they are gigantic) maybe creating an alternate route up the canyon from a 
different side? (32.4A and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  12712 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanya Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Choose the gondola option please! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12713 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey maybe don't ruin Utah. That would be really great, thanks in advance. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  12714 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Morriss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not believe that any of the available options will balance both increased traffic and greater access. 
It appears that the value of multiple uses is also not well balanced as the widening of the road AND the 
gondola options would impact and irrevocably damage some prime climbing areas. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
Moreover, the fact that the tax payers would be shouldering the burden of building something that 
specifically supports the ski industry is morally questionable and I do not agree with this use of tax 
payer funds. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Any option needs to support multi-use and 
other trailhead access. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) 
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COMMENT #:  12715 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Ernst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After review of the proposed options, I'm in support of option Gondola plan B. (32.2.9D) I'm in favor of 
this option for the following reasons: 
A - vehicle reduction through providing alternate access to the canyon, supported with vehicle access 
fees 
B - Year round service, not just seasonal 
C - Reduce/nearly eliminate weather related delays of access and return. 
D - Promotes mind set and behavioral changes moving people out of their cars and into public 
transportation. 
E - It emulates similar transportation modes used in Europe to access mountain recreational activities.  
 
I first visited Little Cottonwood Canyon in 1960 as a young person and have visited subsequently over 
the years. I've heard arguments of diminished views with any of the options. (32.17A and 32.17B) I 
want to point out the views and impact the canyon has been substantial through the years. The single 
largest impact has been the growth of the private and commercial buildings and the need to support 
them. The roadway has been expanded to accommodate increase demands and is at a point now a 
decision is needed to move in a different and possibly uncomfortable direction for some. With these 
points and looking forward, I support the Gondola Plan B option. 
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COMMENT #:  12716 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Weinner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone Who has drove up Cottonwood Canyon for the last 11 years at least five or six days a 
week I believe that the gondola is not the option. (32.2.9E) Taking a stronger look at the bus option 
especially starting buses earlier in the season and keeping them going later and with more frequency 
you could alleviate a lot of traffic. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) Every time I wanted to take the bus there is 
no parking, a long wait, or the buses haven’t started for the season. Find the space to make bigger 
parking lots and increase the bus service by starting here. (32.2.6.2.1C) If the new bus system with 
more parking and more frequency of buses is a success and there’s still issues in the canyon then look 
onto the option of widening the road. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  12717 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alicia Mae 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The only way I see this gondola system working is if it is free, included in the cost of a ski pass and 
nearly free to the public. (32.2.4A) Frankly, Snowbird and Alta should NOT be benefitting from a $500 
MILLION project solely supported by public funds. Both resorts should assume their share of financial 
responsibility and contribute a portion of ski pass and ticket sales back to the project. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Further, it doesn't seem like anyone has considered how this 
impacts summer traffic. (32.1.2C) Is there going to be a mid-way stop for those using the gondola to 
hike mid canyon? (32.2.6.5G) It will not help traffic at all if there are only two options, Snowbird or Alta. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) This won't impact traffic in the winter, either, if it's as cost prohibitive as the bus 
system is. (32.2.4A) It costs my family $30 round trip to ski one day if using the UTA bus system, and 
it's frankly just easier to drive, even though sometimes the traffic is terrible. Another ongoing issue is 
where do people who use public transport sit, converse, put their skis and clothing on, and where do 
they store lunches and their stuff? (32.2.3A) If the gondola doesn't come with some SERIOUS places 
to enjoy getting ready, sitting around, and eating, it will be a tragic $500M loss as people will still need 
their cars. I understand that Snowbird is deeply vested in the public supporting their business to the 
tune of hundreds of millions of dollars, and a pathetic effort to give over unusable ski terrain for non-use 
is a sad effort to conceal the massive freebie they're getting with the gondola. With snowbird's end goal 
seeming to be a massive expansion into the back canyons and into American Fork, it seems as though 
they should commit to return some of their profits in the forms of major subsidies to gondola riders for 
decades to come. (32.20A and 32.20C) In addition to these issues, what about workers in the 
mountain? How will they get up and down, will there be a toll or cost? (32.2.4A) We all know there's a 
problem with transportation, but this doesn't feel like it's been honestly vetted for the best PUBLIC 
outcome. In order for this to be good public use, it MUST be free or nearly free. Has anyone yet told the 
public the anticipated cost per rider yet? (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12718 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Cutler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the Gondola system up the canyon (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12719 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wyatt Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I want a Gondola. (32.2.9D) It works when we have a lot of snow and that is when me and my family 
want to go up the canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  12720 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lynda Murray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think an expanded bus lane would be the best way to go about this. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  12721 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hayden Wyatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am submitting my comment in support of the bus expansion option for LCC. (32.2.9B) As a 
recreationist who enjoys the canyon in both summer and winter, I believe the gondola would heavily 
impact the outdoor experiences people have in the canyons. (32.4I) Having a flashy gondola running up 
the canyon will change the ability for people to get away from the chaos of SLC. (32.17A) This gondola 
will also impact the rock climbing of LCC in a disproportionate way. (32.4B) It seems the gondola is 
most supported by the ski areas as a means of improving LCC attractiveness for visitors rather than an 
option that considers all users and locals priorities in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  12722 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susan Rea 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live very near the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon in the old Granite township, now Sandy City. We 
don't need elaborate gondolas or expansion of the roadways that damage the magnificent Wasatch 
Mountains. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.4I) There is no evidence that skiers will use a gondola, versus 
driving up with all their gear in the convenience of their parked car. (32.2.4A and 32.7C) SR 201 is not 
too busy except on the big snow days. (32.1.4D) It was manageable on powder days until ski resorts 
sold passes that work at multiple resorts, so that everyone flocks to LCC when the storm favors it. The 
resorts actually caused the "crisis", which they wish to remediate by building a gondola, which they will 
advertise like crazy to attract more business and traffic. (32.20A and 32.20C) Utah taxpayers will pay, 
continue to experience heavy traffic at the base of the canyon on snow days in ski season, and see 
degradation of the Wasatch and the watershed. (32.7B and 32.12A) 
 
I am a skier in LCC and a resident who values LCC for its beauty, year round recreation and as our 
water source. I believe there are less costly and less destructive solutions to travel on SR 201 during 
ski season. First, the highway needs constant work to ensure safety. Lets make it as safe as possible 
for traffic during all seasons. Visible lane markers or dividers, rails where there are steep drops, 
signage for more pull outs in case drivers must read a text message or other distractions, signage on 
the danger of distracted driving, and better enforcement of speed limits and unsafe driving would help. 
(32.2.2M) A few amenities and parking lots at ends and along the way would help when avalanche or 
wrecks clog up the highway so that people can comfortably and safely wait, versus getting cold, hungry 
and agitated while they sit in cars or buses. Educate drivers to have some emergency items in cars 
driving up. As many others have mentioned, charge a toll on cars during ski season. (32.2.4A) 
Encourage multiple passengers per car. Increase the fine for going up without appropriate tires or 4 
wheel drive. (32.2.2M) 
 
We could try to have better, cheaper bus service first. I suggested years ago: There is free UTA service 
downtown. Try free buses shuttling to the resorts, for everone. That should cost much less than the 
massive construction projects. I do not see that softer, people centered solutions have been tried. 
These are easy to implement on a trial basis. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A)  
 
There are many softer solutions than hammering our way through LCC and destroying the beauty, 
ecosystem, and some of the thrill of the mountains just to make skiing easier to attain for tourists or 
others in too much hurry for the mountain conditions. I have not perceived a problem, beyond usual 
mountain highway maintenance, except on big snow days, particularly when they occur on weekends. 
The local residents should have the attention of decision makers, especially elected officials. We live 
here and pay taxes. I do not believe we want to be a Park City or an Aspen, CO, versus being Sandy 
City or Salt Lake County, Utah. 
 
On the other hand, if you decide to install a gondola, you better make sure most skiers will actually wait 
to park, carry all their stuff and kids and kids' stuff to the gondola line, exit at one of only two destination 
resorts, board buses if they are headed to a hotel, condo or back country and repeat at the end of the 
day. My family often want to take lawn chairs and a cooler, too, for apres ski. I think the gondola 
developers must be planning more around resort hopping tourists and a new attraction to advertise 
rather than any inconveniences to locals by occasional heavy canyon traffic. 
 
Lets try simpler, incremental, resident focused solutions to the year-round transportation, recreation 
and conservation issues confronting our watershed canyons. (32.2.2PP and 32.29G) 
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Sincerely, 
Susan Rea 
Sandy City, Utah
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COMMENT #:  12723 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Stevens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I live near the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon (zip code 84092) and recreate there regularly. 
I am opposed to putting in a gondola. (32.2.9E) I think it will be ineffective and will destroy the beauty of 
our canyon. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.17A) It’s also permanent and a waste of tax payer dollars. I think 
that of the two proposed options, improving the busing is by far the better of the two. Please protect our 
canyon and don’t put in an eyesore that will forever scar the canyon. (32.2.9B, 32.29G, and 32.17A)  
Thank you,  
Jessica Stevens
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COMMENT #:  12724 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeanne Hansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes, as very long time skier of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I support the Gondola B Alternative. It will 
help preserve our beautiful canyon. I do believe besides the ski resort stops, there should be a White 
Pine stop for the hikers and cross country skiers (32.2.9D and 32.2.6.5G). 
Thank you for your consideration!
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COMMENT #:  12725 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Heather Dance 

 
COMMENT: 
I have many comments about what is happening with Big and Little cottonwood Canyon because of 
snow fall and traffic. I live off Wasatch and am greatly imparted by the traffic. I also ski (back country 
and resort) and use these canyons regularly throughout the year for numerous activities. I care about 
my community. I care about the mountains and environment here in Utah.  
 
I am strongly against a gondola being built up little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E) This seems like a 
complete waste of funds that will not fully solve the problem. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Shuttling 
people up the canyon in small gondola cars will need a parking lot as large and Alta and Snowbird 
combined! Where will this go? (32.2.6.5J and 32.6.2.1C) An enormous structure built in a 
neighborhood changes this community permanently and drastically forever! We do not need to 
overbuild our communities. The proposal for parking is unrealistic and inaccurate at best of what will 
actually need to be built do house that many cars. (32.4M)  
 
People will still want to drive up the canyon to save money and have their own vehicle. (32.2.4A) The 
gondola will not be top option unless there are heavy snow days (commenting about further down). The 
traffic on Wasatch to park for the gondola will still be a mess on those high use days. (32.2.6.5E) 
 
Traffic on Wasatch is a problem in and of its self. I Do NOT want to see 5 lanes of traffic to become 
another freeway or Bangerter. (32.2.9L and 32.2.6.2.2A) There are countless kids who live on the east 
side of Wasatch that need to cross for school, activities, and friends. I already find it unsafe for my kids 
to cross at the cross walks. Death and accidents happen all the time on this road. The speed limit 
needs to be lowered and NOT expand. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
This gondola benefits no one but the ski resorts! (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Why 
are tax payers the ones who are set to pay for this when the resorts are the sole beneficiaries. 
Backcountry skiing is hurt in this scenario. How do they get up the canyon to where they need to go? 
(32.4G) The road? Well, why build the gondola then if the road will be in full use? (32.2.4A) 
 
The beauty of our canyons should be strongly considered. These giant huge towers are an eye sore! 
Huge impact to the mountain environment around each tower. Access to these towers for maintenance 
is also mandatory and ugly. Is the probability 0 for people being stuck inside of these during bad storms 
mechanical issues, etc? If so that’s not acceptable either. (32.17A and 32.2.2K)  
 
Building better snow sheds over the more sketchy parts of little cottonwood road is the solution. 
(32.2.9K and 32.7A)) This has little impact of the canyon as a whole. The rode is already there. Why 
not improve upon it rather than add something new? It’s not going away regardless so why not improve 
it and make it functional with MUCH less money. Much less eyesore, and much less impact on our 
canyons. This way everyone can access the canyon with whatever activity they want to do.  
 
And quite honestly, global warming is happening weather we accept it or not. Sadly and realistically 
how long will we have snow in these mountains to ski? This is a very valid and important point. 
(32.2.2E) By the time this giant eye sore of a gondola will be built, there could very much be limited 
skiing and NO avalanche days all together! 
 
I feel like the idea for the gondola is a novelty at best and solution at worst. Please think about long 
term and cost for our taxes!
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COMMENT #:  12726 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karen Claridge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Spend half the year in Alta. Want to look at the mountains NOT at a gondola that will have a huge 
impact on the beauty of LCC! (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Added bus lane is the way to ease congestion. 
(32.2.9B) I also support winter-long traction mandate. One I’ll-equipped vehicle can make a 
tremendous traffic jam. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  12727 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Grainger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither the gondola option or bus option are well-conceived options with scalable futures, or much 
creativity for diverse demands on canyon recreation demands and user interests. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C) They are knee-jerk obvious immediate solutions, each with unique compounded 
environmental problems that reduce the scenic value, recreational attributes and future of Little 
Cottonwood canyon. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4I) I urge all stakeholders to go 
back to the drawing board, really consider the holistic value of this canyon and this opportunity to make 
a real solution that accommodates year-round recreational demands and commercial interests without 
permanent unsightly infrastructure and aerial obstruction. (32.2.2PP and 32.1.2C) Simply moving 
automobile congestion to the canyon mouth does not address car congestion and emissions issues. 
(32.2.6.5E and 32.10A) A non-partisan, apolitical holistic approach is needed. Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  12728 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Jackson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello,  
 
I am an avid skier of Little Cottonwood Canyon, both at the resorts and as a backcountry skier. I am 
very familiar with our traffic. I whole heartedly agree the implementation of a toll road and allowing 
residents to buy a season pass, similar to how Millcreek currently operates. (32.2.4A) What I'm not in 
favor of is having a multi-billion dollar project undertaken for the benefit of two privately owned resorts 
without any sort of guarantee or willingness on their end to cap the number of visitors. (32.2.2K, 
32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) If cars are still allowed to come up the road and additional parking is 
added at the base of the canyon, we are only further aggregating the problem. (32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) The canyon has a limit and it can only hold so many people. While I know this was not one of 
the listed purposes of the study, it seems like a huge thing to overlook and not consider the 
environmental impacts of a canyon at full capacity. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) While it seems like a 
big jump to build the gondola, I do see the value in an option with less environmental impact than 
widening of the road. However, I do hope that UDOT and the Forest Service will seriously consider 
having the resorts enter into some kind of agreement to cap their daily number of visitors as a 
compromise. After all, we are trying to cap the traffic problem, not add thousands of more people to it in 
a given day.  
 
Thank you for your time, 
Caroline Jackson
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COMMENT #:  12729 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber that recreates on the boulders and cliffs of LCC, I oppose the current options for 
transportation development that UDOT has proposed. (3.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Not only will the climbing 
terrain change forever, but the aesthetics of the canyon will be changed. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 
32.17B) We can do better and find options that meet the needs of all recreation groups. (32.2.2PP, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12730 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nicole Day 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola > widening road (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12731 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the preferred alternatives should be adopted. (3.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Neither option achieves 
the goal of the project purpose as stated in the EIS summary - "meet the needs of the community" and 
"preserve the values of the Wasatch mountains." (32.1.2B) The "community" that is paying for this is 
the entire state of Utah, while far from the majority of Utahan's actually recreate at snowbird or alta in 
the winter months. So how are these alternatives meeting the needs of the community that is paying for 
the project? They aren't. Most taxpayers don't have any need for either option, so they should not be 
burdened to pay hundreds of millions of dollars to improve the upper-echelon's experience of getting to 
alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Also, neither option "preserves the values of the 
Wasatch Mountains." Adding a gondola to the canyon would remove the true western-US mountain 
feeling and promote and Alp-like culture. (32.17A and 32.4I) We value that the Wasatch is a relatively 
wild mountain range and is not covered with gondolas and restaurants, like the Alps. Widening the road 
would remove almost half of the bouldering in the canyon, which would degrade, not “preserve” the 
valued climbing in Little Cottonwood canyon (32.4A).  
 
While I am in support of some of the support measures (snow sheds, mobility hubs, increased bus 
service, tolling, SOV fees during peak use, improved trailhead parking, improvements on Wasatch 
Blvd.), none of these measures have been tried in earnest and absolutely need to be fully implemented 
and assessed prior to bringing immensely expensive and unsightly options (the preferred alternatives) 
to the table. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.9O)  
 
Lastly, why spend $500 million dollars of taxpayer’s money to alleviate an issue that is only a problem 
for maybe 30 days of the year, and only a serious problem for maybe 15 days a year? (32.1.4D) This 
point is only exacerbated by the fact that climate change will likely mean less and less "powder days," 
which means less and less days each year that congestion is an issue. (32.2.2E) The mountains are a 
naturally inhospitable environment, especially in the winter. Patrons of snowbird and alta need to 
realize they are entering (or attempting to) such an environment and respect that. Sometimes the 
mountains don’t want to let you up into their realm, and sometimes they don’t want to let you leave. It’s 
just the way it is when you enter these types of places. Get used to it.
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COMMENT #:  12732 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austin Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build more ski resports or skiiable terrian to make this project worth anything. I would prefer to Ski at 
the Bird but I hear it all gets skied out in 10 mins. I dont want to ski where there are lines of 15-20 
skiiers at gates to open new terrain. If you arent expanding the skiable terrian this will projet is 
worthless. (32.29M and 32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  12733 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dean Ellis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a neighbor I hope you will not do this project that only helps the ski resorts and hurts the locals. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) With so many other solutions to try first, UDOT jumps to 
$592 million taxpayer funded gondola or $355 million road widening to solve our 15 heavy ski days out 
of the year. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.1.4D) The gondola can only perform one job and that is 
delivering skiers to private ski resorts. Is UDOT prioritizing businesses over Utah citizens?
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COMMENT #:  12734 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kimberly Summers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm against the proposed expansion for Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.9L) We need to preserve our state's 
natural beauty and find a better way to accomplish what needs to be done. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  12735 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alta Skier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon needs something to be done fast. I believe that the gondola is the best way 
to go when it comes to Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9D) 
 
First off, the existing road as is needs to change. Many drivers don’t listen to the chains and 4x4 
required for the road. It results in too many accidents that the road is simply unsafe if we don’t do 
anything to it. This should rule out the option of just busses without a road upgrade. (32.2.2M)  
 
Even with a road upgrade, I still don’t think it would be enough. It would be hard to widen such a road, 
along with a crazy high environmental impact with the earth moving required to do such a thing. The 
road is where all of our problems occur and removing the road from public use entirely should be done. 
(32.2.2B and 32.2.2L) 
 
Let's start with the busses. While it would cause less accidents to just do the busses, the fact is that no 
one uses the existing busses. (32.2.4A) With the road as bad as it is, more busses won’t do anything to 
help the congestion. (32.7B and 32.7C) While busses are cheaper, they don’t give you as much good 
as they do cost. To operate 24 busses, 24 certified drivers are needed for this. 24 people employed on 
something that we aren’t sure if it would be used by most people? (32.2.4A and 32.2.7C) 
 
While sure, a bus lane will move the busses through faster, but widening the road for this just isn’t 
worth that. People in Utah don’t like to use the existing busses in Little Cottonwood, I have no reason to 
think that this will change with another lane added. (32.2.4A) 
 
But if the gondola were chosen... 
 
I will start with the capacity of such a lift. A gondola in Little Cottonwood would most likely be an 8 
passenger or a 10 passenger gondola. The capacity listed (3299 people per hour) is nowhere close to 
the maximum capacity of such a lift. Doppelmayr, a major company who builds lifts like this, says that a 
10 person gondola can move up to 4500 pph. Even an 8 person gondola at its full capacity can carry 
3600 pph, 400 pph more than what is listed in the report. This is talking about the bare minimum 
gondola that could be built here. (32.2.6.5N) 
 
Most of what I am seeing is alluding more to a 3S gondola (See Doppelmayr’s website). The capacity of 
one of those is 5500 pph, which is greater than 2000 pph more than the other options, which 
guarantees almost no wait time for such a lift. Even if the cost of such a lift is a bit high, you can start 
with 3299 pph and work your way up to 5500 pph (adding more gondola cabins to the lift) when it is 
necessary. (32.2.6.5N) 
 
That is just the numbers alone! Let's look at employment now. With only 3 stations, only 6 trained lift 
operators are needed to be hired. While mechanics are necessary, they aren’t needed every day on the 
job.  
 
In terms of safety, the road shouldn’t even be needed in the winter. (32.1.2D) These lifts can carry 
anything that is needed to be brought to the resorts at any time. No snow sheds need to be built for this 
lift either. (32.2.6.5Z) In terms of environmental impact, this option is the most environmentally friendly. 
In other cities, gondola transportation has been used because of it being environmentally friendly. The 
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only impact of this lift would be the towers and with the road closed in the winter, there would be less 
endangered species ending up as roadkill. (32.13A) 
 
A gondola isn’t out of character for the area either! (32.17A) These access lifts to the base area of 
resorts is a very common practice in Europe and has been since the 60s. A whole village at the base of 
the gondola is something that could boost the area’s economy even more and concessions and lockers 
would be ideal for the skier’s experience.  
 
A gondola is the solution for Little Cottonwood and I feel that it will serve the purpose just right. 
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COMMENT #:  12736 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Ellis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a neighbor in 84092 I hope you will not do this project that only helps the ski resorts and hurts the 
locals. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) With so many other solutions to try first, UDOT 
jumps to $592 million taxpayer funded gondola or $355 million road widening to solve our 15 heavy ski 
days out of the year. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.1.4D) The gondola can only perform one job and that is 
delivering skiers to private ski resorts. (32.1.2D and 32.2.6.5G) Is UDOT prioritizing businesses over 
Utah citizens? 
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COMMENT #:  12737 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Pitsch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This document "Climate Change Considerations in Project Level NEPA Analysis" from January 13, 
2009 outlines how to address climate change in project level NEPA analysis, as the title says. 
- The effect of a proposed project on climate change (GHG emissions and carbon cycling). Examples 
include: short-term GHG emissions and alteration to the carbon cycle caused by hazardous fuels 
reduction projects, GHG emissions from oil and gas field development, and avoiding large GHG 
emissions pulses and effects to the carbon cycle by thinning overstocked stands to increase forest 
resilience and decrease the potential for large scale wildfire. (32.2.2E and 32.10J) 
 
- The effect of climate change on a proposed project. Examples include: effects of expected shifts in 
rainfall and temperature patterns on the seed stock selection for reforestation after timber harvest and 
effects of decreased snow fall on a ski area expansion proposal at a marginal geographic location, such 
as a southern aspect or low elevation.9(32.2.2E)  
 
How has UDOT evaluated the potential decrease in snowfall in ski areas or the treat to the LCC 
ecosystem during the construction process? (32.2.2E, 32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.19A) Currently we are 
in a D4 drought and this is obviously a decrease in rainfall. Less water in our watershed means more 
concentrated pollutants. Did UDOT's analysis consider higher concentration of pollutants if the drought 
persists? (32.12A and 32.12B) 
 
I think the GHG analysis is insufficient because UDOT reports annual CO2 emissions for the gondola 
as 140 days of operation when the gondola will run year-round. The EIS fails to evaluate the gondola's 
or road's contribution to climate change or how climate change will affect the construction projects. 
(32.2.2E and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  12738 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Grant Howard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! + carpooling/busses only. Remove as many cars from the equation as possible. (32.2.2W) 
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COMMENT #:  12739 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Allphin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The widening of Little Cottonwood Canyon and placement of a gondola would not only be a detriment 
to the beautiful nature that is one of the sole reasons people come and stay in Utah but it would also 
crush an entire community of climbers. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Little 
Cottonwood is a place for people to fall in love with climbing and the beauty that is Utah and that should 
take precedence over a gondola. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12740 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alta Skier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Not sure if the original comment posted, so I am saying this again 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon needs something to be done fast. I believe that the gondola is the best way 
to go when it comes to Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9D) 
 
First off, the existing road as is needs to change. Many drivers don’t listen to the chains and 4x4 
required for the road. It results in too many accidents that the road is simply unsafe if we don’t do 
anything to it. This should rule out the option of just busses without a road upgrade. (32.2.2M)  
 
Even with a road upgrade, I still don’t think it would be enough. It would be hard to widen such a road, 
along with a crazy high environmental impact with the earth moving required to do such a thing. The 
road is where all of our problems occur and removing the road from public use entirely should be done. 
(32.2.2B and 32.2.2L) 
 
Let's start with the busses. While it would cause less accidents to just do the busses, the fact is that no 
one uses the existing busses. (32.2.4A) With the road as bad as it is, more busses won’t do anything to 
help the congestion. (32.7B and 32.7C) While busses are cheaper, they don’t give you as much good 
as they do cost. To operate 24 busses, 24 certified drivers are needed for this. 24 people employed on 
something that we aren’t sure if it would be used by most people? (32.2.4A and 32.2.7C) 
 
While sure, a bus lane will move the busses through faster, but widening the road for this just isn’t 
worth that. People in Utah don’t like to use the existing busses in Little Cottonwood, I have no reason to 
think that this will change with another lane added. (32.2.4A) 
 
But if the gondola were chosen... 
 
I will start with the capacity of such a lift. A gondola in Little Cottonwood would most likely be an 8 
passenger or a 10 passenger gondola. The capacity listed (3299 people per hour) is nowhere close to 
the maximum capacity of such a lift. Doppelmayr, a major company who builds lifts like this, says that a 
10 person gondola can move up to 4500 pph. Even an 8 person gondola at its full capacity can carry 
3600 pph, 400 pph more than what is listed in the report. This is talking about the bare minimum 
gondola that could be built here. (32.2.6.5N) 
 
Most of what I am seeing is alluding more to a 3S gondola (See Doppelmayr’s website). The capacity of 
one of those is 5500 pph, which is greater than 2000 pph more than the other options, which 
guarantees almost no wait time for such a lift. Even if the cost of such a lift is a bit high, you can start 
with 3299 pph and work your way up to 5500 pph (adding more gondola cabins to the lift) when it is 
necessary. (32.2.6.5N) 
 
That is just the numbers alone! Let's look at employment now. With only 3 stations, only 6 trained lift 
operators are needed to be hired. While mechanics are necessary, they aren’t needed every day on the 
job.  
 
In terms of safety, the road shouldn’t even be needed in the winter. (32.1.2D) These lifts can carry 
anything that is needed to be brought to the resorts at any time. No snow sheds need to be built for this 
lift either. (32.2.6.5Z) In terms of environmental impact, this option is the most environmentally friendly. 
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In other cities, gondola transportation has been used because of it being environmentally friendly. The 
only impact of this lift would be the towers and with the road closed in the winter, there would be less 
endangered species ending up as roadkill. (32.13A) 
 
A gondola isn’t out of character for the area either! (32.17A) These access lifts to the base area of 
resorts is a very common practice in Europe and has been since the 60s. A whole village at the base of 
the gondola is something that could boost the area’s economy even more and concessions and lockers 
would be ideal for the skier’s experience.  
 
A gondola is the solution for Little Cottonwood and I feel that it will serve the purpose just right. 
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COMMENT #:  12741 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cori Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having worked and skied in LCC for over 30 years we want to see this precious environment preserved 
for our children and beyond. We put our voice behind the gondola option- not bus! (32.2.9D and 
32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  12742 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lyndsey Anderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! (32.2.9E) Prioritize optimizing buses and designing routes that will help get people from 
around the valley to the mountains quickly efficiently (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  12743 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Robling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
My name is Anna. I vote, live, and work in Little Cottonwood Canyon year round. Alta is the town on my 
drivers license. Little Cottonwood is my neighborhood and my community. I want to share this beautiful 
landscape with all of those who want to recreate. It is not my intention to gatekeep or restrict access to 
land that belongs to all Americans (at least the Wasatch National Forest).  
 
I know that there are many more people who live Down Valley and need to get up the canyon. The 
reality is, they all can't come up at once, alone, in their own car.  
 
With respect to the two options proposed in the DEIS, I reluctantly "support" the bus plan. (32.2.9B)  
The gondola is a waste of taxpayer money and unnecessary. (32.2.9E) It is antithetical to preservation 
and conservation efforts. (32.4I) Also, who votes on this? It seems that leverage and corporate interests 
are the strongest and smallest voices. Why is there no quantitative way to see what the people want? 
Who gets to have a say in what happens to this land? I say we all do. And we must protect it. (32.2.9N 
and 32.29G) 
 
Why Bus Plan: The positive aspect of the bus plan is that it leverages existing infrastructure. Beyond 
that, it is inadequate and seems to be constructed with failure in mind so that the gondola prevails. 
(32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.3N)  
 
Why No Gondola: It's excessive, ugly and wasteful. (32.17A) There are less expensive, less impactful 
solutions. It creates more problems than it solves. It does not serve any communities unless you're 
talking about communities of investors. Actually, one could argue that it serves business interests far 
more than any community- Cottonwood Heights or LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
 
All places have a carrying capacity. Here are some suggestions from within my communities that I'm 
sure many other voices have replicated: 
-Tolling. (32.2.4A) 
-Single occupancy vehicle restrictions. (32.2.4A)  
-Enforced traction laws. (32.2.2M) 
-Incentives to bus. (32.2.4A)  
-Permit lottery to cap the number of non-employee, non-resident cars that can come up SR-210. No 
permit=bus. (32.2.2B, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K)  
-Busses need to be an accessible choice that people can feel good about taking.  
 
More important than anyone that lives here or recreates here is this precious land we share. Those who 
profit off of it want us to fight one another out of resisting their botched conceptions of travel solutions.  
Neither of these plans seem to comprehensively do justice to the fact that this alpine environment was 
here before we were, and we want it to be here after we are gone. Temperance, common sense and 
pragmatism will serve the land and the people who love it.  
 
In gratitude for all the work that has gone into this EIS, and for all the work that I hope will go into 
another one that gives more consideration to existing infrastructure, let's protect this beautiful 
ecosystem we care about. (32.29G) And hopefully enable those who want to share it to share it without 
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sitting in traffic or packed like sardines into a gondola that might not even get them to the Public Land 
they want to explore.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Anna Robling 
3 September 2021 
Alta, Utah 
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COMMENT #:  12744 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Fale 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very concerned with the proposition of a Gondola going up to LCC. (32.2.9E) As a climber and 
someone who enjoys the outdoor space, I cannot imagine Gondolas running across the mountain 
range all the way to LCC. (32.4B, and 32.17A) This would destroy the aesthetics of the climbing 
environment and much of the hiking environment while catering to the ski crowd at the cost of all 
others. (32.17A) Please stick to the buses and don't approve the Gondola? (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12745 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jaclyn Fuller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We don't need big fancy gondolas, we need flexible solutions that can start working as soon as this 
year. (32.2.9E, 32.2.2PP, and 32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12746 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Garrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, no, no, no to the gondola proposal in LCC. (32.2.9E) The reasons against are many. The 
benefits for serve to publicly fund a lift that only is a plus for Alta and Snowbird Ski Areas. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  12747 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michelle Suitor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is unique in that it is a glacier carved canyon which is evident from the beautiful view at it's base. 
Especially at sunrise. Please do not destroy this with a gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Buses are more 
versatile and can be used in other areas of the state in case of emergency. (32.2.6.3E) transportation 
options that are only useful in one area don't solve the problem (32.7B and 32.7C). thank you 
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COMMENT #:  12748 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beck Locey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for your efforts to evaluate the impacts to the canyons and the various solutions. I very much 
support the proposed gondola solution. (32.2.9D) Thanks 

Page 32B-13100 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12749 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Pikus 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Cottonwood Heights resident I want to share my thoughts on the proposed options to improve the 
traffic problem in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I appreciate the time and thought being put into solving 
these issues, however I believe that neither of these options will solve the problem while permanently 
altering the character of a very special and beloved place. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) I support a 
phased approach that will combine multiple, less destructive options that will provide a scalable 
solution. (32.29R)  
 
While the gondola looks enticing on paper it has several drawbacks. It cannot operate during avalanche 
control activity which severely limits its stated benefit of being able to run while the road is closed. 
(32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) Additionally, I have my doubts that it will substantially improve the traffic 
problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) Traffic and congestion will spread into the residential neighborhoods of 
Sandy and Cottonwood Heights, while likely remaining on the canyon road as the Gondola’s stated 
capacity of 1,000 riders per hour will not be sufficient to meet the demand at peak hours. (32.2.6.5N) 
Considering forecasted population growth (as well as a potential increase in traffic to Alta and Snowbird 
as the Park City resorts become less viable options due to climate change) a substantial number of 
people will still choose to drive on the road even with a large toll imposed on upper canyon users. 
(32.2.4A) I worry as well that the gondola applies a 2020 solution to a 2050 problem. By 2050, the 
gondola technology will likely be clunky and outdated. Elon Musk’s boring company provides an 
example of one of many exciting new transportation options that will likely become more widespread 
and affordable as time goes on. Why permanently change the beautiful and peaceful ambience of the 
lower and middle canyons for this when less destructive options exist? (32.2.2C, 32.2.2PP, and 
32.1.2B) 
 
I encourage UDOT to look into alternative options centered around increased bus service with multiple 
mobility hubs. These mobility hubs should be scattered throughout the Salt Lake Valley so that traffic is 
spread out rather than concentrated in one place. (32.2.2I) Incentivize users to take public transit by 
making it by far the cheapest option to get to Snowbird and Alta (consider a toll for private vehicles 
traveling in upper LCC.) (32.2.4A) Create lockers for ski equipment storage both at the mobility hubs 
and at Alta Snowbird (increase their existing capacity) to make the bus ride as comfortable and 
enjoyable for people as possible. (32.2.3A) I know that it is not fun to ride a bus in ski boots while trying 
to manage skis and other equipment for the day. These mobility hubs could also help the economy in 
the Salt Lake Valley by becoming gathering places with bars, restaurants, and other amenities. The bus 
service will also be scalable based on demand, unlike the Gondola option. (32.2.2I) 
 
On winter weekends and holidays it may be necessary to close the road to private vehicles and create 
a Zion-style shuttle system. (32.2.2B) While we will all give up some personal freedom, this will 
preserve the beautiful and peaceful nature of the canyon. It has worked very well in Zion which has 
almost 4.5 million annual visitors. Electric buses could be used to decrease the carbon footprint of Little 
Cottonwood’s booming ski industry. (32.2.6.3F) This will have the added benefit of preserving the 
watershed and having minimal impact to wildlife travel corridors. 
 
At the least, we need competent and consistent enforcement of tire traction laws in both Cottonwood 
Canyons. Despite very clear signage, traffic is routinely ground to a halt by incidents involving cars and 
trucks with tires that do not satisfy traction requirements. This is a simple and effective solution that will 
have major benefits on high traffic powder days. There needs to be better collaboration between 
UDOT, the resorts, and Cottonwood Heights/Unified police to make this happen. Perhaps a sticker or 
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permit system could be used for residents and rental cars to create a quick and easy way to verify if a 
car has appropriate tires or not. (32.2.2M) 
 
I urge UDOT to consider these or other less impactful options to improve transportation in Little 
Cottonwood. If they do not work as well as intended perhaps then we should consider actions that 
would permanently change the character of the canyon. (32.29R) Little Cottonwood Canyon is an 
amazing place not only due to the world class resort skiing but also for many other activities such as 
hiking, backcountry skiing, snowshoeing, and rock climbing. Both proposed options will forever change 
the user experience for all of these activities, and in some cases completely destroy the recreational 
resource (in the case of bouldering areas that will be eliminated for "oadway widening or gondola 
towers.)(32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B) We should at least give other options an honest try before making a 
decision that will devastate so many user groups of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  12750 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to ask that you support the Enhanced Bus Service option instead of the Gondola option. 
(32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) The reason for suggesting this option is that it is less costly to operate and 
allows the most access to individuals trying to enter the Little Cottonwoid Canyon. In addition to 
prohibitive costs to use the Gondola for most Utah residents, the Gondolas become and eye sore and 
take away some of the beauty of the Canyon. (32.17A) Thank you, Mary Clark 
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COMMENT #:  12751 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Terri Harris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no easy answer, but the least expensive and least intrusive would be to add more buses. 
(32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12752 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Whitaker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifelong county resident who spent childhood and adulthood recreating in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, hiking, skiing, snowshoeing, and otherwise enjoying the natural treasure, I strongly object to 
any plan that damages the beauty of the canyon. The gondola plan is especially objectionable because 
it will destroy the view of the canyon from the valley and the view of the canyon while hiking and skiing. 
(32.2.9E and 32.17A) As a current resident of Sandy who lives near the mouth of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, it is devastating to imagine our beautiful canyon marred by a gondola to support the for profit 
businesses that have overbuilt their business for the capacity of the canyon roads. (32.17A and 
32.2.7A) The tax payers should not be responsible for paying to solve a problem that the ski resorts 
have created and in doing so, ruining our canyon. Please do not do irreparable harm to the few natural 
treasures we have near our cities. I urge you to come up with a different plan that will not forever 
destroy the canyon that so many of us love. (32.4I and 32.2.2PP) Save our canyons and keep them 
wild so that we can keep enjoying nature. (32.29G) Thank you."
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COMMENT #:  12753 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Genevieve Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect this canyon. It is sacred and we have already destroyed enough of this beautiful state 
(32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12754 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leah Hunt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the building of the Gondola or the road expansion. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Both of these 
projects would completely destroy the entire reason I come to LCC but more importantly, the massively 
historical bouldering locations within the canyon. (32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Without these roadside 
boulders, I will not be returning to Little Cottonwood Canyon, or Salt Lake City for that matter. The ski 
resorts have no right to destroy the historical and recreational activities within the entire canyon purely 
for their financial benefit. (32.1.2B) It is the responsibility of UDOT and the state of Utah to preserve the 
natural beauty and gifts of the canyon and the Gondola and road expansion both directly oppose that 
goal. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12755 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca B 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not move forward with the Gondola alternative. (32.2.9E) I’m both a skier and a climber and 
the traffic is no problem if you wake up early enough to hit the slopes. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) It’s 
absolutely not worth ruining hundreds of routes for lighter traffic up LCC. (32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12756 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gary McGee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of either proposal. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) These two proposals seem to benefit 
primarily Alta and Snowbird, both privately owned resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) They should know very well by now that access to their resorts is seriously impacted on snow 
days, closed canyon, avalanche control, etc. They want the UDOT and other entities to fix the problem 
(s) so that skiers/people can get to their resorts faster, and make the taxpayers pay the bill. (32.1.2B) 
Widening the road up the canyon is not good for the environment/ water supply etc. (32.4I and 32.12B) 
The Gondola is another concept that is way too expensive, impacts the environment as well. (32.2.7C 
and 32.4I) How many people would ride the tram year round, in the off season. (32.20A) Would it 
operate with just two or three people or wait for a full tram, or just shut down if there was limited or no 
demand. (32.2.6.5F) Not a good idea. I agree with Mayor Jenny Wilson, of Salt Lake County, start with 
the lesser expensive options. (32.29R) No widening, let’s see what other options work first. Increase 
Bus service, Buses get priority on snow days, limit cars on snow days, charge a toll for cars, going up 
the canyon, close the canyon to cars entirely on snow days, if the canyon is closed, skiers have the 
option to go to another resort. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3N, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.4A) How often/now 
many days on average is the canyon closed because of snow. I’ve heard the number of about 15 days 
or parts of days that the canyon is closed due to snow, these two options are a pretty expensive 
solution for those 15 days. (32.1.4D) How many days is the canyon closed in the spring, summer or fall 
seasons. Probably very few if any. This is just a snow issue. People need to understand that if the road 
is closed for snow issues, they will just have to wait. Please consider these comments and save the 
community and the taxpayers from the expense of these options. Start with less expensive option and 
see what happens. (32.29R) Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  12757 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Courtney Dean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I absolutely do not support the gondola idea. (32.2.9E) We are spending too much money on an 
already privileged portion of the population. SLC should first try expanded bus service. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12758 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pierce Whalen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola. (32.2.9E) Expand the bus system in Little and Big Cottonwood canyons, among other 
measures to help alleviate the traffic problem. (32.2.9A and 32.1.1A) A gondola serves a small 
population of patrons for less than half the year, and caters more to tourists than the local community. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Busses would be a great step, but more would be 
needed to fix the problem. Invest in the local communities and not a disneyland attraction 
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COMMENT #:  12759 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Becky Roner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This seems like an agreeable fix both enviornmentaly and to accomodate high traffic. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12760 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Wightman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved here in October 2020, and bought a ski pass. I used both canyons regularly, checked the 
UDOT instagram for updates every day. I would absolutely take the bus if it was a busy day. I found it 
to be a great experience. Just as fast as driving and getting dropped off right at the lifts was great! For 
this reason I'm leaning more towards the road widening option. (32.2.9B) I think bus travel can be 
increased and decreased (more/less busses) easily where a gondola would be limited at some point. 
(32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A) I'm not stoked on how much loss of climbing/bouldering there will be with 
either option, please consider adjusting route to save as much as possible. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
I definitely think there needs to be more controlled entry into the canyons so that single occupancy 
vehicles can be charged a fee. (save for employees/contractors/residents etc) Is that a fee station/a toll 
booth, staff and residents get an RFID pass, 2+ get through automatically like HOV lanes, or some 
combination thereof? Lets hope so. (32.2.4A) 
The other interesting reality is that weekdays are a breeze to move around in the canyons, making this 
whole project a resolution to make a couple of days per week a better experience for all. (32.1.4D) 
Tough one.  
Thanks for listening. 

Page 32B-13113 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12761 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kasey Lewis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against putting in a gondola or widening the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) We all know that 
this will cost the taxpayers a ton of money and only benefit out of state tourists (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). I am a local taxpayer who will be negatively impacted both financially and 
recreationally if this passes. I love climbing in LCC and some of my favorite spots will be destroyed by 
this project to shuttle rich people to the fancy ski resorts. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please leave what we 
have left of natural areas alone and stop trying turn one of the best canyons in the world into an eye 
sore. (32.17A and 32.17B)  

Page 32B-13114 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12762 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katy Andrews 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the road widening and the gondola options are NOT good transit solutions for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The first priority should be thinking about how to preserve the 
environment and character of the canyon. (32.29G) This can only be done by limiting the number of 
people that can recreate in LCC on any given day. LCC cannot handle the number of people that these 
solutions are planning for. It seems like LCC cannot even handle the current number of people that are 
going up there, so before you go about planning to get as many people up there as possible, how about 
you pause and study the actual capacity that LCC can handle? That data should be readily available 
now. After that let’s talk solutions. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
Once the capacity requirement is understood, rather than spending billions to get as many people as 
possible up to Alta and Snowbird (at taxpayer expense; not theirs), instead spend a few million to plan 
and execute solutions like tolling, carpool incentives/requirements, and increased frequency of bus 
service. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) These are things that can be planned and executed for this coming ski 
season and if done well, data can be collected on the effectiveness of these various solutions. 
(32.2.7C)  
 
The usage issue is a now problem, not a five years from now problem, so solutions are needed NOW. 
Even if the road widening or gondola wasn’t such a massive negative environmental impact and is the 
ultimate solution for LCC, the capacity problem needs to be addressed immediately and those 
expensive solutions should be designed to move only as many people as LCC can handle on any given 
day. As described above, there are many things that can be executed and measured for effectiveness 
now. (32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  12763 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lexi Dowdall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two favored proposals are extreme without first attempting smaller, more measured and cost-
effective steps and then evaluating how those steps alleviate traffic pressure. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 
32.29R)  
 
I was originally pro-gondola but I have changed my stance. There is not enough space at the mouth of 
Little Cottonwood to accomodate the number of cars that will wish to park there. Car volume will only 
increase as winter tourism to the state continues to grow, esp with the possibility of a 2030 Olympic bid. 
(32.2.6.5E and 32.1.5F)  
 
Widening the road and adding bus lanes will have abhorrent effects on the integrity and health of our 
riparian systems and watershed. (32.13B and 32.12B) This also negatively impacts the climbing 
community (of which I am not a member) by destroying or altering established bouldering areas. 
(32.4A) Additionally, riding the bus is all well and good but have you tried this as a family with young 
children? Trying to wrangle kids plus equipment onto the bus is a Herculean feat that creates a low 
incentive for families to ride. (32.2.4A)  
 
When considering switching mostly to bus riding myself, I wonder where I can store my gear for the 
day. Snowbird does not have sufficient space to add the number of lockers that would be necessary for 
this plan to function. Alta Ski Lifts owns no lodging--so they certainly do not have the ability to provide 
gear storage space. Lockers at the BASE of the canyon are absolutely pointless and NOT helpful. The 
current cost of $4.00 per trip is what currently prevents me from riding. When faced with paying $8.00, 
the possibility of being stuck for hours in traffic, and the longer travel time, $8.00 is simply too much for 
me to consider, I focus my efforts on carpooling with friends. (32.2.3A and 32.2.4A) 
 
The bus solution does not accomodate backcountry users. (32.5G and 32.1.2D) 
 
It is not unreasonable to assume the gondola would quickly reach its carrying capacity when population 
projections for the Wasatch Front are considered. Should long gondola lines result, where would all the 
cars and people go? (32.2.6.5N, 32.2.6.5C, and 32.6.5J) The gondola would decimate our beautiful 
viewshed and negatively impact the experience of backcountry users. (32.17A) Once built, you cannot 
decommission the gondola. This and widening the bus lanes seem like extreme solutions when we 
haven't tested or implemented other options. (32.29R) 
 
These transportation proposals do nothing to alleviate congestion in Big Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.1A 
and 32.20D). I am very confused why we aren't first testing some of the following measures: 
Implement toll system where single-drivers are penalized/charged. Incentivize carpooling with 3+ riders 
using MEANINGFUL rewards, bypass tolls/booths, expand priority parking, etc. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y). 
Activate traffic-mitigation measures on weekends and peak holiday periods vs. go full-bore on 
expensive solutions that are implemented to address problems that occur on just a fraction of the days 
yearround. Make it illegal to drive up BCC or LCC without 4WD or AWD vehicle from Nov 15 to April 15. 
Nobody is talking about how often ill-prepared drivers create traffic or wreck their cars in the canyon. 
This is a HUGE piece of the issue and these vehicles are downright dangerous to the public. Let's start 
here before investing millions in infrastructure. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  12764 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anastasia Kellogg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First I would like to begin by saying I am not satisfied with either of the "preferred" options for the 
canyon, however, I feel an expanded bus service is FAR preferable to the gondola, as it has more 
flexibility, and won't be as much of an eyesore as the gondola. (32.2.9B, 32.2.9E, and 32.17A) 
 
As a hiker and amateur photographer, I highly oppose the gondola as it will permanently ruin the views 
of the canyon, obscuring the stunning scenery with big ugly supports, cables, and service roads. 
(32.17A). The gondola will be a permanent fixture and forever deface the beauty of LCC, robbing future 
generations of the chance to see it in it's full glory, all because some folks want more money than they 
can possibly spend (FYI, you can't take it with you when you die). 
 
I also think it is extremely irresponsible to spend half a billion dollars for a boondoggle that will only run 
for a few weeks a year. (32.2.6.5F) The gondola only benefits the ski resorts, and I don't see why it is 
the taxpayers job to front money to private businesses that are already making cash hand-over-fist. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I'm sure they are quite happy to sit back and reap the 
benefits with no cost to them, while the entirety of the state has to shovel cash into their pockets. This 
being Utah, I also have to wonder if there are some backdoor deals happening to fleece taxpayers of 
their money. Private business should be private and not funded by the state and taxpayers! 
 
Additionally, this entire process and the preferred options feel like UDOT is giving a rude gesture to 
anyone who isn't a skier (or the money-grubbing ski resorts). (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) I feel like hikers, 
climbers, cyclists, and other users of the canyon have been ignored. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) As a hiker, I fear that trails I enjoy will be blocked by the supports for the gondola, or 
that access roads will tear up the bottom of the canyon and affect wildlife and close down hiking trails. 
(32.4I and 32.13A) The climbing community has also expressed concern that many popular sites will 
be completely destroyed by either option (but the expanded bus service is the less destructive of the 2 
"preferred" options). (32.4A and 32.4B) Other than some token improvements at certain trailheads, the 
lack of stops at these trailheads and the winter-only service make it pretty clear who these proposals 
are for and it's not the year-round users of the canyon. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) The bus service is 
more flexible in terms of non-skier LCC users, since service could be expanded in the 
hiking/climbing/cycling season, and stops added for other users, while the gondola will simply service 
private business. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) 
 
If I had my druthers, I would take neither option. I like the improved trailheads, snow-sheds, tolling, and 
increased bus service (without expanding the road). (32.2.9O, 32.2.9K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) As I said 
before, the bus service (with expanded road) is preferable since it is more flexible and less destructive 
than the gondola. However, I feel like both these preferred proposals are also jumping in with both feet 
first. Why not start with a staged approach with bus service, high tolls, and possibly limiting car access 
to the canyon at peak times (unless you are a resident, emergency vehicle, or employee). (32.2.2Y, 
32.29R, and 32.2.2K) Beginning with a push to the bus service, UDOT can better monitor usage, and 
determine if road expansion is really necessary. With the gondola, it's both feet first into the deep end, 
and it may prove to be a waste of money after the novelty wears off (it can't run in high winds, may 
need to be stopped to be serviced, transit for individuals will still take a LONG time). (32.2.6.5K) An 
improved bus service (with the possibility of road expansion), is easier to stage in, but must be highly 
incentivized. (32.2.4A) Like I said, high tolls at peak times, and limitations on how many private vehicles 
(excluding residents/employees) can enter the canyon at these peak times. (32.2.2B) Give the cops 
something to keep them busy and make them actually enforce something. 

Page 32B-13117 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12765 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Arena 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid skier AND climber. I think destroying one groups space to benefit another’s is idiocy. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The proposed gondola seems more like a marketing 
stunt to me to bring more people to the mountain. (32.2.9E) I would like to think a place that embraces 
the outdoors and outdoor lifestyle as much as snowbird claims would be willing to listen to the entire 
outdoor community and not just their own small piece of it. It does not seem fair or right. Compounding 
it is trying to hide the environmental destruction behind the claim that it is the “green” option as opposed 
to an expanded bus system. I am all for more busses and all against the gondola. (32.2.9A and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12766 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nickolas Clarke 

 
COMMENT: 
Hello,  
Please see my comments on the potential solutions proposed for LCC and canyon access in general. I 
agree with the proposals given by Save our Canyons and have copied their proposed solutions below.  
 
In summary, I believe that heavy expansion of a UTA bus system, both at the mouth and through 
expanded ski bus routes or feeder lines that bring people to the mouth/major ski bus stops will lead to 
cheaper, more environmentally and fiscally sustainable solutions. (32.2.2B) This should be paired with 
major restrictions of private car use to only employees, verified hotel guests, or property owners to 
avoid the need for expanding the existing road. (3.2.4A) Furthermore, these buses should be 
electrically driven, be it overhead or battery electric. (32.2.6.3F) In regards to the gondola, there is little 
reason to give a massive public subsidy to the ski resorts, and encouraging even heavier use of a 
canyon that may be over it’s carrying capacity in areas, all while de-prioritizing other canyon users who 
have arguably less impact and simply pushing the parking issues to the bottom of the canyon. A poor 
solution. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.20A, 32.20C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I hope we can come 
to a better solution than what has been proposed.  
Regards, 
Nick Clarke 
 
Save Our Canyons Proposal: 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? (32.1.2B) UDOT’s own proposal says the 
gondola won’t reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). (32.2.2BB) 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? (32.20B) 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. (32.2.6.5G) 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
(32.13B) How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t 
be pushed out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives 
allow for a shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? (32.1.2B and 32.13C) 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! (32.7C) Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate 
car congestion, it will only enhance it. (32.2.6.2.1D and 32.2.6.5E) Connecting people from their point 
of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, 
and allow equitable access for all of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch 
Range. (32.2.2I). 
 
Sincerely, 
Nickolas Clarke 
SLC, UT 
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COMMENT #:  12767 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Creel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a former resort employee at Brighton, I certainly see the need for a more predictable canyon transit. 
But the primary benefit of the Cottonwood Canyons is providing fresh, clean drinking water to the city. 
This should be valued most highly above fossil-fueled access to resort skiing, especially in a time of 
increasing water-scarcity and climate-driven catastrophes (32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.2.2E). If we want 
resort skiing to continue to be a viable and robust industry in our state, we must continue to protect the 
natural resources that support it. As our climate crisis worsens, we must continue to protect our water 
source - if we even want water access to be viable in our city for generations to come - and we must 
scale back our carbon emissions to make sure that we can continue to boast “The Greatest Snow on 
Earth.” 
 
All that being said, I am strongly in support of the expanded bus option over the gondola. (32.2.9B and 
32.2.9E) However, I think there are plenty of social engineering changes that can be made before 
physical engineering solutions are necessary. I have heard many great suggestions throughout the 
comment process that I think would greatly contribute to a reducing canyon congestion, but most of all, 
I think we need to stop allowing so many cars up the canyon in the first place. Personally, I would 
support that we simply stop allowing cars up the canyons during peak times unless you are (i) essential 
resort staff, (ii) a family of four or more, or (iii) not traveling to a resort. Many people react to this 
proposal as if it is a radical idea, but we have already seen the success of similar ideas here in our own 
state; at Zion National Park. Short of this, there are many other social engineering solutions, including 
but not limited to tolling, paid parking, and incentives at the resort level. (32.2.2B)  
 
In short, we need to stop being so car-centric. We need to reimagine public transit in new ways that we 
have never tried before if we are to solve problems we have never faced before. On the face-value, this 
may be confused as an argument in favor of the gondola. But the gondola, along with the expanded 
bus option, will still have a marked impact on the environment of the canyon, at a huge price tag to 
taxpayers. (32.4I) Either solution would benefit primarily only two businesses and one user-type, while 
there are crumbling and inefficient roads and a lack of public transit all throughout the Salt Lake Valley 
and the wider state. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If we’re going to spend half a billion 
in tax dollars on infrastructure improvements, it should be on something that benefits every taxpayer. 
Let the resorts foot the bill for these improvements if they feel they are so necessary.  
 
Resort skiers are already an inherently privileged group, and there are people all over the state who 
could benefit from more efficiently planned roads and better access to public transit. Why not use this 
money instead to invest in an electric bus system that could benefit everyone, be more flexible in its 
use than a stationary gondola, and reduce our carbon emissions - not just for the benefit of the ski 
industry, but for the benefit of every child alive that will grow up in a world increasingly stricken by 
drought, food scarcity, wildfires, unhealthy air quality, and more. (32.2.6.3F and 32.1.2B) With these 
crises in mind, it seems incredibly irresponsible to me to spend so much on negatively impacting our 
watershed and further congesting our resort skiing, primarily for the financial benefit of Snowbird and 
Alta.  
 
Another thing that must be seriously considered is the carrying capacity of the resorts and of the 
canyon overall. Neither of the proposed options would actually reduce the number of cars in the 
canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) They would simply allow for more people to 
access the resorts, while still allowing the same number of cars up the canyon. (32.20E) As someone 
who believes that skiing should be accessible equally to all people, I feel conflicted about this. I wish 
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that everyone could enjoy resort skiing, but ultimately, if we pack the resorts with too many people, it 
will devalue the experience for everyone. We will only move the problem from the line of cars in the 
canyon to the line of skiers at the lifts. Additionally, adding more people into the canyons will directly 
increase impacts on wildlife and vegetation and the amount of trash and human waste that gets into our 
watershed. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, 32.12B, and 32.20C) 
 
 
All of these arguments against both options aside, I think it is important to consider the advantages of 
the expanded bus option over the gondola. Again, as I mentioned above, (and as others have 
mentioned before me) investing in a bus program would be more flexible down the line than a fixed 
gondola, for several reasons. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A) As a multi-sport recreationist, I am interested 
in accessing much more than just Snowbird and Alta. The expanded bus system would still be able to 
make stops at back-country skiing, climbing, and hiking access points, and could be expanded or 
scaled-back to fit future needs, while the gondola would only ever service two locations. (32.2.6.3C and 
32.2.6.5G) And, as mentioned before, the buses could (and should) be replaced by electric buses in the 
future. (32.2.6.3F) Conversely, the gondola would be an indefinite commitment by taxpayers to 
continue paying for its upkeep and maintenance. (32.2.7C) Additionally, the gondola would reportedly 
take longer and require more intermediary transitions than the current bus system does. The gondola 
may be sexy and novel, but ultimately I think it will be too inconvenient, and potentially too expensive, 
to encourage most people to use it. (32.2.4A) Lastly, the gondola would be an obnoxious eyesore on 
the natural beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) While this may seem like a trivial reason compared with the 
benefit that it will provide, it should again be considered that there are many types of users in the 
canyon, and the gondola will affect many more people - environmentally, financially, and recreationally - 
than will ever use it.  
 
In conclusion, if we must pick one option over the other, it should be the expanded bus option. And if 
so, the financial burden for this should fall on the private businesses that benefit from it, not taxpayers. 
However, it is my firm belief that such environmentally invasive infrastructure is not necessary to solve 
the problem at hand. For the benefit of generations to come, we must consider other options and public 
transit improvements that benefit everyone and result in less car use and carbon emissions starting 
from people’s homes. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  12768 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christina Arvidson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is clear that change in LCC is critical. I strongly support the bus route and accompanying snow 
mitigation methods. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) The bus system will have more versatility for additional 
stops instead of just the ski resorts. (32.2.6.3C) It will do less to disturb the natural habitat of the 
canyon- unlike the gondola towers. (32.13A). Provide a more robust bus schedule and disallow 
vehicles in the canyon - with exceptions for workers, emergency vehicles, and hotel guests. (32.2.6.3N 
and 32.2.2B) Or establish a toll for vehicles. (32.2.4A).  
Please, do not build the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12769 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bovard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the plan for a Gondola. I do not think that widening the road for the enhanced bus service is a 
good solution. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  12770 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Isaac Freeland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in favor of environmentally conscious solutions that work year-round. (32.1.2C) That means NO to 
building more lanes and NO to a tram that only runs in the winter. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) If that means 
the "commonsense solutions” talked about by the SLC mayor that I can get on board with that. I 
support tolling at the base and a system that rewards carpooling. (32.2.4A) I don't think more buses 
would help much. Have you ever ridden the bus up/down that canyon? It's nauseating, scary, and 
especially susceptible to winter driving hazards. (32.2.6.3P) 
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COMMENT #:  12771 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Alling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will not make the skiing in LCC any better nor will it make the traffic any better it just costs 
money. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12772 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessa Locey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't widen the road and please don't put in a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Little Cottonwood 
Canyon has been my favorite canyon since I was a child and to see it ruined like this would break my 
heart. (32.4I) There are other ways of fixing this problem. Please don't resort to destruction. (32.2.2PP) 

Page 32B-13126 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12773 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lydia Keenan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the idea of widening LCC or building a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) There is much 
to be learned about reducing congestion and car traffic in the canyons, and committing to mulit-million 
dollar "solutions" without adequate testing of less invasive plans is irresponsible. (32.29R) The gondola 
will only service the interest of in-bounds skiers at two resorts. It offers little to no access for 
backcountry skiers, snowshoers, etc. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Expanding bus 
service and limiting those allowed to drive up the canyon to some employees and residents is the clear 
first step to addressing congestion issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.2B) Building a gondola is 
irresponsible, forever alters the landscape, and does not guarantee a reduction in cars. (32.17A and 
32.2.4A) I have lived in Utah my entire life and truly want to see better options for the canyons. 
However, large scale projects such as the gondola or widening either Wasatch Blvd. or Little 
Cottonwood Canyon will not fix these problems. We need to find solutions that service the canyon and 
those who enjoy it year round. (32.1.2C) Enhanced bus service and the construction larger park-and-
ride facilities is a necessary first step. (32.2.9A) There also needs to be a limit on who can drive up the 
canyon - unfortunately, taking the bus is not as convenient as driving, so there needs to be enforceable 
restrictions in place. (32.2.4A) Thank you for your consideration and I sincerely hope we will not see a 
gondola constructed in LCC any time soon. 
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COMMENT #:  12774 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Butler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I hope my fellow residents have already expressed their disgust in this idea here. I believe this multi 
million dollar idea is horrendous, and not in a laughable way. Using tax payer money to fund a transport 
system that only benefits privately owned resorts who are already profiting from public lands should 
disgust our state, local, and UDOT representatives. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The 
fact this idea has even been considered gives rise for concern and questions the abilities of those 
leading UDOT. We haven't even considered the impact on the environment of LCC and the eye sore a 
string of towers will look in our canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) I am firmly against this idea, anyone who 
believes tax payer money she be so grossly misused, and any other radical solution to a problem that 
can be addressed by simply improving and expanding the current infrastructure of roads, parking areas, 
and busses. (32.2.9A) Shame on UDOT for even considering such a private interest serving idea. This 
in no way benefits the general public, only those who make or spend money at the two ski resorts up 
LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Do better UDOT, you've disappointed us. 
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COMMENT #:  12775 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeffrey Mccarthy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
I am in favor of using tolls, electric buses, more buses, and traffic mitigation strategies to manage traffic 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3F) I am against widening lanes and 
certainly against the monstrosity of a gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  12776 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Hendron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
After listening to the on-line public comment period, and reviewing the printed materials, I've concluded 
that the two (2) options presented by the UDOT for Little Cottonwood Canyon are not the appropriate 
approach. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
The options do not consider the short period of time the canyon is actually affected; the very small 
portion of our population that will benefit; and the aesthetic impact on the canyon. (32.1.4D, 32.17A, 
32.17B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The approach presented by Mayors Jenny Wilson and Erin Mendenhall is much better. It allows a much 
more thorough study, over a broader range of options. We should explore those ideas first, and develop 
less drastic and and damaging options. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rich Hendron 
Salt Lake City, UT 
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COMMENT #:  12777 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stewart Middlemiss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If the purpose of this exercise is to reduce the amount of vehicular traffic in the canyon, why not do it 
the American way by charging a fee for all private vehicles that want to drive up the canyon? (32.2.4A) 
It could be set at say $25 per car, giving the driver/ owner the choice of how to spread the burden by 
either paying it himself or having passengers share the cost. (32.2.2Y) By having a single fee instead of 
varying it by number of occupants, the charging could be automated with camera's recording license 
plates or by e-tolls using in-car transmitters and charging the owner (s). This is done in many countries 
for toll roads, for example New Zealand and South Africa. Rental cars in these countries are also 
usually equipped with e-toll transmitters allowing rental companies to pass fees on to the renters. The 
fees collected could be used to subsidize better canyon bus services and even canyon road 
improvements such as avalanche sheds. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) If the per vehicle price level was set 
correctly, there would be enough reduction in traffic that there would be no need for any road widening. 
Obviously residents and ski resort employees could qualify for cheap or free annual passes. (32.2.2K ( 
This approach could be implemented far more cheaply and with less impact on the environment 
than either a gondala system or an expanded roadway. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  12778 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stanley Holmes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Public Comment: Draft EIS for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
 
Dear UDOT, 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to submit my public comment on your Draft EIS for Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. While I appreciate the work that went into this document, I must disapprove of your two 
preferred options --Enhanced Bus with Road Widening and Gondola B (from La Caille)-- because both 
are unnecessarily damaging to the canyon environment and do not address linkages to Salt Lake 
Valley's systemic traffic and air quality challenges. Neither of these two options should move forward. 
(32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.7C, and 32.10A) 
 
Of the choices given in your LCC DEIS, I would prefer the Enhanced Bus - No Additional Roadway 
alternative which, paired with a serious [or total] reduction of private vehicular traffic, would benefit all 
canyon users across all seasons with no environmental damage to the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 
32.2.2B) When I say all users, I mean all winter visitors (including resort skiers and back country skiers) 
and all summer visitors, whether they're headed to the resorts, to a hiking/skiing trailhead, or to a picnic 
spot. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
In any case, more must be done to shift private vehicle riders to public transit in the canyon. Why not 
shift to a Zion N.P. approach, with a constantly running shuttle system? The only private vehicles 
allowed are bicycles. (32.2.2B)  
 
With reference to the broader implications of whatever is decided for Little Cottonwood Canyon, I am 
disappointed that the DEIS focused only on the immediate impacts of canyon traffic choices. Any 
choice made --including the No Action alternative-- will influence traffic and air quality factors far 
beyond Little Cottonwood Canyon. Accommodating action or inaction in LCC will have systemic ripple 
effects across Salt Lake Valley, which already suffers from increasing traffic density and air pollution 
that knocks us out of compliance with federal air quality standards. (32.10A)  
 
The scope of this DEIS should have necessitated inclusion of an area-wide traffic study looking at how 
impacts of the LCC decision would aggregate with planned [and prospective] major Salt Lake Valley 
developments, such as The Point and Inland Port, to influence quality of life for the diverse 
communities that comprise our local living space and air shed. (32.1.1C and 32.10A) I thought that the 
intent of NEPA was to have all impacts assessed. That was clearly not done with the LSS DEIS. 
 
Nonetheless, I appreciate the opportunity to comment and register my opposition to the two currently 
preferred alternatives. 
 
Sincerely 
 
/s/ Stanley T. Holmes 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
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COMMENT #:  12779 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Bailey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both the Gondola and widening LCC road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) I believe we should have 
stricter carpooling restrictions. (32.2.4A) I also don't think that either is going to eliminate that many 
more cars in the canyon. (32.1.2D and 32.7C) People are going to drive unless there is a real incentive 
to park and ride. I work 2 miles up the canyon so I'm here year round and it is overwhelmingly ski traffic 
that causes the traffic issues. (32.7B) Skiers and the resorts should have a mandate to either pay for 
some of the cost of an alternative or have an incentive NOT to drive. (32.2.4A) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12780 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Larsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a young skier, and mountain biker who loves the Mountains of lcc a gondola would destroy little 
cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) I’m sure you guys have considered the options of making 
traffic better in our canyon and have come down to the best options. However there is a better option in 
my opinion and I’m not sure why a gondola is still being considered. A UTA train along side the road 
seems like a great idea to me. (32.2.9F) You can plow the rail on a snowstorm using a special made 
plow. It’s way faster to get up the canyon unlike the 40 min gondola. And the train can make multiple 
stops up the canyon. (32.2.6.6A) Maybe sacrifice a traffic lane to enforce people to use the train 
instead of polluting our air. (32.10A) The view impact isn’t as affected unlike the gondola which would 
change the view quite literally forever. (32.17A) Our future depends on you guys and what you choose 
and I’m happy to be able to express my opinion and I hope you don’t skip over this and take Alta and 
snowbirds opinion as they are a business and look for profit, as they don’t really look at the impacts of 
our beautiful canyon. Please consider these things I’m happy to talk with you more if you have 
questions my number is 801-577-4778." 
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COMMENT #:  12781 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paula McFarland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
First of all, thank you for putting together a comprehensive and well-documented plan. There is a lot of 
information to digest and consider in reaching a final decision.  
 
Based on what I've read in the attached documents, the enhanced bus service with no road widening in 
LCC is the best alternative given the facts we know today. (32.2.9A) One important factor not 
considered in the LCC EIS is the impact of climate change on projected skier days and demand. A 
2017 EPA study anticipates 50% fewer skier days by the year 2050. (32.2.2E) While this may initially 
drive up crowding on good ski days, the long-term prognosis is not one of growth, as the snow quantity 
and quality diminishes over time. Making significant changes such as widening the road or putting in a 
gondola, will cause irreversible damage to our treasured LCC and could end up being huge 
unnecessary investments in the long run. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) Enhancing bus service will 
move almost as many people per hour as a gondola, but with a fraction of the start up costs. The 
projected annual costs for enhanced bus service would fluctuate with demand so that operating 
expenses would decrease if demand decreases. Permanent improvements such as a gondola or 
widened road would require regular maintenance regardless of changes in demand. It would be much 
easier to dispose of excess busses than an unused gondola. (32.2.7C)  
 
As has been noted by many others, a gondola would be an eyesore and would only provide limited 
service directly to the ski areas in the canyon ( 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
Enhanced bus service could make intermediate stops at trailheads to service the all paying riders and 
not only those heading to the resorts. (32.2.6.3C)  
 
There are many more reasons to take a cautious approach and try the least disruptive and costly 
approaches first. The enhanced bus service, accompanied by a toll for personal vehicles, would be a 
good start and could be re-evaluated in a few years. (32.29R) This approach would maintain the 
remaining beauty and integrity of the canyon while going a long way toward improving canyon 
transportation.  
 
Sincerely, 
Paula McFarland 
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COMMENT #:  12782 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my opinion, the visual impacts of a gondola will forever destroy the natural environment and beauty 
of the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) This is why people want to go up into the canyons is to get away 
from civilization and the city life. Widening the road will just increase the number of cars going up into 
the canyon, and again ruin the natural resources and beauty. (32.2.9C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A and 32.17B) 
A gondola would only service the ski resorts, and not the general community of local residents. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Bus service would be the most reasonable, but does 
not allow the flexibility that everyone is used to, due to limited stops. I would like to see a train service 
that is modern, effective, less pollution, and similar to the local TRAX that can be adjusted to 
accommodate the seasonal changes in demand, similar to when there are home football games at the 
university, concerts, etc. This system could ultimately connect to the growing TRAX network and 
provide access for everyone year around. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I) Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  12783 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Olson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT support a gondola OR widening the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) The resorts can't even 
handle increased traffic. (32.20C) It is plenty busy as is. The recreation resource adjacent to the current 
road corridor is too valuable to a massive number of users to not take their voice into account. (32.4I) 
Increased bus infrastructure, disincentivizing personal vehicles, and more strict and preemptive 
regulation of personal vehicles allowed up the canyon are all steps that could increase access to the 
canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12784 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carrie Slater 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Wasatch Boulevard from Fort Union to Little Cottonwood runs through a residential area and the road is 
usually full of joggers and bikers. The speed limit should be dropped to 35 like it is in Sandy. 
(32.2.6.2.2A) Additionally, the gondola is too expensive and very unlikely to solve the problem (32.2.9E, 
32.7B and 32.7C).
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COMMENT #:  12785 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1- Range of Alternatives: 
While the DEIS goes to great lengths to describe why only the most expensive alternatives are moved 
forward in detailed analysis, the DEIS fails to describe why a current traction laws are not enforced and 
how enforcing current laws, coupled with a shuttle-style bus service or dedicated system of buses is not 
feasible. (32.2.2M and 32.2.9A) This combination of methods would improve the reliability and the 
mobility in the canyon, in keeping with the purpose and need. The 3 analyzed alternatives seek to 
spend hundreds of millions of tax dollars without significantly improving mobility. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Without traction control laws enforced, we will have lack of reliability and mobility. If traction laws 
were enforced and a fleet of electric buses served the canyon, the purpose and need would be met. 
UFOT needs to explain why this combination of tactics has not been tried or analyzed in the DEIS. 
(32.2.2M and 32.2.9A) 
2- Purpose and Need 
The purpose and need is actually well-conceived. But, the need will be an ever changing target as more 
and more users try to enter the canyon on any powder day. This, a carrying capacity study needs to be 
conducted or IDOT needs to state what the maximum number of people that can be reliably moved up 
canyon on powder days. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) This is a fundamental piece of information that 
is missing from the DEIS. Please add this information: it is easily obtained.  
3- Irretrievable resources: once the roadway is widened to 3 or 4 lanes (in the case of Wasatch Blvd, 5 
lanes!) the nature of the canyon will be forever altered and a shuttle-style bus system will seem like a 
quaint idea. (32.4I and 32.17B) Please explain why less expensive and less intrusive transportation 
solutions like frequent shuttle bus system such as Zion National Park, operated on the existing LCC 
roadway is not one of the alternatives carried through detailed analysis (32.2.2B).  
 
Thank you- 
Adam Shaw 
Salt Lake City UT 
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COMMENT #:  12786 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Mandahl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a 50 year friend of Alta and Snowbird, avid skier of both great resorts. I was affiliated with the 
Snowbird Ski Patrol for 38 years, cited for "service above and beyond the call of duty" by Alta Mayor Bill 
Levitt after the Goldminer's Daughter disaster, and designated "Lifetime Member" of the National Ski 
Patrol for 50 years of service. I like the resorts, care about the canyon. I do not favor either approach, 
and believe it is premature to ask the legislature for $500,000+ in public funding to subsidize not a 
traffic plan but a resort agenda. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) Without question we need to manage 
the growing traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood (LCC) but WE is the operative word. The current 
schemes favor resort clients at the expense of climbers, hikers, backcountry skiers, and others who 
want to spend time at any number of lovely places within the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) This is unfair to the people of Utah who are expected to subsidize commercial 
interests.The Gondola Works website describes its members as "diverse". No, this is primarily a narrow 
group of resort owners and their Ad and PR agencies. Diverse would be citizens of Utah, who, when 
presented transparently with objective information, vote overwhelmingly to build Olympic venues in 
advance of winning an Olympic bid.Today, nearly twenty years after one of the most successful 
Olympics on record our magnificent Olympic venues still stand as planned, to support ongoing world 
class training, competition, and public enjoyment.Yet at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon UDOT 
and its Gondola Works advocates are prepared to destroy the training ground of a new generation of 
boulder and sport climbers already proven as recently as July 2021 at the Tokyo Olympics to be world 
class. (32.4A and 32.4B) Snowbird can take pride in its pioneering support of climbing competition 
dating to 1988 and in parallel should withdraw support for the two hamfisted "options" which injure 
climbing sports and degrade unique landforms. In a state that has invested tens of not hundreds of 
millions to build and maintain Olympic venues why would UDOT, Gondola Works and others even 
consider spending millions to destroy a unique Olympic training ground provided by Nature? 
UDOT has stated that only two alternatives will be considered. This is wrong. The agenda is to plow a 
HALF BILLION DOLLARS on brute force schemes of destructive and irreversible impact with unproven 
outcomes. (32.7B and 32.7C) Utah, the Crossroads of the West, with a new international airport, is a 
distribution and logistics hub of global magnitude. Let's talk to transportation and logistics specialists, 
not resort lobbyists. Nearly 50 years ago the Denver 1976 Winter Olympics suddenly came back to 
Innsbruck, Austria. Colorado citizens withdrew their support because of the arrogance of officials 
running the effort. Innsbruck had to move fast, make use of its existing infrastructure including public 
transportation. During the Innsbruck1976 Games the only way to get around town, including to and 
from the venues was with the bus fleet or bywalking. It worked. 
In Austria, in the middle of Europe where populations are dense and winter sports are taken seriously it 
is fair to speculate that the Olympic bus fleet carried far more than LCC peak days. (1million in-person 
spectators in 1964 and comparable for 1976). I was there in 1976, I experienced the ease of dealing 
with a competent public transportation system - around town and into the mountains for the alpine 
venues. It is ludicrous, irresponsible to claim there are only two options to consider for LCC. What 
alternatives are available? (32.2.2PP) Start with Cloud based simulations. Build models, experiment. 
Whether through AWS, Google, Microsoft deploy Cloud methods to simulate different approaches. 
From the models deploy most promising approaches. Utah is a globally significant IT innovation HUB, 
the U was one of the original nodes of the first experimental internet. Utah has smart intellectual and 
technology resources to support smart policy making. (Cloud based parallel computing simulations 
helped deliver Covid-19 vaccines in 10 months instead of 10 years) (32.29NN). 
Make protection and preservation of mountain flora, fauna and formations a priority not afterthought. 
(32.29G)  
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Destruction of climbing boulders, obstruction of access to climbing areas, scenic areas, USFS 
Wilderness Areas as collateral damage to the Resorts-First Scheme is unacceptable and must evolve 
to a balanced, true plan that reflects the diversity of canyon users not just resort affiliates. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.4P). Embrace as a guiding principle that Utah public funds will not subsidize 
private companies while keeping the public from public lands.Emphasize use and augmentation of 
existing resources.Plan and budget, defend those plans and budgets to the extent possible with real 
world verifiable data. Example, calls have been made to the UDOT Project Team requesting 
documentation on the saving of "70 Tons of carbon" with the gondola plan. 70 tons over what time 
frame? Can references be provided? (32.10A) Justification of $500+ million must be supported by lots 
of facts. Salt Lake and Innsbruck are Olympic cities with remarkable parallels as urban centers with 
great mountain assets, now reusable Olympic venues in close proximity. Communicate, compare 
experiences. Learn from their public transport successes. We can do better, and should.... before 
launching into half billion dollar adventures. Knowledge gained will help traffic issues now and new 
Olympic bid efforts later. If a gondola is built, the companies under consideration are first rate, will 
deliver an engineering triumph. But should it be built? Who will operate it? Can it be adapted to address 
concerns raised? (32.2.6.5Q and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
If the bussing options are pursued, why not look at new models for managing transportation? This is 
long overdue, and not only in LCC. (32.2.9A). With due respect to those who have put effort into 
crafting their two almost identically priced, half billion dollar schemes to the legislature, arguing only two 
options can be considered, this Utah citizen and Little Canyon Cottonwood resort and backcountry 
skier, hiker, climber, biker, sight seer, restaurant and hotel customer - acknowledges that WE have 
important challenges ahead. (32.2.2PP) The evolving solutions must include and respect the interests 
of US all. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There is much more to be done. The current 
overly expensive and needlessly destructive options being advanced are premature nonstarters 
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COMMENT #:  12787 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emanuel Kahne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose both the gondola development and road widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) It is wrong 
to prioritize a small group of outdoor enthusiasts over the entire outdoor community and people who 
just appreciate nature. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Skiers can ski with traffic. 
Climbers cannot climb on boulders that have been blown up by dynamite. (32.4A and 32.4B) Please do 
not build the gondola or widen the road. 
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COMMENT #:  12788 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, DO NOT build a gondola up LCC. (32.2.9E) It seems wise to explore less expensive and less 
impactful solutions before committing to a billion dollar project that ultimately does not alleviate traffic 
issues, supports only a few people/organizations among the thousands of LCC visitors, and ignores 
many of the people and activities that LCC provides opportunities for. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) I believe we should start by building a transportation hub at the mouth of BCC that 
would not only directly alleviate traffic, but would also provide us all with a foundation to move forward. 
(32.2.6.2.1C)  
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COMMENT #:  12789 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Porter Geddes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building the gondola or widening the road will destroy one of the prettiest canyons in the world. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4I, 32.17A, and 32.17B) This would be a detrimental decision that would 
negatively impact the community in Salt Lake City for years to come. Why would we destroy a canyon 
for years to come all because of 30 days of traffic that the canyon experiences in a year. (32.1.4D) 
Please don’t make this drastic mistake that will hurt everyone that loves to enjoy this canyon during 
every season expect for the short time in winter. 
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COMMENT #:  12790 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Mounier 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am definitely against the gondola option. (32.2.9E) I think both options are way too expensive and 
before spending half a billion dollars of public money, it is important to fully fund programs and 
resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC with reversible solutions: 
- increase bus frequency (32.2.6.3N) 
- incentivize car pooling (32.2.4A) 
- invest in natural gaz or electrical buses (32.2.6.3F) 
-trully inforce traction law all winter long (32.2.2M).  
 
Furthermore, any efforts put in place must benefit all canyons users (not limited to 2 resorts) all year 
round. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We need to put in place solutions that 
are scalable through times of the day and time of the year which a gondola is the opposite. 
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COMMENT #:  12791 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Jenness 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really want to reiterate the need to give enhanced/enforced public transit, tolls, etc a chance before 
committing to massively disruptive and permanent projects. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R) A gondola 
is not the answer- it’s expensive, intrusive, and does not serve all users of the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Use the resources we have before jumping into huge 
projects. There are better ways to spend our money.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  12792 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Austen Rohmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm an avid skier, and also a climber. I'd love to see a solution that takes into account increased access 
to skiers while maintaining the irreplaceable boulders that dot the canyon. (32.2.9A) It seems unjust to 
favor exclusively the private businesses at the top of the canyon at the expense of the other user 
groups in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A solution that maintains the 
natural character if the canyon would be ideal, but any solution implemented should keep in mind the 
some of the boulder problems destroyed here are world class and totally irreplaceable. (32.4A, 32.4B, 
and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  12793 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucy Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Adding a gondola or widening the road in Little Cottonwood Canyon would irreparably change the 
landscape of the canyon and threaten access to historic and beloved climbing areas. I am against the 
proposed high-impact projects. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  12794 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Kobel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the skiing might have been a big part of what made the cottonwoods famous, but the climbing is 
nothing short of world class too. Please don't destroy one incredible outdoor adventure for another. In 
other words, don't rob Peter to pay Paul. Please, leave the cottonwoods as pristine as possible (32.4A, 
32.4B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12795 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Any option that isn't at least 75% funded by Snowbird and Alta are unacceptable. (32.2.7A) Of the 
options that were presented, the only acceptable option is widening the road and providing enhanced 
bus routes. (32.2.9B) But, since these only benefit Alta and Snowbird, why aren't those businesses at a 
minimum contributing to the cost rather than burden the tax payers with the full cost. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The parking in the canyon at Trail Heads definitely needs to be 
addressed, but the main driver of this project seems to be Ski traffic. (32.1.2B) Since the Ski resorts 
benefit the most, they should participate in the cost of the solution. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  12796 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bradley Degenaars 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern,  
I absolutely DO NOT support The Gondola B alternative proposed by UDOT. (32.2.9E)  
Currently, in Salt Lake County there is an increasing number of high-rise apartment and office buildings 
adding to the unrelenting construction, poor air quality, increasing traffic, and added eyesores that 
remove any semblance of the nice, quiet place the county once was. Please do not add another of 
these ridiculous projects to the foothills of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.17A)  
The Gondola B alternative is a great marketing tool for the resorts and perhaps UDOT but it will also 
absolutely ruin the experience of traveling to Little Cottonwood Canyon and recreating, which is what 
the resorts and Canyon’s main draw is; recreation, not marketing or ticket sales. (32.4B and 32.4I) It 
will also likely not solve the issue of people being able to enjoy skiing or other activities in the canyon. 
(32.1.2D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Not to mention destroying camping and climbing locations that are often 
the reason people come to this canyon outside and during the winter months, not necessarily always 
just for the skiing. LCC recreating all-around is world-class. (32.4I and 32.4B) 
This state is in such a boom both with population and economy that one could see how a project like 
this seems appealing, but please consider what the real outcome will be and not just from the 
perspective of the financial bottom line or image for a small few. Please strongly consider The 
Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane alternative which was the alternative that UDOT 
said would help mobility which seems to be the real issue here. (32.2.9B) Creating a more mobile 
option will draw folks to use the bus, which reduces traffic and increases the number of people that can 
be at the resorts and rest of the canyon. UDOT is happy, locals are happy, tourists are happy, the 
resorts are happy.  
Building a Gondola does no help this issue but only offers to further constrict the rate at which people 
can recreate in the canyon, especially at the resorts in the winter. (32.1.2D, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.20C) 
Look at the Tram at Snowbird. It’s slow, holds maybe 30 people, and takes forever. Chairs carry more 
people per hour than the Tram because it’s not as mobile as a chair with two or four people in it. So 
how is a large or many small, slow Gondolas going to be faster than cars and buses traveling between 
30-40mph? (32.2.6.5O) 
The other thing to consider is parking. The resorts have huge parking lots that are designed to hold the 
people recreating there. People do park on the road when it’s full, sure, but better buses would help 
with that, and perhaps tolls or passes would help manage traffic better than an expensive and 
restricting Gondola. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Also, how big would the lot at the bottom of the canyon 
have to be to fit all the cars in the Alta and Snowbird lots and the road? (32.2.6.2.1C) Probably more 
than anyone wants to see piled up in a park-n-ride instead of all the shaking aspens and cottonwood 
trees. It just seems like a less ideal option for everyone except those who might profit from the building 
of it or funneling of people directly to their doorstep to make even MORE money than they already 
gouge the public for. (32.2.4A) One bad year financially doesn’t warrant a complete redesign of the 
canyon.  
Preserve what’s left of these places in the world where people go to enjoy being outside. Don’t add 
towers and cables all the way up the canyon making it the world’s longest and uglies eyesore and make 
it even harder to enjoy the nice place this once was, and hopefully will be again. 
(32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I)

Page 32B-13151 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12797 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel Strickland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The climbing/bouldering spots of LCC need to be preserved. Choose the options where both skiing and 
climbing sports can be preserved! (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12798 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Hales 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola up the canyon! (32.2.9E) Please leave our beautiful land as untouched 
as possible! (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  12799 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Murphy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a user of both the resorts and the backcountry, I do not support a gondola. (32.2.9E) Mobility hubs 
with increased parking and more frequent busses (without widening the road) would help get more cars 
off the road. (32.2.9A) If you allow the option for buses to stop at other trailheads in addition to the 
resorts, you will increase riders and help eliminate the overflow parking issues at popular trailheads as 
well. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) Why only serve the resorts? (32.1.2D) And if buses are integrated into a 
better overall public transportation system, people won't even need to bring their vehicles to the base of 
the canyons. (32.2.2I) I'd love to have fast, convenient public transportation options from Sugarhouse to 
LCC (and BCC.) Less miles driven overall! And it would help spread out the parking needs. The 
gondola won't solve the problem on its own. We will still need increased parking and buses. So why not 
start with that? (32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  12800 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Mandahl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a 50 year friend of Alta and Snowbird, avid skier of both great resorts. I was affiliated with the 
Snowbird Ski Patrol for 38 years, cited for "service above and beyond the call of duty" by Alta Mayor Bill 
Levitt after the Goldminer's Daughter disaster, and designated "Lifetime Member" of the National Ski 
Patrol for 50 years of service. I like the resorts, care about the canyon. I do not favor either approach, 
and believe it is premature to ask the legislature for $500,000+ in public funding to subsidize not a 
traffic plan but a resort agenda. (32.1.2B, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) Without question we need to manage 
the growing traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood (LCC) but WE is the operative word. The current 
schemes favor resort clients at the expense of climbers, hikers, backcountry skiers, and others who 
want to spend time at any number of lovely places within the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) This is unfair to the people of Utah who are expected to subsidize commercial 
interests.The Gondola Works website describes its members as "diverse". No, this is primarily a narrow 
group of resort owners and their Ad and PR agencies. Diverse would be citizens of Utah, who, when 
presented transparently with objective information, vote overwhelmingly to build Olympic venues in 
advance of winning an Olympic bid.Today, nearly twenty years after one of the most successful 
Olympics on record our magnificent Olympic venues still stand as planned, to support ongoing world 
class training, competition, and public enjoyment.Yet at the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon UDOT 
and its Gondola Works advocates are prepared to destroy the training ground of a new generation of 
boulder and sport climbers already proven as recently as July 2021 at the Tokyo Olympics to be world 
class. (32.4A and 32.4B) Snowbird can take pride in its pioneering support of climbing competition 
dating to 1988 and in parallel should withdraw support for the two hamfisted "options" which injure 
climbing sports and degrade unique landforms. In a state that has invested tens of not hundreds of 
millions to build and maintain Olympic venues why would UDOT, Gondola Works and others even 
consider spending millions to destroy a unique Olympic training ground provided by Nature? 
UDOT has stated that only two alternatives will be considered. This is wrong. The agenda is to plow a 
HALF BILLION DOLLARS on brute force schemes of destructive and irreversible impact with unproven 
outcomes. (32.7B and 32.7C) Utah, the Crossroads of the West, with a new international airport, is a 
distribution and logistics hub of global magnitude. Let's talk to transportation and logistics specialists, 
not resort lobbyists. Nearly 50 years ago the Denver 1976 Winter Olympics suddenly came back to 
Innsbruck, Austria. Colorado citizens withdrew their support because of the arrogance of officials 
running the effort. Innsbruck had to move fast, make use of its existing infrastructure including public 
transportation. During the Innsbruck1976 Games the only way to get around town, including to and 
from the venues was with the bus fleet or bywalking. It worked. 
In Austria, in the middle of Europe where populations are dense and winter sports are taken seriously it 
is fair to speculate that the Olympic bus fleet carried far more than LCC peak days. (1million in-person 
spectators in 1964 and comparable for 1976). I was there in 1976, I experienced the ease of dealing 
with a competent public transportation system - around town and into the mountains for the alpine 
venues. It is ludicrous, irresponsible to claim there are only two options to consider for LCC. What 
alternatives are available? (32.2.2PP) Start with Cloud based simulations. Build models, experiment. 
Whether through AWS, Google, Microsoft deploy Cloud methods to simulate different approaches. 
From the models deploy most promising approaches. Utah is a globally significant IT innovation HUB, 
the U was one of the original nodes of the first experimental internet. Utah has smart intellectual and 
technology resources to support smart policy making. (Cloud based parallel computing simulations 
helped deliver Covid-19 vaccines in 10 months instead of 10 years) (32.29NN). 
Make protection and preservation of mountain flora, fauna and formations a priority not afterthought. 
(32.29G)  
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Destruction of climbing boulders, obstruction of access to climbing areas, scenic areas, USFS 
Wilderness Areas as collateral damage to the Resorts-First Scheme is unacceptable and must evolve 
to a balanced, true plan that reflects the diversity of canyon users not just resort affiliates. (32.4A, 
32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.4P). Embrace as a guiding principle that Utah public funds will not subsidize 
private companies while keeping the public from public lands.Emphasize use and augmentation of 
existing resources.Plan and budget, defend those plans and budgets to the extent possible with real 
world verifiable data. Example, calls have been made to the UDOT Project Team requesting 
documentation on the saving of "70 Tons of carbon" with the gondola plan. 70 tons over what time 
frame? Can references be provided? (32.10A) Justification of $500+ million must be supported by lots 
of facts. Salt Lake and Innsbruck are Olympic cities with remarkable parallels as urban centers with 
great mountain assets, now reusable Olympic venues in close proximity. Communicate, compare 
experiences. Learn from their public transport successes. We can do better, and should.... before 
launching into half billion dollar adventures. Knowledge gained will help traffic issues now and new 
Olympic bid efforts later. If a gondola is built, the companies under consideration are first rate, will 
deliver an engineering triumph. But should it be built? Who will operate it? Can it be adapted to address 
concerns raised? (32.2.6.5Q and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
If the bussing options are pursued, why not look at new models for managing transportation? This is 
long overdue, and not only in LCC. (32.2.9A). With due respect to those who have put effort into 
crafting their two almost identically priced, half billion dollar schemes to the legislature, arguing only two 
options can be considered, this Utah citizen and Little Canyon Cottonwood resort and backcountry 
skier, hiker, climber, biker, sight seer, restaurant and hotel customer - acknowledges that WE have 
important challenges ahead. (32.2.2PP) The evolving solutions must include and respect the interests 
of US all. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) There is much more to be done. The current 
overly expensive and needlessly destructive options being advanced are premature nonstarters 
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COMMENT #:  12801 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathy Tran-Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
For environmental justice and racial and socioeconomic equity reasons, I would encourage more 
electric bus systems and tolling for peak hours (discounted or free for off peak hours to remain as 
accessible as possible). (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) No to any changes to the landscape like a 
gondola or increased lanes for roads. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  12802 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Starr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola alternative. I very much appreciate the concerns raised regarding the project's 
potential environmental impacts. However, there is a strong need to reduce individual car traffic in the 
canyon. Busses are not a practical or safe solution. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  12803 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenny Fannin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12804 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Call 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived in SLC my entire life. I skied here as a child, and found rock climbing in the late 80s. It 
profoundly changed my life, and much of that time was spent in Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
To destroy the boulders and impact the environment with wider roads or huge towers and a gondola to 
serve only the rich and privileged, while ignoring the other user groups that enjoy LCC, is a giant 
mistake. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Taxpayers 
are bikers, hikers, climbers, runners, and fishermen. It will forever damage the canyon and I believe 
more buses with minimal lane expansion for passing lanes is a much more affordable, reasoned and 
manageable approach to the traffic issues we have less than a few weeks every winter. (32.2.9A and 
32.1.4D) Set up tolls, increase the bus numbers and make parking at the resorts more expensive than 
the lift tickets... there are many more options that gondolas and highways (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.2K).
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COMMENT #:  12805 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bowman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either of the two preferred alternatives identified in the Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) 
Environment Impact Statement prepared by the Utah State Department of Transportation. In fact, I am 
strongly opposed to both. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
Gondola option: This option is going to be expensive, will cause significant environmental and visual 
damage to Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) and will benefit almost exclusively downhill skiers and the 
Alta and Snowbird ski corporations. (32.4I, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This 
option, because it will only serve the ski resorts, does not support the wide array of other canyon users-
backcountry skiers, hikers, bikers, climbers, etc. This is not a wise or equitable use of taxpayer money, 
as the great majority of taxpayers who wish to access the canyon will not be effectively served by the 
gondola, and in fact will be damaged by its presence. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Bus and road widening option: This is a better option than the gondola, but it will also be expensive, 
cause considerable environmental damage to the canyon, and it won’t address the fundamental 
problem that there is in fact an upper limit to the number of cars and people that can be in the canyon 
without causing irreversible harm to the environment and watershed quality of the canyon. (32.2.9C, 
32.4I, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, and 32.12A) 
 
I urge you to resist the natural temptation of an organization such as yours to build gondolas or widen 
roads. You have never made a serious attempt to significantly increase bus service (including a mix of 
express and smaller shuttle buses) on the existing road. (32.2.9A) Perhaps construct snow avalanche 
sheds over the existing road in critical places. (32.2.9K) This less expensive, less impactful alternative 
would, I believe, significantly reduce the number of cars on the LCC road. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2L) This 
experiment should be given a true test before more expensive, more impactful alternatives are even 
considered. You should also consider limiting the number of cars that can be in the canyon at any given 
time, adjusted for weather conditions. (32.2.2L, 32.1.2D, and 32.29R)  
 
You need to give priority to preserving the environment of LCC and the quality of its watershed, not to 
two ski corporations, downhill skiers and construction companies. Alta and Snowbird will do fine with an 
expanded bus service option; the only real threat to their economic success is climate change. 
(32.2.2E) The actual preservation of the environment of LCC will continue to provide critical quality 
water supplies to tens of thousands of valley residents, and provide the greatest recreation benefits to 
the maximum number of people in the most equitable way. These have to be your priorities. 
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COMMENT #:  12806 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Shannon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of road widening or the gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
Taxpayers should not have to bear the burden of either a road widening or gondola project, especially 
when this project disproportionately benefits the business of Snowbird and Alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The cost and impacts of these projects do not make sense when the 
benefits of traffic alleviation would only make a difference on a handful of winter days. (32.1.4D)  
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COMMENT #:  12807 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Snyder 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Scrap the gondola. (32.2.9E) Increase the bus services. (32.2.9A) Pick a solution that solves the 
problem. (32.7C) The gondola is NOT a solution to the problem of congestion. It's a half billion dollar 
boondoggle benefitting the few at taxpayer expense. Back to the drawing board please. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12808 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hunter Stewart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola and Road Widening would be Devastating to any summer activities and only support the 
winter activities, considering how many people use LCC in the summer and how devastating both 
options would be to any summer activity nether should be moved forward with, the only ones benefitting 
from these options wold be the ski area’s. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2B, and 32.4I) The majority 
of people that use LCC in the summer oppose these options. Please listen to the people, don’t go 
through with ether option. ( Consider the summer activities and how much would be taken away It is not 
worth it. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12809 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Garrett Culligan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Other canyon users (not just alta and snowbird patrons) need to be considered regardless of which 
transportation project is chosen. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This includes street 
parking in the town of alta which is highlighted to be removed. As alta has taken all other parking at the 
top of little cottonwood, these few parking spots are the only ones left for public land users during the 
peak winter days. (32.2.9H) Furthermore, both plans recommended in this proposal are looking to 
directly shuttle consumers to alta and snowbird only, and stops at trailheads are not being considered. 
(32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) The backcountry ski community, rock climbing community, and hiking 
community need to be strongly considered. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Furthermore, I believe we must first implement common sense, tested solutions before committing to a 
canyon altering half a billion dollar idea. (32.29R) Enhanced bussing without a widened road is this first 
step. Especially if structured similar to the current Zion National Park system. (32.2.2B) Other tried and 
true methods such as tolling to decentivize single users and a limit on cars altogether should be 
considered. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2Y) 
 
On a positive note, the addition of snow sheds in key areas is a great idea, especially if designed to 
include vegetation on top and with a proper water runoff method in mind (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  12810 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephen Sramek 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After careful consideration and reviewing the available information I’m firmly against the proposed 
gondola solution. (32.2.9E) I feel that restricting personal vehicle traffic via tolls and shifting as much 
traffic volume to an enhanced bus system is the best path forward. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
 
Limiting attendance is the best way to ensure a sustainable future. Moving forward with an expensive 
option that only benefits the ski resorts is detrimental to the canyons ecosystem and unfair to the 
general public. (32.13A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Best, 
 
Stephen 
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COMMENT #:  12811 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
David P. Carter 
215 Kelsey Ave. 
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 
policyandadmin.org 
davidpacarter@gmail.com 
 
September 2, 2021 
Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) 
Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
c/o HDR 
2825 E Cottonwood Pkwy 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121 
 
RE: Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Statement comments 
 
Dear UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon Project team, 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, S.R. 210-Wasatch Boulevard to Alta, from June 2021 (hereafter referred to at the 
LCC DEIS or DEIS). I have reviewed the materials UDOT made available for this purpose on the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) EIS website, have attended related public meetings, and have personally 
discussed the project with UDOT representatives on several occasions. I appreciate these efforts at 
transparency and input. 
 
As a Salt Lake City resident who lives on the Wasatch Front precisely because of the quick and easy 
access to quality outdoor recreation resources and natural spaces, I am deeply invested in the future of 
LCC as a unique and irreplaceable natural resource. As an avid recreationist, I use the Canyon year-
round for rock climbing, ice climbing, trail running, and backcountry skiing. I also enjoy skiing at Alta 
and Snowbird every winter. As an assistant professor of public policy and administration, I am keenly 
interested in intelligent, equitable, and effective public policies that benefit all residents living on the 
Wasatch Front. 
 
I recognize the inconvenience, cost, and safety concerns created by winter congestion in LCC, as well 
as the increasing demands imposed by population growth along the Wasatch Front and growing 
interest in outdoor recreation. I agree that these matters need to be addressed.  
 
Unfortunately, the two preferred alternatives identified in the LCC DEIS "reflect irresponsible, 
inequitable, and ineffective policy decisions, and the DEIS itself falls short of the expectations and 
requirements mandated by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) In 
short, the DEIS purpose and need are too narrowly structured to allow for LCC transportation solutions 
that are effective, responsible, and/or equitable. The DEIS fails to adequately address the 
environmental justice concerns that its proposals raise. The DEIS further suffers from inadequate 
analyses regarding direct and indirect impacts on the Canyon’s ecosystem and landscape and 
dispersed recreation.  
 

Page 32B-13167 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

The most promising way forward is for UDOT to implement or facilitate less-costly measures that do not 
involve larger infrastructure development/changes. Equity-minded tolling and other traffic-mitigation 
measures and increased buses allow for more flexible options in light of future demographic, 
environmental, and technological uncertainties. If, after good-faith efforts, such lower-impact solutions 
fail to resolve the problem, only then should more dramatic measures (such as the ones discussed 
below) be entertained. 
 
Purpose & Need Deficiencies 
 
The LCC DEIS stated purpose and need are too narrow to result in effective transportation 
improvements and will not achieve even the narrow-outlined aims. The stated purpose is “to 
substantially improve roadway safety, reliability, and mobility of S.R. 210 ... for all users on S.R. 10” 
(emphasis added). This promising purpose, seemingly crafted to benefit all users of the Canyon, is 
rapidly undermined by the subsequent needs, which refine the focus of the DEIS to those “related to 
visits to ski areas, with the greatest traffic volumes on weekends and holidays and during and after 
snowstorms.” This purpose and need ensure that the scope of the DEIS alternatives does not extend 
beyond congestion scenarios isolated to a select minority of weekends, holidays, and heavy snow 
days-and will only serve the needs of ski resort visitors on these and other winter days. (32.1.2D and 
32.1.4D). From a legal perspective, the LCC DEIS thus sidesteps documented problems in the 
Canyons related to traffic and safety that exist outside of the busiest winter ski days and/or related to 
ski resort visitation and activity. It prioritizes one user group’s needs and preferences above those of all 
others, which include walkers, trail runners, hikers, bird watchers, climbers, backcountry skiers and 
snowboarders, snowshoers, and more. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The 
impacts of such a narrow project-financial, social, and environmental in nature-simply do not justify the 
outcomes. The narrowly crafted purpose and need also effectively precludes good faith efforts towards 
equitable transportation solutions and outcomes.  
 
From a policy perspective, the narrowly crafted purpose and need is a prime example of how a public 
agency and public funding can be hijacked (either directly or indirectly) to benefit a narrow constituency. 
In other words, the DEIS purpose and need ensure that almost any solution to emerge from the 
process will source broadly distributed costs (taxpayer dollars) to deliver concentrated benefits to a 
contained sector of a niche industry (two ski resorts) in the form of a $500+ million transportation 
system, while imposing additional burdens on other LCC users-namely, dispersed recreators. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
A more equal (among different types of canyon recreation and users) and equitable (when considering 
the existing socioeconomic conditions and contexts of Wasatch area communities) project is likely only 
feasible under a project purpose and need that recognizes and centers the needs of canyon users 
“diverse” in both recreational and socioeconomic terms. (32.1.2D)  
 
Environmental Justice Deficiencies 
 
The DEIS fails to adequately respond to the manners in which UDOT’s transportation proposals 
perpetuate environmental injustice. The proposals impose costs to upper LCC access during the winter 
in the form of public transit fare and private vehicle tolling. Such costs disproportionately burden lower 
income communities, making it harder for them to access popular and valuable environmental 
amenities. Furthermore, the proposals will negatively impact the types of outdoor recreation most 
available to lower income and racial/ethnic minority individuals. (32.5A) 
 
UDOT’s LCC planning takes place in a region with documented environmental injustices in the form of 
increased exposure to environmental hazards and disproportionate barriers to environmental amenities 
that are experienced daily by lower-income residents, Black, Latino/a/x, Pacific Islander, and Native 
residents, and other disadvantaged communities. For example, not only do Salt Lake valley 
neighborhoods of color and/or lower income have less tree cover than their whiter, weather 
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counterparts (see Mendoza et al, 2020, Urban Science)-they also feature parks characterized by poorer 
maintenance and fewer desirable amenities (Chen et al, 2019, Landscape Ecology).  
 
Documented disparities extend to transportation and public transit. Public transit along the Wasatch 
Front serves the everyday needs of wealthy residents over those of lower income and racial/ethnic 
minority residents (Farber et al, 2016, Travel Behavior & Society). And Wasatch area residents of color 
have fewer transportation options to access outdoor recreation destinations, such as state parks and 
national forests, when compared to white residents (Park et al, 2021, Urban Forestry & Urban 
Greening). UDOT’s proposals thus contribute to the environmental injustices which marginalized 
Utahns already suffer. (32.5A) 
 
The DEIS’s main environmental justice deficiencies are threefold:  
 
First, UDOT claims that environmental justice concerns are alleviated (at least in part) by the fact that 
tolling is required only for the upper canyon. The underlying assumption is that lower-income individuals 
do not wish to access the upper canyon/will not want to in the future. Given that the upper canyon 
houses not only ski resorts but also the canyon’s most popular backcountry areas (e.g., the “Emmas,” 
Grizzly Gulch; see Wasatch Backcountry Alliance trail counter data), this is certainly an incorrect 
assumption. UDOT should facilitate-not impede-disadvantaged residents’ use of the accessible 
backcountry terrain that the upper canyon offers for lower-cost winter recreation, such as snowshoeing 
and sledding, as well as backcountry skiing and snowboarding, and (of course) downhill skiing at the 
resorts. (32.5A)  
 
Second, although the DEIS implicitly recognizes the inequitable impacts of tolling on disadvantaged 
canyon visitors, it maintains that lower-cost transit options nullify any “adverse impact” to marginalized 
populations. Simply stated, UDOT’s solution to the barrier of tolling for under-resourced residents is 
“they can take the bus/gondola.” Of course, this ignores the fact that transit fare remains an imposed 
burden for lower income and/or racial/ethnic minority residents. Perhaps more importantly, it seems to 
accept that proposals which limit marginalized residents' de facto transportation options are inequitable 
by design. A structurally inequitable transportation solution that narrows the options of disadvantaged 
residents while increasing the options of the most privileged is a text-book example of environmental 
discrimination. (32.5A) 
 
Third, the DEIS alternatives would facilitate transportation to ski areas at the expense of access to, and 
experience in, dispersed recreation such as hiking, bouldering, snowshoeing-precisely the types of 
outdoor recreation that empirical evidence shows are more accessible to marginalized residents. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In this way, the proposals threaten what environmental 
justice scholars refer to as a “double whammy” for marginalized residents wishing to recreate in LCC: 
they impose financial barriers to the valuable environmental amenities of the upper canyon, while 
negatively impacting the more accessible environmental and recreation options of the lower canyon. 
 
I fully support traffic mitigation strategies such as tolling, but only when the design of such interventions 
reflects a thorough and nuanced consideration of environmental justice implications. (32.5A) 
 
Impacts & Impact Analysis Deficiencies  
 
Some of the most inadequate analysis contained in the LCC DEIS pertains to the alternatives’ impacts 
on climbing resources. It is essential to note that while climbers are often undervalued as a user group 
(as in the DEIS), they are a steadily growing one. Furthermore, some forms of climbing, such as 
bouldering, constitute some of the more accessible recreational options for lower income and/or 
racial/ethnic minority Canyon users. LCC is among the most important climbing resources in the 
Wasatch. For example: 
 
- An estimated 20,000-30,000 Wasatch Front climbers likely use LCC climbing resources. 

Page 32B-13169 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

- LCC is likely the most popular climbing destination in the Wasatch, as 88% of surveyed climbers 
indicate they like to climb there. It is also likely the most frequently used climbing destination in the 
Wasatch, as more than half of surveyed climbers use it multiple times a month during the climbing 
season. 
- Salt Lake Climbers Alliance (SLCA) trail counter data illustrate the popularity of LCC resources. 
A total of 50,848 trail uses were logged from early May 2020 to the first few days of July 2021 at the 
Gate Buttress climbing area, while 41,150 trail uses were logged June 2020-July 2021 on the 
Alpenbock Loop Trail. 
 
Enhanced Bus Peak Period Shoulder Lane (PPSL) Alternative 
 
Based on the engineering schematics and data that UDOT has provided, widening of S.R. 210 would 
undoubtedly destroy and impede access to some of the most iconic climbing resources in the Wasatch 
region, such as the Gate Boulders, Copperhead Boulder, and Split Boulder, among others. SLCA 
estimates (using UDOT information) suggest that a minimum of 29 boulders and 131 established 
boulder climbs (i.e., “problems”) would be impacted. Impacts could make some boulder problems or 
descents more dangerous without specific mitigations. Objective hazards such as construction debris 
and fill may partially bury boulder problems and/or block landing areas. Necessary terrain alterations 
could make landings unsafe or impractical. (32.4A) 
 
In response to such concerns, UDOT officials repeat assertions that they will do all they can to mitigate 
such impacts, without adequate analysis of what such impacts would be, which impacts they can 
realistically mitigate, and which impacts lie outside of their ability to address. For the DEIS to meet its 
obligations to analyze LCC proposal impacts, a more complete analysis of both impacts and 
possible/impossible mitigation options is needed. (32.4A) 
 
Gondola Alternatives 
 
Based on the engineering schematics and data that UDOT has provided, both gondola alternatives 
threaten many of the same iconic climbing resources as the PPSL alternative. Although the impacts of 
the gondola may not take the form of the same destruction of climbing resources as S.R. 210 widening, 
the analyses and information provided by UDOT have not ensured that access would not be curtailed 
where the gondola impact area and boulders overlap. SLCA estimates (using UDOT information) 
suggest that a minimum of 35 boulders and 142 established boulder climbs (i.e., “problems”) are 
threatened.  
 
The gondola further promises mammoth visual and auditory impacts on the natural landscape and 
atmosphere of LCC. As someone who has circumnavigated the ridge-top perimeter of the Canyon 
multiple times, I can attest that the signs of heavy development of upper LCC largely fade away when 
experienced from many vantage points, allowing one to experience the majesty and peace of its unique 
wilderness areas. This would simply cease to be the case if a gondola were allowed in the Canyon, as 
few vantage points would be spared from the visual and auditory blight it would impose.  
Either DEIS gondola alternative would forever mar this beautiful and iconic resource. It would amount to 
a devastating loss for current and future generations. (32.4B) 
 
Cog Rail Alternative 
 
Because UDOT did not identify it as a preferred alternative, I will not spend a lot of time of the cog rail 
here. Furthermore, because the DEIS’s analysis of the cog rail alternative is surface level, at best, this 
alternative would surely need a much more in-depth analysis before serious consideration. It should be 
noted, however, that a cog rail would be a devastating development for dispersed recreation in the 
Canyon on par or worse than the gondola. Climbing resources would be destroyed and access to the 
remaining resources would be severely curtailed. All LCC users would suffer from its extensive visual 
and auditory impacts. (32.2.9M, 32.4D, 32.11L, and 32.17D) 
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Trailhead Parking Access and Improvements 
 
The DEIS proposes making improvements to parking that, by UDOT’s admission, would reduce the 
amount of parking available to dispersed recreators. This includes at the Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and 
LCC Park and Ride lot-all of which are used year-round by climbers (and other visitors). It is 
unacceptable to propose instituting access barriers (by reducing parking) without offering alternative 
access and without justifying the decision-particularly in the context of plans which aim to facilitate user 
transport to private, developed recreation. (32.2.6.2.4A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G)  
 
A serious proposal that aims to serve the needs of all LCC users would otherwise facilitate dispersed 
recreation access when such improvements are planned (e.g., with short-range trailhead shuttles).  
 
Snow Sheds 
 
The snow sheds proposed in the DEIS promise significant visual impacts that would forever alter the 
natural look and feel of this majestic and iconic Canyon. Although they would undoubtedly facilitate 
travel in the Canyon, the reality is that their utility extends only to a minority of winter days, while their 
impacts would be permanent and experienced every hour of every day. As with other parts of the DEIS, 
the snow sheds impose wide costs across Canyon users and the natural environment, while only 
delivering concentrated benefits for a select number of days a year. (32.2.9J, 32.17C, and 32.7A) 
 
Developing Intelligent, Equitable, and Effective LCC Transportation Solutions 
 
As I’ve sought to articulate throughout these comments, I encourage UDOT to recognize that the LCC 
DEIS process stood on shaky ground from the beginning. Its basis in such a narrowly crafted purpose 
and need effectively ensure the project will cost many Wasatch residents, while benefiting only the 
more privileged few. Furthermore, I urge UDOT officials to recognize that in seeking to stay in their 
bureaucratic “lane” (pun not intended), UDOT has precluded the consideration of some of the most 
important and consequential questions that are, in reality, deeply relevant to the future of the LCC 
ecosystem, not to mention recreation and transportation that takes place in it.  
 
These include questions such as how the environment and recreation will change in the coming 
decades, as climate change accelerates, its impacts deepen, and the Wasatch snowpack surely 
changes dramatically-in ways anticipated and not. It also includes questions regarding the carrying 
capacity of the Canyon-now and in the future. (32.2.2E) No serious analysis of responsible Canyon use 
can be carried out until basic parameters-such as how many visitors the Canyon can absorb 
sustainably-are established. (32.20B)  
 
To these ends, I implore UDOT officials to recognize the flaws and deficiencies of the LCC EIS process 
to this point, and the fundamental issues in the DEIS that cannot be readily remedied. I encourage they 
move forward with a commitment to try less-impactful measures before dramatic ones. (32.29R) A 
creative, cautious approach that combines equitably structured tolling with electric buses and other 
transit options (such as short-range shuttles) should precede expensive, destructive, and permanent 
infrastructure developments. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3F) 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide this input.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
David P. Carter

Page 32B-13171 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12812 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Collin Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the many voices who loudly oppose the option for a gondola through LCC. (32.2.9E) A 
much less intrusive and more efficient solution is possible via a combination of tolling and a large influx 
of buses at the beginning and end of a ski day. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Please consider this solution to 
the much more invasive and expensive options presented. 
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COMMENT #:  12813 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Hudson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing the possible actions that UDOT may take, I believe that implementation of any solution 
that does not preserve the existence, and access to, the climbing in Little Cotton Wood Canyon would 
be a mistake. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12814 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carrol Firmage 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the expansion of the road in Little Cottonwood Canyon as well as to the proposed 
gondola project. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) This canyon is not JUST a canyon for skiing. It is used year 
round by many people. (32.1.2C) The expansion of the road as well as the gondola are going to impact 
the canyon every day of the year. (32.4I) The need to take skiers up the canyon is seasonal. This to me 
seems like the owners of the ski resorts are deciding on what happens to a place that belongs to all of 
us. Limit personal cars on high traffic days and have a bus system that gets skiers up the canyon 
quickly and efficiently when there are too many for the canyon to accommodate otherwise. (32.2.4A 
and 32.2.9A) Little Cottonwood will be permanently altered should a wider road or gondola be built. 
Neither one should be done. Let's keep the canyon usable for everyone. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  12815 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clayton Crowhurst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vehemently oppose any new development in the cottonwood canyon area. This area is one of the few 
free/low cost recreational areas in the city and is currently one of the great natural draws to the region. 
Damaging or destroying the climbing, hiking, and biking resources of this area with an infrastructure 
project for the privileged few. If this development proposal moves forward I will strongly reconsider 
future visits to the area and will encourage others to do the same. (32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  12816 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katrina Beckstrand 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s time to add a toll to Little Cottonwood. Give residents a pass. Everyone else should pay to drive 
there. It’s the simplest solution. We don’t need more roads or a gondola. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12817 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Wilkerson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E) It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the 
taxpayers, while ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) 
Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will not solve the issues at hand. Thank 
you. 
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COMMENT #:  12818 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenny Peterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is my personal opinion that the preferred alternatives of enhanced bus with road widening and 
gondola B are not solutions which act in the best interest of the communities that travel through 
cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
Widening the road will allow people to drive at higher speeds more comfortably, which will result in 
more 5+ hour traffic stops due to accidents in winter conditions. (32.1.2B, 3.1.2D, and 32.7C) The 
gondola is the most expensive alternative, and yet it is the most rigid and "non-adjustable" proposal. 
(32.2.6.5A) Either the gondola is spinning, or it's not. There's no adjustment of supply vs demand. 
Additionally, both road widening and the gondola have significant impacts to climbing in the canyon. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Another important consideration is capacity. Do we want to be the next Denver with a single freeway 
flowing people to overcrowded ski resorts? Prior to implementing any solution, I would like to see data 
collected by third parties (not for profit ski resorts) analyzing current and project ski resort capacities 
and usages. If safety is a priority, UDOT should be considering impacts to safety due to double or triple 
the number of people on a ski slope. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C)  
 
I would challenge the agency to simply increase the number of buses and incentives for people to 
carpool or take the buses. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 6% interest earned on the $237 million saved by 
implementing more buses instead of gondola B could pay for the annual $14 million in bus 
maintenance. Vehicles in general are constantly improving and can be improved upon. What was the 
last technological advancement in gondolas? More and more companies are developing electric 
drivetrains which could be applied to future bus fleets to provide clean forms of transportation. 
(32.2.6.3F) 
 
Lastly, I would encourage the use of smart phone tolling based on three factors - access time, 
residency, and vehicle occupancy. Additional occupants reduces fee, peak access time increases fee, 
and out of state residency increases the fee. (32.2.4A)  
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
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COMMENT #:  12819 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  George Gaydos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see mandatory 4x4/traction devices during the winter months at all times. (32.2.2M) I 
would like to see single occupancy vehicles tolled and carpooling incentivized in a meaningful, 
significant way. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12820 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Piper Kunst 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think a gondola is a sustainable solution for lcc traffic. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12821 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caitlin Curry 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to implementing the solutions regarding the gondola and widening of the road. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) Both of these have negative environmental impacts as well as eliminating existing 
climbing recreational opportunities in the canyon (32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B). The issue of the canyon is 
capacity. (32.20B) These solutions would not solve that problem. The gondola would only provide 
another tourist attraction that would further exceed the capacity of the canyon. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
The State of Utah should not foot the bill for a traffic issue caused by private industry (the LCC ski 
resorts). (32.2.7A and 32.1.2B) If the resorts wish to have better traffic solutions to increase their 
usage, they should foot the bill for an environmentally friendly solution. I am in favor of attempting 
increased bus service. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12822 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nate Blouin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwoood Canyon has serious issues, and users deserve serious solutions. We need a fix that 
offers flexibility and the opportunity to implement quickly. The gondola alternative fulfills neither of those 
principles. (32.2.9E) 
 
There are a host of immediate and incremental alternatives that should be considered that will suit all 
users in lieu of a gondola that serves resort users only and is likely to increase canyon tourism, while 
the canyon nears or exceeds capacity. 
 
Among a host of options that should be considered are tolling and expanded busing options, neither of 
which requires significant new infrastructure but both of which could be integrated into larger solutions 
in the future. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
 
While road expansion may be a reasonable alternative, the current alignment could be restriped to 
prioritize buses - which should include a regular route that stops at major trailheads. (32.2.2D and 
32.2.6.3C) Moving into the future, UDOT/UTA should pursue electrified buses as soon as feasible 
technology exists, utilizing federal funding if available. (32.2.6.3F) 
 
Tolling should be implemented in a way that does not increase costs for low-income users and primarily 
mitigates resort traffic that's driving canyon congestion - as the resorts sell more passes and tickets, 
they should be held accountable for the costs they impost on the system. (32.2.4A and 32.5A) 
 
LCC also does not exist in isolation. BCC is in need of alternatives as well, as is the Wasatch Blvd. 
corridor. I frequently experience the worst congestion between the I-215 exit at 6200 S and the canyon 
mouths, and would favor roadway expansion so long as reasonable accommodations are taken to 
protect active transportation and neighborhoods. (32.1.1A and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
We can't solve this problem by slapping a bandaid on it, which is how I view the gondola. We need a 
solution that works for summer and winter users of all types. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) Please move 
forward with expanded bus service before altering the entire character and landscape of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. 
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COMMENT #:  12823 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Flint Shaw 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please. Go with the busses. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12824 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trey Roeseler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not put in a gondola in little cottonwood canyon (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12825 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cameron Crittenden 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I disagree with any road expansion that would destroy existing trails or climbing/bouldering access. 
(32.2.9C and 32.4A) I do not think the costs are even close to outweighing the benefits of any action. 
While the gondola will have a more neutral impact on the surrounding area, Utah is a rapidly growing 
state and in 5-10 years we will be having this conversation all over again. (32.2.6.5N) The gondola will 
not solve anything anyways because there is no possible way to allow for enough parking. (32.2.6.5J) 
As long as Utah continues to grow and skiing remains popular, people just need to realize that traffic is 
priced into the equation of getting to Snowbird and Alta. The only other option I see is providing access 
to the resorts from American Fork Canyon on the south side. (32.2.2J) 
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COMMENT #:  12826 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Gombert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think that a gondola would best serve the citizens of Utah and would be a poor use of hard 
earned Utah money. (32.2.9E) I think more busing without a roadway expansion and more bus parking 
along wasatch boulevard would be a much better. (32.2.9A) Also making little cottonwood a toll road 
would significantly help (32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12827 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justin Manson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is expensive, risky, damaging to nature. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) Better to follow lower risk, 
incremental approach which keeps options open - buses, tolling, parking at base, buses from downtown 
areas all move in a direction that is scalable, and reversible. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 
32.2.2I) Additional consideration is to regulate the number of skiers permitted at the resorts, and to 
impose the costs of transportation improvements on the resort owners, proportional to the benefits they 
receive from publicly funded infrastructure. (32.2.2K and 32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  12828 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm an avid ice and rock climber who frequents LCC many times each year to explore its unique and 
beautiful landscapes. Any proposal involving expanded infrastructure should only be considered after 
all less expensive and invasive alternatives have been exhausted. The options as proposed seem 
tantamount to a gift to the ski resorts paid for by the public. Backcountry users will not benefit at all from 
any of the proposals, which is appaling. 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P. 
 
Furthermore, the proposals do not adequately address environmental injustice and 
marginalization for Wasatch users. (32.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  12829 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Meleta 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts on the EIS. I’m originally an east coast transplant, 
I’ve called Utah home for the past decade and I now own a home in Cottonwood Heights. I utilize the 
Cottonwood canyons upwards of a 100 days each year in all 4 seasons to climb, hike, mountain bike, 
ski at the resorts and in the backcountry, and generally just escape into nature and recharge. 
 
Of the myriad of reasons I don’t think the gondola is the right solution, I’ll outline just a few below, but 
perhaps the only one I need is simply that the gondola is not even a solution to the problems we face. 
(32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It’s a long awaited tagline for the Ski Utah marketing department 
and a nice paycheck for those in the position to financially benefit from its construction. It’s not a viable 
alternative to driving up highway 210. Please don’t lose sight of the problem we need to fix. (32.1.2B) 
To be very clear, the problem to be fixed is NOT “Snowbird and Alta aren’t getting enough paying 
customers quick enough.” 
 
- The gondola serves only one specific genre of user. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Backcountry skiers, snowshoers, hikers, rock and ice climbers, etc can’t use the gondola because it will 
never serve their trailheads. Typical local families won’t use the gondola because paying ~$40 a person 
for the inconvenience of NOT having their own vehicle with them will absolutely not be enticing. 
(32.2.4A) Even for many tourists on vacation, I’d be surprised if the gondola is nothing more than a 
novelty they pay for once during their visit. (32.2.4A) 
 
- I’m fully aware this EIS is scoped to Little Cottonwood, but you can’t limit a solution to LCC and expect 
to fix the actual issues. If the barrier to entry in LCC is too high, the problem simply shifts to Big 
Cottonwood. We need a solution that is financially, logistically, and environmentally viable in BCC. 
(32.1.1A and 32.20D) 
 
- The environmental impact on the canyon is too great. Watershed concerns aside, the towers needed 
will be an absolute eyesore. (32.12A and 32.17A) LCC is geologically the most unique and diverse 
canyon we have in Northern Utah. Please don’t obscure the views and litter the landscape with more 
human-made garbage than is already there. I honestly feel the conversation could start and end with 
this point alone. As a climber I also need to mention that the towers and road expansion will destroy 
assets valuable to a thriving rock climbing industry in Utah. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Please, let's start with small with the least destructive options and expand as needed. (32.29R) 
Enhanced bus service, (with real parking improvements near the mouth of the canyon and in the valley) 
has not been given an adequate chance. (32.2.9A) We can never undo the gondola or lane widening 
and there is extreme doubt that either would even significantly improve the problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
These should be treated as last resorts. 
 
Thanks, 
Ken Meleta 
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COMMENT #:  12830 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Klepper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There's a saying that if a hammer is the only tool you have, then you'll tend to treat everything as if it 
were a nail. So it's not surprising that UDOT started with 124 concepts or solutions to LCC's traffic 
problems (per one of their online public hearings) and quickly whittled them down to Gondola vs 
Enhanced Bus.....or as a Hammer might see things, greater Throughput and more Pavement. 
Unfortunately LCC is a limited resource and applying Utah's go to method of unchecked metastatic 
growth not only won't solve the problem, but also risks killing the golden goose. Proper resource 
management allows for the enjoyment and utilization of limited resources and many successful 
examples exist within our region such as Millcreek Canyon, The Wave, Monument Valley, Zion NP and 
Phantom Ranch to name a few. These areas would be completely destroyed if opened up to 
unchecked, unlimited use.  
 
The traffic problem in LCC is solely the result of the ski resorts and their desire to grow. (32.1.2B) And 
the resorts' pricing structure has made it cheaper to ski rather than more expensive given the 
relationship between season passes and adult day rates. A $500+ million taxpayer-funded gift for 
Throughput or Pavement is nothing but unadulterated Corporate Welfare at the expense of every other 
non-resort user of LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) No mention whatsoever can be 
found in the EIS or attachments of any proposed dollar contributions from these 2 private for-profit 
resorts. (32.2.7A0 It's as if they expect this Welfare from the taxpayers. And tearing up the road 
to add a dedicated bus lane is simply a non-starter. Another lane isn't worth the loss of world 
class rock climbing that would be lost. (32.4A)  
 
Both proposed solutions involve severe environmental impacts both physical and visual and neither one 
passes basic common sense. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4I) There's no apparent flexibility of any kind to 
accommodate potential future changes over the next 32 years. No weight given to the longer term 
effects of our extended drought on the Great Salt Lake and its corresponding impact via Lake Effect 
snowfall in winter and lake dust accelerating snowmelt in the springtime. Likewise no mention or 
accounting of how our warming winters with less snowfall will impact the length of the ski season and 
the resorts' ability to make snow over the next 32 years. (32.2.2E)  
 
It's hard not to be cynical about the Gondola, tainted by political cronyism with the slithery ilk of former 
Senate President Niederhauser and former Sandy City councilman McCandless fortuitously taking 
ownership of LaCaille Restaurant, the very place the Gondola parking structure would be constructed. 
And while the Gondola is the sexier of the two proposed solutions, no mention was given to proposed 
Parking, Gondola or Tolling Fees. Based on models I've seen no one I know would accept the $25-40 
required each time for parking, tolling or gondola fees. (32.2.4A)  
 
Fortunately the answer to both the traffic problem and its solution is right there in the EIS document 
itself, specifically Appendix 1, the Draft Vehicle Mobility Analysis dated April 3, 2020. On page 2 in 
section 2.2, UDOT vehicle occupancy studies from 2018 showed that the average number of occupants 
during peak morning hours on the weekend was 1.89 occupants per personal vehicle and 42 occupants 
per bus....in other words LCCs traffic problem results from LESS THAN TWO PEOPLE PER CAR 
driving up the canyon. Worse, for their modeling purposes UDOT uses the same 1.89 person per car 
figure all the way out until 2050. That's 32 years of a static non-changing number. Unless Subaru has 
begun making 2-seater Miatas and Carreras, common sense says there's plenty of room for 
improvement, thereby greatly reducing the overall traffic problem. (32.2.4A)  
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Anyone who's skied on a busy weekend or powder day knows that the resorts fill every seat on every 
single chair that heads up the lift. There's no luxury of riding chairs solo. Why? Because that would 
cause a traffic jam in the queue of people waiting to board the lifts. So why leap into spending a HALF 
BILLION TAXPAYER DOLLARS when we could easily more than halve the number of cars in LCC just 
by ensuring that they are full? (32.2.4A)  
 
Just because UDOT has offered up two solutions doesn't mean we have to pick either one. Both are 
equally poor options and the taxpayers of Utah, the residents of Cottonwood Heights and Sandy and 
the users of the Cottonwood Canyons deserve far better than what we're being forced to swallow.
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COMMENT #:  12831 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Dance 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please build the Gondola. There is a reason why the Switzerland, France, and Jackson Hole are visited 
by world wide participants. The Gondola enables proper transportation without the emissions from 
thousands of cars stuck in the canyon behind some tourist who has never driven in snow before. How 
many of you have gone 5 miles an hour up and down the canyon behind long lines, continuously 
slowed by people attempting to park, struggling with google map directions, and other frustrations of 
waiting behind many vehicles. The gondolas are the best option and we need to grow up. The Olympics 
made it clear that Utah has some of the best spots on earth and we need to actually prepare for that 
amount of visitors. Widening roads never works because you just end up widening them again. Look at 
i-15, bangerter, mountain corridor? All have been widened multiple times. Get the cars off the road with 
the Gondola and help the earth. Imagine all the profits from people just wanting to take the scenic 
Gondola ride up the canyon! Wouldn't it be nice to get those people off the road in the first place? 
Driving with their heads looking up to the sky instead of safely in front of them like they should. 
(32.2.9D, 32.10A, 32.2.9C, 32.2.6.3B, and 32.20E) 
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COMMENT #:  12832 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kris Cornell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect little cottonwoods unique and world class bouldering and climbing. Use the enhanced 
bus without the road expansion. (32.2.9A and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12833 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why are the only 2 stops at Alta and Snowbird? It feels more like a major business decision than 
helping our canyons. (32.1.2D, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) What is the cost to ride the Gondola? 
(32.2.4A) Who really benefits financially from this decision? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Who is going to run and maintain the gondola and what is the upkeep cost to local residents? 
(32.2.7C) Will I be taxed for this? Don’t get me wrong I HATE the canyon traffic and I’m grateful 
solutions are being discussed, it just feels like these solutions are going to bring MORE congestion and 
really only benefit the owners of Snowbird and Alta.
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COMMENT #:  12834 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Rathke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a very European idea and an excellent solution to the problem. Whatever reduces 
vehicles in the canyon since there is no room for them and they pollute the air. (32.2.9D and 32.10A) 
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COMMENT #:  12835 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Philip Lee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options are unacceptable as they both leave lasting negative effects on the canyon and benefit 
only a few. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A better option 
would be to increase there number of buses and the frequency of the buses. (32.2.9A). The two options 
are near sighted and only address congestion that occurs during the ski season, but leave the 
constructs in place during the rest of the year. (32.1.2C) 
 
Please reject both proposal.
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COMMENT #:  12836 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Riehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having listened to the entire LCC EIS podcast series and done my own thinking, I'm generally in favor 
of a gondola getting skiers up to the resorts. (32.2.9D) I'm especially interested in the increased 
frequency of buses, and look forward to riding the bus more often, with tolling at the base of the 
canyons (I'd approve of LCC and BCC tolls) to offset to cost of bus rides. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.20D) 
But please, do something. Don't let this process grind to a halt and have nothing happen in 5-10 years 
time. 
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COMMENT #:  12837 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chris Jacobs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola for little cottonwood canyon sounds like a great idea. Beautiful views and a relaxing ride to 
the top instead of a traffic jam. Much better than widening the road. Really the traffic is mostly in the 
winter season. Widening the road would create too much environmental destruction. (32.2.9D, 32.1.2C, 
32.2.9C, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12838 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Kitchen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel this issue needs further study. I think the gondola would be too expensive. I lean toward the 
possibility of reserving a parking spot during the busy Ski season. (32.2.9E and 32.2.2K) 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12839 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacob Graf 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't do the gondola. (32.2.9E) Encouraging public transit and closing the canyon to the general 
public can have more immediate effects and cost much less. (32.2.2B) Then if it doesn't have the 
results desired, you can build the gondola or whatever. (32.29R) 

Page 32B-13200 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12840 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Cutler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived near the base of little cottonwood the entirety of my 30 year life and am COMPLETELY and 
UTTERLY against a Gondola. (32.2.9E) If we're going to pay this much tax payer money, I'd prefer to 
have a train + tunnels in the canyon. (32.2.2C and 32.2.9F) A MUCH better long term solution, in line 
with how places like the Matterhorn in Switzerland are able to accommodate the large number of 
people while preserving the environment and keeping cars from overcrowding the canyon!" 
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COMMENT #:  12841 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Klein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to Utah in 1981 to live and ski. The canyon road has been a huge problem since it has existed. 
Plagued with deadly avalanches and accidents. There was talk of a tunnel Train running from Draper to 
Snowbird, Alta on to Brighton/Solitude and then Park City. (32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q) I know officials who 
designed hiking/biking trail systems through the canyon that have been thwarted by those who profess 
to want to “save the canyons”. How forcing everyone to drive save them has never made sense to me. I 
live less than a mile from the mouth of LCC and without traffic it takes 12 minutes to get to Alta. I will 
miss the convenience of going up and down when ever I want to all the various trailheads. (32.2.4A 
and 32.4G) I would hope there would be some road access fees or not but generally I am in favor of a 
gondola or train to provide reliable consistent and cleaner transportation (32.2.9F or 32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12842 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pauline Reisner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to both options because they both widen Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.9L) Comprehensive 
environmental health assessments have not been completed. Current traffic on Wasatch is already a 
health issue. (32.2.6.2.2A or 32.11I) Further the voice of residents in the communities most affected by 
both proposals have not been adequately addressed. (32.2.9N) It is most unethical for UDOT and the 
Governor to support developments that harm the very people that will need to pay for these 
developments. Keep in mind that all taxpayers are not skiers and it is clear that the ski resorts are the 
benefactors of your proposals along with the developers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Please look at alternatives that can be supported by the communities along Wasatch Blvd. 
Please save our canyons from gross commercialization. 
 

Page 32B-13203 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12843 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steven Senft 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Will either of these options accomplish your goals? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This 
road is only busy at 9am when there is a powder day. (32.1.4D) Please consider not doing anything 
and not disrupting the landscape any more than what has already been done. (32.2.9G) LCC is world 
renown for its bouldering and many of the famous boulders will be destroyed. (32.4A and 32.4B) We 
know that this does not bring much sales tax revenue to Utah when compared to the Ski Reports but 
may have lasting effects in the community. (32.6D) 
 
Also why are you only helping two of the MANY ski resorts in Utah? This seems to be benefiting 
someone and this should be reconsidered. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  12844 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin McMurray 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that neither the road widening, nor gondola are good solutions for the little cottonwood canyon 
traffic issues. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) For the gondola, it may mitigate traffic within the canyon, but this 
is only going to back up the traffic onto other roads for those trying to get to the gondola. (32.2.6.5E) As 
a dedicated skier and former Snowbird and Alta employee, I have had some very early mornings trying 
to get up the canyon and understand the current concerns, but now there will be long lines to the 
gondola station, let alone trying to navigate a single parking lot that everyone will be driving and walking 
through in a chaotic attempt to get to the gondola station just to have to wait in another line to get a 
gondola up the canyon. (32.2.6.5C) I am also concerned about the unloading stations and having 
access to the backcountry. As a backcountry skier I want the option to drive my car to be able access 
areas outside of the resort, but if you do allow cars to drive up the canyon, the defeats the whole point 
of the gondola. (32.2.6.5D) I guarantee most skiers would still drive their car up, if given the option, over 
the gondola to alleviate the pain of having to lug all their ski gear with them into a gondola. (32.2.4A) I 
am also very negative on the tower supports throughout the canyon for the gondola. There would have 
to be some land altering to install the towers and would tarnish the views throughout the canyon, 
especially during the off seasons where I enjoy climbing and hiking in the canyon. (32.17A) It would 
make me think twice about recreating in little cottonwood canyon because one of my favorite parts of 
climbing and hiking is being able to put in the work to get higher than most people do and enjoy the 
incredible, peaceful view little cottonwood would have to offer, which would be compromised with huge 
towers and gondolas ruining those views. As for the road widening, I am not a fan of compromising the 
surrounding environment by paving a road further into the side of the canyon. (32.2.9C) As a climbing, I 
am scared to lose some incredible bouldering right off the side of the road at the base of the canyon. 
(32.4A) While I have not spent a ton of time on those boulders since I’m newer to outdoor bouldering, I 
have high aspirations to someday conquer those incredible boulders. I also know plenty of people that 
have enjoyed a lifetime of bouldering there and would be devastated to lose such an special place. The 
roadside bouldering areas mean more to them than just some rocks, it’s a community where many 
people have met lifelong friends, it’s a place to escape from the fast pace of a city and enjoy the peace 
and calmness of the canyon around some shaded boulders, and it’s a place that people from all over 
the world can come to challenge themselves. I hope that this committee can take to heart how 
important the preservation of little cottonwood canyon is to the surrounding community and how 
devastating it would be to ruin that with a gondola or road widening. (32.29G) I also think that it is 
ridiculous that the local communities are paying for these plans through taxes when it seems like the 
resorts are benefitting the most by increasing the number of people that can access the canyon 
(32.20A, 32.20C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). I love that more people have the 
opportunity to experience such an incredible place, but I certainly hope that there can be some other 
options explored first before breaking ground (literally) on projects that would have an irreversible affect 
on the landscape and the people that call Littlewood cottonwood canyon their home (32.2.2PP). 
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COMMENT #:  12845 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Remein 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the preferred alternatives sufficiently solve the traffic problem on 210 in comparison to their 
cost, both financial and otherwise. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.7C) The assumption of construction 
taking two years seems grossly undercounted and the cost to recreation during construction will also be 
quite significant. (32.4C) One big problem with both of these solutions is that they permanently alter the 
canyon for a phenomenon that only happens during a portion of the year, a portion that is continually 
shrinking in length. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4I, and 32.2.2E) 
 
There are several recreational activities that are completely left out of consideration in these proposals 
including basically every outdoor activity people enjoy in LCC other than resort skiing. However, the 
boulders that surround 210 would suffer the most, threatening at least 64 boulders consisting of 273 
historic and iconic boulder problems. This is not acceptable. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
A new, more creative, alternative must be found to protect valuable recreational resources of and 
access to LCC. There are many other options that need to be considered including expanded electric 
bus service, tolling, carpooling mandates, and others that should be exercised before any permanent 
changes are made to the canyon. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Additionally, it’s unacceptable to streamline transportation directly to the resorts, who will directly 
benefit from both of these proposals and would at the same time limit access to parts the canyon that 
are able to serve a broader representation of this community, including those who can’t afford or prefer 
not to recreate at ski resorts (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
 
It is clear that more time is needed to develop a creative and long term solution that utilizes a more 
diverse set of tools.  
 
Please take my thoughts into consideration. 
 
Thank you, 
Jonathan Remein 
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COMMENT #:  12846 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Russell Boggs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the Gondola option is the superior alternative. (32.2.9D) First, I agree that there is a traffic 
problem in Little Cottonwood canyon especially during or after a snowfall. I also agree that a 
hypothetical option of a freeway up the canyon and more parking is not a good idea (32.2.9C, 32.1.2B, 
32.7C, and 32.2.6.3B). So onto the two options: 
I believe that the Gondola is a superior choice for several reasons. 
(1) I am opposed to widening the existing road even if it is done to accommodate buses. (32.2.9C)  
(2) Second, in periods of heavy snow, there is no guarantee that traffic accidents won’t still close the 
canyon if the “Enhanced Bus Service” is selected. The Gondola option would be almost immune to that 
problem. And the Gondola option benefits by immune to any traffic jam (32.2.6.3P) 
(3) I don’t believe that the government should be buying new bus fleets that aren’t electric. I understand 
that buying electric buses is not affordable with regard to the “Enhanced Bus Service” option, but that 
helps make the gondola option the better choice. Humans are changing the climate by putting CO2 into 
the atmosphere. Access to LCC should not be adding to the problem. (32.2.6.3F and 32.10A) 
(4) I believe that it is an appropriate use of taxpayer dollars to improve commute service to the two 
resorts because it would reduce the overall number of cars on the road. Given the importance of 
tourism to the Utah economy, it is an appropriate use of public funds. Even if non-resort recreationists 
would not directly benefit, they would benefit by the reduced number of cars on the road. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
(5) I don’t regard the viewscape aspect as being significant - this is not a pristine wilderness. The 
gondola towers are not that visually intrusive in comparison to what is already there. And widening the 
road would not enhance the viewscape either. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  12847 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michele Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
 
I would like UDOT to please consider less aggressive measures. Transportation infrastructure that 
physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be considered after less impactful options 
have been implemented and shown not to be effective (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) . Expanded parking in 
multiple locations along with expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies must be tried that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent 
landscape changes are made. (32.2.2I, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A)  
 
Thank you for taking this into consideration, 
Michele Evans
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COMMENT #:  12848 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Evans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
 
I would like UDOT to please consider less aggressive measures. Transportation infrastructure that 
physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be considered after less impactful options 
have been implemented and shown not to be effective (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) . Expanded parking in 
multiple locations along with expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies must be tried that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent 
landscape changes are made. (32.2.2I, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A).  
 
Thank you for taking this into consideration, 
John Evans 
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COMMENT #:  12849 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wayne Harrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the idea of a gondola up LCC. (32.2.9E) This would destroy the scenic beauty 
of this canyon. (32.17A) A gondola would destroy the aesthetic ambiance that a person can currently 
and always has been able to enjoy throughout the canyon. Now, a person can "get away" from the city 
even when just at the edge of it. A gondola will destroy that opportunity to get away from the city 
because you have a gondola hovering above your head at all times. Look up to enjoy the mountain 
view and it will never be clear again. Always this disgusting gondola in the line of site. 
 
Find another set and collection of alternatives besides destroying the canyon with a Disneyland ride. 
There are some good options on the table that involve busses and some road work. (32.2.9B) 
Don't be fooled by the glossy marketing of the gondola company. Allow my kids and grandkids to 
experience the canyon the way I have always experienced it, Without A Gondola! 
 
Sincerely, 
Wayne 
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COMMENT #:  12850 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paige DaBell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, Little cottonwood is our home and a place where everyone can recreate freely. It is 
understandable that we would want more access for people to enjoy this beautiful canyon. However, 
before we try such an expensive option, the cheaper less impactful options need to be attempted. 
(32.29R) Please consider the less impactful options. (32.2.2PP) The options presented will destroy the 
canyon and it's atmosphere. It will only benefit corporate pockets. Please listen to the people of Utah. 
(32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12851 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liam Oreilly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E) It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the 
taxpayers, while ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users of LCC. (32.2.9A) 
Please consider this option, as the gondola is irreversible and will likely not solve the issues at hand. 
(32.7B and 32.7C) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12852 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Evan Tobin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a former resident of Alta and a current resident of Sandy I feel very qualified to speak on the subject 
of Little Cottonwood Transportation. I have held an Alta Season Pass for 30 years now and had the 
Alta/Snowbird dual pass since its inception. I am extremely disappointed that the over 100 proposed 
solutions have been reduced to 2 alternatives and each requires over half a billion dollars to build. I find 
both of these solutions totally unacceptable, but the worst plan is by far the Gondola. The Gondola 
should not be chosen for a host of reasons. (32.2.9E) 
 
1) If the Gondola gets stuck, due to power failure, earthquake, weather, mechanical malfunction, 
terrorist act or any myriad of other reasons, people will be stranded, isolated, with no bathrooms, no 
safe exit and absolutely no recourse. (32.2.6.5K) 
2) Maintenance on the towers and cars will be a nightmare. Lift techs at ski resorts are risking their lives 
doing maintenance on 30-50 foot towers; doing maintenance on towers over 200 feet tall will be death 
defying, especially if there is a problem caused by weather! (32.2.6.5K) 
3) I have not seen any numbers on how operating costs will be paid. Will taxpayers foot the bill on an 
annual basis or will the gondola be paid for by charging by the ride? How can you spend half a billion 
dollars without a plan for ongoing maintenance and operational budget? (32.2.7C) 
4) No recreational capacity study for the canyon has been performed. Little Cottonwood Canyon can 
not support the volume of riders the gondola can stuff in to the canyon. The quality of the recreational 
experience will be destroyed if the canyon is flooded with the number of people a gondola can stuff in 
the canyon. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
5) The destruction of rock climbing and bouldering sites to allow the construction of the towers is 
irreparable. Once the Gondola is built, it will be an eyesore forever. This is not a decision to be made 
lightly! (32.4B) 
6) I have read hundreds of other reasons not to build the gondola, please consider them all. 
 
If the only other option UDOT feels is reasonable is enhanced bus service, it should be done extremely 
gradually. (32.29R) There is no need to spend over half a billion dollars in taxpayer money until simpler, 
cheaper alternatives are attempted. The first thing that should be done if this alternative is elected is the 
construction of the transit centers/parking structures at 9400S & 2000 E and at the gravel pit. If these 
are built, better bus service can be attempted first. Busses need to run much more frequently and for 
longer hours. (32.29R and 32.2.6.3N) Forcing people to head down the canyon in the peak of traffic is 
insanity. Why not run the busses till at least 10 or 11 or even midnight. Current bus schedules make the 
traffic worse and discourage riders from ever taking the bus. 
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COMMENT #:  12853 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  James Allen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No. Do not want. Not the solution. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12854 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Lykins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not like the Gondolas. (32.2.9E) Upgrade the existing infrastructure with more bus service not only 
up the canyon but to the canyon before resorting to other means. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) The gondola 
is the public paying taxes for private companies benefits which I do not agree with whatsoever. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12855 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zak Gerhardt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't think the gondola option should be pursued. (32.2.9E) It sounds like an expensive and slow 
method to get up the canyon. It would also dramatically change the character of the canyon that many 
people love. (32.4I) I think the originator of the idea should be made public and any business interests 
they represent. It seems like a tax money grab for a unnecessary project. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) I think options that change the canyon the least should be explored. (32.2.2PP) I've 
been driving, taking the bus and hitch hiking in the canyon for 25 years. The real solutions involve car 
pooling and taking the bus. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) The increased bus service last year was very helpful 
in commuting up the canyon. Also the no stop merge lane at the bottom is very helpful. These smaller 
improvements are the answer because they build on each other incrementally.  
The main problem is the increased skier traffic because of population growth and really because of the 
Ikon pass. For the last two years we have seen the ski resorts pushed to capacity, the reality is they 
can't handle many more people. (32.20C) One way to decrease skier traffic is to go back to the 
traditional pass options and increased day pass sales. Make the tickets a little more expensive and 
revenue should be stable. (32.2.2K)  
Little Cottonwood Canyon is well known for avalanches and people know that there will be times the 
canyon is closed. It's an accepted part of skiing that canyon and most out of town visitors know this. 
There are several other ski options for visitors when the canyon is closed. I don't think we need major 
changes to alleviate all slides hitting the road even though last year was extraordinary. With the new 
slide paths timber was mowed to the road but that won't happen every year as the trees have been 
knocked down and it does seem like overall we are getting less snow than in years past. (32.2.9J and 
32.2.2E) Trailside parking should continue to be allowed outside of the currently marked slide paths for 
winter recreation opportunities. (32.4P) Thanks for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  12856 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Magnotto 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will not solve the traffic problem and leave a permanent scar on the canyon. (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2B, 32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.17A) This is a massive expense for tax payers, many who don’t even 
recreate in the canyon. Examining other options and getting rid of the Ikon pass should be first priority 
prior to wreaking ecological havoc to benefit the pockets of a few companies. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  12857 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blake McClary 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola sounds cool in theory. Definitely more sexy than a bus route. But that price tag is too steep to 
not try bus route first. I'm pro bus option. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12858 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Gowdy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending hundreds of millions of dollars to tear up LCC for an unproven solution that benefits 
only major ski resorts, we should first adequately fund and support existing infrastructure such as bus 
programs. (32.2.9E, 32.2.2PP, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Tolling, enforcement of 
traction laws, restricting single occupancy vehicle traffic, expanding park and rides and increasing bus 
service, and adding stops at popular backcountry trailheads are all lower impact methods of reducing 
canyon traffic and should be explored fully before resorting to a gondola. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.2M, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  12859 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meg Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is just a ploy to bring more money into the resorts, which ultimately gives the state more 
money. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.7A) The “sustainability” aspects are just a bonus feature 
for y’all to sell us on. If the main objective really was to reduce carbon emissions or extend the longevity 
of LCC, the stops for the gondola wouldn’t be at the doorsteps of two major businesses. (32.2.6.5G) In 
addition to this, the resorts and gondola produce tons of carbon emissions which speeds up global 
warming. (32.10A) By 2075 most precipitation, even at high elevations will fall as rain. This project will 
only be “beneficial” for a few years, because there will barely be any snow in the future, and the snow 
season will be so short. (32.2.2E) Sure this project MIGHT help with traffic and avalanche mitigation, 
but when LCC turns in to one of the only places in the world where people can ski, why not preserve it? 
Why would you try to capitalize off of it? This issue needs to be discussed from an ecologists 
perspective. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12860 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Logan Mitchell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah is growing rapidly and that means we need to think creatively about sustainable solutions. Before 
spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a gondola 
or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources that 
leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
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COMMENT #:  12861 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Claflin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the bus route is the best solution at the moment. (32.2.9A) The gondola is too expensive, too 
controversial, too much of an eyesore. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  12862 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Sampson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of the gondola if it can accomplish what has been represented in the presentation. I think 
it would also be a draw in and of itself. (32.2.9D and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12863 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tyler Bingham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m sure that many more intelligent people will spell out their feedback more eloquently, so I’ll keep my 
thoughts short. We should be looking at an electric bus system, similar to Zion National Park. (32.2.2B) 
Skiing is not the only interest in the canyon. Tolls should apply for individual cars, once traffic capacity 
is reached. (32.2.4A) Roads should bot be widened. A gondola is not an acceptable solution. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12864 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Boardman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comments LCCEIS 
 
My family owns and lives in a home in the neighborhood above Wasatch, between LCC and BCC. We 
recreate in LCC, BCC, Millcreek and Parleys canyons year round. In winter, I work full time in BCC and 
part time in Millcreek and LCC canyons. People live, work and vacation in this area of the Wasatch 
Front for many reasons, but I suspect most are here for the aesthetics of the mountain environment. 
Let’s consider that as we plan for the future.  
 
My comments on the two alternatives proposed in the LCCEIS follow. Overall, I think we are off to a 
good start. Presenting these alternatives got people thinking, talking and evaluating the options. 
Through this process, it has become evident that, as presented, both alternatives are shortsighted and 
need to be revisited holistically and with a vision for a sustainable mountain transportation system that 
considers all users and roads affected. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, and 32.1.2D)  
 
That said...the gondola is not a viable solution. (32.2.9E) The general consensus is that the gondola 
alternative is intrusive, lacking foresight and LCC resort-centric at tax payer expense. Other options 
must be considered first. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The enhanced bus alternative gives us a concept to build upon as we consider the big picture. When 
considering this alternative, it seems possible to preserve the aesthetics of our mountain environment. 
(32.2.9A) Our surroundings and all users will be affected including residents, resorts, employees, 
vendors, skiers, snowboarders, backcountry users, climbers, hikers, runners, naturalists, etc.....All who 
are there for the mountains and experience of being in the mountains.  
 
The enhanced bus alternative will work if we properly define “enhanced”. A suggestion is to define 
enhanced as: “Providing better flowing and dependable transportation in and around the canyons while 
preserving the natural mountain aesthetics” (32.2.6.3N).  
 
What does this look like? First, we build a parking facility and bus hub with amenities at the gravel pit. 
Cars will be captured there and people will transfer to a bus that will bring them to their destination, be it 
the resorts or backcountry trailheads. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.6.3C) Eventually, this 
transportation system will include hubs in other parts of the valley. (32.2.2I) There is no need to make 
Wasatch a highway between BCC and LCC to accommodate resort traffic. (32.2.6.2.2A) The number of 
cars using this road segment should be reduced with this plan. Tolling and carpooling incentives will 
further reduce the number of private vehicles. (32.2.4A) Snow sheds will allow avalanches and wildlife 
to cross LCC road. (32.2.9K) Wasatch, LCC road and eventually BCC and Millcreek will be widened 
slightly to accommodate a winter bus lane and safer bike lanes. This should be done tastefully like the 
section of Wasatch south of LCC road, but wider of course. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Two friends have been hit by cars on Wasatch while on bikes in recent years. It is currently a 
dangerous road for cyclists and cycling continues to gain huge popularity. Why not add to the 
attractiveness of this area year round by providing safe bike lanes? (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Also....the snow plows need to start clearing the canyon roads earlier and canyon patrol needs to be 
checking tires early to prevent road jamming slide offs on storm days. (32.2.2M) Often, the plows 
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haven’t cleared roads before 6:30 AM. More and more inexperienced and unprepared drivers are 
getting on the road early, causing accidents on unplowed roads and huge delays.  
 
I don’t think there’s a perfect solution, but we can do better and still preserve the aesthetics of the 
mountain environment. Let’s not lose sight of what we value as we design for the future. 
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COMMENT #:  12865 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Yoko Madow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think both are unnecessary. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) More people come to the canyon means we need 
more water which we don't have enough. Drying up Great Salt Lake will cause our health. Use our tax 
money for more wisely. (32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  12866 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Ryan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of all of the transportation alternatives for Little Cottonwood Canyon, the gondola is the best choice as 
a long term solution to travel in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D)  
 
The gondola alternative better mitigates weather-related traffic congestion issues than the enhanced 
bus alternative by providing a mode of transportation that doesn’t rely on a slick and narrow canyon 
road. (32.2.6.3P) The gondola alternative has less environmental impacts than the enhanced bus 
alternative avoiding additional paving to widen the road, emissions from more buses. (32.13A, 32.13B, 
and 32.10A) It is a safer, more reliable option than a buss due to avalanche dangers. The gondola 
alternative will provide a world class solution to traffic, air pollution, and consumer safety for years to 
come. 
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COMMENT #:  12867 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
I am an active user of Little Cottonwood Canyon and have actively participated in many of its 
recreational offerings for the past 45 years. I am an alpine recreational skier, having skied at both Alta 
and Snowbird ski resorts hundreds of times, and backcountry ski regularly as well. In the summer 
season I actively hike and climb in this canyon upwards of 20 days per summer, hundreds of days over 
my lifetime. I love this canyon and the recreational opportunities it provides.  
I am quite aware of the challenges and pressures that population growth and a general increase in 
interest in the outdoors has generated in the canyons. I have spent many hours sitting in traffic with the 
anticipation of a great powder day. I understand the problem and agree that something needs to be 
done to alleviate this crowding and traffic in the canyon, as well as the environmental impact. 
I agree with the opinion of Mayor Jenny Wilson that we need to step back and reassess the option of 
expanding access and infrastructure improvements in the canyon (32.2.2PP and 32.29R). Please do 
not proceed with either of these options. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I have read many of the options 
proposed by UDOT and feel that two current options, the gondola and widening the road for separate 
bus lanes, each have serious shortcomings and should not be considered. The gondola is too directed 
and aimed at servicing the ski resorts, unsightly, and not a good option. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I agree with the bus option in principle but am very concerned with the 
destruction and impact the widening will have. (32.13B and 32.4I) Both options will seriously damage 
historical climbing and specifically bouldering areas. (32.4A and 32.4B) I have climbed on many of 
these boulders and in consider them essential to the history and experience of climbing in the canyon. 
They need to be protected. They are very important to the climbing community, both locally and 
internationally, and should not be destroyed for the benefit of Alta and Snowbird ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I am highly supportive of an alternative bus solution, but a less destructive bus option. It is clear that a 
direct bus service to the resorts is necessary to service the resorts, but we also need to have bus 
service providing access to many of the non-ski related recreational opportunities. This is lacking and 
we need service to trailheads. This will be valuable through the entire year. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 
32.1.2C) 
 
Please step back and evaluate options that are less destructive. I do not agree with either of the two 
current options. 
 
Thank you, 
Jeff Johnson 
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COMMENT #:  12868 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bransen Crossley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLA (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12869 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan McDermott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have spent 30 years skiing, hiking/running, and climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I truly love the 
place and have seen it change significantly over three decades as more and more people visit. I am 
deeply frustrated that the Gondola and Enhanced Bus alternatives are considered UDOTs preferred 
options. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Additional development in the canyon needs to be avoided especially 
for such limited use cases like powder days at Alta and Snowbird. (32.20C and 32.1.4D) More focus on 
car-pooling and bussing options using existing in-canyon roads are cheaper mitigations to congestion 
and will minimize impact to the ecosystem. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I strongly suggest UDOT look at 
what's been done in Zion National Park to reduce traffic in the canyon. (32.2.2B)  
 
Ryan McDermott 
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COMMENT #:  12870 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Boardman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comments LCCEIS 
 
My family owns and lives in a home in the neighborhood above Wasatch, between LCC and BCC. We 
recreate in LCC, BCC, Millcreek and Parleys canyons year round. In winter, I work full time in BCC and 
part time in Millcreek and LCC canyons. People live, work and vacation in this area of the Wasatch 
Front for many reasons, but I suspect most are here for the aesthetics of the mountain environment. 
Let’s consider that as we plan for the future.  
 
My comments on the two alternatives proposed in the LCCEIS follow. Overall, I think we are off to a 
good start. Presenting these alternatives got people thinking, talking and evaluating the options. 
Through this process, it has become evident that, as presented, both alternatives are shortsighted and 
need to be revisited holistically and with a vision for a sustainable mountain transportation system that 
considers all users and roads affected. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, and 32.1.2D)  
 
That said...the gondola is not a viable solution. (32.2.9E) The general consensus is that the gondola 
alternative is intrusive, lacking foresight and LCC resort-centric at tax payer expense. Other options 
must be considered first. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The enhanced bus alternative gives us a concept to build upon as we consider the big picture. When 
considering this alternative, it seems possible to preserve the aesthetics of our mountain environment. 
(32.2.9A) Our surroundings and all users will be affected including residents, resorts, employees, 
vendors, skiers, snowboarders, backcountry users, climbers, hikers, runners, naturalists, etc.....All who 
are there for the mountains and experience of being in the mountains.  
 
The enhanced bus alternative will work if we properly define “enhanced”. A suggestion is to define 
enhanced as: “Providing better flowing and dependable transportation in and around the canyons while 
preserving the natural mountain aesthetics” (32.2.6.3N).  
 
What does this look like? First, we build a parking facility and bus hub with amenities at the gravel pit. 
Cars will be captured there and people will transfer to a bus that will bring them to their destination, be it 
the resorts or backcountry trailheads. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.6.3C) Eventually, this 
transportation system will include hubs in other parts of the valley. (32.2.2I) There is no need to make 
Wasatch a highway between BCC and LCC to accommodate resort traffic. (32.2.6.2.2A) The number of 
cars using this road segment should be reduced with this plan. Tolling and carpooling incentives will 
further reduce the number of private vehicles. (32.2.4A) Snow sheds will allow avalanches and wildlife 
to cross LCC road. (32.2.9K) Wasatch, LCC road and eventually BCC and Millcreek will be widened 
slightly to accommodate a winter bus lane and safer bike lanes. This should be done tastefully like the 
section of Wasatch south of LCC road, but wider of course. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Two friends have been hit by cars on Wasatch while on bikes in recent years. It is currently a 
dangerous road for cyclists and cycling continues to gain huge popularity. Why not add to the 
attractiveness of this area year round by providing safe bike lanes? (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
Also....the snow plows need to start clearing the canyon roads earlier and canyon patrol needs to be 
checking tires early to prevent road jamming slide offs on storm days. (32.2.2M) Often, the plows 
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haven’t cleared roads before 6:30 AM. More and more inexperienced and unprepared drivers are 
getting on the road early, causing accidents on unplowed roads and huge delays.  
 
I don’t think there’s a perfect solution, but we can do better and still preserve the aesthetics of the 
mountain environment. Let’s not lose sight of what we value as we design for the future.
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COMMENT #:  12871 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chasity Mayo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are so many more viable solutions to minimizing traffic in the canyons then building a gondola. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.2PP) Building a gondola would harm the natural ecosystems, overstimulate tourism, 
and drive out many species. (32.13A) It only does more harm. Instead, we should come up with a 
solution that works with environmental standards and local communities that would benefit all. 
(32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  12872 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nancy Hardy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT,  
 
Thank you for all your hard work in looking at solutions, along with residents, to conquer the traffic 
congestion on those fabulous powder days!  
 
I am not if favor of either UDOS LCC EIS proposals. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) UDOT/local residents 
should go back to the drawing board and work on a low impact solution to mitigate traffic along 
Wasatch Blvd and SR210. (32.2.2PP) Both proposals will increase the number of cars along Wasatch 
(wider roads = more cars) and the base of LCC (cars navigating in&around gondola station). 
(32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.6.5E) Try a common-sense solution before over-widening roads and building 
towers up Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
-Make ski/snowboard transportation convenient, easy and fun! ~ easy to park, easy to pay, easy to ride, 
easy to get to the top! Busses/shuttles nonstop direct to/from the resorts ~ Alta, Snowbird, Brighton, 
and Solitude. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3N) 
 
-Increase the number of busses/shuttles, make them ski/snowboard friendly, frequent pic-ups in the 
mornings going 'to' and in the afternoons going 'from' resorts, adjust based on powder days, holidays, 
weekends, weekdays, no-snow days, as well as summer weekends, Octoberfest, special events. 
(32.2.9A and 32.1.2C)  
 
-Implement a ‘reversible lane’ on Wasatch for busses - one way up in the morning, one way down in the 
afternoon. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
-Add a safe needed bike lane on each side, and a walking path. Everyone will love it, year-round! 
(32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
In addition:  
-Look at various places to park-n-ride (gravel pit, Sandy, Sugarhouse, downtown, etc.). (32.2.2I)  
-Look at a toll booth to drive up LCC (as Millcreek)(32.2.4A).  
-Look at pay parking schemes (as Solitude has implemented). (32.2.2K) 
-Look at including busses at low peak times to stop at other popular destinations (back country ski 
areas, hiking areas, Silver Fork, etc.) (32.2.6.2.3C) 
 
Integrate the designs with the natural structure of the mountains! 
 
Thank you,  
Nancy Hardy 
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COMMENT #:  12873 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzannah Beasley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are so many things you can do that isn’t widening the road or building a gondola. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, and 32.2.2PP) Why not try the things that cost less first? Like making a toll that charges less 
or no for carpool? Why not run more buses? (32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.9A) The gondola is the worst 
idea! 
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COMMENT #:  12874 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bryan Economy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Many people beside myself have settled down in the Salt Lake Valley for the incredible access to 
outdoor recreation that the Wasatch, particularly the Cottonwood Canyons, provides. A huge 
component to this experience is the visual landscapes and "wildness" that the canyons provide just a 
short drive from the city. Please consider the lasting impact to this experience that the preferred 
(gondola and widened road) alternatives provide before there has been a significant and honest 
attempt to enhance the existing infrastructure to address the increased use in the canyons. (32.29G, 
32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) Strategies and measures should be taken to incentivize the use of the existing 
bus and roadway infrastructure to ensure users say "why wouldn't you take the bus? (32.2.4A and 
32.2.9A)" Prioritization of bus traffic to and through the canyons should be the main focus and all 
options exhausted before major and permanent changes are made to the canyon. (32.29R and 
32.2.2PP) 
 
Please consider the following points as proposed by the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance for further 
consideration: 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4G) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.6.3F, 
32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P). 
 
Read from SLCA's Justice, Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion (JEDI) Committee how UDOT's proposals 
perpetuate environmental marginalization and injustice in the Wasatch Front. (32.5A)  
 
Thank you for the diligent efforts to provide lasting solutions to problems we all agree need to be 
addressed. I cannot stress enough, please consider new alternatives to enhance the existing 
infrastructure before making permanent, and expensive, changes to the canyon that we all adore. 
Furthermore, these changes can be applied to both Cottonwood Canyons to address the same issues 
Big Cottonwood Canyon faces. (32.1.1A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Sincerely, 
Bryan Economy 
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COMMENT #:  12875 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Holley Richards 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the two options presented I prefer the extended bus service and additional lane for the following 
reasons: (32.2.9B) 
this option has flexibility as demand increases and decreases with the seasons (32.2.6.3D) 
 
it appears to me to be less invasive to the pristine canyon experience  
 
I believe the gondola option will alter the look of this special canyon by having fixed towers that would 
remain for a very long time seem out of place (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
 
Also I am concerned about the financial aspects of the gondola not being profitable during slower ski 
season times and the summer. (32.2.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12876 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Linda Grow 

 
COMMENT: 
 
COMMENT SEVEN (7) OF ROBERT AND LINDA GROW IN OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED 
GONDOLA  
 
The Number One reason to not choose the Gondola is the lack of sophisticated modelling to verify 
whether this very complex transportation system will actually solve the problem being addressed, or 
whether, like Bangerter’s Pumps”, “_________’s Gondola” may become the punchline for another huge 
waste of public funds. (32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Regrettably, in the reams of information in the 
DEIS, only a few hastily prepared and contradictory pages attempt to address either the traffic issue 
being solved, or to analyze if and how this very complex Gondola system will work. (32.2.6.5E)  
Right now, getting to Alta or Snowbird is a relatively simple matter. Yes, there are problems that need 
to be addressed, but the current system to get to the resorts involves many fewer steps than the 
proposed Gondola system. Even though there is congestion at times, today most people travel straight 
from their garage to the resorts in the comfort of their private cars. (32.2.4A) (The congestion may need 
to be addressed if, and as, Utah skier days increase, but climate change throws significant doubt on 
UDOT’s projected continual increase in skier days to 2050.)(32.2.2E and 32.1.4D) As opposed to 
today’s simple system, the Gondola system is a very complex system composed of a series of 
converging and dependent processes or variables. These kinds of systems can be very complex to 
model and design to achieve the desired “throughput” because of mismatched capacities and speeds 
between each of the process steps. These mismatches can produce bottlenecks, delays, and long lines 
that compound through the system making the skier experience longer and more miserable than 
imagined. (32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.5BB) 
When designing a system of processes strung together in a dependent sequence, the system will only 
work if each phase overcomes the variability of the prior phase (i.e., each succeeding phase must have 
greater speed and capacity than the prior phase or the entire system has lower than expected 
throughput).  
If the Gondola is built, people can arrive at a Gondola car in three converging ways. Two of those ways 
start with the satellite parking lots where a patron must: (1) drive to the lot; (2) find a place to park and 
park their vehicle (each lot has its own capacity limits); (3) walk to the ticket booth with their gear; (4) 
wait in line "and buy a ticket; (5) wait in line and board the bus; (6) ride the bus to the Gondola base 
station; and (7) then wait in line for the Gondola. Each of these steps takes time and each has 
modellable parameters to see if “inventory” (i.e., skiers) stacks up in queues (and experiences delays) 
before the next step. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5C) The EIS project manager says UDOT is currently 
modelling just the parking and bus loading part of this system, but no results are available as the 
comment period closes. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5C)  
The third way to get to the Gondola is to use the base station parking ramp if it is not already full. A 
skier must: (1) drive to the ramp; (2) find a place to park and park their vehicle (or drive to a satellite lot 
if the ramp is full); (3) walk to the ticket booth with their gear; (4) wait in line and buy a ticket; and (5) 
wait in line for the Gondola. The EIS project manager says UDOT is also modelling the base station 
parking ramp to the Gondola loading portion of the system, but no results are available as the comment 
period closes. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5C)  
These three delivery systems converge at a single Gondola loading process. According to the project 
manager, no model has been created for this converging system that could struggle to deliver skiers, or 
in the alternative, and perhaps worse, flood the Gondola with skiers who must then wait in long lines 
and experience significant delays. And if this happens to you and your family just once, it may be a long 
time before you try the Gondola again. These are all modellable issues but have not been modelled by 
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UDOT. They are just regurgitating “data” and “conclusions” about the Gondola’s efficiency from 
financially interested parties. (32.2.6.5C)  
Even at first glance, this system may significantly “bottleneck” on the very days when there is 
congestion (i.e., new powder ski days, particularly weekends). Even in 2021, on these mornings, many 
thousands of anxious skiers rush the canyon to be early on the slopes at Alta and Snowbird. If the 
Gondola’s three delivery systems do work well, thousands of skiers may arrive at the base station in the 
first hour, and potentially, for several hour thereafter. Even at a quick two-minute loading pace of 30 
plus skiers per Gondola car, thousands of skiers may be forced to wait in long lines to board the 
Gondola. (32.2.6.5C) Can you imagine the disaster if a Gondola car is not there to “whisk” you away for 
an enjoyable ride to the slopes as proponents are promising? Remember that the Gondola’s maximum 
hourly capacity is about 1,000 skiers per hour, so it can only deliver about 4,000 skiers in the period 
from 8:00 am to noon, and this assumes that the Gondola is constantly fed minute-by-minute at or 
above its highest capacity by the three delivery system, which is highly unlikely given all the 
mismatched steps in the three converging systems.  
The Gondola itself may create unexpected delays that have not been considered. Every mechanical 
system has unexpected breakdowns. (32.2.6.5E and 32.2.6.5c) No one has ever built a Gondola this 
large or long. (32.2.6.5BB) Estimated breakdown delays on a 10-mile-long Gondola may be something 
like five times the estimated delays for a two-mile gondola. Has this been studied? (32.2.6.5K) If a bus 
breaks down, you just move it out of the way, but if anything breaks on the Gondola, the whole Gondola 
stops working. We need the modelling to evaluate how much the Gondola itself may be down, and 
when it is, how well does the canyon function. It appears the assumption in the DEIS is that the only 
maintenance on the Gondola is planned maintenance in the late-night hours and nothing on the 
Gondola ever breaks unexpectedly.  
SUPPORTING NOTES AND EMAILS 
On August 5th, I started communicating with the UDOT project manager, Josh Van Jura about these 
issues. I noted: I talked today with Josh Van Jura, the EIS Manager for UDOT, about whether they have 
done a simple system model or simulation for the gondola proposal. Put simply, it would model 
question like: What happens when 3,000 people (total) arrive at the 3 parking lots at the same hour in 
the morning, all hoping to be first to the new powder? Since the gondola can move about 1,000 people 
per hour, the last group of the 3,000 does not leave the gondola base station for 3 hours because of a 
long line at the base station. (32.2.6.5C) The EIS says there will be a gondola car available to meet 
skiers every two minutes as if that means there is no line. Putting a steady state, 1,000-person per hour 
“bottleneck” in the skier delivery system just makes the system more complex and potentially slower 
than the bus. What if you were one of those early skiers, wouldn’t you just prefer to get on the bus and 
go straight to the resort and avoid the long line (or even the potential of a line) at the base station. 
(32.2.6.5C and 32.2.4A) This is the gondola’s Achilles heel, and it has not been well studied by 
advocates or detractors. I asked if they were interested in doing the system simulation or joining in one 
and he did not respond. They are doing some modeling of the pedestrian walk through of the base 
station and of the traffic at the 3 locations, but that will not be done until after the comment period 
closes, and that modeling is not the overall system modelling that needs to be done in any event.” 
August 5th Response by Josh to Robert: 
Robert, 
Thank you for the call today. Below you will find my contact information. As a follow up, the Gondola 
loading modelling is currently ongoing and expected to be completed in the next few weeks. The model 
is being created so that vehicular arrival rates can be varied to study the effects of different ingress 
rates and base loading situations. As a reminder all 5 alternatives are being designed to handle the 
30th busiest hour in 2050, this is a standard design parameter in the transportation world as designing 
to the busiest hour is cost prohibitive. I will let you know when we have completed the modelling and 
have had a chance to analyze different situations. Have a great day! 
Best Regards, Joshua Van Jura 
Utah Dept. of Transportation 
Project Manager - Little Cottonwood EIS 
(801) 231-8452 
Robert’s August 5th Response to Josh: 
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Thanks Josh. Can I get a copy of the study that estimated the number of skiers now and along the way 
to 2050? The 30th hour would be based on this. Right? (32.20C) 
Robert’s August 10th Question to Josh 
Josh, can you tell us what happens in the top 29 busiest hours? How many days are they on? How 
much backup occurs at the gondola? (32.2.6.5C or 32.2.6.5E) How much traffic backs up on the two 
state roads? (32.2.6.5E, 32.7A, or 32.7B) I think we were all thinking things would be better in 2050 but 
the backup days now are 10 or less. (32.1.4D) It seems the top 30 hours could be spread on at least 10 
days, and if so, we are not better off than now. (32.1.4P) Does the bus or the gondola have the greatest 
potential for surge capacity to handle the higher days, and the design day, or to increase capacity for all 
days? (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.6.5N) Can we be involved in your modelling now because it does not 
appear your results will be public in time for interested parties to review, comment, and suggest 
alternatives or additional modelling? Can you please send me the Fehr and Peers analysis we 
discussed ASAP? If we can’t be involved in your modelling, can you suggest someone you might trust 
who is clearly independent that we could hire? 
Robert’s Second August 10th Question to Josh: 
Another important question: What happens after 2050? Does canyon usage continue to increase at the 
same rate or faster? How do the different choices respond to this pressure? (32.2.6H) 
NOTE: I appreciated Josh’s first response, but he did not provide any further information or respond 
following his first email on August 5th. No modelling results have been released, but this kind of 
modelling is very time consuming and I’m not surprised UDOT has not completed or released results 
from even the first limited models of the two parking areas and the “base ramp to gondola loading 
process.” We are still highly interested in being involved. (32.2.6.5C and 32.7L) 
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COMMENT #:  12877 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kenneth Schmaizl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please Don't build the Gondola-(32.2.9E) To spend so much money and effect so many people and .... 
trees doesn't make sense for the 20ish days a year the canyon is backed up. (32.1.4D and 32.13A) 
Make Snowbird and Alta look into an alternative as they are the ones causing and profiting from the 
traffic. IKON pass, Paid or Reserved Parking. Employee Shuttles/Buses. (32.2.2K) So sad that an 
evasive gondola will be build and sit empty of people riding it 97% of the time. Still trying to understand 
how this massive of a project/eyesore will/can get approved? How? (32.1.2B and 32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  12878 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Shupe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor for a gondola system, I feel it would best improve the situation, and even add to the 
attraction for visitors to come to utah to enjoy the wonderful terrain and amazing area. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12879 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Malin Moench 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The best way to solve the traffic problems in Little Cottonwood Canyon isn’t either of the alternatives 
settled upon by this EIS. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Alternative 1 is a gondola running the length of the 
canyon mounted on 200-foot towers, visually blighting the canyon beyond recognition. (32.17A) 
Alternative 2 is a bus option coupled with heavy modification of the existing roadway with a third lane 
and numerous shed roofs built in avalanche areas as well as new and expanded parking areas.  
Both alternatives are exorbitantly expensive in two ways-financially and environmentally. (32.2.7C and 
32.4I) The financial cost will be roughly half a billion dollars for either alternative. The environmental 
cost will be a permanent scarring and blighting of Little Cottonwood Canyon’s national-park caliber 
scenery, which is the canyon’s real recreational draw for three-quarters of the year. (32.17A and 
32.17B) In settling on these two high-damage alternatives, the premise of UDOT seems to be that we 
have to destroy-or at least severely compromise-Little Cottonwood Canyon, as we know it, in order to 
save it. (32.29G)  
The truth is that Little Cottonwood Canyon’s spectacular scenery needs the same kind of protection that 
it would receive if it were a national park, even though it is not officially designated as one. Its value as 
a watershed, and a hiking and climbing mecca also would qualify for national park protection if we were 
to start over from scratch in our designing our nation’s land use policies. For this reason, the ultimate 
fate of Little Cottonwood should not be left to non-elected bureaucrats at UDOT. Their mission is 
narrowly defined as one of getting as many people moved from Point A to be Point B as fast as 
possible, regardless of the risk to all of the other values that Little Cottonwood offers (32.1.2B). When 
there are so many competing values at stake, a much better approach to Little Cottonwood’s traffic 
congestion problem is the one taken successfully by Zion National Park, as I discuss in more detail 
below. (32.2.2B)  
  
The gondola is not a real transportation solution. It’s a fancy ski lift whose primary purpose seems to be 
to increase the profits of the owners of Alta and Snowbird resorts, since it will only operate during the 
winter ski resort season. It’s impractically becomes obvious when its impact on travel times is analyzed. 
(32.2.6.5F, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
Cutting travel times is critical when searching for a solution that will get people out of their cars and 
onto public transit. UDOT estimates the gondola will take 55 to 59 minutes to ride, compared to 38 
minutes if you take the bus, and 36 minutes if you drive yourself. Parking fees and space constraints at 
the few gondola base stations will divert many to distant parking lots to take a bus to the base station, 
all before stepping onto the gondola. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5J) 
Taking the gondola means arriving at least 23 minutes later than all other alternatives, and substantially 
later than that for those who have to take an additional bus to the access a base station. This is a major 
disincentive to take a gondola, knowing that it take an extra 20-30 minutes, and in many cases 40-50 
minutes compared to driving.  
UDOT says the gondola is the most reliable option when there is avalanche danger. But this advantage 
is small, because the gondola cannot be operated when avalanche teams use artillery for avalanche 
control. When there is avalanche shooting over the gondola’s route, cabins must be unloaded from 
cables, cables and towers must be inspected, and then cars have to be reloaded onto cables before the 
gondola resumes operations. (32.2.6.5H) 
When avalanche conditions are very high, skiers are likely to be under an Interlodge order, in which all 
canyon users are legally required to be inside. Under these conditions, the gondola will not run. High 
wind events, ice events, mechanical breakdowns, and power outages also will interfere with gondola 
service. All of these eventualities reduce reliability, which is the gondola alternative’s main selling point. 
(32.2.6.5K).  
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Cross county skiers, snowshoers, or winter rock climbers wanting to access trailheads but will not be 
able to if they ride a gondola. These people will have to drive their cars to trailheads. (32.2.6.5G) Under 
the gondola alternative, visitors would also have to drive private cars to events like Snowbird’s 
Oktoberfest, while the gondola sits idle high overhead. Buses, on the other hand, are flexible enough to 
fill all of these needs. (32.2.6.5F, 32.1.2C, and 32.2.6.3C)  
UDOT should take a page from Zion National Park. With nearly 3 million visitors a year almost all of 
whom try to crowd into one narrow canyon, Zion has put together a successful shuttle bus system that 
ferries visitors from the neighboring towns to the park entrance, and then transfers them to the main 
canyon shuttle. The Zion canyon loop shuttle has a 6-10 minute wait time. It carries over 19,000 people 
on a typical summer day. Despite numerous stopping points along the way up and down the canyon, it 
has an average productivity rate of 114 passengers per hour for the entire route. Its productivity rate is 
higher than most light rail lines in the US and is comparable to America’s highest ridership bus lines, 
such as San Francisco Muni’s famous 38-Geary. Zion’s town loop shuttle has two-thirds of the 
productivity of the canyon loop, even though it serves more dispersed pick up points.  
Because of its frequency, reliability, and efficiency, between 98 percent of Zion visitors approve of the 
shuttle and believe that it enhances their overall park experience. There is no obvious reason that Little 
Cottonwood Canyon couldn’t solve its congestion problem the same general way that Zion National 
Park does. It could establish a reliable, high-frequency shuttle that obviates the need to take a private 
car up the canyon and park it for the day. Such a system would also obviate the need for private buses 
to go up the canyon, drop their passengers, and idle endlessly pouring diesel fumes into what 
otherwise would be clean alpine air, until their passengers are finished skiing and ready to return to the 
valley. (32.2.2B)  
Adding more public shuttle buses to the existing roadway can be more quickly implemented than either 
building a gondola or adding a third lane and associated parking points and sheds, while retaining long-
term flexibility that UDOT’s two preferred options lack. A Zion Park-style shuttle system can be 
implemented successfully without widening the road. This would consist of expanded bus service that 
picks people up from numerous locations across the valley, offers express buses to the resorts and 
shuttles for dispersed trailhead users, includes tolling, limited paid parking for private vehicles, and 
effective enforcement of the tire traction policies. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2I) This would solve the traffic 
congestion problem at a far lower cost than either of the two alternatives that UDOT has settled upon 
here, and would do it without permanently marring the canyon.
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COMMENT #:  12880 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catie Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please please please consider other options that don’t include a gondola. (32.2.9E) this canyon is not 
getting any bigger and creating something to just shove more ppl in , is not the answer. (32.1.2B, 
32.20A, and 32.20C) we are loving this canyon to death (and the planet ) but if we could see this as an 
opportunity for others, and set an example, lead by an example. but that example is not a gondola. 
more efficient and user friendly bus schedules. (32.2.9A) how to get up the canyon in the morning, 
should take some time in figuring out. why people just congest 210 is because they’re enabled to, is 
easy to. not saying make a complicated schedule for buses but make it so is spreads out the routes 
coming into the canyon. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2I)  
 
i have been in this canyon since 2009 and seeing the growth is quite mind boggling. there is no way to 
accommodate for it. we need to learn how to control it. we have clearly found this canyons limits, and 
it’s scary to want to push them. (32.20B)  
 
thank you  
catie 
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COMMENT #:  12881 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Case 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC EIS Comment 
Upon reviewing the two current EIS LCC alternatives, I can’t help but think of King Solomon and 
“cutting the baby in half”. 
The option (s) available is not suitable and does not adequately address the issue. Instead, it is 
destructive to the ONE thing we are trying to address. The canyon. 
 
First and foremost, at the heart of the topic is the Canyon. Not the roadway, a gondola or increasing 
visitors. Relieving residents from being trapped on snow days is an issue. Peoples daily lives are am 
issue. Traffic ONLY on snow days is an issue. (32.1.4D and 32.7B) 
A complex, destructive, short-sighted, and expensive project that does little to address the issues, is not 
the answer. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) 
 
Exploitation and destruction of an irreplaceable natural resource for the State and private industrys 
profit, at the taxpayers expense, is not a viable reason. 
 
I am an experienced Canyon user, with a decades long history dating back to the 80’s, and currently 
make over 100 trips a year into the canyon for peace and recreation. I have seen many snow days, and 
know first hand the issues. These are not viable solutions to the problems. 
 
I CANNOT thoughtfully support 
- Widening of the road (32.2.9E) 
- Damage to this unique and world acclaimed environment (32.4I) 
- Damage to native animals and plants (32.13A) 
- Additional salt into our watershed (32.12A) 
- Additional pollution (32.10A) 
- Higher speeds that are detrimental to the vulnerable users that we aim to attract and utilize this 
area. 
Widening roads in not effective on snow days. (32.2.6.3B) Due to human nature, drivers tend to drive 
single file on heavy snow days for safety. This eliminates the effectiveness of widening or multiple 
lanes. Currently, drivers do not utilize all the lanes they have on snow days. 
The 2 alternatives suggested are far too large scale, costly and destructive to validate their small 
contribution to easing a few traffic days. 
 
The alternatives do not seem to take into account todays actively changing transportation or work from 
home "environment, or the environment of the future. 
 
The data being presented in analysis is already obsolete and no longer is representative of recent 
human use changes, climatic changes (shortening winter season), future advances in transportation, 
trends, or future transportation infrastructure development throughout the Salt Lake Valley and state.  
These solution alternatives are “cutting the baby in half”. They are destructive to what we want to 
elevate and protect. 
Please consider moving in the lower scale, less damaging, costly, destructive, and easily modifiable 
direction of 
- enhanced bus service (32.2.9A) 
- mobility hubs (32.2.6.2.1C) 
- greater snowplowing efforts (32.2.2II) 
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- additional policing officers (assist drivers needs and infraction)(32.2.2II) 
- use of parking reservations (32.2.2K) 
- mountain compliant vehicle enforcement (32.2.2M) 
 
In addition, please take special notice to the suggestions made by organizations that reflect the peoples 
best interest, such as the Central Wasatch Commission (CWC) PILLARS document and comments 
from Utahs League of Women Voters. (32.1.2E) 
 
Thank you, 
Deborah Case 
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COMMENT #:  12882 

DATE:   9/3/21 4:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Gleich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Caroline Gleich and I’m a Utah based professional skier. I moved to Utah 20 years ago. 
Growing up, Little Cottonwood Canyon captured my imagination, and I’ve devoted much of my adult life 
to pursuing my passion there as an athlete.  
I oppose expanding the road or building a gondola until other steps have been tried. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 
and 32.29R) For example, one of the biggest reasons I see congestion in the canyon is because the 
park and rides fill up before 8 am on powder days. A first step should be to expand park and ride 
parking and access. (32.2.6.2.1C) The gravel pit that is currently at the base of Big Cottonwood Canyon 
should be closing soon and could be converted into a giant transit center. This would eliminate the 
bottle neck that often forms on Wasatch Blvd to enter Little Cottonwood Canyon. Imagine a massive 
parking center with coffee shops, breakfast burritos, local stores, donuts and tacos. Every skier would 
want to park there and carpool/ride the bus. Imagine heated waiting places with nice bathrooms. 
Currently, the Little Cottonwood Park and Ride does not offer people an attractive waiting spot. The 
bathrooms are old pit toilets, there is no heated area to wait. Buses run intermittently and do not start 
early enough or run late enough for backcountry skiers or resort employees. (32.2.6.5N) 
The next step is to deploy small shuttles in addition to buses to serve other trailheads/locations such as 
the White Pine parking lot which fills up so quickly in the summer and the winter. (32.2.6.3C and 
32.1.2C) Public transportation/buses should be electrified so idling buses do not create harmful air 
quality. (32.2.6.3F) Park City serves as a good model for the possibility of electrified bus transportation. 
The park and rides should be expanded across the valley and connectivity from Park City should be 
considered.  
Before building a gondola or expanding the road, we should try enforcing AWD/snow tires rules all 
winter, especially for trucks carrying cargo to and from the resorts. Instead of spending hundreds of 
millions of dollars on a gondola that would only serve the ski resorts, how about spending tens of 
thousands to hire someone to enforce AWD/snow tire regulations in the winter? (32.2.2M) 
And have we studied the effect of having a toll, with a way for people from low-income families to apply 
for a free pass? (32.2.4A and 32.5A) 
Spending hundreds of millions of dollars of Utah taxpayer money for a solution that only benefits resorts 
is unethical. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
Like millions of other people, I love Little Cottonwood. But the current transportation challenges make it 
incredibly difficult to visit during the winter and on busy days during the summer. I want a long-lasting 
solution as much as everyone else. But I’ve seen with certain kinds of development that once you scar 
the land, you can’t go back.  
When I first started my career as a pro skier, I was quoted in a film saying how the Wasatch is like the 
Alps and how fun it is to ski between the resorts. But that was before I’d ever visited the Alps. The 
Wasatch is not like the Alps at all. It pales in comparison in size and scale. Furthermore, as an 
environmentalist, I don’t believe we want or need that scale of development.  
I believe we owe it to the future generations to try other solutions before permanently altering the 
canyon. Transportation solutions need to be accessible and inclusive. We don’t need an expensive 
project that will forever change LCC for congestion that is only an issue 10-20 days a year. (32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  12883 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Pfister 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There's obviously no perfect solution to traffic and overcrowding in LCC. That being said, a gondola 
that stands to only benefit two private companies for only several months a year at taxpayers' expense 
is by far the worst solution, if you could even call it a solution at all. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola won't be able to run during avalanche control due to putting 
guests in the line of fire from live artillery. (32.2.6.5H) There is no incentive for backcountry users to 
take the gondola due to no station at either Tanner's Flat or White Pine. (32.2.6.5G) It won't solve 
overcrowding because it seems the only goal of it is to put even more bodies in LCC. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, 
and 32.20C) And yes, it would obviously permanently ruin the dramatic views LCC has provided locals 
and tourists since the early mining days of the town of Alta. (32.17A) 
So what can be done? Instead of destroying more of our ever more limited natural environment, why 
don't we work with what we already have? We can start with a dramatic increase in bus service. If 
you've ever tried to take the bus on a weekend or pow day you know it can be almost impossible to get 
on past the 6200 park & ride going up in the morning and past the Cliff Lodge going down in the 
afternoon. Sure, there's another bus scheduled in 15 minutes. But chances are that one will be full too. 
Most people will lose their patience after one full bus doesn't let them on. And they'll simply elect to 
drive every time from that point forward. (32.2.6.5N)  
 Which leads us to our next problem: The dreaded Red Snake. Yes, any car can slide off the road in 
adverse conditions. But it seems like the vast majority of the time it's a 2 wheel drive car with no snow 
tires and no chains or an all wheel drive rental car with a driver that has no business driving in the 
snow. So to help alleviate traffic I suggest the following: 
First: An outright ban on 2 wheel drive vehicles during the winter driving season, regardless if they carry 
chains and have snow tires. That alone will force a lot of people to either start carpooling or to take the 
bus (which again, needs to have a dramatic increase in service). 
Second: Have UPD set up checkpoints at the top of the canyon in the afternoon to enforce the traction 
laws when a storm moves in during the day. Lately there have been too many days where a big storm 
is in the forecast but the road is dry in the morning so the traction law is not in effect. All the unequipped 
vehicles go up on the dry road and slide off on the snowpacked road coming down. The traction law is 
in effect, yet I have never seen the police enforcing the law or checking vehicles before heading down. 
So if you don't want to enforce the traction law when the road is still dry, it needs to be enforced with 
checkpoints at Snowbird and Alta for vehicles driving down.  
Third: Make the sticker program that UDOT has experimented with the past two winters mandatory. 
Make anyone that wants to drive their personal vehicle up canyon in the winter have their vehicle 
certified to drive in severe winter weather. No sticker, no access. No exceptions. I'd gladly pay a 
reasonable fee to have my vehicle certified to drive in the winter. Again, this solution would remove a lot 
of the problem vehicles from the road and increase the amount of people carpooling and taking the bus. 
And on that note, ban single occupant vehicles from driving up canyon at peak hours. Most of us drive 
trucks and SUV's that fit multiple people. Hold us more accountable on that front and make U-210 
operate similar to an HOV lane on the freeway. (32.2.2M and 32.2.4A) 
In conclusion, the best option for the future of LCC is to ban 2 wheel drive vehicles in the winter, 
enforce the traction law at the top of the canyon, not just the mouth, and make anyone who wants to 
drive their personal vehicle up canyon in the winter get their vehicle inspected and certified for adverse 
winter driving conditions. (32.2.2M) 
A taxpayer funded gondola for two private companies is not a solution and will only exacerbate our 
current transportation and overcrowding problems. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is 
incredibly shortsighted and in no way should be supported. Let's not ruin LCC for future generations 
just so Snowbird and Alta can further deepen their greedy pockets. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12884 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Troy Tully 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The problem with Little Cottonwood Canyon has very little to do with transportations issues. Last year 
there wasn't a single day where the traction law was enforced. 99% of the time the slow roads have to 
do with bad drivers and 10% of the road, there are very obvious spots that are almost always really 
dangerous and people need to go very slow in order to make it down properly. The current solutions 
present no real intricate knowledge of someone who actually drives the road a lot. I promise if you put 
in snow sheds in areas where the road gets extremely slick, make the bus system free for anyone, and 
ACTUALLY ENFORCED THE TRACTION LAWS there wouldn't be such a shit show. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.9K, and 32.2.2M) Furthermore, the fact that we can't put a tunnel for trains is mind blowing. The 
most forward thinking solution is to put a train from SLC to park city, to BCC, to LCC. This alone would 
be step forward for the public (who is paying for this fucking shit) and importantly the working class who 
travels up and down parley's canyon to work for a bunch of rich people in Park City. It would also push 
people to stay up in park city, and also keep the people who are in park city, up there and not using I-
80. I understand how large of a project that is but if we want Utah to actually become a prosperous 
place that isn't held back by it's short sighted planner, we need to develop public transport that is 10-20 
years ahead of when we "need" it. (32.2.2H) This whole project is a bandaid for the problems that BCC 
faces, Millcreek faces, eventually parleys etc. I'm not here telling you that its possible, but what I 
proposed is certainly the best solution for the future and for now. anything short of that that invests in 
large infrastructure is a waste for when we finally make the push for a train up and down parleys and 
through the mountains to BCC and LCC, maybe even to heber... These solutions don't even help BCC 
which is hilarious considering how bad the traffic was for them as well. (32.1.1A) With all this said I 
appreciate you all putting in the time to figure this all out. I would love nothing more than to help out as 
transportation has been a big focus of mine my whole life. (trains are subsidized in other countries and 
not in the U.S., specifically in the U.S. train companies pay land taxes where they don't in other 
countries...) 
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COMMENT #:  12885 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Denise Chancellor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I adamantly oppose any of the Gondola alternative for a number of reasons. (32.2.9E) First, the towers 
(some of which will be 230ft hight) will be an ugly eyesore on an iconic landscape. Grading a vegetation 
clearing on slopes greater than 15% for construction and access will be a permanent scar. Flashing red 
lights to comply with FAA will focus attention on the huge towers as well as impinge on dark skies that 
now exist in most of the canyon. (32.17A) 
 
Second, the Gondola alternatives are exorbitant in cost and limited in addressing year round traffic in 
the Canyon. (32.2.7C and 32.1.2C) The Gondola ONLY serves the ski resorts during the ski season; it 
is an elitist clientele that will be served and a government subsidy that will be handed to ski resort 
operators. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Moreover, the Gondola will not operate 
during avalanche conditions; the cabs must be removed from the cables, the cables inspected before 
they are replaced on the two dozen towers. How much delay will be caused by these activities? Will the 
repositioning of cables, etc. during severe storms lead to enhanced safety risks for maintenance 
personnel? (32.2.6.5K)  
 
Third, the Gondola capital costs all occur upfront. Also, there is no flexibility to change the infrastructure 
once built if conditions change. A limited bus alternative should, at least, be tried before sinking mega 
dollars into a project, one with limited impact on year round use of the Canyon. (32.2.6.5A, 32.2.6.5D, 
32.29R, and 3.1.2C) 
 
Fourth, cost comparison of Gondola vs bus alternatives is misleading. They are not equivalent. Bus 
service can run throughout the year and stop at various points in the Canyon. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
The Gondola is at best a six month operation. Given climate change and the warming in the West, the 
snow season is likely to be severely shortened during the expected life of the Gondola. You need to 
address this issue in the FEIS. (32.2.2E) 
 
Finally, the travel time among the various alternative is marginal - in most cases bus travel is faster. 
While a gondola may appear to be a sleek alternative, I for one prefer a more limited and gradual 
approach by using road tolls and enhanced bus service as the first step. Other alternatives such as 
snow sheds can be added later if needed (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R). 
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COMMENT #:  12886 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Linda Hoge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola would work best for the environment and driving frustration! The canyon ia a 
treasure of the west and shouldn't be destroyed with more "black top" roads! (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12887 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Am I excited that we're taking action Yes. Do I think this solution is short sighted considering the growth 
SLC is, and will continue to, experience? 100%. While a temporary stop gap, gondolas do not allow us 
to continue to react to the inevitable growing traffic. A gondola in LCC will help, but imagine what it's 
going to do to BCC. It frustrates me that we continue to ignore trains as a solution when we've seen 
how well they work from our european counterparts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.1A, 32.20D, and 32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  12888 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooklyn Cragun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that neither alternative is an appropriate solution. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Before we go to extreme 
measures that will forever change Little Cottonwood, we should first try less destructive traffic mitigation 
measures like a better bus system on the current road or winter weekend tolling. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
The gondola will not fix winter traffic, and the road widening is unnecessary before trying less extreme 
measures. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This will greatly affect the safely of rock 
climbers, hikers and other athletes in the canyon, and these solutions don’t take into account the 
countless other recreation opportunities that happen in the canyon all year round - in fact they come at 
the expense of them. This will increase potential injuries for recreational sports. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 
and 32.4I)  
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COMMENT #:  12889 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucia Leon Magana 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the bus service (32.2.9A. It’s cheaper and it would serve the whole community  
A better option would be to have a train service up the canyon because it is more 
environmentally friendly than having more cars on the road (32.2.9F). People would enjoy to take 
the train and the scenery 
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COMMENT #:  12890 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Klukoske 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Tell Alta/snowbird they need to build a new parking garage before they try to build any more new lifts. 
(32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12891 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Otto Solberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
You’ve probably read through countless arguments against the gondola. The list of issues with this 
proposal goes on and on, and I don’t need to repeat them. (32.2.9E)  
 
However, let’s examine the root of the issue here. Highway 210 has no issue servicing the public land 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Highway 210 has issues with servicing the expanding private businesses 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B)  
 
If these private businesses, Snowbird and Alta, want to continue bringing more skiers up the canyon, 
they should be responsible for bringing them up. Just as Snowbird shuttles guests through their parking 
lots, they should be shuttling guests up and down the canyon. (32.2.2K)  
 
This solution, similar to the Zion shuttle solution, would accommodate some of the nuances of LCC. 
(32.2.2B)  
 
But where will these guests park? That’s where our local government can step in to help. We need 
transportation hubs near the bases of Little and Big Cottonwood. These hubs should include covered 
parking decks and public transportation stops. The roads leading to these transportation hubs need to 
be well thought out to avoid creating traffic problems in our communities. These transportation hubs 
could become great places for local entrepreneurs to open cafe’s, restaurants and even ski shops. 
(32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.2.1D)  
 
But what if you’re not going to the resort? Public land users, hotel guests, etc. could check in at a booth 
at the bottom of the Canyon to ensure they have proper tires/chains before driving up the Canyon. The 
resort shuttles could bypass this booth to ensure their efficiency. (32.2.2M and 32.2.4A) 
 
This model addresses the parking issues at the private ski resorts and holds them accountable for the 
usage they want in the Canyon. They could simply cap the numbers of skiers per day like Powder 
Mountain if they didn’t want to pay for shuttles. (32.2.2K) 
 
This model recognizes that Little Cottonwood Canyon is full of public land and should be accessible for 
everyone, not just those using private businesses. 
 
This model recognizes that Little Cottonwood Canyon is a fragile and "beautiful ecosystem that would 
be damaged by expanding roads or adding a gondola.  
 
Why would we consider placing destructive, expensive, and ineffective solutions to two private 
business’s problems on the backs of taxpayers? This is a resort problem that is impacting the public, 
not the other way around. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12892 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jordan Buttars 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a canyon resident I appose the gondola project. (32.2.9E) We know this isn’t about helping the 
congestion situation because clearly anyone can see it won’t change anything. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is clearly a business plan to benefit the resorts and la Caillie. There are 
other methods and ways to solve this issue that really is an issue only a few days of the winter months. 
(32.2.2PP and 32.1.4D) To spend this amount of mo day and destroy the beauty of the canyon would 
be a shame. Please don’t do the gondola. (32.4I and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  12893 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Lenkowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the Gondola option. (32.2.9E) And slightly less opposed to the widening of the 
road option. (32.2.9C) There has to be some common sense middle ground solutions before these 
extreme measures are taken. (32.29R) 
 
The Gondola will cause irreparable harm to LCC. (32.4I) You just can't put a price on the inherent 
aesthetic beauty of arguably the most gorgeous canyon in the Wasatch. You will see 200+ foot tall 
metal structures from every single vantage point, some of which will require FAA strobe lighting, no 
matter where you are in the canyon. (32.17A) And there is no need. We are supposed to be protecting 
these precious lands we enjoy so much. (32.29G) If this actually was going to solve the problem, this 
might be acceptable. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The Gondola will take too long, be 
too expensive, and will just push the traffic jams even further back into the neighborhoods where 
people are already complaining. (32.2.6.5E) I recreate in Little Cottonwood all year long. This option is 
not scalable, and will only slightly ease congestion on the busiest 10-20 holiday or powder days per 
year. (32.1.4D) The mere fact that the largest corporations are intensely lobbying and marketing for this 
option should tell you something...Taxpayer funded for private gain. This is NOT what the people who 
call Little Cottonwood Canyon home want. 
 
As for the buses and widening of the road...Utah has never had a reliable bus system for the canyons. 
It's never been even attempted. They are too infrequent, take too long, and are too crowded. Too widen 
the roadway just for a bus lane also makes no sense. If you really want to widen the road and make it 
effective, it needs to be like the tollways in large cities where the priority lane goes with traffic in the 
morning, and then switches to come down canyon later in the day when everyone is leaving the resorts. 
It makes so much sense from a traffic flow standpoint. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.2D) 
 
So, what are the other options that we haven't even attempted? Make a toll. Incentivise carpooling, add 
more buses and parking stations at the base. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
 
I would like an explanation, how will the gondola solve the original problem of safety, and traffic 
congestion in Little Cottonwood? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Also, why are we 
ignoring Big Cottonwood? (32.1.1A and 32.20D) That canyon has become the new little cottonwood in 
terms of traffic. Sure, there aren't as many avalanche paths so it has a lower danger rating. But people 
are getting turned around from up there on every busy weekend...What is the plan for Big Cottonwood? 
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COMMENT #:  12894 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  William Hoge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been skiing LLC for over 65 yrs and seen the traffic increase over the years. You are going to 
need both the gondola and improved road conditions to handle the popularity of a world class 
destination. (32.2.2W) LLC is not just for locals; Snowbird and Alta are must visit resorts the World 
over. Start with the gondola first and do it well. (3.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12895 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Summer Millican 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a new resident of Little Cottonwood (3711 Little Cottonwood Ln) and my home borders LaCaille to 
the south. I am writing to suggest a delay of the gondola project, not necessarily an outright refusal of it. 
(32.2.9E)  
 
My primary concern with the gondola is not the destruction of the area or the views. (32.17A) Although I 
would hate to see those views destroyed as I now appreciate them from my own home, it seems like a 
lot of petty whining on behalf of very privileged people to complain about something like a lost view, 
when environmental stability is at stake for all of us. Rather, I take issue with the funding structure of 
the project and its lack of topographical reach.  
 
In its current phase, it is clear to me that this project exists primarily to benefit private businesses 
(Snowbird, Alta, and also LaCaille) by stopping directly at their premises and running only during ski 
season. (32.2.6.5G, 32.2.6.5F, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This does nothing to 
benefit public access to trailheads and campsites in the canyon, which could be accessed outside of ski 
season by a larger portion of the population, as they depend on hobbies like hiking and camping that 
are more financially accessible than skiing. (32.1.2C) Therefore, it’s deeply problematic to me that 
public, taxpayer dollars would be used to solve the problems of private businesses which primarily cater 
to elite subsets of the population for only a short time of the year. If this were truly a project meant to 
benefit the public at large, the gondola would run year round, serve multiple stops for multiple outdoor 
recreational activities, and also cost little or nothing to ride (32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.2.4A). 
Furthermore, if this project were truly meant to ameliorate the traffic caused by the ski industry and also 
present an avalanche proof situation, I think it should connect both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons. 
(32.1.1A) Put simply, if this project truly aims to solve the problems it claims to solve at the scale it 
intends to solve them, it needs to cover even more ground and cost even more money and take even 
more time to complete.  
 
I have only lived in Salt Lake for six years now, and I am originally from flat and snowless Oklahoma. I 
may not be the best person to determine what the ski industry really needs. However, as an outsider, 
as a hiker and not a skier, and as a public and now private school teacher, it has become clear to me in 
the last six years that skiing is an excessively hobby that attracts and retains only the wealthiest 
members of society. Utah's public transportation needs as a whole far outweigh the wishes of a single 
industry. Transportation funding should be used to benefit the entire population, not simply the people 
who already have so much that they think that lost views are an actual threat to their existence. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please use your current funds to make public 
transportation more reflective of the people’s needs, not the wealthy’s wants. 
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COMMENT #:  12896 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m concerned about the environment as well as the fact on the beauty and solitude of the Cottonwood 
Canyon. I would favor system where more parking place in the mouth of the canyon and there was a 
more robust busing system. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12897 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Hofmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a horrible, environmentally destructive use of money. (32.2.9E) The return on this 
investment will never be seen. Instead, the money would be better spent expanding buses and park 
and ride facilities. The easier it is to use public transport, the better. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C) There is 
no way to justify this spend for two privately-held companies while also destroying a natural recreational 
area. Please do not build a gondola. (32.4B, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12898 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bene Dansie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not beneficial to the local community. It will not improve traffic or the commute. It 
infringes upon the natural state of the canyon and what people go to see. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12899 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Mullen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not implement these proposals. They are destructive, costly, unsightly, and unnecessary. 
 
All that is needed: 
Enforce snow tire / chain compliance. (32.2.2M)  
More buses. Build a parking garage at the base. Tolling. Parking reservations possible. (32.2.9A, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Please do not permit more people up the canyon than it could handle. The lift lines are already long. I 
do not want to arrive and spend money to ski and not be able to ski b/c of so many in line. Neither do 
tourist. Please please please do not ruin this for your city and your skiers. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, 
and 32.4I) 
 
Please spend this billion dollars on ways that can help our community. Help the homeless. Build low 
income housing. Give teachers pay raises. (32.1.2B) 
 
I ski Alta. It is my mountain. I don’t think I could go back if this destruction and disrespect to our 
mountain happens. 
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COMMENT #:  12900 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angie Packer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I vote for busses with no cars as they have done in Zion canyon. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  12901 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mindi Hamilton-Novasio 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am extremely concerned with both of the proposed solutions for Wasatch Blvd and LCC. Neither 
option is ideal for the residents of this area. (32.2.2L and 32.2.9E) While I realize we can't always keep 
this a sleepy little town like we would like to, both of these plans are not fiscally responsible. We can't 
go from having minimal public transportation in the area, to jumping right to adding 5+ lanes of traffic 
and/or a gondola. Neither of these options are fiscally sound. Why do we always jump to paving 
everything with faster and faster speed limits through residential neighborhoods? It makes ZERO 
common sense. (32.1.2B) People still live here... this isn't just something to push forward to keep the 
ski and tourism industry happy while ostracizing the community. We need to take a stepped approach 
to see what works. Why not start small? (32.29R) The ski resorts had a parking reservation system that 
they were using for Covid. Why not make that permanent. If you don't have reserved parking, you take 
public transportation. (32.2.2K) Then, make sure there are buses running every 10 minutes in both 
directions. (32.2.6.5N) I think you will find there are a lot more people that will use it if you actually 
make it functional. Maybe consider adding to the price of a season or day pass so all skiers cover the 
bus system instead of paying each time. (32.2.4A)  
 
We need to realize that adding more lanes to Wasatch Blvd between Big and Little Cottonwood 
Canyons just adds to a wider parking lot during the Winter months because all of these lanes have to 
funnel down to single lanes to go into the Canyon. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.4A) So... it's just dumping 
more emissions into the air while these cars wait. (32.10A) We already have problematic air, why 
purposely create a bottleneck to make it worse? Why only have these two terrible options? (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9C, and 32.2.2PP) Why are we not exploring various bus hubs that scatter the traffic instead of 
concentrating it all on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.2.1C) We already can't get out of our 
neighborhoods during the Winter months now. (32.7B) It can become a literal parking lot when they are 
avalanche blasting in the Canyon (32.7A). Adding more lanes will not help. I can't even tell you how 
many times I have to call the school and tell them my children will not be on time. It became quite 
common for me to not be able to drive North on Wasatch Blvd for less than a mile in 45 minutes when 
there is avalanche blasting going on. (32.7A) 
 
Again, why is UDOT proposing hundreds of millions of dollars of very expensive transportation 
improvements only to benefit our ski and tourism industry at the detriment to the actual residents that 
live here? (32.4F, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is unethical and fiscally 
irresponsible! For far too long, the developers in this area get what they want and the residents get 
shafted! Enough is enough! 
 
UDOT has only focused on peak transportation scenarios, all while completely ignoring non-peak times. 
For those residents, like myself, that drive Wasatch Blvd multiple times each day, as it is the only route 
out of my neighborhood, it concerns me to take an already bad stretch and make it worse. Not to 
mention, the detriment it will have on our property values. (32.4F and 32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
Another thing... the gondola towers are a COMPLETE EYE SORE! Why on earth would we every 
destroy the look of our beautiful canyons with this? (32.17A) 
 
Likewise... nobody wants a 2 mile stretch of freeway running through their neighborhood, only to have it 
come to a screeching halt when it has to funnel down to single lanes in all directions. Again... ZERO 
common sense and fiscal responsibility to either of the proposed solutions. (32.2.2L) 
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When you talk about growth projections for this area, I think they are misguided. First, so much of our 
land is already built out on the East side. Secondly, why on earth are we not finishing Highland Drive 
past the Home Depot on 9400 South first, when the land is already set aside to do this. Highland Drive 
would make far more sense, as it is more centrally located and would have the option of providing a 
better commuting option. Your projections for growth are quite speculative right now. (32.1.4B and 
32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
Please bring some better proposals to the table. The residents have been telling you for years these 
two solutions are problems. You had all sorts of public comment sessions, and listened to NONE of the 
proposed solutions we provided. (32.2.9N and 32.2.2PP) Why did you have public comments if you are 
right back to the original two solutions you always planned? Even Mayor Jenny Wilson has opted for 
more fiscally responsible solutions. Let's start with a lot more frequent public transportation options, 
better bus hubs scattered away from Wasatch Blvd so all the traffic doesn't collect to add to our poor air 
quality, and continue with the parking reservation systems at the ski resorts that were implemented 
during Covid. (32.29R, 32.2.2I and 32.2.2K) This is the ONLY responsible stepped approach. It creates 
a great baseline that helps understand what works and doesn't work before destroying neighborhoods 
and canyons with fiscally and ethically irresponsible projects. 
 
Thank you! 
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COMMENT #:  12902 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Bouis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC needs Unified Police to enforce traction control laws at the bottom AND the top of the canyon. 
UDOT should be able to proactively declare traction control based on the forecast. Unified should be 
punishing those who violate the rules. These basic steps along with updating how the canyon is 
managed on extremely busy or inclement days is the simple and cheap solution that is getting ignored 
(32.2.2M). Expand the buses at the expense of vehicular traffic but in smart ways using the existing 
roadway. (32.2.9A) Utah does not need to spend a billion dollars on tourists and people from California 
ruining our watershed. (32.12A and 32.12B) Also, the developers are lying to us. We do not need more 
people up the canyon. Covid-era winter taught us that LCC is full and that crowd mitigation is easily 
enabled by resorts managing their parking (32.2.2K). 
 
There are many incremental options that are being ignored in order to subsidize one canyon and those 
who stand to benefit from a gondola. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Of course, a billion 
dollar project filled with local kickbacks fails to even evaluate the simple and cheap options. First, 
enforcement of the traction laws via a massive expansion of the UDOT approved traction control sticker 
will bring about a culture of vehicles and humans capable of getting up the canyon, plus it's an easy 
enforcement mechanism. Fine violators or let them have no fine after they improve their vehicle and get 
the UDOT sticker. It's crazy that UDOT can't proactively activate the traction control signs based on 
forecast weather. So many LCC traffic jams are due to one selfish human driving up or down the 
canyon when they should not. (32.2.2M) 
 
Secondly, pulsing the canyon traffic by strategically holding traffic at certain points throughout the travel 
experience, up and down, will reduce bottlenecks and allow for "prioritized traffic" to make it through, 
such as emergency responders, buses, canyon employees and other essential workers. This pulsing 
concept is how music shows and festivals manage to handle hundreds of thousands of people. We 
haven't even tried a solution that is based on innovative thinking instead of pointless development. 
(32.2.2OO) Unified officers are equipped and should be tasked with a higher degree of management in 
the canyon on certain declared "Extreme Condition" days. Also, much better signage on the road 
informing the ill-equipped drivers of dangers is a cheap but effective upgrade to reduce problems at 
common crash areas. If all the vehicles in the canyon really had the traction control devices they should 
and then used the way they should, so many awful red snakes would be avoided. Rental agencies at 
the airport MUST share this burden. (32.2.2M) 
 
Finally, it's happened. We must accept it. LCC is full (at capacity) on certain days. (32.20B) The 
gondola would be a disaster to the experience in the canyon. It would bring up 10x the amount of 
people possible on the roadway. It would erode the experience and overtask a critical watershed with 
human waste and excess. It ignores everything about the non-resort activity that occurs year around in 
LCC. Subsidizing Alta and the Bird is a careless give away to those who do not deserve it (32.20A and 
32.20C). 
 
Please, let's not take either option. Let's take a moment to investigate the small improvements that are 
cheap before we waste billions of tax dollars on rich people and 15 days of traffic. (32.1.4D)
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COMMENT #:  12903 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Greg Packer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Add bus service. Limit cars. (32.2.A and 32.2.4A) 
No gondola. (32.2.9E) 

Page 32B-13271 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12904 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dale Chalmers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave Little Cottonwood Canyon alone. No mater what you do, there will be a bottleneck somewhere. 
When I-215 so. opened up about 40 years ago it did not fix an unfixable problem, just like you want to 
spend 1/2 billion dollars of taxpayer money to not fix the same problem. It’s not your money to spend. 
There will always be someone first in line no matter how long or hard it is to get to the top. It took me 25 
minutes to go the last mile and park at Fashion Place Mall yesterday.. Traffic was back up from North 
Salt Lake to Ogden today. Lots of traffic problems. Leave Little Cottonwood Canyon alone!! (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  12905 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Dunford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to add my voice to seek more time for comment from the community. (32.29A) As I have 
researched this issue and found many organizations on both sides, I support the ideas brought up by 
the Save Our Canyons organization. I oppose actions that include large-scale construction projects that 
detract from the natural resources of Little Cottonwood Canyon, like the gondola or road-widening. 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  12906 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Mccoy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really can’t believe we are considering a tax payer funded gondola up LCC in order to get skiers up to 
private ski resort. (32.2.9E and 32.1.2B) I love Alta and snowbird but this just isn’t the right move. Are 
we really going to spend half a billion dollars to satisfy one user group at the expense of all the others 
that would extremely negatively effected? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The boulders 
that would be destroyed are truly iconic and famous throughout the world. (32.4B) Let’s not ruin that 
just to help skiers on 10-15 days of powder. (32.1.4D) Why can we not consider a toll to help reduce 
traffic up LCC. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) Let’s make the right decision and consider other alternatives! 
(32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  12907 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Keller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Definitely No to the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
 
Widening is also not desirable but the lesser of two evils. (32.2.9C)  
 
Prefer to close the canyon to most traffic and force most oriole to ride the bus. Follow the Zion model. 
(32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  12908 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Adler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More busing before a gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) The gondola is not a real solution, and will not 
help local Utahns get into the Montaigne year round (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12909 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Diane Chalmers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do nothing to Little Cottonwood Canyon except miner improvements like you have made the last 
couple of years. (32.2.9G) 
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COMMENT #:  12910 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kate Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This will increase the number of people traveling to Little Cottonwood Canyon, yet Snowbird and Alta’s 
capacity was at its limits in 2020-21 and have not done enough research to know the capacity of the 
canyon and what the gondola would potentially bring to the canyons. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
This “solution” will increase pollution which is already been an effect through global warming and the 
canyons did not receive enough snow in 2020-21. (32.4I and 32.2.2E) On top of that, the lines in 2020-
21 for each and every single lift were at least half an hour long, each Saturday. As a local I will not 
continue to ski at either one of these resorts if the gondola is in the picture. (32.20C) 
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COMMENT #:  12911 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Masterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would first encourage the use of enhanced bus service with snow sheds, as this option has the least 
visual impact on the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9K) Restricting daily users should also be explored. 
(32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) The canyon is only so big, and overcrowding it is not the answer. (32.20A, 
32.20B, and 32.20C) I am against the gondola 100%. (32.2.9E) Initially I liked the idea, but after giving 
it more thought, it will be too impactful to the natural beauty of the canyon (32.17A). I also support 
tolling of canyon traffic or ticket limits at resorts as a way to curb overcrowding. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  12912 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  M Mallon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Expanded buses offers greatly increased flexibility (to trailheads in summer for example) over gondolas 
with only two stops. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) If we’ve learned anything from the hottest summer on 
record, ski seasons are not getting any longer & the gondolas offer extremely limited flexibility (32.2.2E 
and 32.2.6.5A) 
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COMMENT #:  12913 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fred Hoskins 

 
COMMENT: 
 
remember multi million dollar pump to drain great salt lake? this is same folly as soon there will be no 
snow and it will be to warm to make it so spend money on something that will help the poor instead 
(32.2.2E and 32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  12914 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tracy Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola sounds great. (32.2.9D) In the meantime, how about enforcing the traction law all winter and 
ensuring that cars are equipped to navigate the canyon in all weather conditions? (32.2.2M) We all 
know weather changes are frequent and unpredictable- right now most delays are caused by ill- 
equipped cars with bald tires or no 4wd/chains. Do it for everyone’s safety. 
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COMMENT #:  12915 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Moss 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
I am an avid skier. My family spends multiple days in Little Cottonwood Canyon each week during the 
winter. I have witnessed the increase in traffic over the last 40 plus years. I have also witnessed the 
parking at the ski resorts reach capacity more frequently.  
 
Traffic is worst on powder days. Weekends are busy, but all of my 2+ hour drives from my home (near 
the mouth of the canyon) have been because of recent snowfall, not because it is a weekend. 
 
Neither of the two preferred options will run during avalanche mitigation which is the single greatest 
cause of congestion due to the backup it creates. (32.2.6.5H and 32.7A) 
 
For most people, what this comes down to is the FASTEST WAY TO GET UP THE CANYON. The bus 
option wins here. People stuck in traffic that see buses go by will be incentivized to get out of their cars. 
(32.2.4A) The idea of 1500 cars all trying to get to the same parking garage at 8am just shifts the traffic 
congestion from the mouth of the canyon to the garage. (32.2.6.5E) People won't want to deal with this 
either. It doesn't incentivize them to get out of their car. (32.2.4A) Furthermore, 1000-2000 people all at 
the gondola station in the morning will create very long lines if the gondola runs at a rate of 30 people 
every two minutes. (32.2.6.3C) Imagine how long this line will be when the canyon is closed for 
mitigation! The queue for the Gondola will be a nightmare. At least the buses can line up and be ready 
to go. I believe this makes the time estimate for the gondola grossly underestimated. The number of 
buses you can deploy is not a fixed number the way the number of gondola cars would be. Long bus 
lines can be addressed over time by flexing up and down the number of buses. Gondola cars have their 
limit. Why implement something with a fixed capacity like that? (32.2.6.5K) 
 
Another concern I have with the gondola is the fact that you would be putting something in that actually 
increases the number of people in the canyon. A ride. Another thing to draw people into the canyon. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
I also frequent the canyons during the summer. The Gondola is a winter solution but bus lanes that can 
be used for reaction (e.g. biking) in the summer create a year-round solution. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
It is also a solution that enables implementation of other potential solutions down the road in the event 
summer activity increases more than forecast. It's an option with more foresight. 
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COMMENT #:  12916 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elena Shanin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I am a lifelong resident of Sandy, near the 9400 S park n ride and have been recreating in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon for as long as I can remember. I have seen firsthand the increased traffic and 
usage of the beautiful canyon. While I agree that something needs to be done to manage traffic in the 
canyon, especially during the winter months, I am strongly against both of the unacceptable proposals 
of road widening and a new gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
 
The main two options are drastic and would result in a permanent, negative impact on the canyons 
viewshed, the climbing resources within the canyon, and the accessibility of recreation within the 
canyon that is outside the two ski resorts, Alta and Snowbird. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 
and 32.4P) Enhanced bus service without lane widening would allow for modular changes to the 
transportation options in the canyon and allow for greater accessibility. (32.2.9A) I disagree with having 
taxpayer money primarily fund what will only be serving two private businesses, in the case of the 
gondola. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please take into consideration alternatives 
such as enhanced bus service (especially electric buses) without lane widening before permanent 
changes are made to a public resource. (32.29R and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  12917 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Donna Kuhl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
So many people, local, national, and foreign visitors, come up those canyons to enjoy the natural 
beauty and gondolas will RUIN that experience and all canyon photos (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) 
Buses have lower impact and I want them to help out, NOT GONDOLAS. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  12918 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mario Balzano 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived in and around the canyon for the last 8 years, and have been working in the canyon for the 
last 8 winter seasons. The two biggest problems are multi resort passes allowing people to pay less 
and then choose when and where they want to ski, leading to more people in the canyon then ever on 
stormy powder days causing greater traffic issues then before. The second and I am guilt of it, that 
single user vehicle occupancy is the biggest problem surrounding little cottonwood canyon. I do not 
believe a gondola is anyway to fix this because you would see single use vehicles alternatively just 
driving to the gondola or up the canyon still, thus forcing the traffic into local neighborhoods like mine 
(Cottonwood Heights). (32.2.6.5E, 32.2.4A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I feel shedding the road and focusing on 
infustructure down canyon to enable more people to ride an increased amount of busses is a far better 
idea, with direct routes from neighborhoods further away. (32.2.9K and 32.2.2I) These hubs would be 
more useful not only servicing lcc but the city as well. Also there is unfortunately a limit to these 
canyons in terms of capacity, sad but true. Even if you find away to move all these people up there then 
what they get the privilege to pay 150 dollars to wait in a 1 hour long lift line for every run. (32.20C) 
Maybe its time we start to limit occupancy or start to look at other options to enable winter recreation, 
American fork into Mary Ellen or even conecting Little and big via road so you could create a loop of 
one way traffic a little crazy, maybe. (32.2.2J and 32.1.1A) The masses need to be spread out and this 
problem will only continue to grow worse with rapid growth our city is seeing. (32.1.2B) Thank you for 
allowing us to weigh in on the matter and thank you for thinking it through. 
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COMMENT #:  12919 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Cavazos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the Little Cottonwood Canyon Gondola. (32.2.9D) It has less environmental impact, and 
less animal life impact. I believe it is a long term solution to mitigate traffic. Widening roads is not a 
good solution, and buses are dangerous especially going up, and down Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9C) Gondola I believe is a much safer form of transportation. I've been to Europe skiing, and rode 
on a 3S gondola it was amazing. Less vehicles will result with a gondola. Moving into the future for 
generations to come the gondola is the logical choice. 
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COMMENT #:  12920 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Routt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local backcountry user, I am VERY against plans to use tax payer dollars for a gondola that only 
serves two wealthy ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Not only that, 
but the building of the infrastructure to support the gondola would GREATLY impact climbing areas up 
the Canyon, which affects the local climbing community (32.4B) Think about the local outdoor 
community, not about catering just to ski resorts for the rich. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12921 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brady Newton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Why are we starting with a billion dollar project; one that will forever change the landscape of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon when there are other, more effective and inexpensive ways to deal with 
congestion.  
DO NOT BUILD A GONDOLA! And especially at the expense of the taxpayer. (32.2.9E) 
Snowbird effectively and efficiently regulated traffic during the winter of 2020-2021 using reservations. 
This should be further explored. Alta is following suit. (32.2.2K) 
The traffic congestion is only an issue a handful of days per year, yet a massive infrastructure 
development is proposed at taxpayer expense to transport people up LCC. (32.1.4D) 
The numbers don't make sense either. A 30 person gondola car departing every 2 minutes only 
transports a maximum of 900 people per hour. At their maximum capacities Alta and Snowbird 
accomodate about 3000 and 5000 people per day respectively. That's 8000 people. Using a gondola 
only that's 9 hours for transport. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.5C) 
Start with simple solutions first! Start from the ground, not the sky! We have a crowding problem, not a 
transportation problem. (32.1.2B) 
Force the resorts to manage crowds, do not reward them with a taxpayer funded gondola or railway or 
other massive infrastructure projects. (32.20C) 
Preserve LCC! Say no to the gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  12922 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Caroline Bagley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Cottonwood Heights who lives near Wasatch Blvd for the past 15 years, I am 100% 
opposed to UDOT plans for the Gondola (32.2.9E) It will negatively impact my quality of life and other 
residents in the area. (32.4M) I love Little Cottonwood Canyon and can NOT fathom having huge 
towers and a gondola ruining nature. (32.17A and 32.13A) Please use bus lanes, and clean electric 
buses. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3F) I am frustrated and appalled that a Gondola system is even being 
considered. It is not practical for all canyon uses and is too great of a negative ecologically impact. 
(32.13A) I say NO to the Gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  12923 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Annie Omer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a native resident of Salt Lake City and a longtime outdoor enthusiast, I strongly oppose the gondola 
proposal for Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC). (32.2.9E) The environmental impact from the gondola 
alone is enough of a reason to reject the proposal altogether. LCC is a beautiful and special place to 
both our community and the world. The damage the gondola towers would inflict on its delicate and 
vibrant ecosystem cannot be understated. (32.4I, 32.13A and 32.17A) Additionally, there are other 
solutions that pose less of an impact to LCC's incredible ecosystem and beauty, that should be 
considered before a harmful "solution" such as the gondola. I have lived and skied in Salt Lake for over 
two decades, and I have never seen a genuinely committed effort to the bus system in either of the 
Cottonwood Canyons. It is demoralizing, as a resident of nearly 30 years, to finally have your 
frustrations and concerns about traffic congestion and canyon user safety finally acknowledged - only to 
be thrust into a "solution" that 1) will not solve the traffic congestion during peak winter 
times;(32.2.6.5E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 2) will force LCC users to funnel through one entry and exit point 
which will result in massive delays ascending or descending the canyon;(32.2.6.5E) 3) will have a 
detrimental impact on the natural ecosystem and environment of the beautiful canyon;(32.13A) 4) will 
block the magnificent views up and down the canyon with the dozens of massive industrial and hideous 
towers; (32.17A) 5) will cost taxpayers significantly more money in order to build, maintain, and operate 
in addition to requiring users to pay for the service up and down the canyon, all while the ski resorts 
and large corporations rake in revenue off of the profit driven base lodge that users will again be 
required to pay for in terms of parking, locker storage, food, and other services;(32.2.7A and 32.2.4A) 
6) will not run in summer, spring, or fall times outside of the regularly scheduled ski season therefore 
being not only an eyesore year-round but an utterly useless and destructive waste of space and 
taxpayer dollars at least 75% of the year! (32.2.6.5F) I cannot stress enough how intrusive and 
damaging the gondola will be to the natural wonder and beauty of LCC. I urge you, as a Salt Lake City 
native who grew up skiing and snowboarding in the Cottonwoods, do not destroy our sacred and 
precious canyon just for capital gain. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola will 
not solve the traffic congestion problem and will only do more harm than good. I urge you to consider 
the other proposals suggested and listen to the voices of the community that are saying NO to the 
gondola in LCC. 
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COMMENT #:  12924 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Latoni 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the bus service while building the parking lot so the buses can act more as a shuttle service. I 
DO NOT want a gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12925 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Wheeler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I request that UDOT reject the proposal for the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane 
and the proposal for the Gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Both proposals are an extreme solution to a 
recent problem. (32.1.2B and 32.1.4D) As a summertime user (Rock climbing) and a wintertime user 
skiing (and have been skiing at Snowbird for 20 years) I feel that we have not explored or tried to 
implement less invasive options thoroughly enough before suggesting such drastic changes to our 
canyon. (32.2.2PP) Currently, the least expensive and most easily implemented proposal that is not 
invasive, is to limit car traffic at peak times (maybe a toll booth near the entrance and those who have 
full cars are allowed up to endorse carpooling?) and run a continuous stream of busses, spaced out so 
users don’t have to wait more than 10 minutes for a bus. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3N) On 94th 
there is already a transit station this could be run out of. (32.2.6.2.1C) Currently peak times are in the 
winter when big storms come in, but if the growth ever gets to the point in the summer, that we need to 
use the busses over expanding the road, I fully support this as well. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) I have 
climbed in Rocky Mountain National Park and had to ride a bus to various climbing destinations 
(everywhere in RMNP is a 2 lane Rd just like little and the park sees many more visitors a year than 
Little Cottonwood). There were small pull outs where one could pull the stop chain when ready to hop 
off or stand by to get picked up. I would gladly ride a bus and hike up or down a road to preserve the 
beauty of a canyon and in the winter, I would gladly ride a bus to do the same (32.2.2B). Simply put no 
matter the time of year we have not tired to utilize our existing transit system which is the most 
economical to the taxpayer and using natural gas can be an extremely low polluter as well, especially 
compared to all the cars in the canyon. This is an unfair expense on the citizens of Utah it does not 
properly address the problem. (32.29R) It feels only beneficial to Snowbird and their tourism marketing 
(maybe we should consider if it is even safe to have this many people up at Snowbird at one time?) and 
not the citizens of Utah. As well as other options haven’t even been tried and it ruins what makes that 
canyon special... Pure nature uninterrupted by towers or a 4 lane highway. (32.2.6.3B)
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COMMENT #:  12926 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Chronis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s not clear it’s necessary to widen lanes, instead, just significantly reduce the number of cars. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.4A) Regardless, here’s how to ensure mass transit is successful: make it free, fast, 
and easy. Make it cheaper, faster, and easier than driving a car, and people will use it. Here’s how to 
start:  
 
X - Make buses free. (32.2.4A)  
- Free is best. But if buses aren’t free, use electronic methods of payment plus cash and a 
system where people can pay before they get on the bus. This will also make buses faster. (32.2.4A) 
- Buses should run express. They should go directly to an end destination, not make every single 
possible stop along the way. (32.2.6.3N) 
- Consider smaller, more nimble buses and vans. (32.2.9A) 
- Ensure people can enter and exit the bus quickly by having multiple doors. 
- Buses could be electric. Apply for federal grant money, if available. (32.2.6.3F)  
- Charge cars to use the road or charge for parking. Consider decreasing fees based on 
occupancy, e.g. 4 people in a car costs $5, versus 1 person costs $20. Charge extra for peak times. 
(32.2.4A)  
 
Thank you for considering, and please do bring us better mass transit with the least environmental 
impact.
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COMMENT #:  12927 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brenden Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola up our beautiful, special, and unique canyon! (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12928 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard McFadzean 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola makes the most sense. Despite higher initial cost it has lower environmental impact 
over time. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12929 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melinda Almquist 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of either. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). I think there are ways to monitor the traffic with toll 
booths, rotating booth employees communicating with the parking lot attendees. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
There are many who use the canyon in winter and would not benefit from either the buses or gondola 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I am in favor of the ski resorts paying for this project. 
The tax payers should not be billed. (32.2.7A). If I have to choose the buses are the the way. With more 
drop offs at Tanners, etc. The last bus needs to be later to accommodate those who want to stay for 
dinner or drinks (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.3N) 
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COMMENT #:  12930 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deven Martin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t put in a gondola pit tolls (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12931 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tanner Cottle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been following the LLC traffic reduction process with great interest and increasing dismay. The 
premise of the enter project is fundamentally flawed - design a transportation system that maintains the 
current level of cars while transporting 30% more people up the canyon for 30 days or so of peak ski 
demand in the winter. (32.1.2D and 32.1.4D) The financial cost of this objective to the public is 
staggering and the damage to the canyon permanent. (32.4I) All this to support two private businesses 
and one, and only one, user group. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In addition, the 
question that really matter, namely the carrying capacity of LCC, is completely ignored. (32.20A, 
32.20B, and 32.20C). Therefore, I join SL Country, SL City and other user focused groups to urge 
UDOT and the State of Utah to pause the process and reconsideration what we're really trying to do 
and why. Please adequately fund programs that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place 
today in an effort to address the traffic and congestion problems before tearing up LCC to construct 
new and unproven solutions. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  
Tolling (32.2.4A) 
Increased funding for more buses and bus service (32.2.9A) 
Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front. 
Instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd. (32.2.2I) 
Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.2.6.3C) 
Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 
Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 
Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 
Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 
Managed and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 
Again, I am concerned that without a plan in place to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience (32.20A and 32.20C) Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to 
increased ski resort expansion pressures. I am against any future ski resort expansion outside of their 
current footprints. (32.20C) Finally, if one of the preferred UDOT alternatives is inevitable, an outcome I 
sincerely hope is not inevitable, I strongly oppose the Gondola A alternative. A gondola in LCC with 
massive towers will permanently and significantly degrade the very thing that draws the majority of 
people to the canyon year round - stunning views that inspire (32.17A) Once constructed, a gondola 
will not come down, even if its usage is far below UDOT's assumptions. It appears to me that a LCC 
gondola has a better chance to become another west desert pumping station in the next 50 years as it 
does to be an effective public asset. (32.2.6.5A) The risk/reward calculous seems completely out of 
whack and our children and grandchildren will be left to wonder what we were thinking. 
Thank you for seriously considering my and other comments in this process. I commend UDOT for 
accommodating public comment and engaging the public in many ways.
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COMMENT #:  12932 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stuart Rempel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola please! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12933 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tucker Babcock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is a much better choice since I think more people would use it than would use the 
bus. I know I personally dislike taking the bus, and have preferred to drive instead of taking it. I would 
likely take the gondola instead of driving, and I expect many others would as well. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12934 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Libby Hague-Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
It is hard to know where to begin, but as a resident of the Prospector neighborhood that sits up on the 
bench just east of Wasatch, I am not a fan of either plan and it would be a choice between the lesser of 
two evils. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9D) 
 
It is mind boggling why we are planning to implement such drastic measures when there has been 
virtually no effort to improve these traffic problems and safety issues without impacting the environment 
at all. (32.2.2PP) How about taking an incremental approach and seeing how certain modifications that 
can be made without destroying the canyon and natural habitats could improve things. We are 
essentially talking about a few days out of each ski season. (32.29R and 32.1.4D)  
 
One of 2 major reasons we moved to SLC and this neighborhood in particular is for the skiing in LCC. 
We have an Alta/Bird family pass every winter and ski virtually every weekend and I ski with a woman's 
group every Wednesday at the Bird. We can also see Wasatch Blvd out our windows and can see 
when it is backed up. It has helped us decide when to leave the house on powder days in the past.  
 
We also have children and would like to feel safe letting them walk or ride bikes across Wasatch Blvd. 
in order to see friends, go to school, the Cottonwood Heights rec center or Smiths. If Wasatch Blvd is 
made wider or turned into what is basically a highway, this will separate the kids in the neighborhood 
from these things even more and make it so dangerous, it will be impossible to allow them to cross in 
any manner. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.4F)  
 
Here are some examples of what could be tried immediately without implementing either plan: 
1. Requiring a toll for the canyon (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
 
2. Make the toll lower the more people riding together-in other words, the more people in the car, the 
lower the toll or make it no toll at all for 4+ passengers (32.2.4A) 
 
3. Increase bus service to every 3-5 minutes. If I knew I could catch a bus within 5 minutes guaranteed, 
I would gladly take a bus -especially if the busses were also made more comfortable, with ski racks.. 
Provide more lockers as well for those who ride the buses at the resorts. (32.2.6.3N)  
 
4. Don't allow rental cars-make tourists "take the bus, or make their tolls higher than for residents 
(32.2.4A)  
 
5. make the toll lower or eliminate altogether in the afternoon after 12pm, to encourage traffic to spread 
out. 
 
6. Not allowing 2 wheel drive cars in the canyon-if only 4 wheel drive can go up the canyon in the 
winter, then A LOT less cars will slide off the road in bad weather. It is always the 2 wheel drive cars 
that have no business being up there that this happens to! (32.2.2M) 
 
I listened to the public hearing and there were several people who voiced this same opinion on trying 
options like these before anything else. I didn't write down what they said, but I agreed with all of their 
suggestions and ideas so if I am leaving out any of the other ideas put forth that we could implement 
before resorting to putting in a gondola or widening the canyon road, please know that I support them.  
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Now, between the two ideas, the Gondola is my least favorite. There are some benefits to it I 
understand, but the cons far outweigh the pros.  
 
1. Again, this is to mitigate traffic problems that occur only 10 -20 days/year. (32.1.4D) The rest of the 
year it will be an eyesore and presumably no one wants to blemish the beauty of the canyon. (32.17A 
and 32.4I)  
 
2. The New Zealand example is so true. My husband is from NZ and they appreciate the natural beauty 
of their country, it is what they are known for. They would never have installed a manmade Gondola in 
Milford Sound to detract from the beautifully formed natural landscape.  
 
3. We are not a religious family, but being up in that canyon gives us a spiritual feeling like no other and 
to scar it with a gondola that could be obsolete in a matter of years is a tragedy (32.4I).  
 
4. As brought up in the meeting, road vehicle technology is changing rapidly so bus and car options 
may improve traffic and quickly give us more options to mitigate the problem. Once those gondola 
towers are installed, they are there to stay even if it is decided that there is a better way in the future. 
Imagine how awful it would look to see the remnants of a gondola system no longer in use decaying in 
the canyon some time in the future. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A)  
 
5.Something that I was surprised no one brought up is whether or not locals will even use it. I highly 
doubt it. (32.2.4A) The creekside parking lot at Snowbird to my driveway is 14 minutes without traffic. 
There is no way I am going to take a bus and then a gondola to make my trip over an hour. Part of the 
beauty of living here is that I can go up for a few runs and come down within 2 hours. With the gondola, 
that would be my roundtrip without any runs. I would rather risk it in my 4 wheel drive with snow tires 
than take the gondola and increase my commute to the slopes any time. I can't imagine that people are 
going to want to drive to a park-in-ride, get on a bus to ride to the gondola parking lot and THEN ride 
the gondola while increasing their transportation time by roughly 45 minutes. Especially with ski gear 
and if you’ve got young kids in tow, forget about it. (32.2.4A)  
 
This reminds me of when Los Angeles spent tons of money on a subway system and then no one used 
it! People would rather sit in traffic on the 405 than use the subway there. It isn't practical in a city like 
LA. The gondola is not practical and would not be used. Increasing travel time by that much will make it 
undesirable to frequent skiers. Most of our days we only go up for about 3 hours. Adding so much travel 
time would not be worth it to us. I imagine we are not alone. Therefore, it would potentially cause more 
traffic (or at least not decrease it), not be utilized and look horrible.  
 
6. The snowbird tram gets shut down for high winds or lightning. So during a snowstorm with high 
winds, will the gondola still run? If so, why can it run when the tram cannot? (32.2.6.5K)  
 
7.If the resorts think it will attract more tourism, and therefore want it, they most certainly should pay for 
it. Why are taxpayers paying for their business capital improvements when it does nothing to improve 
our lives? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
As for the increased bus service with a dedicated lane, if trying things before drastic measures is not 
possible, then this would be my choice. (32.2.9B) I am not happy about widening Wasatch for the 
reasons I have mentioned. It is dangerous already and making it a main thoroughfare would only make 
it more so. It really does divide a residential section of Cottonwood Heights and it seems that other 
roads like Highland or 1300 are more commercial and should be widened to accommodate more traffic 
heading south towards Sandy, Draper, etc. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
And I certainly don't like the idea of carving out more of the canyon to widen that road, but this is a far 
more practical solution that will be utilized by the public. Increasing buses and giving them a dedicated 
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lane is helpful, but again, increasing buses right now is a good way to start and see what happens 
before destroying the canyon.  
 
I hope that this feedback will truly be considered and that it is possible to take a step back and realize 
that there are initiatives that we can take now that may solve the problem. There has not been a 
conscious effort to enforce any of these things yet and so there is no way to know how much they might 
help without trying them first. We need to remember that this is not a daily problem, but only a very 
small number of days per year. Let's take the least invasive and expensive ideas, implement them and 
make sure to actually enforce them, and then decide if one of these drastic measures is even 
necessary.  
 
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  12935 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carson Darling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not implement either the gondola or road widening in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E 
and 32.2.9C) 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is one of Salt Lake's premier natural resources. Both the gondola and 
widening the road will have a drastic negative impact on these wild areas. (32.4I) Over the last several 
years, Salt Lake City's growth has been largely driven by access to the outdoors, and with this study 
failing to even consider dispersed recreation, it's a disservice to our city, and will have a negative 
economic impact. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.6A, 32.6B, 32.6D, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As evidence of 
this trend, look at ski resort users over the last decade, ridership has been relatively static (1) and yet 
usage of Little Cottonwood Canyon has exploded. This usage is driven by dispersed recreation: 
climbing, backcountry skiing, and hiking. (32.1.2D) The current plans presented in the EIS completely 
fail to address the needs of these users, and instead actively harm access for climbing, and present 
eyesores for both hiking and backcountry skiing. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Any development in Little Cottonwood Canyon needs to take into account the full usage story of the 
canyon, and drastic measures like building a gondola that will not realistically be a primary mode of 
transportation shouldn't even be considered until options with a significantly lower impact have been 
developed & tested.)(32.29R) Options like using a network of local buses to not only assist travel up the 
canyon, but to give access to Little Cottonwood without first driving to the base of the canyon are actual 
potential solutions, unlike the current express bus system and gondola. (32.2.2I) 
 
(1) https://www.statista.com/statistics/206544/estimated-number-of-skier-visits-in-the-us-since-2000/  
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COMMENT #:  12936 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Madeline Welch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t a gondola because using it past the point of it being obsolete it will still be there for many 
generations. It’s only beneficial for promotion. (32.2.9E)
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COMMENT #:  12937 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Bauer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I grew up in this area learning to ski and snowboard at Snowbird and taking part in hikes throughout the 
year and Oktoberfest in the fall. I think proposals that would severely and irreversibly impact the canyon 
ecosystems, let alone costing us taxpayers hundreds of millions, are a drastic overstep to what is a 
much more complicated issue than just How do we get people to Alta and Snowbird fastest?" (32.4I, 
32.13A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
 
As mentioned by both Erin Mendenhall and Mayor Wilson it seems much more prudent to test out less 
drastic/permanent measures while studying any potential hard caps in service given that our valley is 
also still expanding. (32.29R and 32.20B) 
 
In short, please DO NOT move forward with either plan for the gondola, or widening the road service 
without more comprehensive studies. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12938 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brett Zockle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sickened that it’s come to either option. In typical Utah fashion react instead of proact. Never thinking 
ahead. Acting like a minor city instead of a major metropolitan. For example. The new airport. I back 
Snowbird and the gondola as the lesser of the 2 evils. Won’t care before too long when we won’t be 
able to enjoy our Canyons and we move away from this mess (32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12939 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dennis Cavazos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly believe the gondola is the right alternative with regard to transportation within Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. It offers lower impact on environment, water shed, and animal life. (32.2.9D, 
32.12A, and 32.13A) I believe the return on investment for the State of Utah economically will be far 
greater with the gondola. It will increase skier days, and create more revenue while reducing the carbon 
footprint. Widening the road with buses is antiquated, and not environmentally responsible. The 
gondola is a long term solution to mitigate traffic, and also be mindful of the environment. I also believe 
it is a much safer form of transportation. 
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COMMENT #:  12940 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tim Rogers 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Tim Rogers and I have worked for UDOT Station 249 as a Roadway Safety Specialist and 
Avalanche Forecaster in both Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons, as well as across the state since 
2018. Previous to this I worked for the Washington State DOT as an Avalanche Forecaster and 
Roadway Safety Technician on Snoqualmie Pass (Interstate 90) and Chinook Pass (SR 410). I have 
also worked as a Ski Patroller for Alta Ski Area and as a Patrol Director for Ohau Ski Area on the South 
Island of New Zealand. I’m not including this short biography to impress myself upon you but rather to 
highlight the fact that I have worked amongst and experienced firsthand the challenges of avalanche 
prone mountain roads throughout the world. While there are many things that make SR 210 a unique 
roadway there are also many similarities to ski field and mountain roads throughout the world. Indeed, 
the record high Avalanche Hazard Index that LCC boasts is in large part due to the amount of personal 
traffic on the highway that can and does quickly become backed up. 
 
First off I would like to say how much of a pleasure it has been to work for UDOT and Station 249 in 
particular. UDOT has hands down been the best employer I have had the privilege to work for and the 
professionalism, experience, and technical knowledge of my coworkers at Station 249 and 233 
consistently encourages me to preform my duties to the best of my abilities.  
 
Getting down to the brass tacks, I do not believe a gondola (Gondola Alternative B in the Draft EIS) is a 
suitable solution to meet the purpose of improving the reliability, mobility, and safety of roadway users 
on SR 210. (32.2.9E) While I do appreciate that the Gondola is an alternative that can run when the 
roadway becomes congested or unsafe due to extreme weather conditions, I think that the alternative 
as it is presented does not serve the needs of Wasatch Front canyon users. On a road that is more 
regularly seeing 5000+ vehicles in a day, the 1500 parking spots available at La Caille will not be 
sufficient to prevent this alternative from becoming multi-modal, requiring most users to park at one of 
the satellite “mobility hubs” and bus to the gondola, requiring at least 4 modes of transportation 
including personal driving, walking, bussing, and gondola "riding. (32.2.6.5J) This is the epitome of 
inefficiency. Furthermore, the proposal of the gondola to only have two stops at Snowbird and Alta 
make it glaringly clear that this is a solution hand catered and spoon fed to the private resorts that need 
no assistance from taxpayers in making their lucrative businesses any more profitable. (32.2.6.5G, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Let’s be totally clear, if the resorts are the drivers behind 
the large number of roadway users in LCC then they can foot the bill for an expensive transportation 
alternative that serves them alone. If the gondola is to serve all users of LCC and the Wasatch Front, 
then it must include stops at popular winter and summer trailheads and should operate year round, as 
we continue to see use of LCC broaden beyond the resorts and canyon congestion and parking issues 
stretch into summer months. (32.1.2C) 
 
I am incredibly grateful to see avalanche sheds included in both preferred alternatives. As an avalanche 
forecaster with extensive experience in LCC I honestly believe that this solution alone will serve to 
significantly limit mid-canyon, mid-day closures for avalanche control and as such keep traffic moving 
and limit the impact of any avalanche control related closures on canyon congestion. Thank you for 
including this solution in both alternatives. (32.2.9K) 
 
In regards to the Enhanced Bus alternative I believe this solution is the most in line with serving to 
improve the reliability, mobility and safety of roadway users as outlined in the Draft EIS purpose. I 
understand, as many are quick to point out, that buses have a habit of becoming stuck or slowed due to 
extreme weather conditions on the road but it is my belief that this is in large part due to the overall 
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congestion of the canyon prohibiting the talented and hard working folks at Station 233 from plowing 
the road in a regular interval. It is my opinion that in addition to Enhanced Bus Service, the addition of 
roadway capacity (roadway widening) is not required, but a strong policy of limiting personal vehicles 
during times of peak capacity is. (32.2.9A, 32.2.9C, 32.20C, and 32.2.4A)  
 
As I understand it, either alternative of Gondola or Enhanced Bus Service will require large parking 
structures somewhere near the mouth of the canyon. If we are aiming to limit cars in the canyon, we 
need to have a transportation solution that will either meet people at their homes (integrated bus 
service), or give them a place to park and employ another form of transportation (gondola or bus). 
(32.2.2I) I believe that building the avalanche sheds and these parking structures are the crucial first 
steps of improving the safety and mobility of LCC roadway users. Meeting the third purpose of the Draft 
EIS, reliability, is a matter of perspective. Does a gondola that can run when it’s snowing hard, but not 
when we’re performing avalanche control in the mid canyon improve reliability? Well, sort of. I 
understand and agree that in general this method is more reliable, but in contrast to enhanced bus 
service I believe this alternative is an unnecessary intrusion in the canyon. (32.2.6.5H and 32.4I) It is 
my opinion that with avalanche sheds and parking structures and enhanced bus service, UDOT can 
make significant strides towards limiting canyon congestion. It is my opinion that roadway widening is 
not required as much as strong policy and enforcement of shutting down the canyon to personal 
vehicles on days that are forecast to have poor roadway conditions or significant congestion.  
 
I appreciate the work and insight you’ve put into this project and the alternatives, and furthermore 
appreciate the difficult position you are in contending with all of the strong and diverse opinions this 
community shares. If the goal is improving reliability, mobility, and safety of SR 210 while preserving 
the incredible natural wonder that LCC is, I strongly believe that a small amount of infrastructure with a 
strong and thoughtful policy will go a long way to making LCC a scenic and restful escape for decades 
to come. LCC is a special place for myself and many others who have been drawn to this beautiful 
state for it’s beautiful and wild scenery. I’m afraid that the construction of a miles long lift line will only 
serve to deliver more people to private businesses in an already congested canyon. (32.20C) I hope 
that UDOT considers the experience of canyon users in its final decision and implements infrastructure 
and policy that serves LCC’s broad user group. 

Page 32B-13311 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12941 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andy Friedman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the solution that actually addresses the issues. (32.2.9D) I live just above Wasatch Blvd 
and ski in Little Cottonwood very often and have for decades. I'm intimately familiar (have first hand 
knowledge) with the road and how daunting traffic has become in LCC. The tram removes cars and 
traffic from the road (paramount importance), allows skiers to get up the canyon when snow has made 
the road impassable or is slow or dangerous (LCC is the most avalanche prone road in the USA!), 
removes pollution from the canyon, and is a transportation method that skiers will enjoy using... 
perhaps even excited to use. 
 
The argument that "it will put to many people in the canyon" is a false narrative by people with an 
ulterior motive. How do buses put any less people in the canyon? (32.20C) They won't. The argument 
that gondola towers are a visual problem is not valid either. Very few towers will be visible in the valley. 
Even fewer be able to be seen on the floor of the canyon and the sight of them will be minimal and 
likely be viewed as interesting and a modern solution to a problem. (32.17A) Gondolas are used 
everywhere in Europe to transport people from town to town and all over the mountains and never is 
there a complaint of the sight of towers. 
 
Adding a bus lane is NOT going to be an effective solution. Why? First and foremost: People won't ride 
the bus!!! (32.2.4A) Look at the skier demographic and find out how often those people ride a bus... 
NEVER. That won't change just because you add more buses! Adding a bus lane: The destruction to 
the canyon to blast away enough mountain to make additional lanes is a huge ecological insult. 
(32.13B) The bus lane will do nothing to allow vehicles to go up the canyon when the road is in bad 
shape from snow or blocked from avalanche control work. And the snarl of cars and buses in the 
morning and at the end of the day will still be a mess. Unless all buses are electric you are still polluting 
the canyon. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.3F)  
 
Most important: People will ride and enjoy a gondola. They don't like riding a bus! 
 
The gondola is the correct and elegant solution. 
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COMMENT #:  12942 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Christiansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola option. (32.2.9E) 
 
I do not believe the bus option as proposed truly helps alleviate the issues that LCC users experience. 
(32.2.9C, 32.7B and 32.7C)  
 
LCC is a precious resource and can only support so many users on a given day. I support greater 
public transportation alongside improvements that help ensure continuity of service (snowsheds), but 
also believe that tolling and other methods that cap the total number of people who can use the canyon 
each day can provide a better overall experience for all, and can help protect the resource itself. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  12943 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arthur Veenema 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t build the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12944 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Wilkin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon features the beauty of glacier carved granite comparable to a small slice of 
Yosemite National Park, perhaps the most treasured park in our entire collection.  
The fact that it simply empties into the populous Salt Lake Valley makes that metropolis unique and 
very fortunate. I believe the tram idea complemented with plenty of parking is the very best long term 
solution. (32.2.9D) Probably not the cheapest, which is perhaps why there are other inferior options 
proposed. Such a treasure as we have deserves the funds to do it right. Right the first time as these 
other solutions are not going to be adequate in a more populated future. Nor do they cover the snow 
bound traffic issues or even the total avalanche hazard probability. Busses get stuck and just are not 
cool (32.2.6.3P). Seriously. Look at how much popular the Trax System is currently vs if the city 
planners did it all with busses.  
This canyon deserves the best without wasting time and resources in half measures. 
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COMMENT #:  12945 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lisa Hathaway 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondolas. No road widening. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) There are many better ways. More busses and 
possibly Daily access permits. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2K)
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COMMENT #:  12946 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Victoria Cheng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
- UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the 
climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternative based on an expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape, (32.2.9A, 
32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
Instead, UDOT should expand parking AT THE BOTTOM OF THE CANYON. (32.2.6.2.1C) 
Alternatively, UDOT should prohibit driving and increase bussing frequencies throughout the day to 
shuttle people back and forth from the parking lots to the resorts. (32.29A and 32.2.4A) In this case, 
driving in private vehicles (including sedans, SUVs, trucks) is SHUT OFF from 8 AM to 6 PM on the 
weekends when skiing/snowboarding is popular. (32.2.2B) 
- Regardless, expanding the road is UNACCEPTABLE (32.2.9C)
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COMMENT #:  12947 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julie Faure 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the two chosen solutions are unfortunately flawed and will damage Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) 
 
I believe the Gondola option is an expensive proposition that will only help winter resort users who are 
willing to drive congested roads in Cottonwood Heights to park and wait in line to ride a gondola that 
takes longer to travel up LCC than it would in their car (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
In addition the large towers will obstruct the natural views of the beautiful U-shape glacier formed 
canyon. (32.17A). I believe that frequent buses and better bus service from various parts of Salt Lake 
Valley are the best option. (32.2.2I) However, I don’t believe that widening the road to the extent 
proposed in the Enhanced Bus option is a good solution because it will damage the beauty of the 
canyon and destroy some of the world renown climbing boulders at the base of LCC. (32.17B and 
32.4A). 
 
I moved to Alta in Little Cottonwood Canyon in 1987. I lived in Alta and worked at Alta and Snowbird for 
15 years. I am the owner of a business that operates in LCC and holds an Alta business license. For 
nearly 35 years, my family and my employees have been driving, carpooling or taking the bus up and 
down LCC nearly every day. I know that a solution is necessary especially for the residents who live in 
Cottonwood Heights and along Wasatch Blvd. It is not safe for them to live near gridlock traffic nearly 
all winter long. (32.7B) 
 
The solution of a better designed and more frequent bus service has never been implemented. Why not 
start there? (32.29R and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12948 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andreas Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the ENHANCED BUS with NO ADDITIONAL ROADWAY CAPACITY alternative before more 
costly and damaging solutions are pursued in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.29R)  
 
The second option, Enhanced Bus WITH Roadway Widening would help speed transit and encourage 
its use, but I am concerned that the renowned bouldering along the roadway would be destroyed or 
significantly degraded. (32.4A) If the roadway could be expanded in a way without negatively impacting 
these resources this seems like a good solution despite the negative impact of larger paved area, 
reduced wildlife habitat, etc. (32.13B)  
 
The gondola, while having a physically smaller footprint on the ground, will degrade the canyon 
experience visually and audibly, spreading the blight of resort development throughout the entire 
canyon. (32.17A and 32.11D) It will not speed travel times, is expensive, and does little to benefit non-
resort users. I urge against this option. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Hopefully tolling, more bus parking, expanded bus service, etc. will encourage skiers to leave their cars 
below the canyons. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12949 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ian Burns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood is a unique and valuable climbing destination that has become an integral part of 
SLC's identity. Destroying this community and environment would replace the astonishing natural 
beauty in this area with a generic, unispired, tourist trap. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  12950 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lukas Jordan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not destroy a natural resource that is worth so much more left alone (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  12951 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Morgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Idea of a gondola in the canyon is APPALLING! (32.2.9E) I am also not in favor of widening the 
road and destroying some of the bouldering areas that I love. (32.2.9C and 32.4A) I would be in favor 
of more buses and tolls for private cars (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A). 
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COMMENT #:  12952 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wayne Christoffersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola absolutely should not happen! Both plans feel like "Lets celebrate nature by destroying its 
beauty!". (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Additionally, the public should not pay for this with our taxes, Alta and 
Snowbird should be the ones to pay for a solution that they alone will profit from. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The argument of tax revenue from out of state travelers to the resorts does 
not outweigh the devastation this would cause. (32.4I)
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COMMENT #:  12953 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Naylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the only viable option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12954 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meghan Milford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Community members have discussed that “this is essentially a money grab by two private corporations 
to get public funds to support their enterprise.” (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A 
scalable, sustainable alternative w/o permanent impact to the canyon would be better. SLC needs to 
improve our broader public transportation network. Resorts should contribute to the financial burden in 
the new transportation solution. (32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  12955 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrea Rodriguez 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Andrea Rodriguez and Shane Duncan 
(Shane Duncan is a native Utahn. Andrea Rodriguez is a longtime resident of Utah. We both have 
spent a lot of time in the Wasatch Mountains.) 
 
We are both opposed to the UDOT EIS alternatives for transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
(LCC). (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) Building a gondola or widening the road with avalanche sheds are both 
too costly and do not address all of the issues users and residents face in the canyon. (32.1.2B) We 
need a balance of the numbers of people accessing LCC at one time and the various recreation 
opportunities, while also considering the residents who live there. (32.20B) 
 
The EIS alternatives are blatantly skewed toward the ski industry, specifically ski resorts. There are 
many other uses in LCC that are equally important and legitimate. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) There are also environmental impacts related to water quality and wildlife habitat, that must 
be considered as well. And there are nearby wilderness areas that would be affected by a gondola or 
wider roads accommodating more traffic. (32.29G) 
 
We believe the reality of our current situation here in LCC, and other nearby areas, is that there are 
more and more people who want to access these areas and this is unsustainable. A sensible carrying 
capacity must be established, with all recreation uses and residents in mind. Alternatives that limit 
access must be considered. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) Continually allowing more people up the 
canyon is resulting in overcrowding, leading to a diminished user experience, and potential to harm the 
environment. We favor a reservation system for heavy ski use days at both resorts in LCC. (32.2.2K) 
We also favor improving the bus system by establishing specific buses for various uses (resort skiing vs 
backcountry skiing - different stops at resort locations vs trailheads; fishing, hiking; etc) and establishing 
more bus parking lots in the Salt Lake valley. In addition, we favor user fees to access the canyon, 
especially during times of heavy use. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
We are blessed with the Wasatch Mountains - their wild, beautiful, and valuable wilderness 
characteristics are special and unique. We are all responsible for their stewardship. We must not 
destroy what we have by creating a theme park atmosphere resulting on excessive use, and ruining the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon experience for everyone. (32.4I) 

Page 32B-13326 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12956 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Farley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am a PhD student at the University of Utah. I would like to say I am in favor of an improved bus 
service and potential tolling. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) I am vehemently against a gondola or road 
expansion. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Simply, a gondola is far too expensive and will cripple local climbing. 
(32.4B) Not to mention it is largely solely serving private entities (the resorts) and will be funded by the 
public. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Road expansion would be devastating for the 
canyon. (32.4I) You do not have to be a civil engineer to drive up LCC and realize the herculean effort it 
will take to widen a road. Again, the environmental impact of this would be severe, and I am not sure if 
this really even deals with the traffic problem. (32.13A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I am in favor of an electrified 
bus expansion. (32.2.6.3F and 32.2.9A) I really don't think UTA has fully given buses a fair chance. 
(32.1.1D) I understand the pandemic threw a wrench into public transit, but I remember just in early 
2020/all of 2019 just how busy the buses were. They were flourishing. Improved park 'n' ride stations 
and increased service could make a huge difference. (32.2.6.2.1C) Additionally, ski resorts could 
incentivize taking the bus (as Solitude is already doing). (32.2.4A) Additionally an additional fleet of 
electric buses is flexible. Electric buses can be dispatched to serve the canyons on weekends when 
other transit is not as busy and those same buses could be deployed on other routes during the week. 
(32.2.6.3E) Not to mention, a new fleet of electric buses is cheaper by multiple orders of magnitude. 
(32.2.7C) Finally, the charging works out with the buses too. If there is enough of a concern (most 
buses get at least 60 miles per full battery), you could build a high voltage fast charging station at Alta 
and other park 'n' rides. I work in power systems (Utah Smart Energy Lab) and would be happy to help 
create a model that optimizes charging and cost savings. 
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COMMENT #:  12957 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Kirschner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for the gondola option. (32.2.9D) It would have limited impact on the environement, would be 
able to operate regardless of avalanches, and would be a great tourist attraction even during the 
summer. 
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COMMENT #:  12958 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Colemere 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an experienced real estate professional with a 50 career in residential and commercial real estate, 
which included appraising and property management. I live about a block SE (9510 S. 2105 E.) of the 
proposed Mobility Hub at 9400 S. Highland Drive. I have six objections to this proposal. 
 
1. Traffic Congestion---9510 S. is one of two accesses to our neighborhood. The other is at the 
intersection of S Raintree Drive and Candlewood Drive. The 9510 access is two lanes with a turn lane 
up to the intersection of 9510 and Candle Tree Ln. This a heavily used access for the neighborhood, 
more than 30 vehicles per hour by my own count. There are approximately 125 residences in the 
neighborhood with the majority accessing their homes on 9510. The majority, say 90%, of the 
neighborhood have 3 car garages. Assuming 3 cars for 112 residences, that's 336 vehicles, which a 
conservative estimate because many have more than 3 vehicles. Add the vacant ground directly east of 
Alta Canyon Sports Center, which will be developed at some point. It is estimated that would add at 
least 20 more residences having an estimated 18 with 3 car garages, which would add another 54 
vehicles for a total estimate of 390 vehicles, most using 9510, coming and going several times a day. 
Now throw into the mix 6 buses coming and going 6 times an hour (UTA estimate) and you have a 
huge traffic jam and continual congestion. This estimate does not include all the traffic coming and 
going to the Alta Canyon Sports Center, which can very heavy at times. (32.2.6.2.1D) 
2. Safety---Having all this traffic on 9510 with children crossing the street to go to Alta Canyon Sports 
Center, coming home from school, going to the fast food restaurants and other services and you have 
the potential for serious accidents. From personal acquaintances who have been UTA drivers, I'm told 
that large buses have limited visibility and braking capacity, "they can't stop on a dime." What if 
Highland Drive and 9510 are so clogged with bus and vehicle traffic that the emergency vehicles from 
the fire station can't answer an emergency on a timely basis? Also, what kind of criminal and squatter 
element activity would such a use attract. We already have a squatter problem at the Alta Canyon 
Sports Center ball diamond area. (32.2.6F)  
3. Pollution---The environmental and visual pollution from having a 3 story 1,000 vehicle parking garage 
and a 6 bus terminal will be tremendous. Large buses run their engines continuously to provide heating 
and air conditioning. The visual pollution will big and bold. There are no 3 story structures in the area. 
This is primarily a high value residential area. (32.10A and 32.2.6F)  
4. Industrial Use---From a real estate standpoint, having a 3 story industrial building at this location is 
an incongruous use and it should not be. (32.2.6F) 
5. Loss of Property Value---As an appraiser I can testify that the proposed industrial use would 
negatively impact property values in the neighborhood. Many of the neighbors, including myself, will be 
asking for compensation for loss of value. (32.2.6F) 
6. Better Alternatives---This use is much better suited for the gravel pit or vacant land at the mouth of 
the canyon. Or, why not negotiate a trade for the vacant Shopko site on 9400 South. That is a much 
better option, not so close to residential and much better ingress and egress. The subject site is much 
better suited for a small strip center. (32.2.2FF) 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my objections. Please DO NOT PROCEED with this proposal! 
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COMMENT #:  12959 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sarah Gibbs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not choose the gondola b option. (32.2.9E) please do not choose the Enhanced Bus Service 
in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane alternative, Either. (32.2.9C) Please add mobility hubs down canyon in 
the proposed locations only. (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  12960 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arthur Lipson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola (32.2.9E) It will desecrate a beautiful, open public space. (32.4I) I support 
improved bussing, even free bussing and tolls high enough to sharply reduce auto traffic $10?, $20?, 
$50?, $100. Whatever it takes. Possibly reduce tolls for car pooling. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  12961 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carter Bullock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the option to erect a gondola system servicing ski resorts up Little Cottonwood Canyon is 
an inflexible and ineffectual solution to traffic and mobility issues. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) That these gondolas would not run during summer months and would not service 
highly-trafficked trailheads and destinations throughout the canyon is a major deficiency. (32.2.6.5F 
and 32.2.6.5G) Buses and cars operating concurrently provide more flexible service which not only 
delivers people swiftly to their destinations, but allows those without personal vehicle access a chance 
to recreate across various Little Cottonwood destinations. (32.2.6.3C) In short, the proposed gondola 
system provides too little benefit in relation to its cost, and an alternative, such as one involving bus 
lanes, should be implemented instead. (32.2.9B) 

Page 32B-13332 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12962 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Moffatt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe UDOT should consider alternative transportation options for LCC. (32.2.2PP) Both the road 
widening and gondola are measures that will permanently change the landscape and environment of 
LCC, as well as impact activities such as climbing and hiking. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.4A, and 
32.4B) Before these options are pursued, less environmental impactful alternatives should be 
attempted, such as increased busing and public transit incentivization. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12963 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Renee Camerota 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Protect the environment I support the gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12964 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jessica Rubin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t support anything that requires the destruction of the natural landscape & plants. (32.2.9G) 

Page 32B-13335 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12965 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rachel Morse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The most important factor in this decision must be our environment and our impact on the land around 
us. (32.29G) I personally believe the enhanced bus system to be better for our canyon, but the only 
way to make that a viable and enticing option is to provide benefits and incentives to those who use it. 
Also, adding a toll upon exit + creating yearly passes is another way to benefit from individual users 
and recycle the funds into canyon protection and maintenance. Tax write offs for using the bus and 
resort discounts would also increase bus participation. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12966 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marianna Buckel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed alternatives to the congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon are serving the needs and 
desires of the ski resorts and tourists, rather than that of the Utah locals. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola is devastation, an eyesore, and building infrastructure such as that in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon would show that the priorities of this government are that of money and 
tourism, rather than protecting the last bit of wild Utah that is left. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) Did not 
Brigham Young first see this valley and proclaim it as the land of the holy? How are we to see what's 
left of this same land and continue to destroy the wilderness with senseless structure to make "traffic 
lighter," when the reality of this is that this will only cause more people to enter into this canyon. 
(32.1.2D, 32.20A, and 32.20C) If we think folks will drive to the base of the canyon, see a long line for 
the gondola, and not just drive themselves the rest of the way we are being naive. (32.2.4A) If anything 
is to happen to this canyon, it is the widened / third lane proposal. (32.2.9B) However, this is once 
again prioritizing a group over another group, as this proposal is benefitting those skiers while 
eradicating classic climbs along this road. (32.4B) Salt Lake City has recently become the mecca for 
climbing, by integrating this proposal we would only say we care more about the needs of ski franchise 
and not about the vast group of individuals that come to recreate responsibly up the entire length of the 
canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In short and summary, the gondola is the 
WORST, the third lane is below average, and doing nothing is what is best for the people! (32.2.9G) If 
we want to ski the best powder on earth, we can either earn our turns or suck it up and wait in traffic. 
These proposals will in no way reduce congestion. (32.7B and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  12967 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Horsburgh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This will be my 25th year supporting Snowbird as a season pass holder. The situation in LCC is dire. 
The solution is not to build a gondola or a railway but to limit the amount of people in the canyon. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.9M, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2K) Regulate the number of passes sold and continue/enhance 
the parking reservation system. (32.2.2K) Gondolas and Railways will pack the canyon beyond 
capacity and kill the experience completely. (32.20C) Also I don’t support anything that services Alta. 
My family is not welcome there so I don’t welcome anything that benefits Alta. (32.29I) I feel Alta needs 
to rethink their stance on usage of National land. Let’s not Colorado Utah. 
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COMMENT #:  12968 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Urie 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello!  
 
I know I am only one small voice, but I am thankful for the opportunity to make my voice heard on this 
subject which is very important to me. I have lived and played in these mountains we call the Wasatch 
ever since I was a little kid. As I have grown up, I have learned to respect these mountains and the 
place I call home. They say “nothing is sacred.” But “they” are wrong. These mountains- Twin Peaks, 
the Pfeifferhorn, Mt Superior, and all the others, are where I retreat for quiet reflection and to commune 
with nature, and to pray. I love to hike and ski all throughout this mountain range. One thing I try to 
practice is the philosophy of “leaving it better than I found it.” I try to have as little impact as possible 
when exploring these wonderful places, and often find myself cleaning up after others as well. However 
the proposed plan (the Little Cottonwood Aerial Tramway) would have a huge impact both from an 
environmental and social point of view. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) There are many iconic boulders and other 
climbing spots that would either be destroyed or made inaccessible by building the tram. (32.4B) It 
would also make the whole canyon more congested, less accessible, and more exclusive. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) People who want to ski, hike, and climb in the backcountry in 
LCC (which some people regard as the most important backcountry skiing and climbing destination in 
North America) would actually have a harder time getting to trailheads such as White Pine, since the 
tram would not stop at those places. (32.2.6.5G, 32.4G, and 32.7C) Ski resorts and their parking lots 
are already crowded. Since the tram would only serve the ski resorts, the in bounds slopes would only 
become more congested. (32.20C) The tram would not reduce automobile traffic, it would only increase 
the overall number of people going up the canyon (32.1.2D and 32.20C) More people means more litter 
and more pollution. Furthermore, unless the tram was free to all to use, many people would not be able 
to afford tickets for the ride up the canyon. (32.2.4A) If one of our goals as an outdoor community is to 
diversify the demographic of people who have opportunities to recreate in public open spaces, we need 
to come up with a more inclusive solution which allows people from all walks of life to have more 
access to these incredible mountains. As I stated before, the tram only serves the ski resorts (which are 
not public property). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) So the only people who would 
really benefit from it are tourists, and local seasonal workers and other members of our communities 
would get the short end of the stick. The environmental impacts would also be massive. In park city, 
many tram towers from the days of the silver mines still stand. They are part of our history, but they are 
also irreparable scars on our mountains. The same would be true for the tram in LCC. I and many 
others regard these mountains as a holy place, where we can observe the natural world around us, 
unobstructed by modern civilization. From the top of Red Baldy Peak, the panoramic view is absolutely 
amazing! The rugged beauty of Timpanogos to the south, and the opposing wall of mountains in Little 
Cottonwood to the north are awe inspiring. Just imagining standing up there and picturing a line of tram 
towers from Superior to Twin Peaks and beyond, is enough to bring tears to my eyes. (32.17A) It 
breaks my heart to think about all the wildlife that will abandon their homes if the tram is built (32.13A). 
Not only would the noise scare them away, but the obtrusive towers would limit their access to water in 
Little Cottonwood Creek. (32.13A) For the sake of the deer, elk, moose, and other animals, we must 
not disturb their habitat any more than we have. It was their home before it was ours. If we wish to 
coexist with nature in Little Cottonwood Canyon, the tram is not the right answer. If we wish to coexist 
with each other and be a more inclusive community, the tram is not the answer. If we are looking for a 
low impact solution which is sustainable for all people and animals, the tram is not the answer. I 
understand that there are very influential people who are pushing very hard to make this happen. 
Please understand that money does not equal morality. Please be selfless and come up with a solution 
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that will benefit all who call these mountains home. (32.2.2PP) Thanks again for listening and allowing 
me to share my opinions. 
-Spencer Urie
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COMMENT #:  12969 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ginger Monsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need the road widened going up and add more buses. No GONDOLA, to expensive. (32.2.9B and 
32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12970 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alyssa Erickson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider a long view. What is best for the land. What is best for the people. (32.29G) I think the 
problem is we need to assess how many people can safely be up LCC, not just try to increase traffic 
flow. (32.1.2B and 32.20B) I do not support putting in a gondola that doesn’t serve the locals, local 
businesses, hikers, skiers or enthusiasts, only the resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Let’s try simpler and less expensive methods first. (32.29R) 

Page 32B-13342 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12971 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maria Bisaga 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola. (32.2.9E) I support expanding the bus system- it is already heavily 
utilized. I also support a toll. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  12972 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shawna Paterson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola, gondola, gondola. They work well in the mountains of Europe. Environmentally friendly and a 
great asset for the county and state. Year round attraction and tax review generator (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12973 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samantha Heim 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t build gondolas! (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  12974 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathryn Chabal 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against road widening and a gondola system in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
Please protect and conserve Little Cottonwood Canyon climbing areas with as little disturbance as 
possible (32.4A and 32.4B). I know skiing here is world class but so is the climbing and with the sport 
of climbing becoming more popular we must do all we can to keep these areas accessible and not 
damage the land beyond repair or conservation. Thank you. 

Page 32B-13346 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  12975 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Phillips 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid recreationalist In Little Cottonwood, I appreciate the opportunity for this input. I have often 
been on the wrong side of traffic jams and inefficient traffic flow (of which I'm just as guilty for causing). 
I think the effort to determine the most optimal solution is one that should have an iterative approach. 
By that, I mean we have potential solutions at our disposal that we can quickly deploy while looking for 
a long-term sustainable resolution. We have an obligation to our community and our environment 
before looking at financially excessive options such as gondola. I believe excessive is a valid term to 
describe this option as dollar for dollar it's the most expensive possibility as well as the least impactful 
for those who reside locally along the Wasatch Front. (32.29R and 32.2.9E)  
 
I’ve had the opportunity of developing a Ride Share application for the four Cottonwood resorts two 
years ago prior to Covid. Starting with Snowbird and growing to Brighton and Solitude before Covid I 
personally was able to witness the power that crowd sharing and technology could bring to the canyon 
in terms of a quick resolution to our canyon crowding. We have not explored solutions that can be 
developed and scaled with relative ease over the high-cost large-scale efforts such as a gondola or 
lane expansions. (32.2.2PP) I believe a technological solution paired with more mass transit throughput 
would easily give us a "day 1" solution. Not in five years with the sore and inconvenience of 
construction but this year and every year thereafter as we explore additional options to keep our 
canyons beautiful. I would love the opportunity to share with you what we had created in terms of Ride 
Sharing and how we could use this solution in partnership with other mass transit options to quickly 
resolve our canyon problems. Personally, my passion is finding a solution irrespective of my 
involvement in the canyons I call home. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12976 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Parker Reed 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The DEIS doesn't seem to think through the downsides to any of the Gondola options.  
 
First of all, after having looked at similar models of gondolas, the support towers are gigantic and will 
have to be 200-300 ft tall to get the gondolas above the potential impact of avalanche paths. This 
gondola also seems to be twice as long as the longest gondola in the world. These massive towers 
lining the whole canyon as well as the 2+ mid stations that will have to be built in the canyon where 
there are currently no buildings will be a permanent scar on the visual aesthetic of the canyon. (32.2.9E 
and 32.17A) 
 
As a Frequent user of LCC for over 10 years the biggest problems with the traffic lies in the unique 
aspects of the canyon, it is not just a simple congestion problem. We have already seen significant 
increase in bus usage by a simple increasing of service. Priority lanes on Wasatch BLVD for busses 
(even if just on the shoulders) would significantly improve reliability on the worst days because it would 
allow busses to skip the worst of the traffic and zip to the mouth of the canyon. (32.2.6.2.2A)  
 
It seems prudent to invest further in a solution that we know works, rather than a pie in the sky gondola 
scheme that has many issues that aren't brought up in the DEIS, not to mention that the gondola would 
require a full buildout to provide any benefit and has no option to scale higher to increase demand in 
the future. (32.2.6.5A) 
 
The visual impact in the canyon from the gondola will be massive - the towers are akin to the snowbird 
tram towers. The road is an existing impact and the avalanche sheds can be covered with green roofs 
like they are in Europe which will actually decrease the visual impact of the road. In the summer they 
will be covered with vegetation and in the winter they will likely be covered in snow and disappear 
completely. (32.17A) 
 
The enhanced bus has the added benefit of surge capacity. (32.2.6.3N) Since the gondolas will still 
close whenever there is active avalanche mitigation, which is usually right before peak hours, there will 
be massive bunching at the gondola station - with busses, all 24 busses from the hour that the road is 
closed can be loaded and go up all in one line ahead of traffic. This will not "even be close to possible 
with the gondola. (32.2.6.5H)  
 
The DEIS states that since towers will be in the path of avalanche towers as well as in areas possibly 
affected by artillery shells, that a visual inspection by cameras would be required before the towers 
could run - how is that possible during strong winter storms that the gondola is designed run during? 
Furthermore, the DEIS fails to provide a basic level of detail on who will conduct such inspections, how 
long such inspections will take, the effectiveness of such inspection methods in periods of extreme 
and/or inclement weather, and what steps would be taken if the gondola towers or cables did not pass 
the inspection. The DEIS also fails to account for how long it would take to remove the cabins from the 
cable before artillery work can be done. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
 
The only time the gondola could be considered more reliable than the buses is if the road is closed due 
to avalanches and the gondola could still run. If the gondola system is stopped for inspection after use 
of artillery, then it is not more reliable than the road when artillery is being used. The only time the 
inspection would not take place, then, is if an artillery shell were not used, but the road was still closed, 
like after a natural avalanche. In this case, the DEIS does not adequately demonstrate that it would be 
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safe to operate the gondola under these conditions. The DEIS fails to document the resilience of 
gondola towers placed within avalanche paths (“stronger pole towers might be required in some 
avalanche paths” (Figure 2.6-24)), nor does it demonstrate that the gondola system or cabins would be 
capable of withstanding a powder blast from an avalanche, which the DEIS concedes “can extend over 
200 feet in the air, creates high forces and can exert excessive pressures on the gondola cabins” 
(Section 2.3.2 Gondola Design) (32.2.6.5K) 
 
Furthermore, there seems to be insurmountable issues of safety with having passengers on a gondola 
through very dangerous slide paths when it is decided that it is too dangerous to have the road open. 
What happens in one of the cabins is damaged by a natural avalanche? What is the plan to evacuate 
the cabins if power is lost and it is too dangerous to be outside for rescuers because of avalanches and 
a severe winter storm? What is the plan for when passengers get hypothermic in unheated cabins 
because help can't get to them because of avalanches? (32.2.6.5K) 
 
I wonder if there is any comparable example of a successful gondola that runs horizontally across the 
base of so many dangerous slide paths instead of climbing vertically up a mountain. It seems very 
dangerous 
 
I would not be surprised if most of the snow related accidents are because people are driving in the 
canyon without AWD and/or with improper tires. Especially people who rent vehicles. snow related 
accidents would decrease significantly if snow tire rules were actually enforced every day. Too many 
people drive up the canyon when it is sunny out and have trouble coming down when the snow starts. 
(32.2.2M) 
 
The biggest problems I have seen in the canyon are due to bottlenecks caused by the unique nature of 
the canyon. At this point there are very few times when the canyon road is closed because of 
avalanche danger, but the resorts are open. The only time I can think of was one day this last season in 
the last 10 years. This is the ONLY time that the gondola would provide any benefit, but with the 
amount of damage that had to be cleared from those slides, it is unlikely that the gondola would be able 
to run until it was fully inspected for damage. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
Building sheds would decrease the visable impact of the road, reduce the amount of time the road 
needs to be shot, which would allow the road to be open more. Without the sheds the road will be 
closed more, which will also close the gondola more making it a useless and ugly solution that has no 
room for growth and massive possibility for failure (32.7A and 32.2.6.5Z) 
 
I am strongly against the gondola option and think it will have a permanent and negative environmental 
impact
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COMMENT #:  12977 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Duncan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to express my strong objections to the proposed Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola project. 
(32.2.9E) Frankly, I am surprised and disappointed this proposal has gotten this far. The real weight of 
what is at stake here struck me a couple weeks ago while I was hiking down from Red Pine Lake with 
my family. I looked down over the majestic U-shaped valley below, and I was flooded with all kinds of 
memories of growing up exploring this canyon, hiking it’s trails, skiing the backcountry, photographing 
the wild flowers. I tried to imagine the impact of an amusement-park style “ride” transecting the length 
of this magnificent space. (32.4I and 32.17A)  
 
Gifford Pinchot, the first director of what became the US Forest Service, once explained the best use of 
our precious national forests. He explained how they should be managed to ensure the “greatest good, 
for the greatest number.” What this proposal essentially amounts to is a half billion dollar, tax payer 
funded resort amenity. All the other uses of this priceless landscape are complete locked out of any 
added value. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT must also be sensitive to the 
“class” dimension here. This “transportation” project only serves the rich elite who can afford to pay 
$150 a day for the luxury of resort skiing. That is just so out of touch, it strikes me as unconscionable. 
(32.5A) 
 
I sincerely hope that a more rational transportation plan can be put together; a plan that doesn’t 
permanently alter the aesthetics and enjoyment of a landscape held dear to the lives of so many. Little 
Cottonwood Canyon is not simply a playground for affluent resort skiers for the four months of winter. It 
is much, much more than that. We need to preserve what we have in this canyon for all the generations 
to come. (32.29G and 32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12978 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lina Haggard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints.
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COMMENT #:  12979 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jenna Porter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see the ikon pass not be allowed at snowbird to see if that alleviated some crowds. 
(32.2.2K) If that didn't work having specific set weekends for people to limit the crowds. If money is the 
main issue, charge more for a pass. (32.2.2L and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  12980 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Whitney Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What about widening the road and having 3 lanes going up canyon in the morning and then switch it to 
3 lanes going down in the afternoon? (32.2.2D)
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COMMENT #:  12981 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Daniel Edlin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondolas ruin the appeal to the canyons. It ruins the natural beauty of what the city doesn’t have to 
offer. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Gondolas also feed the big corporations. (32.2.7A) Widening the road will 
impede lots of climbing access and we don’t need more asphalt in the canyons. (32.2.9C and 32.4A)  
Suggestion: more frequent bus shuttles going up and down the canyon during peak hours or imposing 
a reasonably, priced toll for the canyons during the winter season. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  12982 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Viehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I plan to visit LCC again and a gondola would ruin the tranquil nature experience that i come to Utah 
for. (32.2.9C and 32.4I) 
 
Please look for alternatives that are not as expensive and will not ruin nature (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  12983 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rodger Renstrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
According to the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS, "Ultimately, the partners seek to deliver 
transportation options that meet the needs of the community while preserving the values of the 
Wasatch Mountains." UDOT's preferred options do neither of those things (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) What 
they do is forever alter and further commercialize a unique urban forest canyon, a priceless resource 
benefiting a broad community living along the Wasatch Front. (32.4I) The "needs of the community" 
and the "values of the Wasatch" fall far behind UDOT's and the state's real desire to get as many 
people up LCC as possible, all to benefit two private businesses for roughly 30 days a year. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, and 32.1.4D) The problem demands more creative, and less costly, thinking than "build more 
road," or "build a carnival ride through a national forest." 
 
UDOT's decision making on this issue has been flawed from the start because it sought to solve a 
unique problem with a standard answer. LCC experiences severe traffic problems less than 10 percent 
of the year, primarily during winter weekends, holidays and occasional powder days. (32.1.4D) The 
congestion occurs because too many private vehicles enter the canyon during peak periods through a 
narrow-morning time window. The problem is exacerbated when snowfall requires avalanche control 
work. UDOT has made no effort to solve this problem using immediately available options at a lower 
cost to ALL members of the community.  
 
Let's look at some of the facts surrounding the value and nature of LCC and UDOT's promotion of a 
half billion dollar "remedy": 
- Widening S.R. 210 or introducing a gondola will accelerate the number of people entering the canyon. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) 
- Serious congestion is currently only a problem during the winter. (32.1.2C) 
- Heavy traffic only occurs about 30 days a year. (32.1.4D) 
- Traffic issues are due to the attractions held by private companies operating largely on public land.  
- The gondola would only service two business locations and ignore trailheads, climbing sites, and 
other areas of community interest in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- A significant percentage of private vehicles heading up LCC transport only the driver. (32.2.4A) 
- Traffic problems during snowstorms can be reduced with more consistent "enforcement of vehicle 
traction requirements. (32.2.2M) 
- LCC has a good avalanche control record. (32.7A) 
- When the canyon road is closed due to avalanche danger, the ski resorts are often closed to skier 
traffic too.  
- Pollution will decrease with the introduction of zero emission buses. (32.10A) 
- Climate change is real and may continue to decrease average annual snowfall; powder panic may not 
be as big of a problem in the future. (32.2.2E) 
 
Although safety in the canyon is of prime importance, concerns about canyon safety are overblown. It is 
more lethal to drive I-15 than S.R. 210. And the ski community has managed to coexist with avalanche 
control issues for over 50 years. Snow management has been an understood part of the ski resort 
business model since its inception and both resorts have managed to become very successful. (32.7A) 
 
UDOT should revisit its objectives of meeting “the needs of the community while preserving the values 
of the Wasatch Mountains.” Its proposals, especially the ill-conceived gondola, do nothing to control the 
pressures on the canyon itself, they only serve to increase visitors and generate revenue for private 
companies and developers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT must emphasize 
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what is really important here, the protection of LCC values from the cumulative effects of 
commercialization and development. Accommodating reasonable transportation needs to the ski 
resorts and the segment of the community they attract is important, too. That does not mean 
encouraging an ever-increasing or unlimited number of visitors. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
From destroying prime non-ski-resort recreation opportunities to altering the natural condition of the 
canyon itself, UDOT's preferred options should not even be on the table until less intrusive and less 
expensive alternatives are implemented, tested, and exhausted. Here are just a few options to help 
address the underlying simplicity of the real problem, too many private vehicles in the canyon on some 
days: 
- Identify weekends, holidays and other select days as peak periods with standardized canyon traffic 
protocols understood by all visitors. 
- Require a carpool minimum during certain times. (32.2.4A) 
- Provide truly expanded bus service to the resorts during busy days and hours on a reliably 
standardized basis. (32.2.9A) 
- Consistently provide public transportation with priority access to the canyon during problem hours 
(32.2.6.3N). 
- Eliminate private vehicles in the canyon altogether during peak hours. (32.2.2B) 
- Explore ways to give canyon employees priority access to the ski resorts; staffing the ski resorts is a 
challenge for those businesses. (32.2.6.3N) 
- Adjust ski resort hours of operation on problem days. (32.2.2K) 
- Erect a canyon entrance service booth to help manage visitors, similar to that used successfully in 
Millcreek Canyon. (32.2.4A) 
- Identify a carrying capacity that doesn't compromise the nature of LCC before developing permanent 
ways to crowd even more people up the canyon. Maybe we have already reached that capacity on 
certain days. (32.20B) 
 
Average annual snowfall in LCC has been trending downward for decades. It is possible that powder 
days, which are the catalyst for some of the most heavily congested days, will decrease in the future. 
Perhaps in another twenty years there will be fewer powder days to drive a fraction of the community to 
congest S.R. 210 for a few hours on a given day. A wide road or a gondola may simply turn out to be 
no more than a standing monument to misguided engineering, like a giant corroded pump in the middle 
of a dry lake bed. (32.2.2E) 
 
There are myriad ways to address LCC's traffic challenges without forever damaging the "value of the 
Wasatch." Building a bigger road or installing a carnival ride may increase value for two private 
companies, but either would forever transform the canyon's value to the broader community. And those 
changes will continue to contribute to ever greater changes down the road, so to speak. The cumulative 
effects inherent in either of UDOT's preferred alternatives are unacceptable.
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COMMENT #:  12984 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gene Weymouth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola may be the best answer but I am not entirely certain. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12985 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marianna Buckel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed alternatives to the congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon are serving the needs and 
desires of the ski resorts and tourists, rather than that of the Utah locals. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola is devastation, an eyesore, and building infrastructure such as that in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon would show that the priorities of this government are that of money and 
tourism, rather than protecting the last bit of wild Utah that is left. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.4I) Did not 
Brigham Young first see this valley and proclaim it as the land of the holy? How are we to see what's 
left of this same land and continue to destroy the wilderness with senseless structure to make "traffic 
lighter," when the reality of this is that this will only cause more people to enter into this canyon. 
(32.1.2D, 32.20A, and 32.20C) If we think folks will drive to the base of the canyon, see a long line for 
the gondola, and not just drive themselves the rest of the way we are being naive. (32.2.4A) If anything 
is to happen to this canyon, it is the widened / third lane proposal. (32.2.9B) However, this is once 
again prioritizing a group over another group, as this proposal is benefitting those skiers while 
eradicating classic climbs along this road. (32.4B) Salt Lake City has recently become the mecca for 
climbing, by integrating this proposal we would only say we care more about the needs of ski franchise 
and not about the vast group of individuals that come to recreate responsibly up the entire length of the 
canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). In short and summary, the gondola is the 
WORST, the third lane is below average, and doing nothing is what is best for the people! (32.2.9G) If 
we want to ski the best powder on earth, we can either earn our turns or suck it up and wait in traffic. 
These proposals will in no way reduce congestion. (32.7B and 32.7C). 
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COMMENT #:  12986 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Calvin Meyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola due to the environmental damage to the canyon it would cause, it would 
increase congestion in cottonwood heights around the station terminal and ruin the natural scenery. I 
am in favor of other alternatives (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5E, 32.4I, and 32.17A)
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COMMENT #:  12987 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bridget L 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Horrible idea. Oppose this as a viable solution to solve the transportation issue (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  12988 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deanna Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build the gondola!!! Buses as a vote 100000 percent don’t ruin our beautiful iconic rock climbing 
and canyons (32.2.9E, 32.4B, 32.17A, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  12989 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Cichoski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m against the gondola and would not like to see it go through. I think better bus systems and wider 
roads would be better. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  12990 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Glen Finley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider a train that interconnects all the Wasatch Mountains. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  12991 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Chelsey Kenney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please go with the Gondola for the cottonwood canyon. This is a green and efficient way of 
addressing the traffic issue and will be great for all residents of the salt lake valley. The idea that we 
shouldn’t allow people in the canyon is not realistic and would hurt Utah’s state and local economies. 
We should celebrate our growth and the gondola is a great way to keep our communities moving 
forward. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  12992 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Bradford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The canyons should stay as they are! Both widening and creating a gondola would devastate a fragile 
ecosystem and burden the views for which people go to LCC (32.2.9G, 32.2.9E, 32.2.7, 32.13A, 
32.13B, 32.17A, and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  12993 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colby Stevenson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please DO NOT follow through with the gondola as it does not solve the traffic problem we need to 
explore other options like building a monorail or train that comes through the city and up. (32.2.9E, 
32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.2I)
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COMMENT #:  12994 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Whitney 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola plan. (32.2.9E) It doesn’t provide sufficient transportation volume per hour, 
for only the winter, to justify the expense and environmental impact (32.2.6.5N) Less costly and 
potentially more effective options exist such as the added lane and or bus plan as measures that 
should be piloted as the least in the latter example. (32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  12995 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kara Trevino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a lifelong Utahn that has been skiing in the Cottonwoods for over 40 years. I love Little 
Cottonwood and all the recreation and beauty it has to offer. I am a 30+ year season pass holder at 
Snowbird, but enjoy backcountry skiing up Grizzly Gulch, Red Pine and Flagstaff, as well. I frequent the 
canyon in the summer, too. Hiking Superior and the Pfeifferhorn. 
I think the gondola is the best solution to improve transportation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9D) 
It will be more reliable than buses and road expansion. The most congested days are when it is 
snowing. More buses and cars on an expanded road will not add to mobility and we will have the same 
or worse delays and congestion. (32.2.6.3P) I have had countless days that have taken me and my 
family 3-4 hours to get down the canyon when there is an inch of snow on the road. If the gondola was 
an option, we could ski to the end of the day and ride down the canyon safely and reliably. 
I have a teenage driver that I would be worried about driving the canyon if it was a snowy day. If there 
was a gondola, he could drive to the base, park and safely ride to the resort and return without the 
hazards and delays of the road. A bus would not offer the same reliable, safe transportation on a snowy 
day. In addition, I know of stories where it took people 6 hours to get down the canyon on a bus. 
The construction of the gondola won’t take as long as the expanded road and will have less of an 
impact on the canyon ecology and water quality. (32.2.7C, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.12A, and 32.12B) The 
footprint of the towers is far less than the added roadway and the interruption to wildlife and natural 
beauty of the canyon. How many construction seasons will the road take and what will the disruption to 
using the canyon be? (32.2.7C) The canyon congestion needs to be addressed immediately, not 5-10 
years from now. The height of the towers and the visual of the gondola is not my favorite but I think it is 
the only solution to the congestion and transportation problems in LCC. Utah’s population is one of the 
fastest growing in the country and more and more people are moving here because of our world-
renowned skiing and its proximity to our urban areas. The gondola is a better solution for air quality. An 
expanded road, with diesel buses and more cars that snakes up the canyon will not help with air 
quality. The gondola provides a near-zero emissions option. (32.10A). The gondola provides a critical 
secondary access by opening another transportation artery into and out of the canyon. When the road 
is covered by avalanches, the gondola will be able to move people up and down the canyon. The road 
closure stops all access and strands everyone either up the canyon or in a long line at the mouth 
waiting for the canyon to open. (32.7A). There is criticism that the gondola will only serve those going to 
resorts and not dispersed users going to other spots. 85% of the people traveling up the canyon are 
going to either Snowbird or Alta. White Pine and Tanners are not the cause of the congestion. The 
congestion is from resort skiers that want to ski between 9:00-4:30 and have ski team or lessons for 
their children. Backcountry skiers can head up the canyon early or midday and only have limitations 
from daylight or weather conditions. Resort skiers are limited by the resort hours and need to be there 
at the opening bell to get the best snow. (32.1.2D). Critics think the enhanced bus will help with the 
summer months but the same kind of congestion doesn’t occur in the summer months. (32.1.2C) Hiking 
and sightseeing does not need to happen during the hours of 9:00-4:30 like during the ski season and 
the canyon doesn’t close because of snowy weather or avalanche danger. The gondola can run during 
the summer months as a revenue generator and alleviate parking demands. 
 
Recently, the County Mayor and Mayor of Salt Lake City have asked for the bus option with a phased 
approach on the road expansion. That is not a solution. It is status quo. No one is going to take an 
alternative method of transportation unless it is truly quicker, reliable, and safer. The gondola meets 
these criteria. 

Page 32B-13369 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

UDOT should also consider having stricter requirements for vehicles and snow tires that are allowed up 
the canyon during the winter. We have been delayed count less times by non-AWD cars or SUVs that 
don’t have proper tires. It only takes one ill-equipped driver or car to mess up the canyon for everyone. 
UDOT should also discourage single occupant vehicles during peak hours. This would help with 
congestion and air quality. (32.2.2M and 32.2.4A) Without tolls, people will not get out of their vehicles. 
(32.2.4A). I am hopeful UDOT can find an alternative to the snow sheds. They will be expensive and 
ugly (32.2.9J). It seems like on high avalanche days, the gondola capacity could be increased and 
allow crews to clear the road or do control work to mitigate avalanche danger. (32.2.6.5Z). In 
conclusion, the gondola is the best alternative for safety, reliability and mobility and I am excited for 
UDOT to address the congestion problem.
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COMMENT #:  12996 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Chen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT construction crews arent even competent enough to keep a single dump truck full of gravel on its 
tires. How do you expect them to build an entire gondola without messing up the environment around 
the gondola towers? Just widen the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  12997 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brady Morris 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the Gondola is the better option and less impact to the canyon. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  12998 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Burt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We would love any help moving traffic through our canyons. People don’t understand the benifits of 
tourism, and that’s what Utah offers. A couple gondola towers isn’t gonna kill anyone, you will be fine. 
(32.2.9D and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  12999 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Drew Weston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that neither option presented is an equitable solution to the congestion problem of LCC. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola being the absolute worst option presented. It would only service 
the resorts and would destroy the beauty of LCC. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C). The impact of a gondola would be irreversible and would destroy a lot of the amazing climbing 
in the canyon. (32.4I and 32.4B) I would like to see more options that don’t completely alter the canyon 
and actually help service all aspects of why we go into the canyon i.e. climbing, hiking, biking. (32.2.2P) 
We should not alter the canyon just to better service 2 ski resorts for a few months out of the year. 
(32.1.2B)
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COMMENT #:  13000 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna de Lorenzi 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a terrible mistake, it will greatly impact the climbing community and developing a naturel area is 
NEVER the right thing to do :/ do better (32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  13001 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Haddad 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think this is a bad idea because of many different reasons. Reason number one being it’s disruptive to 
the ecosystem. (32.13A and 32.13B) Thats all. Pls don’t install 
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COMMENT #:  13002 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Bird 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not use my tax dollars to support Private Ski Resort Corporations. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C).  
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COMMENT #:  13003 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brock Holt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I use little cottonwood canyon as a backcountry skier in the winter. The plans all seem to be focused on 
resort skiers and not in uphill folks. I want to make sure that we are not excluded from access to the 
roads, hills and parking. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C).  
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COMMENT #:  13004 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
If UTA Bus Service remains a part of the transportion mix in Little Cottonwood Canyon, with or without 
enhanced bus lanes, then UTA has some serious work to do to deliver a viable product. 
You have got to keep the buses on the road when it snows. It is very predictable where the buses will 
go off the road. And that, of course, makes a mess of things. Top of the bypass road is the number one 
area of concern.You have got to provide adaquate and reasonable places for skiers to stow their gear 
while on a ski bus route. (32.2.3A). Over the years I have watched the ski racks come and go. At a 
Mountain Accord Transportaion group session back in the day I remember a UTA supervisor 
complaining that when there were ski racks on the buses, it took too long for the passengers to load 
and unload, and the schedule went out the window. OK, I get it that keeping on the schedule is 
important to a transportaion entity, but in this case it should be about delivering a service that meets the 
needs of the riders as well. That brings us to the plan to end multiple stops at the resorts, and have only 
one stop at each ski area on the highway. (32.2.6.3N). Bad idea. Again, I get it that trying to get in and 
out of the Snowbird Center, the Wildcat turnaround, and the ticket office stop at Albion is very 
challanging at times. Those stops, along with the Hotel stops in Alta provide good service to the 
community, employees, and Season Pass holders. (32.2.6.3C). As your own data shows, employees 
and pass holders make up the majority of your ridership. If you work at the Peruvian, and the bus stop 
is up by the Post Office, and it's snowing you are not going to want to walk along the road, with the 
plows and traffic, to get back to your place of employment. Same thing for pass holders who may have 
seasonal lockers in a variety of buildings scattered around the town of Alta. If this is, in fact, the future 
outcome, you are going to find a different way to commute in the canyon. 
Lets review: 
Right size the equipment so that it will stay on the road 
Take care of the need to transport ski gear 
Provide routes and service that will be attractive to current riders, and hopefully make it an attractive 
option for future riders. 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  13005 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Pederson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My stance is the first option of enhanced bus service (32.2.9A). This would be the least impactful and 
could be more useful than no enhanced service. This will help bring more guest to and from LCC. 
However the extra road and gondola will be too impactful and bring too many people into the canyons. 
There is a carrying capacity and these options are too impactful. (32.20A and 32.20B) I am an Alta 
season pass skier. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  13006 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amie Francis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will absolutely ruin the canyons and overfill the canyons destroying the canyon we know 
and love (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.20A, and 32.20B). 
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COMMENT #:  13007 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Keith Kirkman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the idea of the gondola eliminating a lot of traffic. (32.2.9D). Whichever plan is finally decided, the 
park and ride lots need to be greatly expanded to handle all of the riders either on the gondola or 
enhanced bus service. (32.2.6.5J). Also, the avalanche sheds should be implemented to greatly reduce 
the possibility of road closures. (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  13008 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  AJ Marino 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola would eliminate every last possible wild opportunity in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) It provides transportation to the rich and leaves individuals with little 
connection to what makes the Wasatch special. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Not to 
mention 250ft lift towers plaguing the landscape. (32.17A) The gondola is not an actual transportation 
solution, it’s a money grab for the CEO’s of private resorts. Move forward with enhanced bus transit and 
save the canyon. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  13009 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsey Elliott 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I like option A, a private bus lane. (32.2.9B) The gondola is so much public money that solely benefits 
these private resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). They want to solve the 
parking issue, they should build their own multi-story parking structures and improve on what they 
already have paved. Snow shed tunnels are amazing, a bus lane is amazing. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9B) 
Expanding the park and ride lots is fantastic! (32.2.6.2.1C) Keep major construction out of the Canyon! 
We the people do not want to pay for a gondola that will do so little for the public. PLEASE keep it 
minimal and keep the resorts responsible. The people who really care about the mountains appreciate 
the backcountry. We the people appreciate learning and respecting nature, I don’t want to see it from a 
gondola! (32.4I and 32.17A) Anyone who wants to look down at nature instead of be in it should book a 
room at the top of snowbird. 
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COMMENT #:  13010 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Schlossnagle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Spending half a billion dollars minimum on a problem for two private businesses that exists a maximum 
of what, 30 days a year, is not a good use of taxpayer money in Utah. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). How has the effect of climate change been factored into this analysis? 
(32.2.2E) This year has been a stark reminder of what the future looks like in the Wasatch - warmer 
temperatures, less snowpack, lower lake levels... how many lake effect powder days will Alta see by 
2040, or even 2030? If either of these “preferred alternatives” are chosen, the canyon will be 
irreversibly damaged for a problem with a limited lifespan. (32.2.2E)  
 
Let’s also take a second to address the extremely narrow scope of the problem. 30 days a year, 
maximum, let’s say 20ish days on average, for the customers of two private businesses. (32.1.4D) And 
these “solutions” will have a permanent impact on every single other user of the canyon, nearly all of 
which is PUBLIC LAND, 365 days a year. (32.4I) All dispersed recreation - hiking, climbing, mountain 
biking, whatever, will be scarred forever by either a gondola or expanded lanes. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
Parking in the canyon, which is already severely strained, will be a complete mess with either of these 
“solutions”. (32.2.6.2.1D)  
 
What if we take a less extreme approach, and actually TRY some of the less destructive options out 
there first? (32.29R) bus services, tolling, and other traffic mitigation strategies should be given a 
serious attempt before anything drastic is done, especially since the two “solutions” do absolutely 
nothing to address dispersed recreation needs. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C) People in Salt Lake 
Valley don’t view Little Cottonwood Canyon as simply the road you take to get to the fancy resorts, they 
see it as a wild and diverse place to recreate the entire length of the canyon. So maybe it’s time to go 
back to the drawing board and reformat the problem, instead of creating new problems for everyone 
else. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  13011 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hailey Griffin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Today is the last day for public comment and I still can’t think of anything to say that will actually be 
heard. Expansion of roads, a gondola, or a train, are not going to fix any of the immediate problems we 
face as a community. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9F) Furthermore, they’re expensive temporary fixes 
that don’t address our real problem, population growth of the state and more directly Salt Lake Valley 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). 
 
As a taxpayer, it’s hard to conceive that we’ll be forced to pay half a billion dollars for any project that 
simply benefits two private businesses, especially to “fix” a problem we see 10-15 days per year 
(32.1.4D, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Our focus should be focused on the 
2021/2022 ski season and holding the ski areas accountable for their inaction of mitigation of traffic in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. It’s hard to fathom that we can’t do something today (32.29R and 32.2.7C).  
 
Traction laws that are in effect the entire season, Canyon vehicle permits that require tire inspections 
and a fee (they do it in OR), the ability to close the highway when the Canyons are at capacity, and 
more funding to the Cottonwood UDOT Shed are all options that we could consider now. (32.2.2M, 
32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.9K) The Cottonwood UDOT Shed is over-extended as I see it. 
Having sheds in both Little Cottonwood and Big Cottonwood Canyons (how are we not discussing 
Big?!) would be great starts at having plows at hand when weather moves in fast. (32.1.1A) I 
understand the Cottonwood Shed is already heavily funded, but if we’re considering a half billion dollar 
option for one canyon, why can’t we focus on both canyons and utilizing amazing resources that we 
already have at hand. This would create more state jobs and improve infrastructure. 
 
I don’t know the answer, but I don’t believe a Gondola, operating half the year and only stopping at two 
private businesses, benefits anyone. (32.2.6.3F, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). There 
has to be a better solution. (32.2.2PP) In my experience, there is never just one way to fix a problem. 
Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  13012 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Liam Alfred 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This gondola is going to destroy the canyon we have lived with our entire lives. The project will take far 
too long and ruin the canyons as we know it (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  13013 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Karoline Meador 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the alternatives that UDOT has presented are good enough. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The 
gondola will be a permanent eye sore to a beautiful canyon that is used for more than just skiing at the 
resorts. (32.17A) The canyon serves as recreational place for mountain bikers, hikers, rock climbers 
and ice climbers, back country skiers, etc. The gondola only serves the interests of Alta and Snowbird. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). Additionally, it will increase car traffic in residential 
areas where the gondola will load. (32.2.6.5E) Are the infrastructure in those areas prepared to handle 
that traffic? The gondola will only fill the canyon with more people and we do not know the capacity of 
the canyon since a study has not been done. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C). Will UDOT commit to 
having a capacity study conducted? (32.20B). The road widening is also not good enough. Both the 
impact of the gondola and the road widening will cause detrimental damage to the canyon, including 
destroying over 100 granite boulders that are recreated on and loved by the Salt Lake climbing 
community, as well as climbers that come from all over. (32.4I, 32.4A, and 32.4B) These boulders are 
a staple for Salt Lake climbers and are important part of the climbing culture and community in Salt 
Lake. As someone who lives near and recreates in LCC, I don’t want to see a gondola permanently 
scar the canyon, nor do I want to see more asphalt poured. (32.17A and 32.17B) UDOT needs to 
explore an increased and improved bus system more in depth before moving on to any other 
alternatives (32.2.9A and 32.29R). While the technology of a gondola doesn’t have the capacity to 
improve over time, bus technology does. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.3N) We will be able to adapt as 
technology improves and cleaner, more efficient solutions become available. Make the busses run 
more regularly and impose a modest toll at the mouth of the canyon to further incentivize people to 
carpool. (32.2.6.3N and 32.2.4A) Find a way to incentivize the busses, just as the resorts were 
prepared to incentivize the gondola. Please do not pander to the ski resorts. Listen to the residents of 
SLC and Cottonwood Heights who are strongly opposed to these alternatives and work with us to 
preserve the canyon and the beauty it holds, and support the smaller communities that recreate the 
canyon and wish to take care of it and see it thrive. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  13014 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ethan Dubil 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I would like to advise against the gondola. (32.2.9E) A canyon that is tens of millions of years old 
should not have a gondola running up the middle of it. I understand it would be hugely profitable for Alta 
and snowbird, bringing in tons of revenue to Utah, but I feel it would be wrong to do anything that 
detracts from the natural beauty of this canyon, no matter the possible upside. (32.17A and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  13015 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Gibson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To design anything that still requires the majority to use a vehicle to access in today society is beyond 
short sighted and will lead to further traffic problems. (32.7B and 32.7C) The following aired on KPCW 
in Park City yesterday and every final decision maker should take a good listen prior to lifting a pen to a 
final proposal of any kind. Get this right or live with it for the next 75 years!  
The following is timely and relative. 
How the Invention of the Automobile Shaped Society from Cool Science Radio on my KPCW. 
https://bit.ly/3yUbda1  
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COMMENT #:  13016 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mary Kay Clark 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Have you considered what happens when we lose the GSL as a water and snow source? (32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  13017 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kelly Nielson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm for the Gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13018 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sierra Swan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the gondola is a poor and wrong choice for the canyon. (32.2.9E) I don’t think that it will 
prevent a decrease in traffic because cars will still attempt to drive up. (32.2.4A) I also think that the 
environmental impact via putting the concrete towers in our water shed is simply not a solution. 
(32.12A) I think that there are much more effective measures- continual traction laws, more public 
transit (by funding a better bus system), and prioritizing car pooling that we can implement this season. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.2M, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  13019 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Bellomy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my comments on the EIS. My primary concerns/feedback are as 
follows:  
 
- My primary concern is that the current plans would increase the amount of users in the canyons which 
would reduce the quality of the recreation and increase the impact on the environment. The concluded 
alternative should seek to maintain the current experience. Even if that means limiting the number of 
users in the canyon. Resort skiers make up the largest portion of the users and there needs to be a cap 
on the number of resort skiers in the canyon in a given day. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.20C, 32.2.2L, and 
32.2.2K).  
- Before making a major investment using tax payer money, options such as tolling and incentivized 
carpooling should be considered. Tolling should be used to manage canyon capacity. (32.2.2Y and 
32.2.4A)  
- Bus service should be increased during peak periods and run during a wider range of times during the 
day (i.e. 5am - 10pm). (32.2.6.3N) 
- The fastest growing group of canyon users is backcountry skiers and hikers. The solution that is 
selected should include expanded parking at backcountry skiing and hiking trailheads. (32.2.6.2.4A) 
- Parking near Alta/Snowbird should also be expanded to include spots for backcountry ski and hikers 
(32.2.2QQ)  
- Roadside parking near backcountry ski trailheads such as White Pine, Tanner's Gulch, Coalpit should 
be expanded. (32.2.6.2.4A)  
- The resorts will benefit the most from any option selected. They should be required to pay for a 
significant portion of the cost. (32.2.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  13020 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mackenzie Epperson-Valum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the idea of a gondola for several reasons. (32.2.9E) But mainly, the bigger problem is trying to 
get more people up the canyon when it’s already beyond its carrying capacity (32.20A, 32.20B, and 
32.20C) Instead we should find better ways to regulate the impact we are having on the environment. 
(32.2.2l, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) Furthermore, the gondola only accessing resorts is not going to 
contribute to those who choose to venture into the public backcountry space (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). And it will be an eye sore. (32.17A) Please NO gondola 
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COMMENT #:  13021 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Susie Albertson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The problem in Little Cottonwood Canyon is only for a few hours 10 days a year! (32.1.4D) Most of the 
limited problem could be solved by Avalanche sheds and tolling on powder days. (32.2.9K, 32.2.4A, 
and 32.2.2Y) If there is still a problem then the Ski Resort Employees can be encouraged to ride the 
bus instead of driving in their cars. All of these should be done before anything major is done to the 
Canyon. The EIS has obfuscated the fact that the enhanced bus with shoulder lane, is a four lane 
highway! A four lane highway up the Canyon would destroy it! (32.2.9C and 32.2.6.3B). These two 
major projects are to get rich people Skiing faster. While the west side sits in gridlock everyday. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C).  
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COMMENT #:  13022 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Butrum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to state my objection to the gondola plan. (32.2.9E) The gondola is a costly and permanent 
solution to what is a problem on a small percentage of days out of the year. (32.1.4D) The travel times 
of the gondola don't take into account the time to make it to the station. During peak loading times what 
will the wait time be to board the gondola (32.2.6.5C). It will not ease congestion at the mouth of the 
canyon as cars pile into the base station. (32.2.6.5J) Tolling would have to be extremely high to force 
people into the gondola rather than just driving up the canyon. (32.2.4A) Expand parking for buses, 
investing in electric buses and tiered tolling to reward carpooling would be cheaper and more effective 
measures to reduce traffic in LCC. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3F)
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COMMENT #:  13023 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Melanie Stone 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Environmental damage from road construction or from the gondola will be irreparable. (32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E, and 32.4I) Climate change may reduce the snowpack and negate the need for either option. 
(32.2.2E) Funds could be spent in so many other ways that would reap benefits instead of lead to the 
damage and waste of these proposals. (32.1.2B)  
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COMMENT #:  13024 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Little 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber and Geotechnical engineer that has spent countless days in LCC, I can safely say that 
neither the gondola or the road widening could be accomplished without special exemption being given 
to the project in regards to rock fall, slope stability, avalanche, and debris flow. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
And why should a project that only benefits a select few (ski resorts) be given exemptions. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). The same question can be asked about funding with the public’s 
tax dollars. Furthermore the environmental impact would be devastating (32.4I) I suggest a permit 
system, similar to how our national park is going (Yosemite). (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.4A) I think it’s 
fair to say that the canyons only have so much vehicle capacity, and a permit system would ensure that 
without and infrastructure costs. (32.20B) In my experience, while the permit system in our national 
parks was originally met with disgust from myself and others, it actually does have a positive impact by 
reducing congestion and traffic. (32.2.2K)  
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COMMENT #:  13025 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexandra Ng 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider widening the roads instead of destructive options that will destroy landmark climbing 
boulders. (32.2.9B, 32.4A, and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  13026 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Dahlberg 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Has the “Loop system” that is available from the Boring Company been considered in place of the 
Gondola for little cottonwood canyon. If so, where can I find documentation of the analysis that was 
done. (32.2.2C) As far as I can see, the loop system would be less expensive and superior with regard 
to all criteria used to evaluate the gondola option. The loop system is proven technology with a 
demonstration system operation in Las Vegas. 
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COMMENT #:  13027 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lismore Nebeker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t understand how we’ve gotten to this point. How are these the only two options? While long term 
solutions the gondola has extreme potential of streamlining commuting up the canyon why haven’t we 
started with simple solutions? (32.2.9N and 32.29R) to get up the canyon ? Increasing bus capacity? 
(32.2.9A) Increasing bus incentive ? (32.2.4A) There has to be a way to start the process at a slower 
pace. 
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COMMENT #:  13028 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsey Bellomy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fear making irreversible damage to our beautiful canyon. Unfortunately both solutions offered will 
permanently change our canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) Less drastic measures must be taken 
before altering our canyon forever. We need to focus on decreasing our impact, not increasing 
accessibility and profit for the ski resorts. Some less invasive alternatives that should be considered are 
as follows: 
Increasing bus/shuttle accessibility 
 - Have buses stop at popular hiking and backcountry ski locations (32.1.2D and 32.2.6.3C) 
 - Increase the bus frequency on weekends/holidays/high traffic days (32.2.6.3N) 
 - Start buses earlier to allow backcountry users to utilize public transportation (32.2.6.3N) 
 - Create more park and ride lots for increased accessibility (32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
Our focus now should be on decreasing our impact and to protect the land for all users. Please 
consider less invasive alternatives before making a mistake we cannot reverse. 
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COMMENT #:  13029 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Catherine Nuar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the gondola solution for LCC. (32.2.9E) The canyon has limited capacity that the 
gondola solution ignores. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) Additionally, building the gondola would 
destroy many key bouldering areas and have a negative environmental impact. (32.4B and 32.4I) 
 
Environmental consciousness and canyon capacity aside - it is ludicrous that we are being asked to 
fund a “solution” that support two multi million dollar corporations (Alta and snowbird) while ignoring the 
many users of the canyons. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). As well, this permanent 
solution is only applicable on a very limited number of weekend days per winter. (32.1.4D)  It is 
irresponsible to harm the ecosystem for just a short sighted solution (32.13A)  
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COMMENT #:  13030 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Adam Pellerin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep development minimal! More buses and improving existing infrastructure is the only 
reasonable option in my eyes (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  13031 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Ryan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The purpose of this EIS is to help determine which option would have less impact on the environment in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. Less impact equals less people and less vehicles, which should be in line 
with the greater environmental impact goals the Salt Lake Valley in general. (32.2.9N and 32.29G) 
It would seem that the goal is to reduce the impact of human activity in Little Cottonwood Canyon by 
placing a ceiling on user days in the caynon year-round regardless of the activity. (32.20B) And to 
provide access to all those activities (ie. resort and back-country skiing, ice and rock climbing, snow 
shoeing and cross-country skiing as well as hiking and mountain biking, etc.) with levels that provide 
the best wilderness experience for all. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C).  
Also, it would seem that a gondola would favor the use to skiers while diminishing the remaining 
recreational user's opportunities. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C). I would like to 
believe that the best solution would benefit all recreational users in the canyon and it would seem that 
an enhanced /improved Hwy 210 would achieve that to provide better bus access for the benefit all 
users and resort operators. Otherwise, it would seem that only the resorts would benefit at the 
taxpayer's expense. (32.2.9B and 32.2.6.3C). Finally, a fee system seems like the best solution 
presently to mitigate overuse in the canyon. Season passholders would absorb their share in their pass 
price while citizens and tourists would be levied a reasonable day use fee, much as has been 
implemented in other canyons in the valley. (32.2.4A, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2Y) 
It's obvious that this and other Utah canyons, with their unique beauty, should be protected in any 
reasonable way from the overuse and mismanagement it is presently experiencing. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  13032 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Whitson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondolas! (32.2.9E) And let’s start with something simple like improved bus service but not spend 
an arm and a leg on major road changes. (32.2.9A) Express buses to the resorts and local buses that 
would also stop at backcountry trailheads. Cars still able to go up but with tolls. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 
and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  13033 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joshua Tao 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in Little Cottonwood all seasons throughout the year. I'm a huge skier and utilize it plenty in the 
winter. I find that adding a gondola or widening the road would be incredibly detrimental to the natural 
beauty of the canyon. (32.17A and 32.17B) To destroy the view shed or to remove boulders in order to 
alleviate traffic soley on weekends and only 2 or 3 months out of the year sounds incredibly destructive. 
(32.1.4D, 32.17A, 32.17B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) Please hear out others perspective on this manner, I am 
a skier and climber. Little Cottonwood is greatly famous for its climbing and doing anything to detract 
from the wildness of the canyon would have a huge impact on the community
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COMMENT #:  13034 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Goff 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  13035 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carly Scofield 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I honestly feel that we should acknowledge that the canyons have a limited capacity and we may be at 
it. (32.20B) There are ways to approach that kind of problem, without altering the landscape such as 
daily lotteries for who can go up the canyon would, a reservation pass system, or tolling. (32.2.2K and 
32.2.2Y) I am aware that none of these would be popular options and that we as a group are unlikely to 
acknowledge the canyon's limitations. Therefore we need to try less invasive options and prove 
whether or not they could alleviate the current traffic issues before taking drastic measures that will 
permanently alter the landscape for the worse. (32.29R) These options could include things like 
increased parking outside the canyon to encourage carpooling and other mitigation strategies. 
(32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.4A) 
 
That said, if I have to choose between the two proposed options I would choose the bus. (32.2.9A) The 
gondola would irreversibly and severely impact the landscape in a negative manner that is impossible 
to adapt to potential future changes. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.2.6.5A) If climate change negatively 
impacts the ski industry and people stop using the canyon so much in the winter we'll be stuck with an 
expensive ugly gondola that is difficult to repurpose. (32.2.2E) It will destroy favorite trails and hundreds 
of climbing routes that our community cherish. (32.4B) The canyon is about more than the ski resorts 
and it belongs to all of us, not just them. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C).
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COMMENT #:  13036 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sara Windle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
as a utah native who also has spent 20 years living and skiing in Colorado, i wholeheartedly support a 
better solution for accessing the Cottonwood Canyons. one need only look at what a lack of future 
planning has done to CO and the traffic on I-70 to know SLC is not far behind these issues.  
i urge you to expand bus service and restrict individual cars as your solution. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
this will ensure everyone who accesses the mountain will pay for it, rather than placing the cost burden 
solely on the SLC community. furthermore, commuting via bus becomes a much more attractive transit 
option when the buses are on time and not stuck in traffic (full of single drivers!).  
there will be growing pains as nobody likes change, but i urge you to be brave and strongly encourage, 
or require the use of public transportation to access what is becoming an overwhelmed part of the 
state. i look forward to seeing your amazing results, thanks for the opportunity to comment. 
Cheers, 
Sara Windle 
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COMMENT #:  13037 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Omer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! (32.2.9E) The canyon is so much more than ski resorts. Please do not ruin the canyon with 
a gondola. (32.4I) The increase of electric bus traffic will greatly improve accessibility in the canyon for 
everyone. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3F) Please no gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  13038 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Keenan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Rather than spend millions of dollars and years of construction on a project that will take away the 
natural beauty of the canyon and only service Snowbird and Alta, we should increase the funds to the 
current programs/resources and expand the bus system within the canyons (including additional 
parking at the base of the canyons). (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
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COMMENT #:  13039 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Deborah Case 

 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC EIS Comment 
Upon reviewing the two current EIS LCC alternatives, I can’t help but think of King Solomon and 
“cutting the baby in half”. 
The option (s) available is not suitable and does not adequately address the issue. Instead, it is 
destructive to the ONE thing we are trying to address. The canyon. 
 
First and foremost, at the heart of the topic is the Canyon. Not the roadway, a gondola or increasing 
visitors. Relieving residents from being trapped on snow days is an issue. Peoples daily lives are am 
issue. Traffic ONLY on snow days is an issue. (32.1.4D and 32.7B) 
A complex, destructive, short-sighted, and expensive project that does little to address the issues, is not 
the answer. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.17A) 
 
Exploitation and destruction of an irreplaceable natural resource for the State and private industrys 
profit, at the taxpayers expense, is not a viable reason. 
 
I am an experienced Canyon user, with a decades long history dating back to the 80’s, and currently 
make over 100 trips a year into the canyon for peace and recreation. I have seen many snow days, and 
know first hand the issues. These are not viable solutions to the problems. 
 
I CANNOT thoughtfully support 
- Widening of the road (32.2.9E) 
- Damage to this unique and world acclaimed environment (32.4I) 
- Damage to native animals and plants (32.13A) 
- Additional salt into our watershed (32.12A) 
- Additional pollution (32.10A) 
- Higher speeds that are detrimental to the vulnerable users that we aim to attract and utilize this 
area. 
Widening roads in not effective on snow days. (32.2.6.3B) Due to human nature, drivers tend to drive 
single file on heavy snow days for safety. This eliminates the effectiveness of widening or multiple 
lanes. Currently, drivers do not utilize all the lanes they have on snow days. 
The 2 alternatives suggested are far too large scale, costly and destructive to validate their small 
contribution to easing a few traffic days. 
 
The alternatives do not seem to take into account todays actively changing transportation or work from 
home "environment, or the environment of the future. 
 
The data being presented in analysis is already obsolete and no longer is representative of recent 
human use changes, climatic changes (shortening winter season), future advances in transportation, 
trends, or future transportation infrastructure development throughout the Salt Lake Valley and state.  
These solution alternatives are “cutting the baby in half”. They are destructive to what we want to 
elevate and protect. 
Please consider moving in the lower scale, less damaging, costly, destructive, and easily modifiable 
direction of 
- enhanced bus service (32.2.9A) 
- mobility hubs (32.2.6.2.1C) 
- greater snowplowing efforts (32.2.2II) 
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- additional policing officers (assist drivers needs and infraction) (32.2.2II) 
- use of parking reservations (32.2.2K) 
- mountain compliant vehicle enforcement (32.2.2M) 
 
In addition, please take special notice to the suggestions made by organizations that reflect the peoples 
best interest, such as the Central Wasatch Commission (CWC) PILLARS document and comments 
from Utahs League of Women Voters. (32.1.2E) 
 
Thank you, 
Deborah Case 
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COMMENT #:  13040 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Giessing 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the solution that makes the most sense with the large number of car moving up and 
down the canyon. I know many people are concerned with the changes in the canyon, but the 
increasing traffic is already doing that. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13041 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pamela Mayer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gonola is an awful idea (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  13042 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hardy Sherwood 

 
COMMENT: 
 
An issue with both alternatives is that they're only intended to handle a fraction of the traffic going up 
and down the canyon. A solution to the problem needs to handle most if not all the traffic. (32.1.2D and 
32.7C) 
 
The cost of the bus alternative is inflated because it includes cost for extensive road expansion and 
also includes driver salaries. In the not too distant future, buses will not have human drivers. (32.2.7C) 
 
The gondola alternative doesn't include the expense of providing busing to the gondola station. 
Shouldn't it include that expense? (32.2.6.5J) 
 
The bus alternative can easily be expanded to handle a significantly larger portion of the canyon traffic. 
The gondola alternative would be difficult and expensive to expand beyond the proposed 30%. 
(32.2.6.3N and 32.2.6.5N) 
 
The advocates of the gondola alternative state that it would be able to transport people up the canyon 
even when the road is closed. What they don't mention is that in most of these times, the lifts at the 
resorts would also be closed. That means lots of people would be transported up the canyon with no 
safe place to stay until the lifts open. (32.2.6.5H)  
 
The gondola is estimated to take over half an hour to transport an individual up the canyon. Buses 
would take about half that time. 
 
The gondola has a few fix stops. What about all the people who wish to go to somewhere else than one 
of the two resorts? Would they have to drive? (32.2.6.5G and 32.4G) The bus alternative doesn't 
discriminate. It can handle all canyon uses, not just those that wish to recreate at an overcrowded 
resorts. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
Buses can be easily scheduled to handle peak traffic periods. Gondolas can't. (32.2.6.3N and 
32.2.6.5N) 
 
With a bus system, there's a possibility of closing the canyon to private vehicles, at least during peak 
traffic periods such as start of the day for uphill traffic and end of the day for downhill traffic. That 
possibility doesn't exist for the gondola alternative. (32.2.2B) 
 
What I'd like to see is that LCC is closed to private vehicles during the hours when the ski resorts are 
operating. That would allow buses to operate without the need for major expansion to the LCC road. 
That would not only solve traffic problems, but reduce pollution in LCC and do so at a fraction of the 
cost of either of the proposed alternatives. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  13043 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rochelle Kaplan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t like either of the 2 options chosen. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) But of the 2 bad proposals, I prefer 
road widening and more buses to a gondola. I prefer as a better option charging a fair parking fee for 
cars, a discount for car-pooling, and limiting the # of daily guests at the resorts. The Ikon pass is 
already degrading the experience. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, and 32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  13044 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tom McFarland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I've lived near 7800 S 3500 E since 1977. I've always assumed that Wasatch Blvd would become 4 
lanes past La Caille to 9400 S. My concern is that much of the project (gondola) is being done for the 
benefit of the ski resort companies. They stand to benefit. They should pay a large majority of the 
development costs. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  13045 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Suzanne Jansen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the gondola and bus system offerings are flawed solutions. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola 
will be overpriced and two ugly grand posts will have to destroy more of nature for it to be built. 
(32.17A, 32.13A, and 32.4I) The bus system will widen the road hurting more of nature and will take 
away rare and special climbing routes. (32.13B and 32.4A) I am requesting a third solution that doesn’t 
damage the environment. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  13046 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ulrich Brunhart 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am disappointed in the remaining transportation options for LLC proposed by UDOT. 
-The canyon's ultimate carrying capacity has not been established. How do we know when too much is 
too much? (32.20B) 
-All the canyons should be in this plan so as to avoid pushing the over use/ congestion problems from 
one canyon to another. (32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.20I) 
-The objective is to move people safely and efficiently. Neither one of these proposals will meet that 
objective on powder days - everyone will still drive their cars to get "first tracks" (32.2.4A). 
-All users should be served, both dispersed and resorts visitors, during all seasons. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C)   
-A wider road is not the answer. Removing most or all cars from the equation is the answer. A system 
with only busses, or trains, accomplishes that. A gondola does not. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2B 
and 32.2.6.5N)  
-The whole system needs to be flexible (ie. adding stops) and expandable (ie. adding busses or train 
cars) Again, a gondola does not meet these objectives. (32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.2.6.6A) 
- A toll should be implemented immediately, everyday in all seasons, with all the proceeds put back into 
the canyons. (32.2.2Y) 
-All efforts should tie into a valley-wide plan to ease congestion and promote mass transit use. (32.2.2I) 
-Finally, water (quality and quantity), wildlife, view sheds, the magic of the canyons, etc. MUST NOT be 
compromised. (32.29G, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4I) 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  13047 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cayden Boll 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose plans for further development of infrastructure in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9G) 
Instead, I propose that ski resorts are abolished in the canyons in order to reduce our environmental 
impact on the area, and further reduce traffic. (32.29GG) 
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COMMENT #:  13048 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathan Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA (32.2.9E) 
 
This is a plan made without any thought towards the locals & the people who are going to have to live 
with it every day of the year. This canyon does not deserve to be turned into some sort of industrial 
wasteland, it is so much more than that. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Yes, there is a major transportation issue in the canyon (s) and something needs to be done about it. 
(32.1.2B) Why are we going big when we haven't even tried ANYTHING to fix it. Start small & see 
where it goes. (32.29R)  
 
What about having someone at the mouth of the canyon every day checking tires and vehicles & 
turning around ones that do not have the vehicle, tires, and ground clearance to handle the canyon with 
deep snow? All it takes is a handful of civics & mini vans to ruin it for everyone on a big snow day. 
(32.2.2M)  
 
Everyone wants to go skiing on a powder day but simply put, everyone can't. Pumping the canyon full 
of people is going to annihilate the canyon while altabird lines their pockets & leave as soon as its 
convenient for them. (32.20A and 32.20C) Once the skier experience is ruined (even more than it 
already has been) this half a billion dollar investment will have been for nothing.  
 
Go back to the drawing board entirely please, there are more sustainable & smaller things that can 
improve transportation in the canyons right now! listen to save our canyons & everyone else. the 
enhanced bus isn't much better but at least its not the worst option of all (32.2.2PP, 32.29R, and 
32.2.9A).  
 
P.S. the requirement of M+S tires isn't enough. You need 3PMSF to navigate the canyon efficiently. 
everyone is just doing the bare minimum with M+S and it is causing problems (32.2.2M)
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COMMENT #:  13049 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katherine Kittrell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola. The gondola will be a tourist attraction and will serve skiers well on powder days. 
Gondolas are fun to ride. Design an attractive goldola so we don't mind seeing it on the hillsides. 
(32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  13050 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pamela Mayer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Awful idea, I know traffic is a high problem but this is not the answer (32.29D)
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COMMENT #:  13051 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Neal Sheehan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a totally new resident to Salt Lake City and already I’ve discovered Little Cottonwood Canyon as 
being one of the most beautiful areas around. It’s also a great spot for climbing. I’ve only lived in SLC a 
month and already been up in the canyon four times. I cannot imagine how detrimental an unnecessary 
update to the transportation infrastructure would be to the natural beauty of this canyon. Please 
consider an alternative. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  13052 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Therese Watts 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Looking for a world class solution? Looking for a solution that will endure for the long term? Looking for 
a reliable means to move people up the mountain regardless of the weather?....then the gondola wins 
hands down. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  13053 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola is the best option (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13054 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leanne Andersen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an avid hiker and snowshoer and spend several days every month enjoying Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. A couple of weeks ago I summitted Pheifferhorn Peak from the Red Pine Lake Trailhead. For 
the first several miles of that hike I was gifted with unparalleled views of the beautiful pristine land in the 
canyon. We have so little land like that in the world - spectacular beauty left untouched and 
undeveloped. It pained me greatly to consider that that land might be developed to allow for a gondola, 
and the views of this pristine land would be forever tarnished. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) So much of our 
world is developed to allow for more people, more business, more profit. Our Big and Little Cottonwood 
canyons are the diamonds of this valley and every inch of them need to be protected. (32.29G) 
 
I propose that we hold off and do nothing for the time being (32.2.9G) There are so few days impacted 
by heavy traffic. (32.1.4D) Allow the private businesses that reside in the canyon to fix their own 
problem. Bus technology is moving forward. Perhaps closing their parking lots and requiring busses on 
those days is a possible solution. (32.2.9A, 32.2.2B, and 32.2.2K)  
 
As residents of this state and of this valley it is our responsibility to protect the canyons. Once the land 
is developed, we will never get it back. Let our children and grandchildren inherit the gift of these 
canyons in their pristine form so they can also discover the beauty we enjoy. Please, no expansion, and 
no gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  13055 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sherry Taylor 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for the gondola. I think it's the best option available. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13056 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Chapman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I fully support a gondola. I believe it will be of major impact to the economic well being of the area. It is 
also a way to better see the beauty and be reminded of why we protect the land in the first place. I also 
believe it will decrease environmental impacts from pollution and the negative impacts of cars in the 
canyon. Once again The gondola will bring in great economic impact and can help make Utah and the 
Sandy area a significant amount of tax dollars. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13057 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Jorgensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is a waste of money. (32.2.9E) An expensive solution to a problem the resorts created by 
going with the Ikon pass. Why should the Taxpayer subsidize the mess they have created. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 

Page 32B-13433 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13058 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Chapman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think a Gondola would be a great addition to the Canyon. It would add a fun way to get up without the 
problems of cars in the Canyon. I think a lot of people would use it compared to driving. (32.2.9D). 
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COMMENT #:  13059 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Trevor Reilly 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In my opinion, the gondola is a great alternative to combating varying road conditions in LCC during the 
winter months. Moreover, the gondola would allow UDOT to spend less time and resources on the 
constant avalanche mitigation work that’s required throughout LCC. Overall, the gondola would create 
an effective workaround that helps everyone enjoy LCC even more. (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-13435 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13060 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Fiona Hayes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't agree with the gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) It services only the ski resorts and is not in the best 
interest of backcountry skiers, climbers, ice climbers, hikers, and snowshoers, not to mention 
taxpayers, and family/relatives/guests of residents of the town of Alta. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) No low cost alternatives have been implemented such as mandatory carpool during 
heavy traffic periods, tolling, or expanded bus service. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.29R) Tourism should 
not supersede community interests. 
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COMMENT #:  13061 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lauren Todd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I only first started climbing up the cottonwood canyons in college and those days forever changed my 
life. It would be tragic to lose the boulders and deface the canyon I grew up skiing and hiking in. (32.4A 
and 32.4B) Please do not deface this historic canyon, a place of solace and quiet. (32.4I) It would be a 
travesty to add cables and infrastructure for a gondola not to mention the price. (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  13062 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thor Jaramillo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution is not an answer to our problem with traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.2.9E) It is merely a way for the resorts to increase revenue at the expense of the 
taxpayers, while ruining some of the most beautiful public land that Utah has to offer. (32.17A, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Increased bus service, along with increased parking at the base 
of the canyon and road tolling, is the solution that best meets the needs of all users and would be easy 
and accessible and it would also be a more affordable option for college students that do not have cars 
or you do not have a friend to hitch a ride with and the damage to the environment would irreversible so 
please consider this as a option and look beyond the means of Just profit. Thank you for your 
consideration. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.3C)
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COMMENT #:  13063 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:11 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anne Findlay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
1) Cyclist safety: 
a) I am concerned that the bus option, if chosen, would end up just increasing traffic up the canyon with 
an additional lane. (32.1.2D and 32.2.6.3B) I think there would be pressure to turn the extra lane into a 
traffic lane, making the canyon less safe for cyclists, especially, during warmer months, and increasing 
traffic. If this option is selected, I hope there are strong protections in place to prevent this from 
happening. (32.9A)  
b) If bus option is selected and the road is resurfaced, *please* *do* *not* *chip seal* it. LCC is a gem 
of cyclists and known well outside of SLC for its beauty and good cycling surface. Please consider the 
impact to road cyclists as you proceed. (32.9A) 
2) I think the bus option is probably more practical but might not be sufficient if there aren't also lockers 
made freely available for bus riders right near where the bus lets them off, and considerations made to 
travelers with children like assistance with skis and gear. This is a general failing in public 
transportation options up to the ski resorts. I would love to take the bus but it is just a nightmare with 
kids (32.2.3A)  
I would generally support either option but lean strongly in favor of the bus option. (32.2.9B) I think we 
have to come to terms that LCC is basically an urban canyon and the appearance may be altered by 
either a wider road or a gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  13064 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Cody Cunningham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is the right choice. Avalanche mitigation is difficult and dangerous, the gondola is 
the smart decision that avoids these risk. Efficiency should be the priority! (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13065 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dixie Brown 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not want the gondola. (32.2.9E) I think the environmental impact is too great. (32.4I) Also I don’t 
think my tax dollar should support paying for that when it it only benefit the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Also the traffic on Wasatch will be crazy busy. (32.2.6.2.2A) I 
think the bus system is less costly and less impact on the environment. Or maybe even consider a flex 
lane to keep traffic moving smoothly. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2D) 

Page 32B-13441 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13066 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joel Ban 

 
COMMENT: 
 
September 1, 2021 
Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
c/o HDR 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121 
RE: FEIS Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
Dear UDOT,  
These comments are submitted in response to request for comment for the Little Cottonwood Canyon 
FEIS. The FEIS quantified the varying amount of greenhouse gases that the two main action 
alternatives would have on the environment. The statement stated that it is difficult to isolate and 
understand the impacts of GHG emissions for a transportation project. It chiefly found that GHG 
emissions would be marginally lower for the bus alternative compared to the gondola.  
In terms of the construction there doesn’t appear to be any analysis as to how the development 
processes (such as construction and actual development activities) themselves would impact their 
GHG footprint. This type of analysis would also be required. See also CEQ Final Guidance for Federal 
Departments and Agencies on Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects of Climate 
Change in National Environmental Policy Act Reviews, 81 Fed. Reg. 51,866 (Aug. 5, 2016) at 14 & 16 
n.42 (stating that NEPA reviews for proposed resource extraction and development projects typically 
include the reasonably foreseeable effects of various phases in the process, such as clearing land for 
the project, building access roads, extraction, transport, refining, processing, using the resource, 
disassembly, disposal, and reclamation". (32.10K)  
While the FEIS studied how the alternatives may contribute to global GHG contribution there was no 
effort to determine how the impacts of global climate change will impact snow levels at the two ski 
resorts the two main alternatives will serve. (32.2.2E) This is a serious flaw in the analysis. Many other 
commenters have explained that the two alternatives do not serve as comprehensive transportation 
solutions in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C) They primarily serve as options to only serve 
two ski resorts and do not respond to the transportation needs of the canyon during the non-skiing 
seasons of the year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) However, the FEIS does not even 
attempt to analyze how climate change will significantly reduce snowpack due to increased 
temperatures and how this will impact the overall purpose and need of the project. (32.2.2E) For 
instance, how will a significantly reduced ski season "with markedly reduced snow levels (due to 
increased precipitation falling as rain) impact the need for a full-scale gondola or similar bus track?  
The need for the project is stated in the FEIS to reduce traffic during peak periods due to increased 
population and reduce avalanche risk. The FEIS identifies decreased mobility in the AM and PM during 
peak travel periods as primary issues to address. As the population increases there will no doubt be 
increased pressures for efficient transportation in the canyon, however as temperatures increase there 
will be a corresponding reduction in snowpack levels and a shorter overall ski/snow season. How this 
will impact skier visitations was not analyzed whatsoever in the FEIS. This is a major deficiency in 
UDOT’s analysis. (32.2.2E)  
By midcentury, the U.S. could see 90 fewer days below freezing each year, according to a 2016 study 
published in the Journal of Climate and based on data from the federally funded North American 
Regional Climate Change Assessment Program. Nearly all ski areas in the U.S. are projected to have 
at least a 50% shorter season by 2050, according to a 2017 study funded by the Environmental 
Protection Agency and published in the Global Environmental Change journal. The Western U.S. 
already has decreased snow levels due to winter precipitation falling as rain. Fyfe et al 2017, Knowles 
et al 2006. Historical data shows that many Utah ski resorts are warming faster than global averages, 
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and that trend is likely to continue in the future. https://www.usu.edu/today/story/climate-change-in-
utah-will-require-ski-resort-adaptations. Around the world, scientists are seeing high-elevation 
environments warming faster than sea level. Id. Climate projections show that minimum temperatures 
are expected to rise during the prime ski season of December-March by up to 10 degrees in Northern 
Utah. Id.  
NOAA data indicates that the CONUS snow-to-rain ratio of precipitation has moved mostly toward 
rainfall and away from snowfall between 1949 and 2016. Climate and Skiing, Michon Scott, 
https://www.climate.gov/news-features/climate-and/climate-skiing. One hydrologist, Brian McInerney 
stated, “We anticipate that situation to evolve to 2100 where we’ll just have rainfall. Id. The upper 
elevations of the Uinta Mountains may have snow, but the Wasatch Range will be snow free.” Id. Under 
both scenarios, winter season length could be cut short by more than half in some locations as soon as 
2050. Id. Shorter ski seasons “could result in millions to tens of millions of foregone recreational visits 
annually by 2050, with an annual monetized impact of hundreds of millions of dollars.” Id.  
Rachel Hager of Utah State University just finished a thesis on Understanding Climate Change Impacts 
and Adaption Potentials at Utah Ski resorts (2021). She found that under a high emissions scenario 
temperature will increase by 6.0 deg C by 2100 at Northern Utah ski resorts during the Dec to March 
period. Many Utah resorts are in fact warming faster than global averages. Spring snowmelts is already 
occurring 2 to 4 weeks earlier than 1900 (Dawson and Scott 2013; Hoerling et al 2013). These changes 
impact the resorts bottom line as others have found that changes in snow quality/quantity as well as 
timing of snow have severe impacts to ski resorts. Gilaberte-Burdalo et. al 2014). Park City Mountain 
Resort found that by 2050 the snowpack will be 27 to 43% smaller and will resort in a 27-to-66-million-
dollar losses in income. The shorter skiable snow seasons will impact thanksgiving and spring breaks 
which are the most profitable weekends in Utah. Leaver 2020. So far, low snow years have resulted in 
7% decrease in skier visits. (32.2.2E)  
Of course, as temperatures increases, and snowpack decrease this number of decreased skier visits 
can be expected to increase. These decreases in ski resort profits are directly tied to skier visitation 
rates that will decline even as overall population increases in the area. The overall purpose of need of 
the project appears to only be based on current traffic patterns but these patterns weren’t linked to what 
overall ski demand will be like in a shorter ski season with much less snow. (32.2.2E) Particularly, due 
to the prolonged timeline for such a resource intensive project this type of analysis is critical so that the 
public has a clear understanding of what is being proposed. After all, the project will not solve any 
transportation problems in LCC in the next few years, but more in the long term, which are predicted to 
be especially lacking in snow. This undermines the entire purpose and need of the project.  
Although there are several ways that ski resorts can deal with reduced snowpack, such as artificial 
snow making, they are imperfect solutions since snow making is only viable at -5 deg C. Other 
problems of snowmaking are that it is more expensive in warmer temperatures. Stanchak 2002. The ski 
resorts are also attempting to diversify their offerings to more of a 4-season model, however the 
proposed alternatives are a non-starter on this front since they only address wintertime transportation 
problems.  
This means that as soon as the proposed project is completed by 2050 the ski season could be half of 
what it is now. It leads to the question why build this transportation “solution” for a ski season that will 
be barely 2 to 3 months by the time its completed. The season will be much less or nonexistent by the 
end of the century. The FEIS does not even attempt to look at the need for this project in light of the 
expected impacts of increased temperatures on expected lower snowpack levels. Similarly, as the 
Great Salt Lake levels are greatly reduced from the past this will also lead to potential decreases in 
snowpack. The GSL’s contribution to the lake effect snow is a widely known fact though the percentage 
of contribution to area snowpacks is subject to some debate. The FEIS does not consider this issue 
either. (32.2.2E)  
Among the reasons to not implement either of these alternatives is that it would make little sense to 
develop the expensive and environmentally destructive infrastructure for transportation projects that 
serve ski resorts with greatly reduced snowpack. The demand to recreate under such circumstances 
will be greatly reduced from what that demand is now. Population increases aside there has already 
been decreases in visits due to this problem. By the time these transportation projects are even done 
the changes described above will have manifested to a much greater degree than present, but by the 
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end of the century the viability of skiing overall could be non-existent. As one expert indicate the 
Wasatch could be free of snow. This would make this entire project the proverbial “road to nowhere”. 
The EIS must analyze this issue under NEPA so that the public and key decision makers have a clear 
understanding of how climate change will impact the future of skiing in LCC. (32.2.2E)  
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ Joel Ban 
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COMMENT #:  13067 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Niemeyer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither the gondola, nor the expanded road addresses the need to limit cars in little cottonwood 
canyon. (32.1.2B and 32.1.2D) There are less costly interventions with less of an environmental impact 
that could be rapidly implemented. Placing restrictions on single occupancy vehicles in the canyon on 
high traffic days would reduce the traffic. (32.2.2Y) Improving the bus availability would entice more 
people to ride the bus. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) Perhaps do both with direct to resort buses from multiple 
mobility hubs. (32.2.2I) We do not need to tear up the canyon just so more people can get to snowbird 
and Alta. (32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) If they want more people up there, make them build the 
infrastructure. (32.2.7A) Make them expand their private parking lots. Make them build a rapid transit 
fleet from hotels to resort. Do not make the public pay for private company profit. 
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COMMENT #:  13068 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Danny Dolan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
please do this! (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  13069 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Court Skabelund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t destroy our precious canyon resources with an unnecessary gondola or road widening!!! 
(32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  13070 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Schwartz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Andrew Schwartz and I am a resident of Salt Lake City who recreates in LCC many times a 
week during the winter and occasionally in the summer. I ask that you please consider my thoughts 
about the Draft EIS. 
 
Access to Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) is one of the great natural resources and recreation spaces 
that Utah has to offer and should be open to everyone! The solutions proposed in the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) detail the need for innovation in canyon transportation but do not address some 
of the core problems of commuting up LCC.  
 
The gondola or enhanced bus lane solutions are trivial at best for helping ease traffic problems. First, I 
will talk about the gondola. (32.2.9E) The gondola has a set number of cable cars and is not able to be 
scaled up for peak hours or scaled down during summertime when the canyons are not experiencing 
high vehicle volume. (32.2.6.5N) It would be a constant feature in the canyon that has large upfront 
costs but also does not achieve the benefits it is being advertised to have. (32.7C) The gondola would 
have to stop for high winds and avalanche mitigation just like the road does. (32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K) 
There are 2 transportation transitions for a commuter leaving their vehicle at the proposed gravel pit 
parking lot to get to Alta which contradicts the opinion of UDOT that more transitions are a barrier for 
increasing public transportation use. Ski resort visitors who choose to stay in the valley would need to 
be shuttled to the gondola base which would lead to more transportation transitions and more 
congestion on roads accessing the base station. (32.2.6.5J) 
 
The enhanced bus lane is an solution does address some of the community need but might lead to 
further issues. (32.2.9C) The extra lanes added could increase safety for cyclists in the summer as well 
as allow for a dedicated lane for emergency personnel in the event of accidents or problems at a resort. 
The increased road width is not all positive. It is well established that increasing the amount of lanes of 
a road does not ultimately decrease traffic. (32.2.6.3C) This is because people see clear roads and 
think they should have used the convenience of driving a personal vehicle instead of a public 
transportation. This would lead to the need for increased parking at the top of the canyon where space 
is at a premium. (32.2.9Q) Other impacts include environmental impact on the lower climbing areas 
would be high and additional pavement does hurt animal movement patterns. (32.4A and 32.13B) 
 
There are solutions 3 solutions that I believe can be implemented much faster and with less overall cost 
that I think should be tried first. Tolling at the canyon mouth is a great adjustable method to control 
personal vehicle access and promote public transportation. (32.2.4A) The center city area of 
Stockholm, Sweden had similar issues to LCC with the area being connected by a series of 12 bridges 
that limited entry/exit points. In 2007, they introduced “Stockholm Congestion Tax” to incentivize 
commuters to use publicly funded transportation to travel to the center city and lowered their personal 
vehicle traffic significantly. This could easily be implemented in LCC and we currently have strong bus 
service to pick up the influx of new public transit users. (32.2.9A) Resorts already pay for day ticket 
holders public transportation so no extra cost would incurred by infrequent users keeping this solution 
affordable. The safety and traffic flow on LCC could be enhanced by snow sheds and the upgraded 
trailhead parking. (32.2.9K and 32.2.9O) Snow sheds placed in dangerous slidepath zones can direct 
snow overtop of the road an limit the cleanup time and road damage of the road if an avalanche were to 
hit it. The sheds offer protection of the road year round and could eliminate areas that are susceptible 
to mudslides. Upgrading trailhead parking and eliminating roadside parking not only increases 
pedestrian safety but would also enhance the traffic flow with the current road design. 
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I believe these are far less expensive options should be tried first before irrevocably altering LCC with 
either a gondola or enhanced bus lanes! (32.29R, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) 
Thank you for your time. 
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COMMENT #:  13071 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erica Tingey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  13072 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Negative on the gondola, but thanks for asking. (32.2.9E) 
It's a want not a need. 
It does not fit with the culture and vision of recreation in the Wasatch. (32.4I) 
It does not meet the needs of current recreation in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) 
There are too many unanswered questions to make a truly informed decision.  
Who is going to make money from this project? (32.2.7A) 
Follow the money. 
And Mayor Willson got it just right when she said that we are not going to give up our cars. (32.2.4A) 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  13073 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carrie Marsh 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus service up the canyons would be the easiest, least expensive, and likely to be the most equitable 
solution to benefit the entire public without enriching ski resorts. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  13074 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Max Buschini 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is not just an area for people to go rock climbing, but it is a centerpiece of a 
culture. Putting in this expansion would destroy this ecosystem and destroy a piece of our climbing 
culture. (32.13A, 32.13B, 32.4A, and 32.4B) It would permanently wound an incredible community and 
take over an incredible piece of land that is sacred to the climbing community. It is vital to keep this 
area alive and growing. (32.4I) Please protect this local environmental sanctuary that is a pillar of our 
climbing culture. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  13075 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Meredith wilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really don’t think a gondola in the canyon is the right way to go. (32.2.9E) I think increased bus 
services and limited parking availability to force people trying to ski at the resorts to go on off peak 
hours. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2K) I enjoy backcountry skiing primarily and would hate t see access to that 
decline due to poor transportation infrastructure. (32.4G and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  13076 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Claire Andrues 

 
COMMENT: 
 
With the concern on infrastructure changes in LCC that could negatively impact the environmental 
health in the canyon, please consider a toll system and reward program for carpooling/ bus riding first 
and foremost. (32.29R, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) With the two alternatives presented by UDOT, please 
consider an enhanced bus service over the construction of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.2.9A) Depending on a gondola in the future to transport nearly all winter travelers is a high-risk 
"solution" to the problems the LCC is facing with congestion. An enhanced bus system will allow UDOT 
and the public to try a solution with less infrastructure risks and initial costs before investing in a 
massive high-risk gondola. (32.29R) Water quality is a concern in LCC and while a widened road may 
increase runoff from the road surface, it will not mean drilling and placing large portions of new 
infrastructure in the ground closest to the waterway. (32.12A) The mining history in the canyon could 
mean that building a gondola near the waterway in LCC could release unforeseen materials and 
dangerous substances into the waterway. (32.16A) Thank you for your consideration. A toll system is 
not an inclusive solution for lower income populations to have access to the canyons but could be 
implemented for those wishing to drive alone and not utilize the current bus system. (32.2.4A and 
32.5A) A rewards program for lower transportation fees could be utilized for those who carpool/take the 
bus often. 
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COMMENT #:  13077 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Dolly Garlo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live in the Salt Lake Valley - and have off and on since 1979 - enjoying Little Cottonwood Canyon 
especially in winter as much as possible. I have read with interest to two final proposals and listened to 
the public comment. 
 
I was surprised to learn that a carrying capacity study for winter use of Little Cottonwood Canyon has 
not been done as part of the environmental studies. That seems pretty basic and necessary to me. 
(32.20B) 
 
That said as to the two proposals, neither one - actually none of them - addresses the totality of the 
transportation experience that needs to be considered. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
This is not just about how to move people from the valley to the ski resorts or other recreational areas 
in winter. (32.1.2B)  
 
It IS about how to encourage people to use a public option rather than driving their own vehicles up the 
canyon. (32.2.4A) 
 
To do THAT, it is important to consider WHY people want to drive their own cars to begin with - 
something I do not see fully addressed. This is not just about cars, it is about HUMAN BEHAVIOR, 
NEEDS and PREFERENCES. People use their cars to bring extra equipment, changes of boots or 
clothing for before or after the winter sports they engage in, food and beverages, among other thing - all 
of which is especially important if children and families are considered. (32.2.3A)  
 
Riding public transportation alone, whether a bus or gondola, does not take into consideration those 
factors. Skiers and riders can bring a certain amount of the additional items they need or may want to 
use to enjoy their experiences in the canyon or at the resorts, like an extra ski bag or two, but once they 
get where they are going there is no place to safely store it for the day. Skiing with a bulky backpack 
does not address the issues and creates safety concerns. (32.2.3A)  
 
The few day lockers that currently exist are inconvenient and expensive. Food and beverage options 
are limited and also costly for many. It’s simply easier to throw your stuff in your own vehicle, and then 
go to the parking lot to change out skis or boards, boots, gloves or other clothing, grab a snack or drink, 
etc.  
 
Just riding the bus or the gondola - moving people - doesn’t take into account the CONTEXT of what 
those people do or need for a comfortable and safe winter experience. More locker space that is 
convenient to access and at minimal cost - which could be provided by the resorts themselves at 
venues where tickets are being sold and revenue collected - would go a long way to creating that 
context. (32.2.3A) 
 
With those accommodations addressed FIRST, I prefer then maximizing public transit with buses until 
such time as the carrying capacity studies can show what more is needed for the simple people 
transport part of the equation. (32.2.9A and 32.20B)  
 
The thought of tearing up the mountainside to construct more lanes seems ludicrous, impossible, and 
environmentally damaging, at best. (32.2.9C and 32.4I) There will be NO convenient time to make that 
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happen without significant disruption. The gondola may not have such a damaging impact to the 
canyon walls, but also may not be needed if moving people and better accommodating the full 
experience they are trying to have (by driving themselves) is addressed so that taking the bus becomes 
convenient and comfortable. (32.2.9E) 
 
But by all means, complete a full carrying capacity study before any of these costly and potentially 
environmentally damaging proposals is finalized and construction is begun. Once vested interests get 
started on such activities, it will be VERY difficult to put that genie back in the bottle. (32.20A, 32.20B, 
and 32.20C) 
 
If you haven’t, I recommend you read the chapter entitled “The Abilene Paradox: The Management of 
Agreement,” in The Abilene Paradox and Other Meditations on Management book by Jerry B. Harvey, 
before you begin undertaking implementation of a solution to the S.R. 210 and Little Cottonwood 
Canyon project being considered as part of the EIS process for this precious gem of a place. 
 
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  13078 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Holz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sounds like a good idea if it’s capable of moving over 10000 people in and out per day. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  13079 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaileen Fei 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Building of a gondola only serves those who use the canyon for skiing. It does not prioritize the needs 
of the community as a whole. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This expansion 
would be detrimental to hundreds of thousands of people who use the canyon for other recreation and 
will cause unnecessary damage to this incredible natural area (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  13080 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ute Fowler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Definitely not for the gondola. (32.2.9E) It would ruin the charming little town of Alta. (32.4O) Did not 
have any problems getting to Alta this ski season during the week. We need more Buses from the East 
Side (32.2.2I) Direct Buses to Alta, it takes 1 hr to get to Alta from 6200 S and Wasatch. Please no 
Gondola this is not Europe. (32.2.6.3N) 
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COMMENT #:  13081 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tessa Shields 

 
COMMENT: 
 
According to the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS, "Ultimately, the partners seek to deliver 
transportation options that meet the needs of the community while preserving the values of the 
Wasatch Mountains." UDOT's preferred options do neither of those things (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) What 
they do is forever alter and further commercialize a unique urban forest canyon, a priceless resource 
benefiting a broad community living along the Wasatch Front. (32.4I) The "needs of the community" 
and the "values of the Wasatch" fall far behind UDOT's and the state's real desire to get as many 
people up LCC as possible, all to benefit two private businesses for roughly 30 days a year. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, and 32.1.4D) The problem demands more creative, and less costly, thinking than "build more 
road," or "build a carnival ride through a national forest." 
 
UDOT's decision making on this issue has been flawed from the start because it sought to solve a 
unique problem with a standard answer. LCC experiences severe traffic problems less than 10 percent 
of the year, primarily during winter weekends, holidays and occasional powder days. (32.1.4D) The 
congestion occurs because too many private vehicles enter the canyon during peak periods through a 
narrow-morning time window. The problem is exacerbated when snowfall requires avalanche control 
work. UDOT has made no effort to solve this problem using immediately available options at a lower 
cost to ALL members of the community.  
 
Let's look at some of the facts surrounding the value and nature of LCC and UDOT's promotion of a 
half billion dollar "remedy": 
- Widening S.R. 210 or introducing a gondola will accelerate the number of people entering the canyon. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) 
- Serious congestion is currently only a problem during the winter. (32.1.2C) 
- Heavy traffic only occurs about 30 days a year. (32.1.4D) 
- Traffic issues are due to the attractions held by private companies operating largely on public land.  
- The gondola would only service two business locations and ignore trailheads, climbing sites, and 
other areas of community interest in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- A significant percentage of private vehicles heading up LCC transport only the driver. (32.2.4A) 
- Traffic problems during snowstorms can be reduced with more consistent "enforcement of vehicle 
traction requirements. (32.2.2M) 
- LCC has a good avalanche control record. (32.7A) 
- When the canyon road is closed due to avalanche danger, the ski resorts are often closed to skier 
traffic too.  
- Pollution will decrease with the introduction of zero emission buses. (32.10A) 
- Climate change is real and may continue to decrease average annual snowfall; powder panic may not 
be as big of a problem in the future. (32.2.2E) 
 
Although safety in the canyon is of prime importance, concerns about canyon safety are overblown. It is 
more lethal to drive I-15 than S.R. 210. And the ski community has managed to coexist with avalanche 
control issues for over 50 years. Snow management has been an understood part of the ski resort 
business model since its inception and both resorts have managed to become very successful. (32.7A) 
 
UDOT should revisit its objectives of meeting “the needs of the community while preserving the values 
of the Wasatch Mountains.” Its proposals, especially the ill-conceived gondola, do nothing to control the 
pressures on the canyon itself, they only serve to increase visitors and generate revenue for private 
companies and developers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT must emphasize 
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what is really important here, the protection of LCC values from the cumulative effects of 
commercialization and development. Accommodating reasonable transportation needs to the ski 
resorts and the segment of the community they attract is important, too. That does not mean 
encouraging an ever-increasing or unlimited number of visitors. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
From destroying prime non-ski-resort recreation opportunities to altering the natural condition of the 
canyon itself, UDOT's preferred options should not even be on the table until less intrusive and less 
expensive alternatives are implemented, tested, and exhausted. Here are just a few options to help 
address the underlying simplicity of the real problem, too many private vehicles in the canyon on some 
days: 
- Identify weekends, holidays and other select days as peak periods with standardized canyon traffic 
protocols understood by all visitors. 
- Require a carpool minimum during certain times. (32.2.4A) 
- Provide truly expanded bus service to the resorts during busy days and hours on a reliably 
standardized basis. (32.2.9A) 
- Consistently provide public transportation with priority access to the canyon during problem hours 
(32.2.6.3N). 
- Eliminate private vehicles in the canyon altogether during peak hours. (32.2.2B) 
- Explore ways to give canyon employees priority access to the ski resorts; staffing the ski resorts is a 
challenge for those businesses. (32.2.6.3N) 
- Adjust ski resort hours of operation on problem days. (32.2.2K) 
- Erect a canyon entrance service booth to help manage visitors, similar to that used successfully in 
Millcreek Canyon. (32.2.4A) 
- Identify a carrying capacity that doesn't compromise the nature of LCC before developing permanent 
ways to crowd even more people up the canyon. Maybe we have already reached that capacity on 
certain days. (32.20B) 
 
Average annual snowfall in LCC has been trending downward for decades. It is possible that powder 
days, which are the catalyst for some of the most heavily congested days, will decrease in the future. 
Perhaps in another twenty years there will be fewer powder days to drive a fraction of the community to 
congest S.R. 210 for a few hours on a given day. A wide road or a gondola may simply turn out to be 
no more than a standing monument to misguided engineering, like a giant corroded pump in the middle 
of a dry lake bed. (32.2.2E) 
 
There are myriad ways to address LCC's traffic challenges without forever damaging the "value of the 
Wasatch." Building a bigger road or installing a carnival ride may increase value for two private 
companies, but either would forever transform the canyon's value to the broader community. And those 
changes will continue to contribute to ever greater changes down the road, so to speak. The cumulative 
effects inherent in either of UDOT's preferred alternatives are unacceptable." 
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COMMENT #:  13082 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kaden Torriente 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't allow this gondola to destroy little Cottonwood. (32.2.9E) Taxpayer money paying for an 
obscenely expensive gondola that will only help two private ski resorts is NOT in the public interest. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Much of the developed climbing in the canyon would be 
destroyed for the benefit of these companies, and winter traffic a couple times a year is infinitely more 
preferable. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.1.4D) 
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COMMENT #:  13083 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stevie Midgley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think expanded bus services/zero emission busses/limited personal vehicles is the better option for 
our canyons. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) It helps reduce emissions and keep our canyon clear 
and beautiful. Providing more busses and limited personal vehicles ENFORCING vehicles to have 
proper tires, and even blacking out peak weekends is a far better solution. (32.2.2M and 32.2.2B) I 
think gondola should not be an answer, considering it’s only going to running part time (winter only) and 
stagnant majority of the year. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5F) It will pump more people up the canyon, as well 
as still promote private vehicles to drive up causing congestion at the resorts they aren’t used to. 
(32.20A, 32.20C, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  13084 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Darryl Neider 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The canyon traffic problem has been overhyped by proponents hoping to execute a grand audacious 
and hugely expensive solution for a problem that wildly overstated at taxpayers expense. (32.1.2B) I 
know the reality of the “problem” because I live on Wildcreek Rd at the base of the canyon and reality is 
that the traffic problem is limited to 10-15 days per ski season and only on heavy snow days that 
require avalanche control measures. (32.1.4D) We all get this (neighbors and skiers) and are happy to 
live with this. So why spend $.5 billion for something that is simply a limited problem? (32.1.2B) 
 
Let’s pursue simplified options. Enhanced bus service, incentivize full car loads, charge for canyon 
access, place parking hubs in commercial areas (the shopko is still empty at 94th So. an 13th east). 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
The gondola is a horrendous idea and will ruin the canyon vistas and solitude (32.2.9E and 32.4I). 
Please do not pursue this option. Also consider the number of transfers people, especially families will 
have to make. Right now you load at home and unload at the resorts. With the gondola: once at home, 
once more at the garage, once more if you have to transfer to the Alta gondola, then the final transfer at 
the resort. (32.2.6.5J) 
 
One more appeal, we really don’t want to look at and hear the hideous gondolas, towers and cables 
from virtually anyplace where you are in the canyon. (32.17A) 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Darryl Neider 
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COMMENT #:  13085 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elise Barrett-Caston 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please reconsider destroying little cottonwood canyon and the surrounding area. The gondola 
will only bring more cars and more pavement and turn our beautiful canyon into a carnival servicing the 
ski resorts. (32.4I, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2D, and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  13086 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thelma Pribble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The four lane highway would destroy Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C and 32.2.6.3B) 
It will be taking land away from, a lot of homes through eminent domain. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
Destroying peoples homes. This is unacceptable. 
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COMMENT #:  13087 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Katie Burnett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE DONT!!!! IT WILL RUIN THE CANYON!! PLEAZE CONSIDER LESS PERMANENT 
SOLUTION. (32.2.2PP, 32.4I, and 32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  13088 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Sulliva 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not a solution to the problem. (32.2.9E) It only serves as a tourist attraction to benefit 
the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) More reliable bus service is important in 
encouraging people to not drive ther personal vehicles. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) This will need to happen 
whether there is a gondola or not , otherwise traffic to and from the gondola base will be a problem, as 
Will parking. (32.2.6.5E) Public transit in general needs improvement. Light rail from the U to the 
canyons along wasatch should be a long term goal. If an alternate mode or transportation up the 
canyons I would propose a monorail. (32.2.2I) Minimal footprint. Towers can be located out of 
avalanche paths. Visually much less obtrusive than the Gondola. I also propose rail through a tunnel 
under twin lakes pass and potentially over guardsman pass. (32.2.2Q) People need to get out of their 
cars. (32.2.4A) Preferably closer to their homes and have access to frequent and reliable bus service to 
and up the canyon. (32.2.2I) More incentive should also be given to make leaving the car at home. This 
should include lockers available to locals foe season long rental. (32.2.3A) Snow removal needs to be 
more often and reliable during storms. Disincentive for people who chose to drive in the form of higher 
parking pass prices (32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  13089 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amy Gardenhire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
the two proposed will permanently ruin the canyon. please try less destructive options before doing 
irreversible actions. (32.29R, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) Expand the busing system without expanding the 
road (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  13090 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matthew Schabowsky 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While the gondola solution may not be perfect for all uses of the canyon, it does solve the primary 
problem of easing winter congestion and the hazards of being caught in the canyon by the frequent 
avalanches that frequently occur. Excited at the prospect of a gondola! (32.2.9D and 32.7A) 
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COMMENT #:  13091 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jackson Arvidson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Do we really need to further "disneyland" this precious natural resource by adding a gondola to bring 
people to the top? (32.2.9E) It would seem prudent to first attempt adding bus capacity to transport 
skiers and employees trying to get up canyon before moving forward with destructive construction 
proposals. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) In addition de-incentivizing driving passenger vehicles up canyon by 
tolling or parking fees at the top. (32.2.4A) If we do find a way to get all the people to the top on storm 
days with the explosion of skier days in LCC the canyon wont be able to handle the human impact, at 
some point there will have to be a limit to the number of people at the top of the canyon at one time. 
(32.2.2B, 32.2.2L, and 32.20B) Thanks for your consideration. 
 
-Jackson 
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COMMENT #:  13092 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Faith Thomas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will be detrimental to the canyon, please consider increasing the number of buses going 
up the canyon and enforcing the traction law sooner so little cars are not jamming up the canyon then 
they get stuck. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2M) Thank you, and again please consider. 
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COMMENT #:  13093 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jon Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Lets not turn a beautiful canyon into tax subsidized Disneyland. I am against a gondola, too much 
impact to the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) Just go with extra buses. (32.2.9A)
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COMMENT #:  13094 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Megan Barrett 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I DO NOT SUPPORT GONDOLAWORKS or the road expansion. Please look into other less impactful 
options that preserve the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.2PP) 
 
LCC EIS Comment 
 
According to the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS, "Ultimately, the partners seek to deliver 
transportation options that meet the needs of the community while preserving the values of the 
Wasatch Mountains." UDOT's preferred options do neither of those things. What they do is forever alter 
and further commercialize a unique urban forest canyon, a priceless resource benefiting a broad 
community living along the Wasatch Front. (32.4I) The "needs of the community" and the "values of the 
Wasatch" fall far behind UDOT's and the state's real desire to get as many people up LCC as possible, 
all to benefit two private businesses for roughly 30 days a year. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, and 32.1.4D) The 
problem demands more creative, and less costly, thinking than "build more road," or "build a carnival 
ride through a national forest." 
 
UDOT's decision making on this issue has been flawed from the start because it sought to solve a 
unique problem with a standard answer. LCC experiences severe traffic problems less than 10 percent 
of the year, primarily during winter weekends, holidays and occasional powder days. (32.1.4D) The 
congestion occurs because too many private vehicles enter the canyon during peak periods through a 
narrow-morning time window. The problem is exacerbated when snowfall requires avalanche control 
work. UDOT has made no effort to solve this problem using immediately available options at a lower 
cost to ALL members of the community.  
 
Let's look at some of the facts surrounding the value and nature of LCC and UDOT's promotion of a 
half billion dollar "remedy": 
- Widening S.R. 210 or introducing a gondola will accelerate the number of people entering the canyon. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) 
- Serious congestion is currently only a problem during the winter. (32.1.2C) 
- Heavy traffic only occurs about 30 days a year. (32.1.4D) 
- Traffic issues are due to the attractions held by private companies operating largely on public land.  
- The gondola would only service two business locations and ignore trailheads, climbing sites, and 
other areas of community interest in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- A significant percentage of private vehicles heading up LCC transport only the driver. (32.2.4A) 
- Traffic problems during snowstorms can be reduced with more consistent "enforcement of vehicle 
traction requirements. (32.2.2M) 
- LCC has a good avalanche control record. (32.7A) 
- When the canyon road is closed due to avalanche danger, the ski resorts are often closed to skier 
traffic too.  
- Pollution will decrease with the introduction of zero emission buses. (32.10A) 
- Climate change is real and may continue to decrease average annual snowfall; powder panic may not 
be as big of a problem in the future. (32.2.2E) 
 
Although safety in the canyon is of prime importance, concerns about canyon safety are overblown. It is 
more lethal to drive I-15 than S.R. 210. And the ski community has managed to coexist with avalanche 
control issues for over 50 years. Snow management has been an understood part of the ski resort 
business model since its inception and both resorts have managed to become very successful. (32.7A) 
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UDOT should revisit its objectives of meeting “the needs of the community while preserving the values 
of the Wasatch Mountains.” Its proposals, especially the ill-conceived gondola, do nothing to control the 
pressures on the canyon itself, they only serve to increase visitors and generate revenue for private 
companies and developers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT must emphasize 
what is really important here, the protection of LCC values from the cumulative effects of 
commercialization and development. Accommodating reasonable transportation needs to the ski 
resorts and the segment of the community they attract is important, too. That does not mean 
encouraging an ever-increasing or unlimited number of visitors. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
From destroying prime non-ski-resort recreation opportunities to altering the natural condition of the 
canyon itself, UDOT's preferred options should not even be on the table until less intrusive and less 
expensive alternatives are implemented, tested, and exhausted. Here are just a few options to help 
address the underlying simplicity of the real problem, too many private vehicles in the canyon on some 
days: 
- Identify weekends, holidays and other select days as peak periods with standardized canyon traffic 
protocols understood by all visitors. 
- Require a carpool minimum during certain times. (32.2.4A) 
- Provide truly expanded bus service to the resorts during busy days and hours on a reliably 
standardized basis. (32.2.9A) 
- Consistently provide public transportation with priority access to the canyon during problem hours 
(32.2.6.3N). 
- Eliminate private vehicles in the canyon altogether during peak hours. (32.2.2B) 
- Explore ways to give canyon employees priority access to the ski resorts; staffing the ski resorts is a 
challenge for those businesses. (32.2.6.3N) 
- Adjust ski resort hours of operation on problem days. (32.2.2K) 
- Erect a canyon entrance service booth to help manage visitors, similar to that used successfully in 
Millcreek Canyon. (32.2.4A) 
- Identify a carrying capacity that doesn't compromise the nature of LCC before developing permanent 
ways to crowd even more people up the canyon. Maybe we have already reached that capacity on 
certain days. (32.20B) 
 
Average annual snowfall in LCC has been trending downward for decades. It is possible that powder 
days, which are the catalyst for some of the most heavily congested days, will decrease in the future. 
Perhaps in another twenty years there will be fewer powder days to drive a fraction of the community to 
congest S.R. 210 for a few hours on a given day. A wide road or a gondola may simply turn out to be 
no more than a standing monument to misguided engineering, like a giant corroded pump in the middle 
of a dry lake bed. (32.2.2E) 
 
There are myriad ways to address LCC's traffic challenges without forever damaging the "value of the 
Wasatch." Building a bigger road or installing a carnival ride may increase value for two private 
companies, but either would forever transform the canyon's value to the broader community. And those 
changes will continue to contribute to ever greater changes down the road, so to speak. The cumulative 
effects inherent in either of UDOT's preferred alternatives are unacceptable." 
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COMMENT #:  13095 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jonathan Morgan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a 18-year employee of Alta Ski Area as well as a current resident of the Town of Alta. I 
recommend the LaCaille Gondola alternative proposed by the Little Cottonwood EIS. (32.2.9D) While I 
prefer the expansion of the existing road due to the visual impact a gondola would have, the alternative 
of enhanced bus service does not address several issues that greatly affect travel from the town of Alta. 
(32.17A and 32.17B)  
 The frequent closures of the Mount Superior Mainline portion of Highway 210 would force all 
traffic to the existing two-lane bypass road. This is the steepest portion of road in the canyon and is 
often the only exit from Alta on the days when traffic congestion is at its worst. Snowsheds on the road 
below Mt. Superior would be required for reliable traffic flow out of Alta. Installation of remote avalanche 
control devices (RACs) on Mt. Superior may alleviate some of the closures of the Superior Mainline but 
would not eliminate. The installation of RACs and snowsheds for Mt. Superior should be addressed in 
the final EIS. (32.2.2TT) 
 Like the Gondola alternative, enhanced bus service still relies greatly on many cars using the 
canyon road in the winter. The EIS draft does not address the issue of vehicles in the canyon without 
proper snow tires. I have heard that addressing this one issue alone would reduce travel times more 
than removing 30% of the vehicles from the canyon on days when the road surface is slick. It seems 
illogical that more effort has not been done to experiment with a strict traction law and increased UDOT 
snow removal resources. Instead, we have moved directly to alternatives that involve excessive 
amounts of money and environmental disturbance. (32.2.2M) 
 The installation of a gondola has the greatest visual impact and would most likely draw more 
people to Little Cottonwood Canyon as it would be an attraction in and of itself on days when crowds 
are already a concern. It also seems that there is not adequate parking at the base of the gondola 
which is also a concern. (32.20C and 32.2.6.5J) However, as the enhanced bus service option is 
currently laid out, it does not address the problem of reliable egress from the Town of Alta." 
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COMMENT #:  13096 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Erin Rubin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not tarnish the canyon with ugly infrastructure and ruin views forever. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
This does not benefit the majority of those who use it, only the tourists traveling here 3 months a year. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Please don’t do this. It will forever change the entire 
valley and not for the better. (32.4I)" 
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COMMENT #:  13097 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marla Gutmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There should be more free buses and a bigger parking lot to facilitate carpooling and busing at the base 
of the canyon. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.6.2.1C) A gondola would only serve to profit the private ski 
resorts at a detriment to the public’s recreation in the canyon. (32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) A gondola would also threaten the historic climbing in little cottonwood canyon. (32.2.9E 
and 32.4B)
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COMMENT #:  13098 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rex Nelson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the gondola option should NOT be considered. (32.2.9E) It is not scalable at all, and the time to 
get to the resorts is not acceptable. (32.2.6.5A) I think the options should be re-evaluated. Light rail 
should be reconsidered." (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  13099 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ben Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the bigger issue at play here is that the canyons are already at their carrying capacity. Increasing 
the number of people entering the canyons will require an increase in access to pleasure activities in 
the canyon (ie more established trail/trailheads, more lifts to accommodate increased lift traffic), these 
need to happen in tandem to prevent overcrowding in an already overcrowded space. (32.20A, 32.20B, 
and 32.20C) Alternatively we could invest into other spaces LCC to divert traffic (ie Millcreek or 
American Fork). (32.2.2V) 
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COMMENT #:  13100 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Partridge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived in Salt Lake County for most of my 69 years and have spent a lot of time hiking, camping, & 
fishing in the canyons. I have tried to teach my children to appreciate and love the incredible legacy of 
wilderness lands so near a metro area. 
 
Once lost, a wilderness cannot be reclaimed. To claim that monied interests have a right to steal the 
wilderness from my grandchildren and successive generations is a profoundly self centered and selfish 
evil for which you will some day have to give an account. Imagine yourself on that day defending a 
decision to side with $ over invaluable nature.  
 
Development & wilderness cannot coexist. Choose wilderness, I beg you." (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  13101 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Sullivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not a solution to the problem. (32.2.9E) It only serves as a tourist attraction to benefit 
the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) More reliable bus service is important in 
encouraging people to not drive ther personal vehicles. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) This will need to happen 
whether there is a gondola or not , otherwise traffic to and from the gondola base will be a problem, as 
Will parking. (32.2.6.5E) Public transit in general needs improvement. Light rail from the U to the 
canyons along wasatch should be a long term goal. If an alternate mode or transportation up the 
canyons I would propose a monorail. (32.2.2I) Minimal footprint. Towers can be located out of 
avalanche paths. Visually much less obtrusive than the Gondola. I also propose rail through a tunnel 
under twin lakes pass and potentially over guardsman pass. (32.2.2Q) People need to get out of their 
cars. (32.2.4A) Preferably closer to their homes and have access to frequent and reliable bus service to 
and up the canyon. (32.2.2I) More incentive should also be given to make leaving the car at home. This 
should include lockers available to locals foe season long rental. (32.2.3A) Snow removal needs to be 
more often and reliable during storms. Disincentive for people who chose to drive in the form of higher 
parking pass prices (32.2.4A). Better monitoring of 4x4 and traction device compliance. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  13102 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Burford 

 
COMMENT: 
 
According to the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS, "Ultimately, the partners seek to deliver 
transportation options that meet the needs of the community while preserving the values of the 
Wasatch Mountains." UDOT's preferred options do neither of those things (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) What 
they do is forever alter and further commercialize a unique urban forest canyon, a priceless resource 
benefiting a broad community living along the Wasatch Front. (32.4I) The "needs of the community" 
and the "values of the Wasatch" fall far behind UDOT's and the state's real desire to get as many 
people up LCC as possible, all to benefit two private businesses for roughly 30 days a year. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, and 32.1.4D) The problem demands more creative, and less costly, thinking than "build more 
road," or "build a carnival ride through a national forest." 
 
UDOT's decision making on this issue has been flawed from the start because it sought to solve a 
unique problem with a standard answer. LCC experiences severe traffic problems less than 10 percent 
of the year, primarily during winter weekends, holidays and occasional powder days. (32.1.4D) The 
congestion occurs because too many private vehicles enter the canyon during peak periods through a 
narrow-morning time window. The problem is exacerbated when snowfall requires avalanche control 
work. UDOT has made no effort to solve this problem using immediately available options at a lower 
cost to ALL members of the community.  
 
Let's look at some of the facts surrounding the value and nature of LCC and UDOT's promotion of a 
half billion dollar "remedy": 
- Widening S.R. 210 or introducing a gondola will accelerate the number of people entering the canyon. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) 
- Serious congestion is currently only a problem during the winter. (32.1.2C) 
- Heavy traffic only occurs about 30 days a year. (32.1.4D) 
- Traffic issues are due to the attractions held by private companies operating largely on public land.  
- The gondola would only service two business locations and ignore trailheads, climbing sites, and 
other areas of community interest in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- A significant percentage of private vehicles heading up LCC transport only the driver. (32.2.4A) 
- Traffic problems during snowstorms can be reduced with more consistent "enforcement of vehicle 
traction requirements. (32.2.2M) 
- LCC has a good avalanche control record. (32.7A) 
- When the canyon road is closed due to avalanche danger, the ski resorts are often closed to skier 
traffic too.  
- Pollution will decrease with the introduction of zero emission buses. (32.10A) 
- Climate change is real and may continue to decrease average annual snowfall; powder panic may not 
be as big of a problem in the future. (32.2.2E) 
 
Although safety in the canyon is of prime importance, concerns about canyon safety are overblown. It is 
more lethal to drive I-15 than S.R. 210. And the ski community has managed to coexist with avalanche 
control issues for over 50 years. Snow management has been an understood part of the ski resort 
business model since its inception and both resorts have managed to become very successful. (32.7A) 
 
UDOT should revisit its objectives of meeting “the needs of the community while preserving the values 
of the Wasatch Mountains.” Its proposals, especially the ill-conceived gondola, do nothing to control the 
pressures on the canyon itself, they only serve to increase visitors and generate revenue for private 
companies and developers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT must emphasize 
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what is really important here, the protection of LCC values from the cumulative effects of 
commercialization and development. Accommodating reasonable transportation needs to the ski 
resorts and the segment of the community they attract is important, too. That does not mean 
encouraging an ever-increasing or unlimited number of visitors. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
From destroying prime non-ski-resort recreation opportunities to altering the natural condition of the 
canyon itself, UDOT's preferred options should not even be on the table until less intrusive and less 
expensive alternatives are implemented, tested, and exhausted. Here are just a few options to help 
address the underlying simplicity of the real problem, too many private vehicles in the canyon on some 
days: 
- Identify weekends, holidays and other select days as peak periods with standardized canyon traffic 
protocols understood by all visitors. 
- Require a carpool minimum during certain times. (32.2.4A) 
- Provide truly expanded bus service to the resorts during busy days and hours on a reliably 
standardized basis. (32.2.9A) 
- Consistently provide public transportation with priority access to the canyon during problem hours 
(32.2.6.3N). 
- Eliminate private vehicles in the canyon altogether during peak hours. (32.2.2B) 
- Explore ways to give canyon employees priority access to the ski resorts; staffing the ski resorts is a 
challenge for those businesses. (32.2.6.3N) 
- Adjust ski resort hours of operation on problem days. (32.2.2K) 
- Erect a canyon entrance service booth to help manage visitors, similar to that used successfully in 
Millcreek Canyon. (32.2.4A) 
- Identify a carrying capacity that doesn't compromise the nature of LCC before developing permanent 
ways to crowd even more people up the canyon. Maybe we have already reached that capacity on 
certain days. (32.20B) 
 
Average annual snowfall in LCC has been trending downward for decades. It is possible that powder 
days, which are the catalyst for some of the most heavily congested days, will decrease in the future. 
Perhaps in another twenty years there will be fewer powder days to drive a fraction of the community to 
congest S.R. 210 for a few hours on a given day. A wide road or a gondola may simply turn out to be 
no more than a standing monument to misguided engineering, like a giant corroded pump in the middle 
of a dry lake bed. (32.2.2E) 
 
There are myriad ways to address LCC's traffic challenges without forever damaging the "value of the 
Wasatch." Building a bigger road or installing a carnival ride may increase value for two private 
companies, but either would forever transform the canyon's value to the broader community. And those 
changes will continue to contribute to ever greater changes down the road, so to speak. The cumulative 
effects inherent in either of UDOT's preferred alternatives are unacceptable. 
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COMMENT #:  13103 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexis Viehl 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either of the proposed preferred alternatives and would like to see less expensive, less 
destructive options implanted first. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9A) It does not solve the traffic problem 
and it destroys boulders. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  13104 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick O'Neill 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am NOT in support of the gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E) This gondola would cause 
irreversible damage to the Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4I) "Construction could also cause impacts to 
the public, air quality, water quality, wetlands, streams, wildlife, noise levels, visual resources, cultural 
resources, hazardous materials, utility service, traffic flow, businesses, noxious and invasive species, 
and construction staging and material borrow areas. (32.4C, 32.10A, 32.12A, 32.13A, 32.11D, 32.17A, 
32.15B, and 32.16A)" The air quality in the Salt Lake Valley is already horrendous and should not get 
worse. It makes no sense that you cannot wade in Little Cottonwood Creek because it is in the 
watershed yet whoever will build the gondola along with Alta and Snowbird will profit off of the 
degredation of the creek. (32.12A) This degradation will be funded by my tax dollars and will only profit 
Alta and Snowbird upper management. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The gondola 
will also not benefit backcountry skiers or other people looking to recreate in LCC. This addition only 
supports Alta, Snowbird and the hoity toity people who come to ski in Utah for vacation and believe that 
they are above riding a bus with others. Not the biggest deal but it would also look terrible. I support the 
addition of a toll to the road as well as the enhanced bussing system. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
 
“If future generations are to remember us with gratitude rather than contempt, we must leave them with 
more than the miracles of technology. We must leave them a glimpse of the world as it was in the 
beginning, not just after we got through with it.”- Lyndon B. Johnson 
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COMMENT #:  13105 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angela Isaacs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In a previous comment, I tried to choose an alternative based on those presented as preferred 
alternatives. But to be honest, both preferred alternatives are woefully short-sighted for our community 
and our canyons. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) (Yes, canyons, because there is more than one and they are 
all bursting at the seams. I echo many other comments that there are better solutions not contemplated 
here. For a start, removing many more than contemplated in this document or most cars (yes 
accommodations for employees, residents, service vehicles, and ability accommodations) from the 
roads and utilizing buses integrated with improved public transit in the valley. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2I) 
This is a win for everyone, including our community members who aren’t even headed up the canyon. It 
is also a solution for all canyons and all users. (32.2.6.3C) The best solution is out there, but it is not in 
this EIS. And it is certainly not the gondola, which demonstrably, from your own document (see 
comments from Wasatch Backcountry, CWC, Jenny Wilson, and many others) does not meet the 
needs of a traffic solution for the canyon and is not more reliable. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Additionally, this Environmental Impact Statement leaves out a true assessment of the 
impacts to the environment of the canyon, such as carrying capacity. (32.20B and 32.20C) The solution 
exists, but it isn’t in this document. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  13106 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Pease 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived and recreated extensively in the Wasatch for thirty years now. I have seen the exponential 
growth first hand. The resorts and backcountry are busier than they have ever been. That said, the 
Wasatch is still a special place and should be treated as such. I do not believe a gondola or expanded 
bus lanes are the right choice right now. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) It seems that more efforts should be 
made to encourage car pooling and make the current bus service more efficient. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
When all other efforts are exhausted then that would be the time to revisit this discussion (32.29R). 
Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  13107 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Iri Ledezma 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think placing this would not benefit people nor help traffic. (32.7C) We could build homeless shelters 
with this money, please think of the world. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  13108 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ronald McKay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola. No to the road expansion. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) You owe it to the community to 
find and try a less impactful solution. (32.2.2PP) It is utterly shameful and self-serving to entertain 
building a gondola or widening the road. 
 
I've got a prediction though. The decision has already been made. A gondola is just too "sexy" to not 
do, am I right? (32.2.9N) Think of all those Texans that will flock to it and all the tax revenue it will 
generate when they buy those over priced burgers on the Tram deck! Admit it, you know you've 
decided on it. 
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COMMENT #:  13109 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Spencer Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please drop consideration for the gondola and road widening for now. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) It does 
not make sense to use taxpayer dollars to benefit only two private companies. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It would be a much better approach to have a phased method that can be 
implemented more immediately, such as tolling and permit shuttle services. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 
32.2.7C) That would allow for less congestion, income to go towards the canyon infrastructure and the 
resorts would be incentivized to invest in a shuttle solution and have a bit of skin in the game. Creating 
buy in from the companies that benefit will ensure a more efficient and creative solut√≠on. I would also 
emplore you to consider individuals who would like to access these public lands outside of the resorts 
such as Backcountry skiers, climbers, hikers, snowshoing, etc. (32.2.6.3C) This is a large amount of 
money to spend on something we are not even sure will solve the issue of congestion. (32.7B and 
32.7C) I would prefer my tax dollars do not go towards the gondola. 
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COMMENT #:  13110 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Samuel J Wolfe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have worked in Alta for 38 years. For most of those years I have endured the increasing challenges of 
a daily commute, 7 days a week. I am as desperate as anyone for some common sense solutions. I am 
strongly opposed to a gondola as that solution. (32.2.9E) A massively expensive and disruptive 
engineering project should be the last resort. (32.4I) We need to exhaust all options to limit our impact 
on this fragile and precious canyon. (32.2.2PP) There are less destructive alternatives to be explored. 
They include ; tolls, vehicle surcharge, greater traction enforcement, dedicated bus lanes for 
specialized coach service, and increased scheduling for those of us who work into the evening. 
(32.2.4A, 32.2.2M, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.6.5N) For every frustrating, multi hour , snail crawl up or down 
the canyon, there are literally hundreds more hours of uninterrupted travel . It is always easier to throw 
money and build over a problem. In the end we will be creating new sources of gridlock, frustration and 
environmental degradation. (32.2.6.5E, 32.2.6.5C, 32.20C, and 32.4I) Let's do the hard work of 
creating a sustainable solution. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  13111 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Audrey Mede 

 
COMMENT: 
 
my vote is for a gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13112 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rick Leavitt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think people should know that the area below the gondola route will need to be clear cut to facilitate 
potential evacuation space. I have practiced gondola evacuate. Also note the clear below Whistler 
Blockcomb Peak to peak gondola. A gondola system will scare the canyon (32.13A and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  13113 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wilford Egbert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola! (32.2.9D). It’s the best plan! Look at Europe, we can follow the good things they 
have done! 
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COMMENT #:  13114 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Audrey Mede 

 
COMMENT: 
 
vote is for a gondola (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13115 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lindsay Walter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The road extension and gondola options will each cause irreversible damage to our community's 
beautiful treasure of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9D, and 32.4I) I believe we should make 
the best use of the road we already have by implementing new regulations rather than destroying the 
canyon with additional infrastructure. The new regulations could take the form of strict car limits and 
additional buses. (32.2.2L, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) Climate change is already affecting our snow pack 
and water supply in the valley, and so we must do everything in our power to preserve the few natural 
landscapes left to us. (32.2.2E) 
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COMMENT #:  13116 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Rej 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  13117 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ed Ryon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither a gondola or a third lane up the canyon truly serves the population that uses Little Cottonwood. 
(32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Permanently altering the canyon for 
the sake of already strained ski resorts does not answer the demands of climbers, backcountry skiers, 
or even resort skiers that aren’t fans of multiple hour lift lines. (32.4I) After this season we have clearly 
seen that the resorts are consistently unable to handle the volumes of people coming to Snowbird and 
Alta, and will be no better off after pumping up gondolas full of ikon pass holders. (32.20C) 
 
Permanent and costly solutions should be avoided at all costs, and can be circumvented by creative 
solutions subsidizing the bus system, implementing canyon tolls, and employing one way traffic periods 
during peak season. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2EE) Hastily adopting either of these proposals would 
be a tragedy, and taking from SLC’s historic climbing community to feed private industry in skiing. The 
bottom line is that without increased capacity for skiers/snowboarders at the resorts, and increased 
capability for delivering them to the resorts means nothing. The chairlifts are overflowing, and the issue 
will sort itself out organically when people discover the joy of weekday skiing, and gravitate towards 
other resorts without heinous crowds. (32.20C) Nothing as impactful as either of these proposals 
should be installed in Little Cottonwood Canyon, they do not solve the problems we have but simply 
serve as a marketing tool for Snowbird and Alta to use for what? 30 Days a year? (32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
Please do not let this happen to our beautiful home. 
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COMMENT #:  13118 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Veronica Fickel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not approve of the gondola plan, it will cause more people to come up to Alta and ruin the 
ecosystem and beautiful infrastructure that exists there! (32.2.9E, 32.20A, 32.20C, 32.13A, and 
32.17A) There are other ways to improve the traffic problem, specifically public transportation. The 
gondola is not the answer!!!
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COMMENT #:  13119 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Lorna Brower 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly against the Gondola Plan. (32.2.9E) The ski lifts and terrain are already at full capacity 
(32.20C). Your carbon emissions argument for the Gondola Plan makes the assumption that carbon 
emissions use in the canyon is some how different than carbon emissions in the city. (32.10A) We have 
had traffic in the canyons for 100 years without any affect on the canyon's environment. This is a 
problem that doesn't need to be solved. (32.1.2B) Snowbird customers are best served when Snowbird 
spends its resources on ski lifts, snowmaking, grooming, restaurants and lodging. You have a lease on 
a very small part of the overall canyon, remember that. 
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COMMENT #:  13120 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia DiNardo 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The first and foremost largest issue impacting transportation up the canyon is Parking. Increased 
parking options and enhanced public transportation need to be implemented and given a chance prior 
to expensive, and in many ways destructive, options. (32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.9A, and 32.29R) Access to the 
canyons is important to more than just local skiers and tourists, and yet contrarily it is slated to be 
everyone’s tax dollars paying for the project. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Not to 
mention that there are much more important issues facing the greater Salt Lake area that the 
government should be focusing MY and my fellow Utahs’ tax dollars toward. (32.1.2B) Less impactful -
to the land, to our residents, to our other beloved outdoor activities-options are the logical first step prior 
to more extreme measures, especially ones that would be the responsibility of a largely dissenting 
public to pay for. 
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COMMENT #:  13121 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Justus Redd 

 
COMMENT: 
 
According to the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS, "Ultimately, the partners seek to deliver 
transportation options that meet the needs of the community while preserving the values of the 
Wasatch Mountains." UDOT's preferred options do neither of those things (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) What 
they do is forever alter and further commercialize a unique urban forest canyon, a priceless resource 
benefiting a broad community living along the Wasatch Front. (32.4I) The "needs of the community" 
and the "values of the Wasatch" fall far behind UDOT's and the state's real desire to get as many 
people up LCC as possible, all to benefit two private businesses for roughly 30 days a year. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, and 32.1.4D) The problem demands more creative, and less costly, thinking than "build more 
road," or "build a carnival ride through a national forest." 
 
UDOT's decision making on this issue has been flawed from the start because it sought to solve a 
unique problem with a standard answer. LCC experiences severe traffic problems less than 10 percent 
of the year, primarily during winter weekends, holidays and occasional powder days. (32.1.4D) The 
congestion occurs because too many private vehicles enter the canyon during peak periods through a 
narrow-morning time window. The problem is exacerbated when snowfall requires avalanche control 
work. UDOT has made no effort to solve this problem using immediately available options at a lower 
cost to ALL members of the community.  
 
Let's look at some of the facts surrounding the value and nature of LCC and UDOT's promotion of a 
half billion dollar "remedy": 
- Widening S.R. 210 or introducing a gondola will accelerate the number of people entering the canyon. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) 
- Serious congestion is currently only a problem during the winter. (32.1.2C) 
- Heavy traffic only occurs about 30 days a year. (32.1.4D) 
- Traffic issues are due to the attractions held by private companies operating largely on public land.  
- The gondola would only service two business locations and ignore trailheads, climbing sites, and 
other areas of community interest in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- A significant percentage of private vehicles heading up LCC transport only the driver. (32.2.4A) 
- Traffic problems during snowstorms can be reduced with more consistent "enforcement of vehicle 
traction requirements. (32.2.2M) 
- LCC has a good avalanche control record. (32.7A) 
- When the canyon road is closed due to avalanche danger, the ski resorts are often closed to skier 
traffic too.  
- Pollution will decrease with the introduction of zero emission buses. (32.10A) 
- Climate change is real and may continue to decrease average annual snowfall; powder panic may not 
be as big of a problem in the future. (32.2.2E) 
 
Although safety in the canyon is of prime importance, concerns about canyon safety are overblown. It is 
more lethal to drive I-15 than S.R. 210. And the ski community has managed to coexist with avalanche 
control issues for over 50 years. Snow management has been an understood part of the ski resort 
business model since its inception and both resorts have managed to become very successful. (32.7A) 
 
UDOT should revisit its objectives of meeting “the needs of the community while preserving the values 
of the Wasatch Mountains.” Its proposals, especially the ill-conceived gondola, do nothing to control the 
pressures on the canyon itself, they only serve to increase visitors and generate revenue for private 
companies and developers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT must emphasize 
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what is really important here, the protection of LCC values from the cumulative effects of 
commercialization and development. Accommodating reasonable transportation needs to the ski 
resorts and the segment of the community they attract is important, too. That does not mean 
encouraging an ever-increasing or unlimited number of visitors. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
From destroying prime non-ski-resort recreation opportunities to altering the natural condition of the 
canyon itself, UDOT's preferred options should not even be on the table until less intrusive and less 
expensive alternatives are implemented, tested, and exhausted. Here are just a few options to help 
address the underlying simplicity of the real problem, too many private vehicles in the canyon on some 
days: 
- Identify weekends, holidays and other select days as peak periods with standardized canyon traffic 
protocols understood by all visitors. 
- Require a carpool minimum during certain times. (32.2.4A) 
- Provide truly expanded bus service to the resorts during busy days and hours on a reliably 
standardized basis. (32.2.9A) 
- Consistently provide public transportation with priority access to the canyon during problem hours 
(32.2.6.3N). 
- Eliminate private vehicles in the canyon altogether during peak hours. (32.2.2B) 
- Explore ways to give canyon employees priority access to the ski resorts; staffing the ski resorts is a 
challenge for those businesses. (32.2.6.3N) 
- Adjust ski resort hours of operation on problem days. (32.2.2K) 
- Erect a canyon entrance service booth to help manage visitors, similar to that used successfully in 
Millcreek Canyon. (32.2.4A) 
- Identify a carrying capacity that doesn't compromise the nature of LCC before developing permanent 
ways to crowd even more people up the canyon. Maybe we have already reached that capacity on 
certain days. (32.20B) 
 
Average annual snowfall in LCC has been trending downward for decades. It is possible that powder 
days, which are the catalyst for some of the most heavily congested days, will decrease in the future. 
Perhaps in another twenty years there will be fewer powder days to drive a fraction of the community to 
congest S.R. 210 for a few hours on a given day. A wide road or a gondola may simply turn out to be 
no more than a standing monument to misguided engineering, like a giant corroded pump in the middle 
of a dry lake bed. (32.2.2E) 
 
There are myriad ways to address LCC's traffic challenges without forever damaging the "value of the 
Wasatch." Building a bigger road or installing a carnival ride may increase value for two private 
companies, but either would forever transform the canyon's value to the broader community. And those 
changes will continue to contribute to ever greater changes down the road, so to speak. The cumulative 
effects inherent in either of UDOT's preferred alternatives are unacceptable. 
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COMMENT #:  13122 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jacobi Seacord 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I just moved to Utah. I climb at the gyms and it is absolutely clear that they do not want anything. I 
personally think that with population growth nothing is going to solve traffic. (32.7B and 32.7C) adding 
lanes doesn't solve traffic, I know this because both my parents are civil engineers. (32.7C and 
32.2.6.3B) 
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COMMENT #:  13123 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kara Bankhead 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that widening the road will dramatically effect the canyon, is a really bad idea and won’t be a good 
long term solution to our problems. (32.2.9C, 32.4I, and 32.7C) It will take out a bunch of 
climbing/bouldering that I’ve enjoyed over the years. (32.4A) It won’t fix the problem of moving people 
up/down the canyon in the event of avalanches. (32.7A). I believe the gondola is a much better option 
with a much smaller footprint that will solve more of the problems that the canyon is facing. Please don’t 
widen the road. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13124 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aden Parker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please make an effort at a mandatory bus program during peak season. (32.2.2B) The gondola and 
road widening options are such extreme measures, it doesn’t make sense to immediately go to those 
without trying less impactful solutions. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.29R) The canyon is so beautiful and 
the gondola/road widening would change it forever. (32.17A and 32.17B) 
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COMMENT #:  13125 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Bankhead 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a much better option than widening the road. It is less invasive and will better help with 
avalanche safety. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  13126 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maurice Mede 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is a good idea. Get cars off the road. The first few years it will look out of place but will 
become part of the landscape like the restaurant at top of Snowbird. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13127 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Robinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Negative on the ideas of making Highway 210 a toll road, but thanks for asking. (32.2.4A) 
It is interesting that one of the partners in the Gondola proposal, while presiding as Senate President, 
was the one who sponsered the bill in the Utah State Legislature that allows for establishing tolling on 
state roads. If you dig deep in the bill it gives the State Transportation Commission quite a bit of latitude 
in this area. It includes the ability to grant exclusive or non exclusive rights to a private entity to impose 
and collect tolls, and allows for the revenue generated to go to a private entity through the Tollway 
Development Agreement. (32.2.4A) 
Follow the money. 
The gondola developers are on record saying that the Toll proposed for Highway 210 should be larger 
than the cost of riding the Gondola to incentivize folks to use the Gondola option. 
Follow the money. 
It is up to the ski areas to control capacity at their respective areas. It is up to the ski areas to 
incentivize high occupancy cars in the canyon. (32.2.4A)  
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  13128 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Davis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Without doing something, this is not possible. The biggest bottleneck, by far, is the transportation 
problems.  
 
Out of the two proposals, I believe the gondola is the least bad option. I say this because there isn’t a 
solution that will satisfy everyone. Doing nothing is the worst option. (32.2.9D)  
 
The gondola will allow skiers to get to the resorts on days when it doesn’t matter what car you have or 
what tires you have, you won’t make it up. There is no human error in the gondola. The gondola isn’t 
steered.  
 
My hope is that when constructing the gondola that extra care is taken to preserve the wildlife and the 
land. I think this could be done. (32.13A) widening the road in my opinion would be a lot more 
destructive than a gondola (32.2.9C and 32.13B). To avoid an eye sore with the gondola, having the 
gondola cars just above the tree line would be ideal. This will allow minimal tree loss and hopefully 
avoid having a long cut down the canyon like most ski lifts have. (32.2.6.5B)  
 
All I ask is that you use common sense and be kind to little cottonwood canyon. It means a lot to us. I 
could talk more, feel free to send me a message. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  13129 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mason Diedrich 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I already submitted a detailed comment a year ago, and my stance hasn't changed. No gondola. 
Enhanced bus service, added lane please. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  13130 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jen Colby 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to comment on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft EIS for transportation. In the past, I 
worked for the Content Analysis team and reviewed and analyzed NEPA comment as my work. I 
understand the process and the technical reviews versus general public comment. The latter routinely 
gets dismissed by planners as non-specific to the documents and process. But we are normal people 
with busy lives who simply cannot be expected to read an entire EIS and know how to go about 
commenting to make a real difference. Myself included. It is not a fair fight between the powerful 
corporate entities with deep pockets and hired lawyers and others to comment on their behalf and the 
citizenry - and underfunded and largely volunteer nonprofit environmental advocates.  
I worked for a ski lodge in Little Cottonwood Canyon for most of a decade and lived in the canyon. I am 
quite aware of the issues, constraints, and values inherent in this astounding natural area so close to a 
major population center and international airport.  
Regarding the EIS, fundamentally the range of alternatives is inadequate and fails to meet NEPA 
standards. (32.2.2PP and 32.1.2H) In addition to infrasturcture and transit alternatives, and the 
required No Action, there needs to be a strong demand management one.  
This is likely the most cost effective, puts the responsibility where it belongs on the commercial ski 
resorts and entities that drive demand, and reduces environmental impact (I would have hated to code 
that sentence lol). 
A demand management alternative must include 
-market rate parking fees for every private vehicle entering LCC; (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 
-tolling during high season; (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) 
-limiting season and daily pass sales; (32.2.2K) 
-variable and time dependent ski lift ticket pricing to match demand; (32.2.2K) 
-other relevant evidence-based options for demand management. 
The impacts of climate change are not fully analyzed, given the high end estimates are unfortunately 
already coming true. (32.2.2E) The ski season will likely shorten substantially with 2-3 decades, 
lessening any need further. There is essentially no summer need for all of this - at most it is 120-150 
days in the year, driven entirely by the commercial ski business. (32.1.2C and 32.1.2B) As an avid 
skier, I object to the public subsidies - including permit fees and all the other support from the public 
sector and woefully underfunded USFS - to this highly environmentally inpactful industry. Only mining 
has more environmental impact IMO. 
I endorse and incorporate by reference the Wasatch Backcountry Alliance’s comments. (See Response 
to Comment 13317) 
The gondola boondoggle cannot meet the demand, has enormous visual impacts, and cannot pass any 
serious cost-benefit economic impact - except to line th pockets of the contractors who would build it. 
This alternative must be rejected. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5N, and 32.17A) 
Finally, due to the pandemic, public involvement has been challenging. I applaud the team for doing its 
best. That said, the comment period should be extended 60-90 days. We always expected most 
comments to come in at the very end - and here I am, in the same boat. With minimally substantive 
comments based on your criteria, I fear. (32.29A) 
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COMMENT #:  13131 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alex Close 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I really do think that option A is a smarter and more intuitive solution for this problem. I think a gondola 
would get closed just as much as the snowbird one does. (32.2.9E and 32.2.6.5K) I doubt it would be 
very effective and I believe that you should invest this money elsewhere to make these mountains more 
accessible. ie trax connection (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  13132 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lori Beecher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola. I think it will be the most efficient way to get additional people up the 
canyon safely. I can't imagine making the road wider than it is. This makes the most sense to me. 
(32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  13133 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Taylor Maguire 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm currently getting a Masters in Urban Ecology and City Planning and have been following this 
closely, because it's a hard decision; either option can be done well and either option can be done very 
poorly. I think the larger issue here is that the gondola seems to only serve the resorts - it is critical it 
doesn't stop at the trailheads, that will only exploit them and have them hit capacity thresholds (not 
unlike our parks being "loved to death") (32.2.6.5G) - rather, the gondola benefits skiers but not rock 
climbers. (32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
While the gondola is hideous, I think it is the lesser of the two evils (32.2.9D and 32.4I). 
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COMMENT #:  13134 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Angela Presson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The choices put forward for the future of lcc are from an EIS that is only based on high ski traffic days. 
This is not valid. We need an EIS that evaluates all users of the canyon throughout the year. (32.1.2B 
and 32.1.2C) As a rock climber the road widening would lose boulders that are historic and valuable to 
our community. (32.4A and 32.2.9C) The gondola would only be useful to resort skiers and ski resorts 
for a few days out of year but would cause an eyesore year round. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) As a rock climber and backcountry skier using lcc about 50 
days/year both "solutions" are harmful. I would not support them even if the ski resorts were paying for 
them. 
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COMMENT #:  13135 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Cauceglia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please, please, expand bus service before developing the canyon. Intermediate stops are not 
solved by a gondola and only service the resorts. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, 32.2.6.5G, 32.2.9D, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
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COMMENT #:  13136 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aubrey Gamble 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t destroy little cottonwood boulders! (32.4A and 32.4B) The gondola and road widening only serve 
skiers. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We need a better option that 
doesn’t put one activity above all of the others. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  13137 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ray Brideau 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is an extremely expensive "solution" that only serves as a parking lot for 1,500 more cars and 
3,000 to 4,000 more people to get up to the ski areas. (32.2.9E and 32.20C) Why don't we try some 
practical, inexpensive alternatives before we spend millions on a non solution. How about car pool only 
on certain days/times. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Also, a better coordinated mass transit system. (32.2.9A) 
Traction control rules in place and monitored every day. (32.2.2M) And, if we have to spend some 
money, throw in some avalanche tunnels in key areas. (32.2.9K) If this doesn't work for the 30 days or 
so we have an issue, go to the next level. (32.1.4D and 32.29R) 
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COMMENT #:  13138 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stephanie Christian 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We are the stewards of the canyon. Allowing too many people Into the canyon on a daily basis is going 
to put the environment into decline. We need to admit that the number of people should be limited. 
(32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) Tolls and reservations is the answer on busy days and weeks. (32.2.2Y 
and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  13139 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:21 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brooke Black 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please try something less costly, less harmful to the environment, and less visually disturbing first! 
Pretend it is your money you are spending and not someone else’s! (32.29R and 32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  13140 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacy Holmes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No ugly towers in our beautiful mountains! Let’s keep them au natural (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  13141 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:25 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Kent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In order to successfully address the need for transportation solutions for Little Cottonwood Canyon, a 
more comprehensive transportation analysis must be made for the entire Tri-Canyon area including a 
capacity study. (32.1.1C and 32.20B) The current LCC-DEIS by design is very narrowly focused, as if it 
were a small town aiming to solve a transportation need so that it can deliver only tourists to a ski 
resort. (32.1.2B) The reality is that the LCC has a very large metropolis at its base. A small town 
approach is not the solution. The Gondola option may very well be able to deliver thousands of people 
per hour but those many more thousands will be driving from their point of origin to arrive at the 
Gondola base. This not only will add to more driving in the Salt Lake Valley, which suffers from winter 
smog inversions, but will dramatically increase the need for parking at the base of the canyon. When 
faced with the frustration of not finding a place to park, skiers will attempt to park in existing 
neighborhoods and will overflow into Big Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5E) The cities at 
the base of the canyon do not have sufficient parking spaces that are big enough to accommodate 
demand from such a large populous, thus the need for a capacity study. (32.20B) 
The Gondola Option first serves the ski-resorts and the politically well connected developers that have 
proposed the La-Caile base station, it secondarily serves the general public that want to visit the 
canyons and lastly serves the health and protection of LCC by having the potential to overcrowd the 
canyons and ruin the view shed within the canyon. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.17A, and 32.17B)  
The LCC-DEIS furthermore does not adequately address the impacts from both alternatives to 
Backcountry users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is lacking maps and analysis of 
the impacts from the proposed transportation alternatives to dozens of winter backcountry access 
points. (32.4G and 32.4Z). It appears that UDOT is being pressured by the opinions of the ski resorts, 
developers, Governor, and state legislature. Deciding based on Political and economic pressure is not 
the right thing to do. (32.2.9N) Spending half a billion tax payers money for the ski resorts is not the 
right thing to do. (32.1.2B) I urge UDOT to step back and address the true need of the canyons. 
(32.1.2B) Implement solutions that can be seen tomorrow. (32.2.7C) Solutions that are not so costly, 
that can provide immediate relief to the congestion. Increase bus service around the valley to the 
canyons, provide direct service near peoples point of origin as was done with the ski bus in the 1980's 
around the valley. (32.2.2I) Implement traffic control strategies by allowing one way flow up and down 
the canyon during peak hours. (32.2.2EE) Partner with local building owners, schools and churches to 
allow parking in their lots during the weekend. (32.2.2FF). These are our mountains, they are a place of 
refuge for so many people, they are so close to a giant population, a plan must be implemented that 
does not take away the wild “feel” that they currently have. (32.4I) Giant lift towers, wider roads and the 
creation of a mass transit system to over crowd them will greatly degrade them. (32.4I) 

Page 32B-13525 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13142 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clair Sleger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't understand why enhancement/expansion of all the options that already exist have not been 
explored. (32.2.9A) IMPROVE THE UTA SCHEDULE! (32.2.6.3N) So many people drive alone in their 
polluting cars because the UTA schedule simply does not work. So run more buses, and run them at 
better times! (32.2.6.3N) Put the money into making the buses electric, to reduce emissions in the 
canyon and in the valley. (32.2.6.3F) Run the buses later so that people can enjoy the apres ski 
amenities up the canyon for more than 20 minutes before the last bus runs. Find a way to incorporate 
more parking at Highland/9400 S, at the Swamp Lot, at BCC, and 6200 S/Wasatch so that more people 
don't feel like it's easier to drive than to catch a bus. Expanding parking and bus service would certainly 
be more cost effective than installing a freakin' gondola! (32.2.6.2.1C) 
Why permanently disturb the natural setting of the canyon for backups that happen only on weekends, 
holidays, and powder days? (32.1.4D and 32.1.2B) Is there traffic congestion in the summer? (32.1.2C) 
Unless there's a rock slide or something, I don't think so. Why spend THAT much money when there 
are easier, more environmentally friendly ones with much of the infrastructure IN PLACE already? 
(32.1.2B). Why devote this many resources to something that basically just services a handful of 
private businesses (two of the largest being Snowbird and Alta) operating on public land? And 
taxpayers are doubtless footing the bill. (32.1.2B). Why are we trying to cram more people up the 
canyon in the first place? Maybe we should address capacity at the resorts, and environmental impact. 
(32.20A and 32.20C). Installing a gondola and/or widening the road will certainly have a permanent 
environmental impact in the canyon. (32.4I). Occam had a point; the simplest explanation is the most 
likely. Why not use the simplest solution for the problems enumerated? (32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  13143 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Matt Fix 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola should be a last resort. (32.2.9E) It mainly serves to enrich the ski resorts (private businesses 
that tend to cater to Americans from all states, not just Utah). (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Other incremental solutions should be attempted first, not to mention the fact that UTA has no 
experience maintaining and operating a gondola. (32.2.2P, 32.2.9E, 32.29R, and 32.2.6.5Q) Also, no 
one in the world has experience with a gondola this large. (32.2.6.5BB) 
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COMMENT #:  13144 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:29 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jesse Morse 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think either of the proposed alternatives is the correct fit for Little Cottonwood. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E) The ski resorts are already overcrowded, and building an expensive gondola and widening the 
road will both only serve to move the traffic from the road to the lift lines. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
In addition, reducing congestion could be achieved in other, less impactful, ways as well, such as 
through tiered tolling based on the day and time someone drives up the road, as well as the number of 
people in their car, paid parking at the resorts, and many other solutions. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.2K) 
 
I believe we should neither widen the road nor build a gondola. Little Cottonwood is being loved to 
death already; let's treasure this amazing gem and not ruin it with more people. (32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  13145 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Kent 

 
COMMENT: 
 
In order to successfully address the need for transportation solutions for Little Cottonwood Canyon, a 
more comprehensive transportation analysis must be made for the entire Tri-Canyon area including a 
capacity study. (32.1.1C and 32.20B) The current LCC-DEIS by design is very narrowly focused, as if it 
were a small town aiming to solve a transportation need so that it can deliver only tourists to a ski 
resort. (32.1.2B) The reality is that the LCC has a very large metropolis at its base. A small town 
approach is not the solution. The Gondola option may very well be able to deliver thousands of people 
per hour but those many more thousands will be driving from their point of origin to arrive at the 
Gondola base. This not only will add to more driving in the Salt Lake Valley, which suffers from winter 
smog inversions, but will dramatically increase the need for parking at the base of the canyon. When 
faced with the frustration of not finding a place to park, skiers will attempt to park in existing 
neighborhoods and will overflow into Big Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.6.5J and 32.2.6.5E) The cities at 
the base of the canyon do not have sufficient parking spaces that are big enough to accommodate 
demand from such a large populous, thus the need for a capacity study. (32.20B) 
The Gondola Option first serves the ski-resorts and the politically well connected developers that have 
proposed the La-Caile base station, it secondarily serves the general public that want to visit the 
canyons and lastly serves the health and protection of LCC by having the potential to overcrowd the 
canyons and ruin the view shed within the canyon. (32.20A, 32.20B, 32.17A, and 32.17B)  
The LCC-DEIS furthermore does not adequately address the impacts from both alternatives to 
Backcountry users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It is lacking maps and analysis of 
the impacts from the proposed transportation alternatives to dozens of winter backcountry access 
points. (32.4G and 32.4Z). It appears that UDOT is being pressured by the opinions of the ski resorts, 
developers, Governor, and state legislature. Deciding based on Political and economic pressure is not 
the right thing to do. (32.2.9N) Spending half a billion tax payers money for the ski resorts is not the 
right thing to do. (32.1.2B) I urge UDOT to step back and address the true need of the canyons. 
(32.1.2B) Implement solutions that can be seen tomorrow. (32.2.7C) Solutions that are not so costly, 
that can provide immediate relief to the congestion. Increase bus service around the valley to the 
canyons, provide direct service near peoples point of origin as was done with the ski bus in the 1980's 
around the valley. (32.2.2I) Implement traffic control strategies by allowing one way flow up and down 
the canyon during peak hours. (32.2.2EE) Partner with local building owners, schools and churches to 
allow parking in their lots during the weekend. (32.2.2FF). These are our mountains, they are a place of 
refuge for so many people, they are so close to a giant population, a plan must be implemented that 
does not take away the wild “feel” that they currently have. (32.4I) Giant lift towers, wider roads and the 
creation of a mass transit system to over crowd them will greatly degrade them. (32.4I). 
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COMMENT #:  13146 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Edie Ludlam 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Chapter 21, Cumulative Impacts, includes a limited and narrow assessment of the planned tolling of Big 
Cottonwood Canyon/ S.R. 190 as a reasonably foreseeable future action. The tolling of BCC would 
better be analyzed in the DEIS as a connected action because it would only proceed if an alternative 
that would toll Little Cottonwood Canyon is selected (DEIS Section 20.4.1.4) and the tolling of LCC 
restricts any real consideration of non-tolling alternatives in BCC. Although tolling of BCC could be 
implemented without federal funds, the same is true of the proposed alternatives in LCC. Additionally, 
as S.R. 190 both abuts and provides access to USFS managed lands, implementing tolling may require 
some federal decision. Even if it is defendable to omit further analysis of tolling BCC from this study, 
this approach denies the public meaningful opportunity to understand and provide input into the related, 
inseparable effects these actions would have on the way people use and experience the Cottonwood 
Canyons, and the sum of the associated impacts. It is unfortunate UDOT has chosen this less 
forthcoming, less comprehensive approach to evaluating the impacts of its decisions to the Cottonwood 
Canyons. (32.20D) 
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COMMENT #:  13147 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  SueAnn Morrison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
How would the gondola option work with all of the avalanche paths in Little Cottonwood canyon? Would 
it be vulnerable? (32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  13148 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:31 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elias Selimos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As climate destabilization continues, we have no empirically supported reason to believe that our 
current snowpack regularity will persist as everything around us changes (32.2.2E). It makes zero 
sense to invest taxpayer dollars into a sporting facility that REQUIRES not just water-already sparse 
out in the west-but also that the water is cold enough to be snow. What will you do when the snowpack 
shrinks? Make artificial snow, wasting our precious water resources out here? This is an incredibly 
shortsighted proposal. (32.2.2E) I’d rather be climbing here, and I’d rather see taxpayer dollars go 
towards preserving that instead. (32.1.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  13149 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emily Oppliger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the beautiful natural habit you are traveling through. The climbing and natural space 
will be ruined. Please have serious consideration (32.4I, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.29G). 
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COMMENT #:  13150 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anna Marie Neider 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I live at the mouth of the canyon. The traffic is RARELY a problem... only on Saturdays when there is 
fresh snow. (32.1.4D) A gondola is a TERRIBLE idea. It costs a literal fortune and most Utahns will not 
want the hassle and extra time it takes and will not use it. (32.2.4A). It is foolish and irresponsible to 
spend SO MUCH MONEY with no guarantee it will improve anything. (32.2.9E)  
And it will permanently deface our beautiful canyon (32.17A) 
-What about 
-Tolls to encourage ride sharing (32.2.4A) 
-More Buses (32.2.9A) 
Much less damaging to the canyon beauty. And much less expensive.  
PLEASE begin with options which are less expensive and less intrusive on the natural beauty of the 
canyon.  
PLEASE KEEP OUR CANYON BEAUTIFUL
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COMMENT #:  13151 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Richard Crangle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
More natural gas buses and $ incentives for car pooling is the most effective as the solution and 
conservation for the environment. (32.2.6.3F, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  13152 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rhea Lisonbee 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola. It will be ugly, expensive and too permanent only serving the ski industry. (32.2.9E, 
32.17A, 32.2.6.5A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  13153 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Beverly Crangle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The two proposals for adding traffic lanes or a gondola are too drastic, not reversible, and will only 
solve part of the overall problem, both for the canyons and the city. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C) Please reconsider creating an efficient transit system using a smart app and various sizes 
of mass transit vehicles. (32.2.9A) With the city surrounded by mountains, creating wider streets will 
only increase the number of unhealthy air days already being experienced. (32.10A) The gondola will 
only solve part of the problem and destroy the beauty of the mountains. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  13154 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Wiley Speckmann 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the Utah Department of Transportation should not put a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
and stick to adding more busses. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  13155 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Parks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not alter the canyon until a true capacity estimate can be made. (32.20B) The focus should 
be on protecting the canyon and not helping two private companies make more money. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Alternatives that reduce the number of cars and people in the 
canyon should be preferred. (32.2.4A) Figuring out how to cram more people in the canyon does not 
benefit the canyon or the users. Let's not go further down the Wasangeles road. The gondola idea is 
ridiculous. (32.2.9E) This is purely a tax payer subsided gift to the two resorts in the canyon. This 
should never have been offered up as a preferred solution. 
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COMMENT #:  13156 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Llewellyn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I know you all have limited your decisions to either the bus enhancement or the gondola but you 
shouldn’t discount the idea of the cog railway there are countless advantages to having a railway in the 
canyon 1 it will always run no matter what the conditions are it won’t be stopped by wind or snow 2 it 
could be linked to the existing light rail lines already in the slc valley and 3 it will last for a very long time 
look at the Gornergrat railway in Zermatt built in 1898 or the Jungfrau railway built in 1912 both of which 
are still running strong today the visual impact of a railway would be minimal compared to a gondola I 
realize the initial expenses far greater but just imagine it’s the Saturday between (32.2.9F, 32.2.2I, 
32.17A, and 32.17D) Christmas and New Year 1000’s of people are brought up the canyon by either 
bus or gondola and a storm front blows in at noon 50mph winds and 3-4 inches of snow per hour the 
road shuts down and the gondola can’t run and all the hotel rooms are full what are you going to do 
now?? (32.2.6.5K) a railway wouldn’t be stopped by this scenario!! I know 1 billion $ is a huge 
investment but you should look at the long term benefits after all Jeff Bezos burned 5 billion just to be 
weightless in space for 20 minutes 
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COMMENT #:  13157 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  logan tuura 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a proponent of the gondola idea for several years, especially after studying gondola 
systems as effective means of mass transportation while earning my Master in City Planning. I was 
excited that UDOT would consider a gondola when this process started. Unfortunately, the gondola as 
it is currently proposed, lacks vision and provides a half-baked solution that will have detrimental 
impacts on LCC and the neighborhoods at the canyon base. Enhanced bus service is a much better 
solution for all parties and the environment, for now. (32.2.9E, 32.4I, and 32.2.9A)  
 
The primary reasons the gondola is a poor transportation choice for LCC are it's current alignment and 
lack of connection with TRAX, lack of summer operation, low capacity, and lower speed and use of 
multiple transfers. (32.2.2I, 32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.5N, and 32.2.6.5J) The gondola needs a direct 
connection to TRAX, and the reliance on parking garages is astoundingly short cited (32.2.2I). A direct 
connection to TRAX allows a direct connection to the City, to the airport, and to those who don't own a 
car. It also spreads out gondola users who travel on different TRAX lines, instead of concentrating all 
users to one or two parking garages. This connection between the LCC gondola and TRAX would 
provide not just the opportunity for a mobility hub, but for entire new mixed use districts (perhaps at 
highland and 9400S) complete with hotels, retail, residential, even office. Unfortunately, the gondola 
alternative forces everyone to drive to a parking garage at la caille or to the other mobility hub, 
concentrating traffic in these areas even more, and completely missing an opportunity to have a true 
Ski City USA. (32.2.6.5E) " If there is a gondola it must run in the summer; the gondola shall be a true 
transportation solution, not just a benefit for ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
The gondola can be used for tourism in the summer and mountain biking would draw even more 
visitors during less busy seasons. (32.2.6.5I)  
 
The low capacity of the gondola is it's biggest detriment. The lines will be longer than a powder day at 
snowbird. Unfortunately the 3S gondola system does not have the technology for larger capacities over 
long distances. Once this is engineered, the gondola would be a viable alternative if designed the right 
way. Similar to this limitation on capacity, the speed is also limited and further compounded by multiple 
transfers. (32.2.6.5N and 32.2.6.5J)  
 
The gondola COULD be the solution for LCC, but under the current design limitations, it is a poor 
choice today. We should opt for a less entensive option that still reduces travel times: the enhanced 
bus service. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  13158 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ashley Eliason 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We oppose both the 4 lane highway and gondolas (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). 
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COMMENT #:  13159 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brendan Woodard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola because of the environmental and recreational impact and there are many 
people who don't use the ski mountains who want to access the canyon. (32.2.9E, 32.4B, 32.4A, and 
32.4G) It's also a hazard because throwing more construction activity and traffic in the canyon is 
dangerous for the people who recreate there. (32.1.2D) 
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COMMENT #:  13160 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristen French 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola and road widening are both expensive options that burden the taxpayers and destroy the 
natural habitat of this special canyon, which also benefits two businesses, not the public. (32.2.9E, 
32.2.9C, 32.13A, 32.13B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) We pay for a project that the 
ski areas benefit from. I sm a wilderness user and my wilderness will be less accessible. (32.4A, 32.4B, 
and 32.4G) Why are we proposing two massive projects when we haven’t even seriously tried 
increased, year-round bus service. (32.29R, 32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.1.2C) Try a cheaper, less 
invasive option first. Why are we trying to increase capacity when our wilderness can’t sustain it? 
(32.20A and 32.20C) I propose trying tolls an increase bus service before we go in guns blazing with 
such expensive, nature damaging options. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Please save this canyon from growth 
and development so our future generations and wildlife can explore, thrive, and enjoy. Thank you for 
taking the time to read my simple words. (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  13161 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Haley Dahle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, my name is Haley Dahle, and while I have only been a resident of Utah for a little over 12 years, 
from the moment I arrived this place has felt like home. A major contributing factor is our amazing 
“backyard” that is Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons. We are truly so blessed that within 20 minutes 
we can be away from the hustle and bustle of the city and in a spectacular wilderness setting.  
 
My children have grown up playing amongst the granite boulders and exploring the Wasatch via the 
many trails that the canyons provide. Both of your proposed options will deprive future generations of 
that experience to connect with nature. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) As a family of climbers we are 
especially sensitive to the destruction of the road widening proposal. Little Cottonwood Canyon has 
WORLD class climbing up and down the entire canyon. I’m sure if the DOT implemented a user study 
they would find that the majority of people that recreate in the canyon year round aren’t resort skiers. 
(32.4B, 32.1.2B, and 32.1.2D) It just makes no sense to destroy such an amazing resource for so 
many user groups because of bad traffic on a few days every winter. (32.1.4D) 
 
The gondola option does nothing to help the supposed traffic problem. It will simply be a ridiculously 
expensive taxpayer funded tourist trap that solely benefits the ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) The messy logistics of riding the gondola (parking, bussing to station, expense) will 
dissuade most people traveling from the Valley for the day from using it. Sitting in traffic is simply more 
convenient unless you’re staying at the resort for multiple days. (32.2.4A) The towers will also destroy 
much of our world class climbing and our view shed and wilderness will be entirely ruined. (32.17A, 
32.4B, and 32.4I)  
 
Even if you don’t care about our beautiful natural spaces and the recreation opportunities that would be 
lost. Both the gondola and the road widening are fiscally irresponsible on every level. Before spending 
billions of our (tax payers) dollars to exclusively benefit two private businesses, you owe it to the tax 
payers to try more inexpensive options first. (32.29R) I can’t believe a government entity that is so well 
funded couldn’t figure out a better option that doesn’t destroy such a well loved valuable resource. 
There are other, less expensive options that somehow haven’t been considered. (32.2.2PP) Increased 
bussing on a reliable schedule, implementation of tolls for anyone that isn’t carpooling, a resident, or an 
employee in the canyon immediately come to find. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) In Zion National Park during 
peak busy times, there is a free, mandatory shuttle bus. (32.2.2B) This works amazingly. It’s 
dependable and with all the different stops it can be easily utilized by all user groups. (32.2.6.3C) This 
also wouldn’t require any huge upfront expenses or multiple year long construction period, it would be 
usable this winter.  
 
Please find your soul and do the right thing. Thank you for listening. 
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COMMENT #:  13162 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jamie Longe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comments on UDOT DEIS 
 
I appreciate the amount of work and understand the complexity of the problem that UDOT has been 
tasked with solving, but find the solutions provided too little and a bit tardy. Part of this has been due to 
the unpredictable accelerated use of outdoor recreation since the start of COVID. Unfortunately, like an 
outdated textbook, the solutions presented are already insufficient for the amount of growth and usage 
we are seeing in all the canyons.  
 
The traffic congestion is year round in all canyons and seems to be even greater in BCC than LCC. 
Some of this may be due to the shift to BCC, especially during the winter since winter congestion in 
LCC has greatly increased. Summer has seen a tremendous increase in traffic in BCC due to both the 
sudden explosion in outdoor activity and the paving of Guardsman Pass. This has been further 
complicated by the disappearance of some of the traditional parking (32.1.1A, 32.1.2B, and 32.1.2C).  
 
The gondola option is expensive and insufficient for this need and will seem outdated by the time it is 
finished. (32.2.9E and 32.7C) It provides a very narrow window of assistance with winter congestion for 
skiing Alta or Snowbird but does little to provide transportation to other destinations for alternative 
winter users including snowshoers, hikers, backcountry or XC skiers who desire to use White Pine or 
other destinations. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It will be a visual disturbance that 
will be used predominately for a few months in the winter. We all dread the Red Snake but we will also 
be irritated by the blinking red lights on the gondola towers that will be persistent. (32.17A)  
 
The need to find, purchase and develop dispersed parking areas for bus or other travel to the canyons 
is an urgent need for whatever transportation option is chosen for the future and should be a priority. I 
see the time and money we have spent with various studies frustrating when various properties have 
become available and opportunities to purchase are missed. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.9A)  
 
There is an urgent need to increase efficient bus service now and perhaps having a fee for canyon use 
can assist in helping to maintain the roads and purchase electric canyon buses while other options are 
explored. (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.9A) These buses can run year round and provide 
transportation to trail heads in BCC and LCC. (32.1.2C) The use of fees in Millcreek canyon have 
greatly improved the experience of users and the maintenance of the canyon. 
 
I have looked at the numbers and percent changes in car traffic with your options and find them 
insufficient for the present problem. Unfortunately growth and usage is rapid and we may need to look 
at other options like trains. There is one under construction in Colorado and we should be able to 
observe the success on a cost and ease of people transported basis. (32.2.9F)  
 
Again, I appreciate the work done but feel the unpredicted growth has outpaced your solutions and the 
purchase of parking areas is definitely needed and exploring year round solutions is the needed focus. 
(32.1.2C) I look forward to seeing more practical ideas from UDOT in conjunction with UTA, the ski 
areas and the public that will better serve the need presented by this recent explosion in outdoor 
recreation.  
 
Jamie Longe 
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COMMENT #:  13163 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff L 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Incremental solutions need to be considered- primarily toll roads as a first step. (32.2.2Y) Simple 
economic concepts, incentivize bussing and carpooling before investing millions in tax payer dollars. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) All canyon users need to be considered, not just resort patrons. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is a fundamental flaw of the gondola option which does not 
provide access to trailheads along the canyon. (32.2.6.5G) 
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COMMENT #:  13164 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:49 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff VandenBerge 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of the gondola alternative. Overall it seems to have less environmental impact and will be 
operational more often than any ground transportation. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13165 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  John Gallagher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not feel like the tax payers should pay for a gondola that only benefits private resorts. (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A gondola will take away from the views and natural 
beauty of the canyon. (32.17A) More buses is the solution I would like to see. (32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  13166 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nick Boye 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What a complete disregard for the people who enjoy mountains. TERRIBLE IDEA THATS INSANELY 
NOT GOING TO BENEFIT ANYONE. (32.29D) 
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COMMENT #:  13167 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Yongguang Qiu 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola!! It destroys our wild nature! (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  13168 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shad Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a resident of Salt Lake City. My family and I hike, climb, and ski in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I think 
an improved bus system is a much better option than the proposed gondola. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9E) 
The current bus system is awful. It’s hard and sometimes impossible to find a parking place in the 
parking lot, and on a powder day you may be waiting over an hour just to get on a bus. If we could have 
better parking and more frequent buses, it might actually work. (32.2.6.2.1C and 32.2.6.3N) The 
gondola is a total scam. The ugly towers would alter the landscape of the canyon forever and it will only 
benefit people going to ski at Alta and Snowbird. It doesn’t help backcountry skiers, hikers, and 
climbers who are going to other destinations in the canyons. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) Please don’t ruin our canyon with this gondola. (32.4I and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  13169 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan McAvoy 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the negative environmental consequences of a gondola in little cottonwood will create far more 
damage to the canyon than is worth it. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) The gondola will only benefit the ski resorts, 
and ultimately create a worse experience for all Canyon users, including those skiing at resorts. 
(32.20C, 32.4I, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A robust bussing system would be much 
more environmentally friendly, and do more to relieve traffic than a gondola would. (32.2.9A) I am 
against both the LCC gondola, as well as widening the roads. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) A bus system 
would be much easier, quicker, and more environmentally friendly than other options. 
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COMMENT #:  13170 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucy Ahrens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT LCC EIS Comment: 
 
As someone who was born and raised in the Town of Alta and has grown up in the surrounding areas 
of Snowbird Mountain Resort and Little Cottonwood Canyon, I can wholeheartedly say that I am against 
the proposed gondola option related to in the UDOT LCC EIS Draft. (32.2.9E) I feel this is the most 
pertinent issue that can be addressed right now and must be fully opposed before we can truly move 
forward with other more practical, functional, and economical options. At the tip of this iceberg sits the 
issue of traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. What use to be an endearing, if slightly, 
notorious term to describe traffic in the canyon, the “red snake” has quickly evolved over the last few 
years into a monster that is to be endured and expected, seemingly on any given day of the week.  
 
From what I have gathered, the proposed 200 ft tower gondola option has not proven that it would be a 
viable, easy, or immediate option to fixing the “red snake” traffic congestion problem. (32.7B and 
32.7C) It seems that it would instead serve to benefit the private companies located at the top of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The baseline at this moment in 
time is that the proposed gondola option would be a highly invasive and incredibly expensive option 
that, while not actually fixing the problem at hand, would also leave us to continue enduring the ever-
building traffic problem in the canyon.  
 
There are other more simple and cost-effective options on the table, namely the concept of a tolling/fee 
station system. Placed right at the mouth of the canyon, a base station would serve as a place where a 
daily fee, based on peak hours/days, would be charged to gain vehicle access to the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon road. This fee can be built into a pre-purchased ticket, season passes, employee benefits, etc. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) This would also be an optimal place to regulate the flow of traction law-approved 
vehicles vs non-traction law vehicles. A great place to start the implementation of the UDOT pilot sticker 
program that has taken place over the past couple of years. (32.2.2M) This would then be supported by 
a shuttle-like bus system such as those that can be found in national parks across the country. (32.2.2B 
and 32.2.9A) Widening the roads in specific areas in addition to the creation of a parking structure at 
the mouth of the canyon would also need to be addressed to ensure this suggestion is fully operational. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
There are only a few true treasures left in the world that have not been spoiled by over-love and over-
discovery. We are on the verge of ensuring that one of these places does not fall victim to the ugly, 
strong arm of private corporate companies and back door deals that benefit far richer people than your 
average nature lover. Please, I implore UDOT to understand the importance of this moment and 
opposes the proposed gondola option in the UDOT LCC EIS draft. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  13171 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Emma Furman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Utah resident, active community member, and someone who frequently recreates in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon and the surrounding areas of the Wasatch, I truly appreciate the time, dedication, 
thoughtfulness, and care that the UDOT team has put into researching the different transportation 
options to help support recreation in Little Cottonwood Canyon. It’s a very special and unique 
ecosystem that all Utahns and those who visit here should be able to experience and enjoy. Personally, 
some of my first times climbing were in the canyon, and I’ll never forget the literally breathtaking feeling 
of looking out over the vast expanses of granite across the canyon, and down into the Salt Lake Valley 
below. It galvanizes and humbles you all at the same time, and I support the alternatives that protect 
this uniquely special place, and allow those from all backgrounds to better access them. 
 
I wholeheartedly support the enhanced bus (with no additional roadway capacity) alternative as the 
best solution outlined in UDOT’s Little Cottonwood EIS. (32.2.9A) Not only does it meet the UDOT’s 
goals of improving mobility in the canyon during peak hours and reducing vehicle use, but it is by far the 
most cost effective and cheapest option for taxpayers, with the ability to help folks from all economic 
and social backgrounds access Utah’s public lands. 
 
I vehemently oppose the gondola option for a multitude of reasons (32.2.9E) 
 -It’s the most expensive option for taxpayers by far ($592 million versus $355 for the enhanced 
bus service without a corresponding substantial increase in canyon mobility or increase in people it will 
be able to move during peak hours. 
 -Per the EIS, it’s not scalable and UDOT would not be able “to determine the operational 
success until after a major capital investment is made into the system.” As Utah’s population increases 
at a rapid rate, we need transportation methods that we can scale for future generations of outdoor 
recreators. The enhanced bus service is easily scalable.  
 -The gondola alternative has a high environmental footprint, forever altering the landscape and 
destroying well loved climbing areas, including 35 boulders and 142 problems. It impacts 17 acres of 
irreplaceable canyon land, as opposed to only 13 with the enhanced bus service. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
The gondola is also not immune to avalanche mitigation, and per the EIS, structures and gondola cars 
would need to be inspected after avalanche mitigation blasting, and the gondola would not operate 
while artillery is in use. So the gondola would be subject to the same avalanche mitigation pauses that 
roadway travel and busses are. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
Another large concern for the gondola plan, as well as tolling in the canyon, is the environmental justice 
impact. It’s also concerning that no fare amounts for the gondola have been released to the public. 
Tolling disproportionally limits access to the upper canyon from lower income folks, including those who 
want to partake in lower cost outdoor recreation, such as bouldering, sledding, snowshoeing, and 
backcountry skiing. At the same time, activities in the lower canyon would be more limited due to the 
infrastructure and construction of the gondola. We need to protect these resources and not make it 
more difficult for marginalized residents of the Wasatch to access them. (32.5A) 
 
Limiting single occupancy vehicles, especially in peak hours, is a great alternative, as it does not 
exclude anyone, and instead encourages folks to carpool and use public transportation. (32.2.4A) 
 
I am never more energized, inspired, creative, productive, and happy than when I am out in Utah’s wild 
spaces like Little Cottonwood Canyon, and truly believe this makes me not only a better human being, 
but allows me to conduct my personal and professional life from a better perspective. Utah can only be 
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a great state for all of our citizens if we allow everyone this same experience. We not only bring the 
vigors of our adventures into our personal lives, but they allow us to be creative and productive at our 
9-5 jobs (and all schedules). As I understand economics are also a concern, please keep that in mind. 
Thank you for taking the time to hear the voices of concerned and caring citizens who love our wild 
spaces. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  13172 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Newel Jensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT LCC EIS Team, 
While I passionately feel that the transportation challenges in LCC are in desperate need of 
improvement, I believe that the foundation of this EIS is flawed. The study area defined in this EIS is 
highly limited and assumes that in all alternatives the public arrives to the study area in a private 
vehicle. (32.1.2B) This results in an inherently biased evaluation of the alternatives. A more 
comprehensive study and more inclusive study area would account for the existing regional public 
transit network. (32.1.1C and 32.2.2I) If a broader study area were defined, alternatives that could 
interline with the regional network, e.g. a cog rail alternative, would demonstrate both an overall cost 
advantage as well as a significant travel time advantage. (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I) The two alternatives 
advanced in the Draft EIS not only fails to take advantage of that transportation network, but they 
further encourage private automobile travel to the mouth of LCC. This only exacerbates congestion, air 
pollution , and carbon emissions in the valley. (32.10A) Travel to and from the canyon impacts 
significantly more than the highly limited study area defined in this study. Users of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon come from throughout Salt Lake Valley, the Wasatch Front and Back, and national and 
international travelers. Please reconsider the basis of this EIS, and include in your analysis the 
comprehensive demographics of the canyon users. (32.2.2I) 
Respectfully, 
Newel Jensen 

Page 32B-13557 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13173 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jefferson Schmidt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Having lived in the mouth of little cottonwood for the last 26 yrs, I can say, albeit anecdotally, that the 
traffic related problems have 1) grown significantly over the past 20 yrs and 2) that bussing 
transportation related solutions to said traffic problems have not been thoroughly attempted up until this 
point. Therefore, I do not see the logic or necessity of pursuing solutions beyond those relating to 
bussing such as gondolas or widening the road. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Please put more effort into 
encouraging people to use the public transportation options that are already in place. Incentives 
abound such as earlier access to resorts or avoiding parking fees. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A and 32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  13174 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colleen Burns 

 
COMMENT: 
 
NO GONDOLA. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  13175 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Badger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please try the least invasive solution first which would be a toll and more busses. (32.29R, 
32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  13176 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ava Kruger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola or road widening (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) im 13 i go to olympus jr high and i have been 
playing in this canyon since i was very little. I dont want to see this fun place being destroyed (32.4I). 
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COMMENT #:  13177 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joseph Freeman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I disagree with both proposals, gondola and current version of roadway widening and dedicated bus 
lanes due to the following: (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
 
- The gondola will not alleviate the 'red snake' scenario, but will only push it further down canyon and 
onto I-215. (32.7B, 32.7C, and 32.2.6.5E) 
 
- The gondola is only benefitting the businesses of Alta Ski Lift Co. and Snowbird. This is a huge 
handout to these businesses of taxpayer monies. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
- The gondola is not a long term or year round solution to the growing traffic problems on Highway 210. 
(32.1.2B and 32.1.2C) 
 
- The gondola will be an extreme eyesore, taking value away from LCC. (32.17A) 
 
- The gondola is the wrong direction as a new infrastructure footprint will be built. (32.13A)  
 
- The gondola does not benefit other recreation users of LCC like hikers, bicyclists, climbers and 
backcountry skiers / snowboarders. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
The current proposal to widen the road will remove the unique and world class granite bouldering at the 
mouth of LCC and will remove current, and already limited, parking available for climbers and hikers in 
the bottom 1/3 of the canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.4A, and 32.4P) 
 
How about a new option that truly addresses the parking and traffic problems of Highway 210 and 
LCC? --- One that better utilizes the existing road footprint. How about a rail system along/above the 
current Highway 210? (32.2.9F and 32.2.2I) 
 
Both of the proposed options are limited in scope. An amended / updated version of expansion of 
Highway 210, with future utilization of a rail system along this existing footprint would be a truly long 
term solution to the congestion of LCC, which will continue as the SLC valley population grows and as 
Alta Ski Lift Co. and Snowbird continue their marketing efforts to attract skiers and snowboarders 
external to the local population. (32.2.9F) 
 
There are many things that can be done to limit traffic in LCC which are being overlooked: permit 
system for LCC vehicles, enforcement of winter driving requirements (i.e. proper tires and chains, 
carpooling requirements, expansion of existing bus service, limiting the number of people and vehicles 
which can enter LCC daily). (32.2.2K, 32.2.2M, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) 
 
Both option are poor. The gondola is the option which would be the worst!
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COMMENT #:  13178 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sierra Sun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Of the current proposed solutions, I think the increased busing is best and must be paired with hefty 
tolls at the mouth of the canyon for single drivers. This solution is less expensive, more equitable, and 
less environmentally detrimental than the gondola. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I)  
However, I think the most obvious solution would be to close the canyon on those few days a year on 
which traffic could be a problem. (32.2.2B) The problem being discussed is important, but only relevant 
a few days a year, and doesn’t need to be addressed with a permanent solution that (32.1.4D) 1. Is 
extremely harmful to the natural environment, (32.13A) 2. Hasn’t been studied for effectiveness, (32.7B 
and 32.7C) 3. Isn’t useful year round (the gondola only goes directly to ski resorts, so summer 
recreation is not made any easier), (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5G) and 4. Only benefits ski resorts and 
wealthy skiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If the canyon was closed occasionally to 
prevent traffic backup, ski resorts will miss out on a few extra dollars and skiers will miss out on a few 
powder days. So what? Why are we considering sacrificing a beautiful and irreplacable natural 
landmark in the name of pandering to wealthy ski resorts that will suffer little from missing out on 
business a few days a year? 
 The lack of consideration for the environmental damage that the gondola and other 
infrastructure-related solutions would cause is insulting. Where is the consideration for future 
generations? (32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  13179 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Elizabeth Chipman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think widening the road access to Little Cottonwood Canyon is a terrible idea. (32.2.9C) The idea of a 
gondola in any of the canyons is absurd obstruction of seeing the sky or the peaks. (32.2.9E and 
32.17A) I think a cog railway would be the most efficient way to get people up and down and limit traffic 
and help keep the pristine quality of the canyon. (32.2.9F) 
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COMMENT #:  13180 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scott Svatos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love to ski but I feel like the gondola is an overly complicated solution to the transportation problem in 
LCC. (32.2.9E) If the ski areas and UTA implemented an improved bus program it would not require 
building monster eyesore towers through a scenic canyon that has value well beyond skiing. (32.17A 
and 32.2.9B) Certainly improving the lanes and putting additional buses on the road with additional 
pickup spots and extended hours and affordable rates could take cars off the road, especially if cars are 
charged to drive the canyon or limited from the roads at certain hours or on certain days. (32.2.9B, 
32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.4A) In other words, I think there are solutions already within reach 
that don't require a massive engineering project like the one being touted. If the bus solution isn't 
currently working, I believe it's because it hasn't been configured and supported properly (for instance, 
the buses shut down before ski season is even over, which is puzzling and doesn't speak of a great 
commitment to bus transportation) (32.2.6.3N). I'm sure the gondola would make for great advertising 
for tourists to come ski Utah, but is it really a practical solution for getting locals up and down the 
mountain? (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Improving the road up LCC, limiting cars, 
and putting a surplus of buses on the road and collecting skiers from an abundance of pickup points 
makes much more sense. I'm sure there are other creative terrestrial solutions that could be explored 
and implemented as well. 
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COMMENT #:  13181 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sue Ann Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the gondola. It would be great to drop skiers off at mid gad to start the day. Then continue to 
Alta and drop them on the ski hill also. (32.2.9D)  
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COMMENT #:  13182 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Katsohirakis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing, as a citizen and project taxpayer, to voice my opposition to the gondola alternative for 
transit in LCC. (32.2.9E) Other citizen and institutional commenters have no doubt written much longer 
and more eloquent comments, so I will keep mine brief. Based on my reading of the Draft EIS 
materials, and other research, I think the gondola is problematic for several reasons: 
 
- Scalability/Flexibility - The infrastructure is as-built, and cannot be easily adjusted to accommodate for 
changes in demand and travel patterns. A good transit system should be able to react to any changes 
that might present themselves on short notice, or even as a long-term trend. While a 3S system, as 
forward in the Draft EIS, does have some more flexibility in its final design and tower placement, once 
implemented, it would be more or less permanent, without significant expenditure of follow up 
resources. An enhanced bus system could scale up or scale down as needed, or generally just run 
different services and schedules. (32.2.6.5A and 32.2.6.3D) 
- Access - This is something of a sub-point to the above point. As presented, the gondola only provides 
access to Snowbird and Alta. As a heavy user of both ski resorts, I personally do not want a public 
transportation system that acts solely as an access point to private businesses. As a taxpayer, I don't 
approve of what is essentially a handout to the resorts, especially when their core business is already 
built on utilizing public resources in the form US Forest Service land. And as a participant in various 
other recreational activities in the canyons, using this opportunity to implement once-in-a-lifetime 
infrastructure and have it only cater to two destinations seems very subdued and shortsighted. 
(32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- Visual Impacts/Privacy - I'm sure UDOT is absolutely sick of this concern, but I genuinely posit that 
the gondola system should not be considered on these grounds alone. While the existing road, and any 
other road/rail expansions, are not the height of aesthetic beauty, they already occupy a corridor that is 
more or less accepted in the public eye, and they only occupy a horizontal dimension. You can easily 
be hiking a trail or climbing a rock face, and not be able to see the road. In effect, right now you can 
enjoy the Twin Peaks and Lone Peaks Wilderness Areas as they are imagined to be, wilderness. The 
gondola system, as presented in the Draft EIS itself (not "just the ramblings of concerned NIMBYs), 
sticks out and dominates the eye, from both close-up and far away. From close-up, there are several 
roadside and off-road vantages that would now be defined by the gondola, instead of the majestic 
canyon walls that surround it. I don't think that's a bleeding heart, tree hugger concern -- people come 
to the canyons to see the canyons, so harming that aesthetic defeats the purpose of people coming, 
transit or no transit. Of particular note was the Draft EIS rendering of how the gondola looks at Tanners 
Flat campground. The gondola goes right over several campsites, almost comically looming overhead. 
While the canyons are already somewhat commercialized by the presence of the resorts, they at least 
take the effort to fit the part. The gondola makes the entire canyon look and feel like some kind of 
amusement park attraction. And while I am not a property owner/residentent in the canyon or at its 
mouth (and am in fact am not in favor of the existence of these many of these residences, on 
environmental grounds), I can definitely sympathize with the people who will now have thousands of 
people in gondola cabins peering into their windows and backyards. (32.17, 32.4I, and 32.4E) 
- Environmental/Recreational - I live an odd dichotomy. By education and employment, I am an 
engineer. So I understand the frustration of dealing with complex systems and the necessity of creating 
solutions to growing problems, even if those solutions aren't perfect. But by education and just 
generally trying to be an empathetic and rational person, I am also an ardent environmentalist. The 
canyon's health and environment are deeply important, not just because of the effects that damaging 
the watershed and biodiversity would have on us humans, but also because of the intangible and 
incalculable value present in a healthy, beautiful ecosystem. The cold hard facts do not lie: the usage of 
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the canyon (s) is growing to the point where something must be done. Despite the fervent wishes of 
some, “doing nothing” out of a desire to not modify the canyon will only result in more harm, since 
people are going to keep coming in greater numbers. So I am in favor of building infrastructure and 
altering the environment as is necessary. However, I support doing that within reason, and I think the 
gondola exceeds that. While an enhanced bus system, or even a cog rail, will widen the road corridor 
and its disruptive footprint, that is a corridor that has already been altered by human activity. Even the 
unpaved shoulders have cars constantly parked on them, winter and summer, so this is just a slight 
adjustment of the status quo. The gondola's 17 tower sites would be environmentally disrupting areas 
that are not currently touched by the hand of man. (32.17A) The Draft EIS identifies wetlands, 
meadows, and groves that would be permanently destroyed by the preferred pathway. (32.13A) I would 
rather that not be the case, and that whatever transit option is implemented sticks to the road. On the 
note of offroad, I defer to the fears of the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance in regards to the many boulders 
and problems that will be destroyed by the current preferred gondola route. (32.4A and 32.4I) As an 
entry level climber myself, I would hate for any future transit option to permanently destroy recreational 
opportunities for future generations. I've been skiing at Alta and Snowbird for 20 years, but that doesn't 
mean that I support favoring skiing to the point of wrecking the environment and recreation of the 
canyon to make skiing easier. 
 
This is a much longer comment than I originally envisioned, but I'm glad to get my concerns off my 
chest. The gondola cannot be the option pursued, for these and other reasons, and I strongly hope that 
UDOT and its partners don't move forward with it. (32.2.9E) To be very brief, I hope that the preferred 
option going forward is an expanded bus system. (32.2.9A) It's flexible, scalable, has a much smaller 
footprint, is much more affordable, can stop at many different locations, and won't scar the canyon in an 
irreversible way. (32.2.6.3C) I am a huge train guy at heart, and I would love for a cog rail to be built, 
but 1) it is too expensive for our state government to approve, and 2) many of the reasons that I don't 
support a gondola also apply to a cog rail (scalability, flexibility, cost, footprint, etc) so it wouldn't be fair 
to castigated the gondola and then praise the rail (that being said, if the cog rail is revived as a viable 
option, I absolutely will not complain...I LOVE trains). (32.2.2M) 
 
In closing, I am overall excited that better transit options are coming to the canyon, but I really hope that 
it's not the gondola. Better buses, or even the cog rail, are the way forward for reasons of flexibility, 
scalability, cost, visual impact, and environmental preservation, and I hope that UDOT and its partners 
make the right choice. 
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COMMENT #:  13183 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:01 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Travis Suite 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My first comment is that LCC should already be a national park. The gondola would destroy such a 
beautiful canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) Not to mention it would feed the pockets of big developers. 
There’s already so much misinformation out there about the amount of time/people it could hold to get 
to the top. (32.2.6.5N) My preferred solution is expanded bus service, something similar to Zions during 
peak winter traffic days. (32.2.2B) I’d even be fine with a toll to get up the canyon. (32.2.4A) I’m not a 
fan of road wide widening either but I’d take that over the gondola. (32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  13184 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Buffie Finke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that other options should be put into place before spending this kind of money on a gondola that 
is only going to before the resorts and absolutely ruin our canyon, the look of it and the trails. (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.4B, 32.4I, and 32.17A) It's not okay!! This is going to cost way too much money 
and still not fix the problem. (32.7B and 32.7C) Then it will become atourist attraction and we don't 
need more people up there. (32.20A and 32.20C) And it will cost money to ride it in addition to your 
expensive ski ticket etc. (32.2.4A) There gondola areas will not even have enough parking for the cars 
that usually drive up the canyon. (32.2.6.5J) I think we still need to implement smaller steps before we 
jump into something that is very costly and may ruin LCC. Please think about it!! Thanks 
(32.29R)
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COMMENT #:  13185 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ana Sullivan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
After carefully considering the transportation alternatives along highway 210, it is clear to me that the 
Enhanced Bus service offers the most flexibility and access to all users in the canyon. (32.2.9A) 
1. There are many trailheads and access points along highway 210 that attract climbers, hikers, and 
backcountry skiers. The gondola excludes these users. (32.2.6.3C and 32.2.6.5G) 
2. The bus system can be tailored to seasonal need. The gondola will be an eyesore in the canyon year 
round. (32.1.2C and 32.17A) 
3. The enhanced bus service can transport nearly the same amount of people per hour as the gondola.  
4. It is less expensive, and the use of the tax dollars services the needs of all users in the canyon, not 
just skiers and resort financial interests. (32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
5. Bus systems work. Zion National Park went to a bus system due to severe over crowding, and the 
park continues to serve millions of people per year. (32.2.2B).  
The main objective for the Gondola is to be able to transport skiers to their destination regardless of 
road conditions. I would like to go into detail about why this is not the best solution. UDOT has not yet 
pursued the transportation alternatives with any amount of dedication that I have witnessed. Here are 
my observations and a proposal for another solution. 
1. Often times, the reason why the road is a mess on storm days are many: 
a. Enforcement at the bottom of the canyon is usually non-existent. I ski up the canyon 5-7 days a 
week, and rarely was there a cop enforcing the chain/4wd rule. I would say less than 10% of the 
storm/snow days. (32.2.2M) 
b. On said days, I observed Teslas, BMWs, Chevy Cruz (rentals... and by far these were the worst 
offenders) were either struggling causing huge pile ups behind, on the snowy road, or off the road, in a 
ditch, flipped over, or worse, caused an accident.  
 
Proposal: Highway 210 4wd/chains/snow tires ONLY from Nov 1st- May 1st would be a good start to 
keeping the wrong cars off the road, all of the time, at NO COST. Weather systems roll through quickly 
here in the Wasatch, and I have seen sunny skies turn into a snow squall within an hour. Often times 
the road signs are not turned on during these occasions, and travelers are stuck coming up and down, 
causing congestion. Just keep 2wd cars out of the canyon. (32.2.2M). 
If the safety of travelers in the canyon was a priority, then why was this lack of traction law enforcement 
regularly observed?  
Without actually enforcing the traction law rules, how can this be determined to not be effective? 
(32.2.2M)  
 
The Enhanced Bus service can be implemented next season, and data can continue to be collected 
regarding the efficacy of additional buses, at a lower initial cost. (32.2.7C) 
 
Here is my dissent regarding the Gondola B project: 
 
Alta and Snowbird are already bursting at the seams with skiers/riders. On storm mornings, the 
mountain rarely opens on time, and skiers line up for a quarter mile at times just to get onto a lift. How 
do more skiers equal better in this scenario? It doesn't. What is does equal are more dollar signs 
(32.20C).  
 
Is there a compromise between profit and skier experience at the resort that is sustainable? I think the 
answer is yes, with the Enhanced Bus System. (32.2.9A)  
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A gondola soaring over the pristine Little Cottonwood Canyon wilderness might be great for the 
occupants, but who wants to go hiking, climbing and skiing in the wilderness with a Gondola peering 
down on you? (32.4I and 32.17A) 
 
The Gondola will forever change the pristine wilderness of the canyon. We need to preserve our state 
treasures, not exploit them. (32.4I)  
 
Before making the decision to spend 500 billion dollars on the Gondola B project, please consider 
implementing other less costly, more inclusive options first. I think you will find that we can spend 500 
billion dollars in much better ways. (32.29R) 
 
The Gondola B Project will forever change the pristine wilderness of Little Cottonwood Canyon. We 
need to preserve our state treasures, not exploit them, so they can be enjoyed for generations to come.
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COMMENT #:  13186 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Deans 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both proposals are unacceptable. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We need to try adding additional buses 
without lane widening before these extreme and expensive measures. (32.2.9A) Both proposals would 
have an unacceptable impact on the climbing experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation 
access throughout all of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B)  Both UDOT proposals threaten 
iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders and 273 boulder problems and 
will severely impact access to climbing areas. These proposals serve only the resorts and not the many 
other users of the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  13187 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Macy Olivera 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the gondola idea for the canyon will not improve traffic conditions but will instead increase 
canyon congestion. (32.2.9E and 32.7C) I urge you to consider the increased bus plan instead!! 
(32.2.9A) Thank you 
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COMMENT #:  13188 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maximilian Vargas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola option specifically excludes the myriad other recreation options that most people engage 
in. The gondola only benefits bringing people to the resorts, yet so many other non-resort bound 
options for recreation exist. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  13189 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Olivia Church 

 
COMMENT: 
 
According to the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS, "Ultimately, the partners seek to deliver 
transportation options that meet the needs of the community while preserving the values of the 
Wasatch Mountains." UDOT's preferred options do neither of those things (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) What 
they do is forever alter and further commercialize a unique urban forest canyon, a priceless resource 
benefiting a broad community living along the Wasatch Front. (32.4I) The "needs of the community" 
and the "values of the Wasatch" fall far behind UDOT's and the state's real desire to get as many 
people up LCC as possible, all to benefit two private businesses for roughly 30 days a year. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, and 32.1.4D) The problem demands more creative, and less costly, thinking than "build more 
road," or "build a carnival ride through a national forest." 
 
UDOT's decision making on this issue has been flawed from the start because it sought to solve a 
unique problem with a standard answer. LCC experiences severe traffic problems less than 10 percent 
of the year, primarily during winter weekends, holidays and occasional powder days. (32.1.4D) The 
congestion occurs because too many private vehicles enter the canyon during peak periods through a 
narrow-morning time window. The problem is exacerbated when snowfall requires avalanche control 
work. UDOT has made no effort to solve this problem using immediately available options at a lower 
cost to ALL members of the community.  
 
Let's look at some of the facts surrounding the value and nature of LCC and UDOT's promotion of a 
half billion dollar "remedy": 
- Widening S.R. 210 or introducing a gondola will accelerate the number of people entering the canyon. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) 
- Serious congestion is currently only a problem during the winter. (32.1.2C) 
- Heavy traffic only occurs about 30 days a year. (32.1.4D) 
- Traffic issues are due to the attractions held by private companies operating largely on public land.  
- The gondola would only service two business locations and ignore trailheads, climbing sites, and 
other areas of community interest in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- A significant percentage of private vehicles heading up LCC transport only the driver. (32.2.4A) 
- Traffic problems during snowstorms can be reduced with more consistent "enforcement of vehicle 
traction requirements. (32.2.2M) 
- LCC has a good avalanche control record. (32.7A) 
- When the canyon road is closed due to avalanche danger, the ski resorts are often closed to skier 
traffic too.  
- Pollution will decrease with the introduction of zero emission buses. (32.10A) 
- Climate change is real and may continue to decrease average annual snowfall; powder panic may not 
be as big of a problem in the future. (32.2.2E) 
 
Although safety in the canyon is of prime importance, concerns about canyon safety are overblown. It is 
more lethal to drive I-15 than S.R. 210. And the ski community has managed to coexist with avalanche 
control issues for over 50 years. Snow management has been an understood part of the ski resort 
business model since its inception and both resorts have managed to become very successful. (32.7A) 
 
UDOT should revisit its objectives of meeting “the needs of the community while preserving the values 
of the Wasatch Mountains.” Its proposals, especially the ill-conceived gondola, do nothing to control the 
pressures on the canyon itself, they only serve to increase visitors and generate revenue for private 
companies and developers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT must emphasize 
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what is really important here, the protection of LCC values from the cumulative effects of 
commercialization and development. Accommodating reasonable transportation needs to the ski 
resorts and the segment of the community they attract is important, too. That does not mean 
encouraging an ever-increasing or unlimited number of visitors. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
From destroying prime non-ski-resort recreation opportunities to altering the natural condition of the 
canyon itself, UDOT's preferred options should not even be on the table until less intrusive and less 
expensive alternatives are implemented, tested, and exhausted. Here are just a few options to help 
address the underlying simplicity of the real problem, too many private vehicles in the canyon on some 
days: 
- Identify weekends, holidays and other select days as peak periods with standardized canyon traffic 
protocols understood by all visitors. 
- Require a carpool minimum during certain times. (32.2.4A) 
- Provide truly expanded bus service to the resorts during busy days and hours on a reliably 
standardized basis. (32.2.9A) 
- Consistently provide public transportation with priority access to the canyon during problem hours 
(32.2.6.3N). 
- Eliminate private vehicles in the canyon altogether during peak hours. (32.2.2B) 
- Explore ways to give canyon employees priority access to the ski resorts; staffing the ski resorts is a 
challenge for those businesses. (32.2.6.3N) 
- Adjust ski resort hours of operation on problem days. (32.2.2K) 
- Erect a canyon entrance service booth to help manage visitors, similar to that used successfully in 
Millcreek Canyon. (32.2.4A) 
- Identify a carrying capacity that doesn't compromise the nature of LCC before developing permanent 
ways to crowd even more people up the canyon. Maybe we have already reached that capacity on 
certain days. (32.20B) 
 
Average annual snowfall in LCC has been trending downward for decades. It is possible that powder 
days, which are the catalyst for some of the most heavily congested days, will decrease in the future. 
Perhaps in another twenty years there will be fewer powder days to drive a fraction of the community to 
congest S.R. 210 for a few hours on a given day. A wide road or a gondola may simply turn out to be 
no more than a standing monument to misguided engineering, like a giant corroded pump in the middle 
of a dry lake bed. (32.2.2E) 
 
There are myriad ways to address LCC's traffic challenges without forever damaging the "value of the 
Wasatch." Building a bigger road or installing a carnival ride may increase value for two private 
companies, but either would forever transform the canyon's value to the broader community. And those 
changes will continue to contribute to ever greater changes down the road, so to speak. The cumulative 
effects inherent in either of UDOT's preferred alternatives are unacceptable.  
 
*This statement was written by Rodger Renstrom and I am in full agreement with his perspective." 
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COMMENT #:  13190 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ryan Suen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
When managing our public lands, we need to consider both recreation and conservation. The gondola, 
and to a lesser degree, the expanded roadway proposal looks at only expanded recreation for a very 
specific subset of users of Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC). (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
Specifically serving the needs of only the ski resorts at the cost of every other form of recreation within 
the canyon. Climbing, hiking, biking, running, etc. Forms of recreation that are typically enjoyed by 
marginalized communities given the high costs of entry to skiing and snowboarding. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
This is further detailed by the SCLA's recent blog post: 
 
Over the last couple of months, the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance has spotlighted how the Utah 
Department of Transportation’s (UDOT) Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation proposals threaten 
climbing. Mere days remain to weigh in. The comment period for the Little Cottonwood Canyon project 
draft environmental impact statement (EIS) closes this Friday.  
 
Before the comment period closes, we want to highlight concerns affecting sidelined stakeholder 
groups: lower income individuals-particularly those that hold marginalized racial or ethnic identities-and 
otherwise disenfranchised residents. UDOT’s draft EIS does not adequately address its proposals’ 
impacts on these oft-ignored residents, thereby perpetuating environmental marginalization in the 
Wasatch Front. We invite you to help us advocate for more equitable options. (32.5A) 
 
The problem (in a nutshell) is that UDOT’s proposals impose costs to upper Little Cottonwood Canyon 
access during the winter in the form of transit fares and vehicle tolling. Such costs disproportionately 
burden already disadvantaged Wasatch communities, hindering their access to this iconic Wasatch 
destination. Furthermore, the proposals will negatively impact the types of outdoor recreation most 
accessible to lower income residents and community members of color. UDOT’s proposals thus offer 
up an environmental justice “double whammy” and contribute to the existing environmental injustices 
which marginalized Utahns already suffer. (32.5A)  
 
Environmental Injustice on the Wasatch Front 
 
A robust body of empirical evidence shows how public policy and planning decisions frequently expose 
marginalized communities to environmental hazards (e.g. pollutants, toxic waste) and simultaneously 
exclude them from positive environmental amenities (e.g. parks, natural spaces).  
 
The trend is well-documented on the Wasatch Front. For example, research shows that Hispanic, 
Black, and Pacific Islander households in Salt Lake City are exposed to more toxic air pollution than 
white households. Likewise, schools with more racial/ethnic minority students have greater exposure to 
PM2.5 pollution. Salt Lake valley neighborhoods of color and/or lower income have less tree cover than 
their whiter, wealthier counterparts and feature parks characterized by poorer maintenance and fewer 
desirable amenities.  
 
Such disparities extend to transportation and public transit. Public transit along the Wasatch Front 
serves the everyday needs of wealthy residents over those of marginalized communities. And Wasatch 
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area residents of color have fewer transportation options to access outdoor recreation destinations, 
such as state parks and national forests, when compared to white residents.  
 
The Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS: An Inequitable Project by Design 
 
UDOT’s Little Cottonwood Canyon project is structured such that it will contribute to the Wasatch 
Front’s legacy of environmental injustices. Following the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA-the 
policy under which the UDOT EIS is mandated), agencies are only required to consider the proposals 
that address a project’s stated “purpose and need.” The Little Cottonwood Canyon project purpose is 
“to substantially improve roadway safety, reliability, and mobility of S.R. 210” and the needs are further 
refined to those “related to visits to ski areas, with the greatest traffic volumes on weekends and 
holidays and during and after snowstorms.” This narrowly-crafted purpose and need effectively ensures 
that ski area users’ concerns and interests are prioritized ahead of those of other canyon users-
precluding good faith efforts towards more equitable outcomes. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C) A more equal (among different types of canyon recreation and users) and equitable (when 
considering the existing socioeconomic conditions and contexts of Wasatch area communities) project 
is likely only feasible under a project purpose and need that recognizes and centers the needs of 
canyon users “diverse” in both recreational and socioeconomic terms. (32.5A)  
 
How UDOT’s Proposals Perpetuate Environmental Injustice 
 
Guided by a narrow purpose and need and clearly crafted without the meaningful participation of 
marginalized community members, UDOT’s proposals will perpetuate environmental injustice on the 
Wasatch Front. The agency favors two proposals. Under one, a gondola would drop riders off at one of 
two destinations (Alta or Snowbird). Under the other, buses would travel to the same destinations on a 
roadway widened with one or more bus-only lanes. Under either, UDOT intends to deter car travel with 
private vehicle tolling in the upper canyon. Thus, any of UDOT’s proposals will require visitors to pay to 
access the upper canyon--no matter how they travel. The cost will likely prohibit upper canyon use 
among the less-resourced. (32.5A) 
 
To be clear, Salt Lake Climbers Alliance supports enhanced transportation and traffic mitigation 
strategies-even those that come at an additional cost. We support tolling combined with more buses 
(without road widening), in particular. But, our support only extends to plans which reflect thorough and 
nuanced consideration of their environmental justice impacts for those community members who face 
the greatest difficulties accessing outdoor recreation resources. (32.5A) 
 
In addition to the creating further disparity in regards to outdoor access, the proposed solutions leave a 
permanent scar on the natural landscape of LCC. Destroying current environments to marginally 
increase recreational access for a specific group. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.4I) 
 
Because of this, other less impactful solutions should be considered. An expanded bus service using 
current infrastructure comes top of mind. And further linking this bus service with existing public 
transportation within the SLC valley. (32.2.9A and 32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  13191 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kristin Blanchard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please for the love of all that is good rethink expanding the road or putting in a gondola. LCC is a 
treasure. Please don’t destroy it. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  13192 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Paul Gaia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid user of both cottonwood canyons I am highly opposed to the aerial tram and the expansion 
of the road for busses. I am, however, in favor of increased parking at the base of both canyons and a 
shuttle system provided by the ski resorts. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9A) 
 
First of all, the aerial tram is problematic for several reasons. It will be an eye sore in an absolutely 
beautiful canyon, LCC. (32.17A) The construction will negatively impact world class climbing (LCC is an 
international climbing destination) and most likely will affect the watershed that serves thousands of 
people. (32.4B and 32.12A) 
 
There are also safety concerns related to the aerial tram. As a former ski patroller with 15 years 
experience and an additional 10 years as a paramedic, I can attest to the fact that trams are difficult to 
evacuate and should a medical emergency arise, it would be virtually impossible to evacuate and treat 
the person. Evacuations would not be able to occur in an avalanche zone. Furthermore, wind holds and 
avalanche danger would require occupants to remain in the tram for potentially long periods of time. 
(32.2.6.5H and 32.2.6.5K)  
 
The financial burden of the tram is also a concern. Not only is there the initial cost to build, but the 
maintenance costs will be substantial. This cost is planned to be passed onto taxpayers, the majority 
who do not ski, to benefit the ski resorts of which I am highly against. (32.2.7C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
A viable solution would be for ski resorts to provide shuttles for skiers. These could run more frequently 
and efficiently compared to busses and wouldn't require widening the road. Skiers would also be more 
likely to ride frequent shuttles vs. busses. The ski resorts should also consider ski school/family shuttles 
as a service. This would require larger parking at the base of the canyons or a parking structure where 
the gondola is planned. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
In summary, I am strongly opposed to both the tram and widening of the rode for bus service due 
environmental concerns, safety, and cost - an unfair burden on the taxpayer. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, and 
32.2.7A) Please consider alternatives such as a ski resort funded shuttle system and increased parking 
at the base of both canyons. 
 
Sincerely, 
Paul F. Gaia 
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COMMENT #:  13193 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laurie Goldner 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the construction of a gondola in LCC. (32.2.9E) Although I have held ski passes to either 
Snowbird or Alta since the late 80s (and still do), I feel that the gondola option would only serve those 
resorts and none of the other canyon users. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) It would 
also impact the view shed and industrialize the beautiful canyon. (32.17A) LCC has only a limited 
carrying capacity and we need to acknowledge that fact sooner rather than later. (32.20C) I believe 
there are other viable options, one of which could include buses and even perhaps adding a lane. 
(32.2.9B) I think that the shuttle system that was instituted in Zion NP is a good example. (32.2.2B) 
Visitor numbers had exceeded the canyon’s carrying capacity, so the shuttle system was initiated 
during peak periods. This removed the right for a visitor to drive their vehicle into the canyon at all 
times, but people understand and accept the limitation. Rather than beginning with building an extra 
lane, perhaps we could improve bus service or increase the percentage of HOV vehicles as a first step. 
(32.29R, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A) Improved bus service would also benefit both winter backcountry users 
and summer hikers who are currently having difficulty finding parking at trailheads. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.3C) Ultimately, with Salt Lake’s increasing population, at some point even with no parking or 
road issues, the experience will be impacted due to the sheer volume of people in the canyon. At that 
time, restricting the number of people with access to the canyon on a certain day appears to be the only 
recourse. (32.20B) 
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COMMENT #:  13194 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ken Hoffman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a homeowner and live within 1 mile of the potential base station of the gondola. I hike, rock climb, 
ski, backcountry ski, and bicycle in Little Cottonwood about 60 days per year. We purchased our home 
here because of the beauty and tranquility of Little Cottonwood Canyon. The construction of a gondola 
would irrevocably ruin my experience in the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) In particular it would damage 
my experience in the Twin Peaks and Lone Peak Wilderness Areas. The construction of the gondola 
would impact experiences in the canyon year round. The gondola would impact the scenic viewshed 
within the canyon. (32.17A and 32.4I) The noise would impact experiences anytime the gondola was 
running. (32.11D) Finally the construction of the gondola would destroy existing pieces of the forest and 
maintenance roads would likely continue those impacts forever. I am admittedly opposed to the 
construction of a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
The EIS does not adequately evaluate impacts of the alternatives to all user groups. This makes the 
EIS invalid. The EIS must evaluate impacts to rock climbers, mt bikers, road bikers, runners, hikers, 
backpackers, skiers/snowboarders, backcountry skiers, campers, and any other stakeholder group who 
uses the canyon on National Forest Land. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, 32.4I, and 32.4P) It is inappropriate to 
evaluate these alternatives without considering the impacts to all of these user groups who utilize the 
canyon in its entirety throughout the whole year. Every user group should be evaluated and the impacts 
considered for each alternative. No user group should be placed as greater importance than another.  
I believe, if a full and legal EIS was conducted considering all user groups the preferred alternative 
would be construction of snow sheds. (32.2.9K) I support the construction of snow sheds for the 
protection of UT-210 and those traveling on it. Construction of snow sheds would greatly increase the 
safety of UT-210 and ease much of the existing congestion issues in the canyon in the winter. (32.7A)  
 
Finally, during the past years we have now seen the general public will largely be excluded from the 
canyon during the days the EIS is currently evaluating. These weekend and holiday days Snowbird and 
Alta are requiring parking reservations which can only be made by their passholders. Further, these top 
of the canyon parking areas private or public are all being controlled. This new development 
demonstrates that the construction of a road project focused on these days will not serve the citizens of 
Utah but only these two private ski resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This makes 
the construction of this public works project more clear only for the service of a private industry. This 
makes it all the more imperative that impacts to all stakeholders be evaluated. 
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COMMENT #:  13195 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:16 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jared Zitnay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As I read through the draft EIS materials, the thing that really stood out to me was that the goals of this 
project and the greater concept of transportation management in the canyon seem out of balance with 
serving and protecting recreation in the canyon. (32.1.2B) The reason we have such a traffic problem is 
because of the world-class recreation in Little Cottonwood Canyon: rock climbing, backcountry skiing, 
resort skiing, hiking, camping. (32.1.2D) What is the point of modifying transit in the canyon if it 
jeopardizes the very reasons people come there? A great example of this is the boulders that would be 
removed with the roadway expansion in the enhanced bus service with peak shoulder lane alternative. 
(32.4B) It doesn’t matter that these aren’t a “section 4(f)” resource, they’re a significant part of the 
recreation experience for thousands of people a year. If you have to remove them so that you can 
shove more people up the canyon, then what’s the point? (32.4B and 32.1.2B) Eventually, we’ll just be 
shuttling people up the canyon so they can look at manmade construction, at which point there will no 
longer be a reason to go up the canyon. 
 
This all sounds cynical, and I don’t mean to suggest that we do nothing. However, the options we 
pursue must preserve the very resources that draw people into this amazing land. While tolling will be a 
welcome change, it seems that a capacity limit or prohibition on personal autos for day use during peak 
times should be more seriously considered. (32.2.4A, 32.20B, and 32.2.2B) 
 
It also seems that the two alternatives are not being considered based on equal criteria. The gondola is 
being teased for possible summer operations, while we are repeatedly ensured that the bus is a winter-
only solution. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.5F) This is bogus, the busses can run whenever UTA and interested 
stakeholders decide it’s in their interest to do so. Bus service is most definitely expandable to include 
summertime service as summer traffic grows to unsustainable volumes, and busses can certainly stop 
at trailheads throughout the canyon if you just stop the bus at them. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) There are 
undeniably numerous flexibilities to a bus system that are being ignored (maybe even so far as being 
denied), while seasonal flexibility is floated as a gondola advantage; this reeks of ski area propaganda. 
 
When it comes to comparing the preferred options, neither is a clear winner. While the gondola has a 
higher upfront cost and will be an eyesore, it has the best capacity to expand if (when) demand 
exceeds the levels modeled here. Widening the canyon road to provide a peak shoulder lane has a 
much higher on-the-ground impact (environmental and recreational), but it has lower upfront costs and 
even could be phased-in in a way that is impossible with the gondola. And while both alternatives are 
being considered only to directly serve the ski resorts, there is some indirect value to dispersed canyon 
use as the resort traffic is transitioned out of their personal automobiles. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  13196 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rich Mrazik 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The environmental and viewshed impacts of the proposed gondola substantially outweigh any 
transportation benefit offered by the gondola. (32.2.9E and 32.17A) The size and number of the towers, 
and the visual impact and of the towers, cables, and cars, will substantially and negatively affect the 
viewshed in LCC. Moreover, as proposed, the gondola will not stop at White Pine trailhead--which is a 
major access point for use of public land in all seasons--and will require a transfer (or at least a stop) at 
Snowbird, which poses a disincentive to users wishing to reach Alta or otherwise access upper LCC. 
(32.2.6.5G and 32.2.6.5R)  
 
Improved and increased bus access--meaning better, more comfortable buses, with better storage for 
recreational gear, and more of them operating more often--offers a far superior transportation solution 
without the visual and environmental impacts of a ten-mile-long gondola system. (32.2.9A) And a bus 
system is flexible and scalable--more buses and more routes during times of peak demand, and the 
potential for express routes and pick-up points throughout the valley--all of which make improved and 
expanded bus service a more sustainable and responsive solution as compared to a fixed gondola 
system. (32.2.2I)  
 
And improved and expanded bus service can be phased in over time. (32.29R) More buses running 
more routes can be implemented immediately. (32.2.7C) Moreover, snowsheds can--and should--be 
built immediately to reduce the avalanche index for all motorists while the need for road widening is 
studied. (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  13197 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:23 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Coyne 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a comment not intended to lash out at any one party. 
 
I oppose both the gondola and the widening of Little Cottonwood Canyons roads. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.9C). As an avid winter recreationist in Utah for the past 12 years, I understand the issue of 
transportation up and down the canyons, especially on wintery weekends. I do believe there are other 
alternatives that require less infrastructure, less money, and are less detrimental to the environment 
and character of Little Cottonwood Canyon.I understand either the gondola or road widening will require 
time to initiate, as well as require time to build, resulting in no change for the canyon user in the next 3-
5 years. (32.2.7C). I believe that small simple solutions such as legalizing hitchhiking (like ID/WY did on 
Teton Pass), restricting all single-occupancy vehicles on weekends and holidays, building out smaller 
transportation hubs where single drivers could pick up said hitchhiker, as well as working with the 
resorts, hotels, and guide services to reduce canyon congestion by providing free use of UTA for their 
employees and clients (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.2Y). We all know it would be helpful to expand the 
bus services. As an individual, I am unlikely to ride a bus as it becomes inconvenient compared to 
driving a passenger vehicle, but as a guide with clients, I can use the time on the UTA bus to begin a 
morning meeting, or getting to know my clients, etc. (32.2.9A). I think it is unfortunate that there has 
been little investment in making small and meaningful improvements to the canyons and only large-
scaled projects are being considered. (32.29R) All of these large-scale projects (gondola, train, 
Autobahn highway) will only attract more people to the already overcrowded Central Wasatch. (32.20C) 
Yes, I am a transplant from another state, but I came here for the quiet solace that the canyons can 
provide, not the Disneyland attractions that they could become. Please take small steps and let's rally 
the organizations involved as well as the outspoken community to do the right thing to save our 
canyons. Thank you for your time and consideration. You all have a lot on your plate and I appreciate 
the work being done to solve problems. I am here to help anyway I can. 
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COMMENT #:  13198 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Peter Cannon 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of Sandy and I REALLY want the gondola! This past year i bought a season pass to 
park city ski resort because going up little cottonwood canyon is unreliable traffic/parking/ weather wise 
but also can be dangerous even in good weather. As for buses, I've never used them and am not 
interested in ever trying to. I'd love to use the gondola all year round! Build it please! (32.2.9D and 
32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  13199 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:24 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Rebecca Zitnay 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback for little cottonwood canyon plans. I live in salt lake city 
and recreate in the canyon for both summer and winter seasons. I use the bus when possible, 
especially on busy days during the winter season. It seems this EIS review really centers on the ski 
area traffic and seems to be focused on getting as many people up to the resorts as fast as possible. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Is this really the goal? (32.1.2B) Or is it a project to 
serve the greater wasatch community through providing better access to the unique recreation 
opportunities so close to our city. It seems this review only focuses on the buses as a winter option but 
the gondola is advertised as an all-seasons option, this is an unfair comparison. (32.1.2C and 
32.2.6.5F) It seems the buses would be easily scalable to accommodate summer users and serve 
alternative pick up/drop off sites, trailheads fill up early on a busy weekend. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  13200 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bridgid Cody 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with the suggestions to alleviate traffic in LCC. It is expensive and will destroy the 
canyon as we know it. (32.4I) There are solutions like increasing bus capacity that are much better 
solutions and benefit all who use the canyon, not just ski resorts (32.2.9A, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  13201 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ky Cullimore 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would love to see the Gondola ? go in it makes it’s not congested many people around would come 
just for a ride the dumbest idea possible is a bus lane the doesn’t do shit makes it more conjested and 
more traffic (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13202 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Truemper 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I thin the cost of the snow sheds is justified and a good idea, but I don't believe expanding 210 or 
constructing a gondola is appropriate. (32.2.9K, 32.2.9C, and 32.2.9E) I fully support and hope UDOT 
implements a toll below Snowbird 1, I would happily pay this in support of operating and maintaining 
Utah roadways. (32.2.4A) Unfortunately, I feel that many Utah residents feel insulted by UDOT's 
proposals which from 1000 ft blatantly benefit private ski resorts with taxpayer dollars. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I urge UDOT to take pause on this initiative to consider the needs 
of the greater community and not just those who wish to ski the resorts. (32.29G and 32.2.9N) 
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COMMENT #:  13203 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jennifer Workman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The combination of snow sheds, enhancing mobility hubs/bus routes, and tolling with single occupancy 
vehicle restrictions is the most cost effective, efficient, and most impactful way to improve the LCC 
congestion issues. (32.2.9K, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) The gondola is a waste of money, will 
turn one of the most beautiful canyons in the Wasatch into a "Disney Land," and will add so much time 
to the trip that it will not be used as intended. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) Additionally, with 
stops only at the resorts, the gondola does not provide an option for any backcountry access. 
(32.2.6.5G) The addition of a bus lane is too disruptive to the wildlife and natural habitat in LCC. 
(32.2.9C and 32.13B) 
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COMMENT #:  13204 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ezri Staheli 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need a new transportation system for the canyons, with that I completely agree! What I can’t get on 
board with and what I don’t agree with I the slightest are the two proposed solutions right now. (32.2.9C 
and 32.2.9E) A gondola is a service that will only serve the resorts and bottleneck the traffic 
somewhere else. (32.2.6.5E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) A gondola will ruin the 
views that make Little Cottonwood Canyon what it IS and affect the other recreation that takes place 
there that is also a part of its identity. (32.17A and 32.4B) Widening the road will do the same. Our 
watershed and Wasatch are things we need to protect, and these solutions are only allowing for more 
harm to be done in the long run with increased, irresponsible usage. (32.12A and 32.12B) Putting a 
Zion Canyon shuttle system or a toll on the canyon are things I can get behind. (32.2.2B and 32.2.4A) 
Other transportation solutions exist, and if UDOT had the infrastructure to build, operate, and upkeep a 
new gondola, saying buses are not a solution because of the cost seems unfeasible to me (though I do 
understand I’m not completely aware of the upkeep of a bus). (32.2.7C) Please explore these other 
options that don’t change our canyon! Other solutions will be more beneficial - we need a long term 
solution that protects our canyons, not one that will increase its usage now, and leave us to deal with 
this same problem 10 years down the line.  
 
Thank you!!! 
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COMMENT #:  13205 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Candland 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a 4th generation Utahn and as someone that has skied, climbed and hiked in Little Cottonwood 
canyon for over 43 years I oppose both the gondola and bus-only lanes. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Why 
should UDOT and taxpayers fund something that will only benefit privately owned companies that lease 
public land to make profit. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) If anything, the ski resorts 
should be ones footing the bill for improved access to their exclusionary resorts. Limit cars in the 
canyon on busy days summer and winter, impose a fee for driving your vehicle in the canyon summer 
and winter (and by imposing a fee, graffiti would be less of a problem) and funds collected could go to 
cleaning up the canyon. (32.1.2C and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  13206 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Eric Belanger 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to take a step back from these two options and explore other avenues. A fee booth, tech 
application something less expensive as a start. (32.2.2Y) 
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COMMENT #:  13207 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:35 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Christopher Workman 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The combination of snow sheds, enhancing mobility hubs/bus routes, and tolling with single occupancy 
vehicle restrictions is the most cost effective, efficient, and most impactful way to improve the LCC 
congestion issues. (32.2.9K, 32.2.6.2.1C, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.9A) The gondola is a waste of money, will 
turn one of the most beautiful canyons in the Wasatch into a "Disney Land," and will add so much time 
to the trip that it will not be used as intended. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.2.4A, and 32.7C) Additionally, with 
stops only at the resorts, the gondola does not provide an option for any backcountry access. 
(32.2.6.5G)  
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COMMENT #:  13208 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lyle Beecher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola is the most viable solution to the transportation problems up LCC for many reasons. 
(32.2.9D) To many people throughout the work Gondola are considered a beautiful amenity traversing 
a scenic canyon. This has been proven in many other states and countries throughout the US and 
world. Widening the canyon road makes very little sense for many reasons. (32.2.9C) It is once again 
more rubber on the road which has proven to be very ineffective for many reason. So the many times 
that there has been major failures with buses will only be expanded to more bus failures on the road. 
(32.2.6.3P) The Snow Sheds will not solve this problem either. (32.7A) Not to mention the horrible 
effect they will have on the natural experience of the canyon. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.17C) Widening 
the road will add over 55 square acres of more asphalt up the canyon, the Gondola only adds 2 acres 
of modified surface. The retaining walls up the north side of expanded road would be a enormous in 
places over 30-40 feet (at mile marker 7) and miles of unsightly gunite walls similar to the not so 
pleasing walls in the Provo Canyon. The widening of the road would be the worse possible solution for 
the wild life and the beauty of the canyon. (32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.17B)  
The Gondola on the other hand would be "the most reliable" solution as stated by UDOT. It is a solution 
that offers another means of travel up the canyon than rubber on the road such as buses. But provides 
another means of travel that supports the Buses when they fail in snowy conditions. The Gondola will 
provide such an amazing NEW experience traveling up our wonderful Little Cottonwood Canyon. They 
have been proven in so many other mountainous conditions all over the world. I have experienced them 
in many countries and it is so memorable. It will be the same in LCC, even one of the most remarkable 
experiences in the world right here in Utah to match our other uniquely beautiful experiences 
throughout the state. The Gondola over time even proves to be the most economical solution also with 
the more cost effective yearly maintenance figures. The Gondola is a solution that truly looks to the 
future of our state in so many ways. Thanks for your hard work and consideration in this important 
matter. 
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COMMENT #:  13209 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alan Leeds 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Option A for enhanced bus operations is in the best interest of all communities around the mouth of the 
canyons. (32.2.9A) I do not support gondola option B because of the visual and environment impacts to 
the canyon (32.2.9E and 32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  13210 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stacie Wing-Gaia 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to express my concerns regarding Draft EIS which has been proposed as a solution to our 
current issues with transportation in LCC. As a frequent visitor to the cottonwood canyons, I am 
opposed to both the gondola and the widening of the road for expanded bus service. The first will not 
solve many issues and will result in more and the second may alleviate some congestion but at a high 
cost. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.7B, and 32.7C)  
 
In regards to the gondola, this will serve specifically Snowbird and Alta skiers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This will cost the taxpayer an excessive amount of money, yet only serve a 
specific population for a few months out of the year. The only beneficiaries are the ski resorts. The 
gondola will impact the viewshed, destroy world class climbing, and provide no solution to summer use 
congestion or backcountry winter trailheads. (32.17A, 32.4B, and 32.1.2C) Further, there will still be 
avalanche closures and wind holds and what will happen if an evacuation needs to occur? After reading 
the report, there seem to be very few benefits for the gondola and these benefits serve only the ski 
resorts. (32.2.6.5K) 
 
I do support expanded bus service, but suggest that smaller busses or shuttles make more sense. 
(32.2.9A) They are easier to navigate on canyon roads, are less cumbersome so are less likely to slow 
traffic, and people are more willing to ride in them. The ski resorts should provide shuttles similar to 
how hotels provide airport shuttles. Shuttles should also be considered for summer congestion. A 
shuttle system is in place in Albion Basin in the summer and has greatly reduced congestion in this 
area. (32.2.2LLL, 32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 
 
In summary, the gondola will benefit the ski resorts at taxpayer expense and not solve year round 
transportation issues. Shuttles should be considered over widening the road to support expanded 
busses. 
 
Sincerely, 
Stacie Wing-Gaia 
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COMMENT #:  13211 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:37 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Patrick Koch 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider the destruction of local climbing areas for this project. (32.4A and 32.4B) Little 
cottonwood is a sought after climbing area that would be a shame to lose acxess to. (32.29G) 
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COMMENT #:  13212 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  I Tangalos 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I disagree with the gondola solution. (32.2.9E) I feel the visual impacts to the canyon will be greater 
than the effectiveness of moving people in summer and winter. (32.17A) I think widening the road with 
dedicated bus lanes is the best option. (32.2.9B)
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COMMENT #:  13213 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Aaron Masover 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello I enjoy skiing and hiking in Little Cottonwood Canyon, and I've reviewed the draft EIS. I think the 
gondola will be a good solution, especially in the winter on crowded days, and the La Caille base 
station seems like a good option. I like how it can transport people up the canyon even in conditions 
where the road is closed. (32.2.9D) 
 
I wish that we could focus on improving transit to/from the base station. It would be amazing to take 
light rail to the base of the gondola, and then take that up to go skiing or hiking. (32.2.2I) 
 
Speaking of hiking, it would also be amazing to have more stops mid-way up the canyon (32.2.6.5G). 
 
Overall I'm pretty happy with the gondola option, despite the hefty price tag. At first I thought a train 
would work best, but I didn't realize cog rail is so expensive. Gondola is clearly superior to cog rail, 
since it's not impacted as much by avalanche conditions. 
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COMMENT #:  13214 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Robert Jacobs 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT seems intent on providing a solution to a problem which hasn’t yet been adequately defined. 
(32.1.2B) The two preferred “alternatives” go way beyond more reasonable solutions which should be 
tried first with respect to cost and impact to LCC. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, and 32.29R) 
 
This whole process should be scrapped and reevaluated after studies have been completed to 
determine things like the carrying capacity of LCC, the carrying capacity of the canyon’s ski resorts, 
resort parking capacity, other canyon uses such as hiking, biking, climbing, picnicking etc. (32.20A, 
32.20B, and 32.20C) 
 
But, that being said, under no circumstances should the Gondola option be selected. This option 
requires an all in commitment on day one and has no mechanism to be rethought. (32.2.9E) 
 
Who knows what effects tolling, will have on getting skiers out of their cars - and that is the real 
question - how are we going to get skiers out of their cars. Solitude’s $20 parking charge seemingly had 
very little effect. Who is going to drive to the mouth of LCC and decide to park in a 1500 car garage (for 
a fee?), carry their gear into the station, spending 45 minutes to ride a Gondola up the canyon (another 
fee?)? (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5J) 
 
In addition the Gondola offers no option for addressing the needs of users of LCC other than skiers. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Over time, other recreational use of the canyon may 
supersede skiing. Trailhead access for hikers and picnickers may be needed to address limited parking 
for these activities. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) Climbers and who knows what other activities 
in LCC may require access beyond just Snowbird and Alta.  
 
Buses can address these kind of opportunities. In addition busses can be incorporated incrementally as 
things are rethought as a result of different trials and accommodations. Buses also allow for new 
technologies to be incorporated when appropriate. Who knows what new and improved transportation 
alternatives will appear in the future. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.3D) 
 
As our handling of climate change unfolds, there may be significantly less urgency to address skier 
traffic, who knows? Why spend $1,000,000 on a useless relic - anyone remember the west desert 
pumps? Yes, I did say $1,000,000 - do you doubt it. It wasn’t even possible to predict the cost of a new 
house in Utah a year ago. Do you really believe $500,000 is adequate to build a Gondola up LCC. 
(32.2.2E and 32.2.7C) 
 
In addition the whole “Gondola at La Caille” proposal has the stench of cronyism. Coming in at the last 
second to avoid most of the formal review process, proposed by a couple of ex-public officials, who just 
happen to have access to the land required for their proposal, big money backing a flashy PR 
campaign, backdoor meetings with government officials and financial brokers, and the use of patently 
false and misleading statistics (the gondola will remove 1000 cars per hour from state route 210 - 
really!). 
 
If it had been Snowbird proposing to build a gondola from the resort to La Caille, it would have been 
widely condemned - even if Snowbird was paying. But UDOT proposing the same absurd idea with 
TAPAYER FUNDING is somehow OK.
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COMMENT #:  13215 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Steve Van Maren 

 
COMMENT: 
 
While I dislike the premise of this exercise, I believe I know enough to provide some comments. Sandy 
Resident 84092 
The enhanced bus would move the people, if the road stays open. But it is likely to close at some point. 
In the meantime, road widening construction will impact the water quality, as will increased bus 
emissions, and tire shedding on the road. (32.2.9C, 32.12B, and 32.10A) 
The Gondola would provide an independent route of ingress and egress, especially critical when the 
road is closed. But I agree with the critics, it will have a great visual impact in the canyon. (32.2.9D and 
32.17A). In all cases, and until the funding can be arranged for even some bus expansion, it is 
important to keep the autos away from the mouth of the canyon. Busses should load, not at a parking 
structure at the mouth of the canyon, but at TRAX and other facilities, such as 9400 So Highland Drive. 
(32.2.6.2.1C) The further away the busses load, the fewer vehicles on the streets of Sandy and 
Cottonwood Heights. And that is true if the gondola gets built too. Of course, there has to be other 
motivation for not taking a car up the canyon - tolling, parking expense, transit time, etc. Just shut down 
auto traffic when the conditions are good, and allow the busses up/down, at least for the first couple of 
hours. (32.2.2B) 
But I return to the rail option. It is independent of the road, and has similar features of the gondola, with 
the increased advantages: being able to stop at points along the route, unlike to gondola; would not 
have the same visual impact of the gondola; is more extensible into the valley than the gondola (TRAX 
from airport to Snowbird, and Alta); and, the extension could happen over time after the canyon is in 
operation. (32.2.9F, 32.2.6.6A, 32.2.2I, and 32.17D)  
But we are faced with the big unknown -- will the canyons still have snow in 2050? How many powder 
days will there be each year? The forest will be there until it burns down, but will the ski resorts operate 
with a 2 month season? (32.2.2E) Will they shift operations to mountain resort features without snow?  
A drive through the mountains of Colorado a few years ago I noted how differently they have developed 
from Utah. I appreciate the wilderness designation around us here but believe the road in LCC should 
be extended over to BCC, even if with today's conditions it will not be open in the winter. (32.1.1A)  
Now, regarding the parking garages. I like the methods of Salt Lake Mayor Wilson. Mini hubs, with 
frequent bus service, especially in the prime travel time. Putting large parking garages near the canyon 
mouths will just bring cars there. (32.2.2I and 32.2.6.2.1D) The motivation needs to be to ride the bus 
to the rail. The terminus design for the Gondola would also work for the rail option. And I like the 
alignment south of the creek. (32.2.2CCC) Parking in the canyon for trails should be expanded only 
after the visitor use study has addresed the impact, or guided user limits. (32.2.2K) 
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COMMENT #:  13216 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Marker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Opposed to the Gondola because: (32.2.9E) 
1. UDOT assumptions about growth are flawed and don't support a massive expenditure on 
infrastructure that is all or nothing () no flexibility. (32.2.6.5A and 32.2.6.5N)) 
a. Utah population will continue to grow and that these canyons can and must be able to 
accommodate all increased demand. This is a questionable assumption with significant undesirable 
outcomes. There have been no studies that assess impact of increased use in LCC. (32.20A and 
32.20C) The National Park Svc recognizes that large numbers of people do indeed impact experience 
and flora/fauna. (32.13A and 32.13B) 
b. Ski days will continue to increase. Data from National Ski Assoc & Park City Foundation says 
otherwise. 
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COMMENT #:  13217 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kevin Cantwell 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no reason to build a gondola or expand the road when current infrastructure has not been 
optimized. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Make the necessary investment in enhanced bus service and then 
learn what the needs actually are. (32.2.9A and 32.29R) It is irresponsible to go straight to a project of 
upwards of $1B when resources are not currently optimized. Be responsible, and please develop the 
canyon in a respectful way. It seems like the loudest voices about the gondola are also the individuals 
that stand to make the most money on it. Please stop the corruption. 
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COMMENT #:  13218 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas O'Meara III 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My preference is the gondola. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  13219 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Marjerison 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Wasatch has been such a special and important place in my life. A place where I am able to find 
solitude, push my limits and explore new areas. A gondola would forever alter the LCC that I have 
come to love. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) Backcountry skiing, rock climbing and even walking along the canyon 
would be different. I ask you, prioritize the Wasatch and the beauty it holds instead of money hungry ski 
resorts. There is no second chance. LCC Forever <3. 
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COMMENT #:  13220 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Colin Apple 

 
COMMENT: 
 
My main concern is with the widening of Wasatch Boulevard. I do not think widening Wasatch to five 
lanes is going to help any of the problems. Widening the road to that extent will just put more cars 
backed up at the bottom of the canyon, regardless if we improve buses or add the tram. I would like to 
see a dedicated bus lane and a widened recreation lane. The bus lane could be for southbound buses 
in the morning and northbound buses in the afternoons on the several days a year we have traffic 
issues due to a closed canyon. Wasatch should never be turned into a highway. People live in 
Cottonwood Heights and the road is a gateway to some of Utah's greatest assets. A road of this size 
would devastate the community. (32.2.6.2.2A and 32.4F) 
2) Vehicles entering LCC in the winter to have to get inspected and pay for a canyon pass/sticker 
(similar to the voluntary pilot program) punishable by large penalty or jail time. (32.2.2M) 
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COMMENT #:  13221 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathleen Werling 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of a gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  13222 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Marker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to Gondola: (32.2.9E) 
The system as designed will fail based on human behavior (32.2.4A) 
a)3. Schlepping ski equipment between and thru multiple transit modes will become a negative very 
fast. (32.2.6.5J) 
b.5. Enhanced busing is clearly faster, equivalent of two ski runs/day. After the gondola novelty 
wears off skiers will opt to stay in faster private vehicles on non-powder and anticipated non-congestion 
days. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) 
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COMMENT #:  13223 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tucker Good 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Just because you can doesn't mean you should.  
 
Please please please halt this project now. Several other tools are available that could provide traffic 
relief in LCC without continuing development in some of the earth's most beautiful landscapes.  
 
It's blatantly obvious that this plan caters to two private businesses who will likely continue to expand 
given more attendance. Neither gondola or bus lane options consider the folks using LCC for any other 
purpose other than resort skiing. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Build bigger roads, a tourist attraction ride up the canyon, fly in more people, build better resorts, more 
pollution, more damage, fires, less water, money, lots of money. And then in 30 years, we won't have 
snow for a ski season anymore due to climate change; so what is it all for. (32.2.2EE)  
 
Stop building, and enjoy what we have left of Earth's natural beauty. It has been a year of fires, 
flooding, insane weather, and unnatural events at increasing frequencies, yet we continue on. Plow the 
trees, move the people, pour the cement, worship the dollar.  
 
So you've made it this far with planning, funding, and everything else but you really need to do Earth a 
solid and hit the brakes for a second. Just because you can doesn't mean you should. Toll me for not 
carpooling, build a better bus system, encourage ridesharing, provide lockers, but don't permanently 
scar up our home. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.3A) 
 
I wish you honest and insightful thought and conversation on the matter. 
Tucker Good. 
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COMMENT #:  13224 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joro Walker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Some of the most significant shortcomings of the FEIS and the preferred alternatives is the failure of 
the project proponents to robustly address congestion in Big Cottonwood Canyon (BCC) and access for 
summer users and non-resort winter users. (32.1.1A and 32.1.2C)  
 
As UDOT is aware, the traffic in BCC is close to or as problematic as the traffic in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon (LCC). Yet there is very little analysis of how the preferred alternatives will impact use in BCC. 
Addressing congestion in both canyons is particularly warranted because BCC users share parking, 
roads and buses with LCC users. Further, from a policy perspective, it is unwise to spend significant 
public resources on a fix for one canyon while ignoring the other, especially when the public will likely 
not have the appetite to follow a huge expenditure on LCC access with another for BCC. (32.1.1A and 
32.20D)  
 
According to the EIS Fact Sheet, the purpose of the project is to, inter alia, “reduce or eliminate 
roadside parking” and “[r]educe traffic conflicts and improve roadway safety at trailheads.” Yet, the EIS 
outreach email states that  
 
[n]one of the action alternative...would stop at the trailheads [because] [i]f the transit system has 
numerous stops, the time and efficiency of the service decreases[.] By improving overall mobility to the 
greatest number of users, other canyon users such as backcountry skiers and climbers would benefit 
from reduced traffic congestion. 
 
Thus, all of the action alternatives fail to promote the project purposes to address roadside parking and 
congestion at trailheads. (32.2.6.2.4A) The alternatives require backcountry skiers, hikers, snowshoers, 
sledders and climbers to continue to use their cars to access trailheads that will be just as congested 
and just as dangerous as they are now. (32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.6.5G) These users will also be 
forced to use roadside parking, as existing parking is inadequate to accommodate all the users who 
want to park at these trailheads. (32.2.6.2.4A) Therefore, the proposed alternatives do nothing to 
resolve th significant problems users encounter during the entire year and instead abandon these users 
to an untenable situation that the EIS itself identified as needing resolution.  
 
Of the alternative proposed, I support the enhanced bus alternative that does not include expansion of 
the capacity of the LCC road. (32.2.9A) A similar system "should be implemented in BCC at the same 
time. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) The enhanced bus system, which should run year round on weekends, 
should include some winter time non-express buses that stop at trailheads. (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.2C) 
Some buses should go directly to Alta, some directly to Snowbird, bypassing the other resort. 
(32.2.6.3N) As the outreach email indicates, numerous stops, including stops at the resort that rider 
does not wish to patronize, discourages ridership. 
 
Further, the enhanced bus system that I support would increase buses and routes in the valley so that 
users did not have to drive to and transfer from various giant parking hubs. Rather, hubs and bus 
routes should enable users to take the bus from stops close to their homes and accommodations. 
Allowing to bus access to the canyons from homes and hotels throughout the valley will reduce 
congestion, air pollution, and give all canyon users, including summer, non-resort and low income users 
access to BCC and LCC. (32.2.2I) 
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The gondola alternative further fails to meet the purpose of the project because it is designed to 
transport about 900 people every hour up the canyon. Particularly given the cost of the project, the 
gondola fails to provide a meaningful alternative that will keep enough cars off of the LCC road. 
Essentially, during the window of peak usage, only about 3,000 people will be able to use the gondola 
to get up the canyon, while 18,000 users will still need to access LCC using a vehicle. This cannot be 
called a solution to the congestion that plagues LCC. (32.2.9E, 32.2.6.5N, and 32.2.4A) 
 
The enhance bus alternative that includes expanding capacity in LCC is inappropriate as it has 
unnecessary and unacceptable impacts on the LCC ecosystem and viewshed. (32.2.9C, 32.13B, and 
32.17B) A truly enhanced bus system, like that described above, that does not threaten the LCC 
ecosystem will best meet the purpose of the project at a lower cost to the canyon, taxpayers and users. 
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COMMENT #:  13225 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zubin Emsley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the gondola is the best solution. gondolas have been successful at ski areas around the world 
for mamy decades. The ski industry brings a significant amount of tourist money to the SLC area, thus 
jsutifying the application of a lot of tax dollars to this project. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13226 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:45 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shannon Bailey 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom it May Concern: 
 
I truly believe the two options proposed - the gondola and the road widening- are not going to correct 
the inherent problem at hand here. (32.2.9E, 32.2.9C, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
I’m a physical therapist who lives and works in Salt Lake City. In physical therapy school, we are taught 
to address and get at the ROOT of the problem that is causing pain or an injury to occur. You can 
address the symptoms, the pain- and “it” may go away for a little while, but the actual problem will rear 
itself once again. You have to address and treat the actual cause correctly to see long lasting results. 
Other things are simply a bandaid. 
 
The two proposed solutions do not address the ROOT problem at stake. They simply address the 
volume of people problem. They theoretically help more people move up Little Cottonwood Canyon 
(...to get SOLELY to the resorts- but more on that later). Right now we are faced with traffic, the “red 
snake” - so it is tempting to consider ways to move a larger volume of people up and down the canyon 
using a different method of transport whether that be a gondola or an expanded road and bus service. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) However, transporting larger volumes of people will cause longer lift lines, more 
exasperated tourists, and still, hoards of people trying to exit the canyon at the popular 3-4pm resort 
closing time. It will also permanently alter the canyon’s landscape, affect the watershed, and destroy 
other people’s sources of recreation (ie. Climbers who enjoy the roadside classic boulders). (32.17A, 
32.17B, 32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4I) What these proposed solutions do are simply give more access to ski 
resorts, which translates to the resorts as: more money, more profits.... and all at the expense of 
taxpayers and the quality of peoples’ experiences. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Considering these alternatives will only run in winter and will only stop at Alta and Snowbird, these 
solutions seem to clearly serve these two entities the most. And yes, I’ve seen emails from Snowbird 
urging it’s subscribers to voice a “yes” on the Gondola- with little to no context offered for people who 
glimpse through these emails. It’s enraging, because it’s not that simple. But it’s simple for them, 
because more people = more money. Economics 101.  
 
Circling back, what these proposed solutions do not do, is address the root problem at hand. Which is 
that LCC, and the resorts for that matter, have a finite capacity. (32.20B) LCC is a natural landscape 
that can only accommodate so many people on any given day. This proposal is not sustainable long 
term. More people up the canyon = more impact on the landscape and resources available, period. 
What needs to happen, is almost the opposite, which feels almost unfortunate to say (but is true). There 
should be a daily limit on the number of private vehicles allowed in the canyon in the winter, as well as 
instating tolling. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2Y, and 32.2.4A) With that being said, we don’t want to totally limit 
people from enjoying LCC. So, we must strongly incentivize carpooling and existing transit. (32.2.9A) 
Tolling is a good option because it can provide a way to incentivize traveling at off-peak times, as well 
as traveling with a group, thereby decreasing the number of cars that “need” to be going up and down 
the canyon but also keeping the number of paying patrons the same for the resorts. There are so many 
options for tolling, and it could be instated during peak hours, or during winter season as a whole, and 
depending on the number of people in each car, the toll may vary. Profits from tolling could be used for 
LCC preservation, road maintenance, and purchasing green energy credits to offset carbon emissions 
from vehicles. More ski busses should run on the existing road, and the existing park and ride stations 
may very well need to be expanded. We need to think about the inherent problem at hand here, which 
is that LCC is a finite space, and it was not put there for Alta and Snowbird to make exorbitant profits. 
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We need to think about the root of the problem (too many people in a finite space), and not a symptom 
of the problem (too much traffic to get to and from resorts in winter). We need to think about preserving 
LCC for generations to come, not figuring out how to shuttle hundreds of thousands of people up and 
down a canyon that has existed long before us and hopefully, if we do this right, long after us. 
 
I have read through a number of my friends statements on this issue that have more eloquently dictated 
the costs and potential impacts of alternatives to the gondola/road widening and expanded bus service. 
I stand with consideration of these alternative solutions, and strongly disagree with the widening of the 
road or construction of a gondola. We need to explore less impactful, permanently altering concepts 
before moving forward. (32.29G)  
 
Alta and Snowbird are going to throw so much money and media at this issue, and it upsets me 
because all that we have, as a people, are our voices and this opportunity to go public with them. I 
strongly urge you all to consider our voices to be just as valuable as any amount of money from the 
resorts.  
 
Respectfully, 
Shannon Bailey 
Resident of Salt Lake City and go-er of LCC
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COMMENT #:  13227 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bill Clayton 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m giving preference to the Enhanced Bus Service in PPSL Alternative, though I recognize pros and 
cons of both of UDOT’s two preferred alternatives. Here is the list of the positive and negative points of 
each, in my assessment: (32.2.9B) 
 
La Caille Gondola positive points:  
Provides emergency egress and emergency supply capability to the resorts in the event of a prolonged 
highway closure. 
Provides spectacular views to passengers. 
 
La Caille Gondola negative points: 
Not scalable. Limited to 1,000 persons per hour, forever. (32.2.6.5A) 
Detrimental visual impact to the canyon. (32.17A) 
Cannot stop at trailheads in the summer. 
Does not improve the usability of the highway for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
Less flexibility than bus options. 
Will likely act as a magnet for new commercial development near the La Caille base station, 
fundamentally altering the bucolic look and feel of the neighborhood. (32.20H) 
 
Enhanced Bus Service in PPSL positive points: 
Scalable to adjust to changing needs. 
Summer bus service could be added with stops at trailheads.  
Less visual impact than gondola. 
More flexible. Could implement express bus service direct from select locations such as University of 
Utah, for example. (32.2.2I) 
PPSLs provide safe lanes for bicyclists and pedestrians when not in use by buses. Big improvement 
over the status quo in this regard. 
Unlikely to act as a magnet for new commercial development at the mouth of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. 
Leaves the door open for a future high-capacity high-speed gondola interconnect system from the 
Wasatch Back to the resorts in Big and Little Cottonwood. (32.1.5B) Such a backside option could 
provide emergency egress/supply and could direct a lot of out-of-town traffic up Parley’s Canyon, using 
the Wasatch Back as a central hub for 6 resorts and reducing traffic up the Cottonwood Canyons. 
 
Enhanced Bus Service in PPSL negative points: 
Does not provide an emergency egress/supply option. 
 
Comment on Avalanche Sheds: 
I prefer the option with highway re-alignment and no berms. (32.2.9K) 
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COMMENT #:  13228 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Marker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to Gondola: (32.2.9E) 
1. The true operating expenses of busing and ticket prices are experienced and known in Utah, gondola 
not so. People are being asked to make a decision w/o being told what the cost of riding the gondola 
will be. (32.2.7C and 32.2.4A) 
2. 6. Enhanced Busing is the more scalable and flexible of the 2 options. Buses can be 
added/subtracted from the fleet, schedules can be changed, routing modified to include combinations of 
express and local runs. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3D, and 32.2.6.3C) 
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COMMENT #:  13229 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:46 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shawn Marquardt 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is the only clear choice which checks all of the eis boxes and much more: scalable 
capacity, enjoyable ride, easy access. The gondola puts utah on the map worldwide as the place for 
mixing urban convenience with outdoor pursuits. My strong recommendation is for gondola!!! (32.2.9D) 

Page 32B-13620 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13230 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael Beck 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Neither of the proposed alternatives are good for the users of the canyon, both short term and long 
term, and do not make sense as transportation solutions for the cottonwood canyons in general. 
(32.2.9C and 32.2.9E). First, according to UDOTs own study, congestion is only a problem 20-30 days 
a year, and only for several hours on each of those days. (32.1.4D) This does not merit $500 million + 
dollars in taxpayer money simply to serve Alta and Snowbird, or justify forever changing the landscape 
in one of the most beautiful canyons right on our doorstep. (32.17A and 32.17b) It is likely both the 
Gondola and expanded bus lanes would go unused roughly 10-11 months out of the year! In addition, 
both proposed alternatives are non-sensical in that ultimately similar traffic problems exist in 
neighboring Big Cottonwood, and thus Solitude and Brighton are left in the cold. (32.1.1A and 32.20D) 
Ultimately I am assuming the goal of UDOT would be to solve the congestion problems in both canyons 
for the ski season, and that goal would be met by instituting a simple expanded bus service, tolling, 
mandatory employee bussing, a good bus hub or several hubs, or some combination thereof. This 
alternative or alternatives are also the cheapest and easiest to initiate, and do not forever alter the 
landscape in one of the most beautiful canyons on earth. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
Secondly, as a climber who has climbed all over that Canyon since the 1980s, hiked to every corner of 
the canyon, and seen others hiking, birding, biking, picknicking, painting, gathering mushrooms, 
camping, trail running, exploring the historical remnants of the LDS church quarry, and participating in 
other various activities in different corners of the canyon, neither of the plans accommodates any other 
recreation or areas in the canyon other than the ski resorts. This is ludicrous. These alternatives are 
simply not solutions that have taken into account any other areas of recreating or other uses of the 
canyon other than the resorts, or serve anyone other than those using the resorts. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) With respect to the climbing in the canyon, I personally know thousands of 
climbers who have moved to Salt Lake to be close to the boulders and cliffs surrounding the city, and 
Little Cottonwood is the gem of the area. These boulders and rocks are unique, and once gone can 
never be replaced. The rocks and cliffs are famous throughout the world, have deep historical 
significance, and are revered by thousands not only local, but international visitors who come to test 
themselves on the famous lines and sometimes establish some of their own. I have developed much of 
the bouldering in Little Cottonwood and have spent days and nights in the forest and up on the granite 
buttresses. The thought of what either of these alternatives will destroy in my beloved canyon sickens 
me. Both alternatives will destroy significant climbing resources and forever change the climbing 
landscape and alter the climbing history of the canyon. (32.4A and 32.4B)  
To move forward with either of these alternatives without first trying an expanded bus service I believe 
would be an irresponsible, irrational and actionable decision that would certainly result in litigation, likely 
taking years to resolve before construction could even begin. Then there is likely years of construction 
ahead. (32.29R) An expanded bus service with other alternatives could be implemented immediately 
and with considerably lower cost, disruption and damage to the canyon. Please abandon the proposed 
alternatives and consider the rational alternatives that include combinations of an expanded bus 
service, tolling, mandatory employee bussing, and other simple, cost effective solutions that not only 
will preserve the beauty of Little Cottonwood but will also provide alleviation for traffic in Big 
Cottonwood, thus better serving the goal of ultimately reducing traffic to all of the resorts during those 
busy 20-30 days a year.  
Sincerely,  
Mike Beck 
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COMMENT #:  13231 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:47 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Hutchinson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Forest Service and the Utah Department of Transportation have not shown that they fully 
recognize and accept the gravity of decisions that impact the future of the Wasatch Canyons. 
Development of a cost-effective, safe, efficient, equitable and environmentally sound transportation 
system for Little Cottonwood Canyon, the rest of the Wasatch and the Salt Lake valley is a task that 
exceeds the qualifications and capacities of these two departments. Should these two agencies come 
to accept that responsibility they will soon realize the need to create a new project timeline that allows 
for a through capacity study and collaboration with a group of experts in a wide range of fields. (32.20B) 
 
A system that only offers service to the two ski resorts falls well short of the needs of the general public. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) To design a $billion transportation system that denies 
service to the 95% of valley residents who may prefer to visit non-resort canyon locations is highly 
controversial and calls into question the management priorities of these governmental agencies. 
(32.1.2D and 32.1.2C) (NOTE: Rather than include non-resort stops in the transportation system the 
Forest Service has said that they would require non-resort canyon users to petition for a special use 
permit for separate, private shuttle services.)  
 
The Forest Service is currently pushing for roadway expansion in MCC, BCC and LCC to 
accommodate higher volumes of private automobile traffic at higher speed limits, which would further 
degrade the canyon experience as it increases the likelihood of collisions between cars and wildlife as 
well as humans. It will also increase the likelihood of roadside fires and wildfires. In light of all 18 
national forests in California being closed due to wildfire, the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest 
Ranger may want to reconsider any plan that increases visitation to the already crowded Wasatch 
Canyons. 
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COMMENT #:  13232 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:48 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Marker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The presence of the Gondola will destroy the canyon experience from almost any vantage point in the 
canyon: (32.2.9E) 
Concrete and steel gondola towers will be dominate sight lines from most any part of the canyon, more 
intolerable than a widened road which would not always be visible. (32.17A and 32.17b) The visual 
presence of such towers alone would negatively impact the experience of all other users. Two of the 
towers will exist with heights of 262’ & 237’ respectively. FCC and FAA require towers in excess of 200’ 
to be lighted (flashing lights). (32.17A) 
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COMMENT #:  13233 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:51 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Lucy Ahrens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT LCC EIS Comment: 
 
As someone who was born and raised in the Town of Alta and has grown up in the surrounding areas 
of Snowbird Mountain Resort and Little Cottonwood Canyon, I can wholeheartedly say that I am against 
the proposed gondola option related to in the UDOT LCC EIS Draft. (32.2.9E) I feel this is the most 
pertinent issue that can be addressed right now and must be fully opposed before we can truly move 
forward with other more practical, functional, and economical options. At the tip of this iceberg sits the 
issue of traffic congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. What use to be an endearing, if slightly, 
notorious term to describe traffic in the canyon, the “red snake” has quickly evolved over the last few 
years into a monster that is to be endured and expected, seemingly on any given day of the week.  
 
From what I have gathered, the proposed 200 ft tower gondola option has not proven that it would be a 
viable, easy, or immediate option to fixing the “red snake” traffic congestion problem. (32.7B and 
32.7C) It seems that it would instead serve to benefit the private companies located at the top of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) The baseline at this moment in 
time is that the proposed gondola option would be a highly invasive and incredibly expensive option 
that, while not actually fixing the problem at hand, would also leave us to continue enduring the ever-
building traffic problem in the canyon.  
 
There are other more simple and cost-effective options on the table, namely the concept of a tolling/fee 
station system. Placed right at the mouth of the canyon, a base station would serve as a place where a 
daily fee, based on peak hours/days, would be charged to gain vehicle access to the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon road. This fee can be built into a pre-purchased ticket, season passes, employee benefits, etc. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) This would also be an optimal place to regulate the flow of traction law-approved 
vehicles vs non-traction law vehicles. A great place to start the implementation of the UDOT pilot sticker 
program that has taken place over the past couple of years. (32.2.2M) This would then be supported by 
a shuttle-like bus system such as those that can be found in national parks across the country. (32.2.2B 
and 32.2.9A) Widening the roads in specific areas in addition to the creation of a parking structure at 
the mouth of the canyon would also need to be addressed to ensure this suggestion is fully operational. 
(32.2.9B and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
 
There are only a few true treasures left in the world that have not been spoiled by over-love and over-
discovery. We are on the verge of ensuring that one of these places does not fall victim to the ugly, 
strong arm of private corporate companies and back door deals that benefit far richer people than your 
average nature lover. Please, I implore UDOT to understand the importance of this moment and 
opposes the proposed gondola option in the UDOT LCC EIS draft. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  13234 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ariane Green 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A much better plan would be to follow Zion NP’s system of shuttle buses running up and down the 
canyon and not allow cars to the ski resorts in the winter. Save the amazing natural resource that is 
present in LCC. (32.2.2B)
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COMMENT #:  13235 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nazz Kurth 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is an amazing resource that we should preserve for future generations to 
enjoy. Putting a gondola up the canyon would be a visual blight, negatively impact wildlife, and ruin the 
experience of climbing and skiing in the canyon (32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.13B, and 32.4B). Adding an 
additional lane would also destroy precious natural resources (32.2.9C and 32.4I). We should follow 
the model of Zion national park and have buses running up and down and increase parking at the base 
of the canyon. (32.2.2B) 
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COMMENT #:  13236 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:53 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Nilsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am 100% behind the gondola option. (32.2.9D) 
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COMMENT #:  13237 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Leah Pelz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would only serve resorts and their patrons at the expense of a ruining a healthy 
watershed, destroying classic climbing routes, and marring the natural beauty of LCC. 
(32.2.9E, 32.17A, 32.12A, 32.4B, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C)
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COMMENT #:  13238 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Arup Prasanna 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave it as it is..., “the ages have been at work on it, and man can only mar it" -- Teddy Roosevelt 
(32.29D or 32.2.9G)
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COMMENT #:  13239 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Marker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola logistics do not make sense: (32.2.9E) 
1. UDOT is citing the per/hour lift capability of the gondola but admits that a critical modeling of car 
transit to the 3 parking lots, bus transit to loading station with all the combined vehicle/bus 
loading/unloading activity including necessary foot traffic has not been done. The total elapsed time 
estimates are not credible. Lines are inevitable. (32.2.6.5C) 
2. Gondola proponents argue this is a “world class solution.” On busy days Alta has 6500 skiers, 
Snowbird 7500. Gondola capacity is 1000/hour. Most ski traffic is in 2-3 hour window. Gondola will have 
long lines until people quickly realize it is not a good choice. It is not a mass transit solution - is a tourist 
attraction. As a result it will sit largely unused unless the road is totally shut down and then there will be 
log lines in the parking garages and at the loading station (32.2.4A, 32.2.6.5C and 32.2.6.5N) 
3. The less-than-fully-used gondola will become an icon for the Utah ski industry, part of a sexy Ski 
Utah brochure profiting private businesses and paid for largely by Utah taxpayers the large majority of 
which do not ski. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  13240 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kyle Rasmussen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am all for enhanced public transit. (32.2.9A) Public transit can be increased during busy seasons and 
hours and benefits everyone involved. An added flex lane increases traffic flow. Added parking at the 
bottom of the canyon increases access for the resorts without forcing the resorts to spend their own 
well earned money on parking garages. (32.2.2D, 32.2.9B, and 32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
The closures due to avalanche are a major concern and creating the tunnel/avalanche canopy over the 
road in the most affected areas allows traffic to not back up during avalanche mitigation. If built well, it 
also provides a safe way for wildlife to safely cross the busy highway up the canyon. (32.2.9K and 
32.7A) The canyon is getting busier and busier and the gondola only benefits resort traffic in the 
wintertime and would likely be too cost prohibitive to run for the few people who would consider utilizing 
it in the summer so it would sit, collecting dust and sun rot and deteriorating. (32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, and 
32.2.6.5G) It also is a terrible eye sore that does nothing to beautify the canyon like covering/hiding 
sections of the road with snow/avalanche bridges that are purpose built but could also be made to 
blend nature and commerce. (32.17A and 32.17C) And make the highway even less of an eyesore. 
Access to trailheads up and down the canyon needs to be preserved and the gondola doesn't maintain 
efficiency if large distribution hubs have to be built at multiple locations up and down the canyon.  
 
Improve the road design, and improve canyon bottom parking for both canyons, and improve bus 
provision and safety and stage it so it is cost effective and manageable and happy constituents will 
follow. 
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COMMENT #:  13241 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Joyce Baron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel that it is important to do one of the transportation options to reduce the traffic and congestion in 
the canyon. Just having a toll or huge traffic jams to reduce the crowds is NOT acceptable. Choose 
either the gondola or widen the road for bus lanes. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9D, or 32.2.9B) 
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COMMENT #:  13242 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gustav Grenmyr 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi, 
Thank you for your work. Below a few items that might contribute reaching the purpose and needs. 
1. When needed (peak demand etc.), mandate people (that are able to) to use public/mass 
transportation to areas in the canyon served by public transportation. (32.2.2B) 
2. “3 peak snowflake tires” or similar for all vehicles when applicable (the current traction law could 
be strengthen) to possibly reduce slid-offs etc. (32.2.2M) 
3. When needed (peak demand etc.), for parking areas in the canyon served by public 
transportation only allowing High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) parking (for people that are able to) 
(32.2.2K and 32.2.4A)  
4. Off-ramps/Overpasses or similar in applicable intersections; e.g. for travelers driving down the 
canyon on S.R 210 (from the ski-resorts or elsewhere) when turning onto S.R 209 (32.2.2NNN) 
5. New or improved on-ramps in applicable intersections (e.g. when going up the canyon on SR. 
209 and entering S.R. 210) (32.2.2NNN) 
Thanks, 
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COMMENT #:  13243 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Clark Baron 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that it is important to select one of your plans rather than install a toll booth and discourage 
people from using the canyon. The gondola plan sounds very good and could become a destination but 
the bus lanes could also work. We will support either plan! Thanks! (32.2.9D or 32.2.9B, and 32.2.4A)
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COMMENT #:  13244 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mike Marker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Bus provides a more flexible option: (32.2.9A) 
1. Current complaints with bus service (crowded, uncomfortable, slow) can be solved with better bus 
design, more frequent schedule (planned), unrestricted lane (planned) and better management. If UTA 
is not up to the challenge then look to a different bus operator. (32.2.6.5N) 
2. Enhanced busing solution should be phased in: schedule modifications tried, private cars prohibited 
during specified times, avalanche sheds built, different bus models experimented with, better 
enforcement of chains & 4 wheel drive vehicles, car tolling models tried, increased numbers of/better 
placement of mobility hubs/ garages along I-15 (minimize private car surface street transit and 
distributing potential pre/post ski business). All should be done before considering any road widening. 
The Gondola is an “all in or nothing” proposition. (32.29R, 32.2.6.5N, 32.2.2B, 32.2.9K, 32.2.2M, and 
32.2.2I) 
3. Bus loading stations can be moved to numerous places in Valley and location north and south to get 
people out of their cars, off surface streets sooner. (32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  13245 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Todd Trettin 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please vote for the gondola system in LCC (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  13246 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Kissmer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi all. My name is Brian Kissmer. I am a doctoral student studying ecology and computational 
genomics at Utah State University. I am here today to explain why the proposed gondola project will not 
effectively reduce traffic to the ski resorts, while providing a more economically and ecologically 
sustainable alternative. 
 
According to the economic law of Induced Demand, after the supply of a commodity increases; here 
being access to local ski resorts, if there is still sufficient demand then more of that commodity will be 
consumed overall. In other words, the cars that are removed from the road by a gondola will simply be 
replaced by more cars because demand to get into the canyon is sufficiently high that more people will 
capitalize on the increased capacity. (32.2.4A and 32.20E) The draft EIS does not account for the 
increase in demand to drive up the canyon after the perceived increase in roadway capacity following 
construction of the gondola. (32.20E) Providing that a similar lack of traction enforcement is in place 
after the gondola’s installment, traffic will likely return to its original levels due to congestion and ill-
prepared drivers. The only people who will enjoy the benefit of the gondola are wealthier clients, 
typically out-of-state tourists, rather than the average Utahn. (32.2.4A) 
 
My proposed alternative is similar to the method used by Zion national park, which sees over 6 million 
visitors per year. I am suggesting the construction of a parking garage at the gravel lot, with an all-
electric bus fleet shuttling skiers to the ski resorts without the option of driving up themselves during 
peak hours. (32.2.2B) 
 
The Proterra Catalyst E2, an all-electric transit bus, has been shown to outcompete both diesel and EV 
competitors for various metrics including maximum hill grade, climb speed, and maintenance cost. The 
bus can maintain a speed of 40 mph on a 10% uphill grade, utilizes regenerative downhill braking, and 
maintains excellent energy efficiency. This specific model set the world record for the longest electric 
bus drive on a single charge at 1,101.2 miles and has a recharge rate of approximately six hours. While 
the $750,000 cost of a single bus is higher than that of a diesel bus (~$500,000), maintenance costs of 
the Proterra are on average 30% cheaper than the maintenance costs of a diesel bus. The average 
lifetime maintenance cost of an electric bus is $.60/ a mile, versus $.85/mile for an average diesel bus 
(32.2.6.5F).  
 
The cost of 30 Proterra Catalyst E2 buses totals to about $22.5M. The additional charging ports will 
cost up to $50,000 each with a total cost of $1.5M. Total operation and maintenance costs for 30 buses 
over a lifespan of 250,000 miles (12 years) is approximately $4.5M.  
 
Closing the road to private vehicles during peak hours will remove the apparent necessity to increase 
the number of lanes within the canyon, cutting down on renovation costs. It will also prevent a handful 
of ill-prepared drivers from slowing down the entire train of commuters in the event of inclement 
weather. The combined efforts of our current bus fleet and the additional electric buses would 
sufficiently cover the amount of commuters to the resorts, and the reduction of traffic congestion would 
increase the turnaround rate for buses as they return to the parking area to pick up more passengers. 
(32.2.2L)  
 
Finally, if the gravel lot does not provide enough parking for the drivers that would normally drive 
themselves during peak hours, high estimates for the construction of a parking garage give a cost of 
about $28,000 per space, or $14.2M for a garage with 500 parking spaces. Building a parking garage 
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will reduce the amount of square footage required to house the cars for passengers and will remove the 
necessity for development within the canyon. Between the bus fleet and parking garage this liberal 
estimate adds up to about $42.7M, or 7.21% of the $592M price tag of the proposed gondola system. If 
the bus fleet is completely replaced after 12 years the cost will total $71.2M, or 11% of the gondola 
project. Furthermore, this project could be expanded if my estimates are too low to accommodate the 
amount of commuters without ever coming close to the price of the gondola project. (32.2.7C)  
 
Overall, the proposed gondola is an overpriced, ineffective, and unsustainable project that will not 
provide a solution to the current issue of road congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Here I have 
proposed a simpler, cheaper, and environmentally conscious solution. Knowing that there are better 
alternatives than what are currently proposed in the draft EIS, I would like to let proponents of the 
gondola understand that if they go through with this project, they will be forcing Utahns to foot the bill of 
a project that will not benefit them, and that will stain one of the most treasured wild spaces in the 
country. Thank you for your time. (32.2.9A)  
 
*Additional note 
The EIS suggests that gondolas will carry 35 people and leave every two minutes from the station, 
transporting a total of 1050 riders per hour. The buses that are currently used have a capacity of about 
50 people. To match the capacity of the gondola, the canyon would need to run about 21 buses per 
hour (~3 buses per minute). The construction of the gondola will cost approximately half a billion of 
taxpayer dollars. The average cost for a public transit bus is anywhere between $500,000 and 
$800,000 USD depending on the fuel used. Even if the state were to add 30 additional buses to its 
current fleet, the total cost with a liberal estimate would be about $24,000,000, or ~5% the price of the 
gondola system. *Doesn’t include maintenance or replacement costs but those are mentioned 
above*(32.2.7C) 
 
 
Works Cited 
1. https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1118&context=trec_seminar  
2. 
https://escholarship.org/content/qt5pj337gw/qt5pj337gw_noSplash_f8a62967aab7706cad0210204e946
ce7.pdf?t=moa5jb  
3. https://slideplayer.com/slide/6068778/  
4. https://insideevs.com/news/337499/watch-proterra-electric-bus-conquer-utahs-steepest-roads/  
5. https://www.publicpower.org/periodical/article/electric-buses-mass-transit-seen-cost-effective  
6. https://afdc.energy.gov/files/u/publication/financial_analysis_be_transit_buses.pdf  
7. https://afdc.energy.gov/files/u/publication/evse_cost_report_2015.pdf  
8. https://wginc.com/parking-outlook/  
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COMMENT #:  13247 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monika Dietz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I support Jenny Wilson....tram is not the answer...we need to build snow sheds (hey , we know where 
the slide paths are!). (32.2.2I, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9K) rental car company, hey, put snow tires on!your 
fleet, utilize parking spaces already available/ empty on weekends/ business at base of 
canyons....schools?....YES (32.2.2M and 32.2.2FF) on Toll (hey, it works in Millcreek and beyond).. 
(32.2.4A) .the Wasatch is such a small blueprint ...we are no where near to the acre of the apls... the 
Gondola will be an eye sore/ not to mention it only stops at snowbird and alta...humm pumping more 
people up a "dead end canyon" ( probably, employee mandate to use) because we do know , guests 
will not carry their luggage up this gondola" (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 32.20C)...UDOT please, NO TRAM 
...think about LIFE !! (moose to deer to pikas, we must preserve such a unique Small corner of the 
Rocky Mountain...WHEN ARE WE GOING TO ADMIT " LOVED TO DEATH” 
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COMMENT #:  13248 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:03 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Marissa Pappas 

 
COMMENT: 
 
What hubris are we made of to think building a gondola will improve upon the Creator’s majestic 
perfection that is Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4I) The pre-existing road could be 
considered a necessary evil, yet it allows access to this pristine and divine wilderness. What a tragedy 
the addition of an unsightly gondola would be (32.17A). What a disgrace it would be to future 
generations yet unborn. By working with the private sector to further develop parking structures at the 
bases of the canyons, and through the continuing innovation of electric vehicles, harnessing solar 
energy, we can expand our bus system and preserve the beauty that is this natural wonderland. 
(32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.6.2.1C) 
Albeit a gondola would provide visual access to those physically unable to access the trails by foot, that 
same beauty will forever be tarnished to the sight of any skier, any hiker, any visitor the moment they 
look across the canyon marred by wires and poles. (32.4I and 32.17A) We owe it to ourselves, to our 
Creator regardless of belief system, to preserve this perfection, as is... We can be better stewards of 
our lands making the current roads work, implementing and incentivizing more carpooling, and 
promoting the bus system. (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) As a sixth-generation Utah pioneer, I do not want my 
local tax dollars going towards a ghastly contraption that lends itself to the feeling of a theme park 
instead of preserving the natural wilderness we are so blessed to be the temporal caretakers thereof. 
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COMMENT #:  13249 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:07 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Blane Bossung 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to voice my support for the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-Period Shoulder Lane. (32.2.9B) 
The bus system logistics are already mostly in place and they are very good for what they are. The 
biggest downside of the busses is access to parking. (32.2.6.2.1C) While I don't typically have the 
opportunity to ski weekends, it is abundantly clear that parking at transit hubs becomes an issue early, 
especially on peak weekend times. An expanded bus system has the potential to scale to meet 
necessary demand, by growing or shrinking as needed. (32.2.6.3N) Additionally, with the ambitious 
targets set by the current presidential administration, half of new cars sold in 2030 and beyond will be 
electric, which stands to reason that electric busses will be in higher demand within this decade. 
(32.2.6.3F) Park City Transit has already proven that an electric bus system is viable. Expanding the 
road will make the canyon more accessible and safer for pedestrians and cyclists, further expanding 
access for eco-friendly usage. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my thoughts. 
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COMMENT #:  13250 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:08 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Edlund 

 
COMMENT: 
 
According to the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS, "Ultimately, the partners seek to deliver 
transportation options that meet the needs of the community while preserving the values of the 
Wasatch Mountains." UDOT's preferred options do neither of those things (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) What 
they do is forever alter and further commercialize a unique urban forest canyon, a priceless resource 
benefiting a broad community living along the Wasatch Front. (32.4I) The "needs of the community" 
and the "values of the Wasatch" fall far behind UDOT's and the state's real desire to get as many 
people up LCC as possible, all to benefit two private businesses for roughly 30 days a year. (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, and 32.1.4D) The problem demands more creative, and less costly, thinking than "build more 
road," or "build a carnival ride through a national forest." 
 
UDOT's decision making on this issue has been flawed from the start because it sought to solve a 
unique problem with a standard answer. LCC experiences severe traffic problems less than 10 percent 
of the year, primarily during winter weekends, holidays and occasional powder days. (32.1.4D) The 
congestion occurs because too many private vehicles enter the canyon during peak periods through a 
narrow-morning time window. The problem is exacerbated when snowfall requires avalanche control 
work. UDOT has made no effort to solve this problem using immediately available options at a lower 
cost to ALL members of the community.  
 
Let's look at some of the facts surrounding the value and nature of LCC and UDOT's promotion of a 
half billion dollar "remedy": 
- Widening S.R. 210 or introducing a gondola will accelerate the number of people entering the canyon. 
(32.20A and 32.20C) 
- Serious congestion is currently only a problem during the winter. (32.1.2C) 
- Heavy traffic only occurs about 30 days a year. (32.1.4D) 
- Traffic issues are due to the attractions held by private companies operating largely on public land.  
- The gondola would only service two business locations and ignore trailheads, climbing sites, and 
other areas of community interest in the canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- A significant percentage of private vehicles heading up LCC transport only the driver. (32.2.4A) 
- Traffic problems during snowstorms can be reduced with more consistent "enforcement of vehicle 
traction requirements. (32.2.2M) 
- LCC has a good avalanche control record. (32.7A) 
- When the canyon road is closed due to avalanche danger, the ski resorts are often closed to skier 
traffic too.  
- Pollution will decrease with the introduction of zero emission buses. (32.10A) 
- Climate change is real and may continue to decrease average annual snowfall; powder panic may not 
be as big of a problem in the future. (32.2.2E) 
 
Although safety in the canyon is of prime importance, concerns about canyon safety are overblown. It is 
more lethal to drive I-15 than S.R. 210. And the ski community has managed to coexist with avalanche 
control issues for over 50 years. Snow management has been an understood part of the ski resort 
business model since its inception and both resorts have managed to become very successful. (32.7A) 
 
UDOT should revisit its objectives of meeting “the needs of the community while preserving the values 
of the Wasatch Mountains.” Its proposals, especially the ill-conceived gondola, do nothing to control the 
pressures on the canyon itself, they only serve to increase visitors and generate revenue for private 
companies and developers. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) UDOT must emphasize 
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what is really important here, the protection of LCC values from the cumulative effects of 
commercialization and development. Accommodating reasonable transportation needs to the ski 
resorts and the segment of the community they attract is important, too. That does not mean 
encouraging an ever-increasing or unlimited number of visitors. (32.20A and 32.20C) 
 
From destroying prime non-ski-resort recreation opportunities to altering the natural condition of the 
canyon itself, UDOT's preferred options should not even be on the table until less intrusive and less 
expensive alternatives are implemented, tested, and exhausted. Here are just a few options to help 
address the underlying simplicity of the real problem, too many private vehicles in the canyon on some 
days: 
- Identify weekends, holidays and other select days as peak periods with standardized canyon traffic 
protocols understood by all visitors. 
- Require a carpool minimum during certain times. (32.2.4A) 
- Provide truly expanded bus service to the resorts during busy days and hours on a reliably 
standardized basis. (32.2.9A) 
- Consistently provide public transportation with priority access to the canyon during problem hours 
(32.2.6.3N). 
- Eliminate private vehicles in the canyon altogether during peak hours. (32.2.2B) 
- Explore ways to give canyon employees priority access to the ski resorts; staffing the ski resorts is a 
challenge for those businesses. (32.2.6.3N) 
- Adjust ski resort hours of operation on problem days. (32.2.2K) 
- Erect a canyon entrance service booth to help manage visitors, similar to that used successfully in 
Millcreek Canyon. (32.2.4A) 
- Identify a carrying capacity that doesn't compromise the nature of LCC before developing permanent 
ways to crowd even more people up the canyon. Maybe we have already reached that capacity on 
certain days. (32.20B) 
 
Average annual snowfall in LCC has been trending downward for decades. It is possible that powder 
days, which are the catalyst for some of the most heavily congested days, will decrease in the future. 
Perhaps in another twenty years there will be fewer powder days to drive a fraction of the community to 
congest S.R. 210 for a few hours on a given day. A wide road or a gondola may simply turn out to be 
no more than a standing monument to misguided engineering, like a giant corroded pump in the middle 
of a dry lake bed. (32.2.2E) 
 
There are myriad ways to address LCC's traffic challenges without forever damaging the "value of the 
Wasatch." Building a bigger road or installing a carnival ride may increase value for two private 
companies, but either would forever transform the canyon's value to the broader community. And those 
changes will continue to contribute to ever greater changes down the road, so to speak. The cumulative 
effects inherent in either of UDOT's preferred alternatives are unacceptable. 
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COMMENT #:  13251 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Brian Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Snowbird-Alta season passholder and the transit situation is the largest detriment to my skiing 
enjoyment. I currently drive most of the time but that is primarily due to the lack of desirable 
alternatives. Bus service needs to be expanded and improved ASAP prior to any consideration of 
gondola or other alternatives. (32.29R, 32.2.7C, and 32.2.9A) It is cheaper and less damaging to 
natural ecosystem. 
 
Step one is increasing bus frequency so there are never concerns of inability to get a seat. (32.2.6.3N) 
 
Step two is giving buses priority to enter canyons during peak traffic days. Absurd they wait in 30+ 
minute lines to ENTER LCC behind cars carrying 1-4 people. An extra lane in the actual LCC is very 
hard but giving them priority to get to the entrypoint into LCC is a no brainer. That will save a ton of time 
on the most crowded days. (32.2.9B) 
 
Third, the buses should be setup for more comfortable travel with an external ski rack and cargo space. 
If people could relax on bus vs. spending 45 minutes or more crouched over their gear then the bus 
would be far more attractive. (32.2.6.3E) 
 
Fourth, the bus should be free for all. It's revenue is negligible currently given it's mostly used by non-
paying riders (employees, season pass holders, etc.). The positive externalities to Alta-Snowbird of 
more efficient transit up the mountain are far greater than the marginal cost of losing some theoretical 
fares if buses actually attract non-local riders. (32.2.4A) 
 
Lastly, it's nonsensical there isn't congestion toll pricing to access LCC during the ski season. (32.2.4A) 
I understand locals are don't want to pay to drive up to ski on a random, non-powder weekday but this 
is the origin of all LCC transit problems (note: this is also counter to every other ski resort that charges 
$20+ / day for convenient access). I've spent countless days crawling up the LCC in a car by myself for 
free because it's faster and more comfortable than the current bus alternative. There needs to be a 
carrot and a stick for the situation to improve. The carrot (bus options) has tons of room for 
improvement as outlined above. A stick (congestion pricing) would also do wonders. Even an inverse 
charge like Solitude would be OK where the fewer people in the car, the more you pay. Free car access 
is not tenable. (32.2.4A)  
 
Action on either of these would do wonders but the current system setup vastly prioritizes individual 
drivers over the enjoyment of the mountain for everyone. The transit issue isn't surprising - it's a direct 
result of current incentives. Fix those incentives via improved mass transit (carrot) and increased 
friction to non-efficient users (personal cars w/low capacity) would do wonders to the experience. 
 
Please experiment with these options before committing insane sums of money to a gondola project. 
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COMMENT #:  13252 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:12 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kim Hall 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a regular user of Little Cottonwood Canyon i am concerned about both options presented by the 
EIS. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) I do not believe they support users of the canyon outside of the ski resorts. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) In fact both options directly impact the climbing 
community, destroying boulders that we use nearly all year long for our form of recreation. (32.4A and 
32.4B) The plan does not address the issue of climate change and the real possibility that utah will not 
see the same snow totals in the coming years. (32.2.2E) Altering the state of the canyon for the ski 
resort access is narrow minded and does not plan for the future of recreation in the canyon. The plan 
also does not address the issue of what is too many people in the canyon. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 
32.20C) The ski resorts already see lines that take multiple hours to wait in to ride the lifts, especially 
the tram at snowbird. How can the resorts handle the thousands of additional people these 
transportation plans will bring? I implore you to consider other options before completely altering the 
state of our beautiful resource. (32.2.2PP)
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COMMENT #:  13253 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Natalie Stoddard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the gondola! (32.2.9E) It would ruin our canyon. (32.4I) Start with incentives to use buses. 
(32.2.4A and 32.2.9A) Make the ski resorts pay to get their customers there. I use the canyon to hike 
and rock climb. Please do not ruin the quiet views with this crazy expensive pet project. (32.4I, 32.17A, 
and 32.17B) 

Page 32B-13646 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13254 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Myles Fowler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t do a gondola, it will destroy so much nature all across the path that it takes, as well as ruining the 
small amount of serenity we can find up the canyon (32.2.9E and 32.4I) 
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COMMENT #:  13255 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:15 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Nathaniel Williams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
GONDOLA!!! 
Think and plan long term! Cheaper in the long term. More reliable than buses. Runs during avalanches 
and snow storms. Safer. It's a no brainer. (32.2.9D)
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COMMENT #:  13256 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:17 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Sam Marks 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Both options that are being looked at are not in the best, long term interest of the canyon or our 
community. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) The gondola only serves the resorts and does nothing to help 
congestion. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Especially in the summer. (32.1.2C) The 
road shouldn’t be widened. The canyon should have no personal vehicles and the existing road should 
be used for a bus system that stops at trailheads and resorts year round. (32.2.2B, 32.2.6.3C, 32.1.2D, 
and 32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  13257 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:18 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jeff Miller 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in support of the gondola plan for LCC. I am completely against widening the road in any way and 
against making room to fit more vehicles in the canyon. (32.2.9D and 32.2.9C) 
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COMMENT #:  13258 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hailey Liechty 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to see a gondola in the canyon for one main reason: it would be FUN. Locals and tourists 
would love to ride it! It would become a distinct fun feature in Utah. Also, it would not close the canyon 
to those who need to drive. (32.2.9D and 32.2.4A) 
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COMMENT #:  13259 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Concerned Utahn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There is a major problem with the Little Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
Draft Alternatives. As a public, we have been fed a false choice between expanded bus service and a 
gondola to alleviate congestion in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The environmental, congestion, and traffic 
estimates for both proposals has been well vetted - but it is still a false dichotomy. (32.2.9C and 
32.2.9E)  
 
To illustrate, I would like to draw an analogy between skiing and a sporting arena. It is not a perfect 
analogy, but it does illustrate the problems present in this plan quite well.  
 
Let’s pretend for a moment that at the end of highway 210 (Little Cottonwood Canyon) - which is a 
dead-end roadway - instead of a ski resort (Alta/Snowbird) there was a football stadium.  
 
That stadium would have some sort of capacity limit governed primarily by the number of 
seats/bleachers/boxes available. It may even be limited by egress regulations determined by the state 
or local governments. 
 
Ski resorts likewise have a capacity limit - but it is not dictated by the number of seats/bleachers/boxes 
- rather it is dictated by the number of skiers or snowboarders the mountain can both safely and 
comfortably accommodate on its runs, in its lines, and on its chairlifts. 
 
Over time, the teams that play in that stadium have gotten more and more popular. The stadium went 
from rarely selling out, to selling out during major sporting events and some concerts, to consistently 
selling out every single weekend with a line out the door of disgruntled fans wishing they could find a 
way inside. 
 
If you were the owner of that stadium, you’d have a couple of options in front of you.  
 
Ignore Your Constraints 
 
You could allow more people into the stadium than there are seats. Fans could sit on each other’s laps. 
Some might sit backwards. Some might sit on stairs. Some could stand in the parking lots. Others could 
hang out in the locker room or the promenade. To do this, you may have to build a larger parking lot, 
increase bus service to the stadium, or even ask the city to build you a light-rail connection. This would 
"certainly increase revenue in the short term, but ultimately would lead to a poor fan experience and 
compromise attendee safety. 
 
Increase Pricing to Match Demand 
 
You could begin to increase pricing. As demand outstrips supply and pricing becomes more inelastic - 
the stadium owner could increase revenue by charging more per ticket sold until an equilibrium is met 
where the stadium is consistently sold out without any excess demand for seats. This would cause 
some people to not be able to attend events at the arena due to excessive pricing, but would increase 
revenue for the stadium owner without deteriorating the fan experience or compromising the safety of 
attendees. 
 
Expand the Stadium 

Page 32B-13652 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
You could invest in a stadium expansion. If you could accurately forecast an increase in demand in the 
future, an expansion to expand the breadth and height of the arena to include more seats would allow 
you to capture more revenue by selling additional tickets. Of course, this would require a capital outlay, 
time, and permitting - but ultimately would allow you to increase your revenue without deteriorating the 
fan experience and without excluding some fans that don’t have the ability to pay for attendance. 
 
Build More Stadiums 
 
If the city around you becomes large enough, it may be appropriate to think about building additional 
stadiums to spread demand for different event types. There is no reason that every concert needs to be 
played in a 40,000 seat venue. Nor do Hockey and Basketball need to be played in the same arena. 
Football might deserve a dedicated venue of its own. This is not about segregating sports, but rather 
building facilities that are designed specifically for different types of events. By building additional 
stadiums, multiple events could be held on the same day/night and attendees could be spread across 
multiple venues. Of course, to do this the city or state may need to participate in finding a suitable 
location for those stadiums. 
 
By this point, the analogy is painfully obvious. UDOT has presented the public with two options - both of 
which ignore the very basic constraints of skiing in Utah. Little Cottonwood Canyon resorts, as currently 
designed, have significant capacity constraints. Combined, the resorts can barely handle 10,000 skiers 
per day safely or enjoyably. (32.20B and 32.20C) Currently, the biggest constraint that keeps these 
resorts anywhere close to that 10,000 skier capacity number is the available parking at the resorts. 
UDOT, Snowbird, and Alta would rather increase the number of skiers allowed on the mountain, in the 
lines, and on the chairlifts by expanding parking (at the base of the canyon) and providing alternative 
transportation options to the resort (buses and gondolas) than rationally solve the problem in front of 
them: capacity. (32.20C)  
 
The capacity problem has been compounded in recent years by a combination of several factors 
including population growth, inflation-adjusted decreasing season pass prices, the availability of multi-
resort season passes, an increased supply of Airbnb style accommodations in the Salt Lake Valley, and 
a steady increase in winter sports participation.  
 
Building a gondola, a train, widening the road, increasing bus service, or any other option that allows for 
more people to visit Alta and Snowbird is not the solution we need. (32.2.9G and 32.20C) Those 
options may be justifiable when comparing CO2 emissions or general safety compared to the highway, 
but they do not solve the problem of capacity and they only serve to allow Alta and Snowbird to 
increase their revenue at the expense of skier safety, the skiing experience, and worst of all, the 
taxpayer’s dollar. 
 
No new resort accessible skiable terrain has opened in Little Cottonwood Canyon since 1999 (Mineral 
Basin) or in Big Cottonwood Canyon since 1992 (Great Western Express). During that time period, Alta 
would restrict daily skiers to 3,500 per day and sold a season pass for $875 ($1,380 today). In fact, the 
skiing experience was so sacred that Alta limited its season pass sales and had a waiting list just to buy 
one. Today an Alta season pass runs $1,200 (15% less than in 1999) and an Ikon pass (which includes 
unlimited skiing at Solitude, 7 days at Brighton, 7 days at Deer Valley, and 7 days to share at 
Alta/Snowbird) is $899 (35% less expensive than a season pass in 1999). All this while the population 
of Utah grew by nearly 60%.  
 
Utah’s skiing has a real capacity issue. There is not a single solution that can solve it on it’s own, but 
increasing the number of skiers in Little Cottonwood Canyon is not the solution. (32.1.2B) A real EIS 
alternative study would have included an analysis of opening new terrain (stadium expansion), new 
resorts (more stadiums), and price increases to control demand. (32.2.2V and 32.2.4A) It would have 
suggested ingress capacity limits in the canyon. (32.20C) It would have looked at alternate routes into 
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our skiable terrain (a base area for Snowbird in Mary Ellen’s Gulch, a base area for Brighton in Midway, 
a train from summit county to Big Cottonwood Canyon). (32.2.2N and 32.2.2Q) The UDOT EIS did 
none of these because it was only concentrating on finding a way to use taxpayer dollars to increase 
revenues for two private ski resorts. It is myopically focused on little cottonwood canyon as the only 
corridor to skiing. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
If you live in and pay taxes in Utah, you should do everything you can to block both of these 
alternatives and tell UDOT and the State of Utah to work together to find some real solutions. 
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COMMENT #:  13260 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Tomasz Stefankowski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The environmental impacts of both the proposed road widening and gondola are severe, permanent, 
and objectively detrimental to the health and character of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 
and 32.4I) Local conservation organizations and the general public are rightfully concerned about the 
future of our Wasatch Range suffering from a precedent of unnecessary anthropocentric development 
and corporate favoritism. And despite the permanent scarring of LCC by either a gondola or widened 
road network, the true atrocity of these projects lies in the grossly misjudged prioritization of issues 
facing Utahns. (32.17A, 32.17B, and 32.1.2B) 
 
Traffic is an inherent externality of driving personal vehicles on public roadways. Rush hour traffic is 
nothing new, in the canyon and elsewhere. It is a consequence of convenience, where for a brief 
moment we lose autonomy in our travel plans. What is so especially unique about traffic in LCC that 
necessitates a haphazard multi million dollar spending spree to marginally increase the convenience of 
a select few residents? For one, accessing the canyons is for the most part purely recreational. Save 
for the minority of employees, most daily vehicular traffic is a result of a choice to pursue this 
recreation. Skiing and snowboarding is far from a necessity, yet the proposed developments treat it as 
an essential state wide priority. (32.1.2B)  
 
Building a gondola or widening the existing road is a luxury to serve a minority of people, the benefits of 
which would be felt during an even slimmer minority of time. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.1.4D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) While Salt Lake City is burdened by numerous issues, including increased fire risk, 
decreased water supply, and homelessness, the further development of the canyon signals to the 
population that these issues can be addressed only once travel time to Alta/Snowbird is reduced 
(assuming that this will even be the effect). It is a pathetic judgement, and an entirely anti-democratic 
example of minority interest serving the upper echelons of business and government. 
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COMMENT #:  13261 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Bruce Duncan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Short Answer: No Gondola, Yes Improved Bus System. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9A)  
 
See below for my thinking  
Critical Reading: I did read all of the EIS summary documents, including all of the EIS, including the key 
Appendices.  
I read the 2010 Lazar and Williams article, Potential Impacts of Climate Change for U.S. Wasatch 
Range Ski Areas" in 2011. If this is the best available climate change literature pertaining to the 
Cottonwood Canyons, then UDOT should take its analysis seriously and see if the analysis can be 
updated. Perhaps improved 2021 models should be used with new data. Consider the possibility that 
Climate Change in the Wasatch Mountains is accelerating. (32.2.2E)  
 
Reviewer Background: 
Moved to SLC 2002. Skied 60-70 days 2003 to 2011, Skied 120 - 156 days 2012 - 2019. Sat out 2020. 
Transportation: 50% bus, 45% carpool, 5% car, coming from SLC.  
Starting about 2012, I purchased an Alta and Solitude pass. When alone I usually determine destination 
(Big Cottonwood or Little Cottonwood) on the fly, depending entirely on traffic and bus congestion. I 
have no patience with congestion. Despite the awful service provided by UTA, I rarely experience bus 
problems because I know how the system works and make it work for me. I used a sophisticated and 
dynamic choice algo when it came to choosing ski area destination in 2019. I stress that UTA's 
management of the Ski Bus system has been inadequate, bordering on incompetent, during the last 
decade. The Gondola2 system cannot work if there is an inadequate bus system.  
 
After reading the EIS, I have low confidence that the gondola will come close to solving the "problem" of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.7B and 32.7C) The gondola or the bus system are not cure-alls for what 
ails Little Cottonwood Canyon. Reading between the lines of the EIS, I detect a considerable amount of 
magical thinking made by the authors. Spending a Billion $ is not guaranteed to "fix" Little Cottonwood’s 
problems.  
 
Here are a few lethal errors: 
1. Accelerating Climate Change considerations are under represented. 
2. Garbage In - Garbage Out. I think the 2050 EIS assumptions about winter and winter sports in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon are NO LONGER realistic as of 2021. If climate change is real and accelerating, 
then there is reason to doubt whether there will be enough snow for winter sports in 2050. If true, why is 
UDOT contemplating spending a Billion $ on potential 2050 White Elephant Hardware? If the Wasatch 
Mountains are to have much snow, then Utah citizens should be worrying about how to save the Great 
Salt Lake. From this POV, it makes sense to invest in bus transportation, not an expensive gondola, 
because a flexible solution is a better solution. (32.2.2E and 32.2.6.5A)  
Alta and SnowBird are all for the gondola because they think will get it without paying for it. Everyone 
wants a gondola until they asked to pay for it. Who is going to finance the gondola? (32.2.9A)  
The health of the Great Salt Lake is important for the future of Utah. Without the Great Salt Lake, there 
will be no Winter Sports Industry in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons or Park City. More importantly, 
there will be no Salt Lake City or Park City. 
3. Omitting Big & Little Cottonwood Canyon interactions. Problematic now, failure to include dynamic 
interactions of traffic in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons is a huge failure by omission. Big 
Cottonwood traffic and congestion is influenced by Little Cottonwood congestion. The proposed UDOT 
Little Cottonwood fixes will drive more traffic into Big Cottonwood Canyon. This is funny. Increased Big 
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Cottonwood traffic congestion could make the proposed gravel pit parking area dysfunctional in terms 
of servicing Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.1A and 32.20D)  
4. Do the simple things first. (32.29R) Why is giving more time and effort remediating Present and Past 
Road Safety Failures omitted? Had UDOT and the other government entities been doing their job since 
2002, Little Cottonwood Canyon would not have become the mess that it is.  
Failure to manage traffic on snow days and failure to institute RFID system in LCC to monitor and 
regulate traffic and traffic safety in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons. (32.2.2Y) Many accidents in the 
Canyons are due to 2WD cars (with and without good snow tires) sliding off the roadway. 2WD 
passenger cars/pickup trucks/vans/etc should have been banned from BCC and LCC during the winter 
driving season 10 years ago. RFID system could have (should have) been used for beginning of 
season tire inspection/certification and 4WD cars. RFID could have been used at the entrance to Big 
and Little Cottonwood Canyons to screen for vehicles that do not meet snow-covered road safety 
standards. The current practice of turning on flashing “4WD or chains required” lights ONLY AFTER 
THERE IS SNOW ON THE ROAD is brain dead. The law/regulation governing the should have been 
changed 25 years ago. Traffic citations should be issued to all 2WD cars and cars without snow tires 
discovered to be in LCC. No exceptions for rental cars. Sure, get the cars off the road - if you can.  
5. Why wasn’t RFID tolling implemented in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons 10 years ago? RFID 
could have been used to count cars and close the canyons to uphill traffic when the canyons were 
declared “full”. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, 32.2.2M  
6. Parking for the improved BUS options. Why is the proposed Gondola2 parking facility (on North Little 
Cottonwood Road) omitted in the improved BUS options? (32.2.2OOO)  
7. Who guarantees that a new, untried 10-mile gondola design will run trouble-free 95% of the time in a 
Winter environment? If there are safety concerns, I won't ride the gondola. And neither will anyone else. 
I have plenty of experience with SnowBird Tram outages. (32.2.6.5K) 
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COMMENT #:  13262 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Laura Macvicar 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am one of many people that live in the neighborhood surrounding the areas that will be affected by 
this project. I know that growth in the city and state are inevitable . However, widening Wasatch 
boulevard to alleviate traffic heading up Big andLittle Cottonwood Canyons, is not a good solution for 
out community. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
I walk along Wasatch Boulevard nearly every day in that area. And I'm here to tell you there is hardly 
any traffic. Except during ski season when the canyons are snowed in, have avalanche control, or just 
had a very large snow and people want to ski. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
The way I look at it is you can make your funnel larger but if you don't make the spout larger you're not 
going to solve the problem. You can make Wasatch 10 lanes wide but when the canyons get snow and 
there's thousands of people trying to get up to ski the roads are still going to back up and it's still going 
to be a problem. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
Also, apparently you're widening it because of traffic heading south. However, Wasatch Boulevard from 
9800 South is still only one lane in both directions. Once again if you make your funnel bigger you have 
to make your spout bigger. Are they going to continue and widen it all the way? I doubt it highly.  
I certainly do not have all the answers. Mostly just questions. (32.2.6.2.2A) But I do believe that if 
people heading up the canyons were required to take a bus or other public transportation they would 
still go. (32.2.4A) We've seen this model done at Zions National Park and Grand Canyon. The ski 
resorts could still offer premium parking to a minimal amount of people. That money could go towards 
improvements at the ski resorts and UDOT projects. (32.2.2B and 32.2.2K) 
 
Why don't you look at the way Zions and the Grand Canyon do things. Consider it. More buses. Less 
cars. Call them ... Talk to they're project managers. Please (32.2.2B, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.4A).  
 
If people want to ski they will take a bus if theyre required to. You just have tomake it convenient to 
park. The old ShopKo lot on 9400 would be a great parking lot. And part of the quarry at the mouth of 
BCC would be a good spot too. (32.2.6.2.1C)  
 
Also I don't understand why they do not continue highland drive South of 9800 South. The easement is 
there. It could alleviate a lot of traffic coming out of those neighborhoods. The unfortunate construction 
problem would be building some sort of bridge across the dimple Dell recreation area. I know that the 
people along that route would be in the same position we are in and not appreciate a giant new road in 
their backyards. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
 
I appreciate your time. And I appreciate you at least exploring other alternatives.  
 
Laura MacVicar 
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COMMENT #:  13263 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Mark Meleski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom this may concern, 
 
The gondola option is not an option that keeps the people in mind. (32.2.9E) All it will do is put even 
more people in the canyon and will not solve the traffic problem. (32.20A, 32.20C, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
The gondola will only benefit snowbird, Alta, and La caille, not the people who enjoy little cottonwood 
canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
Not to mention it will forever ruin little cottonwood canyon with development. It will destroy ecosystems 
and wild life habitats. Ruin our drinking water. (32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.12A)  
 
The construction requires the use of so many resources and is incredibly wasteful.  
 
Please explore other cheaper, and/ or less impactful options. (32.2.2PP) 
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COMMENT #:  13264 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Addison Beasley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola in LCC. (32.2.9D) Does not align with Utah values to make locals pay taxes for something 
that only benefits people from out of state or the big wigs that own Powdr that hardly spend time around 
here. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) More buses (32.2.9A). Please. Let us keep 
unrestricted access to hikes and climbs please. (32.4G) 
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COMMENT #:  13265 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Andrew Katsohirakis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing, as a citizen and project taxpayer, to voice my opposition to the gondola alternative for 
transit in LCC. (32.2.9E) Other citizen and institutional commenters have no doubt written much longer 
and more eloquent comments, so I will keep mine brief. Based on my reading of the Draft EIS 
materials, and other research, I think the gondola is problematic for several reasons: 
 
- Scalability/Flexibility - The infrastructure is as-built, and cannot be easily adjusted to accommodate for 
changes in demand and travel patterns. A good transit system should be able to react to any changes 
that might present themselves on short notice, or even as a long-term trend. While a 3S system, as 
forward in the Draft EIS, does have some more flexibility in its final design and tower placement, once 
implemented, it would be more or less permanent, without significant expenditure of follow up 
resources. An enhanced bus system could scale up or scale down as needed, or generally just run 
different services and schedules. (32.2.6.5A and 32.2.6.3D) 
- Access - This is something of a sub-point to the above point. As presented, the gondola only provides 
access to Snowbird and Alta. As a heavy user of both ski resorts, I personally do not want a public 
transportation system that acts solely as an access point to private businesses. As a taxpayer, I don't 
approve of what is essentially a handout to the resorts, especially when their core business is already 
built on utilizing public resources in the form US Forest Service land. And as a participant in various 
other recreational activities in the canyons, using this opportunity to implement once-in-a-lifetime 
infrastructure and have it only cater to two destinations seems very subdued and shortsighted. 
(32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
- Visual Impacts/Privacy - I'm sure UDOT is absolutely sick of this concern, but I genuinely posit that 
the gondola system should not be considered on these grounds alone. While the existing road, and any 
other road/rail expansions, are not the height of aesthetic beauty, they already occupy a corridor that is 
more or less accepted in the public eye, and they only occupy a horizontal dimension. You can easily 
be hiking a trail or climbing a rock face, and not be able to see the road. In effect, right now you can 
enjoy the Twin Peaks and Lone Peaks Wilderness Areas as they are imagined to be, wilderness. The 
gondola system, as presented in the Draft EIS itself (not "just the ramblings of concerned NIMBYs), 
sticks out and dominates the eye, from both close-up and far away. From close-up, there are several 
roadside and off-road vantages that would now be defined by the gondola, instead of the majestic 
canyon walls that surround it. I don't think that's a bleeding heart, tree hugger concern -- people come 
to the canyons to see the canyons, so harming that aesthetic defeats the purpose of people coming, 
transit or no transit. Of particular note was the Draft EIS rendering of how the gondola looks at Tanners 
Flat campground. The gondola goes right over several campsites, almost comically looming overhead. 
While the canyons are already somewhat commercialized by the presence of the resorts, they at least 
take the effort to fit the part. The gondola makes the entire canyon look and feel like some kind of 
amusement park attraction. And while I am not a property owner/residentent in the canyon or at its 
mouth (and am in fact am not in favor of the existence of these many of these residences, on 
environmental grounds), I can definitely sympathize with the people who will now have thousands of 
people in gondola cabins peering into their windows and backyards. (32.17, 32.4I, and 32.4E) 
- Environmental/Recreational - I live an odd dichotomy. By education and employment, I am an 
engineer. So I understand the frustration of dealing with complex systems and the necessity of creating 
solutions to growing problems, even if those solutions aren't perfect. But by education and just 
generally trying to be an empathetic and rational person, I am also an ardent environmentalist. The 
canyon's health and environment are deeply important, not just because of the effects that damaging 
the watershed and biodiversity would have on us humans, but also because of the intangible and 
incalculable value present in a healthy, beautiful ecosystem. The cold hard facts do not lie: the usage of 
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the canyon (s) is growing to the point where something must be done. Despite the fervent wishes of 
some, “doing nothing” out of a desire to not modify the canyon will only result in more harm, since 
people are going to keep coming in greater numbers. So I am in favor of building infrastructure and 
altering the environment as is necessary. However, I support doing that within reason, and I think the 
gondola exceeds that. While an enhanced bus system, or even a cog rail, will widen the road corridor 
and its disruptive footprint, that is a corridor that has already been altered by human activity. Even the 
unpaved shoulders have cars constantly parked on them, winter and summer, so this is just a slight 
adjustment of the status quo. The gondola's 17 tower sites would be environmentally disrupting areas 
that are not currently touched by the hand of man. (32.17A) The Draft EIS identifies wetlands, 
meadows, and groves that would be permanently destroyed by the preferred pathway. (32.13A) I would 
rather that not be the case, and that whatever transit option is implemented sticks to the road. On the 
note of offroad, I defer to the fears of the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance in regards to the many boulders 
and problems that will be destroyed by the current preferred gondola route. (32.4A and 32.4I) As an 
entry level climber myself, I would hate for any future transit option to permanently destroy recreational 
opportunities for future generations. I've been skiing at Alta and Snowbird for 20 years, but that doesn't 
mean that I support favoring skiing to the point of wrecking the environment and recreation of the 
canyon to make skiing easier. 
 
This is a much longer comment than I originally envisioned, but I'm glad to get my concerns off my 
chest. The gondola cannot be the option pursued, for these and other reasons, and I strongly hope that 
UDOT and its partners don't move forward with it. (32.2.9E) To be very brief, I hope that the preferred 
option going forward is an expanded bus system. (32.2.9A) It's flexible, scalable, has a much smaller 
footprint, is much more affordable, can stop at many different locations, and won't scar the canyon in an 
irreversible way. (32.2.6.3C) I am a huge train guy at heart, and I would love for a cog rail to be built, 
but 1) it is too expensive for our state government to approve, and 2) many of the reasons that I don't 
support a gondola also apply to a cog rail (scalability, flexibility, cost, footprint, etc) so it wouldn't be fair 
to castigated the gondola and then praise the rail (that being said, if the cog rail is revived as a viable 
option, I absolutely will not complain...I LOVE trains). (32.2.2M) 
 
In closing, I am overall excited that better transit options are coming to the canyon, but I really hope that 
it's not the gondola. Better buses, or even the cog rail, are the way forward for reasons of flexibility, 
scalability, cost, visual impact, and environmental preservation, and I hope that UDOT and its partners 
make the right choice. 
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COMMENT #:  13266 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Stone Criddle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola has an enormous impact on climbing routes in the canyon. (32.2.9E and 32.4B) It is 
environmentally destructive and is, like the latest flunk of Utah government sponsored development 
(the inland port), beneficial only to non-natives. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
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COMMENT #:  13267 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Martens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel strongly that the Gondola is not the best option for LCC. (32.2.9E) My reasons are; 1. The visual 
impact, (32.17A) 2. The befitting companies up canyon are the two main beneficiaries, (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 3. The heavy volume days are few and far between and typically 
(350 days per year?) the canyon is easy to navigate, the Gondola does not improve the speed up 
canyon for me and most. (32.1.4D and 32.2.4A) I live in the foothills directly between LCC and BCC 
and I’ve watched BCC become busier than LCC in the course of 3 years, so why spend all of this 
money to solve a lesser problem. (32.1.2B and 32.1.1A) Choose improved bussing, tolling for low 
occupant vehicles (so long as you can do it quickly), snow sheds, minimal widening, the same access 
to backcountry locations, minimal improvements to Wasatch, and keeping visual impact to a minimum. I 
love LCC, Snowbird, and Alta. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.6.3C) I worked at Snowbird for 4 
years and use the canyon in every season and weekly. I’ve lived at the base of the canyon for 10 years 
and even on crazy traffic days, things aren’t worth changing as the gondola proposes. You basically 
need another ski resort to support increased population and Icon and other multi resort passes, 
jamming more people up the canyon through an expensive mode will not solve skier appreciation of the 
sport and Utah skiing. (32.20C) Please also keep Wasatch at 35mph, whatever you do. (32.2.6.2.2A) 
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COMMENT #:  13268 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:36 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Duane Poslusny 

 
COMMENT: 
 
There are many issues with the two proposed alternatives. Not enough analysis was given to the 
impacts on non ski resort recreation, which make up the majority of users year round. (32.1.2D, 
32.1.2B, and 32.1.2C) Little Cottonwood Canyon is world know for high quality climbing, bouldering, 
backcountry skiing, hiking, and other non-motorized sports. Both of the preferred alternatives do not 
address parking and access issues beyond the ski resort boundaries. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) In fact the proposals destroy over a hundred on named bouldering routes. (32.4A 
and 32.4B 
 
UDOT’s gondola and additional lane (s) proposals would have an unacceptable impact on the climbing 
experience as well as year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4G, and 32.4P). 
 
Both UDOT proposals threaten iconic climbing throughout Little Cottonwood and at least 64 boulders 
and 273 boulder problems. (32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
The NEPA process requires in-depth analysis in setting the scope of environmental impact statements 
of the variety of effects (impacts), actions and alternatives. Repeatedly throughout this process, UDOT 
has stated they are only looking at the road corridor. (32.1.5C) However, this road is situated within a 
critical watershed canyon, established in a National  Forest, formerly a Forest Reserve established to 
protect  against over-development and unsustainable uses that lead to the degradation and destruction 
of environmental resources and the crippling of ecosystem services our communities are reliant upon. 
(32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.13A, and 32.13B) 
 
UDOT must find a new alternatives based on simpler, faster implemented, and more economic options 
such as: congestion pricing for parking lots or tolling the road, expanded year round electric bus service 
that connects trailheads to other transit hubs, expanded electric bussing combined with tolling, and 
other traffic mitigation strategies that includes dispersed recreation transit needs before any permanent 
changes are made to Little Cottonwood Canyon that will forever alter the landscape. (32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, 
32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3F, 32.2.6.3C, and 32.2.2I) 
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COMMENT #:  13269 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:38 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Thomas Martens 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel strongly that the Gondola is not the best option for LCC. (32.2.9E) My reasons are; 1. The visual 
impact, (32.17A) 2. The befitting companies up canyon are the two main beneficiaries, (32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 3. The heavy volume days are few and far between and typically 
(350 days per year?) the canyon is easy to navigate, the Gondola does not improve the speed up 
canyon for me and most. (32.1.4D and 32.2.4A) I live in the foothills directly between LCC and BCC 
and I’ve watched BCC become busier than LCC in the course of 3 years, so why spend all of this 
money to solve a lesser problem. (32.1.2B and 32.1.1A) Choose improved bussing, tolling for low 
occupant vehicles (so long as you can do it quickly), snow sheds, minimal widening, the same access 
to backcountry locations, minimal improvements to Wasatch, and keeping visual impact to a minimum. I 
love LCC, Snowbird, and Alta. (32.2.9A, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9K, and 32.2.6.3C) I worked at Snowbird for 4 
years and use the canyon in every season and weekly. I’ve lived at the base of the canyon for 10 years 
and even on crazy traffic days, things aren’t worth changing as the gondola proposes. You basically 
need another ski resort to support increased population and Icon and other multi resort passes, 
jamming more people up the canyon through an expensive mode will not solve skier appreciation of the 
sport and Utah skiing. (32.20C) Please also keep Wasatch at 35mph, whatever you do. (32.2.6.2.2A). 
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COMMENT #:  13270 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Alexis Jones 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in opposition of the gondola option. (32.2.9E) The gondola option is not an appropriate way 
to address the issues of access to the canyons/congestion in the canyon. They only run for part of the 
year and only have stops at the ski resorts - therefore primarily supporting a private industry using 
public funds. (32.2.6.5F, 32.2.6.5G, and 32.1.2D) Additionally, they are the most drastic option for 
addressing these problems and have the greatest environmental impact. The gondola will destroy the 
integrity/beauty of the isolation that can be found in the canyon by its permanent installation in view 
from all trails. (32.17A and 32.4I) The canyons are used by more than just skiers and snowboarders - 
who often come from out of state and won't have to deal with the long-term impact of having these 
permanent structures intruding in the natural environment. As a local Utahn, born and raised, I hope 
you will decide against this drastic option. Why not provide additional bus service (without providing 
additional bus lanes - which also would drastically impact beloved features and climbing areas of the 
canyon) or other more low-impact options before jumping to the most extreme measures? (32.2.9A, 
32.4A, 32.2.9C, and 32.29R) At some point, it's important to realize that there is a limit to capacity. 
(32.20B) Instead of allowing the resorts to sell out the environment/beauty of the canyon for additional 
profits, why not minimize the impact and allow users in all seasons to continue to enjoy the beauty of 
nature. (32.1.2C and 32.1.2B) On a typical mid-week summer day, the traffic is fairly minimal - with no 
need for any changes.  
 
Thank you for your consideration,  
 
Alexis Jones 
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COMMENT #:  13271 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Serenity Eyre 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A Gondola or bigger road is NOT the answer right now. (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) Especially after a year 
of a pandemic that exaggerated what was happening. There were more individual cars in the canyon 
last year because the bus capacity was cut down and people were worried about catching COVID on a 
bus. As more people are vaccinated, the need to only allow 20 people on a bus should be going down. 
The buses work and people really do utilize them when the schedule is frequent and reliable. 
(32.2.6.3N) I have been on the LCC ski bus hundreds of times where it is jam packed. People would 
rather be able to sit on their phones or read a book instead of driving their private vehicle up and down 
the canyon...plus it cuts out the hassle of parking far away and walking. You get front door service with 
the bus. People will use the bus and cut down on traffic if the normal capacity is restored and the 
schedule is good. (32.2.9A) As we see that enhanced bus scheduling meets the needs, then we can 
move to zero emissions buses too. (32.2.6.3F) We need to exhaust all the options before we go 
throwing up an eyesore such as a gondola to one of the most beautiful canyons in the world. 
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COMMENT #:  13272 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:42 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Pat Holmes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Start Over! There are so many other alternatives that need to be tried before moving on to one of these 
recommendations. (32.2.2PP) Things that will train visitors/motorists to seriously consider more 
sustainable and responsible actions. Such as: creating a toll for up the canyon, charging on a sliding 
scale by the number of passengers in your car, AND implementing a more efficient, convenient, bus 
schedule, increasing the frequency during the winter months (32.2.4A and 32.2.9A). It is ridiculous to 
develop a monster, expensive, unsustainable plan for a problem that needs addressing only three or 
four months out of the year! 

Page 32B-13669 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13273 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:43 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Shaun Tullis 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Frankly, the parking as it is today is the Wasatch best chance at self-preservation. When it's full it's full. 
How much more beyond what it holds does Alta, Snowbird, Utah intend to cram into this space? 
(32.1.2B, 32.20A, and 32.20C) A toll system will change behavior -just look at Solitude. You can nearly 
double capacity by having 4+ persons per vehicle. Address demand through a tiered toll system that 
rewards 4+ with no toll and anything less has to pay. The fewer passengers the higher the toll. Toll 
systems are available that can track occupancy, automate billing and even identify pre-registered cars 
with snowflake tires and direct those without proper tires to pull over. All of this is far less expensive 
than any proposed options I know because I spoke to the toll companies, and Utah knows too -they 
have HOV tracking. (32.2.4A and 32.2.2Y) Also, focus on the bussing system. (32.2.9A) Improve the 
bus system now, but we don't need added roads, avalanche shelters, berms, etc. (32.2.7C, 32.2.9C, 
and 32.2.9J) Close the downhill lanes for two to three hours for uphill traffic in the peak hours and give 
that lane to the buses for priority. (32.2.2EE) Seeing buses lap the cars will also change behavior. Do 
the opposite in the evening. The avalanche gondola and snow sheds are not justified for the very few 
days gained by not having to shut down roads to clear them. (32.7A and 32.2.9E) Focus on what you 
can do now. (32.29R) If you want to make a study, put this in place and study the result. Get 
“something” going now that would make an immediate and real change, improve upon it as you learn.  
 
Snowbird and Alta are operating without disclosing their full intentions, hold fast until they play nice. 
Have them disclose what they think healthy growth is, how many people are they trying to 
accommodate in the Canyons daily. (32.20C) Their decisions will be based primarily on growth and 
profit. Parking lots are self-limiting -this is actually helping to preserve our Wasatch range from overuse. 
I’m ok with growth but not unlimited growth. Where does the EIS speak to water usage for these 
resorts? 32.20C) By doubling the vehicle occupancy you frankly double the daily use. This seems to be 
a reasonable and inexpensive way to address what we have going on today. (32.2.2Y) Yes let’s 
continue the conversation/study for the 30-year solution but what are we going to do in the meantime. 
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COMMENT #:  13274 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:50 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Scotty Bahrke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No to gondola. (32.2.9E) Please protect our climbing areas! (32.4B) They are works class... we just got 
silver I the olympics. Save the boulders. 
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COMMENT #:  13275 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Martin Glaubitz 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate all the hard work that has gone into the LCC Draft EIS from all the contributors. Little 
Cottonwood Canyon is a unique and valuable resource, and before proceeding with either of the 2 
current preferred alternatives, I would encourage UDOT to more fairly consider all user groups. I feel 
that the process thus far, and the two preferred alternatives, focuses disproportionately on providing 
benefit and value to the private and commercial operations of the Alta and Snowbird ski resorts, and 
not providing benefit, and in many cases reducing benefit to other user groups of the canyons. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) I also feel that the two preferred alternatives, and 
especially the gondola alternative, provide a benefit that is only realized for a small number of days per 
year (those being days of peak ski area use - and again only to some user groups on those days), yet 
impose significant year-round negative aesthetic and environmental impacts. (32.1.4D, 32.17A, 
32.17B, and 32.4I) 
 
I also would like to submit some questions regarding the traffic data collected, and the derivation of the 
Travel Times and Backup Distances presented in the Draft EIS and the Fact Sheets.  
Question 1: The online LCC Draft EIS Volume 2 includes an “Appendix A. SR-210 EIS Traffic Study, 
May 2019” on pg 2 under “Existing Conditions, Data Collection,” indicates that: “Traffic data was 
collected on March 15, 2018 from 7AM to 9AM and 4 PM to 5PM,” and that “The data collection date 
represents a typical weekday wintertime condition and includes both commuter travel and trips 
associated with ski area.” On what basis were those 3 hours of March 15, 2018 determined to be a 
typical weekday wintertime condition? (32.2.4F)  
Question 2: Related to the above, was data from any other days besides (March 15, 2018) used, in the 
derivation of the Delay and LOS in the “Table 2 Existing (2018) Peak hour LOS” on page 4, and in 
Figure 1 on page 5? (32.2.4F) 
Question 3. The online LCC Draft EIS Volume 2 “Chapter 7: Traffic and Transportation,” a document 
called “Gondola Base Station Traffic Analysis, 2020” is referenced several times. This reference 
document does not appear to be included in the online LCC Draft EIS. Is this document publicly 
available? (32.7M)  
Question 4. The online LCC Draft EIS Volume 2 “Chapter 7: Traffic and Transportation,” Table 7.4-7 
presents Travel Time and Vehicle Backup Distances. Can the calculation or modelling results for how 
these values were derived for the Gondola Alternatives A and B be provided? (32.7M) 
I appreciate UDOT’s consideration of my comments, and any response to the above questions. Thanks 
for your hard work in dealing with a challenging situation. 
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COMMENT #:  13276 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:54 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Amalia Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I love the gondola option - on such an avalanche-prone road people could still get up and down the 
mountain and overall it sounds safer and way more reliable. (32.2.9D) I often take the ski bus, and the 
drivers are great but some days the bus is very late so it makes it really hard to plan around my trip. I 
would absolutely use the gondola especially on snow days. Also, it is a pretty and fun way to see the 
beautiful canyon year-round. 
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COMMENT #:  13277 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:55 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Zach Hodgson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I would first like to hank you for the work to draft the EIS. Our greater Salt Lake area is only going 
to get bigger and busier, which means that we need a year round transportation solution. The trailheads 
are getting busier and this will continue as more people explore and the outdoor community grows. I 
believe that the bus option is the best way to go. (32.2.9A) As long as there are parking spaces, there 
will be people willing to pay to park up at the resorts (32.2.6.2.1C). And so without the reduction in 
parking spaces, whether it's by bus or gondola the canyons will get more crowded. (32.20A and 
32.20C) I am for the bus because it will be a scalable, year-round solution to the issues our canyons 
face. (32.2.6.3D and 32.1.2C) My one critique of the bus option is that I would rather see a single lane 
expansion to the road with a flex lane for peak winter ski hours that allow for 2 lanes (one dedicated 
bus, 1 public lane) ascending the canyon in the morning with one return lane and opposite in the 
afternoon. (32.2.2D) The only way to make the bus efficient is to allow them to run independently of the 
public traffic. I would also support a push for the use of buses that use environmentally friendly 
alternative fuel sources. 
 
I am opposed to the gondola as I think it is a rather extreme solution that is all or nothing. (32.2.9E and 
32.2.6.5A) We still have an immediate problem that the gondola will take years to solve whereas 
busses can be implemented in the near future in combination with tolling. (32.2.4A and 32.29R) The 
gondola would run for less than half the year and is a rather involved solution for a problem that only 
occurs a handful of times each year. (32.1.4D) As a climber, I also would support the Bus option as it 
preserves more of the local climbing boulder problems that are of great recreational value that exists in 
LCC. (32.4A and 32.4B) I do not see a gondola assisting the dispersed canyon user as it will not be 
able to stop at trailheads, which will be essential as the number of hikers increases each year. 
(32.2.6.5G, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) This is best evidenced by the already 
packed trailheads in the summer. I think that more people would be likely to take the bus if it is a year 
round option that people are able to get in the habit of taking. (32.2.6.3C)  
 
I could support tolling as an option, but have concerns that it will cause a back up in traffic as people 
stop pay the daily costs. (32.2.4A) I like the idea of a flexible/peak hour toll, but have concerns that it 
could cause a large financial burden for the weekend warrior who's only option is to ski during those 
peak hours. (32.2.4A) I would add as a personal note, the importance of recreational activities for 
stress and health maintenance and adding another financial barrier to enjoying the US Forest lands that 
an overwhelming majority of the recreational activities occur on, including the ski area of Alta. (32.5A) I 
think it would be great to have a local pass at a minimal price and charge daily users (primarily ski 
tourists) the daily toll fee. I would support a system similar to the National Parks annual pass system 
where a single pass is valid for 2 IDs and one pass is needed per vehicle. I believe that would allow for 
locals to share the place they love with loved ones from out of town while still encouraging tourists to 
take alternative routes. (32.2.4A)  
 
I think part of the responsibility of the ski areas to their neighboring communities would be to provide 
shuttles themselves. They can customize and personalize the experience to their liking and help do 
their part in managing canyon traffic.  
 
Lastly I have talked with friends from out fo town and informed them of the situation. Every time, the 
main driver of travel method is simplicity (least # of transfers) and travel time. With the dedicated bus 
lane with select direct individual resort and trailhead buses, they buses will be able to efficiently 
manage and adapt to the dynamic challenge of managing traffic. (32.2.9A and 32.2.6.3C)  
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Lastly I realize that either option will have a visual impact on the canyon, but the gondola (especially if it 
is not running during the summer) will bring a tacky look to the dramatic and impressive geological 
landscape. (32.17A and 32.17B) I believe that part of the LCC experience is the imposing wall at the 
mouth that open to sharp ridge lines that are surprisingly welcoming as you venture deeper into the 
canyon. The placement of a gondola would spoil the experience of driving through the mountains and 
keep a natural atmosphere that will nurture a respect for the lands that we are privileged to recreate on. 
(32.4I) 
 
Thanks for listening, Zach. A fellow canyon lover. 
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COMMENT #:  13278 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:56 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Carston Oliver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you so much for all the though and work that has gone into solving the traffic and transportation 
issues in Little Cottonwood. While I appreciate the great effort that has gone into this so far, I am truly 
concerned about the LCC EIS, as it is far too narrow in scope to truly address the issues in the 
canyons; and the preferred alternatives are unlikely to result in meaningful improvements to the traffic 
issues in the canyons, and certainly not without detrimental second order effects. (32.1.2B, 32.1.1C, 
32.7B, and 32.7C) These canyons are far too precious of a resource to put at risk with inadequately 
considered solutions to such complex problems.  
To pretend that Little Cottonwood exists in a vacuum when seeking a solution is a fool's errand, as 
anything that happens to the traffic in that canyon will directly affect Big Cottonwood Canyon, and all 
the neighborhoods adjacent to the canyons. (32.1.1A, 32.1.1C, and 32.20D) Additionally, any 
construction or infrastructure development will have a direct impact on watershed, recreation, wildlife 
corridors, and the entire look, feel, and experience of the canyons. (32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.13A, 32.13B, and 32.4I)  
I do not support a gondola, nor do I support road widening or other infrastructure changes until there 
has been a study on the carrying capacity of the canyons, as well as an EIS the take a holistic 
approach, looking at the entire Central Wasatch and surrounding municipalities as a system when 
considering any transportation solutions. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.20B, and 32.1.1C) 
That said, in the short term we should be implementing low impact solutions such as tolling, adding 
more buses, giving priority to buses during peak usage, more comprehensive enforcement of the 
personal-car tire traction policies, incentivizing carpools, and optimizing bus routes/schedules to better 
feed passengers into the canyons from transit nodes throughout the valley. (32.29R, 32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, 
32.2.2M, and 32.2.2I) This is a combination that addresses the problem at lower costs and is a shorter 
term, scalable, mutable solution that can be adaptable as citizens’ usage changes over time. (32.29R) 
It can also be implemented immediately, and act as a stop-gap to give enough time to do a more 
holistic EIS that looks the actual carrying capacity of the canyons, and takes into account the entirety of 
the Central Wasatch and surrounding municipalities as a system, before jumping into any alternatives 
involving infrastructure development that could permanently damage the canyons. (32.2.7C and 
32.20B)  
Thank you again for all the time and effort that has gone into the EIS, I truly hope you will consider 
some low impact, quick to implement solutions such as tolling and optimized busses in the near term, 
and take a step back to give this problem the true time and consideration it deserves by looking at the 
entire system, rather than just one canyon, and err toward solutions that will protect the watershed, 
recreation, wildlife corridors, environment, and the entire look, feel, and experience of the canyons. 
(32.4I) 

Page 32B-13676 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13279 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:57 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Drew Van Boerum 

 
COMMENT: 
 
We need the train and then a toll booth for the cars. (32.2.9F and 32.2.4A) 

Page 32B-13677 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13280 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:58 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Ana Stamenkovic 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will displace so many native species to the canyons....gondola is not the answer nor is road 
widening. (32.13A, 32.2.9E, and 32.2.9C) ELECTRIC BUSES. a toll. (32.2.9A, 32.2.6.3F, and 32.2.4A) 
There are so many other options. Please don’t do this to our canyons! (32.4I and 32.29G)
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COMMENT #:  13281 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  David Nilson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against road expansion and gondola. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E) We need to try other alternatives first 
before the costly and damaging options. (32.29R)  
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COMMENT #:  13282 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Michael T Packard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment to LCC UDOT by Michael T Packard. {More detail to follow]. 
 
 America’s dire economic situation must be taken into account. paramount.  
The national debt has skyrocketed in recent years and may pose a hazard of sudden massive 
economic collapse.  
 This after multiple massive economic shocks to our economy since 9/11. 
Massive overlapping changes are being imposed on our way of life that will likely increase the cost of 
living and traveling. 
 Massive changes distortions in energy supplies. 
 Massive changes imposed on automobile availability by electric cars, whose future itself is 
cloudy due to key metals being manipulated by China.  
 Utah experiencing massive jumps in housing costs.  
 UDOT must continue to bring well designed and badly needed transportation projects to fruition 
on time and at reasonable costs.  
Despite inflated claims to the contrary, UTA has done very poorly, after actual time focused data, when 
rail projects were accepted by the Regional Council, is analyzed. The original estimate for the Orem 
Provo BRT was only $70 million in the 2004 Long Range Plan Update, versus $210 million final.  
 Fine engineering and economic analyses are absolute prerequisites. 
   
  UDOT Project priorities: 
Finishing the Bangerter and Mountainview Corridor “freeway”projects should precede the LCC project.  
Also, at least two East West connectors spanning the width of the SL valley in the south, is also 
needed. 
Providing some level of uniform transit service vans in the Sandy Draper area and other parts of the 
underserved South western valley areas should also take precedence. [A similar sized area of Salt 
Lake above State St. has approximately two orders of magnituede greater service by UTA than the 
Sandy Draper transit desert].    
    
  America greatly needs profitable corporations and dependable employers. 
Actions and customer services that lead to the highest possible profits to resorts should be factored in.  
Between resorts in both canyons and Park City 
 
Considerations, warnings, in UDOT’s dealings with UTA. (32.1.2B)  

Page 32B-13680 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13283 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:59 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Anne Marie Wikstrom 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Greetings,  
 
I don't believe either alternative is great. (32.2.9C and 32.2.9E)  
 
Whether it's enhanced bus service or a gondola, the proposals do not take into consideration the 
reasons that so many people are driving and causing traffic congestion in the first place.  
 
The majority of the traffic is caused by patrons of the ski areas, which lack substantial day use facilities 
and lockers, especially at Alta. Adding day use facilities at the resorts should be step 1 (of many) to 
encourage the use of public transit. (32.2.3A)  
 
One of the largest traffic issues appears to be avalanche mitigation closures that cause traffic to back 
up. I believe snow sheds should be considered first (so that road closures are not needed, or at least 
far less frequently). (32.2.9K) 
 
Another large cause of congestion is when vehicles that are not prepared to drive in a storm are 
allowed up the canyon. Traction laws should be in effect FULL TIME throughout the winter to reduce 
the number of ill-equipped vehicles sliding off the road and causing back-ups. (32.2.2M) 
 
The ski resorts should also be on the hook for adding parking for their patrons (rather than the overflow 
into parking on the road). This might require parking garages, and they should be required to add those 
improvements because they are the ones who need to accommodate their guests. (32.2.2K)  
 
The gondola is NOT needed year round, and does not appear to meet the needs of the community, nor 
preserves the values of the wasatch mountains. (32.2.9E, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
and 32.7C)  
 
By that token, if the lane widening will substantially impact the climbing community, I do not beliveee it 
meets the needs of the community or preserves the values of the wasatch mountains either. (32.4A 
and 32.2.9C)  
 
I think more can, and should be done, to encourage carpooling and using existing public transit (with 
increased bus frequency and operating hours), as well as improvements such as snow sheds to reduce 
road closures. (32.2.4A, 32.2.9A, and 32.2.6.3N) 
 
Thank you for your time, 
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COMMENT #:  13284 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:24 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Katie Gresham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good Morning UDOT Team, 
Please see attached public comment, responding to the Draft EIS, by Mr. Onno Wieringa. 
We respectfully submit these comments for your consideration. 
 
Feel free to reach out to me if you have any questions or if you need anything further. 
Thank you, 
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COMMENT #:  13285 

DATE:   9/1/21 8:41 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Joel Ban 

 
COMMENT: 
 
comments attached 
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COMMENT #:  13286 

DATE:   9/2/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  William Hanson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I have attached my comments on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Impact Statement 
Preferred Alternatives. 
Thank you for allowing me to comment and, as important, reading my comments.  
 
William F. Hanson 
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COMMENT #:  13287 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:19 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Randy Eves 

 
COMMENT: 
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COMMENT #:  13288 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  David Carter 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon Project team, 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, S.R. 210, Wasatch Boulevard to Alta, from June 2021. Please find my comments 
attached. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David Carter 
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COMMENT #:  13289 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:01 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kim Rhodes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please see the attached comment regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon.  
 
Regards,  
Kim Rhodes 
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COMMENT #:  13290 

DATE:   9/3/21 9:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment RJD-1A, Tolling, Lack of Parking and Pay-to-Park Will Reduce Ski Traffic Without Any 
Construction: UDOT Draft EIS Uses a Flawed Estimate of Vehicle Traffic in 2050 as a Design Criterion 
and Justification for the LCC Project 
 
A detailed description is attached as a PDF as well as a this copy pasted below: 
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COMMENT #:  13291 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:00 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment RJD-1B, Declining Ski Visits Due to Demographics: UDOT Draft EIS Uses a Flawed 
Estimate of Vehicle Traffic in 2050 as a Design Criterion and Justification for the LCC Project 
 
Detailed comment is attached as a PDF and also copied below: 
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COMMENT #:  13292 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:03 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment RJD-1C, Flawed Assumption that Population Growth Predicts Growth in Skier Visits: UDOT 
Draft EIS Uses a Flawed Estimate of Vehicle Traffic in 2050 as a Design Criterion and Justification for 
the LCC Project 
 
A PDF of the details of this comment is attached for your convenience and copied below. Please 
acknowledge receipt. 
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COMMENT #:  13293 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:05 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment RJD-1D, Climate Change Will Reduce the Ski Season and Skier Visits by 2050: UDOT Draft 
EIS Uses a Flawed Estimate of Vehicle Traffic in 2050 as a Design Criterion and Justification for the 
LCC Project 
 
A PDF of the details of this comment is attached for your convenience and copied below. Please 
acknowledge receipt. 
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COMMENT #:  13294 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment RJD-2: There is no data or analysis supporting the UDOT Draft EIS assertion that the 
Gondola Option is more reliable than any other option. 
 
A PDF of the details of this comment is attached for your convenience and copied below. Please 
acknowledge receipt. 
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COMMENT #:  13295 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:08 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
COMMENT RJD-3: The UDOT Draft EIS Uses a Flawed Design Criterion for S.R. 210: 30th Highest 
Traffic Hour 
 
A PDF of the details of this comment is attached for your convenience and copied below. 
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COMMENT #:  13296 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:09 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment RJD-4: The Draft EIS fails to consider considerable traffic and environmental impacts on 
S.R.209 and Wasatch between S.R.209 and S.R.210 for the gondola options. 
 
A PDF of the details of this comment is attached for your convenience and copied below. 
 
Please acknowledge receipt. 
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32.7B 
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COMMENT #:  13297 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:11 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment RJD-5: The Draft EIS fails to consider the considerable visual impacts to the environment as 
well as the impact of noise, traffic and human activity on wildlife in the newly created Open Space at the 
mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
A PDF of the details of this comment is attached for your convenience and copied below. 
 
Please acknowledge receipt. 
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32.4AA, 32.11D, 
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COMMENT #:  13298 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:12 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment RJD-6: The Draft EIS fails to explain on what basis the costs for any option were estimated. 
Given the uniqueness of the gondola option, any single cost estimate is suspect. A range of costs is 
required in the Final EIS along with the basis for estimate. 
 
A PDF of the details of this comment is attached for your convenience and copied below. 
 
Please acknowledge receipt. 
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COMMENT #:  13299 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:15 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment RJD-7: The Draft EIS estimated time to park and board the gondola appears to fail to 
account for congestion at the parking structure entrance and queuing outside at the gondola. The result 
is in an overly optimistic and short transit time estimate for the gondola. The Final EIS needs to include 
a basic traffic/people flow model and simulation and show ranges of transit times along with 
assumptions. Transit times in the Draft EIS are not credible without that model-based analysis. 
 
A PDF of the details of this comment is attached for your convenience and copied below. Please 
acknowledge receipt. 
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32.2.6.5E, 32.2.6H, 
32.2.6.5C, and 
32.2.6.5J 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6H and 
32.2.6.5C 

 

Page 32B-13758 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13300 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:16 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment RJD-8: The Draft EIS does not specify the footprint of the roadways to tower bases nor 
adequately cover the impact of these roadways and the road closures needed to access towers from 
S.R.210 by crane for maintenance and repair. 
 
A PDF of the details of this comment is attached for your convenience and copied below. 
 
Please acknowledge receipt. 
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COMMENT #:  13301 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:20 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Douglass 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Comment RJD-9: The Draft EIS does not adequately address the disproportionate impact of tolling, 
loss of parking and lack of access from the gondola on users of LCC who are not resort downhill skiers. 
 
A PDF of the details of this comment is attached for your convenience and copied below. 
 
Please acknowledge receipt. 
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32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
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32.4P 
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COMMENT #:  13302 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:06 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Jannine Hogan 

 
COMMENT: 
 
03 September 2021 
 
DEIS Project Team, 
 
Thank you very much for the continued updates with regards to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. Please find attached our comments with respect to the UDOT 
preferred transportation alternatives. 
We look forward to future updates. 
 
Regards, 
 
William Gilmer & Jannine Hogan 
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Also see response 
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32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, and 32.7C 
32.2.9C and 32.4A 
 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
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32.2.7A 
 
32.4P, 32.2.6.2.4A, 
and 32.4N 
32.2.6.2.4A 
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32.1.2C 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 
32.1.2C, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B and 32.7C 
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COMMENT #:  13303 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Robert Price 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please see attached. 
 
Robert Price 
Sandy, UT 84093 
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COMMENT #:  13304 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:33 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Katie Gresham 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Afternoon UDOT Team, 
Please see attached public comment, responding to the Draft EIS, by Mr. Frederic Demoulin. 
We respectfully submit these comments, and reports, for your consideration. 
 
Feel free to reach out to me if you have any questions or if you need anything further. 
Thank you, 
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COMMENT #:  13305 

DATE:   9/3/21 5:04 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Allen Sanderson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
DEIS Comments 
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COMMENT #:  13306 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:34 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lisa Sun 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Attached please find my family's comments on the EIS. 
 
Best, 
 
Lisa Grow Sun 
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COMMENT #:  13307 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:30 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Douglas Vogeler 

 
COMMENT: 
 
This scaled representation of the proposed towers for the gondola need to be made available for public  
comment. These are downplayed in the slick Gondola presentations dominating the press. These 
towers which are over 200 ft tall will also require red blinking beacons on top and will make our pristine 
canyon look like a permanent airport landing strip at the least! This in no way protects this delicate 
resource and doesn’t significantly solve traffic problems anyway. I do support the other option of 
expanded bus service with road expansion as needed. Douglas Vogeler 3587 Little Cottonwood Ln , 
Sandy 84092 (32.2.9E, 32.2.9B, and 32.17A) 
 

 

 
 

Page 32B-13822 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

APPENDIX 32B 

Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comments 13308–13321 



COMMENT #:  13308 

DATE:  8/18/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME: Derek Miller 

COMMENT: 

32.2.9D 

32.12A, 32.10A, and 
32.2.6.3F 
32.7A 
32.2.6.5Z 
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COMMENT #:  13309 

DATE:   9/1/21 10:54 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Tonetti 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom it May Concern, 
 
Please see the attached for a letter outlining the Seven Canyons Trust's comments to the Little 
Cottonwood EIS. Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
I appreciate your consideration of our letter. 
 
Thank you! 
-- 
Brian Tonetti 
Executive Director 
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COMMENT #:  13310 
DATE:   9/1/21 4:09 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris McCandless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Josh, 
 
As mentioned in our last conversation, attached is the presentation being used by the Gondola Works 
coalition.  We would like this presentation to be part of the public comments considered in the DEIS 
evaluation.  
 
As you will note, some of the conclusions in the presentation exceeds the UDOT purpose and need 
statement but, we felt that if the choice was on the fence line between choosing the bus or gondola, 
perhaps the added incentives could sway the decision to the gondola side of the aisle. 
 
Have a great day - the third is near! 
Chris McCandless, President 
CW MANAGEMENT CORPORATION 
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COMMENT #:  13311 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Mailed 

NAME:  Dennis Astill 

 
COMMENT: 
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COMMENT #:  13312 

DATE:   9/2/21 12:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ross Chambless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Personnel and Consultant Team, 
  
Please accept this letter on behalf of these members of the Utah House Democratic Caucus addressing 
their concerns with both of the current transportation proposals for Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
  
Thank you, 
Ross Chambless 
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COMMENT #:  13313 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Dave Fields 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Josh and Vince, 
Please find Snowbird's feedback on the LCC DEIS. 
Thank you for all of your hard work on this project. 
Dave 
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COMMENT #:  13314 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:22 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris McCandless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Josh, 
 
The end is near!  
 
As I was writing my last thoughts to send you guys, I was wondering if we ever sent you the Hales 
Engineering Traffic Impact Study as it relates to the LaCaille Base Station. With all the assumptions by 
folks that I am certain are making traffic related statements, we want the TIS we prepared to be part of 
the public comment to counter some of the inaccurate non-science based statements.  To that end, 
please accept the LaCaille Base Station Traffic Impact Study and include it as a comment/information 
that should be used in considering the two alternatives as stated in the DEIS. 
 
Thanks again for all you and the team have done. 
 
Chris McCandless, President 
CW MANAGEMENT CORPORATION 
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COMMENT #:  13315 

DATE:   9/2/21 9:40 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Gay Lynn Bennion 

 
COMMENT: 
 
To: UDOT LCC EIS Consultant Team 
September 2, 2021 
Dear UDOT Personnel and Consultant Team, 
We appreciate your time-intensive and thoughtful approach to resolving the critical issue of managing 
the vehicle over-crowding of Little Cottonwood Canyon. The canyon is a treasured destination for our 
Wasatch Front constituents and millions of out-of-state visitors alike through all seasons of the year. 
Sadly, we all recognize we are “loving our canyon to death.” We need to provide the public with a 
sustainable, cost-effective, inclusive, and reliable transportation solution that also enhances the 
experience of canyon visitors. (32.1.2B) 
 
The stated purpose of the EIS, “to provide an integrated transportation system that improves the 
reliability, mobility and safety for all users,” does not account for the fact that the canyon is a place for 
environmental preservation and solitude, as well as recreation of all kinds. (32.1.2B) If this project 
becomes about moving more people in and out of the canyon at faster rates, then we are not 
“preserving the values of the Wasatch Mountains.” Both of the currently “preferred alternatives” are 
problematic. Both would result in significant environmental impacts that endanger our watershed and 
fail to address the year-round needs and access for all recreational interests, including those of 
underserved populations. (32.20A, 32.20C, 32.2.9C, 32.2.9E, 32.4I, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 
32.5A) 
 
We do not support the proposed gondola option as it is costly and caters mostly to the ski resorts at the 
top of the canyon and ignores the many and varying year-round recreational interests 
throughout the canyon that also must be addressed. Furthermore, the “Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-
Period Shoulder Lane (PPSL)” alternative as proposed would inflict an unacceptable level 
of costly environmental impacts by expanding the road and adding snow sheds in some places. 
(32.1.2C, 32.4I, 32.2.9J, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
 
We believe a third option exists: one that is less expensive; less environmentally impactful; more 
inclusive; and could be more quickly implemented. We support a modified Enhanced Bus 
Alternative that takes a phased approach. (32.2.9A and 32.2.9R) This alternative would involve the 
following: 
- NOT widening the existing road to add a shoulder lane, except at certain points needed for making 
stop areas more efficient. (32.2.9A) 
- NOT constructing snow shed overhangs which will be costly and unnecessary as roads can be 
managed with normal snowplow clearance. (32.2.9J) 
- Implement tolling and, at certain times, restrictions on single-occupancy vehicles, along with bus-only 
access at designated times to reduce vehicle traffic. (32.2.4A) 
- Busses should use the cleanest, most efficient technology possible to minimize emissions, and 
provide year-round service and enhance access to all areas of the canyon as a reliable 
alternative to private vehicles. (32.2.2B) 
- Enforce parking violations and provide better information systems for canyon users. (32.2.2M) This 
approach would allow us to proceed relatively quickly with an incremental plan that increases access 
and convenience for all recreational interests year-round in a manner that is fair, sustainable, and which 
preserves some of the solitude and environmental integrity of the place. It would also minimize costly 
and potentially destructive environmental impacts to the canyon, and prioritizes the preservation of our 
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critical watershed - the source of our public drinking water - which is in the best long-term interests of 
our state. (32.2.7C, 32.1.2C, 32.4I, 32.12A, and 32.12B) 
 
We appreciate your consideration of this modified alternative, 
 
Signed, 
State Representative Gay Lynn Bennion 
State Representative Joel Briscoe 
State Representative Clare Collard 
State Representative Jennifer Dailey-Provost 
State Representative Suzanne Harrison 
State Representative Sandra Hollins 
State Representative Carol Spackman Moss 
State Representative Doug Owens 
State Representative Stephanie Pitcher 
State Representative Angela Romero 
State Representative Elizabeth Weight 
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COMMENT #:  13316 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:30 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lindsey Madsen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
All, 
  
Please find attached a letter from Sandy City Mayor and Sandy City Council, in response to the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon EIS for potential transportation improvements. 
  
Thank you, 
Lindsey 
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COMMENT #:  13317 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:19 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Adams 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
Attached please find the joint comment for the UDOT Draft EIS for Little Cottonwood Canyon from 
Wasatch Backcountry Alliance & Winter Wildlands Alliance. Please confirm receipt of this email so we 
know our comment has been received. 
 
Thanks, 
Chris  
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COMMENT #:  13318 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:22 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Eric Murdock 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Access Fund, America's national climbing advocacy organization and Gate Buttress lessee, 
appreciates the opportunity to submit the attached comments on the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon 
EIS. Thanks in advance for your consideration and feel free to reach out to me with any questions. 
Best, 
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COMMENT #:  13319 
DATE:   9/3/21 11:36 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Margaret Bourke 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find attached my comments on the referenced DEIS. 
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COMMENT #:  13320 
DATE:   9/3/21 12:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mike Maughan 

 
COMMENT: 
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COMMENT #:  13321 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Jason Keith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
Utah Department of Transportation 
c/o HDR 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84|121 
 
RE:  American Mountain Guides Association Comments to Little Cottonwood Canyon  Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 
 
UDOT Planners,  
 
The American Mountain Guides Association (AMGA) welcomes this opportunity to submit comments to 
the Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). In 2018 the Utah 
Department of Transportation (UDOT)-in partnership with Utah Transit Authority (UTA) and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Forest Service-began an EIS for LCC to provide an “integrated transportation 
system that improves the reliability, mobility and safety for residents, visitors, and commuters who use 
S.R. 210.” 
 
UDOT has identified two preferred alternatives in the Draft EIS: 1) the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-
Period Shoulder Lane, and 2) and the Gondola Alternative. AMGA opposes both preferred alternatives 
as they fail to address the transportation needs of all "users throughout the canyon, in particular 
dispersed recreational users. (32.2.9C, 32.2.9D, 32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) 
Furthermore, the roadway widening included in the enhanced bus alternative requires the destruction of 
climbing resources and eliminates precious parking opportunities, while the gondola proposal would 
create unacceptable visual and noise impacts throughout the canyon negatively impacting the natural 
experience. Fundamentally, the EIS lacks any meaningful analysis regarding impacts to dispersed 
recreational users presented by UDOT’s alternatives. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.11D, 32.17A, and 
32.17B) 
 
American Mountain Guides Association 
 
The American Mountain Guides Association is a 501(c)(3) educational non-profit organization that 
provides training and certification for climbing instructors, mountain guides, and ski guides throughout 
the United States. Founded in 1979, the AMGA has trained over 13,000 climbing and skiing guides who 
provide outdoor experiences for the general public that emphasize safety, stewardship, and education. 
As the American representative to the International Federation of Mountain Guide Associations 
(IFMGA), the AMGA institutes international standards for the mountain guiding profession in the United 
States and serves as an educational body for land managers, guide services, outdoor clubs, and other 
recreation stakeholders. The advocacy arm of the AMGA supports sustainable use of public lands, 
facilitates stewardship projects, and works in cooperation with guides and land managers to promote 
best practices and preserve access to areas utilized by the guided public.  
 
UDOT proposes two highly destructive proposals to mitigate traffic problems in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon-the most popular climbing destination in the Wasatch Mountains which also has a long tradition 
as a training ground for Salt Lake climbers and mountain guides. Climbing guides and guide companies 
that are permitted in Little Cottonwood Canyon-either on private or US Forest Service lands-include: 
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Utah Mountain Adventures, Red River Adventures, The Mountain Guides, Prival, Backcountry Pros, 
Aspect Adventures, Wasatch Mountain Guides, and Inspired Summit Adventures.  
 
COMMENTS 
 
AMGA believes that UDOT’s transportation proposals will cause unacceptable impacts to Little 
Cottonwood Canyon because both the gondola and lane expansion proposals would destroy highly 
popular climbing areas while negatively impacting the natural experience at many others. Both of 
UDOT’s preferred alternatives threaten classic and historic climbing areas throughout Little Cottonwood 
Canyon including at least 64 boulders and 273 boulder problems. The high degree of physical impacts 
proposed by these alternatives should be considered only after lesser destructive alternatives are 
analyzed in detail. The climbing community and local climbing guides have invested considerable time, 
energy, and resources into maintaining public access to areas in the planning area, such as Gate 
Buttress and its parking area. These efforts have included significant public outreach and the formation 
of mutually-beneficial partnerships with stakeholders such as The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints. The UDOT proposals would significantly reduce parking, damage the climbing resource, and 
impact access trails in precisely the locations where the climbing community and other stakeholders 
have invested so much effort to preserve public access. (32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 32.4G, 32.4N, and 
32.4P) 
 
Further, UDOT’s transportation proposals appear to cater solely to the ski areas at the top of the 
canyon while ignoring impacts to year-round dispersed recreation access throughout all of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Both UDOT proposals 
would significantly reduce parking for dispersed recreation throughout the canyon, including areas 
highly frequented by climbing guides and their clients. (32.4A, 32.4B, and 32.4P) UDOT’s proposed 
parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing in the canyon by 
dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and 
at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. The EIS should consider the needs of dispersed 
recreation users, including their transportation options such as maintaining the level of year-round 
parking options. (32.4N and 32.4P) 
 
UDOT’s limited range of alternatives fails to meet the purpose of this project which seeks to “deliver 
transportation options that meet the needs of the community while preserving the value of the Wasatch 
Mountains.” Indeed, the preferred alternatives ignore the needs of the dispersed recreation " 
"community-including mountain guides and their clients-while permanently degrading the value of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon by developing industrial transportation infrastructure. (32.1.2D and 32.4I) Instead, 
we urge UDOT to develop a new alternative centered on expanded bus service combined with other 
traffic mitigation strategies such as tolling, while also preserving the parking needs of dispersed 
recreational users throughout the canyon. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
 
 
Alternatives such as UDOT’s preferred alternatives cause a high degree of permanent physical impacts 
should be pursued only after less impactful alternatives have been developed. (32.2.2PP and 32.29R) 
UDOT must find a new alternative that considers the needs of the dispersed recreation community 
before it permanently scars the historic and highly valued climbing resources in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Jason Keith 
Senior Policy Advisor 
American Mountain Guides Association 
 
EMAIL 
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September 3, 2021 12:08PM 
 
UDOT planners: 
 
Please find attached comments to the UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS from the American 
Mountain Guides Association, a 501(c)(3) educational non-profit organization that provides training and 
certification for climbing instructors, mountain guides, and ski guides throughout the United States. 
 
Please feel free to contact me directly with any questions or comments that you may have about 
AMGA’s comment letter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jason Keith 
American Mountain Guides Association 
https://amga.com 
September 3, 2021 
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Responses to this 
letter are provided in 
the email comment 
above, which is 
identifical to the 
letter.  
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APPENDIX 32B 

Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comments 13322–13335 



COMMENT #:  13322 
DATE:  9/3/21 1:05 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME: Carl Fisher 

COMMENT: 

Dear UDOT LCC EIS Team: 

Please find attached Save Our Canyons' comments on the DEIS for the LIttle Cottonwood EIS. We've 
consulted with hundreds of our members, governments, scientists, organizations and countless 
community stakeholders to provide these comments. 

As referenced in the introduction of the attached comments. We believe there to be relevant comments 
previously submitted. Out of concern for data servers, we will be sending these in a separate email 
"Save Our Canyons DEIS Comments (2 of 2)".  

Please let us know if you have any questions about the submission or the substance of these 
comments.  

Thank you, 

Carl Fisher 
Executive Director 
Save Our Canyons 
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COMMENT #:  13323 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:06 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Carl Fisher 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find prior comments submitted in this process as referenced in our comments and the our prior 
email. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Carl Fisher 
Executive Director 
Save Our Canyons 
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COMMENT #:  13324 

DATE:   9/3/21 1:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Julia Geisler (Salt Lake Climbers Alliance) 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Note: I did not receive confirmation that the SLCA's comments were recorded and received. I've 
submitted them three times via this portal and also emailed to Josh Van Jura. Please confirm the 
SLCA's comments have been entered into the Federal Registry. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6Q 
 
 
32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4I, 
32.4P, 32.2.9C, 
32.2.9E 
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32.4B, 32.11D, 
32.17A 
32.4B. 
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32.2.9K, 32.4K 
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32.5A, 32.5C 
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32.2.4A 
32.5A 
32.2.9K 
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32.4A, 32.4B 
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COMMENT #:  13325 

DATE:   9/3/21 2:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Brian Gettinger (Boring Company) 

 
COMMENT: 
 
A comment on the Draft EIS is attached. Please confirm receipt. (Note from UDOT EIS Team, comment 
was received) 
 
 
BG 
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COMMENT #:  13326 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Hilary Lambert 

 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a member of the Central Wasatch Commission Stakeholders Council and the Governor's Office of 
Outdoor Recreation Advisory Council. I am the CEO of the Wasatch Mountain Institute. My career has 
centered on the intersection of recreation and education, and in how to help get children and their 
families outdoors.  
 
One thing I have learned from this work is that changing habits is hard. Even when people desire to do 
something new or different, patterns and systems are difficult to break. When applying this fact to the 
draft transportation alternatives, I am drawn to the alternative that asks people to change their habits 
the least. How different would getting up the canyon on a snowy winter day be in the gondola from how 
it is now? Extremely different. More stops and transfers on public transportation to get to the gondola, a 
longer commute, and more difficult to access the backcountry. (32.2.4A and 32.2.6.5J) Resort and out 
of bounds skiers alike would have a very different experience visiting the Wasatch Mountains in the 
winter, and would have to adopt many new habits to access winter recreation, were a gondola solution 
implemented. (32.2.4A) Currently most winter recreation users drive personal vehicles or use the bus to 
access winter recreation. We can safely assume that those modes of travel will remain preferred 
regardless of what alternative is chosen since they are existing patterns and systems. Given that, of the 
two UDOT preferred alternatives, the enhanced bus service with the peak period shoulder lane (PPSL) 
seems to be the better choice. (32.2.9B) It will be easier for users to adopt, since it does not ask them 
to change existing habits. It incentivizes public transport for those who are willing to change their driving 
habits, and the total travel time is 19 or more minutes faster when compared to using public transport to 
the gondola. In both scenarios driving a personal vehicle is estimated to take 38 minutes- we can safely 
assume most people will continue to do this. The investment cost for the PPSL is less, and you can 
argue the environmental impact and recreation impacts (with regard to climbing boulders) for the PPSL 
is less than the gondola too. So in comparing those two options, the PPSL is lower cost, lower impact, 
and easier for users to incorporate into existing travel habits. This choice, of the two UDOT preferred 
alternatives, is what I would prefer. (32.2.9B) 
 
Now let me take the opportunity to explain why I think neither of UDOT’s preferred alternatives should 
be adopted. The investment and infrastructure required for PPSL and the gondola are massive. The 
problems the alternatives are attempting to solve are also complex and massive- from increased users 
and population growth to the economics of the ski industry to access and equity on public lands. 
Throwing a lot of money and construction on these problems will cost a lot and not get to the heart of 
these issues. What everyone really wants is to be able to access their preferred recreation destination 
(whether that be outdoor dining, resort skiing, mountain biking, climbing, or photography!) without much 
traffic, without much cost, and without too much inconvenience. (32.1.2B) We have yet tried solutions 
that work in concert with current behaviors and afford mountain users these desires. There are some 
“first round” changes and investments to mountain transportation that should be implemented and their 
impacts assessed before any long-term, major infrastructure changes are made.  
 
1. UDOT/UTA need to invest in making public transportation free, so that using the bus is an economic 
incentive, not just a choice made out of necessity or goodwill. (32.2.9A and 32.2.4A) 
2. We need to use single occupant tolling on weekends, and holidays to assess its impact on traffic 
before making any roadway changes. (32.2.4A) 
3. Ski areas need to invest in more day and overnight equipment storage at resorts so people and 
families can ride public transport without carrying ski gear. (32.2.3A) 
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4. Public transportation should have “request stop” capabilities so dispersed recreation users (hikers, 
climbers, backcountry skiers) can request a stop at any trailhead or location. (32.2.6.3C) 
 
Thank you for considering this feedback. This is an incredibly important issue for the watershed, the 
recreationalists, and the people of the Salt Lake Valley. We need to get this one right, if we want clean 
water and a place to play in perpetuity. 
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COMMENT #:  13327 
DATE:   9/3/21 3:44 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Monica Zoltanski 

 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Sandy City Council Member and candidate for mayor, I’ve been at the doors of thousands of 
Sandy residents since early this year, talking about managing our growth, traffic, and infrastructure. I’ve 
had hundreds of conversations about the Little Cottonwood Canyons EIS and a few things are clear: 
My constituents oppose the gondola because it is a costly, permanent, scarring imposition on the 
pristine canyon landscape that should be preserved for future generations. (32.2.9E, 32.17A, and 
32.4I) My constituents favor a more limited, public-serving rapid bus solution with well managed, nimble 
hubs that keep traffic away from the mouth of the canyon. (32.2.9A) Many people, including myself, 
reject the notion that the canyon road must be widened to achieve safety and transportation goals. 
(32.2.9C) We should revisit more measured, common-sense solutions like limiting capacity, requiring 
reservations or carpooling, or installing flex-lane travel. (32.2.2L, 32.2.2K, 32.2.4A, and 32.2.2D) The 
resorts and developers who stand the most to gain, are in the best solution to achieve better outcomes 
for their client base and should not be turning to the Utah taxpayer to pick up the bill to support private 
business. (32.2.7A) One final note, the flex lane discussion should be revived. It was dismissed earlier 
in this process because of the visual impact of the overhead roadway gantries. But when compared to 
the 250’ gondola towers, the gantries seem modest. We need to take a closer look at exhausting 
options that serve canyons visitors where they begin their trip, rather than driving traffic to the mouth of 
the canyon. (32.2.2D and 32.2.2PP) Nothing should be built before the canyons capacity study is 
completed. (32.20B) Please show respect for the Utah taxpayer and if public money is spent, make 
sure it serves our common interest of protecting our canyon and watershed, and manages public 
resources for the good of the public and not private interests. Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  13328 
DATE:   9/3/21 4:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  France Barral (Sierra Club) 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Project Team,  
 
The Utah Chapter is part of the national Sierra Club, the largest and most influential grassroots 
environmental organization in the U.S. for more than 127 years. We have been working in Utah since 
1969 to shape the way people can participate in local, state, and national advocacy and policy work. In 
addition to protecting every person's right to get outdoors and access the healing power of nature, the 
Sierra Club works to promote clean energy, safeguard the health of our communities, protect wildlife, 
and preserve our remaining wild places through grassroots activism, public education, lobbying, and 
legal action.  
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Utah Department of Transportation’s (UDOT) Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Statement (LCCDEIS) published in accord with its 
obligations under the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C 2500 et seq. We seek to ensure that 
the pursued project and efforts made by UDOT meet the needs for the future of the Wasatch Front and 
are forward-thinking, cost-effective, accessible to everyone, and protect the sensitive environmental 
resources -- air quality, water quality, habitat, and integrity of lands -- within the canyon and its 
surrounding area. Given those objectives, we offer the following concerns about the DEIS and have 
concerns about the proposed alternatives and the inadequacy of the DEIS in meeting the requirements 
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The deficiencies in addressing NEPA include the 
project scope and its needs and purpose. Additionally, the DEIS inadequately addresses cumulative, 
direct, and indirect impacts of the proposed alternatives. The Utah Sierra Club’s concerns include, but 
are not limited to, impacts concerning environmental justice, water resources, and lands.  
 
We recognize the critical need to alleviate congestion while supporting the growing needs of Wasatch 
Front communities and ensuring public safety in doing so. Furthermore, we concur with criteria set forth 
in the six “pillars'' issued by the Central Wasatch Commission regarding LCC EIS process: visitor use 
capacity; watershed protection; traffic demand management, parking and bus (or other transit) 
strategies; integration into the broader regional transportation "network; year-round transit service; and, 
long-term protection of critical areas through federal legislation. What follows are several of our specific 
concerns with the LCCDEIS. (32.1.2B) 
 
Environmental Justice. 
The environmental justice component of the DEIS illustrates flaws endemic to the main document’s 
breadth and depth of environmental analysis. The Executive Summary, in Table S-3, claims that there 
are no environmental justice impacts associated with any of the No-Action or Primary Action 
Alternatives. We strongly disagree with this. Chapter 5 defines environmental justice as a term used to 
describe the fair and equitable treatment of minority and low-income people so that no minority and/or 
low-income population should be forced to shoulder a disproportionately high share of negative 
environmental effects. That said, the chapter then proceeds to limit its focus exclusively on S.R. 210 
corridor communities when, in fact, communities across Salt Lake County and beyond would 
experience impacts. (32.5B) 
 
What UDOT's LCCDEIS has identified as the “affected environment” is too narrowly focused and 
ignores the broader range of environmental impacts that any of the LCC alternatives studied would 
have. We have seen this myopic approach used previously to divert critical attention from a 
controversial project's potential for environmental harms beyond the immediately impacted area. 
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Another recent example is the Surface Transportation Board's EIS approach to permitting the Uinta 
Basin Railway. This seemingly intentional analysis limitation is troubling because the NEPA process is 
being used to subordinate environmental protection in preference to selective economic gains. (32.5A 
and 32.5B) 
 
LCC DEIS Deficiencies  
Purpose and Need  
The DEIS purpose and need are too narrow and the project is a missed opportunity to address the 
greater transit needs along the Wasatch Front. Understanding that UDOT is a transportation authority, 
the unique partnership and engagements of this project, the purpose, and need should reflect 
collaborative visions like that of the Mountain Accord to emphasize the connectivity of this work to the 
broader community needs. (32.1.1C) We support a solution that could be used by both the Big and the 
Little " (32.1.1A)."Cottonwood canyons, as opposed to solving the problem of one canyon only. The bus 
solution can be leveraged and calibrated to help both canyons. The gondola alternative partially solves 
only one canyon’s congestion problem. (32.1.1C). We’d like to see alternatives adopted that solve the 
majority of the problems, not just a fraction of them. It should provide year-round transit, with as few 
interruptions as possible. (32.1.2C) It should also aim to reduce the overwhelming use of individual 
vehicles, and not a small fraction of them. A solution that only solves 30% of the traffic is not, in our 
minds, a solution. Any solution we adopt should reduce private vehicles by a minimum 80%, and ideally 
by 90%. That both preferred alternatives would still allow over 2,200 persons in private vehicles is not 
acceptable. (32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2B) 
 
Scope  
The scope of the alternatives is too narrow. The DEIS analysis of the preferred alternatives is isolated 
to the winter months and does not include the potential impacts on summertime use and watershed 
resources. (32.1.2C, 32.12A, and 32.12B). We are disappointed that the EIS process was launched 
with the inaccurate presumption that summer use is outside the purpose and need of this project. 
(32.1.2B) As population along the Wasatch Front grows, so will the demand and use of the canyons 
annually. Summertime impacts must be evaluated since any alternative selected will be affected as 
year-round use increases. Not evaluating summertime impacts of alternatives is a fundamental flaw of 
the DEIS and must be considered to ensure adequate resource protections for the canyon. (32.1.2C)  
 
Environmental Impact, Protection & Pollution.  
We are concerned about the overuse of our beloved Little Cottonwood Canyon. We wholeheartedly 
support the protection of the watershed and improved land and natural resource protection and want to 
keep this front and center, recognizing that increased use of the canyon will challenge this principle. 
The LCCDEIS Project has potentially significant environmental impacts beyond the UDOT-specified 
“transportation needs assessment study area”. (32.1.5C) While the Utah legislature may have, through 
Senate Bill 277 [2017], expressed concern that traffic congestion threatens economic development 
revenues from the recreation and tourism industries, state and federal agencies charged with 
implementing provisions of NEPA are expected to do so without prejudice favoring economic 
development over the environment. (*32.29G) In our estimation, the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) erred in handing off its NEPA responsibility to UDOT, which remains content to limit the scope 
of analysis to that which offers flawed choices to decision-makers. (32.1.1C)  
 
Planning on keeping a vast percentage of individual vehicles is massively detrimental to the canyon 
and to the air pollution. We urge decision-makers to be bold and aim to reduce 80 to 90% of the 
individual vehicles. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.4A, 32.2.2L, and 32.2.2B) 
 
Visitorship.  
In addition to the burden on the increased visitation, we are concerned about equity. We do not want a 
solution that solves one - arguably a well-to-do - stakeholder’s problem at the detriment of other - 
possibly less affluent -stakeholders. The transportation solution chosen should allow for all of us to 
enjoy the canyon, and should not prioritize one group over another. (32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 
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and 32.7C) It is important to recognize that this project would further create divides and disparities 
within low income communities who already find it hard to access areas such as this that all Utah 
communities should be able to enjoy. (32.5A) We are at a critical time, where every development 
decision made should take into consideration how low income communities and people of color are 
affected and are intentionally included. Unfortunately this project does not lay out a clear and equitable 
vision to include these groups. The transportation solution should also allow individuals and groups to 
be dropped off in different areas of the canyons. Missing these criteria would not only be unfair for all, 
but would also fail in reducing the volume of individual private vehicles traffic. (32.2.6.3C and 
32.2.6.5C). We understand the concern over a few avalanches during the winter. We see this as the 
main, if only, disadvantage of the bus proposal. A quick analysis of the last decade could show how 
disruptive these have been, and climate change projections would help us plan the number and future 
disruptions. (32.7A and 32.2.2E) 
 
Flexibility.  
We favor innovative solutions that can be implemented quickly, tested and modified without engaging 
communities in massive investments and long term horizons with no ""bridging solutions. In other 
words, one solution, the enhanced bus system, is reversible. The other solution, a gondola, is 
irreversible while delaying any benefits for visitors for years to come. (32.2.6.3D and 32.2.6.5A).  
 
Further, for the sake of efficiency and equity, we also favor a transportation solution that allows all of us 
to enjoy the canyon, whether we come from West Valley City, Cottonwood Heights or Millcreek. To 
work reliably and for all, the system should have more than 2 large spokes, but preferably a network of 
spokes. Leveraging a network of underutilized parking lots around the valley in a true ‘hub and spoke’ 
fashion seems intuitively much preferable to building a very large parking that would still be far 
insufficient to accommodate all the vehicles parking needs. (32.2.2I) 
 
Timing.  
Solutions that can be implemented now are superior to solutions that won’t solve any problems for a 
decade. (32.2.7C) We can discourage vehicle transportation and incentivize bus ridership now through 
well-known economic mechanisms. Let innovative businesses fill the gap. Other solutions that can be 
implemented now include traction equipment on vehicles, better traffic merging at Snowbird, tolling, 
improved bus logistics, beginning avalanche control earlier and discouraging single-occupancy cars. 
Governance. (32.2.2M, 32.2.2Y, 32.2.9A, 32.2.2UU, 32.2.2VV, and 32.2.4A) 
 
The transportation solution should be cost-effective. Estimates on large construction projects are 
subject to large cost overruns, typically unfolding after the solution has been chosen and committed to. 
We caution decision-makers against choosing a solution that is planned to breakeven in 30 years. Any 
cost overruns will inevitably extend a breakeven point to 35 years or longer. We also strongly believe 
that no project should be awarded without a careful and ethical procurement process. (32.2.7C) 
 
Conclusion 
We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on the LCCDEIS and appreciate your consideration of 
our concerns. We feel the DEIS is inadequate and requires additional analysis and review before 
determining a final solution. The Sierra Club supports a strategy to improve bus services, add tolling, 
and other mechanisms that will not degrade the canyon’s environment and natural resources, while 
improving the user “experience. We look forward to continued participation in the engagement process. 
Please don’t hesitate to reach out with any questions about our comments or to discuss any matters 
we’ve raised. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Lauren Wood, Utah Sierra Club Chapter Chair   
 
CC: France Barral, Utah Executive Committee Member 
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Patty Becnel, Utah Executive Committee Member 
Dan Mayhew, Utah Executive Committee Member 
Maria Montes, Utah Executive Committee Member 
Kirsten Allen, Utah Executive Committee Member 
Stan Holmes, Utah Executive Committee Member 
Ingrid Griffee, Utah Executive Committee Member 
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COMMENT #:  13329 
DATE:   9/3/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ellen Birrell (Save Not Pave) 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Official Save Not Pave comment to UDOT re LCC EIS Draft 
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32.2.2M, 32.2.2K, 
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COMMENT #:  13330 
DATE:   9/3/21 5:26 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Taylor Luneau (American Alpine Club) 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT Project Team,  
Attached are the American Alpine Club's comments regarding transportation alternatives for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon as outlined in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We appreciate your 
thoughtful review and the opportunity to provide insight on behalf of our community. 
 
Respectfully,  
Taylor Luneau 
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See also comment 
13324 
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COMMENT #:  13331 

DATE:   9/3/21 6:10 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Kathleen Riebe 

 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola and no train (32.2.9E and 32.2.9C) 
LCC is an amazing ecosystem that brings people form all over the world to marvel. It is not just a 
gateway to skiing. It is a hiking, birding, climbing, and sightseeing destination. The alternatives 
presented do nothing to meet the needs of the community adjacent to little cottonwood canyon. 
(32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Traffic should not be brought to the Wasatch corridor. 
(32.2.6.2.2A and 32.2.6.5E). A passenger that uses public transportation while skiing will be reluctant 
to move their gear more than once. (32.2.4A). Any alternative should promote year around solutions. 
The summer month are becoming as active as the winter and should also access multiple locations up 
and down the canyon. A main concern of the population who uses the canyon is the lack of parking and 
places to safely enjoy the scenery. (32.1.2C). I do not believe a billion dollars to deliver skiers is a ski 
area is appropriate and was not the intent of this appropriation. Ski areas sell an unlimited number of 
tickets to the ski area. They have changed their policies to include more options to buy a ticket 
regardless of the parking issues and traffic on the road until this year when they have instituted 
reservations and paying for parking. (32.1.2B). Limiting parking by a reservation system, paid parking 
and tolls on the road would increase carpooling and snow sheds would keep the roads open and 
decrease the number of cars and buses that slide off the road. (32.2.2Y and 32.2.2K) Traction laws 
with a hefty fine would also keep traffic moving. (32.2.2M). The gondola is a skier fix to the detriment of 
all other activities. The neighboring cities do not support the gondola. (32.2.9E) 
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COMMENT #:  13332 
DATE:   9/3/21 7:28 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Kara Trevino (Salt Lake County Coucil) 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Project Team: 
  
Please accept the attached letter signed by Council Members David Alvord and Aimee Winder Newton 
regarding the Little Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Preferred Alternatives 
S.R. 210-Wasatch Boulevard to Alta. Thank you for providing County Council Members the opportunity 
to offer their thoughts regarding transportation solutions in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Please let me 
know if you have any questions related to this letter. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Kara Trevino, Legislative Director 
Salt Lake County Council 
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COMMENT #:  13333 
DATE:   9/3/21 8:32 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris McCandless 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Josh, 
 
I thought I would send you this email for two purposes, let you know my final thoughts on the DEIS (my 
guess is you really dont want to read yet another email) and please submit the attached comments to 
the DEIS comments due by midnight this evening. 
 
You know I really do appreciate you and the UDOT team's hard work! 
 
Chris McCandless, President 
CW MANAGEMENT CORPORATION 
 

Page 32B-14269 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9D, 32.2.6.5H, 
32.2.6.3P 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.29F 

 

Page 32B-14270 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5D 
 
 
 
32.13A, 32.13B, 
32.12A, 32.12B 
32.10A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.7C 
32.2.7N 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5N, 32.2.6.3N 
 
 
 
 

 

Page 32B-14271 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3C, 
32.2.6.5G 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3P, 32.2.6H 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.7B, 
32.7C 
32.7A 

 

Page 32B-14272 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
 
 
32.7K 
 
 
 
32.2.2L, 32.20B 
 
 
 
 
32.10A 
32.2.6.3F 
 
 
 
 
 
32.29F 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Page 32B-14273 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.4A, 32.7C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2C, 32.2.2I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Page 32B-14274 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2M, 32.2.6.3P 
 
 
 
 
32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.1G 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, 
32.2.6.5G 

 

Page 32B-14275 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 

 
 

Page 32B-14276 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13334 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:52 PM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Roger Borgenicht 

 
COMMENT: 
Comments on Little Cottonwood EIS from Utahns for Better Transportation (UBET) 
From: Roger Borgenicht and Ann Floor, Co-Chairs UBET 
 
Utahns for Better Transportation says it’s time to get our priorities straight. Protecting our watershed 
and the natural landscape of Little Cottonwood Canyon - for all of us - should be our top priority. 
Reducing automobile traffic in this fragile canyon is the goal. (32.2.4A and 32.1.2B) 
 
UBET strongly supports the bus option but with a caveat: during the ski season on high demand days 
the road would be bus-only from 8-10am, up canyon and 2-4pm down canyon. We don’t need to build 
an additional new lane for that. Focusing enhanced bus service on peak travel times directly addresses 
the reason for the LCC EIS, the traffic congestion on those high demand days: weekends, powder 
days, events, etc. (32.2.2B) 
 
The LCC EIS should recommend an enhanced bus alternative that does not include an additional 
roadway lane and implements a Pilot Project that starts with two bus/shared ride hubs providing year 
round, seasonally adjusted bus service to Snowbird, Alta and canyon trailheads. These mobility hubs 
should be first-class in design and operation. Digital real-time information on bus departure and arrival 
times on info signs and smart phones, efficient shared ride parking and bus loading layout, with heated 
bus shelters, lattes and hot chocolate, etc should be incorporated. (32.2.9C, 32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, and 
32.2.6.2.1C, and 32.29R) 
 
The buses used for the Pilot Project should also be first-class in creature comforts. The canyon buses 
should have high traction features, WIFI/USB ports, comfortable seats, big windows, large doors, 
convenient gear storage and be electric when feasible. (32.2.6.3E) 
 
UBET opposes the gondola on grounds that it serves only two locations (the ski resorts) and is an 
unacceptable visual attack on the wonder and wilderness character of Little Cottonwood. It also is 
inflexible as a transportation mode to serve multi-users and seasonally changing destinations. (32.2.9E, 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 32.7B, 32.7C, 32.17A, and 32.1.2C) 
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COMMENT #:  13335 
DATE:   9/3/21 11:00 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Randy Doyle 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please see the attached DEIS comment. 
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APPENDIX 32B 

Reproductions of Comments on the Draft EIS 

Comments 13336–13443 



COMMENT #:  13336 

DATE:  8/4/21 3:20 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME: Courtney Hoover (National Park Service) 

COMMENT: 

Hello, please see the attachment for comments on the Little Cottonwood Canyon Project. 

If you have any questions for National Park Service, or U.S. Geological Survey, please contact the 
POCs listed in the letter. If you have any questions for DOI, please let me know. 

Thank you, 

-Courtney
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COMMENT #:  13337 

DATE:   8/18/21 7:29 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Lance Kovel 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Josh, 
 
Please see the attached letter from the Acting Forest Supervisor, Chad Hudson, indicating that the 
Forest Service has no additional comments on the LCC DEIS at this time. 
 
  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. 
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COMMENT #:  13338 

DATE:   8/30/21 6:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Michael DeVries 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please see the attached comments from the Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake & Sandy regarding 
the LCC Draft EIS. 
  
Please contact me with any questions. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Michael J. DeVries 
General Manager 
Metropolitan Water District of Salt Lake & Sandy 
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COMMENT #:  13339 

DATE:   8/31/21 5:27 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Laura Briefer 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good afternoon Josh and Vince, 
 
  
 
Attached please find Salt Lake City’s comments pertaining to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. Please let me know if submitting comments via email is appropriate 
‚Äì the submittal form on the website does not appear to allow for us to attach a file. I hope you both are 
doing well. 
 
  
 
Thank you, 
 
Laura Briefer, MPA 
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32.2.6.5B, 32.13A, 
32.12C 
 
 
32.20A, 32.20C, 
32.1.1A, 32.1.5L 
 
 
 
 
See response above 
 
 
32.12A, 32.12K, 
32.12O, 32.12L 
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32.12A 
 
 
 
 
32.2.9M 
32.4D, 32.12C, 
32.12E 
 
 
 
32.4D, 32.2.6.6A, 
32.1.2D, 32.11L, 
32.17D 
 
 
32.4D 
 
 
 
 
32.13F 
32.17D 
32.11L 
 
32.12O 
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32.12O 
 
 
32.12C, 32.11L, 
32.17D 
 
 
 
32.4D 
 
 
 
32.4D 
 
 
32.17D, 32.13F 
 
 
 
 
32.28H 
 
 
 
32.12A, 32.12B 
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32.28H 
 
 
 
32.28H 
32.2.6W 
 
 
32.28H 
 
32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.12P, 32.13A, 
32.13B 
 
 
 
32.12P 
32.28I 
32.28H 
 
32.28H 
 
32.28H 
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32.13A, 32.13B, 
32.13C 
32.28H, 32.13C 
32.13C, 32.19F 
 
 
32.28H 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.10A 
 
 
See response above 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12R 
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32.12R 
 
 
 
 
32.12S 
 
 
 
32.20A, 32.20C 
32.20U 
 
 
 
32.12E 
 
32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.12C, 32.12E, 
32.12J, 32.12N, 
32.12O, 32.12P, 
32.13C, 32.20A, 
32.20C 
 
32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.12C, 32.13C, 
32.12J, 32.12N, 
32.12O 
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32.12E 
 
 
32.12E 
 
 
 
32.12E 
 
 
32.12E 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12T 
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32.12U 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12V 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12A 
32.12O 
 
 
 

 

Page 32B-14312 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
 
 
 
32.12C 
 
 
32.12C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.13E 
 
32.13C 
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32.13E 
 
32.13C 
 
 
 
32.13C 
 
 
 
32.12E 
 
 
See responses 
above 
 
See responses 
above 
 
 
 
32.13A 
32.28H 
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32.13A 
32.13C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See responses 
above 
 
32.12E 
 
 
 
32.13F 
 
 
 
32.13F, 
32.11L 
32.11K 
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32.11L 
 
 
 
 
32.14A 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12A 
 
 
 
 
32.12A, 32.12P, 
32.14A 
 
32.13A, 32.13B 
 
 
 
 
See related 
responses 
 

 

Page 32B-14316 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.21F 
32.28H 
 
 
 
32.12K 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.20C 
 
 
32.20C 
 
 
 
32.4D 
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32.12A, 32.2.6.5L 
32.28H 
 
 
 
 
32.12C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.13E 
 
 
 
 
32.12A 
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32.21G 
 
 
 
32.13F 
 
 
 
32.17C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.17A 
 
32.6B 
 
 
 
 
 
32.17D 
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32.26J 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Page 32B-14320 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26E 
32.26G 
32.26O 
 
 
32.2.6.5F, 32.26M, 
32.4GG 
 
 
 
32.26G 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26K 
 
 
 
 
32.26L 
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32.26L 
 
 
 
 
32.26M 
32.26L 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26M 
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32.26E 
 
 
 
 
32.26E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26E 
 
 
 
 
32.26E 
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32.26N 
 
 
 
32.26O 
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32.20A,  
32.20C 
 
 
 
 
32.12A, 32.12B 
 
32.2.4A, 32.2.6.5J,  
32.2.6.5II 
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32.2.4A 
 
32.12A 
 
32.12B 
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32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.20A, 32.20F 
 
32.1.2F, 32.12A, 
32.12B, 32.12C 
 
32.12B 
 
32.12E 
 
32.13A, 32.13B 
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32.12A 
32.12B 
32.13C 
 
 
32.1.2F 
32.20A 
32.20B 
32.20C 
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32.4II 
 
 
 
 
32.4I 
 
 
 
32.5A 
 
 
 
 
 
32.5D 
 
32.1.2B 
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32.5D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.5A 
 
 
 
32.5A 
 
 
 
32.5A 
32.5E 
 
 
 
32.5A 
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32.5A 
 
 
32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 32.6F 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6N 
 
 
32.12T 
 
 
 
 
32.20V 
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32.16A 
 
 
32.1.2B, 32.5D 
 
 
 
32.13C 
 
 
32.19G 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.4S 
 
 
 
32.20A, 32.20C 
32.20U, 32.12L, 
32.12A, 32.12B,  
32.2.6.3C, 
32.2.6.5G, 32.12K 
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32.20A, 32.20C 
 
 
 
32.4A, 32.4B, 
32.4G, 32.4P, 
32.20A, 32.20C, 
32.21D 
 
 
32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 
 
See previous 
responses, 32.5A, 
32.1.2B 
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32.1.2F 
 
32.2.2U 
 
 
32.1.1A 
 
 
 
32.12S, 32.12A, 
32.12B, 32.12K  
 
 
 
32.2.2E 
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32.2.2E 
32.12H 
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32.1.2F 
 
 
32.12P 
32.12B 
32.13B 
32.12O 
32.12T 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.4H 
 
 
32.4P, 32.2.6.2.4A 
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32.4P 
32.2.2M 
 
32.2.6.2.4A 
32.4P 
 
 
 
32.6N 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2F 
32.2.2UUU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.12K 
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32.12E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12A, 32.13A 
 
32.12A, 32.12O 
 
 
32.12O 
 
32.5A 
 
 
32.7B, 32.7C, 
32.1.2D 
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32.2.7C 
32.11D, 32.4B,  
32.4E 
32.1.1C, 32.13A 
32.12A, 32.19G, 
32.13C 
 
 
32.28H 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 32.1.2B 
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32.1.2F 
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32.1.2F, 32.2.2UUU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2F, 32.2.2UUU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2F, 32.2.2UUU 
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32.1.2F, 32.2.2UUU 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2F, 32.2.2UUU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2F, 32.2.2UUU 
32.2.6H 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.4A, 32.4B, 32.4P 
32.20A, 32.20C 
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32.2.4A 
 
 
 
32.2.6N 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2E, 32.2.2UUU 
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32.2.2E 
 
 
 
32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.12K 
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32.27C 
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32.1.2F 
 
 
 
32.29TT 
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32.29TT 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.1C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.12C, 32.12D, 
32.12K 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12J, 32.12N 
32.12A, 32.12B 
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32.12K 
 
 
32.20A, 32.20C 
 
 
32.20B 
 
 
See responses to 
comments in 
Section 32.26 
 
 
32.13C 
 
 
 
32.19A 
 
 
 32.19H 
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32.29TT 
32.2.1E 
 
 
 
 
32.2.1E 
 
 
 
 
32.29TT 
 
 
 
 
32.20B 
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32.1.2B, 32.1.2C, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, 32.7C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2B, 32.1.2D 
 
32.21D, 32.1.5C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2E 
 
 
 
 
32.1.5M 
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32.1.1C 
 
32.3F 
 
 
 
32.20 
32.2.4A,  
32.20A, 32.20C 
 
 
 
32.2.6.4H 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.1C, 32.12O 
 
 
 
 
 
32.28H 
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32.12D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.29RR 
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32.1.1C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.12A, 32.12B 
 
 
 
32.12A, 32.12B 
 
 
32.12A, 32.12B 
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32.12A 
32.12B 
32.12S 
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COMMENT #:  13340 

DATE:   9/1/21 11:38 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Chris Cawley 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Josh, 
  
Attached are comments from the Town of Alta on the UDOT Draft Little Cottonwood Canyon 
Environmental Impact Statement. The first attachment is a letter providing comments related to the 
design and operations of the preferred alternatives. The second attachment is a letter from Mayor 
Sondak providing policy comments. 
  
Thank you for your engagement with the Town of Alta throughout the course of the project. Please 
contact me or Mayor Sondak if you have questions about our comments. 
  
Best, 
  
Chris Cawley 
Assistant Town Administrator 
Town of Alta 
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32.2.7C 
 
32.2.7L 
 
32.2.9E 
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32.1.2B 
 
32.1.2B 
 
32.1.2C and 32.2.2B 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.10A 
 
32.20A and 32.20C 
 
 
 
32.1.5F 
32.20A 
32.20B 
32.20C 
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32.29R 
32.2.2M 
32.2.4A 
32.2.9A 
32.2.9O 
 
32.29R 
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32.20A and 32.20C 
32.1.2C 
32.2.4A 
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32.1.2C 
32.2.6.3C 
  
32.20A and 32.20B 
 
 
32.1.2D, 32.1.2C, 
32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 
32.7C 
 
32.2.6P 
32.1.2C, 32.2.6.3C, 
and 32.2.6.3G 
32.2.6P 
 
 
 
32.19E 
 
 
 
 
32.4BB 
 
 
 
32.2.2M 
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32.2.6.2.4G 
 
 
 
 
 
32.20N 
 
 
 
 
32.4CC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.4DD 
32.26Q 
 
 
32.4DD 
 
 
 
32.4EE 
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32.4EE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5K, 
32.2.6.5DD 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5H and 
32.2.6.5K 
 
 
 
32.17F 
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32.17F 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.11N 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.4DD 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3S 
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32.17B 
 
 
32.2.6.3P 
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COMMENT #:  13341 

DATE:   9/2/21 8:57 AM 

SOURCE:  Website 

NAME:  Maureen Petit, Project Manager 

 
COMMENT: 
 
The Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ) Division of Environmental Response and 
Remediation (DERR) has reviewed the Little Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) made public on June 25, 2021 and has the following comments. 
 
1. Please note that Sites deleted from the National Priority List (NPL) or listed as No Further 
Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) may contain contaminated material and future construction 
activities associated with this project may encounter hazardous substances. This includes the 
Davenport and Flagstaff Smelter, Jones and Pardee Smelter, and North Star Smelter. Additionally, 
there may be historical mining features within the canyon that have not been investigated by DERR that 
may impact the Alternatives listed in the EIS. Please notify the DERR before the aforementioned sites 
are disturbed and if other historical mining features are encountered to coordinate appropriate 
measures to protect human health and the environment. (32.16B) 
 
2. Section 16.3.2.3 - Superfund (CERCLA) Sites and Voluntary Cleanup Programs. Please note 
that the Jones and Pardee Smelter and North Star Smelter are not National Priorities List (NPL) sites 
under CERCLA (Superfund). These Smelter Sites were investigated under CERCLA authority in 
coordination with the EPA. Preliminary Assessments were conducted at both smelter sites and it was 
determined at that time that the threat to human health and/or the environment was not sufficient for 
further CERCLA consideration such as conducting a CERCLA Site Investigation or proposal for 
inclusion on the EPA’s National Priorities List. Despite this determination, there may still be mining 
wastes at these sites, that if disturbed, would need to be managed in a protective manner. (32.16C) 
 
3. Section 16.3.2.3 - Superfund (CERCLA) Sites and Voluntary Cleanup Programs. Please note 
that the Davenport and Flagstaff Smelters are considered a single site under the EPA’s National 
Priorities List (NPL) designation. A portion of the CERCLA designated Davenport and Flagstaff 
Smelters NPL site, prior to EPA’s NPL listing, had been in the state’s Voluntary Cleanup Program 
(VCP). That portion of the combined NPL listed site was terminated from the VCP once the collective 
smelter sites were placed on the NPL in 2003. The main driver for NPL listing was lead and arsenic 
contamination. Contaminated soil was removed throughout most of the site to a depth of 18 inches and 
capped with clean fill; however, waste remains in place at depth and is managed through institutional 
controls and is subject to the Salt Lake County Soil Ordinance (Title 9.50.060). (32.16D)  
 
4. Section 16.4.6.2 S.R. 210 ‚Äì North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta. The land on the La Caille 
Restaurant property is part of the Davenport and Flagstaff Smelters NPL “Superfund” Site and 
proceeding with Gondola Alternative B could encounter a “high probability of contamination.” Please 
include coordinating with DERR and the EPA in the alternative if construction is planned on the 
Davenport and Flagstaff Smelter Site footprint. (32.16E) 
 
5. Section 24.2.6 Approval of Remediation Work Plan (UDEQ or EPA). Gondola Alternative B 
involves construction on the Davenport and Flagstaff Smelters NPL Site and falls under the Salt Lake 
County municipal code (Chapter 9.50 Institutional Controls). This is an is an institutional control (IC) 
applied to the completed remedial action at the Davenport and Flagstaff Smelters NPL site. In addition 
to the County, please include coordinating with DERR and the EPA so we can ensure that the 
requirements of the IC are appropriately considered and incorporated into the preparation of this 
alternative. (32.24A) 
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COMMENT #:  13342 

DATE:   9/2/21 11:10 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Britney Ward 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Sandy City Engineering Comments 
Good morning Josh- 
 
The time you have spent with us each month to review the LCC EIS study progress and to address any 
questions we have has been appreciated, and the importance given to maintain our involvement is 
welcome. Thank you for suggesting the more important chapters to review, it was very helpful. Like I 
said in our last meeting, the study is well put together. It made a careful effort to discuss many of the 
concerns expressed through the process. It is detailed, logical, and easy to read. I was impressed by 
the level of detail put into the concept drawings and operations, mobility hub needs, travel impacts, and 
costs. Due to the reports extensive content, it was wise to avoid repeating text and instead state that 
conditions are the same as the previous alternative. Amid the educational purposes of the document, 
here are a few comments I wanted to bring to your attention. These comments do not represent Sandy 
City as a whole, rather they are only from our Engineering team. You will likely be getting additional 
comments from the other divisions within Sandy. 
 
Appendix 2G p.20 
 
Why is there so much cog rail discussion on this page? This section is to discuss the Gondola 
Alternative B. (32.2.9AA) 
 
Appendix 2G p.20 
 
The gondola is adding impervious area: deep foundations, angle stations. The amount of disturbance 
when building towers will also be high, with possible permanent damage to soils. (32.12A, 32.13B, 
32.19A, and 32.2.6.5L) 
 
Appendix 2G p.21 
 
I only see 5 sub alternatives, not 9. (32.2.9BB) 
 
Chapter 7 p.3 
 
Why was SR-209 not mentioned as another road of importance? It directly feeds into LCC, and is 
closer than any "of the three other roads mentioned. (32.7H) 
 
Chapter 7 p.7 
 
The document states that during the 30th highest hour in 2018, traffic backed up on SR-210 from the 
intersection with SR-209 is about 2,775' and on SR-209 backups were about 50'. This is not correct, 
based on our experience. 50' is less than 3 vehicles. We frequently witness, and get complaints of 
back-ups on SR-209 much longer than this. They will frequently extend past Wasatch Blvd. It is also 
mentioned earlier on this same page that traffic in the morning becomes congested at this intersection, 
causing substantial traffic backups that can extend for miles on both roads. We did discuss this in our 
last monthly meeting, and you mentioned that the 50' queueing was based on the traffic modeling only. 
Perhaps the modeling determined the short back up length because the intersection is not a signal, 
rather it consists of an eastbound merge lane? It would be beneficial to do in-person observations on 
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SR-209, and to review UDOT’s ATSPM data at the SR-209 Wasatch Blvd signal. This will help 
determine actual experienced queueing lengths, rather than a modeled estimate. (32.7I) 
 
Chapter 7 p.7 
 
Reading between the lines...Is the EIS saying that the 30th highest hour is an hour that doesn't have 
any avalanche closures, and therefore no congestion on SR-209? So, only during and after avalanche 
closures is when traffic backs up on SR-209 to Highland Dr? I’m really trying to understand how the 
study identifies no back-ups on SR-209. (32.7I) 
 
Chapter 7 p.15 
 
7.4.2.2 section should clarify that the decreases are in year 2050. (32.7J) 
 
Chapter 7 p.15 
 
7.4.2.2 the fourth paragraph of this section mentions the need to drive to the gondola base station. This 
option is actually to discuss enhanced bus, not gondola. (32.7J) 
 
Chapter 7 p.15 
 
The placement of Table 7.4-7 is strange here. The document has only discussed the No Action and the 
Enhanced Bus alternatives thus far. The same could be said about Figure 7.4.1. A better place for 
these images would be at the end of the chapter. (32.7J) 
 
Chapter 11 p.13 
 
The last paragraph states that LOS C was used to represent the worst-case noise conditions while 
traffic was un-congested. As UDOT's design goal is LOS D, using a LOS D in the noise study could be 
more justifiable. Accordingly, LOS D is also the worst-case LOS desired for the 30th highest hour. 
However, we did discuss this comment with you at our most recent monthly meeting. To the effect of 
what was explained in our meeting, I suggest adding clarification that using LOS C is more 
conservative because higher noise is experienced at this level. (32.11M) 
 
Chapter 20 p.19 
 
In the Gondola Alternative B section, the first paragraph states that development would be induced. But 
then in the last paragraph on this page, it states that development would not be induced. Text 
clarification is needed. (32.20J) 
 
General comments: 
 
For each of the alternatives, the 9400 S Highland Dr mobility hub is conferred. While the document 
stated that there would be an increase in trips to the hub on both 9400 S and Highland Dr, and that 
there would be no traffic increases to the bordering neighborhood, I didn’t see further adjacent traffic 
impacts discussion on the matter. Will the study be doing a traffic study on the roadway impacts from 
the structure? Or will this be done at a later time when plans are submitted through our development 
review process? (32.7B) 
 
Looking at the big picture, all alternatives seem at least somewhat helpful, which the study did a good 
job of explaining.  I look forward to continued collaboration with UDOT through this and future studies 
and projects to determine the specific impacts to SR-209, Highland Dr, and Wasatch Blvd in Sandy 
City..  The LCC EIS will provide the foundation for future development and roadway projects in our city, 
and will guide us in determining future expectations of the area.  We intend to add to that with the 
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Highland Dr EIS and the SR-209 specific study.  We look forward to supporting UDOT as the identified 
best alternatives and phasing’s are implemented, particularly regarding the 9400 S Highland Dr mobility 
hub and SR-209 improvements.  See you next month.

Page 32B-14375 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

COMMENT #:  13343 

DATE:   9/2/21 2:14 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Mike Johnson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Josh and EIS project team members: 
On behalf of the Mayor, City Council, and city staff, please accept the attached letter as the city’s 
official public comment regarding the EIS and the Preferred Alternatives. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Mike Johnson 
Community & Economic Development Director 
Cottonwood Heights 
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32.2.9B 
 
 
32.2.6.3D 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2F 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2G 
 
32.2.6.2.2H 
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32.2.6.2.2I 
 
32.2.6.2.2F 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2J 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2K 
 
32.11B 
 
32.2.6.2.2A 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2L 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2M 
 
32.2.6.2.2N 
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32.2.6.2.2A 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2O 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2P 
 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2Q 
 
32.2.6.2.2R 
 
 
 
32.2.6.2.2S 
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COMMENT #:  13344 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:55 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nicole Fresard 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Please find attached our response to your request for comments on the draft EIS, Chapter 13: 
Ecosystem Resources. The project is located between the intersection of SR-210 and SR-190 in 
Cottonwood Heights to the terminus of SR-210 in the town of Alta, Salt Lake County, Utah. 
 
Our comments provided in this letter are intended to address DA Regulatory Program requirements.  
Please see the letter for complete information.  
 
Please refer to identification number SPK-2018-00270 in any correspondence concerning this project. 
 
This document was provided on behalf of Ms. Nicole Fresard, Senior Project Manager, Regulatory 
Division, Sacramento District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  If you have any questions, please 
contact her at 533 West 2600 South, Suite 150, Bountiful, Utah 84010, by email at 
Nicole.D.Fresard@usace.army.mil,  or telephone at (801) 295-8380 ext. 8321. 
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COMMENT #:  13345 

DATE:   9/3/21 8:14 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Helen Peters 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
  
Attached is Salt Lake County’s comment letter on the June 2021 DEIS.  
  
Please contact me if you have any questions or need more information. 
  
Helen 
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COMMENT #:  13346 

DATE:   9/3/21 10:48 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Patti Garver 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Josh, 
 
Attached please find UTA’s comments for the LCC DEIS. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Patti 
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COMMENT #:  13347 

DATE:   9/3/21 11:51 AM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Blake Perez (Central Wasatch Commission) 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello Josh, Bri, and the EIS team, 
 
I'm writing to provide comments from the Central Wasatch Commission regarding the Draft EIS. 
Attached are the CWC's comments. 
 
We want to thank the entire team for their efforts throughout this process. The information provided in 
the DEIS was very informative and helped fill in a lot of knowledge gaps for the transportation solutions 
for Little Cottonwood Canyons.  
 
Please let us know if we can be of further assistance or if there are any clarifications needed. 
 
Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  13348 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:13 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Julie Smith 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Good day, Josh. 
  
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 8 NEPA staff reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for the Little Cottonwood Canyon/S.R. 210 Wasatch Boulevard to Alta 
Project (Project) (CEQ No.20210078) prepared by the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT). In 
accordance with our role as a Cooperating Agency, as well as with our responsibilities under Section 
102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean 
Air Act (CAA), the EPA provides the attached comments on the Draft EIS. 
  
These comments include questions and recommendations that we feel are important for UDOT to 
consider for the EIS overall. We provide these comments, observations, and minor corrections in our 
good faith effort to help improve overall consistency between resource analyses in the document and 
conclusions to be reached by UDOT in the FEIS in support of a Record of Decision.  Please do not 
hesitate to contact me with any questions or points of clarification.  Should you need to chat on the 
phone, the best number to reach me is 202-492-5699.  I look forward to continuing to work with you and 
UDOT in the preparation of an EIS that supports effective and efficient agency decision making. 
  
I hope you enjoy your holiday weekend and remain safe - Julie 
  
  
Julie Ann Smith, PhD 
Physical Scientist - NEPA Branch 
U.S. EPA Region 8 (ORA-N) 
159 Wynkoop Street 
Denver, CO 80202 
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COMMENT #:  13349 

DATE:   9/3/21 3:39 PM 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Ned Hacker 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Josh and Vince: 
 
Attached are WFRC's comments on the Little Cottonwood Canyon (SR 210) Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity.  It has been a pleasure working on this project and I look forward to 
continuing to work with both of you and the EIS Team. 
 
Thank you, 
Ned 
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Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 

32.2.9C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.17B 
 
 

32.17C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9D 
32.17A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13380 

 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
32.7C 

 
 

32.1.2B 
32.1.2C 

 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

32.2.2B 
 

32.2.6.2.2A 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2B 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13381 

 
 

 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

32.4A 
32.4B 

 
 

32.4I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.17A 
 
 
 
 

32.17A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 

32.17A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.4R 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13382 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.7C  

 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 

32.4Q 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.2.1D 
 

32.2.2FF 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.3D 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.4S 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 

32.1.4D 
 
 
 
 

32.2.7C 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13383 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.1.4D 
32.1.2B 

 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

32.1.4D 
32.1.2B 
32.1.2D 
32.2.7A 

32.7B 
32.7C 

 
 

32.7C 
 
 
 
 
 

32.17A 
32.17B 

 
32.1.2B 

 
32.17A 

 
 
 
 

32.2.2Y 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

Comment: 
13384 

 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 32.18A 

 
 
 
 

32.2.6.5P 
 

32.10A 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Comment: 
13385 

 
 

32.29CC 

 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
Comment: 
13386 

32.2.9L 
 

32.2.6.2.2A 
 

32.2.2B 
 

32.2.2L 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13387 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
32.2.9D 

 
 
 
 

32.2.2K 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.5H 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.29F 
 

 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

32.2.9M 
 
 

32.2.9K 
 
 

32.17C 
 
 

32.10A 
32.2.6.3F 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13388 

 
32.2.9N 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

32.2.6.2.2A 
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 Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 

Comment: 
13389 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
. 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
32.20A 
32.20B 
32.20C 
32.20E 

 
 

32.12A 
32.12B 

 
 
 
 
 

32.1.2B 
32.1.2D 
32.2.4A 

32.2.6.3C 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2I 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

32.1.2C 
 
 

32.29F 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13390 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

32.2.4A 
 
 
 

32.1.4D 
 
 
 
 
 

 32.2.6.3B 
32.2.9C 

 
 
 

32.2.9E 
 
 
 

32.2.6.3B 
 
 

32.2.4A 
32.7A 

32.2.9A 
32.7B 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13391 

 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9V 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
32.2.7C 

 
 
 
 
 

32.29D or 
32.2.2D 

 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
32.2.2Y 

 
 
 
 
 
 

32.1.5B 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2E 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 

32.12A 
32.12B 
32.13A 
32.13B 

 
Comment: 
13392 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9E 
32.2.6.5A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.5N 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.5BB 
 

32.2.6.5K 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

Comment: 
13393 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 

32.2.6.5E 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9L 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.20H 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
32.17A 
32.17B 

 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13394 

  
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6F 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.2.1F 
 
 

32.2.4A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.2.1D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2ZZ 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
32.2.6.2.1

E 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.2.1F 
 
 
 
 
 

32.1.2B 
 
 
 
 

32.29BB 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13395 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 

32.20E 
 
 
 

32.20E 
 
 
 
 
 

32.20E 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
32.2.2B 

 
32.2.2L 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.3F 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

32.2.2B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.7A 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 

32.2.2B 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13396 

  
 
 
 

32.2.9D 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.5K 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Comment: 
13397 

 
 

32.1.2D 
32.2.7A 

32.7B 
32.7C 

32.20F 
 
 

32.13A 
32.13B 
32.17A 
32.17B 

 
 
 

32.4A 
32.4B 

 

Page 32B-14494 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.6D 
 
 

Comment: 
13398 

  
 
 
 
 

32.4A 
32.4B 
32.4P 

32.2.9A 
32.2.4A 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.4A 
32.4B 

32.2.7A 
 
 
 

32.2.9A 
32.2.4A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13399 

 
 

32.1.2B 
32.2.4A 

 
 
 
 
 

32.1.2B 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

32.2.6.5E 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.5J 
 
 
 
 
 

32.1.2D 
32.2.7A 

32.7B 
32.7C 

 
 

32.2.2K 
32.2.4A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.29R 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.2.1D 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13400 

 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
32.2.9E 
32.17A 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.3F 
 

32.2.2K 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 

32.2.9A 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13401 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.10A 
 
 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 

32.2.6.3F 
 

32.10A 
 
 
 

32.2.6.2.2
A 

 
 
 
 

32.2.6.3F 
 
 

32.2.2D 
 

32.2.6.2.2
A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 

Comment: 
13402 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.1.2B 
32.1.2D 

 
 

32.1.2D 
32.2.7A 

32.7B 
32.7C 

 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 

32.1.2D 
 
 
 
 
 

32.4A 
 

32.4B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.4A 
32.4B 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

32.4G 
32.4I 

 
 
 

32.4A 
32.4N 
32.4P 

 
Comment: 
13403 

 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2MM 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13404 

 
 

32.2.2A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2A 
 
 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13405 

 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9E 
 

32.2.9A 
 
 
 
 

32.7C 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 
 

32.2.6.5J 
 
 

32.2.4A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 

32.1.2B 
 

32.1.4D 
 
 
 
 
 

32.7A 
 

32.2.6.5E 
 
 

32.2.6.3C 
 
 

32.17A 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
32.1.5B 

 
 
 
 
 

32.1.2D 
32.2.7A 

32.7B 
32.7C 

 
 
 

32.2.9A 
32.2.6.3F 

 
 
 

32.20A 
 
 
 
 

32.10A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 

Comment: 
13406 

 
 
 
 
 

32.4I 
 
 
 

32.20C 
 

32.2.6.5G 
 
 
 
 

32.13B 
 

32.4A 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

32.2.9A 
32.2.4A 

 
 
 
 

32.2.9A 
32.2.9K 
32.2.4A 

 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13407 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9F 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.10A 
 
 

32.6A 
 
 
 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
32.2.4A 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 

32.2.2Y 
 
 
 

32.20B 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9D 
 
 

Comment: 
13408 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 

32.7B 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.2.2A 
 
 

32.2.4A 
32.20E 

 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 

32.2.6.2.2A 
 
 

32.2.9E 
 

32.17A 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 

Comment: 
13409 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9C 
32.2.6.3B 

32.12B 
32.13B 
32.17B 

 
 
 

32.2.6.3B 
 

 
32.2.6.5K 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

32.2.6.5H 
 

32.1.2D 
32.2.7A 

32.7B 
32.7C 

 
 

Comment: 
13410 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.1.2B 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.1.2B 
32.2.2L 

 
 

32.20E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2L 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
32.2.2B 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9D 
 
 

32.2.2L 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2B 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
32.10A 

 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13411 

  
 
 
 

32.1.2D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13412 

 

Page 32B-14507 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9B 
 
 
 

32.2.2B 
 

32.2.2L 
 
 
 
 
 

32.29R 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 

32.2.2FF 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.7A 
 
 

32.2.2K 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

32.2.6.2.2A 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13413 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.2.2A 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.1.2B 
 
 
 
 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.7A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2K 
32.2.4A 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13414 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.1.2B 
 
 
 
 
 

32.20C 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
32.20B 

 
 
 
 

32.20A 
32.20C 

 
32.2.7A 

 
 
 

32.2.2K 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13415 

  
 
 
 
 

32.4B 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2K 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13416 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9A 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 

32.2.2X 
 
 
 

32.2.9E 
 

32.1.2D 
32.2.7A 
32.2.7B 
32.2.7C 

 
 
 
 

32.1.4D 
 
 
 
 

32.2.6.5E 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 

32.2.6.5E 
 
 

32.17A 
 

32.4M 
32.4E 

 
 
 

32.13A 
 
 
 
 
 

32.13A 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.29D 
 
 

Comment: 
13417 

 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.2E 
32.13A 
32.2.9D 

 
 
 

32.10A 
 
 

32.2.6.5P 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.13B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.9C 
 
 
 
 
 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Comment: 
13418 

  
 
 
 
 

32.1.2B 
 
 
 

32.1.2D 
32.2.7A 

32.7B 
32.7C 

 
 
 

32.2.2E 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
 
 
 

32.2.2B 
 
 

32.2.9K 
 

32.2.2D 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.2.4A 
 
 
 
 
 

32.12A 
 

32.12B 
 
 

32.13A 
32.13B 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
 

 
 

Comment: 
13419 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.20A 
 

32.20B 
 
 
 

32.20C 
 

32.1.2D 
32.7C 
32.4I 

 
32.20B 
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Response 
Section in 
Chapter 32 

 
32.2.2L 
32.2.2B 

 
 

32.1.4D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

32.4A 
 

32.4B 

Response 
Section in 
Chapter 3

2 
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COMMENT #:  13420 

DATE:   9/2/21 14:59 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Sarah Malyn 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Malyn 
Salt Lake Cty, UT 
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COMMENT #:  13421 

DATE:   9/2/21 20:47 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Nancy Simpson 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT, 
We are submitting the attached comments with regard to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft EIS. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nancy and Alan Simpson 
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32.2.9E, 32.2.9C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.20A, 32.20B, 
32.20C 
 
 
32.17A, 32.17B 
32.6.5.3B 
32.29R 
32.2.2B, 32.2.4A, 
32.2.9A, 32.2.2M 
32.2.2K 
32.1.2D 
 

 
 

Page 32B-14519 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EISSept 2022



 

 

 
 
 
32.2.7A 
 
 
32.4A, 32.4B 
 
 
 
 
32.2.3A 
32.2.4A 
 
 
 
32.2.6.5J 
 
 
 
32.2.6.3P 
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COMMENT #:  13422 

DATE:   9/3/21 12:37 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Steph Christensen 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation, 
 
Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven solutions like a 
gondola or roadway widening, I am advocating that we first adequately fund programs and resources 
that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the traffic and 
congestion problems. Some of these proven systems and programs could include:  

- Tolling to incentivize use of public transportation (32.2.4A) 

- Tolling to manage canyon capacity (32.2.2Y and 32.2.4A) 

- Reduced or free bus ticket prices on busy weekends (32.2.4A) 

- Increased funding to support more buses (32.2.9A and 32.29R) 

- Increased funding to create/operate express bus routes from locations all across the Wasatch Front 
— instead of bringing all traffic to Wasatch Blvd, bring Express Bus routes to key neighborhood hubs to 
avoid the crush of people on Wasatch Blvd (32.2.2I) 

- Shuttles vans to transport dispersed recreation users to trailheads (32.1.2C and 32.2.6.3C) 

- Express bus and shuttle routes that deliver people directly to their destination (32.2.6.3N) 

- Optimized ski resort navigation to reduce resort congestion (32.29R) 

- Traffic controls (32.2.4A and 32.29R) 

- Double stacking (32.2.2EE) 

- Managed- and reversible-lane alternatives (32.2.2D) 

Furthermore, any efforts that intentionally or unintentionally increase capacity beyond the current 
capacity limit (as defined by current parking spots) are unacceptable. (32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) I 
am concerned that without a plan in place now to manage canyon capacity, LCC will become even 
more crowded, which will negatively impact the beauty of the canyon, the watershed and the 
recreational user experience. (32.17A, 32.17B, 32.12A, 32.12B, 32.4I, 32.20A, 32.20B, and 32.20C) 
Increased capacity will also inevitably lead to increased ski resort expansion pressures. (32.20C) I am 
against any future ski resort expansion outside of their current footprints. 
 
Sincerely, 
Steph Christensen 
North Ogden, UT 
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COMMENT #:  13423 

DATE:   9/3/21 16:18 

SOURCE:  Email 

NAME:  Clanci Hawkes 

 
COMMENT: 
 
Attention Utah Department of Transportation and HDR: 
 
Please see the attached letter in regards to the above-referenced EIS. For additional information or 
clarification, please contact Sandy Wingert, Upper Provo and Jordan River Coordinator, at 
swingert@utah.gov or Jodi Gardberg, Manager, Watershed Protection Section, at jgardberg@utah.gov. 
 
Thank you, 
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32.12A, 32.12B, 
32.12J, 32.12K 
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32.12J, 32.12O 
 
 
 
32.12Q 
 
 
 
 
32.12J, 32.20A, 
32.20F, 32.20U 
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COMMENT #:  13424-13426 

DATE:   9/3/21 19:00 

SOURCE:  Phone Comment 

NAME:  Phone Comments 

 
COMMENT: 
 
13424_Doug Black 
13425_Ryan King 
13426_Elario Serrano 
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COMMENT: 13424 

 
 
 
 
 
32.2.2D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMMENT: 13425 
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32.2.9D 
 
32.2.6.5H 
32.2.6.3P 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMMENT: 13426 
 
 
32.2.6J 
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COMMENT #:  13427-13438 

DATE:   9/3/21 19:01 

SOURCE:  Phone Comment 

NAME:  Phone Comments 

 
COMMENT: 
 
13427_Anonymous Caller 
13428_Pricilla Nath 
13429_Bill Jensen 
13430_Richard Mendel 
13431_Gail Anderson 
13432_Ann Sealy 
13433_Steve Romanowski 
13434_Steve Romanowski 
13435_Steve Romanowski 
13436_Steve Romanowski 
13437_Patrick Lynch 
13438_Caller Jennifer
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COMMENT 13427 
 
 
32.2.9C, 32.2.9E,  
32.29I 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.29I 
 
 
 
 
 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
32.7B, 32.7C 
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COMMENT 13428 
 
  
 
32.29D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMMENT 13429 
 
32.29D 
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COMMENT 13437 
 
UDOT tried to 
contact Mr. Lynch 
twice on 9/3/2021 by 
the number he left 
on the voice mail 
and sent a text.  
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COMMENT #:  13439-13443 

DATE:   9/3/21 7:02 PM 

SOURCE:  Phone Comment 

NAME:  Phone Comments 

 
COMMENT: 
 
13439_Alexandra Benning 
13440_Julie Bagley 
13441_Steve Fitzwater 
13442_Brieona Pappas 
13443_Steve 
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COMMENT 13439 
 
32.2.9E, 32.1.2B, 
32.1.2D, 32.2.7A, 
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APPENDIX 32C 

Reproductions of Comments on the Revised Draft Chapter 26, 
Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation 





COMMENT #: 1 
DATE:  12/10/21 9:02 AM 
SOURCE: Website 
NAME: Christopher Hacon Hacon 

COMMENT: 

I am still very strongly opposed to the gondola (which will effectively ruin one of the most beautiful 
canyons in the world). I am also strongly opposed to the road enhancement and especially moving the 
road from current location! (road realligment). Snow sheds to seem to be a reasonable option as long 
as they are wildlife friendly. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  2 
DATE:   12/10/21 9:10 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Georgia Clark 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't defile the canyon by making the road wider. It doesn't need to be widened. Just run MORE 
BUSES. Don't know how you can think of doing this when it will degrade the water in the river. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  3 
DATE:   12/10/21 9:11 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Greg Bird 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please install the gondola!! Best environmental decision (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  4 
DATE:   12/10/21 9:15 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Randall Rolen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Spending half a billion dollars of public funds is indefensible. The gondola will be a monument to 
excess and wont solve the named problem (though I believe the whole green angle to be a red herring). 
You have been duped by the ski resorts. Please wake up and pull the plug on both plans. All you have 
to do is charge the skiers (me included) for a winter car pass ( just like the pass to be in Am Fork 
Canyon). If desired effect not met- charge MORE. Simple and easy. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  5 
DATE:   12/10/21 9:21 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lisa Hamby 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The impact on our environment with your proposal is unacceptable. The gondolas are the best option 
for EVERY scenario. Less roads more time to enjoy the beauty of our canyon. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  6 
DATE:   12/10/21 9:44 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lexi Hoggan 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As long as the canyon remains open to personal vehicles without requiring a permit. I’m still in full 
support of the gondola! Love the gondola so much- thanks for performing this analysis because the 
constant argument against the gondola is the environmental impact & rocking climbing impact. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  7 
DATE:   12/10/21 9:49 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jim Williams 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While making these decisions and drawing lines on the maps.... Please keep in mind if widening the 
road, or altering the course of the road, adding parking or changing things in LCC... both Cottonwood 
Hydro and Hydro Holdings share easements and private lands, blanket easements but not limited to 
overhead and underground, above ground, mineral rights, communication lines, penstocks, waterlines, 
access roads, dams, buildings, powerhouses... and preserves the rights associated to access, occupy 
and maintain, or improve these facilities. We have noticed in years past the road base has encroached 
and covered sections of penstock, elevation changes have created hardships for access. Please feel 
free to reach out to me on these issues. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  8 
DATE:   12/10/21 9:53 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jim Williams 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Grit mill trailhead causes issues at the ingress / egress to the Wasatch Resort. The turning lane 
and access point seems very dangerous. Have they completed the permitting? The drainage seems to 
sweep across the road to the North causing ice and travel hazards at the entrance to the Wasatch 
resort. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  9 
DATE:   12/10/21 9:54 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jack Smith 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As the original architect for Snowbird I proposed an aerial tram or gondola from the mouth of the 
canyon I made this proposal in the mid nineteen sixties when the original concepts for Snowbird were 
conceived. I realized early on that the avalanche prone road to Alta would become a serious problem in 
the future. This is now evident to everyone. An aerial system will have far less physical impact on the 
canyon than the alternate solutions. A bus or train solution will require snow sheds, cur and fill and will 
still not eliminate weather related problems. I fully support alternate B the aerial gondola as far the best 
solution now as I did in the sixties. Please consider my professional opinion carefully.  
Thank you. Jack Smith Architect (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  10 
DATE:   12/10/21 9:55 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Richard Kanner 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave the canyon as it is. Limit automobile traffic during the winter. Provide bus service up and down 
the canyon and build large parking structures west of the canyon from which the bus can carry people 
to trailheads and the ski resorts. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  11 
DATE:   12/10/21 10:05 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Anthony Martinez 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola! More busses, more parking. Night bus for employees (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  12 
DATE:   12/10/21 10:28 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jack Smith 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Further to my previous comment, I think that by the choosing alternate B the aerial gondola much if not 
most of the present parking areas can be reclaimed This will eliminate considerable pollution and 
regain a natural quality to the immediate environment of both Alta and Snowbird. I don’t think this 
reclamation of land area has been fully considered Jack Smith Architect. (32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-12 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  13 
DATE:   12/10/21 11:09 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Terena Jepson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I like that the climbing areas and trailheads are now being considered. I am wondering if there has been 
a survey asking how many local skiers would actually use the gondola or cog rail options. I am an Alta 
(and sometimes Snowbird) season pass holder. I would not see myself ever using the gondola. With 
our busy family, we often just drive up for a quick couple hours to ski, or I may meet friends in between 
running from a game and back to other errands or obligations. We like having the control of our own 
vehicle to come and go exactly when we want. We used to ride the bus before we had kids, and there 
is a lot of waiting around, as I would assume there will be with the gondola. We are simply not in a 
phase of life where that works for us. Not to mention how often we may stop on our way down the 
canyon for dinner at Alta or Snowbird with family or friends in town. Again we like having our own 
vehicle for that flexibility. Also having extra gear, activities and food in the car for kids is a must for us. I 
know there is too much traffic and something needs to change. I guess I would much rather pay a large 
toll, or a high price for parking, than use the other modes of getting up the canyon. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  14 
DATE:   12/10/21 11:11 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kassidy Knutson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
How come tolling the canyons and improved access to ski buses for all, not just pass holders isn't 
discussed? Also has anyone considered enforcing chain/traction/snow tire laws with a toll system?? We 
know tolling works in Millcreek, why can't we enforce that in the canyons, and use the money from the 
tolls to pay for the busses. Or, what if there was a "Resident Pass" like some national parks do, where it 
is a sticker on the window of the car, so you are incentivized to carpool up canyon. The gondola should 
not still be an option. That is just ridiculous. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  15 
DATE:   12/10/21 11:16 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jim Kanaley 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola permanently destroys environment and beauty. Given amount of ski gear, bus only works for 
me as a senior if resorts offer lockers for ski gear. Driving is so much easier and convenient. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  16 
DATE:   12/10/21 11:19 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Fredric Donaldson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The best alternative will get as many users as possible to the sites as consistently, quickly, and 
efficiently as possible. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  17 
DATE:   12/10/21 11:23 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brad Rickards 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Whatever needs to be done to support the final outcome is necessary. However, while the silent 
majority that supports a gondola doesn’t go out and bang their pans don’t be fooled to think that it’s a 
dead idea. The best part of the gondola is access in demand as opposed to waiting at a bus stop 
(indoors or outdoors) to be corralled like cattle and loaded on a bus. I’m against that type of solution. 
On demand transportation ought to be recognized as the method to control crowds and get skiers, 
hikers and sightseers up and down the canyons (big and little). I doubt my engineering background has 
any merit but I’ve studied and applied queue theory for four decades and buses are NOT efficient. They 
cause waves rather than a steady stream. They will be dependent on road access, safety issues, and 
what happens at the close of the day? Everyone wants to leave at the same time. Just not efficient for 
busses. I read that widening the roads and using buses is a small step. But I think we will end up 
paying for buses and gondolas once we learn that the buses were not efficient and cause large 
load/unload facilities at both ends. Gondola is the right choice. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  18 
DATE:   12/10/21 11:55 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Schuhmacher 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Snow Shed design is the only thing that makes sense to me. Avoid control avalanche since they do 
more damage to the environment then once in a while a natural one. The rest I reviewed make no 
sense to me. Gondola project is ridiculus and not necessary, just another tourist attraction. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  19 
DATE:   12/10/21 12:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Blake Walker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Build a train w/ a tunnel over to park city too. Or build a tram. Don't do the bus. Thanks (32.29UU).
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COMMENT #:  20 
DATE:   12/10/21 12:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Camille Tranter 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Anything but a gondola. No gondola (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  21 
DATE:   12/10/21 12:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kirk Nichols 
 
COMMENT: 
 
26.1.2 Section 4(f)/Section 6(f) Study Area  
This study area is inadequate to address the problems of environmental, historical, recreational, or 
transportation concerns. This narrow area of study is connected to the entire watershed and to Big 
Cottonwood Canyon. Separating these areas violates the CEQ requirement of studying connected and 
cumulative actions and effects of this proposed action in the LCC-EIS including this revised chapter 26. 
26.3.1.1 Project Purpose UDOT’s purpose for the S.R. 210 Project is reflected in one primary objective 
for S.R. 210: to substantially improve roadway safety, reliability, and mobility on S.R. 210 from Fort 
Union Boulevard through the town of Alta for all users on S.R. 210.  
The study area is inadequate to meet the propose and needs statement as stated in chapter 26. If all 
solutions ‚ substantially improve roadway safety, reliability, and mobility on S.R. 210‚ are to be 
contained within this irrationally narrow definition of the study area, then all the current congestion will 
still be brought from throughout the valley and concentrated into parking areas at the mouths of these 
canyons. Continuing to bring the same the current traffic volume to the canyons near the Grist Mill 
solve nothing; it just cost a lot of money. The study area must be expanded. (32.26D and 32.26E) 
 
26.3.2.1 Primary Action Alternatives  
The missing alternative is the superior alternative of using vehicle collection sites out in the valley and 
bussing people to the canyons. Cars should be required to have reservations and when reservations 
are full, then bus reservations must take the rest of the people until there is no more room to transport 
people into the canyons. Reservations are preferable to tolls. (32.2.2I, 32.2.2K, 3.2.2B, and 32.2.4A) 
Kirk Nichols
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COMMENT #:  22 
DATE:   12/10/21 12:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Larry Clark 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To spend half billion dollars because there is traffic congestion for a limited season while in Davis and 
Weber Counties we have a mess with North/South bound corridors. Example - SR108 from 300 North 
in West Point to 3100 West in Roy - 2 lanes (one each direction). SR108 was widened several years 
ago from 1700 South (Antelope Drive in Layton) to 300 North in West Point to 4 lanes (2 each 
direction). Once you get Northbound on 108 at 300 North - the traffic is constantly backed up, 
frequently for more than a mile and Southbound from 3100 West in Roy to 300 North in West Point - 
same thing. We are still waiting for something to alleviate the problem up here that we have 12 months 
of the year and minimum 5 days each and every week. So - again - we (Davis and Weber Counties) 
come up short while we assure that Salt Lake and Utah Counties get cared for. So - NO to Little 
Cottonwood Canyon investments at least until you get the ski resorts to foot a good portion of the bill 
because they are the only ones that benefit financially or otherwise. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  23 
DATE:   12/10/21 1:15 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kate Galliett 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I have read the update on revised chapter 26 and de minimus impacts of each option, and I still vote for 
enhanced bus service and ONLY enhanced bus service. LCC is a gem of the natural world and 
impacting it with road widening, gondolas, or cog rail lines are all atrocious options that don't even solve 
the problem. Road widening just brings more cars to the canyon and to parking lots and to Wasatch 
Blvd causing further problems everywhere. The gondola moves tons of people up the mountain to two 
private businesses, but still doesn't account for those of us who recreate elsewhere in the canyon. 
(Thinking specifically of hunters here...) And a cog rail is a similar problem to the gondola but even 
worse for its impacts on the area. There are only so many beautiful places in nature. Please don't ruin 
this one. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  24 
DATE:   12/10/21 1:36 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matthew Irving 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No god damned gondola. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  25 
DATE:   12/10/21 2:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brian Summers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
There is one alternative that does not impact this area at all. Nor any other area. It is the best option. 
And reduces travel time sufficiently. The enhanced bus service. Toll or even better close the road to 
anyone but buses. Enhance the bus service then go from there. Its been the best option and with no 
other vehicles in the canyon and new snow sheds this will make it so everyone has access to the 
canyon without impacting our other recreational activities for literally on average 9 days per year! 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  26 
DATE:   12/10/21 2:49 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mark Nischalke 
 
COMMENT: 
 
First priority should be given to less expensive options, such as a toll to disincentive driving. This 
should be coordinated with Snowbird and Alta resorts to limit available parking options; perhaps with 
paid parking. Enforcement of current traction laws and roadside parking should also be stepped up 
during snow events. I believe these options would be more cost effective and, easier and faster, to 
implement. The snow shed option will only reduce road closures due to avalanches, it will do nothing to 
reduce traffic and may even encourage more. The gondola option again will do nothing to reduce traffic 
unless driving is disincentivized. The same people who utilize the ski bus will utilize the Gondola 
because of the belief public transportation is not convenient. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  27 
DATE:   12/10/21 3:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Archie Phillips 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The EIS makes no mention about how the enhanced Bus solution would greatly affect the air quality 
unless those buses were stipulated to be electric buses. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  28 
DATE:   12/10/21 3:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Richard Hemingway 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I still believe that TRAX up the canyon is the best solution. It could run initially east from main line up 
9000/9400 South and eventually west to Kennecott. Up the canyon schedule could change with the 
season. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  29 
DATE:   12/10/21 6:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Milo Peck 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To anyone who does not have skin in the game (special interests) it is obvious that the gondola 
proposal offers an ALTERNATIVE mode of transportation unaffected by road or weather conditions. It 
requires far less environmental impact. It would pay for itself with fares money. It would also provide 
views unparalleled any where in the country. It should also be mentioned that, like it or not, tourism 
would be enhanced, and tourism dollars reach well into the millions of dollars, and this benefits all 
residents. Also, it would take far less time to build, and would NOT cause problems like those that 
would come with widening the road in the canyon. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  30 
DATE:   12/10/21 6:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Stephen Hemann 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the Gondola! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  31 
DATE:   12/10/21 10:45 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Amber Stratford 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate that the significance of the climbing in the canyon is being taken more seriously. However, 
not a single boulder should be removed because of this project. We need to be protecting our natural 
resources, not removing them to be replaced by man made structures to serve shallow wants and 
desires. The boulders in Little Cottonwood Canyon are known worldwide for the quality of granite and 
problems that they have. Every boulder in that canyon is well-known and considered a classic. 
Especially the boulders right off the road. To remove ANY of the boulders from this canyon would be 
the same as removing an arch in Arches National Park to improve the road or increase the size of a 
parking lot. Can you imagine the uproar? Such a thing would never be allowed or even considered. 
Such is the case here. We should not be contorting nature to our whim to simply increase the profits of 
a few greedy ski resorts. (32.1.2D. 32.2.7A, 32.7B, and 32.7C) Think of the generations to come and 
the precedence this would set. That nature is a thing to be used and dicarded instead of appreciated 
and preserved. Leaving behind more roads and man-made infrastructures for our posterity. No. We 
need to set an example of stewardship and protection. Of respect and admiration of the natural beauty 
around us. Please reconsider and find an option that preserves every single boulder, trail and route in 
the canyon.This should be a non-negotiable when considering any alternative. Thank you. (32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  32 
DATE:   12/11/21 9:43 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Stephen Rackers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m unsure if you are asking for comments on the Chapter changes to combine the resource areas, but 
if so I think it is appropriate. If you are asking for comment on the alternatives, I think either gondola 
alternative is the preferred way to go. I do not even know how another lane is even possible, but it 
would be more disruptive to travel up and down the canyon during construction. Plus a gondola would 
be really cool. However, neither proposal is preferable to implement limiting winter travel during ski 
season to driving for home owners and overnight visitors and bus only for day trippers. I may be naive 
but this seems like a no brained and would involve no construction. 
Thank you for the comment opportunity. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  33 
DATE:   12/11/21 9:47 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Douglas Wismer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Snow sheds and Busses will not work. When it snows the road gets choked. What happens when just 
one bus gets stuck in the bus lane. Clogged again. Please Please Please build the Gondola It is the 
real solution. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  34 
DATE:   12/11/21 2:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Stephen Capone 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the cog-rail option as the most effectual option. If the cog-railway doesn't come to pass, I'd 
support a road realignment with snow sheds and berms for avalanche mitigation. I don't know if a road 
widening project on Wasatch Blvd would decrease traffic, as I didn't see this data in the report. I'm of 
mixed feeling about that project option. I favor a gondola if the first two options I mentioned do not get 
support. I've read the full report and these are my now-better-informed positions. Thank you. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  35 
DATE:   12/11/21 3:41 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sheila Gelman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola only benefits the resorts. IF you ski or hike during the week there is little traffic except for 
powder days and holidays. It is waste of money for most Utahns since they cannot afford the ski pass. 
Buses are a better option. With climate changes there won't be enough snow,. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  36 
DATE:   12/11/21 4:29 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matt North 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The revisions to Chapter 26 of the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS report do not change anything about 
the proposed gondola. Under absolutely no circumstances should a gondola be built in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. If the road must be widened, it must be done minimally. Traffic into and out of the 
canyon must be limited and tightly controlled on peak days. This is the solution to overcrowding and 
traffic jams. An objective study of the canyon's finite loading capacity must be conducted, and canyon 
traffic must be limited to that capacity. Use of bus transportation on peak days, originating from multiple 
locations throughout Salt Lake Valley must be made compulsory.  
 
We must stop cramming as many humans as possible down the gullet of the canyon, regardless of 
what Dave Fields wants or says. The canyon doesn't belong to Snowbird and Alta, it belongs to 
everyone, and it deserves to be protected from those who will exploit it for their own financial 
enrichment. They have the right to use the canyon as much as the rest of us, but they have no right to 
destroy it to feed their greed. 
 
There is a road from the bottom of the canyon to the top. That road can be maintained, and improved in 
harmony with the canyon's natural state. On almost every day of every calendar year, that road is more 
than enough. One those few days when weather or demand outstrips that road's capacity to serve the 
can, then we should defer to protection of the canyon and require that those who use it accept its 
natural limitations. We live in an age of data, connectivity, and communication, and we can build 
systems that allow people to determine when, and how, they will have to use to canyon on public, 
ground-based transportation. The number of days this will be necessary is minimal, and can never 
justify the expense and devastation of a gondola. 
Please. Save this canyon. (32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-36 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  37 
DATE:   12/12/21 12:39 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Harry Watt 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it would be stupid and a waste of time and money too not put the gondola in. I’m all for the 
gondola. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  38 
DATE:   12/12/21 8:55 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nathan Bellamy 
 
COMMENT: 
 
please be forward thinkers and do the gondola! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  39 
DATE:   12/12/21 9:14 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Frank Lee 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am of the opinion that a gondola, properly designed and installed, is a good option for getting people 
up the canyon. Please ensure there is adequate parking available for peak traffic volumes. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  40 
DATE:   12/12/21 12:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mona Marler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  41 
DATE:   12/12/21 2:08 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kipp Clark 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I recommend, and support the gondola system. This needs to be done sooner rather than later. 
Improving the road and making more lanes for more buses is just going to ruin the pristine nature of the 
canyon. I would also support a funicular up the mountain. But that’s not my first choice. My first choice 
would be the gondola with the bass station down by LaCalle. We also need more and bigger public 
parking lots around that location. Get it done! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  42 
DATE:   12/12/21 9:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Craig Wallentine 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This update does not address the key issues highlighted by thousands of reviewers during the prior EIS 
comment period.  
 
Where in the EIS update are the documented concerns of the residents of Cottonwood Heights?  
Where in the EIS is the new UDOT discussion of cost effective, scalable, self funding and easy to 
implement tolling and carpooling options that would quickly reduce road traffic load to more reasonable 
levels? 
 
This EIS continues to pretend that the residents and canyon users must choose between several poorly 
designed, horrifically expensive strategies that represent inequitable and likely illegal giveaways to two 
private businesses at the expense of everyone else.  
 
If you are going to ask for reviewer input, please update the EIS with the suggestions provided in 
massive detail by Cottonwood Heights residents, Salt Lake County and Salt Lake City leaders.  
Thank you. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  43 
DATE:   12/13/21 10:21 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Zackery Evans 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In further evaluating the propositions, I'm wondering if the goal of the resorts is not in fact to reduce 
environmental impact and traffic, but rather to increase capacity, which would actually have a increased 
environmental impact, and only a potential brief relief to traffic. On further review, I don't like any of the 
proposed changes. At least now, traffic disuades increased capacity. Any of the changes will only 
increase capacity and environmental impact (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  44 
DATE:   12/13/21 12:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Heather Beers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to reaffirm my support for the Gondola A and B options. I would like to add that I am NOT in 
favor of the Cog Rail option, or widened road with dedicated bus during peak times option. Those 
appear to have the highest impact on the environment. Thanks for all you’re doing to make this a 
collaborative and thorough effort! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  45 
DATE:   12/13/21 2:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Bocock 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for resubmitting this for comment. I’m glad that UDOT reached the conclusion that Section 
4(f) does apply. According to the note in your report, “Section 4(f) is an element of law and FHWA 
regulations that requires a project to avoid the use of protected historic properties and park and 
recreation areas unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to such use or unless the lead 
agency determines that the impacts would be de minimis.” The impact of this proposal is clearly not de 
minimis. It would be huge. (32.26E) The problem with this study is that it doesn’t look at the most 
obvious “prudent” and “feasible “ alternative - charging a toll fee for access to LCC when needed. A toll 
system with variable pricing could limit the volume of cars in the canyon. It would encourage carpooling, 
encourage the use of mass transit, and generate revenue for UDOT. That revenue could be used to 
increase frequency of bus service. This is such an obvious solution and one that doesn’t foreclose the 
adoption of any of the billion dollar solutions being proposed if this one doesn’t work. From both a 
financial and an environmental perspective, the law requires you to seek prudent alternatives. 
Implementing a toll system is a prudent and feasible alternative. (32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-45 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  46 
DATE:   12/13/21 2:12 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jonathan Fischer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly support the "Enhanced bus service alternative" listed in the new draft. This is the most 
environmentally and financially responsible alternative. It is also the most user-friendly and convenient 
alternate for all the ways in which I use this canyon, both in the winter to ski resorts, and in the summer 
to climbing and hiking trails. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  47 
DATE:   12/13/21 2:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brian Chapman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I continue to believe that a Gondola would be less impactful on the environmental resources of Little 
Cottonwood. I also believe that a Gondola would be extremely beneficial to the community, including by 
allowing increased access to those who would not normally be able to see the beauty of nature that the 
Canyon provides. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  48 
DATE:   12/15/21 8:38 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Julia Geisler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Salt Lake Climbers Alliance 
P.O. Box 9157 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 
 
December 15, 2021 
 
Utah Department of Transportation 
Joshua Van Jura 
Project Manager, Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
jvanjura@utah.gov 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200 
Salt Lake City, UT 84121 
 
RE: Salt Lake Climbers Alliance Request for Extension of Revised Draft EIS Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
Evaluation public comment period 
 
UDOT Planners: 
 
The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance (SLCA) is pleased to see the recent revision to the Draft EIS Section 
4(f) and 6(f) evaluation on climbing resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon, and welcomes the 
opportunity to provide input to this change. The SLCA is formally requesting an extension of the 
Comment Period from January 10, 2021 to January 31, 2021. (32.26E) 
 
About the SLCA 
The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance is the local climbing advocacy 501(c)(3) non-profit in and around Salt 
Lake City, Utah. The mission of the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance is to serve as the unified voice of all 
climbers in the greater Wasatch region, engaging as an advocate to protect outdoor climbing access 
and as a steward to maintain sustainable climbing resources in the Wasatch and surrounding regions. 
SaltLakeClimbers.org 
 
While the SLCA is supportive of the recent revision to the Draft EIS, as the 4(f) designation helps to 
consider key climbing and bouldering resources in the canyon, additional revisions/inclusions are 
needed. In order to fully understand the implications of the revisions, coordinate with stakeholders, draft 
responses, and submit final comments, more time for the comment period is needed considering the 
holiday season. These revisions are only for one Chapter of the overall Draft EIS, but for the SLCA and 
many other recreation focused partners and community members, they are some of the most important 
and critical. The resources that are the subject of the revision are the highest priority of the SLCA in 
regards to the Draft EIS. 
 
This time of the year is one of the busiest. Any individual, business, organization or collective will be 
hard pressed to have time to adequately review the details involved in the revision. Marshaling 
resources to evaluate, analyze, coordinate and comment will be difficult at best before the 10th of 
January. The SLCA is requesting an extension of the comment period with the busy holiday season in 
mind. Thank you for this consideration. (32.26E) 
 
Sincerely, 
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Julia Geisler 
Executive Director  
Salt Lake Climbers Alliance 
Julia@SaltLakeClimbers.org 
 
Rick Vance, SLCA Board Chair 
 
 
 
 
David Carter, SLCA Policy Committee Chair 
 
 
 
CC: 
adam@outdooralliance.org, 
jason@accessfund.org, 
tluneau@americanalpineclub.org, 
chris@csadams.net, 
carl@saveourcanyons.org, 
pgrewe@utah.gov, 
mayor@slco.org, 
Laura.Briefer@slcgov.com, 
erin.mendenhall@slcgov.com, 
david.whittekiend@usda.gov,  
chad.hudson@usda.gov, 
lance.kovel@usda.gov, 
CummingsMR@churchofjesuschrist.org, 
cbramhall@kmclaw.com, 
rickvance2@gmail.com, 
davidpacarter@gmail.com 
 
 
 
### 
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COMMENT #:  49 
DATE:   12/15/21 9:58 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  J Douglas North 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a homeowner at Alta, and I am in favor of a gondola system. Thank you. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  50 
DATE:   12/15/21 10:29 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Chelsea Phillippe 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for integrating additional recreation opportunities (outside of skiing & traffic) into 
consideration. Climbing is an amazing recreation opportunity in LCC, which attracts locals and tourists 
alike. The great news for climbers is we can climb almost any time of any day (depending on our 
temperature tolerance) and don't have to wait for the weekend or new snow. By spending and acting to 
increase access to an insanely busy and privileged recreation, such as skiing, its important to estimate 
how many others climb or hike in Alpenbock, but are spread out beyond powder Saturdays. 
In proposals to eliminate roadside parking we should imagine how many people will instead hike along 
the road (through avalanche sheds) to access climbs, hikes, special areas, etc.  
By eliminating one hazard is another hazard created? (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
 
Thank you for you time and consideration. 
Chelsea Phillippe 
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COMMENT #:  51 
DATE:   12/15/21 10:30 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Steve Achelis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support frequent bus service in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I strongly oppose a gondola. Buses will 
serve the entire canyon (e.g., every trailhead), whereas a gondola focuses on the ski resorts as the 
destination. I also feel that a gondola will be an eyesore in what was once a pristine canyon. Thank you 
for listening. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  52 
DATE:   12/16/21 7:25 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brett Fallis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Is the best solution (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  53 
DATE:   12/16/21 2:35 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Trevor Long 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Sandy since 2007, I am firmly opposed to the gondola solution. This will only benefit 
the resorts and their pocket books. Who is paying for it? Not the resorts but me. I am a user of our 
public lands in many ways and seeing how much this would cost me as a taxpayer with zero benefit is a 
crime. I mountain bike, climb, ice climb, back country ski, hike, fish and explore these public lands on a 
regular basis. A gondola that serves the rich to get richer is tragic in so many ways. This would not 
serve any user group aside from the resorts (who are not paying for it) and resort skiers for a few 
months a year but would cost me a my fellow taxpayers for decades. What happens when it is payed 
off? I do not see taxes going down as they only go up for less services. How about subsidizing the 
existing bus service for $500+ million. That would pay for decades of expanded service and provide a 
solution for all user groups. I hope this is not a waste of my time with the backroom decision already 
made like so many other crooked UT developer deals. Terry Diehl comes to mind. He and several 
others should be in prison and yet was rewarded for scamming the public. How is this any difference. 
Signed- one skeptical resident that has no faith in UT leaders doing the right thing but instead breaking 
laws to get rich and laughing all the way to the bank. I dare you to change my mind. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  54 
DATE:   12/17/21 12:08 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jason Keith 
 
COMMENT: 
 
December 17, 2021 
 
Utah Department of Transportation 
Joshua Van Jura 
Project Manager, Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200 
Salt Lake City, UT 84121 
Email: jvanjura@utah.gov 
 
RE: Access Fund Request for Extension of Revised Draft EIS Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation Public 
Comment Period 
 
UDOT Planners: 
 
Access Fund welcomes the recent revision to the Draft EIS Section 4(f) and 6(f) evaluation on climbing 
resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon, and we appreciate the opportunity to provide input to this 
important evaluation regarding how this project may affect recreation resources, in particular rock 
climbing and bouldering. Because of the short timeline (during the holiday season) for the public to 
provide input on this significant revision to the EIS, Access Fund hereby formally requests an extension 
of the comment period from January 10, 2022 to January 31, 2022. (32.26E) 
 
Access Fund 
 
The Access Fund is the national advocacy organization whose mission keeps climbing areas open and 
conserves the climbing environment. A 501(c)(3) non-profit supporting and representing over 7 million 
climbers nationwide in all forms of climbing‚Äîrock climbing, ice climbing, mountaineering, and 
bouldering‚Äîthe Access Fund is the largest US climbing advocacy organization with nearly 20,000 
members and 130 affiliates. Many of Access Fund’s members live and recreate in Utah, including and 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
While the Access Fund supports of the recent determination in the Draft EIS, that key climbing and 
bouldering resources in the canyon are eligible 4(f) properties, we believe that additional revisions are 
needed including the addition of more key climbing and bouldering resources in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon as eligible 4(f) properties.  
 
In order to fully understand the implications of this EIS revision and work to coordinate with 
stakeholders, draft responses, and submit final comments, more time is needed especially since this 
comment period lies in the middle of the holiday season. These revisions are only for one chapter of the 
overall Draft EIS, but for the Access Fund and many other recreation-focused partners and community 
members, they are some of the most significant aspects of the EIS. Therefore, the Access Fund 
requests an extension of the comment period to January 31, 2022. (32.26E) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jason Keith 
Senior Policy Advisor 

July 2022 Page 32C-55 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



The Access Fund 
 
 
CC: Erik Murdock, Vice President of Policy & Government Affairs, Access Fund 
Julia Geisler, Executive Director, Salt Lake Climbers Alliance 
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COMMENT #:  55 
DATE:   12/17/21 12:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Julia Geisler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Correction: SLCA’s request for 4f comment time extension is January 31, 2022. Not 2021. (32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  56 
DATE:   12/17/21 2:34 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Carolyn Keigley 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Tolling should be at the mouth of the canyon and not just below the resort. All recreational areas 
including the Alpenblok trail and climbing areas are and will continue to increase in the future in an 
unstainable manner. In addition to tolling the canyons are going to need to be put on a timed 
reservation system just like National parks and National Monuments are moving towards. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  57 
DATE:   12/17/21 4:41 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jon Bischoff 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I can't believe we are actually going to spend money to provide gondola access to 2 businesses. Those 
businesses should pay for it themselves. If tax payer money is used, the gondola should have stops at 
the major trail heads. 
 
The gondola will not reduce the traffic, there will still be just as much, so what good is the gondola? 
Other than to provide more customers to 2 businesses. This should not be done at tax payers expense. 
 
I have the exact same comment for the busses, unless stops are provided at the major trail heads. 
 
The best alternative is no build/no change other than congestion charging. And token charges won't do 
it. Charge $30 or $50/car during peak hours. Get serious about it. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  58 
DATE:   12/17/21 4:48 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cynthia Lazzara 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I live across the street from the proposed “La Calle” location and would LOVE to have the gondola 
come to this neighborhood. Please make that happen ASAP!! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  59 
DATE:   12/17/21 4:56 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  David Hubbell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly believe it would be wise to try and close LCC to private cars and run busses only (with 
exceptions for delivery trucks and private landowners) like is done in Zion or Zermatt switzerland (but 
with busses not trains). Before committing to the construction of the expensive infrastructure of new 
lanes or a gondola, we should try a season or two and see how we all like a quiet canyon without 
thousands of cars slowing access every busy day. I think a parking terminal liek the one planned for the 
gondaloa would be great, but just not the gondola so that bus riders have a comfortable place to 
transition from car to bus when they do have to wait a bit. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  60 
DATE:   12/17/21 5:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jared Zaugg 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Yes! I'm all for the high speed gondola. Build it! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  61 
DATE:   12/17/21 5:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeffrey Woolery 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I like the plan, just cut back on grass and water needed, make it as natural as possible. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  62 
DATE:   12/17/21 5:05 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Katie Young 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The easiest fix to the TRAFFIC and CONGESTION is to completely ELIMINATE THE IKON PASS!! 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  63 
DATE:   12/17/21 5:06 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Blake Duffin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to have a trax like system. With hop on and off points and remove access to cars (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  64 
DATE:   12/17/21 5:20 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Stubbings 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Speaking as a local resident of Midvale who lived and worked in Alta for 2 seasons and have been a 
passholder for many of the past 15 years.  
 
All of the transportation alternatives are a total waste of money. The road and parking capacity should 
dictate the maximum number of users in the canyon. There is plenty of EXTRA unused capacity every 
day of the year in the form of extra seats in private vehicles. Keep plowing and maintaining the current 
infrastructure. To control the amount of traffic institute a digital access program using a ticketless tolling 
system like EZpass. Use traffic forecasting to models and tolling style infrastructure to keep a running 
tally of total vehicles entering and exiting the canyon. Work with the resorts and users to indicate 
WHICH RESORT parking infrastructure the user will be occupying. Let individual users decide, based 
on the live and forecast capacity data whether they want to venture out on a powder morning and risk 
missing out or making it into a canyon before the capacity is full. Widen an approach section to a 3rd 
lane AND build some more parking infrastructure near the mouth of the canyon to make bus service 
more attractive. One of the key components of bus infrastructure being more attractive is a way for local 
regulars to have access to much more public indoor lounge space AND multiday or seasonal gear 
locker opportunites. The current availability is so lackluster and miniscule it makes the bus service even 
more cumbersome. If we do go ahead and WASTE money on transportation alternatives there also 
needs to be a way to prevent resorts from charging for parking as the resorts will be DIRECTLY 
benefitting from increased customer revenue at the expense of the taxpayers WITHOUT having to 
invest in further infrastructure. If the resorts were footing the bill I wouldn't give a damn if they built a 
SpaceX pad at the airport that would fire individuals into space and land them at the top of Mt Superior. 
Since this is Taxpayer money via UDOT the resorts don't deserve transportation infrastructure 
expansion for free. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  65 
DATE:   12/17/21 5:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Derek Howard 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Still with the Gondola option Reduces environmental impact on Canyon from car emissions 
Transports guests safely in almost all weather conditions No more waiting at base or in a line coming 
down (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  66 
DATE:   12/17/21 5:46 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Foster 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola alternative makes the best environmental sense in terms of reduced greenhouse impact, 
reduced noise in the canyon and reduced shutdown from avalanches. It just makes more practical 
sense to park and bus at the canyons mouth. Use of a gondola to reduce vehicle and transit trips has 
been proven At Telluride and in Europe. This makes so much sense. Please proceed to build this 
system. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  67 
DATE:   12/17/21 6:26 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Matthews 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Considering all the alternatives, including the attractiveness of the various options vs. driving a personal 
vehicle, option B seems to be the obvious choice. Thank you for the research and opportunity to 
.comment. (32.29UU) 
 
Rob Matthews 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 
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COMMENT #:  68 
DATE:   12/17/21 7:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike McBride 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for the plan of an Arial Tramway up the canyon as it’s the safest way to avoid avalanches, cuts 
down on smog and exhaust. I grew up in a city that had a tramway. So I know how little impact two or 
three towers would be. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  69 
DATE:   12/17/21 8:24 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Erik Hanson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I appose the gondola in any form. Do you really think it’s going to do anything to help the overcrowding 
problem? No it’ll only attract more tourists. Start a gate at the bottom, inspect tires there, charge money 
for a yearly pass to make up for revenue. People will always pay. Eliminate IKON, epic, mountain 
collective passes from the canyon. Have resorts double their season pass prices and keep this place 
special. No one wants to view an ugly eye sore of a gondola. What happens when that thing falls 
apart?? Is it going to have service though out the night to keep people from drinking and driving??? 
Limit access to keep this canyon pure. The only way. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  70 
DATE:   12/17/21 8:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Daniel Shannon 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate that you are reconsidering the impact to climbing, particularly bouldering, at the base of 
LCC. This is a unique draw worth preserving if at all possible. Ideally, any solution enhances access for 
all users. 
 
I agree something needs to be done and I tentatively favor the gondola. The road widening that come 
with bussing or the rail are more visually unappealing and I don't think busses are a reliable means of 
transit in LCC in the winter. 
 
The easiest and most obvious solution to me is to start enforcing traction requirements in both canyons. 
This can be done today for next to no cost and would have an immediate positive impact. After that I'm 
also supportive of promoting carpooling, possibly in part by implementing tolling. Again a simpler and 
cheaper solution that can have a big impact immediately. Also snow sheds, they make so much sense I 
don't know why they don't already exist. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  71 
DATE:   12/17/21 9:20 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Shandi Kano 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Just because building a gondola or expanding the road won't impact these specific bouldering problems 
doesn't mean it should be done or that it is a good idea. Let's be real, a climber or boulderers 
experience will still be impacted. Just because boulders don't need to be removed or that someone can 
climb with a gondola overhead, doesn't mean it needs to be done. Truly, solving traffic headaches in an 
area where there is NO ROOM FOR EXPANSION AND GROWTH because it is a RESIDENTIAL 
AREA without businesses, means we should look elsewhere for parking garages and mass transit 
solutions. Two miles down 9400 sits a massive empty Shopko building with a huge parking lot. Across 
the street is a massive empty Albertsons with again, even more parking. These areas should be in 
consideration for development as they are already developed areas. The foot print is there, build up, no 
out. Have ski shops, bars, restaurants and parking garages in an area already designated for 
businesses. Put a fast, electric train hub there and leave all of our homes, kids, schools, and personal 
lives out of it :) A boulder has problems, solved by physical human will power, not money. The process 
of bouldering is slow, intentional, thoughtful and hard. Once you solve it, you can move on to the next 
problem, no doubt harder and bigger, but that's how it works. You set a foundation that lasts for a long 
time. Hopefully, forever. LCC is a boulder problem, it needs to be handled with this same care and 
thought about how we progress to our future problems that no doubt will come. We can't afford to be 
stupid. (32.26E and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  72 
DATE:   12/17/21 9:46 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ben Oveson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing the revised plan, I am very concerned about the potential impact of road widening, 
gondola plan A, and the cog rail on bouldering. Under no circumstances would I support boulders being 
removed or relocated. Removing 1 boulder could be more than a de minimus impact as the significance 
of boulders is very different depending on its popularity and history. (32.26E) 
 
Depending on the boulder that is removed for gondola plan b I might be supportive. 
 
I appreciate the effort that was given to quantify the impact on bouldering. However, as I mentioned 
before, if the boulder removed was a “classic” that would be a tragedy for bouldering in the canyon. 
(32.4A and 32.4B) 
 
Additionally, the scope of bouldering in the plan seems very small. There are bouldering spots most the 
way up the canyon, not just the 1.x mile section detailed in the plan (32.26B, 32.26D, 32.4A, and 
32.4B). 
 
Please consider plans that do not destroy one sport for the benefit of another. Additionally the ski 
resorts are already too crowded, how will getting more people up to the resorts help? (32.26E) 
 
Let’s try some cheap and easy solutions first.
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COMMENT #:  73 
DATE:   12/17/21 9:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Andy White 
 
COMMENT: 
 
All parking modifications (Lisa Falls, White Pine, etc.) should include pick up and drop off lanes for 
private vehicles as well as busses and shuttles that are likely in the future as canyon usage continues 
to increase. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  74 
DATE:   12/17/21 9:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeffrey Hartley 
 
COMMENT: 
 
You can't have the transportation base at La Caille without critical failure on all routes to and from that 
point. The correct solution is rail from I-15 and 215, just leave UTA out of it. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  75 
DATE:   12/18/21 6:22 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lori Donnester 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola 
No wider lane  
Add toll 
Better bus service could solve this whole problem  
To tax the citizens for the benefit of two resorts is out of control  
The traffic issues don’t occur every day 
Use the money to create more park and ride places 
Don’t ruin LCC. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  76 
DATE:   12/18/21 7:27 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Caleb Cook 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Glad to see this project happening. I'm looking forward to riding the gondola. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  77 
DATE:   12/18/21 7:33 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robin Dale 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Has the been a visual pollution impact? Seeing the monstrous towers and cables in our beautiful 
canyon will not be good. And is this really a transportation project or is it a tourism project? How many 
people really will this carry per hour up to the slopes? It takes me 25 minutes from my driveway to Gold 
miners now. If the gondola is built it will take over an hour. That does not seem like an efficient 
transportation project to me. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  78 
DATE:   12/18/21 8:12 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tim Ledbetter 
 
COMMENT: 
 
If changes need to be made, then expanding the bus service is the best for the homeowner in the area. 
I live on highland and 94th. This area is beautiful and a great place for a family. We do not need 
another "park city". I vote for the smallest impact on homeowners, which would be expanding the bus 
service. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  79 
DATE:   12/18/21 8:15 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ruth Pope 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The best way is to do that transportation is a rail. System and train! Check out places that have them. 
They are the only way to move people and efficient. Train transport! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  80 
DATE:   12/18/21 8:18 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Chrissy Richards 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola!!! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  81 
DATE:   12/18/21 8:24 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kerry Groebs 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand the need to have some kind of intervention with little cottonwood canyon use and traffic 
situation in the winter. My main concern is the proposals that are. Being considered are still only short 
term fixes with little impact for the long term with the ever rapid and increasing population on the 
wasatch front and the state. One main issue I see with the gondola option is we’re just moving the 
traffic congestion and parking issues to the base of the canyon and concentrating all of that at the base 
station. Not to mention the amount of parking will not be sufficient. The proposed modal hubs are too 
far away from the base station and most people especially families will not chose to use this option due 
to all the inconveniences it brings with their ski gear. I think the best option would be the road widening 
with dedicated transit lane and snow sheds. Also would consider parking lot enhancements at the ski 
resorts and monetary incentives by resorts and the state for carpooling and taking public transit option, 
such as a discount for local residents on their season passes. These options make the most sense. 
Another improvement would be to have the employees who actually live onsite at their place of 
employment in the canyon for days, weeks and even months not have their vehicles parked in the 
parking lots in the canyon. Better shuttle transportation for them from the valley so they don’t have their 
vehicle sitting up their snowed in for weeks or even months would open up a lot of daily parking and 
reduce congestion. Some thoughts that would be very helpful. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  82 
DATE:   12/18/21 9:13 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Joyce Marder 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Whether the cars travel to a parking lot or to a resort, there will still be too many cars. Tax-payers 
should not have to subsidize seasonal skiers with wider roads or fancy modes of transportation. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  83 
DATE:   12/18/21 9:15 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Craig Rollins 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for your thoroughness, but I'd like to see this project completed in my lifetime. Please move 
forward implementing the Gondola from the Canyon Entry option. (32.29UU) 
 
Craig Rollins 
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COMMENT #:  84 
DATE:   12/18/21 9:17 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Georgia Clark 
 
COMMENT: 
 
We don't want or need the road widened it will increase speed & danger for homes along the road & it 
will damage the environment & water quality in the canyon. Just increase the number of buses. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  85 
DATE:   12/18/21 9:38 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Trevor Zobell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am for the enhanced bus service with no road widening or the rail with no rid widening. However, for 
either of these solutions to be viable they need to extend pass the base of the canyon and go all the 
way to to a front runner station. If you don’t do that then you are just pushing traffic to the base of the 
canyon and will need to build huge parking lots. Having a BRT or rail system go to front runner would 
greatly mitigate the need for huge parking lots and would enable more people to make the entire trip 
with no car, or with a much much shorter car trip to their nearest front runner station. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  86 
DATE:   12/18/21 11:01 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jon Poulson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m glad some climbing and hiking areas have been protected. But what about the other climbing 
areas? How were the ones chosen selected, And why weren’t others selected? What was the process? 
Who voted on what to protect. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
Special interests in the form of income streams seem to outweigh those that use the land. It’s a sad day 
when something is irrevocably destroyed to increase incomes. Especially when it is a natural resource 
(32.4A and 32.4B) 
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COMMENT #:  87 
DATE:   12/18/21 11:20 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Larry Migliaccio 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola makes no sense due to cost, favoring the ski industry, and global warming effects on 
amount of snow in the future. Limiting use of the canyon on a lottery basis is a fair alternative that 
would not cost so much and would be less detrimental to the environment. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  88 
DATE:   12/18/21 12:53 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Candice Bithell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the updated version of the Little Cottonwood Canyon redo. While I think we are making 
steps in the right direction with protecting the Alpine Loop and Grit Mill trail systems, there is so much 
more climbing and hiking up the canyon on the North side of the canyon which would be impacted by a 
roadway widening. All of Hellsgate including the Condo wall, and access to Towers, 1, 2 and 3 would 
be heavily impacted by the roadway construction and final product if the SR 210 Little Cottonwood 
Canyon road is widened. I think the best option is the expanded bus service without roadway 
expansion. Thousands upon thousands of people in the valley use the canyon outside of winter. I am 
not a skier, but I am up in that canyon climbing, hiking, and snowshoeing often. While the White Pine 
trailhead parking is often busy on weekends in the summer, during the winter it has never been a 
problem for me and I don't think it needs changing or expanding. I am against the gondola for many 
many reasons, not the least of which is the cost and the massive structure at the base of the canyons. I 
am against road expansion for the reasons above. Let's not destroy our beloved canyon so the ski 
resorts can make a buck. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  89 
DATE:   12/18/21 1:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Bruce O’Donoghue 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Your statement....” Ultimately, the partners seek to deliver transportation options that meet the needs of 
the community while preserving the value of the Wasatch Mountains” just isn’t true. The community is 
Utah residents who pay for the state highway and all the maintenance it involves. The traffic and 
parking issues got exponentially worse in one year. Yes, indeed it was when Alta and the Bird sold out 
to Alterra and the IKON pass. Now out of state license plates and rental cars dominate the parking and 
traffics in the canyons. Where are Utahns rights to the roads they pay for?  
Simple proposal....out of state residents take public transportation.  
Utah driver license holders can pay a nominal fee and have a sensor in the car to use the road. Like a 
fast pass on the Golden Gate Bridge. Or the toll road to get to Boulder Colorado.  
Easy example...I go to British Columbia to ski a resort up a canyon with limited parking. The parking is 
for the Canucks that live there and I’ve got to take a bus, shuttle, train or other. I would know this is part 
of my trip and an acceptable and understandable part of my trip.  
 
Return Utahns rights to their roads!  
Alta,Snowbird,Brighton, Solitude seem to have loud voices in these decisions. It is their utter greed that 
has caused the current state of events. So disappointing.  
I’ve skied and recreated in these magical canyons for 35 years.  
I watched it change overnight when IKON arrived. So sad. Why is there not more talk about that? The 
resorts just hush hush it down because of the greed for green.  
Yes there were times when the red snake came and traffic flow was slow. But go anywhere in a 
snowstorm and traffic crawls along. Ever been on I-15 when it’s snowing? Yes it’s very similar to the 
canyons with snow.  
 
Return Utahns rights to use the roads we pay for. Explain to the money centered resorts not to worry. 
The IKONERS will still come on buses,shuttles, and ride shares.  
 
Let Utahns use the roads they pay for!!! (32.29UU) 
 
Return OUR rights to use OUR roads!
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COMMENT #:  90 
DATE:   12/18/21 2:23 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Edward Kramer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Tolling the road should be the first, and only option at this time. (32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-92 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  91 
DATE:   12/19/21 8:11 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  David Pringle 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Too expensive and very inconvenient. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  92 
DATE:   12/19/21 8:42 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ben Anderson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I agree that the areas in question are worth protecting. I also only support the increased bus and 
shoulder lane options. No to the Gondola/cog rail. Thank you. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  93 
DATE:   12/19/21 10:20 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Shanon Whitmore 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola!! Put a cap on the amount of people going in the canyon and charge a toll. Little 
cottonwood cannot sustain the amount of people and traffic that the ski resorts are receiving. It seems 
as Snowbird and Alta do not care about preservation of the pristine environment in the canyon, but 
about capitalizing on their “Wells Fargo days.” 
What happens in the summer? Two people a day are riding the gondola? It’s going to be an eyesore, 
damage the canyon, and further push overcrowding. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  94 
DATE:   12/19/21 10:56 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  William Roger Judd 
 
COMMENT: 
 
How soon will they build a tram from the bottom a little Cottonwood Canyon all the way up to Alta? I 
think the tram would be much better than increasing busing and all the pollution that goes along with it. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  95 
DATE:   12/19/21 12:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Rob Bingle 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly disagree with both UDOT options of widening the road and the gondola. I’ve recreated in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon my entire life. My dad spent his entire life recreating in this canyon. It’s my 
home away from home. This canyon has a limit to the amount of traffic that it can receive on any given 
day. It’s the smallest canyon in the area. It cannot sustain the amount of traffic that the proposed 
options will surely bring. Not only will there be great environmental impact during the construction of 
either of these options, the environmental impact of packing as many bodies into the canyon as 
possible every year will be beyond measure. Preserve our beautiful canyon by capping the amount of 
traffic allowed in the canyon. Charge people 200 dollars for a pass or 25 a day to enter the canyon. My 
grandkids should have the same opportunity to use this canyon as my dad did, as I have been able to. 
Please don’t cheat future generations of this opportunity for a few dollars. It’s not worth it. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  96 
DATE:   12/19/21 12:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mark Gassinger 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Light rail with the quarry being the hub is the only realistic solution not some billion dollar gondola 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  97 
DATE:   12/11/21 9:51 AM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Peter Vander 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks. That gondola idea is a dumb one. Hanging people in the air in the wind, a very congested 
parking area at the base, outrageous cost to build, eye sore in the ski, the list goes on. (32.29UU) 
Peter.
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COMMENT #:  98 
DATE:   12/18/21 2:49 PM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Dewayne Pond 
 
COMMENT: 
 
PLEASE DO THE ONLY SENSIBLE THING 
RUN A TRAX LINE UP THE CANYON (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  99 
DATE:   12/20/21 11:19 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emery Lortsher 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
The gate buttress in LCC is a world class bouldering and hiking area. Please do not destroy this spot in 
our canyon. (32.26B and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  100 
DATE:   12/20/21 11:27 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lily Canavan 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Any “solution” that involves destroying the roadside boulders in LCC is a terrible idea. I recently moved 
to SLC only because of this amazing climbing access. Climbing is a HUGE industry here and 
permanently destroying these boulders (and ruining the incredible landscape that makes this city so 
special) removes a crucial aspect of why so many people come to this area of the country. Not to 
mention that within 20 years there will be too much climate change to even have a real ski season 
anymore, making any “investment” that alters the natural landscape in favor of making it easier to get to 
the ski resorts pointless!!! Please do not do this." (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  101 
DATE:   12/20/21 11:32 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Gabe Shuster 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear developers, 
I find myself in Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) quite often, whether it's going to ski, going to climb, or 
just going on a hike. It is one of my favorite places in the world! I know there is an issue with the traffic 
in the canyon, especially in the winter, and I appreciate the drive to solve that problem, BUT widening 
the road or building the canyon long tram system are horrible ways to solve it. I am on the rock climbing 
team at the University of Utah and love practicing my skills on the boulders in LCC, and they would be 
destroyed if either of those projects were approved. I have climbed all over the world in the past 12 
years of my climbing career and the granite boulders in LCC are world class. There is also no climbing 
like it anywhere else in Utah! If they were destroyed it would be equivalent to leveling all the ski resorts 
in the Wasatch, because the next closest granite bouldering is in California. Climbing is my greatest 
passion in life and I moved to Utah to pursue it, I know a lot of members in the climbing community feel 
the same way. So I'm begging you, please do not develop in LCC, there has to be another solution! 
(32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
Thank you for listening. 
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COMMENT #:  102 
DATE:   12/20/21 11:45 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  William Hastings 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Im a Salt lake resident, a skier and a climber whose spent probably hundreds of hours in LCC even in 
just the past year. I still feel that this proposal refuses to accept that conservation and protection of the 
plants landscape and climbing should come before profits for ski resorts. It still solves an issue for 
tourists and creates more for the locals and people who love the canyon. There is no viable option that 
in any way ruins what already is in the canyon. No road expansion, and no gondola. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  103 
DATE:   12/20/21 11:56 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Steve Santora 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please. More buses or pay to use. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  104 
DATE:   12/20/21 12:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jessica Kemper 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am commenting to advocate for protection of natural landscapes in little cottonwood canyon. I believe 
less impactful transit options should be utilized, like expanded bus usage or a permit system, rather 
than expanding the road or installing a gondola. LCC is an important wild space for animals, plants, and 
people other that skiers. Please consider saving the canyon because there is no return after 
demolishing it. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  105 
DATE:   12/20/21 12:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Hilary Silberman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As I climber I am very concerned about the climbing resources in LCC. Please see specifics below: 
 
*All climbing resources, boulders and routes, should be considered a “historical resource” as climbing in 
LCC dates back to the 1960s with the first documented climbing route established by Ted Wilson and 
Bob Stout, called Chickenhead Holiday, in 1961. (32.26B) 
 
*The gondola will have a huge visual impact on the climbing experience in the canyon. Hundreds of 
bouldering problems are situated directly underneath the gondola easement. This will affect the 
climbing experience, access and potentially viability if the boulders themselves (32.26E) 
 
*I am concerned about the extent of the restriction of climbing resources in the canyon if the gondola is 
the chosen alternative. Will the easement needed for the gondola alignment include property rights 
below or aerial rights only. Will access to these resources are still be possible? (32.26E) 
 
*UDOT estimates that access to climbing areas and trailheads throughout the entire construction area 
will be closed for 2-3 years. That means no bouldering or use of these areas for a very long time. 
(32.29E) 
 
*Relocating boulders as a potential mitigation measure for roadway widening is not acceptable. This 
are natural areas that are part of their surroundings. This is not a gym to be relocated. (32.26E) 
 
Thank you for your time
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COMMENT #:  106 
DATE:   12/20/21 12:29 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Andrew Meservy 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The enhanced bus option seems to make the most sense and have the least impact. Gondola would be 
a nightmare. I think in addition to the boulder count, it is important to identify which boulders would be 
impacted, as some hold more value than others. I think the construction impact also should be 
considered. I am against any impact whatsoever, but failing that, the least impact route should be 
taken. I also agree with the SLCA and think that they have done a great job expressing the concerns 
and considerations of the climbing community. (32.26E and 32.29UU).
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COMMENT #:  107 
DATE:   12/20/21 12:46 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Peter Georgiou 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Why is there such an emphasis on road widening and a gondola? The bus system already adequately 
transports passengers to the ski resort. The transportation problem is caused when people refuse to 
use the bus during ski season and wreck. This revision fails to recognize climbing and other recreation 
activities East of Grit Mill. Go to Gate Buttress parking lot on a warm day and you will see how the 
community utilizes this area. Please do not change LCC anymore. (32.29UU, 32.26B, 32.26D, and 
32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  108 
DATE:   12/20/21 12:50 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Summer Hartvigsen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Revision 4(F) is crucial to the future of climbing areas affected by this development. Going SE around 
the section is a simple change, and allows climbers and lovers of the outdoors to continue enjoying this 
area. I hope my voice is heard, as it speaks for many who have not submitted comments. (32.26B and 
32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  109 
DATE:   12/20/21 12:51 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dawson Shepherd 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t ruin an amazing bouldering area for out of state ski traffic. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  110 
DATE:   12/20/21 12:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ryan Vlietstra 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
No option that solely benefits skiers and resorts can be considered equitable in any way, and thus 
should not be considered as a proper solution to alleviate traffic in the canyon. Further, any option 
considered must also minimize environmental impacts as well as recreational sites, including rock 
climbing and bouldering areas. (32.29D. 32.29F, and 32.26E) 
 
I suggest modifying the revised enhanced bus service option to include multiple additional stops 
throughout the canyon for all sites. For peak hours, I suggest restricting the canyon to bus usage only. 
This would be much more equitable for access for different user groups, provide little environmental 
impact, mitigate massive backups with traffic, and help improve the atmosphere of the canyon by 
cutting down dramatically on noise and emissions. (32.29UU) 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Respectfully, 
-Ryan Vlietstra
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COMMENT #:  111 
DATE:   12/20/21 12:56 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Zach Davis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
All climbing resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon, boulders and routes, are a historical resource due 
to climbing in LCC starting back in the 1960's. This type of history needs to be preserved and protected 
and the Gondola will only harm these resources. Not only will the Gondola harm the historical 
resources of LCC but it will also invade the views of all the canyons guests. Whether you're on a 
Sunday Drive up the canyon or sending your dream climbing route, the Gondola will have a huge 
negative view impact. If the Gondola was approved, UDOT says many climbing areas would be closed 
for 2-3 years. This is unacceptable and would have a huge impact on our climbing community. This 
closure would also cause those climbers to go to a different climbing area meaning they would have to 
drive more creating more air pollution and other climbing areas would be severely affected by the 
additional foot traffic. We HAVE to protect these areas where our community climbs. Finally, relocating 
these boulders is unacceptable. There are certain characteristics about each climbing area that make 
them unique and special to every person who has been there. Moving them would be nearly as 
devasting as eliminating them. Please find another way to solve this problem. Do not build the 
Gondola." (32.26B. 32.26D, and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  112 
DATE:   12/20/21 1:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeremy Davis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed plan of adding a gondola to LCC is a really bad idea that threatens a historic natural 
resource vital to the community of outdoors enthusiasts who recreate in LCC. It is vital to preserve 
these natural resources. An alternative to a gondola is needed. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  113 
DATE:   12/20/21 1:23 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Keith Davenport 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep climbing and bouldering open. The main reason I travel to Utah is to enjoy these beautiful 
boulders. It would be a shame to lose these for climbers. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  114 
DATE:   12/20/21 1:35 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dan Carvajal 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It's a joke the state of Utah is actually spending this munch money to benefit luxury resorts. This isn't 
public transportation and would be an abismal use taxpayer dollars. The answer is simple, toll the cars 
and get people onto buses, no extra construction necessary. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  115 
DATE:   12/20/21 1:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Zach Averill 
 
COMMENT: 
 
How is the potential loss of bouldering historical resources going to be impacted by these plans? I see 
no information regarding a plan for how to preserve these historical landmarks that have been used by 
climbers since the 1960's. A huge part of climbing history is in these sites and maintaining these 
historical landmarks is critical for climbing community health in Salt Lake and North America. (32.26B 
and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  116 
DATE:   12/20/21 1:58 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Menno Sennesael 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I find the Draft EIS to still be lacking in its clarity of how climbing resources will be impacted. How will 
we be able to access our climbing areas during any kind of construction of a gondola or road widening? 
(32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
I am for improved bussing and even winter tolling of the road to improve conditions. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  117 
DATE:   12/20/21 2:00 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cameron Link 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Why would anyone want to ride the gondola? Why would anyone choose to put on their ski boots, wait 
in a cold line early in the morning, and then cram into a cold, musty, damp gondola with windows 
misting up from the condensation of 50 other people's breath only to have to stand on that gondola on 
the way back down when they desperately want to take off those ski boots and sit down after a long 
day. The gondola will not be much different from the bus system we currently have and people are 
choosing not to use. If we are going to invest our money in the longevity and accessibility of Wasatch 
recreation I think we must first ask how to we make our current bus system preferable to driving. 
Why do we choose to drive? (32.29UU) 
1. We can bring up extra gear. What are the conditions like? Do I want my powder skis or my 
groomer skis? How cold is it today? Do I want an extra layer or to drop one off in the car? If my socks 
get wet I have an extra pair in the car.  
2. We can bring food and water. Ski resort food is expensive and while a lot of us can afford a 
pass and gear we do so because we give up of frivolous spending and we pass up on that $15 
hamburger.  
3. We do not have to put on our boots early. No one wants to put on their ski boots an hour or two 
before they will even be skiing. 
4. The bus lots fill up and they can be out of the way. If I am in my car half way to Alta, I’m not 
going to want to park at a park and ride and wait for the bus. I don’t want to leave the line of cars only 
for the lot to be full. I don’t want to drive all the way to the canyon just to get on a bus. 
5. Many times you are forced to stand up on the bus on a busy day. If you are wearing ski boots 
this could be very uncomfortable and ski boots can be slippery. With one hand on your skis you only 
have one left to hold the rail. 
6. Alternative rec users cannot use the bus system. There are little to no stops for backcountry 
users, climbers, hikers, photographers. 
While this is not every reason why driving is preferable to the bus, these are common reasons from 
nearly every Wasatch rec user I have talked to. I propose we fix these 6 problems with the bus system 
to make the bus system the transportation of choice to most users. 
Here is my proposition to fix each issue: 
1. Free lockers at each resort. Preferably they would be operated by "UDOT or some other public 
entity. Perhaps even one locker per group/family. This way we can bring a bag of extra gear to the 
resorts to account for changing conditions. (32.29UU) 
2. The lockers would give us the ability to bring dry foods to the resorts but this doesn’t solve the 
lack of ability to bring a stove and tailgate lunch and breakfast. If each resort had a covered picnic area 
we would have the ability to pack a stove and cook some lunch. (32.29UU) 
3. Lockers would solve this issue too. We can wear street shoes on the bus and change to boots 
at the resort if we have somewhere to store the shoes for the day (32.29UU) 
4. Bus routes are really only in one area of the city. I think it is time to expand. Add a bus route that 
goes straight from sugarhouse to the resorts, one from the university area, one in downtown, one from 
Millcreek, and to other parts of the city. Not a bus that goes from sugarhouse (for example) to the pre-
established bus route. Not a bus that drive all around the city and then up the canyons. I am talking 
about new, straight-shot bus routes that take us from near where we live all the way to the canyons. If 
no one in salt lake had to drive or walk more than 5 minutes to a bus that will quickly and reliably take 
them to the canyons many more of us would use the bus. (32.29UU) 
5. I think adding bus routes will solve this problem. More busses = less crowding and more seats 
available. If each bus had a ski rack that would be even better. (32.29UU) 
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6. Add an alt route. Perhaps a less frequent bus that stops at all popular trailheads and continues 
through the year to alleviate crowded trailhead parking  
While some of these solutions may be extreme I bet if we did the math it would be cheaper than 
widening the road or adding a gondola. I think these specific solutions are far less important than 
solving the problems in some way. I think the improved bus system has the added benefit of being 
scalable and quickly implementable. This could easily also be done for big cottonwood and other 
recreation sites. This solution could also be implemented with electric busses or transitioned to electric 
busses. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  118 
DATE:   12/20/21 2:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Melanie McDaniels 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In combining these two cultural/recreational areas, there is still no change to the impact. Once again, 
the shortsightedness in pushing for more construction and development is NOT going to solve the 
problem of traffic in the canyons. Specific to this area (4f) it will only serve to deteriorate or destroy 
access for climbing, hiking, scenic photography, etc. Along with the recreational aspects, it will impact 
habitat, human/wildlife conflict (by reducing the space in which wildlife can exists and cramping their 
already narrow corridors that exist in the Wasatch) and viewshed/watershed. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 
32.26D) 
UDOT, the USFS and ASL and Snowbird must seek a true solution to the traffic issue instead of 
benefitting the wealthy stakeholders. I urge UDOT/USFS and additional stakeholders to consider 
implementing significant changes that do not include new construction of a gondola or otherwise 
widening of state highway 210. There are alternatives and for the future of the canyons, recreationists 
and ecosystems we must make hard choices. RESTRICT PRIVATE VEHICLES AND TOLL. Build 
infrastructure near the base of both canyons and INCREASE public transit; instead of millions on 
gondolas, invest in zero emission busses and create parking structures. Utilize funds from parking 
structures and bus passes to continually make improvements and continue upkeep on the canyon 
roads. There are so many more viable options that will not impact this particular area or the canyons 
overall. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  119 
DATE:   12/20/21 2:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Madeline Voloshin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In regards to the revisions made to “Climbing Resources”: relocating boulders is not an acceptable 
mitigation measure, this ruins the natural setting and the main reason why recreators enjoy climbing 
outside. It is also my belief that climbing should be considered a “historical resource,” as the first routes 
in Little Cottonwood were established in the 1960s and have had in impact on climbing as we know it 
today. In addition, the expected trailhead and climbing closures of 2-3 years does NOT meet the needs 
off all users if the canyon‚Äîclimbers included. This is unacceptable as the potential gondola benefits 
only the resorts during ski season. Many recreators use the canyon on a year-round and daily basis to 
participate in many other activities. It is also extremely frustrating that many questions about the 
proposed gondola’s easement cannot be answered. With all the research and preparation that was 
conducted for the draft EIS, the lack of answers around property rights seems like a disappointing 
oversight on UDOT’s part. The topic will not only affect climbing resources, but also many other users 
of the canyon. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.26D)
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COMMENT #:  120 
DATE:   12/20/21 2:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Roxan Anderes 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Just logical to build a Tram up LCC. Look to Europe for tried and true solutions. Not rocket science 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  121 
DATE:   12/20/21 2:35 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Stephen Morton 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Leave the climbing alone you greedy corporate sellouts (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  122 
DATE:   12/20/21 2:40 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tracy Wo 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please save this treasure climbing area (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  123 
DATE:   12/20/21 2:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matt Dietrich 
 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC is a beautiful place and is very important to a large community of climbers. It shouldn’t be 
damaged to fix a small problem. There are other ways to solve the issue. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  124 
DATE:   12/20/21 2:57 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Bryce Onozuka 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not expand Little Cottonwood Canyon road. The benefits do NOT outweigh the 
consequences. Not only will the beautiful landscape be forever scarred, fresh water will be polluted, 
runoff from a larger road will acidify the soil and harm the ecosystem, and historical climbs - some 
which are classic climbs in the country and draw climbers from around the world - will be permanently 
altered. Most importantly, the noise pollution from a larger road will disrupt the sheer beauty of the 
canyon. (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26F, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  125 
DATE:   12/20/21 2:58 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Todd Winzenried 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a climber and a hiker. I have been using the climbing areas, bouldering areas and hiking trails/path 
in Little Cottonwood Canyon for over 30 years. Please preserve these now and for future generations 
 
- All climbing resources, boulders and routes, should be considered a “historical resource” as 
climbing in LCC dates back to the 1960s with the first documented climbing route established by Ted 
Wilson and Bob Stout, called Chickenhead Holiday, in 1961. (32.26B) 
 
- The gondola will have a huge visual impact on the climbing experience in the canyon. Hundreds 
of bouldering problems are situated directly underneath the gondola easement. (32.26B, 32.26D, and 
32.26E)  
 
- We do not know the extent of the restriction of climbing resources in the canyon if the gondola 
would be the chosen alternative. It is unclear if the easement needed for the gondola alignment will 
include property rights below or aerial rights only. Until we know more regarding property rights, access 
to these resources are still vulnerable. (32.26B, 32.26D, and 32.26E) 
 
- UDOT estimates that access to climbing areas and trailheads throughout the entire construction 
area will be closed for 2-3 years. (32.26E) 
 
- Relocating boulders as a potential mitigation measure for roadway widening is not acceptable. 
(32.26E) 
 
Thanks, 
Todd Winzenried 

July 2022 Page 32C-128 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  126 
DATE:   12/20/21 3:08 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Bob Ketchel 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
Please consider all aspects of climing in the canyons as part of Utah's heritage. The Wasatch Front is 
known around the world for many things. 
 
It should be pretty easy to allow access to all climbing areas and even to go as far as relocating 
individual boulders if needed. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
Think of this as an opportunity to work with the community and history in making something extra 
special. (32.26B) 
 
Think of this as an opportunity to win industry recognition for doing something out-of-the box. 
 
Thank you for listening to me. 
 
Respectfully, 
Bob Ketchel 
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COMMENT #:  127 
DATE:   12/20/21 3:40 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ben Verdejo 
 
COMMENT: 
 
There are climbing locations that would be lost due to this plan. I hope there is a way this can be 
corrected. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  128 
DATE:   12/20/21 3:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sarah Ries 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect the canyon and do not expand the road lanes. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  129 
DATE:   12/20/21 4:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Amy Dall 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support expanded bus service with no widening of the lcc road. The impact of widening the road has 
too great an impact on the ecosystem and the unparalleled Rick climbing locations along the road. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  130 
DATE:   12/20/21 5:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brent Manning 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a lawyer, citizen taxpayer, climber, backcountry and resort skier, hiker and someone who loves the 
Utah outdoors. I agree that something must be done about the traffic in the cottonwooods. However the 
present proposals for increasing highway width and bus traffic and the gondola will have a huge 
adverse impact on users other than resort skiers and will simply make little cottonwood less available to 
users other than patrons of Alta and Snowbird who do not need a publicly subsidized transport system. 
I am most concerned about the expected loss of roadside parking, both during construction and after. In 
addition widening the road will either eliminate some of the roadside bouldering areas or put them at 
the edge of a bus lane. I climb at the gate buttress and boulder area as well as mile marker 5 boulder 
area among others. Access and the climbing itself needs to be preserved both places and at other 
climbing areas. Why is it that other alternatives such as a toll for users, decreasing as the number in the 
vehicle increases, has never been tried? Busses should stop at trailheads, and at climbing and 
bouldering areas rather than being exclusively for access to the commercial resorts. If high tolls were 
charged for single vehicle users traffic would be reduced and the revenue could fund more and regular 
bus service thus reducing if not eliminating the need to widen the road for a bus lane. The present 
proposals seem designed to benefit the ski areas while sacrificing the interests of all other users. 
(32.26B, 32.26D, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  131 
DATE:   12/20/21 5:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Burlison 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, please do not destroy Little Cottonwood Canyon boulders. Many of us spent our first days 
climbing on these boulders. They have an iconic status in the climbing world. There is a deep history 
here that will be forever altered if these areas are destroyed. It is absurd to damage access for one 
outdoor group in order to advance another. There are much better options. Please do not destroy these 
boulders!! (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  132 
DATE:   12/20/21 6:08 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Vita Rice 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The natural wonder of LCC and BCC will be forever tainted by a gondola. Please do not go forward with 
this crap so that ski resorts can make more money. As a climber and avid hiker, it’s already a bummer 
to see telephone lines above ground, impacting the landscape. We don’t need more tech. We just need 
better bus systems and for large corporations to stop being greedy. This isn’t about the health of the 
canyon, this is about corporate profit. My vote is no. Listen to the people. (32.29UU) 
 
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  133 
DATE:   12/20/21 6:09 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Adam Constantilos 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect the canyon and preserve the historical recreational playground that it is for climbers. 
(32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  134 
DATE:   12/20/21 8:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Noah Bigwood 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a concerned citizen, climber and skier I ask that all resources in the canyon receive equal weight 
and protection. The current plans appear to consider skit access to commercial areas in the canyon 
above access and preservation of backcountry ski and climbing. The impact of the current plans on 
those other resources beyond merely the 4 (f) designated ones must be considered more carefully. I do 
not support the current version and would much prefer a less impactful on like greater bus service 
without impactful road widening. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  135 
DATE:   12/20/21 8:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Colin Hale 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Id like to bring attention to the project purpose listed in section 26.3.1.1 where it says the purpose of the 
project is for “All users”. UDOT had acknowledged that climbers are including as users however 
alternative plans still effect climbing access and including removing climbing destinations. Any 
alternative should not be removing existing climbing area but be including as protected park access. 
(32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  136 
DATE:   12/20/21 10:12 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Margo B Becker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Stop this development. It is disastrous for the environment and we don’t need it. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  137 
DATE:   12/20/21 10:22 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alayna Christiansen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely no to a gondola up little cottonwood. It will impact outdoor recreational activity in such a 
negative way. There are better solutions that do not destroy the outdoor climbing and recreating that 
goes on all year round. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  138 
DATE:   12/21/21 6:49 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cameron Griffiths 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Utah local born and raised. I am also an avid rock climber in little cottonwood. The rock climbing 
is world class . I am deeply concerned the access will be greatly affected by the gondola. For a few 
busy months out of the year I don’t think it’s justifiable to alter the canyon forever. My opinion is there 
are too many people. Like it or not I believe there should be a permit system or alternating days you get 
to ski . I believe the gondola will have a negative impact visually and environmentally on the canyon. 
What are the costs to ride it ? Will they close the canyon to up hill traffic when gondola is operating? 
Will I still be able to access the great white ice climbing area in winter ? What about the gate buttress 
rock climbing parking lot, Will it go away ? If so where will we park ? Please consider another 
alternative before altering are beautiful canyon forever. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  139 
DATE:   12/21/21 12:05 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Kraszewski 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Can we just stop with the dumb gondola? It's going to move traffic from the canyon to outside the 
canyon. It'll move traffic to waiting in line for the gondola to go up, and to go down. Nobody is going to 
even use it. It is a dumb idea to permanently destroy a very beautiful place for something people won't 
even use. RIDICULOUS. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  140 
DATE:   12/21/21 12:56 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Bryan Gibson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing to express my opposition to plans to build a gondola in little cottonwood canyon. This plan 
is expensive , will take many years to complete and will negatively impact recreational activities such as 
rock climbing in the canyon. rock climbing in LCC should be considered a “historical resource” as 
climbing in LCC dates back to the 1960s . on a more pragmatic level building a gondola will be very 
expensive and in my opinion will not significantly impact the congestion in the canyon ( with further 
incentive people will still drive) . I suggest that instead you close all parking outside of parking lots in the 
winter months, install a guardhouse at the mouth of LCC and have a limit of cars ( in the canyon at any 
one time) equal to the number for parking spaces, each car should be charged a canyon entrance fee 
which is then used to subsidize the buses , and those sections of the canyon road that are two lanes 
have one lane designated as the bus lane so that the bus actually moves faster than the cars. in this 
way ( adding costs) putting a hard limit in the number of cars and speeding up the buses you can 
motivate people to take the bus and demotivate driving. This would reduce congestion in the canyon at 
a fraction of the cost of building a gondola. on a personal note i have lived in SLC for 25 years and 
skied in LCC every winter until this one. - I will be skiing elsewhere until the congestion in the canyon is 
resolved, it is bad for locals and bad for tourists (and the businesses they rely on) to consider a plan 
that will take years to implement and may have minimal impact when simpler, faster and likely more 
effective interventions exist. Thank you for your consideration. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  141 
DATE:   12/21/21 1:23 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kevin Nichol 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm glad that the report now treats the climbing area as a (4f) resource and looks more closely at the 
impacts of the various alternatives on that area. After review, I stand by my original position that the 
Gondola B alternative makes the most sense, particularly for the long term. The noise and air pollution 
impact would be far less than we would get from Enhanced Bus alternatives. Yes, there would be some 
visual impact, particularly over the climbing area and Tanner's Flat, as outlined in the report, but I think 
that it will be less obtrusive than some critics are making it out to be. When I think of the Snowbird tram, 
especially as I have stayed numerous times at both the Iron Blosam and Cliff Lodges, I recall that you 
barely realize that it is coming and going all day long unless you are looking for it. The gondola is also 
the only mode that will keep open access to the canyon when avalanches on the paths without snow 
sheds block the road. It also has the greatest capacity to handle traffic increases over the long term. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  142 
DATE:   12/21/21 2:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Katy Herrin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local I have seen the damage that has occurred due to the influx of people to Utah and Salt Lake 
Valleys. I'm very glad that people are happy here and experiencing the outdoors, but it should not come 
at the cost to damaging some of the little wilderness we have left. A less intrusive approach would 
preserve the land and activities surrounding it for years to come. Those who cannot afford to or choose 
to not participate in snow sports should not have to lose valuable recreation areas when there are other 
options. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  143 
DATE:   12/21/21 3:18 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matthew Davis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative. It's simple, proven, and can be adjusted as needed. 
NO GONDOLA! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  144 
DATE:   12/21/21 10:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jace Jones 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the easiest and most logical solution to the traffic problem being the streamlining and 
expansion of the bus system without widening the road. I took the bus for the first time this year last 
weekend. The overall experience was great and a very viable alternative to driving myself. However the 
bus was packed to the brim. The issue was not that there was only one lane, but that there weren't 
enough buses! Please protect our canyon and watershed by choosing NOT to permanently alter the 
natural landscape. The whole reason that people love to visit LCC is because it is a natural beauty and 
wonder of Utah. The massive amount of cut and fill that would be needed to widen the road would be a 
permanent scar right through one of the most amazing places we Utahns have to enjoy. Thank you for 
considering my thoughts. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  145 
DATE:   12/22/21 8:32 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Laron Lemon 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Traffic and the resulting congestion in our canyons need to be addressed. Ride sharing applications, 
mandatory carpooling, parking structures at the mouth of the canyons (Mobility Hubs Alternative), or a 
gondola are all feasible options. The problem I see with a gondola (especially starting at La Caille) is 
that it costs money, incentivizes wealthier citizens to visit the canyons, and dissuades poor citizens 
from being able to take advantage of our natural resources. If a gondola is placed or another option 
which has fees is chosen, will there be subsidies for poor people? (32.29UU)  
 
As a climber and a backcountry snowboarder I use the side canyons in little and big frequently. The 
gondola or the cog rail alternative will impact access during construction and may possibly eliminate 
some of the access to boulders completely. What is to be done with these boulders? Not only are they 
a source of training, enjoyment, and entertainment; these objects are also part of the history of Salt 
Lake City. Many of the people who have moved to this beautiful area over the last ten years did so 
because of the access to the canyons. Continued access to these resources is necessary to foster a 
healthy relationship between citizens and government. Change is necessary and we NEED to do 
something about the traffic. If a gondola is chosen to be the best option, I think it would be wise to 
choose a location to move any boulders that would be destroyed or damaged during construction. A 
park could be placed at the mouth of little cottonwood canyon to commemorate the history of climbing 
and recreating in the area impacted by the new gondola. Orientation of the boulders would need to be 
maintained to preserve the routes. Here is the proposed location to move any boulders that may 
destroyed or damaged during construction. (32.29B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
https://goo.gl/maps/XkARAGFZms8bMREm7  
 
A gondola will also require a HUGE impact on natural habitats within the area. This will impact access 
to back country areas within little cottonwood used for climbing, skiing, hiking, and so on. How is this 
going to impact the local wildlife? (32.29UU) 
 
In looking at the most recent evaluation, the options that look the best to me are increased buses, 
shuttling, new parking structures, and mandatory carpooling. If cars were not allowed up canyon 
without at least N number of passengers (3,4,5...) this could alleviate a lot of congestion. Many people I 
see drive up the canyon are in a SUV by themselves...then they meet three other friends at the resort 
who all did the same. The older and wealthier do this the most (based on personal observation). In my 
mind, the best way to limit impact on our precious, limited resource that is our canyons is to create 
parking structures outside of the canyons that people are required to park at. You either pick up the 
required number of passengers or hop on a shuttle/bus to get up the canyon. (32.29UU)  
 
I am under the impression that the gondola is going to happen. Please, to maintain a good relationship 
between the outdoor/climbing community and UDOT/government, please move and preserve any 
boulders that would be damaged or destroyed during construction, or that the community would no 
longer have access to because of the Gondola. Placing these objects somewhere else people can 
enjoy would be a compromise I think would satisfy people within the climbing community. During 
construction I think having someone from the SLCA be a consultant would be helpful because they 
could inform you on which boulders would be best to move. Once again, here is the link to where I think 
you could easily move any of the boulders to. https://goo.gl/maps/XkARAGFZms8bMREm7 (32.26E) 
 
Good luck on this tough decision, no matter which option is chosen, a sub-community will probably get 
mad about it. 
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Cheers,  
 
Laron 

July 2022 Page 32C-149 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  146 
DATE:   12/22/21 9:56 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Caroline Canter 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to continue to comment on the Draft EIS, as this is an incredibly 
influential decision. The future of recreation in LCC is contingent on this decision and I implore you to 
be conscientious of all recreation resources and access that exists in Little Cottonwood Canyon right 
now. This is about so much more than ski traffic. This is about sustainable development and access for 
all types of recreation, all year long. The implementation of a gondola in the canyon will have a negative 
impact on hundreds of climbing resources, become a visual impairment for visitors, put recreation 
access on hold for years while under construction, potentially encroach on private property, be a major 
financial investment and require extensive costs and maintenance for the years to come. I strongly 
suggest we decline the gondola option and focus on the resources we have in the canyon. (32.26B, 
32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  147 
DATE:   12/22/21 10:00 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Erik OBrien 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please (using tax payer money to support private interest and contractors to bring profit to 
various former political stakeholders is unacceptable.). Do not widen the road until you have at least 
tried having a good bus system. Also, the resorts who have been making hand over fist for years and 
keep increasing the price of passes despite adding no new services can pay 100% for whatever is 
proposed. I do not want my tax money to subsidize private interest that exploits the land and is not 
even a real free-market business (sweetheart land leases). It costs more to ski for a day in Utah than it 
does in Europe. I hope all the resorts go out of business... which will solve the road traffic issue. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  148 
DATE:   12/22/21 10:00 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Molly Parker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
LCC is a historic area for climbing. Destruction of climbing resources, routes, boulders, and general 
access should be considered more strongly with the implementation of the gondola as a possible 
alternative. These areas attract people to Utah. They are significant and important in the history of 
climbing. A lot of the climbing in LCC was developed in the 1960s. Without protection from the gondola, 
this could all be destroyed. (32.26B) 
 
We also need more information regarding the property rights of the gondola. Is the property extended 
through air only? Or how far along the base of the easements? Will climbers be allowed in the areas 
that haven’t been destroyed by the construction? (32.26D and 32.26E) 
 
The gondola, as mentioned in many other comments, will also be a major eyesore in the canyon. I don’t 
know how many photos I have looking up and down lcc from climbing routes and boulders. It’s hard for 
me to imagine seeing a gondola in those. It breaks my heart to think of the canyons destruction. 
(32.29UU)  
 
Please consider those who are not in direct relation with Alta and snowbird resorts as well. I am a 
season pass holder for Snowbird, so o do understand the need for some kind of change as the 
popularity of lcc grows, but this is not the answer to our problems. (32.29UU)  
 
Molly 
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COMMENT #:  149 
DATE:   12/22/21 1:21 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brent Hamblin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in strong support of keeping Little Cottonwood Canyon road as is, which means NOT adding 
additional lane (s). I believe adding more frequent buses during the ski season, and Snowbird and Alta 
setting a parking cap by requiring reservations in advance, will help to better control winter traffic in the 
Canyon. Adding to the existing road or building a Gondola will forever change the landscape in a 
negative way, and destroy some popular bouldering areas and access to climbing routes. (32.26E) 
Climbing, bouldering, hiking and backcountry skiing access must be preserved. Building a Gondola or 
widening the road will impact all of those activities. (32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-153 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  150 
DATE:   12/22/21 1:26 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kennard Machol 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider access to the LCC climbing areas ( and other backcountry areas) important to those of 
us who utilize them. Why I moved here 50 years ago. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  151 
DATE:   12/23/21 10:24 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Drew Bedford 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident and canyon user for 40 years, I am writing to oppose the current gondola solution. It is a 
poorly thought-out solution to a much bigger problem. Skiing impacts transportation in the canyon 
during the winter. But there are transportation problems year round. The gondola overlooks the 
transportation needs of climbers, hikers, and backcountry skiers. We need a plan that takes into 
account ALL user groups, not one. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  152 
DATE:   12/23/21 11:52 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Satchel Friedman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my comment on this matter. I find the proposed development 
unacceptable and not in line with modern ethics regarding the preservation of scenery and natural 
resources. I urge UDOT to consider alternate plans, such as mass transit such in the form of busses. 
Installing an unsightly gondola and permanently damaging our canyon and impacting the wildlife is flatly 
unacceptable. (32.29UU) 
 
Thank you
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COMMENT #:  153 
DATE:   12/23/21 12:18 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Adriana Chavez 
 
COMMENT: 
 
There are much less impactful solutions to adequately address Little Cottonwood’s wintertime 
transportation problem, while still serving all dispersed recreation users. I strongly encourage UDOT to 
try their increased electric bus (without roadway widening) proposal coupled with other traffic mitigation 
efforts before altering the canyon and the overall climbing experience forever. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  154 
DATE:   12/23/21 12:27 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brett Carroll 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please try increasing and improving bus service without widening the road before adding an extra lane 
or building a gondola. Expanding parking at the base and providing more frequent, affordable bus 
service that can stop at all trailheads will be cheaper, less impactful, and more effective than widening 
the road or building a gondola. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  155 
DATE:   12/23/21 12:53 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  David Lund 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please continue to work with access groups representing all types of equal recreation in the canyons. 
Significantly altering and decreasing access to historical recreation on public lands for the benefit of 
private ski resorts is unacceptable. Tax payer funds that increase access to for-profit corporations at 
any expense of public recreation are misappropriated and diminish the quality of climbing, hiking, 
biking, natural habitat for limited benefit of corporations. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  156 
DATE:   12/23/21 1:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The idea that de minimis impact is being pursued seems to not be in alignment with the amount of 
damage a gondola or road widening will incur in the canyon. Based on these two options you are still 
drastically diminishing the beauty of the canyon which is its biggest natural resource. If you really want 
to have the least impact start with a phased approach. This not only will allow you to tailor the amount 
of busses to the given circumstances (holiday, weekend, big snow storm, etc.) but also will allow UDOT 
to implement the most up to date electric bus technology as busses need to be replaced. It seems 
apparent that there is some sort of foul play going on because UDOT is not considering this option 
(phased approach) as an option prior to attempting to tear up the canyon for the benefit of businessmen 
who seem to be persuading UDOT (with money or otherwise) that the gondola is a good idea. This 
project will severely diminish the experience of canyon users and it is not thoroughly vetted. If the 
project were to remove 5% of all ski areas from Snowbird or Alta it would not be considered. Once 
those boulders are lost, they are gone forever. It is apparent that UDOT is pushing for the gondola but it 
is not clear that UDOT has thoroughly thought about this plan. Will the gondola withstand the effects of 
climate change, including less snow? Will the gondola withstand a fire in the canyon or an earthquake 
or other natural disaster? How about rock slides? All of these things have happened in the canyon in 
the last few years. PLEASE IMPLEMENT A PHASED APPROACH!" (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  157 
DATE:   12/23/21 2:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jack Weaver 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbing is such an important resource in salt lake. It's been a thing since 1961. Bouldering is a sport 
with worldwide popularity and there are so many classic routes on these boulders that could be 
permanently lost or lose access to them for years of construction. Please consider your climbing 
citizens and the boulders they love. This includes the Gate Boulders and 5 mile. These are not currently 
being considered in the updated proposal. Please try increased electric buses and traffic mitigation 
before going down an irreversible path. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  158 
DATE:   12/23/21 3:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kitty Calhoun 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing as a climber who is concerned about the Revised EIS Draft. Specifically: 
* All climbing resources, boulders, and routes should be considered "historical resource". (32.26B) 
*We do not know the extent of the restriction of climbing resources in the canyon if the gondola is the 
chosen alternative. 
*UDOT estimates that access to climbing areas and trailheads throughout the entire construction area 
will be closed for 2-3 years. 
*Relocating boulders as a potential mitigation measure for the roadway widening is not acceptable. 
(32.26D and 32.26E) 
 
Sincerely, 
Kitty Calhoun
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COMMENT #:  159 
DATE:   12/23/21 3:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Austen Mcnulty 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel like this reevaluation is still not taking into consideration the long term effects this project will have 
on the canyon and future recreation. On top of that I feel it’s choosing to overlook the historical 
significance many of these areas have that will be affected by a gondola or destruction to the 
surrounding environment. Please take a stronger look at expanding bud services and choosing to 
mitigate traffic up canyon during peak season (32.29UU). 
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COMMENT #:  160 
DATE:   12/23/21 6:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kyle Goupil 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please say no to the gondola! The gondola will impact many climbing areas. If these areas are lost to 
our community it will be devastating. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  161 
DATE:   12/23/21 8:00 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  William Lycholaj 
 
COMMENT: 
 
- All climbing resources, boulders and routes, should be considered a “historical resource” as climbing 
in LCC dates back to the 1960s with the first documented climbing route established by Ted Wilson and 
Bob Stout, called Chickenhead Holiday, in 1961. (32.26B) 
 
- The gondola will have a huge visual impact on the climbing experience in the canyon. Hundreds of 
bouldering problems are situated directly underneath the gondola easement. (32.26E) 
 
- We do not know the extent of the restriction of climbing resources in the canyon if the gondola would 
be the chosen alternative. It is unclear if the easement needed for the gondola alignment will include 
property rights below or aerial rights only. Until we know more regarding property rights, access to 
these resources are still vulnerable. (32.26E and 32.26D) 
 
- UDOT estimates that access to climbing areas and trailheads throughout the entire construction area 
will be closed for 2-3 years (32.26D) 
 
- Relocating boulders as a potential mitigation measure for roadway widening is not acceptable. 
(32.26E) 
 
 
Ultimately, there are much less impactful solutions to adequately address Little Cottonwood’s 
wintertime transportation problem, while still serving all dispersed recreation users. The SLCA strongly 
encourages UDOT to try their increased electric bus (without roadway widening) proposal coupled with 
other traffic mitigation efforts before altering the canyon and the overall climbing experience forever. 
UDOT needs to hear from you, again, by January 10th. Save Little Cottonwood climbing! Large-scale 
transportation infrastructure projects threaten the natural qualities that make Little Cottonwood Canyon 
such an iconic and treasured destination. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  162 
DATE:   12/24/21 8:48 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ryan Canter 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the ability to continue to comment on the transportation options in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, and I firmly believe that a gondola option does not provide reasonable access to recreation in 
the canyon beyond resort skiing. A gondola is a massive financial and resource-heavy investment that 
would impact recreation for years to come, from ongoing construction, maintenance needs, and limited 
access. This would change the landscape of recreation in the canyons and remove the natural haven 
we all desire to maintain. (32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-166 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  163 
DATE:   12/24/21 9:37 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brandon Orme 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t do it (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  164 
DATE:   12/24/21 9:46 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  James Forrest 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please spend more time looking at options that do not include destroying historic climbing areas of 
LCC. A gondola will not serve the public. Buses buses buses would be ok by everyone. (32.26B, 
32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  165 
DATE:   12/24/21 11:12 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Rachel Fixsen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect rock climbing resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon when designing a new traffic 
management plan. The area has been a treasured resource for many thousands of visitors and Salt 
Lake City residents for decades. The boulders in the path of the gondola alternative can't be replaced, 
reproduced, or moved and still hold the same value they have to climbers now. Please consider less 
destructive alternatives, like an improved bus system, to alleviate traffic congestion in the canyon. 
(32.26B, 32.26D, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  166 
DATE:   12/25/21 7:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matthew Brooks 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As an SLC-based climber and frequent LCC visitor, I support the SLCA's recommendations: 
 
I encourage UDOT to try the increased electric bus (without roadway widening) proposal coupled with 
other traffic mitigation efforts before altering the canyon and the overall climbing experience forever.  
 
Something to keep in mind is that congestion is a function of popularity. So long as the benefits exceed 
the costs, traffic will steadily increase. Traffic jams & road delays represent a natural regulator of traffic 
& visitation. If the downsides of visiting LCC abate due to more infrastructure, usage will simply 
increase to a point where it reestablishes balance. 
 
People respond to incentives, and given the pressure on the cottonwood canyons due to ski resort 
expansion & aggressive marketing, I don't think it's appropriate to continue to incentivize higher levels 
of visitation. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  167 
DATE:   12/25/21 8:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Logan Gillen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Utah resident, please consider the bus only option ( I believe option 25.6.2) with enhanced traffic 
flow. No widening of the roadway is needed to support the current demand of skiers with a bus only 
option. This is a safer, easier, and less polluting option that will enhance the ski experience for all, and 
most importantly mitigates the environmental impacts of road widening and the gondola. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  168 
DATE:   12/26/21 4:12 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tyler Smithson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Less harmful options exist when it comes to UDOT facilitating traffic to Snowbird and Alta than wider 
roads and aerial tramways. Neither alternative are desirable options for any user group other than 
alpine skiers and snowboarders. The gondola will have a huge visual impact on the climbing 
experience in the canyon and result in questionable access to hundreds of boulder problems below the 
cables. How can UDOT even guarantee that people will want the extra hassle to park their cars and 
ride the gondola. (32.29UU)  
 
Consider climbers in the canyon. Neither the gondola or widening the road will have any benefit. 
Routes were first being established in LCC in the early 1960s and should be considered a “historical 
resource.'' How will climbers access the bouldering and climbing resources during a 2-3 year 
construction timetable? Relocating boulders is a potential mitigation measure for road widening is not 
acceptable. How do the two alternatives benefit the backcountry access (both winter and summer)? 
This capitalisic expansion into our canyons is antiquated and only sets a precedent for future plans of 
further expanding ski resorts' industrial footprint. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
 
Furthermore, why is UDOT incentivized to invest half a billion dollars for the upper class in the 
mountains when it should be making investments directly in the city where people live? $500 million 
would go a long way in daylighting the seven creeks that flown from the Wasatch Canyons. This would 
provide year-round access to east-west active transportation corridors that can be used by all strata of 
society without necessitating automobiles. Additionally, this would help to lower our carbon footprint by 
enabling regeneration of riparian habitat for a multitude of flora and fauna species. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  169 
DATE:   12/27/21 12:37 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  George Chapman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Since the US Forest Service is emphasizing trails (combining them), it should ensure that the noise 
level in the Canyon is not increased with diesel buses. Electric buses should be required in the Canyon. 
The US Forest Service requires quiet on many other trails and should ensure that diesels and other 
loud vehicles are not allowed to increase the noise level (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  170 
DATE:   12/27/21 12:38 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Karl Meltzer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Start gondola at base of Lisa falls in that flat area. Parking garage built into the mountain against the 
road now. Out of public view. Shorter ride less cost. Less traffic backed up on wasatch boulevard 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  171 
DATE:   12/27/21 12:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michael Tomer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I hole heartedly support the gondola option. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  172 
DATE:   12/27/21 12:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Charlie Lozinger 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I have a disabled daughter who loves to ski at Alta. The ability to drive our vehicle to Alta is a 
requirement. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  173 
DATE:   12/27/21 12:53 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Anthony A. Lazzara 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I continue to believe that the Caille-based gondola plan (followed by the other gondola plan) would do 
the most to alleviate traffic and decrease our impact on LCC, while still allowing full access to the 
canyon. Adequate parking could be built and even sufficient facilities to allow lockers, etc, at the 
gondola base to make the entire gondola experience truly fantastic! Personally, I’d like to see all 
Wasatch areas connected via a public gondola system so that we’d all be able to leave our cars in one 
place and enjoy all of the ski areas, hiking and towns without having to take a dangerous drive (whether 
by car or bus). I prefer the gondola to the cog train as I think the long term environmental impact would 
be lower, a although I understand the construction might be of greater short term impact. Buses are a 
terrible idea because they never end up getting used as envisioned and people will just keep driving. I’d 
be happy to sign up for lockers for my family at a gondola base today - even knowing we wouldn’t be 
able to use them for years! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  174 
DATE:   12/27/21 12:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Teri Klug 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only option for effectively loading and unloading the canyon. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  175 
DATE:   12/27/21 1:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Margaret Bourke 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I restrict my comments to those within the boundaries of the Town of Alta, not commenting on the other 
revisions related to trails and climbing sites further West in LCC.  
Thank you for noting the presence of the Alta Town Park in LCC, and including it in the revisions to 
Chapter 26. I note it is now referenced in 4 places in the revised chapter. However, only one of those 
does more than simply include the name. Rather, the draft EIS concludes that there is simply "no use" 
or impact of the Alta Town Park. (¬ß26.5-9). With that conclusion, there is no mention or "need" for 
avoidance, mitigation or minimization of harm, indeed, none has been included. Not even a "de 
minimus" impact analysis, with the conclusion there is no impact. 
This is said to be the case because no gondola tower will be within the boundary of the park, nor cables 
or cabins over the park. The summation continues: "The proximity of the gondola towers and cables 
would not substantially impair the use of the park as a volleyball court and picnic area." However, as a 
"park" is serves more uses and purposes than the two outlined and "studied." As a park, is/will there be 
a substantial impairment to continued use of the park for educational programs involving Tracy Aviary 
bringing raptors for viewing and learning? Where is the consideration of future impacts to activities that 
take place in all parks, no matter the size or location, including the Alta town Park: resting, enjoy natural 
scenery in all directions, observing flora and fauna, photography of nature, versus infrastructure, a 
place for quiet reflection and solitude? Having failed to consider activities that occur in the park, 
apparently failing to communicate with the Town of Alta for all the uses of the park, is this an oversight 
that suggests the conclusion that there will be no substantial impact to the use of the park is premature, 
or worse, incorrect? If these current activities/uses would be impaired by the proximity of gondola 
towers or cables/cabins, what avoidance, mitigation of minimization efforts might there be? (32.26U) 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit a further comment to this revision of the draft EIS.
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COMMENT #:  176 
DATE:   12/27/21 1:05 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sara Clark 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola 
Have more busses and more park and ride lots (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  177 
DATE:   12/27/21 1:05 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lewis Suel 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support rails and gondola combined. It was always frustrating to live just 10.2 miles down the road 
from the resorts and not have any local exemption for being that close and having the entire valley 
overwhelm the canyon - our original reason for location by the mouth of the canyon. Hope there is a 
solution soon (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  178 
DATE:   12/27/21 1:05 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Devin Mccurdy 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The option which impacts the least visually and environmentally is ideal. Gondolas ruin the nature 
aspect and take over the canyon for pleasure. Widen the road for busses only. Public transit is the 
answer (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  179 
DATE:   12/27/21 1:09 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Karen Meredith 
 
COMMENT: 
 
All of the focus has been on increasing traffic speed up the canyon. We have heard nothing from the 
resorts, who will benefit the most from the increased traffic, on how they plan to improve the visitor 
experience when they arrive. At this time I do not feel safe skiing on the hill. Perhaps the focus should 
be on limiting the number of people not cars in the canyons. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  180 
DATE:   12/27/21 1:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Margaret Bourke 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In reviewing revised Appendix B, again the draft EIS includes letters from November 2021 to Town of 
Alta Assistant Administrator Chris Cawley. In none of the 5 places the Alta Town Park is Josh van 
Jura's letter mentioning any consideration of activities other than volleyball, picnic and bar-b-ques 
activities in the de minimis analysis. It appears that the Alta Town Park now has references in 9 places 
in revised Chapter 26 and appendices; none considering other activities which currently occur. What 
would be the effect of 66dbA to educational activities at the Alta Town Park; the effects to the Tracy 
Aviary birding activities, etc? The conclusion of de minimis impact to the Alta Town Park appear 
premature. (32.26U)
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COMMENT #:  181 
DATE:   12/27/21 1:41 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Wesley Eads 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhanced bus services with dedicated bus lane services all users. But the fact still remains that this 
service should be utilized to stop at most major trailheads to reduce congestion in the entirety of the 
canyon. It should also be a year round service and not limited to operating hours of Alta and Snowbird. 
This is a community funded project and without major funding provided by those two resorts it should 
not function to only serve private businesses. Parking for non resort users should still remain on 
roadways and trailheads. As they serve the community of users that are funding this project. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  182 
DATE:   12/27/21 1:59 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cynthia Lazzara 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I live at the mouth of little Cottonwood Canyon and would greatly appreciate a gondola that came to the 
La Calle property (plan #2). Please install that ASAP. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  183 
DATE:   12/27/21 2:52 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Randy Gunter 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Last week UDOT announced the need to do something with traffic flow along Foothill Drive due to daily 
commute traffic as well as game day traffic. They want to make it safer for pedestrians. The same 
scenario is in play with Wasatch (heavy commuter traffic and days when skiing clogs up the roadway). 
Why it this road so different in that it has to be widened and speeds increased to make 
accommodations? It seems that UDOT is bowing from pressure from Snowbird or the developers 
around LaCaille to make their destinations more profitable on the taxpayers dime. The gondola/cog rail 
ideas are the biggest corporate boondoggles being presented to the taxpayers UDOT has possibly ever 
presented. The initial construction costs are outrageous and will only increase once construction begins 
but then the ongoing maintenance expense will be saddled on us all until it is scrapped a few years 
from now when it's justified as too expensive. There is no need to build a super highway that ends in a 
parking garage and a developer's payday at LaCaille. Slow the speeds on Wasatch, allow more room 
for bikers (there are literally hundreds of them every day), and put in more busses to take people skiing. 
Charge tolls to maintain the road to those precious few that are above riding the bus. The ski resorts 
can make their money in parking garage fees or valet service. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  184 
DATE:   12/27/21 3:00 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Rob A 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the Gondola and no to the 3rd lane options. It makes sense to add parking near the mouth, add a 
toll booth and increase the bus schedule (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  185 
DATE:   12/27/21 3:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Patrick Reddish 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do something. Anything. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  186 
DATE:   12/27/21 3:08 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Isaac Lindstrom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
PROTECT CLIMBING! (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  187 
DATE:   12/27/21 3:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Taylor Cutler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
YES, TO THE COG RAIL SYSTEM!!! 
THIS IS WHAT WE NEED! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  188 
DATE:   12/27/21 3:13 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Taylor Cutler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
YES PLEASE DO THE COG RAIL SYSTEM! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  189 
DATE:   12/27/21 3:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Drew 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The 100 year solution is electric rail, not road widening nor a gondola, tied into the countywide RTA 
system. Be bold, think long term sustainability and environmental protection. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  190 
DATE:   12/27/21 3:30 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Bradley Richlin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I think improved bus service, widening the road, avalanche protection, and acquiring more (covered) 
parking for improved bus service make sense. I also think a gondola makes no sense at all, for a 
number of reasons. All lifts and gondolas need to stop during heavy winds and they all break sooner or 
later. Shifting the traffic and parking issues to another neighborhood will only move the problem. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  191 
DATE:   12/27/21 4:07 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kevin Blalock 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in favor of either gondola option, provided that the park-and-ride lot, and associated facilities, are 
improved or maintained as-is at a minimum. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  192 
DATE:   12/27/21 4:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  David Thieme 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The enhanced bus services and/or the bus services with the shoulder lane are the best options. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  193 
DATE:   12/27/21 4:58 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Lemieux 
 
COMMENT: 
 
All climbing resources, boulders and routes, should be considered a “historical resource” as climbing in 
LCC dates back to the 1960s with the first documented climbing route established by Ted Wilson and 
Bob Stout, called Chickenhead Holiday, in 1961. (32.26B) 
 
The gondola will have a huge visual impact on the climbing experience in the canyon. Hundreds of 
bouldering problems are situated directly underneath the gondola easement. (32.26B and 32.26E)  
 
We do not know the extent of the restriction of climbing resources in the canyon if the gondola would be 
the chosen alternative. It is unclear if the easement needed for the gondola alignment will include 
property rights below or aerial rights only. Until we know more regarding property rights, access to 
these resources are still vulnerable. (32.26E and 32.26D) 
 
UDOT estimates that access to climbing areas and trailheads throughout the entire construction area 
will be closed for 2-3 years. (32.26E) 
 
Relocating boulders as a potential mitigation measure for roadway widening is not acceptable. (32.26E) 
.
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COMMENT #:  194 
DATE:   12/27/21 5:25 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ken T 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I suspect that developers are behind the attempt to place a tram in Little Cottonwood Canyon. As a 
taxpayer, I have no interest in this attempt and will oppose it at every turn including a citizen initiative. 
I'm sick and tired of our taxes being used on impractical ideas that benefit Corps, LLC's and private 
businesses. Get them off our trough. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  195 
DATE:   12/28/21 9:09 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert McCowan 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate all the work and effort invested into this project thus far. I feel the gondola is the best 
solution as it is seldom going to be affected by snow, avalanches or traffic volume. It also should have 
the smallest carbon footprint if solar and/or wind power is used. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  196 
DATE:   12/28/21 9:13 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sean Tropsa 
 
COMMENT: 
 
From a multi use and local area impact persective (not to mention cost) i think it is clear that the cog rail 
and gondola options have the greatest detrimental impact relative to their potential to help alleviate 
traffic issues in LCC. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  197 
DATE:   12/28/21 10:22 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nate Brown 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I have carefully studied the UDOT proposals and listened to the two public comments videos provided 
on UDOT's website. I have been an avid user of Little Cottonwood Canyon for 40 years, which includes 
many, many years of resort skiing, backcountry skiing, hiking, climbing, biking and even working in the 
canyon. 
 
The 2 proposals are far too expensive at more than half a billion dollars and will just make an expensive 
sport even more unaffordable for local skiers as the cost will eventfully, in some way, be passed on 
down to the skiers. The proposals are also far too destructive to our beautiful canyon to solve a 
problem that happens about 20 times a year, and greatly hurts the climbing community near the base of 
the canyon. The transportation times are too long for most local skiers to want to use the proposed 
systems. Additionally, the resort lift capacity is not changing and the lift lines are already far too long 
now. On a powder morning the lift lines are already ridiculous, even on the snowiest of mornings when 
traffic is hampered due to the weather. Why increase transportation up the canyon when the resorts 
can't handle what is already there?!!! 
 
The best solutions would be to do the following: 
1. Build snow sheds at only the very worst 2 or 3 avalanche paths to maintain traffic flow, safety and 
minimize destructive construction. 
2. Increase existing bus service, but do not widen the road or add lanes in the canyon. Once up the 
canyon a little way the traffic flows well even on the worst of days. 
3. Add just one (1) southbound express bus lane on Wasatch Blvd from BCC to the mouth of LCC. This 
alone will incentivize people to use the bus because this is the area with the worst traffic problem. 
Please don't wreck Wasatch Blvd with more than one lane added!!! 
4. Snowbird should continue to use the FREE parking reservation system they used last year to limit 
the number of skiers and cars. Alta should adopt the same system. This will also help with the end user 
experience by eliminating overcrowding. We don't need to increase skiers' cost and travel times to limit 
the number of cars. It can be done for free!!!!! 
5. Increase the snow removal and de-icing capability. 
6. Increase the busing and canyon transportation services for tourists who don't know how to drive in 
the canyon. 
7. Tolling will cause increased traffic congestion at the tolling site, which we are trying to reduce, and is 
totally not necessary to reduce the number of cars in the canyon as the parking reservation system will 
solve. 
As you can see, this involves not just a UDOT solution as item 4 solve much of the problem with zero 
costs. 
If you have any questions, comments or concerns I’d love to hear them as well. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  198 
DATE:   12/28/21 10:35 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Courtney Henley 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Alta Parking Reservation system appears to be having a dramatic positive effect on reducing 
congestion on Hwy 210. This revolutionary improvement is costing taxpayers zero dollars and has 
solved canyon congestion. The ideas of widening the road or adding a gondola are now obsolete. The 
transportation industrial complex that feeds off of UDOT dollars must be in crisis mode. This is no 
reason to feed these private contractors with taxpayer money. What Utah needs is a radical 
realignment of our economy that stimulates what used to be a massive road building industry and 
directs that stimulus into non-road building activities like reclamation. 
The problem is fixed for taxpayers and Hwy 210 users. Now taxpayers must protect their interests from 
the transportation industrial complex that wants more projects and more money even if there is no 
need. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  199 
DATE:   12/28/21 11:04 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Annie Ng 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Salt Lake City resident, I care about not having any changes to little cottonwood canyon and a 
tram. It would create immense environmental damage and change the recreation for salt lake residents 
and visitors. The cottonwood canyons are beautiful and it would be tainted by the installation of a 
gondola or tram. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  200 
DATE:   12/28/21 11:56 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Labrie 
 
COMMENT: 
 
You clearly have put a tremendous amount of thought and effort into this - thank you. 
I think that the Enhanced Bus Service and Snow Sheds with Realigned Road Alternative are a very 
viable option to the Gondola. Nothing we do will have no impact, but to me this is the best compromise 
of long term viability, cost and minimal impact on the canyon. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  201 
DATE:   12/28/21 12:00 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nico Savoia 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I disagree with this draft. We cannot continue to put our environment and nature conservation as an 
after thought. You do not have my support or the support of many others. The idea to thoughtlessly 
destroy beautiful wilderness and a space for outdoor recreation to allow others to enjoy their form of 
outdoor recreation is ridiculous and counterintuitive. Please work to gain the support of the outdoors 
community in Salt lake City! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  202 
DATE:   12/28/21 12:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kristen Reid 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I live at the base of little cottonwood and am extremely against the gondola, I think we can encourage 
people to take the bus to solve the issues with congestion and still preserve the beauty of the canyon. 
The gondola will have a huge visual impact on the climbing experience in the canyon. Hundreds of 
bouldering problems are situated directly underneath the gondola easement and many of us locals 
recreate (responsibly) on that land. (32.29UU, 32.26B, and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  203 
DATE:   12/28/21 4:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Justin Wood 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While I appreciate the inclusion of the Alpenbock trail and grit mill climbing area as a resource, I would 
like to see a less impactful option in the canyon like increased electric buses. (32.29UU) 
The gondola has significant visual impacts and ruins the natural aesthetic of the canyon and the 
environment and does nothing to assist in the transport of dispersed recreation throughout out the 
canyon. (32.29UU) 
The many Climbing resources in the canyon are historic and world renowned and should be protected 
as a top priority. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
I encourage an option that doesn't ruin the climbing resources nor creates significant visual impacts to 
the canyon. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  204 
DATE:   12/28/21 4:26 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matthew Kastellec 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU)  
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU)  
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  205 
DATE:   12/28/21 4:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Andrew Jones 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU)  
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU)  
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  206 
DATE:   12/28/21 4:36 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Bercaw 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT, 
Please consider less intrusive alternatives than road widening or the gondola for LCC. I am a skier and 
a climber (life long season pass holder at Alta) and both the gondola and road widening would alter 
LCC forever. Please do not go through with either one. (32.29UU) 
Thank you, 
John Bercaw
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COMMENT #:  207 
DATE:   12/28/21 4:37 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jennifer Baker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU)  
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU)  
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  208 
DATE:   12/28/21 4:48 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Parker Willett 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The revisions do not do enough to preserve and protect the canyon's rock climbing and beauty. 
(32.26B, 32.29D, and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  209 
DATE:   12/28/21 5:06 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Fallon Rowe 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber, I urge you to reconsider the gondola and road widening initiatives in LCC. The impact on 
climbing recreation is severe, and the years-long construction will have a negative effect on many users 
in the area. The last thing our natural areas need is more development. I’m a geologist in addition to 
being a climber, and I recognize the importance of leaving natural wonders undisturbed. Building a 
gondola and expanding infrastructure in a scenic canyon is not a good idea. I urge you to listen to the 
Access Fund and all of the great people advocating for protecting climbing by scrapping these 
proposals. (32.26B, 32.29D, and 32.26E)

July 2022 Page 32C-213 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  210 
DATE:   12/28/21 5:07 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Bob Springmeyer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While as a member of the Alpenbock Club, I appreciate UDOT's recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and 
Grit Mill Climbing area as a "4(f) recreational resource". 
However the following issues still need resolution:  
- It appears that UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual 
significant impacts that a Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop 
and Grit Mill climbing resources; Specifically: 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondol 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that 
either the Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and 
environment that contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. 
(32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
Sincerely submitted 
Bob Springmeyer 
Alpenbock Climbing Club 1964-2021 
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COMMENT #:  211 
DATE:   12/28/21 5:20 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Thomas Moore 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Part of my reason for living in salt lake city is it's access to this canyon. It is hard to describe the 
oversight this proposal makes in the impacts it will have to the experience that lcc provides for climbers 
and a number of other groups of people. It is disappointing that a gondala and shoulder lane are still 
being considered when less impactful and cheaper options exist. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  212 
DATE:   12/28/21 5:22 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cherie Mockli-Aedo 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a local. I grew up in Utah’s mountains and I have observed the impact of overgrowth in our valleys. 
The canyons have always been a sacred retreat for me and my family. I understand the mountains are 
also a draw for outsiders and I need to share what has always been a treasure. I do not appreciate, 
however, the changes proposed to what I love most about LCC. The gondola and/or the road widening 
options are both threats to climbing areas and trail heads for hiking. The gondola proposal, in particular, 
only serves winter sports and the lodges in the canyon. It is clear that proposal is pandering to a 
wealthy demographic that is predominantly out of staters. I do not believe it represents the desires of 
longtime residents who enjoy access to the canyon year round. The road widening will also specifically 
impact climbing areas, making them less enjoyable if they can even be salvaged after construction. The 
construction process alone will take away recreation for climbing and hiking. Adding more thoughtful 
transportation for high use months (aka ski season) seems to make the most sense and is least 
impactful to the nature and beauty of the canyon. Pls consider residents who have lower incomes and 
recreate the canyon outside of the resorts and out of state interests. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  213 
DATE:   12/28/21 5:26 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Eric Edelman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either construction option as the impact to the canyon would destroy a natural wonder. 
Please consider reducing the total number of vehicles in the canyon first. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  214 
DATE:   12/28/21 5:59 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Teresa Crockett 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. It also inaccurately 
characterizes the noise impact when he noise impact would actually be significant. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  215 
DATE:   12/28/21 6:00 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Becky Williams 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Utah resident and avid outdoors person, I prefer neither of these options for changing Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. Please go back to the drawing board and find a way to save the climbing access 
without prioritizing access to ski resorts over other interests. Respectfully, (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  216 
DATE:   12/28/21 6:08 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  George Chapin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  217 
DATE:   12/28/21 6:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Greg Radin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I continue to oppose the gondola proposal in LCC due to its aesthetic impact. Please consider climbing 
resources in the lower canyon in your planning. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  218 
DATE:   12/28/21 6:26 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Eric Swenson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While the recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) recreational resource 
is appreciated: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondol Alternatives, 
which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
 
Please do not jeopardize our incredible local climbing resources! 
Thank you, 
Eric
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COMMENT #:  219 
DATE:   12/28/21 6:38 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Oungst 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To Whom It May Concern,  
While the recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) recreational resource 
is appreciated, the analysis significantly underestimated the impacts that a shoulder lane or gondola 
alternative will have on climbing resources. Specifically, my points and concerns are addressed here: 
Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondol Alternatives, 
which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my comment and allow me to express my concerns.
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COMMENT #:  220 
DATE:   12/28/21 6:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jake Tallman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The statement fails to protect historic climbing sites. Please consider the impact this would have on 
SLC’s recreation. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  221 
DATE:   12/28/21 6:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Todd Winzenried 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While the recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) recreational resource 
is appreciated:  
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondol Alternatives, 
which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  222 
DATE:   12/28/21 7:32 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Hunter Brown 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello please consider the citizens who go to LCC year round. Rather than pandering to the larger 
companies who do need more money. Please consider other options such as having to pay every time 
you enter LCC. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  223 
DATE:   12/28/21 7:32 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Zebediah Engberg 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposal will permanently ruin the Wasatch front, one of Utah's greatest natural treasures. Please 
avoid further destruction of the LCC wilderness. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  224 
DATE:   12/28/21 8:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brandon Hill 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please explore less invasive options before making any permanent alterations to the landscape. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  225 
DATE:   12/28/21 8:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jill Adler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondol Alternatives, 
which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  226 
DATE:   12/28/21 8:58 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Annie Smoot 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While the efforts to accommodate increased traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon with the consideration 
of minimizing its impact on its classic climbing areas, the gondola would change the nature of the 
canyon forever, commercializing it and removing some of its climbing history. (32.26B and 32.26E) It 
would cause noise and visual effects, as well as decrease the remote feel of many climbing areas. 
(32.26E) It's hard to feel that well-needed distance from the city and natural freedom that the mountains 
provide when a large gondola crosses through view. The construction period would limit canyon use 
and cause difficult accessing the already crowded canyon. Little Cottonwood Canyon is and incredibly 
special place, I would hope for a less costly solution that would preserve what's left of it's remote 
beauty. Thank you for proposing solutions to the overcrowding canyons and for considering the 
thoughts of the public prior to making a final decision, we appreciate you. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  227 
DATE:   12/28/21 9:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Christopher Ely 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe Millcreek canyon is an incredible example of what great traffic mitigation looks like for canyon 
roads here near Salt Lake City. It checks literally every box that you should be considering in terms of 
canyon traffic mitigation and keeping the uninhibited nature experience that one recieves in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. The only people you are pleasing by continuing with any proposed option that 
involves destruction of little cottonwood land are tourists and visitors to the Wasatch. In the meantime 
you will upset and anger every member of your community. Please Do Not Destroy Any More Of Little 
Cottonwood Land when it is not needed. A toll would bring more money in, keep more people out ( 
invoke a car limit if you have to!!), and keep from having to destroy any land. Why is it not the #1 option. 
Please discuss that. (32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-231 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  228 
DATE:   12/28/21 10:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ambrose Curtis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The problem has been solved and it cost the state nothing.  
From what I've heard and seen, since Alta has implemented paid parking this year on the state road, 
there has been an abundance of excess parking spots this ski season and the traffic has been much 
more tolerable compared to recent years. It basically turned the traffic clock back 10 years. I suggest 
Alta and Snowbird continue to crank up the parking costs to further mitigate congestion. This will save a 
few billion dollars of state money on a gondola and protect non resort natural resources that the 
gondola and widened lanes will destroy. Adding earlier morning buses and bus stops at the non resort 
trailheads to support non resort users would further improve the canyon situation. Thank you. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  229 
DATE:   12/28/21 10:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ambrose Curtis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to pause and re-evaluate these options. The problem had been solved. 
From what I've heard and seen, since Alta has implemented paid parking this year on the state road, 
there has been an abundance of excess parking spots this ski season and the traffic has been much 
more tolerable compared to recent years. It basically turned the traffic clock back 10 years. I suggest 
Alta and Snowbird continue to crank up the parking costs to further mitigate congestion. This will save a 
few billion dollars of state money on a gondola and protect non resort natural resources that the 
gondola and widened lanes will destroy. Adding earlier morning buses and bus stops at the non resort 
trailheads to support non resort users would further improve the canyon situation. Thank you. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  230 
DATE:   12/28/21 10:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Spencer Smith 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please reconsider less expensive options for traffic control in LCC. I wrote a longer comment last time 
but the sentiment stays the same. It is unwise to build a gondola serving only two private companies 
before trying cheaper potentially more effective alternatives. I would encourage a tolling system with 
passes to transport companies, this allows incentive for private companies to invest in innovative 
solutions while using variable tolling to control traffic. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  231 
DATE:   12/28/21 10:58 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kai Benedict 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I read the proposals and really fail to see how either considers the needs of anyone besides the two 
large corporate entities Alta and Snowbird. The huge cost burden and significant destruction of natural 
resources is unjustified and feels like jumping to extreme measures. Expanding bus services or even 
closing the canyon and treating it more like Zion canyon havent been explored, and there is really no 
option that doesn’t destroy existing access which seems sacrificial and unnecessary. While every 
available step should be taken to minimize danger, the loss of a little bit of profit doesn’t justify 
significant alteration of this beautiful canyon. I think these choices are ultimately short sighted and I 
would love to see other low cost alternatives at least considered if not outright piloted. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  232 
DATE:   12/28/21 11:21 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Eli Budzinski 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi UDOT, my name is Eli Budzinski and I am a freshman in college at the University of Utah. I am on 
their competitive climbing team and climb with my teammates several times a week in little cottonwood 
canyon. Little is one of the most unique and special places I have ever been too. Altering the canyon 
with a gondola or road widening would destroy hundreds of Boulder problems that my friends and I 
spend hours climbing on every week. During the construction phase access to the non-destroyed 
climbing would be severely limited and climbing in little cottonwood would be hard or impossible at that 
time. Please do not destroy the natural beauty of the canyon and the fun it provides for climbers from all 
over the world. Little cottonwood canyon is a world class climbing area and the natural beauty should 
not be permanently destroyed for a month or two of heavy ski traffic. Please consider another option 
such as a shuttle service or toll for the road during these few critical months of the year. (32.26B, 
32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  233 
DATE:   12/29/21 12:29 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Paige Tovey Jones 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose any change to Little Cottonwood Canyon that would affect the boulders. This means that I 
oppose the gondola and widening the roads for an additional bus lane. There are many, many better 
options that would not compromise the climbing in the canyon. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  234 
DATE:   12/29/21 12:40 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Rockwell Rumel 
 
COMMENT: 
 
DOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondol Alternatives, 
which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  235 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:13 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emmeline Wang 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please review the environmental and societal impacts this will do if you move forward with the gondola 
project. Please consider everyone’s interest than just the few that this would serve. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  236 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:57 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Raleigh Simpson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Udot is being extremely irresponsible, inconsiderate, and downright idiotic with all proposed plans for 
better transportation throughout the canyon. They are only taking into consideration one of many 
recreational activities into account for it’s plans, and for the reason that skiing brings in the revenue. 
Climbers, hikers, and other recreational athletes are being thrown under the bus for plans that 
permanently damage the natural parts of the canyon that should stay natural. Better options MUST be 
available and they will take time to formulate. The possibility of climbing and hiking areas being closed 
for years due to construction is absolutely outrageous, and we should not be punished to benefit a 
recreational activity that cant even take place for a long period of the year. If skiers need better 
transportation, it should come at the cost of their convenience, not some peoples livelihood. Personally 
I live to climb, and Little Cottonwood Canyon is a second home to me, my backyard. I know many other 
climbers who climb recreationally and professionally that also feel this way. We will not stand for this 
and if UDOT refuses to acknowledge us as having a right to our activity in the canyon, I know that I 
would do anything in my power to stop it whether that means expressing my anger towards this CRIME 
against users of the canyon or finding a way to contact every person in power at UDOT to give them a 
sense about how reckless of decisions they are making. Remember that the changes we make are 
PERMANENT, and many of these options will not even help the problem of transportation in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. We can not take so little time to plan a decision that will effect the lives of many 
inside the salt lake valley, and around the entire world who come to the canyon to enjoy recreation. If 
nothing is done to stop UDOT from these brash decisions I will make it my life’s dedication to gather 
people in interest of saving our canyon and preventing any horribly planned projects by ANY means 
possible. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  237 
DATE:   12/29/21 4:16 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Greg Sun 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola and the road widening are not the only options for the canyon, they are simply the most 
costly. No need to re-invent the wheel. Simply institute a bus based system similar to Zion which 
operates at mid and peak times to solve the traffic and parking problem. No large elaborate 
construction needed. Problem solved. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  238 
DATE:   12/29/21 8:05 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brian Stubbs 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please continue to analyze and prepare for plans that have no impact to the road or area. An enhanced 
bus route is the perfect solution as there is zero impact to the surrounding public lands and 
environment. Plus it positively affect public opinion of the bus system and encourage people to take the 
bus for other things.  
I enjoy the area for its natural beauty and rock climbing experiences. I don't ski and actually live close 
enough to the canyon to be affected by traffic on the really bad days and still the additional buses is my 
preferred system for alleviating traffic.  
Thank you for hearing us the with your first comment period and for realizing skiing isn't the most 
important thing about these canyons. I still think that the entire premise of this propose is flawed as it 
should be the ski resorts sponsoring these changes as it is an investment in their company and 
profitability. Besides its not like they can move and take their business elsewhere. Let's all push for a 
win for nature for once and find a solution that has zero impact. (32.29UU) 
Thanks
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COMMENT #:  239 
DATE:   12/29/21 8:05 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jennifer Watt 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This plan will not only temporarily close the canyon to climbing access, but permanently remove some 
of the popular and moderate bouldering in the canyon. To spend this much money to accommodate 
driving over the short winter months is irresponsible. This entire plan is irresponsible and indicates that 
those with money are making deals behind the scenes without real consideration. The EIS that has 
been put forward is an embarrassment to Utah and clearly a back door deal. Permanently altering Little 
cottonwood with the assumption that we will continue to have winters like we do now, shows the 
ignorance of the plan and does not consider that climate change is real. The real solution would be to 
invest in our somewhat pathetic public transportation system, so that it was reliable and ran efficiently in 
the winter (without widening the roads). Winter users need to accept that they cannot all drive their own 
cars up there and keep the canyons as a somewhat wild place. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  240 
DATE:   12/29/21 8:46 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Haleigh Plewe 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Ridiculous if you think tearing down the earth to pump in more people to satisfy a greedy money 
making ski lodge is ok. THERE ARE OTHER OPTIONS THAT CAN HELP BOTH COMMUNITIES. 
Please use these alternative options and comments to your advantage. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  241 
DATE:   12/29/21 8:56 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kerry Bayus 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondol Alternatives, 
which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  242 
DATE:   12/29/21 8:57 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Maxwell Hoagland 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the revision. The best choice by far is still the enhanced bus service. Thank you. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  243 
DATE:   12/29/21 9:03 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Catherine Widner 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern:  
I strongly believe we, as a community of tax payers, should try the first bus option WITHOUT widening 
the road before we destroy our canyon. Yes, traffic mitigation is important and transportation is 
important. However, I do not believe destroying our canyon for the benefit of 2 ski resorts is important. 
In fact, I believe that is the problem. These plans are solely for the benefit of 2 ski resorts. These plans 
don’t bring equality to the canyon, they do not provide resources for less privileged people in the valley, 
they serve a population that is not a majority. (32.29UU) 
The enhanced bus system WITHOUT widening the road seems to be an excellent place to start. Like 
Mayor Mendenhall said, why don’t we see if this solution could work before we destroy our canyon. If 
UDOT decides to do implement the widening of the road or the gondola, the canyon will be closed to 
other recreation for 2-3 years. That is unjust to those of us that use the canyon for other activities. What 
about people that can only access the canyon in the summer for hikes, how is closing their recreation 
equitable? What about the 130 and 136 world class boulder problems the gondola and the road 
widening would destroy. If UDOT implements those options, why don’t they move the boulders to a 
park somewhere so climbers still have access to the thing they love too. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 
32.29UU) 
What about the hundreds of people that visit LCC in the summer for the trad climbing, mountain biking, 
sport climbing, trail running, and hiking. Why are we so focused on solving the problem of weekends for 
4 months of the year? The canyon is used just as much if not more the other 8 months of the year by 
other people. (32.29UU) 
Yes, this is a transportation issue. But the ENTIRE valley has transportation issues you could solve 
first. Like making the bus system in the valley work better to get people to the canyon for the bus to 
take them up. Or more bus routes. Or ACTUALLY plowing when we get snow instead of waiting til 9 am 
and everyone is already at work. I go to work at 6 am and the roads in the valley are NEVER plowed 
when I go in. That is also a transportation issue that needs to be addressed as I am not the only person 
going to work before the 9-5. But I don’t see this issue being on anyone’s radar. (32.29UU) 
As a taxpayer, I will NEVER use the gondola is implemented. I will boycott it on an ethical bases.  
I am a climber, a mountain biker, and a trail runner. I go into LCC multiple times a week when it is not 
snowing. I would totally take buses to my boulders, to my bike rides, to my trail runs if it were an option.  
I think to make the enhanced bus system work WITHOUT widening the road, we would need to make 
that the only option. Close the canyon to cars in the winter. Make people carpool. Winter people will 
figure out a way up the canyon.  
I have a lot of passion behind my opposition to the gondola and road widening. I think it would be a 
devastation to our beautiful space and not an upgrade. I am not alone in this thinking.  
Thank you for reading my comment and tapping into your empathy for those of us that don’t do snow 
sports and moved here for other reason. I appreciate your time. (32.29UU) 
-Cat
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COMMENT #:  244 
DATE:   12/29/21 9:03 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kelsey Selin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon is unmatched in beauty. To say that a road widening or 
gondola would not impact this is a gross oversight by UDOT. 
UDOT still fails to see the impact to other communities that use Little Cottonwood Canyon all year long. 
These proposals essentially tailor to one group of individuals, skiers, and the corporations that would 
benefit greatly from a capital project like this, Snowbird and Alta. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  245 
DATE:   12/29/21 9:05 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Morgan Hardy 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, please do not underestimate the impact your plans will have on the canyon. These are 
permanent changes that will alter the landscape forever. The gondola system will be noisy to wildlife 
and those who enjoy recreation in the canyon. There has to be other alternatives such as limiting cars 
in the canyon during the winter months. As a historian, professor, and climber, I firmly believe that we 
as a community need to project Little Cottonwood Canyon and it’s climbing resources. (32.26B, 32.26E, 
and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  246 
DATE:   12/29/21 9:17 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kaylee Bringhurst 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in support of a gondola, or road widening in little cottonwood to support increased traffic during 
peak season in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Instead, I support increased electric bus services during 
peak transportation season. Please consider alternatives that do not eliminate our natural resources 
any more than they already have been, and allow for recreation of all kinds to be a staple of our 
beautiful Utah canyons. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  247 
DATE:   12/29/21 9:45 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michael Hoffman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While the recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) recreational resource 
is appreciated:  
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondol Alternatives, 
which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
 
Please take the time to reconsider the impacts I have listed above. Thank you, 
Michael Hoffman 
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COMMENT #:  248 
DATE:   12/29/21 10:03 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kelli Anderson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In reviewing the revised chapter 26, it is still my opinion that enhanced bus service is the least impactful 
all around. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  249 
DATE:   12/29/21 10:47 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Spencer Jacobs 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Snow sheds with road altering and widening, with bud lane/additional bud service is the way to go.  
The gondola is NOT the way to go-that is simply a tourist attraction that only serves Alta and Snowbird-
neither of which is hurting for patronage. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  250 
DATE:   12/29/21 10:57 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Everett Bird 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to leave things largely as they are. I would recommend more passing lanes where the 
canyon can accommodate with minimal impact. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  251 
DATE:   12/29/21 11:07 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dennis Goreham 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
c/o HDR 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121 
Re: Draft EIS Revised Chapter 26 
Thank you for another opportunity to address the transportation issues facing Little Cottonwood Canyon 
and the Salt Lake Valley. 
 
Certainly, the Alpenbock Loop Trail and the Grit Mill Trailhead areas affected by this revision meet FHA 
Section 4(f) requirements. Gondolas in this area would meet the requirements of both permanent and 
constructive use that “include impacts such as noise, access restrictions, vibration, ecological intrusions 
and visual impacts”. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
According to the law, “Before approving a project that uses Section 4(f) property, FHWA must 
determine that there is no feasible and prudent alternative that avoids the Section 4(f) properties and 
that the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) properties; or, FHWA 
makes a finding that the project has a de minimis impact on the Section 4(f) property.” 
Neither of the Gondola Alternatives meet these requirements. 
Obviously, there are “feasible and prudent” alternatives that use the current roadway and avoid this 
valuable recreation area. (32.26E) 
 
A “de minimis impact is one that will not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of the 
Section 4(f) property”. 
 
UDOT continues to ignore the deleterious impact of gondolas to visual quality in the canyon. 
In the summary pages provided by UDOT, it says none of the vertical climbing routes would be 
impacted. UDOT should talk to climbers and hikers, required by TRB and FHA, to determine visual 
impacts. It is just wrong that UDOT continues to say there is no visual impact! If not towers, cables and 
gondola cars running above or adjacent to climbs, what would be a visual impact? (32.2EF) 
 
The Wasatch Mountain Club believes it is important to maintain the visual quality of the viewshed 
contained in Little Cottonwood Canyon. We have made this known throughout this EIS process and 
recommended that visual "assessment be part of the screening process. So far UDOT has only 
minimally done this important and necessary analysis. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
 
According to Transportation Research Board documents “NEPA requires that visual impacts be 
considered for transportation projects”. AT this point, UDOT can check the box they did it, but only from 
their perspective. Stakeholders were never engaged in defining visual quality as required by the TRB. 
 
The TRB identifies a number of foundational concepts for Visual Impact Assessments. The first two are: 
1) Perception of visual quality is an interaction between people and their environment. (This is 
absolutely true and the EIS process should talk to users of LCC, especially those involved in dispersed 
recreation who care about the aesthetics of the canyon). 
2) It is important that the public be directly involved in defining existing visual quality and visual 
quality management goals and determining visual impact. (This has certainly not been done by UDOT) 
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UDOT must involve users immediately to establish what viewers value in LCC, what views could be 
affected by any of the alternatives and how those alternatives will affect the views in the canyon. Doing 
these simple things must be done now and will help meet NEPA’s aesthetic mandate before publishing 
the Final EIS. 
 
In addition to the TRBs methodology, the Federal Highway Administration has Guidelines for Visual 
Impact Assessment that have not been followed. Here are just two of FHWA requirements: 
 
1.1 “Community acceptance of a proposed transportation project is frequently influenced by the extent 
of its visual impacts. Anticipating and responding appropriately to these impacts avoids unnecessary 
delay in delivering needed transportation improvements.” (32.29UU) 
2.2 NEPA was established, in part, to “assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and 
aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings” Sec. 101 [42 U.S.C. ¬ß 4331]. NEPA is the primary 
governing rule that established the country's national environmental policy. NEPA requires Federal 
agencies to undertake an assessment of the environmental effects of their proposed actions prior to 
making decisions. Visual impacts are included among those environmental effects. (32.29UU) 
 
The DRAFT EIS indicates that “the landscape would appear to be severely altered, and the gondola 
infrastructure would dominate the visual setting”. (32.29UU) 
 
The aerial gondola alternative undoubtedly has the greatest visual quality impact. According to this 
report, gondola towers will be 130 - 230 feet tall. These will be visible from many scenic view points and 
sensitive areas. Also, the cables and gondola cars will obstruct views. No one using the canyon would 
be able to fix an image in their mind or take a photo without these unnatural obstructions. 
Although UDOT addressed the visual Resources in Chapter 17, they did their best to minimize the 
impacts of the aerial gondola. There are many deficiencies in this section. (32.29UU) 
 
1) UDOT identified a very limited set of Key Observation Points (KOPs). Some points like the Gate 
Buttress trailhead are a discreet point, while climbers recreate in a much broader area served from that 
point. Even though the visual impact might be moderate at the parking lot, it is extremely high on the 
face of the cliffs affecting thousands of climbers annually. (32.29UU) 
 
2) UDOT’s KOPs are all observation points, while in reality visitors view the canyon from many other 
locations that are not points, but are linear. Examples include various trails in the canyon where towers, 
cables, and gondola cabins would be visible from; as well as the highway itself that would have nearly 
constant view of the gondola infrastructure and in UDOT’s words, views along the highway “would be 
dominated by gondola infrastructure, and the visitor experience would be degraded”. (32.29UU) 
 
3) UDOT references the Wasatch-Cache Forest Plan where it states that views “will be carefully 
managed to sustain scenic resources”. UDOT admits that the gondola infrastructure would not be in 
compliance with the Scenic Integrity Objectives, then disregards the Forest Plan in selecting the 
gondola as one of the preferred alternatives. (32.29UU) 
 
4) UDOT discusses lights on towers to meet FAA requirements but does not acknowledge that cabins 
will be lighted causing additional adverse visual impact in the night sky. (32.29UU) 
 
5) In some places, UDOT concludes that the impact to the landscape from the gondola would be 
moderate, which "is inconsistent with other sections of the Draft EIS. This opinion is just plain wrong. 
The impact to the landscape would be, by their own definition, high. High meaning the “landscape 
would be severely altered, and project elements would dominate the visual setting”. (32.29UU) 
 
6) UDOT has not completed a Line-of-sight GIS analysis on the gondola towers using the high-quality 
DEM data for LCC. The WMC has requested this throughout the entire process in previous EIS 
comments, meetings with UDOT EIS team, and emails. So far, UDOT has refused to do so. 
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We believe the Alpen Bock Trail and Grit Mill combined climbing and hiking area is an important 
recreation asset. Because of the visual quality issues and other environmental issues, the Gondola 
alternatives should not be considered. 
(32.26E and 32.29UU) 
 
Thank you, 
Dennis Goreham 
Conservation Director 
Wasatch Mountain Club 
 
We don’t want a gondola! This expensive option benefits resorts, not residents. We also don’t want a 
shoulder lane. Both options affect historic LCC rock climbing which is understated in the proposal. 
(Gate Buttress, Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill.) Don’t sell out our canyons! Increase parking before the 
canyon and increase busses. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  252 
DATE:   12/29/21 11:13 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lydia Salmond 
 
COMMENT: 
 
We don’t want a gondola! This expensive option benefits resorts, not residents. We also don’t want a 
shoulder lane. Both options affect historic LCC rock climbing which is understated in the proposal. 
(Gate Buttress, Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill.) Don’t sell out our canyons! Increase parking before the 
canyon and increase busses. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  253 
DATE:   12/29/21 11:27 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Andrews 
 
COMMENT: 
 
enhance bus service, make parking more expensive to improve bus use. Absolutely no gondola!!!!! 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  254 
DATE:   12/29/21 11:29 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Sohm 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It appears that the committees designation of a significant recreation resource is highly correlated to 
revenue generated by the activity. If the study had taken into account the foot traffic, usage of the 
boulders alongside the current road by athletes, as well the historical significance of some of these 
rocks being milled by the mormon pioneers, I believe different conclusions would be met. At the end of 
the day, destroying recreation outlets from one group of people to appease a traffic jam for a different 
group of people is appalling. Rectifying a bottleneck will only present a new bottleneck. So this begs the 
question, why aren’t we reducing car traffic and creating a more robust bus with the current roadway. 
Once again, if we create regulations to permit cars either for access or parking, and increase bus traffic, 
we will not only be creating more revenue for the resorts through Peking passes, but creating more 
driving jobs for the bus system that is long lasting, and low impact on the environment and does not 
literally destroy the recreation outlets for any group. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  255 
DATE:   12/29/21 11:33 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Amelia Wilson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
I continue to feel that the proposed gondola or shoulder lane alternatives are not right for LCC. These 
continue to only serve the ski resorts on busy power weekends which is a minimal number of days 
especially when you compare the destruction of recreational areas and environmental impact both 
would cause to the canyon and the community. Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor 
do they provide for public transit options for climbers. (32.29UU) UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still 
fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property and 
other historic climbing areas. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally incomplete. 
(32.26B) THough recognition of Alpenblock loop and grist mill areas as a 4(f) recreational resource is 
appreciated it is inaccurate. Specifically: The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola 
Alternatives would have no noise impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to 
climbers and other recreators. The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and 
negative impact that either the Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural 
aesthetic and environment that contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ 
special value. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
Both of these proposals cost is astronomical and should not be payed for by taxpayers when it is really 
only serving the ski resorts. Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close 
and/or limit access to lower LCC climbing and other recreation in the canyon. (32.26E)  
There is a need for increased parking at the bottom of the canyon and for increased bus service but 
destroying the canyon should not be the answer. Make the ski resorts run their own shuttles. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  256 
DATE:   12/29/21 12:23 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sarah Plewe 
 
COMMENT: 
 
keep these boulders!!! (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  257 
DATE:   12/29/21 12:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jacob Cytrynbaum 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for providing revisions for the community to consider. I appreciate the visibility in the process 
and opportunity for public voice.  
From the report, it appears there are three alternatives that are straight-forward good options: 
Enhanced Mobility Hubs, Snow Sheds, and Trailhead Parking. Each has very minimal impact on the 
section 4f resources identified. They increase access (trailheads), safety (snow sheds), and hopefully 
improve mobility (hubs). It is unclear to me what the objection to any of these three would be.  
I understand the Bus/extra lanes/gondola issue is more contentious. I strongly believe it makes most 
sense to Enhance Bus Service without widening of SR 210. It is the only option that does not have a 
permanent impact on the natural resources of Little Cottonwood Canyon. The impact has clearly been 
considered carefully to be as minimal as possible, but it is not 0. Enhanced Bus Service can be added 
to in the future if need be, either by expanding lanes or by incentivizing bus use through tolls.  
Enhancing bus service without widening 210 from N Little Cottonwood Road to Alta is the solution that 
best respects all users while remaining flexible if further solutions are needed (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  258 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:12 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Eddie Morillas 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While the recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) recreational resource 
is appreciated:  
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondol Alternatives, 
which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
.
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COMMENT #:  259 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:21 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Badila 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While the recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) recreational resource 
is appreciated:  
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondol Alternatives, 
which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
.  
-John Badila
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COMMENT #:  260 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:46 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It should be clarified why Gate Buttress and Bridge Trailheads are not considered 4(f) properties in this 
evaluation (26-43) (32.26B and 32.26R)

July 2022 Page 32C-266 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  261 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:46 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It should be clarified how the boulders would be relocated in order to minimize harm to this invaluable 
resource with the Enhanced bus in PPSL and Gondola. In order for the extent of impact to be 
determined (32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  262 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe de minimus impact on Section 4(f) property is incorrectly evaluated because (1) impacted land 
must be permanently incorporated into transportation facility (2) “UDOT does not know whether land 
associated with a Section 4(f) property under the cables would be permanently incorporated into a 
transportation facility”. UDOT must determine whether land will be permanently incorporated before 
stating de minimus impact (26-54). I am strongly opposed to gondola because greater than de minimus 
impact will occur with project. (32.26D and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  263 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe de minimus impact on Section 4(f) property is incorrectly evaluated because to be determined 
as de minimus it is essential that “project would NOT adversely affect the activities, features, or 
attributes that make these resources eligible for Section 4(f)”. Gondola project adversely affects 
activities (climbing by destroying boulders) and attributes (natural beautiful aesthetic of (entire) canyon 
and Section 4(f) property) and I am strongly opposed to the gondola. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  264 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:48 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Grit Mill Section 4(f) acrea will be negatively impacted by the gondola cables and cars overhead, not 
just precisely the 80ft strip underwhich the gondola cars fly. Therefore the gondola will have a greater 
than de minimus impact on the Section 4(f) property in its entirety and I am extremely opposed to 
gondola because of its large negative impact. (32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  265 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:48 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To qualify for de minimus impact a section 4(f) property must meet 3 criteria, one of which is “The 
public has been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the effects of the project on the 
protected activities, features, and attributes of the Section 4(f) resource”. It must be clarified how de 
minimus was determined prior to this section revision and how de minimus will be determined in Final 
EIS considering opposition to de minimus impact. I believe gondola will have greater than de minimus 
impact with opposition from public, and I am opposed to the gondola. (32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  266 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:49 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola project will have significant negative impacts on Alpenbock Loop/Grit Mill Section 4(f) 
because the entire property will be greatly visually impacted and aesthetic quality that makes the 
property a recreation opportunity will be destroyed - and I am strongly opposed to the gondola. 
“Significance determinations are applicable to the entire property not just to the portion of the property 
proposed for use by a project”(32.26E) 
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/4f_tutorial/properties_parks.aspx 
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COMMENT #:  267 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:49 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It should be specified how de minimus impact is determined with destruction of climbing resources and 
land use because as of now it is arbitrary and vague. (32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  268 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:50 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing opportunities that is being considered a Section 4(f) 
property ecompasses all 58 acres, 143 climbing boulders, and at least 13 vertical climbing routes. 
Gondola A or B both have more than de minimus impact. Climbing is adversely affected directly by 
removing boulders and indirectly through ruining the aesthetic qualities that make the property 
recreationally appealing to climbers. I am strongly opposed to the gondola (32.26E)

July 2022 Page 32C-274 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  269 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:50 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe greater than de minimus impacts would occur at Tanners Flat campground because of 
aesthetic destruction and attributes of campground and I am opposed to the gondola (32.26G, 32.26L, 
32.26M)
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COMMENT #:  270 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:50 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
“Privacy impacts related to being viewed by passengers in the cabins as they pass by.” At the Tanners 
Flat campground will greatly negatively impact attributes of campground and invasion of people’s 
privacy. I am strongly opposed to invading people’s privacy and thus the gondola. (32.26G, 32.26L and 
32.26M)
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COMMENT #:  271 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:51 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe relying on Tanners Flat campground user demographics to change in order to have de 
minimus impact is an unacceptable mitigation strategy. “Different recreational user groups have 
different thresholds for sensory impacts. The gondola’s summer operation could shift campground 
users toward a user group with a higher tolerance for development. For example, users could shift from 
tent campers to RV campers.” (26-56). This statement in the EIS alludes to the fact that the gondola will 
have greater than de minimus impacts to the campground and I am opposed to the gondola. (32.26M)
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COMMENT #:  272 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:51 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the impact for the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing opportunities was incorrectly 
evaluated. The aesthetic/natural attributes for the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities 
would have greater than de minimus impact with the 4 boulders being destroyed or relocated and 
21.7% of the boulders being under gondola cars. I am opposed to gondola because of this. The 
percentage of boulders under the gondola cables needs to be taken into consideration as negatively 
impacted. And it needs to be specified the maximum percentage of impacted boulders that would 
determine the gondola as only de minimus. (Table 26.5-9) I am strongly opposed to the gondola. 
(32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  273 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:52 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It should be clarified why Historic property NV3 will have de minimus impact with the gondola when it is 
not considered a Section 4(f) property as stated it in footnote b of Table 26.5-10. (32.26S)
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COMMENT #:  274 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:52 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It should be clarified how 51% of the boulders would be removed with the cog rail but “most of the 
boulders are more than 105 ft from the cog rail tracks” (Table 26.5-12). (32.26T)
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COMMENT #:  275 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:52 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe it should be considered that increasing vehicle signt by straightening roads should increase 
vehicle speed regardless of posted speed and thus decrease safety relative to not realigning roads. It 
should be clarified with supporting data why straight roads would be safer than slower and windier 
roads. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  276 
DATE:   12/29/21 1:57 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Seth Blanchard 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This plan destroys climbing and biking and other activities in the canyon and doesn’t actually fix traffic 
problems. The response to this plan was already overwhelming why don’t we look for other options? 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  277 
DATE:   12/29/21 3:10 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeremy Huckins 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The only reason I moved here is for climbing in these canyons. Your plans completely disregard nature 
and the sole reason so many have come to this city. Do not proceed with your plans to destroy canyons 
(32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  278 
DATE:   12/29/21 4:32 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex patten 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose the gondola with every fiber of my being. To use taxpayer money to ferry a single user group 
to two private businesses for two months a year while destroying access for multiple other user groups 
permanently is frankly undemocratic and disappointing. A bus system provides access for multiple user 
groups with much less impact. It also preserves the natural beauty that is the main draw of the area. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  279 
DATE:   12/29/21 4:35 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jacque Tietjen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a year round recreators in the canyons who skis, hikes, bikes, and rock climbs. I would like to see 
an option in this proposal that does not require Mass amounts of tax dollars in construction, damage to 
the canyon and the natural environment, and is accessible YEAR ROUND to ALL recreators, not just 
skiers. Even during the summer we have seen a massive increase in numbers in the canyons. I do not 
want my tax dollars going to a gondola that only funnels to privates businesses part of the year. I 
honestly think the best option would be an enhanced bus system where no cars are allowed in the 
canyon between peak hours much like Zion NP has. Busses only in the canyon will midigate traffic as 
well as parking issues. The need to expand parking lots will be minimalized if everyone is bussing. This 
document also still does not address the traffic issue in big cottonwood as well. I understand that 
avalanche issues are not as high of a risk but accidents and high volume traffic are still a problem year 
round. Toll both canyons. Close the canyon to private vehicles (unless they live in the canyon) and 
Have busses only between 8a-2p and stop at each trailhead. Have the busses run every 15-30minutes 
YEAR ROUND not just during ski season. Have parking rubs at 6200s and Wasatch, 9400s and 2000 e 
and the mouth of each canyon. Please do NOT expand Wasatch. There are private and neighborhood 
roads and houses that must exit ONTO Wasatch and traffic needs to be diverted away from the 
canyons to the hubs rather than making traffic worse. My in laws live off Wasatch with a single road 
outlet and there is no other outlet and already struggle to get out of their neighborhood. I personally live 
off little cottonwood Rd at about 2700e and commonly have trouble turning off my street as welk when 
canyon traffic is backed up. If traffic is diverted to the hubs and everyone is required to bus, this will 
midigate so much traffic without having to expand the road or build a gondola. (32.29UU) 
I am also absolutely and completely opposed the gondola. This revised document does not completely 
address issues in regards to climbing access, it is an eyesore that only benefits the private businesses 
of Snowbird and Alta. It would not stop at trailheads or run year round so why waste the money. As a 
taxpayer in Sandy l, I don't want my money helping funnel more people to the resorts. If they want the 
gondola so bad they can pay "of it themselves. A toll road would benefit udot and the forest service to 
help with road and wilderness restoration. It is the least invasive option!! (32.29UU)  
I also completely agree with Salt lake Climbers Alliance analysis:  
"UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondol Alternatives, 
which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E)."
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COMMENT #:  280 
DATE:   12/29/21 4:37 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Christina Pride 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I OPPOSE the gondola plan b alternative transportation. A bus option would be more appropriate. 
Again, as A climber and tourist to the area, I greatly OPPOSE the gondola plan. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  281 
DATE:   12/29/21 7:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kate Hanniball 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I have been a resident of Utah for 31 years and never had anything so greatly threatened the spirit of 
this state, which is fundamentally linked to the unfettered access to the natural world enjoyed by the 
residents who live here. 
I am VEHEMENTLY opposed to the UDOT “solutions” to this issue, and would hope that more creative 
solutions are within the scope of those who work in planning. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  282 
DATE:   12/29/21 9:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kelty Barney 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Drawing From my bit of ecology studies I do think the gondola option B is a push in the right direction, 
however I fear that there will never be enough parking at that location. Which then impacts the 
surrounding residents. And if the transportation is not extremely easy to use then people will be 
unmotivated to use the gondola (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  283 
DATE:   12/30/21 9:27 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Louisa Brannon 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello ,  
Please reconsider the plan for the gondola , it doesn’t address many issues regarding the effects it will 
have on the climbing areas. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  284 
DATE:   12/30/21 9:28 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Fischer Wells 
 
COMMENT: 
 
If you make these changes, what are going to do to ensure that that ALL of the climbing is protected 
and accessible? (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  285 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:01 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brian Stillman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Revised EIS Chapter 26 Comments - - 
Parts I would utilize/include from the revised Chapter 26: 
26.3.2.1 Primary Action Alternatives 
The Enhanced Bus Service Alternative includes frequent bus service from two mobility hubs, 
improvements to Wasatch Boulevard, avalanche mitigation alternatives, trailhead parking alternatives, 
and no winter parking on S.R. 210 near the Snowbird and Alta ski resorts. 
26.3.2.2 Sub-alternatives 
Mobility Hubs Alternative 
A second mobility hub would be located at the existing park-and-ride lot at 9400 South and Highland 
Drive. 
26.3.2.2 Sub-alternatives 
The avalanche mitigation sub- alternatives 
The Snow Sheds with Realigned Road Alternative includes realignment of S.R. 210 to the north to 
reduce fill, improve the ability to tie snow sheds into the mountain, and improve curves and vehicle 
sight distances. 
26.3.2.2.1 Avalanche Mitigation Sub-alternatives 
Snow Sheds with Realigned Road Alternative The Snow Sheds with Realigned Road Alternative 
includes two snow sheds. The White Pine Chutes and White Pine snow shed would be combined in a 
single shed about 2,424 feet long, and the Little Pine snow shed would be about 770 feet long to help 
ensure that avalanche flows pass over the top of the shed. The existing road would be realigned to be 
closer to the mountain side in order to reduce the amounts of fill needed behind the snow sheds as well 
as to improve curve radii and sight distances inside the snow sheds. The sight distances on the existing 
alignment inside the sheds would be suitable for a design speed of 30 miles per hour (mph). The 
realigned road with snow sheds would be suitable for a 35-mph design speed. However, the Snow 
Sheds with Realigned Road Alternative would require UDOT to fully reconstruct the roadway cross-
section and potentially relocate all utilities in the project area, including between the sheds and along 
the roadway leading up to the snow shed zone. Figure 26.3-5 shows this layout. 
Figure 26.3-4. Snow Shed Design (32.29UU) 
Brian Stillman 
Draper, UT 
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COMMENT #:  286 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:08 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kelsey Martinez 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No to the gondola. A gondola would be an enormous waste of tax dollars to benefit mostly the rich. A 
gondola would also be a hideous eyesore in our beautiful canyon. Make the bus system better and 
make EVERYONE take the bus. Making everyone take the bus has the least environmental impact and 
least impact to tax payers. Also please leave the bouldering and climbing areas at the bottom of the 
canyon intact. The bouldering is a precious community resource. The fact that the state is even still 
considering a gondola is appalling to me. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  287 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:12 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Luis Serrano Bellido 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
My name is Luis Serrano. I am originally from Spain and I have been living in Utah for over a year now. 
One of the reasons I moved to Utah is because of rock climbing, specially in some areas close to Salt 
Lake City, and probably my favorite is Little Cottonwood Canyon.  
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a world class climbing area where climbers from all over the world come 
every year to climb on its fantastic walls and boulders. Saying all this it would be very sad to ruin the 
future of rock climbing in this fabulous canyon building a gondola or widening the road. And not only 
rock climbing but, hiking, biking, or just enjoying the views of this fantastic canyon. Please let’s not 
destroy the future of Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
Thank you, 
Luis Serrano
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COMMENT #:  288 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:14 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Blake Cason 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The current plan is Hasty and the necessary. Tolling and electric buses are a much more feasible and 
environmentally sound option to begin with and earnestly commit to. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  289 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:14 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Max Smart 
 
COMMENT: 
 
These changes still damage massively famous climbing areas in the canyon including the gate 
buttress, grit mill, and areas near the park and ride at the base of the canyon. These climbing areas 
have been established for over a decade and resonate in the minds and memories of thousands of 
people that use and care about Little Cottonwood frequently. Those boulders are an institution, legacy, 
and valuable connection for climbers not only in Salt Lake, but across the world as well. I understand 
the ski resorts’ demand, but we cannot ignore one groups needs while satisfying another’s, no matter 
where the money is. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  290 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:14 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Julie Zamora 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the beautiful, natural terrain of LCC to accommodate the needs of a select group 
of recreationers who spend only a few months there per year. The locals, those of us who live here and 
consider LCC part of our home, do NOT want these changes. Listen to the Salt Lake citizens. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  291 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:22 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Derek Blazek 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed project in Little Cottonwood is an unacceptable project that creates an outsized 
environmental impact in the region, and offers very little for the common good, such as public transport 
and protection of important recreation sites. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  292 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:23 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Charlie Boas 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola solution for Little Cottonwood is not even a good option. It is a short term corporate money 
grab that will not ease congestion. It will only bring more problems to an unsustainable situation. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  293 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:43 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Molly Barth 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT's revised Chapter 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the impacts that the shoulder lane 
and gondola alternatives would have on climbing resources in lower Little Cottonwood canyon. Among 
many shortcomings, the analysis fails to recognize the horrific visual impacts that a gondola would have 
for climbers and other recreators in the area. Furthermore, the analysis fails to recognize the 
substantial impacts the gondola and shoulder lane alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic of 
the area which make it unique and loved by many. The construction of either of these alternatives will 
result in lengthy closures to trails and climbing areas in the lower canyon and this is unacceptable. 
(32.26E and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  294 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:44 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  William Myers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is an incredibly rare and meaningful resource to many folks in the Salt Lake 
area, the kind of thing people move specifically to Utah for.  
We should only permanently alter its character as a very last resort. As an avid skier and climber, I 
know we haven't tried everything to resolve access concerns for the canyon. 
Incentivizing bus usage (our severely limiting passenger vehicles) on busy winter weekends would be a 
lasting strategy for minimizing accidents and congestion. Sending skiers around to PC/DV or home 
during dangerous avalanche conditions is the mature response rather than spending an absurd amount 
on a gondola system (are there really that many days when road conditions are dangerous but skiing 
conditions aren't in a season?).  
The skier in me would gladly ride a bus or rest for a day than permanently destroy the character of one 
of our most cherished canyons, for all time. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  295 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:49 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Zach Bramel 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbers and climbing matter. Little cottonwood canyon is a heritige-site for climbers. We cannot 
replicate these boulders in this setting anywhere else in the world. It is sickening and heartbreaking to 
thing that they would be demolished or made unavailable for ANY reason. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  296 
DATE:   12/30/21 11:11 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Thomas Barker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I appreciate that an effort is being made to address the traffic in LCC. However, I am concerned 
that some options presented seem to only consider some LCC users. I have yet to see a summer day 
in the canyon with a red snake backed up onto foothill. Why then should the summer users, hikers and 
climbers, have their access limited by road expansion or tram placement. I would ask you to look to 
Zion national park where there traffic was so significant that they employed a bus system. Is it perfect? 
Of course not. But the frustrations which come with this also come with the tram and are perhaps 
worse. I am opposed to the tram and widening of the road. I am a proponent of increasing public 
transportation and park and rides. Not only does this address the aforementioned problem but it 
increases accessibility of LCC to populations which are unable to drive themselves. It also is a titratable 
method where during lower use periods individuals will be allowed to drive themselves and use the 
canyon to its fullest extent. Please take this into consideration when making your decisions. (32.29UU) 
Best,  
Tommy Barker

July 2022 Page 32C-302 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  297 
DATE:   12/30/21 11:48 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matt Corso 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that instead of wasting money building something for a small sample of people, you should be 
focused on larger impact projects. Like better soundwalls on the freeway, lower speed limits throughout 
western salt lake, and lower sound emitting pavements. (32.29UU) 
Don’t waste our money.
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COMMENT #:  298 
DATE:   12/30/21 11:57 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Hannah OConnor 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Increased busing, toll roads and over crowding measures need to happen before something permanent 
changes the canyon. It is not okay to take away the historical climbing or beauty of the canyon for the 
ski resorts. Little cottonwood isn’t a skiing only canyon. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  299 
DATE:   12/30/21 11:58 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Shiona Howard 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am seeing a constant push for a gondola that would benefit the resorts and whoever owns and runs 
the gondola. The gondola would impact the viewshed and would add noise to the canyon. The 
extended bus service (that does not use shoulder or require expansion of the road) is the best option. 
Additionally, I don't know why there has been no proposal to build a larger, free, public parking space 
(or garage) at the base of the canyon included. Require residents to pay a toll or buy a permit during 
peak seasons (winter) to drive the canyon to promote taking the bus service. Why UDOT is so keen on 
destroying more nature on public land is ridiculous but consistent with Utah's development theme. 
Extended bus (with no road expansion) WITH a larger public parking area and a permit to drive the 
canyon during peak season would be a great option. Throw in more stops at popular trailheads and 
climbing areas to promote climbers to take the bus. If you get the large buses (like route 901 bus) 
where climbers could put their gear underneath would be another good solution. This is a less 
expensive option that UDOT seems to not address. Why do residents of Utah need to pay for a gondola 
that will benefit the resorts and the gondola operators (let's be real, it would go private). Again, the 
extended bus (with no road expansion) WITH a larger public parking area and a permit to drive the 
canyon during peak season would be a great option. Throw in more stops at popular trailheads and 
climbing areas to promote climbers to take the bus. If you get the large buses (like route 901 bus) 
where climbers could put their gear underneath would be another good solution. This is a less 
expensive option. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  300 
DATE:   12/27/21 3:41 PM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Peter Vander 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Drop it. No one needs or wants a gondola. A gondola couldn't even run with the winds we have been 
having. The resorts can't even run their chair lifts or Tram! Don't be silly. Leave the road alone, add 
buses, have the buses run full (last year they ran 3/4 full and would leave people at the stops), use 
what we have and take care of it. (32.29UU) 
Peter VanderHeide
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COMMENT #:  301 
DATE:   12/30/21 1:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Zac Claerhout 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood canyon is known for it's breathtaking scenic vistas and extensive hiking trail systems. 
Given the proximity to Salt Lake City, it is a popular destination for those wishing to get out into nature. 
The gondola and bus lane alternative threaten the natural beauty of the canyon and peoples' access to 
it. Restricting access and destroying recreational areas (i.e. climbing areas and hiking trails) for the 
sake of mitigating traffic is not a responsible course of action. Please, consider other traffic mitigation 
techniques such as an electric bus service coupled with tolling. This is our home and our backyard, we 
need to protect it. (32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-307 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  302 
DATE:   12/30/21 3:05 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mikael Mrotek 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a Salt Lake City local, I am entirely against this plan. It destroys our local outdoor recreation for 
climbers, bikers, and hikers. It causes irreparable damage to this canyon that can never be undone. All 
this to alleviate a small amount of traffic for a couple of days a year. This is not okay. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  303 
DATE:   12/30/21 3:42 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Pedro Granados 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Sadly these solutions proposed will not make the traffic conditions any better in the canyon and they 
will be done at the expense of the climber community of Salt Lake City. I urge to re evaluate these 
options and realized that these are not viable, the amount of money spent could be put to use into so 
much more rather than affecting the natural beauty of Little cottonwood canyon and affecting our 
resources as climbers. Thank you. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-309 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  304 
DATE:   12/30/21 10:10 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tom Morris 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t agree with the plans to take away the bouldering areas or any natural space for the proposed 
commute solutions in Little Cottonwood Canyon. I would much more in favor of a toll booth that could 
generate money for environmental protection, which would likely reduce traffic up the canyon and help 
protect further these natural areas that we know and love. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  305 
DATE:   12/31/21 8:44 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cedric Shaskey 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola plan is expensive, short-sited and damaging to historical resources, ecosystems 
and the natural allure of LCC. Restricted car travel combined with improved bus service is a better 
option and can be implemented at extremely low cost to observe the impacts before, possibly, creating 
an irreversible problem. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  306 
DATE:   12/31/21 10:45 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Scott Colemere 
 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Scott Colemere and I live at 2102 E Carriage Chase Ln in Sandy UT 84092. I am very 
concerned about the proposed 3 story bus depot/storage and transfer garage building that is proposed 
at the 9400 South Highland Drive location. I live one block away and very concerned with the danger, 
noise and increased bus pollution that many busses driving up and down the only access road to the 
proposed bus depot, 9450 South, which is a residential street where many young school children and 
runners as well as dog walkers pass. I am very concerned with the safety problems this proposal brings 
to the neighborhood. Please reconsider the size and scope of placing this unwanted bus depot here. 
Thank you, (32.29UU) 
Scott Colemere
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COMMENT #:  307 
DATE:   12/31/21 11:15 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Em Mellon 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I don’t think these revisions are sufficient. While I appreciate the willingness to revise, this still places 
the priority of the ski resorts and likely of out of state skiers above that of the people living here and 
visiting the canyon year-round. The effects would still be devastating to climbers and hikers. We go to 
LCC to experience nature, close-access wilderness and solitude. All of these things would be disrupted 
by a massive visual presence that isn’t outweighed by its accessibility or usefulness year round. This 
does nothing to preserve the historic nature of the climbing in the area or increase accessibility for 
people who otherwise wouldn’t be able to recreate in the canyon. All in all, not a good solution for LCC. 
(32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  308 
DATE:   12/31/21 5:59 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jackson Gee 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The least invasive option to little cottonwood canyon is a necessity. The canyon continues to be a 
monumental reason for traveling as well as moving to Utah. Destroying this experience by altering the 
canyon when less destructive alternatives such as the electric bus initiative ( without widening the 
roadway ) exist would be an absolute travesty and disservice to Utah. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  309 
DATE:   12/31/21 6:53 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Micah Jeppsen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Just wished we had a tram. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  310 
DATE:   12/31/21 9:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Best practices would have the LEAST impact on the environment. You should ABSOLUTELY attempt 
every single possible thing to save and protect the canyon before you construct in the canyon. EVERY 
single citizen group that is involved in this process (SOC, Salt Lake Climbers Alliance, Wasatch 
Backcountry Alliance, Friends of Little Cottonwood) DO NOT want the gondola. Many politicians agree. 
However, those who will benefit financially are pursuing the gondola. The lift lines are already extremely 
unpleasant when they cannot mitigate avalanche risk at Alta and Snowbird. How would bringing more 
people up the canyon on these days help anything? The EIS is not thoroughly flushed out and does not 
account for climate change. It really does not consider many important factors and it is hard to imagine 
that it will run during bad avalanche conditions or high winds. It will be DEVISTATING for climbers in 
little cottonwood canyon. ABSOLUTELY DEVISTATING! THIS IS NOT DE MINIMIS!!! IT WILL 
ABSOLUTE DESTROY THIS SACRED ENVIRONMENT. PLEASE PLEASE PLEASE attempt to 
mitigate traffic with busses and tolling PRIOR TO DEVISTATING THIS LAND!!!! (32.26B, 32.26E, and 
32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  311 
DATE:   12/31/21 11:20 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kiernan Brady 
 
COMMENT: 
 
düd don’t destroy the boulders bro just like peace and love and don’t build a tram bro (32.26B, 32.26E, 
and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  312 
DATE:   12/31/21 11:22 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lucy Segura 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Building a tram instead of focusing on improving the existing infrastructure is destructive and 
unnecessary! don’t do it or I will put you guys in timeout bro!! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  313 
DATE:   1/1/22 11:30 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Gwendolyn Adams 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Having lived in Utah my whole life and enjoying our amazing LCC, I am so discouraged about your 
Revised Ch. 26 analysis. I believe you have not accurately analyzed the sound impact or the HUGE 
ugly factor of the visual impact to nature (check out the book Nature Fix that teaches of some impacts) 
that the shoulder lane or gondola would impose upon our nature landscape. As a local that lives right 
off Wasatch, I do not want to support this $500 million mistake that does not serve the greater good. 
Please listen to the majority. We need to maintain our nature landscape and the rock climbing that is in 
this priceless location. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
Thanks for listening, Gwendolyn
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COMMENT #:  314 
DATE:   1/1/22 6:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Chad Ambrose 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived near the mouth of little cottonwood canyon nearly my entire life (50 yrs). I have seen it 
evolve over time from a traffic, congestion, environmental impact perspective. No question people love 
the canyon and are loving it to death. The gondola is a terrible idea. I cannot imagine climbing rock on 
the north side of the canyon with a lattice tower and a gondola adjacent to me. The only solution that 
should be considered is vastly increasing the number of UTA buses up the canyon and then using an 
app limit the number of people accessing the canyon. The app could track people count during 
business hours and allow people to plan. We cannot keep trying to pack more people into the canyon 
exceeding the capacity of the canyon. Why are we not seeing this? Don't initiate permanent impacts in 
the canyon. Let's get the busses going! During the winter to avoid the red snake, get everyone in buses 
and those that are driving up MUST have traction devices in place from Nov 15 through April 15 no 
questions asked. Limit the people, run the buses and stave off people that will exceed the capacity of 
the canyon. Have we set that limit? The same should go for Big Cottonwood Canyon let us not forget. 
Why are we allowing the money makers at the top of the canyon to drive what we are doing with 
national forest? This should not be happening. Thanks for considering. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  315 
DATE:   1/2/22 8:11 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Magali Lequient 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern. 
I do not support either options of gondola or widening the road. Before spending all that money, public 
transportation needs to be improves developed, encouraged and other means of managing the traffic in 
LCC have to be explored (such aa a toll at the base). In addition: 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E)  
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
Thank you for consideration.
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COMMENT #:  316 
DATE:   1/2/22 8:42 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeremiah Watt 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This is an abomination that doesn’t fix anything while costing other user groups everything. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  317 
DATE:   1/2/22 9:46 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Katrina Le 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While the recognition of Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing areas is appreciated, Little Cottonwood 
Canyon is rich with climbing. The Gondola and widening of roads would destroy both the experience of 
climbing in LCC and hundreds of the actual climbing routes. These routes are historical, exist 
everywhere throughout both sides of the canyon, and add to the world-class magic of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. The magic of Little Cottonwood Canyon makes it hard for me to imagine living anywhere else 
but Salt Lake City, and I cannot bare to see that magic destroyed. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  318 
DATE:   1/2/22 10:26 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Benjamin McIntosh 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT, 
I’m writing you today in response to the Draft EIS Revised Chapter 26. I am a climber who has spent 
countless hours in Little Cottonwood and would like you to please rethink the impact that your new 
proposal would have on the climbing comity. I ask that you reconsider all the climbing areas as 
historical resources. The climbing in LCC dates back to 1961 and provides many communities with a 
huge variety of outdoor recreation. UDOT estimates the access to climbing areas and trailhead would 
be closed for 2-3 years. This would cut out access to some of the best outdoor resources in the heart of 
Salt Lake. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
The visual impact on the canyon would be heartbreaking as well. Having a large gondola running up 
and down the canyon would break the serene landscape that so many people travel into the canyon to 
experience. Hundreds of boulder problems are located in the proposed path of the project and would be 
permanent damage if this proposal is allowed to go through. Relocation of the boulders as means of 
mediation is not a viable option, the location and time spent on each climb as just as much meaning to 
the community as the boulders themselves. (32.26E) 
Please consider all the destructive impacts of all the communities when you go to decide on the Draft 
EIS Revised Chapter 26. I would love to continue to visit one of my favorite canyons for many years 
and enjoy the peaceful valley without having to wade through construction, find new clinging and hiking 
trails during closures, be disturbed by a gondola flying overhead, and use the historical climbing areas 
that LCC has to offer. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
Thank you for taking the time to read these comments and reconsider your impact on the canyon, 
-Ben
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COMMENT #:  319 
DATE:   1/2/22 11:10 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Eric Hobday 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, 
I am against spending any public taxpayer money to resolve the traffic problems caused by the private 
ski resorts. To do otherwise is to provide a multi-billion dollar subsidy to private companies which is 
unacceptable. The cost for resolving the traffic issues rests solely with the resorts. In this regard, UDOT 
should objectively evaluate an alternative which does not cost taxpayers any money. For example, 
UDOT should evaluate the ski resorts building at their sole expense a train tunnel from Park City to the 
four resorts. The train would only be daylighted on resort property. This, combined with a significant 
reduction in parking spaces at the resorts would reduce the traffic in LCC to a level where the existing 
road can handle it. Please look at a map, the resorts are much closer to Park City than they are to the 
mouth of the canyon. Furthermore, the train tunnel would resolve the traffic problems in BCC as well. 
With references to your current proposals, I am opposed to road designs that destroy, hinder or 
adversely impact the rock climbing experience in LCC, including but not limited to the destruction, 
removal or relocation of boulders used by climbers; reducing or otherwise negatively impacting the 
existing parking and access to climbing routes and boulders. And finally I am opposed to the tram for 
more reasons than time permits. I would, however, request that UDOT objectively incorporate the 
impacts of climate change on skiing in the Wasatch. (The UofU and others have published information 
on this. You simply need to read it.) By the time UDOT litigates all the lawsuits related to the tram, the 
ski season will look nothing like it does today and taxpayers will be stuck having funded a multi-billion 
dollar tram to nowhere. UDOT needs to plan for the future winter conditions, not the conditions which 
exist today. UDOT must take into account the effect of climate change on the future users patterns in 
LCC. To do otherwise is to plan for yesterday, not tomorrow, and to waste even more taxpayer money. 
(32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  320 
DATE:   1/2/22 12:20 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Joni Wirts 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an avid skier, I skied since I was two years old and competed in National free skiing competitions 
in my 20s. I lived at the mouth of Big Cottonwood Canyon for 13 years. I recently moved to Summit 
County, UT because Cottonwood Heights has been getting more crowded.  
I am fiercely opposed to building a gondola up Little Cottonwood Cyn. That would seriously degrade the 
natural beauty of the Central Wasatch, and it will cheapen the experience of visiting the canyon. A 
gondola is NOT the answer.  
The ski resorts must back down and reduce their patronage. The number of people visiting is too many 
and it is ruining the quality of life for locals while also turning a Utah ski vacation into something more 
like a theme park experience. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  321 
DATE:   1/2/22 2:27 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Scarpulla 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t do the gondola. It’s not scalable for surge capacity and if it breaks everyone is screwed. Use 
busses - can always charter more busses to scale service based on demand. Also busses add no new 
environmental impact while gondola will irrevocably change the canyon eliminating any semblance of it 
being a wild place. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  322 
DATE:   1/2/22 3:24 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Henry Hartzler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
My name is Henry Hartzler and I am an avid rock climber and skier in Little Cottonwood Canyon, as 
well as a resident of Midvale, Utah. I am STRONGLY AGAINST the Enhanced Bus Service Peak 
Shoulder Lane, Gondola Alternative A, and the Cog Railway proposals because they permanently 
destroy existing climbing routes (aka boulder problems). I am most in favor of the Enhanced Bus 
Alternative that has no permanent impact to the canyon itself. We should first explore the non-
destructive options that exist (tolling and enhanced bus service) before making irreversible decisions 
that will negatively impact other user groups in the canyon. Furthermore, it is irresponsible to spend 
public taxpayer dollars to fund a project that directly benefits private companies and ski resorts, namely 
Alta / Snowbird. Thank you for taking the time to take my comment into consideration, and I implore you 
to protect the public land use and access to ALL user groups by voting to move forward with the 
Enhanced Bus Service Alternative. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  323 
DATE:   1/2/22 3:51 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Logan Rosson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski at Alta & snowbird over 50+ times a year. I don't think there is a need for a large destructive 
project, such as a tram up little cottonwood canyon or extending the road. If weather forecasts are true, 
our snowfall is going to decrease substantially over the next 30 years and these infrastructure projects 
are just going to destroy the other benefits our canyon has to offer like climbing & hiking. We need to be 
thinking about how we can reduce our carbon footprint and preserve our natural habitat instead of 
trying to destroy it. I ride the uta buses and see the need to double or triple the buses going up the 
canyon but using taxpayers money just to make a shiny new toy is the problem with our modern world. 
Please don't destroy utahs natural wonders for today's profits. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  324 
DATE:   1/2/22 3:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Iker Lastra 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not believe that adding extra lanes or a gondola will help improve the situation in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Regardless of having a larger lane or a gondola, the traffic up in the canyon is going to remain 
the same. There are no more parking spots at Alta or snowbird. Not to mention the majority of traffic 
happens after snow storms when the roads are icy and snowy which already slow down the speed of 
travel. The slower drivers would cause slow downs even if there was another lane available on highway 
210. Not to mention it will destroy and close down some iconic trailheads along the wasatch for years 
and destroy tons of beautiful iconic places in there wasatch.  
There are a variety of issues with the gondola. For one the avalanche issue is a big one. If the winds 
are too high to run the gondola and you have too many people at the resorts it could be a huge issue 
for interlodging. It could pose dangerous threats to the public. What happens if the gondola breaks 
down and you have thousands of extra people trying to get out on the bus. If anything you guys should 
hire more buses to bring people in and out of the canyon with the current roads as they are. Then 
gondola would realistically only be used in the winter and it would ruin tons of trails and views for all the 
locals who choose to recreate outside the resorts year round. 
We’ve got a nice little slice of paradise here. There’s no need to pave any more of it. In reality there’s 
only so many people that can enjoy our resorts at one time before they get overcrowded and we’re all 
left to ride out epic lift lines. Leave the canyon the way it is and increase bud traffic in the canyon to 
help people more easily get into and out of the canyon without a vehicle. Maybe build a couple more 
parking lots for people to jump into the bud from, the current once’s fill up very quickly and I think it 
would encourage more people to use the bus system. (32.29UU) 
Cheer!
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COMMENT #:  325 
DATE:   1/2/22 4:09 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cole Castleton 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the comments made by the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance, SLCA, stating that while the 
recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) recreational resource is 
appreciated: 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
Thank you, 
Cole
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COMMENT #:  326 
DATE:   1/2/22 5:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  J C 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola option as the best and most effective option for Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  327 
DATE:   1/2/22 7:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cheryl Pirozzi 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood canyon is a beautiful and unique environment that is an invaluable resource to the 
local people of utah and visitors from around the world; it is my favorite place on earth and why I 
choose to live in Salt Lake City. The climbing and hiking resources are irreplaceable and would be 
unacceptably impacted by either gondola or road widening options. The only acceptable alternative, 
which is much less costly, is greatly enhanced public transportation via increased electric bus service. 
Road widening or gondola would be a terrible mistake for Salt Lake, Utah, and future generations that 
cannot be undone. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  328 
DATE:   1/2/22 8:00 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Elizabeth Heym 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola proposal is the least sustainable solution for the transportation issue in Little Cottonwood. 
It tramples climbing access just to provide access to another outdoor sport. Salt Lake is becoming more 
and more popular with climbers, and the implementation of this proposal would upset a key 
demographic. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  329 
DATE:   1/3/22 8:52 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Elizabeth Opie 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a member of the climbing community, I am terrified that these considerations will actually come to 
fruition and that many historical and established bouldering routes will be destroyed for all future 
climbing generations. Not only would the access to climbing (something that was established in LCC as 
early as the 1960's and should be considered a historical resources) be inaccessible during any 
construction that takes place, but as mentioned previously, most of those climbs/boulders will no longer 
be in existence post-construction either. Many of Salt Lake's residents live in the city simply to have 
access to these boulders. I realize the same could be said for skiing, but nobody would even dream of 
removing runs or the accessibility to those resorts simply to make it "easier" to get to climbs. We have 
to keep all outdoor recreation in mind when making these decisions because no hobby is better than 
the other. Thank you for your time and please reconsider desecrating out beautiful canyon. While a 
gondola would only be used during the winter, no hiker, climber or camper should have to endure 
staring at such a monstrosity when all they wanted to do was simply be in the canyon and enjoying the 
outdoors. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  330 
DATE:   1/3/22 9:11 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Geoff Stevens 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Mono rail with snow sheds is the only way. Gondola is gonna pinch local recreators out of the canyon 
and make alta/snowbird even more exclusive for rich out of towners. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  331 
DATE:   1/3/22 12:08 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Roger Tobari 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider the concept of a 3rd Flex Lane. This would address the problem of traffic flow. Traffic 
flow on the 2-lane hwy 210 is hampered by: the merging of two lanes to one at the mouth of LCC; a 
disabled vehicle on the side of the road; cars struggling with inadequate tires. The addition of a 2nd 
lane for uphill traffic in the morning and then switching to two downhill lanes in the afternoon would 
smooth out the traffic flow, help get around floundering vehicles and thus decrease travel time and 
disruptions. The addition of a tolling mechanism at the mouth would help to fund the expansion of hwy 
210 by those who use this road. Also, infrared technology could determine occupancy in each vehicle 
and thus apply graduated toll fees for car poolers. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  332 
DATE:   1/3/22 12:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kelly Stewart 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate the considerations of the public feedback and updated proposal, however I still strongly 
disagree with both options, ESPECIALLY THE GONDOLA. Ultimately, both of these options cost tax 
payers way too much money and don't support increased public transit. Again, I think a more 
reasonable solution is increased bus stops and buses in general. This would serve all users of the 
canyon, limit tax payer bill and preserve more of the environment. Additionally, we need to rely more on 
public transit in our valley due to air quality concerns. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  333 
DATE:   1/3/22 12:42 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Marissa Sullivan 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E)  
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  334 
DATE:   1/3/22 1:30 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  David Carruth 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In spite of the criticism of the gondola idea, I am in favor of the gondola plan over widening the road 
and increasing bus traffic that is already too loud and dirty.  
Plus the increased bus use doesn't solve the problem of moving riders during avalanche concerns, 
even with the proposed snow sheds the road will always be shut down whenever there is avalanche 
mitigation work happening.  
May I suggest a gondola walk off and on station at the White Pine trailhead. 
The gondola seems to be the best use of the monies that it will take for either project. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  335 
DATE:   1/3/22 1:35 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Haley Dahle 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, my name is Haley Dahle, and while I have only been a resident of Utah for a little over 12 years, 
from the moment I arrived this place has felt like home. A major contributing factor is our amazing 
“backyard” that is Little and Big Cottonwood Canyons. We are truly so blessed that within 20 minutes 
we can be away from the hustle and bustle of the city and in a spectacular wilderness setting.  
My children have grown up playing amongst the granite boulders and exploring the Wasatch via the 
many trails that the canyons provide. Both of your proposed options will deprive future generations of 
that experience to connect with nature. As a family of climbers we are especially sensitive to the 
destruction of the road widening proposal. Little Cottonwood Canyon has WORLD class climbing up 
and down the entire canyon. I’m sure if the DOT implemented a user study they would find that the 
majority of people that recreate in the canyon year round aren’t resort skiers. It just makes no sense to 
destroy such an amazing resource for so many user groups because of bad traffic on a few days every 
winter. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
The gondola option does nothing to help the supposed traffic problem. It will simply be a ridiculously 
expensive taxpayer funded tourist trap that solely benefits the ski resorts. The messy logistics of riding 
the gondola (parking, bussing to station, expense) will dissuade most people traveling from the Valley 
for the day from using it. Sitting in traffic is simply more convenient unless you’re staying at the resort 
for multiple days. The towers will also destroy much of our world class climbing and our view shed and 
wilderness will be entirely ruined. (32.29UU) 
Even if you don’t care about our beautiful natural spaces and the recreation opportunities that would be 
lost. Both the gondola and the road widening are fiscally irresponsible on every level. Before spending 
billions of our (tax payers) dollars to exclusively benefit two private businesses, you owe it to the tax 
payers to try more inexpensive options first. I can’t believe a government entity that is so well funded 
couldn’t figure out a better option that doesn’t destroy such a well loved valuable resource. There are 
other, less expensive options that somehow haven’t been considered. Increased bussing on a reliable 
schedule, implementation of tolls for anyone that isn’t carpooling, a resident, or an employee in the 
canyon immediately come to find. In Zion National Park during peak busy times, there is a free, 
mandatory shuttle bus. This works amazingly. It’s dependable and with all the different stops it can be 
easily utilized by all user groups. This also wouldn’t require any huge upfront expenses or multiple year 
long construction period, it would be usable this winter. (32.29UU) 
Please find your soul and do the right thing. Thank you for listening.
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COMMENT #:  336 
DATE:   1/3/22 2:38 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
A true de minimis approach would have the least impact on the canyon so electric busses would be the 
greenest option. Electric busses that can do this are already avaible. I AM OPPOSED TO THE 
GONDOLA AND TO ANY APPROACH THAT IS NOT PHASED. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  337 
DATE:   1/3/22 2:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  James Lewis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey, concerning the alternate route y’all are planning to build through little cottonwood canyon, It 
wouldn’t make big enough of a difference in alleviating traffic to justify the destruction and obstruction of 
the climbing biking and hiking routes in the canyon, as well as the environmental impact a project like 
this will have. Please consider another option. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  338 
DATE:   1/3/22 3:07 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Courtney Pitts 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to these projects that will impact climbing in LCC. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  339 
DATE:   1/3/22 3:40 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ian Brown 
 
COMMENT: 
 
We don’t want the gondola or any road widening. Please try a non invasive system such as improved 
electric busses without any road widening before you even think about forever changing the land scape 
of the amazing and beautiful area! Leaving the landscape as is would make the climbing and general 
outdoor community very happy! Thank you (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  340 
DATE:   1/3/22 4:12 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Trenton Labrum 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Tolling is a no-brainer to assist with congestion issues and provide opportunities to widen and maintain 
the road. I'm against paid parking as a solution to the congestion and accessibility issues because paid 
parking at resorts will send all the money to the resorts with no guarantee the funds will all be utilized 
for operation, improvement, and maintenance of parking areas. Even though there are arguments more 
in favor of a gondola alternative instead of a cog wheel train alternative, I still strongly support all 
alternative methods over a gondola system. In the event of a gondola system issue where the gondolas 
stop moving, resources required to rescue stranded persons using the gondola system would exceed 
rescue efforts on all ground-based alternatives in both time and effort. Even a well-funded gondola 
system caused some injuries and hours of panic for riders being stranded on gondolas in recent years: 
https://www.usatoday.com/story/travel/experience/america/theme-parks/2019/10/08/disney-world-
skyliner-accident-people-taken-hospital/3910733002/  
Even where costs and land use requirements are greater for a cog wheel train system, it is still a safer 
and preferred option to provide a different access path to the canyon that doesn't depend on the 
primary road path, and it doesn't tarnish the beautiful views of the canyon. As a Sandy resident, I 
support doing better solutions for my local community and neighbors. A gondola system is not a better 
solution for our canyon given this length of distance the system needs to travel. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  341 
DATE:   1/3/22 4:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The de minimis impact would not destroy climbing and recreation for the benefit of two private 
businesses. This solution will take too long to implement. The solution can be implemented sooner and 
for less tax payer dollars using a phased approach. I AM AGAINST THE GONDOLA. (32.26B, 32.26E, 
and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  342 
DATE:   1/3/22 4:37 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The roads can be clear but the resorts will not be able to open many of the lifts. This has happened 
numerous times already THIS YEAR. Thus, this proposal is not properly designed to improve the user 
experience in the canyon. I AM AGAINST THE GONDOLA. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  343 
DATE:   1/3/22 4:43 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nola Peshkin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Not only is the solution of a gondola unnecessary, but it also would benefit so few people that the 
current problems with canyon congestion will not be solved. On top of this, gondola towers and 
construction will destroy valuable pieces of the LCC environment, and places in which people recreate 
for hiking and climbing. The best solution for solving canyon congestion would be to bar private 
transport from entering the canyon, allowing only public buses, and thus expanding the existing bus 
services and networks. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  344 
DATE:   1/3/22 4:57 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
There is no mention of climate change in the proposal. Therefore a phased approach is the only logical 
way and I am against the gondola. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  345 
DATE:   1/3/22 7:37 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Vanessa Wall 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The SLCA has done an excellent job summarizing the concerns of outdoor recreation users of the 
revised plan. I had previously submitted comments with an alternative proposal of parking structures at 
the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon with continuous shuttles for skiers provided by ski areas. It is not 
appropriate for tax payers to foot the bill of improvements that only benefit resort skiers at the detriment 
to other uses. (32.29UU) Additionally, I included the SLCA's positions below as points I agree with.  
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E)  
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E).

July 2022 Page 32C-351 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  346 
DATE:   1/3/22 7:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Peter Dahlberg 
 
COMMENT: 
 
With regard to Table 26.8-2 Measures to minimize harm to section 4(f) Recreation Properties. In the 
Gondola section I was surprised that two mitigation measures were not listed. First, the gondola must 
be built with the gondola cars being as close to the ground as is safely possible. Note that this is how 
ski areas build such lifts to minimize visual impacts. Generally ski lifts are built so that the equipment is 
below the top of the tree level. building a lift in this manner is cheaper even though more support towers 
are needed, the cost of towers goes up exponentially with height. The optimum height of towers with 
regard to cost is generally 35 ft. The main reason to build a gondola with tall towers is if it were being 
built as a scenic gondola tourist attraction, which it is not. The second mitigation measure is to only 
operate the gondola during the ski season. The gondola is being justified as a measure to mitigate 
traffic congestion due to ski traffic. Therefore there is no justification for running the gondola outside of 
ski season. If the gondola is run outside of ski season, it will attract persons from outside of the 
community which will only increase traffic on SR 210 when people drive on SR 210 to access the 
gondola base. station. (32.2.6.5L, 32.2.6.5DD, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  347 
DATE:   1/3/22 8:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Steve Schneiter 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that the cog rail system will transport more skiers up the canyon! There used to be a rail 
system when they were mining Alta back in the late 1800s and early 19th century! In Europe they use 
rail throughout their mountain ski towns food for thought just hope we get this right my vote is for cog 
rail! Thank you S. Schneiter 58 years Sandy Resident (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  348 
DATE:   1/3/22 11:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeremy Steck 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It is appreciated that the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Area as a 4(f) recreational resource has 
been recognized. 
The Revised Chapter 26 analysis does have a few flaws: 
The noise impact of the gondola would have an impact on climbers and other users at the ground level 
in this zone. (32.26E) 
There will be a significant visual impact to climbers, hikers, and other people recreating in this zone. 
(32.26E) 
The shoulder lane or Gondola alternatives will have a significant negative impact on the reason that 
climbers and hikers recreate in this zone. There will be an aesthetic impact. (32.26E) 
In neither of the two proposed transportation solutions are there any provisions for climbers or other 
user groups that recreate in the canyon who are not going to the ski resorts, regardless of season. In 
the winter, backcountry skiers, hikers, and climbers will need access to many trailheads and areas 
between the trailheads. Specific high use locations are not outlined or addressed in the proposal. With 
the exception of backcountry ski users, climbers and hikers will need access to many points in the 
canyon year round. These access points should be identified and addressed. (32.29UU) 
The cost to build these two solutions is unacceptable.. Alterra Mountain Company should be 
considered as a significant financial contributor for any transportation solutions that are being 
considered for Little or Big Cottonwood Canon.. Alterra’s IKON pass has substantially contributed to the 
traffic in these canyons in the winter season. (32.29UU) 
In the several years that it will take to construct the two proposed transportation solutions or any 
potential solutions, there will be a substantial impact to the users of the canyon in all seasons. These 
impacts and disruptions of access should be outlined and detailed before approval of any solution. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  349 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:05 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Da Brach 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose any new construction whatsoever in Little Cottonwood canyon. Leave the road the way it is 
and have bus only transport (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  350 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:10 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jared Zaugg 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the high-speed gondola! As a resident, tax payer, skier, hiker and stakeholder, I support the 
gondola. Make it happen, make it accessible and make it a free public service to incentivize use. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  351 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:17 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tristan Schroeder 
 
COMMENT: 
 
During the last storm cycle that took place during the holiday period December 2021 I witnessed 
numerous buses stuck or unable to complete their journey up the canyon. The road is challenging 
enough for an all wheel drive vehicle with studded snow tires. Why would a solution be to add more 
buses when the buses we currently have cannot handle the challenging road and snowy conditions. 
Build the gondola! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  352 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:18 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Duncan MacLean 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in full support of the gondola, and recommend we move forward ASAP. What swings my vote is 
the public testimony of Bob Bonnar. Mr. Bonnar has worked in LCC for his entire career he has seen 
everything the canyon can present in terms of public safety emergency. We all want to improve access 
to this wonderful place, but need to do it in a safe and secure manner. Detractors will say the gondola is 
a gift to the ski areas, but I suggest it is a gift to all of us to safely increase the accessibility to this 
wonderful canyon. Please move forward with the gondola, and thank you for running a thorough 
process. (32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-358 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  353 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:21 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brian Ann Homer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I know that many neighbors don’t want improvements but the demand is so great, please proceed with 
improvements. My first choice is the Gondola. If the weather changes and the ski industry dies, maybe 
the bus option should be considered. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  354 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:23 AM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Peter Vander 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I still disagree with this expensive proposal. I agree with Suzanne Harrison's letter and 
recommendations for more bus service. 
Keep it simple. Even the Alta and Snowbird couldn't keep their chair lifts open with the normal 
December winds. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  355 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:25 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeffrey Woolery 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Keep it natural, cut back on GRASS AND WATER needs. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  356 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:30 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Thomas Newhouse 
 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola system up Little Cottonwood Canyon is definitely not acceptable. It is only used in the winter 
and then with wait times at the boarding station and longer times coming down the canyon (getting 
through the boarding station and car lots). A gondola will not service the canyon except where it stops, 
which limits canyon participation.  
Avalanche sheds will be helpful and worth the cost.  
However, keep in mind that increasing winter flow up the canyon will not increase recreational pleasure 
unless additional skiing capacity is allowed and developed. Instead, unbearable lines will be had at the 
ski areas. Increase the skiing capacity to match the increased canyon traffic. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  357 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:32 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michael Cianelli 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola! It's the only environmentally friendly and avalanche proof option. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  358 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:33 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Isaac Lindetrom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t destroy historic climbing areas. The best solution is using existing infrastructure to move more 
people up the canyon. Start by banning 2wd cars all winter (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  359 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:38 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeffrey Woolery 
 
COMMENT: 
 
What I find interesting is everything is about protecting the environment but to do that you wouldn’t 
widen the roads and invite more people up. You would put a gondola, because that would cut down on 
cars. But there is another thing that can be done. Park fee for gas cars, waved or 85% off for EV (cars). 
55% off for park-n-ride (gondola). But for a gondola to make since it needs more stops and areas for 
people to get to nature otherwise the ski resorts should be paying 65% of the YOC. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  360 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:39 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Francis Whitby 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Do NOT build a tram/gondola/train. Congestion in the canyons is best relieved by limiting, regulating, 
and controlling access, not by increasing access. The automobile roads already exist and will not be 
removed. Improve the roads and create a high-quality BUS and carpool infrastructure. Build a super-
high-quality bike/hike lane parallel to vehicle traffic for the length of the canyons and get people out on 
electric bicycles. The cost of doing these things will be low compared to the hair-brained ideas to build 
trams or trains. Do not build a train or gondola. Proposals to build gondola/tram/train systems are 
government boondoggles stemming from greedy and corrupt contractors who want the public to foot 
the bill to purchase their products. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  361 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:45 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Amiko Uchida 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thanks for allowing public comment. As a local patron, I favor banning cars carrying fewer than 4-5 
people and providing frequent (every 5-7 minute) buses/shuttles instead of a gondola or road widening. 
Local residents of Alta obviously would be exempt. (32.29UU)  
Thanks for your consideration.
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COMMENT #:  362 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:46 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brenda Barney 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the gondola! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  363 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:55 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dana Steck 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It is appreciated that the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Area as a 4(f) recreational resource has 
been recognized. 
The Revised Chapter 26 analysis does have a few flaws: 
The noise impact of the gondola would have an impact on climbers and other users at the ground level 
in this zone. (32.26E) 
There will be a significant visual impact to climbers, hikers, and other people recreating in this zone. 
The shoulder lane or Gondola alternatives will have a significant negative impact on the reason that 
climbers and hikers recreate in this zone. There will be an aesthetic impact. (32.26E) 
In neither of the two proposed transportation solutions are there any provisions for climbers or other 
user groups that recreate in the canyon who are not going to the ski resorts, regardless of season. In 
the winter, backcountry skiers, hikers, and climbers will need access to many trailheads and areas 
between the trailheads. Specific high use locations are not outlined or addressed in the proposal. With 
the exception of backcountry ski users, climbers and hikers will need access to many points in the 
canyon year round. These access points should be identified and addressed. (32.29UU) 
The cost to build these two solutions is unacceptable.. Alterra Mountain Company should be 
considered as a significant financial contributor for any transportation solutions that are being 
considered for Little or Big Cottonwood Canon.. Alterra’s IKON pass has substantially contributed to the 
traffic in these canyons in the winter season. (32.29UU) 
In the several years that it will take to construct the two proposed transportation solutions or any 
potential solutions, there will be a substantial impact to the users of the canyon in ALL seasons. These 
impacts and disruptions of access should be outlined and detailed before approval of any solution. 
(32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-369 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  364 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:58 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Simon Amat 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola alternative B or the cog rail alternative would be the best options to keep the BCC intersection 
less busy while also making the LCC drive much safer by removing winter parking up in Alta/Snowbird 
and providing another form of transportation that is not as polluting as car travel. The cog rail would be 
the safest option in terms of avalanche danger in LCC, but may not be as efficient in terms of getting 
more travelers up. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  365 
DATE:   1/4/22 10:06 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Randall Rolen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The answer to the whole issue is a Little Cottonwood Canyon Winter car pass. Charge $500 to start 
(and enjoy the kudos from the taxpayers). If the problem of too many cars persists...charge $800 per 
year. Problem solved and the taxpayers will be delighted to hold on to "$500M". Do it- you'll be the 
hero! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  366 
DATE:   1/4/22 10:09 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Holly Hackett 
 
COMMENT: 
 
A permanent, year round structure is unnecessary and heart breaking. We should improve the shuttle 
system and run it during busy times of the year. There is no reason to ruin the environment year round. 
Electric ski shuttles should be considered.  
Also it is obvious corporations are paying people off for endorsements (example ski resorts paying 
government funded organizations for their gondola endorsement)  
The ENVIRONMENT should be the FIRST priority and concern. Not money. Not ski resort profits. 
Respect the Wasatch and help it thrive. A natural capacity is the answer. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  367 
DATE:   1/4/22 10:27 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jason Lyman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed Gondola solution will absolutely DESTROY the beauty and serenity of the canyon this is 
allegedly for the benefit of.  It is not all about just getting to the top! The Canyon is enjoyed throughout 
and a gigantic man made monstrosity of machinery will do nothing more than destroy the scenic beauty 
of the canyon! Of the proposed solutions the gondola is shortsighted and enforces the stance that only 
money is the influence here and there is no actual investment in preserving nature and the existing 
beauty of the canyon. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  368 
DATE:   1/4/22 10:36 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brad Rickards 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It’s too bad residents that at the mouth of the canyon think their view is their property. I recently had 
high power lines installed in front of my view out my front window. Did I like it? Absolutely not! Was it 
necessary for the benefit of those around me in a society where give and take is necessary? Absolutely 
yes! So, someone’s view should not be the deciding factor. I am mostly concerned that we will spend a 
monies to install a third bus lane only to learn within a decade that the gondola solution was the best 
and we will end up spending twice what was necessary to relieve congestion in the canyon. I vote 
Gondolas!!! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  369 
DATE:   1/4/22 10:46 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jack Gambassi 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the shoulder lane for enhanced bus service over the gondola due to incentives for visitors to 
use UTA transit and its less invasive impact on the environment (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  370 
DATE:   1/4/22 10:52 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Steve Gomez 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate all of the hard work involved in providing the options to all those that will, and have been 
affected by the expanded use/interest in the beautiful Cottonwood canyons we hold dear. I'm a native 
Utahn that have skied in Utah since the late 60's. We moved to Cottonwood Heights to be closure too 
the resorts, and to take advantage of getting to the slopes in minutes. While that has changed, in terms 
of time needed to hit the slopes, the fact hasn't changed that our mountains are now being exposed to 
more use both good and bad. I'm a firm believer that those who really cherish the mountains will always 
abide by any and all rules, needs that will preserve them for those that come after us. Adding more 
technology in the form of a "tram", to me, seems opposite of any goals of preservation of the natural 
resources as they were provided to us by the creator. We have roads, we have the ability to 
develop/use electric busing solutions that offer the "best solution" towards investing in how we manage, 
and use tax dollars more reasonably vs a tram. A tram that will ruin, forever, the pristine view we 
cherish. A tram that will add limited value out of ski season, and come at a price tag short and long-
term that is unreasonable to those who care about disrupting the natural beauty we have invested in by 
living here all our lives. Please, please to not fall prey to the investors, businesses, and self-serving 
politicians that have a singular interest of making money off a poor solution to a problem that only exists 
weeks out of a year. Thank You for the continued opportunity to add input/feedback to those that are in 
charge of future tax dollars, and working hard to keep our Cottonwood Canyons as they were created. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  371 
DATE:   1/4/22 11:02 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nikolai Razuvayev 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola will barely help in the summer, you need to connect it to the major trail heads, also its 
going over tons of residents. I'm not as for it as i once was. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  372 
DATE:   1/4/22 11:10 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Wallace A Wright 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer the gondola B alternative. The impact on only one boulder is an asset and I'd rather not see the 
snow sheds which I believe will ruin the experience driving up the canyon. I wish there were a gondola 
stop planned at the Tanner Flat area though, for recreation in both winter and summer. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  373 
DATE:   1/4/22 11:11 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Peter Bsumek 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No Tram, No Cable Car system. Use buses ( electric powered) and provide parking lots at base of 
LCC. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  374 
DATE:   1/4/22 11:14 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Clark 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Another ski season has started and the problems with traffic in the Canyon are already horrible even 
with very little snow. The tram/gondola is the perfect answer. It is environmentally sensitive and in fact 
would add beauty to the canyon. It would be quiet and would do everything that it should do. Please, 
please get this done. There is no other solution that will not make the problem worse. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  375 
DATE:   1/4/22 11:24 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tallie Casucci 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local citizen, I do not support either proposal, because they do not serve dispersed recreation 
users or provide public transit options. Both proposals cost an unacceptable $500 million+ in 
construction costs alone. Less costly and destructive solutions should be implemented first. (32.29UU) 
Additionally, the 2-3 year construction time will close and/or limit recreation access. (32.26E) We should 
implement a system that serves year-round recreation for a variety of user groups, minimizes 
environmental impact, and creates a sustainable future. An expanded electric bus service (without road 
widening) coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried. These would serve 
both dispersed recreation and ski resort transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.29UU) 
As a climber, I appreciate the recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) 
recreational resource; however, revised Ch 26 analysis still fails rock climbers and this recreation 
activity, which has deep historical roots in Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis 
fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This 
omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally incomplete. (32.26B) 
Additionally, UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant 
impacts that a Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on climbing resources; Specifically: 
1) The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
2) The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
3) The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either 
the Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
I sincerely encourage UDOT to consult the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance regarding climbing resources 
within Little Cottonwood Canyon. We must preserve the incredible beauty of the canyon with less costly 
and lower impact transportation solutions that serve ALL canyon users. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  376 
DATE:   1/4/22 11:26 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Trent Croft 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The past 2 weeks should be more than enough evidence to show how needed and necessary the 
gondola is. Expanding the bus service and adding more lanes is completely asinine as it would only 
clog up the canyon even further. You can see for yourselves anytime it snows just how ridiculous the 
cottonwood canyons have gotten and it's sickening to see that the popular opinion from residents is to 
just clog it up more. Please don't expand to more lanes. The gondola might cost a little more but the 
environmental impacts far outweigh the cost. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  377 
DATE:   1/4/22 11:29 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Scott Sabey 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola still seems to cause the least damage, both physically and visually to the canyon. I 
remember driving to Alta and watching Snowbird be built. I didn't think that gondola caused too much 
impact either visually or physically. I have been fortunate enough to ski Monte Bianco and I don't think 
those gondolas did significant damage. I would like to see the gondola built. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  378 
DATE:   1/4/22 11:34 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ben Green 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Why is, "do nothing", not an option here. The mountains in LCC do not have the capacity for more 
people. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  379 
DATE:   1/4/22 12:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Mason 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Why are you not considering limiting the number of cars in the canyon? If you don't limit the number of 
cars in the canyon it seems like it will always be at max capacity which will greatly impact the quality of 
a bus system. Why is this not being done alongside a plan for big cottonwood canyon? Both canyons 
suffer from very similar problems and there has been talk about building a connecting ski lift. If we're 
going to invest public money in a gondola, train, or road widening, why would you not consider Big 
Cottonwood as well? Can someone address these issues please? It seems very odd that both are 
being ignored thus far. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  380 
DATE:   1/4/22 12:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kara Grieb 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT should focus on adding more buses and restricting traffic. They should look at an approach like 
what is used for Zion National Park. I do not support adding a gondola or widening the road. Little 
Cottonwood Canyon is world famous for it's bouldering. There is so much history that relates to these 
climbs. People come from all over the world to climb these boulders. Some of these boulders are very 
close to the road. Widening the road in Little Cottonwood Canyon would destroy some of these areas. 
Classic boulder routes and all the history would be lost. Please preserve these boulders for future 
generations. Look at other options that don't include widening the road and destroying these climbing 
areas. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  381 
DATE:   1/4/22 12:22 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Adam Diamond 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi,  
Thanks for taking the time to read my comment. I am a resident of CHW and multi sport user of little 
cottonwood canyon. I support The Gondola Alternative A. I hope there’s either enough parking or bus 
support for me and my family of five to easily catch a bus or drive to the mouth to ride the gondola to 
work and play. I want Wasatch Blvd speed limit reduced to 30 MPH. I want reliable year round transport 
up to Snowbird and Alta. The gondola is the best option to be able to arrive and leave the mountains 
safely and timely. Also, consider multiple parking lots along Wasatch for residents to park and catch the 
bus. (32.29UU) 
Thanks!
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COMMENT #:  382 
DATE:   1/4/22 12:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Caroline Bagley 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a 15 year resident of Cottonwood Heights who lives at the mouth of big cottonwood Canyon I am 
100% opposed to the gondola up Little Cottonwood Canyon. A dedicated electric bus lane going up the 
Canyon in the morning and going down the Canyon in the afternoon during the ski season is the best 
course to reduce pollution, congestion and and maintain the integrity of nature and wildlife. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  383 
DATE:   1/4/22 12:43 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alexander Gleason 
 
COMMENT: 
 
There are better options than destroying LCC bouldering. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  384 
DATE:   1/4/22 1:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Skylar Casey 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a rock climber, I'm concerned about the resources that would be destroyed under any of the 
proposed alternatives. I'm also concerned about the price of each alternative to the taxpayer, while the 
primarily beneficiaries are private ski companies (32.29UU).  
I stand with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance in these comments:  
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E)  
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers. (32.29UU) 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E). 
Thank you for your consideration.
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COMMENT #:  385 
DATE:   1/4/22 1:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matthew De Santis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
All climbing resources, boulder, and routes should be considered a historical resource (not just the 
secret garden)! (32.26B and 32.26D) Please consider how all of these areas will be impacted before 
proceeding. Please try to avoid closing all areas under construction for multiple years. This would be a 
devestating blow to the local climbing community. (32.26E) Please consider electric bus services and 
tolling. It seems obvious that this cheaper and MUCH less invasive option should be tried before 
moving on to much more invasive options. Furthermore, roadside parking is crucial for climbing 
throughout the canyon. Taking away this roadside parking option would dramatically hurt the climbing in 
the canyon. At the very least please allow roadside parking during all times of year except winter. 
Please do not block off climbing areas with snowsheds. This has the potential to make access to some 
areas much longer, essentially making the area inaccessible. You must consider the impacts of this 
very invasive project. Please choose the least invasive option (simply improving bus systems and 
implementing tolls). Do not make tax payers pay for this huge project that will strictly benefit the large 
corporate ski resorts. LCC is one of Salt Lake City's best resources for outdoor recreation, and the 
plans outlined here would devastate this incredible resource in irreparable ways. Please do not do this. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  386 
DATE:   1/4/22 1:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Woeste 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please alternatives provided are not acceptable because of the environmental damage caused. The 
tram add visual pollution and will only serve the two ski resorts and only for several months a year, as 
their is low demand or parking problems other than winter. Many people will drive from the Big 
Cottonwood parking lot to the station at Little Cottonwood to see if parking might be available and once 
there, many are unlikely to turn around and park at Big Cottonwood. They will drive up the canyon. 
Please implement an alternative of more busses. Other alternatives can be considered if somehow 
more busses do not meet address the problem. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  387 
DATE:   1/4/22 1:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Thomas Ancilleri 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This proposal must be stopped. Climbing areas in little cortonwood canyon are a historical landmark 
and natural recreation area. Other strategies must first be tried and exhausted before making 
permanent changes to a natural landscape. Do better SLC! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  388 
DATE:   1/4/22 1:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alec Quick 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please, do not build a gondola or widen the road. Countless people enjoy the roadside climbing that 
would be devastated by such actions. Out outdoor experience is just as important as that of a skier. Try 
adding twice the bus load and tolling cars. Please for the love of god, don’t destroy a place many of us 
hold so dear. (32.26B, 32.26D, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
Alec
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COMMENT #:  389 
DATE:   1/4/22 1:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Chris Firmage 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I understand that action must be taken for skiers, residents and business. But the answer is not 
destroying an entire region for the gain of private industry. Climbers, hikers, bird watchers and more 
use these canyons. There is no reason to go to such drastic action before trying other less destructive 
measures. I explore UDOT and the legislatures deciding this that tolling and mandatory busing be seen 
as an alternative first. (32.29UU) 
 
Study after study has been done about expanding roads and how it does not change traffic but usually 
makes it worse. If we spend 500 million or more on destroying a canyon only to find that we were wrong 
or it won’t be used then what? We build more lanes? Let’s build for the future not for the sake of 
building. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  390 
DATE:   1/4/22 1:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Kosinski 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against any of the plans that include widening roads, building snow sheds, or building a gondola. 
The best plans currently offered are the enhanced bus service with expanded parking at trailheads and 
at the gravel pit. We should not be destroying a great deal of land just so more cars and people can 
drive to ski resorts. Currently the bus service to LCC is good but does not have frequent enough 
service nor does it have service to popular areas outside of the ski resorts such as climbing areas or 
White Pine TH. I think the enhanced bus service plan best remedies these issues while doing the least 
damage to our public lands. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  391 
DATE:   1/4/22 2:06 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Harry Sullivan 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I would not like a gondola or road widening. It is going to ruin the recreational activities and the Beauty 
of lcc. I would rather try implementing a better bus system or improved traffic control via tolls. Thanks. 
(32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-397 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  392 
DATE:   1/4/22 2:09 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Eric Salmi 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I would rather see limiting the amount of people that can go up the canyon on a day than trying to get 
more people into an already crowded canyon. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  393 
DATE:   1/4/22 2:10 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cynthia Crass 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It appears the gondola has the MOSTadverse impact. PLEASE support the enhanced bus lane which 
could be used for biking in good weather. Thanks (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  394 
DATE:   1/4/22 2:10 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  W. Lynn Egbert 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is the only sensible route. Government has their head in the dark opposing this! (32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-400 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  395 
DATE:   1/4/22 2:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ethan Christensen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be a huge disturbance to LCC wildlife and recreation activities. Enhanced bus 
transit opportunities would have a much lower impact. There are many trails, boulders and hidden 
gems on the way up the canyon that would be destroyed or changed for the worse. Think about the 
community who enjoys the canyon year round. There’s more to the canyons than the cash cows at the 
top of the mountain (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  396 
DATE:   1/4/22 2:48 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nancy Eckhout 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not put in a gondola nor widen the road. Too many people in this canyon can only further 
environmental impacts already present in this sensitive area. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  397 
DATE:   1/4/22 2:58 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matthew Tobey 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Not in favor of additional infrastructure in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Limiting traffic up the canyon is 
preferred. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  398 
DATE:   1/4/22 2:59 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Evan Scherman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I still like the gondola idea. Thank you. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  399 
DATE:   1/4/22 3:12 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Scott Stoddard 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Any changes to address skier travel times in Little Cottonwood Canyon should affect skiers, on powder 
days, and not affect other users for the entire year when these problems do not exist. 
Non permanent changes that address the powder days without affecting other users of the canyon 
need to be exhausted before permanent changes that degrade the canyon for everyone else are 
considered. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  400 
DATE:   1/4/22 3:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jared Jenkins 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, 
Thanks for taking a closer look at the climbing and bouldering areas affected by these different 
proposals in this recent iteration. I would still make a few comments based on what I think I am reading. 
I think the relocation of boulders is not feasible. It would ultimately destroy the integrity of the classic 
problems that have become known world wide. I would ask that you find solutions that protect the 
boulders as they are for future generations to enjoy. It looks like in my reading that the 5-mile boulders 
are not protected in any way. These are some of the best boulders in the canyon and MUST be 
protected. I would kindly ask you to find a way to protect these boulders. Finally I would again ask that 
you do not construct the gondola or railway, both of which would be year round eye-soars and 
inclusions on beautiful LCC. Furthermore, these only serve the big ski companies and not the people of 
UT and the many year round recreational users of LCC that love it for its current beauty. Please 
conserve our canyon for future generations! (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
I would be happy to talk more about this. 
Thanks, 
Jared Jenkins, PhD 
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COMMENT #:  401 
DATE:   1/4/22 3:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Derek Whiting 
 
COMMENT: 
 
My response is simply a big NO to both the gondola and lane widening as it negatively impacts the 
world class bouldering areas. Make it mandatory to take the bus with enhanced bus service and/or pay 
a toll to drive up separately. Look at national parks (Zion and Yosemite) as examples. (32.26B, 32.26E, 
and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  402 
DATE:   1/4/22 3:40 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Edwin Miller 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am an avid climber in the Salt Lake City area, and I am worried about the future of climbing 
opportunities in Little Cottonwood Canyon, particularly the boulders in the Alpenbock area. I moved to 
Salt Lake a few years ago, primarily due to its close proximity to great climbing areas. I would like 
UDOT to consider minimal development strategies for LCC that would preserve the climbing, hiking, 
and overall recreation experience. This would entail NO gondola or road widening, but instead a logical 
bus network that would stretch around the city to avoid damaging the quality terrain in LCC. 
Overdevelopment of this area will be an expensive and unnecessary endeavor that will drive away Salt 
Lake City’s vibrant climbing culture.Please consider other options. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
Best, 
Edwin
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COMMENT #:  403 
DATE:   1/4/22 4:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jason McPhie 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The revisions do not make this a good answer to the traffic problem. (32.26B and 32.26E) We are 
apposed to the gondola for many reasons. First, it doesn’t solve the actual problem. Second, it’s not a 
tax payers issue but rather a resort issue. Have Snowbird and Alta pay for parking modifications at their 
sites. Third, traffic will be pushed down below the mouth of the canyon. This is a gimmick for skiers and 
tourists.  
Anyway, I’m a huge fan of the ski resorts, but this is not the answer. I live close to the powder day issue 
and the traffic is only an issue 5-20 days a year- we all deal with it. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  404 
DATE:   1/4/22 4:48 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Meagan Oltman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It's a NO to the cog rail, Gondola A & B alternatives. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  405 
DATE:   1/4/22 4:48 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kendra Davis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a climber I am still not satisfied with the impact to bouldering, loosing 51% of the areas boulders is 
not acceptable- why do ski resorts take priority over climbing? Especially when the usage of that group 
is only limited to a few months out of the entire year. A solution that can serve both recreational groups 
would be preferred. Maybe we can look at other case studies where gondola like transportation was 
implemented in a sustainable way with very minimal impact to the environment such as the skyrail in 
Cairns, Australia: https://www.skyrail.com.au/about/sustainability/ - during their construction they only 
had to displace something like 2 trees and were able to improve toursim while mitigating impact to the 
landscape and environment. These should be keep objectives as we continue with revisions. (32.26B, 
32.26D, 32.26E, 32.26T, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  406 
DATE:   1/4/22 5:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Scott Jensen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I hope the team looking at these options will select the gondola option. This is the best option with the 
best results. When both ski resorts and the the Town of Alta are in favor of this option, it seems the 
committee should weigh this heavily. Please move on this soon so we can enjoy skiing once again. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  407 
DATE:   1/4/22 5:38 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Scott McKinstry 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't bend to the will of big money interests. This would destroy world class climbing areas, as well as 
habitat that has already been destroyed enough by increased tourism. The entire outdoor climbing 
community is against this plan. Many of which ski, snowboard, and suffer in the same long line as 
everyone else. This just redirects the problem and is seen as a spineless move paid for by people that 
have lived here for far longer than the ones benefitting from it. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  408 
DATE:   1/4/22 5:45 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sadie Sarcona 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a skier and climber and salt lake resident, I am appalled that altering the landscape and ecosystem 
are at the top of the solutions list. The cottonwoods need a better bus system, and perhaps a toll like 
millcreek. NO to corporate gondola interests in our watershed and precious ecosystem. This will 
introduce more oil, metal, exhaust, and mismanagement than enhanced bus systems. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  409 
DATE:   1/4/22 6:59 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Webb Whatcott 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Build a gondola, easier and more broad access to the canyon, less traffic. The view is going to be 
covered in inversion anyway if people are upset about it. This is a great way to reduce the pollution and 
create something that many people can use. I can't think of why it hasn't been built before now. Now is 
the time! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  410 
DATE:   1/4/22 8:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michelle Glover 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola isn’t fair when it mainly benefits skiers and owners of the resorts. It will make that road where 
they put the parking lot too congested. Snow is getting g less and less each year so it won’t be as 
needed anyway (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  411 
DATE:   1/4/22 9:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Madeleine French 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would have a significant negative impact on the physical canyon itself and should not be 
considered as an option. It would ruin trees, flowers, shrubs, burrows, dens, nests, etc. It also seems 
that it would affect many different rock climbing/bouldering areas. To impact the bouldering community 
at the expense of the corporations that run Alta Ski Lifts and Snowbird is completely unacceptable and 
flies in the face of their apparent "environmentally-conscientious attitude/mission." The Enhanced Bus 
Service Alternative is the most environmentally friendly option and that is what should be selected. This 
canyon is a special place to many people living in the community, do not alter it for corporate interest. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  412 
DATE:   1/4/22 11:43 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Jacobs 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Both gondola proposals (as well as the cog railroad) would have a profound impact on the canyon 
aesthetics and do little to solve the problems in the canyon and on Wasatch blvd. These proposals 
leave no alternatives to changing conditions and should be rejected. Before lane modifications, other 
cheaper and more adaptable solutions should be tried. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  413 
DATE:   1/5/22 12:41 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  James Kissell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Can we please "wait and see" how changes to parking reservations at Alta and Snowbird this season 
impact traffic before committing $500M+ (closer to $1B now with inflation) to this initiative?  
I skied at Alta between Christmas and New Years and the traffic situation was SOOOO much better this 
year because of the reservation system. Additionally, there are still cars going up the canyon that 
should NOT be going up the canyon when the traction law is in effect. The law is not enforced and 
there are no penalties to drivers. UDOT and police agencies need to enforce this like California does at 
Donner Pass on I-80 during heavy snowfall. We drove past the chain up area at the mouth of the 
canyon and it had not been plowed. Is UDOT purposefully trying to make it harder for drivers to chain 
up??? These projects are a waste of tax payer dollars until other simpler, environmentally friendly, and 
less expensive solutions can be tried and tested. This is a $1B project now to fix a problem that can be 
solved with parking reservations in the short term and global warming in the long term. In 10 years, 
we'll be lucky to have one day/season a gondola or road widening project is needed. This going to be a 
total failure of a project and yet no one will get fired for it. Instead, someone gets to put this project on 
their resume. The incentives are perverse. PLEASE reconsider this project until other solutions can be 
evaluated. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  414 
DATE:   1/5/22 8:41 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cynthia Lazzara 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep in mind to make this option more popular than using a car you need to make the base of 
the gondola very community focused. have lockers, place to eat; if people meet, create friends and 
enjoy the space THEN they will use it. You MUST also make gondola use more advantageous than 
sitting in an idling car for two hours. If the gondola went up the canyon BEFORE the roads opened then 
people would really be willing to use it. you must consider what will get people to use the gondola 
MORE than their car or a bus. Make the base fun and the access better than driving. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  415 
DATE:   1/5/22 8:55 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Situs Pascual 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No need it (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  416 
DATE:   1/5/22 9:23 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Amy Cairn 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT needs to explore other options that are less costly and impacting to LCC then road widening or a 
gondola. Other user groups need to be considered ie climbers, hikers, etc. Why are Utah tax payers 
paying for private business issue (ie the ski resorts). I appose both options to widen the road or build a 
bohemith gondola. Quit thinking with your Ego! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  417 
DATE:   1/5/22 10:10 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Weir 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I’d like to express my support of the gondola given the ever growing population and uptick in traffic and 
one along w/thousands of others has spent hours in traffic stuck on the road I feel it’s the best 
alternative! I’ve been on gondolas around the world they are quiet, most animals live south facing so 
minimal impact on there habitat, it solves avalanche concerns where widening the doesn’t! I think we all 
wish it was our quiet private hidden gem from years ago but it’s not, Salt Lake is not we must evolve 
sensibly proactively! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  418 
DATE:   1/5/22 10:22 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Peter Wilk 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to thank UDOT for reassessing the Alpenblock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing areas as 4(f) 
recreational resources. However, the impacts to those areas still under estimated in the revised Draft 
EIS. In addition the revision still doesn't recognize all of the significant recreational resources potentially 
impacted by the two transportation options. 
 
The gondola option is the most under estimated impact to the climbing and hiking resources as well as 
to the entirety of the canyon. Visual and noise impacts to the climbing resources, both Alpenblock and 
Grit Mill, as well as the Gate Buttress, are considerable. The size and proximity of the towers and cable 
line to the climbing resources will always create a negative impact to the climbing because of its visual 
presence and noise. Anyone who has ridden a chairlift or gondola will attest to the noise the tower's 
cable supporting wheels make. While this noise is short lived in the gondola itself, to those in the 
proximity of the tower it is constant as long as the cable is running. Support and maintenance 
operations and infrastructure will also drastically negatively impact these resources as well. The EIS 
Interactive Maps do not show support roads and/or trails necessary to service the towers. The entire 
canyon will be marred by construction of a gondola line since no view within the canyon will be without 
a portion of the gondola, towers, and cables. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.2.6.5L) 
 
The expanded bus shoulder/lane option is far better for visual impact, but it too does not positively 
improve the year round climbing resources at the Alpenblock and Grit Mill areas. The construction 
impacts to widen the road will be incredibly close to the bouldering. The minimal buffer that currently 
exists between the climbing and the road will be erased with the expanded lane. The climbing in LCC is 
an historic part of climbing in North America, encroaching even closer to this history will be an historic 
loss if the expanded lane option is exercised. (32.26E) 
 
The Gate Buttress climbing area has not been included in the Section 4(f) recreational resources. This 
truly year-round, multi-user area is the center of climbing in Little Cottonwood. A visit to this parking lot 
on a nice day quickly shows why it must be included. Climbers, hikers, and people looking to "hang out 
down near the creek can be seen together in the dozens. Omitting it from the EIS indicates a lack of 
thoroughness in the proposal put forth by UDOT. For an honest EIS proposal this area must also be 
included for the negative impacts that will occur given the two UDOT options. (32.26B) 
 
At a high level the UDOT EIS for LCC is an extremely expensive, tax-payer funded, capital 
“improvement” to benefit two private companies, Snowbird and Alta. These companies are certainly 
spending money in lobbying with the legislature and others to get either of the options in the Draft EIS 
adopted. However, their lobbying dollars are pittance in comparison to those the tax-payer will spend to 
construct either project. The Draft EIS must be revised to consider all users and all-season use and 
equitable financial investment in the solution. (32.29UU) 
 
Current attempts for solving the traffic problem in LCC can be summarized quickly, little to no attempts. 
Why is an extremely expensive, complex, irreversible, and damaging solution(s) being proposed before 
attempting more incremental solutions? Additional buses, busses dedicated solely to travel up and 
down the canyon, tolling, rigorous winter tire/chains enforcement, “bus only days”, etc. Smaller more 
nimble solutions to learn the most effective ways to improve traffic in the canyon should be used and 
studied before the largest cable car line in the world is constructed. If studies have been performed like 
this, either in Utah or abroad, please disclose the results for public comment and consideration. 
(32.29UU) 
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Unfortunately, the question for improving traffic in LCC is the wrong question, it is too narrow a scope. It 
is like trying to revive an ailing houseplant by giving it more sun without also considering if it is getting 
the proper water. Little Cottonwood and Big Cottonwood Canyons, especially in winter, are directly 
dependent resources. Usage and problems in one directly impact the other. Ignoring this fact will 
always lead to inadequate solutions. UDOT, please create a comprehensive plan for both canyons. 
(32.29UU) 
 
In order to create that comprehensive plan, a fundamental question must be answered: Regardless the 
mode of transport into the canyons, what is the carrying capacity of people in the canyons? How many 
people from all user-groups can enjoy the canyons before their experiences are degraded and the 
environment they come to enjoy is degraded? (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  419 
DATE:   1/5/22 11:17 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Fred Burton 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The EPA study for 2002 Olympics came back with conclusion that Little Cottonwood Canyon was too 
sensitive and viable to change anything for Olympics. What has changed? Also, Ski season is only 3-4 
months long who will use and pay for the gondola the other 8 months. Tourist? Think of the parking, 
traffic, pollution, damage, cost. and environmental impact. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  420 
DATE:   1/5/22 12:30 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Charles Ermisch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I only support the Gondola. The reasons are many, but you must consider the reduction of noise for all 
of the Gondola riders - since they will not be driving vehicles up the canyon. If you consider the 
thousands of vehicles removed - the views will improve, the air will be cleaner and it will resemble a 
national park. There are many future side benefits.. National exposure and increased revenue all down 
via a clean, energy efficient transportation mechanism. It will also save lives due to less people 
stranded up the canyon during road closures, it will provide an emergency alternative route up the 
canyon for people who need care or just need to get up or down the mountain. Again, I fully support the 
Gondola. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  421 
DATE:   1/5/22 1:56 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Carolyn Blatter 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve seen trams and gondolas done well. It will provide efficient access in the canyon and reduce 
pollution and may provide safe transportation when the road are blocked. (32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-428 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  422 
DATE:   1/5/22 2:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Suzanne Stensaas 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It is truly sad that this proposal totally ignores people like me who do not downhill ski but use BCC and 
LCC almost every week in the summer and eery two weeks in the winter. I hike, photograph and camp. 
Those places will not be protected but rather impacted by the proposed expansion. The way too long 
EIS draft seems designed to hide the issues and bury the fact that current uses and users will be 
experience a degradation of the environment and the personal experience of this treasure so close to 
an urban area. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  423 
DATE:   1/5/22 2:27 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Pam Funk 
 
COMMENT: 
 
When corporate or privately owned developments proliferate in the form of recreational properties 
managed for profit, such as ski resorts, those entities should be responsible for the cost of the 
improvement to the access roads. This should not be the burden of the public or local tax base. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  424 
DATE:   1/5/22 4:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Richard Steiner 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The more the scope of the EIS is tweaked away from dispersed recreation sites (new 4f designations) 
the more it becomes obvious that this is a boondoggle designed solely to benefit marketing of the ski 
areas. A gondola, along with limited road side parking, will negatively impact every recreation site in 
LCC. The quarry trail will no longer have a "woodsy" feel, the climbing areas will not be accessible to all 
the winter and summer users as there will be limited parking and no mass transit available, camping 
area inLCC sill be under the towers or in direct view and White Pine TH will not be acessible to the 
number of people interested in using the three canyons this limited parking area serves. It makes much 
sense to have an expanded bus system making stops at all these sites. Countless surveys over the 
years show that most users are dispersed area users and most use is in the summer. A gondola 
system does nothing to address the most significant use of LCC. Stop the corporate welfare for the ski 
areas and give traffic solutions for LCC a real fair appraisal that takes into account use factors, accident 
records and solutions to congestion in and around the gondola stations. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  425 
DATE:   1/5/22 4:36 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nanette Hosenfeld 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am adamantly opposed to the gondola and the road widening proposals. The reservation system at 
Snowbird last year and Alta this year have seemed to alleviate many of the issues in little cottonwood 
canyon. I think that it is important to understand the capacity of the canyons before pursuing options 
that deliver an unlimited number of visitors. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  426 
DATE:   1/5/22 5:20 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Douglas Vogeler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
snowbird cant get the mountain open as it is.adding 1000 skiers an hour to an already over crowded 
mt. and nothing open is disastrous! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  427 
DATE:   1/5/22 6:30 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  JD Ethington 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Would be nice to get some clarifying information regarding access to the boulders after an alternative is 
built. I like to climb and have done it in little cottonwood canyon so am somewhat familiar with the area. 
The information on this website makes it appear that other than the boulders that need to be removed, 
access to all other boulders will be allowed after an acceptable alternative as been completed. 
Circulating in the public is information stating that there could be permanent Ariel easements in the 
area that would permanently prohibit access to the boulders not otherwise removed. I would hope 
access to the boulders would still be granted and would request better transparency on this issue. 
(32.26D and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  428 
DATE:   1/5/22 7:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Connor Weems 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As someone that has been a member of the LCC community for 30 years I would the plan with the least 
impact on the canyon. In my opinion, Enhanced Bus Service Alternative would best suite this. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  429 
DATE:   1/5/22 7:52 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Branson Shulz 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t build a gondola the only reason I live here is because of the bouldering of little cottonwood 
(32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  430 
DATE:   1/5/22 11:12 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tamara Lazarev 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I have lived at the base of Little Cottonwood Canyon since 2014 and have seen "gridlock" about 10 
days a year during ski season. A 30-gondola base station at the mouth of the canyon is not a good 
solution! Not only is the cost ridiculously high (almost$600 million dollars of local taxpayers money!!??) 
but it will still require a new bus service and an additional 8.3 million to operate?! The gondola is a 
mode of transportation that most locals will never use (due to it not being necessary most of the time, 
the cost - especially for large families, and the fact that it will still be much faster for people to take their 
own car 95% of the time). In addition gondolas are not green! An enhanced "electric" bus service is by 
far more environmentally friendly and cost efficient. I am 100% AGAINST the gondola for beautiful Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  431 
DATE:   1/6/22 7:21 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Maria Ceamanos 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please keep the area un disturbed for climbers (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-438 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  432 
DATE:   1/6/22 8:31 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Patrick Casaday 
 
COMMENT: 
 
For now: I support “adaptive management options” (perhaps a combination of the Tolling and Vehicle 
Occupancy sub-alternative, with increased bus service during peak hours, and strategically located 
parking hubs near the Canyons), at least until a Visitor Capacity Study is completed, and more 
information is available. My reasons: 
 
1. The initial capital costs for the five action alternatives are quite pricey (averaging about $630 
million in “today’s” dollars) - when other issues (education, infrastructure, etc) seem more pressing.  
2. These costs will undoubtedly sky-rocket. Example: The Lake Powell Pipeline (approved by the 
State Legislature in 2006), was initially estimated at $585 million, and is now estimated by some to cost 
well over $2 billion (I’ve heard estimates as high as $8 billion).  
3. How would these capital costs be paid for? How would the people in Kane, Garfield, and Box 
Elder counties, etc, feel about a state-wide tax that would benefit (essentially) only Salt Lake County?  
4. Added to the initial capital costs are the operational, maintenance, and the other “added- on” 
costs. How much, and who pays? 
5. I have skimmed the Revised Chapter 26 and did not anywhere see any mention of a Visitor 
Capacity Study. How many people can the Canyons accommodate?  
6. There is a limit to the number of people we can allow in our Canyons and still maintain 
watershed and water quality standards. Additional transportation systems should not encourage 
overuse or use that exceeds visitor capacity.  
7. Adaptive management options would help control traffic congestion and save on costs - in the 
short term - until more is known.  
8. Adaptive management options can be scaled back, adjusted, and reversed, whereas the Rail, 
Gondola, etc, are permanent (i.e once they are in place, they are there - forever).” 
9. Adaptive management options can be in place soon, whereas the Rail, Gondola, etc, could be 
held up for many years due to lawsuits, delays, etc (Example: the Lake Powell Pipeline which (after 16 
years) is still not under construction). 
 
I'm not being coached or part of any special interest group. Just a Utah resident trying to make his 
voice heard. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  433 
DATE:   1/6/22 8:36 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Elizabeth King 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Redesign the road- add Electric only buses and an electric & regular bike lanes separated by planting 
for summer. No gondola that is a complete money maker for the few and will destroy the canyon. Do 
the RIGHT thing (32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-440 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  434 
DATE:   1/6/22 8:36 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kevan King 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola! Redesign and slow down (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  435 
DATE:   1/6/22 8:47 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nancy Tanner 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No to widening Wasatch and the gondola. I drive Wasatch constantly, during rush hour and other times, 
and the only time it’s backed up are on snow days with cars going up the mountain. Minimal times a 
year with ease of taking a different route to avoid the back up. Constructing a gondola is spending tax 
payer money for private industry. Huge gondola towers will ruin the canyon. The gondola idea is all 
about the money and who gets to get rich and as always, they want the tax payer to pay. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  436 
DATE:   1/6/22 9:57 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michael Swanicke 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for considering my comments regarding Draft EIS Revised Chapter 26. 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis accounting of the visual impacts of the Gondola Alternatives is 
incomplete, especially beyond resort lodges. The impact would be significant to climbers and other 
recreators. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis still does not appreciate the use and growth of dispersed recreation 
users. (32.29UU) 
- Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 140-acre 
Gate Buttress property. (32.26B) It is assumed the Gate Buttress “climbing area” is located on private 
land. Section 4(f) applies portions of multiple-use public lands that are designated as or function for 
significant park or recreation purposes. While the cliff themselves are private property, they cannot be 
pedantically separated from the surrounding land at the base that is part of the user experience. 
(32.26B)
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COMMENT #:  437 
DATE:   1/6/22 11:03 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  C Clark 
 
COMMENT: 
 
If you identify only two recreation sites as 4f sites in Little Cottonwood Canyon, that is not accurate. 
There is a lot of dispersed recreation. (32.26D and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  438 
DATE:   1/6/22 11:07 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Christopher Noble 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as 4(f) recreational resources are 
appreciated, the Revised Ch.26 analysis fails to include the historical and recreational importance of 
the 140 acre Gate Buttress climbing area. (32.26B) In fact, both of UDOT's proposals seem to ignore 
the fact that far more people participate in dispersed recreation throughout Little Cottonwood Canyon 
on a year round basis than use the two ski resorts. (32.26D and 32.26E) Both proposals have 
significant negative impacts on that dispersed recreation by seeking to reduce already over-crowded 
parking areas, and by irrevocably altering the scenic, environmental, and recreational character of the 
canyon. The tram proposal in particular is an obscenely expensive, harmful and intrusive approach that 
benefits two resorts and a handful of developers at the expense of all other Utah citizens. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  439 
DATE:   1/6/22 11:25 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Joseph Smithens 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT has written it's own ticket on their EIS.  
 
What total BS. Read no further, Per Section: 26.2.1.4 Approval Options - People need ot understand 
that UDOT is self-governing. It gives itself granted powers to do whatever the F it wants, it is evident 
throughout the entire EIS process. There is not even summary of udot's 195 pages presented to public, 
nothing condensed to give people time to read and decipher within the 30 days of public comment. This 
lengthy, overly wordy, and intentionally drawn out document is done so purposefully to discourage 
public response. Public response is a mere gesture formality, of little impact or consequence to UDOT's 
intention to obliterate LCC and Cottonwood Heights areas with large scale projects will do nothing more 
than sustain their agency a continued paycheck. The head of UDOT Carlos Braceras needs to step 
down and get himself checked into a sobriety program. Drinking excessively has obviously eroded his 
thinking. Gov Cox needs to put UDOT's self-governing power in review, and either place moratorium on 
this projects advancements or place the project on upcoming ballot for public vote. (32.26E and 
32.29UU)  
 
There is far too much private interest steering this project, that has influenced UDOT's abilty to make 
unbiased studies or reports. UDOT will be claiming to solve a traffic problem at the expense of 
destroying natural resources and public property, all on public's dime. No study that gives UDOT power 
to degrade the future of public lands and resources should even be considered factual. They write their 
own script, and give themselves power. They are not held accountable to anyone ,and governor Cox is 
a push-over to allow this to happen. In past gov Herbert was no better, he is good friends with Carlos, 
head of UDOT. The state needs to demand UDOT employee independent analytics agencies, and 
derive at sound metrics on the impact of their EIS. Right now the state gives UDOT power to tell people 
they know what it best for you, and they devise studies to suit their agenda. UDOT is nothing more than 
another example of civic corruption. Contrary to UDOT's vision of themselves, they do not know what is 
best for planning for communities in for future, they are not qualified to make those decisions. They 
have been given far too much eighn on matters out of the scope of road building. Yes, UDOT is a road 
building agency for the state, not near the a grand scale planning agency they seem to hold themselves 
out to public as. Would you let your plumber fix your broken leg? This entire EIS process is nothing 
more than a smokescreen, and private investors milking public dollars, in a play for big money. For 
UDOT it serves to secure their future and their paychecks. (32.29UU)  
 
The cog rail acquisition area completely undermines the intent to protect public lands that the city of 
Cottonwood Heights recently purchased with public money and grants, for said purpose of protecting 
those lands as open space. Though, it was speculated at the time funds were being solicited for this 
parcel that Cottonwood Heights was making this purchase on behalf of UDOT. Using public money 
Cottonwood heights enabled UDOT to move forward with it's cog rail train alternative plan. The 
corruption of udot as a state agency is staggering. UDOT as a state agency should be under 
investigation for fraud and misuse of public tax dollars. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  440 
DATE:   1/6/22 11:53 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  David Rothstein 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I think it’s ridiculous that hundred million dollar options are being considered before the option of adding 
more busses is tried. Before irreparably changing the canyon, options such as adding a toll to 
encourage public transportation and increasing bus numbers should be considered." (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  441 
DATE:   1/6/22 12:00 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Babak Gilbert 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to disagree with the proposal to build a gondola or widen the roads in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. Aside from exorbitant costs (likely to taxpayers), the damage of the surrounding environment 
alone would impact tens of thousands, if not more, of people that enjoy the peace and serenity of the 
outdoors. There isn't just one aspect that makes the outdoors great, it's a combination of many things. 
People don't go to the library to read simply because it's quiet: the seating accommodations invite a 
more peaceful time, there are desks if you need to study, and there are books and resources available 
that make your experience better. The outdoors is no different. To justify an expensive gondola just 
because it'll be a "quiet" means of transportation is ignoring every other facet of what makes the 
outdoors great. In addition, climate change is here and affecting the Wasatch in more than one 
measurable ways. Snowpack here has been on the decline since the 1950s and the trend shows zero 
signs of reversal. It would be extremely shortsighted to spend more than half a billion dollars on a 
gondola to service ski resorts that may not exist in the next few decades. 
 
I implore you to look at other means of transportation such as purchasing electric buses and increasing 
the number of buses servicing the canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  442 
DATE:   1/6/22 12:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ken Shifrar 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support either Gondola A or Gondola B alternatives. I do not support Cog Rail alternative. Fix 
the current roadway and use The Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative. I'm 
tired of Utah's high taxes being used for private businesses. Tax the end user ski resorts for the 
demand they create! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  443 
DATE:   1/6/22 12:53 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ryan Pilstl 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that needs to be more 4f designations given to area within the little and big cottonwood canyons 
to he protect these areas. (32.26B, 32.26D, 32.26E, 32.26F, 32.26J, 32.26V, and 32.26X) 
 
Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  444 
DATE:   1/6/22 1:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ethan Campbell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m writing about UDOT’s proposed transportation alternatives in Little Cottonwood Canyon and the risk 
they pose to non-resort users, such as climbers and hikers. UDOT has identified two preferred 
transportation alternatives to mitigate winter-time traffic issues: a gondola or widening the road for 
additional bus-only lanes. I am advocating for a less impactful alternative: expanded bus service that is 
fiscally responsible and would serve all canyon users year-round, coupled with other traffic mitigation 
measures such as tolling.  
 
 
UDOT’s transportation proposals are only a partial solution, serving only resort users in the canyon. 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is popular with many user groups, including hikers, runners, mountain bikers, 
and climbers. UDOT’s proposals are short-sighted and do not stop at trailheads or other parking areas, 
ignoring these groups.  
 
Both of UDOT’s proposals come with initial construction cost estimates of over $500 million. There are 
more fiscally responsible options. Not only would an expanded bus service be less impactful to the 
landscape, it would use existing infrastructure and would cost less to implement.  
 
UDOT’s proposals are aimed only at mitigating wintertime traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon, even 
though the canyon is popular in all seasons. A year-round expanded bus service would address traffic 
problems throughout the year.  
 
UDOT’s transportation proposals serve only those traveling to resorts, leaving all other canyon users 
behind. In addition, the proposals threaten world-class climbing resources that we are known for! This 
climbing resource is a virtually free public good which everyone may enjoy regardless of income. It is 
unacceptable to remove a single recreation group’s access at the benefit of private industry on public 
land. Less impactful options exist and should be implemented before making permanent changes to the 
canyon. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Ethan Campbell 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
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COMMENT #:  445 
DATE:   1/6/22 2:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mitchell Klein DDS 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As an admirer of the splendor of the Alta ski resort I am certainly biased to protect its natural resources. 
In the last few years I’ve noticed a significant increase in Skiers and frankly it seems to be 
unsupportable in terms s of maintaining the quality of the skiing and the magnificent ambience of the 
area. The smaller you keep the footprint and the less you encourage increased numbers the better. The 
Gondola proposal is clearly a boondoggle and it would be revealed as such. (32.29UU) Sincerely, 
Mitchell 
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COMMENT #:  446 
DATE:   1/6/22 4:50 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Richard Tanner 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As an avid skier and hiker, charge the heck out of people for private vehicle access during the winter 
and summer if need be. Operate continuous electric shuttle buses. No gondola, no cam railway. No 
corporate welfare. At the rate we are trashing the climate the won’t be enough snow to ski on in the 
future anyway. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  447 
DATE:   1/6/22 5:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Miranda Oliver 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I do NOT think we should have gondolas. I am really concerned at the impact this will have on our 
beautiful mountain range and do not think it’s worth the use case for one season of the year. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  448 
DATE:   1/6/22 5:07 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Katelyn Mendel 
 
COMMENT: 
 
NO to the gondola. The problem and this solution do not match up. The damage and risks the gondola 
outweigh’s and slight benefit it could possibly bring. The historic glacier paved mountains are historic 
and a natural phenomenon. The massive structural building project strips that all away. This is not a 
reasonable tax payer expense. The outdoor community, culture, and surrounding neighborhood homes 
will be hurt and impacted in negative ways. This is unnecessary and irresponsible. The only thing that 
should be talked about is how to preserve the canyon and not build and change the nature of the 
mountain. Many beautiful and famous nature roads will function with a two lane windy scenic route like 
road to Hana, Zion National park and countless others. This plan is uninspiring, irresponsible, and 
disappointing. It will have consequences we can not take back. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  449 
DATE:   1/6/22 5:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mitchell Klein DDS 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Udot- As a devoted fan of Alta I take these proposals to heart. I have experienced many ski areas 
around the country and I keep returning to Alta. There’s something unique here. A combination of 
excellent conditions and a ski mountain that has developed in a healthy manner. The proposal of a 
gondola contradicts the survival of the current ski mountain. At best it will convert Alta to a local skiers 
mountain. The increased congestion on the mountain is palpable to those of us experienced in the past. 
Increasing the size of the footprint of the ski area and it’s support system Will lead to Alta becoming 
another of the mega ski mountains. (32.29UU) 
Sincerely mitchell 
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COMMENT #:  450 
DATE:   1/6/22 5:21 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Knoblock 
 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC EIS Team- I reviewed the 4(f) analysis and concur with your findings. Your detailed review 
identifies and analyzes the potentially impacted recreation facilities. Generally, although there are 
potential impacts, the project options have de minimis impact to recreation facilities. Although there 
have been wide claims of serious impact to rock climbing recreation, it appears to me that this 
recreation will go on unimpeded by transportation improvements in LCC. The possibility of a passenger 
in an overhead or adjacent gondola merely viewing the rock climbers certainly does not prevent that 
recreation any more than current observers from trails, trailheads, or the highway and therefore is a de 
minimis impact. Likewise, other recreational opportunities would only have de minimis impacts from 
transportation improvements under consideration. My only significant concern that should be addressed 
in the detailed engineering is the safety of road bicycling through the proposed avalanche sheds. 
Adequate lighting and ventilation need to be put in place to ensure that bicycle recreation on the road 
remains safe. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  451 
DATE:   1/6/22 5:36 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nicholas Leira 
 
COMMENT: 
 
One of the reasons I was excited to move to Salt Lake City was the great climbing that could be found 
near by. This is heart breaking. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  452 
DATE:   1/6/22 6:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Lyons 
 
COMMENT: 
 
An abolute no to the gondola option. I have been a resident of slc for 40 years and used little 
cottonwood extensively for recreation. The climbing is still world class but the skiing experience has 
been degraded by over use and a relentless pursuit of profits over experience. I greatly favor the bus 
option as it is much cheaper and does not affect the beauty of the canyons. I will take years to build the 
gondola while buying busses and setting up more pickup options would be quicker and less expensive. 
The gondola only provide value to tourist and does not even solve the problem. where is everyone 
going to park ? I respectfully request that you implement the buss service. IF it does not work well then 
maybe you could retry the gondola and then u would have the busses to get people to the gondola. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  453 
DATE:   1/6/22 7:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Derek Larsen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the multiple rock climbing venues up and down LCC. Creating a toll at the mouth 
of the canyons will serve to slow the traffic into the canyon without destroying the legacy climbing 
areas. There needs to be more study and better options than the current two solutions which only serve 
the clients of the resorts. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  454 
DATE:   1/6/22 7:29 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It seems incomprehensible that the first line of action would be to build a gondola or widen the road 
before even enforcing traction laws or increasing bus service. I SUPPORT A PHASED APPROACH!!! 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  455 
DATE:   1/6/22 7:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The public who depend on the watershed should be considered stakeholders. Also, climbers ARE 
STAKEHOLDERS! Not just those who stand to gain financially. Implement a phased approach!! 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  456 
DATE:   1/6/22 7:32 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The revised chapter does not consider that climbers should be considered as stake holders! I support a 
phased approach. Do not build a gondola this will not have a de minimis impact! (32.26B, 32.26E, and 
32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  457 
DATE:   1/6/22 7:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matthew Colemere 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed gondola will ruin this canyon and hurt access and the beauty that exists. It benefits only 
the resorts at the cost of the people, which is a massive mistake. There are better options here, and I 
truly hope the gondola doesn’t come to be. Thank you. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  458 
DATE:   1/6/22 10:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Rosane Coleman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Rather than putting in the gondola or widening the road, encourage more frequent use of electric buses 
and toll roads. Widening the road or Gondola creates a loss of iconic boulder problems that are 
renowned worldwide, as well as hiking trail heads that will either be lost or moved. We need to preserve 
our canyons, please do not destroy the beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon by erecting an unsightly 
gondola. Or destroying iconic rock formations that are part of climbing's history by widening the road. 
(32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  459 
DATE:   1/6/22 10:27 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ryan Schmitt 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am advocating for a less impactful alternative: [expanded bus service that is 
fiscally responsible and would serve all canyon users year-round, coupled with other traffic 
mitigation measures such as tolling. 
 
UDOT’s transportation proposals are only a partial solution, serving only resort 
users in the canyon. Little Cottonwood Canyon is popular with many user groups, including 
hikers, runners, mountain bikers, and climbers. UDOT’s proposals are short-sighted and do not 
stop at trailheads or other parking areas, ignoring these groups. 
 
Both of UDOT’s proposals come with initial construction cost estimates of over 
$500 million. There are more fiscally responsible options. Not only would an expanded bus 
service be less impactful to the landscape, it would use existing infrastructure and would cost 
less to implement. 
 
UDOT’s proposals are aimed only at mitigating wintertime traffic in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, even though the canyon is popular in all seasons. A year-round expanded 
bus service would address traffic problems throughout the year. 
 
UDOT’s transportation proposals serve only those traveling to resorts, leaving 
all other canyon users behind. In addition, the proposals threaten world-class climbing 
resources. The road widening alternative would eliminate a large number of boulders that are 
used for climbing and the gondola alternative would ruin the climbing experience for everyone. 
Rock climbing has occurred in Little Cottonwood Canyon since the 1960s and its development 
has played a major role in the global climbing community. It is unacceptable to remove a single 
recreation group’s access at the benefit of private industry on public land. Less impactful options 
exist and should be implemented before making permanent changes to the canyon. (32.26B, 32.26E, 
and 32.29UU) 
 
Sincerely, 
Ryan Schmitt 
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COMMENT #:  460 
DATE:   1/7/22 7:46 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jonathan Vickers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Ok, so my biggest problem with the proposed ideas is with the Gondola. I think such an expensive and 
permanent piece of infrastructure is premature and short sighted. It both rushes a BIG solution before 
trying other means (fees, carpool enforcement, increased bussing etc.) and never mentions the fact 
that we are trending to not have any snow in years to come. Of course the gondola is a nifty 
engineering solution to moving people, but do we even want more people up there everyday to make 
more money for resorts? I sure don't! I'd rather people pick their days wisely, carpool and use that 
money to finance climate control initiatives aimed at ensuring we have snow. Why shouldn't we charge 
people to park up there, then the resorts can fund a better busing system with their increased profits. 
The resorts should fund a new better system that has the lowest impact on the canyon's user groups 
and the community of Salt Lake if they want more clients and other options must exist and be tried 
before we build huge landscape altering things. If we have money to build, maybe we should use that 
money to reduce emissions, both helping the air and making an effort to return our planet to something 
healthy that had snow before pumping more people into the outdoors! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  461 
DATE:   1/7/22 8:29 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jonathan Vickers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Ok, so my biggest problem with the proposed ideas is with the Gondola. I think such an expensive and 
permanent piece of infrastructure is premature and short sighted. It both rushes a BIG solution before 
trying other means (fees, carpool enforcement, increased bussing etc.) and never mentions the fact 
that we are trending to not have any snow in years to come. Of course the gondola is a nifty 
engineering solution to moving people, but do we even want more people up there everyday to make 
more money for resorts? I sure don't! I'd rather people pick their days wisely, carpool and use that 
money to finance climate control initiatives aimed at ensuring we have snow. Why shouldn't we charge 
people to park up there, then the resorts can fund a better busing system with their increased profits. 
The resorts should fund a new better system that has the lowest impact on the canyon's user groups 
and the community of Salt Lake if they want more clients and other options must exist and be tried 
before we build huge landscape altering things. If we have money to build, maybe we should use that 
money to reduce emissions, both helping the air and making an effort to return our planet to something 
healthy that had snow before pumping more people into the outdoors! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  462 
DATE:   1/7/22 8:36 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Laura Parker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  463 
DATE:   1/7/22 9:20 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Chris Riggle 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't be swayed by the money coming from those developers and investors to build the 
gondola. I am totally against having those monstrosities put in our narrow canyon, especially since it 
will be paid by our taxpayers, many of whom will never use it. Rethink what can be done with buses but 
not widening the road which will impact our already low water. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  464 
DATE:   1/7/22 9:40 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  George Wilson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t destroy our climbing areas, Just to impact the Nature dramatically so you can have some 
more money. It’s dumb (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  465 
DATE:   1/7/22 9:46 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jessica Karz 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Before you do any of these destructive options to little cottonwood canyon, you should take note that 
the resort parking reservations seem to be helping the canyon traffic. I have noticed a significant 
decrease in traffic this season with Altas parking reservation system. Do not destroy our climbing that 
has been around for decades. There are clearly other alternatives that can be done without significantly 
altering our canyon. Consider a parking garage and resort dedicated bus shuttles, etc. Please do not 
alter our canyon! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  466 
DATE:   1/7/22 10:01 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  William Dietz 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The natural beauty of our canyons and the disproportionate economic benefit to large companies rather 
than the public are both reason enough on their own to make a gondola in little cottonwood canyon a 
non-starter. Busses should be given preference and more busses should be running during the winter, 
along with avalanche tunnels as appropriate to allow people to enjoy the outdoors without leaving an 
undue stain on it. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  467 
DATE:   1/7/22 10:04 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Chris Hofer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This plan is not sustainable in any way and to add additonal users to an already overflowing canyon 
next to a metropolitain population (SLC) has a complete disregard for other user groups of the canyon. 
This seems to be in part to the Ski industry boom/bust tactics. There are multiple (Climbers, Hikers, 
Mountain Bikers, etc) user groups being left in the dark on this expation. The removal of classic rock 
climbs that have been the crown jewel of Little Cottonwood Canyon since the 1980's will be no longer. 
Put yourself in the shoes as a user of these spaces and tell me how you would feel if someone was 
wanting to demolish your favorite spot. You would be up in arms unless someone was filling your 
pockets with cash at every turn. Please, Do Not allow this UDOT expantion occur for the sake of rich 
people wanting to get to the Ski hill faster! (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
Thank You! 
Sincerely, 
Chris Hofer 
HMH Outdoors (Owner) 
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COMMENT #:  468 
DATE:   1/7/22 10:23 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kevin Moffatt 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I think some of the assumptions regarding climbing impact used for both the widening of the road and 
introduction of the Gondola are incorrect or incomplete in the revised draft. For the roadway widening, 
considering individual boulders to be insignificant to the climbing in the area neglects that some 
boulders may be more popular or have a significance in the climbing culture. Additionally, widening the 
roadway, making boulders closer to the road, will increase noise (and burning brake smell) worse in all 
seasons, not just winter. Even if buses are not using the extra lane, the decrease in trees and other 
noise blockers that exist in the natural environment will make climbing areas more exposed to roadway 
noise. Moving cars one lane over in the non-winter seasons does not reduce noise, so any impacts will 
not be seasonal. For the Gondola, the analysis "assumes that the gondola easement would result in a 
direct use of land under the cables". This is a dangerous assumption, as access needed to the cables 
could impact climbing areas, even if it does not directly impact the boulder itself. Changes to the 
landscape around boulders can change the entire environment, especially if trees and shade are 
removed. I also believe the gondola causes a much greater than de minimus impact to all areas of Little 
Cottonwood due to the aesthetic aspect. The granite walls and view into the valley for the canyon would 
be negatively impacted by a gondola. (32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  469 
DATE:   1/7/22 10:42 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kinde Nebeker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for evaluating the Alpenbock Loop Trail and Grit Mill Trail and its climbing opportunities as a 
single Section 4(f) recreation resource in this updated revision. 
 
However, many issues still remain. The impact of a Gondola transportation system up Little 
Cottonwood Canyon on the Gate Buttress climbing area is de maximus - degrading the view shed 
significantly, increasing the type/quality of noise, and negatively impacting the general aesthetic and 
natural assets of this climbing area. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
Transportation options for climbers and other dispersed users are not provided for in this proposal. The 
focus and privilege of our ski resorts, valued as recreational income for the State of Utah, is blinding us 
to the devastation these proposals will incur on one of the most beautiful canyons in the state. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  470 
DATE:   1/7/22 10:55 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lisa Bell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
SLCA is advocating for a low-impact, fiscally responsible transportation that serves all canyon users 
year-round. An enhanced bus system and traffic mitigation measures such as tolling should be 
implemented before permanently altering Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29UU)  
-UDOT’s preferred transportation alternatives for traffic mitigation in Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) - 
a gondola or roadway widening - are costly proposals that threaten LCC’s unique natural aesthetic and 
health while failing to serve (and negatively impacting) dispersed recreators such as climbers, hikers, 
trail runners, and backcountry skiers and snowboarders. (32.26E) 
-UDOT’s proposals are designed to only mitigate wintertime traffic issues, when access to and 
transportation within the Canyon is a year-round need. (32.29UU) 
-UDOT’s proposals are designed to serve only those traveling to ski areas at the top of the Canyon, 
thereby ignoring the needs of other user groups (e.g. climbers, hikers, trail runners, backcountry skiers 
and snowboarders) who use the Canyon for dispersed recreation, most of which take place in the lower 
half of the Canyon. (32.29UU) 
-UDOT’s proposals are high-impact, permanent infrastructure projects that undermine the natural 
environment of LCC with additional noise and visual impacts, erosion, and water pollution. (Imagine a 
series of 200ft tall gondola towers marching up the Canyon or the water quality impacts of widening 
S.R. 210.) (32.29UU) 
-UDOT’s proposals are fiscally irresponsible, spending $500 million in initial construction costs for 
infrastructure meant to mitigate ski traffic an estimated 30 days out of the year. 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a local treasure that is enjoyed by an international and local community. 
Acting to destroy areas that a community loves for one group's use for 30 days is a short-sighted 
mistake with devastating and irreversible consequences. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  471 
DATE:   1/7/22 10:57 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mikael Mrotek 
 
COMMENT: 
 
SLCA is advocating for a low-impact, fiscally responsible transportation that serves all canyon users 
year-round. An enhanced bus system and traffic mitigation measures such as tolling should be 
implemented before permanently altering Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29UU)  
-UDOT’s preferred transportation alternatives for traffic mitigation in Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) - 
a gondola or roadway widening - are costly proposals that threaten LCC’s unique natural aesthetic and 
health while failing to serve (and negatively impacting) dispersed recreators such as climbers, hikers, 
trail runners, and backcountry skiers and snowboarders. (32.26E) 
-UDOT’s proposals are designed to only mitigate wintertime traffic issues, when access to and 
transportation within the Canyon is a year-round need. (32.29UU) 
-UDOT’s proposals are designed to serve only those traveling to ski areas at the top of the Canyon, 
thereby ignoring the needs of other user groups (e.g. climbers, hikers, trail runners, backcountry skiers 
and snowboarders) who use the Canyon for dispersed recreation, most of which take place in the lower 
half of the Canyon. (32.29UU) 
-UDOT’s proposals are high-impact, permanent infrastructure projects that undermine the natural 
environment of LCC with additional noise and visual impacts, erosion, and water pollution. (Imagine a 
series of 200ft tall gondola towers marching up the Canyon or the water quality impacts of widening 
S.R. 210.) (32.29UU) 
-UDOT’s proposals are fiscally irresponsible, spending $500 million in initial construction costs for 
infrastructure meant to mitigate ski traffic an estimated 30 days out of the year. 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is a local treasure that is enjoyed by an international and local community. 
Acting to destroy areas that a community loves for one group's use for 30 days is a short-sighted 
mistake with devastating and irreversible consequences. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  472 
DATE:   1/7/22 11:03 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mark Bell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
TRANSPORTATION 
WHAT SLCA IS ADVOCATING FOR 
SLCA is advocating for a low impact, fiscally responsible transportation that serves all canyon users 
year-round. An enhanced bus system and traffic mitigation measures such as tolling should be 
implemented before permanently altering Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’spreferredtransportationalternativesfortrafficmitigationinLittleCottonwood Canyon (LCC) - a 
gondola or roadway widening - are costly proposals that threaten LCC’s unique natural aesthetic and 
health while failing to serve (and negatively impacting) 
dispersed recreators such as climbers, hikers, trail runners, and backcountry skiers and 
snowboarders. (32.26E) 
- UDOT’sproposalsaredesignedtoonlymitigatewintertimetrafficissues,whenaccessto 
and transportation within the Canyon is a year-round need. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsaredesignedtoserveonlythosetravelingtoskiareasatthetopofthe 
Canyon, thereby ignoring the needs of other user groups (e.g. climbers, hikers, trail runners, 
backcountry skiers and snowboarders) who use the Canyon for dispersed recreation, most of which 
take place in the lower half of the Canyon.(32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsarehigh-impact,permanentinfrastructureprojectsthatunderminethe natural 
environment of LCC with additional noise and visual impacts, erosion, and water pollution. (Imagine a 
series of 200ft tall gondola towers marching up the Canyon or the water quality impacts of widening 
S.R. 210.) (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsarefiscallyirresponsible,spending$500millionininitialconstruction costs for 
infrastructure meant to mitigate ski traffic an estimated 30 days out of the year."(32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-479 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  473 
DATE:   1/7/22 11:05 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kevin Lockwood 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Only the Enhanced Bus Service is acceptable as it does not impact the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill 
Climbing opportunities area. 
 
Any alternative that impacts these resources is not acceptable. 
 
All climbing resources, boulders and routes, should be considered a “historical resource” as climbing in 
LCC dates back to the 1960s with the first documented climbing route established by Ted Wilson and 
Bob Stout, called Chickenhead Holiday, in 1961. (32.26B) 
 
The gondola will have a huge visual impact on the climbing experience in the canyon. Hundreds of 
bouldering problems are situated directly underneath the gondola easement. (32.26E) 
 
Relocating boulders as a potential mitigation measure for roadway widening is not acceptable. (32.26E) 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  474 
DATE:   1/7/22 11:08 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Thomas Kochek 
 
COMMENT: 
 
TALKING POINTS FOR LCC TRANSPORTATION 
WHAT SLCA IS ADVOCATING FOR 
SLCA is advocating for a low impact, fiscally responsible transportation that serves all canyon users 
year-round. An enhanced bus system and traffic mitigation measures such as tolling should be 
implemented before permanently altering Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29UU) 
ADDITIONAL TALKING POINTS 
- - UDOT’spreferredtransportationalternativesfortrafficmitigationinLittleCottonwood Canyon (LCC) - a 
gondola or roadway widening - are costly proposals that threaten LCC’s unique natural aesthetic and 
health while failing to serve (and negatively impacting) 
dispersed recreators such as climbers, hikers, trail runners, and backcountry skiers and 
snowboarders. (32.26E) 
- UDOT’sproposalsaredesignedtoonlymitigatewintertimetrafficissues,whenaccessto 
and transportation within the Canyon is a year-round need. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsaredesignedtoserveonlythosetravelingtoskiareasatthetopofthe 
Canyon, thereby ignoring the needs of other user groups (e.g. climbers, hikers, trail runners, 
backcountry skiers and snowboarders) who use the Canyon for dispersed recreation, most of which 
take place in the lower half of the Canyon. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsarehigh-impact,permanentinfrastructureprojectsthatunderminethe natural 
environment of LCC with additional noise and visual impacts, erosion, and water pollution. (Imagine a 
series of 200ft tall gondola towers marching up the Canyon or the water quality impacts of widening 
S.R. 210.) (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsarefiscallyirresponsible,spending$500millionininitialconstruction costs for 
infrastructure meant to mitigate ski traffic an estimated 30 days out of the year."(32.29UU). 
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COMMENT #:  475 
DATE:   1/7/22 11:13 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Raynera Mrotek 
 
COMMENT: 
 
TALKING POINTS FOR LCC TRANSPORTATION 
WHAT SLCA IS ADVOCATING FOR 
SLCA is advocating for a low impact, fiscally responsible transportation that serves all canyon users 
year-round. An enhanced bus system and traffic mitigation measures such as tolling should be 
implemented before permanently altering Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29UU) 
ADDITIONAL TALKING POINTS 
- - UDOT’spreferredtransportationalternativesfortrafficmitigationinLittleCottonwood Canyon (LCC) - a 
gondola or roadway widening - are costly proposals that threaten LCC’s unique natural aesthetic and 
health while failing to serve (and negatively impacting) 
dispersed recreators such as climbers, hikers, trail runners, and backcountry skiers and 
snowboarders. (32.26E) 
- UDOT’sproposalsaredesignedtoonlymitigatewintertimetrafficissues,whenaccessto 
and transportation within the Canyon is a year-round need. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsaredesignedtoserveonlythosetravelingtoskiareasatthetopofthe 
Canyon, thereby ignoring the needs of other user groups (e.g. climbers, hikers, trail runners, 
backcountry skiers and snowboarders) who use the Canyon for dispersed recreation, most of which 
take place in the lower half of the Canyon. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsarehigh-impact,permanentinfrastructureprojectsthatunderminethe natural 
environment of LCC with additional noise and visual impacts, erosion, and water pollution. (Imagine a 
series of 200ft tall gondola towers marching up the Canyon or the water quality impacts of widening 
S.R. 210.) (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsarefiscallyirresponsible,spending$500millionininitialconstruction costs for 
infrastructure meant to mitigate ski traffic an estimated 30 days out of the year." (32.29UU). 
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COMMENT #:  476 
DATE:   1/7/22 11:21 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Delena Nielsen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
"Okay so I grew up in Sandy. I've been recreating in little cottonwood for all my 45 yrs. I trail run, I rock 
climb, I bike and I ski and snowshoe. Its safe to say Im looking at this from all sides fairly.  
I know UDOT makes the least amount of money on no changes but we do not need more access to the 
mountains. A freeway up little cottonwood would ruin it. This is a watershed. I was there running in the 
storms this summer that flooded the road. This is an unstable and uncontrollable environment. Were 
constantly trying to control. Making soil anymore unstable is unwise. I do not want a tax payer sucking 
goldola only to serve the minority. The whole thing frustrates me because we really just need to get the 
cars completely out of the canyon.  
Real question? Why is the train going to knock out the climbing area? That makes no sense. It cant just 
go up the road and only widen trailheads? Whos dumb idea was that to make it unappealing? Its a train 
and it doesnt need to widen the road if you take most the cars off of it. It makes sense to widen trail 
heads for buses or trains. Heres the thing though. This needs to be year round. We almost have a red 
snake in the summer too. Do yeah, limit occupancy not building a freeway up there. Charge fees to go 
up and only permits and residents get to drive. I dont mind buses but its not a lasting solution. Trains 
coming all the way from the frontrunner would be. Gravel pits wherever but away from the mouth of the 
canyon. Im all for a train. It can make alot of stops, could be year round, work well in snow but fix what 
you did with it widening over the climbing areas. I am not for any kind of widening the roads. Take all 
the cars out of the canyon. Heck Im for buses and trains just no widening except trailheads for drop off 
stations. It works in zions so yeah. The trax lines worked out better then we thought. Just saying udot 
makes less money but we keep the canyon. As far as the snow sheds go I think their inevitable just 
please paint the top roof to blend unseen from above, because they sound like a major eyesore. 
(32.29UU)  
Thank you for listening. 
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COMMENT #:  477 
DATE:   1/7/22 11:58 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Darryl Korf 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In order to alleviate traffic through Cottonwood Canyon, UDOT is proposing two alternatives which 
clearly and blatantly fail to include the most obvious, basic, cost-effective, sustainable, and 
environmentally friendly alternative: increasing the use and availability of bussing by using the existing 
infrastructure. Such an oversight should be grounds for immediate disqualification of this process. This 
process has been wildly successfully implemented in another similarly popular canyon in Utah, namely 
Zion Canyon, to alleviate traffic, reduce the need for new physical alterations to the landscape, improve 
user experiences, and reduce impacts to the natural environment. (32.29UU) 
 
Independent of the preceding, both proposed alternatives produce grossly unacceptable impacts to 
multiple recreational user groups through the severe degradation of unobstructed open space, 
unobstructed views, and undamaged natural features of the canyon. Of primary note, the proposed 
alternatives would cause the unalterable destruction of finite boulders for rock climbing. This is a 
particularly embarrassing oversight as climbing is a new Olympic sport, climbing’s official Olympic 
training center is in Utah, and the inaugural Olympic silver medalist is native to Utah. The effect of the 
two proposed alternatives has a similar effect on the climbing community as damming a whitewater 
river has on the whitewater kayaking community. The primary difference here is that there are obvious 
alternatives and that the benefit applies only to recreation and not to essential services. (32.26B, 
32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
 
Utah has recently become a pioneer in making horrendous decisions surrounding precious recreational 
and cultural resources with devastating economic impacts following from public backlash, such as the 
Outdoor Retailer Show relocating to another state. While this project gives Utah the opportunity to 
continue to be the country’s worst example of stewardship for recreational resources, I would 
recommend that the State consider all viable alternatives and to avoid all of the proposed alternatives. 
(32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-484 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  478 
DATE:   1/7/22 12:25 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Bangerter 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Protect the climbing areas in Little Cottonwood! (32.26B and 32.26E) 
The public shouldn't be funding a project that is only going to benefit Snowbird and Alta anyway! 
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COMMENT #:  479 
DATE:   1/7/22 12:42 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sarah Hill 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Why jump into a gondola, a permanent, expensive, very impactful solution, when other more 
reasonable ideas have not yet been tried? It seems a lot like having surgery to fixate a broken bone 
that could be easily treated with a cast. Seems like a poor escalation of resources and ideas. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  480 
DATE:   1/7/22 12:58 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tyler Stern 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Improving the bus system and encouraging its use should be first priority over expanding roadways in 
this beautiful natural area, which attracts tourists from around the world. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  481 
DATE:   1/7/22 2:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cole Paiement 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While better than the original draft, none of the solutions are ideal by any means. Skiing only accounts 
for a fraction of the traffic in the canyon and these solutions are to a problem that only exists a few days 
each winter. LCC is a valuable resource to the climbing community and this community is growing 
exponentially as Salt Lake becomes a hub of the climbing community in the US. ANY destruction or 
restriction of rock climbing in the canyon is unacceptable. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  482 
DATE:   1/7/22 2:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lindsey McGuire 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a resident of SLC and an avid outdoor climber. I, along with countless others, adore and utilize 
LCC heavily all year round. The revised Chapter 26 is appreciated in the fact that some climbing 
resources have been acknowledged, however, the revision still is inadequate and heavily overlooks 
many other important factors. The negative impacts associated with the plan such as it’s permanent 
visual and physical destruction of the canyon, prolonged construction, removal of beloved boulders, 
and heavy expenses are far too severe and irreversible to be condoned. I believe the plan at hand 
should be a last resort, not the first step of action towards the goal in mind. Even though the plan now 
recognizes several climbing areas as recreational, implementing either strategy will still have major 
damage to climbing and other recreational resources. I don’t see why it would hurt to even attempt a 
less invasive approach such as tolling, metering, reservation systems, incentivizing carpooling, 
improving current public transit, or other methods of limiting the high volume private vehicles in the 
canyon. Please take a step back and think of the devastating effects this plan will have before taking 
action that cannot be reversed. The entire outdoor community of Salt Lake City will be negatively 
affected by this plan, even with its revisions. We live here because we love the mountains - please 
don’t destroy them. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  483 
DATE:   1/7/22 2:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matthew Rawlings 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of Salt Lake City, I feel that my opinion should be heard since I traffic Little Cottonwood 
Canyon frequently. Even with the revision of this plan, it seems like the new proposal is still 
unwarranted, unneeded, and unwanted. Spending hundreds of millions of dollars on a project that will 
take several years to complete is not something that should be taken lightly. Especially since this 
project can be avoided by improving other ways of transportation of the canyon such as an electric bus 
system. The beneficiaries of this preposterous project are limited to guests of the ski resorts. Which is 
silly because there are dozens of other activities that should be taken into consideration. Little 
Cottonwood Canyon is known for its world-class rock climbing. People travel from all over the world and 
the country to experience the amazing granite of Little Cottonwood Canyon. Projects such as this would 
take away from that experience and detract from its wholesome value. climbing has been around for 
decades and has recently been excepted as a sport in the Olympics. Currently Salt Lake City has three 
massive indoor rock climbing gyms with more being built as we speak. Each year more and more 
climbers are migrating to Salt Lake City because of its world class outdoor climbing. As a resident of 
Salt Lake City I say no to this plan. As I tax payer I say no. And as I climber I say no. Please consider 
the devastating impact this plan will have on things other than just trying to cram more skiers up the 
mountain. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  484 
DATE:   1/7/22 2:37 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
De minimis impact would involve a phased approach that takes climate change and climbing into 
account. I oppose both preffered alternatives and especially a gondoal. THis option will have de MOST 
impact not de minimis because it will direct traffic to the bottom of the canyon and allow cars up the 
canyon still. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  485 
DATE:   1/7/22 3:32 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dylan Connole 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As member of the outdoor community and someone who works as a guide I’m very concerned with the 
impacts of the EIS, especially the changes in chapter 26 on the nature of the canyon. We need to 
preserve the open recreational areas. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  486 
DATE:   1/7/22 6:53 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Richard Gordon 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not install gondola or road expansion! This is a detrimental to many users of the canyon 
permanently. Please increase bus schedule and make it more accessible. We need to save the beauty 
of the canyon for all user groups to enjoy! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  487 
DATE:   1/7/22 7:30 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Henry Blair 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cotton Wood is home to some of the most popular and widely used climbing in Utah. Expansion 
of roads and gondolas expanding traffic for the minority usage of the resort while negatively impacting 
climbing, hiking, backpacking and running is crazy. Doing these expansion destroys hundreds of classic 
climbs in the area while introducing industrialization and traffic to the area. Please protect these natural 
areas and keep them natural. We dont need to improve on nature here. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 
32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  488 
DATE:   1/8/22 6:35 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ralph Correia 
 
COMMENT: 
 
You cannot continue to be so narrow minded about this area and actually all areas. You see $$ not 
people. There needs to be quiet places, even if your not a climber. Respect the resource. Respect the 
people who actually love this land and use it and contribute. If you spend all that money to bring more 
people we both know taxes won’t go down, fees won’t go down, crowds will grow...be responsible. Set 
the example for others. Leave this area alone. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  489 
DATE:   1/8/22 8:14 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Katelyn Mendel 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The revision of the plan of noting significance of climbing and other recreational activities through the 
Alpenbock and Grit Mill Climbing study of the areas it will affect is much further into people's homes. I 
recently purchased a home in the studied area due to the stunning scenic untouched views of the 
Mountains. This is what people actually want. People are moving from large cities not to see more 
deconstruction of Mother Nature's beauty. A ride on gondola would have short term benefits of 
something people would not care to experience more than a couple times. The permanent nature of 
this project and to be taken on to solve traffic in peak hours is not enough of a reason. In case of an 
avalanche, this happens also so infrequently and affects very few people. The sub alternative of adding 
additional lanes and better bus services up the canyon while creating better parking solutions is ideal in 
every scenario. I proposed study of the damage to the area seems extremely limited and rushed on the 
results.(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  490 
DATE:   1/8/22 8:20 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Zach Niemeyer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate you making the effort to analyze the impact of the draft alternatives on the climbing 
resources. However, climbing exists at more than just the base and would be affected all throughout 
the canyon. The fact remains that there are less destructive options that have not been tried, such as 
tolling and bussing with sufficient support. Currently, tolling has been implemented by the ski resorts. 
There has been pushback, but there has also been success in moving more people toward the ski bus. 
Increasing the number of busses running would allow more people to use the busses and could be 
more flexible for non-resort uses. Before major changes are made to the canyon, please try to 
implement non-destructive solutions. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  491 
DATE:   1/8/22 9:01 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michael Goltsov 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, as a recent transplant to SLC, I have been constantly in awe of the natural beauty that surrounds 
this city - Little Cottonwood Canyon being no exception. It was disheartening to hear that either a 
gondola or road expansion was being planned to simply mitigate ski traffic, that I read was estimated to 
affect the canyon 30 days of the year. The initial cost of 500 million in construction, and the permanent 
alteration of the spaces used for a myriad of other recreation year round seems like a short sighted 
approach to address a singular issue in a place that needs year round access to all of that recreational 
potential. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  492 
DATE:   1/8/22 11:26 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert J. Santholzer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hi EIS team, 
As an engineering geologist am in support of the gondola. During ski season, use Trax & the skibus. Is 
UDOT/UTA planning a Trax expansion to the La Caille hub at the mouth of LCC? The Gondola should 
be accessible via Trax from the SLC airport/downtown. It'd be very practical to have an integrated traffic 
system for Little & Big Ctnwd Canyons. (32.29UU) 
 
Thank you. 
 
Robert J. Santholzer 
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COMMENT #:  493 
DATE:   1/8/22 11:54 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe de minimus impact on Section 4(f) property is incorrectly evaluated because to be determined 
as de minimus it is essential that “project would NOT adversely affect the activities, features, or 
attributes that make these resources eligible for Section 4(f)”. Gondola project adversely affects 
activities and attributes (natural beautiful aesthetic of Section 4(f) property). I STRONGLY OPPOSE 
THE GONDOLA AND ROAD WIDENING (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  494 
DATE:   1/8/22 11:55 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Grit Mill Section 4(f) area will be negatively impacted by the gondola cables and cars overhead, not just 
precisely the 80ft strip under which the gondola cars fly. Therefore, the gondola will have a greater than 
de minimus impact on the Section 4(f) property in its entirety. I strongly oppose the gondola and road 
widening. A phased approach is a better option. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  495 
DATE:   1/8/22 11:55 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To qualify for de minimus impact a section 4(f) property must meet 3 criteria, one of which is “The 
public has been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the effects of the project on the 
protected activities, features, and attributes of the Section 4(f) resource”. It must be clarified how de 
minimus was determined prior to this section revision and how de minimus will be determined in Final 
EIS considering opposition from public. (32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  496 
DATE:   1/8/22 11:56 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola project will have significant negative impacts on Alpenbock Loop/Grit Mill Section 4(f) 
because the entire property will be greatly visually impacted and aesthetic quality that makes the 
property a recreation opportunity will be destroyed. “Significance determinations are applicable to the 
entire property not just to the portion of the property proposed for use by a project” I oppose the 
gondola and anything that is not a phased approach. (32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  497 
DATE:   1/8/22 12:06 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe greater than de minimus impacts would occur at Tanners Flat campground because of 
aesthetic destruction and attributes of campground and I am opposed to the gondola (32.26G, 32.26L, 
32.26M, and 32.26N) 
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COMMENT #:  498 
DATE:   1/8/22 2:15 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It should be clarified why Historic property NV3 has been determined to have de minimus impact with 
the gondola when it is not considered a Section 4(f) property as stated it in footnote b of Table 26.5-10. 
(32.26S) 
 
I oppose the gondola and road widening and support a phased approach (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  499 
DATE:   1/8/22 2:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Patricia Kimball 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The revised draft is inadequate. By limiting the study area to only 100 ft. on either side of SR240, the 
draft fails to consider the impacts of the entire proposed gondola alignment as well as the impacts on 
existing sites such as beloved Tanner Campground, the world-renown climbing and bouldering 
resources, and the myriad hiking and skiing resources associated with the White Pine trailhead. 
(32.26D, 32.26G, 32.26J, 32.26K, 32.26L, 32.26X, and 32.26AA) 
 
It seems to me that UDOT is trying to force the public to accept an ill-conceived, expensive and 
permanent eyesore, i.e., a gondola plus wider road, instead of a more fair, more thoughtful and less 
invasive solution. Perhaps a combination of tolling, more buses (eventually electric), carpooling, and 
mobility hubs spread throughout the Salt Lake valley? (32.29UU)  
 
There is so much to lose here if we don't get this right. 
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COMMENT #:  500 
DATE:   1/8/22 2:24 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Patricia Kimball 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I meant SR210. (See response to comment 499) 

July 2022 Page 32C-507 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  501 
DATE:   1/8/22 3:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  David Rohde 
 
COMMENT: 
 
We need more snow. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  502 
DATE:   1/8/22 5:32 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Willy Chandler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It is not financially prudent nor environmentally responsible to install a gondola to minimize traffic issues 
that take place 5-10 days per year. Public money of the required amount would be better spent to solve 
other social ills. Enhanced bus service, combined with ‚Äòtolling’ (paid parking), have already proven 
effective in reducing canyon traffic volumes and could be expanded with increased parking at canyon 
bases to have a greater impact. The canyon being closed for avalanche mitigation creates a greater 
impact on local traffic congestion on wasatch blvd than the volume of traffic in the canyon itself. 
Increased parking at canyon bases paired with enhanced bus service on extant roadways, as well as 
better management of the types and amount of vehicles accessing the canyon roadways, is a more 
responsible means of solving the problem of traffic congestion in the canyon and adjacent roadways. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  503 
DATE:   1/8/22 6:42 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It should be clarified why 51% of the boulders would be removed with the cog rail but “most of the 
boulders are more than 105 ft from the cog rail tracks” (Table 26.5-12). I am skeptical to the evaluation 
because 51% is the majority yet “most” of the boulders are not near the cog rail tracks. (32.26T) 
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COMMENT #:  504 
DATE:   1/8/22 6:42 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe it should be considered that increasing vehicle sight by straightening roads should increase 
vehicle speed regardless of posted speed and thus decrease safety relative to not realigning roads. It 
should be clarified with supporting data why straight roads would be safer than slower and windier 
roads. Straightening the roads do not accomplish the safety goal of the purpose/need statement. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  505 
DATE:   1/8/22 6:53 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
How the boulders would be relocated in order to minimize harm to this invaluable resource with the 
Enhanced bus in PPSL and Gondola? This IS GOING TO DEVISTATE OUR CLIMBING AREA. This is 
not a de minimis impact. I DO NOT SUPPORT THE GONDOLA OR ROAD WIDENING. I SUPPORT A 
PHASED APPROACH .(32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  506 
DATE:   1/8/22 6:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe de minimus impact on Section 4(f) property is incorrectly evaluated because (1) impacted land 
must be permanently incorporated into transportation facility (2) “UDOT does not know whether land 
associated with a Section 4(f) property under the cables would be permanently incorporated into a 
transportation facility”. UDOT must determine whether land will be permanently incorporated before 
stating de minimus impact (26-54). (32.26B, 32.26D, and 32.26E)  
 
Additionally, you are considering the stake holders as those who stand to financially gain but you do not 
consider back country users, climbers, or any other canyon user group who cares about this place. 
That is incorrect and you should reconsider de minimis impact based on those whos passion and love 
for this place is at stake, not who will gain money from this decision! I DO NOT SUPPORT THE 
GONDOLA OR THE WIDENED LANES. I SUPPORT THE PHASED APPROACH! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  507 
DATE:   1/8/22 7:00 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not de minimis impact because it will devistate the canyon for climbers, hikers, back 
country skiers and it wont serve anyone but those that stand to gain money from it. Those who use the 
canyon should be considered stake holders not just those that will make money by bringing more 
people into the canyon. I DO NOT SUPPORT THE GONDOLA. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  508 
DATE:   1/8/22 7:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the preferred alternatives and believe that reasonable measures such as improving the 
bus system should be considered before constructing in the canyon. I am particularly opposed to the 
gondola. If UDOT only considers their final 2 preferred alternatives, I believe it is UDOT's responsibility 
to determine that the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak Period Shoulder Lane to cause the least overall 
harm compared to Gondola B. This is because the bus service impacts 3 historic properties (IDs 67, 68, 
69) that the gondola does not, and one recreation resource (Lisa Falls TH). But, the gondola impacts 4 
historic properties (ID 61, 82, 84, NV3) and 5 recreation resources (Tanners Flat CG, LCCreek Trail, 
White Pine TH, Section 4(f) resources at Snowbird, and those at Alta) that the bus does not. (32.26E, 
32.26G, 32.26L, 32.26M, 32.26S, 32.26X, 32.26Z, and 32.26AA) 

July 2022 Page 32C-515 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  509 
DATE:   1/8/22 7:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe de minimus impact on Section 4(f) property is incorrectly evaluated because to be determined 
as de minimus it is essential that “project would NOT adversely affect the activities, features, or 
attributes that make these resources eligible for Section 4(f)”. Gondola project adversely affects 
activities and attributes (natural beautiful aesthetic of Section 4(f) property). I support a phased 
approach. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  510 
DATE:   1/8/22 7:07 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
De minimis impact means de minimis impact for ALL user groups. This includes climbers and 
backcountry skiiers. I support a phased approach. I DO NOT SUPPORT THE GONDOLA. (32.26B, 
32.26E, and 32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-517 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  511 
DATE:   1/8/22 9:15 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Taylor Berhow 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m a lifeline resident of Sandy. I love it here. I love being able to be in LCC so quickly. I recreate in the 
canyon via many avenues: hiking skiing, sledding, biking, running, camping, etc. It’s really hard to 
imagine that anyone in favor of this proposal spends time in the canyon doing any of those activities 
regularly. Really nothing about it seems useful or efficient or like it will successfully move large swathes 
of people from the bottom of the canyon to the various popular access points. People use the canyon 
for so much more than skiing. There are crowing issues all year round. There are traffic issues many 
times of day. I’ve read the proposal and studied the EIP, and it just doesn’t add up. This project will take 
far too long to deal with the crowding that’s happening right now. It would be far more expensive than a 
number of other solutions (increased busing, for example). And a giant gondola structure would 
absolutely ruin the serenity and visual sanctity that LCC embodies. This is not the solution! Please go 
back to the drawing board and consider other more reasonable, tried and true options. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  512 
DATE:   1/8/22 9:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Anna Whitmore 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Do not build a gondola system. The canyon is so beautiful and the gondola will take away from the 
natural beauty of the canyon. Nature is meant to be enjoyed not destroyed. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  513 
DATE:   1/8/22 10:10 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Shulamith Webster 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood is a sacred place to so many locals here. My kids look forward every week to going 
up to different spots to climb and explore. My husband climbs LCC weekly as well. Don’t ruin the 
beautiful canyon! (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  514 
DATE:   1/8/22 10:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Justin Pederson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
At the estimated budget of 500-580 million dollars has UDOT considered other alternative modes of 
transportation that may have similar or better utility and cost less such as the Boring Company’s loop 
system? There tunneling cost is approximately 10 million/mile. They have an operational system that’s 
currently being expanded in Las Vegas. This system could also “loop” in big cottonwood resorts and 
perhaps even Park City with 50 miles possible with the proposed budget. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  515 
DATE:   1/8/22 11:41 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Zucca 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I think that the enhanced bus service alternative is the best option. It requires no altering of roadways or 
natural resources, and is the easiest way to pilot a new option to reduce traffic, accidents, and air 
pollution in the canyons. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  516 
DATE:   1/9/22 8:07 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Hartmann 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The bus expansion option would be better for the community and environment instead of the gondola. 
Please do not destroy natural habitat and build an unnecessary gondola. Please improve the current 
system. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  517 
DATE:   1/9/22 8:07 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Hiram Maynez 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This comment is regarding the revised Chapter 26 that includes impacts the action alternatives have on 
the protected activities and features or attributes of Section 4(f) recreation resources (Alpenbock Loop 
Trail and Grit Mill trailheads).These resources are significant to a recreational community and should be 
preserved and protected for year round use. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alters the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective.  
Expanded electric (or just enhanced) bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation 
strategies must be tried before permanent landscape changes are implemented. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  518 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:32 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matt Jones 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am advocating for a less impactful alternative: expanded bus service that is 
fiscally responsible and would serve all canyon users year-round, coupled with other traffic 
mitigation measures such as tolling. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  519 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:45 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Maciej Mrotek 
 
COMMENT: 
 
TALKING POINTS FOR LCC TRANSPORTATION 
WHAT SLCA IS ADVOCATING FOR 
SLCA is advocating for a low impact, fiscally responsible transportation that serves all canyon users 
year-round. An enhanced bus system and traffic mitigation measures such as tolling should be 
implemented before permanently altering Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29UU) 
ADDITIONAL TALKING POINTS 
TALKING POINTS FOR LCC TRANSPORTATION 
WHAT SLCA IS ADVOCATING FOR 
SLCA is advocating for a low impact, fiscally responsible transportation that serves all canyon users 
year-round. An enhanced bus system and traffic mitigation measures such as tolling should be 
implemented before permanently altering Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29UU) 
ADDITIONAL TALKING POINTS 
- - UDOT’spreferredtransportationalternativesfortrafficmitigationinLittleCottonwood Canyon (LCC) - a 
gondola or roadway widening - are costly proposals that threaten LCC’s unique natural aesthetic and 
health while failing to serve (and negatively impacting) 
dispersed recreators such as climbers, hikers, trail runners, and backcountry skiers and 
snowboarders. (32.26E) 
- UDOT’sproposalsaredesignedtoonlymitigatewintertimetrafficissues,whenaccessto 
and transportation within the Canyon is a year-round need. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsaredesignedtoserveonlythosetravelingtoskiareasatthetopofthe 
Canyon, thereby ignoring the needs of other user groups (e.g. climbers, hikers, trail runners, 
backcountry skiers and snowboarders) who use the Canyon for dispersed recreation, most of which 
take place in the lower half of the Canyon. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsarehigh-impact,permanentinfrastructureprojectsthatunderminethe natural 
environment of LCC with additional noise and visual impacts, erosion, and water pollution. (Imagine a 
series of 200ft tall gondola towers marching up the Canyon or the water quality impacts of widening 
S.R. 210.) (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’sproposalsarefiscallyirresponsible,spending$500millionininitialconstruction costs for 
infrastructure meant to mitigate ski traffic an estimated 30 days out of the year."(32.29UU). 
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COMMENT #:  520 
DATE:   1/9/22 12:38 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Will Romano 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am still opposed to any proposed actions that expand the roadway or lead to the construction of a 
gondola. Little Cottonwood is a fragile ecosystem that will be severely disrupted by either action and I 
fail to see why the taxpayer should be on the hook for congestion mitigation that only serves to benefit 
privately owned ski resorts. Privileging ski resorts and resort skiers, many of whom do live locally, at the 
expense of all other canyon users is distinctly unfair proposition. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  521 
DATE:   1/9/22 1:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dylan Cray-Kaden 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola or widen the road to the point where it impacts the climbing and other 
recreational activities of LCC. Maybe a better bus system/restricting traffic on peak days would be 
better. I don't think the gondola would do much to alleviate the traffic anyway. My concern is that a 
large-scale construction project would not only ruin recreation in the canyon for others, while just 
generally being an eyesore, but would also not solve the issue it was meant to solve. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  522 
DATE:   1/9/22 1:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Amanda Cangelosi 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The gondola will make LCC ugly, 
unappealing, noisy, and inequitable with respect to user group diversity. The gondola will be detrimental 
to the climbing and hiking communities, negatively impacting user experience and accessibility. The 4(f) 
designations that have been established should be taken seriously, and I believe the Gate Buttress 
area is also deserving of the 4(f) designation. The gondola would be a devastating, irreparable mistake 
and short-sighted environmental disaster, serving only wealthy ski-resort-goers for a short duration of 
the skiing season; it is not worth the negative impacts to the broader local community--the wider range 
of users beyond resort-goers (who are not representative of the larger community)--and iconic canyon 
aesthetics. Little Cottonwood Canyon's beauty--and what it offers by way of hiking and climbing near 
the roadside--was a major factor in my decision to reside in Salt Lake City; the gondola will ruin that for 
me and my recreational/social community. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  523 
DATE:   1/9/22 1:20 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Adam Johnson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Enhance bus service during peak times!!(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  524 
DATE:   1/9/22 1:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Oden Dillman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I like climbing and i can’t climb a gondola so I don’t want a gondola in the canyon. (32.29D or 32.29UU) 
Thanks 
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COMMENT #:  525 
DATE:   1/9/22 1:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Larry Droppins 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola shouldn’t be in the canyon (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  526 
DATE:   1/9/22 2:34 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ella Davis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
There are other alternatives to the Gondola that have not been explored to their full extent. If the 
gondola were to be pushed forward (which I am extremely against) this would be extremely detrimental 
for the communities that do not use the resort. The gondola is primarily being built to accommodate the 
needs of the capitalistic corporations that the resorts have become. Overall, it fully ignores the 
environmental needs of the canyon and the global climate change situation which persists. Not only will 
the Gondola invade the natural habitat of hundreds of species, it also subtracts from the breathtaking 
landscape which it will invade. Do better Utah and explore less invasive options before building a 
massive intrusion which will be technologically outdated in a matter of 10 years. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  527 
DATE:   1/9/22 3:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Kerzhner 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am a Salt Lake City rock climber who loves Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
Thank you for providing the Revised Ch. 26. However, the analysis inaccurately underestimates the 
actual significant impacts that a Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock 
Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources. The analysis does not treat rock climbers as a group that should 
have a voice in the future of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either 
the Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
 
Moreover: 
- Neither proposal services dispersed recreation users nor do the proposals provide for public transit 
options for climbers. (32.29UU) 
 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
 
As a Salt Lake City resident, I urge UDOT to consider less impactful options. How can the Little 
Cottonwood traffic issues get solved without widening the road or adding a gondola? 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  528 
DATE:   1/9/22 3:18 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Leslye P 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am a Salt Lake City rock climber who loves Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
Thank you for providing the Revised Ch. 26. However, the analysis inaccurately underestimates the 
actual significant impacts that a Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock 
Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources. The analysis does not treat rock climbers as a group that should 
have a voice in the future of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either 
the Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
 
Moreover: 
- Neither proposal services dispersed recreation users nor do the proposals provide for public transit 
options for climbers. (32.29UU) 
 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E) 
 
As a Salt Lake City resident, I urge UDOT to consider less impactful options. How can the Little 
Cottonwood traffic issues get solved without widening the road or adding a gondola? 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  529 
DATE:   1/9/22 3:21 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Branson Shulz 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola please!!!! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  530 
DATE:   1/9/22 3:57 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jan Ellen Burton 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I was surprised to see endorsements for a gondola in Little Cottonwood Canyon despite the fact that 
this would primarily serve skiers, and not resolve many of the congestion problems. I previously skied 
and loved my experiences at Alta and Snowbird, but these did not compare to the joy experienced 
along the way in numerous riparian areas. Families camping at Tanner Flats and/or hiking to White 
Pine and Red Pine Lakes will continue to fight crowds for parking, and their experience will be 
diminished by the presence of a large gondola system which is disruptive to the riparian and historical 
presence found in the canyon today. All of this diminished wilderness will benefit skiers for winter 
months during the 2-3 hours of typical heavy traffic, but does not at all enhance the wilderness 
experience for travelers at other times. Regular buses--to include summer time--would solve this 
problem more more efficiently at a cheaper cost. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  531 
DATE:   1/4/22 10:08 AM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Suzanne Mahre 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola!!!!!!!!!!!!! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  532 
DATE:   1/4/22 11:38 AM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Michelle Tessier 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello! 
 
I live in Holladay UT and I ski about 80 days per year, mostly in the Cottonwoods, and also use the 
canyons frequently in the summer. I ski a mix of backcountry and at the resorts.  
 
I am in full support of increased bus service in the canyons and strongly against the gondola for several 
reasons: 
- Gondola is expensive and I think there is a better way to use my taxpayer dollars, and it doesn't even 
benefit those of us who want to use winter or summer trailheads and not just go to the resorts.  
- Bus is more flexible. Buses can be added/removed during busy/less busy times, buses can stop at 
other popular trailheads and not just at the resorts.  
 
Recently, I took the bus to go backcountry skiing from the Flagstaff lot at Alta. While the bus was not 
too bad, I'm still more likely to drive up canyon in my own vehicle. I wanted to provide some feedback 
on what would make me more likely to take the bus in the future.  
 
1) I have a season pass, but my husband does not, so he had to pay $5 each way to take the bus. After 
paying $10 to take the bus, $25 Alta parking did not seem so expensive.  
2) Getting from the Wasatch P&R to Snowbird was super fast, about the same speed as driving. 
Getting from Snowbird to Alta took another 20 minutes due to all the stops within Snowbird and Alta. 
Could the buses going up canyon just stop at 1 stop at Alta and 1 stop at Snowbird, and then the 
parking lot buses could be used if users wanted to go to a specific stop? For many users, it's faster to 
ski between different bases/ parking lots than it is to take the bus.  
3) The bus was very crowded. As a backcountry user I have a snowboard, ski poles, and 35L pack to 
navigate on and off the bus. Less crowded buses that also had a place to store my gear instead of 
awkwardly having to hold it for an hour would make the bus a lot more appealing. The buses are very 
basic city buses. If the bus was more comfortable, I'd be a lot more likely to use it. Fewer stops would 
also help, as everytime people get on and off the bus I have to shuffle gear around so they can get by.  
4) Bus needs to be as fast as possible of an option- fewer stops within the canyons, more frequent 
buses. Going "up canyon was easy-- I looked at the schedule and arrived right when the bus showed 
up at the stop. Headed down was a little different... I had to wait 20-30 minutes, because it's not super 
easy to time exactly when you're going to be done backcountry skiing. Then combined with the extra 20 
minutes up and down due to all the stops within Snowbird and Alta, it took an extra hour plus to take 
the bus. That might not seem like a big deal, but when I'm just going up for a 1.5 hour quick ski tour, 40 
minutes up/down canyon vs 1:40 is a big difference.  
 
Finally, one last idea on how to improve canyon traffic: 
Frequently, I find myself driving up alone, or just with my husband. We'd be happy to give folks a ride 
up canyon, or down for that matter, but we need a little coordination help to do so. Here are the 
problems that need to be solved: 
1) I need to know the basic info of the person getting in my car, and they need to know I have insurance 
and my car has passed inspection and I have a reasonable traffic and criminal record.  
2) I need to be able to coordinate who I should pick up, and who wants to go up and down canyon at 
approximately the same time I do.  
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3) I need to be rewarded for my good behavior, perhaps with free parking or preferred parking once I 
get up canyon. Or as a rider, I'd pay $5 to go up with someone if I didn't have parking that day? That 
would be way more comfortable than taking the bus. 
Uber solves similar problems? Can we solve similar problems with an app? Register your vehicle and 
yourself as a driver, get a sticker, use an app to see who wants to go up canyon when you're already 
going up, bring them up, park in free parking? On the way down, swing by a bus stop and pick 
someone up who can show you they're also registered with the app, they pay you $5. (32.29UU) 
 
Thanks for listening!
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COMMENT #:  533 
DATE:   1/9/22 4:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jordan Lagana 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It is wholeheartedly disappointing that UDOT continues to value the desires of the few rather than 
serving the community as a whole. This entire construction project feels like a money-grab that will lead 
to the voluntary displacement of many members of the SLC climbing community due to the lack of 
acknowledgment during the EIS revision process. I myself am currently in nursing school and would 
love to prioritize practicing as a nurse in Salt Lake Valley. Unfortunately, I also desire to like in a 
location that respects the natural resources of the area, including recreation, rather than solely being 
driven by foreign economic propositions. If this project breaks ground on either of the two current 
proposals, I will begin to look elsewhere to begin my future career as a nurse. Can the resorts really not 
bear the congestion that they themselves are fuelling during the peak 28 days of the year that these 
proposals would actually benefit improve traffic? (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  534 
DATE:   1/9/22 4:40 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Katja Dove 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impact that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources. Specifically: 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other 
recreatorssuch as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  535 
DATE:   1/9/22 5:59 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It is apparent that UDOT is dedicated to minimize visual impacts the gondola will have to Snowbird and 
Alta. Also, it is apparent that UDOT does not give the same respect to the rest of the canyon, where the 
majority of users visit (based off of visitation studies). I believe there are massively negative visual 
impacts to the entire canyon - including the small minority of the canyon UDOT considers worth of 
awarding Section 4(f) status. (32.26E and 32.29UU)  
 
I believe it is illogical that UDOT would prioritize protecting the views of the concrete architecture of the 
resorts over the stunning natural beauty of the rest of the canyon. My question is: UDOT, why do you 
consider the visual impacts to the resorts' architecture more worthy of mitigation/minimization than the 
natural beauty of the Section 4(f) Properties at the Alpenbock/Grit Mill Climbing "Opportunities" and 
Tanners Flat Campground? (32.26E and 32.26G) 
 
To conclude, I am extremely opposed to the gondola (and opposed to the widened road) for many 
reasons, including the negative impacts to the Section 4(f) Properties. I am in favor of a commonsense 
phased-approach that explores traffic mitigation strategies that do not involve building in the canyon. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  536 
DATE:   1/9/22 5:59 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jake Jensen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider other options regarding little cottonwood canyon rather than expanding the road or the 
gondola. Please try less aggressive plans first. This year I have spent much more time up little 
cottonwood than last during snow storms and the traffic is much less problematic. Covid 19 had a huge 
impact on the increases # of work from homers going skiing. Many are now back at work and the 
congestion from traffic is much less (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  537 
DATE:   1/9/22 6:00 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Hunter DeLany 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Climbing, more specifically the Gate Buttress climbing area, has been a pillar 
in my time in Salt Lake over the past 4 years. This area should have the same designation as the 
Alpenbock loop. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
Gate Buttress has a unique place in the history of climbing as it has many classic climbs from the last 
40 years. It even had the hardest traditional climb in the world for a period. (32.26B) 
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COMMENT #:  538 
DATE:   1/9/22 6:29 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alana Palau 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It is unfortunate that the only possible options for decreasing traffic during a single season do not take 
into account the other recreation opportunities in the canyon during all other seasons. Both the road 
widening and the gondola are high impact and high priced options that do not preserve the beauty of 
LCC and its ability for all users to enjoy. Not everyone that visits the Salt Lake area participates in snow 
sports, and there are ample canyon opportunities to enjoy in all seasons. The impact on the lower 
Alpenbock Loop & Grist Mill trail areas would be unfortunate and only work to serve the privately owned 
ski communities a further 9+ miles up canyon. I do not support either option proposed by UDOT, to 
either widen the road or build a gondola. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  539 
DATE:   1/9/22 6:34 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michelle Zundel 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not build a gondola. The canyon can be better served with more frequent public transit and a 
dedicated bus lane. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  540 
DATE:   1/9/22 6:45 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Victoria Edwards 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The revised Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation alternatives Chapter 26 Draft Section 4(f) is 
insufficient. A greater segment of the climbing resources-and more specifically the world-class 
bouldering resources of lower Little Cottonwood Canyon-deserve 4(f) protection. The USFS 
determination that the boulders themselves do not deserve 4(f) protection needs to be reconsidered. 
UDOT fails to accurately determine that the boulders at the Gate Buttress are 4(f) resources and 
likewise deserve 4(f) protection. The two preferred alternatives will have a greater-than-de minimis 
impact on climbing resources. The experience of climbing in LCC will be forever changed, and the 
impacts through construction over the years will have a huge impact on accessing these resources. 
Further assessment of these boulders is required as there was no real in-depth analysis of these 
boulders in the lower half of LCC. (32.26E) 
 
For example, Jack’s Boulder (in the Cabbage Patch area) Copperhead (in the Secret Garden) contains 
many “classic” boulder problems (i.e. highly regarded, valued, and frequented) boulder problems (i.e. 
routes) are not protected under 4(f). I think that the Parking Lot-West, Bathroom Boulder, Secret 
Garden, Cabbage Patch, Syringe, 5-Mile, and All Thumbs all deserve 4(f) protection. (32.26E) 
 
I still take a stand that the Enhanced Bus Alternative is the only acceptable alternative proposed, while 
not imposing unreasonable and irretrievable damage to Little Cottonwood Canyon and its recreational 
opportunities-including, but not limited to, nationally recognized world-class bouldering resources. Not 
only am I a climber, but I am also a frequent skier and hiker of LCC and I do not agree that the two 
alternatives will have a de minimis impact on climbing resources. These two alternatives will have an 
enormous impact on climbing in LCC and it needs to be taken more seriously. (32.26E) 
 
UDOT needs to further evaluate the two preferred alternatives' impact on recreational activities in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, with a huge emphasis on climbing resources. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  541 
DATE:   1/9/22 7:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kelli Buttars 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The impacts to public recreation areas in UDOT’s revised Chapter 26.1 of its Draft EIS for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon are certainly not ‘de minimis’ per federal regulations and case law. The impacts 
include significant visual impact, noise, and loss of privacy due to a gondola that continuously carries 
over 1,000 passengers an hour in 30+ bus-sized cabins directly over the heads of hikers, mountain 
bikers, hunters, backcountry skiers, climbers and campers on established and maintained public trails, 
rock climbing areas and campgrounds. For example, the gondola will make it impossible for campers in 
Tanner’s Flat to move about, eat at a picnic table or recreate anywhere in the campground without 
being continuously viewed by thousands of people suspended above them and being subjected to the 
noise and desecration of the views into the two National Wilderness Areas on each side of them. It is 
exactly these views and the Canyon’s quiet and solitude that make Tanner’s Flat and White Pine such 
popular public recreation destinations. These impacts will not only affect those directly underneath in 
Tanner’s Flat, White Pine and LCC Trail, they will also intrude upon the public in recreation areas for 
hundreds of meters on either side of the gondola alignment, because the gondola’s height above the 
Canyon floor will bring thousands of people in the cabins level with trails to the side of the gondola. For 
example, gondola cabins will be level with and visibly and audibly invade the privacy of hikers on the 
Red Pine and Lisa Falls trails. The latter is one of the most popular in the Canyon. The gondola will 
shatter the very solitude and visual spectacle that makes the entire Little Cottonwood Canyon one of 
Utah’s premier public recreation areas. In no way can any of these impacts be labeled ‘de minimus’. 
Yet, UDOT has failed to evaluate any of these impacts by the gondola and labeled the very few impacts 
that it has considered to be de minimus. Such a finding is not remotely justified and forms an 
unequivocal failure to comply with Section 4(f) requirements and definitions. Such a finding appears as 
a blatant attempt to avoid any review of UDOT’s EIS by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) as 
required by Federal law (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26G, 32.26L, 32.26K, 32.26M, 32.26N, 32.26P, 32.26X, 
32.26Z, and 32.26AA)
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COMMENT #:  542 
DATE:   1/9/22 7:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Whitney Wilkinson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The impacts to public recreation areas in UDOT’s revised Chapter 26.1 of its Draft EIS for Little 
Cottonwood Canyon are certainly not ‘de minimis’ per federal regulations and case law. The gondola 
will be a major disturbance to areas such as Tanner’s Flat, White Pine and the LCC Trail. Thousands of 
people enjoy the beauty of these areas and there will unequivocally be a tremendous negative impact if 
the gondola is present. It sounds to me like this is an outright move to avoid any review of UDOT’s EIS 
by the Federal Highway Administration as required by Federal law. The Dart EIS is not responsive to 
Federal Section 4(f) requirements because it completely disregards and the many towers, gondola 
cars, and cables. (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26E, 32.26G, 32.26J, 32.26K, 32.26L, and 32.26M)
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COMMENT #:  543 
DATE:   1/9/22 7:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jordan Buttars 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT has NOT complied with Federal Section 4(f) requirements in its Draft EIS because it has 
excluded the gondola alignment along with its towers, tower bases, transfer stations, and tower and 
station access roads from any Section 4(f) considerations. These areas contain many sites that 
unequivocally meet the definition of 4(f) ‘public recreation areas’. They include maintained hiking trails 
at White Pine and Little Cottonwood Canyon ‚Äì some of the most popular in the State of Utah. UDOT 
also excludes Tanner’s Flat campground in a U.S. National Forest as apparently not being a ‘public 
recreation’ area, even though campgrounds are explicitly called out as subject to Section 4(f) 
regulations. By ignoring the impacts to these public recreation areas, UDOT is negligent in fulfilling its 
Section 4(f) EIS requirements. UDOT perhaps has excluded these public recreation areas from 4(f) 
consideration because UDOT may claim that the gondola does not impact them. If that is the 
justification for ignoring these areas, then UDOT has ignored significant visual and noise impacts from 
the gondola along with a shocking loss of privacy for the public seeking recreation in the solitude and 
visual splendor found sandwiched between two National Wilderness Areas. These impacts are clearly 
not de minimus on the part of a gondola; however, they are unaddressed and unmitigated in the 
amended UDOT Draft EIS. I do not support the Gondola (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26G, 32.26L, 32.26K, 
32.26M, 32.26N, 32.26P, 32.26X, 32.26Z, and 32.26AA)
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COMMENT #:  544 
DATE:   1/9/22 7:06 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nixan Buttars 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Dart EIS is not responsive to Federal Section 4(f) requirements because it ignores significant 
impacts to public recreation areas caused by the gondola, its towers, tower bases, transfer stations and 
access roads. I do not support the Gondola (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26G, 32.26L, 32.26K, 32.26M, 
32.26N, 32.26P, 32.26X, 32.26Z, and 32.26AA) 
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COMMENT #:  545 
DATE:   1/9/22 7:18 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, why do you not consider SR210 a Section 4f Property? Its designation as a state scenic byway 
does not MAKE it worthy of 4f designation, but the scenic byway status provides strong evidence of its 
importance at a state and local level because of its beauty. SR210 is used by many people for 
recreation - they do not leave the road and yet they use the canyon as a recreational outlet. Some 
people even drive up the canyon for fun, without exiting their cars at all. It is also publicly accessible 
and owned, so I believe it meets all criteria to be considered a 4f property. It seems it may necessitate 
"formal designation" by the entity with jurisdiction, which is obviously UDOT. So, UDOT, what other 
criteria would a publicly-owned state scenic byway used for recreation need to qualify as a Section 4f 
Property by you? (32.26V and 32.26KK) 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola because it will ruin the scenic quality of the entire canyon. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  546 
DATE:   1/9/22 7:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Harrison Webb 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent hiker, climber, and skier of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I am voicing my opinion that 
neither the proposed gondola nor road widening would have a de minimus impact on the canyon, and it 
would be irresponsible to permanently alter this beautiful canyon with these near-sighted 'solutions'. 
Widening the road would severely impact parking in the canyon, destroy 7 boulders which each have 
multiple climbs on them and all have their own histories and place in the hearts of the climbing 
community, and is a temporary solution whose pros do not outweigh the cons. A widened road would 
simply encourage more traffic and ultimately require another solution down the line when the population 
of SLC grows and we end up back in the same situation we are in today. The temporary traffic 
alleviation that may be brought about from widening the road is absolutely not worth altering the state of 
this canyon which is loved by so many. Between the noise pollution and landscape alterations caused 
by construction, the loss of historic and well-loved boulders and the many climbs on them, and reduced 
parking for recreating in the canyon, neither myself or any other frequent users of the canyon that I 
know consider the road-widening solution to have de minimum impacts or to be a good solution. All 
frequent users of the canyon that I know are strong proponents of increasing public transportation in 
and out of the canyon instead of permanently altering the landscape. (32.26E and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  547 
DATE:   1/9/22 7:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sheralyn Wilkinson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola and believe that the Dart EIS is not responsive to Federal Section 4(f) 
requirements because it does not take into account the major disturbances to the many public 
recreation areas in the canton like White Pine, Tanner’s Flat, Red Pine, Lisa Falls Trail and Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Trail. The gondola will ruin the experience of the canyon for the thousands that go 
to the canyon to enjoy the beauty and solitude. Instead, recreational users will have their views blocked 
by towers and cables and privacy destroyed by gondola cars flying overhead. This is clearly not de 
minimis impact. (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26G, 32.26L, 32.26K, 32.26M, 32.26N, 32.26P, 32.26X, 32.26Z, 
and 32.26AA) 
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COMMENT #:  548 
DATE:   1/9/22 7:27 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe commonsense solutions and a phased-approach is a prudent and feasible alternative that 
should be considered for numerous reasons, including the zero impact to Section 4f Properties.  
 
This would necessitate increasing bus number, parking for the buses (Josh Van Jura said there is not 
enough), and implementing incentives to take transit. Although UDOT cannot force a private company 
to operate their business except concerning health/safety, I believe it is only ethical that the resorts 
provide transit for their visitors. How often has a business struggled with something, made no effort to 
fix it, and Utah decides to spend tax dollars to help them out? 
 
A phased approach starts with solutions that do not involve building on/near Section 4f properties. If we 
try these first then even the Historical 4f resources of the Snowbird and Alta Lodges will be saved from 
visually impactful gondola towers. (32.26D, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  549 
DATE:   1/9/22 7:45 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Harrison Webb 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a frequent user of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I can not agree that the proposed gondola 'solution' 
would have a de minimum impact. In my eyes, both the construction and operation of the gondola 
would both have large, detrimental effects on the environment of Little Cottonwood Canyon as well as 
have a large effect on the nature of recreation in the canyon. (32.26E)  
 
Noise pollution during the construction of the gondola would have a large impact on recreation in the 
canyon. Little Cottonwood Canyon offers peaceful relief from the urban buzz of Salt Lake City and the 
surrounding areas, and it would be a shame for this place that serves as a sanctuary for so many 
individuals to be impacted so heavily by the construction of a gondola. Additionally, with Little 
Cottonwood Canyon being a watershed for Salt Lake Valley, it is concerning to me that construction 
could lead to contaminants being introduced into the water supply. (32.29UU) 
 
I would not consider a running gondola overhead to have de minimus impacts on the canyon either. 
The constant whirr of the cables and gondola cars overhead would serve as an omnipresent reminder 
of the 'outside world' that so many people use the canyon to get some relief from. This canyon serves 
as so many people's therapy, church-- you name it. People come here to get a break from the constant 
stress of everyday life, to connect with friends and family without the constant presence of to-do lists 
and deadlines, and to find joy in the activities they love. Nobody would suggest that a news channel or 
notification feed should be playing in the background during a therapy appointment or church service, 
yet to so many users of Little Cottonwood Canyon, the constant buzz of a gondola would be that very 
thing. Separate from the noise issue is the issues with privacy that a gondola would bring. Previously 
secluded camping and recreation areas in the canyon would now be on display for all gondola riders to 
see. (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26G, 32.26L, 32.26K, 32.26M, 32.26N, 32.26P, 32.26X, 32.26Z, and 
32.26AA) 
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COMMENT #:  550 
DATE:   1/9/22 8:02 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  William Gilmer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
DATE: 09 January 2022 
 
ATTENTION: Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft EIS Project Team 
 
FROM: William Gilmer and Jannine Hogan 
 
SUBJECT: Comments on Revised Chapter 26 UDOT Draft EIS for Little Cottonwood Canyon 
 
Madams & Sirs, 
 
Our commendation to the study team for the revised Chapter 26 - 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation of the DEIS 
to combine the Alpenblock Loop Trail and Grit Mill Trailhead into a single 4(f) recreation resource now 
referred to as Alpenblock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities. This action strengthens the 
position that impacts to multiple use activities are a significant aspect for consideration to any decisions 
that UDOT will make for transportation upgrades to Little Cottonwood Canyon. Further, the continuum 
of impacts continues from this designated block to the Gate Buttress and beyond, regardless of 
inclusion as 4(f) designated areas. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
 
Following review of the revised Chapter 26 as it applies to the Alpenblock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing 
Opportunities recreation resource and the De Minimis impacts inflicted by the proposed alternatives the 
only two alternatives to consider are the: 
 
Enhanced Bus Service Alternative or the, 
Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative (PPSL). 
 
In the context of the 4(f) resource, Alpenblock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities, the Gondola 
Alternative B (base station from La Caille) as one of the two preferred alternatives identified by UDOT 
should be given no further consideration as a viable option because: 
 
The area impacted is greater than the Enhanced Bus Service and PPSL alternatives, 
The Gondola Alternative B poses no benefit to the users of the resource, 
Elimination of parking spaces (160 to 95) impacts multiple users and limits future growth, andThe 
Gondola Alternative B does nothing to enhance user mobility and safety other than for the exclusive 
group of patrons to the two ski areas. (32.26E) 
 
As this revision to the DEIS enhances the recognition of the truly multiple user resource that Little 
Cottonwood Canyon affords the Utah community and its out-of-state visitors it is still painfully apparent 
that this EIS is grossly slanted toward the two ski areas at the top of the canyon. This is noted in the 
subtle contradiction that parking areas are included in 4(f) elements for Snowbird and Alta “which are 
needed to support recreation use” (section 26.4.1.2.3) yet excluded from consideration as impacts in 
section 26.5.3.5 Trailhead Parking Alternatives by the sentence: “However, roadside parking is not part 
of a recreation resource or protected under section 4(f).” to the very blatant, continued, consideration of 
the Gondola Alternative B as one of two preferred alternatives. (32.26W) Since when has it been in 
UDOT’s purview to operate and maintain a gondola and why should the taxpayers pay for and maintain 
a system that will only benefit two private entities? The statement that a gondola will enhance safety 
during high avalanche conditions needs to be considered in the context of the high winds that are 

July 2022 Page 32C-558 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



associated with present day storms and the fact that Snowbird often shuts down their tram on stormy 
days. (32.29UU) 
 
Again, there are many alternatives to alleviating traffic issues during peak winter usage that can be 
implemented in a step-wise fashion up to and including the PPSL. These should all be explored and 
constructed ahead of any major alterations to the Little Cottonwood Canyon road from the junction of 
SR209 to the Alta parking lots. (32.29UU) 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Will Gilmer & Jannine Hogan 
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COMMENT #:  551 
DATE:   1/9/22 8:06 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cole Schreiber 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Charge people to go up Canyon and use the funds to improve the bus. The canyon is already so 
crowded. More people use this Canyon than just skiers. Climbing brings a ton of revenue to the state. 
Look at climbing stores and gyms. They all use the canyon as well and the proposal will damage the 
states GDP. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  552 
DATE:   1/9/22 8:34 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Taylor Rogers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
These “solutions” only serve the ski resorts. It will leave a huge impact on our beautiful canyons and the 
other recreational uses in the canyon. Please don’t destroy the places that make Utah beautiful. Be 
better and let conservation win (32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-561 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  553 
DATE:   1/9/22 8:40 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ellee Peterson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t ruin the beauty and pristine nature of this canyon with ugly gondola towers and wires. A 
huge part of the appeal of Little Cottonwood is how beautiful and natural it is. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  554 
DATE:   1/9/22 8:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michelle Morse 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I was very excited to hear that the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing have received a 4(f) 
designation. This feels like a step in the right direction to protect another beautiful recreational area in 
Utah.  
 
I believe the revised Chapter 26 analysis does not accurately outline the impacts that a gondola or the 
widening of the road would make for a 4(f) destination. Both of the alternatives do not have de minimis 
impact. By definition a de minimis impact is one that, after taking into account avoidance, minimization, 
mitigation and enhancement measures, results in no adverse effect to the activities, features, or 
attributes qualifying a park, recreation area, or refuge for protection under Section 4(f). Both proposals 
adversely effect the features, activities and attributes of the recreation area! (32.26E) 
 
First to widen the road or put a gondola up, it will forever change the features of the canyon. Removal 
of boulders and rock wall will dramatically change the landscape of the canyon. Every time I drive up 
the canyon I am transported to a place that feels far away. LCC has always reminded me of being in 
the alps with it's glacier carved granite walls. (32.26E)  
 
Secondly both proposals will have a major impact on the recreation that this canyon provides. With the 
removal of the boulders and access to the climbing walls it will permanently remove some of the most 
beloved and historical climbs in Utah. These areas are nationally and internationally known for the 
granite climbs. (32.26B and 32.26E)  
 
Lastly on a direct violation of the 4(f) designation are the attributes of the canyon. This canyon is place 
were people of all types of recreators come and can find a common peaceful connection with 
something larger than themselves. The addition of a gondola not only will be an eyesore, it will increase 
the amount of manmade noise to the area. As people hike they will get to look up at something that was 
put there by man. As they come to disconnect from the noise of the city they get to hear the buzz of the 
cables and gondola running through each tower. (32.29UU and 32.26J)  
 
Outside of the reasons of why the transportation proposals are in direct violation of the 4(f) designation 
I do have these comments and questions. "Why is UDOT proposing ideas that only serve the ski 
resorts? I am a +10 year season pass holder at Snowbird and yes I would love for some relief on the 
transportation issues, but this doesn't feel like the right solution. The gondola option does not serve any 
other type of recreation in the canyon. It will pick up at the bottom and drop off at the top. Essentially 
discriminating against other type of recreators that happens in-between. The extra bus lane would 
remove and/or severely limit access to other recreational spots in the canyon. Why are we looking at a 
$500M price tag for essentially 20-25 days a year when the traffic is usually bad? There seems like 
there are other less expensive options that would need to be tested before forever changing the 
landscape at such a large price tag (toll booths, limiting those without proper tires to travel up the 
canyon, making the bus easier to access, incentivizing carpooling, limiting how many cars can go up 
the canyon in certain conditions, etc.) (32.29UU) 
 
I love Little Cottonwood Canyon. I use the canyon in many different aspects - mountain biking, climbing, 
skiing and hiking. This place is sacred to me and so many others. People and business have chosen 
Utah as their home because of places like LCC. As we strip away the beauty that inspired us all we 
won't be left with much. Please consider other options when looking at this problem. I am certain that 
solutions can be found that are less impactful and can serve a larger population. (32.29UU) Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  555 
DATE:   1/9/22 9:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Stella Mosher 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is used and appreciated by so many Utahns and visitors who are not skiers. 
This area should be protected as land accessible to everyone in the community, for all recreational 
purposes. Destroying the scenery and natural landscape for the benefit of the ski areas feels like a slap 
in the face to those of us who love LCC for other reasons. Further, this project will take years and lots 
of tax payer money to complete, and tax payer money should absolutely not go towards a massive 
construction project to serve the ski areas. Please first consider the less destructive options, such as 
permit parking for the ski areas with extended busing, placing a toll booth on the canyon road, or 
putting a fraction of this money towards building a nice, covered parking garage somewhere in town 
(with heated bathrooms, lockers, etc) with more buses for canyon access. Please do not ruin the world 
class canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  556 
DATE:   1/9/22 9:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  William Frits 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hey there, 
I recently moved to Salt Lake City to follow my love of the outdoor activities, and heard about this road 
expansion/gondola/possible canyon access idea pretty early on. I was pretty hesitant to have an 
opinion on it because I really didn't know anything about LCC at the time. I love climbing and 
snowboarding a lot, and no one likes sitting in traffic. From the little I've seen so far, a big traffic issue is 
caused by lack of communication. Ski resort have limited parking, once that's full they have to turn 
people away. That then cascades through ten miles of traffic. If ski resorts could get ahead of this 
issue, and persuade people away before they enter the canyon, I think it could alleviate a lot of issues. 
Off the cuff, the easiest way to do this would be to have set of lanes at the entrance of the canyon, you 
drive through one side if you're planning to go to Alta, the other if Snowbird, maybe a third if recreating 
elsewhere. There is either a person counting, or an electronic mechanism (Pneumatic road tubes). It 
starts counting at 6am, and writes to a screen the number of cars heading up (would be good to include 
a percent parking per resort). The goal would be that someone showing up somewhat late, thinking 
they can still get a spot, will see that 1200 people have already entered the canyon with the intent of 
parking at snowbird, and they will instead choose to take the bus rather than contributing to a traffic 
jam. It's not a perfect idea obviously (public road parking, improper counts, people deciding to switch 
resorts mid drive) but something like this is incredible low cost, could be quickly set up and tested, and 
could maybe help persuade people to use public transit options. Just a thought. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  557 
DATE:   1/9/22 9:40 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Courtney Cookson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While the recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) recreational resource 
is appreciated:  
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  558 
DATE:   1/9/22 9:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alyssa Neidhart 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  559 
DATE:   1/9/22 9:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam West 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  560 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:13 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kristi A 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As both a climber and skiier in the Salt Lake City area, I advocate for a public transportation service 
that allows people to access Little Cottonwood Canyon and also preserve the nature everyone seeks to 
enjoy. I believe we can achieve this by increased bus transportation (without widening roads) and 
alternative traffic mitigation techniques. It is important to allow Little Cottonwood Canyon to be 
accessible, and we should consider how to do it without disrupting wildlife, nature, and existing trails 
and climbing areas. We have such beautiful canyons, and a gondola (along with the construction 
process) would take away from what many constituents actually want to preserve." (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  561 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:13 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Skyler Frickelton 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a very active user of the Little Cottonwood boulders, it would be a huge loss to this world class 
climbing area by widening the road. I would like to see a solution that doesn’t impact any lcc boulders 
first, for instance, an enhanced bus service. Permanently losing boulders so another user group can 
profit for mere days a year is egregious. Please pursue all other avenues first before moving forward 
with destruction of climbing areas (boulders). (32.26E and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  562 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:21 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Josie Nelson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah offers some of the world’s best routes for climbers, and as a lifelong Utahn, I’ve taken advantage 
of this. The proposal to widen the road in Little Cottonwood Canyon would do irreparable harm to the 
climbing experience. Based on the new information provided in the draft EIS, widening the road would 
result in 9 climbing boulders being within 15 feet of cars whizzing past. This provides a huge safety 
concern, while also obliterating the character of the climbing experience. A four-lane highway right next 
to boulder crash pads is far worse than a gondola going overhead. Eliminating roadside parking that 
would be eaten up by extra lanes also creates access problems to those who use this area for 
recreation, including bouldering, climbing, and hiking. You can move a gondola tower 20 feet to avoid a 
boulder, you can’t move an existing road without significant damage. Widening the road would be a 
huge mistake, and we can’t continue to bury our heads in the sand and pretend there’s not a problem in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  563 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:23 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kyle Braden 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening the road not only paves over wildlife habitat and jeopardizes our water supply, it creates a 
need to stabilize the natural canyon walls with concrete retaining walls. These walls would severely 
impact the canyon’s iconic natural beauty, and because they are vertical walls, access in these areas 
will be severely limited. Installing walls around existing boulders to protect them falsifies the natural 
recreation experience. As a climber, I might as well go to an indoor facility at that point. Widening the 
road is not an option. A gondola leaves these recreational gems intact while solving the problem of 
moving people safely and sustainably. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  564 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:25 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Adam Fleming 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am writing in opposition of the gondola and road widening proposals. Both options have negative 
impacts on our watershed and only benefit a small percentage of users of Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
Ski resorts are not the only attraction in LCC and they do not need a major asset like a gondola 
essentially gifted to them by the government. Not only that, a gondola is visually impactful, not to 
mention the impact it will have on other forms of recreation like climbing and hiking. Road widening is 
also rash. I doubt it will do much to ease congestion like it aims to do. People aren't taking the bus and 
won't just because the bus takes a few less minutes than it already does. Instead, we have more 
pavement in a natural area for no real benefit. We need to incentivize carpooling and taking the bus by 
encouraging higher parking fees and more days with paid parking at ski resorts. Though this may price 
some folks out of skiing, carpooling can be encouraged other ways, like reserving an allotment of 
parking spaces for cars with 4+ people. In short, I am against both the gondola and road widening in 
Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  565 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:25 PM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  David Bishop 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT), 
 
I value the wildness and beauty of the Wasatch Mountains, please see my comments below on the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS): 
 
1). Is the goal to reduce private vehicles in the canyons? UDOT’s own proposal says the gondola won’t 
reach that mark (UDOT, LCC EIS, p. 2-16). 
 
2). Since the conclusion of the Mountain Accord process in 2017 and with the continued efforts of 
elected officials who sit on the Central Wasatch Commission. There has been a coalition of efforts to 
gather and understand the carrying capacity of the Central Wasatch Canyons. Is that “Carrying 
Capacity” known and how does UDOT weigh that information in this Draft EIS Process? 
 
3). Year round visitation whether to a designated ski area or summer time trailhead is not served by a 
gondola with two terminous areas at Alta Ski Resort and Snowbird Resort. 
 
4). Canyon road expansion will impact the 1,200 plant and animal species that rely on their ecosystem. 
How can we as a community of people help this process to ensure the flora and fauna won’t be pushed 
out of their habitat? Does the “Purpose and Need” of the UDOT EIS process alternatives allow for a 
shared habitat to continue to thrive or even be restored? 
 
5). Traffic congestion in LCC “the red snake” will still continue even with the gondola because the 
gondola still is highly reliant on private vehicles in the canyon. We need to remove private vehicles from 
our roadways, not add them! Driving to the gravel pit and to the gondola base doesn't eliminate car 
congestion, it will only enhance it. Connecting people from their point of origin (homes, hotels, etc) to 
access the Wasatch Mountains will reduce congestion, air pollution, and allow equitable access for all 
of us who wish to enjoy the beauty and wildness of the Wasatch Range. 
(32.29UU) 
 
Sincerely, 
 
R. David Bishop, Esq. LL.M. 
 
Sincerely, 
David Bishop 
Sandy, UT 
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COMMENT #:  566 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Karl Mudge 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Despite the Cog Rail option not being one of the preferred alternatives being advanced by UDOT in the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS for the S.R. 210 Project, I can't help but feel that the public that uses this 
canyon is being railroaded. 
 
On reading UDOT's revised Chapter 26, I am struck by how biased the conclusions are that the UDOT 
team reached to justify moving ahead with the alternatives they have selected. Were any climbing, 
hiking, or biking representatives included on the team? I suspect not. The conclusions UDOT has 
reached on the visual, noise, and aesthetic impacts of these alternatives on the Alpenbock Loop and 
Grit Mill climbing resources are highly biased and self serving. (32.26E) 
 
While UDOT states that one of the primary objectives of the S.R. 210 Project is to improve the safety, 
reliability, and mobility on S.R. 210 from Fort Union Boulevard through the town of Alta FOR ALL 
USERS on S.R. 210, UDOT has NOT addressed the needs of all the users. Specifically, the climbing 
community and the back country skier community. UDOT has instead chosen to narrow their focus of 
the impacts of these alternatives to only those areas with a Section 4(f) designation, thus allowing them 
to completely ignore the impacts to the Gate Buttress parking lot and climbing resources, which has a 
long and world renowned history in the climbing community. This omission alone renders UDOT's 
revised Chapter 26 fatally incomplete. (32.26E) 
 
While I know that UDOT has stated that comments outside the scope of Chapter 26 will not be included 
in the NEPA document, I want to make the following comments anyway, just for the record, as UDOT 
has also said they will be reviewed and considered as UDOT develops the project, and will be 
documented in the project record. 
 
UDOT's preferred alternatives do not address the needs of dispersed recreation users, nor do they 
provide public transit options for climbers. 
 
UDOT's preferred alternatives will cost an unacceptable amount in excess of $500 million. These 
options are too costly and more importantly, too damaging to the aesthetics of this canyon. They should 
not be considered until less impactful alternatives are tried and proven to be insufficient. In long 
discussions with family and friends, the best alternative I would suggest here is that, from December 
through February, access up and down the canyon should be by shuttle bus service only, for all users. 
In addition, there should be 2 shuttle bus fleets. One fleet would stop only at Snowbird or Alta (or both) 
to serve resort skiers. The other fleet would stop at dispersed locations for climbers, hikers, and back 
country skiers. These users would pull a cord to ring a bell to notify the shuttle bus driver to stop at their 
selected pullout (just like bus patrons on city buses do), thus keeping the number of stops the bus 
makes to a minimum. While this suggestion will require expanded parking areas at locations in the 
valley, just as UDOT's preferred alternatives have identified, the cost and impacts to the canyon will be 
far less, will eliminate traffic congestion in the canyon during peak ski season, and will serve the needs 
of all the users of the canyon, not just the resorts and their patrons. This approach is also expandable 
in terms of the number of people served in LCC, the number of weeks/months the shuttle restriction is 
enforced, and being viable for Big Cottonwood Canyon, as well, should the need arise there at some 
point in the future. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  567 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:32 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Elise Hinman 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I sincerely ask UDOT to consider the additional impacts of the gondola option to climbers and other 
recreational users. The gondola will be loud, construction invasive, and boulder access will be 
complicated during and after construction. Why charge the taxpayer millions of dollars for infrastructure 
that will be useless in the next 15-20 years due to climate change? I strongly support increased electric 
bus service over gondola or road widening. Please listen to recreators and not deep pocketed ski 
resorts just looking to make a quick buck before they go defunct. Thank you for your consideration. No 
gondola. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  568 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:35 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Derek Tillotson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This canyon has so much more to offer than just Alta/Snowbird. The gondola only serves these two 
interests, and does nothing to increase access to the rest of the canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  569 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Finn Navidomskis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The protection of little cottonwood canyons climbing is my highest priority. The climbing is not only a 
resource for recreation and exercise, but serves as a cultural center for the Salt Lake community. I 
believe that the current plans are shortsighted and do not accurately take into account the value of the 
resource that would be impacted. Some more specific grievances with the current analysis and plan are 
listed below.  
 
While the recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) recreational resource 
is appreciated:  
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E).
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COMMENT #:  570 
DATE:   1/9/22 10:52 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  William Rossiter 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I love Little Cottonwood and believe that the natural beauty there is important to preserve. The addition 
of a gondola or expansion of the road would seriously damage the canyon. As both a climber and a 
skier, I want to see the natural resources and beauty of the canyon preserved. Please do not add a 
gondola to LCC. It would be a huge negative for the canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  571 
DATE:   1/9/22 11:24 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ashley Kern 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, I am a skier and climber who resides in Murray, UT and who has worked in both construction and 
engineering. Please reconsider the impacts to both Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing (and other 
recreational) resources. Many local climbers also ski or snowboard, and our community understands 
the frustration that winter traffic has caused. However, we also recognize that the natural resources we 
have deserve protection and that adding a lane or gondola to the canyon will have significant, 
irreversible impact to those resources. I would much prefer an enhanced bus system rather than the 
other proposed solutions. The current bus system has issues including getting full at Snowbird and not 
going to Brighton, and not arriving for pickup on time. I believe those could be fixed in 2 ways: more 
busses and preventing unprepared cars from going up the canyons during winter. A lot of the traffic 
jams are caused by people using 2WD, not using chains, or using otherwise unfit vehicles. An 
enhanced busing system with more buses (preferably electric to minimize air quality impact), and 
having a checkpoint that ensures vehicles are fit for uphill travel, would greatly ease the congestion 
issues. Please consider these solutions. I am also not opposed to a fee system for the canyons, but I’d 
rather try enhanced busing + vehicle fitness checkpoint first. Thanks for your consideration. (32.26E 
and 32.29UU) 
Sincerely, Ashley Kern 
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COMMENT #:  572 
DATE:   1/9/22 11:56 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mark Lentz 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please respect the will of Utah rather than the pockets of Gondola works, a few corrupt politicians, and 
the owners of Snowbird. The people have spoken: No Gondola. It is an unfair burden to taxpayers, 80 
% of whom don't want it. It will not deliver the promised results. It will destroy the use for many other 
less expensive outdoor sports. It only benefits a few at the expense of many. No gondola. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  573 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:26 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kjersten Peterson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This is a solution that only benefits Snowbird and Alta. A gondola would do PERMANENT damage to 
the natural wonders of little cottonwood canyon. It would cut off access to world class climbing and 
backcountry skiing. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  574 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:01 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nathan Boule 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in support of the current proposals. Based of my research I think both the gondola and the 
widened roads are not going to make as great an impact as we think. People are still going to drive cars 
to the mountain and the gondola is going to be too slow for most people who will still opt tp just drive 
themselves up. One thing that would make more sense and create less impact would be investing in 
electric busses and having a more frequent bus schedule. (32.29UU) 
 
I am also a climber and the history that would be erased from the current proposals will take away 
pieces of climbing history. It may seem trvial, climbing rocks for fun, but climbing has brought me a 
comunity that I never knew existed. It has helped me fight depression, and helped me turn around my 
life for the better. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  575 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:39 AM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Kim Rhodes 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please see the attached comment regarding the Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement Chapter 26 Revision. 
 
Regards, 
Kim Rhodes 
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COMMENT #:  576 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:13 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Patricia Brill 
 
COMMENT: 
 
NO TO THE GONDOLA. This will cause tremendous congestion at the mouth of the canyon. And there 
us no info on how much a gondola ride will cost or how much parking will be. This is an unconscionable 
burden on the taxpayers to enrich developers and contractors. There are only 15 days a year when SB 
and Alta are congested. A foolish waste of our money! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  577 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:13 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Chris West 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the gondola solution. After completion, it seems to be the most robust to snow fall and 
produce the least air pollution.  
 
The buses would help, but are still vulnerable to snow fall and avalanches. It would increase the air 
pollution from vehicles and the required road widening would have what I consider a larger footprint on 
the surrounding ecosystem.  
 
Something has to be done. Keeping status quo would be irresponsible and unsafe. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  578 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:15 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Paige Klugherz 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I commented during the initial public comment period during the summer and have read through the 
revised chapter. I think the fundamental issue is that the year-round recreation in the canyon, for both 
climbers and hikers, is not being valued. A gondola that only runs in the winter and *only* services the 
ski resorts (private businesses) and that would result in obstructed views throughout the canyon is 
absurd. Additionally, the thought of simply moving 31 boulders that are developed for climbing is 
ridiculous. These have a history in and of themselves and their locations are intrinsic to their character. 
If this project moves forward, it will be one that we collectively look back on in a few decades with 
disbelief that something so obviously created to only benefit a couple of large public businesses was 
passed at the expense of one of the beautiful landscapes in our state. I hope LCC goes the way of Zion 
with the road remaining at its current width and with an extensive shuttle system in place. I would 
happily pay for access to the canyon if it meant preserving it, instead of my tax dollars going towards 
funding an eyesore and lining the pockets of the ski resorts. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  579 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:19 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  rochelle kaplan 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Only cog rail and gondola are offered as solutions re: Section 4 (f). I oppose both as expensive, 
unnecessary and detrimental to the character of the canyon. Instead, use electric buses and increase 
their frequency during peak times (ski season), charge for parking at the ski resorts, especially for 
single drivers. Electric buses should be used year round. Express buses could be used at peak times 
(32.29UU). 
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COMMENT #:  580 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:22 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Scott Sinner 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider a solution that is the least disruptful to all of the outdoor recreation in the canyon. 
Something like the shuttle system in Zion NP would be wonderful. No gondola. Increase buses. Electric 
ones preferred. Reduce noise and burning brake odor. The climbing is a valuable resource. Respect 
the natural areas and protect them for future generations. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  581 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:22 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Justin Pyper 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Build the Gondola A! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  582 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:22 AM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Janeyartist Johnson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The impact of gondolas, trains and widening the canyon are not acceptable. These alternatives would 
forever destroy this precious resource. These alternatives only favor greedy rich businesses. More 
buses, less cars. Initiate a vehicle capacity cap. My ancestors "colonized" (ugh) this area, the thought 
of the horrific proposals being presented only add insult to injury to this special place. The resources in 
the canyon are trampled so much already, why on earth would you bring more people in?!!!! ENOUGH! 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  583 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:23 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Evan Johnson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Ban bikes on this narrow 7 mile canyon road. There are 102,000 miles of lane road in Utah for bikers.  
Bikes push cars into the center of the road. This canyon must stop allowing bikes on the road, because 
it's not safe. Bikes, buses and cars on a narrow canyon road like Little Cottonwood Canyon don't mix 
nor should be mixed. Please consider banning bikes on this 7 mile long road and requiring users fees 
for bikers. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  584 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:29 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Melissa Schaefer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Prefer the first option enhanced bus service alternative to j crease bus service all year and helps 
mitigate summer traffic and parking issues in the canyon.  
 
Gondolas not only destroy the beauty but the one at la Caille financial benefits select people and I don’t 
believe our public money should financial benefit a few individuals.  
 
Either gondola ride financial benefits the ski resorts and individuals who are contributing very little in 
relationship to the complete cost 
 
When I think of more severe issues that we have in our city liike our schools need more funds and 
housing options are limited for the underprivileged, I wonder why we are spending billions to fix a 
traffic/parking issue that happens a few days a year. I when we market the gondola as it will attract new 
people to come ski, I question why are we doing this if the mountains are already full. Gondola makes 
no sense to me on multiple options. If you are solving the traffic problem. Solve it for the whole year not 
just a few days. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  585 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:29 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Julia Wylie 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola for the future of the Canyon, the future of skiing, the environment and wildlife and our 
future/our children. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  586 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:30 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tom Barber 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  587 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:32 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Christian Hammerly 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Destroying boulders in LCC to make way for a Gondola would be tragic. As an out-of-state climber and 
skier, both of LCC’s recreational resources should be preserved and protected. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  588 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:33 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emmy Lowe 
 
COMMENT: 
 
You should not put this money into roads… adopt the same gate title of city creek. Close the upper gate 
in even or odd days just for bikers and hikers and runners… 
Use the money to invest in trails elsewhere so we can expand the usage and have more availability of 
trails in alternative locations to eliminate congestion in Millcreek." (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  589 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:39 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  David Grainger 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Let's not forget the ultimate goal for the EIS and transport project/study is NOT feeding ski area 
revenue nor selfish private interests. This is highly valued multiple use public resource. Diverse public 
use and access must be preserved while retaining the natural beauty the canyons foremost. This is 
NOT a ski area project and needs to consider public access for all users. Ski areas have over-
committed to lift capability (and profit) and under-delivered to public access. Hence, if less people at 
any one time are restricted access, but have multiple use options, super. I do not favor destroying our 
canyons' beauty as a public resource in order to get a few more skiers up the canyon in a 1-hour 
commute time for a heavy ski day. That's a ski area problem that they are making our public access 
problem for canyon use. Why is this more about ski resorts, and not about year-round public use and 
year-round environmental protection? Take a holistic approach to the public user/consumer problem in 
the canyons instead of a resort-focal proposition favoring for-profit corporations. 1. All canyons should 
require user permits for any/all uses to subsidize public services. 2. Buses should be given ultimate 
transport priority with express service, express lanes, and some with regular stops at all climbing, hiking 
and non-ski area destinations. 3. Cars should be limited daily by quota and placed behind buses in 
traffic priority. 4. Car pools should be prioritized ahead of single drivers. This is a how a civilized world 
does it. Gondolas and trams do not fix the road parking and access problems - they simply ship more 
people to an already-abusive, over-served resort community. Put more buses first under strict canyon 
car user permits and car quotas for several years, assess the outcomes and mull other more expensive 
selfish and outlandish solutions after doing the simpler, easier experiment. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  590 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:41 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michael Sweeney 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Very comprehensive report, keep up the good work! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  591 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:43 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Chris Gregory 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  592 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:46 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Andrew Weuling 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The local climbing community appreciates that our concerns are being more addressed in the revised 
EIS. The impacts of the gondola alternatives are quite severe relating to the climbing area which, after 
almost a century of use, could be considered cultural artifacts. One major facet of the issue is privacy 
and serenity. The EIS states that because the car noise is already present at the boulders the added 
noise of the gondola is not a concern. However, car noise is something we as a society have tuned out 
subconsciously, the hum of a gondola is not as easy to tune out. A large issue, privacy, applies to all 
climbing routes in the canyon. Quite simply climbers will have the eyes of the world on them as 
gondolas full of tourists pass by. This will cause a couple issues; climbers can be uncomfortable with an 
audience and freeze up. Climbers could gain “Kodak courage” and take bigger risks to show off. 
Climbers could also express their frustration with the gondola with life gestures or actions. Relocation of 
boulders to preserve the problems is noble cause but unlikely to be successful. The relocation would 
require the Boulder be in the same orientation as before for the hand and footholds to work the same, 
that is a very difficult engineering challenge to add to moving the Boulder undamaged. 
Finally there’s the simple fact that this greatly impactful intervention only solves winter traffic. Summer 
traffic is exponentially lower in the summer yet the gondola would still victimize climbers whom are 
summer users not contributing to the traffic problem. (32.26E) 
We support the lower impact expanded bus service options and hope UDot leans more towards this 
option. Thank you for your time and efforts to solve traffic issues in the canyon.
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COMMENT #:  593 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:48 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Hitchcock 
 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will serve mostly a select few who want to monetize Little Cottonwood Canyon. It will 
drastically alter the beauty of one of the most iconic canyons in the state. There are far better solutions 
than this. Take the development blinders off and reach for a solution that serves the citizens not the ski 
areas. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  594 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:54 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mark Pugliese 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Grit Mill and the Alpenbock loop contain literally some of the most sought after rock climbing in the 
country. It is a tremendous resource for locals to recreate and attracts climbers from all over to SLC. 
This would be a horrific loss for the community (32.26B and 32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  595 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:00 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Eric Brown 
 
COMMENT: 
 
tram and snow sheds all the way (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  596 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:00 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Corey Lee 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Based on my review of the revised draft of Chapter 26 in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, in 
addition to data provided by the Salt Lake Climber's Alliance, I contend that the enhanced bus service 
alternative is the best solution to the problems this project seeks to address. This alternative avoids the 
significant economic and environmental impacts of other alternatives (specifically, the road widening 
alternative and the development of a gondola).  
 
In the school district where I work, we use a response-to-intervention model of service delivery. In this 
model, we begin with less intensive interventions at Tier 1, and if those interventions are unsuccessful 
after a specific amount of time, then we begin implementing more targeted interventions at Tier 2. It 
makes sense for UDOT to follow a similar structure: before implementing intrusive, expensive, and 
even harmful alternatives, we should attempt less intrusive interventions and determine the impact of 
those interventions on the problem.  
 
Additionally, in conducting a cost-benefit analysis, we should also consider who benefits from a gondola 
or road-widening option. Of course, the private resorts in Little Cottonwood Canyon would benefit, 
especially when taxpayers are funding the proposed UDOT alternatives. I would argue that people who 
recreate in the canyon regularly--climbers, hikers, mountain bikers, etc.--do not benefit from either of 
these options. From a year-round perspective, these intrusive options make even less sense.  
 
Personally, the enhanced bus alternative would benefit me the most. This alternative makes less of an 
impact on my personal pursuits. I go climbing in the canyon on a frequent basis, and both the gondola 
and the road widening option risk my access to hundred of boulder problems. Other climbers I know 
have made similar comments. As the premier climbing hub of the United States, Salt Lake City is 
attracting more and more climbers every year. Climbing is only continuing to grow as a sport, and more 
people will inevitably seek out Salt Lake City for its wonderful climbing. It would be harmful to 
jeopardize access to the climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon, which people utilize throughout the 
entire year for recreation. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  597 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:02 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dennis Pruzan 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please carefully read the SLCA's and other outdoor organizations comments when considering the 
options. Before spending ~$500 million tax-payer dollars on a gondola that serves a single canyon, 
please prove that less obstructive options do not work. Make the buses more frequent and accessible - 
huge infrastructure in the canyon that irreparably affects the world-class recreation that exists there is 
not the answer. Thank you! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  598 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:03 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Andy Rich 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m for enhanced bus service with the peak lane. I also support both mobility hubs, snow sheds with 
realignment, and trailhead enhancements with roadside parking allowed. I do not support widening 
Wasatch blvd. please please do not make the gondola. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  599 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:12 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Joe Spataro 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I’m fully behind a solution such as a gondola or a railway and I don’t favor road widening under any 
circumstance. It would be great if the gondola stopped elsewhere in the canyon during the summer 
months and it should accommodate people with bikes seasonally. (32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-611 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  600 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:15 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  William Gifford 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The proposed Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola is solution in search of a problem. LCC traffic is only 
severe on a handful of days each year. Alta's new parking reservation system has dramatically 
improved the traffic situation this year. We should try solutions such as this, as well as improved bus 
service (a DIRECT BUS TO ALTA would be nice), before building an expensive, invasive gondola in 
this fragile canyon landscape. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  601 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:23 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  James Wright 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don't permanently mar the beauty and natural environment of LCC with a hasty attempt to 
create tourism revenue. Do not build a gondola. 
 
Let's jointly explore and exhaust low footprint options like fees for access, car pooling, bussing, and 
better human management before massively expensive and impactful construction projects. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  602 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:25 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Hayden James 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to road widening and the gondola. It makes sense to start with the least invasive 
approach to managing the crowds. An extended bus service makes the most sense. Additionally, it 
would be advantageous to run busses through the summer as well. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  603 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:27 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Aden Parker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The enhanced bus system alternative should really be the only option. It has already been proven to 
work in other national parks and ski areas, and is very low impact to the environment. The gondola, cog 
rail, and road widening options cause irreversible and extreme damage to the canyon, and to the 
incredible climbing in the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill trailhead. Hundreds of boulder problems have 
been destroyed over the years due to quarrying, and it is a seriously devastating blow to the climbing 
community. These boulders are one of a kind and have a long history...climbers come from all over to 
enjoy these incredible problems right off the road. I have made dozens of friends from hanging out at 
these boulders. Please don't take this away from us! (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  604 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:27 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Marni Epstein 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not believe that the revised guidelines are substantially different and the proposals will still have 
extremely harmful effects on the canyon, wildlife, and other sports such as hiking, climbing, bouldering, 
and backcountry skiing. Grouping Alpenbock Loop Trail, the Grit Mill Trailhead, and the area between 
the two as a single Section 4(f) resource does not diminish the damage that will be done to the canyon 
under both proposals. Before either massive project is funded, I would like to see improved bus 
services, which may help decrease traffic without causing irreplaceable damage to the canyons. If 
proper ski busses, meaning buses with racks to place skis and snowboards on the outside, were 
offered at a reasonable price and ran extremely frequently, I believe that traffic would decrease, 
particularly if parking prices increased. This simple alternative should be properly funded and tried 
before enormous amounts of money are handed over, serving only the ski resorts, causing permanent 
damages to the canyon. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  605 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:29 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tyson Anderson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider adding tolls and other means of traffic mitigation before choosing an option that 
permanently alters the canyon. There are significantly more year round recreational users than the ski 
resorts cater to and incentivizing a program that benefits only the resorts is disrespectful to the other 
users of the canyon. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  606 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:31 AM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Suzanne Mahre 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola!!!!!!! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  607 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:32 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Bloom 
 
COMMENT: 
 
According to the DEIS there will be “privacy impacts related to being viewed by passengers in the 
cabins as they pass by” at the Tanners Flat campground. The gondola will greatly negatively impact 
attributes of campground and invasion of people’s privacy. I am strongly opposed to invading people’s 
privacy and the gondola. (32.26G) 
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COMMENT #:  608 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:32 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Derek Trepanier 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a year round user of LCC. In the winter I'm skiing and the rest of the year I'm climbing. I am 
disappointed that such impactful alternatives are even being considered before easier to implement and 
less impactful solutions, like increased bus service. 
 
I agree 100% with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance's statement: “Transportation infrastructure that 
physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be considered after less impactful options 
have been implemented and shown not to be effective. Expanded electric bus service coupled with 
tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried that include dispersed recreation transit needs 
before permanent landscape changes are made." (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  609 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:34 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lise Brunhart 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola...it's too impractical.  
We are so many people now, that a train is the only viable, sustainable solution for LCC transportation.  
It's expensive time-consuming, but once it's in place, everyone takes the train.....just like Wengen in 
Switzerland. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  610 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:38 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Natalie Bennion 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please remove the gondola and cog rail from consideration and proceed with an enhanced bus option. 
The gondola and cog rail would forever change the look and feel of the canyon and would look terrible. 
Not to mention the astronomical cost of the gondola (buses would be much less expensive and close to 
as efficient). (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  611 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:38 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Scott Sabey 
 
COMMENT: 
 
BUILD THE GONDOLA!! I wish people were more open-minded and investigative before making their 
knee-jerk decisions. No one complains about the tram at Snowbird, or the trams all over Europe - 
because they work well and are far less intrusive than huge roads. (32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-623 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  612 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:41 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ben Neilson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am firmly against the addition of a gondola too Little Cottonwood. It will do irreversible damage to the 
climbing areas that I moved to Salt Lake to access. I just bought a house in Salt Lake City in large part 
for that canyon. I am also a back country Skier who uses that canyon in the winter and would much 
preferred an enhanced buss system. $500 million to help two ski resorts get better access for the "busy 
days" of winter totaling less than 30 days of the year at the cost permanent negative impact of the 
canyon for the rest of recreations is ludicrous. Please find a better solution that better serves 
EVERYONE. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  613 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:41 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Yaraslau Kaushovik 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  614 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:42 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Anthony Martinez 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola, enhanced parking and bus service. No public funded gondola (32.29UU).

July 2022 Page 32C-626 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  615 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:42 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brenna King 
 
COMMENT: 
 
While I agree that action to clear SLC's air is essential, there are so many factors that play into this. 
The best option for LCC at this time is the road widening. Little Cottonwood is a natural wonder with so 
many activities available throughout. The least impactful plan is to widen the road. This will affect less 
of the world class climbing that is up the canyon. 
Even better still would be a shuttle system that is either hybrid or electric. So many places in the world 
such as Zion, require use of transit to use the area. LCC would benefit so much from this. Not only 
creating even more access to all of the amazing offerings, but by clearing our air. So many underserved 
communities get resources to public transportation as their one way of getting around, and this could be 
expanded to our canyons. If there are multiple stops along the way, climbers, skiiers, hikers, and 
families could all enjoy a scenic shuttle ride while making an environmental impact. The issue with 
having a small shuttle system or a gondola is if it is not REQUIRED, people will always opt for the most 
convenient option which is driving their own car. We need alternative transportation, and it must be the 
main, and most convenient way to access the canyon! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  616 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:46 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matt Neborsky 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola. Snow sheds are the move. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  617 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:46 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Anthony Martinez 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No extra lane on wasatch, people will drive 70mph., you will destroy the bike lane and make wasatch a 
dangerous hazard. No gondola. More parking and buses. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  618 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:47 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Steven Summers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Don't you think it's a good time to announce who owns the property around the base of the Gondola? 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  619 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:48 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  James Grenke 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe the road should remain as is, with no gondola. This would negatively affect the use of LCC for 
all. Electric bus systems should be looked into. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  620 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:49 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brian Caballero 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  621 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:51 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brittany Bickley 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  622 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:54 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Shad Boswell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please leave Little Cottonwood Canyon as is! The proposed commuting changes are unnecessary and 
only serve a small population of people for only a few months of the year. Consider increasing the use 
of already developed public transportation such as buses or implement a heavy toll for parking at the 
resorts in the winter, or both! Little Cottonwood Canyon is home to some of the best climbing and trail 
networks in the entire country. The climbing community loves LCC and it is a place where people can 
go to enjoy the outdoors. The proposed changes will only diminish the outdoor access to LCC. Please! 
No gondola! No road widening! (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  623 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:58 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Branden Michelkamp 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I think the only option presented thus far that makes sense for a canyon traffic solution is the enhanced 
bus service. Spending $3B on a fair ride that takes 2x and long to get up the canyon and requires 
multiple stops is not a solution. Please try something cheaper first before we go crazy spending billions 
of tax payer dollars on outdated gondola technology. If you are going to put in a gondola at least build 
one using the best technology so it gets us up to the resort in a more reasonable time. Build a garage 
and have the busses pick up at one location if you are expecting people to get on a bus after parking 
just to get in a line to load a gondola and then sit on said gondola for another 40 min you are asking 
someone to have a 2 hour commute from their apartment downtown to get to a resort they can drive to 
in 35/40 min most days of the season. Just take a moment to think about that before installing a fair ride 
for the resorts. We all know that's who's lobbying for this circus. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  624 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:00 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jennilyn Tockstein 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The resources of the Alpenbock Loop trail and Grit Mill trailhead are separate resources, and should be 
treated as such. Although in a prior study they were analyzed together as one resource, that 
combination is inappropriate in assessing traffic changes in LCC. Both areas are accessed separately 
in the canyon, and have different impacts on the canyon. The resources accessed are different, and 
there is historical value at these sites that will be negatively impacted by the proposed alternatives. The 
negative impacts on recreational, historically valuable, and culturally significant sites in this area should 
not be analyzed together for a de minimus impact. (32.26E) 
 
Also, the potential to remove 5% of boulders in what is arguably the areas most valuable bouldering 
area is a significant loss to the climbing recreation in the area. The bouldering developed in the area 
remains as significant not only in the recreation industry but as a hub and culture attraction and center 
for the climbing community. The gondola option in particular would effect over 30 established climbing 
routes. The quantity of climbers that utilize these routes all seasons of the year would need to be 
assessed. Also, decreasing the parking at the LCC park and ride (Alpenbock trailhead) would 
negatively impact all recreational users. Parking there to carpool up the canyon to hike, trail run, or rock 
climb is common practice and would effect the greater community of our valley. Additionally, runners 
and hikers would be negatively impacted year round with less access (parking) to the trails used year 
round. (32.26E) 
 
The impact on these resources is not in compliance with 4f, and more research would need to be done 
to determine the rippling effects on these culturally, historically, and recreationally valuable resources. 
(32.29B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  625 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:09 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Amy Stephens 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No gondola!!!! Let’s put money into improving Canyon shuttles rather than building a giant permanent 
structure that has long term impacts on our views and environment. Keep our mountains pure!! 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  626 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:10 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jesse Grupper 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This climbing that will be impacted is a historic resource to me. As a frequent tourist to Utah having this 
access to climbing is essential to my desire to visit. Please protect the climbing that could be destroyed 
by this plan. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  627 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:11 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dan Wheeler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to the tram. I suggest enhanced bus service be utilized during the busy winter seasons. 
Thank you. (32.29UU) 
Dan Wheeler 
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COMMENT #:  628 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:11 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Fischer Wells 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola Alternative B seems best of what is proposed thus far. But if there is a way to not lose even 1 
boulder, that would be best. I know that we can figure it out. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  629 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:14 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jim Nobles 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  630 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:14 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Taylor Currier 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am glad to see more alternatives listed in the revision. I think some of the alternatives in section 
26.3.2.2 would be good options to consider. I do not approve of any of the gondola options. The 
Wasatch blvd and mobility hub sub alternatives are great options because they develop areas outside 
of little cottonwood canyon. Development in the canyon should not impact other forms of recreation for 
the benefit of ski resorts. The trailhead parking sub-alternative is promising because it expands access 
to multiple user groups like skiers, climbers and hikers. I do not approve of the no winter parking sub-
alternative because parking is already becoming more difficult for backcountry skiers near Alta. Please 
take these comments into consideration and include them in the EIS. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  631 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:16 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Thomas Chandler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
I am a 23 year resident of SLC, and for that entire time I've been a regular visitor to Little Cottonwood in 
all seasons as a hiker, climber, boulderer, backcountry skier and resort skier. I've also advocated on 
behalf of the canyon's climbing resources as a board member of the SLCA.  
 
I am in favor or reasonable changes to LCC to improve the safety and traffic situation, but I remain 
skeptical that the full scope of the problem is being addressed. By that I mean I still think there are two 
glaring omissions to this whole process. One being the absence of an overall capacity survey of how 
many people the canyon and ski areas can handle while still retaining a decent visitor experience. This 
boils down to the horrible experience of driving to ski areas, as well as trying to get on a bus, only to 
arrive at one of the ski areas to find extremely long lift lines. Is this how we want people (locals and 
visitors alike) to think of us - overcrowded and with a poor ski experience? (32.29UU) 
 
The second is the absence of a comprehensive multi canyon plan, as it's clear that Big Cottonwood has 
the same traffic and parking issues. I would much rather see how this all fits together to address the 
issues in both canyons. (32.29UU)  
 
If we understand and place limits on the canyon's capacity with a focus on sustainability of the 
environment and the users's overall experience, and then craft transportation ( and ski marketing!) 
solutions based that, this whole attempt would make a lot more sense and the Utah (ski) brand would 
be significantly elevated. (32.29UU) 
 
I remain against the Gondola for its unacceptable alteration of the canyon's unique character and its 
narrow scope of who it serves (the ski areas and Utah's Olympic bid). I also do not consider destruction 
of roadside climbing resources a viable option. (32.29UU)  
 
We need to focus on non-destructive, enhanced bussing along with limits on canyon capacity as a first 
step. We all must make sacrifices and the ski areas should bear the brunt of that as it's clear that a 
majority of residents are opposed to the current alternatives. (32.29UU) 
 
thank you 
Tommy Chandler 
 

July 2022 Page 32C-643 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  632 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:20 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michael Campian 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that we need to exhaust all other options to improving flow of traffic in little cottonwood cayon 
before even considering either of these two options. These option will significantly impacted other 
recreation that are not skiing such as climbing and hiking. I believe that we should not cave to the ski 
resorts in determining which helps there bottom line and tourists versus the year around impacts that 
would be had on the local community. Thanks for your consideration in this project. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  633 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:22 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dain Smoland 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm a local resident, business-owner, rock-climber and snowboarder. I stand behind the Salt Lake 
Climber Alliance's detailed detailed comments. To that end, I strongly encourages that a new, 
less impactful alternative be identified as part of this NEPA process and that the two 
Preferred Alternatives be eliminated from further consideration due to the adverse 
impacts to 4(f) climbing resources. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  634 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:27 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matt Robbin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The climbing areas located between the Alpenbock Loop Trail and Grit Mill Trailhead are among the 
most coveted climbing resources in the Salt Lake area. To lose them would be devestating to th 
climbing community. As a result, I am in favor of the Enhanced Bus Service alternative as there are no 
roadway enhancemnets to this area required for this alternative. (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  635 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:32 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jess Powell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you all for making revisions to the proposal for the future of LCC. The revisions in chapter 26 
definitely show that the UDOT team learned and had to acknowledge that the community really values 
the natural assets in LCC, however, there are still major oversights that the revisions do not address. 
As someone who lives in Sandy, Little Cottonwood Canyon is a sacred resource for me. It's where I go 
to find peace, solace, and the chance to recenter. The trails, river, and rock in the canyon are 
absolutely pristine, and I am so grateful to utilize this resource on a regular basis. Because of its 
importance, I must leave another comment for the EIS Report. Chapter 26 revisions continue to 
underestimate the major negative impacts on the natural beauty of the canyon and the health of the 
environment. The conclusion that the gondola would have no noise impacts (while not even addressing 
the visual impacts) is ridiculous - the gondola would be disruptive to the natural environment of the 
canyon through noise and especially through visual impacts. As someone who lives in Sandy and 
drinks the water from LCC, I also feel that the revisions downplay the cumulative watershed impacts 
that 10 years of construction would have. Either proposal in this project would not only mar the natural 
beauty of the canyon but have major negative impacts on the water quality and environment. While I 
appreciate the revisions made by the UDOT team, they are not enough. Before we resort to projects 
that will forever change the canyon, cost millions of dollars and decades of time, we should definitely try 
less destructive options such as an enhanced bus system and canyon tolling (32.26B, 32.26E, 
32.29UU) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  636 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:38 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jaron Earle 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  637 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:45 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jess Powell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I was happy to see the enhanced protections for LCC in the Chapter 26 revisions, however, as a 
climber, I must say they are not enough. The revisions continue to downplay the implications for world 
class climbing resources (for at least 40 boulders) and also fails to recognize the significance of the 
Gate Buttress (and other climbing areas) to the local climbing community. The climbing in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon continues to be a keystone for the local climbing community, and is the most 
common outdoor climbing area for our growing community. As an employee at a local outdoor climbing 
company, Black Diamond Equipment, the canyon climbing is a huge resource for developing and 
testing our gear, not to mention a huge reason for sales of our gear here in Salt Lake City. The outdoor 
resources are a main draw for folks moving to the area, which in turn has major impacts on our local 
economy. If we react so cavalierly to one of our greatest assets, the community will have to come to 
terms with the fact that the local representation in Salt Lake City does not value the outdoor resources 
the same way climbers do. If UDOT cannot choose options that protect and support the local outdoor 
community (including the outdoor industry which offers thousands of jobs), the repercussions will be felt 
throughout the entire area. The community and leadership of Salt Lake City values the natural 
resources in the area, and the comments during the first period show that. Please explore less 
destructive options before we move forward changing the canyon forever, ruining the natural 
environment, destroying the local climbing, and costing millions of dollars. (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.29UU) 
Thank you.
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COMMENT #:  638 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:46 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Charlotte Figgins 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This comment is in response to the revisions to Chapter 26. These revisions still significantly 
underestimated the impacts this proposal would have on the natural environment of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon aesthetically, biologically, and ecologically. The revision still downplays the implications for 
world-class climbing and the ability for Utah to continue some of the best eco-tourism for climbing. The 
conclusion that the Gondola would have no noise impact and ignores all visual impacts altogether is 
extremely inaccurate, as the amount of time spent in construction on this obviously has noise 
significance as well as the visuals of natural landscapes being ripped down and obstructed during and 
after the gondola automatically contradicting this revision piece. Not to mention the natural watershed in 
LCC being detrimentally impacted, potentially forever, from the next 10-15 years of construction on this 
project. Forget domestic dogs being prohibited from entering Little Cottonwood Canyon, how about the 
huge contamination impacts of major construction to the natural landscape? Finally, there is no 
recognition of the significance of the Gate Buttress and other areas that would be permanently 
changed, damaged, and destroyed. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU).
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COMMENT #:  639 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:58 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Andrew Grimes 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Not only will numerous trees removed and land be cleared for the structures supporting the gondola, 
but all the ground must be cleared under the path of the cables. This will result in a huge scar in Little 
Cottonwood's beautiful forests that may never go away. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  640 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:58 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Bailey Hicks 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  641 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:59 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jesse Williams 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support that the final plan considers the recreation resources referred to as Alpenbock Loop and Grit 
Mill Climbing opportunities and including the trailheads, trails, and climbing resources (boulders and 
vertical routes) that are accessed from either trailhead- be evaluated as a single 4(f) recreation 
resource.I support the enhanced bus service and parking areas as the preferred solution to canyon 
transportation. (32.26E and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  642 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:00 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Colby Lapidus 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both the gondola and road widening alternatives. Irreversible damage will be done to the 
canyon for alleviated traffic on only a few weekends per year. Increase bus service and increase secure 
parking at park&rides for said bus service. This is purely a money grab by resorts that stand to make 
millions off of taxpayer money. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  643 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:00 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  George Vargyas 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT Revised chapter 26 revision underestimates noise impacts from a proposed gondola. Being 
anywhere near a mechanized lift creates unnatural noise and distraction for hikers, bikers, picnickers, 
and climbers. The visual impacts will be tragic and destroy the natural landscape for most visitors 
wishing to escape the distractions of the city. Road widening also negatively impacts natural resources. 
The Gate Buttress 140 acre analysis is incomplete. The outrageous public expense is unacceptable. 
The construction timeline (2-3 years) will hamper public access for much too long for an ultimate 
undesirable outcome. (32.26B and 32.26E)  
 
Just toll the road, restrict single occupancy vehicles at peak times and make the bus free and more 
frequent with generated proceeds. (32.29UU) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  644 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:08 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  F Alta 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E). 
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COMMENT #:  645 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:11 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kathryn Chabal 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate your recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) recreational 
resource; however, I would like to point out the fact that UDOT's Revised Chapter 26 inaccurately 
underestimates the actual significant impacts that road widening or a Gondola would impose on the 
Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources. Specific impacts include: 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E) 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would impact climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to address and recognize the overall significant and negative 
impacts the Shoulder Lane or a Gondola would have on the overall environment and aesthetics 
contributing to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources' special value. (32.26E) 
Further, neither proposal service provides public transit options for climbers. Both proposals will cost an 
unacceptable $500 million+ in construction costs alone. (32.29UU). UDOT's Revised Ch. 26 analysis 
still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. 
This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally incomplete. (32.26B) Less impactfully 
options exist. Try those options before detrimentally altering the climbing resources in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon forever. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  646 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:19 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Allison Vest 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The revisions do not take into account the impact on aesthetics and the environment. It also still does 
not acknowledge the irreversible impact on the long standing history of world class rock climbing in little 
cottonwood. Something that attracts climbers to salt lake from all over the world. In addition, 10 years of 
construction would be terrible for the watershed and for climbing over the next few years. (32.26E and 
32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  647 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:23 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeff Boyczuk 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Do the right thing. Get rid of this crazy, money-grabbing, corrupt gondola proposal. Now in an effort to 
be "transparent" you are asking for comments regarding a very specific portion of the total project? All 
while saying you will only consider comments related to this minor/trivial change? So now you are 
considering two recreational areas as one. What a waste of everyone's time. What a joke. Please for 
everyone's sake, take this seriously. (32.26E) 
 
There's a first time for everything. 
 
Sincerely, a Cottonwood Heights homeowner. 
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COMMENT #:  648 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:24 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Andy White 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Is anything being donut accommodate the ice calibers who like access by the water department shed in 
section six? (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  649 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:29 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alexandria Cantrell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
LCC does NOT need a gondola or road widening!! Do not do anything to harm the watershed or the 
canyon. These proposals do not take into consideration the natural aesthetic of the canyon, 
environmental impacts of construction, wildlife and other recreation in the canyon. LCC is home to 
hundreds of world class boulders. People come from all over the world to climb them, and is a home for 
many local climbers. Furthermore, the gondola only benefits one group of recreational users-skiers- 
and would likely go unused in other months. People will still drive because it’s convenient. Plus, the 
traffic is only bad for a couple hours on very busy days. It’s really not the emergency everyone is 
making it out to be.  
 
SOLUTIONS THAT MAKE SENSE:  
Up UDOTs presence in the canyon on snowy days to check cars/tires.  
 
Leave the 4x4 lights on all day if there is chance of snow later on when people may be driving down to 
discourage 2WD from going up the canyon.  
 
Toll the road in winter only, have the price be dependent on how many cars are in the canyon. (If the 
canyon is empty, make it free. If the canyon is full, make it $20) Then have funds go to road 
maintenance and avalanche mitigation efforts in winter.  
 
AND 
 
Build a bus stop on the south side of the road, and a bridge from the current park and ride over to the 
other side. Have a bus system that only stays in the canyon during the ski season (in addition to the 
current bus routes that continue into the valley!) The route should go from Park and ride to snowbird to 
Alta and back. There is currently no parking situation that makes sense for the bus to be realistic in the 
canyon. A bus that stays in the canyon should’ve been implemented a long time ago.  
 
NO GONDOLA, NO ROAD WIDENING (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  650 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:30 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Taylor Ziegler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Information from a friend that went to dinner with the governor: the governor announced that the 
gondola will be happening regardless of public opinion.  
 
This is an absolute outrage. We must protect LCC! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  651 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:32 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  MaryAnn Wright 
 
COMMENT: 
 
There are many mangement tools that can effect change in drivers going up LCC. Pouring concrete 
and tearing up habitat is not one of them. I object to a gondola and widening of the road. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  652 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:34 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Amanda Theobald 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not think we should add additional rail, trolley, lifts or major infrastructure up cottonwood canyon. It 
makes major changes to the wildness, beauty and access of our canyons for mostly ski resorts on a 
limited number of days. As someone who bikes up the canyon, and gets into the backcountry all 
summer I do not think prioritizing single user car traffic to get to the ski resorts on powder days is worth 
the cost financially or the loss of wilderness in the canyons, is worth it. I think shuttle systems, and 
widening the road for e-bikes, and bikes is a better solution. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  653 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:37 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jason Holmberg 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider other alternatives to the the current proposals. These proposals will change the face of 
LCC forever. LCC is an icon in the climbing world and make Salt Lake City a destination for visitors 
from around the world. The proposed changes will forever change the world of climbing and out 
beautiful Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  654 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:50 AM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Allan Payne 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I favor the tram idea. I worry about the access from the Sandy side. Why not put the terminal at the top 
of 9400 south at the SE corner of Wasatch blvd. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  655 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Neal Gerber 
 
COMMENT: 
 
After looking at the chapter 26 revision it is interesting to once again see how other recreational 
activities are slighted in the name of big business. It is good to see that after the initial comment period 
UDOT recognized that the climbing and hiking exist in the canyon but is incredibly disappointing to see 
that it is still considered insignificant. UDOT is completely mis representing the impact that all of these 
alternatives will have on the climbing and who are they to decide if a recreational opportunity is less 
important than another one. The destruction of world class climbing boulders for the sake of making the 
ski resorts more money should be unacceptable and would do irreparable damage to Salt Lake City’s 
image as an outdoor mecca. It would do nothing but show that money is more important than outdoor 
resources. The revisions also understate the impact that these projects will have on the beauty of these 
natural resources. A gondola passing over the trails or in the line of sight directly detracts from the 
experience of people recreating on these resources. I also think it is understated how 10 years of 
construction would affect this natural environment and our watershed. I implore UDOT to explore less 
invasive methods first rather than go for the hail mary which they believe to be the solution. (32.26E 
and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  656 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:06 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  David R. Penelope Smith 
 
COMMENT: 
 
We had previously submitted comments on the Little Cottonwood Draft EIS on Aug. 31, 2021. These 
comments focused primarily on the fiscal cost of the preferred alternatives (gondola and enhanced bus) 
and the fact that both of the alternatives would benefit only one user group (developed ski area 
customers) as the alternatives would only serve the two developed ski areas and only run during the ski 
season. Thus, while being financed by the public at large, they would not benefit the general public. 
 We have more recently become aware that these alternatives will adversely impact dispersed 
user groups. The adverse impacts effect primarily boulderers/climbers, but will impact hikers as well. 
Accordingly, we would like to add to our comments. 
 I (Dave) experienced the recreational resource that is Little Cottonwood in my teens as a hiker 
and camper. I learned to climb on the cliffs and boulders and spent many happy hours on them! 
Climbing was my primary recreational focus for over thirty years. It became both my avocation and 
lifelong career. This intense involvement resulted in my writing Wasatch Granite-A Rock Climbing 
Guide (Wasatch Publishers 1977) which was an early climbing guidebook to the routes in Little 
Cottonwood and Bell’s Canyons. My wife Penny joined me in doing a number of routes in Little 
Cottonwood as well as hiking many of the trails and doing a number of the ski tours. Thus, we’re very 
aware of the year-round recreational resource that Little Cottonwood offers. We are also active lift 
skiers, but do far more than just lift ski. 
 Climbing has experienced dramatic growth since the days of my early involvement, and 
climbers have focused as much in recent years on bouldering as on routes on the bigger cliffs. Data 
developed by the Salt Lake Climber Alliance (SLCA) has documented that the gondola alternative will 
eliminate 35 boulders with 142 boulder “problems” and that the enhanced bus alternative would 
eliminate 29 boulders containing some 131 problems. Furthermore, reductions in parking at the Gate 
Buttress would further reduce what is already frequently inadequate parking there. The draft EIS 
Revision’s finding of “de minimus” impacts to the climbing resource indicates a woeful lack of 
knowledge on the part of UDOT on use of and the value of the climbing resource! (32.26B, 32.26E, and 
32.29UU) 
  UDOT’s preferred alternatives focus on and will benefit only one user group: developed ski 
area customers. They will not benefit backcountry boarders/skiers, mountain bikers, hikers, or 
snowshoers; and they would have significant adverse impacts on boulderers/climbers -- and all this at a 
fiscal cost of over a half billion dollars for either alternative. Furthermore, the environmental costs 
including visual impacts and water quality reductions due to construction are staggering! UDOT should 
scrap the Draft EIS’s Preferred Alternatives and start over with the goal of a transportation system that 
will benefit all user groups and not have the major adverse effects on one user group that the current 
alternatives would have on climbers. Further, adverse environmental impacts must be minimized. 
UDOT can and needs to do much better if it expects the public to finance its recommendations 
(32.29UU). 
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COMMENT #:  657 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ryan Suen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Revised CH. 26 analysis is woefully incomplete in its analysis and drastically underrepresents the 
impact the proposed solutions would have on Little Cottonwood Canyon (32.26B and 32.26E). 
 
The noise and visual impacts a gondola and proposed alternatives would have in the canyon are 
significantly under represented in the report. As well as the impact of the shoulder lanes on the 
Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing areas. While also failing to address the impact on the historic 
Gate Buttress property (32.26B and 32.26E). 
 
Moreover Ch. 26 fails to address the concerns of dispersed recreation users as they do not provide 
public transit options for climbers. As well as costing $500m+ in construction costs. (32.26E and 
32.29UU) 
 
Lastly, the 2-3 years of construction time will drastically limit and/or hinder access to LCC climbing and 
other forms of dispersed recreation. (32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  658 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:15 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dean Raynes 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
The new proposal is going to be fairly heavily impactful for the climbing community here in Little 
Cottonwood. The most impactful is the expanded bus. But the Gondola has its impacts as well. I am 
really struggling to see the reason why we need to have an extra lane for buses. What really needs to 
happen is we need to begin funneling EVERYONE to ride the buses. This would reduce individual cars 
from being on the roads and reduce traffic and the need for an individual bus lane.  
This should happen in a staged approach: 
- Begin with charging individual cars to drive up the canyon and make buses cheaper then driving.  
- Of course this has to be combined with many many more buses and flexibility to add more buses 
when needed on peak/busy/snow days as buses are full and users are left at bus stations.  
- Eventually you shut down anyone except permitted users (home owners, special employees) from 
driving up the canyons 
- Eventually you can implement similar bus schedule during summer weekends and October Fest.  
- Then in the future when it makes sense we can turn the road into a dual use for trains.  
 
We should not continue to pave the canyon or build an eyesore (Gondola) to solve this. And we should 
consider the summer traffic/parking situation as part of the solution. Maybe its not absolutely necessary 
right now but it will be with current population growth expectations.  
 
But the buses need to be added and charging individual cars has to be step one. ALL parties, including 
but not limited to Resorts, UDOT, UTA, Trailhead users (all year), homeowners, need to be included in 
the solution. Currently you are thinking too narrowly with the resorts and their user group. The solution 
needs to be longer and wider thinking. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  659 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:22 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cynthia Yeo 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The enhanced bus alternative seems like the best idea and has the least amount of impact on the 
climbing in the area. The Cog railway is a good idea but a better implementation would be to have the 
railway instead of cars and buses, then you wouldn't impact the land by building track on the side of the 
road. You could also extend this over Guardsman and into Park City. The gondola alternatives are 
terrible, they impact climbing, and alter the view of the area quite a bit. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-671 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  660 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:27 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Phillip Symons 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please don’t destroy the history of little cottonwood climbing for two resorts to make more money. This 
is not what any of the people outside of the resorts want.Please please please do not build the gondola.  
 
I believe investing in better public transport and possibly a toll to access the canyon, BUT only during 
the most busy times. Tolling everyone year round would be extremely greedy and would distract from 
the beauty of SLC. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  661 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  James Thompson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I have to say that I disagree with UDOT's supposed conclusion that most of the alternatives have only a 
"de minimus" impact to the historic and recreational resources along Wasatch Boulevard and SR 210. 
The only way to truly reduce congestion in the canyon (s) is to spend the tax dollars currently/or to be 
appropriated for the other massive development projects outlined in all of the other proposed 
alternatives, is to increase bus service not only up into the canyons, but also better bus service from 
around the valley to get to the canyon mouths. Additionally, there should be a designated trailhead bus 
that could serve all recreational needs (i.e. trailhead access, historic sites, and climbing areas, etc.) that 
probably wouldn't have to be as frequent as the ski resort buses, but could maybe run every 2 hours or 
so--year round! (During the last two years, I have personally seen a dramatic increase in trailhead 
parking congestion from private vehicles all summer long--even on weekdays!) (32.26E and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  662 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Christina Di 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This proposal is still UNACCEPTABLE. It will prevent access for numerous other user groups, disrupt 
the canyon, and does not consider the less extreme option. Increasing volume of busses and making a 
toll for cars going up the canyon to the ski resorts with expansion of park and ride options, will reduce 
traffic up the canyon. The toll can help pay for the busses, and will allow for the numerous other 
recreational activities in the canyon year round. Creation a system where busses are easier and 
cheaper than driving will significantly reduce the congestion and reduce impact on the overall canyon. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  663 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:34 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tom Adams 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, 
Thank you for all the hard work put into the multiple plans to improve transportation in LCC while trying 
to maintain all the reasons people visit the canyon.  
 
As a local who has built his life and profession around the activities found in LCC, I'd like to stress the 
importance of not destroying our limited recreational resources. While the ski season is important to 
people around the world so too are the summer activities that happen below the resorts. One sport in 
particular that is important to me personally as well as our outdoor industry is rock climbing. There is 
arguably no better place in the world to find an international airport only 25 minutes away from world 
class rock climbing. It is a reason why businesses like Liberty Mountain, Black Diamond, and Petzl call 
Utah home. The canyon speaks to the values of our companies as well as the values of our employees. 
For years LCC was somewhat of a hidden gem but now the canyon is a proving ground for some of the 
world's greatest climbers including our Olympians. Equally as important is the fact that every new tech 
company in Silicone Slopes boasts about close to home recreation when recruiting new talent and 
businesses. Rightfully so the state has been incredibly successful in attracting these businesses (and 
more) thanks to our world-call close to home recreation. What we need right now is more places to 
recreate, not transportation solutions that limit the access for many while solely benefitting the few. 
(32.29UU) 
 
No matter your final solution I ask you to limit the impact to rock climbing and all activities below the 
resorts. (32.26E)  
 
On a separate note, I strongly object to the plan of widening Watch Blvd and maintaining a high speed 
limit. To date the entire community west of Wasatch from 9400 so to Bangel Blvd is a nightmare for 
anyone hoping to not use a car to go to the store or our youth to get to school. UDOT has put in some 
great bike lanes (thank you), but no parent in the right mind would let their kids ride to the park (also on 
the east side of Wasatch) let alone ride to school. Drivers are only getting faster and many highly 
distracted by their phones. Further more there is no alternative road to travel north from our community 
outside of Danish Blvd. That too is littered with hazards from tight roads, blind corners, inconsistent 
sidewalks, and fast drivers. The new EIS plan for Wasatch Blvd is better but it only incudes a protected 
lane on the East Side of Wasatch with no way for the communities West of Wasatch to safely access it 
from the West. What makes this frustrating is the residents on the East have bike lanes and safe routes 
to school, allowing them to avoid Wasatch Blvd. Residents on the East side of Wasatch would like to 
have good safe alternative transportation solution including a protected pedestrian path and bike lane 
running on the west side of Wasatch from 9400 so to Bengal Blvd. This would allow our kids to safely 
ride to school and for parents to ride bikes to the grocery store, etc. From there one can take 
neighborhood streets to access 7200 or even further into Holiday. (32.29UU) 
 
Again thanks for the consideration and the time spent on finding the best solution.  
 
Sincerely, 
Tom Adams 
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COMMENT #:  664 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:35 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kevin Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In reference to Section 4(f), I am strongly opposed to the proposed gondola solution and rather, in favor 
of a phased approach of enhancing bus service. This would provide significant cost reductions plus 
allow for flexibility during times of required increases in transportation capacity. The huge cost of the 
proposed gondola is a burden the Utah taxpayers should not have to incur for the benefit of the ski 
resorts. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  665 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Pat Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT is required to chose the proposal with the least impact to 4(f) resources. With that in mind, they 
must chose the Enhanced Bus Service over the other 4 preferred alternatives. Or if UDOT is dead-set 
on choosing between the two “final” “solutions” they must go with the Enhanced Bus Service in Peak 
Period Shoulder Lane. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  666 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:51 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Vitor Chies 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola cannot be a seriously considered at this in time. It is a monumental project that would 
have a permanent negative impact on the recreationalists that do not ski. This proposal exists only to 
serve the resorts at the top of the canyon. This would not be a service to the community at large. The 
negative effects to the other recreationalists that frequent these public lands cannot be discounted for 
the few that might benefit from a gondola. In addition the Gondola serves only to improve movement up 
and down the canyon on less than 10% of the year. It is far to drastic of a proposal for such a such a 
relatively small impact on mobility. This is not necessary for marketing purposes either. Utah already 
boasts some of the best skiing in the country. It is famous for it and does not require further fluff to 
pump up visitation numbers. UDOT has a lot of smart people working for them. There are other options. 
I've ridden the bus system several times this year. It works. Thoughtful investment in this existing public 
transit system can go a long way. Let's get to work on proposing some more realistic options that 
preserve natural resources for generations to come. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  667 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:51 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Erik Dayvie 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Another advantage of the gondola option B (from lacaille). Looks like that option has the most benefits 
and least impact. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  668 
DATE:   1/10/22 12:58 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Erin Bowers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am strongly opposed to the gondola in any form. I believe that other changes regarding traffic have 
not even been tried, such as a traffic light allowing a certain number of cars from both approaches, toll 
booth, enhanced bussing, and actual limitation of use at resorts. I continue to believe that the 
conglomerate passes are at the heart of this problem, and the ski resorts are all about profit only. There 
has to be other solutions to mitigate this problem. The gondola will unfairly impact residents living close 
to it and it is a completely unreasonable and untried expense, in addition to the considerable 
environmental impact it would cause to the canyon and wildlife. (32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-680 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  669 
DATE:   1/10/22 1:05 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kyle Daly 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I urge UDOT to adopt the enhanced bus service with no peak period shoulder lane as a solution to 
traffic congestion on S.R. 210. This solution should be implemented first, as it creates the least impact 
to our natural and cultural resources, including the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing areas. 
Additionally, I implore UDOT to consider providing bus service to the popular trailheads including Gate 
Buttress, Bridge, Lisa Falls and White Pine, to further incentivize bus use among all canyon users. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  670 
DATE:   1/10/22 1:13 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Erik Misiak 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola would be detrimental to the visual and psychical attributes that draw all climbers, skiiers, 
and outdoor enthusiasts to LCC. Please DO NOT ALLOW A GONDOLA. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  671 
DATE:   1/10/22 1:13 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Elizabeth Carter 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Gondola option continues to only benefit the resorts and the owners of the proposed developments 
at its base. There is no consideration for climbers, skiiers an hikers who would like to use the other 
(MANY) trailheads and accesspoints between the Gondola entrance and exit at the resorts. This is an 
expensive solution that only favors those who can profit from its existence, which is not the 
responsibility of the tax payer. Please consider the other options only. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  672 
DATE:   1/10/22 1:15 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Andrew Bosco 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Start charging for rock climbing in the canyon. Also a gondola would be nice. (32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-684 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  673 
DATE:   1/10/22 1:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Andrew Summers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The two proposed solutions (gondola and widened roadway/enhanced bus service) completely miss the 
mark. To reduce traffic in the canyon, one must reduce the number of cars in the canyon. Adding 
options (like a gondola or bus) doesn't reduce the viability of driving. Disincentivizing driving, via heavy 
tolls or similar, is the only way reduce traffic. A gondola will only allow additional resort-goers to get to 
the resorts during bad traffic, and widening roadways will only allow more traffic in--it will not keep traffic 
levels as-is, but with more spread out people. 
 
Additionally, huge infrastructure projects like a gondola or widened road are extremely heavy-handed 
solutions to a problem that exists for only a fraction of each year. Tolling stations can be temporary and 
scale as the problem scales. The scars of additional development will never heal. 
 
Please, do no place this burden on the entire state of Utah. Place the burden on the people causing the 
problem: people insistent on driving through the canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  674 
DATE:   1/10/22 1:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Daniel Boettger 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood is a valuabe, publicly accessible source of outoor recreation. The canyon is teaming 
with a variety of users year-round, most of whom are drawn there by the increasingly rare chance to 
recreate for free on their public lands. Both proposed UDOT solutions are focused on a single user 
group that takes advantage of public lands for profit. Both the gondola and a wider road are poor 
solutions that lessen the canyon experience for most user groups. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  675 
DATE:   1/10/22 1:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michelle Ashton 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Skiing is not the only activity that happens in LCC. Tolling and other traffic mitigation must be tried 
before permanently altering the landscape (32.29UU). 
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COMMENT #:  676 
DATE:   1/10/22 1:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Field 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not allow a niche climbing community to halt progress in the Little Cotton Canyons area. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  677 
DATE:   1/10/22 1:35 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Patrick Calder 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This proposal threatens the use of the canyons and fail to solve the transportation problem. None of 
this proposal should be implemented. A toll for use of the road and carpool incentives should be 
enacted first. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  678 
DATE:   1/10/22 1:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Caitlin Arndt 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am responding to Draft EIS Revised Chapter 26. I feel like recreational users outside of ski resorts 
were not considered. The plans for the Gondola and the road expanded bus system do not stop at any 
other trailheads in the canyon, which ignores climbers, hikers, runners, and backcountry skiers. Little 
Cottonwood Canyon does not exist only for the resorts, it needs to be accessible to all outdoor users.  
Additionally, I believe the noise impact a gondola would have on the canyon was downplayed in 
Chapter 26. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
I made my voice known on the last comments round, and I am using it again to please consider 
expanding the bus system without expanding the road. The bus system right now is very dysfunctional; 
with not enough buses to carry users up the canyon, and not enough stops along the canyon route. 
Let's please consider exhausting all our options with the bus system before we permanently damage 
our beautiful canyon. (32.29UU) 
 
Sincerely, Caitlin Arndt 
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COMMENT #:  679 
DATE:   1/10/22 1:56 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Zeledon 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Oppose any change and/or revision. I've been visiting Little Cottonwood Canyon for 20 years. It's a very 
special place - proposed changes would make it just another 'place (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  680 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Aiden O’Gara 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Both the road widening for bus option and the gondola option are destructive to other forms of 
recreation in LCC such as climbing. i and many others urge you to consider considering other options 
such as limiting or eliminating private vehicles going up to resorts during peak ski season and utilizing 
busses on the existing roads (32.29UU). 
 
Kindly, 
Aiden O’Gara 
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COMMENT #:  681 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:05 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kyle Giaquinta 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The two transportation proposals are only taking the resort ski industry into consideration. Both of these 
options have severely negative impacts to the surrounding recreation areas, watershed, and natural 
beauty of the canyon. I like many others cannot support these irresponsible options. Please take into 
consideration the harm these proposals cause and not act upon them. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  682 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:24 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lily Halvorson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not endorse either of the two options for little cottonwood canyon proposed by udot. We need to 
preserve the land as much as possible while also allowing access to everyone! Both of these options 
are destructive! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  683 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:37 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Susannah Anders 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I strongly oppose the gondola. It’s impact on watershed and on the natural landscape of the canyon is 
irresponsible. To change the canyon for a problem that happens maybe 25 days out of the year is 
ridiculous. This proposal does not take into account the other people who use and access this canyon 
such as climbers and hikers. It changes the access for everyone prioritizing only the ski community. 
Which in itself is elitist. Please reconsider this proposal (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  684 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:38 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Patrick Wilson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Rock Climbing and backcountry ski access at numerous pulloffs going up LCC add to the unique blend 
of economic and recreational access that attracted my family to Utah, far from our family. Please 
prioritize minimize impact on these special spots that make LCC and SLC legendary among the 
growing number of outdoor enthusiasts. This place is special. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  685 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:45 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Arielle Gulley 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The primary differences between this chapter and the one published on June 25, 2021, are that the 
Alpenbock Loop Trail, the Grit Mill Trailhead, and the area between the two are now evaluated as a 
single Section 4(f) resource. Also, this combined recreation resource is referred to as Alpenbock Loop 
and Grit Mill Climbing opportunities and includes the trailheads, trails, and climbing resources (boulders 
and vertical routes) that are accessed from either trailhead. This revised chapter still does not change 
and or rectify that UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most 
popular climbing in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available 
at the Gate Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. Both proposals. The 
changes that would be made to the canyon would be permanent, and expensive. We would be 
spending exorbitant amounts in order to benefit heavy traffic that occurs 30 days out of the year and is 
caused by one winter sport. By doing so, we would be harming other sports and recreation that occur 
during the remaining times of the year. This is such a selfish and irresponsible move. It will harm more 
people than it helps and use up more money than necessary. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  686 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:45 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ben Guinn 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This has been a yearly vacation destination for me and my family for over 10yrs. And now it’s 
threatened for a few months out of the year for ski season. This is an outrage. Do not destroy our 
beautiful canyon so a gondola can sit stale for 9months out of the year. Think of others. Not just one 
sport. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  687 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sarah Lefave 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The additional recognition of a few climbing areas in the revision is appreciated. However, the revised 
proposal underestimates the detrimental impacts that road widening or a Gondola would have on the 
Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing areas. In general it is absurd to consider permanently altering the 
Little Cottonwood Canyon PUBLIC LANDS landscape to primarily benefit ski resorts and ski resort 
users. These resorts are open for half of the year and are privately owned. These options ignore other 
recreators including rock climbers, hikers, campers, backpackers, backcountry skiers/snowboarded, 
and snowshoers. The following impact both climbers but other recreators. (32.29UU) The significant 
impacts that are absent or inaccurate from the Revised Chapter 26 analysis are the following: 
- No noise impacts - this is not true, Gondolas are NOT silent and construction time is non-
negligible. If you’ve ever ridden a gondola or been near a running Gondola you know this statement is 
not true. The noise during operation is significant and impacts the enjoyment of our states natural 
resources. (32.26E) 
- Visual impacts - the revised Ch. 26 does not acknowledge the visual disturbances the Gondola 
or alternatives would impose on climbers and general recreators. Both options are permanent 
alterations of our public lands. (32.26E) 
- Environmental aspects - with respect to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources, 
the Revision fails to address the significantly negative impacts both the shoulder lane and Gondola 
would impose. Building accidents and coverups are known to harm our environmental resources and 
the general aesthetics of nature would be significantly reduced. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
Importantly, neither proposal service provides public transit options for climbers. Both proposals will 
cost an unacceptable $500 million+ in construction costs alone (again to primarily benefit PRIVATELY 
OWNED Resorts). (32.29UU) 
UDOT's Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) Less impactful options exist (enhanced bus service with electric busses!?). 
Consider those options before permanently and detrimentally altering the climbing resources in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon forever. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  688 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:50 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Caitlin Murphy 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Would you want the only thing that brings you joy in this world to be destroyed forever? That is what the 
climbing means to the people in Utah and beyond. Please don’t carry out this plan. We are begging 
you. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  689 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:51 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Zachary Noyce 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I thank you for your continued work on this project and apologize for the negative reactions you have 
certainly received (some good faith, some bad faith). I am not an expert, but I can affirm that my strong 
preference as a solution for Little Cottonwood Canyon congestion is for solutions that involve 
meaningful infrastructure improvements in the canyon. That is, I do not think modest "improvements" 
are sufficient to the scope of the challenge. As such, I have a strong preference for the cog rail and/or 
gondola options in the Canyon over any solution that fundamentally rests on widening the road and 
adding some more buses to it. I love buses and ride them all the time. But I think most serious people 
will realize that "enhanced" bus service can easily be "de-enhanced" if future generations don't care 
enough or if buses happen to be end-of-lifing at a non-economically-opportune time to replace them. I, 
therefore, strongly believe that rail or gondola are better solutions for Canyon. I am sure that I would 
take my family to ride them any time of year even as the prime feature of the trip. (32.29UU) 
 
Thank you. Please select a cog rail or gondola transportation service for the Canyon over a bus-based 
solution. 
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COMMENT #:  690 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:56 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Eric Jerome 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT,  
 
I am aware that only comments pertaining to the revisions will be admissible.  
 
I moved to Salt Lake City in 2017 to attend the University of Utah and pursue my love for climbing. 
Since then, I have spent roughly 500 days bouldering in Little Cottonwood Canyon. It has been a 
haven, a safe space, and an opportunity for me to grow as both a climber and a person. I’ve had some 
of my very best and very worst days bouldering in Little Cottonwood. I’ve climbed through the night and 
seen the sun set and rise over the city, and I’ve woken up at 3am to squeak in an early morning 
session before it got too hot in the summer. I’ve met some of my kindest and most impactful friends. 
I’ve honed my craft and I’ve contributed to the development of new problems in the canyon for others to 
enjoy. 
 
Now, I am supported professionally in my climbing by a number of sponsors, including the local brand, 
Black Diamond. This canyon is largely responsible for why I chose to move to Salt Lake. As a teen in 
Maryland with no discernible career path in mind, I let climbing be the primary deciding factor in my 
inevitable college transplant. Many of the older kids I grew up being inspired by at the climbing gym had 
gone to school at Westminster or the U, and when returning for winter break they’d rave and tell me I 
just HAD to go to Utah when I graduated high school. When the time came to apply to schools, I had no 
doubt in my mind where I would be going. My parents and academic advisor forced my hand and made 
me apply to a handful of other universities, but my path was clear. Over the years I quickly recruited all 
my best friends from around the country to join me. It’s like you’re on a permanent vacation,” I’d tell 
them, “with world class, city-side bouldering just twenty minutes down the road!” Even since I moved 
here four years ago, I have seen the popularity of climbing boom. Nowadays, it is more unusual for 
someone I meet at a party or on the streets who doesn’t climb, than it is to meet someone who does. 
To say that climbing is an essential element of Utah’s culture and community is an understatement.  
 
However, that culture and national draw is under threat and risks elimination given the suggested 
"transportation alternatives impact on the climbing in LCC. This elimination will carry with it a massive 
economic hit, as thousands of recreational climbers will seek other destination cities to settle in. I 
myself am considering moving states depending on the outcome of this decision. (32.29UU)  
 
Roadside parking, year round, is essential to the recreational activity of climbers, hikers, bikers, and the 
general public. If the public were limited to parking strictly in the designated lots, a huge percentage of 
the dispersed climbing would become inaccessible. This is unacceptable (32.26E and 32.29UU)  
 
Snow sheds with berms, it is my belief, would be more preferable for climbers. Additionally, it is the 
cheaper and less impactful alternative environmentally than snow sheds with realigned roads. It is 
imperative that trails and access to the climbing in the White Pine Chutes area as well as the White 
Pine North climbing. (32.29UU) 
 
The impacts of both the gondola and expanded roadway to dispersed boulders outside the scope of 
this revision will be tremendous and must be taken into consideration.The removal and destruction of 
boulders is unacceptable. Less impactful, cheaper, and more equitable solutions are available and 
need to be implemented first. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
 

July 2022 Page 32C-702 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



I echo and support the SLCA’s comments:  
 
UDOT's Revised Draft Evaluation Overview - Salt Lake Climbers Alliance 
 
I also support Save Our Canyons vision:  
 
SOC UDOT DEIS Comments 20210903 (saveourcanyons.org) 
 
Please do the right thing,  
 
Eric Jerome

July 2022 Page 32C-703 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  691 
DATE:   1/10/22 2:57 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Timothy Lagrimas 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not destroy the climbing and mountain biking experiences in little! It's crazy to think these 
money hungry companies are not considering the local experience in the valley. We should cater to the 
locals who actually utilize the canyon. Many people live here for the amazing recreation provided, 
please don't ruin it. (32.26E and 32.29UU)

July 2022 Page 32C-704 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  692 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Henry Willmes 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbing is so important to so many people, please reconsider your plan. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  693 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:10 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jason Hanser 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I ski, but I'm absolutely opposed to the gondola proposal. I strongly favor creating new ski bus routes to 
serve more of the salt lake valley. Also, while perhaps outside the authority of UDOT, ski resorts should 
adopt a tiered parking fee structure - similar to Solitude - to encourage carpooling for people who chose 
to drive. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  694 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:13 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Stephen Trimble 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please listen to citizens. Let's consider every alternative before permanently transforming the canyon 
with a gondola. Bus lanes, shuttle systems, private car fees, reserved start times--all should come 
before big construction projects that primarily benefit the resorts. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  695 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:13 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Daniel Gajda 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please rethink this plan. It is detrimental to the climbing and public land usage in the canyon. A gondola 
is NOT the answer road widening is NOT the answer (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  696 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Erin Knoeck 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a member of the community, there are some concerns I would like to voice. 
Why is UDOT not devoting time to looking at alternatives that have no impact to the recreation areas, 
historic properties and the watershed? Solution such as tolls, car polls mandates, and enhanced shuttle 
services can alleviate congestion and safety concerns. This canyon is protected by section 4 (f). The 
blatant overlook of the solution that is the least impactful is concerning. (32.26J) 
 
Stated in the report, at Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities, the following steps will be 
taken for avoidance, minimization, and mitigation ‘ Will look at if it is feasible to relocate routes and 
UDOT will inform the public of trailhead closures’. This is not avoiding and minimizing the lasting effects 
of these proposed projects but a sad attempt to ‘fix’ things. (32.26E) 
I think UDOT needs to reevaluate what is really best for the ENTIRE community and the canyons long 
term and find a solution that actually minimizes the harm done to the resources. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  697 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:23 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Walker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I moved to salt lake for the climbing and I’m not a trad climber so that means it’s for the bouldering 
which this plan will impact. I will be moving away if I don’t have my local crag. Implement a proper bus 
system, don’t let cars drive up like Zion, don’t make a mistake that you won’t be able to take back for a 
fraction of the year when traffic is bad. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  698 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Hartvigsen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both the gondola option and the road widening option. The gondola is impractical as there is 
not enough parking and it switches the burden of traffic into new areas. The cost and time to use it will 
make people want to try and drive up the canyon anyway. The construction will mar the canyon and the 
tax payers should not foot the bill for the resorts to benefit as the gondola only serves those 
destinations. The widening of the road is also to costly and is only needed for a few days a year to 
benefit the ski resorts and should not be paid for by the tax payers. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  699 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Kimball 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a Sandy resident and frequent traveler up/down Little Cottonwood Canyon. I drive my car, ride my 
bike, hike and run up the canyon. I am a big supporter of the Gondola Alternative from LeCaille. I ski at 
Alta and usually go 30-40 days during the ski season. I would use the gondola and it would be a relief 
to the roads, traffic and environment. Please approve the gondola. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  700 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:32 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Fiona Blackburn 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS Revised Chapter 26 and the recognition of 
the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) recreational resource. Unfortunately, I still 
strongly oppose both transportation proposals to address winter traffic congestion in LCC and feel the 
revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that both the 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources. (32.29UU) 
 
Specifically: 
-The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E)  
-The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
-The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either 
the Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
-The Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
 
Additionally, the experience and scope of the current ski&ride bus system could be significantly 
improved to encourage increased ridership and decrease road congestion. A few ideas include: 
-Expanded bus service - the current buses are well over-capacity during peak winter days and do not 
offer a comfortable or efficient experience for riders 
-Expanded storage options - ski/board storage racks on buses would improve the experience of riders 
when the buses accommodate standing room only, and may increase bus capacity due to more 
efficient use of space for standing riders. Additionally, free lockers/shoe storage for bus riders at the ski 
resorts would allow riders not to have to wear ski boots for the entire ride up the canyon. (32.29UU) 
 
Thank you for your consideration and please support saving access to the historic climbing & other 
recreational use in LCC! 
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COMMENT #:  701 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:34 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Haumpo 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Utah is a very cherished place, a vastness of open space and land that are unearthly and beautiful. I 
am OPPOSED to this revision on LCC -- this is a place of recreation and gorgeous one at that. With 
these builds, it could threaten the very beauty of this land. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  702 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:35 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Burciaga 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please do not harm in any way the amazing bouldering in the canyon. I am one of the countless that 
has traveled to the area to enjoy the beauty and the priceless rock. In doing so I have supported many 
local businesses. Amend the project to not harm the rock or cancel the project (it is rather large and 
grotesque and unnecessary) (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  703 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:38 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jacquelyn Mudge 
 
COMMENT: 
 
You are looking to make disruptive changes to a beautiful canyon all to cut down about 2 months of 
potential high traffic How about banning auto traffic Fri thru Mon and all holidays Dec thru March and 
require riding the bus-,One bus line for Alta and Bird skiers-Anither line strictly for backcountry skiers, 
snowshoers and hikers (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  704 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mac Muir 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I’ve just recently moved to SLC and LCC has truly been a home away from home. There is so much to 
gain from this historic rock playground and so much to lose if the transportation plans go through. I can 
only hope that we can find an alternative. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  705 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:41 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Gilbert Moss 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In the revision, the forest service concluded that an area with dispersed boulders can count toward an 
area with a 4(f) designation, however this conclusion is applied inconsistently. It does not take into 
account popularity, level of use, and historical significance of individual boulders and vertical climbs on 
these boulders. The simple measurement of the "number of boulders in the area," fails to take into 
account the use and level of significance to the climbing user community (32.26E). 
 
The bouldering areas impacted by the road-widening alternative must be treated on equal footing, and 
their significance must be determined by a fair and sensible metric. Individual boulders and climbing 
areas CAN have a contributing significance, even if they are geographically isolated. A strong argument 
can be made that the 5-mile and Syringe boulders should merit a 4(f) designation on equal footing 
based on their relative popularity, quality, and significance to the climbing community (32.26E). 
 
In its current state, even with the revision, the metrics the forest service uses to determine the 4(f) 
designation are applied arbitrarily. Geographic isolation is not a good metric and rather there should be 
a determination of popularity, level of use, and historical significance to the climbing community. 
(32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
Thanks. 
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COMMENT #:  706 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Callie Cordon 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t take away our climbing areas! (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  707 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ethan Millard 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It's a mistake to categorize the Wasatch widening impacts ad "de minimis" to the opportunities there. 
The widening of Wasatch will make neighborhood travel to Golden Hills and Ferguson trailhead more 
dangerous. If neighborhood use is more dangerous, you can't consider that "de minimis" (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  708 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:45 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Landon McDowell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Why do we as a public need to support private businesses who have already created a large traffic 
problem. This “alternative” is now taking away from other forms of outdoor rec and natural beauty of the 
cottonwoods. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  709 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:46 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Paul Hooper 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The ski areas can handle only so many people before is gets so crowded. Please no gondola! Buses. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  710 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Maya Wheeler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Absolutely disgusted that these options are being considered before less invasive solutions are even 
tried. Our canyons are a precious resource we should be protecting, not bulldozing. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  711 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:48 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Joel Zenger 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT, I fully support the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance opposition to any change in LCC that would 
negatively impact climbers access. The two current proposals completely ignore all canyon users other 
than those accessing the ski resorts. That is unacceptable. Please reconsider both proposals and issue 
new proposals that adequately addresses the needs of other canyon users. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 
32.29UU) Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  712 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:51 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Amanda Hartzler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like the enhanced bus system to be seriously considered as a solution.  
Once we change the canyons we cannot go back. Please consider changing as little as possible of our 
beautiful landscape. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  713 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Adelynn Harrison 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Do the right thing, keep access to boulders available and do no harm to LCC!! (32.26B, 32.26E, and 
32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  714 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Katie Gaertner 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel the proposed solutions do not address the over arching issue of being better served to limit 
capacity into the canyon and introduce fees/season passes/ Year passes. With the amount of the 
visitors in the canyon becoming almost matched to that of a national park I think we can learn from the 
national parks such as Arches, RMNP, Zion and many others that put preserving nature as a priority 
and understand too much does exist. Please do not move forward with any of the proposed temporary 
stop gaps that do not address long term overcrowding and population issues that also create 
environmental issues impacting those who love the canyon as , climbers and hikers (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  715 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brandon Doherty 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am commenting to give my support for a non destructive enhanced bus service plan endorsed by the 
SLCA.  
I am currently purchasing a condo in salt lake due to the local climbing access. I hope the city 
recognizes the growth and importance of climbing for the cities future. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  716 
DATE:   1/10/22 3:57 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jennifer Seltzer Stitt 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I endorse a widened road with a dedicated bus lane. The kiss and ride at Alta Canyon Rec Center is an 
existing parking lot with the potential for building a parking garage as ridership grows. Buses should be 
electric.  
 
I do not support any of the other options.  
 
I'm late in getting these comments in and they are rather hurried with the goal of making the deadline. 
While I apologize for lack of supporting evidence, I have weighed all options carefully based on 
research and my own experience using the canyon and as a homeowner in an area affected by the 
proposals. Please reach out if I can provide additional information about this comment. (32.29UU)  
Thank you for your consideration. 
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COMMENT #:  717 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Rajie Ganguli 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I prefer No action, or the status quo, as that minimizes impact. Better access will lead to more crowds. 
Then we will need even more access (32.29UU). 
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COMMENT #:  718 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kristine Crockett 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood canyon does not need an unsightly, extremely expensive (tax raising) gondola that 
would just benefit the ski resorts and not the residents that live in the area or in the canyon. We need to 
protect the canyon and having giant steel structures running all the way up the canyon is ugly, 
detracting from the natural beauty of little cottonwood canyon. There is a better way. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  719 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:18 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Duncan Ward 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please consider other options to solving this problem, such as improved busing, before making 
irreparable changes to such a valued landscape. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  720 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:21 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Andrey Malyuchik 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe it is imperative that any public transportation plan considered for the future have a year-round 
operating timeframe and be able to serve many trailheads throughout the canyon. There has to be a 
thoughtful way to provide access to public lands for people who are not resort users on a year round 
schedule. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  721 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:21 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Angie Packer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Wasatch blvd should not be widened. Nor should a gondola be built. This is a 30 day a year problem 
that would be solved by addressing the infrastructure problem at the ski areas not a UDOT problem. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  722 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:25 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kristine Steinke Crockett 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I DO NOT SUPPORT THE GONDOLA UP LITTLE COTTONWOOD CANYON (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  723 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:25 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nick Firmani 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT’s proposed parking lot “improvements” would severely limit access to the most popular climbing 
in the canyon by dramatically reducing the already limited parking currently available at the Gate 
Buttress, Grit Mill, and at the lower Little Cottonwood Park and Ride. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
 
UDOT is chartered to reduce congestion, but the best solution is expanded shuttle service into the 
canyon without changes to the roadway (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  724 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Shawn Howell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please expand bus service without widening the road or putting in a tram. And make the area a fee 
area with the interagency annual pass. Leave the boulders alone. My family needs rocks to climb and 
wild spaces more than it needs two resorts to handle more people. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  725 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Samuel Strickland 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The classic, historic boulders and climbs need to be preserved. Generations of climbers will have 
opportunities stripped from them for the convenience of others. Please, let us search for better options. 
(32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  726 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:34 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Amber Helmer 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Gondola is still a better idea. This plan still has less environmental impact than the bus and does not 
require construction to widen the road. The bus will have a very large impact on the canyon especially 
during the widening process as this will also cause increased traffic and pollution. AS we have 
agrowing population we need to consider environmental impacts as if we don't right now, we will be 
questioning building a gondola again. A bus system is a waste of time and resources as this plan will 
eventually fail and not suite the needs of many. People who live in the area should want less car traffic 
and pollution as this will only get worse if we do the proposed bus system. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  727 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:40 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brian Smoot 
 
COMMENT: 
 
A strong No on the gondola, it won't alleviate much traffic and it will be a disaster to the natural beauty 
and geology of the canyon, it will make it much less desirable for hikers, climbers, bikers, backcountry 
skiers, s photographers etc. I'd suggest the ski resorts build parking terraces. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  728 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:43 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Vickie Smoot 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Why doesn't Snowbird and Alta increase their parking with multi-level parking structures? That would 
solve most of the problem of the backed up traffic. It's mostly caused by folks trying to find a parking 
place. The snowy days can be solved by requiring snow tires/chains and having someone at the base 
of the canyon checking for such at $20 an hour. Why do we need to spend 1/2 billion dollars? Let the 
ski resorts build their parking lots and government help supplement the expense if absolutely needed? 
Please resond. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  729 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:43 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cole Fox 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I recently took the ski bus, and forgot how long it is to wait 30 minutes between buses. You know what 
takes 0% of the land? Making our current buses more frequent and convenient. Let's try that before 
going wholesale change and making irreversible changes to our world class canyon (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  730 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Andrea Campian 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am against the tramway and road widening proposals for Little Cottonwood Canyon for now. I know 
there are many accidents and traffic congestion in the winter, but I have seen too many small cars 
without snow tires or chains allowed up on powder days. I think vehicles should PAY and have a car 
and preparedness (snow tires or chains) approved and receive a sticker/pass to be allowed to drive up 
LCC. That in combination with already available public transit should be trialed prior to moving forward 
with road expansion plans. Thank you. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  731 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ari Ferro 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Exhaust all options before doing something rash. 
 
Do enhanced bus service with no roadway widening. At least try something before trashing the 
environment in the name of "growth." 
 
Prove that busses and shuttles don't work before you irrevocably ruin the canyon by widening the road 
or building the worlds slowest gondola. 
 
Roadway widening ruins climbing resources forever. Gondola ruins climbing resources forever. 
Avalanche sheds ruin climbing resources forever. 
 
The proposed # of visitors per hour that can be serviced by the gondola makes it a non-starter, there is 
no way it will amount to anything but a tourist trap with hours-long lines. 1000 people/hour is an 
absolute joke. How will that possibly transport the 14,000 skiiers that use these resorts daily??? 
What?!? 
 
The proposed # of additional visitors that can be serviced by roadway widening also does nothing to 
solve the problem. It's similar additional capacity to the gondola. 
 
But maybe, perhaps, if there wasn't a mob of cars descending on the canyon on any non-ikon blackout 
day, then there wouldn't be an issue.  
 
So... Before we do something rash and ruin the canyon forever, before we try to increase capacity in 
the name of 'growth' while simultaneously ruining ecological resources, lets try limiting capacity instead. 
 
Best way to reduce traffic? Get rid of the Ikon pass. Limit day passes sold. Make all parking reserved.  
 
Why try to cram more people up the canyon? Keep them out instead. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  732 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:49 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Wade Siddoway 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I highly encourage those considering alternatives to the current LCC transportation situation. I don't 
think the gondola is the answer. It will only serve the ski resorts and does not have any options for 
serving public lands along the way. I think an expanded bus lane would help alleviate traffic and placr 
the bus stops at other locations throughout the valley to alleviate congestion at the mouth of the 
canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  733 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:53 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lendy Gillespie 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The area in question is full of climbing and bouldering routes. The only acceptable option with no 
impact is an enhanced bus schedule. Road widening and the gondola would permanently damage it. 
Once again, it is completely counter intuitive to spend millions of tax payer dollars to fund something 
that will permanently damage our beloved canyon and on service two ski resorts for half the year. 
Please preserve the integrity of our canyon for the next generations so they can have access to all the 
hiking, climbing, biking, and skiing that we do. Please consider other alternatives than the proposed 
gondola and road widening. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  734 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:58 PM 
SOURCE:  Website/Email 
NAME:  Robert Grow 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Scenic Byway laws require consideration and preservation of historic, and not just, recreational 
elements. This EIS continues to fail to recognize the historic significance of numerous historic elements 
of Little Cottonwood Canyon, most shockingly the history, location, and significance of the Temple 
Quarry. Attached is a power point in pdf form that describes the amazing 40-year effort to quarry over 
90,000 cut-to-order stones for the Temple construction, weighing as much as 8,000 pounds. in the 
beginning, the Quarry was widely spread at the mouth of the Canyon (see ppt. slide) and then was 
gradually moved several miles up the Canyon and spread for miles around Wasatch Town, now called 
Wasatch Resort (see ppt slide). Indeed, the climbing area is located on top of the quarry. The true 
extent of the quarry can be located even now by the remnant stones scattered for miles that contain the 
marks of the quarrymen's drill, splitters, and chisels. Building the Gondola on top of and through this 
area will destroy much of this amazing Utah history that is highlighted on Utah State's Tourist website 
and tourist brochures concerning its Scenic Byway up this Canyon. The power point is being sent to 
UDOT in email form as a comment from Robert J. Grow also submitted today. (32.26X) Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  735 
DATE:   1/10/22 4:58 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mary Yedlin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In the current draft of Section 26.1 of the EIS, UDOT has failed to fulfill the requirements of Federal 
Section 4(f). Visitors from around the world as well as local treasure the National Wilderness Areas of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon for recreation, sport and the rare gift of being surrounded by its natural 
beauty and peacefulness. 
 
Clearly missing in this draft of the EIS is consideration of the path the gondola infrastructure will take 
(including its towers, bases, transfer stations and access roads to the towers and stations) through the 
impacted areas that should unquestionably be regarded as “Public Recreation Areas” as defined in 
section 4(f). 
 
Specifically, the hiking trails at White Pine and Little Cottonwood Canyon along the Tanner’s Flat 
campground are excluded from recognition as “Public Recreation Areas.” These are very popular 
attractions which will be subjected to substantial disruption of the scenic beauty of the canyon, 
increased noise created by the gondola’s operation, and loss of privacy as people in the gondola cars 
observe those who were seeking to get away to nature. In the projections, up to a thousand people an 
hour will be dangling above the heads of bikers, hikers, campers - or at eye level with climbers, 
especially on the Lisa Falls and Red Pine trails. (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26G, 32.26J, 32.26K, 32.26M, 
32.26N, 32.26Z, and 32.26AA)  
 
When including the big picture view of the gondola and its infrastructure as it traverses the canyon, 
there is no way its impact can be considered “de minimus” as posited in the document. UDOT has yet 
to address the impact of the gondola on these “Public Recreation Areas.” Until it does, UDOT has not 
fulfilled its obligation to the requirements of Section 4(f) of the EIS. (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26G, 32.26J, 
32.26K, 32.26L, and 32.26M) 
 
In conclusion, the narrow view taken in the current draft of 26.1 of the EIS excludes key factors that 
must be evaluated when considering the full environmental impact of the proposal. These impacts are 
not “de minimus” and, in fact, it is incumbent upon UDOT to review this proposal in keeping with the 
requirements stipulated in section 4(f). (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26G, 32.26J, 32.26K, 32.26L, and 32.26M)  
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COMMENT #:  736 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:02 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Wendy Stein 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for providing the revised EIS plan and for the thought that went into the project plans. After 
reviewing the revision, I do not believe that any of these plans truly address the actual problem of too 
many users in the canyons at a given time.  
 
For the 2021-22 ski season, Alta Ski Lifts enacted a parking policy. With the addition of Snowbird's 
reservation parking and limited free parking, the amount of traffic issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
has decreased dramatically. My anecdoctal experiences yield a significant improvement in traffic 
congestion and parking. When comparing my Little Cottonwood experience back to back with Big 
Cottonwood, it is apparent that parking reservations really do improve canyon gridlock at peak times for 
both uphill and downhill travel, as well as, on street parking. To date there hasn't been a significant 
delayed opening of Little Cottonwood, so I cannot comment on idle traffic on Wasatch Blvd. However, I 
have noticed that traffic is still lighter than compared to previous years. 
 
And while this most likely won't be addressed as part of the EIS, I would strongly recommend adding in 
limited vehicle capacity with strictly enforced parking policies for both canyons as an additional option. 
 
At this time, the only option I can support would be for enhanced bus service and no trailhead 
improvements. While improving trailheads certainly removes the risk of users parking on the side of the 
road, it still encourages users to drive their own vehicle in the canyon. (32.29UU) 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Wendy Stein 
Cottonwood Heights, UT resident 
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COMMENT #:  737 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Chao 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This plan would destroy a nationally recognized rock climbing area. This sport is one of the fastest 
growing in the country and worldwide with athletes visiting from all over the world each year to compete 
nearby in Utah. Destroying this area would leave an irreversible amount of damage on the local 
climbing scene and felt throughout the climbing world internationally. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  738 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Chris Wavle 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I don't understand why the gondola is even being considered at this point. Environmentally it makes no 
sense to disrupt the serenity of this canyon anymore. Enhanced bus service is really the only option 
that serves the needs of the entire public rather than the passholders at Snowbird and Alta. (32.26B, 
32.26E, 32.26G, 32.26J, 32.26K, 32.26L, and 32.26M)  
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COMMENT #:  739 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:18 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  James Dillon 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a user of the Alpenbock loop, and climber I advocate no alteration of the landscape or view scape of 
the lower canyon. Therefore I am opposed to the construction of a gondola in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. (32.26E and 32.29UU)  
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COMMENT #:  740 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:25 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ben Burch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The climbing in Little Cottonwood is some of the most important in the entire country, and any potential 
option must protect this bouldering or forever lose one of the most special parts of Salt Lake City's 
outdoor culture. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  741 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:26 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Douglass 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The amended UDOT Amended Draft EIS excludes the considerable impacts of the gondola alternatives 
at all public recreational areas identified in the Amended Draft EIS, unless some part of the gondola 
physically touches the ground in those areas. However, the gondola alternatives have significant 
impacts beyond physically disturbing the ground. The UDOT Amended Draft EIS dismisses the 
significant impacts to the identified public recreation areas all along the gondola alignment and for 
hundreds of meters to either side. These impacts include noise, destruction of the visual environment 
and invasion and elimination of privacy for the public engaged in recreational activities. All of these are 
significant impacts, any one of which would invalidate a de minimus finding. (32.29UU) For example: 
 
- The D-EIS comments that the noise of the gondola added to Tanner’s Flat Campground will 
only be 50db, which is less than the S.R.210 road noise already present. But adding an additional 50db 
to the already present road noise does not make it a de minimus impact. It almost doubles the noise 
campers will be forced to experience. Moreover, there is no data or analysis provided to support the D-
EIS noise estimate for Tanner’s Flat Campground or anywhere else along the gondola alignment. 
Tanner’s Flat and the Alpenbock climbing area will have sizable additional noise loads from the gondola 
transfer station immediately adjacent to Tanner’s Flat and inside the Alpenbock area and each will also 
have a large tower at each end - all of which add noise beyond a cable car’s nominal noise. (32.26E 
and 32.26G) 
- The visual beauty of Little Cottonwood Canyon is one of the main reasons numerous areas 
within the Canyon are so valued for public recreation. Towers rising over 200 feet in the air, transfer 
stations and the largest gondola in the world continuously carrying over 1,000 people in 30+, bus-sized 
cabins will be a significant visual impairment to the environment the public expects to find in public 
recreation areas throughout Little Cottonwood Canyon. While UDOT correctly points out that the 
existing road disrupts the Canyon’s beauty from a few vantage points, its impact is limited because it 
lies on the ground and is shielded by trees or steep canyon walls most of its length. The gondola, 
however, will be suspended up to 232 feet in the air by huge towers. Both the gondola and its towers 
will be visible from kilometers away and in no place screened by vegetation. The gondola will be a 
glaring scar in the Canyon and an ugly eyesore for anyone in the numerous public recreation areas for 
hundreds or thousands of meters adjacent to its path. This visual impact is in no way de minimus. It is 
significant. UDOT’s Draft EIS is negligent and deficient in ignoring the significance of this impact. By 
failing to address it and providing mitigating actions, the amended Draft EIS fails to comply with Section 
4(f) protections and regulations. (32.26E, 32.26G. and 32.26P) 
- Little Cottonwood Canyon’s trails, climbing areas and campground are a treasured natural 
resource sandwiched between two National Wilderness Areas. The public comes to hike, climb, 
backcountry ski/board/snowshoe, hunt, camp and sightsee in Little Cottonwood not just because of its 
visual beauty but also the solitude its wilderness offers. While UDOT’s amended draft EIS correctly 
points out that the existing road disturbs that solitude, it does so only in a few places where the road is 
visible; the road’s impact is limited because it lies on the ground and is shielded by trees or steep 
canyon walls most of its length. The gondola, however, will be suspended up to 232 feet in the air and 
will be carrying thousands of people who can look down on virtually anyone in the Canyon’s public 
recreation areas. This is a gross violation of the public’s right to privacy and a complete destruction of 
the solitude most visitors seek. The amended EIS, perhaps cynically, suggests that campers at 
Tanner’s Flat would do well to camp in RVs, not tents and presumably stay inside their RVs. If they do 
exit to eat at a picnic table or sit outside viewing the damaged scenery, they will be continuously 
observed by thousands of people overhead. The right to privacy, is not an ethereal matter. It is ensured 
by UN treaties that the U.S. is a signatory to and is covered the 4th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution 
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and case law derived therefrom. The gondola violates the privacy of climbers, hikers, skiers, hunters, 
mountain bikers and campers in all of the numerous public recreation areas identified by UDOT in the 
Amended Draft EIS. These impacts are not even recognized by the Draft EIS and they are not de 
minimus. (32.26E, 32.26G, and 32.29UU) 
 
In conclusion, the Amended Draft EIS is not compliant with regulations stated in Section 4(f) because it 
fails to address significant and considerable noise and visible impacts and privacy violations in 
numerous public recreation areas identified in the Amended Draft EIS. None of these impacts can be 
justified as de minimus - they are significant and egregious. (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26G, 32.26K, 32.26L, 
32.26M, 32.26N, and 32.26P)

July 2022 Page 32C-776 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  742 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:29 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Graham Johnson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I believe that both of these proposals present a significant and unacceptable environmental impact as 
well as an unfair burden on taxpayers to essentially fund a private enterprise. I vote no on both 
proposals. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  743 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:32 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nathan Jackson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I fail to see how adding a gondola or extra bus lanes will reduce traffic in the canyon. Without 
disincentivising automobile traffic, people will continue to drive up by themselves and congestion will 
persist. Why has a toll-by-plate/canyon pass not been considered? This would reduce automobile traffic 
if the cost is too prohibitive for one person to pay for every entrance, in addition to providing additional 
funding to UDOT. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  744 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Elizabeth Rocco 
 
COMMENT: 
 
All climbing resources, boulders and routes, should be considered a “historical resource” as climbing in 
LCC dates back to the 1960s with the first documented climbing route established by Ted Wilson and 
Bob Stout, called Chickenhead Holiday, in 1961. (32.29B) 
 
The gondola will have a huge visual impact on the climbing experience in the canyon. Hundreds of 
bouldering problems are situated directly underneath the gondola easement. The gondola does not 
seem like the best options for all parties involved. The main traffic issues happen during a very small 
window of the snowiest of winter months, and even then just on a handful of days a winter. Please 
consider another option besides the gondola. (32.26E) 
 
We do not know the extent of the restriction of climbing resources in the canyon if the gondola would be 
the chosen alternative. It is unclear if the easement needed for the gondola alignment will include 
property rights below or aerial rights only. Until we know more regarding property rights, access to 
these resources are still vulnerable. Again, the gondola does not seem like a good idea. (32.26E) 
 
UDOT estimates that access to climbing areas and trailheads throughout the entire construction area 
will be closed for 2-3 years. This does not seem like a good idea to me. Maybe there is another way to 
allow access through the construction process. (32.26E) 
 
Relocating boulders as a potential mitigation measure for roadway widening is not acceptable. (32.26E) 
 
Thank you for reading. Please consider the enormous historical significance of all of the climbing 
throughout Little Cottonwood Canyon. Its very important to me to see this resource and access to 
protected. 
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COMMENT #:  745 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:36 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brent Haglund 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t touch Little Cottonwood Canyon & its priceless natural treasures & beauty. As an avid outdoors 
person & climber, damage to LCC would drastically reduce the draw that it currently is as a worldwide 
destination for recreation of all types. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
Do NOT destroy LCC! 
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COMMENT #:  746 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:37 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Dave Gillogly 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to express my dissatisfaction with the decision to combine the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill 
area. Myself and many others recreate at these locations frequently. I am very upset that these natural 
resources may be jeopardized, and I believe by combining these areas, damage is more likely to them.  
 
In my opinion, the potential impacts to this area are astoundingly understated. My primary source of 
attachment to this area is the climbing. I am saddened that the aesthetic could be further marred, and I 
fear that the combination of these two entities could be pivotal in enabling that damage. (32.26E) 
 
And finally, I'm disappointed that the Gate Buttress climbing area is so easily overlooked. This area is 
home to exceptional rock climbing, and I believe damage to this area is a very significant risk not 
addressed in the most recent update. (32.26E) 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this matter, and I truly hope a less destructive solution can 
be implemented. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  747 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Elizabeth Hardwick 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am in agreement with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance regarding their comments on the DEIS, which 
can be summarized as follows: 
There are much less impactful possible solutions to adequately address the transportation problem that 
UDOT aims to address in the DEIS. I strongly encourage UDOT to identify less impactful alternatives 
as part of this NEPA process and that the current two Preferred Alternatives be eliminated from further 
consideration due to their adverse impacts to climbing, hiking, and other recreational resources. The 
two Preferred Alternatives would only serve to bring more people to the resorts and use taxpayer 
money to increase profits of the resorts, while degrading users experiences and doing little to nothing to 
improve traffic problems. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
I stand by the entirety of the well-researched and well-communicated comments published by the 
SLCA, which can be found here: 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/58e52138ff7c50175cc0d206/t/6138bfce0d56400f78ee7824/1631
109071018/20210903+FINAL+UDOT+DEIS+Comments+Submitted+NO+MAPS.pdf  
 
 
Note from UDOT Reviewer: The link is the the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance comments on the 
Draft EIS which are included and responded to in the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT #:  748 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:49 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Justin Wilcox 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The vast majority of public opinion I have heard is strongly opposed to a gondola. It only serves Alta, 
Snowbird and their customers. And at a massive expense, financially, geographically, ecologically, etc. 
Why not try a solution with a much lower footprint first? How about we make LCC a toll road, 
particularly on high use days, to encourage bus use, as well as maximize the possible number of buses 
on the existing roadway? As a frequent user of LCC I would be more than happy to pay a toll and/or 
use the bus to avoid destroying the viewshed and turning beautiful LCC into any eyesore! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  749 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:50 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alvin Garcia 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a resident of the Salt Lake Valley, I strongly urge UDOT and governing bodies to consider and 
implement other systems of transportation instead of building a gondola or widening the current road. 
Little Cottonwood Canyon is and holds natural resources and areas that should be protected and not 
destroyed. Buses and tolls to access the canyon should be introduced before major construction is ever 
approved. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  750 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:52 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Edward Geers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support the proposal of a gondola in Little Cottonwood canyon to alleviate current traffic and 
environmental impact issues. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  751 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:57 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Douglass 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Open Space Bonneville Shoreline  
The gondola greatly impacts the Cottonwood Heights Open Space property and the existing portion of 
the Bonneville Shoreline Trail. The UDOT Amended Draft EIS (D-EIS) incorrectly states that the 
gondola option B will have no impact on the Cottonwood Heights Open Space property or the 
Bonneville Shoreline Trail. This open space, directly adjacent and across from the La Caille gondola 
base, was purchased in 2020 with $3 millions of taxpayer dollars and citizen donations explicitly to 
serve as a public recreation area. The Open Space was created to provide a public recreation area that 
provides hiking in solitude and a private wilderness experience in a section of land bordering the 
National Forest adjoining the National Wilderness Area. There is no other use of this space except for 
public recreation. The Open Space includes a maintained trail across its length, part of the valley-long 
Bonneville Shoreline Trail. It also includes numerous informal trails. The Amended D-EIS incorrectly 
states that there is no use of this trail, so therefore should not be considered as a public recreation 
area. However, a segment of the trail exists and runs through the Open Space and through a section of 
the National Forest. It is a maintained trail with heavy use by hundreds of hikers and mountain bike 
riders every month of the year. There is no logging, mining, commercial nor residential use at present 
or in the last half century of this public recreation area. To claim that this is not a public recreation area 
is a violation of both the letter of Section 4(f) regulations and its intent. (32.26Y) 
 
The impacts to this public recreation area by the gondola will be significant - certainly not de minimis. 
UDOT’s amended Draft EIS states: “UDOT did not make a determination regarding the Section 4(f) 
eligibility of this property because the action alternatives would avoid it entirely.” This is incorrect. The 
gondola parking structure, base station, new traffic lights, the first gondola tower (232ft tall), the tower 
base, the first gondola transfer station, and the gondola alignment are within 50 meters or less of the 
Bonneville Shoreline Trail and the Open Space public recreation area and the portion of the existing 
trail in the National Forest. The gondola itself crosses directly over this maintained and heavily used 
public recreation trail. The gondola will carry more than 1,000 people per hour in 30+, bus-sized "cabins 
directly over the Bonneville Shoreline Trail and parallel to it within 50 meters. The gondola will invade 
and destroy all privacy of the public using the Open Space and BS Trail public recreation areas. 
(32.26J and 32.26Y)  
 
In addition to the gondola itself, the gondola base station, transfer station, parking structure and new 
traffic lights, outlined in the Draft EIS, as well as the proposed commercial development at the gondola 
base will create significant additional congestion and traffic that in turn will cause significant visual 
impacts, significant additional noise, and significant pollution impacts on the Open Space, National 
Forest and the existing portion of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail that runs through them. The operation 
of the gondola itself (not including the gondola base operation) will almost double the noise caused by 
S.R.210. When the backup generator for the gondola is operational, the noise will be much worse. The 
erection of a 232-foot tower within meters of the Open Space will insure a highly invasive destruction of 
privacy for all the public using the Open Space area and the adjoining National Forest and the existing 
trail. In no way can these highly intrusive and significant impacts be labeled de minimus, just because 
the gondola is above the trail and does not physically touch the ground there. Certainly, if UDOT 
proposed to route aircraft continuously transporting over 1,000 people per hour flying within 100 feet of 
the ground over a public recreation area, no rational being would consider its impact nonexistent or de 
minimus. (32.26Y and 32.29UU) 
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UDOT’s Draft EIS is negligent in failing to identify the existing portion of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail 
that is affected and the Open Space as a public recreation area to be considered under Section 4(f). 
UDOT’s Draft EIS is negligent in failing to include impacts to this public recreation area. UDOT is 
incorrect in that these impacts are most certainly not de minimis. UDOT’s Draft EIS is negligent in 
failing to provide mitigation for these impacts. (32.26Y)
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COMMENT #:  752 
DATE:   1/10/22 5:59 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Daniel Clark 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please no gondola. Please consider the least invasive option of slightly widening the road, and utilize 
busses. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  753 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Viehl 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I would really like to see udot try to increase bus services or try a less impactful solution before doing 
permanent damage to LCC. This decision effects so many people outside of the ski resorts. I do not 
think widening the roadway or building a gondola is an appropriate use of tax payer money and the 
damage that will be done to the climbing resources in the canyon is unacceptable.  
 
Both of the proposed alternatives would have a dramatic and permanent negative impact on the salt 
lake climbing community. I honestly can’t believe these plans are even being seriously considered-they 
are so expensive and destructive. Myself and so many others live in slc because of the access to 
climbing resources. I think this proposal is only considering the short term, you would be destroying the 
very things that make slc a destination. Please please please consider the broader community before 
making this decision. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  754 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Email/Website 
NAME:  David Carter 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon Project team, 
 
Please find my attached comments on the analysis contained in the LCC DEIS revised Chapter 26, 
including effects of the action alternatives on the protected activities and features or attributes of 
Section 4(f) recreation resources (Alpenbock Loop Trail and Grit Mill trailheads). 
 
Thank you and best regards, 
 
David Carter 
 
David P. Carter 
Salt Lake City, UT  
policyandadmin.org 
 
January 10, 2022 
 
Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) 
Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
c/o HDR 
2825 E Cottonwood Pkwy 
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84121 
 
RE: Little Cottonwood Canyon Draft Environmental Impact Statement Ch. 26 4(f) and 6(f) revision 
comments 
 
Dear UDOT Little Cottonwood Canyon Project team, 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the analysis contained in the revised Chapter 26, 
including effects of the action alternatives on the protected activities and features or attributes of 
Section 4(f) recreation resources (Alpenbock Loop Trail and Grit Mill trailheads), hereafter referred to 
as “LCC DEIS Ch. 26 revisions.” I have reviewed the Ch. 26 revisions materials UDOT made available 
for this purpose on the Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC) EIS website. It is worth noting that I have also 
previously attended related public meetings and personally discussed the project with UDOT 
representatives on several occasions. I appreciate these efforts at transparency and input.  
 
As a Salt Lake City resident who lives on the Wasatch Front precisely because of the quick and easy 
access to world-class outdoor recreation resources and natural spaces, I am deeply invested in the 
future of LCC as a unique and irreplaceable natural resource—including and beyond the properties 
falling under the new 4(f) designation as the Alpenbock Loop and Gritt Mill climbing opportunities. As an 
avid recreationist, I use the Canyon year-round for rock climbing, ice climbing, trail running, and 
backcountry skiing. I also enjoy skiing at Alta and Snowbird every winter. As an assistant professor of 
public policy and administration, I am keenly interested in intelligent, equitable, and effective public 
policies that benefit all residents living on the Wasatch Front. 
 
I applaud and thank the responsible United States Forest Service officials and personnel for revisiting 
the 4(f) designation of the referenced area and agree with the recognition of the area as significant 
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enough to warrant the designation, although I disagree with the limited scope of the designation, as 
discussed below. I would also like to note that I recognize the inconvenience, cost, and safety concerns 
created by winter congestion in LCC, as well as the increasing demands imposed by population growth 
along the Wasatch Front and growing interest in outdoor recreation. I agree that these matters need to 
be addressed.  
 
Unfortunately, the Ch. 26 revised analysis is based on an incomplete, unjustified, and overly-narrow 
USFS 4(f) assessment and designation that fails to fully recognize other relevant and qualifying 
resources and properties as recreational resources of sufficient “national, state, or local significance” to 
warrant 4(f) protections, including the Gate Buttress area, individual climbing boulders, and adjoining 
areas. Furthermore, UDOT’s analysis contained in the revised Chapter 26, including effects of the 
action alternatives on the protected activities and features or attributes of Section 4(f) recreation 
resources (Alpenbock Loop Trail and Grit Mill trailheads) is notably cursory and incomplete to the point 
that it invalidates the conclusions drawn in the revised Chapter 26. On these bases, the revised 
Chapter 26 is fatally flawed and a new analysis, based on a reconsidered USFS 4(f) analysis and 
designation and a more thorough, complete, and justified assessment by UDOT is needed. (32.26B 
and 32.26E) 
 
The inadequate USFS 4(f) analysis reaches a flawed and incomplete 4(f) determination. 
 
In a November 21, 2021 letter to UDOT, the USFS argues :  
 
…that individual cliffs, boulders, groups of boulders, bouldering problems, and/or vertical climbing 
routes are contributing elements to the overall significance of the recreational climbing opportunities in 
the Alpenbock Trail area, but do not have a corresponding level of significance and are not essential 
features when assessed individually. 
This rationale is unfounded and runs contrary to how boulderers, climbers, and other recreationists 
value such resources (which ultimately bestows the “significance” of the resource that justify its 4(f) 
designation). First, the determination ignores evidence of the significance of the referenced climbing 
resources. For example, survey data collected by the SLCA in 2018 and 2019 in collaboration with 
University of Utah researchers show Little Cottonwood Canyon to house the most popular and 
frequently used climbing resources in the region, while infrared trail counter data show tens of 
thousands of uses of the areas (see: Salt Lake Climbers Alliance’s 2021 EIS-Relevant Data Report). 
Furthermore, the very boulders that the USFS deems as not having “a corresponding level of 
significance and are not essential features when assessed individually” have been cited by Nathaniel 
Coleman, 2021 Silver medal Olympian in climbing, as a combined essential training ground and escape 
and “some of the best boulders in the canyons…And they are truly irreplaceable” (as quoted in Julie 
Jag’s Aug 23, 2021, article in the Salt Lake Tribune) (32.26E and 32.26EE). 
 
Second, the recreational climbing experience occurs on a specific climb whether it is roped or unroped 
on a boulder by utilizing specific holds that exist on the specific climb. Consequently, each climb has its 
own unique experience of climbing movement (described by Nathaniel Coleman “…every rock is 
unique. Every rock is an impossible combination of coincidence,” as quoted in the aforementioned J. 
Jag, 2021). (32.26E and 32.26EE) 
 
Furthermore, aggregating various climbs located in these areas to determine that only in the aggregate 
deserve 4(f) protections fails to account for why these boulders—and more specifically boulder 
problems—deserve 4(f) protections. Here, the USFS fails to appreciate how unique these boulders are 
in quality and consequently the recreational experience these boulders provide in such close proximity 
to a city the size of Salt Lake City. There is no bouldering area, with such high-quality boulder 
problems, in such close proximity to a city the size of Salt Lake City anywhere else in the United States. 
Indeed, it is the world-class status of the climbing opportunities in question that has attracted national 
attention to the issue, as evidenced by Steven Potter’s August 25, 2021 article “Little Cottonwood 
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Canyon boulders threatened by infrastructure plan” in the internationally-circulated Climbing magazine. 
(32.26E and 32.26EE) 
 
 
The inadequate USFS 4(f) analysis and UDOT fail to recognize the Gate Buttress as a 4(f) property and 
evaluate it as such for the purposes of the EIS. (32.26B) 
 
The Gate Buttress Lease clearly states the primary purpose behind signing the Gate Buttress Lease:  
Lessor hereby leases the Premises to Lessee for the sole purpose of facilitating responsible, 
recreational hiking, rock climbing, and other recreational activities free of charge for members of the 
general public through the planning, developing, repairing, maintaining and reconstruction of 
Improvements to the Premises in order to integrate management of the rock climbing and hiking 
infrastructure in lower Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.26B) 
 
The USFS and UDOT’s conclusion that the Gate Buttress property is not eligible for 4(f) designation 
due to its status as “private” property incorrectly assumes a simplistic distinction between “public” and 
“private” property that is not supported in practical, administrative, or legal precedent. For instance, 
scholars, legal experts, and public officials have long recognized that some “private” properties reflect 
an “inherent publicness” associated with public access and use (e.g. see Rose, 1986, in The University 
of Chicago Law Review; Alexander, 2013, in Iowa Law Review; Goodwell, 2017, in Administration & 
Society), which unquestionably applies to the Gate Buttress property, as described below. Furthermore, 
by way of a lease agreement the Gate Buttress property is managed by the SLCA, an example of what 
environmental policy and planning scholars refer to as a “civic recreation organization,” precisely for the 
markedly public functions that they carry out (see Schild, 2019, in Environmental Management; Carter 
et al, 2020, in Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism). And public support (both of the monetary 
and sweat equity varieties) have been continuously expended to improve and maintain the property and 
the recreational infrastructure and resources it holds. (32.26B)  
 
UDOT’s evaluations that its preferred alternatives – roadway widening and a gondola – represent de 
minimis impacts are incorrect, as they are based on assumptions and logic that lack evidence and 
downplay the actual impacts that either/both of the alternatives would have on climbing resources and 
the climbing experience. 
 
• UDOT suggest impacts to climbing resources (boulders closest to the road and the widening 
activities) would be minimized by the creation of retaining walls. This suggestion is speculative, lacking 
sufficient analysis and modeling to justify the conclusion. UDOT cannot reach a de minimis impact 
determination without a net impact analysis. A net impact analysis cannot be completed without 
calculating the actual damage done to 4(f) resources and calculating the proposed mitigation to offset 
the actual damages. (32.26E and 32.26HH) 
• UDOT notes that approximately 658 feet of the Alpenbock Loop Trail would need to be 
relocated to accommodate road widening. UDOT has failed to meet its duty to actually analyze this 
impact. To do so, UDOT must clearly demonstrate this reroute would take place, whether “connectivity” 
of the existing trail will be maintained, and, if necessary, propose and commit to mitigation. (32.26HH) 
• UDOT’s analysis inaccurately underestimates the impacts that widening S.R. 210 would impose 
on the climbing experience within and beyond the 4(f) Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing 
Opportunities. For example, UDOT refers to a “minor noise increase during the winter when lanes are 
in use” to justify the de minimis evaluation. However, this fails to recognize the additive effect of what 
researchers refer to as “noise loads” when further vehicles (especially buses) are added to an existing 
roadway (e.g. see Barber et al, 2011, in Landscape Ecology). Furthermore, the analysis claims no 
additional impacts in the summer, fall, or spring because buses will not be traveling in the additional 
lanes – a conclusion that fails to acknowledge that robust empirical findings show that such roadway 
widening will almost certainly encourage more private vehicle traffic on S.R. 210 during these seasons, 
thereby imposing a greater noise load, as well as air pollution and associated environmental impacts 
(see DeRobertis et al, 2014, in Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Journal). (32.26HHI) 
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• UDOT notes that a significant amount of boulders (“21.7% of the boulders in the area”) will be 
located underneath the gondola alignment but “not directly impacted.” The sheer amount of boulders 
affected, as noted here, makes it very difficult to understand how such an impact to these climbing 
resources can still be deemed to be de minimis. UDOT’s shallow logic hangs on the notion that these 
climbing resources can still be used and that climbers have no reasonable expectation of serenity due 
to the proximity of the road. On the latter point, it is a false proposition that the climbing experience is 
not substantially altered by the industrial presence (both of noise and viewshed) of a gondola overhead. 
It should also be noted that the same faulty logic applies to how the use by hikers of the Alpenbock 
Loop Trail and Grit Mill Trail will not be substantially and negatively affected by the presence of the 
Gondola. For example, UDOT’s analysis inaccurately underestimates the impacts that widening S.R. 
210 would impose on the climbing experience within and beyond the 4(f) Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill 
Climbing Opportunities. UDOT’s claim that the gondola would impose no additional noise impacts on 
climbers and other dispersed recreators is inaccurate and unsupported by evidence. In fact, empirical 
research shows that gondola towers, stations, and ropeway components represent “…multiple noise 
sources” (that are not well captured by “traditional noise propagation models”; Rossi and Nicolini, 2011, 
in Noise Control Engineering Journal). One need only stand under a gondola when it is running to 
realize that the auditory intrusion on one’s experience in nature settings is impairing and significant. A 
more thorough evaluation is needed before UDOT has met its legal burden to assess impacts to 4(f) 
resources as to how the continued presence of a Gondola will forever change the recreational 
experience in this area, be it for a boulderer, hiker, or bird watcher. (32.26E and 32.26II) 
 
Towards a more complete, justified, and credible analysis and evaluation. 
 
As I’ve sought to articulate throughout these comments, I encourage UDOT to recognize that the 
revised Chapter 26 is fatally flawed and a new analysis, based on a reconsidered USFS 4(f) analysis 
and designation and a more thorough, complete, and justified assessment by UDOT is needed. 
Individual climbing resources should be recognized for 4(f) protections, as should the Gate Buttress 
area. A reassessment of the impacts of UDOT’s preferred alternatives should be implemented that 
includes modeling, simulation, and/or other more detailed assessment and estimation of impacts to 
climbing resources and the climbing experience, where “impact” is understood as more than the 
complete loss of climbing resources. Rather, “impact” should include the very real visual and auditory 
impacts that would forever alter the climbing experience, not to mention the natural characteristic, 
quality, and aesthetic of Little Cottonwood Canyon that makes is a truly iconic, world-class resource. 
(32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26EE, 32.26HH, and 32.26II)  
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide this input.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
David P. Carter
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COMMENT #:  755 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:06 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Emily Thompson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
This project involves the destruction and/or removal of irreplaceable and historic world-class climbing 
resources that serve a huge part of Utah's community year round. This would remove one of the things 
that makes Salt Lake City so special and a tourist attraction to people across the world who travel here 
and move here because of the access to these world class climbing areas. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  756 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:13 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Mager 
 
COMMENT: 
 
We are looking for a solution to a complicated, long term problem, but haven't yet tried to implement the 
most accessible potential solution. The enhanced bussing alternative deserves at least a chance before 
larger, more permanent, much more expensive alternatives are considered. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  757 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:13 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jay Nice 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Every resort in the canyons should have to purchase 10 busses, staff them, maintain them, and pay for 
them. Tax payer citizens should not subsidize these ski resorts. They already treat their employees like 
shit whilst paying low wages. They are making money hand over fist, year over year. Let them provide 
adequate bussing to alleviate canyon traffic. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  758 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Aaron Child 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I was very pleased to see the revisions for enhanced protections for Little Cottonwood Canyon, but I 
fear that it's not enough. These outdoor resources are why people move to Salt Lake. Even the mere 
sight of a massive gondola would ruin the grandeur that is Little Cottonwood. It would be another 
example of humanity trampling the natural world so that it bends to their will. Let's show people that the 
city actually cares about what it has (and doesn't even have to maintain. At all. It's not a city park. It's 
just a bunch of trails and boulders.) and what draws people to live here. The economic impact alone is 
potentially unrealized. Don't throw it away. Please explore other less destructive options. (32.29UU) 

July 2022 Page 32C-797 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  759 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:25 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Erik Sahlin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am over 100% for the gondola because it can provide some mobility but it can bring people up in 
almost any weather, making it so much more resilient than buses. I see more disadvantages with the 
buses. Yes, they are gonna bring more express access to the resort, but the efficiency could be 
screwed because what if one of the buses broke down, or a plow can’t get in their lane due to space 
and closures? This is gonna screw up the mobility and canyon closures could effect it too. I especially 
don’t know if the lanes will be big enough for buses because of the huge environmental impact to 
destroy a section of the canyon to add lanes wide enough for bus drivers to handle. Gondolas on the 
other hand, especially the Tri-Cable option are less impactful on the environment, especially the world 
class boulder climbing because Tri-Cable towers could be as much as a mile in between each other, 
having little to no impact. As a gondola advocate, I want the gondola to provide amazing views on the 
way up and not have to rely on a person like a bus driver to drive us because the gondola is operated 
from the station basically! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  760 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Julia Geisler 
 
COMMENT: 
 
January 10, 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) 
Little Cottonwood Canyon (LCC)  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
c/o HDR 
2825 East Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200 
Cottonwood Heights, Utah 84121 
jvanjura@utah.gov 
 
RE: SLCA Comments Regarding Revised Chapter 26 to Little Cottonwood Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 
 
Introduction 
 
The Salt Lake Climbers Alliance (SLCA) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Revised Chapter 
26 of the Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation alternatives Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS). The SLCA previously commented on the DEIS and incorporates by reference that comment 
letter. The SLCA appreciates the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) and the United States 
Forest Service (USFS) reconsidering their 4(f) determination and analysis in the DEIS and supports the 
revised evaluation’s recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing opportunities as 4(f) 
properties under the Department of Transportation Act. However, UDOT’s revised Chapter 26 
evaluation and the USFS decisions it relies on remain inadequate in both rationales and evidence, 
reach unsupported and incorrect determinations as to what climbing Little Cottonwood Canyon 
resources qualify for 4(f) protections, and the levels of impacts posed by UDOT’s preferred 
transportation alternatives on these appropriately recognized 4(f) climbing resources. The conclusions 
that UDOT’s preferred shoulder lane and gondola alternatives present de minimis impacts on the 4(f) 
climbing resources are inaccurate, without factual validity, and founded on inadequate analysis. 
 
Background on SLCA 
The SLCA is the local climbing advocacy 501(c)(3) non-profit in and around Salt Lake City, Utah. The 
SLCA is the recognized voice of climbers in the greater Wasatch, engaging as an advocate to protect 
outdoor climbing access and as a steward to maintain sustainable climbing resources in the Wasatch 
and surrounding regions. The SLCA is engaged in ongoing stewardship of climbing resources on "both 
public and private property in the Wasatch, and associated data collection in the form of infrared field 
trail counters and climber surveys, in collaboration with researchers from the University of Utah. The 
SLCA has invested significant resources in support of sustainable recreational infrastructure in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon, which joint SLCA/University of Utah survey data show to consistently rank as the 
most popular and frequently used climbing destination in the Wasatch (see: Salt Lake Climbers 
Alliance. (2021). 2021 EIS-Relevant Data Report. Author: Salt Lake City, UT). 
 
Executive Summary 
The revised Little Cottonwood Canyon transportation alternatives Chapter 26 Draft Section 4(f) is 
insufficient and faulty in both the scope of its 4(f) determination and its assessment of the impacts its 
DEIS preferred alternatives would have on the narrowly recognized 4(f) climbing resources and 
surrounding properties. The faults lie with both UDOT’s evaluation and analysis, and the USFS 
decisions they rely on. First, a greater segment of the climbing resources-and more specifically the 
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world-class bouldering resources of lower Little Cottonwood Canyon-deserve 4(f) protections. The 
USFS determination that the boulders themselves do not deserve 4(f) protections is incorrect, arbitrary 
and capricious, and warrants immediate reconsideration. UDOT also fails to accurately determine that 
the boulders at the Gate Buttress are 4(f) resources and likewise deserve 4(f) protections. Second, 
UDOT incorrectly concludes impacts to 4(f) climbing resources in lower Little Cottonwood Canyon are 
de minimis. The revised Chapter 26 fails to accurately assess the impacts to 4(f) resources by 
concluding in cursory fashion, without any serious analysis, that impacts to the bouldering resources on 
USFS lands are de minimis by the two Preferred Alternatives. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
The SLCA continues to take the position, as it stated in comments to the DEIS, that the Enhanced Bus 
Alternative, without road widening, should be adopted by UDOT in its record of decision. The Enhanced 
Bus Alternative is the only acceptable alternative proposed, while not imposing unreasonable and 
irretrievable damage to Little Cottonwood Canyon and its recreational opportunities-including, but not 
limited to, nationally recognized world-class, unique and historic bouldering resources. 
 
The USFS’s new letter determination of 4(f) Climbing Resources located on USFS lands 
incorrectly determines individual boulders and/or climbs do not warrant 4(f) protections.  
(32.26E, 32.26DD, and 32.26EE) 
 
In a November 21, 2021 letter to UDOT, the USFS, in response to comments received to the DEIS, 
changed its previous interpretation that climbing resources accessed via the Alpenbock Loop and Grit 
Mill trails deserve 4(f) protections when considering these climbing resources in the aggregate. 
Specifically, the USFS states:  
 
The Forest Service maintains that individual cliffs, boulders, groups of boulders, bouldering problems, 
and/or vertical climbing routes are contributing elements to the overall significance of the recreational 
climbing opportunities in the Alpenbock Trail area, but do not have a corresponding level of significance 
and are not essential features when assessed individually. 
 
The USFS determination that the “individual cliffs, boulders, groups of boulders, bouldering problems” 
are not significant enough for 4(f) protections when assessed individually is unfounded and illogical. 
(32.26DD and 32.26EE) First, the determination ignores evidence of the significance of the referenced 
climbing resources. For example, survey data collected by the SLCA in 2018 and 2019 in collaboration 
with University of Utah researchers show Little Cottonwood Canyon to house the most popular and 
frequently used climbing resources in the region, while infrared trail counter data show tens of 
thousands of uses of the areas (see: Salt Lake Climbers Alliance’s 2021 EIS-Relevant Data Report). 
Furthermore, the very boulders that the USFS deems as not having “a corresponding level of 
significance and are not essential features when assessed individually” have been cited by Nathaniel 
Coleman, 2021 Silver medal Olympian in climbing, as a combined essential training ground and escape 
and “some of the best boulders in the canyons...And they are truly irreplaceable” (as quoted in Julie 
Jag’s Aug 23, 2021, article in the Salt Lake Tribune). 
 
Second, the recreational climbing experience occurs on a specific climb whether it is roped or unroped 
on a boulder by utilizing specific holds that exist on the specific climb. Consequently, each climb has its 
own unique experience of climbing movement (described by Nathaniel Coleman “...every rock is 
unique. Every rock is an impossible combination of coincidence,” as quoted in the aforementioned J. 
Jag, 2021). A parallel way to think about the significance of these boulders is to think how each home is 
identified for 4(f) protections in this EIS due to its NHPA listing. Such homes are identified on an 
individual basis due to the specific home’s unique, individual, and historical features. There is no 
discernible difference here and arguably the greater accessibility of these boulders to experience them 
by actually climbing these boulders or observing such climbing from an adjacent trail suggests these 
resources are more deserving of protection than the homes listed for 4(f) protections in the DEIS. 
(32.26DD and 32.26EE) 
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Furthermore, aggregating various climbs located in these areas to determine that only in the aggregate 
deserve 4(f) protections fails to account for why these boulders-and more specifically boulder problems-
deserve 4(f) protections. Here, the USFS fails to appreciate how unique these boulders are in quality 
and consequently the recreational experience these boulders provide in such close proximity to a city 
the size of Salt Lake City. There is no bouldering area, with such high quality boulder problems, in such 
close proximity to a city the size of Salt Lake City anywhere else in the United States. Indeed, it is the 
world-class status of the climbing opportunities in question that has attracted national attention to the 
issue, as evidenced by Steven Potter’s August 25, 2021 article “Little Cottonwood Canyon boulders 
threatened by infrastructure plan” in the internationally-circulated Climbing magazine. 
 
The USFS incorrectly concludes that the Parking Lot-West, Bathroom Boulder, Secret Garden, 
Cabbage Patch, Syringe, 5-Mile, and All Thumbs do not deserve 4(f) protections. (32.26E and 
32.26FF) 
 
The USFS’ November 21, 2021 letter reiterates the same conclusory statement that the Parking Lot-
West, Bathroom Boulder, Secret Garden, Cabbage Patch, Syringe, 5-Mile, and All Thumbs boulders 
are “not significant as defined under 23 C.F.R. ¬ß 774.11(d).” It is unclear how the USFS is citing to 23 
C.F.R. ¬ß711. (d), as the section of the code does not have a definition for “significant.” The USFS 
cannot merely cite to the section of CFR that requires the agency with jurisdiction, the USFS in this 
case, to make the determination whether a resource is “significant”and deserving 4(f) protections. Such 
a clear conclusory statement without any basis in the administrative record is arbitrary and capricious 
and will not be upheld by a reviewing court. The SLCA is confident that a full faith and thorough 4(f) 
analysis of the cited boulders would recognize them as significant. (32.26E, 32.26DD, 32.26EE, and 
32.26FF) 
 
For example, Jack’s Boulder (in the Cabbage Patch area) and Copperhead (in the Secret Garden) 
contain many “classic” boulder problems (i.e. highly regarded, valued, and frequented) boulder 
problems (i.e. routes), readily accessed from near the Alpenbock Loop Trail system. The USFS 
incorrectly concludes that these boulders are not significant and that these boulders’ proximity to the 
Alpenbock Loop Trail do not warrant the protection as part of the Alpenbock Loop Trail. The USFS has 
provided no logical basis, evidence, or credible rationale (either practically speaking or grounded in 
agency procedure) as to why these boulders do not meet the criteria of “significance” when they are, for 
all intents and purposes, a part of the greater Alpenbock Loop system to which the USFS has bestowed 
a 4(f) designation. In fact, the primary purpose of the Alpenbock Loop trail is to access such climbing 
resources-demonstrating that the locus of recreational significance for the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill 
climbing opportunities rests in the individual climbing resources, themselves, instead of an aggregated 
conceptualization of the property. There is nothing in the administrative record to support the 
conclusory statements by the USFS that these boulders do warrant 4(f) protections . The only logical 
remedy for the error is yet another evaluation of the property and its resources, followed by a new 
revision of Chapter 26. The SLCA firmly contends that the Parking Lot-West, Bathroom Boulder, Secret 
Garden, Cabbage Patch, Syringe, 5-Mile, and All Thumbs all deserve 4(f) protections and welcomes 
further dialogue with UDOT and the USFS to conduct an adequate 4(f) assessment of these 4(f) 
climbing resources. (32.26E, 32.26DD, and 32.26EE) 
 
Lastly, it should be noted that both the 5-Mile boulders and the Split boulder are located on the Gate 
Buttress Leased property that is under lease with the SLCA and Access Fund as lessees and the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, as the lessor. Consequently, the USFS should not be 
making a 4(f) determination for these climbing resources; instead, the SLCA refers UDOT to the 
reasons discussed below as to why the climbing resources located at the Gate Buttress warrant 4(f) 
protections and an actual 4(f) analysis of these 4(f) climbing resources. It is unclear whether the USFS 
does not actually know the locations of the 5-Mile boulders and the Split boulder, that is, these 4(f) 
climbing resources are not located on lands administered by the USFS or whether the USFS is 
confused as to their jurisdiction in the 4(f) evaluation process for these resources. The USFS should not 
be providing recommendation on 4(f) designations for these boulders; the SLCA has previously 
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provided detailed mapping showing the property ownership for the location of these boulders. 
(32.26FF) 
 
The Revised Impacts Analyses performed by UDOT in the Revised Chapter 26 are erroneous as 
to the impacts to 4(f) climbing resources and need to be reconsidered. (32.26E and 32.26HH) 
 
Road Widening Impacts are understated and UDOT’s de minimis impact determination to 4(f) climbing 
resources is in error. 
 
Table 26.5-7 identifies the impacts to climbing resources located off the Alpenbock Loop Trail and Grit 
Mill Trail as de minimis from North Little Cottonwood Road to Alta with the Enhanced Bus Service in 
Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative. For the following reasons, this impact analysis is in error and 
needs to be reconsidered. 
 
First, UDOT suggests impacts to climbing resources (boulders closest to the road and the widening 
activities) would be minimized by the creation of retaining walls. This suggestion is very speculative and 
is unsupported by any detailed mapping and design drawings to illustrate how such harm to these 4(f) 
climbing resources could be minimized by the construction of said retaining walls. UDOT bears a 
greater burden in establishing the reasonableness of a proposed mitigation effort than mere speculation 
that is occurring here. Absent a more detailed proposal on these retaining walls, there is no real 
measurable way to assess the true impacts, and, moreover, UDOT cannot reach a de minimis impact 
determination that must be predicated on a net impact analysis. A net impact analysis cannot be 
completed without actually calculating the actual damage done to 4(f) resources and also calculating 
the proposed mitigation to offset the actual damage. (32.26HH) 
 
Second, UDOT’s impact analysis is also flawed due to the fact that number of climbing resources that 
may have retaining walls constructed by them is not identified; without quantification of the number 
boulders that may have retaining walls constructed around them, there is no real way to ascertain what 
the net impact will be on the climbing experience in this general area. While the SLCA disagrees with 
the interpretation that specific boulder and boulder problems do not deserve 4(f) protections, even 
adopting the UDOT/USFS interpretation that the climbing resources off these two trails in the aggregate 
warrant 4(f) protections demonstrates the inadequacy of the current impact analysis because there is 
no quantification of how many boulder problems may be affected by the proposed retaining wall 
measures. (32.26HH) 
 
Third, UDOT’s impact analysis fails to adequately assess the impacts resulting from the destruction of 
seven (7) boulders due to unnecessary road-widening activities. UDOT’s analysis is insufficient 
because there is no real mitigation proposed. Rather, UDOT states it may consider the feasibility of 
relocating boulders as part of the construction process. To truly conduct a net impact analysis to arrive 
at a de minimis determination, UDOT must seriously propose and commit to mitigation. In this case, 
UDOT would have to commit to relocating the boulders and if not feasible, then a supplement to the 
EIS would have to be issued before actually proceeding with destroying the boulders. (32.26HH) 
 
Fourth, UDOT’s impact analysis also notes that approximately 658 feet of the Alpenbock Loop Trail 
would need to be relocated to accommodate the unnecessary road widening. UDOT, here again, has 
failed to meet its burden to actually analyze this impact. To do so, UDOT must clearly demonstrate how 
this reroute would take place, whether “connectivity” of the existing trail will be maintained, and, if 
necessary, propose and commit to mitigation. (32.26HH) 
 
Fifth, UDOT’s analysis inaccurately underestimates the impacts that roadway widening would impose 
on the climbing experience within and beyond the 4(f) Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
opportunities. For example, UDOT refers to a “minor noise increase during the winter when lanes are in 
use” to justify the de minimis evaluation. However, this fails to recognize the additive effect of what 
researchers refer to as “noise loads” when further vehicles (especially buses) are added to an existing 
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roadway (e.g. see Barber et al., 2011, in Landscape Ecology). Furthermore, the analysis claims no 
additional impacts in the summer, fall, or spring because buses will not be traveling in the additional 
lanes - a conclusion that fails to acknowledge that robust empirical findings show that such roadway 
widening will almost certainly encourage more private vehicle traffic on S.R. 210 during these seasons, 
thereby imposing a greater noise load, as well as air pollution and associated environmental impacts 
(see DeRobertis et al., 2014, in Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Journal).  
Gondola impacts to 4(f) climbing resources are drastically understated and a de minimis impact 
determination is in error and needs to be reconsidered. (32.26HH) 
 
UDOT’s impact analysis from implementing the Gondola Alternative is contained in Table 26.5-9. 
For the following reasons, the SLCA disagrees with UDOT’s impact analysis to 4(f) climbing 
resources. (32.26II) 
 
First, UDOT approaches the entire use case for the Gondola from a faulty premise, when it states that if 
an impact is determined to be de minimis then there cannot be a constructive use of a 4(f) resource by 
being located in the easement for the Gondola. UDOT appears to be asserting that it has concluded 
that the impact to 4(f) resources is de minimis and thus it need not conduct any further analysis whether 
there is a constructive use. As demonstrated above in this comment letter, UDOT has not completed a 
sufficient 4(f) impact analysis to even reach a de minimis determination as to the impact to 4(f) 
resources. UDOT should reconsider its analysis and actually assess whether there has been 
“substantial impairment” to climbing resources in these easement areas. The SLCA’s position is that 
permanent easement for a gondola with an associated two to three year construction process along 
with ongoing operations of the gondola overhead climbing resources substantially impairs the climbing 
experience when accounting for viewshed and noise impacts. (32.26II) 
 
Second, UDOT identifies that trailhead parking for the Alpenbock Loop Trail will be reduced from 160 to 
95 to accommodate the unnecessary improvements of installing a gondola base station in this area. 
UDOT describes that certain spots will be specifically identified for Alpenbock Loop Trail, noting that 
this designated use does not currently exist. UDOT seems to be suggesting that there will no harm to 
the general accessibility to the Alpenbock Loop Trail, but there is no evidentiary basis to support this 
conjecture. The SLCA is concerned that accessibility to the Alpenbock Loop Trail as well as climbing 
access from this trail will actually be very negatively impacted by the proposed reduction in this 
trailhead parking, and, thus, this cannot be a de minimis impact. (32.26II) 
 
Third, UDOT identifies the removal of 4 boulders to accommodate the unnecessary construction 
associated with the gondola alternative. Similar to the faulty impact analysis tied to the removal of 
boulders under the road widening alternatives. UDOT needs to actually commit to mitigation for the 
removal of these boulders. Without doing so, UDOT cannot reach a de minimis impact determination. It 
is again worth noting, the SLCA’s position is that the boulders and specific boulder problems 
themselves warrant 4(f) protections for the reasons stated previously. By assigning this appropriate 
level of 4(f) protection, the USFS and UDOT should determine the impacts to these 4(f) climbing 
resources is too adverse and select the Enhanced Bus Alternative without any road-widening. (32.26II) 
 
Fourth, it is noted that a significant amount of boulders (“21.7% of the boulders in the area”) will be 
located underneath the gondola alignment but “not directly impacted.” The sheer amount of boulders 
affected, as noted here, makes it very difficult to understand how such an impact to these climbing 
resources can still be deemed to be de minimis. UDOT’s shallow logic hangs on the notion that these 
climbing resources can still be used and that climbers have no reasonable expectation of serenity due 
to the proximity of the road. On the latter point, it is a false proposition that the climbing experience is 
not substantially altered by the industrial presence (both of noise and viewshed) of a gondola overhead. 
It should also be noted that the same faulty logic applies to how the use by hikers of the Alpenbock 
Loop Trail and Grit Mill Trail will not be substantially and negatively affected by the presence of the 
Gondola. (32.26II) 
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For example, UDOT’s analysis inaccurately underestimates the impacts that widening S.R. 210 would 
impose on the climbing experience within and beyond the 4(f) Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing 
Opportunities. UDOT’s claim that the gondola would impose no additional noise impacts on climbers 
and other dispersed recreators is inaccurate and unsupported by evidence. In fact, empirical research 
shows that gondola towers, stations, and ropeway components represent “multiple noise sources” (that 
are not well captured by “traditional noise propagation models”; Rossi and Nicolini, 2011, in Noise 
Control Engineering Journal). One need only stand under a gondola when it is running to realize that 
the auditory intrusion on one’s experience in nature settings is impairing and significant. A more 
thorough evaluation is needed before UDOT has met its legal burden to assess impacts to 4(f) 
resources as to how the continued presence of a Gondola will forever change the recreational 
experience in this area, be it for a boulderer, hiker, or bird watcher. (32.26II) 
 
The Gate Buttress is a 4(f) property and the climbing resources located on the leased property 
are 4(f) resources; consequently, these 4(f) resources should be evaluated as such for the 
purposes of the EIS. (32.26B) 
 
The USFS and UDOT’s conclusion that the Gate Buttress property is not eligible for 4(f) designation 
due to its status as “private” property incorrectly assumes a simplistic distinction between “public” and 
“private” property that is not supported in practical, administrative, or legal precedent. For instance, 
scholars, legal experts, and public officials have long recognized that some “private” properties reflect 
an “inherent publicness” associated with public access and use (e.g. see Rose, 1986, in The University 
of Chicago Law Review; Alexander, 2013, in Iowa Law Review; Goodwell, 2017, in Administration & 
Society, ), which unquestionably applies to the Gate Buttress property, as described below. 
Furthermore, by way of a lease agreement the Gate Buttress property is managed by the SLCA, an 
example of what environmental policy and planning scholars refer to as a “civic recreation 
organization,” precisely for the markedly public functions that they carry out (see Schild, 2019, in 
Environmental Management; Carter et al., 2020, in Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism). Public 
support (both of the monetary and sweat equity varieties) have been continuously expended to improve 
and maintain the property and the recreational infrastructure and resources it holds. Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) guidance also makes clear that such lease agreements can be the basis for 
certain parks or recreational guidance deserving 4(f) protections. (32.26B) 
 
Careful evaluation of the terms of the Gate Buttress Lease, as discussed below, clearly demonstrates 
the Gate Buttress Lease Area is a 4(f) property with 4(f) recreation resources.  
 
The primary purpose of the Gate Buttress Lease is to afford the public with access to recreate 
on the Gate Buttress Lease Area. (32.26B) 
 
The Gate Buttress Lease clearly states the primary purpose behind signing the Gate Buttress Lease:  
 
Lessor hereby leases the Premises to Lessee for the sole purpose of facilitating responsible, 
recreational hiking, rock climbing, and other recreational activities free of charge for members of the 
general public through the planning, developing, repairing, maintaining and reconstruction of 
Improvements to the Premises in order to integrate management of the rock climbing and hiking 
infrastructure in lower Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
The excerpted provision makes clear that Lease provides access free to the public for general 
recreational purposes. Furthermore, the intended purpose is to make “Improvements to [the Lease 
Area] in order to integrate management of the rock climbing and hiking infrastructure in lower Little 
Cottonwood Canyon.” The clear intent of the parties to the lease was and continues to be to have Gate 
Buttress Lease Area integrated into the rock climbing and hiking infrastructure which entails the 
Alpenbock Loop Trail and the Grit Mill Trail. From a recreational experience, be it climbing on the 
boulders in these three areas or simply hiking the trail connecting these three areas, the recreational 
experience is now an integrated one by virtue of the trail work that has been spearheaded by the SLCA 
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in coordination with the USFS and the Church of Latter Day Saints. As noted in the SLCA’s DEIS 
Comment Letter, the SLCA has spent considerable resources developing this integrated area and 
consequently integrated recreational experience. (32.26B) 
 
The term of the Gate Buttress Lease demonstrates a long term commitment amongst the parties to 
maintain and improve the Lease Area for the public’s recreational enjoyment. 
 
When evaluating whether a lease agreement qualifies for 4(f) protections, consideration must be given 
to the length of the lease agreement. The Gate Buttress Lease has an initial term of ten (10) years with 
successive ten-year renewal periods that have no end date. The length of the initial term along with the 
potential for ten-year renewal periods in perpetuity demonstrate the parties long term commitment for 
the Gate Buttress Lease area. For the Mountain West Corridor Project, UDOT concluded that a lease 
agreement deserves 4(f) protections with arguably less or equal commitments by the lessor as to the 
duration of the lease or a long term commitment. In that case, Salt Lake County and Utah Power & 
Light (Rocky Mountain Power’s predecessor) have a very simple lease agreement that leases an area 
that contains Hunter Park. That lease agreement has not actual term identified; rather, the use or 
duration is allowed so long as the use of Hunter Park does not interfere with Rocky Mountain Power’s 
needs related to its power lines running through an exterior portion of the park. For example, Rocky 
Mountain may decide to expand its existing lines and in doing so may require unencumbered use of the 
park, which could require the elimination of the park. This type of right of the lessor is no different than 
the Gate Buttress Lease, and the ability of the lessor in the case of the Gate Buttress lease should not 
be viewed as a negative in determining whether the lease agreement along with consideration of the 
climbing resource opportunities warrants 4(f) protections for the Gate Buttress area.  
 
The Gate Buttress Lease has a termination clause; however, the mere ability to effectuate the clause is 
overcome by the long term use of the area by rock climbers and the historical practice of the parties to 
the Gate Buttress Lease working to preserve the Gate Buttress on a long-term basis. 
 
UDOT also needs to consider the long term use of these climbing resources at the Gate Buttress even 
though the formal lease agreement was not entered into until 2018. Climbing has been occurring on the 
lease premises since the 1950s. The purpose of entering into the lease agreement was to formally 
recognize the importance of these climbing resources and to better facilitate its management. An 
example of better securing the long term management and preservation of this climbing resource can 
be seen in how the parties to the lease meet annually per the terms of the Gate Buttress Lease to 
discuss an annual work plan related to trail improvements and maintenance activities to preserve and 
improve upon the recreational experience for the lease area. (32.26B) 
 
In conclusion, SLCA respectfully recommends that UDOT reconsider and correctly recognize the Gate 
Buttress Lease area as a 4(f) resource and specifically each boulder and boulder problems located on 
the leased area. Correctly recognizing the Gate Buttress Lease and its climbing resources as requiring 
4(f) protections, UDOT should select the Enhanced Bus Alternative to appropriately avoid impacts to 
these 4(f) resources like UDOT did in the Mountain West Corridor Project. In the Mountain West ROD, 
UDOT selected an alternative that minimized the impacts due to Hunter Park as a 4(f) resource. UDOT 
concluded that there would be a de minimis impact. Such reasoning was supported by the fact that the 
use of Hunter Park would not be really impacted as only a sliver of the park would be infringed and 
notably such an infringement was not affecting a recreational facility. Under either Proposed 
Alternative, 4(f) climbing resources at the Gate Buttress will be impacted. Such impacts will not be de 
minimis by either of the Preferred Alternatives, and, thus, UDOT should select the Enhanced Bus 
Alternative without Roadway Widening in its ROD. (32.26B) 
 
Conclusions 
 
The Revised Chapter 26 still contains fundamentally incorrect 4(f) determinations related to climbing 
resources in lower Little Cottonwood Canyon. The USFS inappropriately concluded that specific climbs 

July 2022 Page 32C-805 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



and boulders on USFS lands in lower Little Cottonwood Canyon do not warrant 4(f) protections for the 
reasons discussed herein. Moreover, the impacts to 4(f) climbing resources located off the Alpenbock 
Loop Trail and Grit Mill are significant and cannot be found to be de minimis either on the individual 
climb basis when each climb is given its correct 4(f) designation or on the aggregate basis as 
incorrectly concluded by the USFS 4(f) determination. The Gate Buttress and the 4(f) climbing 
resources located in this area have been shown in these comments to deserve 4(f) protections due to 
long term lease arrangement between the SLCA, Access Fund, and the Church of Jesus Christs of 
Latter Day Saints. Similar to the reasoning for climbing resources located off the Alpenbock Loop Trail 
and Grit Mill Trail, the climbs and trails at the Gate Buttress are 4(f) resources that will be adversely 
impacted by either of the Preferred Alternatives. UDOT fails to account for the cumulative impact to 
these 4(f) climbing resources between the three areas (Alpenbock Loop, Grit Mill, and the Gate 
Buttress). An adequate cumulative impact analysis will show the impacts to be too severe-there is no 
way to conclude these impacts in the aggregate is de minimis. (32.26GG) As shown in these 
comments, the impacts to individual boulders is greater than de minimis, so a proper analysis by UDOT 
will eliminate road widening and the gondola from further consideration. Once UDOT rectifies these 
errors in the 4(f) analyses for these climbing resources, UDOT will realize that the impacts to these 4(f) 
climbing resources are too significant and consequently, the two Preferred Alternatives will be 
eliminated from further consideration and making the selection of the Enhanced Bus Alternative without 
Roadway Widening the only reasonable alternative to adopt. Lastly, the SLCA is compiling a specific 
analysis of the impacts to all 4(f) climbing resources located in lower Little Cottonwood Canyon and is 
willing to share this analysis with UDOT to inform UDOT’s next revision to these 4(f) resources upon 
request. 
 
The SLCA continues to appreciate the agency’s willingness to move towards less impactful traffic 
solutions for LCC that will not forever change the character of the canyon. 
 
Sincerely, 
SLCA Policy Committee Members & 
Julia Geisler, Executive Director, SLCA 
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COMMENT #:  761 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Peter Harvey 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned about your proposals for the LCC traffic issues. Please reconsider the gondola and 
road widening proposals. The beauty of the canyon and relative quick access to nature from SLC. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  762 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:34 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cameron Griffiths 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The overwhelming majority of local Utah residents do not want a gondola !!! Why should the taxes 
payers flip the bill so the resorts benefit ? I am an avid rock climber up little cottonwood canyon. The 
climbing is better than the skiing in my opinion. Should are whole climbing, hiking etc. canyon 
experience be ruined forever before other options are executed???? The answer is NO !!!!  
NO gondola in little cottonwood canyon is my vote !!!! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  763 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:38 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cameron Griffiths 
 
COMMENT: 
 
How will the gondola affect rock climbing access long term ?  
The climbing is world class , should it be destroyed for two busy months out of the year ??? I vote NO 
!!!!! NO GONDOLA!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  764 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:41 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Anna Turner 
 
COMMENT: 
 
After reviewing the new EIS, I still am a firm believer that other options should be tested before making 
substantial and potentially devastating changes to the canyon via road widening or a gondola. I am an 
avid skier at Alta ski area, and this year I have not waited in heavy traffic ONCE! Even on the deepest 
powder days we've had. Every time I'm driven to LCC, the traffic in BCC has been substantially more 
backed up. I believe this PROVES that other options can be effective. Parking fees, tolls, and other 
options should be explored before making these drastic changes that would change the experience of 
Little Cottonwood Canyon forever, effectivity ruining the experience that outdoor lovers all around the 
country come to SLC for. Please please consider other less invasive options for the solution to traffic, 
and think hard about implementing changes to BCC instead, since that is the more backed up road by 
far. As an avid outdoors woman, climber, skier, trail running and lover of these mountains I call home, I 
urge you to think about less drastic options for traffic solutions for LCC, and think about how much the 
traffic has improved this year with the implementation of Alta paid parking and no parking before 8. I 
love these canyons and want them to stay in their natural beauty. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  765 
DATE:   1/10/22 6:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Chris Rogers 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Tell UDOT that while the recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) 
recreational resource is appreciated:  
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators 
such as hikers, snowshoers, mountain bikers. (32.26E).  
- The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators such as hikers, snowshoers, 
mountain bikers. (32.26E) 
- Those together would significantly, negatively impact natural aesthetics the environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing and recreating areas. (32.26E) 
- Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options 
for climbers. (32.29UU) 
- Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
- UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources 
on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
- Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to 
lower LCC climbing and other recreation such as hiking, snowshoeing, mountain biking." (32.26E) 
. 
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COMMENT #:  766 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Evan Tobin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I feel Little Cottonwood Canyon is a National Treasure and should be treated as such. I feel that the 
best alternative having read this whole report is the Enhanced Bus Service because in almost every 
scenario, it is the only plan that "No Use" is the outcome. I believe "No Use" is the best for preservation 
of this treasured resource. I believe it should be noted that the parking changes made this year at Alta 
& Snowbird have had dramatic effects on the traffic problem that has required this study. The main 
change that has become evident this winter is that minor changes like parking reservations and parking 
fees have changed the number of cars going up the canyon. More people have used the busses which 
is what is desired! The biggest problem right now is that bus service is extremely limited. The last 
Busses going down little cottonwood canyon leave the ski resorts at 6pm. This forces a mass exodus of 
the canyon way too early. Events like the torch light parades at Alta & Snowbird require transportation 
options. Alta and Snowbird run evening events regularly, all year long and busses are not currently an 
option when attending these events. Large busses are not necessarily required, Flex Vans could likely 
address these needs, running frequently up and down the canyon, ideally electric flex vans, but this is 
part of what "Enhanced Bus Service" should look like.  
 
The Snow Sheds would also provide major benefit to the canyon transportation problem, although they 
would apparently require removal of "the China Wall". I feel the safety and improved availability of the 
road justify this removal. It is possible "The China Wall" could be partially relocated to the White Pine 
Trailhead, especially if that trailhead is improved. That improvement does have a de minimus impact, 
but the benefit is dramatic and extremely necessary. Ideally, an alternative white pine trailhead 
improvement with a Bus Stop would be highly desirable. I would sacrifice additional parking spots if we 
could get a bus stop there, especially if that could enable a "No Use" option. 
 
What seemed absent from this evaluation was more trailhead parking in Alta. I do not understand why 
Alta Ski Lifts is given control of almost all parking in the Town of Alta with their special use permit and 
are not required to provide parking for backcountry users. Alta today claimed on their "website that: 
 
"During the summer of 2020, Alta proposed two options for adding additional parking, including the 
creation of a backcountry skier parking lot with restrooms on the north side of State Road 210. Alta Ski 
Area offered to pay for the construction of the backcountry skier parking lot. Both solutions that 
increased parking in Alta were rejected by the U.S. Forest Service as being inconsistent with the Forest 
Management plan and lacking sufficient local support, despite the growth of non-ski area visitors to 
upper Little Cottonwood Canyon. Instead, the ski area was directed to explore solutions to more 
effectively manage existing parking areas, such as paid parking." 
 
This really seems inconsistent with the Forest Service's mandate to encourage public use of our 
National Forest. 
 
In Summary, I fully support projects that enhance the usability of Little Cottonwood Canyon through 
alternatives that do not destroy the natural beauty and resources in the Canyon. Less is better when it 
comes to development and the worst thing that could happen would be a Gondola. That would forever 
scar the beautiful landscape and disturb the serene beauty of the canyon. Any and all construction 
should be minimized! (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  767 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:02 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Judith Webb 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not in favor of the gondola. It will increase traffic. It’ll be a permanent ugly scar of in our canyon. It 
will encourage more people to travel the canyon. Noise will be a problem. 
I agree that buses are the answer. New Technology for our cars and buses happens every day and we 
can rely on that for improved buses before we Marr this beautiful land with widening the road and 
adding gondolas and their platforms and the parking buildings. 
A solution for a 20 to 40 day a year traffic problem should not be something like the gondola that would 
scar our Unique and beautiful canyon permanently! Please be patient and use buses and a toll first 
before we do something permanent. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  768 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:09 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Douglass 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood Creek Trail 
The UDOT Amended Draft EIS (A-DEIS) incorrectly assesses as nonexistent or de minimus the 
considerable impacts of the gondola options on the Little Cottonwood Creek Trail - a trail designated by 
UDOT as a ‘public recreation area’ under Section 4(f) in UDOT’s A-DEIS. The A-DEIS’s rationale 
appears to be that because the gondola does not physically touch the ground on the Little Cottonwood 
Creek Trail, it has no impact or at most a de minimus impact. That finding is incorrect. The gondola 
options have sizable impacts on public recreation areas that the Amended DEIS fails to identify or 
mitigate. It is not compliant with Section 4(f) regulations. 
 
The gondola, option B, runs parallel to Little Cottonwood Creek Trail for several miles staying within a 
couple hundred meters and approaching as close as 20 meters. The extension of Little Cottonwood 
Creek Trail is the Quarry Trail, which is not listed as a public recreation area, even though it is 
designated as a trail on UDOT’s own interactive map and is maintained as a trail on public land and 
hosts hundreds of hikers and mountain bikers a month. The gondola crosses the Quarry Trail and runs 
directly over the head of the trail for some distance in the National Forest. Failure to designate Quarry 
Trail as a public recreation area, even though it qualifies under both UDOT’s and Section 4(f) criteria, 
means that the Amended DEIS is not responsive to Section 4(f).  
 
Additionally, the A-DEIS fails to identify the significant impacts from the gondola alignment on the Little 
Cottonwood Creek and Quarry Trails. The visual impact is significant. Over one thousand people in 
bus-sized cabins will continuously fly over hikers and bikers as they progress down these trails. The 
view upward will not be blue sky but massive steel ropes and transiting cabins holding up to 35 people. 
The huge towers supporting the gondola cables will be prominent and visible most of the length of both 
trails, scarring the views of the Canyon for hikers and bikers. UDOT estimates that an additional noise 
levels of 50db will be imposed on hikers and bikers as they walk or ride. The decibel level will likely be 
higher in many places where the cabins move directly or nearly directly overhead as well as where 
gondola cabins pass over towers. Even more offensive will be the invasion and destruction of privacy of 
people using the public recreation area. The whole point of recreating on these trails is to experience 
the calm, quiet and solitude of a wilderness walk along a beautiful mountain stream. The sound of 
mountain water will compete with the sound of the gondola. The Canyon views will be marred by 
towering steel tripods up to 232 feet tall and massive steel ropes holding bus-sized cabins. Hikers and 
mountain bikers will be viewed by more people than if they were walking in downtown Salt Lake City. 
They will be photographed and video recorded without their consent. The experience will be shattered 
visually, aurally, and in terms of any feeling of being in nature - this is certainly not a nonexistent impact 
nor is it remotely de minimis.  
 
The Amended Draft EIS fails to property identify all public recreation areas under the gondola and fails 
to correctly and properly assess the impacts of the gondola on qualifying public recreation areas. The 
Amended Draft EIS does not comply with Section 4(f) as stands. (32.26Z)
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COMMENT #:  769 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:09 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Logan Melton 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Save climbing in little cottonwood (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  770 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Steve Metcalf 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Committee and Community: 
 
There truly could be no more responsible use of public dollars to meet the current and future access 
demands to Little Cottonwood Canyon than a gondola system. Countries such as Switzerland and 
Austria and various global attractions and cities have turned to gondolas both historically and recently 
to provide safe, reliable and universal access via gondola systems. Additionally, safe transport in 
emergency situations during inclement weather or severe avalanche conditions can only be reliably 
supported by gondola systems. Surely the substantial volume of staff, residents and guests to Little 
Cottonwood Canyon should have access to the most base level and reliable emergency egress 
systems in the mountain environment. This is Utah’s chance to show the world what innovation and 
progress looks like while continuing a legacy of world-class outdoor experiences. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  771 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeff Mikaelian 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Minor details to the bigger issue.  
And it is clear this is not th spot for this. 
The entire project is off base. This is a problem for Alta and Snowbird and not a 
Utah taxpayers responsibility. Spending half a Billion $$$$ to increase their profits for about 30 days a 
year is INSANE (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  772 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:16 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ashley Cofrin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Transportation infrastructure that physically and permanently alter the canyon should only be 
considered after less impactful options have been implemented and shown not to be effective. 
Expanded electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be tried 
that include dispersed recreation transit needs before permanent landscape changes are made. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  773 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:18 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matthew Morriss 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Given the fact that the Gondola will only support the ski areas, despite the fact that the Little 
Cottonwood canyon corridor contains many recreation types. I cannot in good conscience support the 
gondola. Other options like tolling the canyon to encourage carpooling, and installing a train that goes 
up and down the canyon would be preferable options and have less impact on other users. We have to 
maintain access and stability for other uses in the canyon. The gondola does not do this. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  774 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:18 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kyle Trettin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a local citizen that moved to Salt Lake City for the recreation access, I do not support either 
proposal, because they do not serve dispersed recreation users or provide public transit options. Both 
proposals cost an unacceptable $500 million+ in construction costs alone. Less costly and destructive 
solutions should be implemented first. Additionally, the 2-3 year construction time will close and/or limit 
recreation access. We should implement a system that serves year-round recreation for a variety of 
user groups, minimizes environmental impact, and creates a sustainable future. An expanded electric 
bus service (without road widening) coupled with tolling and other traffic mitigation strategies must be 
tried. These would serve both dispersed recreation and ski resort transit needs before permanent 
landscape changes are made. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
 
As a climber, I appreciate the recognition of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing area as a 4(f) 
recreational resource; however, revised Ch 26 analysis still fails rock climbers and this recreation 
activity, which has deep historical roots in Little Cottonwood Canyon. UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis 
fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 140-acre Gate Buttress property. This 
omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally incomplete. (32.26B) 
 
Additionally, UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant 
impacts that a Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on climbing resources; Specifically: 
1) The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E)  
2) The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E) 
3) The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either 
the Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
 
I sincerely encourage UDOT to consult the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance regarding climbing resources 
within Little Cottonwood Canyon. We must preserve the incredible beauty of the canyon with less costly 
and lower impact transportation solutions that serve ALL canyon users. 
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COMMENT #:  775 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:23 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sydney Stephens 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a wildlife biologist I’m deeply saddened by the lack of care the effects the gondola would have on 
our LCC flora & fauna. As a climber I’m disappointed that the value of our world class climbing in & of 
itself- not to mention its tourism, will largely be destroyed. As a backcountry skier & hiker I’m disgusted 
at the idea of losing our pristine views to metal poles & boxes. I believe the that the practical nature & 
unrealistic expectations at the actual use of the gondola decreasing major traffic in the canyon fall short 
of what will play out in reality. Tolls & increased bus systems will be more effective & far, far less 
destructive for our canyon & it’s traffic. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  776 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:24 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Hunter Gvozdich 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a canyon user for the past 10 years I have seen the increase in traffic and people in the canyon and 
agree that something needs to be done. However, I believe there are better, less impactful options than 
destroying the canyons recreational opportunities and access. I think more bus options, parking areas 
for the bus and incentives to car pool or take public transportation would make a substantial difference 
with traffic in the canyon. The Alta parking reservation system has seemed to be working incredibly 
well, as this is the least amount of traffic or waiting I have ever seen in LCC. I think any road widening 
or gondola system would be an extreme step when there are still lower impact options that have not 
been tried. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  777 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:24 PM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Carl Fisher 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear USFS and UDOT- 
 
Please find the attached comments on 4f sites you’ve failed to acknowledge in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon, including but not limited to trails, roads, SR 2|||||10, Snowbird, Alta, Tanners campground.  
 
Decades of protective policies from the local through the federal level that have been put in place to 
protect recreation have also been ignored. Take for instance the roadless areas enacted to help protect 
recreation, the watershed condition framework (attached) stating outdoor recreation and ski areas 
(recreation areas) are the primary uses challenging the watershed thus the need for better watershed 
management, state scenic byways plans and resource management plans, just to name a few.  
 
We recognize that not having 4f sites might be more convenient for the state and USFSs preferred 
outcomes, but convenience in decisions making is not a factor in 4f determination, protection of 
irreplaceable recreation sites and the attributes that make them outstanding are. We recommend you 
redo your redo of this chapter as it is still lacking failing to consider numerous factors. We hope our 
comments provide a guide to be more thorough and give this canyon, all of our canyons the 
consideration and stewardship they are deserving of - in keep with the regions strong history of 
recreation and conservation. 
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COMMENT #:  778 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:29 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nathan Nelson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Better transportation solutions exist. All revisions and any references to the EIS related to any gondola 
or light rail as a solution should be edited to reflect the environmental impacts are too great. Please 
proceed with enhanced bus service or other less destructive solutions. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  779 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jason Keith 
 
COMMENT: 
 
January 10, 2021 
 
Utah Department of Transportation 
Joshua Van Jura 
Project Manager, Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 
2825 E Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 200 
Salt Lake City, UT 84121 
Email: jvanjura@utah.gov 
 
RE: Access Fund Comments to Revised Draft Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS Section 4(f) and 6(f) 
Evaluation 
 
UDOT Planners: 
 
Access Fund submits the following comments to the Utah Department of Transportation’s (UDOT) 
revised Draft EIS Section 4(f) and 6(f) evaluation. 
 
Access Fund 
 
The Access Fund is the national advocacy organization whose mission keeps climbing areas open and 
conserves the climbing environment. A 501(c)(3) non-profit supporting and representing over 7 million 
climbers nationwide in all forms of climbing-rock climbing, ice climbing, mountaineering, and 
bouldering-the Access Fund is the largest US climbing advocacy organization with nearly 20,000 
members and 130 affiliates. Many of Access Fund’s members live and recreate in Utah, including at 
Little Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
The Access Fund and many others are disappointed that UDOT did not grant an extension to the 
comment period addressing this revision to the EIS and we suspect you will not be as informed as you 
might be had you allowed more meaningful public input (the comment deadline only one week following 
a busy holiday season is not reasonable for effective public input). Nonetheless, Access Fund provides 
these abbreviated comments. (32.26E) 
 
The Access Fund supports the recent determination in the Draft EIS that key climbing and bouldering 
resources in the canyon are eligible 4(f) properties, however additional revisions are needed including 
the addition of more key climbing and bouldering resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon as eligible 4(f) 
properties and a re-evaluation that of the determination that impacts from UDOT’s preferred 
alternatives will be de minimis. 
 
Comments 
 
The Chapter 26 Draft Section 4(f) of the Little Cottonwood EIS is inadequate and fails to reasonable 
evaluate the impacts that the preferred alternatives would have on the narrowly recognized 4(f) 
climbing resources and surrounding properties in Little Cottonwood Canyon. The scope of the 4(f) 
determination is insufficient, and UDOT incorrectly concludes summarily that impacts to climbing 
resources in lower Little Cottonwood Canyon resulting from the two Preferred Alternatives to 4(f) are de 
minimis and thus will have “no adverse effect.” (32.26E) 
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The Impacts from UDOT’s Proposal are Not De Minimis 
 
The revised Chapter 26 fails to accurately assess the impacts to 4(f) resources by concluding in cursory 
fashion without any thoughtful analysis, that impacts to the bouldering resources on USFS lands are de 
minimis. UDOT does not assess impacts in its alternatives resulting from the destruction of boulders, 
negative impacts to the recreation experience from construction and resulting transportation 
infrastructure, and the relocation of several hundred feet of the Alpenbock Loop due to the road 
widening/gondola construction. UDOT also does not provide a meaningful analysis of impacts to 
recreation resources from the many retaining walls required by the preferred alternatives, and UDOT’s 
analysis lacks any real proposals that would mitigate the significant and documented impacts1 to 
climbing and bouldering from the preferred alternatives. Thus, UDOT cannot reasonably assume that 
impacts to bouldering and climbing resources would be de minimis and this determination is in error. 
(32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
UDOT Should Broaden the Scope of Its 4(f) Analysis 
 
Access Fund agrees with the Salt Lake Climbers Alliance that a much larger amount of the climbing 
resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon deserve 4(f) protections, in particular the highly popular and 
distinctive bouldering resources and the Gate Buttress.2 UDOT should broaden the scope if its 4(f) 
analysis to include the highly visited bouldering in the lower canyon and the popular and highly 
significant climbing and bouldering found at the Gate Buttress. All of these recreation resources are 
world-class, unique, historic and deserve 4(f) protections, a determination UDOT fails to consider. 
(32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
The Gate Buttress Lease with the Church of Latter-Day Saints-to which Access Fund is a party-
provides for long term public access to the important and longstanding climbing and bouldering 
resources found there. That lease clearly states the primary recreation purpose of the agreement: 
 
“Lessor hereby leases the Premises to Lessee for the sole purpose of facilitating responsible, 
recreational hiking, rock climbing, and other recreational activities free of charge for members of the 
general public through the planning, developing, repairing, maintaining and reconstruction of 
Improvements to the Premises in order to integrate management of the rock climbing and hiking 
infrastructure in lower Little Cottonwood Canyon." 
 
Then scope of UDOT’s alternatives fail to include the highly significant climbing resources found at the 
Gate Buttress and Access Fund urges UDOT to recognize the Gate Buttress Lease area and the 
climbing and bouldering resources found there as an eligible 4(f) property. UDOT errs by determining 
that the Gate Buttress property is not eligible for 4(f) protections because it is private property as 
experts including the Federal Highway Administration acknowledge that private land lease agreements 
providing public recreational access may be eligible for 4(f) protections and the Gate Buttress area is a 
property deserving of such a determination. Finally, the impacts to the Gate Buttress contemplated in 
this Draft EIS would be more than de minimis, resulting in an adverse impact to the recreation 
experience. (32.26B) 
 
* * * 
Access Fund continues to support the Enhanced Bus Alternative, without road widening, as the 
appropriate alternative that will balance transportation needs with the highly popular dispersed 
recreation found in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Please contact me with any questions or comments 
about the Access Fund’s position on the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS at jason@accessfund.org or 
303-819-2969. (32.29UU) 
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Sincerely, 
 
Jason Keith 
Senior Policy Advisor 
The Access Fund 
 
CC: Erik Murdock, Vice President of Policy & Government Affairs, Access Fund 
Julia Geisler, Executive Director, Salt Lake Climbers Alliance 
 
Notes: 
1 See https://www.saltlakeclimbers.org/lcc-udot-eis  
2 See https://www.mountainproject.com/area/106002442/gate-buttress  
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COMMENT #:  780 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:35 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Will Hollo 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please please please - don’t build this gondola! A project like this to alleviate traffic in normal 
geographies makes sense - it does not in a natural area where visitation SHOULD be limited and where 
traffic is simply inevitable. The bus alternative makes a lot of sense: do what you can to address traffic 
but not at the expense of trailhead access and the viewshed which makes this canyon so special. Quit 
giving into the ski areas’ demands. It is well documented that urge FS receives revenue from the ski 
areas, but still your directive is to manage public lands for the good of all and to protect the uses that 
occur on them. There has to be a line where nature and low impact recreation are prioritized over 
endless ski area exploits and expansion. Please please please don’t build this gondola. If you won’t say 
no, no one will. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  781 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:37 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Douglass 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Temple Quarry Nature Trail 
The UDOT Amended Draft EIS (A-DEIS) incorrectly assesses as nonexistent or de minimus the 
considerable impacts of the gondola options on the Temple Quarry Nature Trail - a trail designated by 
UDOT as a ‘public recreation area’ under Section 4(f) in UDOT’s A-DEIS. The A-DEIS’s rationale 
appears to be that because the gondola does not physically touch the ground on the Temple Quarry 
Nature Trail, it has no impact or at most a de minimus impact. That finding is incorrect. The gondola 
options have sizable impacts on this public recreation area, identified as qualifying under Section 4(f) of 
the Amended DEIS. Failure to assess and address mitigation of these considerable impacts means that 
the Amended DEIS is not compliant with Section 4(f) regulations. 
 
The gondola, option B, runs parallel to Temple Quarry Nature Trail for its length, staying everywhere 
within a couple of hundred meters and approaching as close as 12 meters to the trail, according to 
UDOT’s interactive map. The Temple Quarry Nature Trail is maintained as a trail on public land, 
qualifying as a Section 4(f) ‘public recreation area’ as confirmed by UDOT’s A-DEIS. It is the most 
popular trail in the lower Canyon and is used by hundreds of hikers, mountain bikers, snowshoers, and 
cross-country skiers every month of the year.  
 
The A-DEIS fails to identify the significant impacts of the gondola alignment on the Temple Quarry 
Nature Trail. The visual impact is significant. Over one thousand people in bus-sized cabins will 
continuously fly over hikers and bikers as they progress down the trail. The public will see just off to 
their side massive steel ropes and transiting cabins holding up to 35 people. The huge towers 
supporting the gondola cables will be prominent and visible most of the length of the trail, scarring the 
views of the Canyon for hikers and bikers. UDOT estimates that additional noise levels of 50db will be 
imposed on hikers and bikers as they walk or ride. The decibel level will likely be higher in many places 
where the cabins move nearly directly overhead as well as where gondola cabins pass over towers. 
The noise will be greater still at the beginning of the trail where a transfer station is located directly 
across the road from the trail head. When the backup generator at the transfer station is operating, the 
noise level will be substantially worse - "UDOT’s A-DEIS fails to provide any numbers or supporting 
data or analysis. Even more offensive will be the invasion and destruction of privacy of people using the 
public recreation area. The experience of calm, quiet and solitude of walking down this trail will be 
gone. The Canyon views to the north will be marred by towering steel tripods up to 200 feet tall and 
massive steel ropes holding bus-sized cabins. Hikers and mountain bikers will be watched by more 
people than if they were walking in a large metropolitan area. They will be photographed and video-
recorded without their consent. The experience on this ‘Nature’ trail will be shattered visually, aurally, 
and in terms of any feeling of being in nature - this is certainly not a nonexistent impact nor is it 
remotely de minimis.  
 
The Amended Draft EIS fails to properly identify correctly and properly assess the impacts of the 
gondola on this qualifying public recreation area. The Amended Draft EIS does not comply with Section 
4(f) as stands. (32.26Z) 
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COMMENT #:  782 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:37 PM 
SOURCE:  Email 
NAME:  Emily Pitsch 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello UDOT, 
 
Thank you for considering the public’s feedback and offering us another opportunity to comment. 
 
Please see the following document for Students for the Wasatch’s comments on the revised Chapter 
26. Claudia Wiese, Mallory Philliber, and myself, Emily Pitsch, are speaking on behalf of our group in 
this document.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Emily Pitsch 
 

July 2022 Page 32C-851 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26V 

 

July 2022 Page 32C-852 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26E, 32.26P 
 
 
 
32.26E 
 
 
 
32.29UU 
32.26E 
 
 
 
32.26E, 32.26Z, 
32.26AA 

 

July 2022 Page 32C-853 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26G, 32.26K, 
32.26L, 32.26M 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26E 

 

July 2022 Page 32C-854 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26BB 
 
32.26E 

 

July 2022 Page 32C-855 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



 

 
 
 
32.29UU 
 
 
 
 
 
32.29UU 
 
 
 
 
 
32.29UU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.29UU 
 
 
 
 
 
32.29UU 
 
 
 
 
 
32.29UU 

 

July 2022 Page 32C-856 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



 

 
 
 
 
 
32.29UU 
 
 
 
 
 
32.29UU 

 

July 2022 Page 32C-857 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



 

 
 
 
 
32.29UU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26E 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32.26BB 
 
 
 
 
32.26BB 

 

July 2022 Page 32C-858 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
f

July 2022 Page 32C-859 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  783 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Liz Rocco 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a user of the alpenbock loop and climber, I advocate for no alteration of the landscape and view-
scape of the Lower Little Cottonwood Canyon; therefore I am opposed to the construction of a gondola. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  784 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:51 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Cook 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Better forms of transportation exist. And this will create huge irreversible damage to the area. I oppose 
the build. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  785 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:56 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Matt Bongard 
 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola up little cottonwood canyon is a terrible idea. Widening the road is also a bad idea.  
The city, udot, state and ski resort should look to Zion National park as an inspiration for the canyons. 
The goal to keep more cars in the valley and less up our watershed would be smart. A fleet of buses 
that service multiple stops, have a great range of service hours and connecting to a more robust public 
transportation system could prevent so much damage to the environment of the canyon while still 
getting people out recreationally. Buses are affordable for everyone and help keep access for all users. 
Skiers, climbers, hikers, and even just families to take the views in. These are our public lands and 
should be preserved for future generations.  
 
So in summary no gondola, no tolls, no widening of the road. Improve the public transport system with 
buses and build parking in the valley! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  786 
DATE:   1/10/22 7:57 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Joshua Jensen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The public has spoken on this issue. Both proposed options are not acceptable. Both the gondola and 
widening the road will destroy important climbing resources that can never be replaced. It is absurd that 
we are even considering altering/destroying the canyon in this way for the sake of a slightly shorter 
commute. By the way, I ski at Alta. No to the gondola and no to the widening of the road. We’ll deal with 
traffic congestion, that isn’t that bad this year, rather than destroy the canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  787 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Caroline Capell 
 
COMMENT: 
 
If gondolas are put up in LCC without first trying other low cost initiatives first, then you will be 
needlessly ruining a beautiful landscape with the ugliness of these gondolas. Having a better bus 
system with increased stops throughout the canyon would be a much better option to preserve the 
canyon and the offering of climbing, hiking, and other various outdoor activities. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  788 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Susan Sims 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose building a gondola or expanding the road in LCC. I am in favor of a high-speed bus system or 
something that does not modify the other recreational impacts or viewshed in the canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  789 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:10 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Liam Nolan 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The roadside boulders are the main reason I moved here. Destroying them will be a devastating blow to 
the climbing community and the revenue that climbing tourism brings into salt lake (32.26B and 
32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  790 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:11 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Henry Nelson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Don’t make this gondola, there’s tons of beautiful rock and sights that would be affected, not to mention 
the impact it would have to on the enviornment. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  791 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Igor Baveda 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for providing the revised EIS plan and for the thought that went into the project plans. After 
reviewing the revision, I do not believe that any of these plans truly address the actual problem of too 
many users in the canyons at a given time.  
 
For the 2021-22 ski season, Alta Ski Lifts enacted a parking policy. With the addition of Snowbird's 
reservation parking and limited free parking, the number of traffic issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
has decreased dramatically. My anecdoctal experiences yield a significant improvement in traffic 
congestion and parking. When comparing my Little Cottonwood experience back to back with Big 
Cottonwood, it is apparent that parking reservations really do improve canyon gridlock at peak times for 
both uphill and downhill travel, as well as, on-street parking. To date, there hasn't been a significant 
delayed opening of Little Cottonwood, so I cannot comment on idle traffic on Wasatch Blvd. However, I 
have noticed that traffic is still lighter than compared to previous years. 
 
With that said, I truly believe the future of State Road 210 should be under an unadulterated 
environment that can be enjoyed for generations to come without the visual impact of a gondola or the 
diminishment of trailheads parking and usage. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  792 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Margaret Edmunds 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The draft EIS is not responsive to federal section 4(f) requirements because it ignores significant effects 
on public recreation areas that would be caused the gondola, it’s towers, tower bases, transfer stations, 
and access roads. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
I DO NOT SUPPORT A GONDOLA (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  793 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Eric Wynn 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a regular visitor of Little Cottonwood Canyon, I would like to state my opposition to the current 
transportation proposals.  
 
A gondola or widened roadways will have long term impacts to the canyon. Before these drastic, 
irreversible measures are implemented, other more sustainable should be tried: increased bus service, 
tolling, etc. (32.29UU) 
 
 
When it comes to UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26, I appreciate that the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill Climbing 
are now recognized as a 4(f) recreational resource. 
 
However, this analysis underestimates the impacts Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would 
have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources: 
 
- The Gondola would in fact have noise impacts to climbers and other users of the canyon (32.26E) 
 
- The Gondola would have significant visual impacts to to climbers and others. It would be nearly 
impossible to not see the towers and the gondola from any vantage point in the canyon (32.26E).  
 
- There is no doubt that a Gondola or widening the roadway will completely change the character of 
canyon experiences (32.29UU). 
 
- The Gondola and the widened roadways will not service dispersed recreation users such as climbers, 
hikers, nature lovers, backcountry skiers, etc. (32.26E) 
 
- Both proposals cost an obscene amount of money that only serves the interest of the private ski 
resorts (which are operating on public land). (32.29UU) 
 
- The analysis fails to evaluate the impacts on the Gate Buttress, a historic and heavily used climbing 
and hiking area. No evaluation can be complete without examining the impact on this area. There is no 
doubt that climbing and hiking in this area would be significantly impacted. (32.26B) 
 
- Finally, the construction of either proposal will limit and/or close climbing and hiking access in the 
lower canyon. (32.26E) 
 
To conclude, we do have a serious need to address transportation issues facing the canyon. The EIS is 
flawed and cannot be used as a basis to make irreversible decisions on the future of the canyon. 
Additionally, before these drastic measures are implemented, UDOT and other stakeholders should try 
other alternatives to address the transportation issues: increased bus service, tolls, carpooling, etc. 
(32.29UU) 
 
Thank you, 
Eric Wynn 
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COMMENT #:  794 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Elizabeth Layne 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It is very challenging for the average citizen, not involved in land use planning or transportation 
planning to even understand what is going on in that 147 page chapter. Even local advocacy groups 
have not provided a plain-language explanation of what this all means. So I submit this comment 
hoping it applies.  
Please do not sacrifice any climbing, including individual boulder problems. ALL forms of recreation 
deserve equal consideration, skiers are not more important than climbers or cyclists or hikers. Minimal 
impacts for all users, improving multiple use experiences, decreasing individual car use, are most 
important. Please consider all recreational uses instead of just maximizing resort skier movement.  
Question: since both Alta and Snowbird have instituted parking reservations and paid parking, has this 
altered congestion? (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  795 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:20 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Thomas Gaston 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Road widening and demolishing the natural beauty of our canyons simply so more people can sit in 
traffic and have a massive gondola system over their heads is ridiculous. Keep our canyons sane and 
beautiful! Respect the other thousands of people utilizing the canyons for their natural beauty and 
outdoor resources that go well beyond their use as a road to get to the mountains. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  796 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:21 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Trevor Schlossnagle 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The enhanced bus service with road widening does not meet the de minimis impact: the analysis does 
not take into account the numerous roadside boulders and parking spots outside of the Alpenbock/Grit 
Mill area. These boulders should be considered a historical resource, as climbing in LCC has been 
happening since at least the early 1960s, if not even earlier. (32.26B) 
 
Neither Gondola A or B option meets the de minimis impact: in addition to the above elements of a) 
impact on boulders outside of the Alpenbock/Grit Mill area, and b) the historical significance of rock 
climbing and bouldering in LCC, the gondolas will have a SEVERE visual impact on most, if not all, 
bouldering and climbing in the canyon, and likely other recreation activities as well. (32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  797 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:21 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Austin Arce 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Idk if my first comment submitted. Please don’t do this. With the climate change the way it is what if 
snow sports aren’t even a thing in the future?? Then we destroy the canyon for what?? Corporate 
greed. The resorts will make their money regardless. There are so many other options that must be 
exhausted before we even result to this. If we do that and it doesn’t work then I could see this being 
viable. But until then. Please do not destroy this world class climbing area. It is so magical and special. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  798 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:25 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cody Lee 
 
COMMENT: 
 
As a lifelong snowboarder and climber, I see the canyon from both sides of the aisle. The ski industry 
as a whole is experiencing rapid congestion, and the it is not the burden of taxpayers to solve this 
issue. The cost and partial closure of the canyon to complete either project is not a feasible option and 
will permanently alter a resource that is loved by many. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  799 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:26 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jonathan Keller 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am opposed to any alternative that negativity impacts the climbing and the view sheds in Little 
CottonWood canyon. Looking out at a gondola towers is unappealing to me as a climber. Furthermore I 
believe that the study of environmental impacts of single canyon transportation solutions are not 
complete. This project needs to be considered as a part of broader plan to solve transportation issues 
throughout the wasatch range. Why is there still a gravel pit at the mouth Big Cottonwood? This is the 
prime location for a valley based transit hub for all of the Central Wasatch. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  800 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:27 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Courtney Devine 
 
COMMENT: 
 
No Gondola (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  801 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:30 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike K 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little Cottonwood climbers have been enjoying boulders near the road in Little Cottonwood Canyon for 
70 years. Any road widening will severely impact bouldering in Little Cottonwood Canyon and destroy 
this historic resource. Road construction and parking lot closures will also impact all of those who 
recreate throughout the Little Cottonwood Canyon. Please consider other less impactful options for 
improving the traffic situation in Little Cottonwood canyon. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
A gondola is an unacceptable addition to this wild and beautiful canyon. (32.29UU) 
 

July 2022 Page 32C-878 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  802 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:36 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Dencic 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I would live to ask UDOT to avoid installing a gondola or widening roads in Little Cotton Wood canyon. I 
believe either of these proposals would negatively impact myself, and fellow Salt Lake City residents 
who love and recreate in the canyon. These options would permanently damage the beauty of our 
nearby public lands, and take away from the recreational experience for thousands of visitors, 
especially backcountry users. I believe a mandatory bus system for access to ski resorts would provide 
a better solution for all parties. Thanks you. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  803 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:37 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Pikus 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I would like to thank UDOT for the revision of the LCC EIS. I greatly appreciate that the Alpenbock Loop 
and Grit Mill Climbing area is being recognized as a 4(f) recreational resource. One of my main issues 
with the original EIS was that it did not acknowledge the very significant impacts that the suggested 
transportation solutions would have on the rock climbing experience in the canyon. However, the 
current options still being considered are still unacceptable in my view due to the irreversible 
destruction they would cause to the aesthetics of the middle and lower canyon and the brilliant roadside 
boulders. 
 
The revised Ch. 26 analysis does not recognize the Gate Buttress as a 4(f) recreational resource. This 
is a major omission, as this area’s combination of history, aesthetics, and brilliant climbing make it one 
of the most popular and special places in the entire canyon to climbers. Putting a gondola tower right in 
front of it would forever alter the experience of climbing there. Plus one of the most beloved boulders in 
the whole canyon at the five mile bouldering area would likely need to be destroyed or relocated if the 
road widening option is chosen. Frankly I am confused as to how the Alpenbock-Grit Mill area can be 
considered a 4(f) resource and not the Gate Buttress. (32.26B and 32.26E) 
 
Closing access to climbing for 2-3 years for construction time for the current proposals is also a major 
blow to the climbing community. Living ten minutes from the base of the canyon and being able to go 
bouldering or climbing after work is my single favorite part of living in the Salt Lake valley. I am not 
alone in feeling this way. Drive through the canyon on any non-winter weeknight and you are sure to 
see at least a couple lights in the forest on the side of the road from local climbers testing themselves 
on the boulders. Instead, why don’t we close Snowbird and Alta for 2-3 years before a decision is made 
since they are causing the traffic problems? I know I am being tongue-in-cheek but I think this is a valid 
point. Any transportation solutions should not impact climbing access for more than a couple weeks at 
most. This is unfair to anyone who cherishes the climbing in Little Cottonwood Canyon. (32.26E) 
 
I already spoke at length about this in both my last comment as well as on the public zoom meeting 
several months ago. The $500 million dollar price tag is far too much for taxpayers to be spending on a 
project that only benefits ski resorts and their customers at the expense of all other canyon recreators. 
Less impactful solutions exist and should be implemented before we forever change the nature of this 
brilliant canyon. Please consider the experience of all users of Little Cottonwood, and not just the resort 
skiers whose traffic is really only a problem for 3 months of the year. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  804 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:42 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Anna Zanetti 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Dear Utah Department of Transportation,  
 
My name is Anna Zanetti and as a resident of Salt Lake City. My husband and I live in Sugar House 
and moved to the area from the east coast almost 2 years ago primarily for the climbing access.  
 
I am commenting today about UDOT’s proposed transportation alternatives in Little Cottonwood 
Canyon and the stance to climbers and other recreation groups outside of the main ski resorts. UDOT 
has identified two preferred transportation alternatives to alleviate winter-time traffic issues: a gondola 
or widening the road for additional bus-only lanes. I am advocating for a less impactful alternative like 
an expanded bus service that is fiscally responsible and would serve all canyon users year-round, 
coupled with other traffic mitigation measures such as tolling. (32.29UU) 
 
UDOT’s transportation proposals are only a partial solution, serving only resort users in the canyon. I 
too am a resort user but what has been outline by UDOT is too destructive. Little Cottonwood Canyon 
is popular with many user groups, including hikers, runners, mountain bikers, and climbers. UDOT’s 
proposals are short-sighted and do not stop at trailheads or other parking areas, ignoring these groups. 
(32.29UU) 
  
Both of UDOT’s proposals come with initial construction cost estimates of over $500 million. There are 
more fiscally responsible options. Not only would an expanded bus service be less impactful to the 
landscape, it would use existing infrastructure and would cost less to implement. Dependable, 
affordable, electric busses could very well be a solution here that will also help to mitigate congestion 
and poor air quality from tailpipe emissions. (32.29UU) 
 
UDOT’s proposals are aimed only at mitigating wintertime traffic in Little Cottonwood Canyon, even 
though the canyon is popular in all seasons. A year-round expanded bus service would address traffic 
problems throughout the year. (32.29UU) 
 
My husband and I love climbing all throughout the canyon especially the Gate Buttress and UDOT’s 
transportation proposals serve only those traveling to resorts, leaving all other canyon users behind. In 
addition, the proposals threaten world-class "climbing resources. The road widening alternative would 
eliminate a large number of boulders that are used for climbing and the gondola alternative would ruin 
the climbing experience for everyone. Rock climbing has occurred in Little Cottonwood Canyon since 
the 1960s and its development has played a major role in the global climbing community. It is 
unacceptable to remove a single recreation group’s access at the benefit of private industry on public 
land. Less impactful options exist and should be implemented before making permanent changes to the 
canyon. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
 
Thank you for your consideration,  
 
Anna Zanetti  
Salt Lake City, UT  
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COMMENT #:  805 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Greg Barltrop 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I still don’t understand why we’re doing this for the resorts, who are the only ones truly impacted by 
avalanche road closures, and not doing everything possible to improve transit and parking prior to 
costly and irreversible changes to our beloved canyons! You don’t have to do what Alta/snowbird want 
when they say it. Do your due diligence and try a low impact approach first!! Your mistake will cost us 
generations. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  806 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:45 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeff Stephenson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I think gondola makes the most sense. Earlier this year I was coming home from skiing and it took me 
two hours to drive down the canyon because of a minor traffic accident. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  807 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:45 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kate Bishop 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The alpenbock trail is one of my family’s favorites in lower little cottonwood canyon. My daughters and I 
frequent these trails and a gondola used two months out of the year would ruin the landscape. It’s a 
misuse of pubic money. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  808 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Douglass 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Tanner’s Flat Campground 
The amended UDOT Amended Draft EIS excludes the considerable impacts of the gondola alternatives 
at the Tanner’s Flat Campground, a Section 4(f) ‘public recreational area’ as identified in the Amended 
Draft EIS (A-DEIS). The A-DEIS labels any impacts of the gondola options in Tanner’s Flat 
Campground as either nonexistent or de minimus because no part of the gondola physically touches 
the ground inside the campground. That finding is manifestly incorrect. The gondola options have 
sizable impacts on this public recreation area. Tanner’s Flat Campground lies on public land (National 
Forest) and therefore qualifies under Section 4(f) of the Amended DEIS as a public recreation area. 
Failure to assess and address mitigation of the considerable impacts of gondola options means that the 
Amended DEIS is not compliant with Section 4(f) regulations. 
 
The gondola, option B, runs over the top of Tanner’s Flat Campground for the length of the 
campground. At the lower end of the campground, directly across S.R.210, is a transfer station and a 
support tower. A support tower also stands at the upper Canyon end of the campground as well. 
Gondola cabins rise from ground level at the transfer station below the campground and climb up over 
the west end of the campground to a height of over 100 feet above the campground by its eastern end. 
This campground is the only developed and car-accessible campground in Little Cottonwood Canyon 
below the commercial ski resorts. Once it is free of snow, it is filled every weekend and many of the 
weekdays of the season. It offers extraordinary views in all directions of the sheer Canyon walls and the 
soaring peaks above. Because the road (S.R.210) bends away from the campground and climbs above 
it, both the visual and aural impact of the road is minimized. As a result, the campground offers a rare 
chance to spend a night in presence of few other people, surrounded by the feeling and sights and 
sounds of wilderness.  
 
The Amended Draft EIS fails to identify the significant impacts of the gondola alignment on the Tanner’s 
Flat Campground. The visual impact is significant. Over one thousand people in bus-sized cabins will 
continuously fly directly over the campers in Tanner’s Flat. When campers look up, they will not see just 
blue sky and soaring "peaks, but instead they will gaze into massive steel ropes and bus-sized cabins 
holding up to 35 people rumbling overhead. A huge tower supporting the gondola cables will be 
prominent and visible a stone’s throw from the down-canyon side of the campground. Another even 
taller tower will stand a stone’s throw from the up-canyon end of the campground. These towers will 
scar the views of the Canyon for campers looking both up and down the Canyon. UDOT estimates that 
additional noise levels from the gondola will be 50db. They point out that the gondola’s noise may be 
less than the noise of the road. However, this does not mean that nearly doubling the noise campers 
must contend with has no impact. To the contrary, the additional noise added by the gondola will be an 
additional and significant irritant. Moreover, the road noise has clear peaks of concentration during the 
hour or two of morning and evening rush while the gondola noise is continuous through its hours of 
operation. The decibel level will likely be higher for campers on the ends of the camping area because 
of the sound of the gondola cabins going over the tower supports as well as the sound of the transfer 
station operating immediately below the campground. When the transfer station’s backup generator is 
operating, the decibel level can be expected to be much higher. The exact levels are unknown because 
the UDOT’s A-DEIS fails to provide any numbers or supporting data or analysis.  
 
Even more offensive than the noise and visual scar will be the invasion and destruction of campers’ 
privacy. The experience of a quiet daytime and evening in the wilderness, enjoying its solitude, will be 
gone. Campers who venture out of their tents or RVs to cook, picnic, or sit and enjoy the mountain 
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forest will be watched by more people than if they were in an all-glass building in a large metropolitan 
area. They will be photographed and video-recorded without their consent. The Amended Draft EIS 
states, perhaps facetiously, that campers should all switch to RVs and presumably enjoy the wilderness 
camping experience without leaving their vehicles. The experience of camping in the mountains and in 
nature will be shattered visually, aurally, and in terms of any feeling of solitude. This impact of the 
gondola is certainly not a nonexistent impact nor is it remotely de minimis.  
 
The Amended Draft EIS fails to properly identify correctly and properly assess the impacts of the 
gondola on this qualifying public recreation area. The Amended Draft EIS does not comply with Section 
4(f) as stands. (32.26G, 32.26K, 32.26L, 32.26M, and 32.26N)
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COMMENT #:  809 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:50 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Douglass 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Lisa Falls Trail 
The UDOT Amended Draft EIS (A-DEIS) incorrectly assesses as nonexistent or de minimus the 
considerable impacts of the gondola options on the Lisa Falls Trail - a trail designated by UDOT as a 
‘public recreation area’ under Section 4(f) in UDOT’s A-DEIS. The A-DEIS’s rationale appears to be 
that because the gondola does not physically touch the ground on the Lisa Falls Trail, it has no impact 
or at most a de minimus impact. That finding is incorrect. The gondola options have sizable impacts on 
this public recreation area. Failure to assess and address mitigation of these considerable impacts 
means that the Amended DEIS is not compliant with Section 4(f) regulations. 
 
The gondola, option B, runs immediately south of Lisa Falls Trail, coming within approximately 67 
meters of the trailhead. A gondola tower rises well over 100 feet south of the trail within 120 meters, 
according to UDOT’s interactive map. The Lisa Falls Trail is maintained as a trail on public land, 
qualifying as a Section 4(f) ‘public recreation area’ as confirmed by UDOT’s A-DEIS. It is a popular 
hiking trail, used by hundreds of hikers primarily when not snow-packed.  
 
The A-DEIS fails to identify the significant impacts of the gondola alignment on the Lisa Falls Trail. The 
visual impact is significant. Because over one thousand people in bus-sized cabins on the gondola will 
be over 100 feet in the air, they will look directly north onto the Lisa Falls trail at the same level as the 
trail. The gondola passengers will have a good view of the public hiking the trail. The people hiking 
back down the trail will no longer see the spectacular vistas of the south Canyon wall, but instead, their 
eye will be drawn to the massive steel ropes and transiting cabins holding up to 35 people and the steel 
tripod of the nearby supporting tower. The gondola alignment and the huge towers supporting the 
gondola cables will be prominent and visible the length of the trail, marring the views up and down the 
Canyon. UDOT estimates that additional noise levels of 50db will be imposed on hikers and bikers as 
they walk or ride. The decibel level will likely be higher at the trailhead due to the proximity of the tower 
and the noise the cabins make as they transit the tower cable supports. UDOT’s A-DEIS fails to provide 
any supporting data or analysis of noise levels. As offensive as the marred view will be, the invasion 
and destruction of privacy of people using the public recreation area will be worse. The experience of 
calm, quiet and solitude of this mountain trail will be gone. Hikers will be watched by more people than 
if they were walking in a large metropolitan area. They will be photographed and video-recorded without 
their consent. The experience on this ‘Nature’ trail will be shattered visually, aurally, and in terms of any 
feeling of being in nature - this is certainly not a nonexistent impact nor is it remotely de minimis.  
 
The Amended Draft EIS fails to properly identify correctly and properly assess the impacts of the 
gondola on this qualifying public recreation area. The Amended Draft EIS does not comply with Section 
4(f) as stands. (32.26AA) 
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COMMENT #:  810 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:53 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Steven Glaser 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Section 26, Revised. The 4(f) determinations, including the grit mill and Alpenbock trail loop, do not 
consider visual degradation that recreational users would experience. The 4(f) determination within the 
Draft EIS is limited to the 100-foot buffer on either side of Little Cottonwood Canyon Road. Constructive 
use is defined as: when the proximity impacts of a transportation project on a Section 4(f) property, 
even without acquisition of the property, are so great that the activities, features and attributes of the 
property are substantially impaired. This clearly applies to visual impacts that either of the Gondola 
options would have. (32.26E and 32.26J)  
 
If one focuses on a moving gondola while hiking, skiing, or snowshoeing rather than the natural beauty 
of the canyon, that is a degradation of the recreational experience. If one focuses on the moving 
gondola rather than the singing of the birds, that is a degradation of the recreational experience. A de 
minimis interpretation must consider these facts. The Draft EIS does not do that and should be 
amended accordingly. (32.26E and 32.26J) 
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COMMENT #:  811 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:58 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  John Pfaff 
 
COMMENT: 
 
We need to move to a model that is closer to Zion NPS. Speaking as an avid skiier, I have used the 
buses a total of 3 times in the past 4 years. Each time has been an agonizing experience for several 
reasons. 1, there are not enough buses to adequately service the amount of people looking for a cheap 
and green option to going up the canyon. 2, even if you have parking at the base of the canyon, I have 
often seen a full bus preventing me from boarding. 3, and most importantly, the buses do nothing to 
alleviate the traffic as everybody and their mother knows not to ride the bus. This causes cars with only 
1 or 2 passengers to make the drive up the canyon, leading to significant congestion.  
 
I would recommend moving to a model where buses are the only vehicles allowed in LCC and BCC 
from 8am to 5pm during peak winter operations (January to April). This will significantly alleviate 
congestion, utilize our buses, and save significant capital since UT will not have to pay for a gondola. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  812 
DATE:   1/10/22 8:59 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michelle Neves 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The dart EIS is not responsive to Federal Section 4(f) requirements because it ignores the tremendous 
impacts to public recreation areas caused by the gondola, its towers, tower bases, stations, and roads. 
Please reconsider. (32.26E and 32.26J)  
 
I do not, in any way, shape or form, support the gondola. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  813 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:00 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Andrew Clevenger 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I support expanded bus service with closing the roads to cars at peak times. Gondola will be a ton of 
work for not much gain. Widening the road is useless. UTA just needs to use more buses that run all 
day every day, especially on weekends. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  814 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:10 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Gay Lynn Bennion 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I make this comment as a private citizen and also as the state representative for both of the 
Cottonwood Canyons. 
 
I appreciate UDOT’s reconsideration and decision to classify Alpenbock and Grit Mill trailheads and 
areas as 4(f) designation. These areas definitely require this classification. 
 
I urge UDOT to add other areas to this classification. We have hiked to Red Pine, White Pine several 
times, and this year I was able to summit Pfeifferhorn high enough to look into Utah County.  
Based on high use and enjoyment by our community and visitors from around the state and the world, I 
recommend that UDOT include Tanner’s Campground, White Pine Trailhead, and Lisa Falls area as F4 
areas. 
I also ask UDOT to include Snowbird and Alta Ski areas as 4(f) due to their high use during the spring, 
summer and fall as access areas for hiking, backpacking, climbing, relaxation, and solitude. 
It is imperative any future roads or transportation methods in Little Cottonwood Canyon have minimal 
impact on these areas so future generations can continue to enjoy nature. (32.26J and 32.26P) 
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COMMENT #:  815 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:20 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Katie Walker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Dart EIS is not responsive to Federal Section 4(f) requirements because it ignores significant 
impacts to public recreation areas caused by the gondola, its towers, tower bases, transfer stations and 
access roads. I do not support the gondola as an option for little cottonwood canyon. (32.26E, 32.26J, 
and 32.26P) 
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COMMENT #:  816 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:24 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Marianna Frame 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I appreciate all the time and consideration put into this revised plan. I also appreciate the consideration 
of a train, which certainly demonstrates that alternatives exist that hadn't yet been explored. I believe 
there is a solution to be had, but at what expense? And at whose expense? One thing that is missing 
which I need to be able to show my support for any possible change, is actual visual renderings of the 
various plans. The birdseye impact is helpful for sure, but as a homeowner in Alta, I don't understand 
the visual impact of any of these in the Alta community, from my home, etc. It's all really important to 
get stakeholder buy-in (especially those who will have to give access/sell land to make this possible). 
Finally, the earth berm and avalanche mitigation tunnels, while really compelling, will have a visual 
impact both on the canyon as well as those riding up and down the canyon. Is the reduction in delays 
and road closures really worth the expense to build and maintain these? 
Until I can have the above addressed, I will be unable to support any change, but do understand that 
there may need to be changes to reduce the congestion in the canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  817 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:24 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Tim Kemple 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The use of the Alpenbock Loop Trail and Grit Mill trailhead have become regular outings for myself and 
my two young children (1 and 4). At least once a week from September thru May we use this area of 
LCC to provide an experience we can't find anywhere else in the Salt Lake Valley. For us, a Gondola 
ruins this experience and the beauty of the landscape. We need more bus service, better parking, and 
more trailheads in Little Cottonwood (and Big Cottonwood as well honestly) -- NOT A GONDOLA. A 
Gondola serves an elite few only a couple months out of the year and is a waste of my money as a 
taxpayer and local business owner. Further, in a time where EQUITY in the outdoors is at the forefront 
of most conversations -- we need to look to supporting access to Little Cottonwood year 'round. 
Expanding the road and increasing bus access is the better option for myself, my family, and our 
community. Thank you - Tim Kemple (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  818 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:24 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jennifer Deans 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola. The dart EIS is not responsive to Federal section 4(f) requirements be a it 
ignores significant impact to recreation areas caused by the gondola, it’s towers, it’s tower bases, 
transfer stations and access roads. (32.26E, 32.26J, and 32.26P)
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COMMENT #:  819 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:26 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Douglass 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill 
The UDOT Amended Draft EIS (A-DEIS) incorrectly assesses as nonexistent or de minimus the 
considerable impacts of the gondola options on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill - an area designated 
by UDOT as a ‘public recreation area’ under Section 4(f) in UDOT’s A-DEIS. The A-DEIS’s rationale 
appears to be that because the gondola does not physically touch the ground in the Alpenbock Loop 
and Grit Mill area, it has no impact or at most a de minimus impact. That finding is flatly incorrect. The 
gondola options have sizable impacts on this public recreation area. Failure to assess and address 
mitigation of these considerable impacts means that the Amended DEIS is not compliant with Section 
4(f) regulations. 
 
The gondola, option B, runs immediately over portions of the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill public 
recreation area, according to UDOT’s interactive map. The Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill qualify as a 
Section 4(f) ‘public recreation area’ as confirmed by UDOT’s A-DEIS and the U.S. Forest Service. It is a 
popular climbing area and secondarily a hiking trail and camping area, used by hundreds of climbers 
year-round. This area accesses the vertical silver-white granite walls on the north side of Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. This is a world-class and world-renown climbing area, popular with both locals 
and out-of-state visitors. 
 
The A-DEIS fails to identify the significant impacts of the gondola alignment on the Alpenbock Loop and 
Grit Mill. The visual impact of the gondola, option B, is significant. This climbing area is treasured for its 
spectacular, unspoiled views of one of the most beautiful canyons in America. The only canyon in the 
Wasatch to be fully glaciated and carved into a stunning U-shaped glacial valley. The gondola options 
will send over one thousand people per hour riding in bus-sized cabins on the gondola directly over this 
prime public recreation area. Gondola cabins will descend from over 230 feet high to ground level at a 
gondola transfer station in the middle of the parking lot and trailhead, then rise from the trailhead to 
climb over another giant tower as the gondola transects this entire public recreation area. Because of 
the altitude of the gondola, people on the gondola will be level with and look directly at climbers on the 
vertical rock faces. Climbers will no longer look south to the spectacular sheer granite walls of Little 
Cottonwood’s Bells Canyon Peaks, but instead, their view will be drawn to the massive steel ropes and 
transiting cabins holding up to 35 people and to the steel tripods of the nearby supporting towers, over 
230 feet tall. The gondola alignment and the huge towers supporting the gondola cables will be 
prominent and visible the length of the climbing area, marring the views up, down and across the 
Canyon. As a final visual blow, FAA regulations require that flashing lights be installed on the top of 
these huge towers, drawing the eyes of everyone in public recreation area. This is a significant visual 
impact, altering forever the climbing experience in this public recreation area. 
 
In addition to the visual abomination of the gondola, UDOT estimates that additional noise levels of 
50db will be imposed on climbers - this noise is on top of the road noise that is already present. The 
decibel level will likely be higher near the trailhead due to the proximity of the transfer station and near 
the towers due to the noise the cabins make as they transit the tower cable supports. UDOT’s A-DEIS 
fails to provide any supporting data or analysis of noise levels for normal operation, but the noise levels 
will be higher when the transfer station backup generator is in operation.  
 
As offensive as the marred view and noise will be, the invasion and destruction of privacy of people 
climbing in the public recreation area will be worse. The experience of calm, quiet and solitude one gets 
working their way up the granite faces will be gone. Climbers will be watched by more people than if 

July 2022 Page 32C-897 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



they were walking in a large metropolitan area. They will be photographed and video-recorded without 
their consent. The experience of a climb on natural rock faces in a spectacular outdoor setting will be 
shattered visually, aurally, and in terms of any feeling of being in nature - this is certainly not a 
nonexistent impact nor is it remotely de minimis.  
 
The Amended Draft EIS fails to properly identify correctly and properly assess the impacts of the 
gondola on this qualifying public recreation area. The Amended Draft EIS does not comply with Section 
4(f) as stands. (32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  820 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:29 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Leslye Penticoff 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
 
I am a homeowner and taxpayer in Salt Lake County, and I moved here because of the access to 
world-class rock climbing in our local area. I have serious concerns about the impact that UDOT’s 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives proposals would have on climbing resources in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon. 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately underestimates the actual significant impacts that a 
Shoulder Lane and Gondola Alternatives would have on the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing 
resources; Specifically: 
 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis inaccurately states the Gondola Alternatives would have no noise 
impacts, when in fact associated noise impacts would be significant to climbers and other recreators. 
(32.26E)  
 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the significant visual impacts of the Gondola 
Alternatives, which would be significant to climbers and other recreators. (32.26E)  
 
The Revised Ch. 26 analysis fails to recognize the overall significant and negative impact that either the 
Shoulder Lane or a Gondola Alternatives would have on the natural aesthetic and environment that 
contribute to the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill climbing resources’ special value. (32.26E) 
 
Neither proposal service dispersed recreation users nor do they provide for public transit options for 
climbers.  
 
Both proposals will cost an unacceptable $500 million + in construction costs, alone. (32.29UU) 
 
UDOT’s Revised Ch. 26 analysis still fails to evaluate impacts to the historic climbing resources on the 
140-acre Gate Buttress property. This omission renders the Revised Ch. 26 Evaluation fatally 
incomplete. (32.26B) 
 
Two-three years of construction time for the UDOT proposals will close and/or limit access to lower 
LCC climbing. (32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  821 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:32 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jamie Wertz 
 
COMMENT: 
 
UDOT has identified two preferred transportation 
alternatives to mitigate winter-time traffic issues: a gondola or widening the road for additional 
bus-only lanes. I am advocating for a less impactful alternative: [expanded bus service that is 
fiscally responsible and would serve all canyon users year-round, coupled with other traffic 
mitigation measures such as tolling]. UDOT’s transportation proposals serve only those traveling to 
resorts, leaving all other canyon users behind. In addition, the proposals threaten world-class climbing 
resources. The road widening alternative would eliminate a large number of boulders that are 
used for climbing and the gondola alternative would ruin the climbing experience for everyone. 
Rock climbing has occurred in Little Cottonwood Canyon since the 1960s and its development 
has played a major role in the global climbing community. It is unacceptable to remove a single 
recreation group’s access at the benefit of private industry on public land. Less impactful options 
exist and should be implemented before making permanent changes to the canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  822 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Malissa Beckstrand 
 
COMMENT: 
 
At the very least, why are we not trying solutions such as “pay at the bottom” like Millcreek Canyon, for 
the sake of potentially managing some level of traffic flow.  
As a property owner in LCC, I believe we should never simply default to extreme irreversible 
development without attempt at other obvious community solutions. The gondola feels to me, as a 
native Utahn and tax paying citizen of LCC, to be an immediate shortcut of a “solution”.  
 
Let’s start with the smallest amount of irreversible infrastructure. I do believe change is needed, but 
let’s PLEASE take manageable steps on behalf of irreversible development and the financial cost 
behind it. We need to be forward-thinkers. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  823 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Brooklyn Cragun 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The revisions underestimate the impacts the proposal would have on the natural aesthetic and 
environment. 
 
The revision still downplays the implications for world class climbing resources (32.26B and 32.26E)  
 
The conclusion that the gondola would have no noise impact and ignores visual impacts altogether in 
inaccurate. Watershed impacts are downplayed (at least 10 years of construction) and doesn’t 
recognize the significance of the gate buttress and other areas. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  824 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  James Frame 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am concerned we are not being shown the full impact of this project, especially in terms of the visual 
changes. I cannot be in support of anything until I can get a better understanding as to how these 
changes will visually impact the experience in the canyon (both living within it and commuting). I am 
concerned that by remedying the problem of congestion on the road, we will be facilitating greater 
numbers of visitors to the mountains in both winter and summer seasons, contributing to other issues, 
wear and tear on the resorts, trails, snow, increased congestion will lead to greater danger on the 
mountains (mountain bikers, hikers and skiiers/snowboarders) increasing need for medical support 
(which is at the expense of the resident homeowners in Alta, unfairly considering the use of these 
services is almost exclusively to day visitors or tourists). I worry that not all the impacts have been 
explored fully. While I do want to be supportive of changes, I do not have enough evidence of what the 
right solution is, and fear not enough consideration has been given to visual impacts and the negative 
repercussions of many more visitors in the canyon than the road currently permits. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  825 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:40 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Cynthia Martinez 
 
COMMENT: 
 
It is clear that traffic is a major issue in the both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyon. It seems like there 
are several viable options currently on the table, although they are all imperfect. We can't let perfect be 
the enemy of really good. That being said, it seem apparent to me that the gondola is the least 
pragmatic option. This seems to be a solution with a specific susbet of economically advantaged people 
as the clear benefactor. It concerns me greatly to use tax payer money for a solution that is not 
egalitarian in its benefit. Please let's try harder. Perhaps a rotating usage system? Perhaps a lottery? 
Thank you for the consideration and the incredible amount of work gone into the EIS, the potential 
solutions, and the preparation of a platform to give us all a voice. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  826 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:45 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Pierce Alexander 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am a local of the Salt Lake Valley and an avid skier and rock climber. I fully agree that the canyons 
have a serious problem with traffic during the peak winter season. I have experienced it myself many 
times. Nonetheless, I disagree that a gondola system or road expansion is the right solution. With 
snowfall in the Wasatch seriously threatened by climate change in the immediate future, I believe the 
peak traffic these canyons are ever going to see is right now. I see the most practical solution being to 
drastically improve the existing public transportation. Restrict public traffic up the canyons during peak 
times and get more buses that run over shorter intervals that stick to a tighter schedule. This solution 
could be implemented almost immediately as opposed to the years of construction it would take to 
complete the gondola system or road expansion. I am also concerned about the environmental impact 
the other two alternatives would surely inflict. Further development in the canyon will be destroying the 
very nature that people go there to see. As a climber, it would deeply sadden me to see the climbing 
locations at Alpenbock loop and grit mill be lost to development. As someone who enjoys having a 
winter, I am in favor of the lowest carbon emitting option. Expanding the bus fleet with electric or natural 
gas powered busses would be the best possible solution. However, between the other two options, the 
gondola project is the lesser of the two evils because it would be more carbon friendly and cause less 
disturbance to the nature in the canyon. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  827 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:47 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Trindl Covington 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Despite the fact that there are traffic jams, expanding roads isn't always the answer. LLC is a place of 
nature, beauty, and needs to be protected. I've visited LLC for almost 50 years now. To expand the 
road in anyway would cause this beautiful place feel urban. The road should stay as is. More lanes will 
only lead to more congestion. Part of this canyon being of nature is to limit the number of people 
accessing it. We lose the benefit of these natural places if we allow them to become overrun by 
humanity. The gondola would be an absolute shame. Making this canyon a Disney tourist attraction. I 
firmly believe that more busses with well thought out park and rides is the answer. I road the bus when 
there was a park and ride at the base of LLC. I know it was difficult for the busses to exit. Give them a 
traffic that they can control, to stop traffic when they need to exit. Have enough parking spaces so 
people can depend of finding a spot when they arrive. Please keep this canyon as pristine as we can by 
not expanding the road or building a gondola (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  828 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ricky Marine 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Climbers and other recreators thrive on the area and additional infrastructure and regulations will 
destroy the area. Please do not do this (32.26B and 32.26E) 
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COMMENT #:  829 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:54 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kelsey Rubin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Please protect these spaces for climbers and other nature lovers! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  830 
DATE:   1/10/22 9:55 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Carrie Cooper 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Little cottonwood canyon is not a single season recreation area. It is frequented year round by people 
who do not benefit from any of the options proposed by this plan. Its a short sighted plan that will 
negatively effect the canyon and Salt Lake City as a whole. Please scrap this plan. Don’t rush to ruin. 
Please take your time to understand the impacts!!!!!! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  831 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:01 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Douglass 
 
COMMENT: 
 
White Pine Area Trails 
The UDOT Amended Draft EIS (A-DEIS) incorrectly assesses as nonexistent or de minimus the 
considerable impacts of the gondola options on the White Pine Area Trails - trails designated by UDOT 
A-DEIS as ‘public recreation areas’ under Section 4(f) in UDOT’s A-DEIS. For purposes of this 
comment, the phrase White Pine Area Trails refers to the trailhead for White Pine, the White Pine Trail, 
and the White Pine to Snowbird Trail, all of which are listed as qualifying as public recreation areas 
because they are maintained, established trails on public property with a 100% recreational use. The A-
DEIS’s rationale appears to be that because the gondola does not physically touch the ground on the 
White Pine Area Trails, it has no impact or at most a de minimus impact. That finding is incorrect. The 
gondola options have sizable impacts on these public recreation areas. Failure to assess and address 
mitigation of these considerable impacts means that the Amended DEIS is not compliant with Section 
4(f) regulations. 
 
The gondola, option B, runs across and adjacent to the White Pine Area Trails, specifically, it crosses 
the parking area/trailhead for both trails and it runs parallel to the White Pine to Snowbird Trail. The 
White Pine Trail climbs up a slope to the south of the gondola alignment and progresses south away 
from the gondola for a short distance. The White Pine Trail then turns parallel to the gondola along a 
steep, exposed slope that looks back onto the gondola for a mile or so, according to UDOT’s interactive 
map. The White Pine Area Trails are the most popular trails in mid-Canyon. They are used year-round 
by hikers, and backcountry snow sports enthusiasts as well as hunters, fishermen and backpackers.  
 
The A-DEIS fails to identify the significant impacts of the gondola alignment on the White Pine Area 
Trails. The visual impact is significant. Over one thousand people in bus-sized cabins will continuously 
fly over hikers and skiers/snowshoers at the trailhead and then parallel them as they progress up and 
down the two trails. At the trailhead, the public will see hanging directly above massive steel ropes and 
transiting cabins holding up to 35 people each, ferrying over 1,000 people per hour. Huge towers 
supporting the gondola cables will be placed across from the trails and be prominent and visible for 
most of the "length of the White Pine to Snowbird Trail and the first mile or so of the White Pine Trail. 
They will scar the views of the Canyon for hikers and skiers. Helicopter traffic is routine in the Canyon, 
and the FAA mandates flashing red lights be placed on the top of the towers because aircraft will 
operate near them. These lights will capture the eyes of recreation area users day and night.  
 
In addition to the visual impact, which is significant by itself, UDOT estimates that additional noise 
levels of 50db will be imposed on hikers and backcountry snow sportsmen at the trailhead, abating as 
they hike a bit farther away from the gondola alignment. The decibel level will likely be higher where the 
gondola cabins pass over towers. However, even more offensive than the visual perversion and noise 
will be the invasion and destruction of hikers’ and skiers’ privacy as they use the public recreation 
areas. The experience of calm, quiet and solitude of walking or skiing down these trails will be 
destroyed. The Canyon views to the north will be marred by towering steel tripods over 100 feet tall with 
flashing lights and massive steel ropes holding bus-sized cabins. Hikers and backcountry 
skiers/boarders/snowshoers will be continuously observed by more people than if they were walking in 
a large metropolitan area. They will be photographed and video-recorded without their consent. The 
backcountry experience of nature on these trails will be shattered visually, aurally, and in terms of any 
feeling of being alone in nature - this is certainly not a nonexistent impact nor is it remotely de minimis. 
It is a profound and permanent change to the experience in these public recreation areas. 
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The Amended Draft EIS fails to properly identify correctly and properly assess the impacts of the 
gondola on this qualifying public recreation area. The Amended Draft EIS does not comply with Section 
4(f) as stands. (32.26AA) 
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COMMENT #:  832 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:03 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  David Berry 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Whether the Alpenbock Loop Trail and the Grit Mill trailheads are considered separately, or are 
combined does not affect the lack of compliance by the DEIS with existing EIS requirements for due 
and full consideration. Either way, the impact on the trail usages and climbing areas under both of the 
Prefered Alternatives (1) has a very high negative impact on the wilderness natural setting, and (2) 
excludes without supporting basis or reasoning the conclusionary "reasoning" set forth 26.4.1.2.2 under 
the subheading "Dispersed Climbing Resources" at pages 26 and 27 of (a) "Individual cliffs, 
boulders, groups of boulders, bouldering problems, and/or vertical climbing routes are contributing 
elements to the overall significance of the recreational climbing opportunities in the area, but they do 
not have a corresponding level of significance and are not essential features when assessed 
individually (see Appendix A, U.S. Department of Agriculture Letter Regarding Section 4(f) 
Determination for Climbing Boulders). "Climbing boulders and vertical routes located outside this area 
on general forest land (for example, Syringe and 5-Mile) do not meet the applicability requirements in 
23 CFR Section 774.11(d) and are not considered Section 4(f) resources. The Gate Buttress climbing 
area is located on private land and thus is not a Section 4(f) resource." Furthermore, and in the interest 
of brevity, please see the SLCA letter dated 9.03.2021 for reference and further explanation of my 
concurring opinion and objection to the DEIS, even as amended). All of the boulders, bouldering 
problems, and routes on boulders and cliffs and trail access to the same will receive undue negative 
impacts from both of the proposed Preferred Alternatives. All of the currently used boulders, routes and 
bouldering problems are part of the entire and whole recreational and natural experience, and cannot 
really be separated into artificial segments that the USFS recognizes or fails to recognize as proper 4(f) 
considerations. (32.26B and 32.26E)
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COMMENT #:  833 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Marisa Cones 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose all presented alternatives. Less destructive options exist. Bussing and rolling do not change 
the character of the canyon, and can be rapidly improved rather than spending a large sum of money to 
maybe have more issues in the future. Try the less destructive, less expensive, and less wasteful 
approach before spending tax dollars to support private resorts! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  834 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Alex Klemme 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The gondola is not the solution, especially not at the tax payers expense. This doesn't help 
Backcountry skiers, climbers, hikers etc . This only helps the resorts and yet they aren't paying for it. 
Increase buses, add a toll, widen the road but don't ruin the canyon with a gondola (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  835 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:04 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Nancy Hanson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Widening LCC and/or installing gondolas will result in a tragic loss of several beloved natural 
environments, and is unwarranted. The focus should be on enhancing bus service within existing lanes 
and developing incentives for use of buses or carpooling, rather than destroying such precious land. 
The projected "improvements" will forever change the character of a very special canyon, only to 
benefit ski resorts. It is a sickening proposition. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  836 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:07 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Anjee Barber 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I do not support the gondola. The dart EIS is not responsive to the federal section 4 f Eid requirement a 
because it ignores significant impact to public recreation areas caused by the gondola, it’s towers, 
tower basis, transfer stations in access roads. Udot section 4f not has not complied with the federal 
section requirements and it’s draf I ask because it is excluded the gondola and along with its towers, 
tower bases, transfer stations and tower and station access roads from any section 4 F considerations 
these are areas that unequivocally meet the definition of 4F “public recreation areas “. They exclude 
maintained hiking trails at White Pine and Little Cottonwood Canyon some of the most popular in the 
state (32.26B, 32.26E, 32.26J, and 32.26P)
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COMMENT #:  837 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:09 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Priya Chidambaram 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I'm in support of the enhanced bus service alternative only. I think a gondola would be an eyesore and 
would not resolve this issue effectively. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  838 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:14 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Rosie Staes 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern - I am NOT in favor of the gondola or road expansion as they are currently 
proposed. Before spending more than half a billion dollars to tear up LCC to construct unproven 
solutions like a gondola or roadway widening, UDOT should first adequately fund programs and 
resources that leverage the existing infrastructure LCC has in place today in an effort to address the 
traffic and congestion problems. Let’s fund a canyon bus program for Big Cottonwood and LCC that will 
alleviate traffic issues this season! There are so many flaws with the gondola system, first and foremost 
being that it is destructive to the natural canyon environment that is the water shed for the Salt Lake 
Valley and that it singularly serves the ski resorts and does not alleviate travel for non-ski area users. 
As a local Utahn that has lived and enjoyed the Cottonwood Canyons my entire life, I want to ensure 
that they remain as pristine and wild for the next generations, I am strongly AGAINST the gondola. 
(32.29UU)  
 
Thank you. 
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COMMENT #:  839 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Rick Marino 
 
COMMENT: 
 
i do not support the gondola (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  840 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:20 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Stefan Nelson 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am very in favor of enhancing the bus service and mobility hubs, so long as none of the recreational 
resources (climbs or hikes) are impacted. If a gondola is absolutely necessary, gondola b seems like 
the better option, but the gondola service seems to be motivated by resorts more than citizens. 
(32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  841 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:22 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Robert Douglass 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Tanner’s Flat Campground Tower Lighting Impacts 
The amended UDOT Amended Draft EIS excludes the considerable impacts of the gondola options A 
and B at the Tanner’s Flat Campground, a Section 4(f) ‘public recreational area’ as identified in the 
Amended Draft EIS (A-DEIS). The A-DEIS labels any impacts of the gondola options in Tanner’s Flat 
Campground as either nonexistent or de minimus because no part of the gondola physically touches 
the ground inside the campground. That finding is manifestly incorrect. The gondola options have 
sizable impacts on this public recreation area. Tanner’s Flat Campground lies on public land (National 
Forest) and therefore qualifies under Section 4(f) of the Amended DEIS as a public recreation area. 
Failure to assess and address mitigation of the considerable impacts of gondola options means that the 
Amended DEIS is not compliant with Section 4(f) regulations. 
 
The gondola, option B, runs over the top of Tanner’s Flat Campground for the length of the 
campground. At the lower end of the campground, directly across S.R.210, is a transfer station and a 
support tower stands right at the road, just a stone’s throw from the campground’s western end. A 
support tower also stands immediately adjacent to the upper Canyon end of the campground as well. A 
previous comment to the Amended Draft EIS outlined significant visual, aural, and privacy impacts 
caused by the gondola crossing Tanner’s Flat Campground and the adjacent gondola infrastructure. 
This comment adds to that comment by noting that the Draft EIS indicates that the FAA mandates 
flashing lights atop towers over 100 feet if aircraft could operate in the area. Tanner’s Flat Campground 
routinely experiences helicopter flights over it in support of Wasatch Powder Birds operations and 
emergency medical-rescue operations as well as occasionally flights for news, search and rescue, and 
commercial passenger transport. It is difficult to see how all these routine air operations could be shut 
down or rerouted up some other canyon. UDOT’s Amended Draft EIS’s suggestion that campers only 
camp in RVs and presumably stay inside with their shades drawn does not appear to be a realistic, 
impact-free mitigation to bright, flashing lights over a hundred feet in the air at each end of Tanner’s 
Flat Campground.  
 
Placing flashing lights on towers over 100 feet tall at both ends of the campground will be a 
considerable irritant and distraction to anyone camping in this National Forest campground. If they flash 
continuously, sleep will be difficult. If they are intermittent, they will wake or startle campers every time 
they activate. This is a significant impact to this public recreation area. It will be a true existing impact 
resulting from the gondola, and it is not de minimus in any conceivable way.  
 
The Amended Draft EIS fails to identify, properly assess or offer mitigation to the impacts of the 
gondola tower lights on Tanner’s Flat Campground, a qualifying public recreation area. The Amended 
Draft EIS does not comply with Section 4(f) as stands""Placing flashing lights on towers over 100 feet 
tall at both ends of the campground will be a considerable irritant and distraction to anyone camping in 
this National Forest campground. If they flash continuously, sleep will be difficult. If they are 
intermittent, they will wake or startle campers every time they activate. This is a significant impact to 
this public recreation area. It will be a true existing impact resulting from the gondola, and it is not de 
minimus in any conceivable way.  
 
The Amended Draft EIS fails to identify, properly assess or offer mitigation to the impacts of the 
gondola tower lights on Tanner’s Flat Campground, a qualifying public recreation area. The Amended 
Draft EIS does not comply with Section 4(f) as stands (32.26G, 32.26K, 32.26L, and 32.26M)
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COMMENT #:  842 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:25 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Monte Yedlin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am particularly concerned about all the access roads that will be required to build and maintain the 
gondola towers. Not only is the tower an eyesore, but the base and paved access road to the base a 
permanent scar to the canyon. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  843 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Portia Menlove 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am born and raised in sandy Utah @ the mouth of little cottonwood canyon. As a child I rode my bike 
with a crash pad on my back to climb on these boulders that are at risk. I rode my mountain bike up the 
quarry trail weekly after class. From age 11 on my life has evolved from the sport or climbing . It has 
shaped who I am . Those boulders mean the world to climbers who value the purist form of exercise , 
socialization and happiness. Sitting under rocks in the peaceful mountains climbing rocks. Please don’t 
destroy something that has been so great and should stay great for generations to come . (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  844 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:29 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jeffery Brown 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Expanded use of electric buses and tolling seem to be some effective and simple ways of decongesting 
traffic in heavy use times like the ski season. Neither of these would leave a big permanent change in 
the canyon and could become revenue sources, or tolling could even help to subsidize bud operations. 
Electric buses would be effective at reducing local emissions as well increasing efficiency as power is 
recouped during descent. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  845 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:29 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Maureen O'Neill 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello, 
Thank you for considering comments on the Revised Draft EIS Chapter 26 - 4(f) and 6(f). 
As resident of Sandy, I am very concerned that electric bus service coupled with tolling and other traffic 
mitigation strategies are not being implemented before considering permanently changing the 
landscape of Little Cottonwood Canyon with either a gondola or creating a shoulder lane. 
The climbing boulders mentioned in Chapter 26 - 4(f) and 6(f), which would removed are a public and 
historical resource that would be permanently altered in a decision made before less intrusive options, 
like enhanced electric bus service and tolling were attempted. 
Before expensive and irreversible measures like a gondola or widened shoulder lane are made, it must 
be proven that tolling and enhanced bus service have been tried and don't work (32.26B, 32.26E, and 
32.29UU).  
Thank you, 
Maureen 
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COMMENT #:  846 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:30 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Erik Hughes 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not for either Gondola options. The clearance of 80-foot-wide easement beneath the gondola 
cables would be a massive scar upon the LCC landscape, removing much of the natural beauty of the 
canyon. Additionally, the Gondola only provides increased accessibility for Snowbird and Alta ski 
resorts, even further limited by summer only operations. This is a massive change to the "wild" nature 
of the canyon for limited functionality. The enhanced bus alternative will reduce peak hour canyon 
congestion, provide access to the canyon, and provide an adaptable solution that won't only serve little 
cottonwood canyon. Furthermore, the enhanced bus alternative has the capability to serve beyond the 
life of the gondola, beyond only winter resort traffic and the potential Olympics. I am for the enhanced 
bus alternative as an adaptable resource for both Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons' needs. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  847 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:33 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Monte Yedlin 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I am not that familiar with the White Pine hiking trails, however, I understand that gondolas going over 
Tanner Flats should be addressed. I do not know if Wasatch Resort is part of these comments, but I 
have friends who live their and will be greatly affected. Can the gondola be rerouted so these areas are 
not affected? (32.26G and 32.26K)
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COMMENT #:  848 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:38 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Claudia Wiese 
 
COMMENT: 
 
In the EIS, the impact on climbing is measured in “boulders”. For example, the road examination would 
affect “about seven climbing boulders (4.9% of the total climbing boulders in the area) would be 
removed.” However, removing one “boulder” is equivalent to removing multiple problems (one boulder 
can contain over 10 individual problems), therefore measuring impact by “boulders” is not accurately 
portraying the significance of the impact. Rather the measurement should be by the amount of 
climbs/”problems” that each boulder contains. 
Climbing boulders are unique and irreplaceable, impacting about 5% of the sport is significant because 
this impact can never be replaced. In other words removing 1/20 boulders is removing many more 
climbs FOREVER.  
For these reasons I do not believe the EIS largely underrepresents the impact that the gondola or road 
expansion will have on the recreation in the canyon. I strongly oppose the gondola and road expansion 
and support more common sense solutions such as incentivizing carpooling and investing in our bus 
system as many other ski areas in the world have done. (32.26B, 32.26E, and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  849 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Claudia Wiese 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The EIS states that “gondola Alternative B would result in 34 climbing boulders being within the 80-foot-
wide easement beneath the gondola cables.” This would have a severe impact on recreation as the 
cables and cars will be constantly passing overhead-this is an entirely different experience than 
immersion in a completely natural landscape. (32.26E)  
 
A study in 2019 titled “An index of viewer sensitivity to scenery while engaged in recreation activities on 
U.S. National Forests” by James F. Palmer found that “viewing scenery is the second most common 
activity associated with recreation visits to national forests, and the third most common primary activity.” 
Therefore it is incorrect for UDOT to completely dismiss the visual impact the gondola will have on the 
Tanners Flat campground or over the entire canyon as hikers, bikers, climbers, etc. recreate. (32.26G 
and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  850 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:43 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sheri Montgomery 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I DO NOT SUPPORT THE GONDOLA! (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  851 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:45 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jonathan Remein 
 
COMMENT: 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
My name is Jonathan Remein and my wife and I reside in the Sugar House neighborhood here in Salt 
Lake City.  
 
I am writing to comment on the Revised Chapter 26, specifically to comment on my disagreement with 
the two preferred alternatives, the gondola or expanded road for bus lanes. 
 
I’d like to start by saying that my wife and I moved here, like many others, primarily for the amazing 
access this area has to the Wasatch range. As a climber, I frequent Little Cottonwood Canyon for 
bouldering and rope climbing alike, often in areas that would be significantly and permanently altered 
due to both preferred alternatives. Such a significant impact on what I would consider to be one of the 
most valuable resources to the area would not only be devastating to outdoor recreationalists of all 
kinds, but one could also argue it does not come close to satisfying the criteria of use for a Section 4(f) 
resource. Additionally, the resources designated in many parts of LCC provide value beyond just 
recreation. There is a rich history of accomplished mountaineers and climbers who had their beginnings 
in LCC including the Lowe brothers (Jeff, Mike, Greg) and their cousin George Lowe. Even today we 
see history in the making from younger climbers who grew up climbing in LCC like Nathanial Coleman 
and many others pushing the limits in the sport. 
 
The impact to the area between and including the Alpenbock Loop Trail and the Grit Mill Trailhead 
alone far exceeds de minimis impact that would be sustained to the boulders within that resource, 
which should be considered a major contributor to the section 4(f) resource designation. A minimum of 
4 boulders being completely removed, with many more impacted due to the road widening or gondola 
easement, is already more than enough to create an “adverse effect” on the protected activities, 
features, or attributes of this resource. Other impacts are wholly left out of the Revised Chapter 26 
including noise attributed to the gondola and impacts to the viewshed from within the boulder field and 
from the cliffs above, which would further contribute to a lasting effect of the activities and features of 
the area. (32.26E) 
 
It is also stated that if the use of a "Section 4(f) resource is indeed deemed to be of de minimus impact, 
there also must be “no prudent and feasible avoidance alternative.” Initial cost estimates for the 
preferred alternatives are over $500 million, and other (more prudent and feasible) alternatives such as 
increased bus usage without road widening, tolling, incentive programs, etc. have yet to be tried. 
(32.26E and 32.29UU) 
 
One of the largest problems with both preferred alternatives is that the massive amount of temporary 
and permanent impacts to the canyon will be benefiting only a certain user group for a very small 
portion of the year that is only getting shorter with the onset of climate change. Considering this 
highlights how remarkably imprudent both of the preferred alternatives are in relation to some of the 
other alternatives, like the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative outlined in section 26.5.2. (32.29UU) 
 
I hope that my comments help you in your decisions regarding our beloved Little Cottonwood Canyon.I 
really believe a better alternative can be reached for satisfying all parties. 
Thanks! 
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COMMENT #:  852 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:48 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Jennifer Deans 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I oppose both EIS options as they impact climbing and recreation areas and don’t provide service for 
these areas. Let’s preserve the incredible beauty of LCC with less costly and lower impact 
transportation solutions, such as increased public transit without a gondola or road widening, that serve 
all canyon users. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  853 
DATE:   1/10/22 10:53 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Ted Packard 
 
COMMENT: 
 
My family and I are strongly in favor of widening the road and increasing regular buses. Building a 
gondola is a very bad idea including cost, environmental degradation, marring the incredible beauty of 
the canyon, harming wildlife and native flora, long wait times, long journey times, etc. As much as 
possible keep the canyon pristine. (32.29UU) 
 

July 2022 Page 32C-933 Little Cottonwood Canyon Final EIS



COMMENT #:  854 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:05 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Kristian Jelm 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Thank you for moving towards a solution. The snow sheds with road realignment would make a big 
difference. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  855 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:12 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Michael Dervage 
 
COMMENT: 
 
We, Michael Dervage and Kathryn Collard stems fully in support of Save Our Canyons comments and 
opinion on both the EIS and the Draft EIS Revised Chapter 26 (32.29UU) 
 
UDOT Reviewer Note: Responses to Save Our Canyons’ Section 4(f) comments can be found in 
response 777. 
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COMMENT #:  856 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:17 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Diane McQuay 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Both Gondola options will not help the overall traffic issues in Little Cottonwood Canyon. They only 
serve the ski resorts, Snowbird and Alta. And the 2nd option will also serve a proposed development, 
all 3 are private corporations. Why should our taxes pay for a Gondola, which its construction would 
permanently damage the ecosystem in the area, that would only serve private enterprises? The 
Gondola would not serve the citizens who live in the canyon nor the town of Alta. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  857 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:19 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Lucy Davis 
 
COMMENT: 
 
A gondola will not solve the traffic problems in LCC, but it will put our climbing areas at risk. Against the 
gondola. (32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  858 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:26 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Marker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
26.2.1.2 Definition of Section 4(f) Properties  
Section 4(f) definition of a “recreational” property errs in that it does not recognize the actual usage of 
LCC. “Section 4(f) applies to significant publicly owned parks and recreation areas that are open to the 
public. The land must be officially designated as a park or recreation area, and the officials with 
jurisdiction of the land must determine that its primary purpose is as a park or recreation area. The term 
significant means that, in comparing the availability and function of the property with the recreation 
objectives of the agency or community authority, the property in question plays an important role in 
meeting those objectives.” 
 
LCC is a significant multi-use recreational day-use destination with overnight camping in both 
developed and undeveloped areas. It serves over 1.5M residents in the greater Salt Lake Valley area. 
As a “recreational area” it is “significant” due to its proximity to populous areas, how its wilderness 
contrasts the surrounding metropolitan area and by the volume of visitors. UDOT says the 3.7M people 
visited the canyon last year to “recreate” in all the versions that word implies. Zions National Park had 
3.6M and its canyon is twice as long. The Wasatch Canyons General Plan acknowledges LCC as a 
soignificant recreational destination: “Perhaps the primary stressor on the Wasatch Canyons is the 
increasing visitation and use of the area for recreational purposes. Little Cottonwood Canyon offers 
destination recreation at its two ski areas, and dispersed recreation at developed picnic and camp sites 
and in the Canyon backcountry The applied definition is too narrow to apply to LCC. The limited 
identification of rock climbing sites and a single organized camp ground and does not acknowledge 
how the entire space of this small is utilized. The entire canyon is seen and experienced by everyone 
who visits. (32.26E and 32.26P)
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COMMENT #:  859 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:27 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Marker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
6.4.1.2.2 Properties Evaluated but Determined Not To Be Section 4(f) Properties  
Little Cottonwood Canyon Road (S.R. 210) from S.R. 209 to the eastern project terminus in the town of 
Alta is designated as a scenic byway recognized for its views of dramatic mountain peaks and steep 
canyon walls. (32.26V) 
 
The definition what makes a recreational areas is too narrow. A significant number of visitors come to 
LCC just to take in the view scape: narrow glacier formed canyon, steep majestic canyon wall, varied 
flora an fauna. The view scape would be irreparably destroyed. (32.26E) 
 
In 26.7.6 UDOT expresses concerns for the use of 20’ high avalanche berms and the negative impact 
of such would be “high” and selects a less impactful option. A consistent application of this criteria 
should find 22 - 200’ gondola towers negatively impacting the scenic views even more. (32.29UU) 
 
In a later section UDOT acknowledges the damage to view scape from historic structures within 
Snowbird property done by gondola towers yet no such concern is addressed over the presence of 22 
200’ towers within the canyon itself. (32.29UU) 
 
There are designated wilderness areas within LCC and some located very close to tower locations near 
the middle of the canyon. Such towers and gondola move will be visible from designated wilderness. 
Such visibility will be contrary to the concept of establishing a wilderness area and have it void of 
mechanized transportation systems. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  860 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:28 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Marker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
26.5.4.2.2 Section 4(f) Recreation Resources  
There would be visual impacts as campground users see gondola cabins moving overhead, as well as 
privacy impacts related to being viewed by passengers in the cabins as they pass by. The visual 
impacts would vary from one campsite to another; the gondola cabins would be obscured by vegetation 
in some areas. Gondola cabins would be visible moving through openings in the trees. 
UDOT errs in thinking that a gondola moving directly overhead in an organized campground is de 
minimis. People come to camp to reach into nature. Having a mechanized 30-person cabin fly 
overhead attached to a moving cable desecrates the outdoor experience. Also to think that a gondola 
with a $600M cost would be allowed to be shut down in the summer is to ignore the drive to recoup 
costs. There would be extreme pressure from business interests to monetize the gondola as much as 
possible. Also the suggestion to displace tent campers with RV users borders on discriminating on that 
segment of society who tent camp because it is within their means to do so. (32.26G and 32.29UU)
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COMMENT #:  861 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:31 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Creighton Baird 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The impact isn’t worth the gondola or road expansion. The Canyons have an occupancy limit. 
(32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  862 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:39 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Sam Hartvigsen 
 
COMMENT: 
 
Hello. Both of the proposed solutions (Gondola/Road Widening) to easing traffic in Little Cottonwood 
canyon will be harmful to users of the canyon while ultimately failing to solve the overcrowding. I 
believe that less impactful options should first be tried before jumping to very expensive solutions that 
would permanently alter the canyon. While overcrowding on peak days in LCC is an issue, it is only an 
issue for about ~20 days of the year. These proposed changes will make access to the canyon, 
especially the lower canyon much worse. I visit LCC throughout the year, mostly in the spring and fall. I 
probably visited the canyon to rock climb 50+ days in 2021 from spring to fall. During these seasons 
many people use parking on the side of the road and semi-formal pullouts to access climbing and 
hiking. Under the proposals, parking would be restricted to only formal parking areas. The gate butress 
area would especially be impacted, as under the proposal it would be transformed into a parking area 
for about 20 cars, meanwhile it can currently accommodate about 40. This would make it much harder 
to spend time in the lower canyon in the spring, summer and fall when these parking areas area 
already filling to capacity quickly during the day. This is all not to mention the removal of historic and 
frequently visited bouldering rock climbs that would occur under the proposals. I think that before 
jumping to these dramatic, overly expensive and permanent alterations of the canyon less impactful 
options should be tried. Perhaps a toll in that canyon on the busiest days that could fund an expanded 
bus program to shuttle people that have lift tickets. The most egregious plan would be the gondola, as it 
would only be really useful on peak days of the year for one user group, and an eyesore and distraction 
every other day to all other user groups. Climbing on the cliffs of the canyon and having a Gondola 
whirring right behind me would really take a lot of the beauty out of the canyon. Please consider less 
impactful options. From a lifelong resident of SLC, thank you. (32.26E and 32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  863 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:43 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Marker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Cottonwood Canyons are part of the Foothills and Canyons Overlay Zone (FCOZ) and are subject 
to the Natural Hazard Areas regulations. FCOZ establishes standards for development in the foothills 
and Canyons, in order to preserve their natural character. FCOZ goals are consistent with the desire to 
preserve visual character (#1 on the list) in Big and Little Cottonwood Canyons (32.29UU). 
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COMMENT #:  864 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:44 PM 
SOURCE:  Website 
NAME:  Mike Marker 
 
COMMENT: 
 
The Cottonwood Canyons Scenic Byways Corridor Plan recognizes that recreation along the Byways 
drives the economy.  
The planning process of this area requires the consideration of the features within a corridor that may 
detract from the intrinsic qualities and woud have a negative impact on its draw as a recreational site. 
These detracting uses are anomalous intrusions on the visitor’s scenic byway experience. The number 
one detractor on The Plan’s list of distractions was identified as overhead power lines. A gondola would 
be taller by a factor of 10. (32.29UU) 
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COMMENT #:  865 
DATE:   1/10/22 11:59 PM 
SOURCE:  Mailed 
NAME:  Stephen Lewis 
 
COMMENT: 
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COMMENT #:  866 
DATE:   1/20/22 11:59 PM 
SOURCE:  Mailed 
NAME:  Courtney Hoover – US Department of Interior 
 
COMMENT:  

 
 

32.26A 
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Memo 
Date: Friday, May 20, 2022 

Project: Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS 

To: UDOT 

From: HDR 

Subject: Section 4(f) – No Constructive Use Determination  

This memo documents the consideration of constructive use of Section 4(f) park and recreation 
resources and historic properties for the Utah Department of Transportation’s (UDOT) Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Constructive use was assessed for 
specific Section 4(f) park and recreation resources as described in this memo for four reasons: 
(1) it is unknown whether land below the gondola cables would be permanently incorporated 
into a transportation facility; (2) the Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities (SLCDPU) 
commented on the draft resource chapters of the EIS that constructive use should be evaluated 
for specific Section 4(f) recreation resources; (3) the Town of Alta commented on the Draft EIS 
that constructive use should be evaluated for the Alta Town Park; and (4) a member of the 
public commented on the Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, 
that the gondola alternatives would have significant impacts on the planned Bonneville 
Shoreline Trail segment located on Cottonwood Heights City’s property due to its proximity. 

Constructive use was also assessed for one Section 4(f) historic property (site 42SL968) based 
on public comments that climbing resources in Little Cottonwood Canyon are historic and that 
proximity impacts would result in a constructive use. 

This memo was written during development of the Draft EIS; updated during development of the 
Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, that was released for public 
comment in December 2021; and updated again during development of the Final EIS. 

Definition of Section 4(f) Properties 
Section 4(f) applies to significant publicly owned parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and 
waterfowl refuges, and to significant publicly or privately owned historic properties. This 
constructive-use evaluation considers potential constructive uses of a park, three recreation 
resources, and one historic resource. 

Section 4(f) Park and Recreation Resources 

Section 4(f) applies to significant publicly owned parks and recreation areas that are open to the 
public. The land must be officially designated as a park or recreation area, and the officials with 
jurisdiction of the land must determine that its primary purpose is as a park or recreation area. 
The term significant means that, in comparing the availability and function of the property with 
the recreation objectives of the agency, community, or authority, the property in question plays 
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an important role in meeting those objectives. On public lands managed for multiple uses, 
including National Forest System lands, Section 4(f) applies only to those portions of such lands 
that function for, or are designated in the plans of the administering agency as being for, 
significant park, recreation, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge purposes. 

Section 4(f) Historic Properties 

Section 4(f) applies to historic sites that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP), unless UDOT determines that an exception under 23 CFR Section 
774.13 applies. An exception would apply if UDOT concludes that a site eligible for inclusion in 
the NRHP “is important chiefly because of what can be learned by data recovery and has 
minimal value for preservation in place” [23 CFR Section 774.13(b)(1)]. 

Use Definitions 
There are three types of use in the context of Section 4(f) as defined in 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Section 774.17. The differentiator among these types of use is whether land 
from the Section 4(f) property would be permanently impacted, temporarily impacted, or not 
impacted by the transportation project. 

The first type of use is when land from a Section 4(f) property is permanently incorporated into a 
transportation facility through purchase or easement. This type of use is sometimes referred to 
as a direct use and could have either de minimis impacts or greater–than–de minimis impacts. 

The second type of use is commonly referred to as a temporary occupancy. This occurs when 
land from a Section 4(f) property is temporarily occupied in connection with a transportation 
facility through a temporary construction easement. The regulation at 23 CFR Section 774.13(d) 
provides the conditions under which “temporary occupancies of land … are so minimal as to not 
constitute a use within the meaning of Section 4(f).” 

The third type of use is called constructive use. A constructive use involves either (1) no actual 
physical use of the Section 4(f) property through permanent incorporation of land into a 
transportation facility (2) or a temporary occupancy of land that does not meet the exception 
criteria in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d). A constructive use occurs when the proximity impacts of a 
project are so severe that they result in a substantial impairment to the property’s activities, 
features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f). 

Constructive Use Definition 

UDOT must comply with 23 CFR Section 774.151 to determine whether there would be a 
constructive use of a Section 4(f) property by the Little Cottonwood Canyon EIS alternatives. 
Constructive use occurs when the proximity impacts of a project on an adjacent or nearby 
Section 4(f) property, after incorporation of impact mitigation, are so severe that the activities, 

 
1 23 CFR Section 774.15, Constructive Use Determinations, is attached. UDOT also follows FHWA’s 

Section 4(f) Policy Paper (FHWA 2012), including its provisions regarding constructive use. 
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features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially 
impaired. As a general matter, this means that the value of the resource, in terms of its 
Section 4(f) purpose and significance, would be meaningfully reduced or lost. The degree of 
impact and impairment must be determined in consultation with the officials with jurisdiction in 
accordance with 23 CFR Section 774.15(d)(3). In those situations in which a potential 
constructive use can be reduced below a substantial impairment by the inclusion of mitigation 
measures, there would be no constructive use. 

UDOT has assumed most of the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) responsibilities for 
environmental review, consultation, and other actions under Section 4(f). However, per the 
Memorandum of Understanding between FHWA and UDOT regarding National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) assignment (FHWA 2017), UDOT cannot make a determination that an 
action constitutes a constructive use without first consulting with FHWA and obtaining FHWA’s 
views on such a determination. If FHWA raises an objection, then UDOT agrees not to proceed 
with a determination of a constructive use. A determination of constructive use by FHWA or a 
state DOT that has assumed FHWA’s Section 4(f) responsibilities is rare. 

Possible Constructive Use. The Section 4(f) regulations identify specific project situations in 
which a constructive use would and would not occur. Specific situations in which a constructive 
use would occur are listed in 23 CFR Section 774.15(e) below: 

1. The projected noise level would substantially interfere with the use and enjoyment of a 
noise-sensitive facility, such as 

i. Hearing the performances at an outdoor amphitheater, 

ii. Sleeping in the sleeping area of a campground, 

iii. Enjoyment of a historic site where a quiet setting is a generally recognized 
feature or attribute of the site's significance, 

iv. Enjoyment of an urban park where serenity and quiet are significant attributes, or 

v. Viewing wildlife in an area of a wildlife and waterfowl refuge intended for such 
viewing; 

2. The proximity of the proposed project substantially impairs aesthetic features or 
attributes of a property protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are 
considered important contributing elements to the value of the property. Examples of 
substantial impairment to visual or aesthetic qualities would be the location of a 
proposed transportation facility in such proximity that it obstructs or eliminates the 
primary views of an architecturally significant historical building, or substantially detracts 
from the setting of a Section 4(f) property which derives its value in substantial part due 
to its setting; 

3. The project results in a restriction of access which substantially diminishes the utility of a 
significant publicly owned park, recreation area, or historic site; 



 

Section 4(f) – No Constructive Use Determination 
Friday, May 20, 2022 4 of 23 
4891-4591-4655.v1 

4. The vibration impact from construction or operation of the project substantially impairs 
the use of a Section 4(f) property, such as projected vibration levels that are great 
enough to physically damage a historic building or substantially diminish the utility of the 
building, unless the damage is repaired and fully restored consistent with the Secretary 
of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, that is, the integrity of 
the contributing features must be returned to a condition which is substantially similar to 
that which existed prior to the project; or 

5. The ecological intrusion of the project substantially diminishes the value of wildlife 
habitat in a wildlife and waterfowl refuge adjacent to the project, substantially interferes 
with the access to a wildlife and waterfowl refuge when such access is necessary for 
established wildlife migration or critical life cycle processes, or substantially reduces the 
wildlife use of a wildlife and waterfowl refuge. 

No Constructive Use. Specific project situations in which a constructive use would not occur 
are listed in 23 CFR Section 774.15(f): 

1. Compliance with the requirements of 36 CFR Section 800.5 for proximity impacts of the 
proposed action, on a site listed on or eligible for the National Register, results in an 
agreement of “no historic properties affected” or “no adverse effect; 

2. For projected noise levels: 

i. The impact of projected traffic noise levels of the proposed highway project on a 
noise-sensitive activity do not exceed the FHWA noise-abatement criteria as 
contained in Table 1 in 23 CFR Part 772, or 

ii. The projected operational noise levels of the proposed transit or railroad project 
do not exceed the noise impact criteria for a Section 4(f) activity in the FTA 
guidelines for transit noise and vibration impact assessment or the moderate 
impact criteria in the FRA guidelines for high-speed transportation noise and 
vibration impact assessment; 

3. The projected noise levels exceed the relevant threshold in paragraph (f)(2) of this 
section because of high existing noise, but the increase in the projected noise levels if 
the proposed project is constructed, when compared with the projected noise levels if 
the project is not built, is barely perceptible (3 A-weighted decibels [dBA] or less); 

4. There are proximity impacts to a Section 4(f) property, but a governmental agency’s 
right-of-way acquisition or adoption of project location, or the Administration’s approval 
of a final environmental document, established the location for the proposed 
transportation project before the designation, establishment, or change in the 
significance of the property. However, if it is reasonably foreseeable that a property 
would qualify as eligible for the National Register prior to the start of construction, then 
the property should be treated as a historic site for the purposes of this section; 
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5. Overall (combined) proximity impacts caused by a proposed project do not substantially 
impair the activities, features, or attributes that qualify a property for protection under 
Section 4(f); 

6. Proximity impacts will be mitigated to a condition equivalent to, or better than, that which 
would occur if the project were not built, as determined after consultation with 
the official(s) with jurisdiction; 

7. Change in accessibility will not substantially diminish the utilization of the Section 4(f) 
property; or 

8. Vibration levels from project construction activities are mitigated, through advance 
planning and monitoring of the activities, to levels that do not cause a substantial 
impairment of protected activities, features, or attributes of the Section 4(f) property. 

Although the regulation specifically addresses these situations in which a constructive use is 
deemed to occur or not occur, it is not comprehensive. The question, in each case, is whether a 
project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that 
qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f) would be substantially impaired. 

Right-of-way Considerations for the Little Cottonwood Canyon 
EIS Alternatives 

Enhanced Bus Service, Enhanced Bus Service in Peak-period Shoulder Lane, and 
Cog Rail Alternatives 

The first step in determining use is identifying how the land of a Section 4(f) property would be 
impacted. This is straightforward for the enhanced bus service and cog rail alternatives. Land 
within the proposed rights of way would be permanently incorporated into the transportation 
facility, while land within the proposed temporary construction easements would be temporarily 
occupied in connection with the transportation facility. 

Based on preliminary design, small, temporary construction easements would be needed from 
several Section 4(f) recreation resources. It is a conservative assumption for the EIS to assume 
that these temporary construction easements would be necessary. However, during the final 
design of the Selected Alternative, UDOT might determine that these temporary construction 
easements are not needed. Without a temporary construction easement, or with a construction 
easement that met the exception criteria of 23 CFR Section 774.13(d), a constructive use could 
be possible. 

Gondola Alternatives 

Right-of-way acquisition or an easement would be required for the gondola stations, towers, and 
alignment. Where the gondola alignment crosses privately owned land, property would be 
acquired for the towers and stations, and a perpetual easement would be obtained for land 
under the gondola cables. 
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UDOT does not currently know what type of right-of-way instrument (for example, appropriation, 
easement, or special-use permit) would be used where the gondola alignment crosses 
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service land. Regardless of the right-of-way 
instrument used, land occupied by the gondola towers and stations would be permanently 
incorporated into a transportation facility. In other words, gondola towers and stations located on 
a Section 4(f) property would result in a direct use. It is not currently known whether the right-of-
way instrument for the gondola alignment between the towers and stations would include 
property rights for the land beneath the cables or would be for aerial rights only. The latter case 
would not be considered permanent incorporation, the former case could be. Therefore, it is not 
known whether land associated with a Section 4(f) property under the cables would be perma-
nently incorporated into a transportation facility, thereby resulting in a direct use. However, for 
the EIS, UDOT assumed that the right-of-way instrument issued for the gondola would include 
land rights for the area under the gondola cables, resulting in a direct Section 4(f) use. 

The assumption that the gondola right-of-way would result in a direct use of land under the 
cables is a conservative assumption. If the right-of-way instrument ultimately used for the 
gondola system would not result in a direct use of the land under the cables (that is, aerial rights 
only), a constructive-use evaluation would be appropriate to determine whether proximity 
impacts from the gondola cabins passing overhead would result in a constructive use. As 
described below, a preliminary evaluation of constructive use has been conducted to account 
for the possibility of no direct use. 

Noise and Visual Impact Considerations for the Little Cottonwood 
Canyon EIS Alternatives 
For the recreation properties on National Forest System (NFS) lands that were determined to be 
subject to Section 4(f) protection and therefore were analyzed in this memorandum, UDOT, in 
consultation with the USDA Forest Service, determined that setting, visual qualities, noise 
qualities, and aesthetic features are not what qualify the properties for protection. The activities 
that qualify these properties for protection include, but are not limited to, camping, climbing, 
biking, hiking, and skiing. Protected features support these activities. The identified recreation 
properties do not derive their value in substantial part due to setting, visual qualities, noise 
qualities, or aesthetic features. These are secondary or tangential qualities of the area but are 
not the primary features that qualify the areas for protection under Section 4(f). Impacts to 
setting and visual qualities are evaluated separately from Section 4(f) impacts in Chapter 17, 
Visual Resources, of the Final EIS. Noise impacts are evaluated separately from Section 4(f) 
impacts in Chapter 11, Noise, of the Final EIS. 

Based on these reasons, and as discussed in more detail below on a property-by-property 
basis, UDOT determined that the noise, visual, and setting impacts from the project alternatives 
would not result in the substantial impairment of the activities, features or attributes that qualify 
the park and recreation properties for protection under Section 4(f). 
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Evaluation of Constructive Use of Section 4(f) Park and 
Recreation Properties 

Section 4(f) Properties to Evaluate Constructive Use 

Constructive use is evaluated at four Section 4(f) park and recreation properties: Tanners Flat 
Campground, the Temple Quarry Nature Trail Trailhead, the Alta Town Park, and a planned 
section of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail. 

Due to the unknowns with a potential gondola right-of-way described above, this memo 
considers and evaluates whether the gondola alternatives would result in a constructive use of 
the Section 4(f) properties they pass over if no gondola towers or stations would be located on 
the property (for example, at Tanners Flat Campground). Constructive use would be possible 
only if the ultimate right-of-way instrument does not permanently incorporate the land beneath 
the gondola cables into a transportation facility, thereby resulting in a direct use. 

The Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities (SLCDPU) provided comments regarding 
constructive use during its review of the preliminary draft resource chapters for the EIS. 
SLCDPU’s position was that the gondola and cog rail alternatives could result in both an “actual 
use” (that is, a direct use) and a constructive use of two of the Section 4(f) properties listed in 
Table 1. It is not possible to have both a physical (direct) use and a constructive use for the 
same Section 4(f) property. Section 4(f) regulations and guidance are clear that constructive use 
is possible only when there is no actual physical use of the Section 4(f) property via either 
(1) permanent incorporation of land or (2) a temporary occupancy of land that fails to meet the 
exception criteria in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d). For this reason, a constructive-use evaluation 
would not be appropriate when there would be either a direct use of a property or a temporary 
occupancy of the property that did not meet the exception criteria in 23 CFR Section774.13(d). 

Based on preliminary design, small, temporary construction easements would be needed from 
Tanners Flat Campground and the Temple Quarry Nature Trail to construct the Cog Rail 
Alternative. UDOT might determine during the final design that these temporary construction 
easements are not needed. Without a direct use or a temporary construction easement of the 
type that would constitute a use, a constructive use could be possible. This memo evaluates the 
constructive use of Tanners Flat Campground and the Temple Quarry Nature Trail assuming 
that temporary construction easements are not needed, or, if they are needed, they satisfy the 
exception criteria in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d). 

The Town of Alta submitted comments on the Draft EIS requesting that UDOT formally 
acknowledge the Alta Town Park and analyze whether the impacts of nearby gondola elements 
would constitute impacts to a recreation resource under Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act. This memo includes an evaluation of whether the gondola alternatives 
would result in a constructive use of the Alta Town Park due to proximity. 

A member of the public submitted comments on the Revised Draft Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and 
Section 6(f) Evaluation, that the gondola alternatives would result in significant impacts to the 
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Bonneville Shoreline Trail on Cottonwood Heights City’s conservation property due to proximity. 
This memo evaluates whether the gondola alternatives would result in a constructive use of this 
planned segment of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail. 

Table 1. Potential for Constructive Use of Section 4(f) Park and Recreation Properties 

Section 4(f) 
Property  

Gondola 
Alternatives Use 

in Draft EIS 

Cog Rail 
Alternative Use 

in Draft EIS 
Stakeholder Comment(s) 

Evaluate for 
Constructive Use? 

Tanners Flat 
Campground  

Gondola passes 
over 
campground; no 
towers or stations 
within 
campground. 

Assumes 
easement 
beneath cables 
results in direct 
use with 
de minimis 
impact. 

Temporary 
construction 
easement of 
0.03 acre. 

Temporary 
occupancy with 
no use. 

SLCDPU Comments 

Gondola alternatives: Actual 
and constructive use. 

Cog Rail Alternative: UDOT 
should re-evaluate to 
determine whether 
constructive use would 
occur. 

Yes, for gondola and 
cog rail alternatives. 

Constructive use could 
be possible for the 
gondola alternatives if 
aerial easement only. 

Constructive use could 
be possible for the Cog 
Rail Alternative if a 
temporary construction 
easement is either 
avoided or meets the 
exception criteria in 23 
CFR Section 774.13(d). 

Temple 
Quarry 
Nature Trail 
Trailhead 

No use. Temporary 
construction 
easement of 
0.12 acre. 

Temporary 
occupancy with 
no use. 

SLCDPU Comment 

Gondola alternatives: 
No comment. 

Cog Rail Alternative: In 
addition to actual use, UDOT 
should re-evaluate to 
determine whether 
constructive use would 
occur. 

Yes, for Cog Rail 
Alternative only. 

Constructive use could 
be possible for Cog Rail 
Alternative if a 
temporary construction 
easement is either 
avoided or meets the 
exception criteria in 23 
CFR Section 774.13(d).  

Alta Town 
Park 

No use. No use. Town of Alta Comment 

Gondola alternatives: UDOT 
should analyze whether the 
impacts of nearby gondola 
elements would constitute 
impacts under Section 4(f). 

Yes, for gondola 
alternatives only. 

Planned 
Section of 
Bonneville 
Shoreline 
Trail 

No use. Use with 
de minimis 
impact. 

Member of the Public 
Comment 

Gondola Alternative B: 
Impacts would be significant; 
gondola base station and 
tower are within 50 meters 
(164 feet) of planned trail. 

Yes, for Gondola 
Alternative B only. 

Constructive use of the Grit Mill Trailhead was initially evaluated for the gondola alternatives in 
an earlier version of this memorandum because the gondola cables would pass directly over the 
trailhead without a direct use (there would be no stations or towers located in the trailhead). The 
Grit Mill Trailhead was initially evaluated as a Section 4(f) resource in the Draft EIS released in 
June 2021. Based on public comments and revised data provided by stakeholders, UDOT and 
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the USDA Forest Service determined that it would be appropriate to combine two recreation 
resources that had been evaluated separately (the Grit Mill Trailhead and Alpenbock Loop Trail) 
into a single Section 4(f) recreation resource and revise the evaluation. The initial analysis is 
available in an archived version of this memo. It concluded that there would be no constructive 
use of the Grit Mill Trailhead. The combined recreation resource is referred to as Alpenbock 
Loop and Grit Mill Climbing Opportunities. There would be a direct use of this area by the 
gondola alternatives because a station and one tower would be constructed in the area. For this 
reason, a constructive-use evaluation is not applicable for the Alpenbock Loop and Grit Mill 
Climbing Opportunities property. 

Table 1 above describes the potential for constructive use at three Section 4(f) recreation 
properties and a park property. The table includes the use as described in the Draft EIS 
(June 2021) or the revised Section 4(f) Evaluation (December 2021) for the gondola and cog rail 
alternatives, the comments submitted by SLCDPU and the Town of Alta, and a determination by 
UDOT regarding whether constructive use should be evaluated in this memo. 

Types of Impacts to Consider for Constructive Use 

As noted above (see Constructive Use Definition) and listed in 23 CFR Section 774.15(e), a 
constructive use can occur due to impacts from noise, visual and/or aesthetic changes, access 
restriction, and vibration. Constructive use from an ecological intrusion does not apply for the 
State Route (S.R.) 210 Project because there are no Section 4(f) wildlife and waterfowl refuges 
in the project area. 

Tanners Flat Campground 
Tanners Flat Campground is a USDA Forest Service campground that borders S.R. 210 about 
4 miles up Little Cottonwood Canyon. There are 31 single sites, 3 double sites, 4 group sites, 
bathroom facilities, a volleyball court, and an amphitheater. The campground is open from late 
May through late September and is closed during the winter. Based on UDOT’s consultation 
with the USDA Forest Service, the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for 
protection under Section 4(f) include the campground facilities described above and related 
activities (for example, volleyball and/or programs at the amphitheater) set within the forest and 
adjacent to Little Cottonwood Creek on the south and S.R. 201 on the west and north. UDOT, in 
consultation with the USDA Forest Service, determined that setting, visual qualities, noise 
qualities, and aesthetic features are not what qualify Tanners Flat Campground for Section 4(f) 
protection. 

With the gondola alternatives, no gondola stations or towers would be located in the 
campground; there would be no physical impacts to the campground or its features. An 
approximately 4.27-acre right-of-way instrument would be required where the gondola cables 
pass over the campground. This memo evaluates constructive use of Tanners Flat Campground 
for the gondola alternatives assuming an aerial easement only; that is, the right-of-way issued 
for the gondola alignment would not include land rights that would result in a direct use. 
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As identified in Chapter 26, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, of the Final EIS, UDOT, 
with the concurrence of the USDA Forest Service, determined that, if there was a direct use of 
the Tanners Flat Campground due to a gondola easement that included the land surface, the 
impacts of the gondola facility would be de minimis; that is, with mitigation, there would not be 
an adverse effect on the features, attributes, or activities that qualify the campground property 
for protection under Section 4(f). The de minimis analysis included the same noise and visual 
impacts from the gondola that would be considered as proximity impacts for purpose of a 
potential constructive use. When a de minimis finding has been made for the impacts of a 
transportation facility on a Section 4(f) property, including noise and visual impacts, it 
necessarily means that there could not be a finding of a constructive use of that property based 
on those same noise and visual impacts, given the “substantial impairment” standard applicable 
to a constructive use versus the “no adverse effect” standard that applies for a de minimis 
impact. Nonetheless, in this memorandum, UDOT has assessed noise and visual impacts from 
the gondola as a potential constructive use. 

With the Cog Rail Alternative, a temporary construction easement of about 0.03 acre would be 
required adjacent to S.R. 210. There would be no impacts to campground features such as the 
campsites, bathroom facilities, volleyball court, or amphitheater. This memo evaluates 
constructive use of Tanners Flat Campground for the Cog Rail Alternative assuming that the 
temporary construction easement could be avoided, or, if a temporary construction easement is 
needed, it would meet the exception criteria in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d). 

Noise 

For the constructive-use analysis, the question is whether the noise impact of a transportation 
facility would be so severe as to substantially impair the features or attributes of the property 
protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are what qualify the property for 
Section 4(f) protection. Although a low-noise setting is not included in the activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify Tanners Flat Campground for protection under Section 4(f), some 
campground users might feel that the noise level is an important attribute. 

The gondola cables would span the Tanners Flat Campground, with two towers located just 
outside the campground area, one on the down-canyon side and one on the up-canyon side. To 
better estimate gondola noise levels, UDOT conducted noise monitoring at the Peak 2 Peak 
3S (tri-cable) gondola at Whistler Blackcomb Ski Resort; the noise from this gondola is expected 
to be similar to noise from the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola alternatives due to the 
similarity of the two facility types. The noise level of a gondola is greatest at the towers and 
stations due to the movement of the cable and hangars through the shiv wheels, with virtually 
no noise produced by the cable and cars as they move in the area between the towers or 
stations. The monitoring showed that the noise level below the tower was about 55.4 dBA at 
65.6 feet (HDR 2021). 

UDOT expects that the noise levels from a Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola system at 
175 feet from the tower, at the edge of the campground area where it would be loudest, would 
be about 48.2 dBA, or less than noise generated by vehicles on S.R. 210 (projected at 59 dBA 
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at the campground entrance—noise levels within the campground would range from 47 dBA to 
57dBA). If gondola operation noise is combined with the roadway noise, noise levels at Tanners 
Flat Campground would increase by less than 1 dBA, a difference which is not audible to human 
hearing. In addition, the gondola system would not operate during the campground’s quiet hours 
of 10 PM to 7 AM. Based on this analysis, UDOT has determined that noise from Gondola 
Alternative B would not substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the 
campground for protection as a Section 4(f) resource. 

UDOT also evaluated overall cog rail–related noise levels. UDOT assumes that campground 
users expect to experience transportation noise in areas close to S.R. 210 such as the 
campground entrance. Noise evaluation of the Cog Rail Alternative found combined noise levels 
with S.R. 210 traffic of about 68 dBA at 15 feet from the rail alignment. Noise levels would be 
57.5 dBA at 50 feet from the alignment, 51.5 dBA at 100 feet, and 48 dBA at 150 feet. All of the 
campsites would be located more than 105 feet from the cog rail tracks, so noise levels are 
expected to be less than 51 dBA, or similar to background levels. It is also important to note 
that, during the summer, there would be only four trains per hour (two up canyon and two down 
canyon), so, after the train passes, noise levels would return to background levels. When the 
cog rail is not in operation, noise levels are projected to be the same as the noise levels with the 
No-Action Alternative. Furthermore, the cog rail would not operate during the campground’s 
quiet hours of 10 PM to 7 AM. Based on this analysis, UDOT has determined that noise from 
the Cog Rail Alternative would not substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes that 
qualify the campground for protection as a Section 4(f) resource. 

A snow shed on S.R. 210 adjacent to the east side of the campground is proposed with every 
primary action alternative. To model the noise levels from the traffic passing through the snow 
sheds, UDOT used a 3.5-times increase in the actual traffic volume and resulting noise as a 
proxy for the increase in traffic noise that would result from (1) reflections of the noise from the 
walls, (2) reflection of the noise off the ceiling, and (3) another 50% reflection of noise off the 
downhill supports. Using this methodology, noise levels from traffic on S.R. 210 would increase 
by about 5 dBA from existing conditions. Although the increased level in traffic noise would be 
perceivable to campground users, the avalanche mitigation (snow shed) alternatives would 
result in projected traffic noise levels at the campground below UDOT’s approved FHWA noise-
abatement criterion (NAC) (66 dBA), which, under 23 CFR Section 774.15(f)(2)(i) is not a 
constructive use. 

None of the gondola or cog rail alternatives would result in projected noise levels that would 
substantially change the noise environment, and the noise level from traffic in the snow sheds 
would not exceed UDOT’s NAC for the campground (66 dBA). Therefore, there would be no 
noise-based constructive use. 

Visual 

For the constructive-use analysis, the question is whether the visual impact of a transportation 
facility would be so severe as to substantially impair the features or attributes of the property 
protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are what qualify the property for 
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Section 4(f) protection. Although the visual setting is not included in the activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify Tanners Flat Campground for protection under Section 4(f), some 
campground users might feel that the visual setting is an important attribute. 

UDOT held a meeting at the campground on June 12, 2020, with the USDA Forest Service to 
discuss visual impacts from the gondola alternatives to the entire campground. When the 
campground is open during the summer, the gondola could operate from about 8 AM to 8 PM 
(actual operating times would be determined once the gondola is in operation). There would be 
visual impacts as campground users see gondola cabins moving overhead, as well as privacy 
impacts related to being viewed by passengers in the cabins as they pass by. Gondola towers 
might be visible from some areas of the campground, and the red Federal Aviation 
Administration warning lights might be visible from the campground at night. The visual impacts 
would vary from one campsite to another; the towers and gondola cabins would be obscured by 
vegetation in some areas. Gondola cabins would be visible moving through openings in the 
trees from the amphitheater and volleyball court. However, the visual and privacy attributes of 
the campground are not features that qualify the campground for Section 4(f) protection. 

Nonetheless, to minimize visual impacts, during the final design of a gondola alternative, a 
landscape architect would evaluate visual impacts at each campsite. For campsites where the 
gondola would be prominently visible, mitigation would include the following as applicable: 

 Reconfiguring sites to visually shield tables and fire pits from the gondola cabins 
overhead 

 Relocating the group area to a location with less visual impact 

 Redesigning sites to accommodate different user groups 

 Adding shade structures or pavilions to screen sites from visual impacts 

 Planting trees to create a visual screen over time 

In Little Cottonwood Canyon, UDOT will consider, on a case-by-case basis and in conjunction 
with the UDSA Forest Service, mitigation measures for impacts to visual resources. Potential 
mitigation could include the following: 

 Select materials and surface treatments for structures, cog rail, gondola, and roads that 
repeat and/or blend with the existing form, line, color, and texture of the surrounding 
landscape. 

 Use nonreflective gondola cable infrastructure to reduce glare and reflectiveness. 

 Minimize vegetation clearing to the extent practicable; feather the edges where 
vegetation clearing is necessary to reduce the creation of geometric clearings 
incongruent with the existing landscape character. 

UDOT determined that visual impacts (including mitigation) would not substantially detract from 
the aesthetic features or setting of the campground. 
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Access 

Access to Tanners Flat Campground would not change with any action alternative. All 
alternatives would be constructed during the summer when the campground is open. There 
could be temporary impacts to access during construction, but access to the campground would 
be maintained. 

Vibration 

The regulation at 23 CFR Section 774.15(e)(4) focuses on vibration impacts to historic 
buildings. Vibration is a concern when impact pile driving is used in construction. There are no 
historic structures in Tanners Flat Campground, and none of the action alternatives would 
require pile driving near the campground. 

Conclusion for Tanners Flat Campground 

The gondola alternatives would not result in a constructive use of Tanners Flat Campground. If 
the gondola right-of-way is an aerial easement only, there would be no use. 

The Cog Rail Alternative would not result in a constructive use of Tanners Flat Campground. If 
the temporary construction easement is avoided, or if the temporary construction easement is 
needed but it meets the exception criteria in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d), there would be no use. 

The snow sheds would not result in a constructive use of Tanners Flat Campground. 

Temple Quarry Nature Trail Trailhead 
The Temple Quarry Nature Trail is a 0.3-mile loop trail at the bottom of Little Cottonwood 
Canyon. The paved interpretive trail begins at the Temple Quarry Nature Trail Trailhead on the 
south side of S.R. 210 at the intersection with S.R. 209. The trail is wheelchair-accessible and 
has an amphitheater with seating for about 35 people. The trailhead also serves the Little 
Cottonwood Creek Trail. The activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for 
protection under Section 4(f) include the trailhead, trail, and amphitheater, and the use of those 
facilities by the public. 

Constructing the cog rail tracks would require a temporary construction easement of about 
0.12 acre from the USDA Forest Service. The easement is for constructing a buried drainage 
pipe that would cross under the access road to the trailhead. There would be no impacts to the 
trail or to trailhead features such as parking or restroom facilities. This memo evaluates 
constructive use of the Temple Quarry Nature Trail Trailhead for the Cog Rail Alternative 
assuming that no temporary construction easement is needed, or if it is needed, the temporary 
construction easement meets the exception criteria in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d). 

Noise 

For the constructive-use analysis, the question is whether the noise impact of a transportation 
facility would be so severe as to substantially impair the features or attributes of the property 
protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are what qualify the property for 
Section 4(f) protection. Although a low-noise setting is not included in the activities, features, or 
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attributes that qualify the Temple Quarry Nature Trail Trailhead for protection under Section 4(f), 
some trail users might feel that the noise level is an important attribute. 

UDOT determined that segments of trails approaching and leaving trailhead areas are not 
considered noise-sensitive due to their proximity to the existing S.R. 210 and trailhead parking 
lots. Trail users are not stationary and do not have consistent exposure to noise. UDOT 
assumes that trail users expect to experience transportation noise in trail areas close to 
S.R. 210 and parking lots. The closest distance between the Temple Quarry Nature Trail 
Trailhead and the cog rail tracks would be about 175 feet, where noise levels would be less than 
48 dBA, or less than existing noise levels of 51 dBA. When the cog rail is not in operation, noise 
levels are projected to be the same as background noise levels. Therefore, the cog rail is not 
projected to cause noise impacts, and so there would be no constructive use. 

Visual 

For the constructive-use analysis, the question is whether the visual impact of a transportation 
facility would be so severe as to substantially impair the features or attributes of the property 
protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are what qualify the property for 
Section 4(f) protection. Although the visual setting is not included in the activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify the Temple Quarry Nature Trail Trailhead for protection under Section 4(f), 
some trail users might feel that the visual setting is an important attribute. 

The Temple Quarry Nature Trail Trailhead is a trailhead with a paved parking lot, a restroom 
facility, a paved interpretive trail, and an amphitheater. The cog rail operations and maintenance 
facility would be located across S.R. 210 from the trailhead and would be visible from some 
areas of the parking lot and restroom facility. The view from the amphitheater and interpretive 
trail toward the operations and maintenance facility would be shielded by terrain and vegetation. 
Views from the parking lot, restroom facility, trail, and amphitheater are not qualifying attributes 
for Section 4(f) purposes. Visual impacts from the cog rails would not result in a constructive 
use of the Temple Quarry Nature Trail Trailhead. 

Access 

Access to the Temple Quarry Nature Trail Trailhead would not change with the Cog Rail 
Alternative. The cog rail system would be constructed during the summer when the trailhead is 
open. There could be temporary impacts to access during construction, but access to the 
trailhead would be maintained. 

Vibration 

The regulation at 23 CFR Section 774.15(e)(4) focuses on vibration impacts to historic 
buildings. Vibration is a concern when impact pile driving is used in construction. There are 
historic structures along the Temple Quarry Nature Trail; however, the Cog Rail Alternative 
would not require pile driving near the trail or trailhead. 

Conclusion for the Temple Quarry Nature Trail Trailhead 

The Cog Rail Alternative would not result in a constructive use of the Temple Quarry Nature 
Trail Trailhead. If the temporary construction easement is avoided, there would be no use. 
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Alta Town Park 
The Alta Town Park is located near the west end of the Alta Ski Area Transfer Tow and is 
available for small group gatherings outside the ski season. The park is located on NFS land 
and is under the jurisdiction of the USDA Forest Service and managed by the Town of Alta 
under a special-use permit. The special-use permit—issued by the USDA Forest Service to the 
Town of Alta—authorizes “operating and maintaining a park, playground and volleyball court.” 
The park features a volleyball court and bench seating, barbecue grills, covered picnic tables, 
and a playground with swing sets and a slide. There is no vehicle parking on site; access is by 
walking from the Wildcat parking lot or from residences or lodges. Based on the special-use 
permit and coordination with the USDA Forest Service, UDOT determined that the park is a 
Section 4(f) property and that the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for 
protection under Section 4(f) include a volleyball court with bench seating, a barbeque or picnic 
area, a playground area, and the activities associated with those features. In its comments on 
the Draft EIS, the Town of Alta stated that the park qualifies for Section 4(f) protection, and 
UDOT has since informed the Town by email that it agrees that the park qualifies for 
Section 4(f) protection and that UDOT intends to make a determination of no constructive use. 
The Town acknowledged receiving the email but otherwise did not respond (see Attachment A, 
Correspondence). 

With the gondola alternatives, no gondola stations or towers would be located within the Alta 
Town Park; there would be no physical impacts to the volleyball court or bench seating, 
barbecue grills, or picnic area. The gondola system would require a right-of-way (for example, 
appropriation, easement or special-use authorization) from the USDA Forest Service where the 
gondola cables pass over NFS land. The easement would be about 80 feet wide, 40 feet on 
either side of centerline. At the closest point, the gondola easement would be about 10 feet from 
the park boundary as indicated on the special-use permit. The cables would be above and offset 
about 65 feet horizontally from the bench seating. This memo evaluates constructive use of the 
Alta Town Park by the gondola alternatives. 

Noise 

For the constructive-use analysis, the question is whether the noise impact of a transportation 
facility would be so severe as to substantially impair the features or attributes of the property 
protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are what qualify the property for 
Section 4(f) protection. Although a low-noise setting is not included in the activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify the Alta Town Park for protection under Section 4(f), some park users 
might feel that the noise level is an important attribute. 

The gondola cables would pass overhead just north of the Alta Town Park. The nearest tower 
would be about 130 feet tall and about 75 feet north of the north edge of the park. The gondola 
cabins would touch down at the destination station about 275 feet northeast of the park. The 
noise generated by traffic on S.R. 210 is about 53 dBA at the park. To better estimate gondola 
noise levels, UDOT conducted noise monitoring at the Peak 2 Peak 3S (tri-cable) gondola at 
Whistler Blackcomb Ski Resort, which is expected to be similar to noise from the Little 



 

Section 4(f) – No Constructive Use Determination 
Friday, May 20, 2022 16 of 23 
4891-4591-4655.v1 

Cottonwood Canyon gondola alternatives due to the similarity of the two facility types. The noise 
level of a gondola is greatest at the towers and stations due to the movement of the cable and 
hangars through the shiv wheels, with virtually no noise produced by the cable and cars as they 
move in the area between the towers or stations. The monitoring showed that the noise level 
below the tower was about 55.4 dBA at 65.6 feet (HDR 2021). 

For the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola alternatives, the predicted noise level generated by a 
gondola cabin passing the tower is about 51.3 dBA at the park. Noise generated by the 
destination station would be negligible 275 feet away at the park. If operation noise from the 
gondola tower is combined with the roadway noise, projected noise levels would be about 
55.2 dBA, or an increase of about 2.2 dBA from the existing conditions of 53 dBA. Noise 
increases of 3 dBA or less are typically not detectable to human hearing. Therefore, there would 
not be a substantial impairment of activities at the park. 

Visual 

For the constructive-use analysis, the question is whether the visual impact of a transportation 
facility would be so severe as to substantially impair the features or attributes of the property 
protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are what qualify the property for 
Section 4(f) protection. Scenic viewing or aesthetic features are not included in the activities, 
features, or attributes that qualify the Alta Town Park for protection under Section 4(f). However, 
some park users might feel that the visual setting is an important attribute. 

Even if the Alta Town Park derived its value in substantial part due to its setting, the gondola 
infrastructure would not substantially detract from the visual setting. The Alta Town Park is 
located within a ski resort setting adjacent to the Alta Ski Area Transfer Tow and in sight of 
other ski lifts and tows, lodges and other businesses, and other base facilities. Base-area 
facilities dominate the immediate foreground views. Therefore, the gondola alternatives would 
not result in a visual constructive use. 

Access 

Access to the Alta Town Park would not change with the gondola alternatives. There could be 
temporary impacts to access during construction, but access to the park would be maintained. 

Vibration 

The regulation at 23 CFR Section 774.15(e)(4) focuses on vibration impacts to historic 
buildings. Vibration is a concern when impact pile driving is used in construction. There are no 
historic structures at the Alta Town Park, and the gondola alternatives would not require pile 
driving near the park. 

Conclusion for the Alta Town Park 

Based on the above analysis, the gondola alternatives would not result in a constructive use of 
the Alta Town Park. 
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Planned Section of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail 
The Bonneville Shoreline Trail is planned to ultimately run 280 miles from Nephi, Utah, to the 
Utah-Idaho border along the shoreline of ancient Lake Bonneville. According to Cottonwood 
Heights City’s Bonneville Shoreline Trail – Trailhead and Access Plan, the planned trail would 
run generally parallel to North Little Cottonwood Road and about 700 to 1,000 feet east of the 
road owned by Cottonwood Heights City, but the location for the trailhead is yet to be 
determined (Cottonwood Heights City 2020). The trail would be located next to the existing 
power line alignment, S.R. 210, and residential areas. There is an unpaved aqueduct road 
adjacent to North Little Cottonwood Road. The Bonneville Shoreline Trail Alignment Plan for 
Salt Lake County shows a portion of this aqueduct road as the planned Bonneville Shoreline 
Trail Alignment (Salt Lake County 2005). There is a discrepancy between these two plans 
regarding the location of the planned Bonneville Shoreline Trail. In consultation with Cottonwood 
Heights City, UDOT determined that the trail would be a significant recreation resource and that 
the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f) 
include the trail and its use for mountain biking, trail-running, and hiking. 

With the gondola alternatives, there would be no physical impacts to the planned Bonneville 
Shoreline Trail regardless of its alignment. With Gondola Alternative B, the gondola base station 
at La Caille would be constructed at a proposed development across North Little Cottonwood 
Road (S.R. 210) from the trail. The base station would include a gondola loading station and a 
2,500-space parking structure. Depending on the final location of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail, 
the gondola base station would be about 150 to 650 feet from the trail at its closest, and the 
closest gondola tower would be about 530 to 950 feet from the trail. This memo evaluates 
constructive use of the planned Bonneville Shoreline Trail for Gondola Alternative B. 

Noise 

For the constructive-use analysis, the question is whether the noise impact of a transportation 
facility would be so severe as to substantially impair the features or attributes of the property 
protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are what qualify the property for 
Section 4(f) protection. Although a low-noise setting is not included in the activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify the trail for protection under Section 4(f), some trail users might feel that 
the noise level is an important attribute. 

UDOT evaluated noise impacts at two locations. Receptor 4-241 and receptor 4-242 are both 
located near the aqueduct road (receptor locations are shown in Attachment D to the Noise 
Technical Report, which is Appendix 11A of the EIS). The predicted noise levels are 58 dBA for 
receptor 4-241 and 59 dBA for receptor 4-242 with Gondola Alternative B. Of note, these are the 
same predicted levels for background noise. 

If the planned Bonneville Shoreline Trail follows the aqueduct road as shown in the Bonneville 
Shoreline Trail Alignment Plan for Salt Lake County, predicted noise levels would be 58 to 
59 dBA when combined with S.R. 210 traffic, which is essentially the same as the background 
noise levels of 59 dBA (an increase of 3 dBA or less is not detectable to human hearing). If the 
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planned Bonneville Shoreline Trail is located farther up the slope and away from the road as 
shown in the Cottonwood Heights Bonneville Shoreline Trail – Trailhead and Access Plan, the 
predicted noise level would be even lower. Therefore, there would be no noise-based 
constructive use of this property. 

Visual 

For the constructive-use analysis, the question is whether the visual impact of a transportation 
facility would be so severe as to substantially impair the features or attributes of the property 
protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes are what qualify the property for 
Section 4(f) protection. The primary activities that qualify the Bonneville Shoreline Trail for 
protection under Section 4(f) include mountain biking, trail running, and hiking. Scenic viewing 
or aesthetic features are not included in the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the trail 
for protection under Section 4(f). However, some trail users might feel that the visual setting is 
an important attribute. 

Even if the Bonneville Shoreline Trail on Cottonwood Heights City property were to derive its 
value in substantial part due to its setting, the gondola infrastructure would not substantially 
detract from the visual setting because the base station and towers would be constructed in a 
developed area where existing buildings, power lines, S.R. 210, and other built features would 
be visible from the trail and trailhead, and where development of the land that would be 
occupied by the base station is planned regardless of whether a gondola system is constructed. 

Access 

UDOT coordinated with Cottonwood Heights City regarding the noise and visual constructive 
use determination (see Attachment A, Correspondence). The City’s main concern regarded 
access to a future Bonneville Shoreline Trail trailhead parking area across from the Gondola 
Alternative B base station. The proposed base station would not result in any direct use of the 
area proposed for the trailhead parking or the Bonneville Shoreline Trail.  

Cottonwood Heights City felt that winter peak-period traffic congestion caused by the base 
station would affect the access to the trailhead and thus the quality of the trail experience as 
well as the ability to safely access the Bonneville Shoreline Trail by vehicle, bicycle, or walking. 
Cottonwood Heights City also said that they preferred the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative 
over Gondola Alternative B and that additional safety enhancements should be considered with 
the gondola alternative including a pedestrian and cyclist crossing of S.R. 210, traffic 
management, and access to both sites (gondola and trailhead).  

None of the primary features or attributes of the trail—mountain biking, trail running, and 
hiking—would be substantially impaired. However, UDOT did consider trail access during the 
development of the Gondola Alternative B base station that addresses the concerns of 
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Cottonwood Heights City (see Chapter 7, Traffic and Transportation, and Chapter 9, 
Considerations Related to Pedestrians and Bicyclists, of the Final EIS):  

 If Gondola Alternative B or the Cog Rail Alternative is selected, UDOT will work with 
Cottonwood Heights City and Salt Lake County on the design of the bicycle and 
pedestrian path around the gondola or cog rail base station at La Caille to minimize 
safety conflicts and maintain the quality of this cyclist and pedestrian experience. This 
would include providing a multi-use trail from Wasatch Boulevard on the east side of 
North Little Cottonwood Road up to the land designated as open space (new trailhead) 
by Cottonwood Heights City. The multi-use trail would provide access for Cottonwood 
Heights residents to the proposed trailhead. Constructing a trail and trailhead on the 
open space would be the responsibility of Cottonwood Heights City. UDOT would build 
the trail within its existing right of way on the south and east sides of the property 
connecting the trail to the Little Cottonwood Canyon park-and-ride lot at the intersection 
of S.R. 209 and S.R. 210.  

 Traffic management improvements would include the following:  

o A new access road constructed by UDOT for traffic coming from southern Salt 
Lake and Utah Counties. This road would access the base station from Wasatch 
Boulevard, not North Little Cottonwood Road, near the trailhead access, thus 
reducing traffic near the trailhead access by 40%.  

o Two southbound lanes on North Little Cottonwood Road to the gondola base 
station. 

o An underground exit from the gondola base station parking garage under North 
Little Cottonwood Road for northbound traffic. This access would be north of the 
trailhead, so it would not conflict with trailhead parking. 

o A traffic signal at new intersection for the parking garage, which would allow 
crossing S.R. 210 from the multi-use path to the gondola base station.  

With these improvements on S.R. 210, traffic backups on busy ski days during the peak period 
would decrease from 13,000 feet, or past the intersection of Wasatch Boulevard and North Little 
Cottonwood Road (and the trailhead access), with the No-Action Alternative to 3,050 feet with 
Gondola Alternative B. The traffic studies showed that the backups would not interfere with the 
vehicles entering the gondola base station (Fehr & Peers 2020, 2022). Thus, with Gondola 
Alternative B, traffic congestion would improve over the No-Action Alternative. In addition, at 
3,050 feet, the traffic backup with Gondola Alternative B would not impede access to the 
proposed trailhead (the proposed trailhead is about 4,100 feet from the S.R. 210/S.R. 209 
intersection). With the Enhanced Bus Service Alternative, the traffic backup on busy ski days 
would be 4,300 feet, which would impede access to the proposed future trailhead during the 
peak period (see the figure below).  
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Figure 1. Vehicle Backup Lengths by Alternative 
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Finally, ski traffic would access the gondola base station only during the winter from December 
to March on busy ski days. During the remaining 8 months of the year and on non-busy ski 
days, there would be light traffic to the base station.  

In summary, with the multi-use path and traffic management improvements that would be 
implemented with Gondola Alternative B, access to the future trailhead for the Bonneville 
Shoreline Trail on the property owned by Cottonwood Heights City would not be substantially 
impaired, and pedestrian and cyclist access would be improved. Gondola Alternative B would 
provide better trailhead access than the No-Action Alternative or the Enhanced Bus Service 
Alternative. When the trailhead is planned to be constructed, UDOT will coordinate with 
Cottonwood Heights to ensure safe access to the trailhead for all users.  

Vibration 

The regulation at 23 CFR Section 774.15(e)(4) focuses on vibration impacts to historic 
buildings. It is not an issue of concern for the planned Bonneville Shoreline Trail. 

Conclusion for the Planned Section of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail 

Based on the above analysis, Gondola Alternative B would not result in a constructive use of the 
planned section of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail located on Cottonwood Heights City’s property. 

Evaluation of Constructive Use of Section 4(f) Historic Properties 
After the Draft EIS was released, comments were made that climbing routes in Little 
Cottonwood Canyon are historic resources. In response, UDOT conducted an evaluation of the 
climbing resources in consultation with the USDA Forest Service and Utah State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO). The findings of the evaluation can be found in the Third Addendum 
for the Class III Archaeological Inventory for Little Cottonwood Canyon Environmental Impact 
Statement, Salt Lake County, Utah (Mark and others 2022). 

Based on this evaluation, UDOT identified 25 climbing areas and 79 routes associated with a 
significant period of development spanning from 1960 to 1974. The climbing areas and routes 
have been documented as contributing resources to a newly defined historic district, the Little 
Cottonwood Canyon Climbing Area Historic District (site 42SL968). UDOT determined that the 
Enhanced Bus Service Alternative would have no effect and that the Enhanced Bus Service in 
Peak-period Shoulder Lane Alternative, the gondola alternatives, and the Cog Rail Alternative 
would have no adverse effect on the historic district. The SHPO concurred with those findings 
on May 13, 2022. 

FHWA has determined that a constructive use does not occur when compliance with the 
requirements of 36 CFR Section 800.5 for the proximity impacts of the proposed action, on a 
site listed on or eligible for the National Register, result in an agreement of “no historic 
properties affected” or “no adverse effect” [see 23 CFR Section 774.15(f)(1)]. 
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Attachment A – Correspondence 



From: Chris Cawley
To: Josh Van Jura
Cc: Izzo, Vincent; 10101304_UDOTLittleCottonwoodCanyonEIS
Subject: RE: TOA Park
Date: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 2:07:33 PM

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Thanks Josh.
 

From: Josh Van Jura <jvanjura@utah.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 11:51 AM
To: Chris Cawley <ccawley@townofalta.com>
Cc: Vince Izzo <Vincent.Izzo@hdrinc.com>; EIS archive
<10101304_UDOTLittleCottonwoodCanyonEIS@hdrinc.com>
Subject: TOA Park
 
Chris,
 
Thank you for the comments on Draft EIS.  In our update meeting with the Town of Alta on September 23,
2021, UDOT discussed the Town’s comments on the Draft EIS and is making appropriate revisions to the
Final EIS to address the concerns raised.  The Town of Alta noted in their comments that “UDOT should
formally acknowledge the Town of Alta Park in DEIS Table 4.3-1 and must analyze whether the impacts
of nearby gondola elements would constitute impacts to a recreation resource under Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act.”  UDOT will include the town park in Table 4.3-1 of the Final EIS and
as a Section 4(f) property in the Section 4(f) Evaluation.
 
There are three types of use in the context of Section 4(f). The first type of use is when land from a
Section 4(f) property is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility through purchase or
easement. This type of use is sometimes referred to as a direct use.  As the gondola towers, destination
station, and easement for the cables would not be within the boundary of the town park, there would be
no direct use.  
 
The second type of use is a temporary occupancy. This results when a Section 4(f) property, in whole or
in part, is required for activities related to project construction. With temporary occupancy, the Section 4(f)
property is not permanently incorporated into a transportation facility, but the activity is considered to be
adverse in terms of the preservation purpose of Section 4(f) law and is therefore considered a Section 4(f)
use. The Alta Town Park would not be used during construction; therefore, there would be no temporary
occupancy.
 

The third type of use is constructive use. A constructive use involves no actual physical use of the
Section 4(f) property via permanent incorporation of land or a temporary occupancy of land into a
transportation facility. A constructive use occurs when the proximity impacts of a project result in a
substantial impairment to the property’s activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for
protection under Section 4(f). A constructive use determination is rare. It is unusual for proximity impacts
tobe so great that the purpose of the property that qualifiesthe resource for protection would be
substantially diminished.
 
UDOT evaluated constructive use and determined the gondola alternatives would not result in a
constructive use of Alta Town Park. This determination is based on the following factors:



 
The predicted noise level for receptors near the gondola destination station would not exceed
noise abatement criteria for the Alta Town Park (66 dBA).
The primary activities, features, and attributes of Alta Town Park include a volleyball court with
bench seating, barbecue grills, and covered picnic tables that can be used in summer months. The
gondola would not affect how these features are used. The towers and cable would not disrupt the
ability for users to play volleyball or use the pavilion.
The gondola would not substantially detract from the setting because Alta Town Park is located
within a ski resort setting adjacent to the Alta Ski Area Transfer Tow. Base-area
facilities dominate the immediate foreground views.
Access to the Town of Alta Park would not be impacted.

 
If you have any questions regarding the 4(f) use please contact me. 
 
Best Regards,
Josh Van Jura
801-231-8452
Jvanjura@utah.gov
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CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Vince, 

Based on review and discussion with the Forest Supervisor and District Ranger, the Forest Service 

concurs with the analysis, below. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any additional questions. 

Lance Kovel, P.E. 

Special Projects Coordinator 

UOOT Liaison 

Forest Service 

Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest 

857 West South Jordan Parkway 
South Jordan, UT 84095 

WNWfsfed us 

□□□
Caring for the land and serving people 

From: Izzo, Vincent 

Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 10:36 AM 

To: Kovel, Lance -FS  

Cc: 10101304 _ UDOTLittleCottonwoodCanyonEIS 

; Josh Van J

 Subject: [External Email]LCC EIS-Alta Town Park Constructive Use 

[External Email 
lf this message comes from an unexpected sender or references a vague/unexpected topic; 
l
Use caution before clicking links or opening attachments. 



Please send any concerns or suspicious messages to: Spam.Abuse@usda.gov

Lance,

Please review the below and let me know if the FS concurs with the analysis.

Alta Town Park
The Alta Town Park is located near the west end of the Alta Ski Area Transfer Tow and is
available for small group gatherings outside the ski season. The park is located on NFS
land and is under the jurisdiction of the USDA Forest Service and managed by the Town of
Alta under a special-use permit. The special-use permit—issued by the USDA Forest
Service to the Town of Alta—authorizes “operating and maintaining a park, playground and
volleyball court.” The park features a volleyball court and bench seating, barbecue grills,
and covered picnic tables. There is no vehicle parking on site; access is by walking from
the Wildcat parking lot or from residences or lodges. Based the special-use permit and
coordination with the USDA Forest Service and the Town of Alta, UDOT determined that
the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under
Section 4(f) include a volleyball court with bench seating, a barbeque or picnic area, and a
playground area.

With the gondola alternatives, no gondola stations or towers would be located within the
Alta Town Park; there would be no physical impacts to the volleyball court or bench seating,
barbecue grills, or picnic area. The gondola system would require a right-of-way (for
example, appropriation, easement or special-use authorization) from the USDA Forest
Service where the gondola cables pass over forest land. The easement would be about
80 feet wide, 40 feet on either side of centerline. At the closest point, the gondola easement
would be about 10 feet from the park boundary as indicated on the special-use permit. The
cables would be above and offset about 65 feet horizontally from the bench seating. This
memo evaluates constructive use of the Alta Town Park by the gondola alternatives.

Noise
The gondola cables would pass overhead just north of the Alta Town Park. The nearest
tower would be about 130 feet tall and about 75 feet north of the north edge of the park.
The gondola cabins would touch down at the destination station about 275 feet northeast of
the park. The noise generated by traffic on S.R. 210 is about 53 dBA at the park. To better
estimate gondola noise levels, UDOT conducted noise monitoring at the Peak 2 Peak 3S
(tri-cable) gondola at Whistler Blackcomb Ski Resort, which is expected to be similar to
noise from the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola alternatives due to the similarity of the
two facility types. The noise level of a gondola is greatest at the towers and stations due to
the movement of the cable and hangars through the shiv wheels, with virtually no noise
produced by the cable and cars as they move in the area between the towers or stations.
The monitoring showed that the noise level below the tower was about 55.4 dBA at
65.6 feet (HDR 2021).

For the Little Cottonwood Canyon gondola alternatives, the predicted noise level generated
by a gondola cabin passing the tower is about 51.3 dBA at the park. Noise generated by
the destination station would be negligible 275 feet away at the park. If gondola tower
operation noise is combined with the roadway noise, projected noise levels would be about
55.2 dBA or an increase of about 2.2 dBA from existing conditions of 53 dBA.  Noise
increases of 3 dBA or less are typically not detectable to human hearing. Therefore, there
would be no constructive use per 23 CFR Section 774.15(f)(2).

Visual





From: Mike Johnson
To: Josh Van Jura
Cc: Izzo, Vincent; 10101304_UDOTLittleCottonwoodCanyonEIS; Tim Tingey
Subject: RE: [EXT:]CH Review of Bonneville Shoreline Trail
Date: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 5:03:46 PM

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Josh:
After review and internal discussion. While we do generally agree with your findings regarding noise
impact of both alternatives to the future BST alignment, we find that the potential impact in all
regards to the trail at that location (i.e., the southeast corner of Cottonwood Heights) is much
greater with the Gondola B alternative than it is with the enhanced bus service alternative.

A gondola hub and large parking structure at that location may not substantially impact noise at the
location but would appear to have significant impact on access to the trailhead at that location. The
city’s BST Access Master Plan identifies a future trailhead at that location on the east side of the
corridor. This public access is envisioned on the 26-acre property recently purchased by the city in
partnership with Utah Open Lands. Adding a parking hub with over 1,000 parking spaces at that
location adds congestion at peak hours to that area of the city, which affects the quality of the trail
experience, as well as the ability to safely access the BST trailhead master-planned for that site. As
you are aware safety for all users of the corridor (bicycle, pedestrian, vehicles, etc.) is a tenet of the
Wasatch Boulevard Master Plan.

This adds to the reason why Cottonwood Heights strongly prefers the enhanced bus alternative over
the gondola alternative (detailed in previous formal letters to UDOT). At a very minimum, the city
requests that UDOT propose additional safety enhancements with the gondola alternative. This
should include corridor crossing, traffic management, and access to both sites (gondola and
trailhead) being designed and prioritized in an equal manner.

Sincerely,

Mike Johnson
Community & Economic Development Director
Cottonwood Heights

From: Josh Van Jura 
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2022 7:17 AM
To: Mike Johnson 
Cc: Vince Izzo ; EIS archive
<10101304_UDOTLittleCottonwoodCanyonEIS@hdrinc.com> 
Subject: [EXT:]CH Review of Bonneville Shoreline Trail    

Mike,

mailto:MJohnson@ch.utah.gov
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=userc45b6547
mailto:vincent.izzo@hdrinc.com
mailto:10101304_UDOTLittleCottonwoodCanyonEIS@hdrinc.com
mailto:TTingey@ch.utah.gov


As part of the Little Cottonwood EIS, UDOT is evaluating applicable segments of the
planned Bonneville Shoreline Trail as a 4(f) resource.  Although the trail does not currently
exist on the property owned by Cottonwood Heights, it is shown as a future trail in both
Cottonwood Heights plans and Salt Lake County plans.  Based on review of these planning
documents the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for protection under
Section 4(f) include use of the trail for biking, trail-running, and hiking.

None of the alternatives would directly impact the planned trail. Depending on the final
location of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail, the Gondola Alternative B (base station at La
Caille) and Cog Rail Alternative would be approximately 150 to 650 feet from the trail at its
closest (the trail is located on the east side of S.R. 210 and the base stations are on the
west side).

If the planned Bonneville Shoreline Trail follows the aqueduct road as shown in the
Bonneville Shoreline Trail Alignment Plan for Salt Lake County, predicted noise levels
would be 58 to 59 dBA when combined with S.R. 210 traffic, which is essentially the same
as background noise levels generated by S.R. 210 of 59 dBA (an increase of 3 dBA or less
is not detectable to human hearing). If the planned Bonneville Shoreline Trail is located
farther up the slope and away from the road as shown in the Cottonwood Heights
Bonneville Shoreline Trail – Trailhead and Access Plan, the predicted noise level would be
even lower. Therefore, UDOT believes with the gondola or cog rail alternatives there would
be no noise-based substantial impairment of the trail activities or features.

Some trail users might feel the visual setting is an important attribute. The setting at the trail
looking west (towards the base stations) is more urban with buildings and infrastructure (for
example, roads, overhead utility line, homes, and the developed Salt Lake Valley). The
setting is more natural looking east towards the Wasatch Mountains (away from the base
stations). Even if the Bonneville Shoreline Trail derives its value in substantial part due to
its setting, the gondola or cog rail infrastructure would not substantially detract from the
visual setting because the base station and towers would be constructed in a developed
viewshed where more development is planned regardless of whether a gondola system or
cog rail is constructed.

Please review the above and let UDOT know if Cottonwood Heights agrees with the
analysis or believes the base stations would substantially impair the activities, features, or
attributes that qualify the planned Bonneville Shoreline Trail for protection under
Section 4(f) on the land owned by Cottonwood Heights.

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to reach out.

Best Regards,
Josh Van Jura

Utah Dept. of Transportation
Project Manager - Little Cottonwood EIS 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.udot.utah.gov%2Flittlecottonwoodeis%2F&data=05%7C01%7CVincent.Izzo%40hdrinc.com%7Ce75c523e100c460af87908da38597ba8%7C3667e201cbdc48b39b425d2d3f16e2a9%7C0%7C0%7C637884254254763413%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=CNRSoRMBcvF64GJiPfOerSIqAvrrBfGGyEaQGKkCrvM%3D&reserved=0
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Appendix 32E: Gondola Towers 
Visual Simulations 

32E.1 Snowbird Resort Simulations 
This section presents visual simulations of both a lattice tower and a monopole tower at the Snowbird resort 
looking toward the Iron Blosam Lodge. The tower height is 197 feet. 

Figure 32E.1-1. Simulated View at Snowbird Ski Resort – Lattice Tower 
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Figure 32E.1-2. Simulated View at Snowbird Ski Resort – Monopole Tower 
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32E.2 Town of Alta Simulations 
This section presents visual simulations of both a lattice tower and a monopole tower in the town of Alta 
near the Alta resort and adjacent to the Alta Town Park. The tower height is 131 feet. 

Figure 32E.2-1. Simulated View from S.R. 210 – Lattice Tower 
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Figure 32E.2-2. Simulated View from S.R. 210 – Monopole Tower 
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Figure 32E.2-3. Simulated View toward S.R. 210 – Lattice Tower 
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Figure 32E.2-4. Simulated View toward S.R. 210 – Monopole Tower 
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32E.3 Little Cottonwood Canyon Historic Climbing 
District Simulations 

The Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) prepared four visual simulations as part of evaluating the 
expected visual impacts to the Little Cottonwood Canyon Historic Climbing District (site 42SL968) from the 
gondola alternatives. The simulations are intended to give a general idea regarding how a gondola system 
would be viewed from the climbing district. The base, or starting point, of the routes in the climbing district 
would be above the tops of the towers that would be closest to each climbing route (see Appendix 15B, 
Determinations of Eligibility and Findings of Effect, page 121 of 122). UDOT determined, and the Utah State 
Historic Preservation Officer concurred, that the visual effects would not adversely affect the character 
defining the features of site 42SL968. 

Figure 32E.3-1. View from Bongeater toward Gondola Towers 1A and 1B 
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Figure 32E.3-2. View from The Sail toward Gondola Tower 1  

 
This photograph was taken at a location below the elevation of the start of The Sail climbing route. The start of The Sail is at 6,140 feet 
elevation, and the top of tower 1 would be at 5,724 feet elevation.  



 

September 2022 
Utah Department of Transportation  32E-9 

Figure 32E.3-3. View from the Schoolroom Rappel Area toward Gondola Tower 2 

 
This photograph was taken at a location below the elevation of the start of the Schoolroom Rappel Area climbing route. The start of the 
Schoolroom route is at 6,242 feet elevation, and the tops of towers 2 and 3 (which would be just off the left side of the photograph) would 
be at 5,919 feet elevation and 6,062 feet elevation, respectively.  
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Figure 32E.3-4. View from the Schoolroom Rappel Area near Gondola Tower 3  

 
This photograph was taken at a location below the elevation of the start of the Schoolroom climbing route. The start of the Schoolroom 
route is at 6,242 feet elevation, and the top of tower 3 would be at 6,062 feet elevation.  
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